ON WITTCENSTEIN: TIUE LANGUAGK-GAME AHD LINGUISTICS
Debra Hails

Many Wittgensteins currently encountercd in journals
are straw men used for fodder. The greatest difficulty,
then, in dealing with Wittpenstein is to find the real
Wittgenstein in the haystack. In this paper I attempt
two things: (A) I try to determine what Wittgenstein
believes ought to be the proper ebject of philesophy.
This involves, perhaps, wore elimination of misconcep-
tions than identification of proper conceptions of what
Wittgenstein actually advocates. (B) I make an effort
to eclucidate two points of Wittpenstein's philosophy
fas understood in (A)]; to this end, 1 consider the
views of linguists, particularly Woam Chomsky and
Benjamin Whorf.

(A) Whercfore Philosophy

For the ancients, the world was prior in cxistence
and conception to the philosophers' explanations of the
world via languape. But the ability of human recason to
discover the fundamental nature of the world was never
doubted. It was supposod that man could know {(or at
least, como to know? with certainty whether--put simply
--being was onc or many, whethor instantiations partic-
ipated in transcendent, cternal forms as I'lato held, or
whether every individusl's form was an innate aspect of
itself (as in Aristotle's account), With Kant comes
the shiFt away (rom metaphysics as Formerly comceived.
Since the necessity and universality of human knowledge
had heen severed from the "real world" by llume's critique
of causality, Kant soupht to establish a guarantcc for
rational necessity and universality in the a priori
structure of reason. The emphasis becomes not the world,
but mant it is man's understanding which orpanizes what-
cver renlitites it cncounters.

It is for VWittgenstein to bring cven greater spe-
cificity to the Philosopher’s task. Wittpeastein makes
a casc (in the Philosophical Investigations ond his
later works) for tecognizing that 1t is only a particular
aspect of man's rational nature, a particular "form of
life," which is really accessible to the philosopher,
viz., linguage. BRut *language' takes on a much broader
meaning for Wittgenstein than it has had in previous
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philosophics, as we shall see. The purposc of the pres-
ent section is to try to reach conclusions about Witt-
gonstein's philosophy which are not inconsistent with
the text of that philosophy; this wc shall do hy first
“defondinpg" Wittgenstein against various misinterpreta-
tions of his doctrine, then by building a coherent ox-
planation of what his system actually demands.

Wittponstein as nominalist or realist.

“The Tractatus advocates realism. Wittpenstein re-
jects this position in the Philosophical Investi ations
and lhecomes a nominalist in disguisc.”--Thosc who Told
that he is a nominalist claim that, for Yittgenstein,
language itscll impaoses a structure upon the world {on
reality) which men further interpret by describing
language with longuage. To say, “Philosophy is a hattle
against the howitchment of our intelligence by means of
language" (Pl & 109), is important for the nominalistic
interpretation i that it is nat only the bewitchment
hut the battle w'ich is modificd by the phrase "hy mcans
of languape.™ Raality is understood as having no dis-
tinguishable aspocts apart from those gained by the
imposing of language upon it. Wittpgenstein's own rejec-
tion of nominalism at Philosophical Investipations 8 383
("Nominalists make the mIstake of Interpreting atl words
as names, and so of not really describing their use, but
only, so to speak, giving a paper draft on such a de-
scription.") is passed over with the cexplanation that
nominalism need not be described so narrowly; Ffor, ul-
timately, how does Wittgenstein descrihe the use of words
cxcept by the use of more words (“names™)? At least two
mistakes arc made by those who maintain that Hittgenstein
is a nominalist: (1) They fail to understand the way in
which language-games Function in tittgensteints svstem:
and (2) they crroncously suppose that the Philosophical
Investipations constitutes an outright dismissal of the

ractatus. Let us (irst consider the Cormer.

(1) "Twe positions: either the world exists in it-
sclf prior to language, or language is the stuff out of
which the world is made."--fhen one understands the
language-game metaphor, one is frecd from the mistnken
(nominalistic) view that Wittpgonstein's acceptance of
the sccond clause inplies his rejection of the first.

In fact, as we shall see, Wittpenstcin takes no posi-
tion on the first, for it is not possible to move he-
yond speculation there. But his eribracing of the sccond
involves more than the simple assertion that lanpuapge
"ereates" the warld. The language-game which tittpen-
stein describes invalves three distinet but interrelated
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parts: 1linguistic sign, object, and human activity.l
Howhere does Wittgenstein explicitly make this catcgor-
ical statcment about language-pames, but his explana-
tions of language-games in both The Blue und Brown Books
and the Philosophical Investigations provide 1lluminating
insightsT  Wittpgenstein describes the linpuistic sipn in
relation to language-games in The Rlue Look (pp. 16-27}.
AMlthough language-games “arc ways of using signs," our
inquiry will result in confusion if we demand a precise
conformity of these signs to a particular set of defini-
tions, i.e., a "standard of exactness." Similarly, the
object which in part makes up the lanpuagc-game cannot

be narrowly construcd as a preconccived, indepcndently
existing object-in-the-world to which linguistic signs
necessarily correspond. lluman activity: at Philosophical
Investipations & 7, Wittgenstein says, "1 shall also call
the whole, consisting of language and the actions into
which it is waven, tﬁe *language-game. ' Action, human
activity, is ossential to the lanpuape-gamec hecause the
rules of the pgame involve action. Linguistic rules med-
inte, as it were, between all thrce partd¥ of the language
game:

human activity

object f==——j linguistic sign

Consequently, to misuse grammar is to misunderstand the
rclationships between any of the parts of the language-
gamc,

The language-pame allows considerable varviation
among particulars and cannot be narrowed sufficiently
to conform to the nominalistic oxpecctation that lanpuage
give form to an otherwise indistingnishable rcality.
Lanpuage does coustruct the world, but not languape as
previously conceived. Although we may say that language
(with its original connotation) particiEntcs in the for-
mation of objects, we must understand that it is the
linpuistic sign, in combination with human activity and
the object, which makes up the lanpuage-game (and is™
Thorefore involved in the construction of the world),
The inseparability of the threc is responsible for its
being impossible for the linguistic sipn to he the
"causc” of the abject. As Wittpenstein Jcmonstrates,
it incvitably lecads to nonsense that we separate these
three and force grammar into an improper use, To under-
stand the world as created by lansuape "nourishies one's
thinking with only one kind of example" ('l # 593); and
this is the mistake of the nominalist. -
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(2) Cortoinly therc is a great deal of difference
between the Wittpenstoin of the Tractatus and the Witt-
genstein of the Philosophical Investipations; but this
does not mean that the two are completely incompatible.
The realism advocated in the Tractatus succeeds into
the Philosophical Investigations in the following way.
The Ianguapc-pame metaphor gives us the "proper" way to
sce the world; hut it incorporates previous vicws of
reality, including tha® ol the lractatus. Each of these
previous vicews offors a limited Interprotation of the
world; only the Junguapge~pame allows the variation
nocessary to Lroaden our perspective. In other words,
rcalism {and, in fact, any previous view) commits the
believer to a particular ontological view as well. Ouly
the language-game allows us frecdom from presupposing an
ontological starting point. So there is no sense in
which the realism of the Tractatus is wrong; it is simply
limited in what it can yieId ontolopically.

Let us he careful, therefore, that our pulling Witt-
genstein out of thc nominalist's camp does not land him
in that of the rcalist. The discussion in (2) helps to
show the limitation of the realistic approach, but there
is morc to the problem than this. There is perhaps a
more suhtle way in which Wittgenstein could Ec accused
of being a rcalist--even in the Philosophical Investi-
rtations. Granted, it is not the case that Wittgenstein
claims that language corresponds to some underlying
vcality. (The language-pame metaphor pives cqual foot-
ing to all thrce of its components, whether or not there
is anrtbing “underlying.") Yet for Wittpenstein, phi-
losaphy rests on everyday language. And any description
the philosopher may pive of the world must conform to
use in everyday language (I 4 120), It might be argued
that Wittpenstein is a reallst on grounds that everyday
language has taken the place of “reality," demanding
conformity of every possihle intellipible nsc of lan-
guage. llerc again, it Is a misunderstanding of the
lanpguape-game notaphor which causes the mistake. Lvery-
day lanpuage both is involved in and is the result of
the tripartite structure of the languape~-pame, Further-
morc, the language-game nat only is not static itself,
but ne lanpuage-pame is the only languagic-game, or even
the most hasic lanpuage-game,

Mne last word concerning nominalism, realism, snd
Wittponstein's avoidance of both extremes: the nost
important single factor in the Philosophical Investi-
gntions which scrves to carve a path down the wmiddlc is
the concept of linpuistic rules. 1f Wittponstein were
a nominalist, then the rules would he arbitrary, left
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to the discretion of any individual uscr of the lanpuage.
Certainly they are not arbitrary, as Wittpenstein demon-
strates in his arpuments against private languape. On
the other hand, if Wittgenstcin advocated rcalism, then
the linguistic rules would follow some given structure
of the world. As we have already noted, Wittgenstein
does not commit himself to some prior structure of the
world to which language simply corvesponds. And even
the correspoidence of concepts to facts_of nature is
placed in the realm of natural science.

Philosophy as the investipation of words.

fwo particularly shallow and misleading interprcta-
tions of Wittgenstein run something like this: (1) Witt-
genstein sees the object of philosophy as an investiga-
tion into the meaning (or use) of werds; and (2) Witt-
genstein holds that it is absurd to attempt to amalyze
the meaning of a word.4 The former interprctation is
misleading in its implication that the sole object of
philosophy is the inquiry into the mcnniuf of woris,
for certainly this is but onc objoct of philosophy.
The lattcr, based on pp. 27-8 of Wittgenstein's Bluc_and
Brown RBooks, is a misinterprctation of the aim ol that
short 3xcursion into the difFficulty of assigning mecaning
to words.

(1) It is easy to see how this view (that philos-
ophy's object is an investigation into the meaning of
words) could pain a foothold; scveral paragraphs can be
lifted to emphasize Wittgenstein's concern with dis-
covering the meaning or use of words.d llowever, this
vicw also implies the premise that to understand and
report the usc of words is (to he able) to do philnsophy;
and this is not the case! Truc enough, Wittgenstein says
(PI # 264}, "Once you know what the word stands for, you
onderstand it, you know its whole use;" but this is not
to say that the understanding of usc is the sufficient
condition for doing philosophy--oven if philosophy's
primary abject is understood to he description. In the
first place, mcaning is not always to be understooed as
use: “For a larpe class of cascs--though not {or all
--in which we employ the word ‘menning' it can be de-
Fined thus: the weaning of a word is its usc in the
language™ (PI # 43). En this case, it is the phrasc
“though not for all" that ought to he emphasized. But
secondly, description bas its limitation as well. Not
only does the word “describe” trick us in some circum-
stances (Pl 4 290}, but philosophr must involve more
than description alone. TPhilesophy's veclation to lan-
puage is a purcly descrintive one (PI 2 124), hut--and
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this is important--"descriptions" are instruments for
particular uses (Pl # 291). Philosophy investigates
the meanings of words in order to describe accurately;
and those descriptions are used, broadening the scope
of philosophy beyond simple description.

(2) Wittgenstein offers the following critique of
attempting to find the "real meanings" of words:

Philosophers very often talk about investigating,
analysing, the meaning of words. But let's not
forget that a word hasn't got a meaning given to
it, as it were, b{ a power independent of us, so
that there could be a kind of scientific imvesti-
ggtgo? into what the word really means. (BB pp.
2'. "

What Wittgenstein is doing here is not negating the
possibility of assigning meaning to words, but dis-
cussing a particular difficulty with definition: we
cannot tabulate strict rules for the use of a word
because there may be many overlapplng meanings. Still,
it is asppropriate, when confusion arises in our under-
standing, to look for clarification by determining
meaning or use.

Ontological inquiry as nonsense,

Without doubt the most destructive repudiation of
Wittgenstein is the mistaken claim that all ontological
inquiry is mere nonsense to him. And the criticism is
made much more difficult to deal with because Wittgen-
stein himself never really makes the move into ontolog-
ical inquiry, Uowever, this is not to say that the move
was not available to him, only that he did not make it,
having laid the foundation. First, let us determine
what Wittgenstein means by “nonsense"; then let us see
whether ontological inquiry will fit neatly into that
category.

We human beings share 8 common lgnguage (speaking
broadly to incorporate translation) and are therefore
justified in calling a use of language "nonsense" when
it adheres to no known definition and leaves us with no
understanding. When Wittgenstein says, "My aim is: to
teach you to pass from a piece of disguised nonsense to
something that is patent nonsense" (PI ? 464), he empha-
sizes the importance of recognizing @ use of language as
violating the rules appropriate to that use. But one
may be mistaken about what is nonsense; that is, one
may come to undcrstand what one thought was nonsemse.
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Explanation is not philosophy, is not even of funda-
mental interest to the philosopher, but explanation may
be prior to our realization that a language-game is being
played and may avert misunderstanding.® When conceptual
confusion occurs, when language seems to be used non-

. sensicall{. the proper remedy is often explanation., Im
the Blue Book (p. 10), Wittgenstein complains to an imag-
inary oppunent, ® . . . to use the expression 'a feeling
in my hands of water being three feet under the ground'
has yet to be explained to me" (emphasis mine). Certain-
iy the implication iIs that one may come to understand
what at first sounds like nonsense to one. Inquiry does
not stop when we interpret something as nonsense; we
continue to expect an explanation--at least until we are
certain that we have exhausted our real and “extended"
definitions and associations for any particular concept.

1t may also be the case that we ought not to be look-
ing for an explamation:

Our mistake is to look for an explanation where
we ought to look at what happeas as a ‘proto-
phenomenon'. That is, where we ouglit to have
said: this language-game is played. The ques-
tion is not one of explaining a Eanguage game
by means of our experiences, but of noting a
language-game. (PI f's 654-5)

What happoens when we “note a language-game?" In the first
placo, if we recognize something as a language-game, we
are not recognizing a misuse of grammar aor an example of
nonsense. No, we are seeing a composite of linguistic
sign, human activity, and object. And, importantly, we
thereby gain insight into how to proceed, Imagine a jig-
saw puzzle. As soon as I recognize that what I am putting
together is, say, a face (or even the boundaries of a
single piece), I am better able to fill in missing pieces.
1 have a general concept which guides me in an indisputable
right direction. The pieces fit (or should if I am truly
dJoing mg philosophy). This i5 precisely what Wittgenstein
means when he claims that philesophy “puts everything be-
fore us, and neither explains nor deduces amnything" (U1 g
126).7 What philosoghy does is to turn up errors?

pieces which belong in somé other language game, ioces
which do not fit where they are being used; but these
realizations occur after we have sald, "this language-
game is played." It is crucial to see that recognizing

@ language-game does not necessitate ending an inquiry
--not even ontological Inquiry; on the contrary, we rec-
ognize thc language-game and, from there, we know how to
g0 on.
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The real object of philosophy.

Wittgenstein's relationship to philosophy is mno
mevely negative relationship which would enable hinm to
be labled an atheoretical skeptic; there is a positive
aspect based on language-games which cmerges as the
proper object of philosophy. However, the object of
philosophy is not merely the recognition or even exami-
nation of language-games (the doing of “ordinary lan-
guage analysis"), as we shall see.

1 take sections 109-33 of the Philosophical Investi-
ations to be directly aimed at definin tLe philosopher's
task; and any colierent account of what Wittgenstein advo-
cates for philosophy must certainly consider these. In
what follows, I will give a summative description of phi-
losophic problems and their collective solution based on
that portion of the text but not limited to it. One

small point should be brought out from the beginniug, how-
ever: it is not completely clear whom Wittgenstein has in
mind when he refers to “philosophers.” In some passages
it seems transparent enough, but in others the reader must
wonder whether Wittgenstein means to include himself--or
perhaps his unknown opponent, "you'--among philoscophers.
For example in # 116, the first sentence begins, “When
philosophers use a word . . . ." The following sentence
begins, “Hhat we do . . . ." (emphasis Wittpenstein's)
which apparently places either Wittgenstein-and-company
or Wittgenstein-and-opponent in a sort of contrast to
philosophers-in-general. If so (i.e., if this is no
accident), then we must be careful not to impute to witt-
genstein what he meant to apply to philosophers, or vice
versa, when he later speaks of "us™ in sentences secm-
ingly about "philesophers.”

A philosophical problem occurs: (1) when language
is stretched beyond its limits, (2) when we become en-
tangled in rules which we have laid down but which do
not turn out as we cxpect, and/or (3) when we do not
see connections. In all three cases, the effect on us
is that we "do not know our way about." There is not
one, there are many philosophic methods; and our attempts
to solve philosophic problems involve employing various
spproaches. If the problem has the character of Q1) or
(2), then we first look at the words which frame the
problem and attempt to realize their meanings, their
uses. If (3), then we find or invent "intermediate cases,”
examples. But any attempt to solve a philosophic problem
must have the form of non-controversial description of
lanpuape-pames. The function of languapge-games, 1.e,,
The usc to which we put them, is to establish one of
many possible orders "in our knowledge of the use of
language.” This amounts to setting up language-games as
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objects of comparison (for similarities or dissimilarities)
and, most importantly, enables us to note distinctions.

The mistake which is made about language-games is to im-
terpret them as having any of the following relationships
to language: to regularize it, to give a foundation for
it, to interfere with its use;é for the ultimate purpose
of properly functioning language-games is to give us com-
plete conceptual clarity.

The result of our knowing how to approach and dis-
solve phiTosophic problems is that at any point, we can
stop doing philesophy. That is, since we have clarity
at every step, we can cease finding or creating examples
and be satisfied. But nowhere do we have to stop; the
only "end" of philosophy is clarity, so inquiry can al-
ways continue. Roads can lead from grammar to metaphy-
sics, but here is the clincher: we have to stay on the
road. As soon as we jump ahead, we Forfeit clarity; and
that forfeiture creates a new philosophic problen.

Digression: Wittpenstein's lament.

Although it may seem a rather strange claim, it ap-
ears that Wittgenstein did not realize the potential for
h\is language-game approach to philosophic problems. liis
foundation is sdlid enough for using the method to effect
clarity in any realm of philosophy, but Wittgenstein ap-
pears to despair of philosophy; he never uses the language-
game model for metaphysics or ethics although, I am con-
vinced, it would provide a sound basis for those areas of
philosophy. In sections 126 and 129 of the Philosophical
investipations, we get the sense of Wittgenstein's odd
ament: Vwhat is hidden . . . is of no interest to us,”
and, "The aspects of things that are most important for
us are hidden . . . .* Seo, that which is most important
is also of no interest to the philosopher--a disquieting
commentary.

(B) Wittgenstein in the Linguistic Context

Three points need particularly to be in mind as we
examine Wittgenstein's relationship to a current contro-
versy in linguistics. (1) He dees not commit himself on
the question of whether there is or is not some underly-
ing "reality® to which language corresponds (although he
certainly decries as philosophic dogmatism the assumption
that there is). (2) He holds that the most important as-
pects of things are hidden preciseli because they are
simple and familiar (P1 ? 129), a theory which Benjamin
Whorf shares and clucidates. (3) Wittgenstein recognizes
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the importance of differentiating between the “surface"
and the "depth" of words and grammar in a way similar to
that worked out by Noam Chomsky.? Superficially, we

might say that Whorf explicates “background phenomena®

in a way which helps us to understand what Wittgenstein
had in mind in his discussion of "hidden aspects.” Sim-
$larly, Chomsky solves a few problems in the misusc of
language (pointed out by Wittgenstein) when he works out
some grammatical ramifications of surface and deep struc-
tures of lamguage. But what wakes it interesting philos-
. ophically to consider these two linguists is that they

are of opposing schools. Whereas the philosophy of Witt-
genstein fits neatly with the analysis of language put
forth by Whorf, it runs counter to Chomsky's further claim
that there must be an underlying reality, a claim based an
the surface/depth distinction.

To anticipate the Wittgensteinian objection that
philosophy and linguistics have different objects and
ought not therefore to be considered topether, we are
justified in exemining the Whorf/Chomsky linguistic com-
troversy for twc reasons. The pedantic ground: Wittgen-
stein says that we call "philosophy" that which is "pos-
sible before all new discoveries and inventions" (PI f
126), so iF the “"scientific” study of linguistics has
already proven something to be the case, then we no long-
er require a “philosophical investigation® into the mat-
ter; as philosophers, we can cease to concern ourselves
with that portion of Wittgenstein's work., The philosophic
ground: if we hope to dispute the primacy of language,
then we must begin at the base and ask whether the linguis-
tie turn is o necessary one, and how radically that tura
must alter our ultimate conclusions about the nature of
man and the world.

First let us mention very briefly the linguistic con-
text from which Whorf's and Chomsky's theories ave taken.
Lenneberg and Robertsl0 distinguish two basic schools of
thought on the subject of the relationship between man's
language and the world. The first is represented by
Whorf's thesis that not only do speakers of different
languages perceive reality in different ways, but the
very cognitive structure of an individual is shaped by
the language he speaks (that any particular language per-
petuates a particular Weltanschauung). This stands in
opposition to the Chomskian view that language is arbi-
trary and gerfectly translatable from any one language
to any other, psychological factors causing no dif-
ficulty in translation. Identifying the Ydecp' aspects
of all languages, Chomsky finds it axiomatic that there
is an underlying "reality" which accounts for all lan-
guages having the same deep structure.ll
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siiidden aspects" and “background phenomena’: Wittgenstein
and Whork. — ackgrounc phonomens : ——Renemet

Wittgenstein says little about hidden aspects.lz but
what he does say (which sounds like a riddle) is sugges-
tive indced, especially since what is hidden is called
upost important for us,” and 'most striking and powerful."
Although these aspects are familiar to us, we do not rec-
ognize them. They are the foundation of our inquiry, yet
we do not see them. In light of an claboration of Whorf's
analysis of background phenomena,13 we will attempt to
determine what Wittgenstein may mean.

. A linguistic rule is in some sense formulated as a
wrule" because it admits of exceptions. A condition which
admits no exceptions may never come to be called a rule at
all, staying literally “in the background” of our exper-
ience, out of our consciousness. These background phe-
nomena, whether they be in the form of rules or not, tend
to remain unrecognized by us, at least until we broaden
the realm of our experience to include mew phenomena which,
because of their contrast with the former, allow us to
make the relevant distinction for the first time., We are
not conscious of hackﬁround rtules, but we may become con-
scious of them through this sort of special circumstance.
Erast Cassirer speaks similarly of imrlicit concepts which
become explicit through the work of philosophy.

We might hypothesize a race of deaf mutes, isclated
from other human beings. They may have determined that
a tuning fork, when struck with a certain force, will
make a particular number of vibrations per second. They
may have developed complex systems of rhythms for dance;
but we cannot expcct them to have recognized the concept
of sound in the way that we know it. They will have no
words for "tone,” "pitch," "loud," ectc. In general, we
might say that they have. not formulated the rule that
they do not "hear.” Likewise, a person suffering from
extreme color blindness does not determine for himself,
"] see only shades of gray; I do not distinguish red,
yellow, or blue."

But the rules neecd not be negative. We are governed
by rules in all that ve do; but we do not necessarily
recognize the rules qua rules. We speak a language with-
out knowing all the grammatical rules which govern it.

We walk long before we formulate the rules of mechanics,
and fall before we understand the law of gravity.

The important similarity in these examples is the
accessibility of the rule. M every case, it would be
possible to educate the persons involved so that what
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was once background to their experience becomes conscious
to them. But how is this different from, say, education
in general? Whorf argues, convincingly, 1 believe, that
certain of these background phenomena may be common to

an entire culture and may remain unconscious.

1f the case is a language, then linguistic rules
(i.e., a grammar) will hold for all those who are in-
volved in the use of that particular language. DBut not
all aspects of a grammatical system are necessarily form-
Glated as rules which are within the immediate recall of
even the "learned” speakers of the language. Through
the investigation of non-Indo-Buropean languapes, for
example, even linguists were veducated" in some of the
background rules of English: they became aware of the
existence of languages with other than the subject/verb
framework, which led to the formalizing of the rule that
Indo-Curopean languages are primarily subject/verb lam-
guages.

The background rule which Wittgenstein has in mind
is grammar itself: “The strict and clear rules of the
logical structure of propositions appear to us as some-
thing in the background--hidden in the medium of the
understanding® (PL ¥ 102). It is grammar which expresses
the essence of language. "The essence is hidden from us,
(P1 T 9ZJ. The reason that essence, grammar, 1s hidden
£Tom us, the reason it is so difficult to bring to the
foreground, is that our own activity, our “form of life,"
is a part of it. A language-game is being played, a
game characterized by humap activity bound by grammar to
linguistic sign and object. What we Fall to realize again
and again is that our misunderstandings have grammatical
solutions--but “grammatical"™ in the sense of "essence"
which we cannot get at until we first realize that there
its a background phenomenon to recognize. It is that to
which Wittgenstein keeps poimting.

Surface prammar, depth grommar: Witt enstein and Chomsky.

It is fundamental in Wittgenstein's philosophy that
we conduct grammatical investigations in order to avert
misunderstandings “caused, among other things, by certain
analogies between forms of expression in different regions
of language" (PI # 90); Wittgenstein's own investigations
are paradigms.” What clarifies this kind of investigation
for us (instructs us about the analogies) is Wittgenstein'
description of surface and depth grammart, but Wittgenstei:
does not give us an extensive description.14 that Witt-
genstein does dJdo--the misuses of language which he con-

siders--bears striking similarity to Chomsky's own
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examples used in the description of transformational
grammar, with its deep structures, to clarify mislead-
ing (or wrong) results of the application of other
previous grammars_ (finite state grammar and phrase-
structure gramnar). Wittgeastein, I believe, would
look with approval at the system Chomsky develops, for
certainly that system clarifies and turns up misuses, 15

In The Blue Book (pp. 35-6, 55), Wittgenstein con-
siders the analogous forms of expressian:

i. to say something
to mean something

ii. I expect him
I shoot him

$ii. A has a gold taoth
A has taothache.

llis explanation of how these confusions arise (and how

they ought to be understood) is directed specifically

at his own examples. There is no explicit set of direc-
tions on how one should in general resolve analogous

but misleading uses of langusge except--although it does
not appear in this context--to "recognize that a language-
game is being played." Chomsky's description of deep
structuresl6 provides a systematic method for getting at
misleading analogous expressiens.

in what follows we will consider three of Chomsky's
examples similar in form to those which Wittgenstein uses:
iv. the picture was painted by a new technique
the picture was painted by a real artist

v. John is easy to please
John is eager to plecase

vi. I expected John to be examined by the doctor
1 persuaded John to be examined by the doctor.

The surface structure of each pair is identical. Tradition-
al grammars (e.g. phrase-structure grammars) would “diagram"
the elements of each pair identically. For example:

picture 1 was palinted o
4 <
o [Ftechnique oRr artist
0
w o »
0 [13

X °
("
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Using a phrase-marker (tree), the surface structure still
appears the sanme:

STRUCTURE

PREDICATE
PHRASE

NOUN PREPOSTTIONAL

PIRASE PHRASE

\\\ VERB
QUANTIFIER PHRASE NOUN
Nou

VAN sy
PREPOSITION
AUXILLARY VERD 8UANTIFIBR NOUN

The picture was painted by a new technique.
real artist.

What is wron§ at this point is that we have no grammati-
cal descTiption (as represented by the two diagrams)
which indicates that the grammatical subject of "was
painted" in each sentence is different. This is the in-
adequacy of the traditional systen. What the deep struc-
ture shows is that whereas there is an understood “some-
one” who painted the picture in the first example ("by

a new technique" tells how), the second sentonce is
simply the passive form of "A real artist painted the
picture” (“by a real artist” tells who) . Transformation-
a) phrase-markers describe the difference by represent-
ing the two ideas of the first sentence on two levels

so that the complemeatary--but essential--idea that
"gomeone painted the picture” is jancluded in the trans-
formed model. 71he deep structure of this example is
described by the following phrase-marker:
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STRUCTURE
\
NOUN PREDICATE
PIIRASE PIIRASE
PREPOSITIONAL
PURASE
VERB
PIHRASE
NOUN
PIIRASE
NOUN PREPOSITION
NOUN
PIRASE QUANTIFIER NOUN
VERB =~
NOUN by a new technique
QUANT%FIER
Somcone painted the picture

The method for discovering the differences which
result in the phrase-marker descriptions is am operation
similar to that used by Wittgensteln on cxamples i., ii.,
and iii., above. The simple operation consists in per-
forming an identical comstruction on each element of
the pair:

v. John is easy to please me.
John is eager to please me.

vi. What I expected was for John to be examin-
ed by the doctor.
What 1 persuaded was for John to be

————

examined by the doctor.

In each case, the result is one grammatical, and one un-
grammatical sentence. This result should always alert
us to the fact that two analogous sentences have dif-
ferent deep structures.

Conclusions.

What Chomsky further claims--and certainly it is a
controversial claim--is that all languages, whether or
not they have a subject/verb Framework, coaform to trans-
formational grammatical analysis, and can be understood
in terms of surface and deep structure. Reality is the
same for all wen; and their deepest ways of expressing
that reality are also the same. But this immediately
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brings us back to Whorf's o osite view: that one's
language perpetuates one's ﬁeltanschauung, that users
of different languages have erent cosnitive struc-
tures. We do not fgnd Wittgenstein straddling the
issue here. Despite his recognition of deep Structure,
he certainly does not hold that all mem experience the
same reality or express that reality in ways which are
most basically identical. No, Wittgenstein's discus-
sion of family resemblances (PI #°'s 65-108) suggests
something much closer to Whor¥'s viow. We should not
be surprised if all our investigations lead us to the
discovery that grammars--like objects, linguistic signs,
and human activity--camnot be forced to conform pre-
cisely to some objective "'standard of exactness."

Grammar cxpresses the essence of language; and the
essence is hidden from us. What this means 1s not that
it is difficult for a schoolboy to learn the rules of

rammar, but that the structure of our language itself

ides from us its own deep structure. 01d linguistic
rules are not encugh; they are not powerful enough to
penetrate the surface. Recognizing the “background"
nature of grammar and adopting the transformational
analysis work on sentences, help to clarify, and avert
misunderstanding. But that is only a beginning.
we are to be able to do philosophy--and do all types
of philosophy--witl the clarity we require, then we
have to penetratc the whole of the language-game, not
just the grammar which binds it together.

University of Kansas
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NOTES

11 am indebted to my colleague, Richard Fleming,
for bringing this to my attention.

2c£. PI #'s 269,275.

31t is particularly interesting to note the con-
trast between PI ¢ 415 (“What we are supplying are
really  remarks on the natural history of human beings;
we are not contributing curiosities however, but ob-
servations which no one had doubted, but which have
escaped remark only because they arc always before
our eyes.") and PI xii, (“Our interest certainly in-
cludes the correspondence between concepts and very
general facts of nature . . . . But our interest
-does not fall back upon these possible causes of the
formation of concepts; we are not doing natural
science; nor yet natural history . . . ."). The
key to this apparent discrepancy lies in philosophy’s
role being “to describe," not "to explain® (at least
in the PI). The investigations are "doing philosophy,”
not "doing"” natural history (for to do natural history
would be to offer explanations, while to describe natural
history or “make remarks" about it may fall accidentally
within the realm of philosophy).

4Chomsky, for one, has this view of Wittgenstein.
Cf. Chomsky, "Some Empirical Assumptions in Modern Phi-

losophy of Language,” in Philosophy, Science and Method;
Essays in Honor of Ernest Nagel, 5. Morgcnbesser et al.,
eds. (New York: St. Martins's Press, 1970), p. 276.

Scf. PI #'s 108, 122, 340, SS6.

6cgf. PI 4 87, and BB p. 164.

Tce. PI 0's 119, 224, 241-2,

8Cf. PI 2's 124, 130.

9Chomsky's published objections to the philosophy
of Wittgenstein are directed to the latter's statements
about language acquisition; but this will not concern
us here. 1 believe that Chomsky simply misappropriated
a few isolated statements by Wittgenstein and treated
them as if they were “Wittgenstein's Definitive Theory
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of Language Acquisition” without ever really doing his
homework.

10E, 1. Lenneberg and J. M. Roherts, The Language of
Experience, Indiana University Publications in Anchropology
ans Tinguistics, Memoir 13 (Baltimorer Waverly Press,
1956), pp. 1-11.

111t would be philosophically interesting to deter-
mine whother what Chomsky views as "underlying" would be
closer to Aristotelian or Kantian "categories.”

12A1most all of his discussion is contained in three
short sections: PI #'s 91-Z, 102-3, 126, 129.

13genjanin L. Whorf, “Science and Linguistics,” in
Language, ‘l‘hothti and Reality, ed. J. Carroll (Cambridge,
ass 1e Technology Press and John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1956), pp. 207-19.

14The only passages which actually serve to describe
what Wittgenstein means are PI I's 111, 594, 664, and
Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, p. 32.

1SChomsky acknowledges Wittgenstein's description
in Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (Cambridpge: MIT
Pres_p_s , 1965) p. 91,

16Chomsky, Syntactic Structures (The Hague: Mouton
and Company, Iﬁcf%ET§§7TT -





