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Abstract
A Critique of Saul Kripke’s

Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language

by
Chrysoula Gitsoulis

Advisor: Professor Paul Horwich

In Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Langua§aul Kripke presents a controversial
skeptical argument, which he attributes to Wittgenstein's irdetts in the
Philosophical InvestigationfPl]. The argument purports to show that there are no facts
that correspond to what we mean by our words. Kripke maintains, mor¢loaethe
conclusion of Wittgenstein’s so-called private language argureentorollary of results
Wittgenstein establishes in 88137-202 of PI concerning the topic of faliea#rule, and
not the conclusion of an independently developed argument in 88243ff of Phsas m
commentators take it to be. In this work, | assess Kripke’s skdjptigument both in its
own right, and as an interpretation of the rule-following sections. ofrPits own right, |

try to show that it is critically flawed. However, as anrptetation of the rule-following
sections of PI, | try to show that it is essentially correttdo this by showing that
Kripke’s interpretation squares with and supports the metaphilosopharakework
developed by Wittgenstein in 88107-136 of PI, which immediately predadeemarks

on following-a-rule.



A Critique of Saul Kripke's

Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language

Preface

Almost three decades after its publication, Saul Kripke’s ininigg and controversial
Wittgenstein on Rules and Private langud®880) (henceforth WRPL) remains one of
the most important and widely read commentaries on 88137-242 of Widmesnst
Philosophical Investigationdenceforth PI).

Many factors account for the book’s enduring popularity. Onleaisit is written in
simple, non-technical terms, which has made it readily accedsilslevide and diverse
audience. Another is that it presents a captivating argumenthvappears to flow
seamlessly from apparently true premises to a startimglasion. The crucial factor
accounting for the book’s popularity, however, is the important contribtitioasi made
both to exegetical studies on Wittgenstein and to contemporary setmateerning the
metaphysics and epistemology of meaning and understanding.

As a piece of historical scholarship, WRPL offers an inteaficet of Wittgenstein
that is far from ordinary. It represents Wittgenstein agrabhg a set of unified and
highly provocative claims about the nature of meaning and understariditigge many
expositions predating WRPL, which take Wittgenstein’s central topmoncern in his
discussion of meaning and understanding in Pl to be his famous ‘prasageialge
argument’, and locate it in 88243ff of PI, Kripke takes his centrat toptoncern to be

that of ‘following a rule’ in 88137-202. Kripke’s interpretation of thesetions not only
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helped put the topic of following a rule into the philosophical limelight, also tied
together, in a novel and striking way, what seemed to be a sérkssociated remarks
on rule-following and the attendant private language argument.

On Kripke’s reading, the conclusion of the private language aguis a ‘corollary’
of results that Wittgenstein already establishes in his dismuof following a rule.
More specifically, Kripke takes the conclusion of the private dagg argument to be a
corollary of what he calls a ‘skeptical solutidon’ a ‘skeptical problem’ concerning the
topic of following a rule. Indeed, according to Kripke, the privateyleage argument
already reaches its conclusion by §202 of PI.

The ‘skeptical problem’, which Kripke takes to be the central problem occupying
Wittgenstein’s attention in 88137-202, is:there any fact about me that constitutes what
| mean by my words?The main character of WRPL, an imaginary meaning skeptic,
examines a range of facts that might play the requisitditdnge role — and so solve the
skeptical problem — and shows that they cannot do the job requiréerof tHe then
considers the proposal that my meaning what | do by my wordgrsn#ive fact, and
cannot be constituted by more basic facts, but rules this outllasilwese considerations
form the content of what Kripke calls thekeptical argument’. On the assumption that
he has examined all possibilities, he draws the (apparently pacabjosskeptical
conclusion’ thatthere areno facts about me that correspond to my meaning what | do by
my words.

Faced with this seemingly outrageous result (undercuttingt agparently does,
some of the most fundamental assumptions we make about the notionsnofgreead

understanding), we naturally incline toward the view that there beusbmething wrong
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with the argument leading to it: that it relies on some assumfitadnwe can reject, or
that it makes some fallacious step. That is, we incline tbwegjecting the skeptical
conclusion, and maintaining that there must, after all, be what Kapke a Straight
solution’ to the skeptical problem: some species of fact that constityt@seaning what

| do by my words, and hence that explains my applying them irwthethat | do.
Kripke, however, reads Wittgenstein as advocating what he calkepgtical solution: a
response to the skeptical argument whackeptsthe skeptical conclusion but seeks to
explain how we can rehabilitate talk of meaning in its light.

The skeptical problem, argument, and solution, have received & dgah of
attention, not merely as interpretations of Wittgenstein’sudson of meaning and
understanding, but also in their own right. Many contemporary philosopherisd and
language are familiar with the skeptical problem, and havd toeoffer a straight
solution to it. Kripke’s book makes an important contribution to effartsdlve’ it, by
ushering into contemporary debates the most important insights Ise\iattgenstein to
offer on it. Ultimately, on Kripke’s reading of Wittgensteihe tskeptical problem has no
straight solution. This result proved to be extremely contentioumndory contemporary
philosophers of mind and language, most of whom maintain that there traights
solution to the skeptical problem. Not surprisingly, WRPL gave tas@a wave of
controversy, which continues to this day.

Efforts to solve the problems arising from these debates have ant dmgirely
disconnected from the historical Wittgenstein’'s writings; indee®PW has prompted
many contemporary philosophers of mind and language to revisit Wigg#astork to

ferret out whatever insights he might have had on them. This,nnhas helpetridge
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the gap between Wittgenstein’s discussion of meaning and understanding and
contemporary discussions of these topics. We can think of WRPLs&pping stone
between these domains. If Wittgenstein's discussion of meaning aedstanding is
taken more seriously in philosophy of mind and language today than ipagtethe
credit is due in large part to WRPL.

Both of these factors — WRPL'’s departure from standard expwsin its reading of
Wittgenstein, and the radical theses WRPL establishes anwitsright -- are responsible
for the book’s enduring popularity. And, of course, enhancing the book’slagphe
fact that Kripke defends many of his central contentions wittefand an abundance of
insights.

Though WRPL, like its predecessdaming and Necessity (1972)as been widely
read, its content has not been taken up as favorably; indeed, the gemseisus has
been that the arguments of WRPL are flawed both in their ogimt &nd as an
interpretation of Wittgenstein. Colin McGinn, for example, in Breface to his book,
Wittgenstein on Meaningvrites: ‘When | first read Saul KripkeWittgenstein on Rules
and Private languageit seemed to me to make clear sense, at last, of Wittg€aste
text... In the course of rereading Wittgenstein with Kripke'rnptetation in mind |
came, to my surprise, to have considerable doubts about the correofndisat
interpretation ... At the same time, | began to think that thenaegts Kripke develops
were less impregnable than had first appeared to me.” Mangnentators on WRPL
have voiced similar remarks/reactions.

It seems to me, however, that the negative reception of WRELaes number of

critical textual misinterpretations. When | first read WRPtoo thought the arguments



it presented were flawed both in themselves and as a readintgénstein. After a
more careful reading of WRPL, however, and of the associatshges in Pl, many of
the inconsistencies that | thought were present in WRPL began dipatiess and my
appreciation of it as a reading of Wittgenstein intensifiedame to understand why the
skeptical argument took the rather unusual form it did, and that togeitte the
skeptical solution, it forms a very good interpretation of the assatpassages in Pl. |
also came to realize that most commentators failed to seeb#dause, in some
fundamental way, they misrepresented the content of WRPL: quotinggpassut of
context, omitting or distorting important parts of arguments, indéing key expressions
in ways not intended by Kripke, creating dialogue that is not presemhe text,
frequently affirming their opinion by corroborating the interpregveors of others, and,
most importantly, failing to distinguish two characters in WRPKripke’s skeptic (who
plays the role of the interlocutor in PI), and Kripke’s Wittgeimsferho plays the role of
Wittgenstein) — thereby putting words into the mouth of the wrong ctesraGiven that

| thought the book had many valuable insights to offer that werg best in the tangle
of interpretive errors, | thought it well worth attempting toaclehem up. That task is
taken up in_Chapter, Wwhere | present a detailed exposition of the skeptical problem,
argument, and solution. In Chapterl 2valuate the skeptical argument in its own right.

And finally, in Chapters 3 and 4 examine how well the skeptical argument and solution

fare as an interpretation of Wittgenstein.
| take these tasks to be important for several reasons. Towigjnregardless of
whether or to what extent the skeptical argument has its swuRle it demands careful

evaluation in its own right, since it threatens to deplete our conoéptseaning’ and



‘understanding’ of content, and thereby to undermine our everyday folkqisgical
practices that depend on these notions; and it is not apparent tis&efieal solution
can do the needed resuscitative work.

It is important to note that when | say the skeptical argurdentands careful
evaluation ‘in its own right’, | do not mean that | will not rely on Pl in interpgetin For
| do not think the task of assessing the skeptical argument can perlprexecuted
without appealing to the sections of Pl which it is intended tonilhate. In fact,
persistent failures to do this have, | think, been mainly responfbl¢he skewed
readings of the argument.

It is not only the work of evaluating the skeptical argumentsiown right that will
precipitate us into PI, of course, but also, and necessarilyasket assessing how well
WRPL fares as an interpretation of PI. | take this taskido be important, for several
reasons. For one thing, | have found that assessing WRPleadiag of Pl helps bring
some of the most difficult passages of Wittgenstein’'s discussioal@ffollowing into
sharp focus. It also helps us develop a greater appreciation fgeMéitein’s perspective
on the skeptical problem, to the extent that we can locate it anBlother problems of a
similar nature -- a perspective which, | believe, contains many inmontarals

In WRPL, as very often in Wittgenstein’'s works, a problem isqmweed and, quite
naturally, erroneously interpreted. In WRPL, it is the skeptico( plays the role of
Wittgenstein’s interlocutor) who is guilty of tHalse interpretationand, on the basis of
this error, he generates what Wittgenstein would calbseudo-problem’since it is

based on a false interpretation. Repeated attempts are madieetd, 40 no avail. The

! Here, | agree with Crispin Wright [1989a p. 1574t ‘there are still rich seems of philosophy, vhige
have failed to mine only by digging insufficientigep’.
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skeptic then concludes that the problem has no solution; indeed, hisnfalggeatation
causes him to draw an even stronger conclusion that appears teabdexpzal. At this
point Kripke's Wittgenstein enters the scene, and offers a wayofotihe seeming
paradox: a ‘skeptical solution’. This involves describing actual linguistatipea to help
us see why no direct solution to the pseudo-problem is necessarysitniggo§ he moral
to be drawn is that the pseudo-problem is not in nesdlafion but ofdissolution

| take this to be the central interpretive thesis of WRPtheais that has been lost
sight of in the literature, and | think it isssentiallycorrect as an interpretation of
Wittgenstein. In chapters 3 and 4, | offer my defense of thisncl Wittgenstein once
wrote: ‘A human being isnprisonedin a room, if the door is unlocked but opens inward;
he, however, never gets the idegolling instead of pushing against it.” [RFM III, 37] In
similar vein, | try to show that the reason the skeptical probéaninterpreted by the
skeptic, baffles us and frustrates attempts to solve it, isvih&ilave been pushing against
a door that only opens by pulling it. Pushing against the dooyiigytto give it a
straight solution Pulling it is offering askeptical solution | try to bring this out in
Chapter 4 by situating the skeptical problem, as interpretechdyskeptic, and the
skeptical solution, into a larger framework concerning Wittgemsteso-called
‘metaphilosophy’ (remarks concerning the practice of philosophy),dbals with his
identification and treatment of pseudo-philosophical problems. Kripketanas that the
conclusion of Wittgenstein's private language argument is a aoyolbf results
Wittgenstein establishes in 88137-202 of PI concerning the topic of faliearule, and
not the conclusion of an independently developed argument in 88243ff of Phsas m

commentators take it to be. | go a step further in Chapter 4trgnwb show that
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Wittgenstein’s remarks on following-a-rule in 88137-202 of Pl arerallary of his
‘metaphilosophical’ remarks in 88107-136 of PI, which immediatelyceme his
discussion of following-a-rule; they are, in other words, but one apphdiitstration of
his philosophical method. | also defend the correctness of Kripkigpretation of the
rule-following remarks, which see Wittgenstein as developinkeptsal argument and
solution, by showing that this interpretation squares with and suppbds
metaphilosophical framework to be presented. A crucial goal ®fpttwject is thus not
only to clarify the relation between Wittgenstein’'s remasksfollowing-a-rule and the
private language argument, but tihmore fundamentatelation between Wittgenstein’s
philosophical method and his remarks on following-a-rule. If Kripkessudision helped
put the topic of following-a-rule into sharp focus, by linking itthe private language
argument, then my hope is to sharpen that focus a bit further, oilasminate the
fundamental role that Wittgenstein’s metaphilosophy plays in hscudsion of
following-a-rule.

That, then, is a broad overview of the plan and motivation for thisgiro| turn now

to more specific details of content.

Chapter 1

In 88137-242 of PI, Kripke interprets Wittgenstein as wrestlinth whe following
problem about meaninds there any fact about me that constitutes what | mean by a
word? This problem is developed by Kripke in WRPL in terms of an exarfrpin
arithmetic. Suppose, the example runs, that | am given a computaiohhtave never

performed before — say, ‘68+57=7?". | then perform the computatioainatg ‘125’ as
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my answer, and after checking my worlgnh confident that ‘125’ is the correct answer.
Now suppose, Kripke continues, a ‘bizarre skeptic’ comes along who angesty
confidence. ‘What fact about you makes it the case that, as you+ise the past, the
answer you meant or intended for “68+57” should have been 125 rather th&s®’ gy,
asks. [p. 8 ‘Perhaps’, he continues, ‘as you used the term “+” in the past, wamtm

some nonstandard function’, which he calls ‘quus’, and defines as follows:

x+y if X, y <57

X
D
<
1

5 otherwise

If | meantquusby ‘+’ in the past, then the answer | intended for ‘68 + 57’ should have
been ‘5, so that, if | am to accord with my past intentions, tissvar | should now give
is ‘5’. What fact makes it the case (makes it true) tma¢antplusand notquu® This is
the skeptical problem, and in section,1.fry to clarify in further detail the nature of this
problem.

The skeptical argument developed by Kripke in Chapter 2 of WRPLlegdschy
canvassing a range of candidate straight solutions to the skeptatZlem. These

include the following:

[A] A ‘rule’ coming ‘before my mind’ that ‘tells me’ how to appl+’ in
all future cases. [p. 15-16, 22]
[B] An introspectible qualitative state of consciousness, suem asage

or sensation, present when performing additions. [p. 41-51]

2 All bracketed page number references are to WRRIess otherwise indicated.
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[C] A disposition to give the right answer, i.e., to say that hagen
queried about any question of the form ‘x+y=?’, | would have

answered with the sum. [p. 22-40]

The body of the skeptical argument consists in the skepticteie&don and rejection of
these candidate straight solutions, along with the proposal thatmgesoiand-so w is a
‘primitive’ fact. [p. 41-42, 51-53] Assuming that these facts exhaust the possibtiges
concludes that there ar® facts that correspond to my meaniaddition rather than
guadditionby ‘+’, or indeed anything by any word, since the conclusion rgdéimes to
any word.

In section 1.21 fill in the details of the skeptical argument, and the pivail that
the so-called ‘justification constraint’ introduced by Kripkeskeptic plays in his
rejection of the facts considered. On the interpretation F,offfat constraint can be

summed up as follows:

[J1] F justifies my applying word w thus and so, given what | meai, lify
and only if (1) | havelirect (non-inferential) acceds F, and (2) | can

deduce a priorfrom F that | ought to apply w thus and so.

In Chapter 3 of WRPL, Kripke outlines what he callss&eptical solutioni to the
skeptical problem. There are two components to the ‘skepticalsolutOn the one

hand, unlike a ‘straight solution’, the skeptical solution is not intendeftde the

3 Kripke defines this asstate ‘not to be assimilated with sensations odaeles or any “qualitative” state,
nor to be assimilated to dispositions, but a st unique kind of its own’. [p. 51-53]
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conclusion of the skeptical argument. What makes the position ‘skepgidhat it

acceptghe conclusion of the skeptical argument:

[SC] For any subject S, there is no fact about S that correspgonkis

meaningadditionby ‘+’ (or anything by any word).

What makes it a ‘solution’ is that it nevertheless defends our amdioractice of
ascribing meaning and understanding to each Sthscording to the skeptical solution,
our ordinary practice of ascribing meanings to each other is notraiméel by [SC], for,
contrary appearances notwithstanding, it is not jeopardized by il faf any fact to
justify our applications of words in the way [Jdemanded by the skeptic:

There are at least two delicate issues regarding theicMepolution that stand in
need of clarification. One issue concerns the very coherence sikepgécal conclusion
[SC]. On the face of it, [SC] appears todmf-underminingif there is no fact about S
that his meanin@ddition by ‘+’ (or anything by any word) corresponds to, for any
subject S, then how can anyone succeed in stating the skepticaliscomclvithout
contradicting himself?

It all depends on how we interpret the skeptical conclusion. Abaunof

interpretations have been offered in the literature; among them some otdhenig!

[a] (Radical skepticism) All words are meaningless.

[b] (Error theory) All meaning-ascriptions are false.

*| follow Scott Soames [1998 p. 313] in this intetation of the terms ‘skeptical’ and ‘solution’.
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[c] (Expressivism) Truth/falsity and factuality/non-facttalis not properly
predicable of meaning-ascriptions.

[d] (Anti-individualism) Meaning-ascriptions cannot be analyzed imseof
facts about the subjeatone

[e] (Anti-reductivism) Meaning-ascriptions cannot be analyzedeimg of

any collection of natural, non-semantic facts.

In section 81.3.1l flesh out each of these interpretations. Among them, onk/¢Jare

self-defeating or incoherent -- we will look at some argum#rasbring this out — and,
though [d] and [e] are coherent, | show that, along with the other céeslidiaey lack
crucial features that Kripke attributes to the skeptical coimiusThe target conclusion,

| try to show, is [f].

[f] There is no state of an agent, analyzable or non-analypabidive, that

satisfies [4.

The second interpretive issue that stands in need of cladficadncerns the relation
between the skeptical solution and Kripke’s interpretation of \dhAgtein’'s ‘private-
language argument’. Kripke sees the conclusion of the privatedgegargument as a
‘corollary’ [p. 68] to the skeptical solution. But in what sensatia ‘corollary’? In

81.3.2 | flesh out the connection.

Chapter 2
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Kripke raises four objections against the dispositional theory [cardj@d above], the

most promising straight solution, and indeed the most ardently defemdked current

literature. They may be summed up as follows:

(1)

(2)

@)

(4)

Finitude objection: Since my actual dispositions diaite, it's not true
that if queried about any two numbers | will come up with their,sasn
the dispositional theory maintains, for some numbers are too largeyfor
mind to grasp. But surely | can mean addition by ‘+' despitdattethat |
don’t have dispositions to handle huge numbers.

Error objection: Any meaning-constituting fact must be able to account
for the fact that some people are disposed to nmaistakes But the
dispositional theory cannot account for this fact: according to it, droav
shouldapply ‘+" is how onevouldapply ‘+'.

Circularity objection : The dispositional theory cannot succeed in giving
a non-circular description of the facts that constitute my meanirgg |

do by my words.

Justification objection: Any meaning-constituting fact must ‘show how |
am justified’ [p. 11] in giving one answer rather than another § an
particular addition query. l.e., any meaning-constituting fact tmistch
that, however in fact | am disposed to apply ‘+’, it should ‘tell fpe’24]

how I shouldapply it. But dispositions do not have this property.
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These objections have a common form (as will become apparent wHeakna them in

detail in chapter 2): they impose a specific constraint on the dispositional,taedrthen

reject it as a straight solution to the skeptical problem for failing to meaetdhatraint.
In chapter 2, | examine and critique each objection. The chiapderided into four

sections, corresponding to the four objections. The plan for each section is as follows.

I | begin by laying out the argument corresponding to the objeation
guestion, so as to identify the constraint that the objection impostse
dispositional theory.

i. | then argue that the argument’s success depends amwarranted
assumptionKripke makes about how the constraint is to be interpreted,
and that no meaning-constituting fact should be required to meet the
constraint thus interpreted.

ii. Finally, | offer a more reasonable interpretation of thenstraint in
guestion, and try to show that a more refined version of the dispositional
theory than that entertained by Kripke is invulnerable to the tec

when the constraint is thus interpreted.

| develop this more refined version of the dispositional theorycenstructive

dispositionalism, as | call it -- in piecemeal fashion throughout chapter 2, aslewd

with each objection in turn.

Chapter 3
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In order to properly explain 88137-242 of PI, on which Kripke focusesttastian, we
must situate them within the methodological framework in 88107-136 theeda®
them. The main purpose of chapter 3 is bring this methodologarakfrork to light,
and thus to set the stage for chapter 4, where | defend the ttlatnihe skeptical
problem, as the skeptic interpretsdgesemerge in 88137-242 as just another pseudo-
philosophical problem, not in need of solution, but of dissolution. In chaptery3id t
clarify Wittgenstein’s means of identifying pseudo-philosophigedblems, and his
means of treating them, by focusing on his so-called ‘meilasophical’ remarks in
88107-136 of PI. There is an important analogy Wittgenstein develdheda sections
between philosophy and medicine, which sees the practice of philosoghjoas of
therapy, a method of healing. Uncovering the reaches of thisggna Wittgenstein’'s
work is one of the most fruitful and illuminating ways of explaining aim and spirit of
his philosophical method, and in particular, his diagnosis and treatmepdgeatio-
philosophical problems. | try to do so in chapter 3 by addressirfgltbeing questions,
and defending the stated answers: 8%¢mptoms: What, for Wittgenstein, are the
symptoms that are in need of philosophical therapy? (Proposed ar3overeptual
tensions.) 83.2 Diagnosis: How, for Wittgenstein, are the symptoms gera?ate
(Proposed answer: From the urge to generalize across diffeegidns of language’.)
83.3 Treatment: What is the nature of Wittgenstein's therapfProposed answer:

Describing actual and exploring possible uses of language.)

Chapter 4
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In this chapter, | apply the results of chapter 3 to the prohemforms Wittgenstein’'s
focus of attention in 88137-242 of PIl: What does understanding or meaning something by
an expression ‘consist in’? By placing a false interpretationh@nproblem, | try to
show that the interlocutor (who plays the role of the skeptic in WR¥Bhstructs a
pseudo-problem. This pseudo-problem, | maintain, can be identified wiképdic’s
interpretation of the skeptical problem in WRPL. Thus, I trynowsthat the skeptical
problem does emerge in PI, but as just another pseudo-problem, not in se&dioh

but ofdissolution Throughout 88137-153 of PI, repeated attempts are made to solve this
pseudo-problem, to no avail. It is mainly in these sections, btshow, that we can
locate the ‘skeptical argument’ of WRPL. In 88154-155, 179-183 of Plg¥vistein
urges us to examine the kinds of circumstances in which we useptitess&ons that were
falsely interpreted by the interlocutor (and led to the constructi@npseudo-problem),

and the role these expressions have in our lives. It is in thesens, | try to show, that
Wittgenstein presents the framework for a ‘skeptical solutie® means oftlissolving

the pseudo-problem -- whose details he proceeds to fill in in §8818#fKus, the
overarching aim of this chapter will be to show that the keyentignts of Kripke’'s

interpretation of Wittgenstein can traced back to PI, and are adequately sdgpoitt
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them for that, if nevertheless | did not always succeed in metbi@sg standards. | have
tried to here. | thank them as well for all the lively distoiss we had, and for making
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other. | have been greatly inspired by my friend, Pavlos Paravasisasurely, his
presence in my life has had a positive effect on this work. [duded to thank him for
his love and affection, his spiritual guidance, and for all the ghsatissions we have
had about life. They are some of my greatest treasures.
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Exposition of WRPL

CONTENT
1.1 The Skeptical Problem
1.2 The Skeptical Argument
1.3 The Skeptical Solution
1.3.1 Interpreting the Skeptical Conclusion
1.3.2  Kripke's Interpretation of the Private lgaiage Argument

1.1 THE SKEPTICAL PROBLEM

In 88137-242 of théhilosophical InvestigationfPl], Kripke interprets Wittgenstein as
wrestling with the following problem about meanirlg:there any fact about me that
constitutes what | mean by a wordhis problem is developed by Kripke\ittgenstein
on Rules and Private-languag@VRPL] in terms of an example from arithmetic.
Suppose, the example runs, that | am given a computation that hbeee performed
before — say, ‘68+57=7". | then perform the computation, obtaining ‘125Yyamnswer,
and after checking my work, dm confident that ‘125’ is the correct answer. Now
suppose, Kripke continues, a ‘bizarre skeptic’ comes along who questions my moafide

‘What fact about you makes it the case that, as you used “Heipdst, the answer you



meant or intended for “68+57” should have been 125 rather than, say, &Xshdp. 8]
‘Perhaps’, he continues, ‘as you used the term “+” in the past, yeantmsome

nonstandard function’, which he calls ‘quus’, and defines as follows:

X

D
<
1

x+yif X, y <57

5 otherwise

If | meantquusby ‘+’ in the past, then the answer | intended for ‘68 + 57’ should have
been ‘5’, so that, if | am to accord with my past intentionsatisver | should now give
is ‘5’. What fact makes it the case (makes it true) that | n@asand noguus®

Kripke’s skeptic proceeds by examining a range of factsniaat be taken to solve
this problem, and finds them inadequate. He then considers the proposak#mang
so-and-so by w is a primitive fact, and cannot be constituteddrg tvasic facts, and
finds this inadequate as well. Thus he draws the seemingly pasadoanclusion that

there isno factabout me that corresponds to my mearadgition by ‘+’, or indeed

® Kripke’s imaginary skeptic is merely a rhetoricivice. The real problem is that of pointing odaet

that determines what | mean by a given word. Isimg this problem, the skeptic is not raising ailoto
about whether 125 is the correct answer, inattiametical sense; he grants that 125 is indeed, as a matter
of arithmetical fact, the sum of 68 and 57. Heugstioning what Kripke calls thenetalinguistic’ sense

of correctness: What fact about me makes it the tizet | used ‘+' to denote the addition functigp?8]
These two senses of correctness can come apagtgif,| used the ‘+’ sign to stand for the sulitoac
function, 125 would still be the sum of 68 and Bit the correct answer to the question ‘68+57 in?my
idiolect, would now be ‘11’.

® Ridiculous and farfetched though it may seem, skeptic’'s hypothesis that | meaguusin the past,
Kripke maintains, i:ot logically impossible

To see this, assume the common sense hypothesisythel | did mean addition. Then it would
be possible though surprising, that under the influence ofmamentary ‘high’, | should
misinterpret all my past uses of the plus signyasb®lizing the quus function, and proceed, in
conflict with my previous linguistic intentions, wompute 68 plus 57 as 5. ... The skeptic is
proposing that | have made a mistake preciselfisfkind, but with plus and quus reversed. [p. 9]



anything by any word. This conclusion appears to be paradoxicaldeedhthere is no
fact about any subject that corresponds to his meaning what he dbesvigrds, then
how can anyone succeed in stating the skeptical conclusion withoutdiotiry
himself?

Kripke interprets 88137-242 of Pl as developing a ‘skeptical parddoX8] of this
sort about meaning, and maintains that it requires a re-thirdfingpany otherwise
plausible and tempting theories about meaning. [p. 31n] Wittgensteiardaug to
Kripke, tries to dissolve the paradox by offering what Kripke terns&eptical solution’
to the skeptical problem. [p. 79] According to this ‘solution’, Wittdemsaccepts the
conclusion of the skeptical argument -- that there are no facts miectitat correspond to
my meaning what | do by my words -- but seeks to demonstradtéhtbaesult is not as
radical or paradoxical as it might seem. Whether this irg&@apon of Wittgenstein is
correct, or whether it misrepresents the character of Wgtga's remarks in 88137-
242, is an issue | will investigate in Chapter 4 of this project.

For future reference, it will be helpful to summarize the skeptical problezn he

[SKEP] Is there any fact about me thanstitute$ my meaningaddition by
‘addition’ (or, more generally, that constitutes my meaminigy ‘w’,

for any expression w of our language)? [p.°11]

" Whether the skeptical conclusion is indeed setfanrnining in this sense is an issue | will exariime
§1.3.1.

8 Described as a ‘constitutive’ problem on e.g.1h.21, 39, 54, 69.

® Actually, the problem is presented, as | notediezaiin the past tense: ‘Is there any fact aboet thmat
constitutes myhaving meanaddition by “+"?" But | will deal with it in itgoresent tense form. One might
wonder why Kripke presents the problem in passttense. Kripke has the following to say: ‘We bebin
speaking as if the notion that at present we meamertin function by “plus” is unquestioned and



There arédwo adequacy conditionsthat the skeptic insists be satisfied by any ‘fact’ F
that can be said to ‘constitute’ an agent’'s meaangjtion by ‘+’ (i.e., by any purported

‘straight solution’ to [SKEP]).

1% Adequacy Condition on F

F must be a non-relationadtate’ of an agent that figures in amalysis (of any sort,
reductive or non/reductive) of meaning addition by ‘+’. Talk of F being a *Satgests

that F must be fully present/constructed/given; not potentially pfesestructed/given.

F can include not only physical states but also mental statgsites of consciousness.
Thus, Kripke says: ‘There are no limitations, in particular no behavilimitations, on

the facts that may be cited to answer the skeptic. Thermade not to be confined to

what is available to an external observer, who can only observe my overt behavior but not

my internal mental state.’ [p. 14]

2"4 Adequacy Condition on F
F must tontain’ a criterion of correctness a norm, by appeal to which a subject

deduces that he ought to give a certain answer to a mathematical problem.

unquestionable. Only past usages are to be quoestimtherwise we will be unable to formulate our
problem'’. [pp. 13-14] There is a ‘deflated’ seng$éfact’ as it figures in meaning-ascriptions --cbuas ‘It

is afact that Jones mearaddition by “+™ -- in virtue of which Kripke’s remark isrtie, and a ‘robust’
sense in virtue of which it is false, as | will iy show in §1.3.1. Kripke’s remark, as | takestdirected
toward someone who seizes on tteflated sense, and builds it into his interpretation c# #keptical
problem. Such a person might be baffled by thecgulare, employed by the skeptic, of relying on the
meanings of certain words in presenting the skapacgument, while at the same time questioningtwha
those words mean. The advantage of the formulatiderms of past usage is that it allows the dkept
take the meanings of the words he uses in presgtitthargument for granted, while the argumentiad
given and evaluated, thus removing this possiblecgoof confusion (as noted by Scott Soames [1938 n
p. 342]).



[the skeptic] questions whether | have aagisonto be so confident that now |
should answer ‘125’ rather than ‘5’. ... An answer to the skeptic saistfy two
conditions. First, it must give an account of what fact it is (about my merntgl sta
that constitutes my meaning plus, not quus. But further, thereasdition that

any putative candidate for such a fact must satisfy. It muspme sensehow

how | am justified in giving the answer ‘125’ to ‘68 + 57’The ‘directions’
mentioned in the previous paragraph, that determine what | should dohin eac
instance,must somehow be ‘contained’ in any candidate for the fachs to

what | meant. Otherwise the skeptic has not been answered when he holds that
my present response is arbitrary. [p. 11]

As a candidate for a ‘fact’ that determines what | medajl¢ to satisfy the basic
condition on such a candidate, stressed above on pg. 11t shauld tell me
what | ought to do in each new instancep. 24]
a fact as to what | mean now by ‘+’ is supposegushify my future actions, to
make them inevitable if | wish to use words with the same meavithgwhich |
used them before. This was our fundamental requirement on a flacivhst |
meant. [p. 40]
This latter adequacy condition is composed of two sub-conditions. @nreosdition,
which | will term themetaphysicatonstraint (concerning thermativity of meaning) on
any purported meaning-constituting fact F, requires that F haestainnature. The

other sub-condition, which I will term thepistemologicatonstraint on F, requires that F

have a certainole.

Metaphysical constraint (concerning theormativity of meaning): F contains a
norm, a standard of correctness, which determines in advance hewowbe

applied in an open-ended range of situations.

Epistemological constraint | have direct access to F (so that it can guide future

applications of w).



We can summarize the metaphysical and epistemological comstoan any purported

meaning-constituting fact F as follows:

[J1] F justifies my applying word w thus-and-so, given what | miegnt, if
and only if (1) | havealirect (non-inferential) accessto F, and (2) | can

deduce a priorifrom F that | ought to apply w thus-and-so.

This is what | take the justification requirement in the pgessdoove to be. | will to refer

to [J] as the skeptic'sustification constraint. Thus we have:

[metaphysical constraint] + [epistemological constraint] = [justifan constraint]

If F contains instructions on how to apply w in an open-ended rangéduatiens
(metaphysical constraint), and | have direct access to Reppkgical constraint), then
| will be able to deduce a priori from F that | ought to applthus-and-so in any given
situation, as [J requires.

[J] is an internalist account of justification, which makes reference only to an
individual. Condition (1) in [J (i.e., the epistemological constraint) insists that any
purported meaning-constituting fact F beadily available to me, i.e., that | have
unmediated knowledgeof it, such as | do when | experience a pain, a tickle, a red afte
image, or ringing in the ears. The subject has direct (noremmtfal) access to such

states because, ‘since they are events in his consciousness) tireeisature of the case



conscious of thent™® That this constraint be met by F is suggested in the quotepfrom
24, where Kripke says that ‘it shoulell me what | ought to do in each new instance’.

Further evidence for this condition can be found on p. 40:

The idea that we lacldirect’ accessto the facts whether we mean plus or quus is

bizarre in any case. Do | not know directly, and with a fairee@f certainty,

that | mean plus? Recall that a fact as to what | mean sisupposed to justify

my future actions, to make theimevitableif | wish to use words with the same

meaning with which | used them before. This was dundamental

requirement on a fact as to what | meant.
That the skeptic insists, in addition, that any purported meaningrodinst satisfy the
metaphysical constraint is suggested in the quote from p. 11, whéeadkimg about
‘directions | gave myself’, he says these directions ‘mustdmgained in any candidate
for the fact as to what | meant’. This requirement is alggested in other places, where
the skeptic insists that any putative meaning-constitutingdantpel’, ‘establish’ [p. 13,
21], ‘'show’ [p. 41], ‘entail’ [p. 53], ‘mandate’ [p. 57], ‘determine in advarge 65],
‘guarantee’ [p. 95] that | meadditionby ‘+'.

The fact F that we are looking for must, on this interpretatioth® justification
constraint, be such that it provides the basis for an a priori deelircterence to claims
about what | mean, and be transparent to me. Under these conditiotisgivenme a
reasonfor thinking ‘125’ is the answer | ought to give, as the skeggimands. [p. 11] |
will then be able to cite F asjastification for the answer | give in order to show it isn’t

just a shot in the dark, ‘a mere jack-in-the-box unjustified andrarpiresponse’. [p. 23]

This is why Kripke sometimes [see e.g. pp. 11-13] expressesképical problem in

19 As Crispin Wright observes [2001 p. 149].



epistemologicaterms:How do | knowthat | now mean by ‘+’ the same thing that | meant
in the past by ‘+'? In answering this question | offeeason ‘| know because..’

We need to distinguish this (strong) epistemological interpoetaif the skeptical
problem — [SKEF — which requires that any purported meaning-constituting fact F
satisfy [J], from a (weaker) non-epistemological interpretation -- [SiJEPwhich does
not require this. [SKER may, e.g., require that F only satisfy the first adequacy
condition — that, e.g., it serve axausal (reductive) explanatiosf my meaning what |
do by my words. A causal explanation is one that might not be irategdavailable to
me; we use such explanations to explain, for example, why gr@sedn, or water is
made of HO. But the skeptic insists that any meaning-constituting fasiubk that |
haveimmediate (non-inferential) knowledgé it, and am able tdeducefrom it that |
ought to apply w thus-and-so, given what | mean by w. So we musbmnintse [SKER
with [SKER,]. If there is a fact F that satisfies [SKEBPand | haveimmediate
knowledgeof F, then | could appeal to my knowledge of F in attempt to oftertion
to [SKERY]; however, any fact that solves [SKERs not (ithout further assumptions
for example, assumptions about my knowledge acquiring powersgssarilyone that
will solve [SKER], for the constitutive fact might, e.g., be one that Irashconsciously
aware of— it might, for example, only b&citly known by me. [SKEF] concerns the
underlying natureof meaning and understanding, and this underlying nature might not be
readily availableto me. And, even if it is readily available to me, | might noablke to
deducdrom it that | ought to apply w thus-and-so, given what | mean by w.

There is damily of expressions one could use in place of ‘meaantdjtion by “+”

to formulate [SKEP]. For example:



understanding the term ‘+’

knowing the meaning of ‘+’

grasping the sense of ‘+’
mastering the concept expressed by ‘+’

following the ‘+’ rule'*

So no straight solution to [SKEP] should be expressed in termsrobens of this family
(e.g. My meaning addition by ‘+’ consists in m@gasping the sense of ‘¥since one can
simply reformulate the skeptical problem in terms of that merabéne family (e.g. Is

there anyact about me that mgrasping the sense of ‘€onsists in?).

M Kripke often formulates the skeptical problemeénnts of ‘following a rule’. It is customarily assed
that an individual’'s words mean what they do irtugrof the individual’s following a rule for the ei®f
those words: a rule that distinguishes correct fraeorrect applications of the words.

We must beware of adding ‘intendaddition by “+™ to this list. As George Wilson points oirt ‘On
Skepticism about Rule-Following in Kripke's Wittggrmin’ (forthcoming), from (1) ‘In using “+”, the
speaker intended to be adding’, it doesn'’t follayvihat (2) ‘The term “+” as the speaker used it mea
addition. For ‘it could be that the operation that theeaker learned to perform and did, in fact, perform
was quaddition. That is, the speaker wrongly sappdhat what he had learned to do is the samgeas t
procedure or operation that others call “additionThe speaker could fail to do what he intendetheo
doing in connection with his use of “+". If so,eth “+”, as he was disposed to use it, actually mean
“quaddition”, despite his own description of what kvas doing as “addition”. ... What the skeptic
qguestions is whether there could be a fact thastidoted the speaker'succeedingin what he then
intended.’

As | like to formulate this point, given that [SKER a problem about understanding, it should be
distinguished from the more general problem:

[SKEP*] Is there any fact about me that constitwtésit | mean by ‘+’ (or, more generally, by
any word)?

If there is some fact about me that constitutestwimaean by ‘+’, then that same fact need not dartst
my meaning addition by ‘+’, for | might mean quatitgh by ‘+’. Thus, any solution to [SKEP*] needtno
be a solution to [SKEP]; though of course we cawlve [SKEP] unless we can solve [SKEP*]. So
sometimes in the ensuing discussion (next sectianjlidate solutions will be disqualified becaus¢hefr
failure to satisfy [SKEP*]
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1.2 THE SKEPTICAL ARGUMENT

The skeptical argument developed by Kripke in Chapter 2 of WRPL gutecbky
exploring a range of candidate meaning-constituting facts, andthieepossibility that
meaning so-and-so by w is primitive, and cannot be constitutedybsare basic facts.
Taking it that the alternatives considered exhaust the posesilénd fail to satisfy [|J
the skeptic concludes that there is no state that corresponds to needditian by ‘+’, or
indeed anything by any word.

The argument can be summarized as follows, the details ohwhigll return to

shortly:

The skeptical argument

I. If there is a state that corresponds to meaanhgjtion by ‘+’, then either it

can be analyzeds:

[A] A ‘rule’ coming ‘before my mind’ that ‘tells me’ howotapply ‘+’ in all
future cases. [p. 15-16, 22]

[B]  An introspectible qualitative state of consciousness, su@namage or
sensation, present when performing additions. [p. 41-51]

[C] A disposition to give the right answer, i.e., to say thatlHaekn queried
about any question of the form x+y=?’, | would have answered \ih t

sum. [p. 22-40]
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Or,

[D] Meaning addition by ‘+’ is a state thaannot be analyzedi.e. it is a

‘primitive state®? [p. 41-42, 51-53]

ii. States of type [A] — [D] do not satisfy[J

iii. Any state that corresponds to meaniaddition by ‘+’ must satisfy [y].
(justification constraint)

iv. Therefore, states of type [A] — [D] do not correspond tommegaddition by
‘“+'. [p. 13, 21]

v. Therefore (since we have exhausted all possible candiddies),isno state
that corresponds to meaniagdition by ‘+’ (and in particular, no meaning-

constituting fact).

The use of the mathematical example, Kripke notes, is irn#ldéeathe presentation of

the skeptical problem: the problem can be runabinuses of languag€. Thus, the

12 Kripke defines this as state ‘not to be assimilated with sensations odhelaes or any “qualitative”
state, nor to be assimilated to dispositions, katate of a unique kind of its own’. [p. 51-53]

13 Kripke writes on page 19:

Of course these problems apply throughout languagg are not confined to mathematical
examples, though it is with mathematical examphes they can be most smoothly brought out. |
think that | have learned the term ‘table’ in suchvay that it will apply to indefinitely many
future items. So | can apply the term to a newasibn, say when | enter the Eiffel Tower for the
first time and see a table at the base. Can |antwe skeptic who supposes that by ‘table’ in the
past | meantabair, where a ‘tabair’ is anything that is a table fond at the base of the Eiffel
Tower, or a chair found there? Did I think exgliciof the Eiffel Tower when I first ‘grasped the
concept of a table, gave myself directions for whaeant by ‘table’? And even if | did think of
the Tower, cannot any directions | gave myself noatg it be reinterpreted compatibly with the
skeptic’s hypothesis?
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skeptic concludes: ‘There can be no fact as to what | meant by’,j@r any other word
at any time’. [p. 21]

The reasons the skeptic offers for rejecting candidates [A] — [D] rwilaws:

A. A ‘rule’ coming before my mind

The sought after fact cannot be a ‘rule’ coming ‘before mydhthat ‘instructs’ or ‘tells’
me how to apply ‘+'. [p. 15-16, 22] Such a rule might take the form: Apply x iff X is
so-and-so, where the so-and-so involvegfanition of w in simpler terms. For example,

the rule for addition might be given as follows:

(2) Give answer z to x+y=? iff <x,y,z> is in the extensadri+’, where the
extension of ‘+’ is defined by the following (recursive) clauses:
. (VX)(x+0=x)

i, (VX)(Vy)(x+s(y)=s(x+y)), where ‘s’ stands for the successor operation

A rule for addition might also take the form ofexipe or ‘set of directions’ [p. 15] (not
necessarily involving a definition) for applying w. For examplesape for applying ‘+’

might be given as follows.
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(2) In figuring out the answer to the query ‘x+y=?", firstuat a heap of x
marbles, then a heap of y marbles, and then count the union of the heaps

thus formed. The result is the answer to ‘x+y=?"

The problem that the skeptic points out for these proposals is thabtheghift the
skeptical problem to thexpressions that figure in the rul&his invites further questions
about what the meaning of the words occurring in the rule consist in.

For example, ‘count’ is one such term in the case of (2). Theickeill ask: ‘What
fact about you constitutes your meangayntby “count™? Maybe by “count” you mean
“quount”, where to “quount” a heap is to count it in the ordinary sensesauitile heap is
formed as the union of two heaps, one of which has 57 or more itemisicim #ase you
must give the answer “5”. Since | applied the more basic conéapint’) in only
finitely many past cases, it too can be interpreted in a non-standard quusyikie wiL6]

A similar problem emerges for (1). Here, ‘+' has beefindd in terms of
‘successor’, ‘universal quantification’, and ‘equality’. The problesnthat these other
functions, quantifiers, predicates, etc. have themselves been appl®alyi a finite
number of instances. Thus, they too can be given non-standard inteypsetatd so the
skeptical problem surfaces for them all over again. E.gx)*(might mean ‘for every
x<h where h is some upper bound to the instances where universal gatotifihas
hitherto been applied’, and similarly for successor and equality. [p. 16-17 n]

In sum, though | might have direct (non-inferential) access tawdeyoming ‘before

my mind’, the expressions that figure in that rule are open to further ietatipn, so that



14

| cannotdeduce a priorifrom it that | ought to apply w thus-and-¥o.This shows that
candidate [A] fails to satisfy condition (2) in][Jand hence cannot serve as a straight
solution® From the standpoint of the skeptic, we are no better off thanene without
the introduction of a rule. As Kripke says, ‘To say that theeegeneral rule in my mind
thattells mehow to add in the future is only to throw the problem back on to otites

that also seem to be given only in terms of finitely many cases.’ [|J. 22]

B. Introspectible qualitative states of consciousness

Perhaps it is not mental rules, but mental images and sensaibrasd the constituents

of meaning and understanding, as candidate [B] suggests. For exaerplaps my

meaningcube by ‘cube’ consists in bringing ‘before my mind’ a mental gaeof a

141 am not assuming that the ‘rule’ has its contamitt into it, so to speak, but has the statustofg of
symbols that stands in need of interpretation.

!5 Note that even if we removed the justification staint, candidate [A] would still be vulnerable the
following regressobjection:

[REG] How can invoking a rule R say, one that ‘comes before your mind’ — constitour
understanding a term? Given that Rl involve other terms, we can simply raise the
skeptical problem again for those terms. If yonderstanding of one of those terms
consists in a rule Rcoming before your mind, then we can raise thetsta problem
once again for the terms involved in that rule, aoan, thereby generating a regress.

6 Many commentators (e.g., Scott Soames [1997 p. &1d Paul Boghossain [1989 p. 511]) have argued
that this objection can be extended to mental edntee., to beliefs and other intentional attitedeSince
intentional attitudes have content, their conteras subject to the skeptical challenge as is ahé&nt of

‘+’. What, e.g., makes it true that an individsathought that ‘2+2=4’ is a thought about plus, aod a
thought about quus? Whether the skeptical argucemibe extended in this way is a controversiahtpoi
and not one that | have the space to examine here.
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cubé’, or in my having a special feeling whenever | use the wonmipk& considers this

proposal on pp. 41-51.

Why not argue that ‘meaning addition by plus’ denotes irreducible
experience, with its own specialquale known directly to each of us by
introspection? (Headaches, tickles, nausea are examples afien states with
such qualia).... | referred to anntrospectibleexperiencebecause, since each
of us knows immediately and with fair certainty that he meangiaddiy ‘plus’,
presumably the view in question assumes we know this in the sayneeAlanow
that we have headaches -- by attending to the ‘qualitativeactes of our own
experiences. Presumably the experiencemaianing additionhas its own
irreducible quality, as does that of feeling a headache. ThetHattl mean
addition by ‘plus’ is to be identified with my possession of an egpesé of this
quality. [p. 41]

Once again, the problem with this proposal is that it fails tefgatiause (2) of [J. The
guale does not by itself determine the correct use of the assoeiatet] because it is
‘semantically inert, i.e.,stands in need of interpretation.

Suppose, for example, someone says that to mesemby ‘green’ is to bring up a
color image of green whenever | use the word ‘green’. Cannointlagie be interpreted

in a grue-like way, so that it directs me to apply the word fgré®grue objects? As

Kripke says:

No internal impression, with a quale, could possiBly me in itself how it is to
be applied in future cases. Nor can any pile up of such impressionght of as
rules for interpreting rules, do the job. The answer to the stepmtioblem,
“What tells me how | am to apply a given rule in a new case@dst come from
something outside any images or ‘qualitative’ mental states. [p. 43]

" This idea was made popular in the work of somthefBritish empiricists. For example, John Lodke,
his Essays Concerning Human Understandiagsociates the meaning one attaches to a wotd awit
corresponding ‘mental idea’ or ‘mental image’, sashoccurs in remembering, imagining, and dreaming.
Kripke also associates it with Hume [See p. 631). 5

18 McGinn’s expression [1984 p. 7].
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Not only do such contents fail to satisfy][but, as Kripke further points out, they aua
necessaryfor determining what | mean. [p. 42]For, as a matter of empirical fact,
mental entities do not always come ‘before our mind’ when we raearething by a
word. Introspection does not bear out this assumption. [p. 42-43] Moreoverwvbea
mental entities do come before our mind, it is not always#memental entity. For
example, when | use the word ‘red’, | might bring up the image @dadress, a red
apple, or a red flower, ef€. It is no more necessary for understanding an expression that
| have a mental entity come before my mind — say, a memtairgiof a cube whenever |
hear or say the word ‘cube’ -- than it is that | have a coagiysical picture before me

— a drawing of a cube.

We can actually strengthen this clafmeven in cases where there does seem to be an
empirical regularitybetween a particular expression and a particular such itemamwe c
still conceiveof someone understanding an expression in the absence of that item.

So it looks like no kind of item coming ‘before the mind’ can be whataning

additionby ‘+’ consists in.

C. The Dispositional Theory

19 This objection can be (and is on p. 23 of WRPIplepl to candidate [A] as well.

2 Historically, Berkeley The Principles of Human Knowledgeas one of the first figures to raise both of
these objections in his critique of Locke’s theofyunderstanding.

2L As Colin McGinn notes [1984 p. 6].
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Perhaps we have failed thus far to produce the sought after meamistiuting fact
because we have been looking in the wrong domain for the congitfemteaning and
understanding. Perhaps what constitutes a subject’'s meaatdiitgpn by ‘+’ resides not
in his mind, but in his overt physical behavior -- in #pplicationshe makes of ‘+'.

It can’t, however, be thactual applications a subject has made of ‘+’ that constitutes
what he means by it, for the skeptic's response to this proposdl iso obvious:
alternative meanings are consistent with the actual applicati@ishave so far been
made of ‘+’. A subject’'s actual applications of ‘+' afi@ite in number, and it is
consistent with his finite pool of answers to questions of the fartm = ?’ that he
means something other thadditionby ‘+’. Even assuming that a speaker has used ‘+’
correctly in all his past uses, there is more than one mgamie can assign to ‘+’ that is
compatible with that usage: no finite selection of answersrrdgtes to within
uniqueness what (if anything) the speaker means.

There is an obvious way one might attempt to surmount this difficultyis not
actual behavior that constitutes what one means by a term, one mag, drgtun-
actualizedbehavior as well; that is, my meaniaddition by ‘+' is determined by how |
amdisposedo apply ‘+'.

Kripke turns to this proposal on p. 22, where he considers the follaispgsitional

analysisof meaningaddition by ‘+’:

[KDP“Y A subject’s meaningddition by ‘+' consists in the fact that for any p,
g, he is disposed to answer r to the query ‘p+qg="?" iff r isstiraof p

and q.
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This proposal appears to be invulnerable to the objections that arseel @gainst [A]
and [B], since how a subject is disposed to apply a term is nattternof some entity
coming ‘before his mind’. In addition, it appears to surmount the rdetBrmination
objection for actual behavior involving a term, since how a subjecsposied to apply a
term involves more than hisctual behavior involving that term: he might have been
disposed to apply a term in a certain way even though he did nollyaefualy it in that
way, if the circumstances appropriate for manifesting the disposlid not present
themselves. In particular, it could be that he was all along ddgosanswer ‘125’ to
the question ‘57+68 = ?’, but never actually did so, simply becauseentseoccurred to
trigger his additive disposition in that particular way.

Thus, this looks like a promising candidate indeed; one that is nbt éasiolished.
Not surprisingly, Kripke devotes the bulk of Chapter 2 to that task. Wehéte has
succeeded is an issue | will take up in the next chapter.

Here, in brief, are the three objections that Kripke deployssigthe dispositional

theory.

I. The finiteness objectidpp.26-27]

As noted, the dispositional analysis attempts to surmount the underithetion
objection against actual behavior, but it doesn’t get very far, Ki@pgees, for it is not
true that if queried about the sumasfy two numbers, no matter how large, | will answer
with their sum: some pairs of numbers are simply too largenfomind to grasp. [p. 26]

In this sense, my additive dispositions finée — they can only extend so far. But surely
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| can mearaddition by ‘+’ despite the fact that | don’t have dispositions to handle hug
sums.
This objection shows that thight to left directionof the analysans in [KtY9 fails,

i.e., that:

Vvp,q, S is disposed to answer r to the query ‘p+g=?’is thesumof p and g.

It will not help the dispositional theorist to reformulate [Kf), Kripke adds, by

appealing to how | would respond undtgal conditionghat overcome finiteness:

[KD,"MJ To meanaddition by ‘+ is to be disposedynder ideal conditions

when asked for any sum ‘x+y’, to give themof x and y as answer.

because any characterization of the ideal conditions will ‘presepppsior notion of my
having an intention to mean one function rather than another by “+”. [p. 27] Suppose, for
example, that the idealized conditions are described as ‘conditiong whebrain is
operated on in such a way that it would enable me to add, as opposed to gead, hug
numbers’. It is evident that this idealization is circular, sibhé® characterized in a way

that assumes | am disposed to add and not quad.

ii. The error objectiorip. 29]
People can be disposed to makistakes so that the answer os@ouldgive, if it is to

accord with the table of the function one actually means, can comtdrapathe answer
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one isdisposedo give. But, Kripke argues, a dispositionalist cannot say tisording
to him, the function one means is to tead off from his dispositions’. [p. 29] This,
Kripke maintains, is because, according to the dispositional thabestalue | mean ‘+’
to have for m and n ify definition the answer | would give if queried about ‘m+n’. [p.
25] The dispositionalist cann@resuppose in advandbdat a subject means plus and
makes mistakes as opposed to meaning something non-standard thds aatiorthe
‘mistakes’. For what he means is ‘read off’ the answeris kdesposed to give. And so a
dispositionalist must say that whatever answer a subject is dpmgliveis right (since
the function he mears the function that is ‘read off’ his dispositions). In order to avoid
this consequence, Kripke maintains, the meaning-constituting facto@audistinct from
the speaker’s dispositions. As Kripke puts it, a candidate fartanfast tell us what one
should say, not what onevould say. [p. 24] The dispositional view eclipses this
fundamental competence/performance distinction by equating performance with
correctness. [p. 24]

The error objection has the same basic form as the finitude iohjelstit, unlike the
finitude objection, which shows that the right to left direction ofahalysans in [KB"J
fails, the error objection purports to show thath directionof the analysans in [KT¥

fail, i.e. that:

S is disposed to give answer r to the query ‘p+g=7’is thesumof p and q
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There are two ways a dispositionalist can respond to the errottiobjedde can either
accept the claim that a subject who makes mistakes -- sfohgatting to carry — does
not meanaddition by ‘+’, but something non-standard. Or he can stick with common
sense and say that a subject can neshthition by ‘+’, even though his dispositions to
calculate with ‘+’ may not correspond perfectly to the addition tianc In the latter
case, according to Kripke, he would have to give up’®as a way of formulating his
theory.

Once again, Kripke maintains that it will not help the dispositisinto reformulate

[KDP"9 by introducingidealized conditioninto [KDP"Y, as in:

[KD,"™ To meanaddition by ‘+' is to be disposedynder ideal conditions

when asked for any sum ‘x+y’, to give teemof x and y as answer.

For he is then faced with the challenge (as in the finitude tdap@oof specifying the

ideal conditions in aon-circularway, and, Kripke claims, he cannot succeed at this task.

iii. The justification objectioifipp. 23-24]

The justification objection raises a more fundamental problem K&®*'{9 from the
standpoint of the skeptic. The finitude and error objections show thdismositions are
not infallible, and do not cover the infinitely many cases of the iadditinction, so that
satisfaction of the analysans in [R# is not necessaryor meaningaddition by ‘+'.

The justification objection maintains that even if my dispositamsorrespond perfectly
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to the addition function (and hence the analysans is satisfiedyyolidéd not be enough

to show that | meaadditionby ‘+'. [p. 57]

So it does seem that a dispositional account misconceives the'scepiblem —

to find a past fact thgustifies my present response. As a candidate for a ‘fact’

that determines what | mean, it fails to satisfy the basidition on such a

candidate, stressed above on p. 11, that it shwellldne what | ought to do in

each new instance. [p. 24]
Recall the second adequacy condition on any straight solution to [SKtePskeptic
insists that any candidate that constitutes my meaning one funetibar than another,
by a given function sign, be such that, whatever answer | anttiifgposed to give, it
should ‘tell me’ what answerdught to give, and facts about how | am disposed to apply
a term (even if in accord with its extension) do not, he insists, th&/property. All that
it seems can be recovered from the way in which | am disposgskta term are claims
about how | habitually do, will or would use it; not claims about heldulduse it. So
again, such facts fail to satisfy clause (2) df [J

There is another potential problem for the dispositional theory iehwimfects
physical theories of meaning and understanding more gener&ibym-the standpoint of

the skeptic. The following passage suggests that Kripke identifgpsidtic dispositions

with physical states of the brain:

Am | supposed to justify my present belief that | meant additionguaddition,
and hence should answer ‘125’, in terms of a hypothesis about my past
dispositions? (Do | record and investigate the past physiology obnain?)
Why am | so sure that one particular hypothesis of this kimdrnisect, when all
my past thoughts could be construed so that | meant plus or so teanht quus?

[p. 23]
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This identification brings out another problem:

The idea that we lack ‘direct’ access to the facts whetih we mean plus or
qguus is bizarre in any case. Do | not know directly, and wit a fair degree of
certainty, that | mean plus? Recall that a fact as to what | mean now is
supposed to justify my future actions, to make theeavitableif | wish to use
words with the same meaning with which | used them before. wWass our
fundamental requirement on a fact as to what | meant. No ‘hypathettate
could satisfy such a requirement: If | can only form hypothase® whether |
now mean plus or quus, if the truth of the matter is buried deep in my unconscious
and can only be posited as a tentative hypothesis, then in the futarednly
proceed hesitatingly and hypotheticallygnjecturingthat |1 probably ought to
answer ‘68 + 57’ with ‘125’ rather than ‘5’. Obviously this is notaturate
account of the matter. There may be some facts about mieicb my access is
indirect, and about which | must form tentative hypotheses: butysimelfact as

to what | mean by ‘plus’ is not one of them! To say that, iisiglready to take a
big step in the direction of skepticism. Remember thahrhediately and
unhesitatingly calculate ‘68 + 57’ as | do, and the meaning | assign to ‘+ is
supposed tojustify this procedure | do not form tentative hypotheses,
wondering what | should do if one hypothesis or another were true. [p. 40]

The problem Kripke points to here is that facts about how | am disposgaply a word

(given that they are to be identified with brain states) not faillyo satisfy condition (2)

of [J], as the above objection maintains, but also fail to satisfy condition (1}):of [J

[J] F justifies my applying word w thus-and-so, given what | miegnt, if
and only if (1) | havdirect (non-inferential) acces® F, and (2) | can

deduce a priorfrom F that | ought to apply w thus-and-so.

since | do not havdirect (non-inferential) acceds physical states of my brain.
Not only does [J rule out facts about my brain state from serving as meaning-

constituting facts (since they are not directly knowable by, im&t, more generally, any
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fact that is not immediately accessible to me — such as &but the grammar of our
language that Chomsky credits us withowing implicitly So the argument is quite
broad in its scope.

It is worth elaborating a bit on this point, as Chomsky’'s def¢h3886, Chapter 4] of
his theory as a straight solution (to the version of the skémtioblem applying not to
words but tosentencef our language) has received a great deal of attention (and
support) in the literature. Chomsky’s theory purports to ‘explamgulistic competence
in terms of the neurophysiological makeup of the brain. Mastérg language or
competence in its use, according to Chomsky, is ‘a state ohtindual mind/brain’
[1986 p. 224] which consists in the ‘internalization’ of an assembiylas of grammar’

(a finite set of axioms which Chomsky conceives as codifyireg gotentially infinite
character of language) which enable us to understand the meahingdsfinitely many
sentences that we have never seen or heard before. Thesareufgart of an ‘internal
representational system’, and are ‘psychologically realé:; ‘states of the mind/brain’.
[1986 p. 221] ‘They are factual in whatever sense statements abbeuterar chemical
structure or visual equipment are said to be factual and involvedaiths.’ [1986 p.
224] Chomsky contends that it is not part of an individual's mastehysaofanguage to
know these rulesexplicitly’ or to be able to formulate them -- speakers barely recall
what little grammar they learned at school. Rather, our knoeledghese rules is
‘tacit’. [1986 p. 223]

But given that we do not have direct access to these rules,fdhetp satisfy
condition (1) in [J, and so, the skeptic would conclude, they cannot serve as a straight

solution. And even if we granted that (1) holds, that we have duaess to ‘rules’
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coming ‘before the mind’, the skeptic would not be silenced, fovdw@d now resurrect
his objection against candidate [A]. ‘To say that theregsreeral rule in my mind that
tells me how to add in the future is only to throw the problem back oth& rules that

also seem to be given only in terms of finitely many cases.’ [p? 22]

D. Primitive State

It looks, at last, as if we have exhausted the realm of possittie that can be taken to
constitute meaningaddition by ‘+'. So maybe, the skeptic hypothesizes, meaning
addition by ‘+’ is ‘a primitive state, not to be assimilated with sensations or headaches
or any “qualitative” state, nor to be assimilated to dispositionsalstate of a unique
kind of its own’. [p. 51-53] Kripke takes this to be a final ‘despénateve one might
make who agrees that the candidate facts considered and rejedtadste the
possibilities, yet refuses to accept the skeptical conclusion. [S&Ely’, such a person
might protest, ‘meaning something by an expression has to be sotheflgtate For
how else can | be so confident that | do, at present, addihon by “+"?’

The skeptic rejects the primitive state proposal for twooreas The first has to do

with the purported failure of such facts to satisfy clause (1)]in [J

it leaves the nature of this postulated primitive state — thmitpré state of
“meaning addition by plus” — completely mysterious. has supposed to be an

% Even if we remove the justification constrainte tthreat of a regress remains: What does our
understanding of the alleged rules consist inhalving direct access to further rules? If so, vawss our
understanding of these further rules consist in? s.w& can see, we are off again on a regress, sw¢ha
are no better off with the alleged rules than weeweithout them; so the skeptic would conclude.
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introspectible state yet we are aware of it with some fair degree ofacety

whenever it occurs. [p. 51]
The point here seems to be that once we abandon the idea that nseaantyso by w is
some kind of ‘introspectible’ state — such as a qualitative sfat®nsciousness -- it
becomes a mystery how we can account foffiostrperson knowledgef meaning. How
can we account for our confidence that we mean so-and-so by iwidf not an
introspectible state? Kripke’s skeptic appears to be sayingvéhaannot explain our
ability to know directly what we mean by ‘+’ if we endorse r@on-introspective
conception of the facts that determine what we mean by ‘+'.

The second reason the skeptic rejects the primitive state prd@sséd do with its
purported failure to satisfy condition (2) in][J The objection runs: How can | deduce
how | am to apply a word in an unlimited number of cases fromite state of mine?

How can such information be stored up or encoded in a finite state?

Even more important is the logical difficulty implicit in Widigstein’s skeptical
argument. | think that Wittgenstein argues, not merely as we $een hitherto,
that introspection shows that the alleged ‘qualitative’ state of stageting is a
chimera, but also that it is logically impossible (or at tlelmt there is a
considerable logical difficulty) for there to be a state otaming addition by
“plus™ at all. Such a state would have to be a finite object,ainatl in our finite
minds. It does not consist in my explicitly thinking of each casthefaddition
table, nor even of my encoding each separate case in the brainackViéhe
capacity for that. Yet (8195) “In@ueerway” each such case already is “in some
sense present”. ... What can that sense be? ... The proposal | atisnogsing
brushes such questions under the rug, since the nature of the “supgtaseds
left mysterious. [p. 52]

The skeptic’s point here is that the primitive state proposa faibnswer the question:

How could a primitive state, which would have to be a ‘finite objgihtained in our
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finite mind) be such as to reach out to a number of future uses etpaassion and
determine whether or not they are correct? How can a fitate sf mind logically
determine for a large (perhaps infinite) range of cases, h@asrais to be applied? It

doesn’t look like that is possibfé.

*kk

This concludes Kripke’s (or, more accurately, the skeptic’s)oreaor rejecting [A] -
[D], and hence, for concluding that there is no fact about me thegsponds to my
meaningaddition by ‘+’. Concerning the role of the justification constraint éaching

this conclusion, Kripke remarks:

there is a condition that any putative candidate for such a fettdonstitutes my
meaning plus] must satisfy. It must, in some sesisew how | am justified in
giving the answer ‘125’ to ‘68+57’. The ‘directions’ mentioned in pinevious
paragraph, that determine what | should do in each instance, must solvehow
‘contained’ in any candidate for the fact as to what | meanther@ise, the
sceptic has not been answered when he holds that my present response
arbitrary. Exactly how this condition operates will become much clearer
below, after we discuss Wittgenstein’s paradox on an intuitive levieen we
consider various philosophical theories as to what the fact # | meant plus
might consist in There will be many specific objections to these theoriest B
all fail to give a candidate for a fact as to what | mehat would show that only
125’, not ‘5’, is the answer | ‘ought’ to give. [p. 11]

3 Crispin Wright maintains that this set of proble(ttsough he doesn't locate them in WRPL as | have
here) forms one of Wittgenstein’s central preoctiopa in Pl, and has yet to be given a satisfactory
solution. In his words, the problem is: ‘How ipibssible to be effortlessly, non-inferentially ageherally
reliably authoritative about psychological statdsioln have no distinctive occurent phenomenology and
which have to answer, after the fashion of dispas#, to what one says and does in situations 50 fa
unconsidered?’. [2001, p. 150]
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| tried, in this section, to clarify the justification constrantole in the skeptical
argument — to show exactly how it is used to knock down all factstangd in the
skeptical argument. | took this task to be important because hoperates in the
skeptical argument is not brought out as clearly as one could hope BLVERd it is
crucial to get its role into focus before assessing the skeptigament, both in its own

right and as an interpretation of PI.

1.3 THE SKEPTICAL SOLUTION

In Chapter 3 of WRPL, Kripke outlines what he callss&eptical solutioni to the
skeptical problem. There are two components to the ‘skeptical salut@n the one
hand, unlike a ‘straight solution’, the skeptical solution is not intendeftde the
conclusion of the skeptical argument. What makes the position ‘skepgidhat it

acceptghe conclusion of the skeptical argument:

[SC] For any subject S, there is no fact about S that correspphdsmeaning

additionby ‘+’ (or anything by any word).

What makes it a ‘solution’ is that it nevertheless defends our amdipractice of
ascribing meaning and understanding to each &theAccording to the skeptical
solution, our ordinary practice of ascribing meanings to each othet isndermined by

[SC], for, contrary appearances notwithstanding, it is not jeopardized bylthre fe#iany



29

fact (state of an agent) to justify our applications of wordhénway demanded by the

skeptic:

[J1] F justifies my applying word w thus-and-so if and only if (bavedirect
(non-inferential) accest F, and (2) | camleduce a priorifrom F that |

ought to apply w thus-and-so.

As noted earlier, [P is aninternalist account of justification, which makes reference
only to an individual. The skeptical solution insists that the fadfir@ny fact to satisfy
[J]] does not undermine our ordinary practice of meaning-attributions, leechast

practice can be justified in another, more plausible sense.

Any individual who claims to have mastered the concept of addition beill
judged by the community to have done so if his particular respogses with
those of the community in enough cases, especially the elememiasy(and if
his ‘wrong’ answers are naizarrely wrong, as in ‘5’ for ‘68 + 57’, but seem to
agree with ours iprocedure even when he makes a ‘computational mistake’).
An individual who passes such tests is admitted into the commurétly adder;
an individual who passes such tests in enough other cases is ddmmitanormal
speaker of the language and member of the community. Those wiatedze
corrected and told (usually as children) that they have not graspedncept of
addition. One who is an incorrigible deviant in enough respects sicaplyot
participate in the life of the community and in communication. [p. 91-92]

The more plausible sense in which our practice of meaning-aitrbuig justified,

according to the skeptical solution, can be summed up as follows:

4| follow Scott Soames [1998 p. 313] in this intextation of the terms ‘skeptical’ and ‘solution’.
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[Je] ‘S means M by w’ is warranted/justified iff S’s applicats of w accord
with those of his linguistic community, and M is the meaning with&s

linguistic community.

On this externalist (social) account of justificationjustification (or assertibility %)
conditions for meaning-ascriptions involving ‘+' -- i.e., conditions under whichsit i
licensed to make such assertions as ‘S maddgionby “+” -- are given as follows: S’s
linguistic community is warranted/justified in asserting oth&t he meanaddition by
‘+" if and only if S has satisfactorily often enough come ughwie answer that most of
the rest of his fellow speakers give to addition queries, and thay adelition by ‘+'.2°
[Je] is an externalist account of justification because, unlikg Which grounds
justification-conditions for a subject’s applying a word in faoternal to the subject,
[Je] grounds justification-conditions for a subject’s applying a woréaats externalto
the subject — specifically, in communal practices involving thatlwdHere, attributions
of meaning call on no special state of a subject’'s mind, but eseskkd by social
practices. [d is intended to capture the intuitive idea that the meaning actw#tjaches

to a word might not be the meaning that it has in his common langualgen so far as

it is are we entitled to say that he understands the word. pglgaions must accord

% |f we speak properly, Kripke notes on p. 73, ‘“hewld not speak of conditions of “assertion”, kather,
more generally, of the conditions when a move (@nfef linguistic expression) is to be made in the
“language game”. If, however, we allow ourselves adopt an oversimplified terminology more
appropriate to a special range of cases, we cathaayVittgenstein proposes a picture of languaaged,
not on truth-conditions, but assertibility condition®r justification conditionsunder what circumstances
are we allowed to make a given assertion?’

% There is ‘no objective fact that explains our agnent’, Kripke adds. [p. 97] For Wittgenstein, an
“explanation” of this kind ignores his treatmerfttbe sceptical paradox and its solution ... our lg=to
say of each other that we mean addition by “+” astf a “language game” that sustains itself only
because of the brute fact that we generally aghee97]
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with the appropriateregularities observed among other members of his linguistic
community.

Of course, this interpretation presupposes sufficient communahagméen how the
word is applied. In absence of such agreement, the word would be devoehhg)
and we would not be entitled to ascribe mastery of it to a subadtwhere the required
agreement exists, it supplies the justification conditions foibating meaning to a
subject, provided he exemplifies sufficiently non-deviant behavior. [WRPL p. 95]

There are at least two delicate issues regarding theisMepolution that stand in
need of clarification. These will form the topic of discussiothia section. One issue
concerns the very coherence of the skeptical conclusion [SC]théface of it, [SC]
appears to bself-underminingif there is no fact about S that his meanaaglition by
‘+’ (or anything by any word) corresponds to, for any subjech&j thow can anyone
succeed in stating the skeptical conclusion without contradicting himself?

It all depends on how we interpret the skeptical conclusion. Abaunof

interpretations have been offered in the literature; among them some otdhenig!

[a] (Radical skepticism) All words are meaningless.

[b] (Error theory) All meaning-ascriptions are false.

[c] (Expressivism) Truth/falsity and factuality/non-facttalis not properly
predicable of meaning-ascriptions.

[d] (Anti-individualism) Meaning-ascriptions cannot be analyzed imseof

facts about the subjeatone
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[e] (Anti-reductivism) Meaning-ascriptions cannot be analyzedeimg of

any collection of natural, non-semantic facts.

In the next section (81.3.1), I will flesh out each of these int&apons. Among them,
only [a] - [c] are self-defeating or incoherent -- we Jalbk at some arguments that bring
this out — and, though [d] and [e] are coherent, | will show that, alotigthe other
candidates, they lack crucial features that Kripke attributes to thecsiteqainclusion.
Though Kripke’s formulation of the skeptical conclusion has a confiusmtgncy to
vary, it should be apparent, from my discussion of the skeptical argum the

preceding section, what | take it to be (i.e., what | interpret [SC] to mean):

[f] There is no state of an agent, analyzable or non-analypabiéive, that

satisfies [4.

The second interpretive issue that stands in need of cladficadncerns the relation
between the skeptical solution and Kripke’s interpretation of \dhAgtein's ‘private-
language argument’. Kripke sees the conclusion of the privatedgegargument as a
‘corollary’ [p. 68] to the skeptical solution. But in what sensatia ‘corollary’? In

81.3.2, | flesh out the connection.

1.3.1 Interpreting the Skeptical Conclusion
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a. Radical Skepticism

Some commentatdrshave interpreted the skeptical conclusion [SC] to beradéal

skeptical thesis that:

[a] All words are meaningless.

Though [a] is notinternally self-defeating (inconsistent), it ipragmatically self-
defeating. If one has succeeded in stating (asserting) [edyibg it, or arguing for it,
then one hagefutedit.?®

Can such thoroughgoing skepticism about meaning be the conclusgimnsieptical

argument? Kripke himself addresses this question:

.... Wittgenstein holds, with the skeptic, that there is no fact adédher | mean
plus or quus. But if this is to be conceded to the skeptic, is thibeend of the
matter? Whatan be said on behalf of our ordinary attributions of meaningful
language to ourselves and to others? Has nanthedible and self-defeating
conclusionthat all language is meaningless, already been drawn? [p. 71]

In the ensuing discussion, Kripke maintains thatsuch conclusion followdecause

Wittgenstein merely wishes to deny the existence of fastshe world’ [p. 72] that

%’ See, e.g., Rupert Read [2000] and George Wils#9q11994].
% As Scott Soames points out. Thus, he writes:

The skeptic’s position is self undermining not e tsense that it is internally inconsistent, but in
the sense that it is inconsistent with the supptearg claim (which must be rejected by the
skeptic) that he, or anyone else, has stated tbptiskl position, argued for it, or believed the
conclusion. (Of course, since rejecting that sd sm is also a propositional attitude, crucially
involving the notion of content, the skeptic mulsibareject — as we would put it — the claim that
he has rejected anything.) [1998 p. 317]
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philosophers misleadingly associate with meaning-attributions, nqirtiety of the

meaning-attributions themselves.

All that is needed to legitimize assertions that someone meamstting is that
there be roughly specifiable circumstances under which theyegrgmately
assertable, and that the game of asserting them under sucharenkés a role in
our lives. No supposition that ‘facts correspond’ to those assertions is needed

[p. 77]

This point is also emphasized in an earlier passage:

| have said that Wittgenstein’s solution to his problem is a skémne. He does
not give a ‘straight’ solution, pointing out to the silly skeptitidden fact he
overlooked, a condition in the world which constitutes my meaning addiyion b
‘plus’. In fact, he agrees with his own hypothetical skeptic that there igo
such fact, no such condition in either the ‘internal’ or‘external’ world.
Admittedly, | am expressing Wittgenstein’s view more stid@wardly than he
would ordinarily allow himself to do. For in denying that therany such fact,
might we not be expressing a philosophical thesis that doubts or demeshing
everyone admits? We do not wish to doubt or deny that when people afpea
themselves and others as meaning something by their wortid|omgng rules,
they do so with perfect right. We do not even wish to deny the prpmiean
ordinary use of the phrase ‘the fact that Jones meant additiarcbyasd-such a
symbol’, and indeed such expressions do have ordinary perfect\Waemerely
wish to deny the existence of the ‘superlative fact’ that lpglosophers
misleadingly attach to such ordinary forms of words, not the propiety of the
forms of words themselves|p. 69]

We need to distinguish two characters in these passages: Kripke’s Wititg€kigw# and
Kripke’'s skeptic. Theskepticplays the role oWittgenstein’s interlocutom PI. Kripke
is saying that, though Wittgenstein agrees with the hypothekegptic that there is no
‘superlative fact’ [p. 66, 69] that corresponds to meaning anythingnigyword, this is

not the same as saying that he agrees with [a]. Whae| taére specifically, to be the

claim KW agrees with the skeptic on is:
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[f] There is no state of an agent, analyzable or non-anabjzédadt satisfies

[J].

By ‘superlative fact’ in the above passage, | take Kripke to mdantdhat ‘contains’ a
criterion of correctness; more specifically, a fact thassas [J]. Though KW accepts
[f], he does not, unlike the skeptic, insist that @ met: failure to satisfy [|J as we have

seen, is the skeptic’s ultimate reason for drawing [SC]. Rather, accoodingpke:

[Wittgenstein] claims (in 88183-93), the appearance that our ordauargept of
meaning demands such a fact is based on a philosophical misconstibalt a
natural one — of such ordinary expressions as ‘he meant such-dmdtbecsteps
are determined by the formula’, and the like. [p. 65-6]

Kripke does not detail the nature of this ‘philosophical misconstrddlis is an issue |

will return to in Chapter 4, where I fill in the missing details.

b. Error Theory

An error theory about a fragment of a particular discourse, consistingecfarative
sentences of that discourse, takes the fragment's semaparances at face value:
declarative sentencedescribe objective factand express representational thoughts.

However, according to the error theorist, because nothing actualigsponds to the
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facts so described, all the fragment’s declarative sentemedalse they are founded
upon metaphysical error.

Such a view is adopted by, for instance, John Mackie about &thiéscording to
Mackie, the declarative sentences of moral discourse purport toibkdes range of
objective prescriptions: constraints on action that are somehow mtoilthe fabric of
nature. Hence, thegresupposehe existence of moral values, with something like the
objectivity of material objects dealt with by physical sce. But it can be shown
(Mackie held) that there are no such things. So an ordinary useoraf language is
typically making claims that involve a mistake about what thddwoontains. Mackie
sees moral thought and language much as an atheist sees religious talk amelafbaa
believers are natonceptuallyconfused (they are not making@mantianistake); rather,
they areontologicallymistaken (the error is one ahétaphysical superstitiof?).

Error theories have surfaced, not only in ethics, but across a waidety of
discourses’ It might be thought that the goal of the skeptical argument is to establish an

error theory for the discourse of meaning, i.e., to show that:

[c] All meaning-ascriptions affalse

2 Seekthics: Inventing Right and Wronglarmondsworth: Penguin, 1977.
30 Wright's expression [1992 p. 5].

31 They can be found in the treatment of color byt&an philosophers such as Malebranche and Arpauld
and more recently in the work of Paul Boghossiath Bavid Velleman. According to these philosophers,
colors are found only in the mind; the world itsislfnot really colored, but we naturally treat stifit is.
Paul Churchland defends an error theory about mdggltal talk concerning the mind. See his
‘Eliminative Materialism and the Propositional Atiiles’, Journal of Philosophy1981. Error theories
have also surfaced in the philosophy of math, ghitdy of science, and in aesthetics.
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But this cannot be the correct interpretation of [SC]. Aside fitwenfact that there is no
textual evidence for this reading, an error theory of meaninigretons, in contrast with

other regions of discourse, is self-defeating, as the argument below?$hows

I. For any S and M: ‘S means M by w’ is false. (errorotigeof meaning
discourse)
ii. So, ‘S does not mean M by w’ is true.

lii. So, w has no meaning, i.e., all words are meaningless.

But, as we saw in the last section, the skeptical conclusion isupgosed to be so

radical as to be self-defeating. So the skeptical conclusion cannot be [b].

32 paul Boghossian [1989 p. 523] and [1990 p. 17dffrs the following argument to show that an error
theory of meaning is incoherent (my summary).

i. ForanyS and p: ‘'S means that p’ is falserofetheory of meaning discourse)

i A sentence of the form ‘'S means that p’ is tiffi€& means that p. (This follows from the truth
predicate’s disquotational properties.)

iii Forany S: ‘S’ has no meaning, i.e. no sen&is meaningful. (This follows from (i) and (ii))

iv But what (i) says is that some sentences --elammeaning-attributing sentences -- are false,
and a sentence cannot be false unless it is mdahtodegin with.

v Hence (i) is incoherent, since it entails a cadiction.

Note that the argument assumes we are employingrdimary notions of truth and falsityaccording to
which to say of a sentence s that s is true (@ejails to assume it is meaningful. But, as Sco&nes
[1998 p. 344 n. 8] points out:

... the radical skeptic is free to replace the ordinastions of truth and falsity with Tarski-type
substitutes for his own language that do not press@ any intentional notions. Let ‘TRUE’ and
‘FALSE’ be such predicates. A skeptic who sayd thare is a TRUE sentence written on the
blackboard says something trivially equivalenthe following: either ‘Snow is white’ is written
on the blackboard and snow is white, or ‘Grasgéex’ is written on the blackboard and grass is
green, etc. (Sentences of other languages couldendealt with using the same predicate.) When
this notion of truth is employed the skeptic wilcapt the inference from s to the claim that s is
TRUE, and vice versa. He will characterize measagriptions as not TRUE and, depending on
how FALSITY is defined, he may even characterizemibas FALSE. However, now there is no
contradiction in claiming that a sentence is bot#taningless and TRUE (or FALSE). Similarly,
the claim that there are conditions under whiclemtence is TRUE, as well as the claim that a
sentence has Truth-conditions, are not concepttigity to any claim about the meaning of the
sentence.
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c. Expressivism

Expressivisn(or, as it is sometimes calleemotivism, noncognitivisner projectivism)
contrasts with an error theory in contesting what an error thgoamts: that the
declarative sentences of a disputed discoutescribe objective fact®r express
representational thoughtsRather than interpreting utterances in the contested discourse
as describing facts, the expressivist urges us to interpretdeesecuting a variety of
non-descriptive tasks, such as expressing emotions, attitudes, commands, or
prescriptions. For the expressivist, superficial ‘grammatsuadilarities (i.e., similarities
in syntactic form) of certain types of utteranoéslead usinto thinking that it is their
business to describe facts. But, as closer scrutiny of ibleiin language will reveal,
they have an entirely different function, and should not be asshohilat statements
whose function it is to describe facts.

Expressivist theories have been advanced mainly in moral philodbphipng with
the error theorist, the moral expressivist denies that therelgective moral facts which
are the source of the truth-values of moral judgments (‘XasaHly acceptable’, ‘X is
right’, ‘X is good’, ‘X ought to be done’, etc.), as snow’s being wkstate of affairs in
the world) is the source of the truth value of the judgment ‘Snovhige\w But, unlike
the error theorist, who infers from this that moral ‘judgments’false the expressivist

infers they are not descriptive statements and do not expetiess, and hence that
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truth/falsity isnot properly predicable of them. Moral ‘judgments’, he maintains, serve to
prescribe or caution against certain forms of conduct, and thevedpress someon-
cognitivemental state of the judge -- a moa#titude Beliefs and other representational
thoughts purport toepresenthe world as being a certain way, and so are thought to have
a truthmaker(state of affairs in the world that makes the belief tru8aying that X is
right or wrong, good or bad, on the other hand, according to the expressisigiposed

to be like saying ‘Hooray for X!" or ‘Boo for X!I". These $tmnents do not ascribe a
genuine property to X (and hence do not have a truthmaker), as #gmaestatX is good’

is thought to (in virtue of its surface structut&).

Expressivismabout meaning-attributionis the view that meaning-attributions do not
describestates of affairs. Though they look like descriptive claims,dgodeclarative
sentences, they really have an entirely different role/functiorthd case of ‘+’, it might
be one of making aredictionabout how a subject will use ‘+’. Or it might be one of
prescribingconduct: ‘S should apply “+” in such and such a way’.*0rmight be one
of commendingS: taking him into one’s linguistic community, certifying him as

competent user of ‘+’, and licensing him to use ‘+’ to do what we call ‘adding’.

% 3Such a view is adopted by, for instance, A. J.rAy& R. M. Hare. See A. J. Ay¢éanguage, Truth and
Logic, Harmondsworth, Middlesex, 1971, Ch. 6, and R. Mieifahe Language of Moral§xford: Oxford
University Press, 1952.

34 Expressivist theories have surfaced in a wide eanfgdiscourses. For example, in the philosophy of
mathematics, they have surfaced in work of the Mtétgenstein, and in David Hilbert®rmalism (the
view that mathematics is a game with meaninglessksnananipulated according to formal rules). They
have also taken the form afstrumentalismin the philosophy of science (according to whibbdretical
statements function as tools for deriving preditdi@bout future experience). And they have sudface
the philosophy of mind, in the work of Daniel Dehnaccording to whom judging that someone has
intentional states is taking the ‘intentional seintoward that person. Sekhe Intentional Stance
Cambridge, MA, 1987.

% As pointed out by Scott Soames [1998 p. 322].
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Many leading commentators on WRPlhave interpreted [SC] along expressivist

lines, as follows:

[c] Truth/falsity (or factuality/non-factuality) is not prape predicable of

meaning-ascriptions.

On this interpretation, the moral or the skeptical argument iothiehunt for the fugitive
meaning-constituting fact is entirely misconceived because ngeascriptions (e.qg.

‘Jones meanadditionby “+™) do not make any claims about the world.

[c], however, cannot be the correct interpretation of [SC]. To begin with, a number of

arguments have been offered in the literature (e.g., Scott Soa@%&j,[Cripsin Wright
[1984] and Paul Boghossian [1989]) that show [c] is incoherent, and, saawvearlier,
[SC] is not supposed to be so radical as to be incoherent.

Here, e.g., is Soames’ argument:

... the non-descriptive version of the skeptical solution is incohereng. wag to
bring out this incoherence is with the following argument: Considesght&ence,
‘n0 meaning ascription expresses a proposition’, used in statingetision of the
skeptical solution. It makes a theoretical claim about ainestass of sentences,
and so must itself be proposition-expressing and fact-stating., ifhueegation,
‘some meaning ascription expresses a proposition’, ought to hagartfestatus.
This sentence is an existential generalization whose instareasgntences of the
form ‘s is a meaning ascription and s expresses a propositiamelySf the
existential generalization expresses a proposition, then sont& iaSiances do
too, in which case some instances of the form ‘s expresses a poypasust
express propositions. But these are meaning-ascriptions ofamncswtt, which,
by the non-descriptive version of the skeptical solution, do not express

% See, for example, Boghossian [1989 p. 524-527]gNVi{1984 p. 761], and McGinn [1984 p. 64]. For
discussions of why this interpretation cannot berem, see Paul Horwich [1998, Chapter 10], Scott
Soames [1998], and Alex Byrne [1992].
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propositions. Thus we have it that some sentences both express prop@sitio
do not express propositions. [1998 p. 324]

Crispin Wright's strategy (which is also adopted by Boghosssatg show that meaning

nonfactualism entailglobal nonfactualism, and hence is implausible, i.e. that (1) entails

(2):

Q) For any S and p, “S” means that p’ is non-factual.

(2) For any S, ‘'S’ is non-factual.

Here is Wright's argument in his [1984] and [1992] papers:

The elegance of Kripke’'s interpretation [that meaning-ascriptions ha truth-
conditions] does not long conceal its difficulties. One immediatiéculify is
presented by the meaning truth platitude. If the truth valuei®td8termined by

its meaning and the state of the world in relevant respectsntirdactuality in

one of the determinants can be expected to induce nonfactuality in the outcome. ...
A projectivist view of meaning is thus, it appears, going to enjganogectivist

view of what it is for a statement to be true. Whence, umeéssmysteriously,
possible for a projective statement to sustain a biconditional wgknainely
factual statement, the disquotational schema “P’ is true’iffiP churn out the

result that all statements are projective. [1984 p. 769]

... the irrealism about meanings, rules and their requirements ithfnsé¢he
skeptical paradox -- the thesis that there are 'no facts ofakter' as far as rules
and meanings are concerned -- must necessarily inflateyisegn, intaylobal
irrealism: the thesis that there are no facts of the mattexhere It is the merest
truism that whether any sentence is true is a function, in panthaf it says. If
there are no substantial facts about what sentences say, there substantial
facts about whether or not they are true. Thus, irrealism aboutimgeaust
enjoin an irrealism about truth, wherever the notion is applied. Apdlism
about truth, wherever the notion is applied, is irrealism about adlrtass
discourse. [1992 p. 21%]

37 Wright's argument can be summarized as follows:

i Suppose for any S and p: ““S” means that p’ag-fiactual. (meaning-nonfactualism)
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There is, moreover, ample textual evidence that Kripke did not intemdskeptical
conclusion to be interpreted as [c]. In addition to the evidenceati@ee (quotes from

WRPL, pp. 65-66, 69 and 77), there is the following remark:

Wittgenstein’s skeptical solution concedes to the skeptic thatutb-tonditions’

or ‘corresponding facts’ in the world exist that make a statrike ‘Jones, like
many of us, means addition by “+” true. Rather we should look at $umh
assertions arased Can this be adequate? Do we not call assertions like the one
just quoted ‘true’ or ‘false’? Can we not with propriety precedeh assertions
with ‘It is a fact that’ or ‘It is not a fact that? Wenstein’'s way with such
objections is shortLike many others, Wittgenstein accepts the ‘redundancy’
theory of truth: to affirm that a statement is true (or, presumably, to precede

i Then for any S: ““S” is true’ is non-factualSince the truth-condition of any sentence is (in
part) a function of its meaning, nonfactualism abmeaning entails nonfactualism about
truth.)

i So for any S, ‘S’ is non-factual. (This follexfrom the disquotational scheme, together with
the assumption that if the sentence A is non-factuimal ‘A iff B’, then the sentence B is non-
factual.)

iv  So meaning- nonfactualism entajlebal nonfactualism.

Paul Boghossian takes this argument a step fupt8&9 p. 525ff and 1990 p. 175ff], and tries toshbat
meaning nonfactualism iacoherent The incoherence, he maintains, is generated fhentlash between
what you have to suppose about truth in orderamér a non-factualist thesis abamtythingand what you
have to suppose about truth as a result of acepptin-factualism abouwheaning Below is my summary
of his argument.

i Suppose that for any S and p: *“S” means thatigp’non-truth-conditional(meaning-
nonfactualism)

i Then for any S and p: “S” has the truth-comalit that p’ is non-truth-conditional. (Since the
truth condition of any sentence is (in part) a fiorc of its meaning, nonfactualism about
meaning will enjoin nonfactualism about truth-cdrudis.)

i So, judgments about a sentence’s truth valenot be factual

iv. On thedeflationary understanding of truth, for a sentence to possesis-conditions, it is
both necessary and sufficient that itdignificantanddeclarativein form.

v Butnon-factualisndenies of some significant declarative senterft&®' ¢heans that p’) that it
is truth-conditional, so the concept of truth imts of which a non-factualist thesis is framed
can't be the deflationary concept. Non-factualigresupposes a concept of truth richer than
the deflationary: it is committed to holding thhetpredicate ‘true’ stands for some language-
independent property, i.e. that truth is ‘robust’.

vi If truth is robust, then judgments about a seo#és truth valuare factual

vii (vi) contradicts (iii). Therefore non-factuain about meaning is incoherent.

For a critique of Boghossian’s extension of Wrigh#rgument, see Soames [1998 p. 251ff] and Wright
[1992, Appendix].
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it with ‘It is a fact that...’) is simply to affirm the state ment itself, and to say

it is not true is simply to deny it: (‘p’ is true = p). ... We call something a

proposition, and hence true or false, when in our language we apphidbhkisa

of truth functions to it. That is, it is just a primitive paftour language game,

not susceptible of deeper explanation, that truth functions are applssttain

sentences. [p. 86]
As noted earlier, we need to distinguish two characters in thaseages: Kripke's
Wittgenstein and Kripke’'s skeptic. Thskeptic plays the role ofWittgenstein’'s
interlocutor in PI. Neither Kripke's Wittgenstein (proponent of the skepticiliten)
nor Kripke’'s skeptic (proponent of the skeptical argument) ictiage the propriety of
preceding meaning-ascriptions with ‘It is true that’ orislta fact that’, i.e., both grant
that one can correctly say things likeis afactthat Jones means addition by “+” ¢iris
true that Jones means addition by “+”. No evidence has been dffertde contrary. In
other words, both Kripke’s skeptic and KW endorse what, in contemporamntdogy,

is known agminimalism® about truth. Minimalism differs from an error or expressivist

theory by denying that (i) and (ii) follows from the stated hypothetical:

If there are no objective facts which are the source of thé-waltues of
statements in a particular discourse, then:

(1) (Error theory) Those statements are false.

(i) (Expressivism) Truth/falsity (or factuality/non-factitg) is not properly

predicable of them.

3 For a discussion and defense of this theory dhirsee Paul HorwichEruth (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1990), and Crispin WrightTruth and Obijectivity(Cambridge Mass: Harvard University Press, 1992).
Simon Blackburn’s ‘quasi-realism’ is also a formminimalism. See hiEssays on Quasi-RealisiNew
York, 1993 andRuling PassionsOxford, 2000.
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(i)  (Minimalism) Truth/falsity (or factuality/non-faaality) may be properly

predicable of them (pace (ii)), and they need not be false (pace (i)).

According to the minimalist, truth/falsity (or factuality/nometuality) is properly
predicable of a statement if it is governed by agreed st@sdafr warrant, and is
embeddable within conditionals, disjunctions, conjunctions, and other conngetives
within contexts of propositional-attitude verbs. Since meaningpgnrs satisfy these
conditions, truth/falsity (or factuality/non-factuality) is progepredicable of them. On
this view, there is nothing incoherent about saylhgs true that Jones means addition by
“+™ or ‘It is afactthat Jones means addition by “+”, even if there are no objefetots
that are the source of the truth-values of these statementse @teepermissible moves
in our language game. We simply must beware that in making skegsenents, we are
not investing them with ontological weight / the metaphysical chmemts associated
with realism.

This is where Kripke’s skeptic differs from KW. Kripke’'s skepunlike Kripke's
Wittgenstein, mistakenly inflates these statements witksa tatology. He assumes that
they commit us to a ‘superlative fact’: a state thatsBas [J]. After searching in vain
for it, he concludes that no such fact exists. The skeptical @olistisupposed to show
that this result is not as radical or paradoxical as it ngglin. It draws us back from the
abyss, by showing that no such fact is needed to legitimaterduragy practice of
meaning-attribution. To this end, it makes essential use of the mftaorcommunity’.
Jones’ linguistic community is justified in asserting that i¢l true that) Jones means

additionby “+”, not because they have evidence of the mythical facthéchuse Jones’
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behavior involving ‘+ matches theirs (and they meaidition by ‘+’). That is the way
the language game of attributing meanings works. The skepfittgénstein’s
interlocutor) was seduced, as usual, by misleading philosophicalgactomnt once we
see them for what they are, by examining the role and functiatribluéions of meaning
in our language, we can rest assured that it is a ‘factapents mean what they do by
their words, though not the ‘superlative’ one that our false pictquetg naturally, led us

to think existed.

d. Anti-individualism

On the interpretation of [SC] that | have offered, the ‘supgddtact’ whose existence is
being denied by [SC] is one that satisfigs [According to other interpreters, by denying
the existence of a ‘superlative fact’, the skeptic does not noede denying this, but

rather that:

[d] Meaning-ascriptions cannot be analyzed in terms of féctstahe subject

alone

This position (known asanti-individualism in the literature) has become familiar
through the work of Hilary Putham and Tyler Bufgelt implies that if Jones means

addition by ‘+’ then there is no fadolely about Jonem virtue of which this is the case.

39 See Putnam [1973] and Burge [1979].
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This leaves open the possibility that what a subject meansatwycaw is analyzable in
terms of arelation between him and his linguistic community or other facts exteona
him. The relation might, e.g., be one of agreement in use of w. sleake, the fact that
constitutes Jones’ meaniadditionby ‘+’ would be partly a fact about Jones and partly a
fact about his linguistic community.

Unlike our earlier interpretations of [SC], [d] is not selfedding or otherwise
implausible. Also, unlike our earlier interpretations, one can fomestextual support
for this interpretation. To begin with, the skeptical problem isagbvpresented in

individualistic terms: Is there any faabout methat constitutes my meanirgidition by

‘+1?

Wittgenstein’s challenge can be presented to me as a questiomasalt was
there some past fact abaue — what | meant by ‘plus’ — that mandates what |
should do now? [p. 15]

A negative answer to this question (as given in the passages etmm)patible
with anti-individualism.
The skeptic holds that no famboutmy past history- nothing that was ever in my mind,

or in my external behavior — establishes that | meant plus rather than quus. [p. 13]

The skeptical challenge ... purports to show that nothingymmental history or
past behavior not even what an omniscient God would know — could establish
whether | meant plus or quus. But then it appears to follow that thefact
aboutmethat constituted my having meant plus rather than quus. [p. 21]

Wittgenstein’s skeptic argues that he knows of no &écut anindividual that
could constitute his state of meaning plus rather than quus. [p. 39]
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It turns out that the skeptical solution does not allow us to speak sifigle
individual, consideretby himself and in isolation as ever meaning anything. [p.
69]

Moreover, [d] finds support in Kripke’'s discussion of the relationshipvdsen the

skeptical solution and the private-language argument.

Following §243, a private-language is usually defined as a langoaigeduld be
logically impossible for anyone else to understand. The priaaigubhge
argument is taken to argue against the possibility of a praatgiage in this
sense. This conception is not in error, but it seems to me thattpkasis is
somewhat misplaced. What is really denied is what might lbeddhe ‘private
model’ of rule-following, that the notion of a person following a givele iis to
be analyzed simply in terms of fac&bout the rule follower and the rule
follower alone, without reference to his membership in a wider gamunity.

Kripke’s interpretation of the private-language argument, it agdeam this passage, is
that meaning and rule-following cannot be analyzed in terms ofdhoist an individual
alone This does not exclude the possibility that meaning and rule-fiokpws
analyzable in terms of facts about an individaad his relation to his linguistic
community

And finally, [d] finds support in Kripke’s comparison of Wittgensteitskeptical

solution” to Hume’s about causation. According to Kripke, Wittgensteamgument

against private-language has a structure similar to Hume’s agawseprausation.

Naively, one might suppose that whether a particular event ascamsther
particular event b is an issue solely involving the events a amahb énd their
relations), and involves no other events. If Hume is right, thistismo Even if
God were to look at the events, he would discern nothing relating themtiosim
that one succeeds the other. Only when the particular eventskaae thought

of as subsumed under two respective event types, A and B, whichateel ey a
generalization thadll events of type A are followed by events of type B, can a be
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said to ‘cause’ b. When the events a and b are considered by themselves
alone, no causal notions are applicable.This Humean conclusion might be
called: the impossibility of private causation. [pp. 67-68]

After the skeptical solution has been seen to be unanswerableoamiterms, a
skeptical solution is offered, containing all we can salvage ofntiteon of
causation. It is just a feature of this analysis that causation makes noease
when applied to two isolated eveniswith the rest of the universe removed.
Only inasmuch as these events are thought of as instances ofypentelated
by a regularity can they be thought of as causally connectetivolparticular
events were somehow soi generisthat it was logically excluded that they be
placed under any (plausibly natural) event types, casual notions wotlde
applicable to them. [p.

Despite what all this evidence appears to suggest, however, | don’Kitiykle intended
the skeptical conclusion to be interpreted as*{d[The following passage makes this

apparent [p. 111].

Wittgenstein’s theory should not be confused with a theory tht, for any m
and n, the value of the function we mean by ‘plus’is (by definition) the value
that (nearly) all the linguistic community would give as theanswer. Such a
theory would be a theory of thetruth-conditions of such assertions as ‘by
“plus” we mean such-and-such a function, which when appléeto 68 and 57
as arguments, yields 125 as value.’ ..The theory would assert that 125 is the
value of the function meant for given arguments iff ‘125’ is th@parse that
nearly everyone would give, given these arguments. Thus the theony eal
social, or community-wide version of the dispositional theory, and woutpée

0 The following passage has also been cited as msédfor [d]:

[Wittgenstein] does not give a ‘straight’ solutigrginting out to the silly skeptic a hidden fact he
overlooked, a condition in the world which condgfs my meaningddition by ‘+'. In fact, he
agrees with his own hypothetical skeptic that theneo such fact, no such condition in either the
‘internal’ or ‘external’ world . [p. 69]

One might interpret ‘external world’ as a referemeeny linguistic community or other factors extairio
me, but | think it is actually a reference to mxternal behavigrand so cannot be used to support [d].
Kripke says on p. 13 that ‘The skeptic holds thatfact about my past history — nothing that was @ve
my mind, or in myexternal behavior— establishes that | meant plus rather than quéied again on page
21 he says that ‘nothing in my own mental historyesternal behavior will answer the sceptic who
supposes that in fact | meant quus’. | think hginsply remaking this point on p. 69.

“1 Paul Horwich [1998 ch. 10] and Scott Soames’ [E)@8so discuss and reject this as a plausibldngad
of the skeptical conclusion.
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to at least some of the same criticisms as the original. fortake Wittgenstein to
deny that he holds such a view, for example, in RFM V, 833 [VII, 840pe¥D
this mean, e.g., that the definition of the same would be this: isawieat all or
most human beings ... take for the same? — Of course not.” IKeBlap. 226,
“Certainly the propositions, “Human beings believe that twice svur’ and
“Twice two is four” do not mean the same”; and see also §8240-1.) nose
bear firmly in mind that Wittgenstein has no theory of truth-comaft --
necessary and sufficient conditions -- for the correctness ofespense rather
than another to a new addition problem. Rather he simply points ¢ow@aitta of

us automatically calculates new addition problems (without feeling the need to
check with the community whether our procedure is proper); that thenaaity
feels entitled to correct a deviant calculation; that in practiech deviance is
rare, and so on. Wittgenstein thinks that these observationsnateggh to
illuminate the role and utility in our lives of assertion about mrea and
determination of new answers. What follows from these assertibility
conditions is not that the answer everyone gives to an additiomgblem is, by
definition, the correct ong but rather the platitude that, if everyone agrees upon
a certain answer, then no one will feel justified in calling &answer wrong. [p.
111]

The claim being made here is that the considerations adduchd blgeptic to show that
facts about how | am disposed to apply a term don’t determine meeawingover to
social facts of the same type. Take for example the finiblgiection. The practice of
the community will cover only &nite portion of possible applications of addition, and
so, as in the individual case, cannot suffice to determine whiclisroking followed, on
a communal level. So how can communal practices fix the meahiptus’, or indeed
of any term? A community is made up of individuals, so how is drdebhed what the
community as a whole means by an expression, if the practes&chfof the individuals
who make it up is finite and therefore indeterminate? (The @dgction, Kripke
maintains, can be likewise generalized.)

It follows, according to Kripke, that agreement with communaltjpes cannot be
what makes a given meaning-ascriptioae; rather, it is whajustifiesit. If Jones’

practice (on the finite number of occasions on which it will Haeen displayed) accords
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with the linguistic practice of his community (on the finite numtfienccasions on which
it will have been displayed), then his linguistic communityjustified (defeasibly
entitled) in asserting that Jones meadditionby ‘+’, assuming they do.

If agreement with communal practices could serve as the tanhditons for
meaning-ascriptions, then it would follow that the extension of ‘plusuld/ be

determined by communal verdicts:

™ For any ordered triple of numbers <p,q,r>, <p,q,r> is in thereston of

‘plus’ iff our linguistic community would judge that <p,q,r> séts

‘p+g=r'.

But (*), Kripke is saying in the passage, cannot be correctinitade objection shows
that the left-to-right direction of the biconditional fails, anctading to the error
objection, the linguistic community might be prone to error and wWyojgge of some
<p,q,r> that p+g=r. (*), on the other hand, makes community wide atithraeor
impossible since communal practices define the extension oSa'we can conclude by
reductio that (*) is incorrect. As Kripke puts the point in the passagéat follows
from these assertibility conditions is not that the answeryewer gives to an addition
problem is, by definition, the correct one, but rather the platituake if everyone agrees

upon a certain answer, then no one will feel justified in callireyahswer wrong'?

*2 George Wilson maintains that, on its most natstialiinterpretation, the skeptical conclusion is
incompatiblewith the perspective of the skeptical solutiorr, f§) implicit in the skeptical solution is the
idea that ascriptions of meaning about a given lgreaith proper warrant are directly committed e t
claim that the speaker’s relevant linguistic dispass are properly aligned with relevant standaods
correctness settled upon within the linguistic camity; and (ii) given that meaning ascriptions gairis
commitment, according to the positive strands efgkeptical solution, they cannot be coherentharegd
there as having non-factual content. They statenpty purported facts about the relations betwden
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Whether this claim — that agreement with communal practidgisstéaserve as the truth
condition for meaning-ascriptions — is correct is an issue Irefilirn to in Chapter 2.
There, | will defend the view that, with one exception involving a \wenall class of
cases, it is incorrect, so long as we introduce a ceteris paribus clause into (*).

There is another point that the skeptic has at his disposal agHinstio not have
direct (non-inferential) acced® how my linguistic community is disposed to use words,
nor can | deducapriori from such facts (given that | must observe how my applications
relate to communal applications) that | ought to apply a word thus@n&o such facts
fail to satisfy [J], and any facts that fail to satisfy][#¢annot, according to the skeptic,
serve as the sought after meaning-constituting facts. So it vibeulkery odd if the
conclusion of the skeptical argument was that the sought afeerimgeconstituting facts
are facts relating me to my community. Thus, it appears 8€it ¢annot be interpreted
as [d].

Of course, it doesn’t follow (nor am | suggesting that it dées)y the claim that
facts relating me to my community cannot serve as a de@ation to the skeptical
problem, that Kripke also rejects a weaker form of anti-individoglesccording to which
meaning-ascriptions of the form ‘It is true that Jones meaets-and-such’ or ‘It is a fact
that Jones means such-and-such’ are, in some loosgustfied or madelegitimately
assertibleby facts about our linguistic community. As will become cleagl1.3.2, this
very thought forms the basis of his interpretation of Wittgenstgmmivate language

argument. If an agent’s linguistic behavior cannot be evaluatddrespect to some

speaker’s linguistic dispositions and the commusistable linguistic practices. [2008 p. 4] Thisirgo
seems off to me, for what the skeptical conclug@rsolution) is denying ieot that these relations can be
thought of as stating facts, but that they canesassthe truth conditions for meaning ascriptions.
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linguistic community or other, we are not justified in assertivad he means anything at
all. Though the brand of anti-individualism captured in [d] isn’t up todhkk of offering
up a direct solution to the skeptical problem, it doesn’t followw@shall see in §1.3.2)
that it isn’t up to the task of serving as part of a skeptiohltisn to the skeptical
problem. On the contrary: it is integral to Kripke's skept®alution to the skeptical

problem.

e. Anti-reductivism

The most popular contemporary reading of the skeptical conclusion is the foftawing

[e] Meaning-ascriptions cannot be analyzed in terms of angction of

natural, non-semantic facts.

On this reading, [€] is supposed to be what the skeptic meanshetdEmies that there is
a ‘superlative fact’ that corresponds to an agent’s meaning seeabg w. [e] has been
expressed in a variety of ways: there are no meaning FAGIE& are no ‘genuine’
meaning facts; there are no ‘robust’ meaning facts, etc. Qrrehding, the skeptical

conclusion is intended to deny the reducibility (in any sense)eaing attributions to

“3 It is defended by, e.g., Horwich [1998], Chapt@r &mongst others.
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non-semantic statemerifs.So the moral to pull out of the skeptical argument is that the
search for a reductive analysiEmeaning-ascriptions is misbegotten. For the most part,
the concepts that philosophers single out for attention, like reality, tknowledge,
beauty, goodness, space, time, and so on, are the most elementzpts we have.
Why, then, one might wonder, should we expect to be able to reduce tmespts to
others that are simpler, clearer, and more basic? Donald Dawvidises this question in
‘The Folly of Trying to Define Truth’, and concludes that ‘what emkhese concepts so
important must also foreclose on the possibility of finding a founddtorthem that
reaches deeper into bedroék’ Perhaps the skeptic is drawing the same conclusion about
meaning-ascriptions: that it is folly to attempt to produce correct and iryefinitions

of them in terms of clearer or more fundamental concepts;ttigfally to search for a
significant analysis in other terms, for we cannot underpin thetm seimething more
basic or easier to grasp. This does not mean that meaningiassrare mysterious,
ambiguous, or untrustworthy. Nor does it mean that we cannot g#yirgnrevealing
about them: we can, by describing how theyusm@d how theyfunctionin our language.

The following passage might be taken as evidence for this interpretation:

It is important to realize that we am®t looking for necessary and sufficient
conditions (truth-conditions) for following a rule, or aranalysis of what such
rule-following ‘consists in’. Indeed such conditions would constituraight’
solution to the sceptical problem, and have been rejected. {p. 87]

“ As Paul Horwich puts it [1998 p. 216]. He alscsctibes it as follows: ‘The thesis is that meaning
attributions are not made true by any conglomematib non-semantic phenomena — so they cannot be
incorporated into any grand unified theory of tlagunal world. [1998 p. 216]

“5The Folly of Trying to Define Truth’, reprintedhiBlackburn and Simons (edBjuth, Oxford, 1999. p.
309

¢ According to Horwich [1998 p. 216-7], additionaligence is to be found by the shape of the skdptica
argument: ‘the strategy of the sceptical paradaw isonsider a series of non-semantic candidatethéo
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As in this passage, Kripke often uses the notions of ‘truth conditidefinition’, and
‘analysis’ interchangeably. Thus, he also describes the septinclusion as follows:
There are no ‘facts’ or ‘truth-conditions’ [p. 72, 77] or ‘conditionshe world’ [p. 72,
86] corresponding to meaning-ascriptions.

In denying that meaning-ascriptions have truth-conditions, neiftigeiskeptic nor
KW (who accepts the skeptical conclusion) wish to deny thanmg-ascriptions have
truth-conditions in a ‘minimal’ sense, according to which for any esex@ S that
expresses a proposition, S iff it is true that S iff it iac that S. For we already saw that
both the skeptic and KW regard the minimal sense of ‘truth’ and’,'fas prefixed or
suffixed to meaning-ascriptions, as unproblematic.

Though | believe [e] approximates the content of the skeptical comtlnsore
accurately than any other candidate we have looked at, | nevestidel@ot believe [e] is
the correct interpretation of the skeptical conclusion. The quotedgeasean WRPL is
a bit misleading because a ‘straight solutiomat merelyone that offers an analysis of
meaning so-and-so by w. Any fact that figures in suchnatysis mustlso satisfy [J].
Thus, if we take [e] to mean or to leave open the possibility hiese tis a ‘state’ that
satisfies [, and that it is non-analyzable/primitive, then [e] is clearly whiat the
skeptic intends by [SC]. Recall that after examining a nurobe&andidate meaning-
constituting facts and finding them inadequate (because of thieirefao satisfy [}]),
Kripke’'s skeptic turns to the proposal that meaning so-and-so bis \&8 non-

analyzable/primitive state: a state ‘not to be assimilatighll sensations or headaches or

facts in virtue of which “plus” means what it doasd to argue against each of them, concludingthiesie
are no facts of the right sort to identify with fe@bout meaning.’
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any “qualitative” state, nor to be assimilated to dispositionsalsiate of a unique kind
of its own’. But he finds this proposal inadequate as vi@llthe same reasothat he
found the candidate straight solutions inadequate: for its failuratisdys[J]. What this

suggests is that the proper way to interpret [SC] is as follows:

[f] There is no state of an agent, analyzable or primitive, that satigfie

Morover, [e] cannot be the proper way to interpret the skeptical ool because it
simply does not follow from the skeptical argument. If therenaréacts that satisfy (|J
then it does not follow that there are no facts that constituedactive analysis for
meaning ascriptions.

We can offer an evemore accuratenterpretation of the skeptical conclusion than

[f]. Recall, according to my analysis of][ih §1.1:

[metaphysical constraint] + [epistemological constraint] = [justifan constraint [J]

Metaphysical constraint (concerning the normativity of meaning): F contains a
norm, a standard of correctness, which determines in advance hewowbe
applied in an open-ended range of situations.

Epistemological constraint | have direct access to F (so that it can guide future
applications of w).

Justification constraint [J|]: F justifies my applying word w thus-and-so, given
what | mean by it, if and only if (1) | hawbBrect (non-inferential) acceds F, and
(2) I candeduce a priorirom F that | ought to apply w thus-and-so.
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Thekeyingredient of [{] that all facts discussed in the skeptical argument faildetns
the metaphysical constraint (candidates [A] and [B] do, at ,leaatisfy the
epistemological constraint). So an even more accurate wayegpreting the skeptical

conclusion is:

[f*] There is no state of an agent, analyzable or primitive, t@ttains’ a
norm, a standard of correctness, which determines in advance how w is t

be applied in an open-ended range of situations.

What | take the skeptic to be ultimately attacking is the ithed there are states
containing instructions on how to apply a word in any conceivable situatWhether
these states are reducible or irreducible, speaker dependeebk&esindependent, is not
what is ultimately at issue, but their very ability to pull thiis feat. There are no states
that have this property, according to the skeptical argumBndtis what it purports to
show, and that is how I interpret [SC].

In surveying the literature, | have found that there iseastl one commentator —
George Wilson -- who agrees that this is the proper way topmetea fundamental
premise of the skeptical argument, if not the skeptical conclusiondasere; a view
that he also attributes to KW, as | do. On Wilson’s interpretdtl994], the skeptical

argument runs as follows [my summary]:

Wilson'’s interpretation of the skeptical argument
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[Ns] (Normativity constraint If X means something by a word w, then there is

a set of properties P1...Pn that govern the correct applicationfaf X
l.e., there is a set of properties P1...Pn such that X has thaantémas
accepted the linguistic commitment) that w correctly appiien object o
iff o has P1...PA’

[G] (Grounding constraitlf there is a set of properties P1...Pn that govern

the correct application of w for X, then there are facts abouha t
constitute P1...Pn as the conditions that govern X’s use of w. l.ee, ther
must be psychological and/or social facts about X which estahbstht is
P1...Pn that she has successfully singled out and about which she has

formed a proper semantic commitment.

*" Scott Soames points out [1998 p. 329ff] that thiem way of interpreting [ such that it can be seen as

a consequencef the minimal truth-conditional conception of méay and understanding (henceforth
[MTC]), which he describes, for predicates, asdal: ‘A speaker understands a predicatbat expresses
the property of being F iff the speaker knows thaxpresses the property of being F, and hence knows
thato (correctly) applies to an object o iff 0 is F'.uB Soames argues, [MTC] is virtually undeniable:

It is obvious that sentences and predicates do tnatreand application conditions of this sort, and
speakers do have the relevant beliefs and intentiofry this for yourself. All of you who
understand the predicate ‘red’ (and also what iamsefor a predicate to apply to an object), ask
yourselves whether you know that the predicate’ ‘cadrectly applies to an object iff it is red.
The answer, of course, is that you do. The skdpsimiaition cannot plausibly be seen as denying
this triviality.

Consequently, Soames argues, one must come upavétionger, more substantial, and more plausibly
deniable interpretation of ‘classical realism abtruth-conditions’. [1998 p. 330] On behalf of Wils
Soames offers the following strengthened accoufitl ¢f

[Nst] If x means something by word w, then x doesbscausethere is a set of properties
P1...Pn of which x hagrior grasp, and x has the intention that w correctly applean
object o iff o has the properties P1...Pn.

What the skeptic is rejecting, on this reading o¥egrnance is that a speaker’s understanding of ra,wo
including his ability to apply it to newly considsr objects, is explained by his associating w with
independently apprehended properties P1...Pn, agghjgithose objects to have P1...Pn.
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[BSC] (Basic skeptical conclusipifhere are no facts about X that constitute any

set of properties as conditions that govern X’'s use of w. l.e., éneneo

facts in the world to be correctly recorded by ascriptions of meaning.

.. [RSC] (Radical skeptical conclusipNo one ever means anything by any term.

Wilson maintains that unlike Kripke’s skeptic, Kripke’'s Wittgenstsides with the
common opinion that people often mean something by the terms and setheycese.
He thereby rejects [RSC]. But he purports to have shown thattdrose and sentences
cannot have ‘classical realist’ truth and application conditiond)adhe meaningfulness
of language for its users cannot consist in that. Thus, he accepts [BSC]. And kasce, h
committed to rejecting [N. [1994 pp. 374]

In sum, on Wilson’s reading, the difference between Kripke’s skeywitil Kripke’s

Wittgenstein is that:

Kripke’s skeptic Kripke’'s Wittgenstein
Ns G
G BSC
BSC ~RSC
RSC o ~Ns

On the interpretation that | have offered of the skeptical argument, | deadte radical
skeptical conclusion [RSC] as dropping out of it, as Wilson does. IEamedrive a

wedge between Kripke’s skeptic and Kripke's Wittgenstein, itds by attributing the
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radical skeptical conclusion to Kripke’'s skeptic and dissociatinfjom KW. The
difference can be framed, rather, througfi KIS insists that this constraint be met by
any fact that corresponds to a subject’'s meaning what he does wgridis, whereas KW
rejects it.

But what, according to Wilson, is KW rejecting by rejectiB$C]? In a recent
paper, Wilson argues that what KW is rejecting is the notionpobr semantic
determination’ or ‘factual determinacy’ about ‘pre-establisheddstads of correctness’
[2008 p. 7]. This is what the ‘classical realist picture ohnieg’ amounts to: the idea
that ‘what a speaker means now by a term determines how the iterits present
meaning, is to be applied correctly in an indefinite range oto/éte examined cases’
[2008, p. 1]; ‘that the meaning of a term semantically determmasdvance whether or
not the term, so meant, applies to various actual or possible caniehas’ [2008 p. 1-
2]. Wilson takes it, correctly in my opinion, to be a ‘great estiment of Kripke’'s book
to stress the centrality of the skeptical doubts about semdetiermination in
Wittgenstein’s rule following reflections and to elaborate animasigand powerful
challenge to this fundamental idea’ [2008 p. 2]. Unfortunately, he notesdhievement
has been blurred by ‘Kripke’s repeated invocation of a striking “namfism” about
meaning’: the claim that there are no facts, individualistic olakaabout a speaker that
constitute his meaning one thing rather than another (and, rather thamgredt all) by
his use of any given term or sentence. | agree with Wilson dndbdhese points, and,
as | try to show in chapter 4, skeptical doubts about prior semanéorgeation do

indeed play a central role in Wittgenstein’s discussion of meaning and undergtandi
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It is generally agreed that if a subject means somethirg word w, there must be
standards that determine whether he applies w correctly, anddisf w must conform
to those standards if it is correct. This is what it means éaning to benormative But
it is easy to slip into thinking that these standards are fldtgrmined in advance, that
they settle every case, and that they are unchanging, as oppds®ag constructed over
time, and hence also, alterable over time. In 82.4, | will showtbdiave good reason
to think that this is the true nature of meanings: they aretaghant, like dead matter,
but alter and adapt to their environment with the passing of tikee)iliing organisms.
Those that fail to do so simply cease to exist, or exist anlpe space of conceptual
possibilities. Nietzsche’s discussion of the origin of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ illussrdtis point
well. Many centuries ago, “good” represented the dominant teofp&righer, ruling
class in relation to a lower dependent one.’ It is only after the aasitoualues began to
decline that ‘the egotism-altruism dichotomy’ took ‘possession of henan
consciencé® and ‘good’ acquired a new meaning. Such an origin suggests, to
Nietzsche, that there is ‘no a priori necessity for assogi#tie word good with altruistic
deeds®, as we do in contemporary culture. The old meaning was no longepfaidn
a changing society, and was gradually replaced with a new ohlee notion of
‘democracy’, which altered from meaning direct rule to indirect ruldnbyptople, serves
to illustrate this point just as well. The platonist picture,clwldonceives of meanings as
eternal, unchanging, and fixed in advance for all time, is nedgstawed. It was, of

course, a central preoccupation of Wittgenstein’s to dismantia @)l its beguiling

*8 Francis Golffing (tr.)The Birth of Tragedy and the Genealogy of MarBlsubleday Press, 1956, pp.
160-161.

“9 Ibid, p. 160.
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forms. And it is an important though unrecognized merit of Kripkok to recognize

this as the moral of his rule-following discussion.

1.3.2 Kripke’s Interpretation of the Private-Language Argument

Kripke seeks to make his interpretation of Wittgenstein's positias -advancing a
‘skeptical solution’ to the skeptical problem -- plausible by ligkinto Wittgenstein’'s
abandonment of the ‘classical realist’ theory of meaning founbefractatusin favor

of the conception of meaning aseadvocated in his later writings. [p. 71ff]

Whether or not Wittgenstein is right in thinking that the enfina&ctatusview is a
consequence of natural and apparently inevitable presuppositions,sheelig
right about this fundamental part of it. The picturecofrespondence to facts
must be cleared away before we can deal with the skeptical problem. [p. 78-9]
Wittgenstein’s skeptical solution concedes to the skeptic that truh-

conditions’ or ‘corresponding facts in the world’ exist that make a statement
like ‘Jones, like many of us, means addition by “+™ true. [p. 86]

According to Kripke [p. 73], Wittgenstein replaces the question of taetatus

I. What must be the case for the sentence ‘Jones means adgitieti to be

true?

by two others in th@hilosophical Investigations
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ii. Under what conditions can wastifiably assert (or deny) that Jones means
additionby ‘+'?
lii. What is therole and utility in our lives of our practice of asserting (or

denying) such statements?

Kripke interprets Wittgenstein as offering the view that | suchoqe as [g] in answer to
(if): *Jones meansadditionby “+” is warranted/justified iff Jones’ use of ‘+' mateh the
use of ‘+’ in his linguistic community, and his linguistic commumitgansaddition by
‘+’.  And in answer to (iii), Kripke interprets Wittgenstein afering the view that, in
making such statements, we are regiresentinghe world as being a certain way, even
though we attach notions of truth and falsity to them. Ratherarerexpressing our
confidencen a subject: we are labeling him as someone whose statemeolving ‘+’
ought to be relied upon. If | say of a grocer, for example, that hesadditionby ‘+’, |
am saying that he can be trusted not to cheat you when you buy goods at his shdp, and if
assert that he does not meaidition by ‘+’ (very often can be said of NY grocers), | am
warning you against buying goods from his shop. It is in waysthiseethat meaning-
ascriptions have @le andutility in our lives.

Though KW accepts the conclusion of the skeptical argument ([f] aboeekjects
the manner in which it is reached. For the skeptic, the failuaaytandidate meaning-

constituting fact to satisfy [Jentails the skeptical conclusion. KW, however, rejegls [J
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[J1] F justifies my applying word w thus-and-so, given what | miegnt, if
and only if (1) I havdirect (non-inferential) acces® F, and (2) | can

deduce a priorfrom F that | ought to apply w thus-and-so.

He concedes that ‘our ordinary practice or belief is justifiedabse — contrary
appearances notwithstanding — it need not require the justifiddi@drthe skeptic has
shown to be untenable’. [p. 67]

[J] is an internalist account of justification, which makes reference only to an
individual. KW insists that the failure of any fact to satigly does not undermine our
ordinary practice of meaning-attributions, because that practicebe justified in

another, more plausible sense.

Any individual who claims to have mastered the concept of addition beill
judgedby the community to have done so if his particular resporasgiee with
those of the communityin enough cases, especially the elementary ones (and if
his ‘wrong’ answers are naizarrely wrong, as in ‘5’ for ‘68 + 57’, but seem to
agree with ours iprocedure even when he makes a ‘computational mistake’).
An individual who passes such tests is admitted into the commurétly adder;

an individual who passes such tests in enough other cases is ddmmitanormal
speaker of the language and member of the community. Those wiatedze
corrected and told (usually as children) that they have not graspedmcept of
addition. One who is an incorrigible deviant in enough respects sicaplyot
participate in the life of the community and in communication. [p. 91-92]

| summed up the more plausible sense in which our linguistic praistigestified,

according to KW'’s skeptical solution, as:
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[Je] ‘S means M by w’ is warranted/justified iff S’s applicats of w accord
with those of his linguistic community, and M is the meaning with&s

linguistic community.

In its application to the private language argumeag}tikes a stronger form:

[Jet] ‘S means M by w' is warranted/justified iff (a) S’'pmications of w
accord with those of his linguistic communifyand M is the meaning w
has in S’s linguistic community, and (b) it is possible to check $'&a

applications of w accord with those of his linguistic community.

Unlike [J], which grounds justification-conditions for a subject’s applying adwiar
facts internal to the subject, ] grounds justification-conditions for a subject’s
applying a word in (social) factexternalto the subject — specifically, in communal
practices involving that word. Justification conditions, according to, K@&hnot be
internal, as the skeptical argument has presumably establishednusit involve
reference to others: the distinction between correct (insémse of ‘warranted’) and
incorrect rule-following must be framed in terms of agreenoerabsence of agreement
with communal practices.

The impossibility of a private-language, Kripke maintains, emeages‘corollary’ to
the skeptical solution. [p. 68] Kripke discusses the relation betveeskeptical solution

and the private language argument in the following passages.

0 We could generalize this to ‘some linguistic conmityi, rather than S’s. S’s behavior would thervéna
to accord with the behavior tifat linguistic community.
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If one person igonsidered in isolation the notion of a rule as guiding the person
who adopts it can have no substantial content. There are, as weekayas
truth-conditions or facts in virtue of which it can be the casehhatccords with
his past intentions or not.As long as we regard him as following a rule
“privately”, so that we pay attention to his justification-conditions alone, all
we can say is that he is licensed to follow the rule asstrikes him. This is
why Wittgenstein says, ‘To think one is obeying a rule is nobvldey a rule.
Hence it is not possible to obey a rule “privately”; othervitseking one was
obeying a rule would be the same thing as obeying it.’ (8202) [p. 89]

Following 8243, a private-language is usually defined as a langoaigeduld be
logically impossible for anyone else to understand.he private-language
argument is taken to argue against the possibility of a praatriage in this
sense. This conception is not in error, but it seems to me thattpbkasis is
somewhat misplacedWhat is really deniedis what might be called therivate
model’ of rule-following, thatthe notion of a person following a given rule is
to be analyzed simply in terms of facts about the rule followeand the rule
follower alone, without reference to his membership in a iWder community.
The impossibility of a private-language in the sense just dkfdees indeed
follow from the incorrectness of the private model for languagkrales, since
the rule-following in a ‘private-language’ could only be analybgda private
model, but the incorrectness of the private model is more basie,iseyplies to
all rules. |take all this to be the point of §202. [p. 109-110]

We can sum up Kripke’'s interpretation of the private languagensgt [KPLA] as

follows:

Kripke’s interpretation of PLA

I. Language is a rule-governed activity, and it can only extstre it makes
sense to say someone is following a rule. (Here Wittgensteamhparison of
language to a game is pertinent.)

ii. (Corollary to the skeptical solution) It makes sense to sayeone is

following a rule (applying a term ‘correctlygnly if there is a way for people
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to tell whether the rule has been followed or broken. For this to be
accomplished:
(a) The standards for what counts as a correct applicationoeesternalto
the subject. More specifically, they must be grounded in communal/soci
practices’*
(b) The subject’s applications of w must (in principleheckableby others,
who compare S’s applications of w to the communal standards mentioned in
(a). Itis only they, and not S alone, who are in a position tevtedther S is
following a rule. S may think he is following a rule when in faetis not:
there is a difference between thinking one is following a rulefalhalving
the rule.

li. A ‘private language’ is by definition one that is ‘loglty impossible’ for

anyone other than the subject S to understand. Hence, in a purportée priva

®L Colin McGinn [1984] argues that the reference te tommunity is redundant in the justification
condition ‘for the correct condition is simply thabbserve that you give the sum of pairs of nuraber
sufficiently often. This conclusion is of coursatieely individualistic in that it refers only tdné person to
whom the rule is ascribed and to his behavior’ fL§8 185] ‘It is not essential to make referencehi®
community in giving the criteria for (e.g.) meaniaddition by “+” [1984 p. 187] The point is remade
Goldfarb [1985 p. 482 ff]. Why, Goldfarb arguesint we simply frame the assertibility/justificatio
conditions as follows:

(*) It is licensed to assert that a person meamftiad by ‘+' when that person has responded
with the sum in every case so far attempted.

Goldfarb continues: ‘Kripke’s objection was that,the solitary case, there would be no differeretgvben
an individual's actually fulfilling a condition anitk appearing to him that he fulfills it. Cleathpwever,
with respect to (*) there is a difference. In shalescriptively adequate assertibility conditiaran be
framed using (not mentioning) what is ascribed @isd meant, that is, notions like addition, talgesen,
chair, and so on. Such conditions invoke neitlenmunity nor agreement. Yet they do yield a didtom
between an individual’s fulfilling a condition artde individual’s taking himself to fulfill it, anthey do
provide a basis for distinguishing between respstisat are in accord with a previously ascribednitea
and responses an individual is simply inclined taken Thus Kripke's central claim, that his solatio
shows how public language is impossible but sglitaunot, collapses.’ [1985 p. 483]

In chapter 2.1, | will evaluate these claims (hsyt are made within the context of Kripke's
dispositional theory), and show that they commitaian implausible platonist metaphysics of meaning
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language, no one is ever in a position to tell whether S is agptyawords
correctly, since no one is ever, even in principle, able to check his
applications.

Iv. So, it never makes sense to say someone is following anraepurported
‘private language’

v. So there cannot be (conceptually speaRfregprivate language.

The justification conditions for when a word w has been applied ‘corrdtalyany word
w) must be speaker independent / external to the agent in the wial senses captured

in (@) and (b).

It is worth noting that (by> (a). As Colin McGinn points out:

‘What we need for a genuine community conception is the idea thaiviiog a
rule is a notion, like that of being in fashion or marching in stegt, inherently
involves reference to individuals other than the individual to whom thigoisn
is made: and the requirements of third person-knowability and o&lshey do
not entail anything of that kind. Neither does the idea thatfallowing has to
be in principle correctable by others, if indeed this goes beyonddimliy and
sharability.’ [1984 p. 194]

It is also worth noting that (a} (b). The standards for what counts as a correct

application of w may be grounded in communal practices, even thasugbjext’'s use of
w is not in principle checkable by others. Suppose e.g. S usesnthedd’ to represent

a private sensation that looks like the color red. So long as hisappis conform to

*2 There ‘cannot’ be a private language in the saensesthat, for example, Thrasymachus in Book hef t
Republicsays rulers ‘cannot’ make mistakes. Insofar as & ruler (i.e.,qua ruler), he cannot make
mistakes. This is a conceptual point about rul@iistasymachus is not saying that people we chdfsiwdo
not in fact make mistakes.
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communal applications of ‘red’, one is justified in asserting Baheans red by “red”,
according to (a), even though S’s applications of ‘red’ are notimtipte checkable by
others. Thus, the conclusion of [KPLA] cannot follow from (a) alone, frem [X].
Only if we add (b) to [¢], as we have done indd], do we exclude the possibility of a
‘private language’.

[KPLA] is stronger than typicalerificationistinterpretations of the private language
argument which require (b) alone, for, according to Kripke, even iis(lsatisfied, a
‘private language’ may still be impossible. In addition to tb@re is another sense in
which, according to Kripke, the standards for what counts as actaamplication must
be speaker independent: they must be grounded in communal practiagess fmrly in
communal practices that standards can be creatéuh Kripke’'s reading of the private
language argument, ‘means so-and-so’ functions likeala¢gional predicate ‘tall’ T(x,y)

where y¥x. When we say x is tall, we are comparing him to some pejsgn(z may be
tall relative to y and short relative to”y Likewise, ‘means so and so’ is a relational

predicate M(x,y) where#x. ‘Means so and so’ or ‘follows such and such a rule’ are, for
Kripke, notions like that of being in fashion or marching in step ékaéentially involve
reference to others, to use McGinn’s examples [1984 p. 194]. When wensagns so-
and-so by w, we are comparing his use of w to that of somedtiggommunity y. Itis
regularities in the collective behavior of y that serve as taparative base, and
determine the norms of correct usage. Regularities in the belwh\asingleindividual
cannot generate norms. They cannot constitute a ‘practice’, gkeKinterprets

Wittgenstein’s use of this expression in Pl 8§202:
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And hence also ‘obeying a rule’ is a practice. Anthiok one is obeying a rule
is not to obey a rule. Hence it is not possible to obey a rulatply’: otherwise
thinking one was obeying a rule would be the same thing as obeying it.

Meanings, on this picture, emerge in social practices, in madessmuniform collective
facts. These are the surroundings (y) where standards (meaaregsieated, and an
individual x can only be said to use language meaningfully when his/ibeha held
accountable to these standards.

Kripke notes that it does not follow from [KPLA] that Robinson Cruseaated on

an island, cannot be said to follow rules. [p. 110]

If one person iconsideredin isolation, the notion of a rule as guiding the
behavior of the person who adopts it can hagesubstantive content. ... The
situation is very different if we widen our gaze from considenaof the rule-
follower alone and allow ourselves ¢onsider him as interacting with a wider
community. Others will then have the justification conditions for attributing
correct or incorrect rule-following to the subject, and thesenasillsimply be that
the subject’s own authority is unconditionally to be accepted. [p 89]

What follows from [KPLA] is that:

if we think of Crusoe as following rules, we are taking him into cammunity
and applying our criteria of rule-following to him. The falsdf the private
model need not mean thaphysically isolatedndividual cannot be said to follow
rules; rather that an individuatonsidered in isolation(whether or not he is
physically isolated), cannot be said to do so. [p. 110]

The point is that [KPLA] does not require Crusoatdual membershign a linguistic

community for others to be warranted in ascribing rule-following to>hi [KPLA]

>3 Note also that [KPLA] does not require Crusoeiacmembership in a linguistic community for hiemn t
follow rules. It only addresses what we are or moewarrantedin asserting about the solitary ‘rule-
follower’. Thus, McGinn’s objection to [KPLA], thait would, | think, be totally implausible to matiain



70

requires only that they be able (in principle) to compare his bahavithat of some
linguistic community. We would, e.g., be entitled to say that Crusiéens the ‘plus’
rule if he applies some symbol the wag apply ‘+'. Agreement with the standards of a
community that follows the ‘+'-rule is essential if the ‘tile is to be properly ascribed

to Crusoe.

We have seen that it is part of Wittgensteigesmeralview of the workings oéll

our expressions attributing concepts that others can confirm wteethdgbject’s

responses agree with their own. [p. 100]
Nor does [KPLA] require that there be others who followgamerule as Crusoe. For
Crusoe’s rule might be defined in terms of simpler rules thatrotielow. Suppose,
e.g., that after long observations of Crusoe’s behavior, we formybathesis: ‘Crusoe
uses “blurb” to refer to what we take to be red or orange objedten we are entitled to
say ‘Crusoe mean®d or orangeby “blurb™ so long as he applies ‘blurb’ to whaie
take to be red or orange objects. Thus, [KPLA] does not rule out ttsibifios of
ascribing rule following to, e.g., a creative mathematician whoodes a function
which he names, or a zoologist who comes across a hitherto unknoviesspbich he
names* For presumably these new expressions are or can be defineth$nofeothers
that already possess a meaning in the agent’s linguistic contynsmithat whether he is

applying the terms in question correctly can be reduced to thaajue$twhether he is

that Crusoe someholeseshis rule-following capacities when he wakes uph@nisland in social isolation,
that his words no longer have meaning (what if @t alone to a desert island for a holiday?)’ A 98
195] misses the point of [KPLA].

* As Colin McGinn seems to think. [1984 p. 195]
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applying the more basic expressions in accord with how his tig@ommunity applies
them.

Still, [KPLA] leaves important questions unanswered. Suppose acs@peaks a
language shared ryo community, including ours, and has never had contact with any

rule-followers. The case is described by McGinn.

[Suppose] Romulus, upon reaching the age of reason, hits upon the idea of
distributing sign-posts around his island asaale-memoire He wants to avoid
the marshes, so he writes an arrow in the sand and undettakesdk in the
direction of its head when he comes across it in the futuréllosvs his rule
correctly in the future if he conforms his actions to his originéntions in
respect of the arrow; and he may discover on occasion that he loagetbhis

rule incorrectly when, misremembering his original intentionfinds himself
wallowing in the marsh (he mistakenly thought that his originahnition was to
follow the tail of the arrow). Nor do | see any conceptual obstacle to his
introducing properly linguistic signs for his own use, e.g. to keeprds of the
weather: all he needs is a good reason to introduce the signs antkHtligeence

to operate with them. That he has never had contact with otherololedrs
does not seem to me to me to put a logical wall between hintharaktivity of
rule-following. Certainly it seems implausible to inststttrules must necessarily
betaughtif they are to be grasped: for who taught the teachers? [1984 p. 195-6]

Chomsky offers the following account of how Kripke would respond to this case:

‘Kripke argues that we can still attribute rule-following to RCGaccordance with
the Wittgensteinian solution. Namely, we regard him as a p&vhBonacquires
rules under certain experiences, although not our rules, because \difdramt

experiences. Then we can take him into the broader commurpgrsdns, who
share our ‘form of life’ in a broader sense. “Our community assert of any
individual that he follows a rule if he passes the tests forfolll@wing applied to

any member of the community,” that is, if he acts in the nraoheule follower

although he doesn't give our responses.’ [1986 p. 230-231]

In order for us to attribute personhood to a subject, Chomsky maintaingjdteexhibit

‘characteristic features of will and choice, the creatsqgeat of language use, and other
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indications of intelligence’. [1986 p. 235. See also p. 230] However, | séexnal

evidence for the claim that Kripke uses the attribution of personhamdrasrion for the
attribution of rule-following. Rather, | think Kripke would deal withis case in the
same way as the Crusoe case above. So long as Romulus’ behawis etiservable
(in principle) regularities that mimic the regularities ofrge linguistic community, we

are justified in ascribing rule-following to him. This does not imply that:

0] Romulus must be a member of a linguistic community.

(i) Romulus was once a member of a rule-following community.

But [KPLA] does appear to imply that:

(i)  Other language users muattually exist that serve as the comparative

base (y).

According to McGinn, this presents a serious problem for [KPL&]stirely ‘Adam [did
not have to] wait for Eve before he could follow rules. ... How cdbél creation of
other individuals wreak such a momentous change in the first @¢reatieidual?’ [1984
p 191 n] ... could not the rest of the human race be wiped out whilslgep and yet
the next day you awake with your rule-following capacities intact?’ [19848]

It seems to me that this objection misses the point of [KPiok]the conclusion of
[KPLA] does not concern what is / is not true of Adam, but whatne€ are not entitled

to sayabout him. We are not entitled to say Adam, or the last human qfatiet, are
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following rules, because there is no one to compare their behavior\hat follows
from this, according to [KPLA] is that we cannoall their linguistic behavior a
language; not that they cannot engage in the kind of behavior they do.

Kripke points out that a community’'s means of checking whetheerabar applies
terms as they do will vary over different discourses. For exampithe case of a term
like ‘table’, which refers to observable physical objects, we jualgeerson to have
mastered the term if he applies it to objects in our visulal fibich we agree are tables.
In the case avowals of pain (e.g., ‘l am in pain’), we obviouaalyt observe a person’s
sensation of pain; instead, we check to see if he exhibits what we take to-betparor
when he uses the avowal. Likewise, in the case of mathematatamnsnts, we don’t
compare a person’s use of them to some supra-sensible realitp, out 6wn use of
them. In general, according to [KPLA], we are justified inilaiting meaning to an

individual to the extent that we can compare his behavior to our own.

% It might be thought that KPLA implies a weakersise

(v) A possible or hypothetical community of language users must exist that seasghe
comparative base (y).

To illustrate, at a certain stage of language dnovats Chomsky observes, children characteristically
overgeneralize: they sajeepednstead oflept brang (on analogy with sang) insteadtwbught Now in

fact there is no community that generalizes in #iay. But we can imagine our community doing $de
would then be employing the child’s ‘rule’, and wen say his applications are correct if he germrslihe
way we would generalize in such a hypothetical communiBut | have not been able to find textual
evidence that this is what Kripke intended.
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Evaluating the Skeptic’s Arguments
Against the Dispositional Theory of Meaning
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

In Chapter 2 of WRPL, Kripke raises the following (my summarygcipns against the

dispositional theory of meaning (applied to the term ‘+):

(1) Finitude objection: Since my actual dispositions dneite, it's not true that if
qgueried about any two numbers | will come up with their sum, as the

dispositional theory maintains, for some numbers are too largeyfonind to
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grasp. But surely | can meadditionby ‘+’ despite the fact that | don’t have
dispositions to handle huge numbers.

(2) Error objection : Any meaning-constituting fact must be able to account for
the fact that some people are disposed to makeakes But the dispositional
theory cannot account for this: according to it, how sheuldapply ‘+’ is
how onewould apply ‘+'.

(3) Circularity objection : The dispositional theory cannot succeed in giving a
non-circular description of the facts that constitute my meaaddition by
"

(4) Justification objection: Any meaning-constituting fact must ‘show how | am
justified’ [p. 11] in giving one answer rather than another to aaryiqular
addition query. l.e., any meaning-constituting fact must be such thatybow
in fact | am disposed to apply ‘+’, it should ‘tell me’ [p. 24] howhould

apply it. But dispositions do not have this property.

These objections have a common form (as will become apparent wHeakns them in
detail below): they impose a specific constraint on the dispoalttheory, and then

reject it as a straight solution to the skeptical problem

[SKEP] Is there any fact about me that constitutes my mgaddition by
‘addition’ (or, more generally, my meaning by ‘w’, for any

expression w of our language)?
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for failing to meet that constraint.
In this chapter, | examine and critique each objection. The chaptievided into
four sections, corresponding to the four objections. The plan for emtiorsis as

follows.

I | begin by laying out the argument corresponding to the objeation
guestion, so as to identify the constraint that the objection impostse
dispositional theory.

i. | then argue that the argument’s success depends on an urtedrra
assumption Kripke makes about how the constraint is to be interpreted,
and that no meaning-constituting fact should be required to meet the
constraint thus interpreted.

ii. Finally, | offer a more reasonable interpretation of thenstraint in
guestion, and try to show that a more refined version of the dispokitiona
theory than that entertained by Kripke is invulnerable to the tec

when the constraint is thus interpreted.

| develop this more refined version of the dispositional theory — whaill call

‘constructive dispositionalism -- in piecemeal fashion throughout this chapter, as we

deal with each objection in turn.

2.1 OVERCOMING THE FINITUDE OBJECTION
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2.1.1 The Finitude Argument

Kripke’s finitude argument against the dispositional theory of mgaamerges in the

following passage:

The dispositional theory attempts to avoid the problem of the fingeoksy
actual past performance by appealing to a disposition. But in doingignores
an obvious fact: not only my actual performance, but also the yotalimy
dispositions, is finite. It is not true, for example, that queried attmusum of
any two numbers, no matter how large, | will reply with theiuaktum, for
some pairs of numbers are simply too large for my mind -- or my brain -- fo. gras
When given such sums, | may shrug my shoulders for lack of cbhensm®n; |
may even, if the numbers involved are large enough, die of old age ble¢ore
guestioner completes his question. Let ‘quaddition’ be redefined 8w [as a
function which agrees with addition for all pairs of numbers snrmallgh for me
to have any disposition to add them, and let it diverge from additionatter
(say, it is 5). Then, just as the skeptic previously proposed the hgothat |
meant quaddition in the old sense, now he proposes the hypothesisnibantl
guaddition in the new sense. A dispositional account will be impotenefute
him. As before, there are infinitely many candidates the skepti propose for
the role of quaddition.

I have heard it suggested that the trouble arises solelytmmrude a notion
of disposition:ceteris paribus | surely will respond with the sum of any two
numbers when queried. ... Perhaps, but how should we flesh owetbes
paribus clause? Perhaps as something like: if my brain had been switfed
sufficient extra matter to grasp large enough numbers, andédfreé given enough
capacity to perform such a large addition, and if my life (inathg state) were
prolonged enough, then given an addition problem involving two large numbers,
m and n, | would respond with their sum, and not with the result accaiing
some quus-like rule. But how can we have any confidence of th@® irHthe
world can | tell what would happen if my brain were stuffed witkrae brain
matter, or if my life were prolonged by some magic ehxiBurely such
experiments should be left to science fiction writers and futurstigiWe have
no idea what the results of such experiments would be. They reaghtre to go
insane, even to behave according to a quus-like rule. The outcome iseally
obviously indeterminate, failing further specification of thesegimamind-
expanding processes; and even with such specifications, it is lsgébulative.
But of course what theeteris paribuslause really means is something like this:
If | somehow were to be given the means to carry out my iotenivith respect
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to numbers that presently are too long for me to add (or tp)g@sd if | were to
carry out these intentions, then if queried about ‘m+n’ for some bandnn, |
would respond with their sum (and not with their quum). Such a cournteafas
true enough, but it is of no help against he skeptic. It presupposent agtion
of my having an intention to mean one function rather than anothet.bit is in
virtue of a fact of this kind about me that the conditional is tBgt of course the
skeptic is challenging the existence of just such a facghiaenge must be met
by specifying its nature. [p. 27-28]

Recall, the problem for which the dispositional theory is entertained as @isadut

[SKEP] Is there any fact about me that constitutes my mgaddition by
‘addition’(or, more generally, my meaningg by ‘w’, for any

expression w of our language)?

Kripke’s dispositional theorist offers the following solution to [SKEP]: [pp322-

[KDPYY  S's meaningaddition by '+' consists in the fact that for any p, g, S is

disposed to answer r to the query 'p+q="2?"iff r issthmof p and g.

One problem Kripke raises for this theory in the quoted passagé isithaot true that if
queried about the sum ahytwo numbers, no matter how large, | will answer with their
sum: some pairs of numbers are simply too large for my mincagpgrin this sense, my
additive dispositions arénite — they can only extend so far. But surely | can mean
additionby ‘+' despite the fact that | don’t have dispositions to handle huge sums.

This objection shows that thight to left directionof the analysans in [Kt9 fails,

i.e., that:
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Vvp,q, S is disposed to answer r to the query ‘p+g=?’is thesumof p and g.

and forms the key premise in the finitude argument. As | steeigrgument (which can
be extracted from the passage) takes the formrefiactiq and may be summed up as

follows:

Finitude argument against the dispositional theory (applied to ‘+’)

i Suppose | meaadditionby ‘+'.

i According to the dispositional theory [KF], | meanaddition by ‘+ if and
only if I am disposed to give answers that covary with the sefradéred
triples that lie in the extension of ‘+'.

iii Since ‘+" applies to objects that aspistemically inaccessibl® me, there
will be triples <p,q,r> in the extension of ‘+’ over which | will not be disposed
to answer r to the query ‘p+q=?".

iv Therefore, according to the dispositional theory TKI) I do not mean
additionby ‘+’, or understand it.

v But this contradicts the supposition (i) that | do maddition by ‘+’. So the

dispositional theory [KB“Y must be wrong.

It will not help the dispositional theorist to reformulate [Kf), Kripke adds, by

appealing to how | would respond undtigal conditionghat overcome the finiteness:
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[KD,"™ To meanaddition by ‘+' is to be disposedinder ideal conditionsto

answer r to the query 'p+g="?"iff r is themof p and g.

For how are we to flesh out the ideal conditions? The proposal¢heharacterize them
as conditions where ‘I am given the means to carry out my iatesitwill succeed,
Kripke says, only if we ‘presuppose a prior notion of my having an iotetd mean one
function rather than another by “+™. [p. 28] We cannot confidently saty thisam given
the means to carry out my intentions, | will give answers dlbabrd with the addition
function, for how am | to be given these means? If my mind ifestu¥ith extra brain
matter, or my life prolonged by some magic elixir, we wouldehao idea how | would
be disposed to apply ‘+'. Stuffing my brain with extra mattegpratonging my life with

magic elixirs might lead me to go insatfe!And even if | am not led to go insane, there

%6 C. B. Martin and J. Heil, in a recent defensehef tispositional theory [1998 p. 300ff], argue tiet
don’t need to invoke such mind-expanding thougipteeiments because va in fact possess the ability,
and hence disposition (since, according to themalzility amounts to the possession of a particsiat of
dispositional condition’ [p. 301]) to add indefiely large numbers, but due to limitations on owespof
computation, memory, and assorted physical capacitie are not able to manifest it. In anothesibdes
world, they argue, where there are no such linoitesj we are able to manifest it. So it is not thatdon’t
possess the ability to add indefinitely large nurabthey conclude, but that the manifestation efdhility
is blocked or inhibited by various physical limitats.
We can sum up their reasoning as follows:

i. In another possible world where there are naitditions on our speed of computation,
memory, and assorted physical capacities, we degt@aladd indefinitely large numbers.

ii. Therefore, wedo in fact possess the ability to add indefinitelyga numbers, but the
manifestation of this ability is blocked or inhibit by various physical limitations.

This strategy for overcoming the finitude objectidtowever, is hardly plausible. If this argumerdasw
valid, then the following arguments would also hawvée valid:

i. If conditions were ‘ideal’ for a tortoise in atm@r possible world — if, for example, it were
much faster than a hare — then it could overtahara.

ii. Therefore, a tortoise has the ability to oa&e a hare, but the manifestation of this abikty i
blocked or inhibited by various physical limitateon[Boghossian’s example from 1989 p.
527]
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is no guarantee that | would be disposed to give answers that aatiorthe addition
function as opposed to a function — let us call it skaddition -- thacicas with the
addition function on some finite (surveyable) initial segment of dagtian function, but

that diverges from it thereafter

addition

Behavioral limits ——>

skaddition

@S

unless, Kripke says, we presuppose that | have formed an intémtiive answers that
accord with the plus function But, he maintains, building this clause into the ideal

conditions would render [KP"9 circular.

i. If conditions were ‘ideal’ for a human in anethpossible world — if, for example, he had the
powers of superman — then he could fly.

i. Therefore, humans have the ability to fly, ltheé manifestation of this ability is blocked or
inhibited by various physical limitations.

Of course, these arguments are invalid. One cedlyheredit a tortoise with the ability to overtaehare,

or a human with the ability to fly, by supposingyhcould in another possible world. Obviousipnly
certain idealizations are permissibld.ikewise, | submit, one can hardly credit anrageith the ability to
add indefinitely large numbers — numbers that égdnd our range of comprehension — by supposirtg tha
if in another possible world the agent had no ktiiins on his speed of computation and assortesliqaly
capacities, he would supply correct answers. Heoe we have transgressed the limits on permissible
idealizations. A ‘human’ that has the ability inogher possible world to handle indefinitely largembers

— numbers that are too large for even the fastespater in the actual world to handle -nist human (just

as a ‘human’ that has the powers of superman ithang@ossible world isot human, or a ‘tortoise’ that
overtakes a hare in another possible worlddsa tortoise). The thought experiment suggests songe
that is impossible. There islianit on the number of iterations in computations thasiie observed in the
idealization proposed by Martin and Heil, otherwitsieses its plausibility. The number of iterat®omust

lie within the boundf what is humanly possible.
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2.1.2 Critique of the Finitude Argument

Where, if anywhere, has the finitude argument gone wrongfis&€iii) assumes that if

| meanaddition by ‘+’, then, | can’t be disposed to apply ‘+' in any old way must
apply it correctly This much seems correct. As Michael Dummett points out, using
language is not like doing one’s hair and taking a bath. Onedmajther of these two
things as one likes, and still be doing it. But if there cease to be right and waesgf a
word, the word loses its meaning. [1991, p. 85] But, as Kripke presentsfusitional
theory ([KDP“Y)), | am disposed to apply ‘*€orrectly, given that | meaaddition by ‘+,

if and only | am disposed to give answers that covary with thefsedered triples that

lie in the extension of ‘+’. This generates a problem because the extension of ‘+’
involves terms that are ungraspably huge, so that (as prenssatais) theight-to-left

direction of the biconditional in [KI¥"Y breaks down, i.e.:

Vvp,q, S is disposed to answer r to the query 'p+g=@+qg=r

Some terms apply to objects that epgstemically inaccessibléo us, and hence objects
about which we do not have any normal dispositions. ‘Plus’ is one sumh fta a
certain range of values. Thus for some trio of integers p, q, audth,that p+g=r, it is
beyond my capacity to consider the question whether p+q=r, and stateenent ‘If
<p,q,r> is in the extension of “+”, | would be disposed to answetheaauery p+q=?"is

not true of me: it is either false or lacks a truth valuegaither. But, we may reasonably
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ask, why should I have to get the sum right for numbers thab@adarge for my mind to
grasp to succeed in meaningddition by ‘+'? This requirement placeso great an
epistemic burden the speaker — indeed one thamgpossibleto meet. Given that no
human can meet this requirement, no human can succeed in madditgn by ‘+’, or
in understanding the term, according to ﬁJEEp. Thus, by characterizing the dispositional
theory in a way that leaves this requirement in place, Kripke createsmaman

If we leave the requirement in place, we can try to mést &dopting a proposal like
that offered by Simon Blackburn, which characterizes the answeould give for
indefinitely large sums as the answer | would give by ‘raiferg] procedures | am
disposed to use a number of times’. [1984 p. 289].

| think a simpler solution, though, is simply to restrict the biconditional in’tRBor
terms like ‘+' whose extensions are determined by a computatimnalgorithmic

procedure.

S’s meaningaddition by '+' consists in the fact th&r any p, q, r that S is
capable (in principle) of grasping S is disposed to answer r to the query
'p+q=2" iff r is thesum of p and g, andadditior?® is the simplest function
corresponding to these behavioral limitations.

What this version of the dispositional theory entails for ‘+’ ist thaeed not possess

dispositions that get indefinitely large summation queries rigljueries concerning

numbers that are too large for even the fastest computer to haniesucceed in

> As we will see, | will soon need to introduce aecit paribus clause into this equivalence, not to
surmount the finitude objection, but the error clim.

8 As | noted in chapter 1.1, Kripke is not raisingl@ubt about the extension of ‘+’, about, say, \nbet
125 is indeed the arithmetical sum of 68 and 57e ibl raising a doubt about what he terms the
‘metalinguistic’ sense of correctness: What facbidbme makes it the case that | used ‘+' to detioge
addition and not the quadition function? [p. 8]
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meaningaddition by ‘+’, a demand which no human can meet, but onlyiraimal
segmenbf the function involving the longest computations that my mind ipr{iciple)
capable of grasping. Thus reformulated, the dispositional theamdvbe invulnerable
to the finitude objection.

So it seems, but Paul Boghossian, among others, has offered raplexahich
purports to show that the finitude objection applies to non-matheméticak, like
‘horse’, whose extensions are not determined by a computationalgoritianic
procedure. Thus, he says: ‘if it is indeed the propeorgethat | am disposed to apply
the term to, then | should be disposed to apply #@ltdorses, including horses so far
away and so far in the past that it would be nonsense to supposel leveulget into
causal contact with them. Otherwise, what is to say that megosition is not a
disposition to apply the term to the propargarby horseor some such? But no one can
have a disposition to call all horses ‘horse’, for no one can have aitd@posth respect
to inaccessible objects.’ [1989 p. 528-9]

In order to determine whether Kripke’s formulation of the disposat theory is
vulnerable to this objection, we first need to determine what a more generahudrtie
theory is supposed to look like. Here we run into some difficultiesuseddripke never
describes the more general version.

In his discussion of Kripke’s dispositional theory, Paul Horwich sffee following

schematic generalization of ‘[KIY7":
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[KD] S’s meaning F by w consists in the fact that S spdsed to apply w to x
iff X is an f. (where ‘f’ is to be replaced by a predic@ay. ‘dog’) and ‘F’

by a name of the meaning of that predicate (e.g. ‘DOG’)

He then argues [1998, 1995, 1990] that [KD] is implausible and should &eect
because it presupposesiaflationary theory of truth. According to Horwich [e.g. 1995
p. 363-364], [KD] is designed to provide a way of ‘reading off a piedis extension
from whatever property constitutes its meaning. In other words] [KPplies that we

can determine the extension of w from how S is disposed to apply w:

w is true of x iff S is disposed to apply w to x

This implies that there are non-semantic necessary and sofficonditions for being

true of — some account of the form

w is true of precisely the f's iff R(w,f)

where R(w,f) is deducible from whatever non-semantic propertytiages the meaning
of w. But the existence of any such theory is plausible, Horwiaintains, only ibeing

true ofis a substantive relation, one that has some non-semantic undedyimg, some
naturalistic analysis. And that, he maintains, is precisely wha#ationism, which he

upholds, denies.
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We can use some terminology developed by Crispin Wright to eesic¢t’s point

more vividly. Consider the following statement:

0] For any act x, x is piou#f x is loved by the Gods.

In Truth and Obijectivity(Appendix to Ch. 3: “The Euthyphro Contrast: Order of
Determination and Response-Dependence”, pp. 108ff), Wright points outithat (
common ground between Socrates and Euthyphro. So what is the diffestneen
them? Developing an idea deployed by Mark Johndtdright proposes that the
difference lies in the fact that Socrates accords a nentder of priority to the left hand
side of the biconditional, which he termslétectivism’ about piety, while Euthyphro
accords a certaiarder of priority to the right hand sidevhich he termsprojectivism’
about piety.

Johnstoff used this distinction to differentiate primary and secondary imsalit

Consider, e.g., the following statements:

(i) x is squardff x would look square to standard observers under standard
conditions.
(i)  x is rediff x would look red to standard observers under standard

conditions.

%9 See his ‘Objectivity Refigured: Pragmatism withMerificationism’ in J. Haldane and C. Wright (eds)
Reality: Representation and Projecti@ew York: Oxford Unviersity Press, 1992).
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Johnston proposed that (ii) should be read detactivistdirection involving left to right
priority, and (iii) in aprojectivist direction involving right to left priority. The latter
involves ‘writing human responses into the account of a substantial wuattition’.
[Truth and Objectivity p. 109] In other words, judgments about color are claimed by
Johnston to beesponse-dependent’ the verdicts of standard observers under standard
conditionsdetermine the extension®f our color terms. On this reading, (iii) is true by
definition: the biconditional stands for conceptual equivalence. Shape, ten the other
hand, according to Johnston, are response-independent: the verdicts otistasdarers
under standard conditiortsack an independently constituted extension. So (i) is a
contingent truth: the verdicts of standard observers under standard conditipfas! to
track an independently constituted extension.

Now, consider again Kripke’s version of the dispositional theory.

[KD] S’s meaning F by w consists in the fact that

x is an fiff S is disposed to apply w to x.

In light of the terminology developed above, we can say that Woavich finds
problematic in [KD] is that it makes the meaning of our terrspoase-dependent, since
their extensions are defined by how agents (it doesn’'t mattse ifeplace S with a

community of agents C) are disposed to apply them, and this, he maietatiaiss an

®Wwright notes that Johnston developed this view seminar delivered at Princeton in 1986, but hasesi
moved away from it.

1 This term is Wright's. | am using it interchangBawith what | referred to as the projectivist wie
above, without assuming any of the additional prige -- in particular those involving necessitydan
aprioricity, which | find highly problematic -- th&Vright builds into it inTruth and Objectivity
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inflationary theory of truth. It will not help, Horwich says, troduce a ceteris paribus
clause into [KD] (as we find in ii and iii above), for, he agregh Kripke and, as we
will later see, Boghossian, that such a clause cannot be desodbecircularly. [See
1995 p. 361, 1998 p. 21%9]

According to Horwich [1998 p. 219], Kripke's imposition of theedding off’
requirement causes him to assume that the right dispositional analysesheverm
[KD]. Recall that, as Kripke defines this requirement, the viilae| (or my linguistic
community) means ‘+’ to have for m and nhy, definition the answer | (or they) would
give if queried about m and n. [WRPL p. 25] Horwich believes that werctact give a
dispositional account of meaning, and that Kripke’s argument todhiacy is fatally
flawed because it wrongly presupposes that a dispositional themtymeet the reading-
off requirement. What we need to do, according to Horwich, is rjecunreasonable
constraint.

| agree with Horwich that [KD] is implausible and should beatei¢®® However,
unlike Horwich, | do not think the fatal flaw lies in Kripke’s ‘readioff’ requirement.
In other words, it is not th@rojectivist reading of the biconditional in [KD] or its
communal version that I find problematic; indeed, in what follows (882.2 ;-12déjend
a version of the dispositional theory that definesetktiensionf our terms in terms of
communal use (and hence that leaves the reading off requiremerdce); the only

exception being terms whose extensions are determined through coomalitar

%2 Horwich proposes that we replace the crude versiothe dispositional theory [KD], which has the
abstract form S means F by w iff R(S,f,w) with 8ezjuence: S meaptisby w iff Ry(S,w), S meanshair

by w iff Ry(S,w), etc., where the right hand side of the biitmnal makes no reference to f, but only to
non-relational regularities in the speaker’s userofSee, e.g., 1998 p. 219]

% Thanks to Paul Horwich for helping me see thaisaabitional account of meaning does not haveke ta
the form [KD].
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algorithmic procedures. The account | offer invokes a ceteribuysaclause, which |
believecanbe specified non-circularly.

One can, along with Horwich, interpret the biconditional in [KD] tsrdommunal
version in aprojectivist fashion, and perhaps this is how Kripke intended it to be read.
However, one might also interpret it irdatectivistfashion, and it is this latter reading of
[KD] or its communal version that | find problematic. For onedhithe standards for
what counts as a correct application of a term, on this reading, Wwauédto issue their
requirements independently and in advance of communal verdicts for areiged
range of situations. But how can they ‘reach ahead of us’, stk sand determine of
themselves their every actual and counterfactual application? Anddrowwe account
for our ability to be appropriately sensitive to the specific reguants that they
demand?

| believe a more reasonable and defensible version of the dispakitheory is the

following:

[Dcpl S’s meaning by w what is meant by it in his linguistic coummity C
consists in the fact that (1) in ceteris paribus conditions,d&osed to
apply w in ways that agree with how his linguistic communitysC i
disposed to apply w, and (2) C's meaning F by w consists in theirfia

ceteris paribus conditions, C is disposed to apply w to x iff x i°an f.

® At least two (metaphysical and epistemologicaffialilties emphasized by Wright [See, e.g., 2001,
which collects many relevant articles] in his gute of detectivism, though he does not apply these
objections to Kripke’s discussion of the disposidbtheory as | do here.

% Thanks to Paul Horwich for pointing out that | aomumitted to the additional thesis (2) and needd a
it to [Dcpl. Applied, e.g., to the word ‘chair’, [E3] would read as follows:
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On this social theory of meaning, the norms that govern linguistitigeare determined
by the community. Language masterp#asiticon communal practice, on more or less
uniform patterns of collective behavior. No appeal to mysterioumritaentities —
‘extensions’ having a life of their own, so to speak -- is necgdss the detectivist
assumes) once we interpret the extensions of expressigmejastionsof communal
use.

Several points about Hp] require further clarification:

1) | am employing the notion of admmunity’ loosely in [Qxp]. It is an elastic notion,
like, and not in any significant respect different from, Wittgeimss concept of a
language-gameSometimes ‘community’ refers to S’s linguistic commursya whole
sometimes to groper subclassof his community (e.g., biologists, mathematicians,
historians, art critics, etc.). For many technical terms, ghixlass involves a class of
specialists — people who have expert knowledge of the®ferffior terms where it makes

no sense to speak of someone having ‘expert knowledge’ of them -cleay’, “table’,

S’s meaning by w what is meant by it in his lirgjid community C consists in the fact that, in
ceteris paribus conditions, S is disposed to afghlgir’ in ways that agree with how his linguistic
community C is disposed to apply ‘chair’, and Cdisposed (in ceteris paribus conditions) to
apply ‘chair’ to x iff x is a chair.

It is important to note, however, that | intend tiieonditional in (2) to be interpreted inpaojectivist
fashion involving left to right priority, and noh ia detectivist fashion, which | find implausiblé. should
also be noted that (i) ‘f' is a member of the esien of w, (ii) ‘F’ is not a name for the referenaew, but

for the sense of w; more specifically, it is a nafimethe meaning w has S’s linguistic communityand

(iii) [D cp is a general theory of meaning that applies tp\&ard, not just those having a reference. So a
less misleading way of expressing (2) is: C's me@ii by w consists in the fact that C would judugt v
satisfies use-context f in ceteris paribus condgiif w satisfies use-context f.

®The idea of turning to the verdicts of ‘experts’as criterion of correctness includes that of ctérfg to
the instruments they use in arriving at their ressutomputing machines, telescopes, microscopes,
seismometers, or whatever the case might be.
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‘beautiful’ — ‘community’ is to be interpreted as referring tee tsubject’s linguistic
communityas a whole ‘Community’ can also refer to a narrow use-context involving
two members (or ‘players’, as Wittgenstein would call thetdpw small can this use-
context be? Can S himself constitute a ‘community’? If so, rhisstanguage be
accessible to others? These questions form the substance oénafi#ig’'s famous
private language argument. Though they are interesting and impadrtEnnot think it
would be appropriate, nor do | have the space, to deal with them héua. | Would like

to note is that [Bp] does not rule out the possibility of a private language, IF waiper
an individual to constitute a ‘community’. Of course, the possibility of creatangdards

in this way assumes that the members of the ‘community’ hgrepeensity taagreein

judgment; in absence of such agreement, standards could not 8Mmerge.

2) It is common for theories of meaning to take the form ‘Sammng F by w, where F is
the meaning of w, consists in the fact that ..." | find these theexé®mely confusing,
because it does not make sense to speak of ‘the’ meaning of assexpréut only of its
meaningrelative to some context of usage. That is why | formulatep[las ‘S’s
meaning by w what is meant by it in his linguistic communitgd@sists in the fact that
..., or, equivalently, ‘S’s meaning F by w, where F is the meanifgsvin S’s linguistic
community C, consists in the fact that ... Words can have a om#tiof meanings. For

example, ‘major can mean ‘high officer in an army’, ‘field sfudy’, ‘greater in

7 As Wright puts it, ‘It is, for epistemological purges, abasic fact about us that ordinary forms of
explanation and training do succeed in perpetugpiragtices of various kinds — that there is a ghare
uptake, a disposition to concur in novel judgment®Iving the concepts in question. The mytholafy
the “rules as rails” attempts an explanation of fiaict. But the truth is the other way roundsithe basic
disposition to agreement which sustains all ruled le-governed institutions. The requirementsctvh
our rules impose on us would not be violated ifr¢h@ere not this basic agreement; they would not so
much asexist’ [2007 p. 7]
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importance, rank, or stature’, ‘requiring greater attention or conerious’, ‘more
inclusive in scope’, ‘of greater number, quantity, or extent’, ‘a musicale where ...’
‘someone who has reached full legal age’, etc. To borrow Witigjaissgame analogy,

it does not make sense to speak of a ‘correct move’, but onlyasfectmove relative to
some game. A word does not carry the same meaning into eveey ig@rthe language
game in which the word is used that fixes its meaning; & getmeaning by how the
playersuseit. Unlike [Dcg|, [KD] gives no clue as to how the standards for what counts

as a correct application of a term is determitfed.

3) On the view | will develop in 82.4 — which | tereohstructive dispositionalism --

it is communal practices that bring meaninge existence Meanings are progressively
created in a variety of ways, and in a variety of contextad they maychangeover
time. They are not found ready-made, and they are not fixed fiomal As | stated in
81.3.2, meanings are not stagnant, like dead matter, but alter and addpirt
environment with the passing of time, likeing organisms. Those that fail to do so
simply cease to exist, or exist only in the space of concepussibilities®® This
analogy has important implications, as we will see in §2.4, fowtderlying nature’ of
meaning-constituting facts. And it is another reason | find thectiast reading of the

communal version of Kripke’s dispositional theory incoherent. Only wiherextension

®|f the biconditional in the communal version of [KB to be interpreted along detectivist linede#ves

us (to borrow a phrase from Crispin Wright, thodghhimself does not apply it in this context) witlo
accountable idea of what would constitute the diveactaken by the rule off its own bat, as it wereonce
the direction is conceived, after the fashion oft&hism, as determined autonomously, and our
performance, whether communal or solitary, as mexelexercise in tracking'. [2001, p. 161]

% The origin of ‘democracy’, or Nietzsche’s discussiaf the origin of ‘good’ and ‘bad’, which | discsed
in 81.3.2, illustrates this point well.
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of a word can be determined by @gorithmic or computational proceduoes it make
sense to say that the standards for what counts as a correicatapplof it are
determined in advance and may come apart from communal use;oithellcases, the
standards areparasitic on communal use. An individual can only use language
meaningfully when his linguistic behavior is held accountable tontivens set by the
appropriate members of his linguistic community. How the commusitlisposed to
apply a term ‘supplies the essential background against whichkies sense to speak of
an agent’s application of a term as correct or incorrectwtods of his public language,
and ‘for the community itself there is no authority, so no stantmmheet’® The
community forms the bedrock, the final court of appeal on whether arcamii of a

term is correct.

4) Of course, a community may misapply a term under certaintmomli In the next
section (where | address Kripke's error objection) | will show hfv can
accommodate error. Briefly, the problem that error pose®igy |s this. According to
[DcH, my applications of a term are correct if they agreth whose of (the appropriate
members of) my linguistic community — since how they are dishbtseapply a term
serves as the standard of correctness. But intuitively, weaaeive of circumstances
in which my linguistic community is bound to make the same mistales It too, for
example, might be disposed to call both horses and deceptively horsygamkis on
dark nights ‘horse’. But how can we make sense of the community galiegtively off
track if their use serves as the standard of correctndssi® dommunity is disposed to

apply ‘horse’ to horsy-looking cows on a dark night, then it appearshast conclude

OWright's expressions [1980 p. 219-20].



94

that that simplys a correct application of the term, since how they are disposeiplp a
a term determines what counts as a correct application of iif @e,are to make sense
of the notion of communal error, it looks like we need to introduce somgegtfonger
than communal consensus into a dispositional theory of meaning to seéhe standard
of correctness. This poses a problem fafdDfor, if the standards of correctness are not
constituted by our reaction to the case, then it looks like they bristonstituted
independently of our reaction, and this, it appears, would commit me tkiritheof
platonist metaphysics that | want to steer away from wp|[D will turn to this problem

in the next two sections (2.2 and 2.3), where | address the error objection in gredglter det

5) [Dcpl accommodates the notion dégreesof understanding: it doesn’t rule out the
intuitive thought that understanding is not an all or nothing mditérmay bepartial.
Suppose, for example, that 1 do not apply the term ‘mammal’ to whedeause | am
ignorant of the fact that whales are mammals — | think instestdhiey are fish -- but in
most other cases | apply the term ‘mammal’ as those who haest énowledge of the
term do (here, marine biologists). AsdHPis currently formulated, it follows that | do
notunderstandhe term ‘mammal’, since théght-to-left direction of the biconditional in
[Dcpl breaks down. Cases involving ignorance can also be used to shahetiedit-to-
right direction of the biconditional in [E] breaks down. | would fail, for example, to
understand the terms ‘gold’, ‘whale’, or ‘water’, if | repeatediyply these terms to
objects that experts would exclude from their extension — e.g. fgol® creatures
having the gestalt of a whale but different internal charadts;ist substance having the

observable features of water but a different chemical composigtc. But what we
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should take these examples to show is that | dat$t understand the terms in question.
We non-experts do not have knowledge of the criteria specialigidog in applying
many technical terms that have high traffic in our language;stamdard regimen of
training does not bestow it on us. Yet this does not preclude s rigularly and
systematically applying them in agreement with one another, oeffiectively
communicating. This is because we do not need complete understandirdgiinto

communicate effectively, nor doesd# require any such thing.

Now, how does [Igf] fare with Boghossian’'s extension of the finitude objection?
stated that it is only terms whose extensions can be detertoynaedcomputational or
algorithmic procedure that can be thought of as response-independsntnly here
where it makes sense to say that communal use may fail do @ra independently
constituted extension. Boghossian appears to be assuming thatetisgaxof ‘horse’ is
determined in advance of communal verdicts; that it somehow taleesfasself. But, as
| have argued here, whether an object falls under the extemisiborse’ is a decision
that is made by the relevant experts on the matter (here, isislogand not something
that is determined in advance. And so long as my use conformdaitbftthe experts, |

mean what they do by it. So {R is not vulnerable to this objection.

" [Dcf] also brings out a sense in which [SKEP] diffemsni the more general version of the skeptical
problem [SKEP*]: ‘Is there any fact about me thgt meaningsomethindoy “+” consists in?’. A positive
answer to [SKEP*] need not entail a positive ansteefSKEP]. Suppose, for example, that the body of
mathematicians is disposed to call P a proof, wagieam inclined not to. Then, according ta-§p |
would not mearproof by 'proof, since it's not the case that | am asga to apply the term ‘proof’ to a
string of sentences iff the experts would. Bublmdeansomethingoy ‘proof (assuming | am not applying
the expression in any old way).
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2.2 OVERCOMING THE ERROR OBJECTION

2.2.1 The Error Argument

The error objection purports to show that the dispositional theory carakat sense of
the notion of a mistaken application: it renders error impossiblailiyg to allow that
what a person means by a term and how he is in practice dispassel tteat term may

diverge. Kripke formulates this objection as follows:

Most of us have dispositions to make mistakes. For example, whentasked
certain numbers some people forget to ‘carry’. They are thpssid, for these
numbers, to give an answer differing from the usual addition t@demally, we
say that such people have made a mistake. That means, thanfoadHer us,

‘+' means addition, but for certain numbers they are not disposedveotige
answers theghouldgive, if they are to accord with the table of the function they
actuallymeant But the dispositionalist cannot say this. According to him, the
function someone means is to kead off from his dispositions; it cannot be
presupposed in advance which function is meant. In the present instzrtaa
unique function (call it ‘skaddition’) corresponds in its table dyatd the
subject’s dispositions. (Waive the difficulty that the subjectspaisitions are
finite: suppose he has a disposition to respond to any pair of amtgimeSo,
where common sense holds that the subject means the same additioonfas
everyone else but systematically makes computational mistakes, t
dispositionalist seems forced to hold that the subject makes no comaitat
mistakes, but means a non-standard function (‘skaddition’) by ‘+'. [p. 29-30]

This objection has been generalized by Paul Boghossian [1989 p. 531] ntdeoths,
e.g., ‘horse’. Suppose | mehorseby ‘horse’. Then, presumably | have a disposition to
call horses ‘horse’. But it will also be true that there eertain circumstances (e.qg.

sufficiently dark nights) and certain objects (e.g. sufficiehtbrsy looking cows) such

that | am disposed, under those circumstances, to call those oljjecds’ too.
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Intuitively, this is a disposition, under those circumstances, to maketake But,
according Boghossian, Kripke’s dispositionalist cannot call thatistaken’ application.
Rather, he must conclude that | mean something non-standardhersgor cow Thus,
where common sense holds that | mdemse by ‘horse’ but make mistakes when
applying the term under certain conditions, the dispositionalist is forced tludertbat |
make no mistakes, but am correctly following a ‘bent r(fle’.

The error argument has the same basic form as the finitgdmant, but, unlike the
finitude argument, which shows that the right-to-left direction of hle®nditional in
[KD] fails, the error argument purports to show thath directionsof the biconditional

in [KD] falil, i.e. that:

Vo, S is disposed to apply wtoe 0 is an f

Once again, the argument takes the form refdactio.

Error argument against the dispositional theory

"2 This expression is Simon Blackburn’s.
The error objection has been applied more genetalbther disposition-like theories. For example,
Alex Miller points out [1998 p. 192] that it appti¢o causal theorie®f meaning of the form:

S means X by 'Y’ iff it is daw that Y’scausetokenings of ‘X’ for S.

The main problem for this theory, according to Bfilis that it leaves no room for the notion of a
‘mistaken’ application of ‘Y’. But there are goirtg be certain circumstances -- e.g. sufficientiykd
nights -- and certain objects -- e.g. sufficiertrsy looking cows -- such that | invariably tokborse’ on
encountering them. It will then follow from theettry, Miller contends, that by ‘horse’ | mehorse or
horsy-looking cow.Fodor, inA Theory of Content and Other Ess&gambridge: MIT Press, 1990), refers
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I Suppose | mean F by w, where w is a term | am disposedstapply under
certain conditions (e.g. ‘horse’ to horsy-looking cows on dark nights).

il According to the dispositional theory [KD], | mean F byfvand only if | am
disposed to apply w to all and only f's.

lii Since | am disposed, under certain conditions, to apply w to moraifid to
fail to apply w to f's, | do not, according to [KD], mean F byowunderstand
it.

Iv But this contradicts the supposition (i) that | do mean F by 80 the

dispositional theory [KD] must be wrong.

2.2.2 Critique of the Error Argument

There are two ways a dispositionalist can respond to the errottiobjedde can either
accept the consequence that a subject who makes mistakes asdocgetting to carry —
under certain conditions, does not meaddition by ‘+’, but something non-standard. Or
he can stick with common sense and say that a subject canaadiion by ‘+’, even
though his dispositions to calculate with ‘+' may not, under certanditions,
correspond perfectly to the addition function. In the latter caseyding to Kripke, he
would have to give up [KB¥Y as a way of formulating his theory. So how can he
formulate it? In the last section, | proposed that we reformthatelispositional theory

as a social theory of meaning:

to this as thalisjunction problem, and considers it to be the main problem faciatyralistic accounts of
meaning.
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[Dcel S’s meaning by w what is meant by it in his linguistic commity C
consists in the fact that (1) in ceteris paribus conditions,d&osed to
apply w in ways that agree with how his linguistic community C is
disposed to apply w, and (2) C's meaning F by w consists inathigih

ceteris paribus conditions, C is disposed to apply w to x iff x is an f

This reformulation of the dispositional theory blocks the error dbjgcto long as we
leave theceteris paribuglause in place. For, if we remove it fromcHp) then the error

objection would surface at both the individual and communal levels as follows:

(2) I might mean M by w (where M is the meaning my linguisbenmunity assigns to
w) and yet be disposed, under certain conditions, to apply w in maysharedoy my
community. | might, for example, along with my linguistic commynrheanaddition

by ‘+’, or red by ‘red’, and yet, when intoxicated, be disposed to fail to carnysdigat
end in 7’s, or see certain shades of red as green under a ogyéaof tighting, when in
those same conditions, my linguistic community would carry, otrsese shades as red.
It appears to follow from [D] (i.e., [BY without the CP clause), however, that | do not
meanadditionby ‘+’, or red by ‘red’, if | am disposed, under certain conditions, to apply
these terms in ways that fail to agree with how my linguisdmmunity applies them.
Rather, | mean something non-standard. So it appears that®]KID], cannot make

sense of the notion of a mistake at the individual level.
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(2) Moreover, generalizing Kripke’s error objection, it seems thatcipjnot make sense
of the notion of a mistake at the communal level. According torfi]applications of a
term are correct if they agree with those of my linguisti;mmunity — since my linguistic
community’s applications of a term serve as the standard ofctoess. But intuitively,
we can conceive of circumstances in which my linguistic commusibpound to make
the same mistakes | do. It too, for example, might be disposed tootda horses and
deceptively horsy-looking cows on dark nights ‘*horse’. As Paul Bagnosemarks, ‘If

| can be taken in by a deceptively horsy-looking cow on a dark migatt, is to prevent
17,000 people just like me from being taken in by the same, admitididigtive,
imposter? ... (This is presumably what makes magicians possidgg9 p. 536] But
how can we make sense of the community going collectivelyaktif their use serves
as the standard of correctnéss® the community is disposed to apply ‘horse’ to horsy-
looking cows on a dark night, then it appears we must concludehitasimplyis a
correct application of the term, since how they are disposed tg agpkm determines
what counts as a correct application of it. So, if we are tcersanse of the notion of
mistake at the communal level, it looks like we need some#itimoggerthan communal
agreement to serve as a standard of correctness. So it looleslikgimy interpretation
of) [KD], we need to introduce some kind of platonist (communal-trawtiss#) standard
of correctness back into the dispositionalist account of meaning, rdapret the

biconditional in the communal version of [KD] along detectivist lines.

3 This problem for communal versions of the disposil theory has also been raised by Blackburn
[19844].
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(2) presents us with a dilemma, which Crispin Wright [2007] descabdsllows. One
horn consists in thecommunitarian response, according to which the standards of
correctness have ‘somehow to be locatgthhin the propensities for assessment of the
case possessed by others in my language community ... But trenteaidkwardness
with this idea is that it seems to reduce the correctnesa assessment to a kind of
marching in step, and to exclude all room for the idea of judgmieaitaite true anyway,
no matter what we come to say about a question, or whetheremeceusider it at all’
[2007 p. 5] The other horn consists in tipatonist responsé which says that ‘even
(hypothetically) shared assessments are constitutively guodependent of the
requirements they concern — that even in the far-fetched scenarnie avkéhole speech
community assents to a particular utterance, and where everybodgar-headed,
attentive, and generally competent, the communal impression of wHattouge said is
one thing and what really ought to be said is something else’. [2007Thegjroblem is,
if, as | maintain, the standards of correctnessateonstituted (as the platonist thinks)
independently of our reaction to the case, then what can be availadasttute them
exceptour reaction?

By introducing a ceteris paribus clause into [D], as igp[Dl submit that we can
surmount this dilemm&. To see how, consider a substance that possesses a dispositional
characteristic: salt. Salt has a disposition to dissolve iarwdut it will not dissolve in
a sample of water that is saturated with, say, benzene or p8tvdhe counterfactual ‘If
salt is placed in water, it will dissolve’ does not always hold. But we darlight of this

fact, reclassifysalt as a substance that does not possess the disposition to dissolve

"Wright's own solution is detailed in [2001 Ch. 7].
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water. Rather, we say that something intervened (benzene or qretvbhtever the case
may be) that blocked the manifestation of salt's disposition tooldessin water.
Likewise, we wouldn't reclassify a drug regarded as a santidimply because a subject
who absorbed it failed to exhibit stimulated behavior, if in theuonstances the subject
also absorbed a depressant or received some lethal ‘Shdtie general point is that an
object could possess a dispositional characteristic, and yet thdestaimbn of that
characteristic be blocked or inhibited by some feature of the tihjsikuation (for
example, benzene or petrol in the case of salt’s disposition to dissolve in water).

The main problem with the error objection is that it underestintagesomplexity of
a disposition. Though it may be true that a person who nteassby ‘horse’ may be
disposed to apply ‘horse’ to horsy-looking cows on a dark night, itses talie that he
would refrain from applying ‘horse’ to thosameobjects in other situations — e.g., on a
sunny day, when they are in close range, in full view, etewige, though a person who
meansaddition by ‘+' may fail to carry digits that end in 7's when intoxied, it is also
true that he would perform thosamecalculations correctly when he is not intoxicated,
well rested, free of distractions, etc. In light of thes#d, the dispositionalist can argue
that how someone is disposed to apply a word (what dispositional prbpgrssesses),
and hence what he means by it, is not determined by how he isatisjoosse it under
conditions that cause him to err, but by how he is disposed to applgeteris paribus
conditions. These will include, in the case of non-observational terms likeoRAdjtons
where: the subject is not tired, intoxicated, or distracted (Qy, ®irrounding noise), has

not suffered a cognitive injury, and has been given adequatetdimeflect on his

" These examples are offered by Graham Forbes [10229].
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application of the term (in the case, on his calculation). In the case of obseivatioisa

like ‘red’”® we need to add conditions where: the subject is not visually indpéiee, he
possesses normal visual equipment), is observing the object attensimdlyvhere the
object observed is in full view, in good lighting conditions (like thdsat t&actually
typically obtain out-of-doors and out-of-shadow), relatively stationamngl not too far
away. For other terms, we will need to add other conditions.is @feant exclude all
conditionswhere a subject would (sincerely) judge that a word satisfies a gisen
context (that, e.g., it applies to a certain object), yet fail to endossagplication under
further investigation The conditions offered in CP are not meant to be exhaustive;
empirical research will reveal what further conditions need tadoled. It is not possible

to foreseeall ways in which people can err, so we cannot give a complete
characterization of CP. To take an example, suppose the scieatiimunity believes it
has discovered a new planet in a distant region of space frotitesateages of that
region. They agree to call it a ‘planet’ and give it a naBat, as they later find out, the
lens of the camera used to take the satellite images wasathicing accurate images,
and caused certain stars to look like planets. The sciertifiencinity made a mistake,
i.e., it applied ‘planet’ to an object, yet failed to endorse its egiphn upon further
investigation of the use-context (this context includes the imagkesatruments used to
derive them). So we need to add another condition to CP: ‘instrumextsoudetermine
whether a word satisfies a given use-context are in proper working order’. Thépii

is difficult to predict all conditions that need to be added to CP in advance.

®| draw some of these conditions from Crispin Wtiglliscussion of the ‘judgment-dependent’ nature o
color terms [1989b]
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The error argument is flawed because it draws the followindichuaference (in

premise iii)) "

I. Under certain aberrant conditions, a subject has a dispositionake a
mistake (e.g., to call cows ‘horses’).

il. Therefore, he has a disposition to mékat mistake.

Whether a subject has a disposition to make a mistake is notn@natjedetermined by
how he is disposed to apply a term in aberrant conditions, but by haavdisposed to
apply the term in CP conditions (roughly, the normal ones); gjshdhe case of the salt
crystal, whether it has a disposition to dissolve in water terdéned by how it is
disposed to behave in the normal conditions of water. These are the aenditider
which, according to the canons of science, dispositions are ascribed to Bbjects.
Returning to our earlier example, though it may be true that soippewho means
horseby ‘horse’ may be disposed to apply ‘horse’ to horsy-looking cowsdarkanight,

it is also true that he would not apply ‘horse’ to theameobjects in CP conditions. So

" Many discussions of the error argument draw tlmeesavalid inference. It is drawn, for example, by
Boghossian [1989 p. 534ff].

8 A referee fromMind pointed out the following objection to me: ‘If §imobots were made that looked and
acted like houseflies, | would (under normal coiodis) be disposed to apply the term “fly” to theand
while | might be able to tell the difference if itpone under a microscope, that condition doeseein to

be “normal”.’ In reply, | would like to stress thi@cg is offered as a theory of meaning and understandi
in theactual world, not some possible futuristic world. Asdwatlop the theory more fully in chapter 2.4,
meanings are constructed over time, and they mapgsh over time, and with it the standards for what
counts as a correct application. They are notlfireadvance for all time or across possible worlasthe
author’s possible world, which houses robot flissiman beings might have telescopic vision, that
penetrates the interior makeup of objects in thisinal field, so that they can tell the differermetween
flies and robot flies (those might be the ‘norm@dhditions). In any event, whether | understaredtdrm

‘fly" in that world depends on whether | use itasexpert would, and they may very well decidentduide
robot flies in the extension of ‘fly’. Given thdhe jury is out on this case, we cannot use it as a
counterexample to [&].
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we would not be entitled to conclude that he has a disposition call dbfesss ‘cows’,
and, in turn, that he means something non-standard by ‘horse’, rags@r@ii) does.
Similar remarks apply to someone who meaddition by ‘+’ but miscalculates under
certain conditions. If a subject is disposed to calculate correctCP conditions, then
his making systematic mistakes in aberrant ones does not wauarameclassifyinghim
as a ‘quadder’ (short for someone who is disposed to follow some nonrstanks.
Kripke’'s error objection fails because it draws this unwarramtégtence (in premise
(iii). ”®

This observation can also be used to deflect the second objectiat we cannot
make sense of the notion of a mistake at the communal level. tBeagh we can
conceive of circumstances in which my linguistic community gpased to make the
same ‘mistakes’ | do (e.g. to apply ‘horse’ to deceptively haveithg cows on dark
nights), it does not follow that they agenerallydisposed to make these ‘mistakes’. For
it is also true that they would refrain from applying ‘horgetitosesameobjects in other
situations — e.g., on a sunny day, when they are in close range, vrewlletc. And so
we can take what my community means by a term to be deterrbindow they are
disposed to apply it in CP conditions. The possibility of erraseariwhen the CP
conditions have not been satisfied, not when communal verdicts are toe afith

independently constituted extensions -- an idea that | find implausible.

9 On a charitable reading, we might say Kripke do@sdraw this invalid inference in the error argue
for the mistakes are supposed to be, as he sggtersatic’. | suppose by this he means that oleutztor

is supposed to be analogous to one who suffers, fsag dyslexia. Suppose this person, in no meibeit
context of usage, is prone to write a 9 instead 6f so that he always ends up with the wrong tedse
we not warranted in concluding that he has a diSposto make a mistake (i.e., to infer ii from i)?
Perhaps, but in any event, if the CP conditiond,lesse characterized them, are satisfied, henwillhave
the disposition to make that mistake, for one efdbnditions in CP is that he is not suffering frarbrain
defect. So this particular calculator does noepshreat to [BY.
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According to the error objection, the dispositionalist cannot disshga subject A
who meansaddition by ‘+' but makes mistakes from a subject B who means some
nonstandard function that accords with the ‘mistakes’ (where A arall8 be the same
personf® On the strategy | have proposed, the dispositionalist can franrelévant
distinction as follows. He can argue that, in mastering or aoguiie plus rule, A has
acquired a disposition of a particular sort. But his having acquirddcantinuing to
posses the disposition does not mean that A will manifest éveryoccasion in which
its manifestation is called for. on some occasions, the manifestaf the disposition
may be blocked or inhibited. This, the dispositionalist can argue, shoulthuse us to
reclassify A as a quadder, since in CP conditions, A would giweesilaghat accord with
the plus rule. B, on the other hand, given that he means something nonestatetaus
call it quus — would, in such conditions, give answers that accord with the quus rule.

This strategy, of course, grants to the skeptic thataB mean something non-

standard even if he receives the same training as A. But oneafusg to grant the

8 The claim here is that what one means by a teres ot supervene on how he is disposed to use it
because one’s dispositions would have bexarctly the samim another possible world even if one meant
something different. In the case where summatigerigs are within my cognitive grasp, Kripke motes

this objection through the possibility of errorutBhe also considers the following scenario for sation
queries beyond my cognitive grasp. Let ‘quadditiom redefined so as to be a function that agreés w
addition for all pairs of numbers small enough dosubject to have any disposition to add them,lenit
diverge from addition thereafter (say, it is 5).heh, he says, it is possible for an agent B to mean
guadditionby ‘+’ in another possible world while agent A, vhasexactly the samdispositions as B in
this world, meanadditionby ‘+’. The situation is depicted in the figurelbw.

/

R

Point at which
plus and quus diverge

AN

This scenario, however, is hardly plausible. H®aan agent able to form thetention that numbers
behave in a quus-like way at some point well beylisdcognitive grasp, which presumably he can'tneve
identify?

Behavioral limits >

Agent A
(plus)

Agent B
(quus)
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skeptic even this much, for it flies in the face of some commbely beliefs; namely,

that:

0] Behavioral dispositions are holistically connected, and
(i) Mutual pressures toward conformity within a linguistic ecoumity help
bring one’s dispositions in line with correct patterns of usageprsp &s

he is possessed of normal cognitive powers.

Suppose a skeptic comes along and asks: ‘How do you know that Bs wisposed to
use “+” exactly the sameay as A (an adder) has not taken “+” to mean the bent rule that
any number added to a million sums up to five?” Well, what isltrie of how B is
disposed to behave, if he interprets ‘+' in this silly way? Suppose he hasa dollars
in his bank account. Will he not be disposed to avoid adding more, for ffg@ing
bankrupt? Will he not be disposed to view winners of the multignddollar jackpot as
the biggest losers? Etc. His world would be a very strangedwadeed — in fact, a
deranged world! Described in the abstract, a person’s disposit@pply ‘+’ in a non-
standard way may seem reasonably contdindout when we examine how this
disposition is likely to affect other dispositions, it becomes appénahthe assumption
that a bent interpretation can be contained without ramificatiorllusory. Bent
interpretations of ‘+’ are bound to affect the rest of a persearbal and non-verbal

behavior in bizarre ways; indeed in ways that would cause us to deubarty if his

8 How a subject is disposed to apply ‘+’ cannot becsntained that it has no role or function in Iifis,
otherwise, along with Wittgenstein, | would saydttaches no meaning to ‘+'.
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behavior departs radically from his community’s. As Simon Blacklji®84a p. 79]
puts it: ‘The concealed bent-rule follower is a theoreticifintsn!’

In so far as an individual is a member of a linguistic commuodynmunal practices
kick in to help bring his erroneous dispositions in line with the comnignitgommunal
practices include tendencies to correct, criticize, and adjusatobms. They serve as
‘normative model[s], the function of which is to constrain or regulate beh&¢i®b in a
community, a deviant who interprets ‘+’ in a bent way, or applies édos cows, or
‘cat’ to fish, is criticized. In being corrected by others, bhquares new beliefs, and
modulo these beliefs, how he is disposed to apply a term comesrfurthine with
communal practices. Mutual pressures toward conformity, considtireinéorcements
and punishments, help bring one’s erroneous dispositions in line with coatéstns of
usage’>

In light of (i) and (ii), it is hard to see how someone caama bent rule by ‘+" and
yet be disposed to apply ‘+’ iexactly the samaay as an adder. The skeptic cannot
simply help himself to this assumption. It needs an argument,cafa as | can tell,
there is none in the offing, for any such argument would need tolisstéat least) the
falsity of (i) and (ii) — i.e., it would need to convince us that, darindividual with
normal cognitive powers, communal sanctions can fail to inducecass of adjustments
in his behavior involving ‘+’ that leads to convergence with communatipes -- so as
to make sense of the idea that he can be merely disposed sttgy at the bend”

Kripke himself admits to being puzzled by how an intelligenattnre could get the

82 Barbiero’s expression [***#].

8 For further discussion, see Simon Blackburn [198&#, for a lengthier account of how this process
work, Barbiero [****].
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very training we have for the addition function, and yet gras@pipeopriate function in

a quus-like way.

Of course we can define the quus function, introduce a symbol fmdtfollow
the appropriate rule for computing its values. | have done so inehysessay.
What it may be unintelligible to us is how an intelligent tursa could get the
very training we have for the addition function, and yet grasp the ajdeopr
function in a quus-like way. If such a possibility were really plately
intelligible to us, would we find it so inevitable to apply the plussction as we
do? Yet this inevitability is an essential part of W’s own solution to the problem.
The point is even stronger with respect to a term like ‘gre@an we grasp
how someone could be presented with a number of green objects, and be told to
apply the term ‘green’ just to ‘things like these’, and yet apply the teamt as if
it meant ‘grue’? It would seem that if we find our own contilmratto be
inevitable, in some sense we cannot. [p. 98n]

So he too gives us reason to doubt the requisite tasks can be executed by the skeptic.

2.3 OVERCOMING THE CIRCULARITY OBJECTION

2.3.1 The Circularity Argument

After concluding that [K[P"9 fails, Kripke remarks that it will not help the dispositional
theorist to introduce aeteris paribusclause into [KB"“ that excludes conditions that

can cause a subject to err, for the resulting analysis would turn out to be circular.

Once again the difficulty cannot be surmounted logtaris paribusclause, by a
clause excluding ‘noise’, or by a distinction between ‘competerared
‘performance’. No doubt a disposition to give the true sum in responsach

8 Blackburn’s expression [1984b].
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addition problem is part of my ‘competence’, if by this we meamply that such
an answer accords with the rule | intended, or if we mean thatll iy
dispositions to make mistakes were removed, | would give the t@nsuver.
(Again | waive the finiteness of my capacity.) But a disposito make a mistake
is simply a disposition tgive an answer other than the one that accords with the
function | meant. To presuppose this concept in the present discussion is of
course viciously circular. If I meant addition, my ‘erroneoustiakcdisposition is
to be ignored; if | meant skaddition, it should not be. Nothing in the notiory of
‘competence’ as thus defined can possibly tell me which alternadivaopt.
Alternatively, we might try to specify the ‘noise’ to be igad without
presupposing a prior notion of which function is meant. A little expariation
will reveal the futility of such an effort. Recall that thabject has aystematic
disposition to forget to carry in certain circumstances: d¢mdd to give a
uniformly erroneous answer when well rested, in a pleasant enwrdrinee of
clutter, etc. One cannot repair matters by urging thatubjes would eventually
respond with the right answer after correction by others. ,Higre are
uneducable subjects who will persist in their error even aftsrgbent correction.
Second, what is meant by ‘correction by others’? If it meajestion by others
of ‘wrong’ answers (answers that do not accord with the rulepgéaker means)
and the suggestion of the right answer (the answer that doesl)achen again
the account is circular. ... [p. 29-32]

Recall that the first adequacy condition on any fact that s@BKEP] is that it be a state
of an agent, which figures in @malysisof meaning addition by ‘+’. At least one major
obstacle facing anyone attempting to offer an analysis iff@rcularity . The goal in
giving an analysis is to provide illuminating conceptual equivaleraes illumination
will depend on the analysans’ utilizing concepts which, in the best aesin some way
prior to andindependenbf the notion being analysed — or, if that's too much to ask for,
then some form of explication which does not take one straight bahk twtion being

analysed®> We would, of course, be taken straight back to the notion being anélitsed

reappearsexplicitly in the analysans, as in: ‘A book is pornographic iff it contains

8 As Crispin Wright notes in ‘Truth: A Traditional bate Reviewed’ in S. Blackburn and K. Simons (eds)
Truth [1999]. Examples of analyses include attemptsetiind mental expressions in terms of expressions
referring to actual or possible behavidogical behaviorisn), or in terms of neurobiology; attempts to
define the concepts of classical mathematics imgeof logic and set theoryo@icism); and attempts to
define statements about the empirical world in terof immediate experience, actual or possible
(phenomenalisin
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pornography’; ‘An animal is human iff it has human parents’. If theadigional theorist
is to avoid the charge of circularity, then he must not charaeténe ceteris paribus
conditions in a way that makes explicit use of the term beifigedk This much is
incontestable. For example, the ceteris paribus conditions canratabscterized as
‘conditions where we have been provided with sufficient mentalctizgsto allow us to
addany two numbers’.

An analysis would also be circular or unilluminating if the term beingnddfappears
implicitly in the analysans, as in: ‘X is good if and only if ideal people like X.” (Although
the word ‘good’ does not recur explicitly, it seems hidden in theonaif an ‘ideal’ (=
‘maximally good’) person). ‘Art is that which artists producé¥hat is an artist?
Someone who producest. So the definition takes us back to the question: What is
art?). ‘Art is that which hangs in galleries.” (What is 4egg? A place which housest.
Again, we are taken back to the question: What is art?). LikeWigeke argues that
characterizing the ceteris paribus conditions as ‘conditions whelnjecsis corrected by
others’ issues in a circular analysis; presumably because éamgven when corrected
by others'implicitly containsthe notion ‘answer conforming to the meaning of “+™”

Kripke maintains that a dispositional theorist cannot charactéreeeteris paribus
conditions in a way that avoids the charge of circularity. Wesaamup his argument as

follows:

Circularity argument against the dispositional theory
I. Any fact that constitutes my meaniaddition by ‘+’ must be characterized by

a non-circular description.
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ii. Facts about how | am disposed to apply ‘+’ in ceteris paritrglitions
cannot be characterized non-circularly.
lii. Therefore facts about how | am disposed to apply ‘+’ iteigg paribus

conditions cannot constitute my meanadglitionby ‘+'.

2.3.2 Critique of the Circularity Argument

It is far from obvious that the skeptic’s demand for a non-ciratiaracterization of the
ceteris paribus conditions cannot be met. Many mistakes e maapplying terms
arise because of the presence of aberrant conditions that hgeeeealizable and
predictableeffect on creatures with similar cognitive endowments. Eoglinesearch
can help us determine what those conditions are. We can then ruleottherh our
characterization of the ceteris paribus conditions [CP]. Fampbea(as | suggested in
§2.3), in the case ofon-observational termdéike ‘+’, we can take CP to include
conditions where: the subject is not tired, intoxicated, or disttgbig e.g., surrounding
noise), has not suffered a cognitive injury, and has been given adémeate reflect on
his application of the term (in this case, on his calculationthdrcase of observational
terms like ‘red®® we need to add conditions where: the subject is not visually indpaire
(i.e., he possesses normal visual equipment), is observing the ofbgedivaly, and
where the object observed is in full view, in good lighting conditigike those that

actually typically obtain out-of-doors and out-of-shadow), relativedyicstary, and not

8 | draw some of these conditions from Crispin Wriglliscussion of the ‘judgment-dependent’ nature o
color terms [1989b]
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too far away. As mentioned earlier, this list of conditionsosmeant to be exhaustive.
Empirical research will determine what further conditions neebetadded to CP. In
answer to Kripke’s challenge, then, a dispositionalist can analygméjact’'s meaning

additionby ‘+' as follows:

D™ S's meaningaddition by '+ consists in the fact théar any p, g, r
that S is capable (in principle) of grasping S is disposed (in ceteris
paribus conditions) to answer r to the query 'p+q="2?"iff r istimeof p
and g, andaddition is the simplest function corresponding to these

behavioral limitations.

The ceteris paribus conditions as described above neither expimitignplicitly contain
the term being defined, and they are not trivially specified, e ikeno reason to think
the account is circuld.

We can only speculate about how the skeptic would respond to thisiansigce he
has not provided generalreason for adopting premise (ii) — he has only given us reason
to rejectsomeways of filling in the ceteris paribus conditions (as, e.@nditions where
my brain is stuffed with extra matter that enables medtd, aconditions where | am

corrected by others’) -- and in the absence of such an argument,eakan do we have

8 The skeptic might object that the analysis | haffered is not successful unless ‘facts’ about hcaw
disposed to apply a term are defimeductively, i.e., ‘vertically’, so to speak, from complex sampler
levels, and ultimately in terms of the vocabulafpbysics. But this would constitute anothemwarranted
assumption on what form a meaning-constitutingt*femust take. One can offer an analysis of a cphce
and in particular of what meaning something by apression consists in, by disclosing the ‘lateral’
relations it shares with other concepts. Thermihing that forces an analysis of meaning to bleicgve.
For discussion of this unwarranted reducibilityuasption, see Wright [2001 p. 146ff]
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to accept premise (i), or to rejectd@"J? Surely, theonus is on the skeptto offer an

argument®

Boghossian’s Argument

Here, Paul Boghossian [1989], in his critique of Kripke's argumagmdinst the
dispositional theory, attempts to fill in the lacuna. He prasantargument based on the
holistic nature of belief-fixation that ‘there could not be naturalidicabecifiable
conditions under which a subject will be disposed to apply an expressiotoomhat it
means; and, hence, that no attempt at satisfying such conditions cato lsyzeeed.’
[1989 p. 539] His argument runs as follows. Consider Neil and a partiexpression,
say ‘magpie’, in Neil’s mental repertoire. According to Bogsian, a dispositionalist
needs to show that the following equation holds: Neil meaagpieby ‘magpie’ iff in
optimal conditions, Neil is disposed to token the belief that x msagpie iff x is a
magpie. Boghossian argues that the dispositionalist cannot suctkisd &tis argument
is based on the observation that the interpretation of a speakezfs ehholistic affair.
With suitably mistaken background beliefs present, a spealebavinclined to apply

particular expressions incorrectly. As he puts it:

8 paul Horwich has pointed out the following potehfiroblem to me. If we define a ‘correct’ apptioa

of a word to be one which agrees with how one’guistic community is disposed to apply the word in
ceteris paribus conditions, then, we cannot in tefine ‘ceteris paribus conditions’ to be condisavhere
one’s linguistic community applies word®rrectly, otherwise our account will be circular. We can,
however, overcome this difficulty by filling in theeteris paribus conditions in the way | have above
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Under normal circumstances, belief fixation is typically miesdicoy background
theory -- what contents a thinker is prepared to judge will depend upainother
contents he is prepared to judge. ... Thus, Neil may come to believea 'Lo,
magpie' as a result of seeing a currawong, because of lsrfbelief that that is
just what magpies look like; or because of his belief that the laindig in the
immediate vicinity are magpies; or because of his belief\inatever the Pope
says goes and his belief that the Pope says that this presantagong is a
magpie. And so on. The thought that something is a magpie cémggeted by
a currawong in any of an indefinite number of ways, correspondintheo
potentially indefinite number of background beliefs which could mediate
transition. [1989 p. 539-40]

These background beliefs must, then, be excluded from the conditionsetisapposed

to yield correct usage of an expression. But, Boghossian argusppaitionalist cannot

do this without violating the non-circularity constraint. Followiagny summary of his

argument. [1989 p. 539ff]

Boghossian’s argument against the dispositional theory

i A dispositional theorist has to specify, without the use of s&maor
intentional materials, a property M such that possession offddessary and
sufficient for being a disposition to apply an expression in accadtfd ivg
correctness conditions; for example, a property M such that a subjebe
disposed to think 'Lo, a magpie’ only in respect of magpies.

i But the holistic character of belief formation impligst a subject will be
disposed to think 'Lo, a magpie' in respect ofiraefinite number of non-
magpies, provided only that appropriate background beliefs are present.

lii Since there looks to be a potential infinity of background clustédseliefs
which could potentially mediate the transition from non-magpie topreag

beliefs, specifying an optimality condition for ‘magpie’ will inv@Ispecifying
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a situation in which it is guaranteed that none of this potemtfadity of
background clusters of belief is present.

Iv But the dispositional theorist cannot succeed at this task withgaking
intentional materials. So a reductive theory of meaning caaketthe form

of a dispositional theory.

Critique of Boghossian’s Argument

Again the crucial question to ask is: Why should we think thatctteris paribus
conditions cannot be non-circularly specified? Boghossian’s thopglketes to be that,
since there is a potential infinity of possible background beliefs can cause a subject
to err (to misapply a term), there is no finite way to spati§ceteris paribus conditions
that avoids the use of intentional material.

The main problem with this contention is that it overlooks two ingmbrassumptions
that are granted by the skeptic. Recall the skeptical proldeivhat constitutes my
mastery of any word of my language? According tge/Pwhat | mean by a word is
determined by how | am disposed to apply it in ceteris paribus caomsjimymasteryof
a word consists in the fact that | am disposed to apply it imiggtaribus conditions in
agreement with how the relevant body of my linguistic community is disposed to &apply i

and to learn the meaning of a word is to acquire such dispositiodcording to

8 How a subject is disposed to apply a word mayxmaéned in terms of hibeliefsabout it, but it is not
necessary for a dispositionalist to make referéndbem in an analysis of what a subject means teyra:
he need only refer to how he is disposed to uséetine.
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Boghossian, on the other hand, my mastery of a word (say, ‘magpgs)not consist in
this because there is a ‘potential infinity of background clustebgliefs’ that can cause
me to misapply it, and | can’t rule these out in a non-question-begging way.

But it is crucial to ask: Whatindsof beliefs does Boghossian have in mind here? It
cannot be beliefs thatlash with the assumption that | have mastered the word in
question. Examples of such beliefs for ‘cat’ are: ‘Cats livevater’, ‘Cats have fins’,
‘Cats are blue’. 1 will refer to these atanding beliefssince they (erroneously) form
part of my concept of a cat. It cannot be beliefs that clash with the agsutgatt | have
mastered the word ‘cat’ that are supposed to be excluded byetieeis paribus
conditions, because the skeptigiging me the assumption that I have mastered the word
in question (that | understand it), and his query is: What does my mastery (andiept
of the word consist in? He is, in particular, giving me the aptiom that | have
mastered the word ‘+’, and he is asking what my mastery of ‘+’ consists in.

It is, on the other handot part of my mastery of the term ‘cat’ that | be able to
distinguish cats from small poodles in a distance on a cloudy d&pno robot cats, etc.
For it is conceivable that | have mastered the termeggtlarly misapply it under certain
conditions (e.g. in cloudy weather, on dark nights, to imposters, etc.). The erroioobjec
capitalizes on this fact. Certain conditions can generate Heliéfwill refer to these as
circumstantial beliefs, since they are not standing, but are rather based on the
circumstances | find myself in -- about an object that interatte my correctly applying
a term to that object. (For example, on a cloudy day, | might fbencircumstantial
belief that it is correct to apply ‘horse’ to the cows in dmigance, but | don’'t have the

standingbelief that it is correct to apply ‘horse’ to cows.) Buihé mistakes anegular
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(as opposed to being, say, ‘arbitrary stabs in the dark’), then thesaghical research,
we can arrive at a suitabigeneralization/lanabout the conditions under which they are
made. And on the basis of this law, we can nyakelictionsabout when they are likely
to be made again. We can then exclude these conditions in ourtehassion of the CP
conditions.

We might interpret Boghossian as claiming that we cannot fotenslach a law
because, for one thing, there is firute way to specify it. But why should we assume
this? If we cannot foresee all the conditions in which a sulgeldtaly to misapply a
word, it doesn't follow that there are infinitely many such conditiohge might also
interpret Boghossian as saying that, even if the conditande finitely specified, they
cannot benon-circularly specified. But we only have reason to believe this if, as | argued
above, we assume that the subject has not mastered the term ionqudsiat he has a
number of erroneoustandingbeliefs about the object in question that must be ruled out
of our characterization of the CP conditions. For example, if aduigs the erroneous
belief that ‘cat’ applies to objects that live in water, hawes,fand are blue, then,
Boghossian appears to be saying, the CP conditions would have to itheudause that
‘S does not believe cats live in the water, have fins, and are bBig'.the skeptic is
giving us the assumption that the subjem$ mastered the term in question, so there is no

reason to think we must rule out standing beliefs of this ¥ind.

% There are ways other than that of demanding ailysisahat we can interpret the question of what
‘constitutes’ what we mean by our words in [SKE&],that even the skeptic’s first adequacy conditson
not forced on us. Some interpret the skepticablera as raising the challenge of whether thereaase
facts that meaning facssiperveneon.

The basic idea behind a supervenience thesisiisatthough we talk in terms of two levels of &ot
properties (‘lower level’ and ‘upper level’), onétbem is fundamental in that once it is fixed tisenis the
other. In other words, if two things have the sarasic or ‘lower level' properties, then they matgo
have the same ‘upper level' properties. Or: Itds possible that two things should have the sameilo
level properties without also having the same upgesl properties.
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For example, it is claimed that consciousness rsepes on complex neurophysiological facts; a
melody supervenes on a sequence of notes; dispositif a thing supervene on its physical constityti
the fact that a computer is running a particulaxgpam supervenes upon microphysical facts about its
components; a painting’s representational propesigervene on the geometrical arrangement of-light
reflecting surfaces; etc. (Note: The conversehefsupervenience relation does not necessarily hotd
things may be identical in the upper-level respatiiout being identical ‘all the way down’. Foraxple,

a computer program might be ‘variably realized:otwomputers might be running the same program
functionally speaking, but with rather differentnigurations of hardware.)

Supervenience is held to be a weaker relation dedinitional (reductive or non-reductive) analysis
the ground that it offers the possibility that agperty may depend on other properties, without dpein
definablein terms of those properties.

Some critics of the skeptical argument (e.g. HohwiL998], Soames [1997], Blackburn [1984b]) have
defended a supervenience-based version of the difispml theory as a straight solution, which may b
expressed as follows:

[D4] It is not possible that two people should be taeh in terms of how they are disposed to
apply a term, and yet mean something different.by i

There is a passage where Kripke's skeptic has iméenpreted as arguing against the plausibilitjD:

I might have introduced “*' to mean nothing in padtar even though the answer | arbitrarily
choose for ‘m*n’ is, through some quirk in my braimucture, uniquely determined independently
of the time and other circumstances when | am agikedjuestion. It might, in addition, even be
the case that | consciously resolve, once | havsana particular answer to ‘m*n’, to stick tofit i
the query is repeated for any particular casengeértheless | think of ** as meaning no function
in particular. What | will not say is that my partlar answer is ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ in terms of the
meaningl assigned to *’, as | will for ‘+’, since theris no such meaning. [p. 24 n]

The skeptic’'s contention in the described scenappears to be that my responses to ‘*’-queriesnate
real answers but only verbal reflexes; they ar¢ gasinds/utterances, capable neither of correctness
incorrectness, since no assertion/judgment is mafBeott Soames [1997] tries to make sense of this
contention by inviting us to imagine, as a resultsome special brain surgery, being programmed to
verbally respond to the query ‘What is x * y?’ biyaning a definite numeral z for each pair of nuatex

and y used in the question. Despite this, it mgjiitbe the case, he maintains, ‘that | don#ananything

by “*": my responses may be nothing more than vemafiexes. | might notice that | always give
determinate responses to queries using “*". Bdbm't regard these as correct or incorrect — sirsben’t
intend to assign any meaning to “*”. [1997 p. 222]

The skeptic’s argument, thus interpreted, is lyacdimpelling. Suppose a scientist has programmed
me to give the sum of x and y every time | havedmpute their sum. Then | see no reason why itilsho
not be said of me that | meanldition by ‘+'. It should not matter that the ability pyoduce these sums
wasinstantaneoushacquired through implantation as opposeduer timethrough my interaction with a
community. The skeptic owes us an explanatiomiwy this should make a difference.

The explanation, following Martin and Heil [1998hd Dummett [1991], might run as follows. In
using a word with a certain meaning, an agent masbnly be using it in ‘conformity with a rule’ub his
behavior must be ‘based on the rule’, he must dacthe rule’. On this reading, the skeptic reashias
since the agent’s behavior in the described soensuinerely ‘conforming to a rule’ as opposed tinge
‘based on a rule’, he is not using '+’ with a cértmeaning.

The distinction between ‘conforming to a rule’ g@adting on a rule’ has surfaced in many domains —
it plays, e.g., a central role in Kantian ethigsdetermining whether an act has moral worth. \Bluat
does acting on a rulé or ‘basing your behavior on a rule amount to for the skeptic? Having a rule
guideyou? If so, then, as | show in the next sectibe,skeptic’s argument fails: in an important seose
rule-following behavior is not ‘based on a ruleadit
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2.4 OVERCOMING THE JUSTIFICATION OBJECTION

2.4.1 The Justification Argument

The most powerful objection that Kripke’'s skeptic raises againgdiip@sitional theory
is the justification objection. Unlike the finitude and error objectiorisch try to show
that my dispositions to calculate with ‘+' do not correspond perfectlthe addition
function, the justification objection maintains that even if my disfprsido correspond
perfectly to the addition function, that would not be enough to show thaamhaaldition
by ‘+’. [p. 57] The skeptic insists that any fact that ‘comng#éis’ my meaning one
function, rather than another, by a given function sign, be such thagwehanswer |
am in fact disposed to give, it should ‘tell me’ what answeudhtto give, and facts
about how | am disposed to apply a term (even if in accord withomseatness
conditions) do not, he insists, have this property.

The key passages where Kripke discusses the justification iohjeate the

following:

To a good extent this reply [the dispositional analysis] immdgiateght to
appear to be misdirected, off target. For the skeptic creatad af puzzlement
as to myjustificationfor responding ‘125’ rather than ‘5’ to the addition problem
as queried. He thinks my response is no better than a stab in kheDias the
suggested reply advance matters? How dgestity my choice of ‘125? What

it says is: “125’ is the response you are disposed to give, andafysthe reply
adds) it would also have been your response in the past.” Well andl gooay
that ‘125’ is the response | am disposed to give (I am actuadigggit!), and
maybe it is helpful to be told — as a matter of brute fabitIltwould have given
the same response in the past. How does any of this indicatertbat or in the
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past — ‘125" was an answ@ustified in terms of instructions | gave myself
rather than a mere jack-in-the-box unjustified and arbitrary response? [p. 23]

So it does seem that a dispositional account misconceives the 'skeqifdem —

to find a past fact thgtistifiesmy present response. As a candidate for a ‘fact’
that determines what | mean, it fails to satisfy the basmition on such a
candidate, stressed above on pg. 11, that it shelilche what | ought to do in
each new instance. [p. 24]

As | noted in 81.1, the skeptic interprets the justification const(diat any candidate

meaning-constituting fact F must satisfy) in a strong interifatisnse:

[J] F justifies my applying word w thus-and-so, given what | miewrt, if
and only if (1) | havdirect (non-inferential) acces® F, and (2) | can
deduce a priorifrom F that | ought to apply w thus-and-so for an open-
ended range of situations.

Note that (2} (1). Suppose, for example, F is a simple rule for multiplying nusnibe

exponential form. If | had direct (non-inferential) accesB,tbwould be able to deduce
a priori from F that | ought to give answer z to any quefx‘a = a”, where x and y are

numbers within my cognitive grasp. It doesn’t follow thdblin fact have direct access
to F. Note also that (B (2). | might, e.g., say that to megreenby ‘green’ is to bring

up a color image of green whenever | use the word ‘green’.iniage would be readily
available or transparent to me, but | cannot deduce a priori frédmatil ought to apply
‘green’ to all and only green objects, since it can be interpreted in a gruealjke

As | noted in 81.1, [Jis composed of two sub-conditionsmeetaphysicatonstraint
(concerning theormativityof meaning) which requires that F have a cemaiture, and

anepistemologicatonstraint which requires that F have a centale.
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Metaphysical constraint (concerning theormativity of meaning): F contains a
norm, a standard of correctness, which determines in advance hewowbe

applied in an open-ended range of situations.

Epistemological constraint | have direct access to F (so that it can guide future

applications of w).

If F contains instructions on how to apply w in an open-ended rangéduatiens
(metaphysical constraint), and | have direct access to Reppiogical constraint), then
| will be able to deduce a priori from F that | ought to applthus-and-so in any given
situation, as [J requires.

Condition (1) in [J (i.e., the epistemological constraint) insists that any purgorte
meaning-constituting fact F beeadily available to me, i.e., that | havenmediated
knowledge of it, such as | do when | experience a pain, a tickle, a redialége, or
ringing in the ears. The subject has direct (non-infergra@ess to such states because,
‘since they are events in his consciousness, he is in the nattire cdse conscious of
them’® That this constraint be met by F is suggested in the quotedrd4, where
Kripke says that ‘it shouldell me what | ought to do in each new instance’. Further

evidence for this condition can be found on p. 40:

%L For an alternative interpretation of the justifioa constraint, see Michael Levin [2007].

92 As Crispin Wright observes [2001 p. 149].
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The idea that we lacldirect’ accessto the facts whether we mean plus or quus is

bizarre in any case. Do | not know directly, and with a fairee@f certainty,

that | mean plus? Recall that a fact as to what | mean sisupposed to justify

my future actions, to make theimevitableif | wish to use words with the same

meaning with which | used them before. This was dundamental

requirement on a fact as to what | meant.
That the skeptic insists, in addition, that any purported meaningrobinst satisfy the
metaphysical constraint is suggested in the quote from p. 11, whéeadkimg about
‘directions | gave myself’, he says these directions ‘mustdmgained in any candidate
for the fact as to what | meant’. This requirement is alggested in other places, where
the skeptic insists that any putative meaning-constitutingdantpel’, ‘establish’ [p. 13,
21], ‘'show’ [p. 41], ‘entail’ [p. 53], ‘mandate’ [p. 57], ‘determine in advdnge 65],
‘guarantee’ [p. 95] that | meadditionby ‘+'.

The fact F that we are looking for must, on this interpretatioth® justification
constraint, be such that it provides the basis for an a priori deelircterence to claims
about what | mean, and be transparent to me. Under these conditiotisgivenme a
reasonfor thinking ‘125’ is the answer | ought to give, as the skeggimands. [p. 11] |
will then be able to cite F asjastification for the answer | give in order to show it isn’t
just a shot in the dark, ‘a mere jack-in-the-box unjustified abirary response’. [p. 23]
This is why Kripke sometimes [see e.g. pp. 11-13] expressesképical problem in
epistemologicaterms:How do | knowthat | now mean by ‘+’ the same thing that | meant
in the past by ‘+'? In answering this question | offeeason ‘| know because..’

The justification constraint can be read as being even strongefJthaKripke says

that the basic condition on any candidate for a fact that deteywimat | mean is that ‘it
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shouldtell me what | ought to do in each new instance’. [p. 24] This may regsite

add a third condition to [J

[J+] F justifies my applying word w thus-and-so, given what | mbaw it, if
and only if (1) | havedirect (non-inferential) accessto F, (2) | can
deduce a priori from F that | ought to apply w thus-and-so for an open-
ended range of situations, and (3yldesmy applications of w in each

new case, so that my applications are basadferencedrom F.

[Ji+] is stronger than [Pin the following sense. [Jdemands aeasonfor my applying

w thus-and-so. Aeasonis something | might produce to show that my application of a
word is justified if someone were, say, to throw down a skepticdlenge. By ‘reason’
the skeptic has in mind ‘instructions’ [p. 23] or ‘directions’ [p. 1jhve myself that ‘tell
me’ [p. 24] how | should apply w. Auide, on the other hand, is something | consult
with eachfresh application of a term, as | might consult a recipe in akinake, or a
dictionary in translating another language. A reason R (sestfictions or directions
that determine how | should apply w) can serve as a guide iretisg,sbut it need not: |
might not consult R every time | apply a term, even though htrpgoduce it to justify
any given application. A guide, unlike a reason, also need not be segbiaswords —
for example, a guide might be a traffic-light, a sign-post, or . ni2ut the skeptic does
not appear to have this sense of a guide in mind: the constraittieomeaning-

constituting fact is that it should ‘tell me’ what | ought to do in each new instance
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With [J] in place, we can summarize the skeptic’s justification asnimagainst the

dispositional theory as follows:

Justification argument against the dispositional theory

My dispositions to answer questions ‘What is m + n?’ constitoy meaning
additionby ‘+" only if I have direct (non-inferential) access to facts about how

| am disposed to answer such questions, and | can deduce a priosuitbm
facts that | ought to give such-and-such an answer to such questions.

Having direct (non-inferential) access to facts about haaml disposed to
answer addition questions does not provide the basis for an a priori deductive
inference for the answer | ought to give to such questions.

Therefore, my dispositions to answer questions ‘What is m?+do not

constitute my meaningdditionby ‘+'.%3

Scott Soames [1997] tries to motivate the skeptic’s reasoning behind (ii)aassfoll

Suppose | had amnesia and didn’t remember what | meant by ‘+' ipaste
When asked, at present, to calculate ‘68 + 57’ | might feeln@dlito give the
answer ‘125’. Still, I might wonder whether this was justifiedierms of what |
meant by ‘+’ in the past. Would it be sufficient to be told that was the answer
| was disposed to give in the past? It doesn’'t seem that it wimaldl,might
wonder whether in the past this was one of those calculatis on which | was
disposed to make mistakes. A similar observation holds regardy the point
of view of someone viewing me from the outside and wondegrwhether my

% Replacing [] with [J+] in the justification argument gives rise to eosger version of the justification
argument. Unlike premise (ii) in thg]f¥ersion, whichraises the questionCanyou deduce (a priori) how
you ought to apply a term from knowledge of the nieg-constituting fact?’, premise (ii) in the{J
version raises the additional questiomo‘you in fact proceed this way?’. The skeptic cadek that the
answer is no. This much seems correct. When lyappms, there is nothing that appeargytode me,
nothing that | dan fact consult, with each fresh application of a termf thls mehow to go on. | am, so
to speak, on my own.
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present answer of ‘125’ is correct. Simply being given a specification of the

relevant past dispositions is not enough to allow such an observer tadmitwht

my present answer accords with my past meaning or intentions. [1997 p. 222]
This way of motivating (ii) rests on thebjection based on error But what if, as |
pointed out in 82.3, we can avoid the discrepancies pointed out in the objetinhon
error by identifying conditions under which how | am disposed to wserd determines
what | mean by it. In that case, the argument above would fgirerhise (ii) was
motivatedmerelyby the error objection. But the justification argument is suppasbd t
strongerthan the argument based on error: it is supposed to show that dwemifswers
| am disposed to givdo correspond perfectly to the addition function (in, say, ceteris
paribus conditions), that would still not be enough to show that | medition by ‘+'.
Thus, it cannot be motivatederelyby the error objection, which can be overturned if we
can specify conditions under which my dispositions to calculate witdo correspond
perfectly to the addition function.

The skeptic must, therefore, either have some other means of timgtpeemise (ii),
or a stronger argument than that given above in mind if he wantstiogdish the
justification objection from the error objection; something like the one beloweetbéas

paribus version of the argument above.

Ceteris paribus version of the justification argument
I My dispositions to answer questions ‘What is m + n?’ in rietparibus
conditions CP constitute my meaniaddition by ‘+’ only if | have direct

(non-inferential) access to facts about how | am disposed to arsswh
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questions in CP, and | can deduce a priori from such facts thabt twugive
such-and-such an answer to such questions.

i Having direct (non-inferential) access to facts about haaml disposed to
answer addition questions in CP does not provide the basis farpaiori
deductive inferenc® what answer | ought to give to such questions.

lii Therefore, my dispositions to answer questions ‘What ism?’#n CP do not

constitute my meaningdditionby ‘+'.

2.4.2 Critique of the Justification Argument

In assessing the ceteris paribus version of the justificatignneent, there are two

guestions we must ask:
(2) (regarding premise ii) Is it true that facts about how | am disposapply
a term in ceteris paribus conditions fail to satisf}?[J
(2) (regarding premise i) Is [Ja reasonable constraint to place on any

candidate meaning-constituting fact?

In what follows | will address each of these questions in turn.

Evaluating premise (ii)
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In order to establish premise (ii), the skeptic must show that either:

(a) I do not have direct (non-inferential) access to fabtutahow | am
disposed to apply an expression in ceteris paribus conditions, or

(b) | cannot deduca priori from access to such facts that | ought to apply an
expression thus-and-so for an open-ended range of situations, giveh wha

mean by it.

Kripke advances some considerations in support of (a) when discubsininitude

objection.

| have heard it suggested that the trouble arises solely forortide a notion of
disposition: ceteris paribus | surely will respond with the sum of any two
numbers when queried. ... Perhaps, but how should we flesh owetbes
paribus clause? Perhaps as something like: if my brain had been switfed
sufficient extra matter to grasp large enough numbers, anddfreé given enough
capacity to perform such a large addition, and if my life (inathg state) were
prolonged enough, then given an addition problem involving two large numbers,
m and n, | would respond with their sum, and not with the result accotaling
some quus-like rule. But how can we have any confidence of tha® in the
world can I tell what would happen if my brain were stufed with extra brain
matter, or if my life were prolonged by some magic elixir? Surely such
experiments should be left to science fiction writers and futurstigiWe have
no idea what the results of such experiments would be. They reaghtre to go
insane, even to behave according to a quus-like rule. The outcome iseally
obviously indeterminate, failing further specification of thesegimamind-
expanding processes; and even with such specifications, it is lsgéabulative.

[p. 27]

This objection has a grip, however, only in the context of ‘magic mxp&nding’

thought experiments. | might not know how | would be disposed to applynafteny
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brain were stuffed with extra brain matter, or if my liferer prolonged by some magic
elixir. However, no magic mind-expanding powers entered into rayacterization of
the ceteris paribus conditions — conditions where a subject is adf drstracted, or
intoxicated, etc. It is througbmpirical investigatiorthat we arrive at these conditions,
not by consulting ‘science fiction writers and futurologists’. Ahds reasonable to
assume thatdo know how | would behave in such conditions.

But Kripke appears to reject even the weaker claim thatd Haect access to how |
am disposed to apply words in conditions that don’t involve bizarre mind-exyggandi

processes:

Am | supposed to justify my present belief that | meant additiohgquaddition,
and hence should answer ‘125’, in terms ofhygpothesis about my past
dispositions? (Do | record and investigate the past physiology obnain?)
Why am | so sure that one particular hypothesis of this kimdrisect, when all
my past thoughts could be construed so that | meant plus or so teanht quus?

[p. 23]
Perhaps the thought here, following Zalabardo’s suggestion [1997 p. 4184} i§ the
answer | should now give were determined by my past dispositiongjingtny present
response would require acquiring information about how | was disposed teransive
past. But this information is nddirectly available to me now. Hence justifying my
present response would involve formingygothesisabout my past dispositions.

But would the skeptic maintain that | do not have direct (non-infalgratccess to
how | am presentlydisposed to apply a term? That is, after all, what is akeigs
[SKEP]: we are looking for a fact about mew that constitutes my meaning what | do

by my words. And surely | do have direct unmediated knowledge of lamacurrently
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disposed to apply words. This can be contrasted with the sort of ldgmvlehave of
how others are disposed to apply words. Forming a belief about arpsisEm’s
linguistic behavior does involve forming a hypothesis (based perhaps &nawjedge
of their past behavior, or on the assumption that the other person iswenyike me) in
a way that my belief about holvam disposed to apply words does otl have direct
knowledge of how | am disposed to apply words, just as | have direaidage of my
own conscious states and processes.

The parenthetical remark in the quoted passage suggests, howeauernpikea thinks
otherwise. His reasons, though not disclosed in the passage, can perhapsnstructed
as follows. When we ascribe a dispositional property to an emtuy, (rittleness to a
pane of glass, solubility to salt), part of what we are saying is tbattdin conditions are
fulfilled, it will behave in a certain way (e.g., the pane otglaill break if struck with a
moderate degree of force; salt will dissolve if placed itewa Like other empirical
propositions, disposition-ascribing sentences appear to requiraaker : an event or
state of affairs which is specified by the sentence andhyifificat exists, makes the
proposition true. But in the case of a disposition-ascribing sentémedruthmaker
cannot be an event or state of affairs in which the dispositioamsfestedfor it can be
true that an entity possesses a property (brittleness or s@lulaiien though no
manifestation of the disposition (breaking of the glass, dissolutioheofalt crystals)
ever has occurred or will occur. But what then is the truthmakehe case of a

disposition-ascribing sentence? According to David Armstrong} [sg., 1996], it is a

% As Carl Ginet observes [1992 p. 64], though nergene agrees. Thus Crispin Wright writes: ‘Sutsec
can generally know that they themselves possedispasitional psychological state] only in so faraad
in the same way that others can know that they[@001 p. 149]
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‘categorical’ state of the entity to which the dispositigmalperty is ascribed. Armstrong
takes categorical properties of a concrete particular to include its shape, size, and
material composition (e.g. nature and configuration of its moleculsich do not
extend beyond what is actually the case or actually happenhswree moment of time.
These are contrasted, by Armstrong, vdtspositional properties which extend beyond
what is actually happening or is actually the case at some maheme, to what would
happen or be the case if certain contingencies should arisefutuhe (or to what would
have happened or been the case, if those contingencies had arisen in the past.).

Carl Ginet [1992] conjectures that underlying Kripke’s contention lieaefs about
one’s past dispositions involve hypothesisis the assumption that the truthmaker the
dispositional account of meaning needs isategoricalstate of the subject. With this

assumption in place, Ginet [1994 p. 64] interprets Kripke as reasamifodjavs toward

(a):

I. Itis a necessary condition of the truth of the counterfaciadlitional about
me that there was some categorical basis for it. (Thatthiere were
independent intrinsic properties of me that would causally explayn tivn
condition or occurrence described in the antecedent would produce the
occurrence described in the consequent, that would be sufficiemtefdruth
of the counterfactual conditional.)

i If (i), then | could not know that the counterfactual conditionad wae of me
without knowing that there was some categorical basis for it.

iii 1 could know that there was a categorical basis only hgpathesis (that is,
something confirmed for me by evidence as to what specific srts
mechanism there are in me or by evidence as to how | and okieensd have
reacted in similar situations in the past).

iv Therefore, | could know that the conditional was true of me @slyan
evidence-based hypothesis (and not in the sort of direct way | haweny
knowledge of my recent past experience or have knowledge of my current
intentions).

% bid.
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Of course, against premise (ii), it can be argued (as Ginesspmifitthat it is not the case
in general that one must know everything entailed by what one krfowsnany
instances where p entails g, one may know p without knowing q ifadlsetd know that
p entails q. And against premise (i), it can be argued thasdheof counterfactual
conditional that the dispositional account of meaning needs could bevitftuzut a
categorical basis: the truthmaker could be, as U. T. Place dogudisposition-ascribing
sentences more generally [see Armstrong 1992 p.7], a ‘counterfateteabf affairs’: the
possession by the entity in question (the glass, say) of the digpakproperty (being
shattered when struck). For Place, the state of the entigyelwh it possesses the
dispositional property and the corresponding state of the microseguditihe entity are
two distinct states of affairs. For Armstrong, by contrimt state of affairs that makes a
counterfactual true is a state of the microstructure of thityethtat possesses the
dispositional property: the dispositional property and the state ahitr®structure are
one and the same thing. Though Place’s thesis may be difficudtablish, clearly the
burden of proof is on Kripke to establish the opposing (Armstrongian), viewto show
that the truth of the counterfactual conditional needed by the dispokgicacount of
meaning entails a categorical basis. In absence of such a proahdite argument
carries no weight. And so, to this point, the skeptic has faileddble (a): that we do
not havedirect accessto how we are disposed to apply a word in ceteris paribus
conditions.

Jose Zalabardo [1997 p. 480] interprets the skeptic as attenptesgablish (a) on
the ground that we do not know how to identify the ceteris paribus comglitiThis, of

course, assumes that the ‘knowledge’ or ‘direct access’ opéna(aj haswide scope
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not only am | required to know (or have direct acceshio®y | am disposed to apply a
term in ceteris paribus conditions, but | must also knelat the ceteris paribus
conditions are. But a dispositionalist need not insist on this: heregquire that the
subject only know how he is disposed to apply a word under ceteris paoidiians,
not in addition what the ceteris paribus conditions are. Nevershelas likely that a
subjectis capable of identifying the conditions under which he is disposed tg appl
correctly. We are all prone to make occasional mistakes ¢nlatibns, and all we need
to do in order to fill in the ceteris paribus conditions is call indrpast experiences
where we or others made mistakes and a general charaaeriadtwhat if anything
those experiences had in common. With little reflection, wdileely to recognize that
we tend to err in conditions where we are tired, distracted, igati@d, or have been
given inadequate time to make a calculation, among others.n,Aga only if we think
of the ceteris paribus conditions as involving magic mind-expanding patvat we
might be dumbstruck over how to characterize them. So, in light thelforegoing
considerations, it appears that we have not been given adequate ceascept (a) (= |
do not have direct (non-inferential) access to facts about howdisposed to apply an
expression in ceteris paribus conditions).

Turning now to (b) (= | cannot deduaepriori from access to such facts that | ought
to apply an expression thus-and-so, given what | mean by it), supbasge direct (non-
inferential) knowledge of how | am disposed to apply a word. aallice a priorfrom
such knowledge that | ought to apply a word thus-and-so in any assy given what |
mean by it? According to the skeptic, | cannot. Dispositionas fée reasons, do not

determine how bughtto apply a word, given what | mean by it; they only determine
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how | would apply the word. | take this to be the import of Kripke’s obsewmathat
facts about how | am disposed to apply a word dagcriptive, not normative. But
though this may be the case for facts about how | am disposgiplio aaword when
conditions are not ceteris paribus, what reason do we have toebtt if: (i) How |
would apply a word in CP conditions is how | should apply it, and (nave direct
access to how | would apply a word, nevertheless (iii) | cannot dedpc®ri from it
that | ought to apply the word thus-and-so?

Assuming we have successfully identified the ceteris paribustammsjiat least one
reason the skeptic might offer is the following,] f&quires that, for any word w whose
sense | grasp, whatever fact F constitutes my grasping the cfewseehave like aule
that issues a determinate output &owy given input, a rule that legislates all future uses,
so that | can deduce a priori from knowledge of F thatidghtto apply w thus-and-so,
given what | mean by it, in any use-context. For any sul§etime t, and word w, we

can describe the general form of this rule as follows:

Ristwy=  Apply w in context ciff ¢; satisfies conditions;a a,.

Ristw)is the ‘direction’ or ‘instruction’ | gave myself, that ‘tellse’ what to do in each

new instance, as the skeptic demands. It is the ‘reason’ Ifoffgudging w to apply.
By ‘reason’ the skeptic means an explicit formulation of the Irala disposed to follow,

which | can offer if someone demands a justification for my apglgimord thus-and-so.

It follows thatR s 1w determines @ompletefunction whose domain contains all contexts
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¢ about which | can be asked: ‘Does w satisf§/,cand which assigns to each such

context one of two values: ‘yes’ or ‘no’. Just as the ri(lds2x+1, or:

Rule If neither King nor one of its Rooks has moved in the course ofaime go
far, and if the squares between them are unoccupied, and if neith@nthaor

any of those squares is in check to an opposing prince, then one mayCastle.

determinecompletefunctions, so too, the skeptic reasons efegryword w, any fact that
constitutes my grasping the sense of w is a rule-like etht#tly determines a complete
function.

Now, we can describe facts about how a subject S is disposed to apply word w at time

tin any contextcas a partial functioDsw)(c)) = j, where:

Dom(D) = {all contexts of usage @about which S can be asked: ‘Does w satisfy
Gi?'}

RanQ) ={yes (‘1’), no (‘0"), don’t know (‘?’)}

To illustrate, consider the predicate ‘red’. Let®@, G, &, G, ... be an enumeration of
all contexts of usage about which | can be asked: Does ‘red’ satisty ¢ ¢ = ‘Fire-
engines are red’ & ‘Tulips are red’, ¢ = ‘Lemons are red’,£= ‘The planet Neptune is
red’ then the functio g treqycorresponding to my (CG) use of ‘red” at time t = 2pm,

July 15, 2005 contains the following ordered pairs:1{¥®, < ¢,1>, < ¢,0>, < @,7>}.

% | borrow this rule from Crispin Wright [2007 p.J11
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(The use-contexts are not only sentences, as in this example,nbiaikeaa variety of
forms, including, e.g., pointing to a red object and saying the word ‘red’.)

[J] requires thaD g w) behave like a rule for any w, so that | can deduce a priori
from D(cetw) that | ought to apply w thus-and-so in any given use-context. Itdwoul
behave like a rule-in-extension, at best (taking the form of afsatdered pairs), if for
any use contextcl can locate an ordered paircgtw) Which contains jcas argument
and a determinate (yes/no) output as value. But dgg:w) is partial for most w, it
will not always issue a determinate output: we're often aisa bver whether a word
satisfies a given use-context, due to, say, lack of informadigewrding the word, or some
feature of the use-context. So clause (2) dfiginot satisfied b¥Dsw) for most w. So,
since for most wD(s ;. w)does not satisfy [J] it cannot, according to the skeptic, serve as
the sought after meaning-constituting fact. So premise (ifefustification argument

appears to be correct.

Evaluating Premise (i)

But should any candidate meaning-constituting fact be requiredisty4ai? Arguably,
no. It is not difficult to see why. To begin witit's not always the case that when |
apply a term, | do so because | have samason for thinking that it is the right
application— an explicit rule that | can produce on demand, or if someore say, to
throw down a skeptical challenge. | often lack grounds for my knowledgeyi useful

general sense of the term, and reasons for following rules: tl fallew them,
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instinctively. So why should we force any candidate meaning-{tatingg fact — and in
particular dispositional facts -- to satisfy]PJ Moreover, why should we assume, as the
guidancerequirement in [#] demands, that | must consult any candidate meaning-
constituting for guidance with each fresh application? This regemémisconceives the
phenomenologyf our use of languagé&low we are disposed to apply most words of our
language is habitual, immediate, unreflective, and automaticdoNédeliberateover a
particular course of action; it is triggered ‘automaticallyithout the intervention of
thought; ‘we almost observe it happeniig‘as a matter of course’ [Pl §238]. Use of the
notion of guidance involves an overly ‘intellectual’ conception of the phenorkna
understanding — ‘it underestimates the primitiveness of what isggon’, as Colin
McGinn puts it [1984 p. 16§

We describe competence in the use of an expression as a matter of ‘gragfghgra r
‘following a rule’ that ‘tells us what to do in each new caséVe think that our
understanding of a word determines how it applies to an indefingtejg range of cases,
even though at any given time we have considered only a smaibfrattthese. When
we consider a new instance of application, we confidently jutlgethe rule we have all

along had in mind’ dictates whether we ought to apply the word or Bot.we must

" Falk’s expression [1994 p. 385].

% Ruth Millikan [1990] draws an interesting analogith other biological organisms in defense of this
point. Millikan likens ‘following a rule’ to a ‘lblogical purpose’. Biological purposes, she says,
‘unexpressed purposes’; they involve ‘purposefaliynforming to an implicit or unexpressed rule’. 909

p. 329] She contrasts this with ‘expressed purppsdsch involve ‘purposefully following an explitior
expressed rule’. ‘Biological purposes’ are ‘funats fulfilled in accordance with evolutionary desig
[1990 p. 330], though they need not be innate. illlistrate, Millikan offers the example of the rute
hoverfly follows to catch its mate. It seems uelik she says, that the hoverfly calculates over‘immer
representation’ of this rule in order to follow itRather, it has an ‘unexpressed biological purpose
conform to the rule’ [1990 p. 331] which consistsa ‘genetically determined mechanism of a kind tha
historically proliferated in part because it waspensible for ... getting male and female hoverflies
together.’ [1990 p. 332]
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beware ofinflating these seemingly harmless ways of speaking, as the skims;
thereby creating a mythological picture of what it is fmlow a rule’. The skeptic
assumes that understanding the meaning of a word consists in haxphigit
(identifying) knowledge of the rule | follow, an informative degtian that determines
how | ought to apply the word in each fresh instance of applicatidms i3 where the
chimera is created. This is where the skeptic’s identifinatvith Wittgenstein’s
interlocutor — the fellow who is perpetually tripped up by language most apparent.
For there is no miracle-rule that does this work. In the grip falsg picture of what
linguistic competence consists in, the skeptic reasons thatparported meaning-
constituting fact must ‘tell me’ how | should apply a word inheaew case, otherwise
my applications are ‘arbitrary stabs in the dark’. And on this pdsmsrules out
dispositional facts as being meaning-constituting facts, sinceyeabave seen, facts
about how | am disposed to apply a word do not ‘tell me’ how to applgrd im each
new case, in the way the skeptic demands.

In some cases, | might be able to produce a rule of the kin&kepgcsdemands. For
example, if asked to justify my responding ‘125’ when asked the $ud8 and 57, |
might say that | added 8 and 7 to get 15, that | put down 5 and carried 49 ®n. But
then what if | am asked what my understanding of the more k@sicinvolved in this
rule -- ‘carrying’ -- consists in? etc. Ultimatelyam bound to reach a level where |
cannot justify my application of a term by producing some informative ruletétiatie’
how to apply the term, or, still lessscognizesome informative expression as the rule |
follow. | will reach a level obasic termswhere | act without any reason in terms of

which | can justify my action, where | act unhesitatingly bun'tbly’; a level of ‘brute
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understanding’, as we might put it. In these cases, the ageh#sibedoes not ‘depend
on his having a grasp of some principle that goes beneath and couldevdiggeatsitions

to particular response® *Nothing takes place which can be regardedvasking out
what a rule requires ... one m®t aware ofany mediating process — of any route to the
judgment which one might recover and cite by way of justificatoont, -- but is just
smitten as it were, by the judgmerf® There is no informative rule here that figures as
a premise in some process of reasoning | have gone through.

Terms for directly sensed properties, such as ‘red’, ‘blue’, /hHobld’, ‘sweet’,
‘bitter’, ‘*harmonious’, ‘dissonant’, or evaluative terms like ‘beaultjf ‘good’, ‘just’,
‘right’ aptly illustrate this point. | might not be able to prodaceinformative rule that
‘tells me’ how to apply these terms. In the latter casegréain object or event might
create a certain feeling or mood in me (a confident incbnatiat this way is theaght
way to apply the term rather than another way), an unhesitating itispds proceed in
a particular way, which | cannot capture in an informative dasce phrase. In the
former case, were | pressed for a reason, | might say it ld@k#hat, andpoint to the
color of a red object (ditto for other terms from that category -- fiel$Hat, sounds like
that, tastes likethat, smells likethat). We will look in vain for any more substantial
‘explanation’. In Bertrand Russell’s jargon, the referents dfdlierms (‘red’, ‘hot’, etc.)
are known only byacquaintanceand not bydescription It is not crucial to my mastery

of them that there is something | could produce, or even recogrszan informative

%Falk’s expression [1994 p. 382]

19Wright's expression [2007, p. 10]
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expression of the rule | folloW* My understanding here (‘grasp of a rule’) is best
construed as consisting knowledge howto use them as opposedkoowledge that
they mean such-and-sucpr@positional knowledge or explicit knowledge of how to
apply them — knowledge that can be elicited with suitable enquiry or pray(pte leave

it open how much prompting is allowabfdj. This is, as Jackman [2003 p. 34] or
Barbiero [****] point out, in keeping with current studies of the psychologly
classification that suggest that we conceptualize experierteenis ofprototypesrather
than in terms of categories determined by sets of necessdrgufficient conditions. As

Wittgenstein himself puts this point in Pl 8201, ‘There is a wayra$ping a rule which

101 As Wright puts it, basic cases, where rule follegviis ‘blind’, are ‘cases where rule-following is
uninformed by anterior reason-giving judgment ... licts a case one follows a rule “without reasons” in
the precise sense that one’s judgments about the @ondition for correct application of the rules anot
informed by the exercise of concepts other thahwhach the rule concerns — that is, the concepbseh
expression the rule regulates and grasp of whicisists in competence with that very expressiorO0[2
pp. 16-17] ‘Basic rule following, like all rule-fllwing, is rational in the sense that it involves
intentionality and a willingness to accept correctin the light of error. But that is not to saat it
involves responsiveness to the requirements ofulee conceived as instructions, as it were, whiah
feature in thought and rationally inform one’s msge. ... To say that in basic cases we follow rules
blindly or without reasons is to say that our moaess uninformed by — are not the rational output ahy
appreciation offacts about what the rules requirdhis is, emphatically, not the claim that it is
inappropriate ever to describe someone as, sawikgdhe rule(s) for the use of ‘red’, or as knog/what
such a rule requires. Rather, it is a caution abow to understand such descriptions — or betteout
how not to understand them. ... we should not think of thguirements of the rule as a state which
rationally underliesand enables competence, as knowledge of the ouleaftling rationally underlies a
chess player’s successfully restricting the cadesr@vshe attempts to castle to situations whesdegal to

do so. In basic cases there is no such underlyatignalizing knowledge enabling the competenf2007

p. 18]

192) follow Michael Dummett [1991, p. 96] in charading ‘explicit knowledge’ in this way. It seems i
would not even be appropriate to characterize the &f knowledge | have about how to apply the give
terms asimplicit knowledge, which Michael Dummett defines as ‘knowledge whith possessor is
incapable, unaided, of formulating verbally, butwdiich he can recognize a formulation when presente
with one.’ [1991, p. 95] A subject has Implicit&mledge of a rule he follows provided that ‘when he
understands the statement of it, he acknowledgesatccurately describing his existing practicE991, p.
96] Some of our knowledge of orthography and synkexnotes, is of this kind. In these cases, &leer
possibility of eliciting assent to an explicit foutation, for bringing the speaker to recognize, oy that
that which he is credited with knowing is true, that it represents a principle that had been ggidlis us

of the language.’ [1991, p. 96] To illustrate, leesithe nice example of someone who spells correatl

is unable to say when the final consonant of a veroubled before the termination *-ing’: “why,rfo
example, we write ‘fitting’ but ‘crediting’, ‘refeing’ but ‘proffering’, ‘summing’ but ‘consuming’put
when told that the consonant is doubled only wienfinal syllable is stressed and the vowel is Har is
likely, after a little reflection, to acknowleddeat that is the rule he follows”. [1991, p. 96]
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is not an interpretation, but which is exhibited in what we call “olzgeyw rule” and
“going against it” in actual cases’. Wittgenstein's well knoexample of agame
illustrates this point: the ways in which we employ this tenay have no more unity
than a rope has a single fiber, so that all | could do is poexamplef games — board
games, card games, ball-games, Olympic games, etc. -- as dppasset of necessary
and sufficient conditions (some exhaustive set of properties) thshatbrizes what all
games supposedly share in common. ‘Don’t say: therstbe something common, or
they would not be called “games™, Wittgenstein says in Pl 866t fook and see
whether there is anything common to all. For if you look at tlyeon will not see
something that is common l, but similarities, relationships, and a whole series of
them at that...” Not all games are amusing, nor is therayawinning or losing or
competition. Not all games require more than one player. Biffgrarts are played by
skill and luck. What we find is a ‘complicated network of siniies overlapping and
crisscrossing’, such that we can say games form a fantty family resemblances’[PI
867] — threads of common features running among the many things we call ‘gamés’
have no single common trait. Asked to justify my use of the tgamé’, all | may be
able to do is point to examples and say ‘This aimdilar things are called games’.
Understanding here is again best conceived as knowomgto use the term, which is
exhibited in appropriate judgments about particular cases, as opposgprebemding
some manifest or latent essence (what all games supposedlyich@oenmon), as

demanded by [p*%

193 For further examples, consider expressions likeblis interest’, ‘obscenity’, ‘intelligence’, ‘disese’,
and ‘public disturbance’. No definition covers #ile possible circumstances that such terms miglerc
For example, as Norman Swartz points out for the teublic disturbance’: ‘The drafters of a law can
be expected to foresee all the ways it is possdkisturb the peace. Courts of law constantljneethe
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But if we reject [J, as these observations urge us to, must we conclude that our
applications of words are ‘arbitrary stabs in the dark'? No, thohglskeptic would
have us think otherwise. The skeptic attempts to for¢eoidthe dispositionalist by

presenting him with &alse dichotomy

Any purported meaning-constituting fact must justify our appbecaof terms in
the sense of [|J

OR
Our applications are ‘brute inclinations’, ‘stabs in the dark’, Kjacthe-box

unjustified and arbitrary responses’. [pp. 10, 11, 15, 17, 18, 23, 55]

Of course our applications of terms are not just arbitragbsstin the dark’, except
perhaps in the earliest stages of language learning. Thes sthggrguage learning for
human beings with normal functioning cognitive capacities are, ta pety generally,

from ‘no rule’ [NR] = ‘bent rule’ [BR] - ‘right rule’ [RR]. In acquiring a language, we

meaning of a term as new cases occur; they redheceagueness — and their decisions become presedent
for future reference.” <http://www.sfu.ca/philosgéwartz/conditionsl.httn A very nice passage
illustrating how these decisions are made is qubte@wartz fromrlime magazine (Canadian ed. [Jan. 1,
73], p. 34).

The state of lowa plans to take legal action eaélyt year against any citizen who would ‘allow,
cause, or permit the emission of objectionable sdiatio the atmosphere.” But what is the legal
definition of an objectionable odor? The six memsbef the state’s air-pollution-control
commission have been pondering that question, andeameeting they even spent the better part
of an hour debating whether an objectionable oddst® if no one is there to smell it. They
decided that it does.

In more practical terms, the commissioners decitted an objectionable odor is legally
objectionable if it lasts more than three hour#, diccurs more than once in three months, and if i
is offensive to 30% of at least 30 randomly sel@ctsidents of an area.

Are these residents accurate judges? The comméssiotested themselves, sniffing
wintergreen and amyl acetate (which smells likedoas) to see if they could tell the difference.
They could. So they decided to give similar tesid to create a cadre of ‘trained noses.” When a
citizen complains about an odor, a jury of testedesemployees will rush out to sniff and then
decide if the law has been violated.
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sometimes catch on to a bent rule. For example, in the eadgsstof language
acquisition, children characteristically overgeneralize: teysleepedinstead ofslept
brang (on the analogy adang instead obrought and so forth. In these cases, they
following a rule, only it is thevrong rule. However, we hardly ever behave in accord
with NR, except in the earliest stages of acquiring &larsguage (not as adults trying to
master a second language). Infants, for example, tend to moudk wfbrarbitrarily; in
such cases, they cannot be said to be following any rule. Aftertain stage, NR no
longer remains a plausible interpretation of a (normal cognitinetioning) person’s
linguistic behavior. One is forced down the route indicated byatihows in virtue of
being a member of a linguistic community. Mutual pressures tsa@nformity — the
training process -- help adjust one’s dispositions to correct patternsagfe’®® For
example, a young child might apply the term ‘dog’ to anything thatfour legs. But if
he calls a cat ‘dog’, he is corrected by others. Thus he camegléerstand that although
cats have four legs, they are not dogs. So he will reviskdhisfs about what sorts of
things are dogs, and eventually, after a series of revisions, will come tteeusem ‘dog’
as experienced speakers of the language do.

The skeptic reasons that since the second horn of the dilermotasviable option,
the first must be correct. But this conclusion rests talse dichotomyfor the options
do not exhaust the possibilities: there are ways other tfjan fhich our applications of
words may be said to be justified. For example, an agent’s applicdtword w may be
said to be justified (in aexternalistsense) if he applies w in ways that agree with how

his linguistic community is disposed to apply w. The justificatoneitions here need

194 For a discussion of how conformity is generatedubh training, see Barbiero [***+].



144

not be explicitly known by the agelff On this interpretation, which rule an agent is
following is determined ‘from the outside’, not ‘from the inside’s (the skeptic
demands), by comparing the agent’s use of w to his linguistic cortytsunse of w, as

follows:

I. S is disposed to apply w in wBys w)in CP conditions.

li. The ‘community’ (standard-of-correctness settersjisposed to apply w in
way Domm,tw)in CP conditions, and means M by w.

iii. Dstwis similar toDcomm,tw) (inductive inference).

Iv. Therefore, S means M by w.

A dispositionalist is entitled to assert (iv) only after hav@isgertained (i-iii). To say ‘S
means M by w’ is to make an inductive claim aboutdbgreeof similarity between S’s
dispositions in applying w and those of his linguistic community.

The skeptic’s attack on the dispositional theory misfires beazube unreasonable
demand ([J) he makes on theature androle of any purported meaning-constituting
fact F, which translates into a set wfetaphysicaland epistemologicalconstraints,

respectively, on F.

105 Alternatively, one might say that an agent isifiest in applying w thus-and-so if he is disposed t
recognizesome non-trivial expression of a rule as correstiiting what he means. In particular, one might
say that one is justified in answering ‘125’ to tiigery ‘68 + 57’ if one is disposed to recognizeasgect
some description of a rule for finding the sum 1§ &avo numbers. But this notion of justificatioarconly
apply to non-basic cases where a rule can be fataall
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Metaphysical constraint F containsinstructionsthat determine in advance how
w is to be applied in an open-ended range of situations; thus Sponds to a

complete(fully defined) function.

Epistemological constraint | havedirect accesso F, and IconsultF with each

fresh application of w.

But the function corresponding to how | am disposed to apply a word isotwords
of our language, one that ppogressively constructed/createdover time, and hence
‘gappy’. Itis unreasonable to expect it totbel, still more, expressible as a rule which
contains instructions for an open-ended range of situations, and, atdl as a rule |
consult with each fresh application. Most words of our language,H&e&dncept of a
game, have open, not closed, boundaries (as we find in logic and rattds¢mThey are
surrounded by ‘grey areas’ -- cases for which there are no atilemguage that settle
whether the term applies or not. In elucidating them, certeadeldparadigms are
usually given over which there can be no doubt or hesitation as to wiie¢herord

applies or not, but conditions of application cannoéxteaustivelfenumerated®® There

1% The temptation to think otherwise arises, as @rigpright observes in his explication of Wittgeriste

‘from the reflection that the explanation of a ruleust eventually culminate in, or anyway
ultimately be founded upon, the giving of illustoais of its application; and that any such
illustrations are finite, and hence open in pritei an indefinite variety of interpretations. tYe
explanations do usually, or so we suppose, secuteaiunderstanding. So somehow more is got
across — the thought continues — than the purduéxplanations can ever make completely
explicit. Correct uptake of an explanation is Imavihe right ‘something’ come into one’s mind as
a result of the explanation; and the resulting imfational state, though it is expressed in one’s
subsequent practice with the concept concernedngaBly transcends it.’ [2001 p. 159]

The test for whether one has grasped the explandgpends on one’s ability to ‘go on’ to classither
things, not in the samples offered, in the ‘samg wahis may tempt one to describe the procesafect
uptake as one that involves the formation of a thét tells one how to go on in unexemplified cases



146

will always be new situations that requiredacisionfjudgment on our part to either
extend the concept to cover the new case or exclude it frométsseon. Where the new
case is very similar to the paradigm, our response may hacing and automatic,
‘spontaneous in the way in which a good chess player may make ameve without
fully self-consciously rationalizing his grounds for " But where there is a vague
similarity between the new case and the paradigm, our responsebenégr from
automatic and instinctive. To see this, just consider once agaioadiee cited in the
footnote above fronfimemagazine (Canadian ed. [Jan. 1, 73], p. 34): ‘The state of lowa
plans to take legal action early next year against anygitiho would “allow, cause, or
permit the emission of objectionable odors into the atmosphere."wBait is the legal
definition of an objectionable odor? The six members of the satef®llution-control
commission have been pondering that question, and at one meeting theped¢hes
better part of an houfitalics my emphasis] debating whether an objectionable odor
exists if no one is there to smell it. They decided that is.dodn forming such

decisions® we need to consider whether the new case is similar in enoymgrtamt

Wittgenstein, as Wright notes, is concerned to szpihis mistaken epistemological picture, and i tu
‘the rules as rails imagery which imply a figurativexpression of Platonism’. [2001 p. 160] ‘The
connection between the training and explanatiorisiwive received and our subsequent practices ...tis no
mediated by the internalization of explanation-t@ndent rules that, in our training, we (somethike)
guessed’. [2001 p. 167] ‘It is, for epistemologigairposes, &asic fact about us that ordinary forms of
explanation and training do succeed in perpetugpiragtices of various kinds — that there is a ghare
uptake, a disposition to concur in novel judgment®Iving the concepts in question. The mytholafy
the “rules as rails” attempts an explanation of faict. But the truth is the other way roundsithe basic
disposition to agreement which sustains all ruled mule-governed institutions. The requirementsctvh
our rules impose on us would not be violated ifr¢h@ere not this basic agreement; they would not so
much asexist’ [2007 p. 7]

197 Analogy used by Wright [2007 p. 17]

198 Decision talk, unlike intuition talk (involved @pprehending latent essences), repudiates the stimye
that rule-following requires a ‘tracking’ (CrispMWright's term) epistemology; that we follow, as gt
puts it, ‘rules-as-rails, rules which somehow reabtlead of us and determine of themselves theiryever
actual and counterfactual proper application’. [2@0 163] The rules-as-rails picture leads to jpesable
difficulties, for: ‘We have no accountable ideavdiat would constitute the direction taken by thie ff



147

respects to the paradigm, so necessarily our response will not deasiat but will
require pause for thought. The point is, bB{aw) and Dcomm,tw)Will turn out to be
partial functions for most w, progressively created as new easesand new decisions
are made. It is in this respect tina¢anings areconstructed,in piecemeal fashion, over
time; they are hardly ever fully given. Construction of meamngo borrow a useful
metaphor from McGinn [1984 p. 134] (though it is not one he endorses),higke t
existentialist construction of a self: it is the free actibran agent that constitutes what
he is; it is not that action springs from antecedentlyconstituted self. Likewise, |
submit, it is not that a rule is tls@urceof a subject’s use of a word (including how he is
disposed to use the word), in the manner thatr¢guires; rather, exactly the opposite
holds: how a subject is disposed to use a word determines the rakole (i.e. what
he means by it), in the manner that (i-iv) above makes explicit.

The fact that meanings are created has important implications for the fymder
nature’ of any candidate meaning-constituting fats | like to view them, meanings are
not stagnant, like dead matter, but alter and adapt to their environment with ihg pass
time, like living organisms. Those that fail to do so simply céasxist. This analogy

is pertinent, for, unlike complex forms of living matter:

(@) Inorganic (dead) matter, like glass or a salt chystalisposed to behave
in determinateways in any given context. A salt crystal, e.g., does not
decide over how to behave in any given environment. It does not hesitate

over a certain course of action. Its behavior is, in some skxse,in

its own bat, as it were... once the directionasaeived, after the fashion of Platonism, as ddtexch
autonomously, and our performance, whether commanaolitary, as merely an exercise in tracking.



148

advancefor any given context, though we might not know what it is. As
science advances, so does this knowledge.

(b) Its behavior in that context remaiinsed over time.

By contrast:

@) How a subject is disposed to apply a word across a widetyani
contexts is not, for most words of our language, determined in eelyan
at least, not with the same levels of accuracy), given thateehave seen,
many contexts requirdecisionswhose outcome cannot be predicted in
advance.

(b))  Moreover, unlike the behavior of inorganic matter, how a subject is
disposed to apply a word across a wide variety of contextsays alter

over time

So we must beware tikening dispositions associated with our use and understanding of
language to dispositional properties of physical objects more dighasathe literature
virtually always does!, for this identification blurs these important distins.

Dispositional properties of inorganic matter (like a salt elistdisposition to
dissolve in water, or the disposition of a piece of glass to shaltten dropped from a
height) arediscovered they arein them by nature This suggests that they are fully
constructed, and not subject to change. By insisting that theFfaloat consitutes

meaning and understanding is some ‘state’ of an agent, and blumngliove

[2001, p. 161]
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distinctions, the skeptic too assumes that F, whatever it mayfody constructed But
dispositions associated with how we are disposed to apply wordsezated theydo not

exist in us by naturel take dispositions associated with our applications of words to be
habits in the Aristotelian senseThey are created in the same way that, for Aristotle,
character traits are created: through regplactice According to Aristotle [Book I,
Nichomachean Ethi¢sve are not born courageous, temperate, just, honest, etc. Moral
virtues are not implanted in us by nature. We acquire the wmidiaés through practice.

It is, e.g., by practicing the virtues of courage, honesty, pustid temperance, that we
become courageous, honest, just, and temperate.

None of the moral virtues is implanted in us by nature, Aristotle says, because

0] If they were, then, of course, there would be no need to teachosné
be virtuous, and everyone would become virtuous by nature.

(i) Nothing that existdy naturecan be changed by habit, so we would be
stuck with our character traits. To illustrate, he says thatimpossible
for a stone, which has a natural downward movement, to become
habituated to moving upward, even if one should throw it up in therair t
thousand times to inculcate the habit.

(i)  Of all the qualities we are endowed wibly nature Aristotle says that we
are provided with the capacity first, and display the activity aftetw&or
example, it is not by frequent seeing or hearing that we igEcthe ability
to see or hear, but on the contrary, we first possess the abdityhan use

it; we do not acquire it by use.
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Although the moral virtues are not implanted in us by nature, weAaigptle says,
implanted with theability to acquire them And we do so through practice, as with other
arts (men become builders by building houses, harpists by pldagrtatp, etc). Regular
practice induces habits or dispositions. These bring our native abiligquire moral
virtues to completion and fulfilment. And habits or dispositions becomelmanacter
traits.

In like manner, | submit, how we adisposed to apply words something that is
created through practice; it is not something that exists byusture. And thus, insofar
as understanding a word consists in a disposition to apply it cgrrig¢tdo is something
that is created through practice. If it were not this way) tifecourse we wouldn’t need
language teachers to train us to apply words correctly. Mareswee nothing that
existsby naturecan be changed by habit, how we are disposed to apply words could not
change over time. But this, of course, is not how it is. So, thougheirsciences,
dispositions are described as underlying physical ‘states’ dadctsh] which objects
possesdy nature we must beware of regarding dispositions associated with appii€at
of words as underlying physical ‘states’ in d@mesense! Dispositions associated with
applications of words are created through an ongoing processartewt hardwired or
permanently presef?? And they are not merely biological, but shaped by external
factors (a ‘form of life’). They may alter over time, bhacquire new beliefs, or more

accurate knowledge of words. Using my earlier notation, for mpgalves in the range

199 we are tempted to think otherwise because, agy@¥isttein points out ‘we are strongly inclined te us
the metaphor of something being in a peculiar dtatsaying that something can behave in a certain
And this ... metaphor is embodied in the expressibte is capable of ...", ‘He is able to multiplgrte
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of Dcetw) Can alternate between ‘0’, ‘1’, and ‘?’ over time. By confrasstone’s
disposition to fall to the earth when released from a heightheaar alter, unless the
laws of gravity themselves alter. Likewise for a givercggsebehavioral patterns: only a
change in the environment is likely to cause a change in itwioehlapatterns. So we
must beware obverstretching the analogwith dispositional properties of physical
objects more generally, since this includes objects whose behafaommore stable and
predictable than is our use of language.

This is not to say, for the interpretation | am offering ofrthtireof the dispositional
facts corresponding to a subject’'s use of words, that space chanmiade for the
commonsense idea that words can be used wrongly, that what & suyemeans by a
word normatively constrains how he subsequently uses the word, andf thist
subsequent use of a word is to be correct, then it needs to actiordrvie faithful to
what he now means by it. For certain contextsertain outputs are bounddtabilizeat
some point in the language acquisition process and remain stableno®. For example
(to return to our earlier example), if & ‘Fire-engines are red’p & ‘Tulips are red’, ¢ =
‘Lemons are red’, then the functiddcgreq) COrresponding to my use of ‘red’ ahy

time in the future is likely to contain the ordered pairs:i{¥e, < ¢,1>, < ¢,0>}. For
this subset {¢ &, G} & dom Dgyreq,and more generally for some subset of dom

Dcetw)for almost every word w, we can predict my behavior involving w i $lea of

contexts with high degrees of accuracy. In cases where dhereoutines that are at

work in us’M%we can say that how | am disposed to use w is in some sendwitieal.

numbers in his head’, ‘He can play chess’: in thesatences the verb is used in the present tense,
suggesting that the phrases are descriptions tefsstéhich exist at the moment when we speak...” §8B]

MOFalk's expression [1994 p. 393]
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Repetition generates a substratuninstinctive behavior that doesn’t involve reflection

or the making of a decision/judgment. This point is also observédisiptle [Book I,
Nichomachean Ethi¢sn the acquisition of moral virtues. Repeated acts of e.g. hgnesty
he says, make it easier to be honest, just as repetition imglaymusical instrument
makes playing easier. Once one has acquired a virtue —dorpdx, a disposition for
honesty -- it becomes easier for that person to manifest tlue virto be honest -- for it
has become ‘habitual’ ¢second nature’ to him or hét* Current neuroscientific studies
show thatfamiliar use-contextare stored in the brain as synaptic weights that dispose us
to automaticallyinstantiate a given pattern of behavior. In these cases, we ceausay
mechanismsare at work (though they are mechanisms that have loceeasted that
trigger determinate courses of actioivhen habits are formed, the phenomenology of my
use of language changes, from deliberative and reflective to causal amdtinsti The
process is described by Barrie Falk [1994 p. 388-389] as folltes:current scene
reminds me of an earlier one; | then recall how it developed anchdkes | made in
response to the development; and finally, | plan and launch into ansegat moves
designed to match the remembered response. No doubt, we sometimesgdaresgah

a procedure, but the effect of the past is normally simpler and duget than this.
Experience of regular processes in our environment and a historgr adh¢f most part)
successful attempts to manipulate it to our advantage affecenpréghavior by
producing what are call habits.” Two crucial features of theatioer of habits are (1)

‘their presence can cause a current scene to prompt a sequespahse to its

1 The same applies, he says, to the opposite afievimhamely vice. It is by practicing injustice,
cowardice, or dishonesty, that we become unjustomrards or dishonest. The person who lies and lies
again finds that lying is easier and telling thegttirmore difficult. One can buildad habits(vices)as well
asgood habitqvirtues). Just like other bad habits, bad moral habitdéfieult to change or break.
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development, of a kind that normally leads to a routinely favorable oetoeithout the
agent’s having tanfer from his remembered response the set of moves that is now going
to be required®?, and (2) ‘| be prompted to the learned response by items that, as a
matter of fact, are relevantly similar to the teaching gigras. ... The agent does not
think of the past but responds spontaneously to the current scene kyirlgunto the
routine that experience of scenes like it in the past has ddpos to.” So, though the
functionD(sw)corresponding to a subject’s use of w, for most w, is hardly emplete

and fixed over time, it enjoys enough stabffify(through the creation of habits) to
legislate most future applications of a word, so that he isnwotmatively) free to apply
words in an arbitrary fashion with complete linguistic impunity. Taay | am
suggesting we conceive of thature of the dispositions associated with a subject’s use
of a word does not oppose the idea of future determination, but ragenythical
conception of what that determination consists in, as encapsulatgf] im particular, it
opposes the idea that in some queer alhjuture applications are already present in the

meaning-constituting fact.

2.5 Conclusion

12 Otherwise, Falk notes, it will not be possiblestglain the unhesitating nature of the responsathd,
‘what | remember may sometimes cause be to reshenécurrent” of the activity | was then engaged in.
That is to say, | do not just recall that | made thove and that the context in which | did so wasstand
so: rather | re-experience the surrounding thoydhetslings, desires in their roles prompting medo a
particular response.’ [1994 p. 396]

3|n cases where my behavior is spontaneous.
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Though the skeptical argument is flawed, it highlights/draws our attention tqpantamt
problem. As Kripke says, ‘much of the value of the sceptical arguouasists precisely
in the fact that he has shown that an ordinary practiceisitdat be defended at all, cannot
be defended in a certain way’. [p. 66] The way it cannot be defesdetfidourse, as the
skeptic demands: ||J

The challenge the skeptical problem leaves us with, once thissonedde constraint
has been removed, is: find a meaning-constituting fact that navigeteeen the Scylla
of anoverly rationalisticconception of meaning and understanding (whereby | consult
rules that guide my applications of words, ag [dsists) and the Charybdis of an
irrational ‘anything goes’ conception of meaning and understanding. These are the horns
of the dilemma presented above.

| have tried to show in this chapter thatcfPsteers between the horns of this
dilemma, since, on the one hand, | am not, according ¢g,[Quided by rules, in the
overly rationalistic sense of [J Dispositions do not need to be interpreted; they are
simply expressed, andxpressionis not an ‘interpretation’: it is not a propositional
articulation of a rulé™® [Dcg provides an intelligible way of clarifying the sense in
which we think that our understanding of a word determines how itesppd an
indefinitely large range of cases, even though at any dgirenwe have considered only
a small fraction of these. It provides a non-mysterious fact aboaigent that has the
property of ‘reaching out to’ or ‘containing’ all the absent casspresently ‘before his
mind’.

On the other hand, according tocHR how | am disposed to apply a term is not just a

‘shot in the dark’, an ‘unjustified and arbitrary response’, exceptarnvery early stages
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of language acquisition, since theaining processhelps bring one’s dispositions in
applying terms (so long as the subject has normal functioning n@go#pacities) in line
with communal patterns of usage. Communal practices include teesléaccorrect,
criticize, and adjust deviations. So in a community, a deviant wieaalorse a ‘cow’,
or makes mistakes in his calculations, etc. is criticized. imgb&orrected by others, he
acquires new beliefs, and modulo these beliefs, how he is dismoapdly a term comes
further in line with communal practices. Mutual pressures towarndoomity, which
form a basic part of the training process, help adjust one’s digmssio correct patterns
of usage. Individuals, in virtue of their membership in a linguisbenraunity,
internalize these pressures and join in requiring these pattebehavior in themselves
and others. In this way, how we are disposed to apply a termzaloier time, so that,
after a certain stage in the process of acquiring a laeguhg hypothesis that one’s
applications of words are ‘jack-in-the-box unjustified and arbitragponses’ loses its

plausibility.

114 As Yalowitz puts it in [2000 p. 266].
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Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Method

CONTENT
3.0 Introduction
3.1 Symptoms
3.1.1 Some Remarks on Style

3.2 Diagnosis
3.2.1 How Pseudo-Problems are Generated

3.2.2  The Craving for Generality

3.2.3  The Moral Dimension of Wittgenstein'slBsophical Method
3.3 Treatment

3.3.1 Describind\ctualUses of Language

3.3.2  ExploringmaginaryUses of Language

It is a capital mistake to theorize before one Hat. Insensibly one begins to twist facts to suit
theories instead of theories to suit facts. --riio& Holmes

3.0 INTRODUCTION

In order to properly explain 88137-242 of PI, on which Kripke focusesttaist@n, we
must situate them within the methodological framework in §8107-136 thaedae
them. The purpose of this chapter is bring this methodological Wwarkeo light, and
thus to set the stage for chapter 4, where | defend the clainthéhakeptical problem

does emerge in 88137-242, and that Wittgenstein treats it as jusheanpseudo-
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philosophical problem, not in need of solution, but of dissolution. In this chaptgrto

clarify Wittgenstein’s means of identifying pseudo-philosophipedblems, and his
means of treating them, by focusing mainly on his so-called ‘meta-philasdpleimarks
in 88107-136 of PIl. There is an important analogy Wittgenstein devé@lofisose
sections between philosophy and medicine, which sees the pracptdasiophy as a
form of therapy, a method of healing. Uncovering the reachesi®fanalogy in
Wittgenstein’s work is one of the most fruitful and illuminatingys of explaining the
aim and spirit of his philosophical method, and in particular, his diagaosdisreatment
of pseudo-philosophical problems. | try to do so in this chapter byessldg the

following questions, and defending the stated answers:

(83.1) SymptomsWhat, for Wittgenstein, are the symptoms that are in need
of philosophical therapy?

Proposed answetonceptual tensions.

(83.2) DiagnosisHow, for Wittgenstein, are the symptoms generated?

Proposed answeFrom the urge to generalize across different ‘regions

of language’.
(83.3) TreatmentWhat is the nature of Wittgenstein’s therapy?

Proposed answemDescribing actual and exploring possible uses of

language.

3.1 SYMPTOMS
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Wittgenstein wrote: ‘Working in philosophy ... is really more a kuog on oneself. On
one’s own interpretation. On one’s own way of seeing things.” [CV p. 16] One gk a f
for the truth of this by reading his philosophical writings. Not ary we drawn into a
world of bizarre philosophical deliberations, but also, as Wittgensfen describes it, a
world of ‘personal struggle’. Many commentators would agree. ekample, Stanley

Cavell [1989 p. 37] writes:

The Investigationsexhibits, as purely as any work in philosophy | know, a
philosophizing as a spiritual struggle, specifically a struggthinvthe contrary
depths of oneself, which in the modern world will present themsets&suahes

of madness.

and Rudolf Carnap [1967]:

When [Wittgenstein] started to formulate his view on some spagtiiiosophical
problem, we often felt the internal struggle that occurred in &inthat very
moment, a struggle by which he tried to penetrate from darkness to light ...
In what sense, for Wittgenstein, is work in philosophy ‘work on ofieseld in what
sense do his philosophical works exhibit an ‘internal’ or ‘spiritistifuggle? It is
important to address these questions if we wish to get cleahan for Wittgenstein, is
in need of philosophical therapy.
In attempting to answer them, | have found it helpful to make usewsll known
expression coined by Sartre. In ordinary discourse, we sometayes a8 person that he

shows signs of ‘bad faith’. According to Sartre, ‘bad faitHaifie to oneself’, which we

must distinguish from ‘lying in general’. The latter implibsit the liar is ‘actually in
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complete possession of the truth which he is hiding’, ‘affirms’ttb#h within himself.
[1956 p. 87] Lying to onese(fbad faith’), on the other hand, though it shares with lying
in general the idea that the liar is presenting as truth an untliffdrs from lying in
general in that it if'om himselfthat the liar is hiding the truth. The deceiver, in this case,
is the deceived. Bad faith thus results in a paradoxical dualityrefctousness, an inner
turmoil: the liar knows the truth, yet refuses to accept it, to act on it as a truth.

Though Sartre supposes that ‘lying to oneself’ involkeswing the truth| think
there is another way one can ‘lie to oneself, in certain cistantes, that does not
involve knowing the truth, and that is: to be ignorant of the trutiayleto seek it To
interpret or see things as they are bequeathed to us byomagtien we are puzzled by
those interpretations, troubled by them, perhaps even tormented bywiteoyt an
effort to understanavhy they trouble or torment us, is, in some sense, | would add, also
to be in a state of ‘bad faith’. Both this and the state of fa#tti’ Sartre speaks of
involve an inner turmoil or unrest, andadure to actin a way that aims at alleviating or
dissolving that unrest.

Of course, it is not a failure to deal widmy kind of problem generating internal
tensions that, | would maintain, generates a state of ‘bad fa8bme problems might
not have aational explanation (e.g., Why did he behave that way?), so that eftorts t
resolve them must necessarily fail. Explanations do come to asoem&lvhere, and not
always where we want them to. Fortunately, though, not everythatgerplexes us is
this way. For the most part, where there'wilh, there’s away -- a means of rescuing

ourselves from deception, prejudice and superstition; of enlightening ourselves.
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At least, this is how Wittgenstein felt about many of the problefphilosophy. He
too, though he did not employ these terms, had what | think can aptlystebdd as a
good faith/bad faith distinction with regard to how we deal with wieattook to be
pseudo-philosophical problems. Wittgenstein felt that many of gtoblems of
philosophy arise from a natural impulse or tendency to misconstrueayhdanguage
works, and thus are only pseudo-problems, conceptual muddles, that wouikiefall
‘house of cards’ [Pl 8118] once their real nature is disclogedod faith we can say,
involves looking carefully into the ‘workings of language’ [Pl 8108]gét to thesource
of the pseudo-problem$ad faitha failure to do so. For only by ‘clarifying the use of
our language’ [PG p. 115], Wittgenstein felt, can the philosopher rempasteular
misunderstandings that generate the pseudo-problems that ‘hold him 'c@titisggl5],
like the fly in the bottle [Pl 8309]. The fly, having landed irrapt is in grave danger.
So too, Wittgenstein felt, is the philosopher when he fails to relscnself from the
snares of language (his prison).

I do not think it would be an exaggeration to say that for Wittgemspseudo-
philosophical problemsan arise wherevardinary languaggcommon parlance) exists:
they hover about (though they may go unrecognized) in virtually aiptiizes that
borrow expressions from ordinary language. And in this sense, his methadading
philosophy, which he likened to a form of therapy, hagide range of patients. The
practitioner of any discipline whose discourse overlaps with angdilaguage can fall
prey to the snares of language. Philosophy (that is, the pradftiphilosophy as
Wittgenstein envisioned it) only appeared, for Wittgenstein, to b@afse to the ‘non-

philosopher’, because of the traditional default of practitioners obwsrdisciplines to
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deal with (by means of eradicating) certdimds of problems — specifically, for
Wittgenstein, problems springing frooverstretched analogiga our language (more on

the nature of these problems later). As he says of the mathematician:

If a philosopher draws the attention of a mathematician to a dishnor to a
misleading mode of expression, the mathematician always'Sakes, we know
all that, it isn’t really very interesting.” He doesn’t liea that when he is
troubled by philosophical questionsit is because of those very unclarities that
he passed over earlier with a shrug of the shoulders. [MS 219, 10]

A mathematician is bound to be horrified by my mathematical cortensince

he has always been trained to avoid indulging in thoughts and doubtslond |
develop. He has learned to regard them as something contemptibte ase an
analogy from psychoanalysis, he has acquired a revulsion from therfaatile.
That is to say, | trot out all the problems that a child learning arithmeticfiatls
difficult, the problems that education represses without solvingay Its those
repressed doubtsyou are quite correct, go on asking, demand clarification! [PG
pp. 381-382}"

It is this dismissive way of pushing off a problem about a misleading mode of eapress

suppressing a conceptual tension, or failing to resolve it, that gige to the ‘deep

disquietudes’ Wittgenstein speaks of:

The problems arising through a misinterpretation of our formsngjuage have
the character of depth. They aeep disquietudes...[Pl §112]

A simile that has been absorbed into the forms of our language peodualse
appearance, and this disquiets uBut‘this isn’t how it is!’ — we say. ‘Yet this
is how it has to be'[PI §112]

15 No doubt, Wittgenstein had certain mathematicianmathematically inclined philosophers in mind in
writing this — Cantor, Russell, Ramsey, and Goderbrg them, all of whom he regarded as failing to
recognize, or ignoring, the linguistic confusiohattformed the bedrock of their ‘theories’.
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And it is these ‘deep disquietudd§112]"°, repressed doubts or puzzlements, that | am
assimilating to a state of ‘bad faith’, for they too triggeluality of consciousnessTtis
isn't how it is!... Yetthis is how it has to bel’ [§112]), a kind athizophrenialisorder
that is in need of therapy, only here the source of the confliahggiage, as opposed to,
as in the existential tradition, a denial of responsibility dar actions, or, as in the
psychoanalytic tradition, a repression of painful childhood emotions.

Sartre maintains that though we are free beings, we soegalte ‘unaware’ of our
freedom. This obliviousness results not from ignorance or oversightdoutthe fact
that we try toconcealour freedom from ourselves. But these efforts at self-decepti
Sartre contends, are bound to fail, because human beings can try td tweicé@edom
only to the extent that they recognize it. The attempt thuseeds only in producing a
paradoxical duality of consciousndsstate of ‘bad faith’, since consciousness thinks of
itself as a ‘thing’ (an entity which is not responsible for its behawet)at the same time
gives recognition to its freedom (and hence responsibility).

Philosophers have also, Wittgenstein would say, generatedr ctagBcs for
concealing the real nature of pseudo-philosophical problems from tivesis&leating
them instead as genuine problems of profound difficulty: ‘Numerous itiaslihave
treated this as a “serious” problem’, ‘Many philosophical thedra& grown around it’,
‘It has occupied the minds of some of our greatest thinkers’, etc.

But efforts to solve pseudo-problems also give rise to the ‘dksguietudes’
Wittgenstein speaks of. Once we recognize this, we arepioséion to identify the

symptoms- the nature of th&inds of conflict -- that Wittgenstein saw as in need of

1% Also described by Wittgenstein as a ‘mental unmesss’ or ‘intellectual discomfort’ in Moore [195p,
27].
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philosophical therapy. Just as an individual might go to a psychotinalgsychologist
to bring rest to conflicting emotions he might have toward an individe@ltoo,
Wittgenstein felt — and, | would hasten to add, recognized thisrbitian any other
philosopher of his time -- that we (and the philosopher in particudarhave conflicting
attitudes / feelings over our understanding and use of expressiouns lahguage This
isn't how it is! .... Yetthis is how it has to be!’), and this too iis need of therapy
generating, as it doesnternal (conceptual) tensions- the ‘deep disquietudes’
Wittgenstein speaks of. This is why work in philosophy involves ‘workhenself’: it

involves repairing &acturedself.

TN

But this can’t
be how it is!!

\
\ )

/' This is how it is!

— -
S

Though these tensions might not &sintenseas conflicting emotions toward human
beings can be, they do exist, and in some cases thexearéntense. (Consider, for
example, tensions concerning the ‘existence’ and ‘goodness’ of Godh whn be a
perpetual source of internal unrest for some theists.) By tigehis philosophical

method to the treatment of a disease, Wittgenstein was noticing the need fenee’sio
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treat thekind of ailment (‘illness’) that afflicts the philosopher (and non-plufdser as

well*H:

conceptual neurosisWhen we are suffering from conceptual tensions we have
a bit of hidden or repressed nonsense in our minds, and the only wag tbisuo bring
it out into the open -- to make it explicit nonsense. Wittgemstaw his philosophical
method as a therapeutic instrument for bringing conceptual tensiohs guitfaceand
dissolving them, just as Freud saw his psychoanalytic method asapethtc instrument
for bringing conflicting emotions toward an individual to the surface dissolving or at
least alleviating them. In this respect, Wittgenstein'thoet is like psychotherapy. Like
Freud, Wittgenstein’s goal wasychological healthuniting a divided seff*®

How conceptual tensions arise, and correlatively how, for Wittgenspseudo-
philosophical problems are generated, is a question | will tuim 88.2. Before turning

to that task, however, I think this is a suitable place to air semarks about thetyle of

Wittgenstein’s writing.

171t is possible not only for the philosopher, bat the mathematician, the journalist, the scienttse
psychologist, the practitioner of virtually any diigine, to generate conceptual tensions, like ehos
generated by the philosopher, and land himselfrituddle.

18 On this note, we can also forge a connection betweittgenstein and Socrates. Both sought to mesto
psychological health (for Socrates, health of g#@ul’) in their interlocutors. Both saw the sickaef their
time as consisting in a lack of self-knowledge. céwling to Richard Gilmore [1999], for the Socratés
Plato’s so-called ‘early dialogues’, the lack offémowledge of his interlocutors manifested itsaff ‘a
failure to acknowledge a disparity between theiysvaf acting and their ways of speaking and thigkin
[p. 141] This discrepancy resulted primarily frothe mythology of the Homeric conception of the wés

to which was appended a newly developing concepifocooperation-based virtues'. [p. 142] This gave
rise to a confused moral climate. On the one hawdhave Thrasymachus in Book | of tRepublic
professing that ‘might makes right’, and on theeotlthe moral principles of thEuthyphrg which are
more closely aligned with cooperation-based virtips 142] What Socrates was fighting, on Gilmore’s
reading, was ‘the temptation of people to followpplar conception’, the ‘spell cast by the opinidrite
majority’; more specifically, ‘a [Homeric] concepti of the virtues that was outmoded’, that had bexo
‘a mythology’. [p. 139] The use of examples in Ses philosophical method was to remind peopléef t
actual contexts in which they use their words. [p. 142]
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3.1.1 Some Remarks on Style

Wittgenstein’s intense preoccupation with language, his recograt the importance of
investigating the various ways in which we put linguistic expoassto use, expressions
seemingly unimportant and trivial, is, | think, more than anything elkat distinguishes
his approach to philosophy from that of his predecessors -- his psedexdid not grasp
the extentto which ordinary language is bound up in philosophical problems -- which is
why, more than any other philosopher, Wittgenstein is responsibldsfarelebrated
‘linguistic turn’. Indeed, Wittgenstein inaugurated a way of dghilosophy that was so
revolutionary in manner and motives, and that influenced to so gneaitant the
practice of philosophy that was to follow, that it can be regaadeslenaissancen the
history of philosophy, a kind of philosophical reformatfdh. Who ever would have
thought it important, e.g., in attemptingdiarify the notion of a ‘mathematical proof’, to

observe that:

We can't say “l will work outhatit is so”, we have to sawhetherit is so”, i.e.,
whether it issoor otherwise. [PG]

A proposition of mathematics that is proved by an induction is nptapbsition”
in the same sense as the answer to a mathematical question. [PG]

[“how many are 25 x 16" and “what jsin‘xdx”] are “problems” in different
senses. [PG]

A “guestion” in mathematics is not the same as what we gathét name in
everyday life. [PG]

119 According to G. E. Moore [1954], Wittgenstein hitfsfelt this way about his work: ‘[Wittgenstein]
said he was doing a “new subject”, and not merelgtae in a “continuous development of human
thought”, comparable to that which occurred whetil&aand his contemporaries invented dynamicsg; tha
a new method had been discovered, as had happdrmad“ehemistry was developed out of alchemy” and
that it was now possible for the first time thaérd should be “skillful” philosophers, though ofucse
there had in the past been “great” philosophers.’
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Trying to produce a phenomenon is not the sanseachingfor it. [PG]

If anything, these observations (only a handful of hundreds of a simakare that
pervade Wittgenstein’s works) are bound to strike most peoatharsts of insanity-
the ‘touches of madness’ Cavell speaks of in the passage | quoteel aBmd yet,
Wittgenstein deemed it of enormous importance to make them. Inde&dulous and
painstaking investigations into the ‘workings of language’ reveatedj)ittgenstein, the
extentto which ordinary language is bound up in philosophical problems: only by
bringing into view trivial and well known facts about our use of langudg#genstein
felt, can we untie the knots in our understanding that give rise tad@g®oblems.
Trivial and seemingly inconsequential observations about how landuaggons have
their point and place, though it may not be immediately visible §sisin psychological
counseling, it is not immediately obvious how bringing out seeminglgnigant
details of one’s past plays a role in the therapeutic procdsss is why Wittgenstein

says:

Doing philosophy is like opening a safe with a combination lock: edtta li
adjustment of the dials seems to achieve nothing; only when eveyythin its
place does the door open.

And Moore, recalling his words:

He [Wittgenstein] also said that he was not trying to temchny new facts: that
he would only tell us trivial things — ‘things which we all know atig’; but that
the difficult thing was to get a synopsis of these trividgitiand that our
‘intellectual discomfort’ can only be removed by a synopsisanhytrivialities —
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that ‘if we leave out any, we still have the feeling that something is wroid. ...

Of course, we should not expect all Wittgenstein’s remarksve agoint and place. As

he himself admits:

Only every now and again does one of the sentences that | wetenb&e a step
forward. [CV p. 66]

It seems to me that | am still a long way from understantfiage things, a long
way from the point of knowing what | do and what | don’t need to déscuistill
keep getting entangled in details without knowing whether | otggbe talking
about such things at all; and | have the impression that | mangjbecting a large
area only eventually to exclude it from consideration. [CV pp. 64-65]
We must take seriously Wittgenstein's description, in the prefaceé”l, of his
investigations as ‘long and involved journeyings’; in many cases, d&e mave led
himself astray, so that his journeying leads to a dead end. Rut luf journeys only
appearto lead to a dead end, because Wweswho have been led astray by language,
thereby mistaking relevant observations for irrelevant ones. @émisg distance of
Wittgenstein’s linguistic investigations from the problem at handirectly proportional

to the length of the journey we must take through languafre¢ ourselves from a false

interpretation. This is why Wittgenstein says:

Why is philosophy so complicated? It ought, after all, to be cdmiplsimple. --
philosophy unties the knots in our thinking, which we have tangled up in an
absurd way; but in order to do that it must make movements velnehust as
complicated as the knots Although the result of philosophy is simple its
methods for arriving there cannot be so.

The complexity of philosophy is not in its matter, but in our tagl
understanding. [PR |, #2]

120 Moore [1955 p. 27]
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Wittgenstein’s obsessive attention to seemingly irrelevapeas of how language
functions makes his works stand apart not only methodologically butsajsstically
from other philosophical works. One striking aspect of his stiyleriting is the feeling
of eerinessor spookinesst is bound to arouse in anyone who first encounters(lit.
myself have a vivid recollection of this feeling upon first brmgghrough RFM). Why
this is so is an interesting question, to be addressed in 83.3.2lslb ia style of writing

that requires a great deal of patience from the reader. As Wittgenstasiglfinsists:

Sometimes a sentence can be understood only if it is readragltheempo My
sentences are all supposed to be stadly. [CV p. 58]

| really want my copious punctuation marks to slow down the speedyof m

reading. Because | should like to be read slowly. (As | myself read.) [CV p. 69]

Sometimes this insistence is presented in a more humorous light:

This is how philosophers should salute each other: ‘Take your time! [CV p. 81]

In philosophy the winner of the race is the one who can run mostysl@wt the

one who gets there last. [CV p. 34]
Of course, reading Wittgenstein is no garden stroll; it is rikeefinding yourself, as an
archaeologist, amidst the shards of an ancient city (or, perhagsaptly, to quote again
from Cavell's remark above, ‘within the contrary depths of [youlf])sevhere you are
left to piece the fragments that surround you together yoursetfeterate a coherent
picture (a unified self). In this respect, reading Wittgenstan be like reading the
fragmented works of the Pre-Socratics. And if your journey is like raigegat deal will

remain scattered about, with a question mark hanging over it, and a@apfit in some
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larger whole. For Wittgenstein hardly ever tells us what thet@dia remark is, or how

it relates to other remarks. Conventional methods of guiding therraeel aborted. We

have, instead, the impression of someone on the prowl, who has lost his way. We want to
stop him and ask: What are you looking for? But Wittgenstein hakdly reveals where

he is heading. So in addition to (and intensifying) the feelinghess that is generated

in his works is a feeling ofaginess which has often been associated with the ‘poetic’
guality of his works.

There are, | think, at least three interrelated reasons focatp@ess. One is that
Wittgenstein sought to transform the nature of the reader, to Foncanto a kind of
conversion, which crucially involvednlearning certain bad habits, so as demystify
pseudo-philosophical problems. This is why he says: ‘Working in philosophy ..llis rea
more a working on oneself. On one’s own interpretation. On one’swayrof seeing
things.” [CV p. 16] And why, in the Preface to tRailosophical Investigationde says
‘I should not like my writing to spare other people the trouble of thinkimg to
stimulate someone to thoughts of his own’. Wittgenstein demaatac: participation
from his reader: the reader must work certain things out fasdifirhe felt, if his work is
to have aherapeuticeffect on him.

The caginess is also due to the fact that the aim of &stgin’s investigations was
not to solvewhat he deemed to be pseudo-problems bdigsolvethem, to show why
they are illegitimate. Pseudo-problems, Wittgenstein feltgimated from an

impoverished diet of examples regarding the way words/sentences are used.

A main cause of philosophical disease — a one-sided diet: one nourisf®es one
thinking with only one kind of example. [Pl 8593]
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So todeconstructthe pseudo-problems, Wittgenstein felt it necessary to preseaoh
battery of examples that remind the philosopher of various usesomfsisentences.
These include inventing language-games, comparing them, usingrdsagnd drawings,
appealing to metaphors and jokes, etc. This style of writinges@afeeling of caginess
because arrays of examples ‘criss-crossing in every direditin’Preface] lack the
conventional guides associated with crisp arguments and linear ssiogEe as we
typically find in philosophical works.

Finally, the caginess is also due to the fact that Wittgen&té that drawing out
morals for the reader wamt necessaryor achieving his desired effect: demystification
through the deconstruction of pseudo-problems. Wittgenstein allowsutheof what
makes his philosophical method effective to speak for itself. 3ustveork of literature
(a novel) can produce moral effects not fmgaching but simply bybeing so too,
Wittgenstein felt, that he could achieve his aim — disintegratiggseudo-problems — by
presenting a rich battery of examples, vividly described, of Egenin-action, without

having toexplicitly draw any morals for us.

If only you do not try to utter what is unutterable then nothing lgsts But the
unutterable will be — unutterably — contained in what has been uttéred.

The moral potency of literature attests to this. In order faoek of literature to have

moral effects, it is not necessary that it present a theory of mdralityor is it necessary

121|n a letter from Wittgenstein to Paul Engelmanted#9/4/1917. See Engelmann [1967].
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that it portray morally idealized subjects following rigidesil Indeed, its moral potency
is likely to be greater when it portragsorally mixedcharacters, much like the average
viewer (as you find in ancient tragedies), and vividly describeg<rad struggles
through which they pasdeaving us to draw the moral for ourselvesAs Aristotle
masterfully recognized in theoetics theidealizedsubject, free of common faults, loses
his/her ability to engage our attention, and in turn our sympéibyoe who is like us,
who we can relate to emotionally, and hence sympathize with, iba$ieagent for
imparting a moral message. So too, | believe, Wittgensteagneted that the roughness
and inexactness of commonplace speech, with all its imperfectienfefore us in
numerous examples, and not a neat philosophical theory, still moreoooked in an
idealized language, could serve as bestagent for producing the therapeutic (and
arguablymoral, see next section) effects he was after. And, for thosetefto be
produced, he felt, no morals need be explicitly stated. This contrittutée oracular,

almost poetic quality of his work, and of course, once again, to the feeling of sagines

3.2 DIAGNOSIS

3.2.1 How Pseudo-Problems are Generated

Throughout his life, Wittgenstein was preoccupied with investigativey ‘limits of

language’. For Wittgenstein,

122 This point has been defended at length by Marthsshaum ifThe Fragility of Goodnesgambridge
University Press, 1986), anave’'s Knowledge: Essays on Philosophy and Liteeaf@xford University
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The results of philosophy are the uncovering of one or another piecaiof pl

nonsense and of bumps that the understanding has got by running its head up

against the limits of language. [P18119]
A. Janik and S. Toulmin remark that the ancient dictum ‘Know yourge&low your
limits’ translated for Wittgenstein into ‘Know the limits lsinguagé [1973 p. 224] For
Wittgenstein, one could obey the Socratic injunction ‘Know yourself dritye came to
understand the scope and limits of his own understanding; and thid, fiest and
foremost, recognizing the precise scope and limits of languageh vidithe prime
instrument of human understanding. [1973 p. 224]

But what is meant by the ‘limits of language’, a knowledge ofctvhis integral to
self-understanding, and, for Wittgenstein, to the practice of philoSo@ythe ‘limits of
language’, Wittgenstein meant, first and foremost, the limitsuofanguage; that is, the
language we actually use to communicate. Though our languageorslér’ as it is (i.e.,
connected to our ways of acting in the real contexts of our litas),for Wittgenstein,
the sourceof pseudo-philosophical problems. These problems arise in a numbeysHf wa

but | take the following to be central:

() conflatingsenses of words different ‘regions of language’, and
(2) conflating grammatical functions of sentences different ‘regions of

language’.

Press, 1990).
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(1) involves conflating the senses of words as they are usedfenedif ‘practices’ or
‘language-games’. For example, conflating the sense of a wgoitdisausedwithin the
discourse/conceptual framework of science, math, religion, art, psgshaolitics, etc.
with how it is usedoutsidethe discourse; primarily, with how it is used in ordinary
language. It's quite natural to do this, since much of the teroggah these various
fields is borrowed from ordinary language. For example, both rwithe discourse of

mathematics and that of ordinary language we find the words:

/" “truth’, ‘proof’ \
!’{‘inconsistent’, ‘cut’

Discourse of Math { ‘bigger than’, ‘point’
\ ‘continuity’, ‘list’

‘can’t’, ‘infinity’ /

Ordinary Language

e R

Each of these words has a technical definition (specific to teeutise of mathematics),
which (though resembling in some ways) differs in important résgeam its ordinary
language meaning. For example, in ordinary language, the wonditéhfis rarely used
to denote a quantity greater than every finite quantity (asint mathematics). Rather,
the word ‘infinite’ is treated as if it were the designatiombfigenumber. We say, e.g.,
‘I have aninfinite amount of work to do!"” meaninghaigeamount.

The fact that many expressions in a given discourse (‘lg@ggame’) have a use
both within and outside the discourse, in ordinary language, makes it tempting for

someone who has not mastered the discourse, and, in some casésr; ssmeone who
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has, toconflate the meaning of words within that discourse with their meammng
ordinary language. This can lead thenfalsely interpret statements in the discourse
embedding those words. False interpretations give risenceptual tensionSThisisn’t
how it is! ... Yetthisis how it has to be!’): these are tegmptoms/signthat something
has been falsely interpreted. The unwary philosopher, sedudbd false interpretation
(‘Thisis how it has to be!"), is then led ‘willy nilly’ to ereathat Wittgenstein took to be

pseudo-philosophical problemgsince they are based on false interpretations).

When we do philosophy we are like savages, primitive people, who hear the

expressions of civilized men, puffase interpretation on them, and thedraw

the queerest conclusionfrom it. [Pl §194]

He then seeks to resolve these pseudo-problems in the wrong ssegsofconstructing
what Wittgenstein took to beseudo-theoriegthereby erecting aewhome for the false
interpretation).

(2) (which can give rise to (1) and vice versa) involves conflagirammatical
functionsof sentences in different ‘practices’ or ‘language-gamesinctions as diverse
as describing facts, commending, commanding, expressing feedingsemotions,
influencing attitudes, etcSuperficial similaritiesn the syntactic form of sentences (e.g.
the subject/predicate formyonceal differencesn the role and function of those
sentences. This can seduce the philosopher, once again, into raeindg-psoblems,
which he seeks to resolve in the wrong sorts of ways (constructing pseudo-jheories

We can summarize the errors involved in (1) and (2) as follows:

Conflating senses of words or grammatical functiohsentences
G
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False interpretations» Conceptual tensions

U
Pseudo-problems

U
Pseudo-theorié€

These tendencies to misconstrue how language works, which Widigesatv as root
causes of philosophical ‘sin’, can be traced in turn to the same fundamentahengeye
to generalize It is this urge that we can identify as the root source ofyhgtoms that

Wittgenstein saw as in need of philosophical therapy. Pictorially, we have:

Urge to generalize

174 N
conflating senses configtgrammatical
of words nigions of sentences
N 174

primary sources of
pseudo-philosophical problems

Wittgenstein emphasized that the puzzling questions that leadphih@sopher to
construct pseudo-theories are not in need of solution, klilisedlution: the philosopher
needs taraw his attention to the false interpretatiatigt lead him to posit the pseudo-
guestions in the first place, and recognize that the words embedttedsentence(s) he
falsely interpreted do not mean what he took them to mean, and/¢heérsgntences do
not function the way he took them to function. To see this, the philosogleels to

examine how the (falsely interpreted) sentences funetitmn the discourse/'language-

1231 follow Paul Horwich [2005] in referring to thergblems generated by conflating senses of words as
‘pseudo-problems’, the mental tensions they geaeaat'conceptual tensions’, and efforts to soleertlas
‘pseudo-theories’. Horwich offers a helpful dissigs: of how various fallacies — including oversthenhg
analogies in our language — leads for Wittgensteithe generation of pseudo-problems, in his [2005]
chapter, which has influenced my own presentattmyve. His account of Wittgenstein’s metaphilosophy
— merely sketched in his 2005 paper — was preséntauich greater detail in various meetings offad
2001 CUNY graduate seminar, which | attended.
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game’ that embeds them -- their natural surrounding / original }{dmevhere they do
their work, not outsidethe discourse that embeds thenhere they remain idle (‘on
holiday’). By doing so, the philosopher unties the knots in his understanding tleat giv
rise to the pseudo-problems, and the problems disappear.

Here are some examples to illustrate.

Example 1

Consider the meaning we attach to the notion of ‘existence’ in oydiaaguage. We
think of an object of which we predicate existence (e.g. a aratable) asspacio-
temporally bounded The ordinary use of this term can tempt ondateely interpret
statementsvithin the discourse of mathematics involving the term, such as ‘Thef set
natural numbergxists, ‘The set of real numbersxists, as claims about completed
totality, a finished product This interpretation of the infinite can then lead to
paradoxical resultssuch as those found in set theory, which philosophers and logicians
have attempted to resolve by constructing what Wittgenstein ¢olo&pseudo-theories

- for examplerevisingthe language of mathematics so as to remove all referemtas
infinite, and attempting to prove the consistency of the resulbiegry. Wittgenstein
noticed that there wasn’t a need for such theories, for onceettagnized that the notion
of a ‘completed infinite totality’ makes no sense, the paradoxas grompted their

construction would disappear. This is why he writes:

It is the business of philosophy, not to resolve a contradiction @ansnef a
mathematical or logico-mathematical discovery, but to magessible for us to

124 The idea of bringing words home suggests meni@h@my, but also ‘being at home with oneself’, as
Richard Gilmore [1999 p. 146] puts it; of restorimgelf that has been fractured by language.
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get a clear view of the state of mathematics that troubtetheisstate of affairs
before the contradiction is resolved. (And this does not mean that one is
sidestepping a difficulty). [Pl §125]
A philosopher easily gets into the position of an incompetent manager who, instead of
getting on with his own work and just keeping an eye on his employees to make sure they

do theirs properly, takes over their work until one day he finds himself overloaded with

other people’s work, while his employees look on and criticize him. [CV p. 16]

Example %
We say,within the discourse of mathematics, that ‘Numheedast. This sentence bears a
resemblance to sentences in ordinary language, like ‘Tablest. Conflating the
functions of these sentences can lead the philosophéaldely interpretthe term
‘number’ to refer to anobject and the sentence ‘Numbers exist’ to function as a
descriptive statementThis in turn can lead him to raise ‘problems’ that have aofair
puzzlement -- what Wittgenstein took to fieeudo-probleméndeed, ‘problems’ that he
thought lack sens®) -- like: What is the nature of these objects? Where lwg t
located? How can we know anything about them? etc. He tteanps to resolve these
‘problems’ by constructing what Wittgenstein took to fmeeudo-theoriessince they
address pseudo-problems.

One such mythological theory, for Wittgenstein,Plstonism According to this

theory, numerals are names of numbers, whichabstract objects These objects are

125 This example is due to Horwich [2005].

126 This is why he says a philosophical problem hasféhm: ‘I don’t know my way about'. [Pl §123] See
also Moore 1955 p. 27: ‘[According to Wittgensteive are led] by instinct to ask certain questiahsugh
we don’t even understand what these questions mean.
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immaterial, not located, causally impotent. A ‘third world’, ety neither spatial nor
temporal, is said to house them. Platonism accounts fd&mowledgeof abstract objects

by positing a faculty ofntuition, which puts us in contact with them. This faculty is

supposed to be like sense perception, but also in some mysterious way different from it.

Wittgenstein emphasized that the puzzling questions that Iguhillosopher to create
this pseudo-theory are not in need of solution, bdtisgolution the philosopher needs to
draw his attention to the false interpretatitvat led him to posit the pseudo-questions in
the first place, and recognize that numerals do not pick out objette iworld in the
way that names of physical objects do. To recognize this, thesppher needs to
examine theole and functionof the sentence ‘Numbers existithin the discourse of
mathematicswhere it does its workjot outsidethe discourseyhere it remains idle By
doing so, the philosopher unties the knots in his understanding that gave tise

pseudo-problems, and the probletisappear

3.2.2 The Myth of Platonism

Insofar as philosophical ‘problems’ are based on false interpnesatif the meaning and

function of words and sentences of our language, Wittgenstein wouldssdisinem as

pseudo-problems, and the theories they give rise to as pseudoghdbdeesn’t follow

that Wittgenstein thought thatl philosophical problems are pseudo-problems, based on

false interpretations of language, though many commentators tiabated thisradical

thesis to him. It would be quite strange if he held such a viewg sivre appear to be
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innumerably many philosophical ‘problems’ that do not derive frone fedterpretations
of the meaning and function of words/sentences of our language. CGoigldd is art?
justice? responsibility? friendship? happiness? etc. Arguablye timeblems do not --
unless falsely interpreted as, e.g., scientific problemsse &#om conflating meanings of
words or grammatical functions of sentences (unlike the questithere are numbers
located?’, ‘What are they made of?’); rather, one might arpeg, drise from @ractical
need, e.g., the need to determine what kinds of objects to house innaumsatm, how
wealth ought to be distributed, what form of government to institutenwcriminals’
should be punished, how to pick your friends, how to live the best life,lletleed, it
was, in part, the practical question of how to create a just stat incited Plato to seek
an answer to ‘What is justice?’ in tiepublic and the practical question of how to
achieve ‘union and brotherhood’ among man that incited Tolstoy to seaksarer to
‘What is art?’ inWhat is art? etc.

Wittgenstein would not dismiss the stated problems as pseudo-probidonsvould
he say (as he is commonly held to) that the ivestan do by way of answering them is
describe how the terms in question are useoumlinguistic community(suppose, e.g.,
we live in an unjust state, or a state that glorifies tridahal, unwholesome ‘art’ — what
Tolstoy called ‘counterfeit’ or ‘degenerate art’). Wittgems says in Pl 8182: ‘the role
[of words] is what we need to understand in order to resolve philosbopaicadoxes’
[italics my emphasis]; he doesn’t say: ‘the role [of words}lmat we need to understand
in order to resolve philosophica@lroblem& The point is that we need to turn our
attention to how words are used in ordedéxonstructpseudo-philosophical problems,

not in order tosolve philosophical problems. It is also a mistake to think Wittgenstein
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denies (along with some radical relativists) that there capelier or worse answers to
the stated questions. Some theories of, say, art, justice, thie natGod, etc., he would
agree, can be said to be better than othersgelaiive to the work we want them to do for
us -- the aim/goal we wish to achieve with them -- and thisb&i determined by the
‘language game’/'form of life’ which embeds them. The ‘gam@nalogy is very telling.
Games havegoals We can speak of whether a movevesrantedin a game, of theole
and function of making a move, and of whether it isyjaod move. We carcompare
moves, and speak of one move as bdeterthan another, etc. In so far as we view a
theory of x as a recommended definition for achieving the goal(#)eofame which
embeds x, then it is possible to speak of better or worse thebrneby debating the
reasons offered for the facility of one set of definitional datever another. Suppose,
e.g., the goal of our game is to maximize happiness for all iglayEhen we can view
competing theories of, say, ‘justice’, as competing criteriaafdrieving the goal of
maximizing happiness. We can’t speak of the ‘best’ theory of xssirdé games that
embed x share the same goal, but we can speak of the ‘besttter’/tveorse’ theories
relative to some game. Words, like tools, have a functional purpose.th@pdcan
function in different ways, depending on what we want to achietle twem, the work
we want them to do for us. They don’t carry the same function wey €ontext. And
their meaning is defined by their function. So naturally theyhvalle different meanings
in different contexts. In examining the question ‘What is art®rrd WeitZ?’ makes an
observation with which | think Wittgenstein would wholeheartedly agi#bat is of

utmost importance is the reasons proffered ... for the respetiieory, that is, the

127 Morris Weitz [2003], p. 783.



181

reasons given for the chosen and preferred criterion ... The obkarh of the theories
[of art] resides in its attempt to state and to justify aericriteria which are either
neglected or distorted by previous theories. ... the role of a theomptido define
anything but to use the definitional form, almost epigrammdfica pinpoint a crucial
recommendation ..."” If we construe thetivesthat lie behind the formulation of many
traditional philosophical theories (proffered answers to ‘Whak?s questions) as
recommendations for adopting one set of criteria over anoth@cheeving some goal,
then we can see Wittgenstein as dealing more generouslyheith(instead of regarding
them, as is commonly conceived, as worthless and doomed to faikoe)ncorporated
in each of them, as Weitz observes, is a serious debate over gunueat for
emphasizing certain criteria over oth&?.

What Wittgensteirwould deny is that the concepts mentioned above -- art, justice,
responsibility, happiness, friendship -- and other fundamental conceptsatie been
explored by philosophers — truth, freedom, meaning, causation, goodness,ttime, e
have hidden essenceémeanings that they purportedly carry with them ietcery
context/game), a thought which is easy to lapse into if we Wéaat is x?' questions
involving these concepts as scientific or metaphysical, or asmass there is an
exhaustive list of properties shared in common by all instances dfor Wittgenstein,
the aforementioned questions are legitimate, so long as they areomsirued as
concerned with latent essences. Wittgenstein was opposed fagtrphatlosophical

problems as:

128 |bid, p. 783.
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(2) analytic ones, where an essence is taken to be a set of necessary and
sufficient conditions governing a word’s application.

(2) metaphysicalbnes, wherean essence is taken to be an abstract object,
housed in some mysterious supra-sensible realm g&agnismin the
philosophy of mathematicpsychologisnin the philosophy of mind).

3) scientific ones, where an essence is characterized in terms of the
vocabulary of physics.

Though for scientific questions of the form: ‘What is x?’ (e.g. Whatater?), offering a
physical theory might be appropriate, it was not, for Wittgenstein, appropriate for
philosophicalquestions, many of which are ‘What is x?’ questions (though the superficial
similarity of these questions might tempt us to think othefjwisend so, Wittgenstein
would dismiss as incoherent the imperialistic view of philosophth@asQueen of the

Sciences’, whose mission it is to uncover the fundamental nature ofmost

fundamental concepts.

Philosophers very often talk about investigating, analyzing, the meaning of words.
But let’s not forget that a word hasn’t got a meaning given tsiit were, by a
power independent of us, so that there could be a kind of scientifistigatson

into what the word really means. A word has the meaning sonfesngiven to

it. [BB p. 28]

[The traditional questions] see in the essence, not somethindrdzatyalies open
to view and that becomes surveyable by a rearrangement, but sugrtbtti lies
beneath the surface. Something that lies within, which we se®waéaéook into
a thing, and which an analysis digs out.

‘The essence is hidden from:uiis is the form our problem now assumes.
We ask: ‘What is language?’. ‘What is a proposition?’ And ti@nar to these
guestions is to be given once and for all; and independently of anye futur
experience. [Pl §92]

The point is:meanings are createdn a variety of ways and in a variety of language-
games, and they are created to satisfy a variety of needspsactieal, some theoretical.

There are no overarching meanings or essences that all wordsspassamon to all
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language-games in which they are employed, awaiting discoveryst & our words
have open boundaries, in the sense that necessary and sufficient conditionseiior t
application cannot be exhaustively specified, as Wittgenstein gipdyrated with the
term ‘game’. The ways in which we employ this term mayehaw more unity than a
rope has a single fiber, so that all | could do is poietxeimplef games — board games,
card games, ball-games, Olympic games, etc. -- as opposeddb of necessary and
sufficient conditions (some exhaustive set of properties) thatatbares what all games
supposedly share in common. ‘Don’t say: themestbe something common, or they
would not be called “games™, Wittgenstein says in Pl 866, lbak and seevhether
there is anything common to all. For if you look at them you willsg® something that
is common toall, but similarities, relationships, and a whole series of thethadt..’
Not all games are amusing, nor is there always winning orgas competition. Not all
games require more than one player. Different parts areglay skill and luck. What
we find is a ‘complicated network of similarities overlapping and crssing’, such that
we can say games form a family wifamily resemblances’[867] — threads of common
features running among the many things we call ‘games’ -- lu&t ha single common
trait.

The philosophical thought that there are hidden essences awaitingealiscs just
another facet of therge to generalize Here the urge surfaces in the assumption that

there is something that different uses of words or sentenceshhax@mon(an essence).

We are inclined to think that there must be something in common g¢araks,
say, and that this common property is the justification for applgheggeneral
term ‘game’ to the various games; whereas games fdamiy the members of
which have family likenesses. Some of them have the same noss,ththeame
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eyebrows and others again the same way of walking; and these likenesses overlap.
The idea of a general concept being a common property of itsyfartinstances
connects up with other primitive, too simple, ideas of the structusmgtiage. It

is comparable to the idea thabpertiesareingredientsof the things which have

the properties; e.g. that beauty is an ingredient of all behthihgs as alcohol is

of beer and wine, and that we therefore could have pure beauty, unadiilbgrate
anything that is beautiful. [BB p. 17]

The primitive forms of our language — noun, adjective, and verb — show the
simple picture to which it tries to make everything conform. [MS 213, 425]

But it is precisely the urge to generalize across diffeiregions of language’ (as in the
diagram below) that (as we saw in the last section) isdhece of pseudo-philosophical

problems.
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false interpretation

What the philosopher has to do then, to avoid the conceptual muddles thaisgivo
pseudo-problems, for Wittgenstein, is learn how to temper the torgeneralize: to

dissociate what should be kept apart.

3.2.3 The Moral Dimension of Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Method
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To wrap up, the source of the symptoms that Wittgenstein felt wereeed of
philosophical therapy can be traced, at root, to an unbridled urge to generslowing
this urge free rein leads to the kind of intellectual dishonestglved in generating
pseudo-philosophical problems and pseudo-theories. For it is mainbhahigenerates
pseudo-philosophical problems: a failure to keep the various senses atidniirog
words/sentences apart in our minds. Mental sloth/laziness driveghitosopher to
assimilatewhat should be kept apart (‘as if the sense were an atmosguampanying
the word, which it carried with it into every kind of applicationl $#217]). In our earlier
examples, we saw how this causes the philosopher to generate pseudo-problems.
Of course, it is not only the philosopher who succumbs to such sloppiiwesse is
completely immune from making such mistakes. Language, Wittgensteiogetates in
‘dangerous’ ways not only in the life of the philosopher, but in our d&ids, as the
following remark made to Norman Malcolm [1962 p. 30] suggests (reddsg Malcolm

in his biography of Wittgenstein):

Whenever | thought of you | couldn’t help thinking of a particular intidehich

seemed to me very important ... you made a remark about thenalatharacter’
that shocked me by its primitiveness. | then thought: what is thefustudying
philosophy if all that it does for you is to enable you to talk witine plausibility
about some abstruse questions of logic, etc., & if it does not improwe
thinking about the important questions of everyday life, if it does rakenyou

more conscientious than any ... journalist in the use of the DANGER®Ithses
such people use for their own ends.

Every one of us, whether we choose it or not, given certain featumas ¢dnguage, is

liable to fall prey to th&indsof ‘problems’ that hold the unwary philosopher captive.



186

Language sets everyone the same traps; it is an immetaerk of easily
accessible wrong turnings. And so we watch one man after another walking down
the same paths and we know in advance where he will branch off, whtke w
straight on without noticing the side turnings, etc. etc. What | taade then is
erect signposts at all the junctions where there are wrongq@igrisio as to help
people past the danger spots. [CV p. 18]
This is themoral demandhat Wittgenstein makes, not merely, as the passage indicates
on himself, but, through his writing, on us: that we ‘erect signposts’ to help ourselves past
the ‘danger spots’, that we remain in constant vigilance of the s$esluanhd
overwhelming powers of language, that wehbaestwith our selves when we are in the
grip of a conceptual tensionTtiisisn’'t how it is ... Butthis is how it has to be!’), and
look carefully into the ‘workings of language’ [Pl 8109], to getitedourceof it. We
must ‘distrust language’ [NB] in the sense of guarding from anngiste or habitual
urge to generalize, and reflect more carefully on the workohdanguage when we are

confused.

Of course, this is not easy work:

‘Philosophy is @battle against the bewitchment of our intelligence by means of
language’. [Pl §103]

The philosopher is ‘engaged irsauggle with language’. [CV p. 12]

The struggle involves not so much a battle ofitiellect as of thewill: the will to resist
an unguarded urge to generalize (more specifically, ‘urge tonasstand’ [8109]), one

of the most deep-seated human urges.

What makes a subject hard to understand — if it's something sagrifend
important — is not that before you can understand it you need to bellgpecia
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trained in abstruse matters, but the contrast between understandsapjdet and
what most peoplevant to see. Because of this the very things which are most

obvious may become the hardest of all to understand. What has to be overcome is

a difficulty having to do with thevill, rather than with the intellect. [CV p. 17]

As | have often said, philosophy does not call on me for any isactfecause |

am not denying myself the saying of anything but simply givipg certain

combination of words as senseless. But in another sense philosopagdsean

renunciation, but anunciation of feeling not of understanding. Perhaps that is

what makes it so hard for so many people. It can be as hafiam from using

an expression as it is to hold back tears or hold in anger. [MS 213, 406]
What we need to do, then, is strengthen the will to resist theameunderstand. It is
precisely here that we can extract moral content from the method Witigeursfes us to
employ in our philosophical practice, or the practice of intemgetanguage more
generally. For it is a failure to restrain an unguardepk o generalize that is a root
source, not only of philosophical error (‘sin’, to use Wittgenste@xgression), but of
moral sin more generally. (Haven't, for example, hasty gematains concerning what
others are like been a root source of religious wars, racigidice, and other forms of
oppression?) For Wittgenstein, God is in the details, and if we wisave our selves
from falling into certain kinds of error (‘sin’), we must attend to the details

Anthony Kenny [1982] compares Wittgenstein’s conception of ‘philosopkinato
the Christian doctrine of original sin. ‘Philosophical sin’ is nmiething we are born
with, Kenny says, it is something we take in along with languageng with language,
along with all the benefits which language brings, along witthal possibilities for our
way of life which it brings, we take in whether we want to or pettain temptations; we

must resist these if we are not to be misled.’ [1982 p. 15] Thidyswe are better off

having gone through philosophy: we have gone through a discipline thatusetievelop



188

good habit§® to counteract the bad habits that we have acquired through our immersi
in language.

Developing good habits, of course, is not easy work, for the grip Gdlse
interpretation is very difficult to shake off once that interpretation has esedmented
in our ‘forms of life! to the extent that it has become sedimented, it becomes more

difficult for us to challenge it.

Getting hold of the difficultydeep downs what is hard. Because if it is grasped
near the surface it simply remains the difficulty it wétshas to be pulled out by
the roots; and that involves our beginning to think about these thingsew a
way. The change is as decisive as, for example, that fromlchemical to the
chemical way of thinking. The new way of thinking is whataschto establish.
[CV p. 48]
Wittgenstein would have agreed full heartedly with George Omwieéin he wrote: ‘An
effect can become a cause, reinforcing the original causpraddcing the same effect
in an intensified form, and so on indefinitely. Language becomgsamngl inaccurate
because our thoughts are foolish, but the slovenliness of our langukee itn@asier for
us to have foolish thought§® In this way, a mythology becomes ‘embedded in our

language’ [MS 213, 434]. Moreover, we drill ourselgesoften and so makehabit

of interpreting words or sentence-forms in terms of standardlyigness

129 wittgenstein recognized that not everyone is position to develop/nurture such habits. As Anthon
Kenny remarks ‘[For Wittgenstein] only those whorav@ot at home in the world [language], those who
found that they had to push against it, really badope of salvation.” [1982 p. 16]. Kenny citeg th
following passages in support of his claim:

Human beings are profoundly enmeshed in philos@bhkid.e., grammatical — confusions. They
cannot be freed without being extricated from tkigamrdinary variety of associations which hold
them prisoner. You have as it were to reconstitudé entire language. — But this language grew
up as it did because human beings had — and hthestendency to think in this way. So you can
only succeed in extricating people who live in iastinctive rebellion against language; you
cannot help those whose entire instinct is to iivéhe herd which has created this language as its
own proper mode of expression. [MS 213, 423]
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meanings/functions that weturally stretch these interpretations into all contexts where
these expressions or sentential-forms are found, and until sometmmgels us to
reconsider our interpretation, we cease to think twice about it. thil state of
contentment, we fail to notice, and so take steps to free ourdetwesthe forces of

language that hold us captive; our complacency conceals our shortness of vision.

A picture held us captive. And we could not get outside it, for it lay in our
language and language seemed to repeat it to us inexorably. [Pl §115]
But notice that Wittgenstein says wetild notget outside it’, notcannotget outside it’.
And indeed, the point (as the past tense ‘could not’ suggests) wenatustget is: the
processes that have lead to our bewitchmentreversible Though philosophical
writing has its share of bad habits that spread by imitationraddion, these habits can

be reversed, bynravelingthe linguistic confusions that led to them.

... philosophy unties the knots in our thinking, which we have tangled up in an
absurd way; but in order to do that it must make movements whicjusiras
complicated as the knots. [PR Part 1 #2]
By tracing the usage of the concepts that we have ‘tangled ap mbsurd way’, it
becomes possible to see how they became entangled and thus to disentangle them.
The fact that bad habits can leersedhighlights themoral dilemmathat confronts
us: Do we follow long-standing conventions and traditions in our intatpes (Thisis

how it has to be!’), when we are troubled or puzzled by those ietatjgms, or shall we

courageously question the bulwark of popular opinidmi€ can’t be how it is!’), when

130 A Collection of Essay@Harcourt Brace and Company, 1981) pp. 156-7
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we are troubled by it, and probe into the ‘workings of languémepossible sources of

confusion. For Wittgenstein the answer is clear:

What | do think essential is carrying out the work of clarifaat with
COURAGE: otherwise it becomes just a clever game. [CV p. 19]
In the next and final section, | will discuss the nature of ¥iistein’s methods of
unraveling the processes that have lead to philosophical bewitchménteaaby, his

means of treating pseudo-philosophical problems.

3.3 TREATMENT

1930 marked a turning point in Wittgenstein's intellectual developmentien\he
returned to Cambridge in that year, he thought, at last, thatshevdred anethodof
doing philosophy that would allow him to treat all philosophical problesmith

professionalism and efficacy.

The nimbus of philosophy has been lost. For we now have a method of doing
philosophy, and we can speakstdliful philosophers?*

Yes, | have reached a real resting place. | know that nigadas right. My
father was a businessman, and | am a businessman: | want myphylde be
business-like, to get something done, to get something sEttled.

1311 ectures1930-32, p. 21.

132 Rhees [1984, p. 110].



191

There are two aspects to Wittgenstein’s method of deconstrytiengio-philosophical
problems that need to be distinguished: (1) descridatgal linguistic practice, and (2)
constructinghypotheticallanguage-games’. In a word, Wittgenstein’s method consisted
in the investigation of uses of languagefual and possible Both methods were, for
Wittgenstein, an indispensable means of clarifying the ‘gramafarur words -- i.e., the
appropriate contexts for using those words — and thereby dissolvingopphilosophical
problems. Though (2) is often conflated with (1), it is importantetmgnize that it
differs from it in important respects. (1) can be seen agdifumicg as airect method of
‘proof’ (attempt to convince the reader of some thesis), and (@) islirect method of

‘proof’ -- proof by reductio | try to clarify this distinction in what follows.

3.3.1 DescribingActual Uses of Language

(1) involves describing and comparing concepts as they are used iactiv@l linguistic

settings, noting that ‘Yes, this is what way, and alsothis, and sometimeshat..’,

reminding ourselves of uses of language that we have fergait overlooked. By
reminding the philosopher of the role and function of expressions ofanguage,
Wittgenstein hoped to weaken the hold that misleading analogiaspées of which |
gave in 83.2.1) have on him. For many of the ‘problems’ that amigghilosophy,
Wittgenstein recognized, rest on overstretched analogieshwhe philosopher can
dissolve by reminding him/her-self of how certain expressionseamgloyed in their

actual contexts of usage.
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... the sentence only seems queer when one imagines a differgmhda@rgame
for it from the one in which we actually use it. [Pl §195]

Describing the various ways veetually use words helps relieve us from a strained way

of looking at them. This is the point of Wittgenstein’s remark that:

A human being is imprisondad a room, if the door is unlocked but opens inward;
he, however, never gets the idea of pulimgfead of pushing against it. [RFM llI,
37]

This is a recurring image (imprisonment) Wittgenstein had ofptlisopher, who he
felt he must rescue. Pushing against the door is like the ppiess treating
philosophical problems like scientific problems: ‘We still don’t kndwatf but it is
knowable and it is only a matter of time before we get to knéwGW p. 40] For

Wittgenstein, this is the wrong attitude to take to philosophical problems:

It was true to say that our considerations could not be scieoiéis. ... And we

may not advance any kind of theory. There must not be anything hypathet

our considerations.We must do away with all explanation, and description
alone must take its place Andthis description gets its light, that is to say its
purpose, from the philosophical problems These are, of course, not empirical
problems; they are solved, rather, by looking into the workings of aguéme,

and that in such a way as to make us recognize those workingsspite ofan

urge to misunderstand them. The problems are solved, not by giving new
information, but by arranging what we have always known. [Pl 8109]

Philosophy simply puts everything before us and neither explas nor
deduces anything — Since everything lies open to view there is nothing to
explain. For what is hidden, for example, is of no interest to us. [Pl §126]
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It is important not to misunderstand what Wittgenstein is sayarg, as commentators
often have. There is a way in which | think he would grant that philossphgcience,
anddoesconstruct theories. One way to think of a scientific theorg i statement that
organizes a set of concepts in a meaningful way by explainingethigonship among
them. The various sciences assume there is some underlyimgrotde universe; that
events, whether they involve molecules or human beings, are not haphazard. They follow
a pattern that is sufficiently regular for generalizations be made about them.
Generalizations are crucial to science because they plaatesateemingly meaningless
events in patterns we can understand. It then becomes posskigainwhy something
happens and tpredictthat it will happen again under the same conditions. In addition to
the natural sciences, which try to explahysical and biological phenomemna this
respect, and the social sciences (sociology, economics, psychpdiigygal science, and
anthropology) which try to explaimuman behavigr there is a place (as | think
Wittgenstein would grant) for a science that makeguageits object of study. This
science would place seemingly meaningless phenomena regardingtilgractice in a
general framework that would enable us texplain why philosophical
puzzlement/conceptual tensions occur, and enable predact that they will recur again
under certain conditions (ways of interpreting language). | domk taking philosophy

to be a ‘science’ in this respect (a science of the msso$danguage that lead to
conceptual muddles) would have been unwelcome to Wittgenstein, aggmske the

following suggest:

Language is an immense network of easily accessible wramggsr And so we
watch one man after another walking down the same pathsvankhow in
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advancewhere he will branch off, where walk straight on without notidimeg
side turnings, etc. etc. What | have to do then is erect signpbsifi the
junctions where there are wrong turnings so as to help people pasartger
spots. [CV p. 18]

... itisn’t as though everything we say has a conscious purpose; guejust

keep going. Our thoughts run in establishmdtines, we pass automatically from

one thought to another according to the techniques we have learnednownd
comes the time for us to survey what we have said. We haveawadee lot of
movements that do not further our purpose, or that even impede it, and now we
have to clarify our thought processes philosophically. [CV p. 64]

As long as there continues to be a verb ‘to be’ that looks aguidtions in the
same way as ‘to eat’ and ‘to drink’, as long as we still hténee adjectives
‘identical’, ‘true’, ‘false’, ‘possible’, as long as we continuetédk of a river of
time, of an expanse of space, etc. etc., peopl&eep stumbling over the same
puzzling difficulties and find themselves staring at something which no
explanation seems capable of clearing up. [CV p. 15]
He [Wittgenstein] held that though theew subject must say a great deal about
language, it was only necessary for it to deal with those palmst language
which have led, or are likely to lead, to definite philosophical puzzles or &ffors.
The reason we ‘know in advance’ where ‘someone will walk stravghbut noticing the
side turnings’ is that we have observed this phenomsreatedly Observed ‘routines’
enable us to frame generalizations and predictions. Just like ctild who
characteristically overgeneralizes and says ‘sleepedadsié‘slept’, ‘brang’ instead of

1134

‘brought™", philosophers too are bound to ‘stumble over the same puzzling difftultie
by overstretching analogies. It is part of the philosopher’s ttadking to conscious
awareness the unacknowledged misuses of language (overstretclogeahdhat lie
behind these puzzling difficulties.

In the respects | have outlined, | don't think it would be wrongleeadeconclude

that Wittgensteirwasin the business of constructing ‘theories’. Like the good scientis

133 Moore [1955, p. 27].
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Wittgenstein collected a seemingly endless stream of emlpgwddence (drawn from
actual linguistic practice), which served as a basis for giezarans (about how certain
features of language can mislead us), explanations (of how ppealslems arise), and
predictions (about how they are bound to rise again and again, givem destiaires of
language). A science of this sort is surely one that is despemeeded (efforts to
understand the ‘human condition/predicament’, to borrow some post-modgam,jar
demand it), and we can usefully see Wittgenstein’s philosophicdloahetpplied to
diverse regions of language, as inviting its establishmenheiétis anything that unifies
Wittgenstein’s philosophical explorations in these disparate liigusettings, it is
precisely his desire to get us to see how certain (deeply embdnieatures of language
can lead us (and have led many philosophers) astray.

It is a great irony that Wittgenstein’s philosophical methodhiclv has been
condemned by many of his fiercest critics as beingnbst belligerentoward science,
adheres more strictly to the canons of science as | have ddstirdra above than the
approach of many of the staunchest defenders of a scientifioaabpto philosophical
guestions! One factor that obstructs this point from view isWhtgenstein was mostly
preoccupied witlgatheringempirical data, leaving the task@iganizingit, and drawing
the proper morals (generalizations, predictions) to the reader. As hgiggecryptically

puts this point:

If this stone won't budge at present and is wedged in, move some ofhine
stones round it first. -- All we want to do is straighten you uphentrtack if your
coach is crooked on the rails. Driving it afterwards is somethaghall leave to
you. [CV p. 39]

134 These examples are offered by Chomsky [1986 p. 227



196

What distinguished Wittgenstein’s ‘theories’ from other philosophtbaiories (like
platonismin the philosophy of math, @sychologismn the philosophy of mind) was that
their aim was not tosolvepseudo-problems, generated by overstretched analogies, but to
dissolve them; to explain them away; to show why they are lliegite. For
Wittgenstein, there’s nothing wrong with philosophical theorizpey se there is
something wrong with philosophical theorizing designed to solve psenatidems, as

science does scientific problems. As he says, e.g.

It is the business of philosophy, not to resolve a contradiction @ansnef a
mathematical or logico-mathematical discovery, but to magessible for us to

get a clear view of the state of mathematics that troubtetheisstate of affairs
before the contradiction is resolved. (And this does not mean that one is
sidestepping a difficulty). [Pl §125]

We can sum up Wittgenstein's advice to the reader as: ‘Don’t yeeoiself to a
“philosophical problem” too quickly! Don’t become too dazzled by it!might be a
snare’

Since pseudo-problems are dissolved and not soh@dhew knowledges gained.

As Moore recounts of Wittgenstein:

He also said that he was not trying to teach us any new thet he would only
tell us trivial things — ‘things which we all know already’; lbat the difficult
thing was to get a synopsis of these trivialities, and that ouellgctual
discomfort’ can only be removed by a synopsisnainytrivialities — that ‘if we
leave out any, we still have the feeling that something is gvronin this
connection he said it was misleading to say that what we wamgsd an
‘analysis’, since in science to ‘analyze’ water means soadier some new fact
about it, e.g. that it is composed of oxygen and hydrogen, whereas irophijos
‘we know at the start all the facts we need to knb.’
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The goal of ‘analysis’ in philosophy, as Wittgenstein conceivedsitio clarify the
‘grammar’ of our words, i.e., the appropriate contexts for using thases. This
involves describing what we already know but have forgotten. Thefec@irse a sense
in which ‘analyses’ of this sort areidden from view (and so we might think that
analyzing here means finding something new), but that is only eegasverlook the

familiar aspects of word-usage, and need to be reminded of them.

The aspects of things that are most important for us are hida=ude of their
simplicity and familiarity. (One is unable to notice somagh+- because it is
always before one’s eyes.) [Pl §129]

How hard it is to see whatiight in front of my eyeqdICV p. 39]

3.3.2 Exploring Imaginary Uses of Language

| turn now to the method of constructing hypothetical ‘langugayaes’. Wittgenstein

gives an indication of what ‘language-games’ are irBiloe Book

| shall in the future again and again draw your attention to wisdtall call
language-gamesThese are ways of using signs simpler than those in which we
use the signs of our highly complicated everyday languageguage-gameare

the forms of language with which a child begins to make use of wdids study

of language-gamess the study of primitive forms of language or primitive
languages.... When we look at such simple forms of language thel mesita
which seems to enshroud our ordinary use of language disappearsseéNe
activities, reactions, which are clear-cut and transparent. [BB p. 17]

135 Moore [1955, p. 27].
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The notion of a ‘language-game’, like that of a ‘conceptual fraonlevor ‘discourse’ or
‘practice’, is a loose concept: it has ‘no precise definition arsdee and non-arbitrary
criterion of individuation™®*® Wittgenstein uses the notion of a ‘language-game’ to refer
not only toactual uses of language — which might involve very basic ‘moves’, as in
teaching language to children, or more sophisticated/complex ‘moagsive find in
everyday discourse — but alsohgpothetical or inventedses of language, which again
might be basic or complexHypothetical language-gamesnvolve imaginary uses of
language that are meant to bemparedto actual language-games. They involve
constructing ‘objects of comparison which are meant to throw lighherfacts of our

language by way of similarities and dissimilarities’. F30] A hypothetical language-

game is a method of instruction, and an indispensable one at that:

Nothing is more important for teaching us to understand the conceptawee

than constructing fictitious ones. [CV p. 74]
What is involved in constructing a ‘fictitious concept’ is simabgigning a new roleo a
concept (one distinct from its actual rolgarrangingthe phenomena of language, so to
speak, and then exploiting the dissimilarity between the invented cindl éanguage-
games to make a grammatical point: to bring out a new angleearohcept, to establish
a new boundary on it, or bring down an old one. This is a subtler way@fsteucting
pseudo-problems than the method discussed in the preceding section serdfirog

actual uses of language -- since it operates imdirect manner. Hypothetical language

136 Barnett’s expression [1990 p. 49].
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games involve abstracting concepts from their normal circumstari@pplication, as in

our earlier diagram.
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false interpretation

‘It disperses the fog to study the phenomena of languagecim istagined uses of
language’, Wittgenstein remarks, ‘for here we can commarelaa ¢iew of the aimand
functioningof words’. [P1 85] Assembling reminders, rearranging faamtel assimilating

pictures ‘[alter our way] of looking at things’ [P1 §144]; they help put things irdwvi

One of the most important methods | use is to imagine a histoles@lopment

for our ideas different from what actually occurred. If we ds the see the

problem from a completely new angle. [CV p. 37]

But how does it ‘disperse the fog’ to take such departures fratity® How do
language-games help us see things from a ‘completely new angle’?

In answering this, | have found it useful to draw an analogly surrealismin art.
One of the functions of art is to provideew interpretatiorof our surrounding world, or
to uncover soméiddenaspect of it. Surrealism accomplishes this by shifting tbjec
from their familiar/unique setting and placing them in an unfanfali@n context;

typically one that forms aontrastwith their original home. The contrast might be one

involving a shift from darkness to light, old to new, noise to silertce, leor example, a
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surrealist work might involve moving a monastery from a craggytdithe edge of the
sea, or into a busy city, or some element from the busy cify {sa street with its
pedestrians) onto a deserted island, etc. In this way thedidiss our attentiorto a
given object -- an object we might haweerlookedchad it been in its familiar setting. He

thereby sharpens our focus on it. An example to illustfate.

This technique helps bring out ‘hidden’ aspects of the world, ‘hidden’ becauseadhsy a
familiar that we overlook them; we take them for granted. They beaosignificant
from their familiarity. Byrearranging phenomena, the artist makes the insignificant
significant. Wittgenstein’s method of constructing hypotheticagl@age-games can be
viewed as an employment of a similar technique, only in a differeedium:language

By taking us on journeys into ‘imaginary landscapes’ (imaginsgs of language),

137 © Chrysoula Gitsoulis
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where words/sentences have a function that differs from theiraladunction,
Wittgenstein helps us to see the familiar role we have overlodi@a:theyactually
function. For it is forgetting this that gives rise to philosophipakzzlement.
Wittgenstein’s method, as with surrealism, does not involve buildmgweconstruction
out of new material, but only ‘rearranging what we have alvkagsvn’ [Pl 8109], like
the ‘rearrangement of books in a library’. [BB p. ‘48]

Unlike most surrealist works, however, Wittgenstein's re-arnaegés of language
are notarbitrary, but strategically chosen. Pseudo-philosophical problems, remember,
are generated by overstretching the ‘limits of languagseerpreting the sense and
function of words/sentences in one use-context/language-game’ in tefnikeir
sense/function in another use-context/language-game’. It is inrélsigect that we
overstretch the ‘limits of language’, thereby generataige interpretationghat lead to
pseudo-philosophical problems. In a hypothetical language-game evenated to
imagine a world where the false interpretat®norrect. What elsevould have to be true
if it is correct? A hypothetical language-game filtisthe details. The idea is that by
accumulating enough of these details, we might at last coseetthat we have been in
the grip of a false interpretation. So hypothetical languageegiawe can say, function
like reductio arguments This is why this aspect of Wittgenstein’'s method is mokgle
than that of describing actual uses of language: it is an imdirethod of ‘proof’ -- of
getting us to see our mistaken assumptions.

An example to illustrate. In the note to Pl 8151, Wittgenstéas tio clarify the

grammar of our concept of understanding. Can it be correct to thimkdefstanding as

138 Or the rearrangement of furniture in a room. Adaung to Moore, Wittgenstein ‘compared his method
to the tidying of a room where you have to moveshame object several times before you can getiba r
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a ‘mental state’? Well, supposeist correct. What else would have to be true? To
answer this, we need to consider howagtually employ the concept of a ‘mental state’.
We apply it to experiences such as depression, excitement, andrpamg others. And

what is true about how we apply these terms? We say, e.g., as Wittgenstin note

Actual use-context

‘He was depressed the whole day.’
‘He was in great excitement the whole day.’
‘He has been in continuous pain since yesterday.’

‘When did your pains get less?’

But can we speak of ‘understanding’ in these ways? To ankisemne need to construct

imaginary use-contexts where the tens used in these ways. Again, using

Wittgenstein’s examples:

Imaginary use-context

‘Since yesterday, | have understood this word.” ‘Continuously’ though?

‘When did you stop understanding the word?’

As we can see, it is ‘ungrammatical’ to apply certdemporal concepts to
‘understanding’ in the way we do to mental states: we speakiraj recontinuous pain,

or of a pain being interrupted for several minutes, or of suddealsirng to feel pain, but

really tidy’. [Moore 1955 p. 27]
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it is grammatically jarring to regard understanding as ‘clo&k&Bl in this way.
Moreover, it is grammatically jarring to apply conceptandénsityto understanding in
the way we do to mental states: we describe a pain as int#nge emotion as strong,
but it is ‘ungrammatical’ to describe understanding in these t£fm&ne might do so,
but then he is using the term in nonstandard or conventionally unacceptayde
Similarly, one might use a kitchen table as a TV stand, butighi®t conventionally
acceptable, and to bring this out to someone who decides to uskist wal/, you might
try placing a checkered table cloth over the table, or kitcherrschabund it, and a
napkin holder next to the TV (you would be creating an imaginary |geggame). If
this provokes laughter, you have made your point, though indirectly of codtrgs.
similar with words. Laughter might be the appropriate respans®rmeone who uses
words as in the imaginary use-context above (‘I stopped understatitengvord

yesterday’, etc.). Laughter issagnthat an interpretation is out of place, as in the joke:

Patient: | broke my arm in two places.

Doctor: Don't go to those placé$.

This is why Wittgenstein makes use of jokes to illuminate quisceThey are supposed
to help us recognize that we are in the grip of a false interpretation.
Rearrangement of familiar facts in Wittgenstein’s hypathétlanguage-games is

another reason (in addition to those mentioned in 83.1) Wittgensteimiisgngives rise

139 McGinn’s expression [1984 p. 5].

140\We can also see Wittgenstein’s so-called ‘privaitguage argument’ as taking the form of a reductio
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to a feeling ofeerinesqa bit like the feeling we have as tourists traveling to unfamil

lands). Witness for example the following language-games:

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

a slip marked ‘five red apples’. He takes the slip to the shopkeeheropens

the drawer marked ‘apples’; then he looks up the word ‘red’ in a taid finds a

color sample opposite it; then he says the series of cardinal mumberssume

that he knows them by heart — up to the word ‘five’ and for each numebiakes

an apple of the same color as the sample our of the drawers-nltthis and

similar ways that one operates with words. ... [Pl 81]

Let us imagine a language for which the description giveAumustine is right.

The language is meant to serve for communication between a builded An

assistant B. A is building with building-stones: there are blqukars, slabs and

beams. B has to pass the stones, and that in the order in which A needs them. For

this purpose they use a language consisting of the words ‘blockar”pislab’,

‘beam’. A calls them out; -- B brings the stone which he hasldo bring at

such and such a call. — Conceive this as a complete primitive language. [Pl 8§82]
The eerie (or comic) aspect arises from ugargiliar words inunfamiliar ways, just as
in surrealism it arises from rearranging elements diilfar settings. The shopping
expedition would notin real life, be conducted in the manner portrayed in Pl 81. No
grocer keeps apples in drawers labeled ‘apples’ or consults ¢@lds.c We do not live
in such ludicrous, mechanical worlds. The point is, we are supposazhti@stthat
imaginary language-game with our actual linguistic prastic this way we might see
(the contrast might help bring to light) that communication does notwdé that every
word must have something for which it stands -- that something [isingeaning -- as
the Augustinian picturga pseudo-picture) assumes.

What we have overlooked, what we have forgotten, for Wittgensteaftels what is

right before us: how languageetually functions. It is to this world (for Wittgenstein

141 This joke is from Richard Gilmore [1999, p. 96].
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both the source of and final court of appeal for philosophical disputsy\ittgenstein
was constantly drawing our attention (either directly or intlyicby making the
insignificant significant the ordinaryextraordinary It is perhaps in this respect more
than any other — in recognizing the elementary sources of conthsible at the root of
many of our seemingly most ‘profound’ philosophical problems -- kistwork was

revolutionary; and therein, | think, lies his most valuable contribution to philosophy.
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An Assessment of
Kripke’s Reading of Wittgenstein

CONTENT

4.1 The Skeptical Problem of Pl

4.2 The Skeptical Argument of Pl

4.3 How False Interpretations Generate a PseucloléMm
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4.4.2  Dissolving the Metaphysical Constraintih
4.4.3 Dissolving the Epistemological ConstramiJ]

4.5 Conclusion

4.1 THE SKEPTICAL PROBLEM OF PI

In the last chapter, | tried to explain what Wittgenstein tookugghilosophical
problems to be — that is, his means of identifying them — and hasisnef ‘treating’
them, by focusing primarily on his so-called ‘meta-philosophicaharks in 88107-136
of Pl. These sections immediately precede his discussionafingeand rule-following
in 88137-242. As we saw, Wittgenstein likened the emergence of pphildsephical

problems to symptoms of a disease, not in neatlotion but ofdissolution™*?

142 The important idea that Wittgenstein’s discussidmeaning can be properly understood only through
the lens of his metaphilosophy was articulatedatatl by Paul Horwich in his Fall 2001 CUNY gradeiat
seminar, which | attended.
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Pseudo-problems, as we saw, arise from false interpretatidausgofage. In 88137-
242, it is the problem of what understanding or meaning somethiran Bxpression
‘consists in’ [88146, 148, 184, 186, 198] that is falsely interpreted byg¥vigtein’s
interlocutor (who plays the role of the skeptic in WRPL). Thisldelaim to generate a
pseudo-problem, which, | submit, can be identified as the skeptic'pretation of the
skeptical problem in WRPL. Thus, I try to show that the skepticddlepm does emerge
in PIl, but as just another pseudo-problem, not in neesblotion but of dissolution
Throughout 88137-153 of PI, repeated attempts are made to solve this pssaldorpr
to no avail. It is mainly in these sections, | try to show, Wetan locate the ‘skeptical
argument’ of WRPL. In 88154-155, 179-183 of PI, Wittgenstein urges us itarexghe
kinds of circumstances in which we use the expressions that alsetyfinterpreted by
the interlocutor (and led to the construction of a pseudo-problem), anwl¢héhese
expressions have in our lives. It is in these sections, | trjndw,sthat Wittgenstein
presents the framework for a ‘skeptical solution’ -- a medngdissolvingthe pseudo-
problem -- whose details he proceeds to fill in in 88184ff. Thuspikearching aim of
this chapter will be to show that the key ingredients of Kripkaterpretation of
Wittgenstein can be found in PI, and are adequately supported by it.

The pseudo-problem is generated because, like Kripke's skeptigntdrcutor
reasons that any fact — let's call it F — that understandingieaning something by a
word w ‘consists in” must have a certain nature and role, whichlatessinto a

metaphysical and epistemological constraint, respectively, on F:
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(2) Metaphysical constraint (concerning thenormativity of meaning): F
contains a norm, a standard of correctness, which determines in advance

how w is to be applied in an open-ended range of situations.

(2) Epistemological constraint | have direct (non-inferential) access to F,

and lconsultF with each fresh application of w.

In addition, the interlocutor reasons that F must be an internaé’‘sihtan agent;
something which serves as the ‘source’ [8146] of meaning and understaridiag all
these conditions be met is suggested in the reasons the interloffatsrthroughout,
e.g., 8138-153, for rejecting a number of candidates for what mesmmething by an
expression, or understanding it, consists in, and by the nature kihttseeof candidates
considered.

I will refer to (1) and (2) as thmterlocutor’s justification constraint [J] on any
meaning-constituting fact. The main difference between thelaotgor’s [J] and the
skeptic’s [$t] is that [J] is sometimes characterized by the interlwantepistemological
(reason-giving) terms, as above, and sometimes in causal/mgthaeaims. Causal
readings are suggested in sections like 140, where the interlezlgor to think that F
(for example, an image coming before my mind) ‘forces’ a pdaicapplication on me,
or ‘logically compels’ me to apply a word thus-and-so, or in 8188 revhe is led to
think that my applications of a word are ‘in some unique way predeted,
anticipated’. They are also suggested in the ‘machine as syamnabdbgy [§8§193, 194],

where my applications of a word are compared to the future moveoteats ‘ideally
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rigid machine whichcan only move in such and such a way’ [8§194]. The machine’s
action ‘seems to be in it from the start’ [8193], ‘in a mysterimay — already present’
[8193], as are my applications of a word in my understanding or mesmingthing by

it. Epistemological readings are suggested in 88211, 212, 213, 217, 219, and 228, whe
Wittgenstein rejects the interlocutor’s assumption that wealavays guided by, or can
offer, reasonsto justify our applications of words. In WRPL, Kripke also somedime
characterizes the justification constraint in causal termmarticular when comparing the
skeptical problem to Hume’s ‘skeptical problem’ about causation. tiBatighout the
skeptical argument, it is the epistemological characterizét@mndominates; this is why |
formulated the skeptic’s justification constraint epistemologically.

The problem that dominates 88138-153 is whether there is anhéadatisfies [J].
Wittgenstein runs through a number of candidates that might be takseolv® this
‘pseudo-problem’, and finds them lacking. The candidates consideredeputed
include actual use [88138,139,147], images coming before my mind [8§8152,198,213],
special feelings or experiences had when applying words [88155, 179, carigng
before my mind [§8152,198,213], and dispositional states [§8146,149,150,153].

Let’s look at the details.

4.2 THE SKEPTICAL ARGUMENT OF PI

A. Actual Use
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Actual use fails to satisfy [J], since | don't hadigect (non-inferential) knowledgef

how | actually use a word, given that ieistendedn time.

[138] ... weunderstandhe meaning of a word when we hear or say it; we grasp
it in a flash, and what we grasp in this way is surely somgttifferent from the
‘use’ which is extended in time!

[139] When someone says the word “cube” to me, for example, | knowitwhat
means. But can the wholgse of the word come before my mind, when |
understandt in this way? ...

[147] “But how can it be®hen| say | understand the rule of a series, | am
surely not saying so because | hdwend outthat up to now | have applied the
algebraic formula in such-and-such a way! In my own casé avents | surely
know that | mean such-and-such a series; it doesn’t matter hdwudse actually
developed it.” ...

Your idea, then, is that you know the application of the rule okénes quite
apart from remembering actual applications to particular numb&nsl you will
perhaps say: “Of course! For the series is infinite and thef litthat | can have
developed finite.”

B. Contentless Introspectible Qualitative States of Consciousness

Mental images fail to satisfy [J]: they fail to detemmihow loughtto apply a word in

each fresh instance of application.

[139] ... What really comes before our mind whenumelerstanda word? — Isn’t
it something like a picture? Can’tbea picture?

Well, suppose that a picture does come before your mind when yothkear
word “cube”, say the drawing of a cube. In what sense can thigeitt or fail
to fit a use of the word “cube”? — Perhaps you say: “It's quitele; -- if that
picture occurs to me and | point to a triangular prism for mt&taand say it is a
cube, then this use of the word doesn't fit the picture.” — But doedii? i have
purposely so chosen the example that it is quite easy to imagmethod of
projectionaccording to which the picture does fit after all.
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The picture of the cube did indesdggesta certain use to us, but it was
possible for me to use it differently.

[139n] ... | see a picture; it represents an old man walking up ja gégk leaning
on a stick. — How? Might it not have looked just the same if he hexd $eling
downhill in that position? Perhaps a Martian would describe the picture so. ...

[140] ... What is essential is to see that the same thing can lwefioe our minds
when we hear the word and the application still be different. itHé®e same
meaning both times? | think we shall say not.

[239] How is he to know what colour he is to pick out when he hears?red”
Quite simple: he is to take the colour whose image occurs tavhien he hears
the word. — But how is he to know which colour it is ‘whose image odours
him'? Is a further criterion needed for that? (There isedd®aich a procedure as
choosing the colour which occurs to one when one hears the word “....") ...

It won't help to bring to mind another picture for interpreting dhniginal, for this just

sets us off on eegress

[141] Suppose, however, that not merely the picture of the cube, buthalso t
method of projection comes before our mind? — How am | to imagis@ +
Perhaps | see before me a schema shewing the method of projeay a picture

of two cubes connected by lines of projection. — But does this redlipngeany
further? Can’t | now imagine different applications of this schema too? ...

Mental experiences fail to satisfy [J] because they tootdadletermine how bughtto

apply a word in each fresh instance of application.

[155] Thus what | wanted to say was: when he suddenly knew how to go on,
when he understood the principle, then possibly he had a special experiand

if he is asked: ‘What was it? What took place when you suddeabpegd the
principle?’ perhaps he will describe it much as we describaiowe — but for us

it is the circumstances under which he had such an experiencadtifgthim in
saying in such a case that he understands, that he knows how to go on.
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[179] ... one might think that the sentence “I can go on” meant “I have a
experience which | know empirically to lead to the continuatiorhefderies.”
But does B mean that when he says he can go on? Does that seoteade his
mind, or is he ready to produce it in explanation of what he meant?

No. The words “Now | know how to go on” were correctly used when he
thought of the formula: that is, given such circumstances as thaaddearnt
algebra, had used such formulae before. ...

C. ‘Rules’ Coming Before the Mind

Rules coming before my mind fail to satisfy [J]: again, tfalto determine how dught
to apply a word in each fresh instance of application. Hencedbegre ruled out as the
constituents of meaning and understanding. As Colin McGinn putssignas itself just
a piece of lifeless syntax, and syntax can never add up to mganiiigis hopeless to
conceive of grasp of meaning as the association of signs. Fogmassntrinsically

meaningful.’ [1984 p. 17]

[152] ... “B understands the principle of the series” surely doesrénnsanply:

the formula “@ = ....” occurs to B. For it is perfectly imaginable that thenida
should occur to him and that he should nevertheless not understand. “He
understands” must have more in it than: the formula occurs to himedunally,

more than any of those more or less characteriaicompanimentsor
manifestations of understanding.

[198] “But how can a rule shew me what | have to dthastpoint? Whatever |
do is, on some interpretation, in accord with the rule.”— That is it we
ought to say, but rather: any interpretation still hangs in th@l@ng with what it
interprets, and cannot give it any support. Interpretations by thexasgo not
determine meaning. ...



213

It will not help to think of a rule coming before my mind asradkofinner intuition— the
idea being that the rule would be in a better position to guide @t dire if it ‘speaks to

me’ or ‘tells me’ what to do. For this just sets us off, once againyegrass

[213] ... If intuition is an inner voice—how do | knolmow | am to obey it? And
how do | know that it doesn’t mislead me? For if it can guideighg, it can also
guide me wrong.

((Intuition an unnecessary shuffle.))

D. Dispostional States

If we take understanding to be a kind of know-how or ability,

[150] The grammar of the word ‘knows’ is evidently closely relatedhat of
‘can’, ‘is able to’. But also closely related to that of ‘uncemsts’. (‘Mastery’ of
a technique.)

[151] But there is also this use of the word “to know”: we say “Now | know!” —
and similarly “Now | can do it” and “Now | understand!” ...
and we identify this know-how with dispositions to apply words, which mveurn

identify with brain states,

[149] If one says that knowing the ABC is a state of the mindjsotienking of a
state of a mental apparatus (perhaps of the brain) by meavisabf we explain
the manifestation®f that knowledge. Such a state is called a disposition....
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then we can conclude that linguistic dispositions fail to sati§fipecause they too fail to

determine how bughtto apply a word in each fresh instance of application.

[146] ... Perhaps you will say here: to have got the system (@in,atp
understand it) can’t consist in continuing the series upismr that number:that
is only applying one’s understanding. The understanding itseltast@ which is
thesourceof the correct use.

What is one really thinking of here? Isn’t one thinking of thevdéion of a
series from its algebraic formula? Or at least of sometadogous? But this is
where we were before. The point is, we can think of moredheaapplication of
an algebraic formula; and every type of application can in turfobeulated
algebraically; but naturally this does not get us any further. ...

Moreover, conceived of as brain states, linguistic dispositions tdaikatisfy the

epistemological requirement in [J]: that | halreect (non-inferential) knowledgef F.

[153] We are trying to get hold of the mental process of undersmvdiich
seems to be hidden behind those coarser and therefore more rasitile
accompaniments. But we do not succeed; or, rather, it does notfgetas real
attempt. For even supposing | had found sometthag happened in all those
cases of understanding, -- why shoilde the understanding? And how can the
process of understanding have been hidden, when | said “Now | wamdErst
becausd understood?! And if | say it is hidden — then how do | know what | have
to look for? | am in a muddle.
Given that all candidate facts that understanding can seenhiegtientified with -- be it
somethingextendedn time (such as actual use), or present gingle instanceof time
(such as an object coming ‘before my mind’ or a brain stat&il-to satisfy [J], the
interlocutor is led to believe that there is nothing that meaning ‘consists in’.
It's important to note that [J] is not a condition that Wittgeimshimself insists be

satisfied by any purported meaning-constituting fact; it isinterlocutor who insists on

this. Why we will see shortly. Likewise, in WRPL, it isipke’s skeptic, not KW, that
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imposes the constraint |f). Kripke's skeptic plays the role of Wittgenstein's

interlocutor, and KW the role of Wittgenstein.

4.3 HOW FALSE INTERPRETATIONS GENERATE A PSEUDO-PROBLEM

We describe competence in the use of an expression as a ohagpersping a rule’ or
‘following a rule’ that ‘determines in advance’ how we oughapply a word, and what
sorts of application will conform to the rule. We take the ruldei@rmine how a word
ought to be applied in an indefinitely large range of cases, beegh at any given time
we have considered only a small fraction of these. We think atitbes ‘guiding’ us in
each new instance of application, and of someone’s having learnadetlas that which
‘explains’ or is the ‘source’ of correct use. When we consalarew instance of
application of a word, we confidently judge that ‘the rule we tedvalong had in mind’
dictates whether we ought to apply the word or not.

Like Kripke's skeptic, Wittgenstein's interlocutarflates these seemingly harmless
ways of speaking, thereby creating a mythological pictunehatt it is to understand or
mean something by an expression, and a pseudo-problem about meaning and
understanding. He comes to interpret grasp of a rule as ‘émaatization of an open-
ended set of preordained requirements, an informational statesibtzes. only by a

kind of guesswork?® He pictures ‘the relation between receiving an illusiradf a

143Wright's expressions [2001 p. 164], though he daemply them to the skeptical problem as | dosher
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practice and going on to participate in it successfully ssrglly mediated by cognition
of the requirements of something which has been interioriZéd.’

In 88186-197 (and in some earlier sections) of Pl, Wittgenstein desctiss nature
of the misconceptions of how language works that led to the agereof the pseudo-

problem. | summarize the key points that can be extracted from that discussion below

144 |bid p. 165



Ways of speaking

[§146]
‘Understanding is a state which is the source of the
correct use.’

[§§152, 179, 183]
‘B understands the principle of the series.’

[8§153 - 155, 180]
“Now I know how to go on!”, “Now I can do it”,
“Now I understand!’

[§186]
‘The right step is the one that accords with the order
as it was meant.”

(§187]

‘I already knew, or meant, at the time when I gave
the order, that he ought to write 1002 after 1000.’

[§188]
‘The steps are really already taken, even before I take
them in writing or orally or in thought.’

[§§191-192, 197]
‘We could grasp the whole use of the word in a
flash.”

[§195]
‘Grasping a sense determines the future use’

217

(Interlocutor’s) False interpretation

Understanding can’t consist in continuing the series
up to this or that number: that is only applying one’s
understanding. The relationship  between
understanding and use is like that between the
derivation of a series from its algebraic formula.

The formula “a, = ...” occurs to B

These words are a description of a mental state, or of
a special experience, or of a process occurring behind
or side by side with that of saying the formula.

When we gave the order +2 we meant that he was to
write 1002 after 1000, and 1868 after 1866, and
10036 after 10034, and so on — an infinite number of
such propositions.

I thought of the step from 1000 to 1002 at that time.

They were in some unique way predetermined,
anticipated—as only the act of meaning can
anticipate reality. The act of meaning the order had
in its own way already traversed all those steps: when
you meant it your mind as it were flew ahead and
took all the steps before you physically arrived at this
or that one.

There is a ‘superlative fact’ that our grasping the
sense of a word consists in. There is a ‘super-strong
connection’ between understanding and the
applications we go on to make of a word. The future
development must in some way already be present in
the act of grasping the use.

In a queer way, the use itself is in some sense
present.
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As we can see, by falsely interpreting expressions likeethothe left-hand column, the
interlocutor is led to believe that any fact F that understanalimgeaning something by
a word w ‘consists in’ must be a state having a certain kinthtafre androle, which |

summed up in [J]. This leads him to posit a pseudo-problem: Isdlstate that satisfies

Slias

4.4 THE SKEPTICAL SOLUTION OF PI:

DISSOLVING THE PSEUDO-PROBLEM

4.4.1 Dissolving the ‘Internal State’ Model of Meaning

Conflating the Grammatical Function of Meaning-Ascriptions

with Descriptive Propositions

145 Wittgenstein doesn’t deny the propriety of usimgressions like those in the left-hand column; urs j
cautions against falsely interpreting them, by ralesing them from their actual use-context.

[195] “But | don’'t mean that what | do now (in g@ng a sense) determines the future use
causallyand as a matter of experience, but ouaerway, the use itself is in some sense present.”
— But of course it is, ‘isomesense’! Really, the only thing wrong with whatuysay is the
expression ‘in a queer way’. The rest is all rjggmid the sentence only seems queer when one
imagines a different language-game for it fromahe in which we actually use it. ...

[197] “It's as if we could grasp the whole useaofvord in a flash."— And that is just what we
say we do. That is to say: we sometimes descriia we do in these words. But there is nothing
astonishing, nothing queer, about what happens. ...

[194] “When we do philosophy we are like savagesnipive people, who hear the expressions of
civilized men, put a false interpretation on themnd then draw the queerest conclusions from it.”
[194]
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In 88154-155, 179-183, Wittgenstein urges us to examine the kinds of stemg®s in
which we use the expressions (left-hand column above) that weedy fadterpreted by
the interlocutor, and the role these expressions have in our lives.willhielp us see
that it is by ‘crossing different pictures’ [8191], conflating thee of expressions in
‘different language-games’ [8195], that the interlocutor was dedonstruct a pseudo-
problem. It will also help us see that the pseudo-problem is not in neetlibbn but of
dissolution

The work of drawing our attention to how the falsely interprefguiessions function
within theiractual use-context (their natural surrounding / original home), wheredbey
their work, is done in WRPL by the skeptical solution. According tek&i[p. 73],
Wittgenstein’s ‘skeptical solution’ to the ‘skeptical problenpleees the question of the
Tractatus ‘What must be the case for the sentence “Jones means-so-&ydw” to be

true?’ by two others in PI:

I. Under what conditions can wastifiably assert (or deny) that Jones
means so-and-so by w?
i. What is therole and utility in our lives of our practice of asserting (or

denying) such statements?

The skeptical solution ‘provides both conditions under which we are jdstifie
attributing concepts to others and an account of the utility of #nsegn our lives.’ [p.
95] ‘We have to see under what circumstances attributions of mearengade [what

circumstances actually license such assertions] and whathede attributions play in
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our lives’. [p. 86] By ‘justification conditions’ for meaning-ascrgts, Kripke means the
‘language-game’ in which meaning-ascriptions are rightfulippleyed. [p. 74]
Justification conditions are grounded in social practices; not iwankengs of the mind.
We need to ask what role and utility meaning-ascriptions have ilatiggage-game in
which they are employed. When we do so, according to KW, we edlkisatour hunt
for the fugitive meaning-constitutinfact was entirely misconceivedor meaning-
ascriptions do not have the functiond&scribingthe world as being a certain way, even
though we attach notions of truth and falsity to them. They do notthavienction of
making factual claims about the world. The skeptic (Wittgenstein’s interlogutas
seduced by misleading pictures; it is the role of KW’s skapsolution to help him see
them for what they are, by examining the role and function obatitons of meaning in
our language. What role, then, do meaning-ascriptions have, if not desartbingthe
world? Kripke considers the case of ‘+’ in answering this. aBserting that ‘S means
addition by “+™, weexpress our confidende a subject: we label him as someone whose
statements involving ‘+’ ought to be relied upon. If | say of a grocer, fonpbea that he
meansaddition by ‘+’, | am saying that he can be trusted not to cheat you weruy
goods at his shop, and if | assert that he does not aushion by ‘+’, | am warning you
against buying goods from his shop. It is in ways like this mh@&ning-ascriptions
involving ‘+’ have arole andutility in our lives.

Passages such as the following in PIl, BB, and Z lend support to this interpretation:

[P1 8180]This is how these words are usddwould be quite misleading, in this
last case, for instance, to call the wordglastription of a mental state”. — One
might rather call them asfgnar’...
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[PI 8182] ... The criteria which we accept for ‘fitting’, ‘beingla to’,
‘understanding’, are much more complicated than might appearsatsight.
That is, the game with these words, their employment in theiditig intercourse
that is carried on by their means, is more involved — the rdleese words in our
language other -- than we are tempted to think. ...

[BB 866] ‘we are strongly inclined to use the metaphor of somethengg in a
peculiar state for saying that something can behave in arcersg. And this ...
metaphor is embodied in the expressions ‘He is capable of ..., ‘ldblésto
multiply large numbers in his head’, ‘He can play chess’: isd¢h&ntences the
verb is used in the present tense, suggesting that the phraskseiptions of
states which exist at the moment when we speak...’

[Z 816] ‘The mistake is to say that there is anything thatnmngasomething
consists in.’

[Z 8608] ‘... an organism can come into being even out of something quite
amorphous, as it were causelessly; and there is no reason whshthild not
really hold for our thoughts, and hence for our talking and writing.’

[Z 8609] ‘It is thus perfectly possible that certain psychologglaénomena
cannot be investigated physiologically, because physiologically nothing
corresponds to them?

Like KW, Wittgenstein insists that we look at the circumstarinewhich attributions of

meaning are made, and thele these attributions play in our lives, to ‘resolve

148 |n these sections frodette| Wittgenstein appears to be denying that psychcdbdactssuperveneon
physiological facts. McGinn addresses these passimgsome detail [1984 pp. 112-6], and maintdas t
Wittgenstein is mistaken in holding this view. IBaling is my summary of McGinn’s argument:

i. Suppose understanding does not supervene orsarmpeinternal physical constitution.

ii. Suppose, moreover, that differences in undaditey must issue in differences in use.

iii. Then there are events which differ physicaliyt which have no differentiating physical
explanation. This is tantamount to the admissioolaim that some physical events have no
physical explanation.

Crispin Wright [2001 p.153-154] insightfully pointait that this is a flawed argument.

... denying the supervenience claim would not committg&nstein to the actuality of what
McGinn describes. It would involve at most thathilng precludes its possibility. But in fact
even that does not follow. What follows is onlhattfor all the concept of understanding has to
say about the mattethere could be behavioral, ergo physical evelisse explanation was not to
be found in thénternal physical state of the behaving subject. That esgm bizarre. But it falls
well short of the claim that such events would bggically inexplicable. Nothing in physics rules
out the idea that the movements of a body be engdanot in terms of any internal change in it
but as a direct result of external influences,ifistance.



222

philosophical paradoxes’ [8182]. It is thecumstances/language-gamia which | use
meaning-ascriptions that determine whether they aightfully or justifiably

employed®’

[154] But wait — if “Now | understand the principle” does not meanstmae as
“The formula ... occurs to me” (or “I say the formula”, “I vaitt down”, etc.) —
does it follow from this that | employ the sentence “Now | undexs ...” or
“Now | can go on” as description of a process occurring behind or side by side
with that of saying the formula?

If there has to be anything ‘behind the utterance of the formules
particular circumstanceswhich justify me in saying | can go on- when the
formula occurs to me.

Try not to think of understanding as a ‘mental process’ at albr+hit is the
expression which confuses you. Bisk yourself: in what sort of case, in what
kind of circumstances, do we say, “Now | know how to go onyhen, that is,
the formulahasoccurred to me? ...

[155] Thus what | wanted to say was: when he suddenly knew how to go on,
when he understood the principle, then possibly he had a special experiend
if he is asked: “What was it? What took place when you suddenly grabpe
principle?” perhaps he will describe it much as we describaooiwe — but for us
it is the circumstances under which he had such an expence that justify

him in saying in such a case that he understandgat he knows how to go on.

[179] Let us return to our case (151). Itis clear that we shwmatlday B had the
right to say the words “Now | know how to go on”, just because he thought of the
formula — unlessexperience shewed that there was a connexion between
thinking of the formula — saying it, writing it down — and actually continuing
the series And obviously such a connexion does exist. ...

... The words “Now | know how to go on” weworrectly used when he
thought of the formula: that is, givesuch circumstances as that he had learnt
algebra, had used such formulae before-- But that does not mean that his
statement is only short for a description of #ie circumstances which

147 The import of these passages appears to havedweelooked by Wright [2007 p. 8] and others who

ascribe @uietist stance to Wittgenstein concerning standards atctress. As we saw in chapter 2, there

is a class of basic terms where, as Wright put&hiére is no such underlying rationalizing knowded
enabling [our competent use of these terms]’ [20078] But from this he draws a further conclusig:
fortiori there is no metaphysical issue about the chara€tdre facts it is knowledge of, with platonism
and communitarianism presenting the horns of amdile. The knowledgis the competence. Or so | take
Wittgenstein to be saying.’ [2007 p. 18] It is tldenclusion which informs the quietist stance Wrkigh

ascribes to Wittgenstein. However, it doesn’tdallfrom Wright's observation about basic cases that

Wittgenstein rejected the view that language gadedsrmine what counts as a ‘correct’ move, or regehr
it as incoherent.
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constitute the scene for our language-game— Think how we learn to use the

expressions “Now | know how to go on”, “Now | can go on” and others;hatw

family of language-games we learn their use**2..

[180] This is how these words are usdtiwould be quite misleading, in this last
case, for instance, to call the words a “description of a mstaia”. — One might
rather call them a “signal”; and we judge whether it wghtly employedby
what he goes on to do

[182] ... In what kind ofcircumstanceswould it count as gustification to say
“When | answered ‘yes’ | could do it, only now | can’t"? ...

4.4.2 Dissolving the Metaphysical Constraint in [J]

Conflating Different Senses of ‘Determination’

Kripke claims [p. 26 n. 19] that Wittgenstein’s remarks on machB&E93-195] express

an explicit rejection of dispositional and causal accounts of meamdgfollowing a

rule*® This claim strikes me as being too strong. What they do expréelieve, is a

rejectionof false picturef what dispositions associated with understanding consist in,

i.e., of theirnature Kripke is correct in noticing that ‘the dispositional theory vid¢hes
subject himself as a kind of machine, whose potential actions entdynction. So in
this sense the dispositional theory and the idea of the machine-as-embodyfunggstioa
are really one.’ [p. 35 n. 24] Wittgenstein wants to show this &sa picture: how | am

disposed to apply a term does not ‘determine’ future action in tigheablueprint of a

18 These passages, along with 183, suggest that@aNétein is not equating justification conditionghwi
truth conditions; in Kripke’s words, Wittgensteigplaces truth conditions with justification conalits.

49 Though he adds that his discussion ‘might consimewhat more of [his own] argumentation in
support of Wittgenstein rather than exposition dft§énstein’s own argument’ [p. 6 n. 7]
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machine, the ‘machine-as-embodying-the-function’ (a machine thougist @berating in
ideal conditions, where there is no friction and so forth: ‘macasisymbol’, for short),
determines future movement, or the way a formula determinesxgansion. The
machine-as-symbol’s action ‘seems to be in it from the 4&it03], just as an algebraic
formula’s expansion seems to be there in it from the st&stjiovement seems to be
already completely determined’ [8193], it seems likedn‘'only move in such-and-such
a way’ [8194]. We don't think of its movement as ‘empirically daieed in advance’
[§193], but as ‘in a mysterious sense -- alrepidsent’[§193]1°° By ‘crossing pictures’
-- conflating how the machine-as-symhadterminesfuture action with how linguistic
dispositionsdeterminefuture action -- the interlocutor is led to believe that thera i
‘super strong connexion’ [8197] between how | am disposed to apply a wonhyand
future applications of it in an open-ended range of situations. Heshinis false
interpretation into [J]. Understanding, he is led to think, ‘forcgsamicular application
on me, or ‘logically compels’ [8140] me to apply a word thus-and-sany given
situation, just as the machine-as-symbol determines in advancehkeomachine will
behave in any given situation, or an algebraic formula determinadvimnce a given

output for any input.

1501t might seem mysterious that the machine-as-syre@ocontainall its future movements, for unlike
the movements of a physical machine which preskpsipal conditions allow us to sagay occur, the
possibilities of movement of the machine-as-symbot already present in some ‘queer’, ‘more
determinate’ way. The mystery dissipates once @a@gnize that we are brought by our education
(training) to use the picture of a machine as fitst of a series of pictures which we have leaontierive
from this one.’ [193] In my training, | am tauglt take the picture as one in a series of pictufebe
machine’s various states. | am taught that | alowad to replace one picture with another, thus
representing changing states in the machine, anlgccordance with certain rules. ‘Suppose now, that
having received this training, | imagine someonevimp one of the machine’s parts. How | then suppos
the other parts will dispose themselves in respadoste movement will not be somethingpeculate
about: it will simply follow from my having beenained to make only certain transitions among the
machine’s pictured states. And this is all we nieeexplain how the machine’s possibilities of mmests
can be “in it from the start”. whatever manipulatid imagine, how the other parts accommodate
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To dismantle this false interpretation, Wittgenstein draws attention to the
operation of concrete physical machines, which are also saidetermine’ a future
course of action. But here, it is apparent that future movement idogmmially
guaranteed: their parts might bend, break off, melt, and so on. [§198ingdhis might
help us see that there is not a ‘super-strong connection’ [8197] lmetwelerstanding
and use, as the interlocutor thinks. In mastering or acquiringna @aesubject acquires a
disposition of a particular sort. But his having acquired and continoimpsses the
disposition does not mean that he will manifest it ewery occasion in which its
manifestation is called for. on some occasions, the manifestatithre afisposition may
be blocked or inhibited. | might, for example, méamseby ‘horse’, yet be disposed to
apply ‘horse’ to horsy-looking cows on a dark night. | might maddition by ‘+’, yet
fail to carry digits that end in 7's when intoxicated. Mor@aegally, an object could
possess a dispositional characteristic, and yet the manifestttbat characteristic be
blocked or inhibited by some feature of the object’s situation. Sol lesw disposed to
apply a term does not ‘force’ a particular application on me.

Moreover, and more importantly, as | pointed out in chapter 2, the function
corresponding to how we are disposed to apply words, both on an individual and
communal level is, for most words of our language, one thaprogressively
constructed/created over time, and hence not fully determined in advance, as the
function corresponding to the behavior of the machine-as-symbol is. dtrawaeach
ahead of us and determine on its own an output for any given input (usettontve

know, by contrast, how the machine-as-symbol will behave for any gngt. In this

themselves to it comes to raahesitatingly [Falk 1994 p. 392] Ditto, as Wittgenstein exjpigiin [Pl 189],
for the case of an algebraic formalantainingits expansion.
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sense, its behavior iegically determined in advanceBut our linguistic behavior is not
pre-determined in this way: for most words of our language, wé& datermine in
advance how we will apply them in any given use-context. Asnit@diout in chapter 2,
most words of our language, like the concept of a game, have open,osed,cl
boundaries (as we find in most of logic and mathematics). Thesuareunded by ‘grey
areas’ -- cases for which there are no rules of languagesétide whether the term
applies or not. In elucidating them, certanodeldparadigms are usually given over
which there can be no doubt or hesitation as to whether the word apphes, dout
conditions of application cannot lexhaustivelyenumerated®® There will always be
new situations that will require decisionfjudgment on our part to either extend the

concept to cover the new case or exclude it from its extensionforiming such

51 The temptation to think otherwise arises, as @rigpright observes in his explication of Wittgeriste

‘from the reflection that the explanation of a ruleust eventually culminate in, or anyway
ultimately be founded upon, the giving of illustoais of its application; and that any such
illustrations are finite, and hence open in pritei an indefinite variety of interpretations. tYe
explanations do usually, or so we suppose, secuteaiunderstanding. So somehow more is got
across — the thought continues — than the purduéxplanations can ever make completely
explicit. Correct uptake of an explanation is Imavihe right ‘something’ come into one’s mind as
a result of the explanation; and the resulting imfational state, though it is expressed in one’s
subsequent practice with the concept concernedngaBly transcends it.’ [2001 p. 159]

The test for whether one has grasped the explandgpends on one’s ability to ‘go on’ to classither
things, not in the samples offered, in the ‘samg wahis may tempt one to describe the procesafect
uptake as one that involves the formation of a tht tells one how to go on in unexemplified cases
Wittgenstein, as Wright notes, is concerned to ezpiliis mistaken epistemological picture, and mm tu
‘the rules as rails imagery which imply a figuratiwexpression of Platonism’. [2001 p. 160] ‘The
connection between the training and explanationisiwive received and our subsequent practices ...tis no
mediated by the internalization of explanation-s@ndent rules that, in our training, we (somettik)
guessed’. [2001 p. 167] ‘It is, for epistemologigairposes, &asic fact about us that ordinary forms of
explanation and training do succeed in perpetugpiragtices of various kinds — that there is a ghare
uptake, a disposition to concur in novel judgment®Iving the concepts in question. The mytholafy
the “rules as rails” attempts an explanation of fiaict. But the truth is the other way roundsithe basic
disposition to agreement which sustains all ruled le-governed institutions. The requirementsctvh
our rules impose on us would not be violated ifr¢heere not this basic agreement; they would not so
much asexist’ [2007 p. 7]
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decisions, we need to consider whether the new case is simi@rough important
respects to the paradigm.

| take Wittgenstein to be making a similar point in passages like the fofowi

[186] “What you are saying, then, comes to this: a new insight -tiortut is
needed at every step to carry out the order ‘+n’ correctlyd -earry it out
correctly! How is it decided what is the right step to takany particular stage?

— “The right step is the one that accords with the order — agsitmeant.” — So
when you gave the order +2 you meant that he was to write 1002 @®@+ and

did you also mean that he should write 1868 after 1866, and 10036 after 10034,
and so on — an infinite number of such propositions? — “No: what | meant wa
that he should write the next but one number atery number that he wrote;
and from this all those propositions follow in turn.” — But that is jsat is in
guestion: what, at any stage, does follow from that sentence.g&mn, avhat, at
any stage we are t call “being in accord” with that serdgand with thenean

ing you then put into the sentence — whatever that they may havetedris). It
would almost be more correct to say, not that an intuition was nesdacery
stage, but that a neslecisionwas needed at every stage.

As Crispin Wright points out, the point of the contrast between tiotdiand ‘decision’
is that ‘the former implies and the latter repudiates the stiggdbat — even in the most
basic cases, where one can say nothing by way of justificatiamés particular way of

proceeding — rule-following is a cognitive accomplishment, sucaessacking an

independently constituted requirement.’ [2001 p. 181This way of conceiving the

152 5ee also PI §213, RFM VI, 24, Brown Book §5.

153 Decision talk, unlike intuition talk (involved i@mpprehending latent essences), repudiates the stiarge
that rule-following requires a ‘tracking’ (CrispMWright's term) epistemology; that we follow, as gt
puts it, ‘rules-as-rails, rules which somehow reatlead of us and determine of themselves theiryever
actual and counterfactual proper application’. [R@0 163] The rules-as-rails picture leads to iesaple
difficulties: ‘We have no accountable idea of wiatuld constitute the direction taken by the ruléitsf
own bat, as it were... once the direction is comexk after the fashion of Platonism, as determined
autonomously, and our performance, whether commanablitary, as merely an exercise in tracking'.
[2001, p. 161] Wittgenstein was concerned to didtaahis rule-as-rails picture as it emerges ig,,dogic
and mathematics. The picture is one which, as NYri[@007 p. 3] describes it ‘views logic and
mathematics as tracking absolutely hard concepstraictures and interconnections. Discoveries in
mathematics are regarded as the unpacking of @ bibst case) deep but (always) predeterminate
implications of the architecture of our understagdiof basic mathematical concepts, as codified in



228

nature of the dispositions associated with a subject’s use of a wordnbegpose the
idea of future determination, but rather the mythical conception of what
determination consists in, as encapsulated in [J]; in particulgppiises the idea that in
some queer wawgll future applications are already present in the meaning-comsggituti

fact.

4.4.3 Dissolving the Epistemological Constraint in [J]

Conflating Knowledge-How with Knowledge-That

In the grip of afalse pictureof what linguistic competence consists in, the interlocutor
reasons that | consult rules for guidance with each fresh apmhicEftw, as summed up
in the epistemologicakconstraint in [J]. Wittgenstein seeks to dislodge this constraint
which he sees as distorting the epistemology of rule-followingbégin with, how | am

disposed to apply a word is habitual, immediate, unreflective, and automatic.

[212] When someone whom | am afraid of orders me to continue the, e
quickly, with perfect certainty, and the lack of reasons does not trouble me.

[228] “We see a series in jusheway!"—All right, but what is that way? Clearly

we see it algebraically, and as a segment of an expansios.tk@ré more in it
than that?—" But the way we see it surely gives us everythinBlit that is not

an observation about the segment of the series; or about anything that wénnotice

intuitively apprehended axioms. And logical infece, for its part, as the tracing of steps whiod, &
some sense, -- in a favorite image of hislready drawn and which we have no rational option but to
acknowledge once presented to us. This way okithin— it is, of course, Frege’s way of thinking —
conceives of the requirements of at least logical mmathematical rules as hyper-objective: as someho
constituted quite independently of any propensitiegudgment or reaction of ours. So an accoeenss
needed ohowthey are constituted and of how we might reasgnpi@sume ourselves capable of keeping
intellectual track of their requirements so coneeiv
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it; it gives expression to the fact that we look to the fateinstruction anddo
somethingyithout appealing to anything else for guidance.
Use of the notion of guidance involves an overly ‘intellectual’ cptioe of the
phenomena of understanding — ‘it underestimates the primitivenedsabisagoing on’,
as Colin McGinn puts it [1984 p. 16]. It is not that a rule issthigrceof a subject’'s use
of a word, in the manner that [J] requires; rather, exactlyofpygosite holds: how a
subject uses a word determines what rule he is following, agéffgtein points out in

passages like the following:

[146] ... Perhaps you will say here: to have got the system (@in,atp
understand it) can’t consist in continuing the series upismr that number:that
is only applying one’s understanding. The understanding itseltast@ which is
thesourceof the correct use.

What is one really thinking of here? Isn’t one thinking of thevdéion of a
series from its algebraic formula? Or at least of somgtAnalogous? -- But this
is where we were before. The point is, we can think of moreadhaapplication
of an algebraic formula; and every type of application camrim be formulated
algebraically; but naturally this does not get us any furth@he-application is
still the criterion of understanding.

But let's suppose understanding is a matter of something, e.ge, @ouling ‘before my
mind’. How does the rule guide me or tell me what to do in nas&#s? | might have a
rule come ‘before my mind’ without knowing what it means. So itdodte | need to
interpretit to figure out what its requirements are. But that can be ooloés of ways.
So it looks like invoking a rule is of help only if | interpretcbrrectly. But now, as
Crispin Wright observes, ‘To describe someone as “knowing the cartegiretation of

the rule for the nth place” just becomes a piece patter equivtalsaying that he knows

how to apply the rule at the nth place.’ [2001 p. 163] This is why Wittgenstein says:
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[198] “But how can a rule shew me what | have to do at this poilitiatever |

do is, on some interpretation, in accord with the rule.” — That is not wha

ought to say, but rather: any interpretation still hangs in th@l@ag with what it

interprets, and cannot give it any suppdrterpretations by themselves do not
determine meaning ...

[201] ... there is a way of grasping a rule whichng an interpretation, but

which is exhibited in what we call “obeying the rule” and “goaggainst it” in

actual cases.
Moreover, in many cases, | can’t even produce a rule to justifyem application of a
word. So (in addition to the earliphenomenologicgboint made above) we have reason
to doubt that there are rules guiding all our applications of wordg] demands. | often
lack grounds (reasons) for my applications in any useful genera eétise term: | just
find myself using language, instinctively.

In some cases, | might be able to produce a rule of the lkénithterlocutor demands.
For example, if asked to justify my responding ‘125" when askedtm of 68 and 57, |
might say that | added 8 and 7 to get 15, that | put down 5 and carried 40 ®n. But
ultimately, | am bound to reach a level where | cannot justifyapplication of a term by
producing an informative rule that ‘tells me’ how to apply the term, till less,
recognizesome informative expression as the rule | follow. Explanationsatego on
forever. | will reach a level dbasic termswhere | act without any reason in terms of
which | can justify my action, where | act unhesitatingly buntbly’; a level of ‘brute

understanding’, as we might put it. Wittgenstein brings this poinnquassages like the

following:
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[211] How can he&knowhow he is to continue a pattern by himself—whatever

instruction you give him?—Well, how do | know?—If that means “Have |

reasons?” the answer sty reasons will soon give out And then | shall act,

without reasons.

[217] “How am | able to obey a rule?”—if this is not a question abautes,

then it is about the justification for my following the rule in the way | do.

If I have exhausted the justificationsl have reached bedrock, and my spade
is turned.Then | am inclined to say: “This is simply what | do.”
(Remember that we sometimes demand definitions for the sake twgiof

content, but of their form. Our requirement is an architecturaltbeejefinition a

kind of ornamental coping that supports nothing.)

[219] ... When | obey a rule, | do not choose. | obey thehiidely.

[236] Calculating prodigies who get the right answerdaunot say how Are we

to say that they do not calculate? (A family of cases.)
Terms for directly sensed properties, such as ‘red’, ‘blue’, /hodld’, ‘sweet’, ‘bitter’,
‘harmonious’, ‘dissonant’, or evaluative terms like ‘beautiful’, ‘googlist’, ‘right’ aptly
illustrate these remarks (as | pointed out in chapter 2). | migihbe able to produce an
informative rule that ‘tells me’ how to apply these termsthe latter case, a certain
object or event might create a certain feeling or mood in neer(adent inclination that
this way is theright way to apply the term rather than another way), an unhesitating
disposition to proceed in a particular way, which | cannot capture imfarmative
descriptive phrase. In the former case, were | pressed fasamel might say it looks
like that, andpoint to the color of a red object (ditto for other terms from thaggraty --
feels likethat, sounds likehat, tastes likehat, smells likethaf). We will look in vain for
any more substantial ‘explanation’. My understanding here (‘go&sp rule’) is best

construed as consisting knowledge howto use them as opposedkoowledge that

they mean such-and-sucprdpositional knowledge or explicit knowledge of how to
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apply them — knowledge that can be elicited with suitable enquiry or prap(pte leave
it open how much prompting is allowable).

Wittgenstein compares this know-how to a skill or ability.

[150] The grammar of the word ‘knows’ is evidently closely relatedhat of
‘can’, ‘is able to’. But also closely related to that of ‘understandsMaktery’
of a techniqué

[151] But there is also this use of the word “to know”: we sagWwN know!” —
and similarly “Now Ican do it” and “Now | understand!” ...

[199] ... To understand a sentence is to understand a language. To understand

language means to lbeaster of a technique
Viewing understanding in this way is (as | pointed out in chaptan keeping with
studies of the psychology of classification that, as Jackman [R0&3] or Barbiero
[****] point out, suggest that we conceptualize experience in termwratotypesrather
than in terms of categories determined by sets of necemsdryufficient conditions. As
Wittgenstein himself puts this point in Pl 8201, ‘There is a wagrasping a rule which
is not an interpretation, but which is exhibited in what we call “olgeya rule” and
“going against it” in actual cases’. Wittgenstein's wielown example of agyame
illustrates this point: the ways in which we employ this tenayy have no more unity
than a rope has a single fiber, so that all | could do is poe#amplef games — board
games, card games, ball-games, Olympic games, etc. -- as @ppasaset of necessary
and sufficient conditions (some exhaustive set of properties) thaaatbrizes what all
games supposedly share in common. ‘Don’t say: therstbe something common, or
they would not be called “games™, Wittgenstein says in Pl 866t fook and see

whether there is anything common to all. For if you look at tlyeon will not see
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something that is common l, but similarities, relationships, and a whole series of
them at that...” Not all games are amusing, nor is therayawinning or losing or
competition. Not all games require more than one player. Biffgrarts are played by
skill and luck. What we find is a ‘complicated network of siniies overlapping and
crisscrossing’, such that we can say games form a fantty family resemblances’[PI
867] — threads of common features running among the many things we call ‘gamés’
have no single common trait. Asked to justify my use of the tgamé’, all | may be
able to do is point to examples and say ‘This aimdilar things are called games’.
Understanding here is again best conceived as knowomgto use the term, which is
exhibited in appropriate judgments about particular cases, as opposgprebemding
some manifest or latent essence (what all games supposedlyich@eenmon), as
demanded by [J]

Wittgenstein equates the know-how involved in language masterydisplositions

to apply words in appropriate ways.

[187] ... When you said “I already knew at the time...” that meamething
like: “if I had then been asked what number should be written after 1866uld
have replied ‘1002".” And that | don’t doubt. This assumption is ratheéhef
same ki?Sc‘j1 as: “If he had fallen into the water then, | should juswpeed in after
him”. ...

The appropriate dispositions are acquired throwgiming [§85,6,189, 198, 206,

208].

34 |n PI §151n Wittgenstein refers to ‘understandingord’ as a ‘state’. This does not necessarimmit
him to its being ghysical stateof my brain. As Colin McGinn points out [1984]hat Wittgenstein
wishes to record by calling understanding a ‘statx’e is that it is not aaventin consciousness but an
abiding condition as we take a disposition to be.
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[189] ... We use the expression: “The steps are determined bgrthal&”. How

is it used?—We may perhaps refer to the fact that peoplerangHi bytheir
education (training) so to use the formula y £ xhat they all work out the same
value for y when they substitute the same number for x. Or wesmay'These
people are so trained that they all take the same step antteep®int when they
receive the order ‘add 3. We might express this by sayiorgthese people the
order “add 3” completely determines every step from one numbbke toext. (In
contrast with other people who do not know what they are to do on rectiisng
order, or who react to it with perfect certainty, but each one in a different way

[190] It may now be said: “The way the formula is meant detegmwhich steps

are to be taken”. What is the criterion for the way the fornsutaeant? It is, for

example, the kind of way we always use it, the way weaarght to use it. ...

[198] ... Let me ask this: what has the expression of a rule — sigy-gost — got

to do with my actions? What sort of connexion is there here? — Widlhpeethis

one: | have beetrained to react to this sign in a particular way, and now | do so

react. ...

[206] Following a rule is analogous to obeying an order. Weraireed to do so;

we react to an order in a particular way. ...
Given my training, | have acquired a disposition to apply a word @hdsso, though
with a different training | could have acquired a different disposit In so far as an
individual is a member of a linguistic community, communal prastikick in to help
bring his dispositions in line with the community’s. Communal pragticelude
tendencies to correct, criticize, and adjust deviations. Theg ssrinormative model[s],
the function of which is to constrain or regulate behavfdr Mutual pressures toward
conformity, which form a basic part of the training process, congisti reinforcements
and punishments, help bring one’s dispositions in line with correct pattémsage.

Individuals, in virtue of their membership in a linguistic communityernmalize these

pressures and join in requiring these patterns of behavior in tvesmsed others. Itis a

1% Barbiero’s expression [****].
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basic fact about us that ordinary forms of explanation and trainingudoeed in
perpetuating ‘a shared uptake, a disposition to concur in novel judgmentangvitie

concepts in questior®®

4.5 CONCLUSION

In chapter 1, | presented a skeptical problem about meaning and tanderg as
developed by Kripke in WRPL which, | argued here, also emerges mldgéollowing
sections of Pl. | argued, moreover, that both the skeptic (wags phe role of
Wittgenstein’s interlocutor) and the interlocutor place a falgerpretation on this
problem, thereby creating a pseudo-problem. Finally, | arguedyhdé¢scribing actual
linguistic practice, both Kripke's Wittgenstein and Wittgenstginto show that the
pseudo-problem is not in need of solution, but of dissolution. | thereforéudenihat
WRPL can be seen as presenting a fair portrayal of the ceshtesttions of PI, and not
an alien one. To establish this conclusion, | felt it imperativeitt@te the skeptical
problem, as interpreted by the skeptic, and the skeptical solutiom, latger framework
concerning Wittgenstein’'s so-called ‘metaphilosophy’ (remarks erointg the practice
of philosophy), that deals with his identification and treatment etighs-philosophical
problems. This would enable us to see the pseudo-skeptical-probtekinasits place
among an assortment of pseudo-problems which occupied Wittgenstéamsoat and

which he sought to dissolve through the method | detailed in chapterc8griRang this,

1% Wright's expression [2001 p. 167].
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it is my hope, might help us develop a greater appreciation for uhdamental
importance of his philosophical method in his rule-following discussion, ankisi

philosophy more generally.
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