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Grenzziehung bei Kant und Wittgenstein

Thiago Aquino, Minchen, Deutschland/ Capes, Brasilien

| Die Bestimmung der Grenzen

Die Vernunft tendiert laut Kant notwendig in ihren
Nachforschungen dazu, Uber die Grenzen der Erfahrung
hinaus zu gehen. Der Grund fiir diese Uberschreitung liegt
in einer Maxime der Vernunft, die verlangt: “zu dem
bedingten Erkenntnisse des Verstandes das Unbedingte
zu finden (B 364).” Diese Maxime macht das theoretische
Interesse der Vernunft aus. Sie liegt allen philosophischen
Problemen zugrunde und O6ffnet die Tir zu den meta-
physischen Fragen.

Die Zuriuickfihrung des metaphysischen Fragens auf
diese Maxime der Vernunft bedeutet, dass die Metaphysik
aus der Struktur der Vernunft selbst entspringt und dass
sie in allen Menschen wirklich ist, wenn nicht als
Wissenschaft mindestens als Naturanlage. Wenn es so ist,
dann kann die Mdglichkeit oder Unmoglichkeit der
Metaphysik nur entschieden werden, durch eine tiefe
Nachforschung uber die Struktur der Vernunft. Die Kiritik
der reinen Vernunft soll durch eine Analyse des Vernunft-
vermdgens feststellen, ob die von der Metaphysik
erhobenen Anspriiche berechtigt oder ob sie nicht selbst-
produzierte Tauschungen der Vernunft sind.

Die Grenze der Erfahrung wird in der ersten Kiritik
durch den Begriff des Ding an sich selbst gezogen. Die
Gegenstande Uberhaupt kénnen zu “zwei verschiedenen
Zeiten betrachtet werden” (B XIX), entweder werden sie
als Gegenstande der Sinne oder als Gegenstande, die
man bloR denkt, begriffen. Diese Distinktion, der von Kant
so genannte “transzendentale Unterschied” (A 45 B 62),
betrifft die Grundeinsicht des kritischen Idealismus,
namlich, dass Raum und Zeit nur formale Bedingungen
unserer Sinnlichkeit sind. In der Tat bildet die Idealitat von
Raum und Zeit den Ausgangpunkt der Argumentation flr
die notwendige Annahme der Distinktion zwischen
Noumena und Phaenomena.

Kant formuliert zwei Argumente fiir die notwendige
Annahme des Dinges an sich. Beide Argumente beziehen
sich wieder auf die Struktur unserer Sinnlichkeit und
héangen in dieser Hinsicht zusammen: (i) wir kdnnen nicht
behaupten, dass die Form unserer Sinnlichkeit die einzige
mogliche Anschauungsart ist aber (ii) wir kbnnen genauso
wenig die Existenz anderer Anschauungsarten behaupten
oder annehmen. Aus der erste These ergibt sich die
Konsequenz, dass wir die Sphéare der uns gegebenen
Gegenstande nicht mit der Sphare der Dinge Uberhaupt
identifizieren durfen. Es bleibt immer mdglich, dass es
andere Gegenstandsformen gibt, die uns nicht zugéanglich
sind. Aus der zweiten These folgt, dass wir aber nicht
annehmen dirfen, dass es tatséchlich andere Gegen-
stdnde gibt, die aufllerhalb unserer Erkenntnissphére
liegen und anderen Anschauungsformen zuganglich sind.
Beide Thesen erklaren zusammen den Status des Begriffs
des Dinges an sich. Dieser Begriff soll lediglich die
AnmafRungen der Sinnlichkeit und des Verstandes
einschranken, er ist bloR ein Grenzbegriff und hat nur
einen negativen Gebrauch.

Wittgenstein schreibt im Vorwort des Tractatus,
dass das Thema des Werkes die philosophischen
Probleme sind, dasselbe Thema wie in der Kritik der
reinen Vernunft. Diese Probleme haben aber nicht in der
Natur der Vernunft ihren Grund, sondern in “ein[nem]

Missverstandnis der Logik unserer Sprache”. Weil die
logische Struktur in der gewohnlichen Sprache verhiillt ist,
entstehen vielen Scheinprobleme durch Tauschung. Eine
Befreiung dieser Pseudofragen wird nur dadurch erreicht,
dass man eine deutliche Grenze zieht. Im Kontrast zu Kant
aber, denkt Wittgenstein, dass man nur dem Ausdruck der
Gedanken und nicht dem Denken eine Grenze ziehen
kénnte, weil “um dem Denken eine Grenze zu ziehen,
mussten wir beide Seiten dieser Grenze denken kénnen
(wir mussten also denken kdnnen, was sich nicht denken
lasst).” Es ist interessant zu merken, dass die Orientierung
an der Sprache hier mit der These legitimiert wird, dass
nur in der Sprache eine konsequente Grenzziehung durch-
fuhrbar ware. Der sprachlich orientierte philosophische
Ansatz lasst durch diese Kritik deutlich erkennen, dass die
Art und Weise der Problemstellung kantische Ziige hat.

Die Frage iber den transzendentalen Charakter von
Wittgensteins Tractatus ist aber umstritten. Zwei Inter-
pretationen haben sich in der Sekundarliteratur
herausgebildet, entweder hat man auf deutliche Unter-
schiede zwischen Kant und Wittgenstein hinsichtlich
einiger Themen (die Natur vom Zeit und Raum, Struktur
der Erfahrung, das synthetische a priori) hingewiesen und
daraus auf den nichttranszendentalen Charakter dieses
Werkes geschlossen.' Oder man hat ein von der kantische
Formulierung unabhéngiges Konzept einer Trans-
zendentalphilosophie zu bestimmen versucht und auf der
Basis dieses Konzept dieses Werkes als ein Beispiel daflr
beurteilt’.

Obwohl die Debatte hier nicht ausfuhrlich behandelt
werden kann, mdochte ich fir die zweite Interpretations-
weise ein Argument vorbringen. Es ist klar, dass die Idee
der Transzendentalphilosophie seit Kant verschiedene
Formen und Gestaltungen angenommen hat. Und in
dieser Hinsicht sollte man den transzendentalen Charakter
einer Philosophie nicht so sehr in der Tatsache suchen,
dass sie kantische Thesen vertritt, sondern vielmehr darin,
ob sich bei ihr die wesentlichen Elemente einer
Transzendentalphilosophie finden lassen. Freilich ist die
Bestimmung dieser wesentlichen Elemente keine leichte
Aufgabe, was eine Lektiure der Diskussion uber trans-
zendentale Argumente ganz konkret zeigt. Provisorisch
verwende ich hier, um den Tractatus als eine Variation der
Transzendentalphilosophie zu betrachten, eine sehr weite
und nicht kontroverse Definition von Transzendental-
philosophie, namlich: Transzendental ist eine Philosophie,
die das Verhéltnis zwischen einer faktischen Gegebenheit
und seinen a priori Bedingungen untersucht. Nach dieser
Definition versucht der Tractatus die a priori Bedingungen
der Mdglichkeit zu bestimmen, die eine Sprache erfillen
muss, um die Wirklichkeit abbilden zu kénne.

In dieser Richtung sondert Wittgenstein die Sphare
des Sagbaren von der des Unsagbaren ab. Die
Grenzziehung im Tractatus ist eine Konsequenz aus der
Bildertheorie der Sprache. Eine ontologische Voraus-
setzung liegt dieser Konzeption zugrunde, namlich die

1 Vgl. dazu z. B. Réd, Wolfgang vgl., 1981 Enthélt Wittgensteins Tractatus
transzendentale Ansatze? und Haller, Rudolf, 1981 War Wittgenstein ein Neo-
Kantianer?.

2 Vgl. dazu Hintikka, Jaakko, 1981 Wittgenstein’s Semantical Kantianism und
Stenius, Erik, 1960 Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, A Critical Exposition of its Main
Lines of Thought, Basil Blackwell, Oxford.
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Idee, dass die Sprache und die Wirklichkeit die gleiche
Struktur, eine gemeinsame Form der Abbildung haben. Die
Logik liefert den Leitfaden flr die ontologische Frage: “Das
Wesen des Satzes angeben, hei3t, das Wesen aller
Beschreibung angeben, also das Wesen der Welt” (TLP
5.4711). Aus diesem Zusammenhang zwischen logischen
Strukturen und ontologischen Entsprechungen lassen sich
die Grenzen der Sprache und der Welt, die im Grunde die
gleichen sind (TLP 5.6), setzen. Nun, wenn die Welt die
Gesamtheit der positiven Tatsachen, d.h. der bestehenden
Sachverhalte ist, dann bestimmt sie gleichzeitig auch
welche Sachverhalte nicht bestehen (TLP 2.05). Das
Positive schrankt das Negative ein. Analog dazu kann die
Grenze des Sinnes von innen in der Sprache selbst
gezogen werden. Die Philosophie, schreibt Wittgenstein,
“wird das Unsagbare bedeuten, indem sie das Sagbare
klar darstellt” (TLP 4.115). Es geht lediglich um eine
Analogie, um eine Ahnlichkeit in der Strategie, die Sphére
des Unsagbaren bezieht sich nicht auf die Sphéare der
negativen Tatsachen, sondern auf das, was auf3erhalb der
Welt liegt. Aber beide werden durch die deutliche
Bestimmung des Positiven beschréankt. Wenn das Sagbare
sich auf Tatsachen, d.i. die in der Welt bestehenden
Sachverhalte beschrénkt, dann bezieht sich das
Unsagbare auf das was aul3erhalb der Welt liegt.

Il Methodologische Probleme

Hinsichtlich der Begrenzungsproblematik bieten sich
einige spezifische methodische Schwierigkeiten, die
letztendlich auf das Thema der Metareflexion oder Meta-
sprache hinauslaufen. Ist es mdglich, Uber die Bedin-
gungen der Reflexion zu reflektieren? Unabhéngig von
dem Ansatzunterschied stoRt die Analyse in beiden
Richtungen auf eine Grenze, die sie selbst nicht gezogen
hat. Es drangt sich eine neue Sphare, die Sphare der
Bedingungen der Beschreibung oder der Bedingung der
Vorstellung auf, die sich aber jeder Art von Thematisierung
entzieht. Ich gehe auf diese zentrale Aporie hier nicht
direkt ein, sondern greife zwei andere Fragen auf, die sich
auf das zentrale Problem beziehen, aber andere
Schwierigkeiten betreffen. Die erste Schwierigkeit betrifft
die Mdglichkeit der Grenzziehung: (i) Ist die Setzung der
Grenze des Sinns methodisch moglich oder wider-
spriichlich? Wird die Grenze nicht unmittelbar durch das
Ziehen selbst Uberschritten? Es scheint unmdoglich zu sein,
nur auf einer Seite der Grenze zu bleiben, ohne irgendwie
auf das Jenseits hinzuweisen, ohne irgendwie da drau3en
zu sein. Wenn es so ist, dann stellt sich eine zweite Frage:
(i) Was ermdglicht diese Anzeige auf das, was jenseits der
Grenze liegt, wie kann man mit Berechtigung Uber das,
was sich nicht erkennen bzw. nicht sagen lasst, etwas
sagen und erkennen? Die vorgebrachten Vorwirfe wurden
wiederholt gegen beide Philosophen erhoben.

Il LOsungsanséatze

(i) Die Antwort auf die erste Kritik soll Aufschluss uber
einen nicht kontradiktorischen Gebrauch des Begriffs des
Ding an sich geben. Im Lichte dieser Fragen scheint in der
Kritik der reinen Vernunft derselbe Begriff, der die Grenze
der Erfahrung bestimmt, eine Uberschreitung der Grenze
zZu implizieren.3 Nach der Affektionstheorie hat unsere
Sinnlichkeit passiven Charakter, d.h. dass uns Gegen-
stande nur gegeben werden, indem sie “das Gemut auf
gewisse Weise affiziere” (A 19 B 33). Diese Erlauterung
der Passivitdt des Sinnes wendet eine Kategorie des

3 Vgl. dazu Strawson, P.F, 1966, The Bounds of Sense, S. 254.
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Verstandes auf ein Objekt an, das nicht in der Erfahrung
gegeben werden kann. Die Anwendung verletzt die
Einschrankung der objektiven Giiltigkeit der Verstandes-
begriffe a priori auf die Erscheinungswelt und kdnnte des-
wegen als ein Bespiel fur den illegitimen transzendenten
Gebrauch der Kategorien gesehen werden.

Die Kategorien grunden sich jedoch nicht auf die
Sinnlichkeit. Die nicht schematisierten Kategorien behalten
eine logische Bedeutung; selbst wenn sie von der Sinnlich-
keit ganz abgesondert werden, sind sie nicht ,toten Facher
der Intelligenz.” Die Verstandesbegriffe stellen zwar ohne
Sinnlichkeit keinen Gegenstand vor, aber dricken als
Funktionen des Verstandes verschiedene Einheitsformen
der Vorstellungen eines Objekts tiberhaupt aus, die nicht auf
die Gegenstdnde der Sinne eingeschrankt sind. Diese
Unabhéngigkeit der Kategorien von der Sinnlichkeit enthalt —
schreibt Kant “etwas Verfangliches” (AA Bd. 1V,
Prolegomena, S.315.), weil sie die Erwartung bestéarken
kénnte, dass die Kategorien noch uUber die Erfahrung
hinausreichen und etwas mehr bedeuten konnten. Es gibt
aber eine positive Seite der Unabhéangigkeit der Kategorien.
Wenngleich die Unabhangigkeit keine Ubersinnliche
Erkenntnis begriindet, kann sie eine nichtsinnliche
Anwendung der Kategorien legitimieren. Die Legitimation gilt
freilich nur mit der Restriktion, dass man dadurch nur
Objekte im allgemeinen denkt, aber nicht erkennt. Die
Distinktion zwischen Erkennen und Denken® rechtfertigt
Erklarungen des Dinges an sich als Ursache der
Erscheinungen, ohne die Grenzen der Erfahrung zu
Uberschreiten. Die negative Bedeutung des Begriffs des
Dinges an sich beschrankt die theoretisch-spekulative
Vernunft und zeigt, dass die Grenzziehung vermittels der
Analyse der Erkenntnisvermdgen methodisch durchfuhrbar
ist. AuRRerhalb der Erfahrung denkt die Vernunft einen leeren
Raum, der auf das Unbekanntes hinweist und die
Absolutheit der Erscheinungswelt bestreitet.

Dieselbe Schwierigkeiten haben das Projekt des
Tractatus problematisiert. (i) Im Hinblick auf die Frage ob die
Grenzziehung methodisch ohne Widerspruch durchfuhrbar
ware, antwortete Wittgenstein mit einem Werk, das am
Ende sich selbst widerlegt. Da die Satze des Tractatus keine
Tatsache in der Welt abbilden, sind sie insgesamt als
unsinnig zu betrachten. Der Tractatus versucht absichtlich
Uber das zu sprechen, was sich nicht sagen lasst. Der
Diskurs, der die Grenze zwischen dem Sagbaren und dem
Unsagbaren festlegt, befindet sich nicht in der Sphére des
Sagbaren. Die Grenzziehung impliziert das Uberschreiten
der Grenze. Gegen diese problematische Konsequenz steht
die Idee der Uberwindung der Séatze des Tractatus durch
das Verstehen ihrer Unsinnigkeit. Diese befreiende
Erhebung des Verstehen durch erhellende unsinnige Satze,
illustriert mit der Metapher der Leiter, deutet auf den
ethischen Sinn des Buches. Der Tractatus weist mit diesem
Fingerzeig auf die andere Seite der Grenze.

(i) In dieser Richtung wird auch die Antwort auf die
zweite Frage gegeben. Wittgenstein unterscheidet im
Tractatus sagen und zeigen. Beide schlieRen sich aus, “was
gezeigt werden kann, kann nicht gesagt werden” (TLP
4.1212), sie befinden sich auf verschiedenen Seiten der
Grenze des Sinns. Man hat drei Anwendungen des Begriffs
des Zeigens im Tractatus unterscheiden konnen, und nur
eine davon betrifft das, was in der Sprache nicht prasent ist.
In dieser dritten Bedeutung ist das Zeigen ein Hindeuten auf
etwas, das weder in der Sprache noch in der Wirklichkeit ist,
sondern das Unaussprechliche betrifft (TLP 6.522).

4 Hegel, 1801 Die Differenz des Fichteschen und Schellingen Systems der
Philosophie, Gesammelte Werke, Bd. 4., S.5.
5 Vgl. dazu Kritik der reinen Vernunft B XXVII Fuf3note.
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Beide philosophischen Projekte laufen parallel in
den Zielsetzungen, Themen und Problemen, was mich
zunachst zu einem vergleichenden Zugang veranlasste.
Im Hinblick auf die methodische Frage einer Grenzziehung
kénnte man behaupten, dass die kantische Position von
Vorteil ist. Die Strukturen, die das Ziehen der Grenzen
ermdglichen, in diesem Fall die a priori formale Be-
schaffenheit des Subjekts, befinden sich auf einem
anderen Niveau als die der Exposition der Resultate. Die
Sprache kann sinnvoll Uber das sprechen, worliber wir
nicht erkennen koénnen. Bei Wittgenstein befinden sich
beide Momente, die Basis fir das Ziehen der Grenzen -
d.h. die logische Struktur der Sprache - und das Medium
der Exposition der Resultate, die Sprache, auf demselben
Niveau. Man kann nicht nur nicht sagen, sondern auch
nicht denken was sich nicht sagen lasst. Bei Kant ist das
Unbekannte sagbar und denkbar und das Ziehen der
Grenze ist methodisch durchfuhrbar, wahrend bei
Wittgenstein der Unsinn unsagbar und undenkbar ist und
das Ziehen der Grenze methodisch nur problematisch
durchfihrbar ist. Dieser Gegensatz ist weit davon entfernt,
ein Urteil Uber beide Philosophien, iiber die Uberlegenheit
dieses oder jenes methodischen Ansatzes, zu liefern,
sondern er zeigt lediglich, dass die Grenze des Sinns nur
gezogen werden kann durch das Zusammenspiel der
Sprache und des Denkens.

Literatur

Haller, Rudolf, 1981 War Wittgenstein ein Neo—Kantiangr?, In:
Johannessen, K. S, Nordenstam, T.(Hrsg.) Wittgenstein- Asthetik
und Transzendentalphilosophie, Wien: Holder-Pichler-Tempsky,
32-42.

Hegel, G. W., 1801 Die Differenz des Fichteschen und Schellingen
Systems der Philosophie, Gesammelte Werke, Bd. 4.

Hintikka, Jaakko, 1981 Wittgenstein’s Semantical Kantianism, in:
Ethik, Grundlagen, Probleme und Anwendungen. Akten des
Finften Internationalen Wittgenstein-Symposiums, Wien: Holder-
Pichler-Tempsky, 375-390.

Kant, Immanuel, 1781-87 Kritik der reinen Vernunft, AA Bd. lll,
Berlin.

Kant, Immanuel, 1783 Prolegomena zu einer jeden kinftigen
Metaphysik die als Wissenschaft wird antreten kénnen, AA Bd. IV,
Berlin.

Réd, Wolfgang, 1981 Enthalt Wittgenstein  Tractatus
transzendentale Ansatze?, In: Johannessen, K. S, Nordenstam,
T.(Hrsg.) Wittgenstein- Asthetik und Transzendentalphilosophie,
Wien: Holder-Pichler-Tempsky, 42-53.

Morscher, E, Stranziger, R., 1981, Ethik, Grundlagen, Probleme
und Anwendungen. Akten des Finften Internationalen
Wittgenstein-Symposiums, Wien: Holder-Pichler-Tempsky.

Stenius, Erik, 1960 Wittgenstein’s Tractatus, A Critical Exposition
of its Main Lines of Thought, Basil Blackwell: Oxford.

Strawson, P.F, 1966, The Bounds of Sense, An Essay on Kant's
Critique of Pure Reason, London and New York: Routledge.
Johannessen, K. S, Nordenstam, T.(Hrsg.) 1981 Wittgenstein-
Asthetik und Transzendentalphilosophie, Wien: Holder-Pichler-
Tempsky.

Wittgenstein, Ludwig, 1921 Schriften, Bd. 1., Frankfurt am Main:
Suhrkamp.

Thiago Aquino <tmaquino@hotmail.com>

13



Der Wittgensteinische Abgrund der Hoffnungslosigkeit

José Maria Ariso, Leipzig, Deutschland

Durch das Verschieben der Aufmerksamkeit von
Wittgensteins Bildern Uber felsigem Boden hin zu seinen
Bildern, in denen sich Abgriunde eréffnen, hoffe ich zeigen
zu konnen, dass das spatere Werk Wittgensteins durch
eine Spannung charakterisiert ist, welche die Notwendig-
keit generiert, eine adaquate Haltung zum Abgrund des
Unbegrundeten einzunehmen.

Erwdhnungen Uber Ludwig Wittgensteins Werk
basierten oftmals auf seinen Bildern. Auf diese Art kdnnen
einige subtile Nuancen plastisch ausgearbeitet werden,
was aber auch einige Risiken mit sich bringt. Einerseits
kann man der Versuchung erliegen, die gewahlten Bilder
so aufzufassen, als spiegle sich in ihnen das Gesamtwerk
wider, zu dem sie gehdren. Andererseits kann man diese
Bilder so missverstehen, als waren sie die Wirklichkeit
selbst. Dementsprechend kénnen wir der Versuchung er-
liegen, Bilder zu benutzen, die nicht die Realitéat darstellen
oder eine Regel zur Verwendung von Sprache
veranschaulichen sollen, sondern die als bloRe lllustra-
tionen gemeint sind, welche der Sprache und - im
weiteren Sinne — ihrer Bedeutung Plastizitat verleihen
sollen.

Es sind mehrere Bilder aus Wittgensteins Spatwerk,
die etliche Dekaden lang kommentiert werden. Einige von
ihnen haben sich im Laufe der Zeit fast zwangsweise in
Anspielungen verwandelt, weil diese wie keine anderen
den versteckten Grundgedanken dieses spaten Wiener
Autors reprasentieren. So hat man oft, um einen ein-
fihrenden Kommentar ber sein Werk Philosophische
Untersuchungen zu geben, das Gefuhl, nicht an den
Grund des Werkes zu kommen, solange man nicht die
.harten Felsen" erwahnt, an denen sich alle Begriindungen
erschopfen, welche erklaren kénnten, warum man einer
Regel folgt: der Spaten des Philosophen biegt sich hier
zuriick (vgl. PU § 217). In seinem Buch Philosophische
Untersuchungen kénnen wir kein anderes Bild finden, dass
das Fehlen von Begriindungen klarer und schlagkraftiger
vor Augen fiihrt und letztendlich eingesteht: ,So handle ich
eben“. Ebenfalls dient das Flussbett, das aus gram-
matischen Séatzen besteht, als Leitung fur Erfahrungsséatze
(UG & 96-99) und wurde zweifellos in ein charakteris-
tisches Bild in Uber Gewigheit tiberfiihrt. Dieses Bild hilft
uns, den dynamischen Zusammenhang zwischen gram-
matischen Sé&tzen und Erfahrungsséatzen einzuschéatzen.
Obwohl die Verfalschungen nur sehr knapp und kaum
wahrnehmbar sind, zeigt dieses Bild ausdrucksvoll, wie
Erfahrungssétze erstarren und sich in grammatische Satze
verwandeln kénnen - und umgekehrt. Im Hinblick auf das
Gesagte wird deutlich, dass beide Bilder die Vorstellung
einer fast unerschiitterlichen Stabilitat heraufbeschwéren.
Tatsachlich fordert uns Wittgenstein haufig und ausdriick-
lich dazu auf, die Erklarung zugunsten der Beschreibung
zu verlassen (PU § 124, 126, 496; Z § 315; UG § 189;
Dbw § 183; usw.). Da uns die Erklarung nur bis zu einem
gewissen Punkt bringen kann, weist er darauf hin, dass
unser Verlangen nach einem letzten Beweis einer
einfachen Betrachtung weichen muss, das heift, einer
Betrachtung, die Sprachspiele beschreibt. Man kann
sagen, dass es Wittgensteins Absicht ist, die vertikale
Richtung, die der Erklarung, zu verlassen, um die
horizontale, die der Beschreibung, einzuschlagen. Es
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scheint, dass die zwei Bilder, auf die ich vorher hinwies,
dabei hilfreich sein kénnen, einen Hauptaspekt von
Wittgensteins Werk zu verstehen. Trotzdem glaube ich,
dass die wiederholte Erwahnung dieser Bilder auf3er-
ordentlich dazu beigetragen hat, das spatere Denken des
Osterreichischen Philosophen zu verféalschen. Die erneute
Hervorhebung des Bildes vom felsigen Boden ladt zu der
Interpretation ein, dass, obwohl es keine endglltige
Rechtfertigung fir unsere Sprachspiele gibt, die unbe-
grindete Natur dieser Sprachspiele dieselben mit einer so
gut wie unerschiitterlichen Stabilitat ausstattet. Und dies
hort nicht auf, unsere Aufmerksamkeit auf sich zu ziehen.

Man kann nicht daran zweifeln, dass die Bilder des
felsigen Bodens sehr geeignet sind, um gewisse ldeen,
Uber die Wittgenstein nachdachte, plastisch zu veran-
schaulichen. Aber wenn wir an der Festigkeit dieses
Substrats festhalten, so kann man bemerken, dass nicht
das Bild des Abgrunds, das unseren primitiven Reaktionen
zugrunde liegt, Wittgensteins spatere Werke pragt.
Trotzdem ist das Bild vom felsigen Boden inkompatibel mit
dem des Abgrunds oder der Leere. Ab 1929, dem Jahr,
das seine Rickkehr zur Philosophie markiert, wird
Wittgenstein sich héaufig durch Bilder, in denen der
Abgrund eine sehr wichtige Rolle spielt, ausdricken.
Wahrend die Bilder vom felsigen Boden uns einladen, in
der unbegriindeten Natur unserer Sprachspiele selbst den
Ursprung ihrer Stabilitat zu sehen, denke ich jedoch, dass
die Bilder des Abgrunds zeigen, dass es durch die
unbegriindete Natur unserer Sprachspiele keine Garantie
gibt, dass wir auf unbestimmte Zeit fahig sind an ihnen
teilzunehmen. Allerdings meine ich damit nicht, dass die
Sprachspiele nicht gefestigt sind. Ich will nur hervorheben,
dass, wenn man vom Bild des felsigen Bodens zum Bild
des Abgrunds uUbergeht, sich dann die Aufmerksamkeit
vom Sprachspiel zur Person verschiebt. Kurzum, es sieht
danach aus, als ob das verfuihrerische Bild des soliden
und stabilen, felsigen Bodens nicht erlaubt, das Bild auf
samtliche instinktiven und tierischen Einstellungen, fir
deren Fortdauern es keine Garantie gibt, anzuwenden.

Diese Handlungsweise stellt dar, was Wittgenstein
.das Leben selbst* (VB, S. 456) nennt: das Problem
besteht nach ihm darin, dass wir uns gewodhnlicherweise
dessen nicht bewusst sind, weil wir die entsprechende
Perspektive nicht annehmen. Um dieser Schwierigkeit die
Stirn zu bieten, schlagt er vor, dass wir uns ein Theater
denken, wo der Vorhang aufginge und wir einen
Menschen sahen, der allein in seinem Zimmer auf und ab
geht, sich eine Zigarette anzindet, sich hinsetzt, usw.
Wittgenstein sagt, dass wir plétzlich einen Menschen von
aufen sahen, wie man ihn sonst nie sehen kann. Wenn wir
quasi ein Kapitel seiner Biographie mit eigenen Augen
sédhen, mupte das unheimlich und wunderbar zugleich
sein. Der Wahnsinnige erscheint eigentlich in diesem
Kontext als derjenige, der vom Leben abriickt: Man sagt
~Wahnsinniger* zu demjenigen Individuum, dessen
primitive Reaktionen inkompatibel mit den unsrigen sind
(UG § 155, 281, 572, 611, usw.), sodass er — zumindest
vorlibergehend — unbefugt ist, an unseren Sprachspielen
teilzunehmen. Trotzdem spielt Wittgenstein auf eine
andere Art des Wahnsinns an (Z § 393), die paradoxer-
weise zeigt, dass der Wahnsinnige der treueste und
hartnéckigeste Exponent des Lebens ist. Man kann das
deutlich sehen, wenn wir uns auf jene Félle ausrichten, in
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denen der Wahnsinnige sich selbst eingesteht, wahnsinnig
zu sein: mal wegen einer radikalen Veranderung der
Umgebung, mal wegen der gewdhnlichen primitiven
Reaktionen. Der Wahnsinnige ist derjenige, der beim
Verzicht auf eine Erklarung, die ihn zufrieden stellen
konnte, einrdumt, dass er wahnsinnig geworden ist. Im
ersten Fall, das heifit wenn sich die Umgebung drastisch
verandert, wird sich der Wahnsinnige nach dem Leben,
den Sprachspielen und dem Weltbild, das er in seiner
Kindheit erlernt hat, ausrichten: letzten Endes ist es die
Diskrepanz zwischen seinem Bezugssystem und der
neuen Umgebung, welche das betroffene Individuum dazu
bringt anzunehmen, es sei wahnsinnig geworden. Im
zweiten Fall treten die charakteristischen primitiven Reak-
tionen des Lebens nicht (mehr) auf, es scheint, als wirde
das Subjekt endgiiltig davon abweichen. Wenn es sich
aber eingesteht, dass es wahnsinnig, im Sinne von
desorientiert, geworden sei, dann hat dies zur Folge, dass
es sich das Leben als Referenz beibehalt, obwohl sich die
fur das Leben charakteristischen primitiven Reaktionen
nicht zeigen.

Das Individuum, das glaubt, es sei wahnsinnig
geworden, befindet sich in einer besonders giinstigen
Lage, um uns unseren ,Zustand“ zu zeigen: dieser
Zustand ist nichts anderes als das Schweben tber dem
Abgrund des Unbegrindeten (vgl. Dbw § 201-202). Die
Sprachspiele sind nicht unbegriindet. Sie sind weder
vernlnftig noch unverninftig, sondern sind einfach
vorhanden. ,Wie unser Leben®, wie Wittgenstein sagt (UG
§ 559). Der Wahnsinnige tritt als jemand auf, der plétzlich
und ohne Erklarung aufgehort hat, die primitiven Reak-
tionen, zu teilen, die es ihm erlaubten, zur unserer
grammatischen Gemeinschaft zu gehoren. Aber insofern
jemand Zweifel an diesen primitiven Reaktionen, verur-
sacht, die Wittgenstein das ,Leben“ nennt, wird er von den
Lebensfragen abweichen. Wir dirfen nicht vergessen,
dass Wittgenstein dachte (Dbw § 203), dass religiose
Fragen entweder Lebensfragen oder leeres Geschwatz
sind. Bezlglich der Probleme des Lebens kommentierte
Wittgenstein, dass sie an der Oberflache unlésbar, und nur
in der Tiefe zu klaren sind (VB, S. 555) — eine Tiefe, die
meiner Ansicht nach auf eine veradnderte Denk- und
Lebensweise referiert (BGM, S. 132).

Also: Wéhrend wir im Leben bleiben, kdnnen wir die
Grammatik zwar teilweise aufgeben, aber nur, um uns zum
Abgrund hinauszustrecken. Wenn ich meine Hand erhebe
und sage: ,Dies ist meine Hand“, kann ich mich fragen, ob
es wirklich meine Hand ist: Scheinbar besteht ein
berechtigter Zweifel, aber das Einzige, was ich erreicht
haben werde, wird sein, die Grammatik aufzugeben. Denn
diese bertcksichtigt in einem &hnlichen Fall, nicht die
Méglichkeit zu irren. Wittgenstein (UG § 370) sagt, dass
ich das Sprachspiel hinausziehe oder aufhebe, weil es vor
allem durch Zweifellosigkeit charakterisiert ist. Deshalb ist
der Skeptiker gemap Wittgenstein ,vor dem Nichts", sobald
er diese Art des Zweifelns aufweist. Das Wort ,Hand" ohne
Skrupel zu gebrauchen, platziert den Skeptiker am Rande
des Abgrunds, aber es reicht fur ihn nicht aus, um in den
Abgrund zu fallen. Obwohl die oben erwogenen Zweifel
sich auf nichts stutzen, behalt der Skeptiker noch bei, was
Wittgenstein ,das Leben“ nennt. Letzten Endes, ist es blof
ein verbaler Zweifel, ohne Auswirkung auf seine primitiven
Reaktionen. Dieser punktuelle Zweifel verhindert nicht,
dass der Skeptiker seine Fahigkeit erhalt, an den Sprach-
spielen teilzunehmen, die er mit seiner linguistischen
Gemeinschatft teilt. Er hat sich deshalb nur teilweise zum
Abgrund hinausgestreckt und ist sich dessen nicht
bewusst.

Geht man von der Maxime ,wo Leben ist, da ist
Hoffnung" aus, so kann sich — kommentiert Wittgenstein —
.der Abgrund der Hoffnungslosigkeit im Leben nicht
zeigen. Wir kénnen nur bis zu einer gewissen Tiefe in ihn
hineinschauen“ (Dbw § 171). Sobald wir das Geschenk
des Lebens loschen, so der Wiener Denker, kénnen wir
jederzeit dem Wahnsinn verfallen (Dbw § 174). Aber um
unser Leben als Geschenk zu betrachten, brauchen wir
eine besondere Perspektive. Das heift, Wittgenstein be-
schreibt unseren Zustand folgendermaRlen: ,[W]ir wissen
nicht, dap wir auf einem hohen schmalen Felsen stehen
und um uns Abgriinde [sich auftun], in denen alles ganz
anders ausschaut" (Dbw § 140). Das Bild des Mannes im
Allgemeinen als ein Wesen, das auf einem hohen,
schmalen Felsen steht, umgeben von Abgriinden, &hnelt
sehr einem anderen Bild: dem Bild, das uns Wittgenstein
von dem ehrlichen religiosen Denker (VB, S. 554) gibt.
Dieser Denker ist wie ein Seiltdnzer, der scheinbar nur auf
Luft geht: sein Boden ist der schmalste, den man sich
denken kann, aber es lasst sich auf ihm gehen. Um zu
verstehen, wie Wittgenstein dieses Bild meint, missen wir
uns daran erinnern, dass von seinem Blickpunkt aus die
religiosen Fragen, die nicht Lebensfragen darstellen, nur
leeres Geschwatz waren. Im Hinblick darauf folgt, dass der
ehrliche religidse Denker einen auferordentlichen Wert auf
den Glauben legen muss, auf ein Handeln mit blindem
Vertrauen, ohne sich intensiv mit metaphysischen Fragen
zu beschaftigen.

In gewissem Sinne glaube ich, dass der religiose
Denker am Wahnsinnigen als Modell festhalten musste:
ein Subjekt, das bedingungslos lebenstreu ist, sogar auf
die Gefahr hin, die Isolation zu erleiden, die diese Treue
fordern kann. Man kénnte sagen, dass sich nicht vor dem
Wahnsinn zu fiirchten gleichwertig damit ist, sich nicht vor
unserem Zustand zu fiirchten; oder im weiteren Sinne, den
Abgrund nicht zu flirchten. Deshalb sagte Wittgenstein
(VB, S. 525), seine Furcht vor dem Wahnsinn sehe so aus,
als ware sie einer optischen Tauschung entsprungen; er
halte irgend etwas fiir einen nahen Abgrund, obwohl es
keiner sei. Das heift, die reine Vorstellung, dass er sich in
diesem gewissen Falle in einer Situation befinde, die ihn
dazu bringen koénnte, in den Abgrund des Wahnsinns zu
strzen, entsetzte ihn vollig. Wittgenstein dachte, dass
nicht den Wahnsinn zu flrchten, seinem Leben Ernst-
haftigkeit, und nicht Grauen (Dbw § 202) geben werde.
Seine Idee war es, so zu leben, dass er gut sterben
konnte. Also bestand die Aufgabe darin, so zu leben, dass
er vor dem Wahnsinn bestehen konnte, wenn er kédme
(Dbw § 185). In der Absicht, ein solches Ziel zu erreichen,
folgte Wittgenstein felsenfest dem, was William James
(1985, S. 51), ein Autor, den er Uberaus bewunderte, ‘the
life of religion’ (,das Leben des Religions“) nannte. Eine
solche Lebensweise charakterisiere vor allem der &uperste
Glaube an eine unsichtbare Ordnung, in der sich das
Glick des Individuums darauf stiitze, sich an die besagte
Ordnung harmonisch anzupassen. Und obwohl wir im
Tractatus feststellen kénnen, dass Wittgenstein eigentlich
den Einklang mit der Welt anstrebte, wird er spater
versuchen, mit der Lebensform selbst zu harmonieren.
Hiermit schlieRend, kann man zwei Standpunkte zu Uber
Gewipheit anschneiden. Wenn wir einerseits uns am
felsigen Boden orientieren, kdnnen wir bemerken, wie das
Verlangen, eine letzte Rechtfertigung fir unsere Hand-
lungsweisen zu finden, auf jenem Boden zerschmettert.
Wenn wir andererseits den Abgrund bericksichtigen, fallt
uns das blinde Vertrauen (oder die Zweifellosigkeit) ins
Auge, auf das sich unsere Sprachspiele stiitzen (vgl. UG §
39, 150, 337, 509, 600, 672). Die erste Perspektive erfillt
vollig die Forderungen derjenigen, die in Wittgensteins
Werk eine Erkenntnistheorie suchen. Dennoch erweist sich
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die Perspektive, die sich wirklich an Wittgensteins
Verlangen, ein ernstes Leben zu fuhren, anpasst, als das,
was auf dem Abgrund beruht. Man kann eine
philosophische Theorie nicht vom Abgrund aus sehen, weil
sich die Aufmerksamkeit von den Sprachspielen zum
Subjekt selbst hin verschoben hat. Das bringt mit sich, den
eigenen Fall und die eigene Lebensweise beiseite zu
schieben und seine vollige Aufmerksamkeit auf die
Theorie zu lenken. Was im Vordergrund steht, ist jedoch
das Individuum, das stillschweigend eine Lebensform (PU,
S. 572) akzeptiert. Das Geschenk des Lebens besteht
genau darin, dass das Individuum handelt, obwohl es
keine Grundlage fur seine primitiven Reaktionen gibt. Es
koénnte jederzeit das Geschenk verlieren und in den
Abgrund des Wahnsinns fallen, aber trotzdem wiirde es
handeln. Diese Perspektive bevorzugt den Abgrund der
Festigkeit des Bodens, gegen welche sich der Spaten des
Philosophen zuriick biegt. Eine Perspektive, die - eben
weil sie die Haltung, in den Vordergrund stellt, sich an den
Abgrund zu halten - die Aufmerksamkeit auf die einzige
Einstellung verschiebt, durch die man gemap Wittgenstein
seiner Existenz Ernsthaftigkeit verleihen kénnte.
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Revisiting the Problem of ‘Private Language’

Olalekan R. Ayodele-Oja, Singapore

Let us recall Wittgenstein’s concern about a private
language:

But could we also imagine a language in which a person
could write down or give vocal expression to his inner
experiences—his feelings, moods, and the rest—for his
private use?—Well, can’t we do so in our ordinary
language?—But that is not what | mean. The individual
words of this language are to refer to what can only be
known to the person speaking; to his immediate private
sensations. So another person cannot understand the
language. (Wittgenstein 2001, §243)

Wittgenstein sets out to deny that such a language is
possible. It is not his argument for this denial that | am
concerned with here, but only what that argument is about.
Wittgenstein describes a private language as one that has
the following features: (i) only the person speaking the
language can understand it, and (i) the language
describes the inner experiences of the speaker.

(i) is the more controversial of the criteria that Wittgenstein
identifies. No one will likely deny the proposition “X talks
about his immediate sensations”, that is, in the ordinary
sense. In any case, Wittgenstein does not find this any
problem. But to say someone speaks a language only he
can understand, regardless of what he uses it to describe
(his immediate sensations or outward objects) is to say
something stronger, and according to Wittgenstein logically
impossible. Thus, the more interesting thing about a
supposed private language is that no one but the speaker
can understand it. | maintain that any language that satis-
fies this condition is either the only language the speaker
can possibly have, or a language only its speaker can
possibly know to exist.

In what follows, | defend this conditional by arguing
that for any individual, N, and any language, L, these three
statements are inconsistent:

A. N can have a public language.
B. There is a language, L, that only N can understand.
C. Someone besides N can know that L exists.

| will quickly run through the basic idea. If A and B are true,
then N can use his public language to tell another person
what the meaning of the words of his supposedly private
language are by describing correlations between what
those words stand for and various public events, unless
there are no public events correlating with the meanings of
the private words (or, with N’s use of the words to refer to
his sensations). That is, if A and B are true, C is false.
Similarly, if A and C are true, then there is nothing to
prevent N from telling someone else what the supposedly
private words of L refer to, by using his public language to
describe correlations between the sensations he uses
these words to refer to and the public events by which
another person can know of the existence of L; i.e., no way
that B can be true. Finally, if B and C are true, then the
only thing that could prevent N from being able to explain
the meanings of the words of L to another person would be
N’s inability to use a public language to specify the
relevant correlations; i.e., by A being false.

Now any of the implications is enough to establish
the inconsistency of {A, B, C}. But | use the second
implication, i.e., from (A & C) to ~ B, to spell out the
details. The strength of the implication can be established
by a consideration of the following premises:

1. If C is true, then someone distinct from N, J, can
have public evidence pertaining to N that tells J that
L exists.

2. If Ais true, then N can use a public language to
explain to J what the words of L mean, if J can have
public evidence pertaining to N that tells J that L
exists.

3. If N can explain to J what the words of L mean,
then B is false.

Premise 1:

If C is true, then someone distinct from N, J, can have
public evidence pertaining to N that tells J that L exists.
The point here is not to say that J must posses this or that
specific form of public evidence, but only that she must
have some public evidence. | do not expect that the
speaker of this language will be making frantic
gesticulations, nor be pointing to physical objects like
tables, birds, and the like as he uses the language.
Nonetheless, if J is going to know that N uses a language
J must have some evidence of its existence and that
evidence is necessarily public. J can know N uses a
language only by means of some direct or indirect
evidence about N’s behaviour. This evidence must be
public in character, since N can, in theory, have the
evidence, if J can have it.

Premise 2:

If A is true, then N can use a public language to explain to
J what the words of L mean, if J can have public evidence
pertaining to N that tells J that L exists. The question now
is whether N can use the same evidence to let J know
what the words of L are about. | believe this is theoretically
possible, if we grant both N and J a shared public
language. Suppose N has a sensation, and he says in the
words of L, “I have a so-and-so sensation” which,
supposedly, J cannot understand. Suppose J knows a
language is being used by observing some correlating
public features of N. N can then use his public language to
explain the words of L by focusing on the correlates. He is
able to tell J: “By such-and-such words of L, | mean that
which happens when such-and-such public events occur”.
One can imagine the sensation N focuses on to elicit in
him the expression “I am having sensation S.” And also
imagine that each time he says this to himself, his blood
pressure increases. (Wittgenstein 2001, §270). N can then
use the physiological events to tell J the meaning of the
words of L: “By ‘S’ | mean the sensation | have when my
blood pressure increases.”

But suppose the speaker is not aware of these
correlations? One may agree that N is of course aware of
his uses of L; but deny that he is aware of their public
correlates. He is unaware of the public events that occur
as he uses L. But could he not know about them? If
another person could observe those features, then they
could be brought to his notice also. It seems impossible
that someone could have information about my public
features that | cannot possibly have: if he could know
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about them, he could then explain them to anyone with
whom he shared a language, including me.

Premise 3:

If N can explain to J what the words of L mean, then B is
false. If for every word of L, J knows how to specify exactly
what that word stands for, then she understands L. There
is at least a theoretical possibility that someone (apart from
the person who uses the language) can understand the
language even if a particular individual is unable to
understand it (perhaps for lack of intelligence).

A critic may object that such an understanding

would be incomplete. This objection might be inspired by
Russell's distinction between knowledge by description
and knowledge by acquaintance. (Russell, 1988). The
observer may be able to gain a descriptive understanding
of L, but a full understanding requires that she has
acquaintance with the other’s inner experience. This is to
say that | can have a complete understanding of the
proposition “X is in pain” only if | am acquainted, not with
my pain, but X's pain.
But isn't this asking too much? If not, then every language,
private or public, would require that we plug into the other
person’s mental states to understand his utterances about
his sensations. In this case, we would probably have no
need for psychological language, that is, the language with
which we describe our sensations. All J needs do is simply
pick up N’s sensations at will and vice-versa. Moreover, if
acquaintance with a word’s referent is necessary for a full
understanding of the word, we could not have a full
understanding of words like “yesterday” and (when uttered
by someone else) “I”. Similarly, we could not fully
understand words referring to events before our birth or
after our death, since we cannot possibly have
acquaintance with these events. Yet, we do take ourselves
to have full understanding of these words.

Conclusion

My concern with the problem of private language involves
at least three important questions: (i) what a supposed
private language would be like; (ii) how the understanding
of a private language might throw light on the private
language argument and; (iii) how the impossibility of a
private language could impact on some other problems in
philosophy. On (i), | have argued that possession of a
language that is incomprehensible to anyone but its
speaker is either incompatible with possession of a public
language, or is known to no one else but its speaker. |
believe that a discussion of (ii) and (iii) must proceed from
this interesting feature. However, these are questions for
later consideration.
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“Time” Narratives: Religious and Historical

Archana Barua and V. Prabhu, Guwahati, India

This paper aims at understanding the concept of time in a
religious framework, primarily from the perspective of
Wittgenstein. In religious narratives, we find events
happening in time. In every religious discourse, we come
across events, which are captured in historical time. Each
religion is embedded with stories, events and
performances, which belong to a specific time in history.
And many religious utterances were performed with
reference to time — past and future. How far are these
events, which happened in a religious setting, matched or
corroborated with historical facts? What is the significance
of these utterances? What do these events convey to us?
Does it convey the same meaning to a believer and non-
believer? In other words, how does the concept of ‘time’
function in historical and religious narratives? Does ‘time’
signify the same in both these frameworks or is it different?
If it is same, then, in that case, how can one understand
one’s religious stories\legends within the idea of historical
time? If it is different, then what is the philosophical
justification for it? We will focus on these issues in our
paper, primarily from Wittgenstein’s perspective.

Wittgenstein believes that though there are utter-
ances in religious domain with reference to time, it
stillbelongs to a different framework altogether. Events that
happened in time in a ‘religious sense’ signify something
that is not signified and could not be signified by a
‘historical sense’. This is an outcome of the later
Wittgenstein’s conception of language, where he believes
that the meaning that is associated with respective words
is different depending upon the context in which it is used.
There is no one single essential meaning for a word,
though the language that is used in different frameworks
might be the same. The meaning that we derive out of that
language is different from narrative to narrative. A concept
that conveys a meaning in one narrative might be different
from the meaning the same concept conveys in another
narrative. Wittgenstein remarks: “The temporality of the
clock and the temporality in music. They are not by any
means equivalent concepts” (Wittgenstein 1980). This
suggests that there is no one language and a
corresponding meaning. On the other hand, there is only
language-game and meaning, which exhibits its respective
‘forms of life’. For the later Wittgenstein, language has
regularity and order, but this order is not a set of precise
logical rules, this is a set of regular uses, institutions and
customs. This set of rules is already a second order
activity, a grammar that needs some reflection on
something that is tacitly performed with spontaneity,
founded on basic agreements and trust that exists
between a hearer and a speaker. The grammar sets its
rules only because there is proper use in a particular
context. Meaningful modalities of human discourses are
grounded in the reciprocal trust of man as they
communicate with one another. Wittgenstein has further
developed the notion of language-game into the notion of
world-picture. A picture’s sense or non-sense can be
determined only within the framework of its reference.
These different pictures and different grammars have their
basis on agreements on forms of life.

The mutual trust and tacit agreement made in the
religious domain, makes religious language games pos-
sible in the wider context of life. One has to notice that the
language of religion has its own “grammar”. Theology as

picture is a set of rules, the grammar that decides how a
correct move is to be made in a particular religious context.
Throughout his later work Wittgenstein tries to show that
the utterances within religion must be understood as
moves within a distinctive system of thought and language,
otherwise they make no sense. What counts as evidence
within this distinctive system would hardly do so else-
where. Religious language is neither descriptive nor
referential. It can be taken as an expression of value.

With this conception, Wittgenstein reminds us that
the ‘time’ we are talking about need not mean the same in
all contexts. He remarks: “Can | say that a play has a time
of its own, which is not a segment of historical time? l.e., |
can distinguish earlier and later within it but there is no
sense to the question whether the events in it take place,
say, before or after Caesar’s death.” (Wittgenstein 1980).
This shows that there is the possibility of different
frameworks to understand the concept of time. In the like
manner, let us try to account for an event that happened in
a religious narrative at a particular time. It must not be
confused with a historical narrative, precisely because they
belong to different frameworks altogether. Referring to
Christianity, Wittgenstein says:

Christianity is not based on a historical truth; rather, it
offers us a (historical) narrative and says; now believe!
But not, believe this narrative with the belief appropriate
to a historical narrative, rather: believe, through thick
and thin, which you can do only as a result of a life. Here
you have a narrative, don't take the same attitude to it as
you take to other historical narratives! Make a quite
different place in your life for it. There is nothing
paradoxical about that! (Wittgenstein 1980)

The point that Wittgenstein tries to drive home is
that the religious (historical) narrative about the life of
Christ cannot be equated with the historical narrative about
the life of Caesar or Napoleon. A historical narrative
enhances one’s knowledge of history. Thus it deals with a
historical fact. On the contrary, a religious narrative en-
hances one’s faith in religion. A believer unlike a historian
is not concerned with any concrete facts of existence,
rather in the value of a given religious narrative as a
parable. As he further points out: “A believer's relation to
these narratives is neither the relation to historical truth
(probability), nor yet that to a theory consisting of ‘truths of
reason’.” (Wittgenstein 1980). What is important here is
that what difference does it make to one’s life when one
comes across the narrative about the life of the Christ as a
savior.

Christianity is said to have a historic basis. Its
historical basis rests on certain historical facts such as the
birth, crucifixion, and resurrection of Christ. But, says
Wittgenstein: “here we have a belief in historic facts
different from a belief in ordinary historic facts.”
(Wittgenstein 1967). Although the facts about Christianity
are treated as historical, they are not like ordinary historical
facts because they have something more to cater to a
believer than stating merely what has happened in the
course of human history. In other words, they possess
intrinsic value. It is not the indubitable evidence that makes
a believer committed to a religious belief; rather it is his
personal conviction that makes him committed to a
religious belief. A religious belief,
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is not, or not simply, a matter of weighing the evidence
for or against certain propositions, and assenting or
dissenting accordingly, but of holding a certain picture in
mind and being moved by it affectively and cognitively.
(Wittgenstein 1967)

Then, in a sense, events that happen in a ‘religious
time’ need not carry the same sense like an event that
happens in a ‘historical time’. The narratives are different.
‘Religious time’ narrative is a logically self-contained
universe of discourse. The idea that ‘time’ narratives are
possible from different frameworks is available in
philosophical thought. One of the prominent descriptions
would be ‘objective time’ and ‘subjective time’. The latter
part is dealt elaborately in phenomenological analysis,
especially the works of Paul Ricoeur’'s phenomenological
analysis of human experience that reveals a temporal,
narrative pattern. The time as past and future in a historical
\objective sense is different from the time in a religious\
subjective sense, because of the meaning it conveys in the
different discourses. An event that has happened in a
historical narrative is ‘past’ and the event that is to happen
is ‘future’. Whereas this sense of ‘past’ and ‘future’ is not
there in religious sense, we nevertheless talk of ‘past’ and
‘future’ happenings. Every year, we celebrate the birth of
Krishna, the birth of Prophet Mohammed, the resurrection
of Christ, etc. These aspects of the lived dimension of time
are not in the ‘grammar of historical time. Pheno-
menologists like Husserl and Heidegger talked of lived
dimension of time. Consiousness in terms of ‘temporal
structure’ of human existence, which for Ricoeur is the
‘narrative quality of experience’. “Time becomes human to
the extent that it is organized after the manner of a
narrative; narrative, in turn, is meaningful to the extent that
it portrays the feature of temporal experience.” (Ricoeuer
1984-8). That all our understanding is embedded in a
narrative framework — that it discloses the “mimetic”
capacity of a text, not just to imitate actions but through the
productive imagination to convey an admirable way of
being-in-the-world.

Though the philosophical understanding of religious
practices supports a view that there can be different
narratives, still, how far such an interpretation is practiced
by the *actual’ believers of a particular religion is subject to
scrutiny. For, Wittgenstein acknowledges the fact that he is
not a religious person.

Perhaps the most remarkable thing about religious
language is that despite irreducible imprecision, and meta-
phorical language, religious languages are understandable
even for one who is not an insider of that form of life. One
may perhaps ‘look and see’ that there is a deeper
structural connection of patterns in our experience that can
not be fully grasped in precise univocal language, that
there is scope for meaning to be expressed symbolically
when symbolic language and narrative descriptions can
point to some deeper truth and meaning that has a use in
a community of language users. In this way all our thinking
is imbedded within a narrative framework, even univocal
language has its ‘rough edge’ and is not that precise, even
a modern secular man of science takes recourse to some
‘myths to live by.” There can be religious narratives
depicting ‘history-like’ familiar world for those believers and
language users for whom the meaning of that religious
time or of that ‘religious history’ is constituted by the stories
themselves since the meaning of these narratives is rooted
in that very form of life within which it makes sense for
meaning to be constituted. For a committed Christian, logic
of the religious story in that particular context implies a
historical referent such as an actual Jesus Christ under-
going an actual death and an actual resurrection, that is
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what the logic of the narrative demands and that is what
the logic of a fairy tale or a fiction can not demand. Here
lies the difference between a religious story’s depiction of
a ‘history like’ situation irrespective of external verification
of its claim, and of a historical depiction, that is open for a
falsification claim. Wittgenstein remarks: “It strikes me that
a religious belief could only be something like a passionate
commitment to a system of reference.” (Wittgenstein
1980). The meaning and its truth arise from the narrative
itself, not from any external imposition, if it depicts a
history- like situation or a lived dimension of time, that is
how such stories are to be religiously narrated among a
group of believers who are authentic participants of this
shared language game.
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Narrative Identity and the Case for Wittgensteinian Metaphysics

Chantal Bax, Amsterdam, The Netherlands

The debate as to what kind of philosophy — if any at all — is
possible after Wittgenstein seems very much alive today.
Many are facing up to the interpretational issues his
methodological remarks present. Taken literally, these seem
to imply that the philosopher true to the spirit of Wittgenstein
should in fact stop doing philosophy altogether, or at least
content himself with a description of everyday expressions.
‘New Wittgensteinians’ consequently insist that proper
philosophy is therapeutic. They take Wittgenstein to show
that a philosopher must not try and answer questions like:
“What constitutes personal identity?” but should free us from
the urge to ask such questions in the first place.

I myself do not think this reading does justice to the
insights we find in Wittgenstein's work. Having always
studied his writings next to those of philosophers like
Heidegger and Levinas, | cannot help but see Wittgenstein
as also contributing to an understanding of, e.g., self and
subjectivity. But how can that be reconciled with
Wittgenstein's blatantly anti-metaphysical statements? |
prefer to follow Stephen Mulhall’s advice and take (some of)
Wittgenstein’s methodological remarks rhetorically instead of
literally. According to Mulhall, sections 108(b)-133 of the
Investigations demonstrate the exact fallacy Wittgenstein is
combating in other parts of the book: the idealization of
phenomena like mind and meaning. Here, however,
philosophy itself is presented in an overly purified form.
These paragraphs should therefore be taken with a pinch of
salt; they are not directed at metaphysics per se, i.e., at “a
concern with essence as such”, but only at “a particular
fantasy of what such a concern must be.” (Mulhall 2004, p.
76)

If Mulhall is right, Wittgenstein differs from his
predecessors with respect to method but not with respect to
goal. This reading holds the promise of a philosophy that still
has significant things to say about matters metaphysical;
that does not reify phenomena such as mind and identity,
but does not remain silent about them either; that does not
look for the wrong kinds of essences, but dares to ask
fundamental questions nonetheless. Yet although such a
philosophy would differ from both traditional metaphysics
and an elimination of that tradition, it is not obvious how
Wittgenstein’s work can be said to exemplify it. For when he
is not ridiculing one position or other, he is simply posing
guestions, often without answering them, or discussing
examples, mostly without stating the conclusions he is
driving at. One might wonder how that can be considered a
genuine form of metaphysics.

In this paper | wish to elaborate upon Mulhall's
suggestion by arguing that - despite his anti-metaphysical
remarks and his seemingly superficial treatment of
philosophical issues - Wittgenstein’s oeuvre contains
substantial ideas on matters such as mind and personal
identity. | will focus on this latter topic. Now Wittgenstein
does not discuss personal identity extensively, and the
passages where it is mentioned (BB p. 61-74, Pl § 404-413)
indeed seem mere descriptions of our use of the pronoun ‘I'.
However, when we consult the writings that have a more
personal or ethical flavour, we can see that Wittgenstein
actually has more to say about what it means to be a
person. Identity, moreover, is discussed exten by an author
who is not often associated with Wittgenstein, but whose
work can certainly be said to illustrate the type of philosophy

described above: Paul Ricoeur. He offers an account in
which the self is not reified, but its existence is not denied
either. And Wittgenstein’s ideas turn out to be surprisingly
similar to Ricoeur’s. By thus focussing on an unusual topic
and bringing Wittgenstein téte-a-téte with an unusual
interlocutor, | hope to make plausible that there is such a
thing as wittgensteinian metaphysics. But | will turn to
Ricoeur first. His treatment of personal identity is more
accessible than that of Wittgenstein, so an exploration of
Ricoeur's ideas will pave the way for an exploration of
Wittgenstein’s. Though the bringing together of thinkers from
such different backgrounds may be controversial, | think that
the work of the one will shed light on that of the other.

For the moment | will restrict myself to two of
Ricoeur's shorter pieces: Life: A Story in Search of a
Narrator and Narrative Identity. Ricoeur here asks what
reasons we have for saying that a person remains the same
over the years, and wonders whether the similarities
between life and narrative are of any help. In a
wittgensteinian vein he immediately advises the reader of
Life [etc.] not to ignore the differences between lives and
stories, and begins Narrative Identity with a description of
the many ways in which the term ‘identity’ is used. Some of
these grammatical differences, Ricoeur continues, bespeak
an ontological distinction between (in heideggerian terms)
vorhanden things and daseinsméRige beings. It is therefore
vital to distinguish between identity in the sense of
sameness and identity in the sense of self: the identity of a
person cannot be understood in the same way as the
permanence of a thing over time.

Ricoeur illustrates what may result from overlooking
this difference by discussing the work of Derek Parfit. As
Ricoeur explains, Parfit presupposes that, since | am not my
body or my experiences, the self must be some further fact.
Parfit then considers some thought-experiments, each
supposedly indicating the impossibility of deciding whether
there is such a ‘thing’ as personal identity. He takes this to
mean that the concept of identity is empty, and concludes
that we should renounce all talk of the self. Ricoeur does not
think this is the right conclusion to draw. In his view Parfit's
puzzles only show that - to paraphrase Wittgenstein —
personal identity conceived of as an object “drops out of
consideration as irrelevant.” (Pl § 293) This does not mean
that identity is an illusion; it means that we need an
alternative account of the self.

According to Ricoeur personal identity does not reside
in a pre-given substrate, but forms an “ambition” (Blamey
1995, p. 583) that has to takes shape in the course of a
lifetime. Identity consequently is more akin to a story than to
any kind of substance, and recourse to narratological
concepts is more helpful in explaining the self than talking in
terms of facts and objects. Ricoeur thinks Aristotle’s concept
of plot is especially informative. Analogous to an operation of
emplotment, the process of self-formation can be seen as
the making into a meaningful whole of an uninterpreted
sequence of disparate and sometimes conflicting events.
Thus understanding a human life as a narrative unity
enables us, Ricoeur beliefs, to incorporate both change and
permanence without change threatening permanence, and
vice versa. On this account identity is “neither an incoherent
succession of occurrences nor an immutable substance
incapable of becoming.” (Ricoeur 1986, p. 131) Both
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elimination and sublimation are avoided: “In the place of an
ego enchanted by itself a self is born, taught by cultural
symbols, first among which are the stories received in the
literary tradition. These stories give unity — not unity of
substance but of narrative wholeness.” (Ricoeur 1986, p.
132)

Obviously this exposé cannot answer all questions
concerning personal identity or Ricoeur’s conception of it. |
will concentrate on the question that is most urgent in the
current context: what has Ricoeur’s theory got to do with
wittgensteinian metaphysics? At first glance Wittgenstein
says little about the topic Ricoeur investigates so thoroughly.
Only a few sections of the Investigations concern the
pronoun ‘I', culminating in the scornful remark that an
account of the self may say more about “the state of a
philosopher’s attention when he says the word ‘self to
himself” (Pl § 413) than about identity. In the Blue Book
Wittgenstein is more elaborate. He reminds us that ‘I’
generally is not used to denote a body. This may lead one to
state that the | is of a mental nature, creating “the illusion
that we use this word to refer to something bodiless, which,
however, has its seat in our body.” (BB p. 69) That is no
improvement, Wittgenstein thinks, for then it is still assumed
that words like ‘I' and ‘self’ function as labels for objects. And
there are important differences between the grammar of a
statement about psychological phenomena and “the
grammar of an outwardly similar statement about physical
objects.” (BB p. 70)

Wittgenstein's reflections abound with references to
the way relevant concepts are used. But, on my reading, he
does not claim that all problems surrounding the self are
thereby (dis)solved. Although he clearly disapproves of
several identity theories, Wittgenstein does not present his
remarks as a remedy for all philosophical activity. He simply
argues that theorizing is useless when guided by the wrong
expectations. His diagnosis is similar to Ricoeur’s:
philosophers who assume that only a fact or object can
explain personal identity, go astray even before they have
started speculating. Subjects cannot be approached in the
same way as objects.

So the upshot of Wittgenstein's discussion of the
pronoun ‘I' resembles the first step in Ricoeur’s account of
narrative identity; both question the foundations of certain
theories on identity. But Ricoeur does not leave it at that,
and also tries to provide an alternative to these theories.
Since | am investigating the possibility of wittgensteinian
metaphysics, it is interesting to examine whether an alter-
native can be formulated on the basis of Wittgenstein’s work
as well. For is the dismantling of philosophical creations his
only goal, or does he also contribute to understanding the
self in a more constructive way? The Blue Book and the
Investigations do not contain an answer to this, but more
can be learned from Wittgenstein’'s work on ethics and
religion.

Of all his writings on these matters, | find the Lectures
on Religious Belief most revealing. Here Wittgenstein looks
for a way to distinguish the believer from the non-believer,
for instance with regard to Judgement Day. One cannot
simply state, he explains, that both take a different stance
towards the same state of affairs, for a religious dispute
strictly speaking never concerns facts. It seems more
appropriate to say that the believer always thinks about Last
Judgement, whereas the non-believer never has such
thoughts: “Here, an enormous difference would be between
those people for whom the picture is constantly in the
foreground, and the others who just didn't use it at all.” (LRB
p. 56) Wittgenstein suggests that the believer is
characterized by the thoughts he has or pictures he uses.
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This suggestion should not be misunderstood. Wittgenstein
is not claiming that a list of convictions inside a person’s
head makes him or her religious. That would contradict both
his writings on the soul (which he thinks is not some private
inner realm) as well as his other writings on religion (where
he argues that being religious does not amount to having a
theory). Fortunately the Lectures support a different reading.

Religious belief is not portrayed as something internal
to the believer, but rather as something that “will show [...]
by regulating for in all his life.” (LRB p. 54) The pictures
Wittgenstein talks about therefore play a different role than
simply floating before the believer's inner eye. That the
religious person constantly thinks of Judgement Day means
that he has made this picture into the “guidance for his life”
(LRB p. 53). This picture moreover cannot be seen as
something detached from or preceding the believer's living
his life. For although terms with a theoretical connotation
(like ‘belief’ and ‘picture’) are used as regards religion,
Wittgenstein explains elsewhere, “it's really a way of living,
or a way of assessing life” (CV p. 64). The difference
between the believer and the non-believer, then, is
existential rather than epistemological. The non-believer is
characterized by a lack of a direction in life. The believer in
contrast judges — to use Ricoeur’s words — all his “doing[s]
and undergoing[s]” (Ricoeur 1986, p. 127) in view of a
certain picture and consequently makes his life into a
meaningful whole.

This description of religious belief certainly is debat-
able. To Wittgenstein however one thing in these notes
seems beyond doubt: life is a task one should take very
seriously. His Lectures can thus be said to deal, not with
religion narrowly defined, but with what it means to be a
human being and lead a human life. If this is the right
reading, these notes respond to questions akin to those
Ricoeur investigates. And this means that there is not just
fierce criticism on certain identity theories, but also an
alternative to be found in Wittgenstein’s work, even though it
is not presented as such. This wittgensteinian alternative,
moreover, is strikingly similar to Ricoeur's. Remember that
Ricoeur refuses to assign personal identity to an immutable
substance; likewise Wittgenstein does not reduce
someone’s life-view to a static internal state. Ricoeur
maintains that identity is formed out of numerous hetero-
geneous elements; similarly Wittgenstein claims that a
person’s convictions show themselves in all the different
things he undertakes and undergoes. Ricoeur states that life
is but a biological phenomenon before it is narrated; likewise
Wittgenstein feels that the good life constitutes a meaningful
whole instead of a mere succession of events. Where
Ricoeur argues that a story warrants the unity of a human
life, Wittgenstein believes that a figure or pattern can be
seen in the existence of someone who takes his humanity
seriously.

Now | do not claim that Wittgenstein has hereby
definitively answered the question: “What constitutes
personal identity?” and has done so in exactly the same way
as Ricoeur. That is not the case nor is it what | intended to
show. | merely hope to have demonstrated that
Wittgenstein's contribution to philosophy is not a purely
destructive one. Despite his negative remarks and his
reluctance to make conclusions explicit, Wittgenstein cannot
be said to embody the very end of metaphysics. From his
writings views on, e.g., self and subjectivity can be extracted
— though admittedly in a sometimes roundabout way — that
he may not have articulated himself, but that do not run
counter to his philosophical convictions either. There is
philosophical life after Wittgenstein after all.
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The Strange Case of the Prototractatus Note

Luciano Bazzocchi, Pisa, Italy

1. Warning

On presenting the so-called Prototractatus notebook
to the press, von Wright pointed out the enigmatic nature
of the remark at the manuscript's beginning, which so
recites: "Zwischen diese Séatze werden alle guten Satze
meiner anderen Manuskripte gefiigt. Die Nummern zeigen
die Reihenfolge und die Wichtigkeit der Satze an. So folgt
5.04101 auf 5.041 und auf jenen 5.0411 welcher Satz
wichtiger ist als 5.04101" (Wittgenstein 1971, p.39). "A
student of the manuscript - von Wright observed - is struck
by the use of the accusative in “Zwischen diese Satze' and
by the phrase ‘werden alle guten Satze... gefiigt'. The
question arises which are the sentences, of which is said
that in between them all the good sentences of
Wittgenstein’s other notes will be inserted. My conjecture
is that they are the sentences listed on the first text-page,
or possibly first few text-pages. Perhaps the note at the
very beginning was written after Wittgenstein had on the
first text-page written down the remarks which so to speak
constitute the backbone of the entire work" (Wittgenstein
1971, p.3). The attempt to face the question posed by von
Wright leads us to try a more complete inquiry: what,
when, where, who and above all why.

2. What

The first phrase of the note distinguishes between "these
sentences" and "all the good sentences of my [of
Wittgenstein] other manuscripts”. Von Wright tries to
identify the first ones; the answer becomes easier if one
asks, instead, which are "the good sentences of the other
manuscripts" that are inserted between those at the
moment in the notebook. If we examine the current content
of the notebook, it is easy to see that no citation from other
manuscripts does appear until the horizontal line traced at
page 28, after very 282 sentences that, so long as we
know, are formulated ex novo." Beginning from such line,
29 consecutive sentences follow, drawn from the 1913
Notes on logic; and so on. In total, the literal or nearly
literal citations from known manuscripts are beyond 200,
all successive (with one exception) to the line of page 28.
We can therefore deduce that "these sentences" of the
present manuscript, to which the note referred, are all
those that precede the page 28 line.

If this is true, then the remark is not describing a
state of fact: it rather prescribes a series of operations to
do in order to complete the text according to the author’s
intent. In particular, the accusative of motion into place
indicates that such job is in some way traced through
numerals, but it is still in action, in an indeterminate stage
at the moment in which the manuscript was taken in
consideration. The part of von Wright's analysis tending to
establish when the note has been affixed becomes
therefore crucial.

3. When

The content of the warning leads us to exclude that it can
have been formulated immediately after the first text-page.

1 The only exception is the 4.10013 short sentence at page 18.
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It is more logical to think that it was written only once
Wittgenstein arrived at page 28, since until that point there
is no trace of the idea to systematically use material from
any previous manuscripts. But when in effect the note is
written up? That is: when Wittgenstein finishes the first 28
pages of the notebook?

According to (McGuinness 2002), the first 70 pages
of the Prototractatus were composed between April 1915
and August 1916, in twofold shape: on notebook and on
loose sheets. If we connect the structural change (implied
from the passage from the notebook to the scattered
sheets) with the methodological change (from the former
drawing up ex novo to the systematic retrieval of previous
material), it becomes natural to distinguish within these
seventy pages the first layer, with all evidence directly
composed on the notebook. Once Wittgenstein reached
page 28, he would have written down the note and would
have continued the job, now consisting in finding good
sentences from other manuscripts, using the support
offered by loose sheets, which better favour complex
structural compositions. Therefore, in October 1915, when
we have notice of a loose sheets support, the draft of the
notebook is suspended at page 28; the numeration
method now also concurs to virtually connect material of
assorted origin, written in effects in physically different but
logically coherent sequences.

4. Where

Thanks to the virtual structure determined by the numerical
notation, the effective physical site in which the sentences
are recorded becomes relatively indifferent. The diaries
proceed in date order. Prototractatus notebook collects
sentences in order of draft and/or of finding. The version
on not-consecutive scattered sheets presumably
reproduces essentially the sentences of that one, but by
hypertextual pages (that is, for levels and subsequences).
Such a version is moreover collecting the usable
sentences drafted from previous manuscripts, by placing
them on respective page and so assigning the right
number to each. It is reasonable to think that
Prototractatus notebook already carried its title "Logisch-
Philosophische Abhandlung”. The back page was still
white, since Wittgenstein can have inserted the dedication
to David Pinsent only after Mrs Fanny Pinsent’s letter that
on 6th July 1918 announced his death. The back of the
sheet with Kirnberger's maxim, in front of the first text-
page, is free too. So, where did Wittgenstein write his
warning? The editors of the bilinguist 1971 edition
reproduce it on the first text-page, over sentence number
1, but Wittgenstein really hasn't put it near the text. He
wrote it on notebook’s very first page, before the title, the
maxim and the other free pages. Perhaps this note, unlike
that one in the Tractatus, does not properly address the
final reader.

5. Who

Who is therefore the addressee of the warning? Evidently,
the addressee is the eventual publisher, an editor of
Wittgenstein's papers who, opening the notebook, must be
made aware of its possible use. So the remark acquaints
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him that the notebook contains only the skeleton of the
work, which is still in progress: it has to be integrated with
sentences of  previous manuscripts, separately
documented. Wittgenstein had often indicated Russell as
his posthumous editor, even when the forecast of his
imminent death sounded less outlandish; now, the
hypothesis is anything but remote, and the papers are
predisposed to such evenness. The purpose is reaffirmed
in the letter of 22nd October 1915: "If | don't survive - he
writes to Russell — get my people to send you all my
manuscripts: among them you'll find the final summary
written in pencil on loose sheets. It will probably cost you
some trouble to understand it all, but don't be put off by
that". The difficulty "to understand it all" does not refer as
much to the content of the sentences, as instead to the
unusual structure of the text, that has to be entirely
recomposed.

McGuinness thinks that, as can be assumed for the
following year's typescripts, the loose sheets listed the
sentences in strict numeration order, according to the
method of the final printed version. However numbered
typescripts and loose sheets don’t have the same structure
at all. A drawing up in numeration order is closely
sequential, it doesn’'t favour inserts and it doesn’t take
advantage of a single sheet support. On the contrary,
loose sheets — if exactly every sheet is dedicated to a
specific level of numeration — allow alternated orderings
and different reading modalities; on this reticulum of
sheets it is easier to make additions and transfers. It is the
technique today used for hypertextual documents. It
doesn’t astonish that Wittgenstein did not think it was
immediate not even for his elective addressee, Bertrand
Russell, who even had a good familiarity with the decimal
structure used also by Principia Mathematica.

6. Why

A last issue is: why to conclude the remark with such a
specific example, and why just with the three propositions
of the 5.401 branch? The reading of the passages
themselves offers one answer that is in some way
amazing.

5.041 In particular, the truth of a proposition p follows
from [folgt aus] the truth of an other one, q, if all
the truth-grounds of the former are truth-grounds
of the latter.

5.04101 We also say that the truth-grounds of the one
are contained in those of the other; p follows
from g.

5.0411 That one proposition follows from an other, we
can see it from the structure of the proposition.

As we can see, the sentences chosen to exemplify the
way in which a sentence of the Abhandlung follows [folgt
auf] an other, by consequence of theirs numerals, deal in
effect with the manner how a sentence logically follows
from [folgt aus] an other. Wittgenstein evidently suggests
that his propositions follow from the departure sentence in
a some analogous sense in which in logic p follows from g.
To enunciate comments to the sentence q is equivalent to
explicate the content of g. Wittgenstein's example
suggests that his way to enunciate tends to find the
intimate nexus between thoughts. So his propositions can
be cited outside context, but the general sense of the work
cannot be set aside from the organic relation between
them, on vertical and on horizontal line.

A dramatic turn of events happens finally: in the
Tractatus, the sentence 5.041 has been visibly corrected,

because it contained a logical error. The truth-grounds of a
complex sentence q are all those combinations of truth-
values of the elementary propositions that render the
complex sentence true. Given a list of states of things
represented from a truth-table with 4 rows that arranges
two elementary sentences a and b, let q their logical
product (a . b) and p their logical sum (a v b). We have that
p logically follows from q; however, q has only one truth-
ground (only one line of the four) while p has three truth-
grounds. Therefore it is not true that all the truth-grounds
of the consequence p are comprised between the truth-
grounds of the premise g, but it exactly the opposite is
true. The consequence has more truth-grounds in general
than the premise from which it follows: its grounds are not
"contained in those of the other", like instead also 5.04101
says. The error is discovered in 1922 by Ramsey during
the job of translation; Ramsey suggests that there was an
oversight, an exchange between "ersten" and "zweiten" in
sentence 5.041, now numbered as 5.12. Wittgenstein
answers in a very dry way, accepting the relief:

Your correction, the transposition of "first* and "second”,
is quite right. Is "first" and "second" in the wrong order in
the German too? If so, please set it right. Otherwise
leave the German as it is (Wittgenstein 1973, p.31).

The correction, although necessary, really distorts
the whole passage. In effect it seemed natural that the
premise sentence had more content than the single
consequence: "If p follows from q, the sense of p is
contained in the sense of " (5.04102). However, the
content of a sentence, how much it says, does not
correspond to the truth content as number of "truth-
grounds". If Wittgenstein had become aware in advance of
the oversight, he could have made a step ahead, rather
than to limit himself to a formal correction that leaves one
inelegant situation. The content of a sentence is not in
function of its possible verifications: it is not the number of
"V"s in the truth-table to measure the empiricist content of
a sentence, as rather the number of "F’s! In order to
maintain the intuitive sense of "comprehensiveness" and
"content”, it would have been unavoidable to enter the
road taken by (Popper 1934), recognising that the content
of a sentence is proportional to its falsifiability, to the
number of states of things that correspond to the "F"s of
the table. In this way, the parallelism suggested by the
sentences cited in the note to the Prototractatus would be
totally strengthened and it could induce to an interpretation
of the structure by decimals, so as the note suggested, still
more meaningful and essential.

7. Epilogue

After writing the remark at the beginning of the
Prototractatus, a little before October 1915, the systematic
rereading of previous manuscripts begins, to find by
successive screenings the best usable material. The new
sentences are brought back on a loose sheets support —
sheets organised as hypertext's pages. With the final
1918's restructure, the architectonic complexity and the
formal design become so expressive that they can totally
be appreciated perhaps only with an analogous
representation by hypertextual pages.?

The final skim focuses on the second diary (and
than the following one, today lost); the "good sentences"
ultimately recovered have been copied (perhaps on little
sheets singularly numbered) and marked at the same time

2 For a version of the Tractatus as hypertext, see at the Internet address
www.bazzocchi.net/wittgenstein.
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on the notebooks. Of these first 42 special marked
phrases, only four® are comprised in the final typescript
(but no more in the Prototractatus). A similar origin
reasonably had the "supplement 72", stuck in extremis to
the typescript sent in 1919 to Russell (and through Dorothy
Wrinch to Ostwald for the publication in the Annalen der
Naturphilosophie). The adding was not printed by Ostwald,
who in its place leaves the reference: "4.0141 (Siehe
Erganzung Nr. 72)". The dance of the flying sheets, with
the sentences to insert in between those of the book,
continues until the end, and perhaps beyond. Until when,
after an incautious solicitation of Ogden, publisher of the
English edition, about the eventuality of other possible
supplements, Wittgenstein loses his temper: "The
supplements are exactly what must not be printed — he
answers on May 1922 - To let you print the Erganzungen
would be no remedy. It would be just as if you had gone to
a joiner and ordered a table and he had made the table too
short and now would sell you the shavings and sawdust
and other rubbish along with the table to make up for its
shortness. (Rather than print the Erganzungen to make the
book fatter leave a dozen white sheets for the reader to
swear into when he has purchased the book and cannot
understand it)" (Wittgenstein 1973, p. 46).

The last "sentences drawn from other manuscripts",
evidently not equally "good", are so omitted and the
process of insertion, announced in 1915 note, finishes
therefore in definitive way.
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Subjective Similarity and Public Language

John Bell, London, UK

Kripke’s version of “Wittgenstein’s paradox” (Kripke 1982,
pp. 7-22) can, as he suggests (p. 20), be presented as
follows. Suppose that Mr. Green uses the words ‘green’
and ‘blue’ as most English speakers with normal colour
vision do, at least in clear cases. It seems to him that he
knows what the words mean, and that when he uses them
he does so correctly. Although he has only used the words
finitely many times in the past, it seems to him that he has
grasped and that he follows implicit semantic rules which
determine how he should use them in indefinitely many
new cases. But now suppose that it is time T and that his
strange friend Mr. Grue asks him what colour the grass
lawn that they happen to be standing on is. Confidently
and unhesitatingly Green replies “green”. But Grue looks
doubtful, and asks whether Green meant to say “blue”
instead. In the past, Grue suggests, Green might have
meant grue by “green” and bleen by “blue”, and if so, then,
as itis T time, Green should now reply “blue”, not “green”.*
Grue is not questioning Green's perception or the
accuracy of his memory. Rather, Grue claims, Green is
mistaken in supposing that he is now acting in accordance
with his previous linguistic intentions. There is, Grue
claims, no fact about Green's past history — nothing that
was ever in his mind, or in his external behaviour — which
establishes that in the past he used ‘green’ and ‘blue’ to
mean green and blue, not grue and bleen. So, nothing now
compels Green to call the grass “green”, rather than “blue”.
Moreover, Grue suggests, Green has no justification for
doing so; in doing so Green is not following a rule but
making a blind and unjustified stab in the dark. Green is
astonished, and objects that in his past use of ‘green’ he
intended that it apply to all and only objects of the same
colour as the grass they are now standing on. But this
does not impress Grue who suggests that Green might
equally have meant same shmolour.”

Kripke spells out the implications. Clearly, the same
doubt can be raised about the use of any word. It is then
pointless to attempt to explain the rule for using that word
in terms of other more “basic” rules, because the sceptical
move can be repeated at the more basic level. Eventually
the process of using a rule to interpret a rule must stop,
leaving rules whose use cannot be justified. Moreover, if
no facts establish past meanings, then no facts can
establish present meanings either: “It seems that the entire
idea of meaning vanishes into thin air” (pp. 19-22).

Kripke suggests that Wittgenstein proposed a
“sceptical” solution, which (unlike a “straight” solution)
begins by conceding that the sceptic’'s negative conclu-
sions are unanswerable, and aims to show that our use of
language can nevertheless be justified. According to
Kripke’'s Wittgenstein, we should abandon the attempt to
find necessary and sufficient conditions (truth conditions)
for following a rule, and look instead for justification (or
assertability) conditions for doing so. These should give
the circumstances in which a given assertion is allowed or
licensed, and so should be based on an examination of

1 Here Grue is appealing to the following rules. An object should be called
“grue” at time t if it is green and t is before T, or it is blue and t is T or later.
Similarly, an object should be called “bleen"at time t if it is blue and t is before
T,oritisgreenand tis T or later (Ullian 1961).

2 Just as ‘green’, and ‘blue’ are colours, so ‘grue’ and ‘bleen’ are shmolours.
So if Green had meant shmolour by “colour”, then, as the grass at T is the
same shmolour as blue things before T (i.e., bleen), he should now call it
“blue”.

our actual use of language and the role that it plays in our
daily lives. However Wittgenstein’s paradox seems to
show that justification conditions cannot be formulated on
an individual basis. Kripke concludes that “if one person is
considered in isolation, the notion of a rule as guiding the
person who adopts it can have no substantive content, all
we can say is that the individual uses rules “unhesitatingly,
but blindly” (pp. 87-88). Consequently it seems that we
must seek justification conditions in the public use of
language, with the result that rule following becomes a
matter of accepting the authority of a given linguistic
community and of conforming with its conventions: “We
say of someone else that he follows a certain rule when
his responses agree with our own and deny it when they
do not. ... Our entire lives depend on countless such
interactions, and on the ‘game’ of attributing to others
mastery of certain concepts or rules, thereby expecting
them to behave as we do” (pp. 91-93). This view is
consistent with Wittgenstein's remarks that: “the speaking
of a language is part of an activity, or of a form of life”
which simply “has to be accepted” as “the given”
(Wittgenstein 1953, §23, p. 226).

However Kripke suggests that this solution is
inadequate because it allows no place for individual
understanding and offers no explanation for the agreement
required for rule following: “On Wittgenstein's conception,
a certain type of traditional — and overwhelmingly natural —
explanation of our shared form of life is excluded. We
cannot say that we all use the word ‘green’ as we do
because we all grasp the concept green in the same way,
... because we share a common concept of green. ... For
Wittgenstein, an ‘explanation’ of this kind ignores his
treatment of the sceptical paradox and its solution. There
is no objective fact — that we all mean green by ‘green’, or
even that a given individual does — that explains our
agreement in individual cases. Rather our license to say of
each other that we mean green by ‘green’ is part of a
‘language game’ that sustains itself only because of the
brute fact that we generally agree. (Nothing about
‘grasping concepts’ guarantees that it will not break down
tomorrow.)” (p. 97).°

| suggest that, given reasonable assumptions,
individual understanding of language is possible, and that
it can be used to provide the traditional, overwhelmingly
natural, explanation for our shared form of life. It is
assumed that language can be defined recursively. Many
words can be defined verbally; in terms of others. But
ultimately we are left with the problem of the “base cases”;
words which can only be defined ostensively. Examples
include sensation language and basic mathematical con-
cepts; such as ‘plus two’ and even ‘plus zero’ (Wittgenstein
1956, 83). My proposal is intended to apply generally but,
for the sake of simplicity, | will concentrate on sensation
language here.

It is assumed that the speakers are human and that
they use language intentionally. Each speaker is assumed
to have a (partly innate) subjective standard of similarity;
see e.g. (Quine 1969, ch. 5). For present purposes the
problem of vagueness can be ignored, and so subjective

3 For the sake of coherence and readability ‘plus’ has been changed to ‘green’
without indication in this passage
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similarity can be though of as an absolute notion (for each
speaker), as a binary relation which holds between objects
of the appropriate type.* The speaker may thus judge two
colour patches to be the same; to be the same colour
relative to the speaker’s subjective standard of similarity.
Judgments of this kind are pre-linguistic; a speaker may
pre-linguistically judge that two colour samples are the
same; in the same way that a dog follows a scent or a bird
recognizes its chick when returning to a crowded colony.

It is assumed that speakers learn sensation
language by a process of internal ostensive definition in
which words are uniformlys associated with sensations.
Wittgenstein describes this process as consisting of the
speaker attending to samples of the sensation and
impressing upon themself the connection between the
word and the sensation (Wittgenstein 1953, §258). If the
speaker has always associated a word with samples of the
same; sensation (at least in all sincere uses of the word
which the speaker regards as correct), then the speaker is
said to have formed a semantics association between the
word and the sensation; the speaker is said to have used
the word in the sames way, or semanticallys. It is also
assumed that, on realizing that a word has been used
semanticallys, speakers are capable of grasping the
(implicit) general rule for the word, by inductively inferring
that the word should always be used in the sames way as it
has been. Following a rule (given that one has done so in
the past) thus consists of continuing to use the word
semanticallys.

It is further assumed that (prompted and
emboldened by accompanying dispositions) speakers
normally endeavour to use language semanticallys, and
that they are normally capable of doing so. Wittgenstein
argues, in effect, that semantics association is unintelligible
as a speaker has no justification for thinking that they are
currently using the word in the sames way as they have
done in the past; (Wittgenstein 1953, 88258, 265),
expounded in (Kenny 1973, ch. 10). However it seems to
me that this objection is decisively met by Ayer (Ayer
1954) and Kripke (Kripke 1982, n. 47), who argue that
speakers simply have to be trusted to identify their own
sensations correctly; for if they could not then no appeal to
public criteria would help them do so, as their ability to
identify external phenomena depends on their ability to
identify relevant sensory impressions. As the present
proposal seeks only to embellish the sceptical solution, it is
sufficient to assume that the speaker is normally success-
ful in endeavouring to use language semanticallys, and this
assumption can be supported by appealing to the causal
basis of perception, memory, etc., and by inductive
arguments for their reliability based on survival value and
natural selection. The speaker may occasionally be
unsuccessful without being aware of the fact. They may
also become aware of a systemic error; for example an
individual might go colour blind and discover this fact
through taste (on failing to distinguish, say, between ripe
and unripe fruit).

Speakers are normally justified in endeavouring to
use language semanticallys. They should normally
endeavour to do so in order to be able to refer to
significant features of (regularities in) the world in a
meaningful way; in order that their signs (marks, symbols,

4 As Quine notes (p. 122), a comparative notion of similarity (a is more similar
to b than to c) is needed to deal with vagueness. The speaker's absolute
similarity judgments should thus be seen as the result of unconscious,
“elementary”, abstraction processes, which typically involve “delicate
comparisons and shrewd inferences”. However, the central problem of
Wittgenstein’s paradox arises once vagueness has been removed; when it is
assumed that we are dealing with “clear” cases.

28

sounds, etc.) signify (have significance). In exceptional
circumstances a speaker may justifiably use a word non-
semanticallys (pragmaticallys), but such use is only
meaningful when contrasted with its normal semantic use.

Returning to the dispute between Green and Grue,
Green is disposed to call the grass “green” and not “blue”
at time T, and in intentionally doing so he is using ‘green’
semanticallys; he is following the rule that he has grasped
for ‘green’. As there are no unusual circumstances he is
also justified in doing so; and would not be justified in
answering any other way. Equally, and perhaps more
surprisingly, Grue is justified in thinking that the grass
should be called “blue” at T, as this would be to use ‘blue’
semantically relative to his subjective standard of similarity.
On this account, Grue turns out to be far less bizarre than
he at first seems. Like Green, he endeavours to use
language systematically, and differs only in having an
unusual sense of similarity.

The extension to the public case comes with the
further assumption that the subjective standards of the
speakers of the language are sufficiently similar. As Quine
puts it: “the ostensive learning of words ... is a curiously
comfortable case of induction, a game of chance with
loaded dice. ... For the learner [of ‘yellow’] is generalizing
on his yellow samples by similarity considerations, and his
neighbours have themselves acquired the use of the word
“yellow”, in their day, by the same similarity considerations”
(Quine 1969, p. 125). This assumption seems reasonable
given our common human nature (“we being birds of a
feather”).

The reinstatement of subjective similarity allows for
individual understanding of concepts. The common-
similarity assumption then provides an for agreement in
public language use; for agreement in language games,
for shared forms of life. Speakers who share a common
standard of similarity all use a word such as ‘green’ in the
same way because they all grasp the concept ‘green’ in
the same way, because they share a common concept of
green.’ Reinstating subjective similarity also accounts for
significant isolated and novel use of language; such as
used by desert-island castaways improvising new
vocabulary and scientists introducing new theoretical
terms. In practice, public and private uses of language are
interwoven. Public meanings are established by agree-
ment or convention, while concepts are typically acquired
though a mixture of private ostension and public instruc-
tion. Public correction is possible when a speaker is
mistaken about a definition or endeavours to use a word
semanticallys but fails; but in the latter case the correction
is only comprehensible if (at least some) agreement on
subjective similarity is assumed.

A formal theory of the individual acquisition and use
of ostensive concepts, on the basis of subjective similarity,
is given in (Bell 2005); including a formal treatment of the
proposed solution to Wittgenstein’s paradox.

5 It is possible that we only agree up to equivalence; that is, that our
sensations differ, but that we nevertheless make the same distinctions. This
gives rise to the familiar colour-swap problem: you and | both use the words
‘green’ and ‘red’ in the same way, but whenever | experience green, you
experience red, and vice-versa. It may thus seem odd to say that we have
these concepts in common. However, given the shared biological basis of our
perception, dramatic examples like this are unlikely. We may also be misled
here by the importance that we attach to perceptions; by “the blinding dazzle
of color vision” (Quine 1969, p. 128). Arguably a robot which intentionally (in
realizing a program) used the words ‘green’ and ‘red’ as we do, would share
these concepts with us. Consider also more abstract cases, such as ‘plus
one’, where it is hard to see what could be added to agreement up to
equivalence.
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Wittgenstein’s Musing on the Self and its Other Through

Philosophy of Langugage

Bhaskar Bhattacharyya, Guwahati, India

Wittgenstein remarks:

Not: " Without language we could not communicate with
One another ” — but for sure: Without language we
cannot influence other people in such and such ways;
cannot build roads and machines, etc. And also: without
the use of speech and writing people could not
communicate."

It is clear that Wittgenstein in his later philosophy speaks
of two sorts of language. The first one is ordinary language
and the other is private language. The first one is
colloquial and easily communicable to people. This sort of
language he names ordinary language. His assertion is
that ordinary language removes the difficulties involved in
case of artificial language or symbolic language. He,
therefore clearly points out that ordinary language is
colloquial. His later philosophy revolves around the circle
of ordinary language.

Wittgenstein advocates that ordinary language has
its prime role in human life. We cannot ignore that it is
indispensably related with our life. Human life will be
stagnant without ordinary language. Although we are in the
21% century, we have easiest and cheapest kinds of
instruments like mobile, computer etc. to communicate
from distant places to the nearest one; still we are in the
grip of ordinary language. The reason is that the medium
which we use to communicate is ordinary language. If we
do not know how to use it, it will not be easy for us to run
our life smoothly. So, we will have to understand the
technique of using ordinary language. We know very well
that nowadays life is competitive, so, if we fail to be master
of the technique of ordinary language, we know, what will
be our situation in the near future. Therefore, Wittgenstein
significantly writes, "To understand a sentence means to
understand a language and to understand a language
means to be master of a technique.”

Ordinary language has a social nature. Because it
can unite people coming from different backgrounds. As a
result we can exchange our views and become familiar to
each other. So, ordinary language can create a congenial
atmosphere among people. The most significant aspect of
ordinary language is that it can create mutual under-
standing among different types of people, which is really a
center of gravity of ordinary language. We know that
society is a network of people, so to regulate our society in
a well ordered manner we have to preserve our values
like-Truthfulness, Honesty, love, Justice, Patriotism, Toler-
ance, Humanity etc. These values are cream of social life.
If we do not carefully handle, society will vanish forever.
The cardinal point is that these social values are brought
into light by the media of ordinary language. Over and
above ordinary language can spread the awareness of
social values to masses. Therefore, it can be opined that
ordinary language has a unique role in society.

Wittgenstein in his Blue and Brown Book writes that
ordinary language is that ‘which pervades all our life." It
entails that ordinary language is indispensably related with
our life. Apart from this, life will be sterile. He mentions
“Language is an instrument. Its concepts are
instruments.” Just as instruments are used for various
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purposes, so also language can be utilized to perform
different activities. As for instance we can utilize language
in case of giving orders and obeying them, constructing an
object from a description, reporting an event, forming and
testing a hypothesis, making a story; and reading it, play
acting, solving a problem in practical arithmetic etc. These
activities are nothing but language games or different
forms of life. Forms of life show that language is public.
Because people can understand others nature through
linguistic discourse.

Ordinary language indicates that there is an
interrelation between language and activity. He holds that
language game is meant to bring into prominence the fact
the speaking of language is part of an activity or form of
life* Activities are performed through language. In society,
human life is pursued through different activities. So, it is
lucid that ordinary language is a media and through this
media life is regulated. Nothing remains, if we left out
linguistic media from human life. So, language has a
unique role in social life, because it can create unity, co-
ordination among people. Malinowski adds, “Speech is the
necessary means of communication; it is the one
indispensable instrument for creating the ties of the
instrument. Without which unified social action is
impossible.”™ Wittgenstein, through his later philosophy of
language, time and again carries the picture of social
nature of language. He emphatically views that language
is part of an activity or form of life. H. R Smart points out
that language is founded in the very life of people. The life
of people is the ultimate ground which gives language its
unity and significance. As language is essentially an
activity, it can be understood only with reference to the
moods of life people®.

It can be stated that Wittgenstein in his later
philosophy confirms the view that his language is ordinary
language, which is easily communicable. We know that
society is a center of living for different people coming from
different backgrounds. People follow ordinary language
because it is accessible or communicable. So, it can unite
people or bring harmony or co-ordination among people.
Again it can bring out the defects of society. People come
out from the cave of egoism and can concentrate on
society through ordinary language. Therefore, he implies
that language is a social phenomenon.

Wittgenstein in his later philosophy holds that
private language is impossible in the sense that it cannot
take any role to spread the social aspect of language in
society. He means by private language a typical language,
which is only accessible to the speaker. He defines it as
“The individual words of this language are to refer to what
can only be known to the person speaking to his
immediate private sensations, so another person cannot
understand language™. Wittgenstein does not accept it
because it is not communicable to others. Again people do
not share it. Language becomes communicable when
others share it. Therefore, it can be opined that private
language is not entertainable in the context of society. He
views that

Let us imagine a table (something like a dictionary)
that exists only in our imagination. A dictionary can be
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used to justify translation of a word X into a word Y.
But are we to call it an imagination if such a table is to
be looked up only in the imagination? Well this is
subjective justification. But justification consists in
appealing to something independent. But surely | can
appeal from one memory to another. For example, |
do not know if | have remembered the time of a
departure of a train right and to check it | call to mind
how a page of the timetable looked? Is not it the
same here?— No; for this process has got to produce
a memory which is actually correct. If the mental
image of the timetable could not itself be tested for
correctness, how could it conform the correctness of
the first memory? ®

The above assertion implies that Wittgenstein makes
an implicit distinction between private language and ordinary
language (self and other). Private language is private in the
sense that it is not justifiable or correctable, while ordinary
language is public in the sense that it is correctable or
justifiable or sharable. So, ordinary language has a great
demand in society. D.W. Theobald mentions, “A Private
language as Wittgenstein pointed out is inconceivable
because there would be no possible check upon whether it
was being used correctly or not. The use of language is after
all public — it can be checked.” Wittgenstein's view is that
language needs criteria or grammar. As for instance, in
respect of pain we cannot exactly comment in which place
the person is feeling pain. Even a doctor fails in this context
because at first he wants to know about the symptoms of
pain. So, Wittgenstein asserts that without outward
expression private language has no role in public life.

In the context of discourse between private language
and ordinary language Wittgenstein mentions that “I have
toothache” “I” does not “denote a possessor,” he pointed out
that when | talk of “my body,” the fact that the body in
guestion is “mine” or belongs to me,” cannot be verified by
reference to that body itself, when | say “This body belongs
to me,” is used in the second of senses which he
distinguished for “I”, which does not “denote a possessor.”
He said, “If there is an ownership such that | possess a
body, this not verified by reference to a body,” i.e. “this is my
body” cannot possibly mean, “this body belongs to this
body.” He said that, where “I" is replaceable by “this body”,
“I" and “he” are “on the same grammatical level.” He said
that the word “I” or “any other word which denotes a subject”
is used in “two utterly different ways,” one in which it is “on a
level with other people”, and one in which it is not. This
difference, he said, was a difference in the “the grammar of
our ordinary language.” He again points out that “I have got
a match box” and “I' have got a bad tooth,” which he said
“on a level” with “skinner has a match box” and “skinner has
a bad tooth.” He said that in these two cases “I have ..."” and
“skinner has ..."” really were values of the same propositional
function, and that “I" and “skinner” were both “possessors.”
But in the case of “I have toothache” or “I see a red patch”
he held that the use of “I" is utterly different .

Wittgenstein's main attempt in his later philosophy is
that how language can be communicated to each and every
people. So, private language would be confined, if people
embrace it. Therefore, he insists on ordinary language,
which has a public demand in the context of society. And the
most important aspect of public language is that it maintains
unity among human beings, because people come together
through different activities. So, it is a bond of connection
among human beings. Therefore, it can be highlighted that
ordinary language brings out social perspective through the
technical concept of language games or forms of life.
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On Spinoza’s Conception of Time

Nancy Brenner-Golomb, Bilthoven, The Netherlands

Spinoza developed his philosophy as a correction of his
earlier following of Descartes. Descartes postulated that
God, and two substances, thought and matter, extended in
space-time, constituted the three components of the
universe. Spinoza maintained that thought and extension
were attributes of the same substance, which he identified
with God, or Nature. The power of God is the dynamic
power of this self-creating substance. Thought, as an
attribute of Nature — to be distinguished from human
thoughts — is represented by the laws of nature. Every
thing created by the power of God-Nature is a modification
of substance. Such a thing retains that part of God’s power
that maintains its own existence. However, its actual
existence is always a result of complex causal interactions
of several things acting by several laws. Therefore,
Spinoza defines the duration of a thing as an ‘indefinite
continuation of existing’ [E. Il, definition V].

It is indefinite because this continued existence
does not follow from the nature of the thing itself [C. XII]. It
is because our mind is incapable of grasping such
complexity that, already at the level of perception, it
abstracts essential features of those things which
recognizing their effects on us is essential for our survival
[TCU VI and XIV]. This is the reason we must be satisfied
with knowing the world by its abstract logical structure, as
it is best represented in mathematical equations, where
the relations between things are reduced to the relations
between their essential features by which they exist.

Descartes distinguished between objective and
formal knowledge. The former is derived from known
objects, and the latter — like his analytic geometry —
provides knowledge of space that cannot be derived from
objective knowledge. Spinoza agreed with Descartes that
objective knowledge presupposes some formal knowl-
edge, but only of the most general features of the universe
by which we understand it. Apart from such general
features, of which one is the conception of time, all
knowledge of the world, including mathematically formu-
lated knowledge, is objective knowledge. For example, we
would not know the essence of a parabola — namely its
mathematical equation in a coordinate system — without
first knowing parabolas. And we know parabolas because
they exist [part Ill of PCP (p.99)].

Most remarkable among Spinoza’'s corrections of
Descartes, is the correction of his claim that, in order to
have a method on which we can rely, he had to prove the
necessary existence of God, who imposed order on his
creation. According to Spinoza, all we need is to acknowl-
edge our natural tendency to reduce all knowledge into
one idea, the object of which is understood as God’s
creation. The phrase ‘the object of which’ requires to say
something about Spinoza’s theory of mind.

In part Il of the Ethics, proposition xiii says: “The
object of the idea constituting the human mind is the body,
or a certain mode of extension actually existing and
nothing else.” In other words, the concept ‘mind’ repre-
sents the totality of our ideas. Each idea represents an
object of consciousness, not necessarily of thought. For
example, when we feel hungry, we are conscious of
certain physical changes in the body, combined with a
tendency — part of the body’s conatus — to restore the body
to its natural capacity. This tendency is experienced as a
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desire combined with an idea how to do so. The latter
involves ideas whose objects exist, i.e. ‘have some mode
of extension,’ outside the body. The ‘nothing else’ is his
claim that the function of the mind is to maintain the
natural capacity of a person to act according to his internal
power. Creating the knowledge how to do so, is the
function of thinking.

A corollary of this conception of the mind is that, on
the level of thought, the natural desire is to create a
coherent idea of Nature with ourselves in it. According to
Spinoza, the best way to fulfil this desire is to start from the
ideas naturally characterizing our understanding, and, by
using our natural power of reason, proceed to include all
knowledge, while its forming a coherent conception of
Nature provides a standard of truth [TCU VII]. The problem
is that, although from his conception of human nature
follows that in principle true ideas must be naturally
embedded in our minds we do not directly know what they
are. He explains that to say that to have a certain idea is
natural is not to say that knowing it is easy to come by. A
fact he compares to knowledge of the body, which
everybody agrees that whatever happens in it is natural,
but our knowledge of it is limited and difficult to gain [TCU
IV].

Concerning the concept of time, then, we must
distinguish between a postulated undefined but naturally
known conception of time, and the various conceptions of
duration, which being objective knowledge, may differ with
their ‘objects.” While the concept of duration, he adds,
presupposes created things, the concept of time
presupposes both created things and thinking men [MT
pp.95 and 129].

The presupposed thinking man is important
because, when we contemplate the essential properties of
objects we soon realise that we naturally have different
conceptions of their durations. Obvious examples are a
cyclical conception of the durations of the seasons of the
year and of alternating days and nights, compared to the
linear perception of a succession of sounds conceived as
a melody, or the perception of successive phases in our
child's development which we conceive as changes in one
and the same person. But, according to Spinoza, having a
formal, undefined concept of time is the condition for the
very possibility of having any of these perceptions or
conceptions of duration. Without it we would not even have
memories of related events. Since the origin of this notion
of time is in the human mind, it presupposes a thinking
man. The presupposed thinking man is also important
because we may err not only about our formal innate
ideas, but also about our presupposed standard of truth. In
the appendix to chapter | in Ethics, Spinoza explains how
his contemporaries’ tendency to create a unifying
conception of Nature had led to such error. In other words,
the assumed correctness of knowledge may change when
one standard of truth is replaced by another.

A correct presupposed conception of Nature which
serves as a standard of truth is essential for creating true
science [C. VI]. Yet, we must realize that the natural forces
which led his contemporaries to create their compre-
hensive view are as natural as his own. The only way to
distinguish between them is to rely on a dialectical method,
based on the clear assumption that the more we
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understand the nature of our understanding, the better we
can understand Nature, and the more we understand
Nature, the better we shall understand ourselves. In this
spirit, Spinoza listed the properties of our understanding,
which he could consider essential by relying on his present
knowledge [TCU XV].

The third item in this list says that having a
conception of a 3- dimensional space must be a property
of our understanding because, it cannot not only be
derived by induction from known spatial relations, but
every such relation must presuppose it. The fifth item is a
generalization of the former: when ideas are formed by
understanding, the mind regards all things under ‘certain
species of eternity,” without considering their duration or
number. This is contrary to things imagined or perceived,
where things always have a definite spatial extension,
duration and number. Spinoza's phrase ‘a certain species
of eternity’ can be understood as the notion of an
independent variable as used in statistics: abstractly, we
think of it independently of any other variable. What
mathematics does is to correlate the ways they in fact
interact. Time is such a variable.

According to Spinoza, we can discover these
independent components of understanding by a method of
conceptual reduction — by analysing each concept to its
components until we reach those which cannot be further
analysed. As the given examples of duration show, the
fundamental concepts are not confined to any particular
domain of knowledge. The concept of time must represent
what is common to the duration of a season and a melody
irrespective of other factors which determine their
existence.

Although he deals with conceptual reduction,
Spinoza insists that those concepts which enter scientific
knowledge must represent real physical things [TCU XIV].
He explains that it is difficult to think of any abstract
concept [like ‘time’] as of a real physical thing because,
being present everywhere, it is more easily conceived as a
universal term — as nominalists say, as a name we give to
all observed durations. In TCU XllI, Spinoza defines the
conditions for considering such universal terms as real
‘uncreated’ properties of substance. ‘Uncreated’ means
that, like substance itself, they have no cause outside
themselves. These conditions are: I.No object outside it
should be needed for explaining its definition. 1.When the
definition is given, no doubt should remain about whether
or not it exists. lll.It must contain no substantives which
can be turned into adjectives. IV.All its properties should
be concluded from its definition.

Since time is conceived independently of any other
concept, condition | is satisfied. Similarly, condition Il
seems to be satisfied because some conception of time is
always used in mathematical equations in physics, so we
never doubt its existence. However, Spinoza repeatedly
warns that we cannot deduce properties of reality from an
understanding derived by reflection on their essence alone
[C.IX]. He accepted Descartes’ discovery that thinking is
the essence of our being, in spite of its discovery by
reflection alone, because, in this case, our awareness
provides all the evidence we need and can have. But
concerning knowledge of the world, he approved of the
new scientists in England, who refused to deduce
properties of the world from formal analysis, as Descartes
did. This approval of empirical science is the meaning of
Spinoza’'s comment after his statement of condition Ill, that
it means the same as a warning that a thing ought not be
explained by abstractions. Although today no scientist will
derive a methodological rule from grammatical terms,

condition Il suggests that from the fact that we need
words [though, in this case, not adjectives] for judging
whether an event occurs before, after or simultaneously
with another event, we should not deduce that a noun
derived from them necessarily names a unique physical
entity.

Condition IV is most clearly concerned with scientific
theory, rather than with the real world. Since the rule
concerns the most general concepts, applicable to all
theories, they must agree with the general view of reality
which serves as the ultimate standard of truth. However,
since this unity of science is a result of the natural function
of reason to create it, these concepts might be what
Spinoza calls instruments of our mind. How do we know
whether the concept of time is not merely a useful
construct of our minds, which might be either wrong or
non-existent? According to Spinoza, we know that it must
represent a real and unique physical entity only if we
accept his conception of Nature. This follows from his
definition of life, as "the force through which things
persevere in their own being" [MT p.120], from which he
derives his definition of the mind; the tendency to create a
coherent system of knowledge, and the best method to do
so [ p.2].This method is based on the realization that the
more we correlate true ideas to ‘their objects’ in reality, the
more it becomes clear that things that are logically
dependent (or independent) are also causally related (or
unrelated) in reality; and conversely, the more we observe
that things are causally related (or unrelated) in reality the
more we understand that they must be logically related (or
unrelated) in thought. Methodologically this means that the
more we understand that the concept of time is a most
general instrument of the mind necessary for creating a
logically coherent science, the more we understand that it
must be found in causal explanations of all conceptions of
duration. And the opposite assertion means that this
instrument of reason can be discovered by reflecting on
what is logically common to all known causes of the
durations of their various ‘objects’ [ pp.2 and 3]. If a
definition of time can be derived so that, as the fourth
requirement says, all notions of duration follow from it, we
have sufficient justification for considering it a true
conception of a real component of the universe.

The crux of the matter is that all this is valid
provided Spinoza’s metaphysical conception of Nature is
accepted. According to Spinoza, the more one interacts
with one’s environment the more true knowledge is
necessary for one’s survival, a thesis which, in agreement
with his conception of the mind, he summarizes in the
proposition that the more one interacts with one’s
environment the more mind one has [E. Il, note to
proposition xiii]. That this ‘more mind’ must provide true
knowledge which we need for survival, follows from his
conception of life [p.4]. Yet, there are many ways by which
ideas are formed in the mind. The function of reason is to
accept the true and reject the false ones. However, we
would not have had concepts embedded in our minds had
they not been modifications of a real property of substance
[p.1]. This, of course, follows from his naturalistic
metaphysics, which cannot be proved. But, as Spinoza
claimed, no science is possible without presupposing a
general view of nature, even if to the dismay of most
modern scientists this means a metaphysical view.
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Perception of the World in the Contemporary Epoch:

Time Experience

Natalia Bukovskaya, Tomsk, Russia

As a characteristic feature of the present epoch mentality
one can single out the inversion of meanings, the revision
of values in the opposition ‘acceleration— deceleration’,
which indicates its back and forth transition character. In
the beginning speed appeared the principal value of the
technogeneous civilization but gradually that unquestion-
able value became questionable. The pleasures of speed
yield to fear of it, to realization of the danger coming from
unlimited acceleration, from revolutionary upheavals.
Alongside with the criticism of the civilization based on the
admiration for speed the understanding of the importance
of non-catastrophic development, stability, evolutionism
and conservative values come.

Acceleration penetrating all spheres of life changes
the notions of time and time relationships. The content of
the present day experience is described by H. Lubbe as
“acceleration experience” [4 pg. 101]. Acceleration be-
comes an end in itself turning thus into absurdity. Turning
chaos and absurdity into aesthetic value becomes an
integral part of postmodern culture.

The perception of time in the technogeneous
civilization is technomorphous - it is the time of cars,
plains, space ships, radio, television etc. While the symbol
of the beginning of the century was the image of a rushing
car and the image of speed, later it is substituted by the
image of the rushing uncontrolled car, which becomes
widely exploited in arts turning into the symbol of absurdity
and danger of the accelerating world. The world of speed
turns out to be the world of chaos and catastrophes, the
risk zone. There is a constant lack of time in this world.
Speed swallows up time. N.A.Byerdyayev was right when
saying that “this acceleration, this extraordinary strive for
the future are created by the machinery”, this contradicts
life because “life of an organism is slower, its speed is not
so rash”. As a result, “no split second of life, no single life
experience have depth or become part of eternity. Any
split second of life, any life experience are only a means
for accelerating living processes striving for ill eternity ...”
[1 pg.169].

Acceleration of the development dynamics brings,
on the one hand, time gaining (in the form of speed
perception), but, on the other hand, it brings time wasting,
“reducing our existence in the present” (Lubbe), impos-
sibility of becoming part of the eternity, and consequently —
loss of being, for being, according to is time itself. It is not
by chance that the lyrical epic work by Marcel Proust “In
Search of Lost Time”, written in the first quarter of the XX
century, expressed in the title one of the characteristic
features of the present time epoch and its perception of
the world. There can be differentiated two stages in the
process of loosing the integrity of being:

the first is connected with the accent shifting to the
reality of the present as an immediate moment, separate
from the past and future;

the second one — with the following reduction of this
“moment” up to its disappearing. The importance of short
time periods increases, alongside with their perceptibility.
The principle time categories are not even hours but
minutes and seconds. The rhythm of machines penetrates

everyday life adjusting it to itself. Globalization turns to
establishing time correlations of different social institutions
and cultures. Time within the limits of the family, town,
people, state is correlated correspondingly to the flow of
time beyond the circle of the family, territorial,
administrative, national or state boarders. Time is
perceived as a means of communication, as connection.

The perception of time and its symbols are
inseparable from the epoch. Clocks and watches in any
event symbolize the outlook of the epoch, there meaning
and image change with the change of the content of time
experience. The round clock dial symbolizes the presence
of all time moments, their visibility, adjustability, the eternal
return and recurrence. In the XX century the traditional dial
is changed for quartz and electronic dials with digital
panels, which symbolize a separate moment of time -
“now”, its being torn out of the general flow of time, its
irreversibility. The clock hands as mediators and indicators
are eliminated, and the man stays alone facing the running
figures, the “tyranny of the moment” [6], he must “catch the
moment”. The display of such a digital panel on the TV
screen symbolizes the modern longing for information and
global communication, longing for the virtual experience.
At the same time the abrupt acceleration of the quantity of
information turns to its getting out of date and the
necessity of its elective mastering. The impossibility to
catch up with “now”, to settle in “here and now” leads to
the break-down of adaptation mechanisms, to the
appearance of the marginal subtime.

In the information society, time is defined by the
rhythms of TV broadcasting. Around-the-clock TV
broadcasting appears in the role of time keeper.
Simultaneously it appears both out of time and as
substitute of time, because it has neither the beginning,
nor the end, being available at day time and at night, “any
time”. The perception of the daily cycle is changing. The
limits of day and night erode. Time does not stop at night,
it can be full of events, it can be used and spent. The
Internet also works non-stop. The real and virtual time
intersect. Around-the-clock TV broadcasting paradoxically
creates the feeling of “out-of-timeness” (the reiteration of
news and live transmissions, changing of similar
broadcastings, the obtrusive similarity of images and
discourse) alongside with the feeling of transience and
irrevocability (flashing of captions, the dynamics of news).
On the one hand, the perception of value of time
increases, the feeling that it flows irrevocably irrespective
of presence or absence of any events. And this fact urges
one to act. On the other hand, the mass media flow of
events creates an illusion of being switched on, an illusion
of spending time positively. As a result, there is no need in
keeping time.

The total unreflective acceleration, which destroys
the true existence, throws the cultural postmodern
chronotope out of time. The former time and space
orientations turn out to be destroyed and discredited,
whereas the later ones are undefined. In the context of the
total disabsolutization there occurs movement from the
Time to the time. Tower clocks move over to a hand and
turn into watches, symbolizing the private, individual,
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incidental. On the one hand, it means multiplication of the
absolute, and on the other, “dispersion” of time, its
decentralization. Interruption, fragmentation of time context
is outlined. The absolute, ruthless, linear time is contrasted
to the relative, flexible and nonlinear one. In painting this
new image of time is expressed by Salvador Dali's “soft”
watch. Correlation of the time-clock with the instability of
memory is one of the greatest ideas. It was suggested by
Dali, and later it keeps on appearing in modern reflection
of various sciences, from theory of information to neuro-
physiology. The thesis seems to be obvious, though it has
not been introduced for a long time. It is impossible to
even talk about time without memory.

In science at the beginning of the 20" century there
appear new metaphors of time (trains and maps), chosen
by Einstein and Poincare, which were not only mental
experiments, but the reflections of modern world techno-
logies. The relative time by Einstein and Poincaré
expressed the collision of two chronometries of the
European civilization.[2] But the science does not stop at
it. In the 20th century there appears the “rediscovery of
time” in the synergetic model of time in physics.
Irreversibility was recognized as an essential character-
istics of the world, there was the reorientation from “the
world of trajectories” to “the world of processes”, from
existence to formation. [5] Instead of the purpose of
existence and formation contraposition, there appears the
aim at correlation of these two aspects of reality. Our
epoch, the epoch of accelerating development, is pierced
with the arrow of time. According to Prigogine “the arrow of
time is associated with the transition from the present to
the future; it is because of the present containing no future
that we make this transition from the present into the
future” [6.p.346]. Here it is necessary to mention that as
there is always an essentially implied beginning and end of
the transition, the transition itself is achieved at a certain
period of time and is characterized by a certain state of
transitivity; all that predetermines the existence of
transitional time. Transitivity is ambiguous. On the one
hand, the depth of the transition, according to Jaspers,
“introduces the highest clarity of being and truth”, that is
why “the greatest spiritual works appear in transitional
periods on the border of different epochs”. But, on the
other hand, “turning of the transition into a vivid stable
duration eliminates perception sharpness alongside with
time perception” [8. pp.251-252]. Annoying stability of
transitivity expresses itself in the superficiality and unreality
of being.

Let us consider the metaphor of an arrow. Two
elements appear in the arrow. One element is the
direction, expressed in two ends. These ends are precisely
definite. There appear a point and the other end of the
arrow, without their unity it is impossible to represent an
arrow. Not getting deep into the essence of these
interpretations, we shall only point out, that inside this
metaphor there appears quite another sense of the
physical understanding of time after Prigogine, or, to be
more exact, after he changed the notion of cause. The
arrow of time does not any longer show the direction
between two past moments, as in classical knowledge. In
order to create a simple transition of the process there,
one had to establish its boundary conditions. To be more
exact, one had to measure the process in two points of its
history. It means that former points simply show the
current of all. This is the position of Laplace. Nowadays we
cannot say so. The lottery of bifurcational cases moves
“the arrow” into the future. The point of the arrow is still
indefinitely directed. The target is understood in another
sense, not as a dot, but as an attractor. This is a great
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revolution, the introduction of the heuristic status of the
future.

As a result of the acceleration of social development
dynamics there is an increase not only in the amount of
innovations and time capacity but also in our existence in
transitivity, instability, which intensifies our strive for
stability, our conservative mood. Modern conservatism
aims at compensating stability absence but not at
hampering development. It is a way of thinking and
behavior that emerges as a reaction to acceleration
seizing all spheres of life and activity. It has a universal
cultural and structural character, thus being different from
the traditional social political conservatism. As “in the fast,
constantly accelerating speed of the civilization there is no
past and no future, no way to eternity” [1.pg.169], the
necessity of the way to it causes structural conservatism
which first of all becomes apparent in turning to classics
[4.p.106]. Turning to classics as to the way of interpretation
and realization of your time acquires greater importance in
connection with the increasing gap between temporariness
and timelessness. But only their ,unity gives man a chance
to find his time and consequently his being. According to
Gadamer “the task is to learn to percept this timelessness
in connection with time, for they essentially interact” [2.
p.167].

The idea of conservation at the end of the 20"
century expresses the idea of stability, but not in the sense
of stagnation, but mainly in the sense of conscious self-
regulation, the realization of stability and instability. The
indefinite future, aggravated by the acute ecological
situation, makes one interpret the problem of mankind
preservation in terms of self-restriction, self-catching, not in
the meaning of asceticism or suspension of some
parameters, for example, of population (“ecological
pessimism”), but in the meaning of safe development pre-
cautions. In the 20" century there appears the
understanding of stability as being fragile and precious,
and there arises the problem of its acquisition in the
changing world. Existentialism with its tragic realization of
finiteness and fragility of existence in its essence contra-
dicts the total unreflective acceleration, which destroys the
true existence. The crisis of identity and instability, caused
by the accelerating development, brings forth the
reanimation and actualization of the “church time”.

A dramatic coexistence of enthusiasm for speed
(striving for the future) and fear of it, fear of the future,
which is increased by the feeling of the loss of not only the
past and present but also of the future swiftly turning into
the past, determines the contradictory character of the
perception of the world in the contemporary epoch.
Nervousness, impassivity, dynamics go alongside with
inner devastation, confusion and the feeling of being
restless and abandoned. The problem of the way of finding
your own time becomes one of the central problems of the
present transitional epoch. It is transformed into the
problem of historical self-identification, of finding your own
time, which means finding your own being and your own
God. That is why it is not by chance that there can be
observed an intensification of reflectivity in the culture of
the 20™ century, which penetrates all its spheres. Hence
turning to your past (comprehending the past) and the
future (projecting the future) appears a condition for self-
actualization, realization of the responsibility to the history
for your time, and consequently it becomes a way of
historic self-realization. Thus, gaining responsibility is the
best condition for gaining your time.
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Kuhn und Wittgenstein: Paradigmen, Sprachspiele und

Wissenschaftsgeschichte

Marco Buzzoni, Macerata, Italien

Dass zwischen Kuhn und Wittgenstein wesentliche
Gemeinsamkeiten bestehen, ist seit langerer Zeit bekannt
(vgl. vor allem Thurnher R. 1979, 218; Bayertz 1980, 135-
6; Buzzoni 1986; Barker 1986). Die im vergangenen
Jahrzehnt betrachtlich angewachsene Literatur um das
Thema hat nur wenig Bedeutungsvolles hinzugefigt: vgl.
z.B. Kindi 1995; Andersen et al. 1996; Andersen 2000;
Lorenzano 2000; Read 2003; Soulez 2003). Hier soll
jedoch nur die grundlegende Verwandtschaft erortert
werden, die die vorrangige theoretische Spannung ans Licht
bringt, die bei Kuhn und Wittgenstein die Geschichtlichkeit
der Wissenschaft betrift und um den Begriff des
Paradigmas kreist.

Bei seiner genaueren Definition des Wortes
“Paradigma” schrieb Kuhn den “exemplars“ — jenen
konkreten Problemlésungen, die als frihere exemplarische
Leistungen die Basis zur Losung normalwissenschaftlicher
Puzzles oder Ratsel bilden — eine besondere, ja tiefere
Bedeutung zu (vgl. Kuhn 1970a, ,Postscript — 1969, 174-
175). Es wurde mehmals hervorgehoben, dass die
Bedeutung der “exemplars” in engem Zusammenhang mit
der Grundthese von Wittgensteins Philosophischen
Untersuchungen steht, nach der der Sinn eines Wortes
oder Satzes - zumindest fir eine groRBe Klasse von
Féallen* — in Gebrauch, Aktivitat oder Praxis innerhalb eines
Sprachspiels besteht (vgl. L. Wittgenstein, PU, § 43;
Hervorhebung im Original). Auch Kuhn zufolge werden
wissenschaftliche Begriffe keinesfalls bei einer theo-
retischen, nur gedanklichen Auseinandersetzung erlernt,
sondern erst dann, wenn man lernt, sie innerhalb einer
sozialen Praxis auf konkrete Falle anzuwenden. Laut
Wittgenstein gehorcht darlber hinaus der Gebrauch, der
die Bedeutung eines Wortes festsetzt, keiner unver-
anderlichen oder a priori Regel: “an jedem Punkt‘ wird
.eine neue Entscheidung nétig” (vgl. PU, § 186). Und auch
fur Kuhn kann wissenschaftliche Praxis nicht ein fir
allemal durch a priori und im Voraus bestimmte Kriterien
geregelt werden: Ganz im Gegenteil, Regeln und Kriterien
ergeben sich vielmehr aus der Anwendung des
Paradigmas auf die Natur (vgl. Kuhn 1970a, Kap. 5; fir
einen ausfuhrlicheren Vergleich s. Buzzoni 1986).

Nun stellt sich die Frage, ob sich ein Paradigma
gemal dieser Bedeutungstheorie nur gradweise oder —
wie bei Kuhn (vgl. z.B. Kuhn 1970a, 150) — auch auf
revolutionare Art und Weise verandern kann. Laut Toulmin
ist nur ersteres richtig: Kuhns Theorie der wissenschaft-
lichen Revolutionen sei ,vollkommen unabhangig von der
Theorie der Paradigmen“. Das ergebe sich insbesondere
daraus, dass Toulmin selbst Wort und Begriff ,Paradigma“
von Wittgenstein bernommen hat, ohne aber auf einen
plotzlichen, revolutiondren Wandel schiefen zu missen
(Toulmin 1972, 106-107; vgl. auch Macintyre 1977 und
Soulez 2003, 433-434).

Es genugt jedoch ein auch nur flichtiger Blick auf
den Begriff ,Paradigma“ bei Wittgenstein, um zu ver-
stehen, wie voreilig diese Schlussfolgerung ist. Vor einiger
Zeit leistete C.G. Luckhardt einen kurzen, aber pragnanten
Beitrag zum Begriff ,Paradigma“ bei Wittgenstein (vgl.
Luckhardt 1978). Fir jede der drei von ihm
unterschiedenen Grundeigenschaften eines ,Paradigma“
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kénnen wir eine selbstverstandliche Entsprechung bei
Kuhn finden:

1. Ein Paradigma ist nach Wittgenstein etwas,
wodurch man im Bereich eines Sprachspiels ,Vergleiche
anstellt*, d.h. ein Modell, das gestattet, zwischen
verschiedenartigen Dingen Beziehungen zu sehen; in
diesem Sinne ist das Urmeter, dessen Prototyp in Sévres
bei Paris lagert, ein Paradigma (Luckhardt 1978, 241; vgl.
auch L. Wittgenstein, PU, § 50). Offensichtlich hat Kuhn
insbesondere in diesem Sinne von exemplars gesprochen.

2. Das Paradigma ist fir Wittgenstein die
notwendige Bedingung dafir, sich auf solche Aktivitaten
einzulassen, die es erst moglich macht (vgl. auch
Wittgenstein 1956, V-6). In diesem Sinne enthalt nach
Kuhn ein Paradigma eine ,neue Reihe von Bindungen®,
Verpflichtungen oder Uberzeugungen (vgl. Kuhn 1970a, 6
u. 184).

3. Nach Wittgenstein liegen Paradigmen jenseits
des Wahren und des Falschen: ,man kann von einem Ding
nicht aussagen, es sei 1 m lang, und das ist das Urmeter
in Paris“ (PU, 8 50). Weil das Paradigma Kriterium des
Wabhren, des Sicheren usw. ist, kann es selbst weder wahr
(sicher) noch falsch (unsicher), sondern ausschlieBlich ein
Modell dessen sein, was wir zur Beurteilung anderer Satze
voraussetzen oder glauben (vgl. Luckhardt 1978, 244).
Und dies ist genau der Grund, warum das Kuhnsche
Paradigma durch die Anomalien der Normalwissenschaft
nicht getestet werden kann (vgl. Kuhn 1970a, 37-38 u.
144). Gerade deshalb ist Wahrheit fur Kuhn ein
innertheoretischer, nicht auf das Paradigma anwendbarer
Begriff (vgl. Kuhn 1970b, 266). Und gerade aus diesem
Grund sind noch ungeldste Rétsel eine Herausforderung
nicht so sehr an das Paradigma, sondern ganz eigentlich
an den ,normalen’ Wissenschaftler, dessen L&sungs-
geschicklichkeit getestet wird (vgl. Kuhn 1970a, 36-37 u.
144-145).

Hier mochte ich mich darauf beschrénken, die
zwischen der ersten und der dritten Eigenschaft
bestehende Spannung hervorzuheben. Im Unterschied zur
ersten fihrt diese dritte Eigenschaft — d.h. jenseits alles
Wahren und Falschen zu sein —, direkt sowohl zur These
der Inkommensurabilitit als auch zur plétzlichen
Substitution eines Paradigmas durch ein anderes. Darin
liegt ja gerade der wahre Kern des manchmal gegen
Wittgenstein erhobenen Einwands, dass die Sprachspiele
einen “Monadismus” aufweisen (Pole 1958, 91-92), der
.das eigentlich Geschichtliche des Verstehens, die
Vermittlung zwischen den zerfallenden und entstehenden
Sprachspielen [...] und wiederum die Vermittlung tber die
Zeiten hinweg nicht fassen kann“ (Apel 1976, 376).
Toulmin zum Trotz enthalt auch Wittgensteins Sprach-
philosophie zwei unterschiedliche, ja entgegengesetzte
und nicht auf kohérente Art und Weise zu befriedigende
Anspriuche. Der eine fuhrt zum graduellen, geschichtlich-
hermeneutischen  Evolutionsmodell ~ Toulmins  und
Macintyres, der andere hingegen zum revolutionéaren
Modell Flecks und Kuhns.

Worin liegt nun die tiefste theoretische Wurzel der
dritten Eigenschaft des Paradigmas bei Kuhn und
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Wittgenstein?  Obwohl beide nach einem neuen
Rationalitétstypus suchten, der die Grenzen der logisch-
formalen Vernunft Gberschreitet, tritt bei ihnen ein seit Kant
— trotz gegenteiliger Behauptung - immer wieder-
kehrendes materiales, d.h. nicht rein funktionales Apriori,
auf. Dieses Apriori wird zwar mit der Mannigfaltigkeit der
Sprachspiele oder Paradigmen in Beziehung gesetzt und
dadurch in seinem Wert eingeschréankt, aber schlie3lich
bleibt es doch bestehen. Entgegen Kants Ahistorismus
wird das materiale Apriori relativiert’, aber es lebt in jedem
einzelnen Sprachspiel oder in jeder einzelnen Revolution
als solches weiter. Aus diesem Rest des materialen Apriori
bei beiden, Wittgenstein und Kuhn, folgt sowohl die
Inkommensurabilititsthese als auch die These einer plétz-
lichen Bekehrung zu einem neuen Paradigma. Genauso
wie Wittgenstein lasst auch Kuhn besondere apriorische
LStrukturen* weiter bestehen, die ihren eigenen Sinn-,
Erkenntnis- und Seinsgehalt haben und deshalb die Sicht
der Wirklichkeit notwendigerweise verstellen. Dadurch wird
auch die Wirklichkeit zu einem amorphen und unbe-
kannten ,X“, das dem Kantischen Ding an sich sehr nahe
steht. Unter empirisch ,wirklichem Gegenstand“ darf nur
die potentiell offene Gesamtheit der uns zugénglichen
Eigenschaften verstanden werden, zu denen jeweils
bestimmte, in technischen Apparaturen verkorperte Stand-
punkte Zugang verschaffen. lhren Grundvoraussetzungen
gemal konnen dagegen Wittgenstein und Kuhn unter
Jwirklichem Gegenstand® nur ein unbekanntes und
amorphes ,X“ verstehen, das aber keineswegs imstande
ist, die Kontroversen zwischen  konkurrierenden
Sprachspielen oder Paradigmen zu entscheiden, die
ihrerseits entweder nur als Ganzes fortbestehen oder als
Ganzes ersetzt werden kdnnen (s. hierzu Buzzoni 1997).

Statt diesen Begriff eines, im Grunde genommen,
materialen ,Apriori infrage zu stellen, hat man nach Kuhn
paradoxerweise immer wieder geglaubt, dies sei der einzig
gangbare Weg, um die Inkommensurabilitdtsthese zu
Uberwinden, wie es z.B. bei Schefflers ,schemes of
reference” (vgl. Scheffler 1967) oder Kdrners ,categorial
frameworks” (vgl. Korner 1969) geschehen ist. Trotz
Hoyningen-Huene (1989), Friedman (2002) und letztlich
Kuhn selbst (vgl. z.B. 1991, 12 — wo er von ,Darwinian
Kantianism“ spricht —, und 1993, 331-332; vgl. auch
Theodorou 2004) stellt das Auftreten dieses kantischen
Leitmotivs bei Kuhn keinen Ausweg aus dem Relativismus
dar, sondern fuhrt unmittelbar dorthin. Kein materiales, d.h.
nicht rein funktionales Apriori kann die kantische quaestio
juris entscheiden, d.h. die Gultigkeit einer Schluss-
folgerung oder die Wahrheit einer Behauptung recht-
fertigen. Aus einer Vielfalt kategorialer Schemata kann nur
ein Relativismus hervorgehen, der nicht einzelne Behaup-
tungen, sondern eben Paradigmen oder kategoriale
Apparate betrifft, aber fiir sich, im Vergleich zu anderen
Formen des Relativismus, eine hohere Stellung allein in
der Zeitskala beanspruchen darf. Jedes nur scheinbar
formale, in Wirklichkeit aber noch materiale Apriori fiihrt zu
einer diskontinuierlichen und relativistischen Auffassung
der Wissenschaftsgeschichte.

Zusammenfassend war die Spannung, die Kuhn zu
unterschiedlichen, ja entgegengesetzten Behauptungen
fuhrte, implizite bereits bei Wittgenstein vorhanden.
Einerseits steht die nach Kuhns Meinung wichtigste
Bedeutung der Paradigmen als ,exemplars® mit seinem
Geschichtlichkeitssinn véllig im Einklang. Andererseits
fuhrt jedoch eine weitere, auch bei Wittgenstein auf-
tretende Eigenschaft des Paradigmas zur Theorie des
revolutionaren Wandels.

Hat sich diese Situation mit Kuhns letzten Arbeiten
wesentlich verandert? Trotz aller Anstrengungen gelang
es Kuhn nie, die Spannung zwischen der logischen
Starrheit der Normalwissenschaft und der Kontinuitat der
Wissenschaftsgeschichte aufzulésen.

Mehreren  Interpreten  zufolge hat  Kuhns
Inkommensurabilitdtsthese einen bedeutsamen Wandel
durchgemacht (vgl. z.B. Hoyningen-Huene 1989; Maudlin
1996). Dabei ist diese These bedenklicher, als man auf
den ersten Blick glauben moéchte. Auch beim spaten Kuhn
gibt es viele Stellen, wo die auf ,lokale* oder
Jaxonomische* Art und Weise interpretierte
Inkommensurabilititsthese immer noch die gleichen
Folgen nach sich zieht, wie es schon die alte These tat:
das aneinander Vorbeireden und der Kommunikations-
zusammenbruch, noch zugespitzt durch die ontologische
Metapher der verschiedenen Welten (Kuhn 1970a, 161
und 1993, 318-319); die Unmdglichkeit einer neutralen,
wie auch immer gearteten Beobachtungssprache (Kuhn
1970a, 137-138 und 1993, pp. 330-331); die Verwerfung
einer moglichen Anndherung an die Wahrheit durch
Paradigmenwechsel und der Wahrheit selbst als
Ubereinstimmung mit dem, was wirklich ist (vgl. Kuhn
1970a, 170 und 1993, 330 und 337-338, und Kuhn 1991).
An all diesen Punkten haben die an der Inkommen-
surabilitdt vorgenommenen Anderungen nur unwesentlich
die relativistischen Konsequenzen des friihen Kuhns
gemildert. Zwar findet man beim spaten Kuhn mehrere Be-
hauptungen, die mit diesem Relativismus im Widerspruch
stehen, aber sie geniigen nicht, um eine wesentliche
Kontinuitat in der Entwicklung seiner Wissenschaftstheorie
zu bestreiten, denn auch die Structure schwankte
zwischen realistischen und relativistischen Elementen (vgl.
Scheffler 1967, 89; Meiland 1974, 183-184; Antiseri 1980,
65-80; Buzzoni 1986, 149-162; Mayo 1996).

Warum ist es der im ,lokalen" oder ,taxonomischen*
Sinne gemilderten Variante der Inkommensurabilitét nicht
gelungen, die frilheren relativistischen Konsequenzen zu
unterbinden? Man muss zwar der Uberwiegenden Mehr-
zahl der Interpreten darin beipflichten, dass die wichtigste
Anderung bei Kuhns letzten Arbeiten im Verzicht auf die
These besteht, dass weder eine neue Sprache noch ein
inkommensurables Paradigma erlernt werden konnen,
ohne gleichzeitig die Fahigkeit einzubufen, eine bereits
erlernte Sprache oder ein schon beherrschtes Paradigma
zu gebrauchen. Aber durch seine Metapher des
Bilingualismus hat Kuhn versucht, an der Unuber-
setzbarkeit von einem Paradigma in das andere
festzuhalten, und damit ein weiteres Mal die Existenz von
Sprach- oder Erkenntnisstrukturen vorausgesetzt, die alle
Kennzeichen eines materialen Apriori tragen:

Members of one community can acquire the taxonomy
employed by members of another, as the historian does
in learning to understand old texts. But the process
which permits understanding produces bilinguals, not
translators, and bilingualism has a cost, which will be
particularly important to what follows. The bilingual must
always remember within which community discourse is
occurring. The use of one taxonomy to make statements
to someone who uses the other places communication
at risk. (Kuhn 1991, 5)

Dadurch weist Kuhn den Sprachen, zwischen denen der
zweisprachige Mensch zu Ubersetzen versucht, Strukturen
zu, denen gegenuber er machtlos ist, und zwar auf die
gleiche Art, wie der einzelne Wissenschattler in der ersten
Auflage der Structure dem Paradigma gegeniiber macht-
los war. Wieder einmal vertritt Kuhn die These, nach der
es Sprach- oder Erkenntnisstrukturen gebe, die der
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prinzipiell unbegrenzten Kritikfahigkeit der Vernunft
entzogen sind und deshalb ein unhintergehbares
materiales Apriori darstellen. Dass diese Ubersetzungs-
unmdglichkeit nur unter gewissen Bedingungen gilt, &ndert
nichts an der Sache, denn fur diese Bedingungen wird
nichts Rationales angegeben; sie sind von Kuhn streng
genommen aprioristisch festgesetzt, und gerade deshalb
ist es sehr leicht, Gegenbeispiele zu finden (vgl. Hacking
1993). Die daraus entstehende Inkommensurabilitat fuhrt
erneut zu intersubjektiv nicht nachvollziehbaren Z&asuren in
der Wissenschaftsgeschichte. Im Prinzip taucht also jene
formalistische Denkweise wieder auf, die sich in einer der
grundlegenden Eigenschaften der Paradigmen in der
ersten Auflage der Structure niedergeschlagen hatte.
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What is Physically Real? Schlick vs. Einstein

Delphine Chapuis-Schmitz, Paris, France

Schlick defended a kind of critical realism, according to
which the objects of science are no less real than the
sensory data”. His position is thus distinct from machian
positivism as well as from the kantian realism implied by
the kantian notion of the thing in itself. In a letter written to
Schlick on May 21, 1917, Einstein criticises such an
assimilation between the “physically real” and the “sensory
real”:

It appears to me that the word “real” is taken in different
senses, according to whether impressions or events,
that is to say, states of affairs in the physical sense, are
spoken of. [...] Now what we designate as “real” in
physics is, no doubt, the “spatio-temporally arranged”,
not the “immediately given”. The immediately given can
be illusion, the spatio-temporally arranged can be a
sterile concept that does not contribute to illuminating
the connections between the immediately given. | would
like to recommend a clean conceptual distinction here.”
(EA 21-618, cited in Howard 1996).

This paper aims to bring some clarity about what exactly is
involved in the outlined disagreement between Schlick and
Einstein.

First of all it has to be emphasised that both of them
agree that the objects of physics are not mere abstractions
from the sensory data. Schlick thus affirms that “the
guantities that appear in the precise formulas of the natural
scientist never designate the immediately given or any
changes in it; they always designate supplementary
objects (ergénzte Gegenstande) that are connected to the
given in a rather complicated manner”. (Schlick 1925,
§ 26). Physical laws primarily concern physical objects —
events and magnitudes such as temperature for instance—,
and only in a mediate and complicated way do they relate
to sense experiences. Is this distinction between sense ex-
periences and physical objects merely an epistemological
one, or is it rather an ontological one, as Einstein’s quote
seems to imply?

The conceptual distinction Einstein appeals to in the
quote cited above is grounded on the respective role the
sensory given and the physical events play in knowledge:
the first can be illusion, the second can be sterile con-
cepts. In both cases, the qualification concerns the status
of these two types of objects towards the knowledge of
nature we aim at in pursuing science. Thus the distinction
between physical events and sensory elements appears at
first sight as an ontological distinction but a closer look
reveals it as being grounded on epistemological reasons.
In a later paper, Einstein again makes the same distinction
on epistemological grounds:

Da die Sinneswahrnehmungen jedoch nur indirekt
Kunde von dieser AuBenwelt bzw. vom ,Physikalisch-
Realen geben, so kann dieses nur auf spekulativem
Weg von uns erfasst werden. (Einstein 1933)

Einstein clearly stresses here that the sensory given
cannot give us a direct knowledge of nature; only concepts
are able to. The question of the respective status of

1 Against the view according to which Schlick abandoned his realism in favour
of a positivistic conception of knowledge after arriving in Vienna, | would
defend the idea that he remained a critical realist all along —but this would
need another paper to demonstrate it.

sensory data and of the physical events resolves in the
question of the role of experience on the one hand, and of
concepts on the other, in yielding true knowledge of
nature. Now since the only way we have to the physically
real is through theoretical concepts, what we recognise as
physically real depends on the theory by means of which
we describe it. For instance, according to Newton, physical
events are lawful movements of material points in space;
whereas for Maxwell, the physically real is constituted of
continuous fields which are not mechanistic (see
Einstein 1931).

The theoretical concepts are furthermore arrived at
on a purely conceptual way: they are free creations of the
mind (Einstein 1933). Even if the scientist is somehow
attentive to experiential facts when devising the
fundamental concepts of a theory, he is in no way guided
by them. As a consequence, the objects posited by the
fundamental concepts of a theory cannot be described in
directly testable statements. Only the logically derived
statements are subject to such tests, and indeed they must
correspond to the experimental facts if the system as a
whole is to deliver genuine knowledge of nature. Since the
determination of what is physically real is realised by
means of the fundamental concepts, the physically real is
thus far from being reducible to sensory elements.

The distinction between physical events on the one
hand and sensory data on the other is then to be
formulated in terms of the status they have in a scientific
theory: physical events are conceptually constituted,
sensory data are given, the interaction of both yielding
knowledge of nature. But this epistemological distinction
further implies an ontological one between two realms of
objects: only the physical events are objectively real, the
sensory data being only indirect signs of this reality.

What are Schlick's arguments against the
einsteinian distinction of two realms of objects? He
emphasizes that the difference of access we have to
physical events and to sensory data is not a sufficient
ground for concluding that they exemplify different kinds of
reality. One should not confuse the epistemological dis-
tinction between our being acquainted with an object
(kennen) and our knowing it (erkennen) for being an
ontological one: this cannot but lead to pseudo-questions
such as whether the objects of conceptual knowledge are
“more real” than the sensory data. And against the
positivist conception Schlick argues that “every concept
which can actually be used for the description of nature
can likewise be regarded as the sign of something real”
(Schlick (1917) 1979a (transl. modified)). The question of
the reality of physical objects thus resolves itself in the
question of the status of concepts in the scientific
description of nature.

(Schlick 1925) distinguishes two stages of concept
formation. The first one, corresponding to concrete
definitions, consists in selecting a determinate group of
relations out of the manifold of experience, and giving it a
name. In doing this, we constitute a real object as
something independent of its being perceived. The object
thus designated is not merely a conceptual tool —against
machian positivism—, but its being constituted doesn’t
mean its being created: constituting simply means
selecting a group of relations occurring in the world by
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means of conventions and designating it by a single name.
At this first step of concept formation, the relation of
concepts to experiences remains a close one: our defi-
nitions are tied to qualitative experiences and identifying
an object designated by a concretely defined concept
implies having recourse to specific sensory experiences.

The second step then consists in devising purely
conceptual definitions. Concepts are defined solely by
means of other concepts. As a consequence, the structure
of knowledge consists in purely conceptual relations and is
insofar freed from qualitative experience: it has a status of
its own, essentially distinct from intuition. This idea of a
breach between the formal and the experiential, meaning
that the first doesn’t enter in the determination of the
second, is also to be found in Einstein’s writings, as we
have already seen. Thus both Schlick and Einstein agree
that the conceptual system of knowledge has a specific
status insofar as it is formal. This is a constant idea in
Schlick’s thinking, which remains primordial during his
Viennese period: Einstein’s later critics against Schlick’s
thinking having become too positivistic should be
tempered by this fact.

The question of the determination of the system of
knowledge and the one of its constitution should however
be distinguished here. If Schlick and Einstein agree on its
specific formal character, they disagree regarding the way
we arrive at it and its relation to sensory data. We have
outlined that Einstein sees the fundamental concepts of a
theory as pure theoretical constructions, and that for him
the question of the relation between experience and the
theoretical system of science arises only after the latter
has been fully developed. For Schlick on the contrary the
purely formal system of knowledge is not something we
begin with: it is rather the result of an evolution from a
concretely defined system of concepts and it presupposes
this former state. To be more precise the more advanced
state of knowledge corresponds to theoretical physics,
where physical magnitudes are conceptually defined with-
out any recourse to qualitative experience (cf. Schlick
1925 as well as Schlick 1932).

Moreover Schlick maintains that even if the scientist
seeks to define concepts by eliminating qualitative
experience from his definitions, he nonetheless has in
mind the idea of preserving the link between the formally
determined system of science and experience. Theory,
even if formal, is not developed at the purely abstract level
of mathematics but at the level of theoretical physics,
meaning that the physical concepts are always defined so
as to designate objects in nature. Now it is a specific kind
of experience which warrants that the concepts belonging
to the system of knowledge actually designate real objects,
it is namely the observation of spatio-temporal
coincidences. Verifiable statements which predict the
occurrence of measurable events must indeed be
derivable from the formal definitions of physical concepts if
they are to designate real objects. Every measurement
finally ends up in the observation of the coincidence of two
points: one on the measured body, the other on the
measuring rod. Thus point-coincidences alone can warrant
the link between the formal system of concepts and the
real objects.

It must be noticed that the observed coincidences
have nothing in common with the qualitative experiences
delivered by one particular sense. Observation of
coincidences exemplifies a kind of experience which
retains nothing of the qualitative and subjective
characteristics of ordinary sensory experience as defined
by Schlick. This explains that the recourse to this kind of
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experience doesn't threaten the objectivity of knowledge
nor its specific status towards intuition.

The difference between Schlick and Einstein's
conception of the status of physical concepts can be further
exemplified by the way each of them conceive of the point-
coincidence concept. As Einstein himself explains (see
Einstein 1963 for instance) the defining of points of the
space-time manifold as coincidences of world-lines is the
result of a conceptual inquiry. Formulating the general
covariant equations which form the general theory of
relativity implied to redefine the concept of point in the
space-time manifold so as to be able to individuate
univocally the points of this manifold. In the special relativity,
a point of the manifold is determined by his coordinates in a
specific system of coordination. But under the general
relativistic postulate, the system of coordination itself is not
invariant under the class of general transformations: the
determination of a point of the manifold in terms of its
coordinates in a particular system is then not sufficient
anymore to individuate it univocally. These formal
considerations finally led Einstein to redefine the point of the
manifold as the coincidence of two world lines. Only such a
definition permits an invariant determination of a point under
any general transformation. It is furthermore devised by
purely conceptual means and without being primarily guided
by the requirement of a possible experiential interpretation: it
therefore designate specifically physical objects.

On the other hand Schlick takes the idea of observed
coincidences as a fundamental one. After explaining in 1922
that space and time are not themselves objects of
measurement but rather a schema we can set up and use to
order physical objects, he locates the requirement of
preserving the coincidences that we observe in every
measurement at the very beginning of our building of the
spatio-temporal schema in physics (see Schlick 1922, and
also Schlick 1925, § 31). This doesn’t prevent him from
recognizing rightly the specificity of the physical definition of
point-coincidences in terms of coincidences of world lines.
But the physical objects thus defined are not different from
what is observed when measuring: it is the same objects
which are conceptually defined in physics and grasped
through observation. Coincidences thus stand at the
interfface between the physical (conceptual) and the
psychological (intuitive) apprehension of reality.

The identification of the physically defined point-
coincidences and the coincidences apprehended by
observation exemplifies a fundamental idea of Schlick’s
epistemology, namely that the way we relate to reality
doesn't interfere in what reality is. Knowing by means of
concepts and experiencing through intuition are two ways of
relating to the same reality (see Schlick 1932 for a clear
statement of this idea). Against Einstein, Schlick makes a
clear distinction between reality itself and our knowledge of it
by means of concepts.

Moreover, if the epistemological distinction between
conceptually defined objects and the objects of sensory
experience doesn't lead Schlick, as opposed to Einstein, to
distinguish between two kinds of reality, it's finally thanks to
his particular use of the coincidence concept which, lying at
the interface between the physical and the psychological,
warrants that both refer to the same reality. Coincidences
are absolutely necessary to bridge the gap between the two
kinds of access to reality that Schlick identifies. This doesn'’t
mean that for him our knowledge of reality is entirely
determined by real facts, since conventions also have a role
to play in the formation of scientific systems; but this means
that they do not play a constitutive role in the einsteinian
sense of the word.
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The Transcendental Subject: Three Good Tractarian Reasons to

Accept It

Joao Vergilio Gallerani Cuter, Sdo Paulo, Brazil

The most common approach to the mystical doctrine of the
Tractatus has been to trace it back to this or that author in
the history of philosophy. Wittgenstein was certainly not
the first philosopher to talk about the existence of a
"transcendental subject". But this can be a good place to
apply a mild version of the so-called "principle of charity". If
strong evidences are not produced, we should not take
Wittgenstein for a plagiary. He probably did something
more interesting at the final remarks of the Tractatus than
just transcribing a curious piece of someone else's
philosophy. It is just fine to look for similarities between his
philosophy and any other, but first of all we must have
good reasons to use the possessive pronoun in this
context. That's what | will try to achieve in the minimalist
way imposed by time constraints. | will try to show that,
from the Tractarian viewpoint, the transcendental subject is
a logical necessity. | think it is "transcendental” in the two
philosophical acceptions of the term. It conditions the
possibility of meaning, being outside the reach of it.
Moreover, it has a kind of side-effect. Given its semantical
functions, it must be the bearer of a non-psychological kind
of will. Accordingly, it must be the subject of an absolute
ethical stand. Let us see how.

The word "intentionality" does not appear in the
Tractatus, but the idea is pervasive. Wittgenstein chose a
somewhat misleading expression to nickname it—
"abbildende Beziehung", or "depicting relation". This
relation is formally defined as “"the coordinations of the
elements of the picture and the things" (2.1514), and more
pictorially described as "the feelers of its elements with
which the picture touches reality" (2.1515). We may think
of it as the relation through which a logically proper name
acquires its meaning by being assigned to a logically
simple object.

The relation must be conceived as an asymmetrical
one. The name must name the object, and not the
opposite. The relation must "go" to the object, as the feeler
of an insect goes to the things it tests by touch. But that is
not enough. To qualify as an authentic naming relation,
this feeler must be outside the world. Being a necesary
condition of any description, it cannot be described. It must
be what the Tractatus calls an "internal relation". For
suppose that this object is taken as the name of that one.
If you try to say that this names that, you will be forced to
use the name you are trying to speak about, and your
proposition will have to be true in order to have a meaning.
But it is obvious that in the logical order of precedence
meaning must come first. It is possible to say what colour
an object has, but not which name was assigned to him.
This is something that language cannot say, but only
show. Strange as it may seem, the naming relation cannot
have a name. It cannot be the object of a meaningful
discourse.

But the most interesting mark of this relation is yet to
be mentioned. Besides being asymmetrical and ineffable,
it must be instituted, established. It is not "ready-made", it
is not "engraved" in the objects forming the facts we use
as pictures of other facts. Nothing is by its own nature the
name of anything. It becomes so. It must be made so. For
imagine that a and b are two objects belonging to the
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same logical category. Would language lose something if
we exchaged their names throughout? Is it not possible to
use another tool taken from the same categorial box? The
relation between name and object is internal, as we saw
some moments ago. But at the same time it must be
established. It is not "resident" in the object that is being
used as a name. The relation must be established, so to
speak, from outside on. Differently said, no object has a
projective relation inscribed in it. No object is a logical
feeler "by its own nature". It must be taken as a name,
associated to an object, projected onto reality. It has an
internal relation to an object, it is true, but this relation is
supervenient. Not supervenient in time, for sure, since
what must "happen" cannot be a fact — it cannot have any
place inside the world probed by the feelers of our thought.

This is the "mystery of meaning". Naming is akin to
transubstancialization. When the object becomes a name
of something, it does not suffer any change in its "external
properties”, but acquires a new internal one. An action is
wanted here. An ineffable action performed outside the
bounds of sense - a trascendental intervention of a
transcendental subject. When he introduced this element
at the end of the Tractatus, Wittgenstein was not
mesmerized by this or that chapter of the history of
philosophy. Without the transcendental subject, the whole
logical engine of the Tractatus simply does not work.

But naming is not the only place where the services
of this subject are needed. Logical operations want it as
well. According to the Tractatus, language needs two kinds
of logical operations at work. Each of them will give us a
new reason to postulate a transcendental subject acting
outside the world. First of all, we have the truth-operations
used to build new propositions out of simpler ones. He
takes simultaneous negation as a paradigm, but a closer
look at simple negation will be enough to make my point.
According to Wittgenstein, an operation is "that which must
happen [geschehen] to a proposition in order to make
another out of it" (5.23). In order to be logical, an operation
must be grounded on a formal relation between basis and
result. There must be a definite logical relation between
the sense of the proposition used as a basis, and the
sense of the proposition obtained as a result. In writing "p"
or "not-p", our hand is dealing with signs, with marks of ink.
This action can be perfectly described in our language. But
negating a proposition is not simply drawing graphic
patterns on a sheet of paper. We only deny a proposition
by reversing its sense — that is what negation "does". And
the reversal of sense is not a fact at all. It is not
comparable to turning my socks inside out. Again, it is
something that must be done, but that cannot be done
inside the logical walls of the world. It must performed by a
transcendental agent dwelling into the bounds of sense.

There is another kind of logical operation which is
not used to build, but to select. Direct enumeration is the
simplest selection method. We use it, for instance, when
we want to construct a logical conjunction. Once more,
what is "given" as an input to the conjunction is not a pair
of graphic entities, but two logically determined senses.
What must be "gathered" cannot be described, since it is
an internal property of a pair of symbols. Accordingly, we
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do not have here a factual "gathering”, but a transcen-
dental one.

The same is true of more complex gatherings,
involving not two, but an infinite number of propositional
senses. Quantification is the first and more salient
example. In order to say that there is someone in this
room, for instance, | have to consider all statements having
the form "x is not a person in this room", and negate them
all. What was true of two propositions keeps being true of
this infinite set captured by a propositional function. What
is captured is neither an infinity of real scribbles, nor an
infinity of possible ones. We must gather an infinity of
logically related senses, and that is something that an
empirical subject could never do, even if he had an infinite
span of time.

Finally, we have the formal series, where numbers
make their entrance. | can say that there is an infinite
number of persons in this room by denying that there is no
one, that there is exactly one, exactly two, three, four, and
S0 on, to infinity. The Tractatus has no problem at all with
infinities, provided they are formally determined. From
Wittgenstein's point of view, the problem with the axiom of
infinity is not the infinite, but the attempt to give the
number of objects in a proposition, instead of showing it as
the end result of logical analysis. By the same token, the
problem with the axiom of choice would not be the mention
of an object selected within an infinite set, but the
arbitrariness of the selection, the fact that it is not
governed by a logical rule. For Wittgenstein, logic does not
play with dice. Anyway, who makes the selection, be it a
finite or an infinite one, is always a subject which cannot
be identified with my body, my bodily motions, mental
states, bodily or mental dispositions, and what not. There
is an "I" behind the sense, but it can never be identical with
anything which is true about myself.

So the transcendental subject has a logical reason
to exist. More exactly, there are at least three good logical
reasons for it to be postulated. Without counting with such
a subject, Wittgenstein could never have spoken of
names, logical operations and logical selections the way
he did. In all these cases a metaphysical agent must be
presupposed behind the logical tasks which must be
performed. Although Wittgenstein does not speak in these
terms, it is quite apropriate to think of this subject as a pure
intentionality projecting names into the world, reversing the
intention of propositions, and directing a non-empirical
attention to certain formally defined groups of propositional
sense. In more abstract terms, it is a non-empirical will — a
will to mean. It is a will directed not to facts, as empirical
will, but to the a-temporal world of objects. It is not a will of
some contingent fact, of something that may happen or
not. It is a will of what necessarily is — the a-temporal order
of objects and possible states of affairs.

This mystical contact with eternity is inevitably
present where any meaning or understanding is involved,
but only in a sort of "instrumental" way. When we speak
we have to direct our transcendental intentionality to the
realm of objects for the sake of producing propositional
senses. | think Wittgenstein envisaged another possibility
at this point. The Tractarian doctrine of sense lefts open
the possibility for this transcendental subject to project its
intentional feelers onto eternity, not for the sake of
speaking meaningfully, but for its own sake. When we
speak, we say how we think the world is — which objects
are combined in which way. In order to form propositions,
we have to project names over the realm of objects.
Objects carry with them their combinatorial possibilities. To
intend objects is to intend all the net of logical possibilities

inscribed in the "logical space". So there is no talk about
how the world is without a passage through the
sempiternal order of the logical space. That is the very
locus of sense. We can choose between an instrumental
passage at the service of a chattering distracted reason,
and the direct intuition promised by the mystical tradition.
The old mystical rule of silence finds in the Tractatus its
most perfect completion. The Tractarian silence is an
immediate and non-instrumental contact with the
a-temporal order from which every sense must come from.

Joao Vergilio Cuter <galleranicuter@uol.com.br>
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Konkrete Geometrie. Eine modale Raum-Zeit-Theorie vor einem

finitistischen* Hintergrund

Christian Dambock, Wien, Osterreich

Im Umfeld formal-philosophischer Raum-Zeit-Theorien
werden zurzeit vor allem drei Ansatze diskutiert: (1)
Theorien die auf klassischen euklidischen und
nichteuklidischen Konstruktionen beruhen (Minkowski-
Geometrien, etc.); (2) Theorien, die auf topologischen und
mereologischen Konstruktionen beruhen (topologische
Raume, Mereologie, Mereotopologie);  (3) diskrete
Theorien, die entweder schlicht auf einer Rasterung
kontinuierlicher Hintergrundrdume basieren oder aber auf
dem Konzept der Adjazenz von Objekten (diskrete Raume
als Graphen, diskrete Geometrie und Topologie).

Als Alternative zu diesen Varianten soll hier ein
Ansatz prasentiert werden, der, so kénnte man sagen,
anstelle von raumzeitlichen Objekten als Punkte oder
Punktmengen, raumzeitiche Objekte als konkrete
Massekorper ansetzt. Eine solche Konzeption soll
konkrete Geometrie genannt werden.

Im Folgenden wird zunachst (Abschnitte 1 und 2)
ein formales Rahmenwerk prasentiert, das im
angedeuteten Sinn finitistisch’ funktioniert und mit
folgenden unten zu erlauternden Leistungsmerkmalen
ausgestattet ist:

e Mehrsortigkeit

e Mereologie

e Freelogic

e Flache Semantik
In den Abschnitten 3 und 4 werden zeitliche und rumliche
Aspekte vor dem Hintergrund dieses Rahmenwerkes
diskutiert.

1. Die finitistische’ Grundsprache FINs

Konkrete  Geometrien legen den Ansatz einer
Rahmensprache nahe, die auf starrer Referenz (rigid
designation) beruht, in der Annahme, dass jeder Name
einer Sprache ein konkretes rdumliches Objekt, bzw. ein
konkretes Merkmal eines raumlichen Objektes bezeichnet.
Wir konstruieren eine derartige Sprache als mehrsortige
Sprache uUber einer endlichen Menge von paarweise
disjunkten endlichen Mengen S. (Die einzelnen Mengen
aus S konnten solche Dinge reprasentieren wie
Massekorper, Formen, Farben, u.dgl.) (In gewisser Weise
ist eine so konstruierte Sprache eine Verallgemeinerung
des Konzeptes einer Pradikatenlogik, tUber mehrstufige
und typenlogische Konstruktionen hinaus, die zugleich die
Nachteile von Konstruktionen (ber der ersten Stufe
vermeidet. — Die finitistische’ Konstruktion ermdglicht die
Darstellung einer solchen Sprache quasi als eine ,Logik
nullter Stufe’. — Wir kénnen hier aus Platzgriinden jedoch
nicht naher auf diese Gesichtspunkte eingehen.)

Die Mengen aus S haben sowohl die Funktion eine
Signatur fur die Sprache anzugeben — sie sind solche
Objekte, die oft durch Pradikatenkonstanten reprasentiert
werden —, als auch die Funktion, eine Doméne fir die
Sprache zu liefern — sie sind solche Objekte, die man in
einer Pradikatenlogik oft als Elemente der Doméanen von
Strukturen angibt. Soll heiRen: man kann in einer
finitistisch’ konstruierten Sprache schlicht und einfach
nicht zwischen Domane und Signatur unterscheiden (es ist
eine Frage der Interpretation). Konsequent nennen wir die
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fundamentale semantische Konstruktion der Sprache eine
Domaénensignatur p = (S, P). Hier ist S eine Sortenmenge

im oben spezifizierten Sinn.

Wir statten die Sprache FINs mit zwei
,Sonderfunktionen’ aus: Mereologie und free logic. Die
mereologische Strukturierung kommt dadurch zustande,
dass wir aus der Menge S die Sortenmenge S’ bilden,
durch folgende Definition:

(1) jede Sorte aus S ist eine Sorte in S’,

(2) ist s eine Sorte in S’, so auch deren Potenz-
menge gO(S)

Mit N bezeichnen wir die Menge aller Folgen von
Elementen aus S’ — grob gesprochen: die Menge der
Signaturen aller moglichen diskreten Raume Uber S’. Die
Menge

PcN
ist dann nichts anderes als eine endliche Teilmenge von
N, die anschaulich alle sinnvollen Kombinationen von
Mengen aus S herauspickt.
Wir definieren Terme als Konstanten und Variablen: Jedes
Element jeder Menge aus S’ ist als Konstante der Sprache
definiert, fur jede Menge aus S’ setzen wir aul3erdem
abzahlbar viele Variablen fest. Die Funktion A ordne jedem
Term 1 seine Sorte A(t)eS’ zu.
Eine Struktur A ist dann definiert als eine Abbildung, die
zunéchst jedem seS' eine Teilmenge A(s) zuordnet,
sodass folgendes Axiom gilt, fir alle 5,8, €8"

S, = 9(81) = A(S,) = p(A(sy))
Dieses Axiom garantiert so etwas wie die mereologische
Konsistenz der Sprachkonstruktion. Die Auswahl einer
Menge von Teilmengen der Sorten aus S’ fuhrt ihrerseits
dazu, dass die Sprache eine free logic darstellt: A
bestimmt Mengen von existierenden Entitaten.
Zweitens ordnet A jedem pecp mit P=5S,...,5 eine

Menge

A(p) < A(s)x...x A(s,)
zu. Mit A bezeichnen wir die Menge aller Strukturen Utber
einer Domanensignatur, die, wie man leicht sieht, stets
endlich ist.
Fir jedes pe P mit p= SRS ist genau jede Folge von

Termen (z,,...,7,) Mmit Alz))=s;" fur alle j, als atomare

Formel der Sprache FINs definiert. Wir setzen
Ay )=p- Die Syntax der Sprache ist festgelegt

durch:
Pr=¢, |VXg|-plong:

wobei ¢at fur atomare Formeln steht. Wir definieren die

Erfilltheitsrelation *, fur alle Strukturen A, alle konstan-

tenbelegten atomaren Formeln ¢C , alle Variablen x und
alle Formeln ¢,/ :
A —¢@ gdwnicht Ax_ ¢

Ax d Ay gdw A* ¢ und A*Sl//
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Ax ¢, gaw ¢ € AA(P,))

A * VX¢ gdw fir alle A(x)-Konstanten c gilt A*s ¢[C:| .
X

Die so definierte Sprache hat ausgesprochen
angenehme modelltheoretische Eigenschaften. Erfulltheit

A ¢ ist stets entscheidbar, was sich leicht zeigen

lasst, indem man die Sprache als Aussagenlogik Uber der
Menge AT aller konstantenbelegten atomaren Formeln
darstellt. Da die Menge aller Strukturen A endlich ist, ist
somit auch Glltigkeit als Erfilltheit in allen Strukturen
entscheidbar.

2. Modalitat: Quantifizieren Gber die
Grundsprache in der ,flachen Semantik’
FLAT,

Die Sachlage, dass einerseits die Sprachkonstruktion von
FINs von Vornherein mehrsortig ist und dass andererseits
die Menge A aller FINs-Strukturen endlich ist, legt eine
simple Erweiterung der Sprache FINs nahe, zu einer
modalen Sprache, in der dann quasi zusatzlich Gber die
Menge A quantifiziert werden kann.

Zur Realisierung dieses Ansatzes missen wir
lediglich drei Dinge festsetzen: (1) missen wir eine FINg —
Doménensignatur D angeben, (2) mussen wir eine Menge
P* von modalen Pradikaten festsetzen und (3) missen wir
eine entsprechende modale Struktur M festsetzen, die,
grob gesprochen, angibt, welche ,mdglichen Welten’
vergleichbar sind, etc. Ein derartiges Tripel O=(D,P*,M)
nennen wir eine Ontologie der Sprache FLATS.

Im Detail: mit S* bezeichnen wir diejenige Menge in
der alle Sorten aus S und die Menge A enthalten sind,
sowie erneut fur jede Sorte s auch deren Potenzmenge
go(s) . Mit N* bezeichnen wir die Menge aller endlichen
Folgen von Elementen von S*. Dann muss

P*c N*
definiert sein, als endliche Teilmenge von N*, sodass
zusatzlich gilt:
P*nP=0.
Diese Forderung ist wichtig, da sonst durch die
Doménensignatur D und die modale Struktur M sozusagen
,konkurrierende Werte’ vergeben werden konnten.

Die modale Struktur M ist dann definiert als
Abbildung, die jedem peP* mit p=5,...,5 eine
Menge M(p)gslxmxsi zuordnet. (Aus naheliegen-

den Grinden wir die Erweiterung FLAT; nicht als free logic
definiert.) Wie oben sind Terme definiert und die Abbildung

A, sowie atomare Formeln, fur alle Elemente von P und
P*. Es existiert aulerdem eine zusatzliche arbitrare A-
Konstante SELF. Wir definieren fir jede Struktur A und
jede A-Konstante d # SELF:

A(a)=a

A(SELF) = A.
Die Syntax der Sprache ist dann folgendermafen definiert:

$i=0y |IXP|-plprdlr, %0
Hier steht ¢at fir atomare Formeln, T, fir A-Terme und

* st ein arbitrares Symbol, das die sogenannte flache
Modellbeziehung der Sprache représentiert.

Da in einer Ontologie stets eine bestimmte modale
Struktur festgesetzt ist, kdnnen wir Erfulltheit erneut als
Relation Ax, ¢ definieren, zwischen Strukturen A und
Formeln ¢ und relativ zu der fixen modalen Struktur M.
Wir definieren, fir alle konstantenbelegten atomaren P-
Formeln @, und alle konstantenbelegten atomaren P*-

Formeln ¢ *, alle A-Konstanten a, alle Strukturen A, alle
Variablen x und alle Formeln ¢, /48
Ax, —¢ gdwnicht A%, ¢
A* g Ay gdw A% ¢ und Ay
Ax, g oow ¢, € A(A(4))
Ax, g% gdw g% € M(A(4,))
c

A>x<f ‘v’X¢ gdw fir alle A(x)-Konstanten c gilt A*f ¢[x}

Ax, ax g A@)* .

Durch die flache Modellbeziehung * und die Konstante
SELF ist Quantifizieren Uber Strukturen moglich und somit
die Definition beliebiger modaler Operatoren. Beispiel:

N¢g gdw VX, :R(X,,SELF) = X, *¢.

Hier ist Xa eine A-Variable und R eine passende ,Erreich-

barkeitsrelation’.

3. Zeitliche Gesichtspunkte

Gegeben eine Ontologie O fir die Sprache FLATs kénnen
einzelne Strukturen als Zustandsbeschreibungen eines
zugrundeliegenden Universums interpretiert werden. Es
resultiert ein diskreter Zeitbegriff: das Universum U ist
durch eine Struktur z charakterisiert, so lange bis
irgendeine Veranderung in U eintritt und somit das z durch
ein passendes z' ersetzt werden muss. Im Unterschied zu
gewohnlichen Zeitmodellen, die auf einer Menge von
Zeitpunkten’ (etwa einem reellen oder ganzzahligen
Intervall) aufbauen, wird hier direkt die Menge A aller
Strukturen zeitlich ,bewertet’.

Eine zeitliche Struktur 7 =({,<) ist definiert als

eine Menge von Strukturen £ < A und eine daruber

definierte Relation <. Setzt man beispielsweise diese
Relation als lineare Ordnung an, so kénnen in der Ublichen
Weise zeitliche Standardoperatoren definiert werden:

Fé gdw 3z:z<SELFAz*¢g

G¢g gdw —F—¢

U(g,y) gdw
J2:z2<SELFAZ*¢AVZ"SELF<7'<7 —> 2%y

usw.
Analoge Definitionen kénnen entwickelt werden fur Félle
wo < eine andere Art von partieller Ordnung darstellt. Wir
wollen hier jedoch nicht naher darauf eingehen und
nehmen fiir die folgenden Uberlegungen lediglich an, dass

< ,zumindest’ eine partielle Ordnung ber é/ bildet.
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4. Konkrete Geometrie

Ein konkreter Raum sei definiert als eine Menge R, die,
gegeben eine fundamentale endliche Menge M von
Monaden, deren Potenzmenge R := (M) reprasentiert.

Monaden sind die kleinsten Einheiten, von denen in dem
konkreten Raum die Rede sein soll. Dies kdnnen, je nach
intendierter Anwendung, Quarks sein, Atome, Molekiile,
Hauser oder Galaxienhaufen.

Ein Zustand eines Universums soll in einer
konkreten Geometrie stets durch eine Teilmenge M3 der
Monadenmenge charakterisiert sein und die entsprech-
ende Menge R, = @(M;) . Mit < bezeichnen wir die als
Teilmengenrelation definierte Verbandsordnung Uber R
bzw. den einzelnen R3 . Diese Ordnung < spiegelt exakt

die Anspriche einer Mereologie wieder, da sie nicht nur
eine partielle Ordnung darstellt, sondern auch solche
Dinge wie mereologische Summe (=Supremum) und
Produkt (=Infimum), sowie Disjunktheit von Entitaten
eindeutig definiert sind.

Fir die folgenden Uberlegungen sei gegeben eine
zeitliche Struktur  Z =(£,<). Wir nennen zwei z,z’

benachbart und schreiben Z < Z', wenn folgendes gilt:
V1< "< ' 2"=zv7"=17".

Als Graphen G(Z) bezeichnen wir den gerichteten

Graphen uber ¢, der genau dann einen Knoten (z,z")

enthalt, wenn Z < 7' gilt.

Fur die Konstruktion einer konkreten Geometrie ist
die Annahme grundlegend, dass die Elemente der
Monadenmenge M bestimmte substanzielle Grund-
merkmale besitzen. Dies hat zur Folge, dass, falls ein
Objekt substanzielle Merkmale dieser Art verliert, dieses
Objekt durch ein anderes Objekt, bestehend aus anderen
Monaden ersetzt werden muss. Beispielsweise konnte ein
Blatt Papier aus ,Papier-Monaden’ bestehen. Verbrennen
wir das Blatt, so verliert es die Papier-Eigenschaft und die
Papier-Monaden missten durch so etwas wie ,Asche-
Monaden’ ersetzt werden. Auf die so entstehende
fundamentale Instabilitét reagieren wir mit der folgenden
formalen Konstruktion:

Eine diskrete Raum-Zeit-Struktur R, = (£, <,M, p) ist
definiert als zeitliche Struktur Z =({,<) plus eine

Monadenmenge M, die als Sorte der Grundsprache FLAT,
definiert ist, ebenso wie der dartber definierte konkrete

Raum R =g(M) mit der mereologischen Relation <.
Fur je zwei benachbarte z,z'e £ mit Z <Z' oder 2'< 2
definiert p eine bijektive Abbildung zwischen den durch z
und z' definierten Mengen Ra(z) und Ra(z'). Fir das
derart jedem b e R,(z) in R,(z') zugeordnete Element
schreiben wir p(b,z,2'), bzw. p(b,z',2) -
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Durch die Abbildung o erhalt jedes Element irgend-
eines R,(z) ein eindeutiges Gegenstiick in jedem

anderen z'e (. Die Idee ist, dass Entitaten zwar ihre Er-

scheinungsform, ihre substanziellen Merkmale verandern
konnen, aber stets gewissermaflen einen einheitlichen
,Substanziellen Kanal’', bzw. eine Art von ,Weltlinie’
reprasentieren. Wir definieren:

Gegeben sei der Graph G(R,) mit der Knotenmenge
V =Rx (¢, der fur je zwei benachbarte z,z und jedes
beR,(z) und das entsprechende b'= p(b,z,z") die
Kante {(b,z),(b,z")} enthalt. Wir definieren L(R,) als
die Menge aller gréRtmoglichen zusammenhéngenden
Teilgraphen von G(R,). Jedes | € L nennen wir eine
diskrete Weltlinie in Rz.

Der Vorteil dieser formalen Konstruktion besteht
darin, dass man diskrete Weltlinien sofort als Terme in die
Grundsprache einfihren kann, da es fur jeden Zustand z
und jede Weltlinie | eine eindeutige Reprasentation dieses
| in z gibt (von dem ,Randproblem’ jener Strukturen, die

nicht in é’ enthalten sind, sehen wir hier ab).

Folgendes sind plausible Konsistenz-Forderungen
an diskrete Raum-Zeit-Strukturen: eine diskrete Raum-
Zeit-Struktur heil3t regular, wenn folgendes gilt:

()  Eindeutigkeit: Jedes b € R istin genau einem
| € L inirgendeinem Knoten enthalten.
(i) Ordnungserhaltung: Fir alle benachbarten z,z’ und
alle b,b'e R,(z) gilt:
b<b'— p(b,z,2') < p(b',2,2").
Gegeben die Definition der L-Relation oC als:
locl gdw Jz:z*l <l
bildet (L,oc), wie man leicht sieht, einen vollstandigen
Verband.

Die skizzierte Konstruktion liefert ein Rahmenwerk
fur eine diskrete Raum-Zeit-Theorie. Der Vorteil dieses
Ansatzes besteht darin, dass einzelne Objekte hier
konkrete Dinge sein kdnnen, wie Molekile, Sessel,
Menschen oder Berge. (Solche Dinge missen nicht
indirekt als Punktmengen o.dgl. eingefiihrt werden.)

Christian Dambock <christian.damboeck@univie.ac.at>



Conservativism or Progressivism - Is It a Yes/No Question?
Wittgenstein’s and Rorty’s Pragmatic Account of Historical

Progress

Istvan Danka, Pécs, Hungary

The main reasons why Rorty thinks that Wittgenstein is a
pragmatist are Wittgenstein's linguistic instrumentalism
(Rorty 1988) and antiessentialism (Rorty 1991). Below |
will make some depth to these claims.

Wittgenstein can easily be understood as an
instrumentalist. He saw linguistic expressions as tools
rather than as mirrored pictures of objects. In his
Tractatus, he still had held the view of a one-to-one
relation between linguistic and non-linguistic affairs but in
terms of fact-statement relation (as opposed to object-word
relation). Later, while his conception of language as games
has gradually got into shape in 1930s, he has completely
left Relation Theories of Knowledge (below RTK) behind
him. What makes our statements significant, according to
him from the middle of 1930s at the latest, is their usage -
i.e., not their meaning (as a special relation to abstract
entities of Plato or Frege) nor their truth (as a special
relation to particular entities of reality). Most radically, from
1937 he thought that even mathematical statements
should preferably be understood as applicable rather than
true (MS 117, 4; TS 221, 140; TS 222, 6). Our statements
have got their significance from the role which they play in
certain language games; i.e., they are so significant as
applicable in context-dependent situations. Neither words,
nor sentences must correspond to some components of
the world; it is quite enough if we can cooperate via
communication with each other within that very world.
Language is therefore an instrument (or, preferably, a set
of instruments) for him.

Wittgenstein’s  antiessentialism is even more
obvious. It is enough to remember to his famous account
of what the essence of a game is in 8§ 66. of his
Philosophical Investigations (TS 227a, 56). Wittgenstein
showed here that the claim that there must be something
common in things labelled by the same general word is a
supposition which is unproven. What can be seen is just
nets of resemblances; where there are some knots we
suppose to be essences - there isn’t, however, a certain
knot which screws up every single use of the word.

A common ground of the two above-mentioned
theses is, | claim, a rejection of theories of knowledge
which | called RTK. According to RTK, knowledge is a
special relation between two kinds of entities: a relation
between subject and object, mind and matter, phenomenal
and physical, beliefs and facts, language and world,
abstract and concrete, eternal and temporal, unity and
plurality, etc. As opposed to this view, a pragmatist idea of
how knowledge works is an instrumental and anti-
essentialist point according to which knowledge is primarily
practical (non-theoretical), active (non-contemplative),
communal-communicative  (non-individual), processual
(non-static, non-dispositional), and applicative (non-
relational). Knowledge is just a way of presenting some
advice which can help in coping with others and within the
world.

RTK are affected by, according to the Rortyan
therapy, the vision of ‘the Eye of the Mind’ (Rorty 1979), or,
according to Havelock's view (Havelock 1963), by the

impact of literacy to the way of communication, and,
hence, thinking. The metaphor of understanding our mind
as an eye has come into existence, according to Havelock,
as an effect of looking at words (seemed to be the primary
source of knowledge); until words were just said and heard
we had no reason to think that there were mysterious
meanings or references behind them. If words were not
separated clearly from each other (as they weren't in oral
communication), we would have no reason to think that the
explanation why our language is meaningful has to be
started with the explanation how words (rather than
sentences, language games, or communication as a
whole) can have their meanings.

As Kristéf Nyiri illustrates in several of his papers,
Wittgenstein is well fit into a picture of a more or less
unconscious prophet of divergencies between literal-
written and oral communication (esp. Nyiri 1995). His point
is but mainly grounded in a reading of Wittgenstein as a
conservative thinker (e.g. Nyiri 1975). A conservative
attitude, which is partly built on a non-progressive idea of
history (Garver 2004, 152), seems but not a useful tool for
Rorty’s further purposes - on the contrary, it seems to give
some quite strong arguments against them.

Even if we accept that Wittgenstein was a
pragmatist in the broad sense that he preferred practice-
oriented explanations to theory-based ones, he would
surely disagree with Rorty that the warranty of why our
statements are reliable is a hope in a better future.
Wittgenstein would have rejected that with respect to the
fact that those statements are embedded in our tradition
and hence have their force from our inherited knowledge.
He was at least sceptical with historical progress. He wrote
of it in quite a few of his notes, and even if he mentioned
he regarded it as a pure hypothesis (e.g. MS 109, 68; MS
110, 257; TS 221, 321-2). In June 1931 he claimed, most
notably, that

Die historische Erklarung, die Erklarung als eine
Hypothese der Entwicklung ist nur eine Art der
Zusammenfassung der Daten — ihrer Synopsis. Es ist
ebensowohl maéglich die Daten in ihrer Beziehung zu
einander zu sehen und in ein allgemeines Bild
zusammenzufassen ohne es in Form einer Hypothese
Uber die zeitliche Entwicklung zu machen (MS 110,
125).

Seeing history as a progression is closely related to
the Platonic distinction between belief and knowledge.
Awareness of historical existence is an impact of literacy.
Written words allowed us to make a “differentiation of
legend and fact, myth and knowledge, and the beginning
of a feeling for history and for historical distance" (Nyiri
1992, 77). Awareness of history is, however, also delimited
by literacy. Abstract concepts and static theoretical ideas
(generated by written words) caused a kind of inflexibility in
seeing the structure of temporality and history (meta-
physics is per definitionem the doctrine of the eternal, not
of the historical). The Written, fixed once and for all,
suggested that history still had been written before it could
be done. The Scriptures and, afterwards, the scientific
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writings had previously fixed the structure of reality
(including our present and the future); historical existence
is, since Plato, only an illusion. One of the main reasons
why we supposed for ages that history has an end of it
was that some of our beliefs are proven to be illusory, and
since we had a strong rationalist belief (unproven not to be
illusory) that reality is reasonable, we needed to think that
passing time is a process which has an end in which we
can reach the eternal structure of ‘real’ reality.

That static framework which teleologically deter-
mines contingencies had therefore been self-explained by
RTK which was precisely the central target of
Wittgenstein’s pragmatic arguments. The idea of
progression is, as it is known, a belief strongly accused by
rationalist suppositions of the Enlightenment (Bloor 2004).
Most importantly, a rationalist wants to feel herself in
safety just alone (i.e., without God and/or society). Since
she knows that the frame of her knowledge does not
exactly fit into the structure of the world, she hopes that in
the future the former will converge to the latter. From this
hope, moreover, she misimplies that the only possible way
of thinking about reality is a view that our knowledge in fact
converges to reality. It is not the problem with progressivist
accounts that they were false; the problem is that they are
claimed to be the only possible explanations by
rationalists. If we give up, however, RTK, we don’t need,
and have no more reasons for, the supposition that history
should have any direction fixed once and for all.

Rorty is of course aware of a possible description of
his view as a Neoromantic attack against scientism of the
Enlightenment, with an unreasonable nostalgy toward
progressivism of it. He sees but his hope for a better future
as a central thesis of his pragmatism (esp. Rorty 1994).
This hope, after leaving behind realization of RTK as a
purpose, is directed to a social goal in terms of solidarity
(as opposed to an epistemic goal in terms of knowledge).

If the above-mentioned are right, Wittgenstein's
main reason against seeing history as a progress was its
exclusive strategy, strongly affected by RTK. If it is allowed
that there is more than just one way of describing the world
which can be (almost) equally applicable for some pur-
poses, it is evident that we lose not only the
reasonableness of RTK, but also the reasonableness of
the supposition that history has a certain goal fixed once
and for all.

Seeing the distinctive features of a conservative
reading of Wittgenstein, Rorty’'s progressivism s,
surprisingly, in an accordance with it point by point. A
conservative Wittgensteinian thinks that concrete is prior to
abstract, history to reason, practice to theory, norms or
customs to rules, and life to thought (Bloor 2004, 113). |
hope it is clearly unwanted to argue that these are exactly
the features which are attributed by Rorty to good
Deweyan comrades. If this is so, maybe the above-
mentioned are features which does not necessarily commit
us either to conservativism or to progressivism, since they
are just some marks of rejection of a fixed goal of history,
i.e., rejection of the view that the world has come into
existence just for the purpose that we could have got a
complete account of it via RTK.

As | mentioned, Wittgenstein did not directly argue
for or against the idea of progression but regarded it as a
hypothesis which can be either followed or abandoned
without proofs (i.e., blindly). Hypotheses of progression
(e.g. Evolution Theories) are parts of our natural history
(Schulte 2004, 183-7) and natural history is a practical
explanatory strategy which should be followed (or
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abandoned) without any proofs - since proofs are
distinctively theoretical explanatory strategies (Garver
2004, 141). Natural history is rather like a Genrebild than a
story of series of events with temporal extension - but also
without an explicit rejection of it. This also means that
explaining the relations among particular events does not
have a unique historical or temporal structure. What can
be seen from the past can only be seen as it appears now
for us; what appears to be thus and so from this aspect,
can also be seen from another aspect otherwise. Hence,
the only way to reflect history of past time and of future as
well, is to understand how it is involved in the present.

Reading Wittgenstein in such a way, it is more
obvious why he did not work out any complete history of
philosophy - since it can only be found in the practice of
the present language games. In this case, the only
significant  difference  between conservativism and
progressivism is, nevertheless, just the emphasis: a
conservativist says that knowledge is practically-socially
inherited rather than written and proven once and for all,
whereas a progressivist says that knowledge practically-
socially will be created rather than written and proven once
and for all. From a perspective of a complex account of
where our knowledge comes from, it seems that there is
no contradiction: for coming into existence, an inherited
piece of knowledge has to be created socially (since it is
not fixed once and for all) and for being kept up, a created
piece of knowledge has to be inherited socially (for the
very same reason).

A conservative account of the present in terms of
the past seems therefore not to contradict a progressivist
account of the present in the terms of the future. On the
contrary, they do have a similar explanatory structure in
which our present stage must be seen as a contingent
episode in the flow of time. On the other hand, a historical
account in terms of the present, either a progressivist one
of the past, or a conservative one of the future, is
essentially mistaken since it is accused with the bad
presupposition of RTK that what is written now can be
seen as eternally true. It is but evidently a supposition of
RTK that the best way to understand how the world is, is to
apply overgeneralized theories to issues for which they are
unapplicable. A pragmatic, i.e., practice-oriented instru-
mentalist presupposition can dissolve the yes/no question
if we apply explanatory strategies to the appriopriate
explanatory targets and we will remain conservatives with
respect to the socially inherited knowledge of the past, and
will become progressivists with respect to a hope that
social problems which actually exist can be once solved by
our social knowledge which is inherited and is going to be
hopefully improved, or, on the grounds of inherited
knowledge, is going to be hopefully extended, in the future.
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Empirical Equivalence, Scientific Realism and String Theory

Richard Dawid, Vienna, Austria

1. Introduction

The claim that our observable world does not uniquely
determine the choice of the scientific scheme plays an
important role in the scientific realism debate. The
underdetermination of scientific theory by all possible data
was formulated classically in (Quine 1975) and deployed
e.g. in (van Fraassen 1980) as a central argument against
the use of the concept of truth in statements about
scientific objects. Its validity, however, still remains
doubtful. (Wilson 1980), (Laudan & Leplin 1991) In
particular, as pointed out by Quine himself and recently
emphasised e.g. in (Lyre & Eynck 2003), it is not easy to
find convincing examples of Quinean underdetermination®
among actual scientific theories.

In this paper | want to present an example of
Quinean underdetermination that is based on the concept
of string duality. Irrespectively of the question of the validity
of string theory, the presented example can provide a case
study of a scientific scheme where underdetermination can
be clearly shown to arise. Under the condition that string
theory is a viable physical theory, the phenomenon of
string dualities could lead to a new understanding of the
actual role of underdetermination in modern high energy
physics. After a short introduction of the conception of
string duality in section two, section three will address the
question of underdetermination. Section four, finally, will
discuss the implications for scientific realism.

2. String Duality

The basic idea of string theory is to replace point-like
elementary particles by extended objects.” This seemingly
simple step leads to the development of a highly complex
theoretical scheme that aims at providing a joint
description of gravitation and microphysical interactions.
One property of this scheme is of particular interest for the
present paper: the string world shows a remarkable
tendency to link seemingly quite different string scenarios
by so-called duality relations. Dual theories are exactly
equivalent in their observational implications, though they
are quite differently constructed and may involve different
types of elementary objects and different topological
scenarios.

The phenomenon can be introduced best by the
example of T-duality, which involves less interpretational
complications than other instantiations of the duality
principle. Superstring theory (The kind of string theory able
to describe both bosonic and fermionic fields) can only be
guantized consistently in 10 spacetime dimensions. Those
6 dimensions which are not visible to our eyes are taken to
be compactified: they have the topological shape of a
cylinder surface, where, after some very small translation
in the ‘compactified’ direction, one ends up again at the
point of departure. Closed strings (which have the topo-

* In this paper | will use the term ‘underdetermination’ mostly in the Quinean
sense of ‘underdetermination of the theoretical scheme by all possible
empirical data’. It should be emphasised at this point that there exist other
forms of underdetermination whose analysis had to be based on entirely
different  considerations. (See e.g. the concept of ‘scientific
underdetermination’ discussed in (Dawid 2004).)

2 standard Textbooks on String Theory are (Polchinski 1998) and (Green,
Schwarz & Witten 1987). A popular introduction is (Greene 1999).
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logical structure of a rubber band) can be wrapped around
compactified dimensions or just move along a compactified
dimension. Since momenta along closed dimensions can
only assume certain quantized eigenvalues, two basic
discrete numbers characterise the state of a closed string
in a compactified dimension: the number of times the string
is wrapped around this dimension and the number of its
momentum state in that very same dimension.?

T-duality asserts that a state where a string with
characteristic length® | is wrapped n times around a
dimension with radius R and has momentum level m is
dual to a state where a string is wrapped m times around a
dimension with radius I?/R and has momentum level n. The
two descriptions give identical physics. The phenomenon
is not a case of quantum indeterminacy concerning two
states of the system. We rather face two theoretical
formulations which describe the same physical situation so
that they cannot be interpreted as referring to two different
states at all. Nevertheless, the two formulations differ in
characteristics which lie at the core of any meaningful
ontology of an external world. They differ in the shape of
space-time and they differ in form and topological position
of their elementary objects.

T-duality is not the only duality relation encountered
in string theory. It turns out that the existence of dualities is
one of string theory’s most characteristic features. Duality
relations play the crucial role of connecting all different
types of superstring theory. Before 1995 physicists knew 5
different ‘superstring theories”. Then it turned out that
these 5 theories and a 6" by then unknown theory named
‘M-theory’ are all interconnected by duality relations. This
web of dualities connects theories whose elementary
objects have different symmetry structure and different
dimensionality. (Each string theory needs a well-defined
set of higher dimensional so called d-branes to be con-
sistent.) M-theory even has a different number of spatial
dimensions than its co-theories. Duality nevertheless
implies that M-theory and the 5 possible superstring
theories only represent different formulations of one single
fundamental theory. In recent years, string-theoretical
analysis has discovered even more surprising duality
relations. For example, there exists a duality relation
between certain theories that include gravitation and
certain pure gauge theories without gravitation in a space
reduced by one spatial dimension. More discoveries of
duality relations might well follow in the future.

3. Underdetermination

The fact that different string theories with different
elementary ontologies are empirically equivalent
constitutes an example of Quinean underdetermination.
Remarkably, two important problems which have marred
previous exemplifications of underdetermination are
softened in the context of dual string theories.

% The two numbers are called winding number respectively Kaluza-Klein level.
* The characteristic string length denotes its length when no energy is being
invested to stretch it.

® String theorists use the word ‘string theory’ for the general theoretical
scheme as well as for the specific realisations of that general scheme which
are based on specific choices of internal symmetry structures.
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First, there is the question how to distinguish
reconstructions of predicates from other empirically
equivalent theories. The claim of underdetermination
would be of little interest for the philosopher of science if it
merely held that there are different ways to tell the same
story. Such simple ‘reconstructions of predicates’ usually
are distinguished from substantially different scientific
concepts by introducing an ontology of the scientific
objects. ‘Ontologically charged’ or reified objects are taken
to be the essential elements of the theory, whose
existence and whose observable properties cannot be
changed without creating a new theory. The simple
renaming of these objects, which does not alter their
properties (e.g. calling the electron proton and vice versa),
or the redefinition of parts of the theory that are not reified
(e.g. the change of coordinate systems) do not create a
new theory. In this sense, Quine’s ‘logically incompatible
theories’ actually represent ‘ontologically incompatible
theories’. Unfortunately, it is not always clear which parts
of a theory precisely should be reified. To give one
example, Poincaré’s reformulation of classical mechanics
in infinite flat space as a theory with altered physical laws
in a finite space (Poincaré 1902) may look like a genuinely
new theory if one reifies infinite flat space. Still, the
conception is often understood as a mere reparameteris-
ation of classical mechanics and therefore as an example
of a reconstruction of predicates.

Of course, the fundamental question whether it
makes sense at all to distinguish between reconstructions
of predicates and empirically equivalent but ontologically
incompatible theories remains unchanged in the context of
string dualities. However, if one decides to posit such a
distinction at all, dual string theories can be viewed as
particularly clear examples of incompatible ontologies. The
dimensionality and the topological shape of elementary
objects seem to be essential characteristics of any
meaningful external ontology. To deny ontological quality
to these characteristics would mean withdrawing into an
entirely abstract regime where an ontology cannot any
more be understood in terms of a characterisation of the
external world. The existence of dual theories thus proves
highly problematic for an ontologically realist interpretation
of scientific theories. Section four will return to this point.

The case of string dualities is also better suited than
other examples of Quinean underdetermination to deal
with the problem of the preliminary status of scientific
theories. Quine asserts that the totality of all possible
empirical evidence underdetermines the choice of a
scientific scheme. Attempts to find scientific theories which
can serve as examples of underdetermination usually fall
short of exemplifying Quine’'s assertion for a simple
reason: Scientific theories in general cannot be expected
to fit all possible empirical evidence. The specific status of
string theory changes this situation in two respects. First,
string theory offers a number of reasons for being called a
final theory. (see e.g. (Witten 1996), (Dawid 2004).)
Therefore, the assertion that string theory, if fully
understood, could fit all possible empirical evidence, has a
certain degree of plausibility. Second, in the context of
string theory the claim of Quinean underdetermination is
not based on the accidental occurrence of several
empirically equivalent theoretical schemes but on a
physical principle, the principle of duality, which represents
a deep characteristic of the involved theories and may be
expected to be a stable feature of future fundamental
physics. It seems plausible to assume that the duality
principle will continue to play an important role even if
string theory changed substantially in the course of future
research.

4. Scientific Realism

The question of underdetermination exerts considerable
influence on the scientific realism debate. It is clear that
the plausibility of an attribution of reality to scientific
objects must suffer from any indication that more than one
set of scientific objects is compatible with our observable
world. If one ontological interpretation of the scientific
description were enforced uniquely by the totality of all
possible empirical data, a scientific realist interpretation of
that description would seem natural at least in principle.® If
several or many possible ontological interpretations of the
observable world existed, however, the scientific realist,
who wants to establish her realist interpretation of
microphysics based on abductive inference, would have to
find good arguments why she rejects one ontological
interpretation and endorses another. Still, under-
determination cannot strictly refute realism. The meta-
physical realist may insist that, even if the selection of one
set of ontological objects cannot be decided upon on
empirical or rational grounds, there is, after all, a true
choice.”

A comparison between the empirical equivalence
due to string dualities and other examples of ontological
underdetermination indicates that the former might carry
particular force in the realism debate. Classically, two
types of assertions about empirically equivalent scientific
ontologies can be distinguished. On the one hand, one
theoretical scheme can allow various ontological
interpretations. Quantum field theory, to give an example,
might allow to attribute the status of elementary objects
either to particles or to fields. The variety of ontological
interpretations in this case exists at the level of the
philosophical interpretation of one specific physical theory.
On the other hand, there may exist different mathematical
schemes which describe the same observational world.
Examples are the different empirically equivalent ways to
formulate a gravitational theory. (See e.g. (Lyre & Eynck
2003).) String theory does not quite fit into any of these
groups. It offers a variety of ontologically incompatible but
empirically equivalent physical descriptions which are
integrated in one scientific theory. The occurrence of
ontological underdetermination thus does no longer look
accidental but is turned into a core physical statement.
This can be understood as a genuinely physical argument
against one ‘real’ scientific ontology. The method of
abductive reasoning, to which the scientific realist wishes
to resort, in this case suggests the abandonment of
ontological realism. The die-hard metaphysical realist can
resist this argument but, by doing so, puts herself at
variance with a core principle of scientific realism, the
principle of abduction.

There exists an additional aspect of duality that
underlines the conception’s anti-ontological character.
Duality does not just spell destruction for the notion of the
ontological scientific object but in a sense offers a
replacement as well. As it was described above, by
identifying theories with different sets of elementary
objects, string dualities reduce the number of independent
possible string theories down to one. While the uniqueness
of the elementary objects is lost, duality thus introduces a
different quality of uniqueness, the uniqueness of the
string theoretical structure implied by the basic postulates

® The question whether the limited scientific theories available to us can
identify this real ontology would remain, of course.

7 Philosophers like Dummett actually define realism as a position that allows
this kind of statement (Dummett 1991).
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of the theory.8 Given that the unigueness of the real
constitutes a pivotal element of any realist conception, the
replacement of ontological by structural uniqgueness seems
to suggest to the realist a structural realist approach.
(Dawid 2003)
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On Persistence Through Time

J. W. Degen, Erlangen, Germany

In recent years there has been much discussion about
persistence (identity) through time, and antithetically about
change. Since the literature is too vast, we decided to
focus on a particular problem.

We assume that there is a class T of time items.
Whether or not there are atomic time items we need not
decide. Nor do we need to know the possible ordering of
the time items, nor the (cause or reason for the) direction
of time. Nevertheless, it will be no loss of generality and
will enhance the intuitive access to what we have to say, if
one imagines that T is the set (or an interval) of real
numbers under their usual ordering.

By TH we denote the class of all things such that TH
N T = J. We need no categorization of the class TH into
subclasses; however, we want to remark that the class TH
may contain numbers, sets, motions, colours, properties,
accidents, water drops, fallings of waterdrops, states of
affairs, thoughts, substances, ghosts, gods, their wives,
and so on. But TH contains no pure places, only impure
ones, e.g. whole cities like Berlin or Kirchberg.

Let now A € TH, and t € T. Then we assume that the
statement
A exists at t

is either true of false, although we may not be able to know
it. A fortiori, we assume that the statement A exists at t
makes sense. If this assumption is erroneous, then our
whole analysis is futile, and has to be replaced by a better
one.

For example, if o is the set of natural numbers, then
 exists at t seems to be true for allt € T, i.e. o is an
eternal entity. But one may also assume that o exists at t
is false for all t € T. Nothing interesting will follow from
either choice. On the other hand, Pegasus exists at t is
definitely false for all t € T, provided Pegasus  TH.

If A exists at t, then this does not mean that A or a
part of A has an existence whose temporal extension is
included in t or coincides with t. We think that such an
interpretation is certainly incorrect if t is an atomic time
item. Rather, that A exists at t means that t is an element
(or a part) of the lifetime of the thing A. As a slogan: The
things are not in time, but time is in the things.

For A € TH we define E.T.(A) :={t e T: A exists at
t}. We call the set E.T.(A) the Existence Time of the thing
A, which is just another term for Lifetime if A is a living
creature.

We say that A persists throughout (the time) T, if
To. < E.T.(A). If To consists of (say) 234 time points, then it
sounds somewhat odd to say that A persists through the
set of these 234 (possibly very unconnected) time points.
Nevertheless, we want to use this expression; persistence
in our sense is not necessarily continuous or connected
persistence; it may be an intermittant persistence. Of
course, you may define persistence as continuuos
persistence provided you give a reasonable definition of
continuous in this context.

Main Theorem. If E.T.(A) = E.T.(B), then A = B.
Proof. If A = B, then E.T.(A) = E.T.(B), by pure logic. QED

The Main Theorem is ftrivial, but in an important
sense. It solves many so-called puzzles of so-called
persistence without any effort. For instance, if the (whole)
existence time of A is different from that of B, then A and B
cannot be identical. There may subsist uncountably many
relations between A and B, which "glue" A and B together
until they begin to boil: if E.T.(A) = E.T.(B), then
necessarily A = B.

To re-iterate: the Main Theorem is an important
triviality. Unfortunately, it is often overlooked in the
discussion of problems concerning persistence. So let us
give some detailed illustrations of the usual mistakes
committed if the Main Theorem is overlooked.

(I) Let Y.J. be yesterday’'s John, and let T.J. be
today’s John, provided there are really such things, that is
to say: if we have the necessary comprehension principles
available (see below presently). Then E.T.(Y.J.) = the
whole of yesterday, i.e. the set of time items at which Y.J.
exists covers all of yesterday time. And E.T.(T.J.) is
defined analogously. Then by necessity, Y.J. = T.J. In
other words, yesterday’s John cannot persist to become
today’s John, in no way, not even by a miracle.

There is a subtle point to comment upon here,
namely the assumption that those two Johns really exist!
And this has to do with comprehension principles. What do
we mean by a comprehension principle (in the present
context)?

For S < T we denote by TH[S] the class of all things
A such that E.T.(A) = S. Then a comprehension principle
w.r.t. S describes the class TH[S] as precisely as possible,
e.g. it states its cardinality, and states which its elements
are. For instance, if S are some 234 time points, then it
may well be that TH[S] = &. However, there may be a
superset or subset S’ of S with TH[S'] # &. Therefore, it is
not certain whether or not our two Johns Y.J. and T.J. do
exist at all. Perhaps there may be a last-week-John, or a
this-hour-John, and no other John at all.

The observation just made is a crucial one. For, if
one asks whether such and such a temporally determined
or delineated thing persists through some given time, then
we have first to settle the question if such a thing exists at
all. And if there is a thing D such that E.T.(D) = S, then (by
definition) D persists through every (nonempty) subset of
S.

(Il) Can yesterday's John change and remain,
nevertheless, identical with himself? Of course he can. In
the morning he may be tired, in the afternoon he may be
not tired, in the morning he may read a book, in the
afternoon he may walk through the park, without reading
anything. In this way, yesterday’s John changes. There is
no contradiction whatsoever in all this. We need not
assume a morning-John, nor an afternoon-John in order to
dissolve the alleged contradiction; moreover, such Johns
may not exist at all since there may be no comprehension
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principles for them! Let now M be yesterday's John’'s
morning tiredness, and let it belong to the class TH of
things. Then we have E.T.(M) — E.T.(Y.J.). That's all.

(1) Let now John be the whole or maximum John,
provided such a thing exists (nobody knows). Then E.T.(
John) will be a time interval (perhaps with gaps) starting
with John’s birth and ending with his clinical exitus. This
John exists at t, iff t € E.T.(John). And this John persists
through all times S ¢ E.T.(John), but of course not beyond.

(IV) Which comprehension principles really hold,
Philosophy by Herself cannot know. For instance,
Philosophy does not know whether there is a Gaius Julius
Caesar, GJC, such that E.T.(GJC) o the first of March of
44 B.C. If there is such a GJC, then he persisted through
the whole first of March of 44 B.C. If not, then not.

(V) In the discussion of persistence there sometimes
crops up the notion of a temporal part, with the suggestion
that only so-called processes can have temporal parts. My
comments about this are the following. Take our whole or
maximum John, and his head H, which is surely a part of
him. Then E.T.(H) seems to be a nonempty subset of
E.T.(John), or rather, these two sets seem to be equal if
we disregard the times where John did lose his head.
Then the (proper) part H of John has the same temporal
extension as John himself has. In this sense John’s head
is a temporal part, viz. a temporally extended part of the
temporally extended John, although neither John nor H is
a process, in the ordinary sense of the word. And we need
not consider John as process in order to ascribe to him a
temporal extension, i.e. E.T.(John).

(VI) There is another kind of consideration into
which the notion of part enters. Let us give the following
definition.

Superpersistence. Let A and B be things. Then we
say that B superpersists over A if E.T.(A) is a nonempty
proper subset of E.T.(B), and if B is a proper part of A.

Let us explain the notion of superpersistence by
means of two examples. Let B be our whole or maximum
John with a lifetime of 70 years, and let A be a car
accident of 10 seconds in which John is involved, i.e. John
is a proper part of A, among other parts of A, e.g. the car
and pieces of the road. Then all the conditions for
superpersistence are satisfied. One says that John
survives the car accident. Or if A is a state of illness (a kind
of individual sachverhalt) in which John is involved, then
we will say that John survives this illness if A terminates
before John’s death.

This notion of superpersistence is very common,
and therefore very confused. Strictly speaking, the whole
John with his 70 years of lifetime cannot be part of a 10-
second car accident. Only a suitably restricted John can.
Although | cannot rigorously prove that the notion of
superpersistence is empty or spurious, i.e. without
instances, | think that it is in fact empty and spurious.

Wolfgang J. Degen <emaill@web.de>
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Intercultural Approach

Christoph Durt, Munich, Germany

1. The Entanglement of Philosophy with
Mythology and Language

Wittgenstein (1993) writes in his Remarks on Frazers
>Golden Bough« (RFGB):

An entire mythology is stored within our language.
(RFGB, p. 133)

In his Golden Bough, Frazer's (1922) interprets the
customs of all cultures as applications of more or less
sophisticated hypotheses about the world as if all human
behavior was either magic, or religion, or science and the
latter two were merely primitive forms of science.
Wittgenstein regards this interpretation as unsuitable for
capturing the diverse meanings of the very different myths
and customs. Moreover, he takes Frazer's approach to
explanation itself to be completely misled. The harsh
rejection of Frazer's method in the RFGB casts doubts on
Wittgenstein's expectation to learn anything new about the
myths of other cultures from reading Frazer. However, he
surely expected - among other issues one of which | will
consider soon - to learn something about myths. Not about
the myths of other people, but about the myths stored in
the English language. Although Frazer did not intend to
give evidence for them, he revealingly makes use of terms
like »ghost«, »shade«, »soul« and »spirit«. Wittgenstein
thinks that these terms derive their meaning from the
mythology stored in language and that »much too little« is
made from the fact that we count these words »as part of
our educated vocabulary« (RFGB, p. 133).

The use of these words can not only lead to
misinterpretations of unknown customs, but also create an
incorrect understanding of philosophical problems. For a
crucial concern for the possibility of philosophy is how we
can prevent being led astray by the myths stored within our
language. Wittgenstein does not believe that in philosophy
we can simply eliminate all critical terms, replace them by
neutral ones, or make use of a >clean< non-ordinary
language. Even in the attempt to free language from
myths, we have to use non-neutral, potentially myth-laden
terms. How can we prevent being caught in the same
myths we try to free ourselves from?

Furthermore there is the problem that - following
Wittgenstein - grammar itself suggests certain views on
philosophical problems and thereby might tempt us to
pursue wrong views. Since in philosophy we have to use
language, we cannot pursue a view independent from its
»temptations«. We are always in danger of inventing some
»myth« (Wittgenstein 1963 (PI), §138) because we follow
the suggestions of grammar. Thus, how can we find an
approach to philosophical problems that goes beyond the
entanglements of our language and does not lead us on
the tracks of philosophical myths?

Wittgenstein explored the possibility of such an
approach precisely in his remarks on Frazer's Golden
Bough - this is the other reason considered here for his
occupation with Frazer's work for many years. Frazer's
failure in ethnology can teach us something for philosophy
since Wittgenstein believes there is a close commonality

between the approaches of both. In Culture and Value he
writes:

If we use the ethnological approach does that mean we
are saying philosophy is ethnology? No, it only means
we are taking up our position far outside, in order to see
the things more objectively. (Wittgenstein 1998, p. 45e)

Wittgenstein underlined the article within his expression
»the things« by a wavy line to express his doubts on the
correctness of this word. He does not intend to say that
there is a given set of objects (>the things<) independently
of our recognizing them. For the same reason he does not
speak of >seeing things objectively¢, but of seeing them
»more objectively«. In the German original, this is
expressed by only one word (»objektiver«). If Wittgenstein
had written in English, he might as well have written »more
objectively« to emphasize there is not one single objective
approach (compare e.g. §133 of the PI) but nevertheless
there is a more objective approach. This more objective
approach is what Wittgenstein calls »the ethnological
approach«. In the next section | will explore why culture is
important for this approach and in section three why it is an
intercultural approach.

2. The Role of Cultures and Forms of Life
for Philosophy

Wittgenstein does not propose to replace philosophy by
ethnology. But there are parallels in the approaches both
can take. A first parallel should be clear from the remarks
above: Both have to treat myths: Ethnology, because it
explores the myths of other people. Philosophy, because it
has to disengage from (pre-)philosophical myths. Both
have to go beyond the entanglements of the own language
but at the same time use it.

This is related to a very particular kinship between
ethnology and philosophy: For both, culture is a special
concern. By >culture< | mean the ways of doing things we
find in one, several, or all human communities.
Wittgenstein very rarely used the term >culture<, since at
his time it was not commonly used to describe the ordinary
ways of acting. In general, Wittgenstein was very careful in
using words that might be interpreted as technical terms.
But in some cases, he famously did use the term »form of
life« which stands for an intimately related concept. As
Glock (1996, p. 125) points out:

>To imagine a language means to imagine a form of life
(PI1 887, 19). In Blue and Brown Books 134, to imagine a
language is equated with imagining a >culture<.
Accordingly, a form of life is a culture or social formation,
the totality of communal activities into which language-
games are embedded.

From the experienced actuality of different cultures it is
obvious that more than only one culture is imaginable. The
parallel use of >form of life« suggests that we can imagine
more than but one human form of life. Many philosophers
do not like to admit to this because it thwarts their attempts
to find an unmovable foundation for meaning. | do not
intend to argue here against this position since | did so in a
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recent publication (Durt, forthcoming). There, | explained
how Wittgenstein avoids strong forms of relativism by
searching for overlapping commonalities which enable
intercultural understanding. Here, | merely presuppose that
it is possible to imagine different cultures and forms of life.
Since for Wittgenstein meaning is founded on cultural
forms of behavior, different languages go along with
different forms of cultural behavior. This allows for under-
standing how seemingly incomprehensible concepts are
possible: they are used in different forms of life or cultures.
Imagining different cultures enables us to imagine
essentially different concepts. This way, we might be able
to imagine other concepts of »soul« and »spirit«, or
essentially different forms of counting that might lead to a
different mathematics. This would not mean to imagine an
arbitrary mathematics; the imagined concepts are not all a
matter of convention. The very fact that they are rooted in
a culture shows they have to »fit< in it and should not evoke
too many contradictions with other concepts; this would
disturb the interplay. On the other hand, they don't belong
to an eternal third world of ideas completely independent
of human activities. This holds for imagining a different
culture as much as for the related case of imagining a
different education, for which Wittgenstein writes in his
Zettel:

387. | want to say: an education quite different from ours
might also be the foundation for quite different concepts.

388. For here life would run on differently. - What
interests us would not interest them. Here different
concepts would no longer be unimaginable. In fact, this
is the only way in which essentially different concepts
are imaginable. (Wittgenstein 1967b, p. 69e)

3. Wittgenstein's Intercultural Approach to
Philosophy

But is Wittgenstein in the above citation not committing a
self-refuting contradictio in adjecto? Are essentially
different concepts not that different that they are other
concepts? Why should we call an essentially different
>mathematics« still s mathematics< and not seize it under a
different  concept?  With  »essentially  different,
Wittgenstein could not mean >completely differentc<. But
how can we understand the essentially different concepts
as connected to the concepts familiar to us? To under-
stand the essentially different language games with our
language games, there must be a connecting link between
our concepts and those being essentially different.
Wittgenstein thinks that we can find such connecting links
or intermediate cases (Zwischenglieder) and use them for
a description he calls Ubersichtliche Darstellung
(perspicuous representation):

The concept of perspicuous representation is of
fundamental importance for us. It denotes the form of
our representation, the way we see things. (A kind of
>World-view« as it is apparently typical of our time.
Spengler.)

This perspicuous representation brings about the
understanding which consists precisely in the fact that
we »see the connections«. Hence the importance of
finding connecting links. (RFGB, p. 133)

In the German original:

Der Begriff der Ubersichtlichen Darstellung ist fur uns
von grundlegender Bedeutung. Er bezeichnet unsere
Darstellungsform, die Art, wie wir die Dinge sehen. (Eine

58

Art der >Weltanschauung«< wie sie scheinbar fur unsere
Zeit typisch ist. Spengler.)

Diese Ubersichtliche Darstellung vermittelt das
Versténdnis, welches eben darin besteht, da wir die
»Zusammenhénge sehen«. Daher die Wichtigkeit des
Findens von Zwischengliedern. (RFGB, p. 132)

It does not matter if the Zwischenglieder are found or
invented. Contrary to Frazer's attempt to explain the
historical origin of strange customs, Wittgenstein wants to
give a description that reveals the resemblance of facts.
His interest is not to provide scientific explanations by
putting forward hypotheses of how the custom developed.
Instead, he wants to describe it in a way that makes it
comprehensible to people of our culture. Merely to use the
concepts of our culture would not capture the strange
concepts. If we want to comprehend them, we have to
relate them to our concepts.

Finding and inventing connecting links allows
grasping essentially different concepts. This is important
for Wittgenstein's conception of philosophy in general. In
the PI, Wittgenstein uses a formulation nearly identical to
the above citation from the RFGB:

[...] A perspicuous representation produces just that
understanding which consists in >seeing connexionsc.
Hence the importance of finding and inventing
intermediate cases.

The concept of a perspicuous representation is of
fundamental significance for us. It earmarks the form of
account we give, the way we look at things. (Is this a
>Weltanschauung<?) (PI, §122)

In the German original:

[...] Die dubersichtliche Darstellung vermittelt das
Verstandnis, welches eben darin besteht, dal wir die
>Zusammenhange sehen<. Daher die Wichtigkeit des
Findens und des Erfindens von Zwischengliedern.

Der Begriff der Ubersichtlichen Darstellung ist fur uns
von grundlegender Bedeutung. Er bezeichnet unsere
Darstellungsform, die Art, wie wir die Dinge sehen. (Ist
dies eine >Weltanschauung<?) (PI, §122)

In the German original the citations are even more similar.
The only major differences are that the order of the
sentences was reversed and the reference to Spengler in
the RFGB was replaced with a question in the Pl. Most
significantly, in his RFGB Wittgenstein does not speak of
invention of Zwischenglieder. However, in the following
sentences of the RFGB, he gives the example of gradually
converting an ellipse into a circle as a »hypothetical«
Zwischenglied which can be just as well found as invented.
We can assume that already in the RFGB Wittgenstein
thought about Zwischenglieder in this way.

But why are Wittgenstein's attempts to present
perspicuous presentations of different concepts an
intercultural approach? The word parts >liber< and >sicht<
(english: »>over< and »view¢, together: >survey<) in
Wittgenstein's term »Ubersichtliche Darstellung« might
suggest he meant a view from above and not between
cultures. Accordingly, in the English version of the
Philosophical Remarks, »Ubersichtliche Darstellung« was
translated with »bird's eye view« (Wittgenstein 1975, | §1).

But the Ubersichtliche Darstellung is not an
objective explanation. Rather, it is a description coming
from our language and culture and therefore not free of its
myths and temptations. However, it is more objective than
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the view from merely one culture since it embraces the
viewpoints of different cultures. The Zwischenglieder help
to link the viewpoints of different cultures and to
comprehend the connections between essentially different
concepts. They are not located merely on the side of either
the one or the other culture, but stand between them.

In his attempt to give an Ubersichtliche Darstellung,
Wittgenstein does not try to find a position above the
different cultures. Instead, his approach takes a course
between cultures, it is an intercultural approach.
Wittgenstein used it in his numerous examples of different
cultures in the PI, the Remarks on the Foundations of
Mathematics, and other works. He does not think that in
philosophy we can put ourselves into a position free of the
temptations of myth and grammar. We cannot simply leave
behind ordinary language and its cultural foundations. But
his philosophical method shows how to untangle from
some of the temptations: By taking the intercultural
approach.
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Bye, Bye Time?

Uber die nicht endenwollende Abschaffung der Zeit

Harald Edelbauer, Hinterbriihl, Osterreich

Alles steht

Immortality is here. Our task is to recognize it. Some
Nows are thrilling and beautiful beyond descripton.
Being in them is the supreme gift. (Barbour 1999)

Die letzte Entscheidung fir oder gegen eine statische Welt
fult auf asthetischen Grunden. Der angebliche Konflikt
zwischen Parmenides und Heraklit setzt sich bis in die
Veréastelungen der gegenwartigen Naturwissenschaften
fort. Julian Barbour ist Erbe der Eleaten. Er folgt aber auch
den Spuren von Leibniz und Mach, was absolute und
relative Bewegung bzw. Position betrifft. Dieser Weg fuhrte
ihn fast zwangslaufig zum Standpunkt universeller Stasis.

..time is an illusion. The phenomena from which we
deduce its existence are real, but we interpret them
wrongly. (Barbour 1999)

Allerdings trégt er auch die ewige Last Eleas: den
zeitlichen Schein mit dem unverénderlichen Sein in
Einklang zu bringen, die Doxa von der Aletheia her zu
verstehen. Das zu vollbringen erforderte aber nicht nur die
Jrevolution in our understanding of the universe* (so der
Klappentext von Barbours ,The End of Time“, sondern
eine ungleich tiefgrindigere Umwalzung in unserem
Verstandnis von Logik und Ontologie.

Platonia forever

Barbour beginnt als strikter und stringenter Relationist im
Gefolge von Leibniz. Bauen wir das Universum der
Einfachheit halber aus einer Mannigfaltigkeit von nur 3
Massenpunkten auf, so zahlen lediglich deren relative
Positionen zueinander. Der Begriff des ,absoluten Ortes’
ist sinnlos.

Normalerweise, in ,absolutistischer’ Sichtweise, ge-
staltet sich die Zuordnung dreier Punkte zu einem
aufwendig: Je einem Dreieck bestimmter Position, Gestalt
bzw. GréRe entspricht genau ein Punkt im 9-
dimensionalen Konfigurationsraum — und vice versa.
Letzteres macht die Sache nicht gerade spannend, denn
dieser ,Raum’ ist bis auf den letzten Punkt ,besetzt’, viel
mehr 143t sich Uber ihn nicht sagen.

Ganz anders, wenn wir nur die relative Position
dreier Punkte in Betracht ziehen. Dann charakterisieren 3
Angaben (3 Seiten, 2 Seiten/1 Winkel, 1 Seite 2 Winkel)
das Dreieck vollsténdig, in diesem Fall genigt also ein 3-
dimensionaler  Konfigurationsraum, wir sparen 6
Dimensionen ein! Daruber hinaus kommt Leben in die
Sparvariante: Wenn die 3 orthogonalen Achsen des
Konfigurationsraumes x,y,z die 3 Seiten eines Dreiecks
a,b,c paarweise abbilden, so ist jetzt sofort einzusehen,
dafl bestimmte Areale im Raum ausgespart bleiben, weil
im Dreieck eine Seite die Summe beider andern nicht
Ubertreffen darf. Statt des ,Einerlei, randvoll bis zum
letzten Punkt'" zeigt sich uns eine Gestalt, deren
Eigenschaften wir nun untersuchen kénnen — alles, weil
wir uns auf die relative Lage dreier Punkte zueinander
beschranken.
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Es liegt auf der Hand, daR die Gestaltenfiille
sozusagen Uberproportional wéchst, je mehr Punkte ins
Spiel kommen. Barbour nennt das unvorstellbar komplexe
Gebilde samtlicher Massenpunktkonfigurationen im
Universum Platonia; ein einleuchtend gewéhlter Name,
denn da hier sdmtliche Méglichkeiten relativer Anordnung
koexistieren, konnte sich auf einer hinzugefligten Zeit-
achse nichts mehr tun. (Ebensogut héatte er die
zeitenthobene, apriorische Kristall-Landschaft Zenonia
taufen koénnen.)

In der grenzenlosen Weite von Platonia zeichnen
sich bereits einige hochst interessante, aber rare,
Regionen ab. Julian Barbour nennt sie time capsules
(Zeitkapseln). Es handelt sich um — immer noch statische
— Situationen welche auf andere Situationen verweisen.
Wir missen dabei bedenken, daf? hier eine ,Situation’ dem
entspricht, was wir als Universum zu einem bestimmten
Zeitpunkt realisieren.

Zeitkapseln stellen auch nichts anderes dar, als
Punkte im ,platonianischen’, relationalen Konfigurations-
raum; Punkte, welche es allerdings im wahrsten Sinne des
Wortes in sich haben.

Das time capsule — Konzept mutet &hnlich an, wie
die Behauptung des tapferen Pioniers des Kreationismus
und der Aquaristik, Philip Henry Gosse: Gott habe vor
6000 Jahren die Erde samt aller Fossilien fertig
geschaffen; habe gleichsam zeitliche Wegweiser aufge-
stellt, die ins Leere zeigen. (Nebenbei: Ein Aquarium
simuliert eine von seinem Schopfer inszenierte
Vergangenheit; vielleicht riihrt von da Gosses Inspiration.)

Barbour strapaziert dieses Szenario bis zum
Anschlag. Die momentane Welt — ein Zeitkapsel-Punkt in
Platonia — strotzt vor sozusagen objektiv unerfullten
Intentionen. Nicht nur Bibliotheken und Fossilien oder
Jahresringe von Baumen, auch die personlichen Gedacht-
nisinhalte erinnerungsfahiger Individuen stellen Bot-
schaften ohne Absender dar.

Quantentraume

Zeitkapseln sind Mangelware in Platonia. Warum befinde
ich mich an einer der ganz seltenen Positionen, welche
\Vergangenes’' inkorporiert haben? Ja, nicht irgendein
\Vergangenes’, sondern eines, das wiederum als Zeit-
kapsel imponiert, mit eigenen retrospektiven Weg-
weisern... Ein Prinzip wie bei den russischen Babuschka-
Puppen.

Hier, scheint es, ist die ganze Betrachtung in einer
Sackgasse angelangt. Rekursive Zeitkapseln, sporadisch
Uber den eingefrorenen Konfigurationsraum verteilt,
kdnnen unser Bewuf3tsein von Zusammenhang und Fluf3
nicht erklaren.

Barbour allerdings denkt nicht daran, seine
unbewegte Welt durch Beifiigung einer dynamischen Zutat
zu beleben. Im Gegenteil: Er konfroniert die Stasis von
Platonia mit einer weiteren zeitlosen Entitat, um daraus die
lllusion des Geschehens abzuleiten. Die fehlende
Ingredienz holt er sich aus der Quantentheorie.
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Die Wheeler-DeWitt- Gleichung halt mittlerweile eine
Menge Chat-Stuben im Internet auf Trab. Viele Physiker
und in ihrem TroR Philosophen sind mit ihr indes nicht
glucklich, denn die sogenannte ,Wellenfunktion des
Universums’ (besser, aber auch falsch: der Universen)
kommt ohne Zeitparameter aus. Erinnern wir uns daran,
dalR die Amplitude (bzw. deren Absolutquadrat) der
Wellenfunktion in der Quantenmechanik fir die Wahr-
scheinlichkeit, daf3 ein Ereignis eintreten wird, steht, dann
ergibt sich die Notwendigkeit, unseren Begriff von
.Wahrscheinlichkeit’ zu Gberdenken.

Nun handelt die damned equation (wie sie DeWitt
schimpfte) von kosmischen Zustanden auf der ganz
groRRen Skala. Barbour &Rt sich aber — mit guten Griinden
— von dieser Allerweltsgleichung inspirieren. Er postuliert,
daR eine ahnliche, detailgerechte, Formel jeden Punkt in
Platonia uberlagert und dessen Wabhrscheinlichkeit zu
,sein’ determiniert — und Zeitkapseln bevorzugt. Daraus
sollen sich Trajektorien ergeben, welche einen Ablauf
suggerieren. Hier zeigen sich allerdings auch zwei
Schwachstellen der Argumentation:

Die Vorliebe der Gleichung fir intentionale’
Situationen wird sozusagen von Hand eingefiihrt, aber
nicht begriindet.

My conjecture is this. The Wheeler DeWitt equation of
our universe concentrates any of its well-behaved
solutions on time capsules. ... | could fill up pages with
hand-waving arguments for why this should be so, but
they would baffle the non-specialist and offend the
specialist. (Barbour 1999)

Darliber hinaus versdumt Barbour die Gelegenheit, die
Amplitude (samt Phase) der Wellenfunktion direkt
physikalisch zu interpretieren, offenbar aus Scheu vor
komplexen Zahlen. Er beschwort die plastische
Vorstellung von red mist (die Amplitude) und green mist
(deren Konjugat), aber Bedeutung hat fur ihn nur der
,blaue Quantennebel’ — die Wahrscheinlichkeit in Form des
Absolutquadrats — welcher tber dem gesamten Konfigura-
tionsraum lagert. Hier wartet noch eine Menge Arbeit am
Begriff. Denn ,Wahrscheinlichkeit’ hat in Verbindung mit
Platonia — wo Voraussagen a priori ausgeschlossen
bleiben — ebensowenig unmittelbaren Sinn wie etwa in der
Anwendung auf einen Zweig in Everetts Multiversum.

Hinter diesem Manko bleiben andere zuriick, wie die
Preisgabe kraftvoller Symmetrien. Dal3 ein universelles
Now gegen den Geist der Speziellen Relativitat verstoft,
ist klar, hat aber mittlerweile Birgerrecht in der Physik. Fur
die Bevorzugung des Ortes gegenuiber dem Impuls — gar
nicht zu reden von ,diagonalen’ GréBen — hat schon Bell
plausible Argumente eingebracht. Aber eine konsequente
statische Welt-Deutung verlangt, vermute ich, direkte
Interpretation der Quantenamplitude. Dann kodnnte sich
eine Erklarung finden, warum die Wellenfunktion
Zeitkapseln \liebt'.

Quasi nebenbei findet Barbour Ubrigens auch eine
Erklarung fir den ,Zeitpfeil: Platonia ist von Natur aus
asymmetrisch, das  Zeitkapsel-Bevorzugungs-Prinzip
fordert die ,Erinnerung’ spezieller Konfigurationen. Der
Urknall ergibt sich zwangslaufig in Form der — verzeit-
kapselten — Koinzidenz sémtlicher Massenpunkte.

Ausblick auf Durchblick

Barbours Standpunkt erméglicht einerseits eine frische,
faszinierende Sicht auf psychophysische Zusammenhénge
— die Seele-Leib bzw. BewuRtsein-Nervensystem-

Problematik; auf der anderen Seite ergeben sich
gravierende Probleme mit dem Sprachgebrauch, in den
unsere Begriffe fir ,Subjektives’ eingebettet sind.

Zuerst die positive Perspektive: Die Existenz von lebenden
Systemen verstarkt den Zeitkapsel-Charakter eines
Punktes in Platonia ungemein. Maturana&Varela
definieren Lebewesen als Autopoietische Maschinen:

...eine Maschine, die als ein Netzwerk von Prozessen
der Produktion (Transformation und Destruktion) von
Bestandteilen organisiert (als Einheit definiert) ist, das
die Bestandteile erzeugt, welche 1. aufgrund ihrer
Interaktionen und Transformationen kontinuierlich eben
dieses Netzwerk an Prozessen (Relationen), das sie
erzeugte, neu generieren und verwirklichen, und die 2.
dieses Netzwerk (die Maschine) als eine konkrete
Einheit in dem Raum, in dem diese Bestandteile
existieren, konstituieren, indem sie den topologischen
Bereich seiner Verwirklichung als Netzwerk bestimmen.
(Maturana 1985)

Uberschaubar ~ formuliert, handelt es sich bei
autopoietischen Systemen um Homdoostaten, welche eine
ganz spezifische Variable konstant halten: ihre eigene
Organisation.

Es ware kein geringes Unterfangen, die Trajektorie
einer autopoietischen Entitdt im relationalen Konfigu-
rationsraum ndher zu bestimmen. Hier genigt aber ein
Charakteristikum: Lebewesen sind ihre eigenen ,unendlich’
rekursiven Zeitkapseln. Wie Barbour offenbar selber noch
nicht bemerkt hat, Ubertrifft ein Punkt in Platonia, der
lebende Systeme enthélt, alle unbelebten bei weitem an
Wabhrscheinlichkeit.

A fortiori gilt dies, wenn Kognition aufgrund der
Existenz neuronaler Strukturen explizit ins Spiel kommt.
Da verdichtet sich die Selbstreferenz — die ,Eigen-
Zeitkapsel-Anmutung’ — wahrhaft zu unabsehbarer
Rekursionstiefe. In den notgedrungen redundanten
Wendungen Maturanas:

...there are organisms that include as a subset of their
possible interactions, interactions with their own internal
states... as if they were independent entities, generating
the apparent paradox of including their cognitive domain
within their cognitive domain. (Maturana 1980)

Wenn die Vermutung zutrifft, dall die universelle
Wellenfunktion nach Punkten in Platonia hungert, die auf
mehr als sich selbst verweisen, dann bedeuten Gehirne in
Aktion fur sie ein ,gefundenes Fressen’, welches sie mit
einer von 1 nicht mehr unterscheidbaren Wahrscheinlich-
keit beschenkt. Das in der Kosmologie kontrovers
diskutierte Anthropische Prinzip — dafl namlich der
Kosmos so haargenau auf bewulRte Beobachter
zugeschnitten scheint — findet seine Erklarung.

Ja, es liegt nahe, Bewuf3tsein Uberhaupt mit dem
Maximum der (Barbour'schen Idealvorstellung von)
Wellenfunktion hypothetisch in Verbindung zu sehen.

Jetzt die schlechtere Nachricht: Das Konzept
Platonia+Universelle Wellenfunktion 1aBt keinen Platz fir
irgendeine realistische Wahl in puncto psychophysische
Relationen. Ein blitzartiges Erfassen des jeweiligen ,Nun’
laRkt sich vielleicht noch mehr oder weniger plausibel
machen, zumindest rhetorisch. Aber fur das Entstehen der
lllusion von Zeit wie auch zum Durchschauen ihres
illusionaren Charakters bleibt einfach — zuwenig Zeit.

Wie momentan namlich immer eine Tauschung sich
vollziehen mag, sie braucht so etwas wie einen zeitlichen
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Vorhof und einen Abgang. Auch die lllusion der Zeit bleibt
Temporalgestalt.

Was wir also innerhalb der jeweiligen Zeitkapsel
.erleben’ (auch dieser Begriff pafit nicht in ein atemporales
Ambiente), wéare eher die lllusion einer lllusion. Es warten
hier auf uns grundsétzlich andere Aufgaben als etwa im
Falle der Relativitatstheorie mit ihrer ,Blockzeit'. Was den
Begriff der Zeit angeht, hat McTaggerts A-Reihe (vergangen
— gegenwartig — zukinftig) in Einsteins Weltgefuge
ausgedient. Das unterstreicht der veméachtnishafte Satz:

Fir uns glaubige Physiker hat der Unterschied von
Vergangenheit, Gegenwart und Zukunft nur den
Charakter einer, wenngleich hartnéckigen, lllusion. (zit.
Aus Weizsacker 1992)

Auf der anderen Seite beschaftigte Einstein der Umstand,
daR das ,Jetzt' in der Physik keinen Eingang findet,
nachhaltig. Es scheint sogar vielen Quantendeutern
annehmbarer, dem ,Ich’ Einlal3 in die Physik zu gewahren,
als dem ,Jetzt'. (vgl. Edelbauer 1999)

Im Gegensatz zur physikalischen Orthodoxie
destruiert Barbour aber die (McTaggart'sche) B-Reihe
friher — spater’. Seine Now’s bleiben selbstgentigsam, als
temporale Monaden in sich verschlossen.

SchlieBlich stellt sich die Frage, ob nicht die These
,Zeit existiert nicht’ Unsinn bleiben muBR. Zweifel am
temporalen Konnex bezieht ja seine Bedeutung aus einem
Benehmen, das selbst Zeit erheischt. Descartes hatte
ebensogut sagen kdnnen: Dubito ergo duro. Sonst wiirde
der groRBe Zweifel sich selbst verschlingen, wie der
Staubsauger in Yellow Submarine, ein Thema fir Zen-
Buddhisten, aber nicht fir Philosophen. Variieren wir das
Thema in der Manier Wittgensteins:

Denk dir, du kédmst zu einem Volksstamm, bei dem
Erinnerungen so behandelt werden, wie bei uns Traume.
Man sagt etwa: ,Stell dir vor, gerade hab ich mich erinnert,
du héttest..."“. Und lacht manchmal gemeinsam dartiber oder
zieht zur Deutung einen Analytiker, manchmal auch ein
,Erinnerungsbuch’, zu Rate, um die Symbolik zu deuten. Da
kadme alles darauf an, wo die Grenze zwischen ,Erinnern’
und ,sich beziehen’ in einem Gesprach gezogen wird. Wird
der Radius des Ernstnehmens zu kurz, bricht das ganze
Sprachspiel zusammen.

Was unterschiede diese Menschen von einer
Versammlung von Korsakow-Kranken mit einer Neigung
zum Konfabulieren? Den Zweifel aber am Vergehen, dem
Gleiten der Zeit, kbnnen wir Uberhaupt nicht in ein Beispiel
kleiden.

Welche Lehren sollen sich also aus dem absoluten
nunc jedes Weltmoments ziehen Ilassen? Falls alle
Abfolgen, einschlieBlich Gedankenprozesse, sich als
illusionar erweisen, koénnen wir nur noch frei nach
Wittgenstein abhaken:

Wenn mein BewuRtsein momentan und unverbunden
statthat, dann denke und rede ich jetzt nicht wirklich. Ich
kann nicht im Ernst annehmen, dal3 ein pl6tzlicher
Gedankenblitz ohne Bezug zum GedankenfluB mir die
tduschende Natur des Denkprozesses selbst offenbart. Wer
traumend sagt ,Ich trdume’ hat weder Recht noch Unrecht.
(vgl. Wittgenstein 1970)

Oder wir horen Niels Bohr, der, geweckt von der
Frage, ob eine adaquate Sprache denkbar sei, in welcher
sich alle Aporien der Physik auflésen, sponan reagierte:
,Ja, vielleicht trfAumen wir das alles nur...".

62

Literatur

Julian Barbour 1999 The End of Time, Phoenix

Harald Edelbauer 1999 Was geh’'n uns Philosophen Quanten an?,
ALWS Kirchberg

Humberto Maturana 1980 Biology of Cognition, Dordrecht

Humberto Maturana 1985 Erkennen: Die Organisation und
Verkorperung von Wirklichkeit, Vieweg

Carl Friedrich v. Weizsacker 1992 Zeit und Wissen, Hanser
Ludwig Wittgenstein 1977 Uber GewiRheit, Suhrkamp

Harald Edelbauer <huhki@aon.at>



The Origins of the So-Called ‘Rule-Following Paradox’

Mauro Engelmann, Chicago, USA

The notion of ‘rule-following’ is already important in the
Tractatus. There it characterizes ‘thought’ as the activity of
following rules of projection. In MS 109-110 (1930-31),
especially, Wittgenstein goes back to the discussion of the
nature of Satz and thought. Its result is a version of some
aspects of the so-called ‘rule-following paradox’ as
presented in the Philosophical Investigations (Pl). In those
manuscripts, there is neither a solution for the ‘paradox’,
nor a clear answer to the question of how the problem
arises. Nevertheless, there are important indications of
what could count as such an answer for Wittgenstein in
line with the new method that he seems to be developing
there.

1. Background: The Tractatus

What is a thought? In 3.5 Wittgenstein says that “a
propositional sign, applied and thought out, is the thought”.
So the applied sign explains what a thought is. In order,
then, to explain what a thought is, we need to be clear
about what it means to apply signs. In 3.11 Wittgenstein
gives us a further hint concerning the activity of applying
signs:

We use the perceptible sign of a proposition (spoken or
written, etc.) as a projection of a possible situation.
The method of projection is to think of the sense of the
proposition.

If the thought is the used propositional sign and to think is
the method of projection, to get clear about what thinking
is for Wittgenstein in the Tractatus, we need to understand
in what projecting signs consists. The simplest case of
projection is the projection of an image of a plane figure
onto a parallel plane (projection plane) at an incidence of
90 degrees. Those are the rules of this projection. As a
result, the ratios of the figure to be projected are preserved
in the projection plane and the figures are similar. With
such rules, we can easily recognize what the original figure
is by means of the result of the projection. We can,
nevertheless, change those rules and create different
kinds of projection. If we change the incidence angle or do
not require the parallel planes, the result of the projection
will be figures that differ from the figures that we start with.
With an incidence angle of 110 degrees, for instance, we
would not know immediately which are the figures that
were used as the starting point. We could only tell what the
figures were if we knew the rules of projection used.

Different from the depiction of a real landscape,
which presents the elements as they appear in the
combination seen in the landscape, the projected signs of
a proposition don't look like the described situation and its
elements. But if we know the rules used to describe the
situation, we can recognize how the propositional signs
depict what is described. Thus the notion of thought
explains how the proposition is a picture of what it
describes by means of the notion of projection.

In 4.0141, Wittgenstein gives an example of a
projection:

There is a general rule by means of which the musician
can obtain the symphony from the score, and which
makes it possible to derive the symphony from the
groove on the gramophone record, and, using the first

rule, to derive the score again... And that rule is the law
of projection which projects the symphony into the
language of musical notation. It is the rule for translating
this language into the language of gramophone records.

To project a propositional sign — to think the sense of a
proposition — we need general rules of projection: rules
that interpret the signs and relate them in a certain way.
What are those rules? We need two kinds of rules to
represent facts by means of signs: a general rule of
correlation and a general rule of articulation. We can think,
for instance, that a match on a box of matches represents
the fact that Jack is at home. In this case, we could say
that the match would designate Jack while the box would
designate Jack’s home (here we have a correlation rule) —
see 4.0312. But since any object or word can stand for any
object (as long as we use the given object or word in such
a function), we need more to make clear what we are
representing. We can also say that names don’t have an
autonomous meaning, for they have meaning only once a
rule of articulation is in place (see context principle in 3.3).
We need a rule that articulates the objects used as signs
in a way that is similar to the articulation of objects in the
situation that we want to project. We can say, for instance,
that a rule prescribes that the position of the signs
expresses the relation between the objects that we want to
represent.

Thus, rules of projection express under which
conditions a proposition is true; they determine, therefore,
the sense of a proposition. To think the sense of a
proposition is, therefore, to apply rules of projection. Thus,
following rules of projection is what essentially
characterizes thinking given that a “thought is a proposition
with sense” (Tractatus 4).

2. MS 109-110

In MS 109-110, Wittgenstein systematically goes back to
the question of thought and rules. But now he investigates
some difficulties involving those notionsl: “Does the
depiction (das Abbilden) consist in acting according to a
rule? But how is this rule given? — How am | conscious of
the rule? What is its expression?” (MS 109, p. 71 — all
translations of MS are mine).

Those questions point to what one may take as an
important problem. The question “What is the expression
of the rule?” has a simple answer: the action of depicting
or of following the rule of depiction is the expression of the
rule. This seems to imply that the depiction consists in
acting according to a rule. But to act according to a rule,
then, we need a formulation of the rule as a standard for
our action. In other words, the rule seems to be given to us
when we act.

1 The major difficulty that underlies Wittgenstein's thoughts is the
characterization of the relation among different kinds of Satze (commands,
expressions of desire, expectation, etc), their rules of projection and facts
(facts that make Satze true, correspond to expectations, satisfy the expression
of desire, etc.). | think that Wittgenstein's interest in these difficulties is
connected with his reading and dislike of Russell's Analysis of Mind. In the
manuscripts between 1929-32 there are several references to the “causal
theory of meaning” of that book (for instance MS 107, p. 107, MS108, p.180 &
254, MS 109 74 & 198) as well as criticisms of Russell's explanation of the
nature of desire (see especially MS107, p. 290 & MS 109, p. 28).
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Suppose that a general rule is given. One can,

nonetheless, apply the rule only if he understands its
application. Suppose, for instance, that someone should
translate a sentence from one language into another. He is
given the set of sentences to be translated and a
dictionary, which is the set of rules of translation:
One could say then: But it is not enough to give him both
things; you have also to tell him how to use them as well.
But in this way a new plan would be created, which would
need an explanation as much as the first one. (MS 109, p.
82).

The rules of translation, as it were, cannot do the
work by themselves, for they also need to be explained.
But once the rules in the dictionary are explained, the
words used to explain the rules may also need an
explanation. As if any interpretation hanged “in the air
along with what it interprets” (Pl 8198). This would, then,
imply an infinite regress.

Wittgenstein’s conclusion is not, nevertheless, that
this shows that we cannot follow rules. On the contrary, for
him, there must be something wrong going on:

...I don’t need another model that shows me how /the
depiction goes and, therefore/ how the first model has to
be used, for otherwise | would need a model to show me
the use/application of the second and so on ad infinitum.
That is, another model is of no use for me, | have to act
at some point without a model. (MS 109, p. 86)

This certainly doesn’'t explain why we don't need a
different interpretation to follow the rule or how to stop the
presumed regress. It simply suggests that the need of a
new model will not arise. As a matter of fact, we act
without interpreting at some point. Immediately after the
passage quoted above, Wittgenstein introduces the seeds
of what could be thought as a new paradoxical situation:

One could also say this: a drawing is not a plan
because someone once — accidentally — walked in such a
way that his path corresponded to the plan, but rather
because he followed the plan according to a definite rule.
Incidentally, otherwise each path would correspond to the
plan (according to some rule) (MS 109, p. 86-7; see also p.
281 for a similar situation involving rules of grammar).

This is similar to what Wittgenstein says in Pl §198:
“whatever | do is, in some interpretation, in accord with the
rule”. Something is needed, so it seems, to fix the rule, i.e.,
to determine which is the rule that is followed. If something
does not fix the rule that expresses the correspondence of
plan and action, we cannot be sure if someone is not
simply accidentally in accord with a rule instead of
following it. Now, the danger is the complete trivialization
of rules, for each action is in accord with some rule.

Is Wittgenstein discovering the ‘paradox’ of Pl §201
in MS 109? Wittgenstein, | take it, is rehearsing thoughts
concerning the nature of thought and rules, which have
their ancestor in the remarks on thought and projection of
the Tractatus. | think that the only discovery that he makes
is the discovery that one can come to believe that there is
a problem concerning rules. The discovery that Wittgen-
stein wants to make (and this is why he rehearses
thoughts on rule-following) is the one concerning how one
could be led into thinking that rules cannot be followed; for
instance, why one requires that to follow a command he
needs always to interpret the signs used in the command
(which can lead to an infinite regress).

This kind of discovery is, actually, the point of his
investigation. In a remark that immediately precedes the
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ones | cited above, he says: “(The method of
philosophizing is to make yourself crazy, and to cure the
craziness again)’ (MS 109, p. 84). “To make yourself
crazy” is to get into philosophical thinking. Wittgenstein
rehearses philosophical thoughts in order to see when
things go wrong. Those thoughts are “good only because
they show the illness of the conception” (MS 110, p. 248)
and bring into light how to solve (or dissolve) philosophical
confusions: “the cure is the pointing out of the misleading
picture...” (MS 110, p. 248).

In the manuscripts of 1930-31, Wittgenstein sees
that what he has to locate are false analogies that lead to
philosophical puzzlement. To be led by false analogies into
mistakes and being unable to get rid of its predicaments is,
for Wittgenstein, “the morbus philosophicus” (MS110,
p.87). As the following passage shows, Wittgenstein is
himself not clear about the misleading analogies and still in
the middle of a predicament concerning rule-following at
the time he writes MS109-10:

But what we certainly want is to make clear the grammar
of the expression ‘the command is followed'’
Well, then how do | know that | followed the command?’
(I cannot find the central grammatical mistake on which
all those problems rest). (MS 110, p. 95).

It is very important to see that Wittgenstein is not clear
about how to explain the mistake in those trains of thought,
or how to make clear how the sources of mistake work in
the train of thought. He points to some of those sources in
the manuscripts. He mentions, for instance, the following
misleading ideas: that the meaning of a word is a
representation in MS110, p. 230, that thoughts accompany
sentences on p. 231 and that understanding is a state on
p. 236. So we have already in MS110 some of the themes
discussed in PIl. Nevertheless, they are not treated
systematically yet. On the other hand, Wittgenstein is sure
about where he has to find a solution for the problems,
namely, in mistakes underlying their formulation. It is the
very train of thought that leads to the problem and seems
to support it where things go wrong. Therefore:

One of the most important tasks is to express all false
trains of thought in such a characteristic way that the
reader says ‘yes, | meant it in exactly this way'. To
portray the physiognomy of each error (MS 110, p.230).

‘To portray the physiognomy’ of an error means thinking
the thoughts that lead to the error and finding the source of
the train of thoughts that leads us to the formulation of the
problem (see Pl §839 and 40). Wittgenstein rehearses
philosophical reasoning to find where it goes wrong and for
himself to see where his philosophical inclinations lead
him. After his own exercise, he wants to present this
process with its errors in front of the reader in order for the
reader to see himself, as it were, in a mirror. In Pl those
rehearsals come back in the voice of interlocutors who
express philosophical inclinations. (The reason, then, why
those voices seem so convincing is that the author of the
book went through them himself -- as if through the
“morbus philosophicus” --, but came back to tell the story).

Thus, even in its early version, the rule-following
remarks are not intended as a paradox at all. So it speaks
against Kripke's reading (Kripke 1982). Also, manuscripts
109-10 develop a method of philosophizing that consists in
tracking philosophical problems to their origin in order for
the reader to see his own mistakes. This method is
invented, so it seems, in MS 109-10 and it will be
constantly present in Wittgenstein's later philosophy.
Another point to be mentioned is that discussions on the
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‘rule-following paradox’ are present in Wittgenstein's work
before his work on PI around 1944; i.e., when Wittgenstein
introduces the sequence on the ‘paradox’ in the rule-
following sections of PI around 1944, he is simply bringing
it back to where it belongs.
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Der Philosoph als Schatzgréaber.

Moritz Schlick und das ,, Weltbild“ der Relativitatstheorie Einsteins

Massimo Ferrari, L’Aquila, Italien

1. Im Juni 1911 hielt der noch nicht drei3igjahrige Moritz
Schlick seine Antrittsrede als Privatdozent an der
Universitat Rostock. Indem er Die Aufgabe der Philosophie
in der Gegenwart darstellte, betonte er insbesondere, daf?
die Philosophie das ,Material® zu behandeln habe,
welches nicht in der ,Vorstellungswelt des naiven
Menschen* vorzufinden sei, sondern in der ,von den
Wissenschaften erarbeitete[n] Kenntnis der
Zusammenhange der Erscheinungen“. Dabei spielt die
Erkenntnistheorie in der Sicht Schlicks eine zentrale Rolle,
denn mit ihr beschéftigen sich nicht nur die
.Fachphilosophen®, ,sondern auch viele Vertreter der
Einzelwissenschaften“: Besteht das Hauptziel der Philo-
sophie darin, eine Welt- und Lebensanschauung aufzu-
bauen und kritisch zu Uberpriifen, so 1aBt sich dies nur in
dem Sinne verstehen, dall die ,wissenschaftliche[n]
Fundamente” eines solchen gedanklichen Unternehmens
immer wieder zu vergegenwartigen sind (Schlick NachlaR3,
Inv. Nr. 1, A2a, BI. 5-6, 16).

Schon am Anfang seiner philosophischen Téatigkeit
war sich Schlick also dessen bewul3t, daR die Philosophie
und die grundlegende philosophische Disziplin, namlich
die Erkenntnistheorie, in einem fruchtbaren und
wechselseitigen Gesprdch mit den Wissenschaften,
besonders mit den Naturwissenschaften, stehen sollten.
Wie Schlick kurz danach in seinem ersten Aufsatz zum
Relativitatsprinzip behauptet, besteht die Methode der
theoretischen Philosophie darin, eine kritische Er-
forschung der letzten Prinzipien der Einzelwissenschaften”
zu entwickeln, so dal3 das eigentliche ,Kriterium fur die
Tuchtigkeit einer Philosophie” in der Art und Weise ihres
Verhaltens ,zu neu entdeckten Prinzipien“ liegt (Schlick
1915: 129-130). In diesem Sinne kommt der Philosophie
die Aufgabe zu, das fragliche Prinzip bzw. die fraglichen
Prinzipien ,restlos* und unzweideutig zu verstehen; aber
die Naturwissenschaft kann ihrerseits nicht umhin, die
Philosophie als eine unverzichtbare Partnerin im
erkenntniskritischen Diskurs zu betrachten. Fur die
Wissenschaften bedeute damit die Philosophie nichts
Fremdes oder Verschiedenes, sondern ,etwas in ihnen“:
~Jede Wissenschaft birgt wohl das Philosophische in sich
als eigentliches Lebensprinzip, der Philosoph aber ist der
Schatzgraber, der es ans Tageslicht bringt und lautert*
(ebd., 131, 148). Auch in der Allgemeinen Erkenntnislehre
hei3t es Ubrigens, daR die Philosophie keine selbstandige
Wissenschaft sei, ,die den Einzeldisziplinen neben-
zuordnen oder Uberzuordnen ware®, denn die Philosophie
stecke vielmehr ,in allen Wissenschaften als deren wahre
Seele" (Schlick 1918: 7). Und das Vorbild eines solchen
Philosophieverstandnisses ist fur Schlick, wie er an
anderer Stelle verdeutlicht, Hermann von Helmholtz, der
die erkenntnistheoretische Arbeit als kritische Uberpriifung
der letzten Prinzipen des wissenschaftlichen Denkens nie
~aus dem Auge verlor” (Schlick 1922a: 29-31).

In der friiheren Phase seines Denkens hatte Schlick
es fur plausibel gehalten, die Philosophie als eine
allgemeine Weltanschauungslehre zu konzipieren, die sich
jedoch ausschlieBlich auf der Grundlage des Weltbildes
der Naturwissenschaften aufbauen lait. Schlick hat spater
diese Auffassung in dem Sinne modifiziert, dal3 es ihm in
der goldenen Ara des Wiener Kreises darum geht, die
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spezifische Arbeitsweise der Philosophie als diejenige
gedankliche Téatigkeit bzw. sprach-logische Analyse zu
begreifen, die Ludwig Wittgenstein in seinem Tractatus
logico-philosophicus angekundigt hatte. Diese ,Wende der
Philosophie* hat Schlick sich unzweideutig angeignet und
in verschieden Beitrdgen weiterentwickelt, um die These
zu vertreten, dafl die ,Philosophie Uberhaupt nichts
anderes sein kann als die Tatigkeit‘, durch welche ,der
Sinn aller zur Erkenntnis nétigen Begriffe erklart wird”
(Schlick 1929: 307; Schlick 1934: 383). Jedoch impliziert
dieses Pladoyer fir die  Philosophieauffassung
Wittgensteins keine Verabschiedung von Schlicks friiherer
Konzeption beziglich der Philosophie in ihrem Zusammen-
hang mit der Naturwissenschaften. Besteht namlich die
philosophische Tatigkeit in der Klarung des Sinnes
sprachlicher Satze bzw. Begriffe, so wird damit in keiner
Weise die Rolle der Naturwissenschaften als standiger
Beziehungspunkt der Philosophie dementiert. Die
Philosophie zielt immer noch darauf hin, ,von der exakten
Erkenntnis vollstandig Rechenschaft zu geben“ und das
Kriterium der philosophischen Wabhrheit liegt nach wie vor
darin, ,sich im Fortschritt der philosophischen Forschung*
zu bewahren (Schlick 1929: 307-308). Aber die
Grundkonzeption, nach der die Philosophie als Erkenntnis-
theorie die Prinzipien der Naturwissenschaften und das
naturwissenschaftliche Weltbild zum Gegenstand ihrer
verstehenden und erklarenden Tatigkeit macht, hatte
Schlick — lange vor seiner Begegnung mit Wittgenstein —
am Prufstein der Relativitatstheorie Einsteins erfolgreich
erprobt.

2. Max von Laue, der zusammen mit Schlick bei Planck
studiert und kurz vorher das erste Lehrbuch zum
Relativitatsprinzip veroffentlicht hatte, schrieb in den
letzten Tagen des Jahres 1911 seinem alten Kommi-
litonen, daf3 ,bei den Physikern [...] grol3e Sehnsucht nach
einer philosophischen Behandlung® der Relativitatstheorie
herrsche (Schlicks Nachla Inv. Nr. 108). Wie aus einem
anderen Brief von Laues vom 5. Januar 1912 ersichtlich
wird, war Schlick vermutlich nicht davon uberzeugt, ,daR
die Philosophie Uber das Relativitatsprinzip wesentlich
mehr herausbringen kdénnte“. Diese skeptische Haltung
lakt sich maoglicherweise durch die an Kant orientierte
philosophische Stellungnahme von Laue erklaren (von
Laue 1961, Bd. Ill: XVI), die er auch in seinem Brief an
Schlick betonte; Schlick war aber diesbeziiglich anderer
Meinung und hatte im selben Jahr 1911 das Buch des
Neukantianers Paul Natorp Die logischen Grundlagen der
exakten Wissenschaften kritisch besprochen und darauf
aufmerksam gemacht, dall seine Darstellung des
Einsteinschen Relativitétsprinzips ,einen etwas unsicheren
Eindruck" erwecke (Schlick 1911a: 260).

In diesem Zusammenhang ist es nicht mdglich,
naher auf die Frage einzugehen, ob und inwieweit Schlick
sich schon in seiner frlhen Zircher Zeit mit Einsteins
physikalischer Umwaélzung auseinandergesetzt hat. Aus
einigen Aufzeichnungen zu erkenntnistheoretischen Pro-
blemen, die in die Zircher Zeit fallen und die zwischen
1908 und spatestens 1910 zu datieren sind, geht hervor,
dal} Schlick die Frage nach der ,Sonderstellung” der Zeit
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und explizit die vierte Dimension der Zeit (nicht
auszuschlieBen ist hier ein Einfluss von Minkowskis
berihmtem Vortrag zu Raum und Zeit) bzw. das
Relativitétsprinzip schon vor Augen hatte (Nachlass
Schlick, Inv. Nr. 150, A 91, Bl. 5, 75). Tatsache ist
jedenfalls, dal3 Schlick — nicht zuletzt als Schiler des
.enthusiastischen Relativisten* Max Planck — teils durch
den Ansporn Max von Laues, teils aber auch aufgrund der
zunehmenden Intensitét der erkenntniskritischen Debatte
Uber die Relativitatstheorie in den darauffolgenden Jahren,
eine Reihe von Aufsatzen, Studien und Stellungnahmen
zum Einsteinschen physikalischen ,Weltbild“ publizierte,
die seinen Ruhm als prominenten Erkenntnistheoretiker
und sogar als ,Evangelisten® der Relativitatstheorie
(Einstein 1998: 448) innerhalb der deutschen Philosophie
mafRgeblich mitbestimmen sollten.

Der am Anfang dieser Publikationsreihe stehende
Aufsatz Die philosophische Bedeutung des
Relativitatsprinzips (1915) zeigt tatsachlich die auf3er-
ordentliche ,Doppelkompetenz® des Verfassers, der
einerseits (wie Einstein bemerkt) ,den Gegenstand
materiell vollkommen* beherrscht und andererseits auf
seine philosophischen Folgen eingeht, insbesondere
bezuglich der von Paul Natorp und Richard Honigswald
vorgelegten  neukantianischen Interpretationen  des
Relativitatsprinzips, die Schlick in Frage stellt, indem er —
laut Einstein — ,das Vertrauen auf die ,apodiktische
Gewissheit’ der ,synthetischen Urteile a priori™ schwer
erschuttert (ebd.). Aber die Tragweite des Beitrages von
Schlick geht Uber die Auseinandersetzung mit
zeitgendssischen Auslegungen hinaus. Er stellt zugleich
die gravierende Frage nach dem Verhdltnis der
physikalischen Theorie zur Erfahrung und versucht, das
Kriterium herauszustellen, aufgrund dessen die Wahl
zwischen zwei Theorien, die das gleiche leisten, namlich
die Lorentzsche und die Einsteinsche Theorie, getroffen
werden kann. Dieses Kriterium, so Schlick, liegt darin, dal
die Relativititstheorie Einsteins einfacher erscheint, indem
sie ,nur ein einziges Erklarungsprinzip“ benutzt, wahrend
die andere ,einer Reihe eigentimlicher Hypothesen
bedarf* (Schlick 1915: 141). Es ist fir Schlick das
Verdienst Einsteins, gezeigt zu haben, dal3 die Formu-
lierung der speziellen Relativitatstheorie keiner neuen
physikalischen Hypothese bedarf, sondern dazu fihrt, die
Voraussetzungen zu revidieren, auf denen die bisherigen
physikalischen Theorien beruhen, namlich die Voraus-
setzung des absoluten Charakters der Zeitmessung (ebd.,
140). Dies ist nach Schlick auch in dem Sinne zu deuten,
dal Einstein das Relativitatsprinzip als experimentell
festgestelltes Gesetz zum Rang einer eigentlichen Theorie
erhoben habe (ebd., 142), ndmlich zum Rang — konnte
man hinzufiigen — jener ,Prinzipientheorien®, deren Vorzug
fur Einstein darin besteht, ,logische Vollkommenheit und
Sicherheit der Grundlage" zu garantieren (Einstein 1991:
211). Diese ganz neue Einstellung hat es Einstein
ermdglicht, denselben Tatbestand theoretisch neu zu
beschreiben: Anders gesagt, das Vorhandensein mehrerer
Theorien ist nach Schlick nicht widersprichlich, denn die
Naturwissenschaft besteht aus nichts als ,Zeichen-
systemen®, die den Tatsachen der Wirklichkeit eindeutig
zugeordnet werden; und die Wahl zwischen zwei
konkurrierenden Theorien bzw. ,Forschungsprogrammen’
héngt davon ab, nicht welche die ,wahrere’, sondern
welche die einfachere ist, d.h. man mul3 die Theorie
wahlen, die ,mit einem Minimum willkirlicher Annahmen*
ausgestattet ist und damit eine ,betrachtliche Verein-
fachung des Weltbhildes" ermdglicht (Schlick 1915: 144,
149, 154-155). Eben dies sei bei der Einsteinschen
Konzeption der Fall, da diese durch den Vorteil
gekennzeichnet sei, wenige willkirliche Elemente

vorauszusetzen und insbesondere ohne die
Atherhypothese auszukommen, was die Erklarung des
Tatbestandes aufgrund ,eines einzigen kihnen erkenntnis-
theoretischen Gedankens* ermdgliche (ebd., 141). Es wird
namlich von einer geringeren Anzahl von Hypothesen bzw.
Annahmen Gebrauch gemacht; und dies bedeutet
zugleich, dall die Rolle der Konventionen, die Henri
Poincaré ,mit Gberzeugender Klarheit dargetan hat* (ebd.,
150), immer noch in dem Sinne beschréankt werden muf3,
dal die Konventionen keineswegs als ,vollig* frei aufzu-
fassen sind, sondern gemafl dem Prinzip der Einfachheit
und Bequemlichkeit eingefiihrt werden sollen (ebd., 152).
In diesem Sinne vertritt Schlick die quasi holistische
These, nach der der Erfahrung nicht das letzte Wort be-
zuglich der Entscheidung zwischen mathematisch gleichen
Theorien (wie der Lorentzschen und der Einsteinschen)
zukommen darf. Die Frage sei ,physikalisch nicht
entscheidbar” und solle erst auf der Ebene der Grund-
voraussetzungen der Theorie getroffen werden: Eben
darin bestehe die ,grandiose philosophische Interpretation*
der Relativitatstheorie (ebd., 145; Schlick 1923: 61). Diese
Einschatzung wird offensichtlich gemass dem Status der
Relativitatstheorie um 1915 zum Ausdruck gebracht, und
Schlick ist in diesem Zusammenhang der Meinung, daR
auch die Verallgemeinerung der Relativitatstheorie sich
LSchwer an der Erfahrung” prifen lieBe (Schlick 1915:
169). Die darauffolgende Formulierung der allgemeinen
Relativitatstheorie sollte aber diese Problematik verandern,
und es war ubrigens Einstein selbst, der schon in einem
Brief vom 14. Dezember 1915 die skeptische Haltung
Schlicks beziiglich der ,empirischen Kontrollierbarkeit der
Theorie* in Frage stellte. Doch ist zu bemerken, daR
Einstein seinerseits sich fiir die konventionalistischen Ziige
der Auffassung Schlicks bezuglich der wissenschaftlichen
Theorien als Zeichensysteme besonders sensibel erwies
(Einstein 1998: 221). In diesem Zusammenhnag laft sich
damit auch die Vermutung aufstellen, dal3 Einsteins
Erkenntnis- und Wissenschaftstheorie seit 1915-1917 er-
heblich durch Schlick beeinflusst wurde und im sténdigen
Gesprach mit dessen erkenntniskritischen Ansichten neue
Konturen annehmen sollte.

Schon in dem ersten Aufsatz zur Relativitatstheorie
ist fur Schlick also klar, daf3 die physikalische Theorie
Einsteins eine philosophisch-erkenntniskritische Voraus-
setzung impliziert. Darauf hat Schlick, gemaR seiner
eigenen Konzeption der Philosophie als ,Seele* der
Naturwissenschaften, immer wieder bestanden. ,Die
Relativitatstheorie — schreibt er z.B. im Jahre 1923 — ist in
erster Linie eine physikalische Theorie. Wer aber
deswegen den philosophischen Charakter und die
philosophische Tragweite der Theorie leugnen will (wie
man es gelegentlich getan hat), der verkennt, daf3 die
physikalische und die philosophische Betrachtungsweise
sich Uberhaupt nicht immer streng voneinander sondern
lassen, daf3 vielmehr beide ineinander tbergehen, sobald
sie sich der Bearbeitung der hochsten, allgemeinsten
Grundbegriffe der Physik zuwenden* (Schlick 1923: 58).
Und in eben diesem Sinne kann Schlick berechtigterweise
behaupten, daR ,Einstein die Physik wieder philosophisch
gemacht” hat (ebd., 60).

3. An der philosophischen Relevanz der allgemeinen
Relativitétstheorie als ,Allgemeingut menschlich-wissen-
schaftlicher Weltanschauung” hat Schlick keinen Zweifel
(Schlick 1919: 1ll). Die ,erlosende Kraft der Relativitats-
theorie* besteht fur ihn darin, da® sie ,dem menschlichen
Geist eine Freiheit und ein KraftbewuRtsein schenkt, wie
kaum eine andere wissenschaftliche Tat sie je zu geben
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vermochte* (Schlick 1922: 89). Und in diesem
Zusammenhang bildet die Einsteinsche Leistung fr
unsere physikalische Weltanschauung eine Umwalzung
ohnegleichen, einen Fortschritt, fir den alle, die Uberhaupt
nach Weltanschauung streben, Verstandnis suchen
mussen* (Schlick 1920:106). Es ist kaum zu betonen, daf3
Schlick bei der Thematisierung des ,Weltbild[es] der
modernen Wissenschaft (so lautet der Titel einer dreimal
in Rostock gehaltenen Vorlesung) den ,philosophischen’
Bemihungen seines Lehrers Max Planck und dessen
Schiler um ein einheitliches physikalisches Weltbild sehr
nahe stand (vgl. z.B. von Laue 1961, Bd. I: 272). Um die
philosophische Tragweite der Relativitatstheorie ange-
messen einschéatzen zu kénnen, bedarf es von Seiten der
Erkenntnistheorie aber einer eingehenden Uberpriifung
der Grundbegriffe (Raum, Zeit, Kausalitat, Substanz), die
durch Einstein eine tiefgreifende Umgestaltung erfahren
haben. In diesem Sinne zwingt uns die Relativitatstheorie,
,aus  einem  kleinen  dogmatischen  Schlummer
aufzuwachen® (Schlick 1915: 153), und zwar aus dem
Schlummer, den insbesondere die von Kantianismus und
Positivismus tradierten Auffassungen begiinstigt haben.
Deswegen setzt sich Schlick schon 1915 nicht nur mit
Mach und Petzold, sondern auch mit den Neukantianern
Natorp und Honigswald auseinander, auch wenn er noch
davon Uberzeugt ist, dass die Raum-Zeit-Lehre Kants nicht
einfach aufzuheben, sondern ,in wesentlichen Stiicken zu
modifizieren“ sei (ebd., 163). Diese notwendige Modi-
fikation bedeutet aber keineswegs, daf} Schlick der These
Natorps und Honigswald zustimmen wirde, nach welcher
Raum und Zeit immer noch als die apriorischen, trans-
zendentalen Bedingungen der Zeit- und Raummessung zu
deuten sind. Dass der Messung der Zeit und des Raumes
ideeller Charakter zugeschrieben werden muf3, will Schlick
nicht leugnen: Was Schlick aber nicht einrGumt, ist die
Umdeutung dieser Idealitdt zugunsten einer apriorischen
Voraussetzung. ,Physikalische Zeit ist immer gemessene,
und damit mathematische, eine Idee. Den Gegensatz zu
ihr bildet nun die wahrhaft anschauliche, die psycholo-
gische Zeit" (ebd., 159). Und dieser qualitativen Zeitlichkeit
bzw. Raumlichkeit kommt der Rolle zu, eben zwischen
Raumordnung und Zeitordnung zu unterscheiden, ohne
jedoch den Fehler Kants zu wiederholen, die
anschaulichen Formen mit dem Raum und der Zeit der
Newtonschen Physik in eins zu setzen (ebd.160-163).

In der Tat hatte Schlick groRes Interesse fir die
erkenntniskritische Bedeutung von Raum und Zeit schon
lange vor seiner Beschaftigung mit der Theorie Einsteins
gezeigt, wie man z.B. aufgrund eines Manuskripts vom
Sommer 1909 belegen kann, in dem Schlick sich mit der
Kantischen Raumlehre auseinandersetzt (Schlick Nachlaf3,
Inv. Nr. 1, A 1). Dort kann man schon in nuce die
Grundthese aufsplren, die Schlick spéater in der
Allgemeinen Erkenntnislehre entwickelt, né&mlich die
These, nach der dem geometrischen Raum eine begriff-
liche Konstruktion zugrundeliegt, die sich ,gar nicht* auf
die subjektive, psychologisch-erlebte Raumschauung
reduzieren 1alt und keinesewegs durch die synthetische
Leistung der apriorischen Form begriindet wird (Schlick
1918: 301-303). Nun ist aber besonders hervorzuheben,
daf diese Ansicht in der Meinung Schlicks ihre eindrucks-
vollste  Bestdtigung durch die Formulierung der
allgemeinen Relativitatstheorie erhalt. Schlick betont dies-
bezuglich, dal? das Resultat der psychologisch-erkenntnis-
kritischen Analyse des Raum- und Zeitbegriffs gerade auf
die Bedeutung von Raum und Zeit stoRBe, die die
physikalische Theorie Einsteins an volles Licht bringt. ,So
reichen sich hier physikalische Theorie und Erkenntnis-
kritik — kommentiert Schlick — zu einem schénen Buindnis
die Hande" (Schlick 1917a: 58).
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Ist dank der Gravitationstheorie Einsteins ,die
Alleinherrschaft der euklidischen Geometrie in der Physik
zu Ende* (Schlick 1918: 302), so kann man sagen, daf die
Erfahrung uns keineswegs zwingt, die Euklidische
Geometrie bei der physikalischen Naturbetrachtung zu
benutzen, sondern ,sie lehrt uns nur, welche Geometrie
wir verwenden missen, wenn wir zu den einfachsten
Formeln fir die Naturgesetze gelangen wollen* (Schlick
1917: 166). DaRl die Riemannsche Geometrie zu diesem
Zweck die angemessenere ist, beweist also, ,dal der
Raum fir sich auf keinen Fall irgendeine Struktur besitzt*
(ebd., 167). Das erkenntniskritische Ergebnis ist damit fir
Schlick unzweideutig: Der physikalische Raum ist nur ,eine
begriffliche Konstruktion, die einerseits nichts mit der
vermutlichen Notwendigkeit einer apriorischen Form zu tun
hat und andererseits auf der sogennanten Methode der
Koinzidenzen beruht. Dank dieser konstruktiven Methode
werden diejenigen objektiven, rdumlichen (und zeitlichen)
Koinzidenzen ,in dem transzendenten Raum-Zeit-Schema*“
bestimmt, die als solche nicht direkt erlebt, doch
ausgehend vom Bereich der Erlebnisse ,erschlossen oder
konstruiert* werden konnen (Schlick 1922: 92-93, 96-97;
Schlick 1918: 234-237; Schlick 1925: 308).

Nun ist insbesondere darauf aufmerksam zu
machen, dal3 Schlick die noch in dem Aufsatz vom 1915
angekundigten ,Modifikationen* der Kantischen Lehre
zwar aufrechterhalt, doch sie am klarsten in der vierten
Auflage von Raum und Zeit in der gegenwartigen Physik in
dem Sinne einer Aufhebung der Position Kants versteht.
Zwar habe Kant darin recht, da Zeit und Raum als
psychologische Formen subjektiv seien (und dies bilde
den richtigen Kern* der Kantischen Lehre [Schlick 1922:
94]), doch unhaltbar sei es, den physikalischen Raum von
einer psychologisch-subjektiven Eigenschaft, oder sogar
von einer anschaulichen Evidenz der euklidischen
Geometrie abhangig machen zu wollen. Die begrifflichen
Konstruktionen, auf denen die Relativitatstheorie beruhe,
seien hingegen Konventionen und somit keine synthetisch-
apriorischen (d.h. allgemein und notwendig gliltigen)
Prinzipien, sodaf3 nur ,der Poincarésche Satz wahr [bleibt],
dal wir ohne jede Konvention nicht zur Aufstellung von
Naturgesetzen gelangen“ (ebd., 105).

Diese Behauptung laRt sich vor dem Hintergrund
von Schlicks Kritk an den neukantianischen
Interpretationen verstehen, die ,vergeblich* versuchen, die
Relativitatstheorie mit dem transzendentalen Idealismus zu
versohnen. Diese Stellungnahme taucht in voller Klarheit
aus der Polemik mit Ernst Cassirer auf, als Schlick die
Legitimitat eines ,dritten Weges" zwischen Kantischem
Apriorismus und Positivismus bzw. Sensualismus Mach-
scher Pragung vindiziert und darauf besteht, dal3 kein
Neukantianer vermag, die ,Wunde“ zu heilen, die in der
Kantischen Konzeption mit dem ,Umsturz der Euklidischen
Physik" entstanden sei (Schlick 1921: 99, 103). Der neue
Held dieser begrifflichen Konstellation ist brigens nicht
nur Poincaré, sondern auch Hermann von Helmholtz,
dessen Werk als Erkenntnistheoretiker durch die
Relativitatstheorie ,zu einem neuen Leben“ erwacht sei
und unzweideutige ,Beriihrungspunkte mit Gegenwarts-
fragen“ aufweise (Hertz-Schlick 1921: VI, VIII). Helmholtz
gilt hier als der Naturfoscher und der Erkenntistheoretiker,
der sich allmahlich von der Kantischen Philosophie
verabschiedet und immer mehr seine Verwandschaft zu
Hume zeigt. Aber Helmholtz sei vor allem darum zu
preisen, weil seine Auffassung der geometrischen
Erkenntnis, d.h. ,seine gréR3te erkenntniskritische Leistung”
durch die gegenwartige Physik als ,ganz gewil? wahr"
bewiesen worden ist (Schlick 1922a: 29, 37-38). So wird
es auch daraus klar, in welchem Sinne Schlick die oben
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erwahnte Maxime der philosophischen Forschung
umgesetzt hat, nach welcher die Philosophie, als ,Seele”
der Naturwissenschaften, sich immer wieder mit den
Prinzipien der Naturforschung auseinandersetzen muf,
um auf diesem Wege neu entdeckte Prinzipien kritisch zu
Uberprifen und davon ausgehend ihr eigenes
Instrumentarium zu verandern bzw. in Frage zu stellen. Es
ist ein wichtiger Punkt nicht nur fir das Verstandnis der
intellektuellen Biographie Schlicks, sondern auch fiir die
Profilierung des Wiener Kreises am Anfang der 20er
Jahre, daR diese Konzeption der Philosophie als Tatigkeit
von begrifflicher Erklarung aufgrund der erkenntnis-
kritischen Auslegung der Einsteinchen Relativitatstheorie
lange vor der durch Wittgenstein angespornten ,Wende
der Philosophie* ausgearbeitet wurde. Der Philosoph ist
tatsachlich ein ,Schatzgraber* und ,kann zur Weltan-
schauung nicht anders gelangen, als vom Weltbilde der
Naturwissenschaften aus” (Schlick 1934: 396).
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The Philosopher’s Garden Revisited:

Truth and Objectivity in the Later Philosophy of Wittgenstein

James M. Fielding, Saarbriicken, Germany

I am sitting with a philosopher in the garden; he says
again and again “I know that that's a tree”, pointing to a
tree that is near us. Someone else arrives and hears
this, and | tell him: “This fellow isn’t insane. We are only
doing philosophy.” On Certainty 8467

Despite his best efforts towards a new ‘therapy,’
Wittgenstein’s writings continue to infect generations of
philosophers with the desire to reflect upon the very sort of
philosophic questions that he himself wished to dispose us
of (On Certainty 831). Undoubtedly, one of the reasons for
the continued fascination with Wittgenstein’s work is his
beguiling tendency to contradict himself from passage to
passage, and his subsequent refusal to be easily
systematized according to the unusual categories of the
tradition. Is Wittgenstein a realist? Yes and no. Is he a
relativist? Yes and no. He certainly exhibits moments of
both. But how are we to make sense of this? Focusing on
the pivotal notions of ‘form of life’ and ‘natural history,’ | will
explore the tension between Wittgenstein’s realism and his
relativism as it plays out in terms of the debate on truth
and objectivity. This question will turn equally around the
explicit content of Wittgenstein’s philosophy (as it concerns
his attack on scepticism and the encountering of the so-
called ‘strange tribes’) as well as his methodology (in terms
of the contribution these notions make towards realizing
Wittgenstein’s philosophical agenda). | focus on these twin
aspects of Wittgenstein’s work so that, if we cannot resolve
this tension between Wittgenstein’s realism and relativism
completely, at least we may gain a more complete picture
of what is at stake in this debate.

At the outset, let us consider Wittgenstein's ‘strange
tribes.” How is it possible, Wittgenstein asks, that we may
encounter those with radically different (even
contradictory) conceptual schemas from our own, and hold
that neither them nor we are wrong? Though he rarely
does so explicitly, Wittgenstein himself is inclined to make
such contentions. From §106 of On Certainty, for example,
Wittgenstein writes,

“But is there no objective truth? Is it true, or false, that
someone has been on the moon?” If we are thinking
within our system [c. 1950], then it is certain that no one
has ever been on the moon... For this demands
answers to the questions: “How could he overcome the
force of gravity?” “How could he live without
atmosphere?” and a thousand others which could not be
answered. But suppose that instead of all these answers
we met the reply: “We don’t know how one gets to the
moon, but those who get there know at once that they
are there; and even you can't explain everything.” We
should feel ourselves very intellectually distant from
someone who said this.

It is a deceptively simply question: “Is it true, or false, that
someone has been on the moon?” In response, however,
Wittgenstein does not respond with the equally simple, and
perfectly justified ‘Of course!’ but resorts to a seemingly
relativistic, ‘if we are thinking in our system, then certainly
not.” Notice that Wittgenstein does not answer the question
directly here: he neither puts forward the obvious answer,
nor denies it. This ‘certainly not’ is still present, however,
but its use has been circumscribed and limited to those of

70

our system. And for those who reside outside this system?
Well, ‘we should feel ourselves very intellectually distant’
from someone like this.

May we ever say anything more than this?

Most of us are certain that in the year 1950 no one
had yet been to the moon. And if someone were to claim
otherwise, we would naturally claim that this man was
mistaken, or that some madness had overcome him. But
what if he was just one of many people who believed this,
should we call them all insane? It would seem that in this
case we could call them neither, even though their view
contradicts our own. For as Wittgenstein remarks, our
beliefs ‘form a great system of mutual support’ (OC §142),
propositions such as these have a place only within that
system, and at a certain distance outside of that system
we no longer have an adequate measure for truth.

For Wittgenstein, genuine truth-claim comparison
becomes possible only from within sufficiently similar forms
of life, via sufficiently similar language games; however,
there seems to be some confusion regarding the
boundaries of these, for what would count as a test
whether someone operates sufficiently within our system?
There must be some common measure for determining
just how intellectually distant our form of life is from
another. For this measure, Wittgenstein seems to put
forward the idea of action. As he writes in On Certainty, the
foundations of a form of life do not rest upon propositional
knowledge, a part of language itself requiring grounding,
but upon an “ungrounded way of acting” (OC §110). In this
way we may perhaps have a common denominator against
which different conceptual schemes may be compared, for
the primacy of action is fundamental to them all.

We see such realism at work in Wittgenstein’s attack
of the sceptic. For example, Wittgenstein is fond of
characterizing our foundations as ‘bedrock.” Our most
fundamental source of action is fossilized within that
bedrock; it is the ground from which our form of life
springs. These bedrock ‘beliefs’ that inform our actions are
so basic that they cannot be adequately expressed
through language, and as such, neither can they be
genuinely questioned. They can only be lived, and thus
lived, they are lived with complete certainty; as
Wittgenstein writes in 8334 of On Certainty, “My life
consists in my being content to accept many things.” The
idea being that the sceptic thus betrays himself. Every time
the sceptic sits down, eats lunch, or addresses another
person, he betrays his certainty that the chair exists, that
food nourishes, and that his friend is not truly a mindless
automaton whose bodily actions are governed by an evil
genius bent on deceiving him. Wittgenstein wants us to
ask: How genuine is a doubt that cannot be upheld?
Language can lie, it can be manipulated; actions, of the
fundamental sort Wittgenstein discusses here, cannot.

However, this critique only works for the traditional,
philosophical sceptic; that is, the one that we have already
determined shares a sufficiently similar form of life with our
own. Can Wittgenstein extend these grounds to deny the
possibility of an extremely foreign form of life beyond the
reach of commensurability?
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In his Remarks on Frazer's Golden Bough,
Wittgenstein advances beyond the ‘strange tribe’ thought-
experiments into the realm of proper ethnology.
Throughout these remarks, Wittgenstein strongly critiques
Frazer's notion of commensurability (whereby the magic
and superstitions of the natives in question are either
primitive or simply erroneous), but nevertheless, he does
not simply resort to the relativism of ‘intellectual distance’
we saw above either. Instead, Wittgenstein reflects upon
the same ‘common form of life argument’ he used against
the sceptic, but with a slightly different twist. Here the
same argument results in a surprising anti-realism.

Consider the following passage,

The nonsense here is that Frazer represents these
people as if they had a completely false (even insane)
idea of the course of nature, whereas they only possess
a peculiar interpretation of the phenomena. That is, if
they write it down, their knowledge of nature would not
differ fundamentally from ours. Only their magic is
different.

(Philosophical Occasions [PO] pg 141)

We see here that Wittgenstein replaces Frazer’'s notion of
scientific objectivity with a deeper commensurability based
not on explicit thematic knowledge, but upon natural
history and form of life. Thus, with these strange tribal
magicians (as with the sceptic), we do indeed share a
common form of life. As Wittgenstein writes in the
Remarks (PO pg 125),

The same savage, who stabs the picture of his enemy
apparently in order to kill him, really builds his hut out of
wood and carves his arrows skillfully and not in effigy.

No matter how erroneous these people may seem to
Frazer, their practices cannot simply be explained away as
such, for our intellectual sympathy is betrayed in our
common basic actions in the world, such as building
houses, carving wood, etc., and even we occasionally
perform bizarre ceremonial practices around these
phenomena, such as kissing the picture of a beloved [PO
pg 123]. Wittgenstein suggests that we share more in
common with these tribes than it may at first seem
regarding magic and superstition; it is only that their magic
is different.

Now, if we take a closer look at these examples, we
have group 1) those who directly occupy our form of life,
and with whom we may thus speak of wrong opinions and
misguided beliefs, and 2) those with whom we occupy
enough of a form of life to respect the rationality behind
their beliefs, but not enough to directly contradict them. But
here we arrive at a strange picture of Wittgenstein's
position on the commensurability of truth; for once again,
what we are missing is the common measure for deciding
who belongs where. Action can no longer serve this
function, as Wittgenstein seems to suggest, for on these
grounds we may establish a common form of life, certainly,
but nothing inherently determines whether this community
may serve to contradict or respect the other’s practices
and beliefs.

Wittgenstein would have it that the sceptic belongs
to the first group, and the tribal magicians to the second,
where Frazer would clearly have the tribal magicians
among the first as well. In the case of the magicians,
Wittgenstein wants to claim (contra Frazer), “Here one can
only describe and say: this is what human life is like.” (PO
pg 121) But what is it about the sceptic that allows one to
say so much more? Is this not how a portion of our
population, perhaps a small portion, goes about life? And

what is it about the strange tribes that make it impossible
to challenge their equally strange practices? After all, they
do behave as we do in the most fundamental ways. Under
what rubric can Wittgenstein admit such a distinction
between the two, which would allow him to advance all
manner of criticisms towards the practice of philosophy,
but respect the bizarre practices of these strange tribes?

One thing is certain, what Wittgenstein tells us the
aim of his philosophy is, and what he shows us, are two
different things. When we have everything ‘lain open to
view,” we see that ultimately Wittgenstein can deny neither
of these extreme possibilities: 1) that each language and
subsequent dialect may very well represent a sufficiently
foreign and incommensurable form of life and thus place
itself beyond the judgments of the next, nor 2) that all
forms of life may be reducible to a single human form that
would leave each completely open to the evaluative
judgment of the other.

But this is perhaps where Wittgenstein’'s genius lies:
he does not have to. As Wittgenstein writes in 8374, “The
great difficulty here is to represent the matter as if there
were something one couldn't do. As if there really were an
object, from which | derive its description, but | were
unable to show it to anyone. — And the best | can propose
is that we should yield to the temptation to use this picture,
but then investigate how the application of the picture
goes.” There is a practical side to Wittgenstein’s investiga-
tion into the application of both pictures, which, like his
philosophy, has reason and consequence, and thus, in a
manner of speaking, is justified despite these apparent
contradictions. Certainly, the question remains: Which of
these pictures is the true one? But again, from On
Certainty 8199, Wittgenstein avoids the answer — for that is
not really his question:

The reason why the use of the expression “true or false”
has something misleading about it is that it is like saying
“it either tallies with the facts or it doesn't”, and the very
thing that is in question is what “tallying” is here.

Though there still remain many unanswered questions
concerning how Wittgenstein actually does what he does
methodologically, one thing at least is certain: Wittgenstein
often has a strange way of affecting his readers. His
philosophy is an attempt to ‘bring the reader around’; it is
an attempt to establish not an absolute foundation, but a
common ground. Consider his remark on the conversions
of natives in 8612 of On Certainty,

| said | would ‘combat the other man — but wouldn't |
give him reasons? Certainly; but how far do they go? At
the end of reasons comes persuasion. (Think of what
happens when missionaries convert natives.)

Remarks such as these naturally lead one to wonder how
much of Wittgenstein’s own influence is, in fact,
persuasion. Indeed, at times it seems as if Wittgenstein
does not so much convince his readers as convert them.
Though all in all, this ‘persuasive’ aspect of Wittgenstein’'s
philosophy should not surprise us. If he truly wishes to
abandon a universal ground from which we may depart
(OC 8166), he cannot argue his position, but truly only
present it. As he writes in 8415 of the Philosophical
Investigations,

What we are supplying are really remarks on the natural
history of human beings... observations which no one
has doubted, but have escaped remark only because
they were before our eyes.
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Fair enough, it just so happens however that Wittgenstein
does so in a very persuasive manner. Think here of all
those metaphors (like ‘intellectual distance’) and snappy
slogans (‘Only their magic is different.’). This is no
accident; these devices play an integral role not only in the
content of Wittgenstein’s philosophy, but in his method and
aim of philosophizing as well. It is through such slogans
that Wittgenstein generates the momentum it takes not
only to describe the workings of a language, but also to
change them. Wittgenstein wants us to change the way we
do philosophy, and he wants to do so by changing the way
we use language in philosophy, by changing the way we
approach the facts. Is this then what it means for the facts
to tally?

If Wittgenstein truly wants to dissolve the traditional
problems of philosophical discourse, ‘place everything
before us’ (Pl 8126), as it were, then the question remains:
at what cost? What would we be consenting to if we were
to adopt Wittgenstein's attitude to philosophical investi-
gation? Are these really objective remarks that he is
supplying on the true ‘natural history of human beings,’ or
rather the capricious coercion of those who would probe
these ancient philosophical questions by those, like
Wittgenstein  himself, who find such questions
disagreeable? Though the first aim seems worthy of
philosophic integrity, and the second a bit shameful,
Wittgenstein demonstrates that the two in fact, for better or
for worse, go hand-in-hand.

In the great twenty-five hundred year history of
philosophy, Wittgenstein surely occupies a strange place.
On the one hand, Wittgenstein maintains a realism that
deflates the traditional philosophic motivation, claiming our
confused philosophic concerns are impossible to uphold,
and thus without meaning, but on the other hand, he
presents an unmistakable relativism in his approach to
radically foreign truth-claims that continues to sow the
seed of philosophic speculation about the nature of truth
and objectivity. Though amazingly, even these contradic-
tory tendencies of Wittgenstein’s are placed within a
community of practitioners, and thus, to some extent are
justified. Wittgenstein not only describes the machinery of
truth in our form of life, but also demonstrates its working
in the very reception and interpretation of his own writings.
Should we be suspicious of this? It is difficult to say.
Perhaps, with questions of truth and objectivity, the best
we can do is to yield to the temptation to use this picture
that Wittgenstein presents us, but we must not forget to
investigate how the application of this picture goes.
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Who's Afraid of Special Relativity?

Peter Forrest, Armidale, Australia

1. Special Relativity

It is not easy to state special relativity without begging
various questions of interpretation. The following is my
attempt to do so. First | say a statement is physically
necessary if it is entailed by the correct statements of laws
of nature together with any metaphysically necessary
truths. Next | assume that there are many ways of
assigning coordinates <t, x, y, z> to events. Then by a
relativistic transformation of coordinates, | mean one that
preserves the guasi-metric:

-(ty - t2)2 + (X1 - x2)2 +(y1 - y2)2 +(z21- 22)2.
Then special relativity tells us that if S is any physically

necessary statement then so is S° the result of
systematically replacing t, x,y, zby t, x’, y" and z".

2. The Space-Time Interpretation

The Space-Time interpretation, as Craig (2001) calls it,
states that Space-Time has a Minkowskian geometric
structure and the laws of nature are stateable in terms of
this structure without use of coordinates. Hence a
physically necessary truth S transforms into a physically
necessary truth S because the relativistic transformations
are precisely those from one to another system of
coordinates representing the Minkowskian geometric
structure. This interpretation, or some variant on it, may be
defended as the best explanation for the success of
special relativity, and be suitably modified in the case of
general relativity.

The significance of the Space-Time interpretation is
that the success of the explanation requires there is no
geometric structure in addition to the Minkowskian, except
perhaps an orientation of Space-Time so we may
distinguish past from future and clockwise from anti-
clockwise. For any further additions would restrict the
coordinate systems that faithfully represent the structure.
Hence we could no longer explain relativistic invariance.

3. The Rate of Flow of Time

It is widely thought that on any dynamic theory of Time, the
rate of flow of Time is inevitably a second per second, and
hence it flows uniformly as on the Newtonian conception. |
claim, however, that the “second per second” answer is
misleading. Time flows because it has two aspects: the
succession of presents, and duration. Without the former
Time would be as the block theorists assert; without the
latter Time would be aeviternity, namely a sequence of
presents but without any passage

We may describe the rate of the flow of time by
considering those hypersurfaces in Space-Time, each of
which now is or was once the present. Call these the p-
hypersurfaces. We may use a parameter s to label the p-
hypersurfaces, with higher values of s corresponding to later
p-hypersurfaces. We may then consider the rate at which
Time flows, relative to a parameterisation. At any given point
X on a p-hypersurface let At be the duration from X to
another p-hypersurface with parameter s + As. Then At/As is
an approximate rate of passage of time. (The duration in
guestion is the square root of minus the quasi-metric.)

Time flows uniformly provided for any p-
hypersurface Z the quantity At is the same for all points X
on Z. In that case we may re-parameterise so that the p-
hypersurfaces are hypersurfaces of constant s.

Warning: For the next few sections | shall ignore the
Many Worlds interpretation and argue within the scope of
the supposition that Space-Time is a single hyperspace
with three spatial and one temporal dimension.

4. Newtonian Time

Newtonian time is a system of uniformly separated p-
hypersurfaces. | conjecture that the friends and the foes of
dynamic theories of Time, such as Presentism and the
Growing Block theory, have assumed this Newtonian
conception of Space as having three dimensions and of
Time as flowing uniformly. If it does flow uniformly this is
contingent and, moreover, a staggering coincidence, It
may well be that the Universe is expanding almost
uniformly and that Time likewise flows almost uniformly but
we have no good reason to hold that there is exact
uniformity.

Remarkably the Newtonian conception of Time is
consistent with special relativity. For it states that
necessarily there is some system of uniformly separated p-
hyperspaces. That statement is relativistically invariant.
What is inconsistent with special relativity is that there is
some physically necessary system of uniformly separated
p-hyperspaces.

There are nonetheless two serious threats to the
Newtonian time. The first is that if the uniformly separated
p-hypersurfaces are part of the geometry of Space-Time
then we obtain an inconsistency with the Space-Time
interpretation, which itself is the best explanation of special
relativity. The second is that regardless of the inter-
pretation there is something odd about it being physically
necessary that there be some system of uniformly
separated p-hypersurfaces without there being one that is
physically necessary, which was inconsistent with special
relativity. For how does it get determined just which one it
is? By means of some event early in the universe’s
history? That would be ad hoc.

Instead | propose that time flows in a non-uniform
manner. Hence it is not surprising that the system of p-
hypersurfaces, are a contingent feature of Space-Time. |
call this the hypothesis of the lumpy bumpy present.

5. The Completeness Objection

Simon Saunders objects to Presentism thus: “It ... implies
that special relativity is badly deficient as a fundamental
theory of the world” (Saunders 2002: 279). He attributes to
Hilary Putnam (1967) a similar argument, criticised by
Howard Stein (1968). This is only an objection to the thesis
that the way Time flows is non-contingent. It is no objection
to the lumpy bumpy, present. For that is, as it were, the
geography of Time, not part of what special relativity aims
to describe. If a physicist told you the shape of the mean
sea level surface this is not refuted by the way westerly
winds pile the sea up a metre or so on the coast of Chile.
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6. The Lumpy Bumpy Present

I have argued that special relativity is a serious threat to
the Newtonian conception of Time. How might this
argument be generalised so as to criticise dynamic
theories generally? When the topic of Space and Time
were being discussed David Stove once quipped, “Two
more necessary things | never hope to see”. The p-
hypersurfaces could not form part of the necessary
structure of Time and Space without violating special
relativity. Indeed unless they are flat and parallel there are
real numbers a, b, c, d such that the change of coordinates
in which <t, x, y, z> is replaced by <t—a, x - b,y —-c¢, z -
d> alters the description of the system of p-hypersurfaces.

This objection fails if the flow of Time is not
necessarily uniform. And here, | say, we have found why
special relativity is widely taken to be a problem for
dynamic theories of Time. There is an unstated premise,
shared by friends and foes alike, that if Time flows then the
way it flows is non-contingent. General Relativity has,
however, set a contrary precedent: features of the
universe that were once thought of as necessary or
uniform are now treated as contingent and local. Hence we
may not just assume without question the necessity of the
system of p-hypersurfaces. Nor is this system geometric.
For geometry consists of features intrinsic to the Space-
Time itself regardless of the details of history. The passage
of Time is, | say, a matter of geography and history, not
geometry.

7. The Volcanic Landscape Hypothesis
about the Shape of the Present.

To provide a more specific hypothesis about the shape of
the present, | distinguish originating from transeunt causa-
tion. Originating causation does what God was widely
assumed to be the only one capable of doing, bringing into
reality something new. | initially suppose that all and only
agents are originating causes. Other cases of causation,
known as transeunt, are merely cases of what follows from
originating causation and the laws of nature. The laws of
nature are then thought of as conditional: if a certain
region of Space-Time is brought into being, then the
events occurring in it must accord with such and such a
rule, eg energy conservation. My hypothesis is that each
case of originating causation specifies a point P in Space-
Time that has up to then been in the future and brings into
existence the portion of the backwards-light cone from P
that had not already existed. The flow of Time is therefore
neither continuous nor uniform, and the edge of reality is
increased in discrete steps.

This hypothesis may be modified in two ways. In
one, originating causes occur much more frequently and
are not restricted to agents. In that case this volcanic
landscape structure would only be apparent at the level of
the very small, and we would expect the rate of the flow of
Time to be normally distributed around a mean rate with
rather little variation. Storrs McCall (2000) proposes
something like this for his dynamic theory of Time in which
branches of the universes fall off. The branchings occur
along what he calls corrugated surfaces.

The other modification gives us Howard Stein’s
suggestion that each new cone contains all the previous
ones (Stein 1968). If the cones are part of the global
structure of the universe then the system of cones should
be invariant under a change of origin for the coordinates,
which is impossible. So Stein's suggestion must be
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interpreted as just one the shape the present might, by
accident, have.

8. Many Worlds

When | stated special relativity | assumed that Space was
three-dimensional, so a quadruple of numbers was
sufficient to specify a location in Space and Time. Within
the scope of that supposition | hypothesised a lumpy
bumpy present to explain how a dynamic theory of Time
could be combined with special relativity. But there is an
alternative, which | shall now discuss.

Let us forget its origins and consider a many worlds
theory in the context of special relativity. If it also helps
integrate quantum theory with relativity then that is a
bonus, but this is not our present concern.

| call the many worlds universe-fibres rather than
universes, because familiar objects and events extend
across fibres rather than being contained within them. |
shall first state a hypothesis and them modify it. Here is the
unmodified version. On it we have a Newtonian Time in
each fibre, with the same rate of flow of Time. The p-
hypersurfaces are flat in each fibre, but events that are in
the same p-hypersurface in one fibre may well be in
different p-hypersurfaces in another fibre. This is a
relativistically invariant theory because to change to a new
system of coordinates is to describe different fibres in the
same many-fibred Universe.

We obtain the same sort of hypothesis if we
suppose that the universe is indeterminate between many
determinate ways it might be. The only difference is that
the ways it might be replace the universe-fibres in the
proposed account, with the universe-fibre hypothesis being
thought of as a mere model.

Now for the modification. We should not posit such
a fibrous universe without some selectivity as to which of
the physically possible fibres occur. For suppose the
Yellowstone super-eruption and the Rigel supernova has
just occurred in some fibre, ES. Then because the Rigel
supernova is some distance away there is fibre GS in
which both the supernova and the melting of the
Greenland Icecap have just occurred, but the super-
eruption is twenty years old, say. Hence the super-
eruption, which, recall, is spread across fibres, occurs both
in the present and the past. What this amounts to is that
the super-eruption was not determinately the case when it
occurred in ES but became more determinate when it
occurred in GS. This example generalises. So unless we
are selective about fibres there would be no event that is
ever determinately the case. For there would always be an
infinity of fibres in which the event would occur in the
future.

To make sense of either observation or of agency
we must assume that some events occur with (almost)
complete determinacy. To ensure this, suppose that at
each stage many fibres terminate with only some
surviving. (This is a “collapse of the wave-packet”. ). We
might perhaps also suppose that the remainder undergo
fission into several identical copies so as to preserve the
total number of fibres. The termination might itself spread
out from a given point at the speed of light. But in any case
there successive acts/observations will result in the same
macroscopic events intersecting the present in different
fibres setting up the sort of privileged frame that is not in
the spirit of relativity. But this is a contingent development.
Had there been neither observation nor agency nor other
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source of fibre termination the Universe would have been
relativistically invariant.

| am proposing then that Time necessarily flows
uniformly and that contingently the same events in
different fibres are simultaneous in the sense of being
present in (almost) all the fibres together. This is
compatible with special relativity and with the Space-Time
interpretation within each fibre, because the necessary
uniform flow does not itself imply the simultaneity of the
same events in different fibres.

9. Conclusion

Simon Saunders is right to say that metaphysicians should
take special relativity seriously, but the conclusion we
should draw is not that dynamic theories of Time are
untenable. Perhaps the flow of Time is itself contingent
and, for that reason there is a non-trivial question as to the
shape of the present. | suggested that the present is
shaped like a volcanic landscape made up of cones.
Alternatively, we may reconcile the Newtonian conception
of Time with special relativity by appealing to many
universes, or, as | prefer to put it, a Universe made of
many fibres.

Literature

Craig, William Lane 2001 Time and the Metaphysics of Relativity.
Dordrecht: Kluwer.

McCall, Storrs 2000 "Towards a Lorentz-Invariant Theory of
Collapse", in: M.C. Duffy and M. Wegener (eds) Recent Advances
in Relativity Theory, Vol |, Florida: Hadronic Press, 111-121.

Price, Huw 1996 Time’s Arrow & Archimedes Point: New Directions
for the Physics of Time, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Putnam, Hilary 1967 “Time and Physical Geometry”, Journal of
Philosophy, 6, 240-247.

Saunders, Simon 2002 “How Relativity Contradicts Presentism”, in:
Time, Reality, and Experience, Craig Callender (ed.), Cambridge
University Press, 277-92.

Stein, Howard 1968 “On Einstein-Minkowski Space-Time”, Journal
of Philosophy, 65, 5-23.

Tooley, Michael 1997 Time, Tense and Causation, Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Peter Forrest <pforrest@une.edu.au>

75



Explanation and Definition: On Hallett on Wittgenstein

Craig Fox, Chicago, USA

An overall concern of mine is how to understand what
Wittgenstein is doing in Pl §43." In this paper, | will
examine an article by Garth Hallett having to do with that
section. The article, “Did Wittgenstein Really Define
‘Meaning’?” is one with which | disagree; | do not believe
that Hallett accurately represents Wittgenstein's views.
Nevertheless, his article is an extremely useful one, for he
is remarkably clear about his views, and he raises the right
guestions. This makes for a well-defined, narrowly focused
discussion of Wittgenstein’s views on meaning. A discus-
sion centered on 8§43 is an important one, however slowly-
paced caution dictates it must be. Understanding this
section is, it seems to me, necessary if one is to
understand the Investigations itself.

Let me briefly state my views first. | do not see
Wittgenstein as offering a definition of meaning in Pl 843,
nor do | see him as offering any kind of theory as to what
meaning consists in. My disagreement with Hallett begins
with his views on Anscombe’s translation of erklaren in PI
843 as “define” rather than “explain.” Hallett is content with
her rendering, whereas | am not. | see this as indicative of
a deeper misconception of the role of 843, which should
be made clear below.

1. At the end of his article, Hallett offers three questions
pertaining to 843. | shall concentrate on the first two in
order to elicit our differences. First, Hallett asks, “Did
Wittgenstein define the word ‘meaning’, in the broad sense
of explaining, and intending to explain, its actual
meaning?” (Hallett 1970, p. 298). His response to this is
“definitely yes.” | agree that Wittgenstein did explain
something about the meaning of “meaning,” and that he
intended to do so. | do not agree, however, that this
licenses us to say that Wittgenstein offered a definition of
“meaning.”

Simply: an explanation of meaning and a definition
may not be the same thing.? A definition is a kind of
explanation, but an explanation need not be a definition.
An explanation of the meaning of a word, for instance, can
be a good explanation if it effects my understanding of the
meaning of the word. For example, | might ask you what a
university trimester system is, because I've only ever
experienced semesters. Knowing this, you might then
explain to me that it's like what I'm used to, but instead of
two terms, there're three. Thus such an explanation would
bring me to understand the meaning of “trimester system,”
yet without having given me a definition. Even more vividly,
this could work as an explanation: “It's what Dave was
talking about yesterday in the lounge.” (I see the
explanation that Wittgenstein gives in 8§43 as analogous to
this kind of an explanation.)

When Hallett says, then, that Wittgenstein defined
“meaning” in the sense of giving an explanation, he has
misconceived the relationship between definitions and
explanations. This is no doubt part of the reason why he is
content with Anscombe’s translation of erklaren as “define”

1 “For a large class of cases—though not for all—in which we employ the word
‘meaning’ [Bedeutung] it can be defined [erklaren] thus: the meaning of a word
is its use in the language. And the meaning of a name is sometimes explained
[erklart] by pointing to its bearer.”

2 See, e.g., Baker and Hacker's discussion of definition and explanation
(Baker and Hacker 1980, p. 70). They describe it as a “cardinal sin of
philosophers to think that the only legitimate form of Erklarung is Definition.”
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and is significant for understanding his views throughout
his article.

| said that | did agree, that Wittgenstein was
explaining something about the actual meaning of
“meaning.” The explanation that he gives, “the meaning of
a word is its use in the language,” is an explanation that is
based upon our actual use of the word “meaning.” As | see
it, Wittgenstein wouldn’t really be giving us an explanation
if it were not based upon our actual use of the word. So
since | do see him as giving an explanation, | must be
content with saying that it is based upon our actual use of
the word.

Hallett endeavors to identify the source of
disagreement that “many knowledgeable people” had with
his view of 843 (Hallett 1970, p. 294). His conclusion is
this: “It was the idea that Wittgenstein was giving any
account of the word's actual use that one person after
another objected to...” (Hallett 1970, p. 294). There are
two ways to take this conclusion. First, one might focus on
the “actual use” aspect of it. | would then say, again, that
what Wittgenstein says does relate to our actual use, and
so this does not represent my disagreement. Second,
however, one might focus on the word *“account.”
According to this emphasis, Hallett may be saying that
Wittgenstein gives us something like a summary of how we
use the word “meaning.” Here, | disagree. Wittgenstein
does not say that he is giving an account of our use of
“meaning"—rather, he gives us an explanation of
“meaning” (which is, again, more general).

2. Let us return to Hallett's second question about §43.
“‘Did he define the word, in the sense of asserting
synonymy between ‘meaning of a word’ and ‘use of a word
in the language’?” (Hallett 1970, p. 298). His answer to this
is, “maybe,” while mine is “no.” To understand the
difference between our views, it will be necessary to return
to the difference between an explanation and a definition.
When | give an explanation of the meaning of a word, |
may do a variety of things. | might try to actually say what
the meaning of the word is. This is a type of explanation—
sometimes the most effective type, though not necessarily.
When my explanation is of this sort, though, | am said to
be giving a definition of the word. This is what it is to give a
definition: one gives the meaning of the word.®

As my example above showed, however, one need
not give a definition to explain the meaning of a word. “It's
what Dave was talking about yesterday in the lounge,” can
count as an acceptable explanation of the meaning of
“trimester system.” Thus what we say, when we give an
explanation of the meaning of a word, need not itself be
the meaning. What it must do, if it is going to count as a
good explanation, is get us to see the meaning of the
word.

This applies to Hallett's answer to his second
question in this way: what Wittgenstein gave us was an
explanation of the meaning of “meaning.” According to
what we've just said about explanations, what the

3 This may be too simplistic: see §8§29-30. Wittgenstein seems to want to
resist, rightly, the notion that definitions somehow break through the words of
the language and get us to the meaning. My analysis focuses on what
explanations do, not on what definitions do—and so, for now, | can avoid the
complications Wittgenstein suggests.
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explanation consists in (“the meaning of a word is its use in
the language”) need not itself be the meaning of the word
“meaning.” Rather, as an explanation, it is supposed to get
us to be able to see the meaning. Hallett takes
Wittgenstein to have given a definition, precisely in the
sense that what is said is supposed to be the meaning.

It is important to see that Wittgenstein is not
“asserting the synonymy” of “meaning of a word” and “use
of a word in the language.” To think that he is, is again to
misconceive what an explanation does. “It's what Dave
was talking about yesterday in the lounge,” is not meant to
stand on its own, as it were. Rather, when we give a
explanation, it is often the case that it is particular to the
circumstances of giving that explanation. | may give
different explanations of the same word at different times,
to different people. “It's what Dave was talking about
yesterday in the lounge,” will not be an explanation, most
likely, for anyone who was not in the lounge yesterday,
when Dave was talking about trimester systems.

This raises an important point about 8§43. Its
explanation occurs in a particular setting. Speaking rather
broadly (and somewhat roughly), this explanation comes
following a prolonged discussion of the view first
articulated in 81: “Every word has a meaning. This
meaning is correlated with the word. It is the object for
which the word stands.” We have no reason to expect that
the explanation given in 843 is one that can stand on its
own, as it were.

We've seen that the question that forms the title of
Hallett's article is still as urgent a question as it was to
begin with—we’ve seen how important a question it is.

The evidence I've presented thus far has shown that
there is no problem in supposing that Wittgenstein did not
define “meaning.”

| think that Hallett's reading has a number of
obstacles in its path. First, Wittgenstein does not talk about
the expressions, “meaning of a word” and “use of a word in
the language.” The only word mentioned is “meaning,” and
that is because he is explaining it. He simply does not say
even, “this phrase means the same as that phrase.” Notice
in particular, that he does not speak about the word “use.”
Second, if we take Hallett's reading literally, what sense
are we to make of “the meaning of a word is its use in the
language” as a definition of “meaning?” Under the most
charitable reading, this would at best be a definition of
“meaning of a word.”

Moving beyond the first sentence of 843 itself, there
are further reasons why | believe that we must reject
Hallett's assertion that Wittgenstein was offering a definition
in 843: (1) When writing the first draft of the first version of
the Investigations, Wittgenstein explicitly decided not to write
the verb that would most directly be rendered as “define”:
definieren. Wittgenstein wrote definieren first, then crossed it
out, ultimately ending up with erklaren. (See Schulte 2001,
pp. 90-91.) (2) There exists a translation of an early version
of the Investigations done by Rush Rhees, together with
Wittgenstein.* This translation renders erklaren as “explain.”
(3) The second sentence of 843 gives us an example of an
explanation, not of a definition. (4) Wittgenstein, throughout
the 1930’s was never content with his statements about
meaning. If we assume that his views were not changing
radically during this time,® then we can look upon his various

4 See, e.g., Baker and Hacker 1980, p. 10. They describe this (TS 216) as a
translation of TS 220. This does not seem to be accurate, however.

5 Considering, say, from 1932 on. Wolfgang Kienzler, e.g., sees Wittgenstein's
work throughout this period as essentially consistent.

statements about meaning as different explanations.
(Differences between them would be less worrisome then,
as one can give different explanations for different reasons.)
It should be noted that Wittgenstein's explicit remarks about
meaning almost always follow a consideration of something
like the view articulated in 81 of the Investigations, which
should emphasize the importance of that aspect of §43’s
context.

Hallett does discuss the translation of erkléren at the
beginning of his article. He seems to think that objections
to “define” as a translation are due to “connotations of
precision and completeness” (Hallett 1970, p. 294). That
he says this reflects that he does not appreciate facts
about explanations highlighted above.

3. | will conclude with a brief look at Hallett's third
question, which is about the value of his reading—
independent of its merit as a reading of Wittgenstein. He
asks, “Did he define the word, in the sense of actually
giving a good synonym (regardless of what his intentions
were)?” (Hallett 1970, p. 298). | will only address this
question briefly, as my main concern is with understanding
what Wittgenstein says. Hallett's answer is “yes,” while my
view is that Wittgenstein did not, unwittingly, give us a
good synonym. If | can give some indication of why he did
not, then that will give us another reason for rejecting
Hallett’s reading.

P1 8561 will serve this role. Wittgenstein says, “Now
isn’t it queer that | say that the word ‘is’ is used with two
different meanings (as the copula and as the sign of
equality), and should not care to say that its meaning is its
use; its use that is, as the copula and the sign of equality?”
| see this remark as directed against the kind of reading
Hallett has of 843. For if “meaning of a word” were
synonymous with “use of a word in the language,” then the
meaning of “is” should simply be its uses. But here
Wittgenstein explicitly highlights that that's not what he will
say. He says rather that “is” has two different meanings. |
take it, as well, that this is what we'd be willing to say
about “is.” On Hallett's view, though, where can this
judgment come from? Wittgenstein shows that we may see
that the point of using the word can at times be different,
and that this can (and does) lead us to conclude that the
word has different meanings. (See Pl §8563-564.) Without
moving significantly beyond what Wittgenstein says in §43,
| do not see how Hallett can accommodate what
Wittgenstein reports about our language in 8561.
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Time: A Social Construction?

Georg Franck, Vienna, Austria

1. Introduction

For beings living in the Now, presence is the ultimate
mode of existence. Whatever it is that we perceive and
deal with, it is bound to present itself in the present. Not
even past and future exist if not re- or pre-presented,
respectively. Accordingly, whatever reality is constituted or
constructed, its origin lies in the present.

Presence, however, is a strange mode of existence.
Only individual temporal states of the world can,
successively, be fully present. The mode in which the
world exists in the Now consists in the temporal becoming
and vanishing of states. On the other hand, it is always
now. It has been now since time began to pass. Presence,
thus, is afflicted with a fundamental ambiguity. It unifies
what is supposed to resist unification. In the mode of
presence, permanence and passage are united. Even
though the Now as such endures, the world presenting
itself in the Now is subject to spontaneous and relentless
change."

A mode of existence uniting permanence and
passage is without prospects of winning scientific approval.
The only mode of existing that science acknowledges is
reality. Reality, far from being restricted to successive
individual states of the world, encompasses the totality of
the states which the material world exhibits. The sciences,
above all physics, consider something as real if it can be
substantiated by measuring, no matter when such
measurement takes place.

The passing of time cannot be measured, as there
is no reference point beyond the Now. Clocks, therefore,
measure something different from passage of time. They
are mechanisms designed to count recurring states. The
act of counting constructs a distance that can be
represented as a one-dimensional continuum which,
however, is something fundamentally different from the
process we experience as the passing of time. The
one-dimensional continuum represents the path along
which the Now is moving when time passes. It is
insufficient to represent both the movement of the Now
and the velocity at which the Now is moving.

From the perspective of experience happening in
the Now, any reality other than present, and any measured
time, are conceptual constructs. Conceptual constructs
turn into social ones when they become binding as facts
whose recognition or denial is independent of individual
preference.” Reality beyond presence and linear time
beyond the present moment are examples of constructs
that have acquired such binding force.

These constructs are not made of thin air. They are
socially recognised facts because they have withstood the
test of everyday practical life. On the other hand, they also
exhibit a strange tendency of becoming independent of
their origin. They break loose from the place of their
production as soon as — and to the extent that — the
respective concepts are sharpened and made consistent.

' Edmund Husserl calls this confluence of enduring and waning the

arch-impression of the both standing and flowing Now. Cf. Husserl 1905; for a
discussion see Franck 2004.

2 David Bloor even suspects that this is the way that objectivity, understood
scientifically, emerges. Cf. Bloor 1976, ch. 5.
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It seems ironical, yet it is an obstinate fact, that the way
physics conceives reality and defines time does not leave
any room for the Now. These constructs apparently have
an irresistible tendency of denying their genetic origin in
the Now.

2. Objective and Subjective Time

Reality beyond the Now, be it history or nature, cannot be
denied its socially objective existence. Clock time has
become the temporal measure of society. The
one-dimensional continuum is the construct that
transforms the states surfacing in the Now into processes
susceptible to measurement and calculation. By means of
this construct, society, as a process, is organised. Linear
time has long ceased to be a conceptual construct only - it
has become sociological reality.

This  sociological reality is cemented by
unquestioned acceptance. Yet, the nature of the construct
time is such that what it eliminates will not disappear
altogether. The construct involves a good deal of
abstraction, as it implies that time must emancipate itself
from experiencing subjectivity. Experience only happens in
the mode of mental presence. Without a distinction
between presence and non-presence it would be
impossible to state where in time experience could occur.
The difference between presence and non-presence,
however, is not part of the description of time as
one-dimensional continuum. All points along the
continuum have the same quality and they only differ with
respect to their position. Indeed, those differences in
position completely consume the degree of freedom
embodied in the single dimension. In order to account for a
process, i.e. for relative movement, an additional degree of
freedom would have to be introduced, which would mean
loosening the assumption of strict one-dimensionality (cf.
Franck 2003).

Such loosening seems to be out of the question.
Anyone trying to cast doubt on the one-dimensionality of
time is not taken seriously. Although no one denies that it
is difficult to reconcile subjective experience with objective
description, this problem is handled by admitting that
something like subjective time exists which, — precisely
because it is subjective, evades objective delimitation.

In fact, essentially, the velocity at which time passes
is subjective. It is subjective in the sense that the “time”
needed by the Now to cover chronometric distance can
only be experienced as the duration of one's mental
presence. One hour may last shortly or very long,
depending on one’s mood and on the intensity of
conscious experiencing. One hour seems to fly past when
we enjoy ourselves or when we are engrossed in some
interesting activity; another hour may last forever when we
are bored or feel pain. This varying duration is known as
the subjective time paradox: hours rich in experience that
have flown past seem, in retrospect, to have lasted very
long, while hours that seemed unending appear short in
retrospect. An hour, a day, or a week seem long in
retrospect when detailed episodic recollection would take
up much time; they seem short, if there isn't much to
remember. (For an account of the subjective time paradox
see Poppel 1997.)
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A powerful — if not overwhelming — confirmation of
the view that what we experience as duration is subjective
has been supplied by relativistic physics. In relativistic
space-time there is no universal simultaneity and therefore
no objective Now. The Now, Einstein explains, loses its
objective meaning in the spatially extended world.®
Einstein insists that presence is a subjective phenomenon
which is not and cannot be part of physics.® Expressed
differently, Einstein concluded that temporal presence only
occurs in connection with mental presence.

3. The Collective Now: A Convention?

Einstein’s conclusion relieved not only natural scientists
but also philosophers of nature, since it lessened their
persistent difficulties to take presence as a mode of
existence seriously. If the interplay between permanent
presence and spontaneous change is just a subjective
phenomenon, it seems legitimate to simply relegate the
matter to philosophical phenomenology. However, that
discipline, too, is struggling with the phenomenon, since to
this day human experience of time has not been
convincingly captured by human thought. Anyway, we are
used to running into problems with subjective phenomena.
Science, on the other hand, wards off any predicament by
declaring that phenomena are something subjective.

The problem remains partially unresolved, however:
not in all sciences can the phenomenology of the
subjective be simply ignored. If the Now is declared to be a
subjective phenomenon, psychology and sociology run
into trouble. If the equation between presence and mental
awareness holds, psychology has so far largely missed its
subject. Also, if the Now is a subjective phenomenon,
sociology will have to explain how the presence of individ-
ual consciousness is synchronised inter-subjectively and
how it can move in social unison.

If the present exclusively occurs as mental
presence, then it would be consciousness — and nothing
but it — that makes time pass (cf. Franck 2003). No passing
of time without the present in which changing states are
surfacing. If consciousness alone makes time pass, many
findings of psychology about consciousness become
irrelevant. Consciousness, then, far from being a weak
epi-phenomenon would be the most powerful force in this
world. Compared to the force exerted on us by the passing
of time, the hold of the so-called laws of nature over us is
mild. No advances in knowledge or technology have in the
slightest loosened the relentlessness with which the Now
is moving on. Traditional psychology is not well equipped
to explain this force and power.

If the present exclusively occurs as mental
awareness, then there are as many nows as there are
mentally present subjects. Psychology, when it does
concern itself with phenomenological consciousness at all,
assumes that the different states of consciousness are
produced by the individual brain. However, if presence is a
product of the individual brain, then why should the
individual nows be synchronised inter-subjectively? We
generally assume that the individual spheres of
consciousness are isolated from each other. We have no
insight into another person’s consciousness; we are only

3 "The four-dimensional continuum is now no longer resolvable objectively into
sections, all of which contain simultaneous events; 'now' loses for the spatially
extended world its objective meaning." Einstein 1919, p. 149 (Appendix V)

* Rudolf Carnap mentions a conversation in which Einstein seemed to be
seriously worried about the Now. But Einstein insisted that the difference
between past, present and future is nothing physical and cannot even occur in
physics. Cf. Carnap 1963, p. 37.

able to communicate indirectly with one another, via
physical stimuli. However, we can only communicate with
each other if the states of physical reality, which we
experience as being present, are inter-subjectively
synchronised. We must, expressed differently, ride the
same wave of presence across the ocean of world states
in order to be able to say “we” with good reason. Who puts
us on this wave, if presence only exists as individually
present consciousness?5

To this day, there is no scientific explanation for the
occurrence of the process experienced by us as the
passing of time (for a clear statement of this fact see
Primas 2003). The abstraction of the wave of presence
does not seem to affect the conception of reality as
something apart from the conjecturing mind, but no
underlying physical objective process has been detected,
either. If it is the case that the wave of presence only
moves across the block of world states by being
subjectively experienced as such, then inter-subjective
synchronisation of the world state experienced as present
can only be brought about collectively. In other words,
synchronisation of the process of temporal change must
be due to some sort of convention.

However, if one proceeds from the assumption of
collectively experienced, sociologically objective passing of
time, the conception of time as social construct raises
further questions. It would seem that not only linear time
but also the social unison of individual temporal presence
are social constructions - an interesting but also sobering
conclusion. If not only reality conceived as independent of
conscious experience, but also reality as collectively
experienced are constructs, this is interesting. The
sobering aspect is that we cannot explain how, exactly,
such a collective Now could be brought about by social
convention.

4. The Temporal Present and Presence of
Consciousness

Reality, as we experience it both subjectively and together,
inter-subjectively, always is just one section cut out of the
block of world states. This section results from singling out
one among the multitude of states as being present, while
the presentation - or, rather, presentification — of the rest is
suppressed (cf. Pavsic 2001). In space-time there are no
three-dimensional objects (what we know as things), but
only four-dimensional world-lines, or world-threads, which
encompass the totality of the respective object states
indifferently. For an experience of reality as a collection of
“res” — i.e. three-dimensional things - to happen, only one
of the multitude of states must surface at a time. Since the
surfacing state changes continuously, the process of
presentification is to be visualised as a wave moving
across the four-dimensional ocean of states. Only by riding
this wave do we experience reality as a collection of
concrete things, and only by riding the wave together do
we jointly experience reality as the same collection of
concrete things. (On the association of concreteness and
presence see Franck 2004.)

® The eminent Leibniz recognised this problem. He conceived the subjective
spheres of experience as windowless monads. The monads, by themselves,
are not able to synchronise their individual experience; rather, through the
systematic function of pre-stabilised harmony, they are, from the very
beginning, synchronised by an initial impulse that moves on forever,
unperturbed, like a wave passing through a perfectly homogenous medium.
(Cf. Franck 1994).
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Enthusiastic advocates of constructivism in the
cultural sciences® must be excited by the prospect of
unmasking factual reality as a social construct. Indeed, this
unmasking seems to be just round the corner, for the
equation between mental presence and the temporal
present does not seem to allow anything except
conventional establishment of the collective Now. If the
subjectivity of presence is an inescapable consequence of
natural-science conceptualisation, then natural-science
rigor and cultural-science relativism meet and supplement
each other strikingly. Reality, as supposed to exist
independently of being experienced, arises from rigorous
objectivisation of time, while reality as we experience it in
the sociologically objective sense, arises from the social
synthesis of subjective time.

Unfortunately, this coincidentia opppositorum is too
beautiful to withstand closer scrutiny. Who or what would
be able to bring about a convention that decides which
world state is singled out as being present? Are there any
traces or clues suggesting that such a convention has ever
been negotiated or silently established? Who or what
could possess the power to subject us all to an inexorable
law forcing us to march through time in unison? Also, are
human beings the only creatures subjected to this law?
Aren’t animals, too, consciously present, aren’t they riding
the wave of presence with us? What about synchronisation
of the animals’ experience before the advent of human
beings?

Closer inspection reveals the assumption that
individual mental presence is synchronised by social
convention as an absurdity. There is no chance that we
will ever identify a convention or silent agreement able to
bring about this synchronisation. The process of
presentification, if it is not a collective hallucination, must
have some counterpart in nature conceived as that kind of
reality which is out of reach for individual disposition and
social convention. If the natural sciences have so far not
managed to identify such a process, this does not question
but rather confirms the postulate that the identification of
time with a homogeneous continuum of dimensionality 1
has been premature.

% |.e. of constructivism as appraised in Hacking 1999.
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Time and Existence in Special Relativity

Cord Friebe, Freiburg, Germany

Presentism is the doctrine of the common view that all that
is real, exists at the present time. It endorses McTaggart's
A-Theory of time. Eternalism, on the other hand, treats
time like space, that is, all moments are on an ontological
par and the “present time” is only an indexical term like
“this place”. Persisting objects endure, iff they are wholly
present at more than one time, but they perdure by having
temporal parts (see Lewis 1996, 202). In special relativity
(SR) an enduring object is wholly present at each moment
of its proper time, so it has no temporal extension.
Endurantism is also called “three-dimensionalism”. Per-
durantism is also called “four-dimensionalism”, since
perduring objects are only singly located in space-time;
they are temporally extended world-tubes. According to
Merricks (1995), there is a link between presentism and
endurantism, on the one hand, and between eternalism
and perdurantism on the other hand, but Balashov (2000)
and others (like Rea 1998) reject this link arguing that
enduring objects may simply be multiply located in an
eternalistic space-time. It is not controversy, however, that
presentism implies endurantism and that perdurantism
requires eternalism: If all that is real, exists at the present
time, then an existing object has to be wholly present at
this moment. In the following we will discuss an example in
SR which seems to lead us to a reductio ad absurdum:
objects perdure, it seems, even if we assume presentism
and, therefore, presentism cannot reconcile with SR. |
want to defend presentism against this objection.

In Newtonian physics time plays a single role as
parameter time. There is a twofold complication in SR:
First, there is not only one parameter time but many. And,
second, there is not only parameter time but also
coordinate time. The first, which includes the famous twin-
paradox, leads at least to a modification of presentism,
since there are more than one present time. It is
remarkable, by the way, that this is an inherent feature of
SR — the twin-paradox in its essence is expressible in a
coordinate free way. The second means that time plays a
double-role — as parameter and coordinate time — which
does not hold also for space (see Bartels 1997, 209). This
coordinatization of time seems to rule out presentism as it
will be shown in our example. For simplicity, we will
consider only observers which coincide at the origin. There
will be only one common proper time, that is, only one
present time, and therefore the first complication remains
out of consideration (I hope so).

The crucial point of my argument is based on an
idea which is, in my opinion, clearly articulated in Gordon
Fleming’s “hyperplane-dependent Quantum Field Theory”
(see Fleming 1997, 93), but until now it has not affected
the debates about presentism and/or persistence in SR.
The point is the following: It is not the case that there are
entities on the one side which are absolute, invariant, and
observer-independent ones and furthermore there are
other entities on the other side which are relative, not-
invariant, and observer-dependent. But, on the contrary,
there is one and the same entity which can be considered
in two different ways. There is one and the same particular
geometrical object, called “hyperplane xyz’, which is —
considered as spacelike — an absolute, invariant, and
observer-independent entity and which is — considered as
a plane of simultaneity or as spatial — a relative, observer-

noowr

dependent one. “Absolute” and “relative”, “invariant” and

“observer-dependent” do not establish two classes of
entities but two ways of considering one entity. A
hyperplane is both - spacelike and spatial — under two
different ways of consideration.

Now we start with our example: Take an observer A,
represented by a two-dimensional orthogonal coordinate
system where the x-axis represents the three spatial
dimensions. On the x-axis is located an extended object P-
Q which is at rest with respect to A, that is, the worldlines
of its ends are parallel to A’s t-axis. Now we introduce
another observer, B, which coincides with but is moving
relative to A. The x’-axis of this new observer is inclined
relative to the x-axis and intersects the object’s worldlines
at P' and Q. At the common present, that is, at the
common proper time 0 in the common origin, the
considered object is represented by two different
extensions, P-Q and P’-Q’, located on two different planes
of simultaneity. Assume now, the object is wholly red until
its proper time t; > 0. At this time there is a transition from
red to green in all the parts instantaneous, for simplicity.
So, for all t < t; the object is wholly red, for all t > t; it is
wholly green, and at t; it is wholly in transition from red to
green (at this stage the object is represented by P;-Q;
located on the x;-axis which is parallel to the x-axis). If P’-
Q' intersects P;-Q,, the object is partly red and partly
green relative to observer B, and therefore the reductio ad
absurdum seems obvious: If presentism is true, P-Q and
P’-Q’ represent all that exists. But if so, there is a green
part which is not simultaneous with P-Q. The object is,
consequently, not wholly present at its proper time (which
is our unique present time). It perdures rather than
enduring which is incompatible with presentism. Therefore,
presentism is false; there is more that exists than it is
represented by P-Q and P’-Q’, which are merely time-
slices of the whole world-tube which is the object (and not
only its history). (see for a similar story Hales and Johnson
2003)

But, | think, the argument is wrong and we can
defend presentism in SR. From the fact that the object
represented by P’-Q’ is partly red and partly green, it does
not follow that there exists a green part which is not
simultaneous with P-Q. It is merely the case that the green
part is a modified part of P-Q rather than a further part in
addition to P-Q. So, the judgement that there exist (at our
unique proper time) spatial parts not present with A is
false, since “spatial” is the relativized concept and not
“parts”. This can be seen with the following argument:
Each extension like P-Q can be considered in two different
ways. It can be characterize as spacelike or as spatial, that
is, as absolute, invariant, and observer-independent or as
relative and observer-dependent. But, nevertheless the
two different bounded extensions P-Q and P’-Q’ are both
two different spatial and spacelike extensions, too, only the
spacelikeness of P-Q has something to do with the given
object. Only P-Q represents the object’'s proper length
which is defined epistemically as the spatial distance
measured in the specific frame moving with the object but
ontologically as the spatio-temporal length of the object’s
representation on the same hyperplane. Therefore, only
the extension P-Q shows the object's spatiality and
spacelikeness. P’-Q’, on the other hand, has only as a
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spatial extension something to do with our object. It
represents the object length contracted and, in our case,
also modified. Since only P-Q represents the given object
also as an invariant entity, there is no spacelike thing that
exists in addition to P-Q, and therefore the object is wholly
present at the given proper time. It is a unique spacelike
extension (and only all its parts) which appears spatially. It
appears twice — as the spatial extension P-Q and as the
spatial extension P’-Q’ — because there are two relatively
moving observers.

For defending presentism in SR it is necessary to
give a modified version of presentism in the following way:
Spatiality, which is represented by each extension (P-Q
and P’-Q’), is observer-dependent, but spacelikeness
(equivalent to the ontological sense of “proper-length”),
which is represented in the rest frame alone, is invariant,
so observer-independent. Concerning the reality of an
empirical object it is necessary to draw the difference of its
absolute spacelikeness and its relative spatiality, since it is
real only as a spatial and spacelike thing. As a spacelike
extended thing alone, it cannot be real, since there is
always a point in Minkowski space-time which is spacelike
separated from one of the object’'s end, but timelike
separated from the other one which is troublesome. As a
spatial extended thing alone, an empirical object would be
correlated to specific observers in an anti-realistic way;
each observer would have its own object like its own plane
of simultaneity. So, an existing object in SR is both.
According to presentism, an object exists, only if it is
present (or spatial). According to SR, a present object is
not only present, but spacelike as well (this is the
modification). What SR tells us is that “not only present”
does not mean: “also past or future”. But this, | think, is
exactly what a perdurantist claims: Something that is “not
only spatially” extended has to be “also temporally”
extended. This is not true: Something that is “not only
spatially” extended is “also spacelike” extended which is
not an analytic tautology, but the crucial difference of
relativity and invariance.

Let us turn to our example: Relative to the observer A the
extended object is either wholly red or wholly green (or
wholly in transition), while relative to B there are stages in
which the object is partly red and partly green (and always
length contracted). So, the object’s spatiality is observer-
dependent. Furthermore, the transition from red to green
which is, for simplicity, instantaneous in all its parts relative
to A, is continuous and has a certain duration relative to B.
And the object as a wholly green one appears at different
proper times. So, the temporality of the transition is
observer-dependent. Relative to both observers, however,
the object has always its unique proper length. So, the
spacelikeness is absolute, observer-independent. It is a
spacelike extended object which appears in its relative
spatiality and temporality after introducing observers in
different states of motion. The only spacelike and not yet
spatially extended (but, perhaps, timelike extended) object,
that is, the object in coordinate-free description is, in
Kantian terminology, the thing in itself which has to appear
through coordinatization.
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Now, there is a problem, if we extend this approach
to general relativity (GR): According to Friedman (1983),
there are three different senses of “absolute” opposing it to
the concepts of “relative”, “relational” or “dynamical”’. The
characterization of a given hyperplane or a given extended
object as spacelike remains absolute in the area of GR in
the senses of “not-relative” and “not-relational”, but in the
third sense it becomes not-absolute, that is, “dynamical”.
So, the temporal-free notion of “spacelikeness” becomes
temporal-loaden which is troublesome not only for my
solution, | think, but, for example, also for Kant, since an
object considered in itself cannot be “dynamical”. Perhaps,
this is the reason why the motion of galaxies caused by a
moving or expanding space is incomprehensible, as it is
shown in Friebe (2004).

Literature
Balashov, Y.: 2000, “Enduring and Perduring Objects in Minkowski
Space-Time”, Philosophical Studies 99,129-66.

Bartels, A.: 1997, “Do Times Exist?”, in: Faye, J./Scheffler,
U./Urchs, M. (eds), Perspectives on Time; Dordrecht, 203-13.
Fleming, G.: 1987, “Hyperplane-dependent Quantized Fields and
Lorentz Invariance”, in: Brown, H./Harré, R., Philosophical
Foundations of Quantum Field Theory, Oxford, 93-116.

Friebe, C., 2004, ,Zur Bewegung der Galaxien und des Raumes”,
Philosophia naturalis 41/2.

Friedman, M.: 1983, Foundations of Space-Time Theories,
Princeton.

Hales, S.D./Johnson, T.A.: 2003, “Endurantism, Perdurantism and
Special Relativity”, Philosophical Quarterly Vol. 53 No. 213, 524-
39.

Lewis, D.: 1986, On The Plurality of Worlds, Oxford.

Merricks, T.: 1995, “On the Incompatibility of Enduring and
Perduring Entities”, Mind 104, 523-31.

Rea, M.C.: 1998, “Temporal Parts Unmotivated”, Philosophical
Review 107, 225-60.

Cord Friebe <friebe@itc.it>



On the Temporal Context of Expectation

Miguel Garcia-Valdecasas, Oxford, UK

1. The Characterisation of Psychological
Phenomena

Wittgenstein expressed that ‘psychology deals with certain
aspects of human life’ (RPP Il 835). One of those is
certainly time. Human life is temporally constrained, a fact
that is not surprising. What is more surprising is that time
does not equally affect all psychological phenomena, since
as Wittgenstein claims, such phenomena are not ‘activities’
and cannot be characterised as such. He also stressed
that thinking can be properly ascribed to man if this
ascription is taken as an assertion of ‘natural history’ (RPP
Il 818), but not as an example of something | am currently
doing, since thought, together with other psychological
phenomena, lacks what Wittgenstein calls ‘genuine
duration’ (Z 871-85, 472) (Hacker 1996, 129). | will argue
that such anomalism of the psychological, which | will
explore by analysing the concept of expectation and
fulfilment, makes the reduction of this concept either to
feelings or to neural events impossible.

‘Pain is a state of consciousness, understanding is
not' (RPP Il 848). The distinction between states of
consciousness, such as pain, moods, emotional states or
concentration, which are characterised by a ‘genuine
duration’, and dispositions, such as thoughts, beliefs,
hopes, wills, intentions or desires, which do not have it, is
a recurrent idea of Wittgenstein’s philosophical psychol-
ogy. A patient can point to an approximate time for the
beginning and the end of his headache. Someone can
concentrate for a few minutes, be interrupted several
times, as a result get exasperated, and can report the time
at which each of these states began. On the other hand, to
believe that ‘Mars does not contain a drop of water’ and to
wish someone ‘a happy Christmas’ do not have such a
clear beginning and end. If an astronomer reaches the
conclusion that Mars is a dry planet, his conviction might
have a temporal beginning, but the beginning is not
marked by an intimate feeling of conviction, but by
conclusive evidence relying on empirical data. Likewise, no
one will dispute that wishing happy Christmas to someone
can be measured by the time | speak or write a Christmas
card, but it is altogether unclear at which precise moment |
did the wishing and once uttered, how it extends over
Christmas. None of the former criteria for determining
temporal limits is apt to characterise a wish which again, is
better characterised by its being a sign of courtesy and a
particular human custom.

Phenomena such are headaches and states of
concentration are states; beliefs and wishes are
dispositions. Whereas states can have certain duration,
dispositions show less affinity to temporal criteria. But as
phenomena of human life, dispositions exhibit some
temporal relations in their nexus to circumstances and
actions. Thoughts may not have duration, but this does not
mean that they are totally foreign to time; i.e. a thought is
properly said to have come to someone’s mind in 1905.
Some dispositions show some closeness to time by way of
an intentional object, namely, the object or content of a
particular phenomenon. In his study of intentionality,
Wittgenstein devoted some time to the analysis of
expectation, a phenomenon with an intentional object
which is identified as a ‘disposition’ (RPP Il §45) different
from ‘states of consciousness’ (RPP Il §57). | will use the

‘everyday concept’ of expectation (RPP Il 862). On
expecting, an individual awaits some happening lying
ahead of him in the future; the grammar of ‘to expect’ rules
out the expectancy of a past event. Generally, the
expected event does not exist in the present and very
occasionally it is under the control of the subject.
Wittgenstein points out that ‘expectation is unsatisfied,
because it is the expectation of something’ (Pl §438), that
is, for the expectation to be satisfied something has to be
brought about, ‘something’ which is called an object of the
expectation, and not by some possible feeling accom-
panying it. Expectation is compared by Wittgenstein to
belief or the holding of an opinion (Pl §439), which justifies
us in thinking that, if the parallel between belief and
opinion is correct, an expectation is similar to a different
expectation as an opinion is similar to another, although
being both different phenomena, the psychology of one
and the other is obviously different.

2. The Time Measurement Factor

In one sense, expectations have a certain duration which,
if possibly lacking a clear beginning, at least have a clear
end, because an expectation ceases when the expected
object comes about. A subject expecting a phone call may
not feel anything until ten minutes before the agreed time.
In such a case, it is difficult to say at what time he started
to expect it, unless we want to mark the beginning of the
state as the time the subject becomes aware of it.
However, if the subject has his diary full of upcoming
phone calls, unless the relevant one is truly significant, he
can hardly be said to be expecting anything at all; as the
time approaches he even might have forgotten about the
call. Therefore, the end of expectation is uncontroversially
better defined than its beginning, as this is the time at
which the expectation is satisfied and disappears.

| have suggested that expectation has certain
duration, but does this mean that it can be timed? If the
idea behind this is that expectation is a physically segmen-
ted process, we have a problem. Measurement in physics
requires the specification of two temporal points which
mark the beginning and the end of a process. T1 is the
beginning of a process N finishing at T2; if N's start is
specified, T2 is of some use, but if it is not, even if tempo-
rality can be said to be constitutive of N, its duration
cannot be specified. The problem is then how to determine
the temporality of expectation, a phenomenon which,
contrary to some others like headaches and states of
concentration has a clear end but no clear beginning, and
it is not describable as a process in the language of
physics.

A satisfactory answer to the question should
emphasise that expectation, like belief, is not a state of
consciousness. We have already reviewed the arguments
for the case of belief not being a state, and added that it
has some kinship with expectation. Wittgenstein holds that
with the exception of uses of ‘| believe’ such as ‘for the
whole time, | believed | could hear a whisper’, that a
subject believes that p is not indicative of duration (RPP |
§597). For one thing belief is not an action, and therefore,
the person who believes that p is not doing anything
describable in terms of what goes on in the mind as the
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belief is believed by the subject. One can speak of
‘carrying out’ or ‘trying’ tasks and activities, but does it
make sense to speak of ‘carrying out’ or ‘trying’ a belief?
Wittgenstein asks: ‘what does it mean to believe
Goldbach’s theorem? What does this belief consist in?’ (PI
§578). The resort to ‘underlying occurrences’ to deal with
this question, such as associated feelings of conviction
and satisfaction, or at another level, the appeal to neural
events, is a possible answer. But if the grammar of belief
tells us anything about the way in which this question
should be answered, it looks questionable whether feel-
ings and neural events provide anything significant to
someone wanting to learn Goldbach’s theorem in a context
in which the theorem is explained to students. Here,
feelings and neural activities are contingent effects in con-
nection with someone’s believing the theorem. Feelings of
conviction and satisfaction, if effectively prompted by a
belief, last for a measurable time, as do neural events; but
the kinds of feelings elicited by Goldbach’s theorem are
not part of its understanding, for I can understand and
endorse things which | do not find convincing nor give me
satisfaction, but which are nonetheless reasonable to
believe.

The argument that belief lasts only as long as do
corresponding conviction and satisfaction demands a
closer scrutiny of the concept of ‘belief’ which is here at
play. To give an account of a belief in terms of ‘what is
currently believed’ in similar ways as we give an account of
a feeling as ‘what is currently felt’ distorts our concept of
other psychological states such as the familiar concept of
intention. If trying to define an intention someone says
‘what | am at, is intending’ or ‘I am engaged in intending’
(RPP | 8598), we can be sure that the subject is certainly
not intending, because ‘to intend p’ is not something that
ones does for some time — the time during which one
intends. No intention can be realised at the time in which
the speaker expresses it, but only in the future, at the time
of carrying it out. The activity which one tends to ascribe to
the intention is not intending, but the actions we take to
carry out that intention. In this way, we do not define an
intention in terms of what | do or need to do in order to
intend, but in terms of what | intend to do, i.e. my intention
to read such-and-such a book.

3. The Grammatical Misunderstanding of
Dispositions

The grammar of expectancy is similar to that of intention in
that it has an intentional object. ‘| expect such-and-such to
occur’ cannot be described without reference to the
circumstances to which the words ‘such-and-such’ refer, that
is, the content of the expectation. Hence, without the
expected object it is grammatically impossible to conceive of
a state of expectation. This is understandable only if expec-
tation is not temporally coincidental with its fulfiment. Thus,
the genuine content of the expectation is not ‘the state at
which | am at present’, but that contained in the object of
expectation, in opposition to someone’s feelings while
expecting something to occur. Someone who says that she
is anxiously expecting a visit can surely be said to be in a
state of anxiety, but not to expect her own anxiety or any
other feeling to occur (PI §453).

There is a grammatical misunderstanding in the idea
that dispositions boil down to their current occurrence, and |
think that my analysis has exposed this misunderstanding,
demonstrating why expectation is not measurable as a pro-
cess, while being still temporal in a broader sense, namely,
as human life can be said to be temporal. We can assign
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some time to the expression of such-and-such a disposition,
but this does not mean that dispositions are temporally
linked with the time of such expression. Time is predicated
of dispositions because they are ‘aspects’ of human life,
which is temporally constrained, but not because dispo-
sitions occur in a clockable time. Wittgenstein's arguments,
far from avoiding this question, put them in their proper place
by focusing on the analysis of the content of expectation
rather than on factors accidental or contemporary to it. In
this context, temporality comes into play in the
circumstances attached to the expected object. | could
presumably tell how long | was expecting someone’s call by
reference to what satisfied my expectation, saying i.e.: ‘she
phoned up at 9.30 pm’. From that | infer | expected her to
phone for three hours, taking 9.30 pm as the time of the
fulfiiment of the expectation. This time (T2) is then better
defined than its beginning (T1), which is not apt to the same
specification because it is not specified by the object of the
expectation. Thus, my belief that she would call has only
sharp boundaries at the end of the time segment, not at the
beginning, unless the beginning can be determined by
finding that which triggered my state, such as ‘remembering
that she should phone today’. We must see, however, that
T1 tends to blur, for in some scenario | could have been
expecting her call for a long time and be able to say exactly
when | began to expect, but only if | have reasons to be
concerned about her call, and not if she tends to phone
randomly and for no particular reasons.

If this is correct, T1 is not necessarily a temporal point
to be treated as we treat T2, essentially because it is not
connected to the object of expectation as T2 is. The extent
of this difference, though, should not be overstretched,
because on closer scrutiny we see cases in which T2 loses
also its temporal grip. Suppose now that she never phones.
Then, my expectation will presumably wither away eventu-
ally. In trying to specify T2, or when my expectation died, we
need to take into account two considerations. First, the end
of the expectation will not be the time at which a particular
sensation bound up with it subsided, but simply, the time at
which | realised that she would never call. Secondly, having
a blurry end, a frustrated expectation could simply be seen
as a belief, my belief that, after all, her call might not come
ever — | cannot address here the question whether
expectation can be seen as a kind of belief or nor, confining
myself instead to note the overlapping similarity shown by
unfulfilled expectations and beliefs.

The affinity of expectations and beliefs puts us a in a
position to deal with one final point. The grammatical mis-
understanding of expectation to which | alluded, and which
is at the heart of any reductionist agenda, overlooks a crucial
feature of psychological phenomena. Wittgenstein consid-
ered thinking to be a disposition of a kind to which also
belong expectations, beliefs, desires, intentions and others.
For him, these dispositions do not have an agent; so that
strictly speaking, there is no agent of thought (BB, p. 7). |
have argued against the idea that expectation is the activity
done when we expect. If we now apply this idea to thinking,
it follows that thinking is not the activity done when we think,
and also, that there is no agent of expectation if this ‘agent’
is conceived as a surrogate neural mechanism. This blocks
attempts to reduce psychological phenomena to brain states
through both type- or token-identity, since expectation and
other dispositions are agent-free. Thus, the characterisation
of man as a being who thinks, delivered as a statement of
natural history (RPP Il 818) is similar to stating that man is a
temporal being. It says nothing extraordinary, but also says
nothing misleading.



On the Temporal Context of Expectation - Miguel Garcia-Valdecasas

Literature

Hacker, P. M. S. 1996 Wittgenstein in Mind and Will, Oxford:
Blackwell.

Wittgenstein, L. 1958 Philosophical Investigations, Oxford:
Blackwell.

Wittgenstein, L. 1980 Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology,
Oxford: Blackwell.

Wittgenstein, L. 1960 The Blue and the Brown Books, Oxford:
Blackwell.

Miguel Garcia-Valdecasas
<miguel.garcia@philosophy.oxford.ac.uk>

85



Welche A-Theorie der Zeit A-Theoretiker vermeiden sollten

Georg Gasser, Innsbruck, Osterreich

Im folgenden Beitrag mdchte ich mich einem speziellen
Problem innerhalb der A-Theorie der Zeit widmen. Quentin
Smith verteidigt in “Language and Time” eine Form der A-
Theorie, die er gegen den klassischen Préasentismus in
Anschlag bringt. In meinen Augen hat seine Theorie,
insbesondere ihre ontologischen Implikationen, zu Ver-
wirrungen gefuhrt, welche haufig gegen die A-Theorie der
Zeit im Allgemeinen vorgebracht werden. Es soll aufge-
zeigt werden, dass Smiths Position nicht nur zu einer
unnotigen Verkomplizierung der Ontologie fuhrt, sondern
dass die A-Theorie der Zeit ohne die von Smith als
notwendig erachteten ontologischen Annahmen besser
verteidigt werden kann.

1. Der Stand der Diskussion

Philosophische Theorien der Zeit werden gewdhnlicher
Weise in A- und B-Theorien der Zeit eingeteilt. In A-
Theorien wird jeder Zeitpunkt in Hinblick auf Vergangen-
heit, Gegenwart und Zukunft bestimmt. Entscheidend fir
das Verstdndnis der A-Theorie ist der dynamische
Charakter der Zeit. Derselbe Zeitpunkt ist zuerst zukinftig,
dann gegenwartig und schliel3lich vergangen. Diese Ein-
teilung ist unerldsslich, und zwar nicht nur unter
semantischer und epistemologischer, sondern auch unter
ontologischer Ricksicht, da sie etwas Wesentliches tber
die Struktur unserer Wirklichkeit aussagt.

B-Theorien der Zeit werden hingegen relational
aufgefasst. Fir ein angemessenes Verstandnis der Zeit
sind die Relationen “friher als”, “spéater als” und
“gleichzeitig mit” ausreichend. Alle Zeitpunkte werden als
ontologisch gleichwertig gedeutet und ihre Position auf der
Zeitachse lasst sich mithilfe der oben angegebenen
Relationen bestimmen. Die B-Theorie vertritt folglich ein
statisches Zeitverstandnis. Der Gebrauch der Zeiten hat
zwar praktischen Wert, ist fir ein angemessenes onto-
logisches Verstandnis der Zeit aber vernachlassigbar.
Hierflr gentigen Beziehungen zwischen Zeitpunkten.

Aus dieser Charakterisierung der A- und B- Theorie
der Zeit geht hervor, dass die Zeitpunkte der B-Theorie
ontologisch gleichwertig sind. Wie verhalt es sich aber mit
den Zeitpunkten der A-Theorie?

Fir die Beantwortung dieser Frage ist eine weitere
Unterscheidung innerhalb der A-Theorie der Zeit
notwendig. Einige Vertreter der A-Theorie sehen
Vergangenheit, Gegenwart und Zukunft als ontologisch
gleichwertig an. Sie stimmen hierin mit Vertretern der B-
Theorie der Zeit iberein. Worin sie sich von der B-Theorie
der Zeit unterscheiden, ist, dass fir sie die verschiedenen
Zeiten ontologisch beriicksichtigt werden missen. Sie
koénnen nicht auf “friiher als” - oder “spater als” — Bezie-
hungen zuriickgefuhrt werden, sondern es missen
intrinsische Eigenschaften angenommen werden, die den
einzelnen Zeitpunkten zukommen, namlich die Eigen-
schaften des Vergangenseins, des Gegenwartigseins und
des Zukinftigseins:

According to the A-theory of time, there are intrinsic and
monadic properties such as pastness, presentness, and
futurity, and it is in virtue of having such a property (an
‘A-property’) that things in time are past, present or
future. (Parsons 2002, 2)
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Andere Verteidiger der A-Theorie der Zeit lehnen diese
Position ab. Was es gibt, ist nur die Gegenwart.
Vergangenheit und Zukunft kdnnen nicht nur nicht in der
gleichen Weise als real existierend betrachtet werden wie
die Gegenwart, sondern sie existieren tberhaupt nicht.
Nennen wir diese Position die “reine A-Theorie der Zeit":

On a pure A-theoretic ontology, then, the only temporal
items which exist exist presently. (...) Hence there can
be no question of an entity’s trading in futurity for
presentness or cashing in presentness for pastness.
Rather entities come to be and pass away absolutely, so
that the only temporal entities there are are the present
ones. (Craig 1997, 28)

Wer folglich Aussagen Uber die Vergangenheit, Gegenwart
oder Zukunft macht, muss nicht Eigenschaften wie
"vergangen sein”, “gegenwartig sein” oder “zukinftig sein”
in Bezug auf vergangene, gegenwartige oder zukunftige
Entitdten annehmen. Vertreter dieser A-Theorie der Zeit
werden auch als “no-property tensed theorists of time”
(Smith 1993, 166) bezeichnet.

2. Smiths Kritik und Gegenthese

Smith ist der ersten Gruppe von A-Theoretikern
zuzuordnen, d.h. er argumentiert fir die Realitéat zeitlicher
Eigenschaften, die der Einteilung der Zeit in Vergangen-
heit, Gegenwart und Zukunft entsprechen. Er halt ,no-
property tensed theorists of time’ entgegen, dass ihre
Theorie die metaphysische Frage ausklammert, was
ontologisch dem Gebrauch der Gegenwart in Aussagen
wie “John is running” entspricht. Wenn nach den
ontologischen Korrelaten dieser Aussage gefragt wird, so
koénnen fiur ,John’ und ,running” entsprechende Entitaten,
z.B. ein Ding und ein Ereignis, angegeben werden. Aber
was entspricht ontologisch dem Gebrauch der Gegenwart?

Da no-property tensed theorists diese Frage
unbeantwortet zu sein lassen, héalt Smith die reine A-
Theorie der Zeit fur unverstandlich. Sie kann nicht néher
hin erlautern, welchen Teil einer Proposition die Verwen-
dung einer spezifischen Zeit zum Ausdruck bringt, da sie
nur sagt, was dem Gebrauch der Zeiten unter onto-
logischer Ricksicht nicht entspricht — namlich dass es
intrinsischen zeitlichen Eigenschaften nicht gibt. Smith halt
dieser Theorie seine eigene Position entgegen. Satze wie,
“Das Ereignis E wird vergangen sein” sollen folgender-
maf3en analysiert werden:

Zwischen dem Ereignis E und seiner Eigenschaft V,
vergangen zu sein, besteht eine Inharenzbeziehung |,, der
die Eigenschaft Z, zukinftig zu sein, zukommt. Der
Inharenzbeziehung |,, die zwischen |; und Z besteht,
kommt die Eigenschaft G zu, da es in der Gegenwart wahr
ist, dass die Vergangenheit von E in der Zukunft liegt.
Zwischen |, und G besteht erneut eine Inharenzbeziehung
I3, der G zukommt und so weiter ad infinitum.

Dem unendlichen Regress, der sich zwischen
Inharenzbeziehungen und zeitlichen Eigenschaften auftut,
sieht Smith gelassen entgegen. Die zeitliche Eigenschaft
,gegenwartig zu sein’ unterscheidet sich von anderen
Eigenschaften wie ,rot sein’ oder ,gro3 sein’ darin, dass sie
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reflexiv ist und als solche auch ihrer eigenen Inharenz-
beziehung inhé&rieren kann:

This means that presentness not only inheres in E and
in its inherence in E but also in its inherence in its
inherence in E. This regress continues infinitely but in a
benign manner, since at no stage in the regress is there
a contradiction. (Smith 1993, 171)

Smith ist bereit, den Preis eines Regresses zu zahlen, da
seine Theorie zum einen nicht dem McTaggart'schen
Paradox der A- Eigenschaften verféllt und zum anderen
die Rede von Vergangenheit, Gegenwart und Zukunft
auch ontologisch voll und ganz ernst nimmt.

3. Einwéande gegen Smith

Eine erste Anfrage an Smith ist, ob er nicht allzu naiv mit
unserem alltaglichen  Sprachgebrauch und seinen
ontologischen Implikationen umgeht. Wer die Unterschei-
dung zwischen Oberflachen- und Tiefengrammatik ernst
nimmt, hitet sich davor, allzu schnell ontologische
Schlisse aus dem Sprachgebrauch zu ziehen. (Seddon
1987, 9-14) Tun wir unserem Sprachgebrauch wirklich
unrecht, wenn wir im Allgemeinen geneigt sind, fir
Adjektive Eigenschaften als ontologische Korrelate
anzunehmen, aber es ablehnen, dem sprachlichen
Gebrauch der Zeiten das Gleiche zuzugestehen?

In anderen Féllen gehen wir auch so vor, etwa bei
Negationen. Wenn ein Gegenstand nicht blau ist, so
schreiben wir ihm normalerweise nicht die Eigenschaft
,nicht blau zu sein’ zu, sondern eine andere Eigenschaft,
etwa ,griin zu sein’. Mit der Aussage, “Dieser Gegenstand
ist nicht blau” wollen wir deutlich machen, dass der
besagte Gegenstand eine andere Farbe als blau hat, nicht
dass ihm die spezifische negative Eigenschaft zukommt
,nicht blau zu sein’.

Ahnliches gilt fir den sprachlichen Gebrauch von
Zeiten. Die Aussage “Es war ein grofl3er Auftritt” bedeutet
nichts anderes, als dass es einen Auftritt gegeben hat, der
jetzt vorbei ist. Es ist nicht der Fall, dass dieser Auftritt
immer noch existiert und nur die Eigenschaft ,gegenwartig
zu sein’ verloren und jene ,vergangen zu sein’ gewonnen
hat.

Smiths These, dass Ereignisse zeitliche Eigen-
schaften annehmen und wieder verlieren, legt die
Auffassung nahe, Ereignisse seien Entitaten, die Trager
von zeitlichen Anderungen sein kénnen. Diese Auffassung
ist aber mit der problematischen Konsequenz verbunden,
dass der Unterschied zwischen Ereignissen und Dingen zu
verschwinden scheint. Im Normalfall sagen wir von Gegen-
stdnden, dass sie durch die Zeit hindurch als dieselben
existieren und verschiedene Eigenschaften besitzen,
verlieren bzw. andere annehmen kénnen. Wenn ich zwei
Stunden am Mittagstisch sitze, so nehme ich an, dass ich
dies als dieselbe Person tue, die am morgen aufgestanden
ist und gefruhstlckt hat. Es sitzt nicht eine “Zwei-Stunden-
Phase” am Mittagstisch, die in irgendeiner Form mit den
anderen Phasen des Aufstehens und Frihstickens in
einer Kontinuitéatsbeziehung steht.

Von Ereignissen sagen wir hingegen aus, dass sie
“so und so lange dauern”. Sie haben eine bestimmte
zeitliche Ausdehnung, die sich gewdhnlich in einzelne zeit-
liche Abschnitte gliedern lasst. Die Annahme einzelner
Abschnitte eines Ereignisses wird zumeist ohne grof3ere
Probleme akzeptiert, da zu verschiedenen Zeitpunkten der
Dauer des Ereignisses nicht das Ereignis “als Ganzes”
existiert, sondern ein Ausschnitt davon, etwa der Anfang

oder die Mitte. Was sich bei Ereignissen @ndern kann, sind
Eigenschaften relativ zu ihren spezifischen Teilen.
Wahrend Ereignisse aus verschiedenen Phasen oder
zeitlichen Teilen bestehen und mit ihren Summen
identisch sind, wirde eine solche Deutung von Gegen-
standen zu erheblichen Problemen fuhren, wenigstens fur
unsere Alltagsauffassung der Wirklichkeit.

Bei Smith scheinen Ereignisse aber als “Ganze” zu
existieren, d.h. relativ zu einem bestimmten Zeitpunkt ist
nicht nur ein spezifischer Abschnitt des Ereignisses
gegenwartig, sondern das ganze Ereignis, welches als ein
und dasselbe zeitliche Eigenschaften annimmt, zuerst
(unendlich viele) Grade der Zukunftigkeit, dann Gegen-
wartigkeit und dann (unendlich viele) Grade der
Vergangenheit.

Dieses Verstandnis von Ereignissen kommt einer
aternalistischen Auffassung der Existenz von Ereignissen
sehr nahe. Die Existenz von Ereignissen ist nicht an
bestimmte Zeitpunkte gebunden, denn es existieren ja
nicht nur gegenwartige, sondern auch vergangene und
zukunftige Ereignisse. Worin sie sich unterscheiden, sind
ihre zeitlichen Eigenschaften. Die Frage, die sich aller-
dings stellt, ist, wie die Inharenzbeziehung zwischen den
Ereignissen und ihren intrinsischen zeitlichen Eigen-
schaften zu deuten ist. Wenn ein Ereignis eine zeitliche
Eigenschaft annehmen kann, so scheint die Fahigkeit des
Ereignisses, diese Eigenschaft annehmen zu konnen,
bereits vorauszusetzen, dass das Ereignis existiert. Aber
wie kann dieses Ereignis bereits existieren? Setzt das
nicht voraus, dass ihm bereits eine zeitliche Eigenschaft
zukommt? Der unendliche Regress erweist sich doch nicht
als so harmlos, da auf jeder Ebene das Ereignis, dem eine
zeitliche Eigenschaft zugeschrieben wird, bereits voraus-
gesetzt werden muss.

Ein zusatzliches Problem, das sich aus Smiths
Deutung von Inhérenzbeziehung zwischen Ereignissen
und ihren zeitlichen Eigenschaften ergibt, ist, dass der
Unterschied zwischen konkreten, d.h. in der Zeit existie-
renden, und abstrakten, d.h. zeitlos existierenden Indivi-
duen, wie etwa Zahlen, verschwimmt. Wenn es eine
Eigenschaft von 4 ist, das Quadrat von 2 zu sein, so stellt
sich die Frage, wie diese Inharenzbeziehung zwischen ,4’
und ,Quadrat von 2' zu bestimmen ist. Besteht diese
Inharenzbeziehung nicht gerade deshalb, weil ihr stets die
Eigenschaft zukommt gegenwartig zu sein und es somit
nie eine Zeit gibt, in der diese Inharenzbeziehung nicht
besteht bzw. noch nicht besteht? Dann wirden aber
Zahlen gleich konkreten Individuen in der Zeit existieren.
Alles was es gibt, wirde dann in der Zeit existieren, die
Unterscheidung zwischen konkreten und abstrakten
Entitdten misste umgedeutet werden zur Unterscheidung
zwischen Entitaten, die immer gegenwartig sind und
solchen, die nur zu bestimmten Zeitpunkten gegenwartig
sind:

It can never be the case that they [logical and
mathematical propositions and states of affairs] passed
away or are still to come, but it must always be the case
that they are present — which is to say that they are
necessarily sempiternal. (Smith 1993, 212)

Aus diesen Einwénden sollte es fraglich geworden
sein, ob die von Smith anvisierte A-Theorie der Zeit
tatsachlich als Losungsvorschlag akzeptabel ist. Seine
Theorie bringt derart schwerwiegende Probleme mit sich,
dass ihr die reine A-Theorie der Zeit vorgezogen werden
sollte.
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4. Die reine A-Theorie der Zeit als
Alternative

Die bisherige Diskussion verdeutlicht, dass die Frage nach
der Zeit aufs engste mit der Frage nach dem, was existiert,
verbunden ist. Wenn wir gemaR der reinen A-Theorie von
einer Entitat aussagen, dass sie existiert, so sagen wir von
ihr aus, dass sie gegenwartig ist. Die einzigen Entitaten,
die existieren, sind gegenwartige Entitaten.

Zu behaupten, dass eine zur Zeit existierende
Entitét durch die Zeit hindurch existiert, bedeutet demnach
nichts anderes als dass diese Entitat in der Vergangenheit
existiert hat und es immer noch tut. Aber ihre Vergangen-
heit existiert jetzt nicht mehr und so tut es auch noch nicht
ihre Zukunft. Das Problem zeitlicher Eigenschaften kann
nicht entstehen, da es nicht verschiedene Zeiten gibt, die
einer bestimmten Entitat zukommen kdnnen. Die einzige
Zeit, in der etwas existiert, ist die Gegenwart. Unter
ontologischer Ricksicht ist diese Auffassung présen-
tistisch. Dieser Ldsungsansatz wurde aufgrund seiner
Radikalitat kritisiert. Die Auffassung, dass beispielsweise
ein Ding nur jene Eigenschaften besitzt, die ihm im
Augenblick zukommen, wahrend andere Zeiten (und darin
vorkommende Entitaten) “like false stories” (Lewis 1987,
204) sind, ist unseren Alltagsauffassungen scharf
entgegengesetzt.

Es ist allerdings fraglich, ob wir eine prasentistische
Ontologie so verstehen missen. Entitaten anderer Zeiten
sind nicht “wie falsche Geschichten”, sie existieren nur
nicht mehr oder noch nicht. Wenn wir sagen, dass eine
Entitat eine bestimmte Eigenschaft in der Vergangenheit
gehabt hat oder in der Zukunft haben wird, so spezifizieren
wir durch die Angabe der Zeit die Exemplifizierung dieser
Eigenschaft. Es wird nicht die Existenz dieser spezifischen
Eigenschaft per se in Frage gestellt; was (zeitlich) relati-
viert wird, ist der Sachverhalt, dass diese bestimmte
Eigenschaft bestimmten Dingen zukommt.

Eine prasentistische Ontologie leugnet folglich nicht,
dass wir sinnvoll Uber Vergangenheit und Zukunft
sprechen kdnnen. Sie leugnet nur ihre Existenz relativ zur
Gegenwart. Wir kénnen uns nichtsdestotrotz auf Entitaten
in der Vergangenheit beziehen und sie kdnnen weiterhin
eine wichtige Rolle in unserem Leben spielen. Dafir ist es
aber nicht notwendig anzunehmen, dass diese Entitaten
auch jetzt noch existieren; es genlgt, dass sie existiert
haben. Dasselbe gilt fur zukiinftige Entitaten. Es ist wichtig
zwischen Ontologie einerseits und dem sprachlichen
Bezug andererseits zu unterscheiden. Wir kénnen uns
sprachlich auf verschiedenste Dinge beziehen; diese
Mdoglichkeit des sprachlichen Bezugs impliziert aber nicht
automatisch die ontologische Verpflichtung, dass diese
Dinge auch existieren missen.

Diese Auffassung beinhaltet nicht ontologische
Beliebigkeit bezuglich Vergangenheit und Zukunft. Sie
besagt nicht, dass die Existenz von Dinosauriern ebenso
wenig wie die Existenz von Einhdrnern ein Faktum ist, nur
weil die Existenz der Vergangenheit geleugnet wird.
(Tooley 1997, 233)

Sie leugnet nicht, dass die Vergangenheit einst
existiert hat, es wird nur bestritten, dass sie immer noch in
irgendeiner Form weiterexistiert. Dass Dinosaurier existiert
haben, zeigt uns die Paldontologie dank zahlreicher
Belege, wéhrend fir die Existenz von Einhdrnern solche
Belege fehlen. Was allerdings Faktum ist, ist, dass jetzt
weder Dinosaurier noch Einhdrner existieren.
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In diesem Zusammenhang kann auch der Vorwurf
zuriickgewiesen werden, eine prasentistische Ontologie
koénne keine Kausalbeziehungen (wenigstens nicht gemaf
unserer Alltagsauffassung) rekonstruieren, da die
Ursachen, auf die Bezug genommen wird, gewohnlich in
der Vergangenheit liegen und daher nicht existieren.
Erneut ist darauf hinzuweisen, dass die Existenz dieser
Ursache nicht grundsétzlich geleugnet wird; es wird nur
bestritten, dass diese Ursache immer noch existieren
muss, um fur eine Kausalerklarung herangezogen werden
zu kénnen. Die Folgen des Ausbruchs des Vesuvs sehen
wir noch heute, aber das Ereignis des Ausbruchs ist langst
vorbei. Entscheidend fur das Verstandnis des Kausalzu-
sammenhangs sind die einzelnen Vorgange, die kausal
aufeinander wirken. Dies setzt die Existenz der Vorgénge
voraus, allerdings nicht in einer unspezifizierten Weise. Die
einzelnen Vorgéange existierten relativ zu einer bestimmten
Zeit. lhre Existenz wird nicht negiert, sondern zeitlich
relativiert. FUr ein angemessenes Verstandnis kausaler
Vorgange geniigt dies vollends. Es ist nicht nétig
anzunehmen, dass diese Vorgdnge auch jetzt noch als
vergangene existieren.

Ausgangspunkt der Fragestellung war Smiths
Vorwurf an die reine A-Theorie der Zeit, dass sie unféhig
ist, die Frage zu beantworten, was ontologisch dem
sprachlichen Gebrauch der Zeiten entspricht. Vielleicht ist
die sinnvollste Antwort auf diese Frage, dass sie falsch
gestellt ist, da es keine Antwort auf sie gibt. Was wir sagen
kénnen, ist, dass der Zukunft und der Vergangenheit
nichts in der Ontologie entspricht, da Zukinftiges und
Vergangenes nicht existieren. Nur Gegenwartiges ist
ontologisch relevant.

Smiths Kritik, dass eine solche Antwort unzu-
reichend oder gar unverstandlich ist, kann entgegen ge-
halten werden, dass seine eigene Position mit einer Reihe
schwerwiegender Probleme einhergeht. Im Gegensatz zu
den ontologischen Implikationen von Smiths A-Theorie der
Zeit ist die présentistische Ontologie schlank und weist
eine groRere Nahe zum Alltagsverstéandnis der Wirklichkeit
auf. Jemand, der die A-Theorie der Zeit zu verteidigen
versucht, ist daher gut beraten, sich der reinen A-Theorie
der Zeit zuzuwenden und A-Theorien vom Schlage Smiths
zuriickzuweisen.
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Space-Time Theories, Schlick’s Phenomenal Spaces and the

Possibility of Qualia Inversion

Edwin Glassner, Vienna, Austria

1. Schlick’s Notion of Coincidences

(Schlick 1917) provides the first solid philosophical inter-
pretation of Einstein’s Theory of Relativity. Since in the
Einsteinian theoretical framework all extended measures
fall prey to geometrical relativization (in the sense of
mutability after a transformation and dependence on
gravitational forces), he arrives at his notion of point coinci-
dences, which serve the purpose of a well-founded basis
for objective space. When two trajectories in space-time
intersect, the events belonging to the two trajectories
share the same coordinates at that moment. Coincidences
remain coincidences after any transformation, as opposed
to metrical entities, which can be modified in a trans-
formation. Coincidences therefore have to be referred to
as the sole constituents of physical objectivity, whereas the
Newtonian framework assumed absolute space to ensure
the direct applicability and consistency of the laws of
physics in all inertial systems.

Yet, (Schlick 1917) isn't satisfied with commenting
on this extraordinary physical property of coincidences, he
also ascribes to them a special epistemological role. The
point of intersection of two world lines is observable, and
since such point-coincidences are the only landmarks of
the physical penetrating the veil of perception®, they also
have to be instrumentalized as the cornerstones of the
edifice of knowledge about the external world. Thus a
coincidence in space-time is the incarnation of the
“coincidence” of the observable with the objective.’

But the obligation to use this epistemological
“instrument” of point-coincidences doesn’t remain a
naturalistic postulate. Schlick explains how to his mind
such an epistemological role for the coincidence is to be
justified on philosophical grounds. This explanation takes
the form of a multiplication of space for the various sensory
capacities of human perception. The resulting phenomenal
spaces are thought to be independent of each other and,
more importantly, incomparable to each other. But
experience shows that coincidences do occur consistently
throughout the various phenomenal spaces.® This
consistency makes it possible to infer the events of
objective physical space from them.

2. Shoemaker’s Juxtaposition

(Shoemaker 1982) compares cases of intrapersonal with
cases of interpersonal spectrum inversion. He quotes
Wittgenstein, whom he interprets to side with the
behavioral detectability of both kinds of spectrum inver-
sion; thus implying that the full-fledged kind of a spectrum

1 cf. (Schlick 1925), p.255: ,das Prinzip der Koinzidenzen beruht ja
gleichfalls auf dem Herausheben des Diskreten, Unstetigen aus dem
kontinuierlichen Wahrnehmungsverlauf.”

2 cf. (Friedman 1983), p. 22: “the features of the world that are now objective
according to general relativity are precisely the observable features of the world*

3 Of course, the risk of mistake or deception cannot be entirely mitigated; even
with coincidences. cf. (Schlick 1925), p. 251: ,Es versteht sich von selbst, daf
nicht jedes Erlebnis des Zusammenfallens in irgendeinem Sinnesgebiete bereits
als Koinzidenz im objektiven Sinne gedeutet wird. Bei einer Sternbedeckung
durch den Mond koinzidiert fiir unser Auge der Stern mit dem Mondrande; wir
wissen aber recht gut, dal der Stern sich in Wahrheit nicht am Orte des
Mondes befindet, sondern auf3erordentlich viel weiter entfernt ist.*

inversion (which generates the characteristic “philosophical
uncertainty”) is impossible. Shoemaker in turn argues that
a slow and smooth transition could still — at first sight, as a
logical possibility — effect a systematic and sustainable
modification of someone’s color experience (compared
with the unchanged experience of others), yet one which is
empirically indeterminable. In what follows he tries to rule
out this possibility.

Shoemaker goes on by underlining the (obvious)
difference between the intentional and phenomenal impli-
cations of a spectrum inversion. There could be an inter-
personal spectrum inversion in place qualitatively, yet we
can know that something looks to us the way it looks to
someone else intentionally. A spectrum inversion does not
necessarily lead to some sort of general skepticism about
other minds. (In turn, you cannot argue the contrapositive
either: if you want to avoid the absurd consequences of
such a skepticism, you need to rule out the possibility of a
spectrum inversion. Shoemaker assumes that no such
threat is contained in the possibility of a spectrum
inversion.)

Nevertheless, this seems to be what Shoemaker
intends, giving reasons why a spectrum inversion is not
possible, though for other reasons. He presents the
standpoint just described as the “Frege-Schlick view” with
reference to (Schlick 1932).

well . N . L
ﬁ> defined =—> intrasubjective | intersubjective
case case
for
intentional similarity v v
qualitative similarity v X

The “Frege-Schlick view”. Qualitative similarity is
assumed to be defined functionally for one and the
same person over time.

Shoemaker concedes to the Frege-Schlick view that
similar qualia — in the intrasubjective case — possess the
causal role of inducing a belief in the person in the
similarity of colors seen over time. This belief in turn
induces the abnormal behavior at the occasion of a
spectrum inversion. No such belief, according to this view,
is plausible for the similarity of qualia across persons. It is
at this point that Shoemaker disagrees. According to his
alternative, which he coins the “common-sense view”, the
intuition goes in the direction of the statement “a visual
experience of mine can be like a visual experience of
yours in exactly the way it can be like another visual
experience of mine” (Shoemaker 1982), p. 371. l.e., the
functional definition of qualitative similarity can be
extended, according to Shoemaker, to the intersubjective
case.

What arguments does Shoemaker present? Qualia
are characterized as universals. Functionalism generally
assumes multiple (physical) realizability of mental states. It
is in virtue of the quale being realized in physical proper-
ties that it can be shared in the experiences of different
people. Therefore, Shoemaker argues, the functional
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definition of qualia indirectly supports the common-sense
view. The functionalist's Martian, who has the same
behavior but a physiology different from that of a human,
would therefore not be able to share a quale similar/
identical to that of a human, since the physical realization
is quite different from that inside a human. The installation
of qualitative similarity beyond the borders of one
consciousness thus hinges on the specification of the
physical realization of the functional role of a quale.”

3. Stalnaker’s Application of Relationalism

One argument Shoemaker comes up with against an
undetectable spectrum inversion (and thus in favor of a
sufficient definition of similarity between qualia) is as
follows. He imagines an intrapersonal spectrum inversion
where colors change place with their complementaries; i.e.
they are exchanged with their opposites in a color circle.
This happens in several steps. This division into partial
adjustment steps enables Shoemaker to put a special
emphasis on a single step. Since after the complete
inversion, the order of the colors relative to each other is
the same as before the change, the last step would restore
the person’s original set of color judgements in case the
relation between colors is all there is. Yet,
(Shoemaker 1982), p. 363 insists, “these partial inversions
add up to a total spectrum inversion”. The argument
suggests that similarity and difference between qualia is
defined in absolute terms so that the last step was not a
neutralization, but part of a substantive change. It seems
absurd that the last step, only affecting part of the color
spectrum, could undo the whole change.

(Stalnaker 2000) defends the “Frege-Schlick view”
against Shoemaker. He assumes qualia to be of relational
dignity as opposed to their intrinsic nature (“universals”) in
Shoemaker’s view. He comes up with the following
comparison. (This is inspired by a relational space-time
theory like that of Leibniz.) The movement of the whole
universe three feet to the right is equivalent with the
application of a coordinate system originating three feet to
the left of the old coordinate system. The choice of an
alternative coordinate system is purely conventional. Yet,
the critique Shoemaker presents amounts to arguing that
an imagined division of such a transformation into the
separate movements of the objects in space implies that
the movement of the last object, which is surely a
substantive change, cannot render things as they were
before, because the partial movements of single objects
are irreducible to a mere recoordination.

Stalnaker holds against such a critique that the
artificial division into steps of change cannot be an
argument against the result yielding everything exactly as
it was before. The refutation of any physical objectivity
attributed to a coordinate system (as in the cases of
Leibniz and Einstein) cannot be resolved by Shoemaker’s
“analysis” into separate movements. It is by this analogy
that Stalnaker rejects the idea that a differrence between
the situation before and after a spectrum inversion can be
determined empirically. Shoemaker’'s well defined qualita-
tive similarity breaks down with the premiss of a function-
alist account of qualia as relational characteristics of
experience, which cannot be tied down to any specific
“physical realization”. It is exactly this emphasis on the

4 This is as much as to suggest that brain physiology is relevant here. Schlick
would disagree. cf. Schlick to Sommerfeld, 18.12.1932: ,...ist es bei der
psychophysischen Frage so, daR ein beliebig grofer Fortschritt der
Psychologie und Gehirnphysiologie uns nichts nitzen wirde."
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physical realization which seems unsupportable vis a vis
the relativization of geometry.

4. Schlick Again

It seems to me more than a mere “coincidence” that
Schlick used the same comparison. In order to “explain”
the psychophysical nexus Schlick refers to the idea of
relationalism and the insubstantiality of “absolute”
movement.

Es stellt sich namlich heraus, daR die Fragestellung ,wie
verhdlt sich das Physische zum Psychischen’ (oder wie
man es sonst formulieren mag) nur der Ausflul einer
Unklarheit war, durch deren Aufklarung die Mdoglichkeit
einer sinnvollen Fragestellung von selbst verschwindet.
Anhnlich fragte man friher, wenn zwei zueinander
bewegte Korper gegeben waren: welcher von beiden
bewegt sich denn eigentlich, und welcher ruht? Aber
nach Aufklarung des relativen Charakters der Bewegung
konnte man die Frage nicht mehr stellen; sie wurde nicht
beantwortet, sondern sie verschwand.

Schlick to Sommerfeld, 18.12.1932

Certainly, this analogy popped up in Schlick’s head due to
his own work on the Theory of Relativity. But he has good
reason to use this “metaphor”, since there is also a
systematic relation here. In an early paper, (Schlick 1916)
says more about the dignity of qualia in the context of the
construction of objective physical space from the pheno-
menal spaces.®

There he asks the magnificent question: Where are
phenomenal qualia? One possible answer is to localize
them in the brain. But (Schlick 1916) argues heavily
against any kind of pineal-gland solution® by employing the
principle of the causal closure of the physical’.

Die Welt des Physikers ist ganz in sich vollendet, es
bleibt in ihr schlechterdings kein Platz fur die Welt des
Psychologen mit ihren sinnlichen Qualitaten. Beide
kampfen um den Besitz des Raumes.

(Schlick 1916), p. 238

In the showdown between psychology and physics Schlick
gives in to psychology insofar as to leave the human body
to the mental (as a phenomenon given to consciousness).8
This critical philosophical gesture serves to illustrate
radically that mental phenomena cannot be tied down to
physical realizations and so to imply that locating mental
states in the body means to locate them in consciousness,
which is trivial and artificial.

Since psychological, i.e. phenomenal space is
autonomous® in that sense, it is not a coincidence (in the
technical sense) that occurs when two people each

5 It is this division into physical space on the one side and phenomenal
spaces on the other, which constitutes Schlick's parallelism.
(Heidelberger 2003) has lately elucidated this aspect of Schlick’s philosophy.
While (Heidelberger 2003) counts critical realism and positivism as the two
main influences for Schlick’s conception, he doesn't comment on Einsteinian
space-time relationalism in this context, which, | would claim, is the motivation
to combine the two.

6 Certainly the pineal gland idea served a substance dualism, which is not the
topic of this paper. Nevertheless, it is used to give way to a physical
localization of mental activities. This is what Schlick opposes. The same holds
for identifying mental activities with neuron firings.

7 According to Michael Tye this principle is at the core of the argument against
the irreducibility of qualia. cf. http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/qualia/

8 (Schlick 1916), p. 241: ,das Psychische ist nicht im Leibe des Menschen
lokalisiert, sondern der Leib ist selbst nur eine Vorstellung im Bewuftsein“

9 This autonomy of psychology, which Schlick obviously wants to maintain,
can biographically be motivated by Schlick’s theoretical interest in psychology
during his time in Zurich. It fits well with the functionalist's demarcation
between the mental and its physical realization.
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attribute a quale to a thing. Their phenomenal spaces do
not overlap.® Consequently, there is no problem with
different qualia being perceived in relation to the same
thing. A quale attribution is as elementary as a coin-
cidence.™ Thus, it is systematically impossible that two
sensations of qualia are conceptualized within one
common space.

This is how (Schlick 1932) arrives at his conviction
that qualia cannot be compared across persons. Again he
motivates his conclusion with reference to space-time
events. It is crucial that a coincidence has a status quite
different from events which share only one coordinate;
namely, the time coordinate. Such events have to be
related to each other via a system of stipulative definitions,
one cannot rely on an a priori framework like absolute
space. (Schlick 1932) explicitly refers to such a relational
framework, thus supporting Stalnaker’s interpretation.

Dem Begriff ,Gleichzeitigkeit am selben Orte’ entspricht
hier der Begriff ,Gleichheit von Erlebnissen desselben
Individuums*; und der ,Gleichzeitigkeit an verschiedenen
Orten' entspricht hier die ,Gleichheit von Erlebnissen
verschiedener Individuen'. Das Zweite ist jedesmal
gegenuber dem Ersten etwas Neues und muf3 be-
sonders definiert werden. Fir die Gleichheit zweier Grin
in verschiedenen Bewuftseinen laf3t sich ebensowenig
eine direkt erlebbare Qualitat aufweisen wie fur die
Gleichzeitigkeit an verschiedenen Orten; beide mussen
durch ein System von Relationen bestimmt werden.
(Schlick 1932), p. 15

It is important to emphasize that Schlick thereby doesn’t
deny that we can sensibly talk about colors. It makes
sense to draw your driver’s attention to that red traffic light
in front of the two of you. Just like the relativization of
geometry doesn't imply that coordination is arbitrary but
that there are laws on how to coordinate the manifold with
respect to the local situation?, the news that red might
look qualitatively different to your driver than to yourself
doesn’'t make individual traffic collapse. The “philosophical
uncertainty” of an inverted spectrum is acknowledged by
Schlick by stating that there is no simple rule or permanent
definition of how people have the same phenomenal
sensation. Yet, there is a relational system (maybe of a
functionalist sort), which grants qualia their interpersonal
existence and enables one to specify them to a certain
extent. This is why Schlick cannot be classified as an
eliminative materialist; sentences about colors remain
sensible — without their reduction to the scientific explana-
tions of color, and, more importantly, while maintaining the
critical notion of the impossibility (irrationality) of defining
similarity of qualia across persons.

10 cf. (Schlick 1916), p. 244: ,Nun koénnen sehr wohl zwei verschiedene
Individuen (z.B. ein normalsichtiges und ein farbenblindes) einem
Gegenstande verschiedene Qualitaten zuschreiben, denn die eine ist ja im
Erscheinungsraum des einen, die andere im Raum des anderen Bewuf3tseins
lokalisiert, beider Orte sind daher nicht miteinander zu identifizieren, und es
ergibt sich also kein Widerspruch.*

11 cf. (Schlick 1921), p. 101: ,Aber ich glaube, daR gerade diese ,Koinzidenz*
... Reprasentant eines psychologischen Erlebnisses des Zusammenfallens ist,
so wie etwa das Wort ,gelb’ ein einfaches nicht mehr definierbares
Farberlebnis bezeichnet.

12 It is exactly this stability of the Theory of Relativity, which many of
Einstein’s critics didn’t see. The upkeep of a law-like order in spite of a merely
relational framework is what makes sentences about events that do not
coincide sensible. cf. (Schlick 1922), p. 65: ,...wére z.B. Gleichzeitigkeit am
gleichen Orte nicht etwas Absolutes, so lieBe sich auch keine
GesetzmaRigkeit fur die Relativitdt der Gleichzeitigkeit an verschiedenen
Orten angeben.”

The Frege-Schlick view is sometimes thought of as an
eliminativist thesis — a thesis that denies the existence of
phenomenal character, or qualia. | don't think this is
quite right.

(Stalnaker 2000)

This becomes evident where (Schlick 1916), p. 236-237
contemplates the explanation of contradicting perceptual
qualia reports by differences in sensory organs. The
contradiction is reduced away by the physiological
explanation. But this Cartesian skeptical stance about the
(possibly deceptive) sensation of qualia is not acceptable
for Schlick. He marks this as the point where the
philosopher, who, as opposed to the scientist's eliminative
approach, maintains for heuristic reasons the belief in what
he sees, has to continue wondering what qualia actually
are.
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Fluid Clocks: Emergence of Quantum Theory from Sub-Quantum

Dynamics

Gerhard Grossing, Vienna, Austria

1. Introduction: Fluid Clocks

In April of this year, the first observation ever was reported
of the microscopic structure of a crystalline material
fluctuating in time. In a diffraction experiment with x-rays, a
metal alloy composed of iron and aluminium was investi-
gated. The diffraction pattern shows fluctuations in time
when the x-ray beam is focused to a very small size of a
few micrometers. The number of these temporal fluc-
tuations is so small that they now become visible as x-ray
intensity fluctuations (i.e., as opposed to a static pattern
when the number is much higher). In other words, this
gives ‘“clear-cut evidence that temporal structural
fluctuations on an atomic scale are present in the crystal”.
[Mocuta et al. 2005]

Usually, metals or crystals are often evoking the
ideal of some kind of “eternal stability”, at least in a
metaphorical sense. Hardly does one ever consider these
solids as objects, which when looked at close enough,
reveal a wild sea of fluctuating constituents. Or, considered
the other way ‘round, it is seldom recognized that stability
in our “macroscopic” world is an emergent phenomenon
based on a very large number of restless constituents. As
Nobel laureate Robert Laughlin argues so convincingly in
his new book [Laughlin 2005], emergence is a collective
effect of a huge number of particles that usually cannot be
deduced from the microscopic equations of motion in a
rigorous way and that disappears completely when the
system is taken apart. In fact, in said book Laughlin also
promotes the idea that one can visualize the vacuum (of
only apparently “empty space”) as analogous to the
ground state of a condensed matter system, with ordinary
matter being analogous to excited states of this system.

This is particularly interesting for those who are
interested in a deeper understanding of why quantum
theory looks (and works) the way it does. For this theory,
the most fundamental one concerned with experimentally
falsifyable statements on the nature of matter's basic
constituents, is also characterized by features of “stability”,
viz., the linearity of its basic equation, the Schrodinger
equation, and the validity of the so-called superposition
principle. So, the idea is today increasingly being investi-
gated, whether quantum systems might not be emergent
phenomena themselves from an hypothesized underlying
non-linear sub-quantum dynamics. (For an early paper on
this topic, see [Gréssing 1989].) In particular, there exists a
long tradition of attempts to explain quantum theory on the
basis of an assumed fluid substrate, sometimes (again)
called an ‘“aether”, whose particle-like constituents
undergo diffusion-like processes very similar to the familiar
Brownian motion of molecules suspended in water.
However, so far approaches focusing solely on the particle
constituents of the hypothesized sub-quantum medium in
a reductionist manner have largely remained unsatis-
factory. The idea of emergence playing a key role in
various domains of physics thus leads to the suggestion
that also the wave-like phenomena of quantum theory
might be nothing but emergent ones due to the presence
of a huge number of particle-like constituents of the sub-
quantum medium.
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In other words, only a strictly reductionist view of
nature would claim that, “in the end”, or at the “deepest
level” of explanations possible, matter would behave
according to rules applying to their “ultimate building
blocks”, like, e.g., some kind of “elementary particles”.
Actually, a predominant view of quantum theory for many
years has been one that favored such an approach, i.e.,
that matter was ultimately composed of “particles”
following specific rules of propagation (viz., Feynman's
path integral formalism, for example). However, along with
such an approach also came the view that the specific
rules just mentioned are, albeit working perfectly well, not
understood at all.

So, it is only legitimate to search for different
approaches, including ones which do not assume a strictly
reductionist view from the start. In fact, what shall be
proposed here is a view which maintains that, at least as
far as quantum theory is concerned, no single “ultimate”
level of explanations in terms of particles is possible, but
rather, that nature might be composed such that a
complete description of quantum phenomena is only
possible when the physics of particles and of waves are
combined within one modelling frame. With the (since
many years) well-established knowledge that the so-called
“vacuum” is not empty at all, but constitutes some kind of
“medium” in which “particles” may propagate, one very
natural approach to quantum phenomena may in fact be
considered under such premises.

As was shown by the work of Nelson [Nelson 1966
and 1985], motion according to the Schrddinger equation
can be reduced to a Brownian-type motion on an assumed
“fluid” sub-quantum level, where particles undergo
collisions in the framework of diffusion processes accord-
ing to well-known laws of hydrodynamics. However, one of
the problems with Nelson’s approach is given by the fact
that it cannot account for the by now well-established
nonlocal features of the theory. (See, however, [Fritsche
and Haugk 2003].) Still, this may very well be due to the
fact that also Nelson’s approach exclusively considers one
“basic level”, i.e., the particle dynamics, only. Considering
that classical Brownian motion describes the motion of
particles suspended in some medium, it would only be
logical to consider said hypothesized sub-quantum
dynamics in such a way that a description of both particles
and waves is necessary, the latter actually originating from
the particles, i.e., being created by the particles’ “wiggly”
motions in the “fluid” medium.

Within a thus circumscribed modelling framework, it
is in fact possible to show that the essence of quantum
theory (i.e., the Schrodinger equation, Heisenberg's
uncertainty relations, the superposition principle and
Born’s Rule for the probability amplitudes) can be derived
from classical physics — albeit only under a new perspec-
tive of the latter as well. [Gréssing 2004, 2005a, 2005b]

In my approach, both the particle positions and the
wave configurations represent “hidden (or rather, with Bell,
uncontrollable) variables” to be suitably described by some
sub-quantum dynamics. This means, among other things,
that Schrddinger's wave functionyy does not need a
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realistic ontology itself (as Schrodinger himself still
assumed), but only represents, just like in the orthodox
“Copenhagen” interpretation, the totality of our knowledge
about the quantum state.

[In this sense, an alternative, i.e., the de Broglie-
Bohm interpretation, also got stuck ,half way“, because in
it the (unexplained) wave function still has fundamental
status, with the ,hidden variables* being determined by
functions of it.]

It is only the approaches by Nelson, and recently
also my own one, which try to provide an explanation of
the i/ function and the Schrddinger equation describing its

temporal evolution, with particular attention being paid in
my work to the nonlocal features of the theory. The latter
becomes feasible exactly by attributing wave phenomena
an equal status with the particle phenomena. Thus,
guantum mechanics (as opposed to classical physics) is
pictured as describing the motion of particles subject to
fluctuations stemming either from a) particle-particle
collisions on a sub-quantum level, or b) from wave fronts
determined by the wave configurations of the surrounding
medium. (A very similar approach is also found in [Baker-
Jarvis and Kabos 2003].)

One can show that the latter is co-determined by the
totality of the experimental setup, and thus is essentially of
nonlocal character. Even in the domain of classical
physics, then, particles can be imagined to be the origins
of such waves, but in this case — just like in a “zooming”
out from the observed object — the fluctuations will be,
relatively speaking, too small and thus unobservable. The
stochastic particle trajectory then looks “smoothed out”,
and the waves practically are emitted in a centric-
symmetric manner (Fig. 1) so that they don't carry away
any momentum — in clear contradistinction to the “zoomed
in” view of the quantum case, where exactly this is
happening and the corresponding fluctuations (or changes
of particle momentum, respectively) are responsible for the
“gquantum phenomena”.

Let me start by recalling the famous ,light clock",
with which one can nicely illustrate Einstein’s ideas on the
relativity of simultaneity [Einstein 1905a]. Here we consider
only the idealized case of a photon bouncing back and
forth between two parallel mirrors. Each time, the photon
completes a “roundtrip”, the clock “ticks”. Thus, this clock
has an insurmountable limit of its time measuring capability
given by the inverse “frequency” of said roundtrip. The best
temporal resolution is given by At:]/Q, and this light

clock, being a so-called “harmonical oscillator”, can in a
completely equivalent manner be represented by a fiber-
optic light-guide in the form of a ring with radius r. The
angular frequency is then given by QQ = C/r, where ¢ is
the velocity of light in the light clock. (In other words:
Although one may consider a hypothetical, continuous
process relating to the propagation of the photon, the
operationally relevant quantity corresponds to a
discretization of time into minimal time steps At .)

Now we remember Einstein’s other work from 1905,
i.e., on the “light-electrical effect”, where for the first time
the energy E of a particle is given in its ,quantized* form
[Einstein 1905b],

E=lo, (0.1)
where h:h/zﬂ, with h being Planck’s quantum of

action and @ the characteristic angular frequency of the
photon. However, since the oscillating photon can be

described as a ,harmonical oscillator‘, we can now
describe the single photon itself as a “miniaturized light
clock™ Also in this case are we dealing with an
insurmountable limitation of temporal resolution, now given
by the angular velocity of the photon itself. In other words,
the idealized “continuous” time axis must in an operational
sense be discretized, so that one has intervals of minimal
temporal resolution §t, with their inverse given by a fixed
1 - This will be
ot
of great use in the following. Next to equation (0.1)
defining the energy we shall have to consider another
empirical finding, i.e., that per degree of freedom one has
to add an additional amount of energy, the so-called “zero-
point energy”

quantity, i.e., the angular frequency:

SE=E, :%“’. 0.2)

It represents fluctuations of particle energy based on the
“restless” environment of the so-called “vacuum”, which is
why one also speaks of “vacuum fluctuations”. They were
first measured in [Mulliken 1924], i.e., before today’'s
quantum theory, or the Schrédinger equation, were
formalized.

In other words, as our “miniaturized clocks”, with
their typical angular frequencies, are embedded in a
medium characterized by “vacuum fluctuations”, one may
consider them as “fluid clocks”™: periodic oscillations in an
environment that is ultimately described by the laws of
hydrodynamics.

2. Emergence of Quantum Theory from
Sub-quantum Dynamics

Equations (0.1) and (0.2) are, together with de Broglie’s
equation, in complete analogy to (0.1), for the momentum,
p =#k (with wave number K), the only empirical, or

Jfundamental“, equations necessary for the derivation of
the Schrodinger equation, as shall be shown now. In a
next step, we shall derive a useful relation from classical
statistical mechanics. Assuming that the “particle” (our
“fluid clock”), being embedded by the zero-point
fluctuations of the surrounding vacuum, is generally in a
thermo-dynamical state off equilibrium, one can
nevertheless assume the limiting case of thermodynamic
equilibrium exactly for the states fulfiling some extremal
condition. This would then be in accordance with our
assumption that the “pure” states of quantum theory
correspond to emergent eigenstates of an underlying
dynamics which more generally would have to be
described by non-equilibrium thermodynamics. Still, for the
equilibrium scenario between a “particle” and the
surrounding vaccum, one can use the familiar expression
for entropy, S.=kInP (where k is Boltzmann’s constant

and P denotes the “probability density”), thus providing in
differential notation:

dinp-dQ__d(E) @1

KT oE
where Q and T describe heat exchange and surrounding

temperature, respectively, and SJE describes an “energy
bath”, which we can now identify with the thermal bath of
the zero-point energy. With the limited temporal resolution
discussed above, i.e., as given by the inverse angular
frequency, one obtains with equations (0.2) and (1.1):
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_d(sE) _2d(sE)
P=Pe 98 =Pe’" @ =Pg
Choosing without loss of generality that POZ:L we get
from (1.2):

2
—Fa(oEpt 12)

9 InpPdt=—2d(5E)dt. (13
at n

Now one can introduce the action function S from classical
physics, which provides for the energy that  _ _ 0 5

ot
Then, of course, for energy fluctuations one has
0 which are conserved for short periods of

O0E=-—08,
ot

time so that one can then assume §S = constant (which

trivially also means that %d(&s):o ). Thus we can

rewrite equation (1.3) :

O Inpdt=2d(s5). (4)
at h

This equation will be very useful, as will be seen
shortly. When identical to zero, it tells us that the relative
temporal variation of the probability density P is extremal
and thus in accordance with a minimal action principle for
the fluctuation S .

Now we turn our attention to the “fluid” part of the
model. One usually starts off with the so-called “continuity
equation”, which describes the classical law of the
conservation of a “probability current” (i.e., due to the
stochastic nature of the participating fluid elements) in so-
called “configuration space”. With (normalized) probability
density P, the continuity equation describes the temporal
change of said density in a given spatial volume as
determined by the flow of the particle current (described by
the gradient, i.e., the Nabla operator, V') with velocity v:

oP

E=—V(VP). 1.5)

Multiplication by dt and division by P then gives

VP
2InPdt:— (—-V+V~vjdt. (1.6)
ot P

Comparison of equations (1.4) and (1.6) thus finally
provides

0 2 2 @.7)
—InPdt==d(5S)==(5pdx—JEdt). .
= 5d(08)=7(p )

On the r.h.s. of (1.7), we have introduced two quantities
representing the fluctuating contributions of the vacuum to
momentum and energy of the particle, respectively.
Comparing with equation (1.6), they are explicitely given
by

sp=1nk, =v(58)=-1VP h

Ny (18)
5B SE 2(V V).
Equation (1.8) thus introduces a new momentum
component according to the assumed additional
fluctuations, which can be understood partly as due to the
influence of Huygens wave fronts (Fig.1, and [Grdssing
2004]) such that for the total momentum one now has
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Pt =hKi =P+P, (1.9)
wherep =7k =VS,
and p, =hk,=—hVP/2P=-hVR/R.

AR T Tk T Py

Twed [efa =0
t t
k= IU | E b L]

Fig. 1:

Schematic distinction of classical (“Hamiltonian”)
flow (left) and quantum flow (right), with the circles
indicating the propagation of spherical Huygens
wave surfaces at arbitrary distances (from [Grossing
2004]). The dotted lines in the figure on the right
indicate symbolically that the waves pictured
represent only the local surroundings of a generally
extending probability field, thus illustrating that the
fluctuations shown are to be seen in the context of
the whole (and possibly nonlocal) embedding
environment.

In equation (1.9) we have also made use of the fact that
for the intensity of classical waves with amplitude R it
holds that P = R?. When taking the averages (denoted by
bars) and integrating over positions and fluctuations, one
can show that both the average energy fluctuation and the
expression m vanishes (see Fig. 1 for illustration, and

[Grossing 2004] for details). One can thus write down the
classical action integral with the new momentum
expression and with some external potential\V/ ,

2?2 1.10
A=[P B ke gy, (1.10)
ot 2m

where

7Ky =V(S+065)=VS —hV_RR ke, @

Now we introduce the so-called “Madelung
transformation” (with the star denoting complex
conjugation),

Thus one has

i
' = Re 7 (1.12)
ﬂ :LR+lVS, and M
h v

"_(YRY (¥SY @13)
v R R n)’
and one obtains a new transformation between the
formulations of classical physics and orthodox quantum

theory: the square of the average total momentum is given
by
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VRY (vsY v | &
o[ o[ .

R h v
With p = R2 =|,/,|2 from equation (1.12) one can rewrite
(1.10) as

oS h? 2| (1.15)
A=[Ldt=[d"xdt| /| =+V |[+—[Vy [ |
Jua= a2 o 2o |
Further, with the identity
| 2@__i_h( B )
at 2 vy-vyvy
one finally obtains the well-known “Lagrange density*
i .. " . . (116
L= (W v =iy )+ oV Yy Vy'y. (1.10)

As given by the standard procedures of classical physics,
this Lagrangian density provides (via the so-called Euler-
Lagrange equations) the Schrddinger equation

2
T PR VENRVE (2.17)
ot 2m

Here, the function l// does not appear as an operational

physical quantity, but only as a compact notation which,
according to equation (1.14), puts together in one
complex-valued quantity the momentum components of
waves (fluctuations) and particles. The Schrodinger
equation then provides the temporal evolution of a
mathematically compact ,wave-particle system“. It
describes properties of quantum systems (thereby using

time t as a parameter only) as emergent from a sub-
quantum dynamics which is characterized by the
discretization of the time axis, or, respectively, by the
presence of “fluid clocks” in the vacuum-aether.
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Wittgenstein, Spengler and Time

W. P. Grundy, Cambridge, UK

This paper is about, on the one hand, the years between
1929 (Wittgenstein's return to Cambridge) and 1935 (the
dictation of the Brown Book), and, on the other hand, the
first volume of Spengler's Decline of the West (Form and
Actuality). It is about two premises. The first | leave
unargued: one especially informative way of characterizing
the evolution in Wittgenstein’s thinking from early to middle
to late is in terms of a transformed sensitivity to time. The
second premise forms the real substance of what follows:
Wittgenstein's emerging attention to the temporality of
language and of language users, to macro-histories and to
micro-histories, owes a considerable debt to the principal
work of Oswald Spengler.

In tracing Spengler’s influence, | have something
specific in mind. Though there is some direct evidence of
Spengler’'s significance (e.g., Wittgenstein puts Spengler
on the list of ten thinkers who ‘have influenced me’ (CV:
16/16e)), it is indirect evidence that will form the basis of
my remarks. A pattern of allusion to, and appropriation of,
Spengler's thought and categories combines with other
influences to set the terms of Wittgenstein's newly
temporalized understanding of language and human
practice. Those other lines of influence have been well-
documented. (Bouveresse 1995; Hacker 1986; Janik 2001;
Janik and Toulmin 1973; Pitcher 1964; Schorske 1980;
Stern and Szabados 2004; von Wright 1982). Much of that
literature, like much of that influence, is relevant to
Wittgenstein’s early writings. Whom Wittgenstein was
reading, listening to, thinking about, after 1929 is a
comparative blind-spot. (Exceptions are Cavell 1988;
DeAngelis 1994; Haller 1988; Monk 1990; von Wright
1982) Here, | focus exclusively on Spengler.

In the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, language is
non-temporal. We struggle to find time in the experience of
a subject who ‘makes pictures to himself.” (‘Wir machen
uns Bilder der Tatsachen’ (TLP 2.1)) What are we to
understand by a subject who makes, in the absence of a
time for the making? The early Wittgenstein separates the
principles of semantics and representation from the prin-
ciples of temporal change and human history. He denies
the ‘passage of time' (TLP 6.3611), the ‘causal nexus’
(TLP 5.136; see also 5.135, 5.1361), and the dependence
of one fact upon another (TLP 2.061, 2.062). ‘What is
history to me?’ he asks in 1916. ‘Mine is the first and only
world.” (NB: 82) Both to language and to the world, he
refuses the ligaments of time.

In 1930, an incipient interest in time is evident in
Wittgenstein’s remarks: ‘Our civilization is characterized by
the word progress. Progress is its form, it is not one of its
properties that it makes progress’ (CV: 9/9e). The
language of progressive time as the Western ‘form’ of
culture is Spenglerian:

World-history is our world picture and not all mankind’s.
Indian and Classical man formed no image of a world in
progress, and perhaps....there will never again be a
Culture and a human type in which “world-history” is so
potent a form of the waking consciousness. [emphasis
added] (Spengler 1926: 15)
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In 1930 and after, Wittgenstein draws out the pathologies
in our experience of temporality. We suffer as a culture
because we are not at home in time, striving always to
construct ‘a more and more complicated structure’. To this
progressivist spirit of science and the Atlantic tradition he
contrasts his own approach:

One movement orders one thought to the others in a
series, the other keeps aiming at the same place.

One movement constructs & takes (in hand) one stone
after another, the other keeps reaching for the same
one. (CV: 10/10e)

Wittgenstein expresses his preference for the latter kind of
temporality over the former. ‘Each sentence that | write is
trying to say the whole thing, that is, the same thing over
and over again & it is as though they were views of one
object seen from different angles’ (CV: 9/9e). He seeks to
replace serial, progressive time with a kind of angular, or
perspectival, time, the time of the Ubersicht, drawing
attention to the actuality and familiarity of what we do,
rather than to an imagined future. There is also a clear
temporalization of the vocabulary in which Wittgenstein
shapes his new ideas—'ife’, ‘history’, ‘natural history’,
‘use’, ‘rule’, ‘activity’, ‘learning’, ‘teaching’, ‘training’,
‘memory’. What are the likely origins of this new interest in
time? And what are its implications for the development of
Wittgenstein's philosophy?

The particular effect of Spengler's work on Wittgenstein is
difficult to discern. In the seven places in Culture and
Value in which Spengler is mentioned, one remark cites
Spengler, en passant, as an influence (CV: 16/16e), two
are passing adjectival references (CV: 12/12e; 17/17e),
three are mildly elucidatory/critical (CV: 21/21e; 23/23e€;
31/31e), and one, from 1946, calls Spengler ‘not great’
(CV: 53/53e). Wittgenstein’'s own caution creates the
problem of deciding how best to trace the dimensions of
Spengler’s influence. Wittgenstein himself suggests a way
out, the inherent virtue in finding a ‘new way of looking at
things’, of forming a ‘new comparison’. The connections |
see fall into three categories: similarities of method,
similarities of temporalized terminology, and, at a still more
speculative level, similarities of bearing to the time-bound
Western ‘soul’.

Rudolf Haller, in his remarks on Spengler's
influence, emphasizes a specific continuity of method
(Haller 1988; see also von Wright 1982: 212-214). The
method that Wittgenstein inherits, according to Haller, is
Spengler’'s ‘descriptive morphology’. Central to that
method is the production of instructive, provocative,
sometimes reckless, comparisons:

In the ethics of the West everything is direction, claim to
power, will to affect the distant. Here Luther is
completely at one with Nietzsche, Popes with
Darwinians, Socialists with Jesuits...." (Spengler 1926:
341)

Wittgenstein's own practice of comparison in the middle
texts is widespread. (‘Let us compare grammar with a
system of buttons...." (PG §136); ‘Words can in many ways
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be compared to chess men.’ (BrB: 84)) ‘What | invent are
new comparisons,’ he writes in 1931 (CV: 16/16e).

There is another methodological sympathy between
Spengler and Wittgenstein that (to my knowledge) has not
been noted, namely a shared appreciation of discursive
analysis. Spengler is alive to the different ways that we
talk, and specifically to the different ways that we talk
about time. Anticipating Wittgenstein, Spengler links the
ways in which we talk about time to the ways in which we
experience and investigate temporal change (Spengler
1926: 122). Time-discourse is situated, multiple, and at
times irreconcilable. For example, there is Shakespeare’s
and Goethe’s vocabulary of the dynamic time of ‘destiny’,
which can be contrasted with the modes of discourse
practiced by the scientist: ‘Not Time and Destiny are
reversible, but only that which the physicist calls “time” and
admits into his formulae as divisible....” (Spengler 1926:
390). The contest between different discourses and
practices of time is a large part of the story of degeneration
told in Decline of the West.

Wittgenstein clearly found the idea of multiple
discourses, and particularly of multiple discourses of time,
congenial. He famously identified with Kent's remark in
King Lear: ‘I will teach you differences’ (Altieri 1976).
Faced with an apparent philosophical problem about time
in the Brown Book, he recommends the following: ‘Let us
now consider further language games into which temporal
expressions enter...." (BrB: 106). Wittgenstein finds therapy
in the interrogation of our forms of discourse (see Pl §116).
In the middle writings, he surveys forms of temporal
discourse that are physical and scientific (PR 850/51),
everyday and social (PR §75), mnemonic (PR 849/875),
phenomenological (PR §875) and mental (PR §49). And he
warns us against misapplications and mis-crossings (PR
§52; BIB: 6).

Methodology is one form of inheritance. Vocabulary is
another. Both have the effect of temporalizing
Wittgenstein's attitude to language. When Wittgenstein
begins again to write philosophically, the language in
which he writes, the vocabulary in which his transformed
attitude to language is forged, is brimming in Spenglerian
metaphor. It is true, of course, that much of Spengler's
conceptual vocabulary is itself derivative. (Cooper 1999;
Goethe 1981; Herf 1987; Kusch 1995; Nietzsche 1967,
Ringer 1969; Schnéadelbach 1984; Schopehnauer 1966)
But despite Spengler's own dependence on a long history
of artists, musicians and philosophers, it is the particular
synthesis of those traditions in Decline of the West that
would have been especially proximate for Wittgenstein
between 1929 and 1935.

We see the influence of Spengler's vocabulary in
many places. For example, the word ‘physiognomy’,
Spengler’'s term for the character of a culture and its
uncovering, has a notable place in Wittgenstein's middle
and later texts. (BrB: 170; BrB: 174; Pl 8568) More
profound to the temporalization of Wittgenstein’s thought,
however, is his appropriation of a new vocabulary of life
and organism. Organicist language signals not only a
terminological continuity with Spengler, but a much deeper
effort to vitalize and humanize language. Wittgenstein now
describes language in the vocabulary of life and death, of
the organic and the inorganic. (‘....Without a sense, or
without a thought, a proposition would be an utterly dead
and trivial thing. And further it seems clear that no adding
of inorganic signs can make a proposition live’ (BIB: 4; see

also BIB: 5; PG §104).) Wittgenstein ties this new sense of
the life of language and language users to a parallel
dichotomy, very prominent in Spengler, between dynamics
and statics. ‘What | want to say,” Wittgenstein writes in
Philosophical Grammar, ‘is that to be a sign a thing must
be dynamic, not static’ (PG §17).

v

There is another form of influence that is less visible than
shared methods and vocabulary, but | believe equally
profound. Spengler builds his theory of Western growth
and decay around a set of foundational figures, institutions
and practices—Gothic architecture, Hamlet and Lear,
Bach, Goethe, Beethoven, Nietzsche, among others. All
appear in one way or another in Wittgenstein's remarks
from the 1930s. For Spengler, what unites them is a
shared relation to time. When he writes, for example, that
‘the Gothic style soars, the lonic hovers’ (Spengler 1926:
177), that ‘Lear is at the last a mere name, the axis of
something unbounded’ (Spengler 1926: 129), or of an
orchestra that ‘swells, breaks, and ebbs, [and that] depicts
distances, lights, shadows, storms, driving clouds, lightning
flashes, colours etherealized and transcendent’ (Spengler
1926: 177), he is talking about manifestations of a specific
time-sense, a sense of the ‘directed’ and ‘infinite’. These
people, practices and institutions do not coalesce as neatly
in Wittgenstein’s remarks. But, by the later 1930s,
Wittgenstein no longer uses the de-temporalized image of
the picture (the word ‘picture’ does, of course, continue to
appear) as his preferred form of comparison. He turns now
to those very same examples that Spengler had recog-
nized as the great temporal achievements of the West.
Wittgenstein: ‘Phenomena akin to language in music or
architecture. Significant irregularity—in Gothic e.g....Bach’s
music is more like language than Mozart's & Haydn’s.’
(CV: 40/40e)

There is one biographical remark to add. According
to von Wright, Wittgenstein's main connection to
Spengler’s text is that ‘he lived it' (von Wright 1982: 212).
We see the truth of that idea in several places. It is apt, for
example, that Wittgenstein writes in 1931: “A confession
has to be part of one’s new life’ (CV: 16/16e; Monk 1990).
For Spengler, acts of confession, like acts of ‘justification
before God’, are exemplars of the Western, or Faustian,
time-sense. (Spengler 1926: 131, 261, 264, 273, 350)
What is exemplary in the Faustian soul is its projection
forward, its projection into infinite time. Projected thus, the
Western soul, standing against time, is a soul alone, and
Wittgenstein certainly knew the truth of that. Struggle as he
might against the afflictions of Western time, we yet
recognize him in the iconic figures of Decline of the West.
‘Siegfried, Parzeval, Tristan, Hamlet, Faust are the
loneliest heroes in all the Cultures’, a list that would
perhaps one day grow to include Wittgenstein as well
(Spengler 1926: 186).
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Perdurantism, Change, and Special Relativity

Steven Hales / Timothy A. Johnson, Bloomsburg, USA

Things change, and an adequate metaphysics of objects
needs to explain this fact. There is a widespread suspicion
that perdurantists, who think that objects are temporally
extended and their persistence through time is to be
explained in terms of temporal parts, are committed to an
unchanging universe. Slightly more charitably, many think
the way in which perdurantists explain the phenomenon of
change is by supplanting our intuitive notions of real
change with an ersatz version. Authentic change, critics
maintain, is when an object has a property at one time and
loses it at a later time; the object itself is wholly present at
both times, it is three-dimensional, it endures. The moti-
vation for the endurantist picture of change is straight-
forwardly rationalist: endurantist change is more intuitively
plausible. We believe that this intuition-driven approach is
fundamentally misguided. Our intuitions are shaped by our
experiences of the world, and these experiences are
overwhelmingly three-dimensional; however, there are
powerful empirical reasons, based in Special Relativity, for
believing that the world is actually four-dimensional. We
argue that scientific findings are relevant for understanding
persistence and change, and that our metaphysics ought
to be based upon our full experiences of the world, not
upon intuitions that arise from incomplete and limited
perceptions. Once we do so, it becomes clear that there
are excellent reasons to accept a perdurantist explanation
of change.

A popular approach in metaphysics is to develop
theories on the basis of intuitions about the physical world
— intuitions that are grounded in empirical experience —
instead of directly on the experiences themselves. Mark
Hinchliff, for example, rejects perdurantism because
according to perdurantists, whole objects do not undergo
change of intrinsic properties. Hinchliff argues that if one
bends a candle, the candle undergoes a change in its
intrinsic properties: the candle is straight and then bent.
Perdurantists are unable to accommodate this fact, he
claims; under perdurantism, a temporal part of the candle
is straight and a separate temporal part is bent, but not the
whole candle itself. Hinchliff finds this approach to be
unsatisfactory, since true change requires one and the
same changing thing to have both of the incompatible
properties. The problem is that perdurantism denies “one
of our intuitions about change” ((Hinchliff 1996) p. 120).
The perdurantist account of change is therefore rejected
because it is unintuitive. Hinchliff's own explanation of
change involves a defense of presentism. Again he is
admirably clear about his motives: “presentism seems to
be our intuitive or commonsense conception of the nature
of time” ((Hinchliff 1996) p. 131).

Empirical folk intuitions arise out of everyday
experience. The problem is that our everyday experiences
are limited by our speed and size relative to other objects,
the resolution limits of our native perceptual equipment,
and our innate heuristic biases such as paredolia,
confirmation bias, subjective validation, and so on.
Privileging our intuitions in developing a metaphysics is
therefore a chancy business. The history of science is the
history of humanity overcoming its intuitions in favor of
superior explanations of physical phenomena, and the
struggle to teach physics to the uninitiated is to a large
extent the struggle to replace pre-scientific intuitions about
the world.

Hinchliff's theory of change is crippled by his failure
to overcome his pre-relativistic intuitions of change.
Hinchliff is not alone though—there are other philosophers
trying to develop metaphysical understandings of change
in the face of modern physics, who mistakenly privilege our
intuitions rather than our experiences. Charles J. Klein and
David S. Oderberg give arguments very similar to
Hinchliff's, rejecting a temporal parts explanation of
change as unintuitive. (See (Klein 1999), (Oderberg 2004))

The problem with the approach of Oderberg, Klein,
and Hinchliff, is their strategy. In deciding issues about
change, what are the data that must be accommodated?
What are the desiderata? Hinchliff, et al. argue that the
chief desideratum is the accommodation of our intuitive
understanding of change. They (1) give an a priori
definition of change, (2) claim that the fact of change is an
undisputable metaphysical datum, (3) claim that defenders
of perdurantism cannot allow change, and conclude that
(4) so much the worse for perdurantism. In our view, their
error is in assuming that it is primarily our a priori intuitions
that must be preserved.

What we need is a diagnosis and a reconsideration
of the data that need to be saved in developing a meta-
physical picture of the world. Here is the diagnosis: we
believe in change because of certain kinds of experiences.
For instance, we experience the presence of some proper-
ties at one time and the lack of those properties at another
time. We experience a Toyota Corolla free of rust in 1985
and rusty in 2005; we experience ourselves hirsute in our
youth and balding in middle age. Our empirical intuitions
are a reaction to, a way to make sense of, these expe-
riences. To be sure, our empirical intuitions—our naive
pretheoretical beliefs about the physical world—are
endurantist, Newtonian, 3D. According to these intuitions
there are objects which wholly exist at each moment and,
as they move from now to now, gain and lose properties.
So we explain change in terms of this gain and loss.

Yet the real data to be saved are not these empirical
intuitions. We need to save the appearances, the
experiences. The intuitions are a reaction to what really
matters. The test of an adequate theory is not whether is
can preserve the pretheoretic empirical intuitions, but
whether it can accommodate the experiential data upon
which those pretheoretical intuitions are grounded. Our
intuitions about change are inconsistent, which means
four-dimensionalism can’t save all of our naive intuitions
about change. Hinchliff et al. are right about that. But it can
preserve our experiences of the world, and at the same
time, accommodate our best understanding of how the
world operates.

“Change” in ordinary parlance is ambiguous. One
sense of change is like the road changing from gravel to
asphalt, or the landscape changing from a savanna to a
rain forest, or the climate changing as one crosses a
mountain ridge. Endurantists consider this sense of
change a mere fagon de parler, not authentic change. For
them, true change is the gain and loss of intrinsic
properties. Roads can't change from gravel to asphalt
merely by traveling along them; they change to asphalt
only as the result of paving. Four-dimensionalists, on the
other hand, think that the landscape changing from a
savanna to a rain forest is much more like what change is
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all about: one part of a thing giving way to another part. It
is talk of objects gaining and losing intrinsic properties that
is the fagon de parler, to be explained away in terms of
different parts of an object possessing different qualities.

As a rationalist battle of a priori reasoning, the debate
over which is the correct conception of change is more or
less a standoff. We have already conceded that the three-
dimensionalists have powerful intuitions, grounded in ordi-
nary experience, supporting their view of change. However,
to the extent that there is competition between 3-d and 4-d
world views, it is not in the ability to explain ordinary
phenomena. It is the ability to account for the full range of
phenomena conceivable in our physics.

Imagine Lance, a cyclist, streaking down Mont
Vendoux on his bike at relativistic speeds. He passes his
trainer, who is sitting by a barn on the side of the road, and
as he does, Lance notes the length of the barn is about two
bike lengths. Having reached the bottom, he turns and
cycles back up at impressive, but plainly not relativistic
speeds, and stops to chat with his trainer. Lance says, in
conversation, “you know, when | was cycling down, the barn
was only two bike lengths long. Now it is much longer. The
barn has changed.” His trainer looks at him quizzically, and
says “what do you mean? | was sitting in front of the barn
then, and it was exactly the same length when you passed
going downhill as it is now. Although, come to think of it,
your bike seems to be a lot longer.” Lance is taken aback.
“Don’t you think | would be the first to know if the bike | was
riding changed length?”

Either the barn changed size, or it did not change
size. Either the bike changed its length, or it did not change.
The law of non-contradiction says that both cannot be true.
Yet both Lance and his trainer are absolutely certain about
the qualities of the barn and bike at the moment Lance shot
by. (It is worth remembering that nothing about relativistic
effects depends upon observers, measurement, or episte-
mic concepts. We use Lance, what he sees, and what he is
certain of purely as heuristic devices.) Moreover, a thing's
length is surely an intrinsic property. For endurantists, the
bike and barn are wholly present at each moment of their
existence, and so at the moment when the bike passes the
barn, the (entire) barn has a length of two bike lengths as
measured in Lance’s inertial frame, and several bike lengths
as measured in the trainer’s frame, but when Lance and his
trainer are talking they both agree that the barn is several
bike lengths long. This yields a contradiction in the
endurantist's metaphysics of change: it can't be true that the
(enduring) barn has changed length and at the same time
has not changed length.

All the successful explanations of non-relativistic
effects are not enough to give an enduring metaphysics of
change any traction over these relativistic problems. The
test of the three dimensional metaphysics won't be found in
ordinary, non-relativistic experiences. The test of a four-
dimensional or a three-dimensional metaphysics will be in
those phenomena in which we experience relativistic effects.

We experience an object in our rest frame undergoing
change in the sense of Hinchliff, Klein, and Oderberg, when
the subset of spatiotemporal parts of the perduring object in
our frame “now” have different properties than that subset of
spatiotemporal parts of the perduring object “then.” This
description of change is completely consistent with the
experiences described by the various 3-d expressions of
change: there is no experience by which the endurantist can
distinguish this change from their own, erroneous but
intuition preserving, 3-d description of change. From the
point of view of the trainer, the spatiotemporal parts which
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comprised the barn just as Lance approached were several
bike lengths long. The spatiotemporal parts which comprised
the barn after Lance passed were the same several bike
lengths long. The barn has not changed length.

If we generalize this a little further, we can
accommodate the experiences of both the trainer and
Lance. Instead of restricting change to the properties of an
object in its rest frame, we can consider the differences in
the properties of those spatiotemporal parts which comprise
the object in any rest frame. Thus, when Lance is screaming
downhill, the spatiotemporal barn parts that are
simultaneous with him are not the same spatiotemporal barn
parts that are simultaneous with his trainer when he draws
even with the trainer. The spatiotemporal slices that Lance
observes as the barn have a different spatial extent than
those perceived by the trainer (or Lance at rest with respect
to the barn). While this is a deep and abiding mystery for an
endurantist—how can an enduring object, wholly present at
each moment, be both changed and unchanged at the same
time?—a near-lightspeed Lance poses no problem for the
perdurantist's understanding of change. Lance sees one
mereological sum of spatiotemporal barn parts (length
contracted) when he rides by, and a different sum (no longer
length contracted) when he stops to talk. Lance has
experienced a change in the barn, the trainer has not. The
resulting contradiction stumps endurantists, but perduran-
tists have an elegant and natural resolution: the sum of parts
Lance saw going down is different than the sum of parts on
the way up, and each collection of parts has different
(length) properties. Precisely which spatiotemporal parts
Lance perceives is specified by the speed of Lance’s inertial
reference frame relative to the trainer/barn’s reference frame
through the Lorentz Transformation.

In addition, this SR-informed understanding of change
allows us to integrate the sense of change that Oderberg
and fellow travelers would explain away as a mere figure of
speech: changes in terrain, pavement, climate, etc. The
general perdurantist definition of change can be generalized
further as the change in some property between those parts
of the object we experience at one place in space and time
and those parts we experience at some other place. The
sidewalk, as we can see it from here, is cobblestone, but as
we perceive it from another location is concrete (where
location might mean temporal location as well as spatial).
Oderberg claims that perdurantists offer a replacement
theory of change, and ought to own up to it. We deny that
this is so. As an ordinary word, “change” is ambiguous, as
we noted earlier, with one sense of change more amenable
to endurantists and the other more amenable to
perdurantists. Our contention is that there are good
empirical reasons, grounded in SR, to prefer the perdurantist
sense of change as one part giving way to another part.

Rationalist metaphysicians tend to be skeptical about
the use of science and empirical examples to overturn a pet
theory that they have defended a priori. We have argued
that this is a great mistake because the intuitions that drive
endurantism are grounded in our ordinary experiences
which seem overpoweringly 3-d. Instead we have argued
that that there are relativistic phenomena upon which
endurantist accounts of change founder, but that perduran-
tists navigate with ease. Four-dimensional change may
seem strange and unintuitive, but it is the best way to
understand change in a relativistic universe.
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The Historical Wittgenstein: Biography and the Philosophy of

Russell’'s German Engineer

Kelly A. Hamilton, Notre Dame, USA

“As | conceive it, biography is a peculiarly
Wittgensteinian genre in that the kind of
understanding to which it aspires is precisely the
kind of understanding upon which Wittgenstein lays
great emphasis in Philosophical Investigations, the
understanding that consists in seeing connections
(Monk 2001).”

Ludwig Wittgenstein was one of the most influential and
controversial philosophers of the twentieth century, and
the connections between his life and philosophical work
continue to engage scholars searching for deeper
understanding of his philosophical ideas. In Wittgenstein:
Biography and Philosophy, the possibilities and problems
involved in making those connections were investigated in
a variety of contexts. Discussing “the very idea” of
philosophical biography, both Raymond Monk and James
Conant argue that Wittgenstein's life and work seem
eminently suitable for this genre. Wittgenstein himself
believed that the character of a man would be reflected in
his philosophical work. That poses the question, in what
ways are his philosophical problems connected to his
personal history?

This line of philosophical inquiry has a venerable
history. Wittgenstein scholarship is full of personal
anecdotes, carefully preserved bits of personal history, that
are widely considered important background for
understanding his philosophy. Conant reflects on the
“possibility of a certain genre of biography...which | will call
philosophical biography ---a mode of representation of the
life of an individual philosopher that aspires to facilitate the
understanding of that individual qua philosopher (Conant
2001). There was an earlier important and ambitious
biographical account that deepened our understanding of
the Tractatus. In Wittgenstein's Vienna, Janik and Toulmin
argued that understanding Wittgenstein in the Viennese
context of his youth, we could see the Tractatus “aright.”
Their work affected my own researches profoundly. In
“Wittgenstein and the Mind’s Eye,” | wrote

Professor G. H. von Wright... told Allan Janik that it
was important to remember “firstly, that he was a
Viennese and, secondly, that he was an engineer with
a thorough knowledge of physics.” This insight was at
the heart of Wittgenstein's Vienna. In this paper, |
have explored one important aspect of the manner in
which Wittgenstein came to his logical work under
Bertrand Russell with a world view and a set of
problems embedded in his background as a
“Viennese engineer" (Hamilton 2001).

My research concerning Wittgenstein’s engineering
background led me from the mathematical models and
Helmholtzian metaphysics of Hertz's Principles of
Mechanics to an investigation of Wittgenstein's
engineering education and aeronautical research. These
investigations illuminated a new aspect of the Bild theory,
connecting Wittgenstein's investigation into the basic
principles of all our languages as modes of representation
and communication to important work on technology as
knowledge as understood by technologists and engineers.
Thus, my research is part of a growing body of work
developing a new direction for Wittgenstein scholarship.
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1. Another New Wittgenstein

In “Another New Wittgenstein: The Scientific and
Engineering Background of the Tractatus,” Alfred
Nordmann considers the work of a new group of scholars
concerned with the scientific and engineering training and
interests informing Wittgenstein’s Tractatus: Hamilton,
Wilson, Sterrett, Lampert, GraBhoff and Hyder (his order).
Although it will not be possible to give his arguments the
careful consideration they deserve in a brief paper, | would
like to clarify my own work in the context of his comments.

Nordmann argues that this work helps solve the
puzzle of “how Wittgenstein became a philosopher rather
than an engineer.” After all, how did Wittgenstein come to
philosophy from his researches in aeronautical engineer-
ing? He points to Wittgenstein’s ongoing engagement with
engineering and scientific problems.

While growing up to become an engineer in Vienna,
Berlin and Manchester, he developed powerful
philosophical intuitions and when he finally
encountered Russell and Frege, he brought these
intuitions along with his engineering approach to their
philosophical problems.

He suggests “the puzzling lack of fit does not even arise if
one inverts the perspective. Perhaps, Wittgenstein never
became a philosopher but was always a scientists or
engineer.”

| would argue that formulating the issues this way frames
the question too starkly and suggest a different but
complementary perspective that retains the original
insight. Wittgenstein remained an engineer, presuming
the philosophical intuitions of his engineering and
scientific backgrounds, as he also became one of the
most important philosophers of the twentieth century. His
engineering mindset was not only compatible with his
philosophical brilliance, but also contributed to it
significantly.

Nordmann argues this inversion has consequences
for Wittgenstein scholarship.

This inversion of the problem has considerable
implications for our understanding of the Tractatus.
Rather than an enterprise internal to questions of
language, logic and mathematics, it now appears
driven by epistemological, metaphysical and
ontological intuitions that had been cultivated
throughout the nineteenth century by philosophically
minded scientists and engineers. Gerd GraRhoff refers
to this as a replacement of a “logicist” by a
“metaphysical” interpretation of the Tractatus.

| would argue for coexistence of these themes in
Wittgenstein’'s work. They are not mutually exclusive.
Questions as to who or what was the most important
influence, or earlier influence, may simply narrow our field
of vision and limit our ability to benefit from important
ongoing philosophical investigations. To me it seems clear
that it was important to Wittgenstein to solve all of these
problems, to satisfy all of his intuitions, and those are not
even limited to the obvious influences from Frege, Russell,
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Hertz, or his engineering training. The convergence of all
these sources of philosophical inspiration is what is
important.

Another point concerns seeing connections between
Wittgenstein's method of projection and laws of similitude
in engineering models and experiments. Nordmann
concludes his consideration by noting

How much there is to learn from this other new
Wittgenstein....the science and engineering context
has provided Wittgenstein with skills and paradigms,
with problems and resources...and representational
devices. But as one ventures beyond that and claims
the implicit reliance of the Tractatus on particular
scientific  theories, experimental practices...the
problems of interpretation really begin (Nordmann
2002).

Thus, | want to continue discussion of the issues raised in
Nordmann’s paper.

Considering my “third line of argument” connecting
Wittgenstein's projective method and laws of similitude
involved in experimentation with scale models, Nordmann
argues that Wittgenstein’s use of “the term projective does
not in any way go beyond coordinated,” and that “the
notion of coordination is perfectly sufficient.” An important
distinction for Nordmann concerns “articulable rules.” He
cites TLP 3.11 “We use the perceptible sign of a
proposition (spoken or written, etc.) as a projection of a
possible situation. The method of projection is thinking the
sense of the proposition.” He argues:

Thinking the method of projection is not, of course a
method of projection at all, if by that is meant a
methodical derivation of or the establishment of a
possible situation by drawing it out of the sense of the
proposition through the application of articulable
rules...this method of projection issues immediately in
a possible situation which can be then compared to
reality...This immediacy results not from rule-
governed projection but from mere coordination
(Nordmann 2002).

But Wittgenstein himself clearly refers to rules at the heart
of the law of projection that makes possible all our modes
of representation.

4.014 A gramophone record, the musical idea, the
written notes, and the sound waves, all stand
to one another in the same internal relation of
depicting that holds between language and
the world.

They are all constructed according to a
common logical pattern. . .

4.0141 There is a general rule by means of which
the musician can obtain the symphony from
the score, and which makes it possible to
derive the symphony from the groove on the
gramophone record, and, using the first rule,
to derive the score again. That is what
constitutes the inner similarity between these
things which seem to be constructed in such
entirely different ways. And that rule is the
law of projection which projects the
symphony into the language of musical

*“All of the ways in which he thought had to be explained by the Bild theory for
it to be successful. It is in this sense that | want to argue that Wittgenstein's
engineering training profoundly affected his philosophy (Hamilton 2001)".
Thus, | have no quarrel with those who emphasize other important influences
on Wittgenstein’s work.

notation. It is the rule for translating this
language into the language of gramophone
records.

4,015 The possibility of all imagery, of all our
pictorial modes of projection, is contained in
the logic of depiction.

How should we understand this notion of rule following? |
would like to suggest a metaphorical notion of rule
following closer to tacit knowledge as at least one aspect
of this important practice/way of knowing and thinking. A
knowledge embedded in ways of knowing and inventing,
which stems from an internalized understanding of
structural relations, would ground rule following in
practices. The prepared mind recognizes the relations
embedded in structures, a practice necessary to modeling
and representation. Following this “general rule” that is “the
law of projection” constituting the “inner similarity” of the
gramophone record, the musical idea, the written notes,
and the sound waves in the air, can guide language use
because what is projected is the logical form, through the
internal relation of depicting. "They are all constructed
according to a common logical pattern."

The law of projection captures the "inner similarity"
of these representations and situations. Here, the
engineering background of scale models and laws of
similitude as understood by Raleigh and engineers using
scale models at the NPL are illuminating. Laws governing
similitude are important, for as a contemporary scientist
notes

The ultimate principle is precisely expressible . . . as
one of similitude . . . tested by the rule that mere
change in the order of magnitude of the ordered set of
units of measurement that is employed must not affect
sensibly the forms of the equations that are the
adequate representation of the underlying relations of
the problem. (Lockyer 1915, in Hamilton, 2001).

For Wittgenstein, the logic of depiction, through the law of
projection, preserves the underlying relations of the logical
structure in “the forms... that are the adequate
representation of the underlying relations,” thus grounding
the possibility of all of our "pictorial modes of projection.”

In the Tractatus, a sign does not become a symbol
until thought---agency on the part of the human language
user is necessary. | believe the construction of a pro-
positional sign as a model of a state of affairs in the world
not only requires the coordinated points of the elements of
the propositional sign and the objects constituting states of
affairs to map on to one another---feelers that in some
sense do touch reality like the rays of the projective
geometer, as Nordmann notes. It also requires a
constructive vision of internal structure (the logical form
that actually occurred), a seeing and understanding of the
relationships constituting the logical structure. The internal
relations in which the elements of the Bild stand to one
another in the propositional sign are as important as the
external state of affairs to which it is coordinated. The
external mapping relations and seeing the internal
structural relationships are both necessary to his sense of
the law of projection, and neither is sufficient by itself. |
develop this in depth in my monograph, Wittgenstein and
the Mind’s Eye, and | welcome any comments or feedback.

2 This is related to Susan Sterrett's complex human skills (Sterrett 2005,
forthcoming). For my initial treatments of these ideas and passages, see
Hamilton (1995) and (2001, particularly pp. 83-84 and 96, footnote 31).
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2. Visual Thinking and Modeling in the
Wright Brothers’ Wind Tunnel Experiments

An indispensable criterion for arguments concerning
connections between Wittgenstein’s philosophy and
contemporary  engineering research is historically
grounded argument linking his philosophical ideas to
contemporary examples. Another illustration of how
principles from the Tractatus are reflected in historical case
studies indispensable for an understanding of
contemporary aeronautical engineering research is the
Wright brothers’ wind tunnel experiments. Here | am
indebted to two leading scholars concerned with the
Wright brothers’ aeronautical research: Tom Crouch,
author of the authoritative biography of the Wright
brothers, The Bishop’s Boys, and Peter Jakab, author of
the definitive work on their research and experimental
method as inventors and design engineers, Visions of
Flying Machines.?

Both scholars note the brothers’ “extraordinary
ability to visualize the operation of mechanisms that had
yet to be constructed.” Crouch argues that “a simple
cardboard box suggested a mechanical analogue to the
twist of a bird’s wing. Wilbur's graphic imagination, the
extraordinary path that led from his hand to his eye, was at
work once again. He describes Wilbur's “intuitive grasp of
the links between flying and cycling.”

it was an intuitive process, based on visual and tactile
perception. What Wilbur could see and feel he could
understand. Consider, for example, the way he
reduced the complex business of turning a bike to the
left into a series of concrete, graphic images...The
development of a system to control an airplane in
flight rested on this foundation—Wilbur's under-
standing of how a bicycle is turned to the left (Crouch
1989).

A characteristic of their engineering methodology was an
outstanding ability to see connections, such as designing a
balance for their wind tunnel work that physically
embodied the principles involved in their engineering
problem. This “intuitive process” involves the Bild theory’s
“thinking through the sense of the proposition,”
understanding structure and functional relations.

Jakab characterizes the wind tunnel experiments as
“one of the single most impressive segments of the
Wrights’ program of aeronautical research.” These experi-
ments also exemplify the inner similarity between Bilder
and states of affairs described in Wittgenstein’s projective
method.

The balances were basically a mechanical
representation of what the lift and drag equations
expressed mathematically. They were designed to
measure values related to the actual aerodynamic
forces acting on the model surface in terms that could
be translated directly into the equations... Creating the
physical arrangement of the device and working
through the geometry clearly involved visualizing the
direction and the interplay of the forces and the model
wing surface. To have conceptualized the function of
the balance literally necessitated picturing what was

3| want to acknowledge the support of a Guggenheim Fellowship from the
Smithsonian Institution to pursue this research at the National Air and Space
Museum in 2001. The ideas presented here first appeared in my paper,
“Visual Thinking in the Wright Brothers’ Engineering Work and the Tractatus,”
delivered as the Guggenheim Fellow in March of 2001. | would particularly like
to thank Peter Jakab, who was my supervisor, and Tom Crouch, as Chairman
of the Department of Aeronautics, for their generous support during my tenure
as Guggenheim fellow.
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happening in the tunnel. ...Beyond... their talent for
visual thinking, the Wright's lift balance also
demonstrates their practical and fruitful approach to
invention of creating a piece of technology that
replicates a conceptual model of a problem.

| would argue that the Wright brothers’ experimental
apparatus in their wind tunnel experiments functioned as a
Wittgensteinian Bild. The manner in which they visualized
“the direction and the interplay of forces and the model
wing surface,” used schematic drawings, and constructed
their experimental apparatus as physical models of the
mathematical relations in their equation, (reflecting the
underlying relations of the logical form), instantiate the
powerfully visual projective method of the Tractatus. The
method of projection as understood in the visual thinking
and modeling practices of the engineer involves more than
coordination. | believe it is the metaphor at the heart of the
Bild theory, and | hope that it shows us fruitful connections,
as is the case with any good metaphor, beyond the context
of understanding the Tractatus itself.
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Temporal Extension

Boris Hennig, Saarbriicken/Berlin, Germany

1. Time as Quantity

According to Aristotle, a quantity is anything that can be
divided into parts (Metaphysics A13, 1020a7-8). However,
some quantities have parts that have a position (thesis)
relative to each other, some do not (Categories 6, 4b20).
Aristotle claims that time is the only continuous quantity
whose parts do not have a position relative to one another:

Nor do the parts of time [have some position in
relation to one another]; for none of the parts of a time
endures, and how could what is not enduring have any
position? (5a26)

In the Categories, time appears as a special kind of
quantity. In Metaphysics A13 and Physics Al1, time is not
even considered a genuine quantity. It is quantifiable only
because it is the measure of motion, motion occurs in
space, and space is a quantity.

Ockham sometimes seems to define quantity as
anything that has partes extra partes. Thus according to
the Aristotelian criterion, time again would not qualify as a
quantity. Parts that do not have any position relative to
another cannot be external to another (extra partes).
However, Ockham never explicity makes such a
statement. He only claims that every permanent
continuous quantity has partes extra partes (e.g. In
Physics 4,6, Opera Phil. V 52). Occasionally, he calls such
guantities extended (De corpore Christi 17, Opera Theol. X
125). We might thus call time a nonextended quantity.”

In early modern times, having partes extra partes is
commonly considered a mark of extension (cf. Locke,
Essay I1,xii,15). Extension, in turn, is the essential attribute
of the corporeal nature. Time does not appear to be
extended in that sense. When Descartes inquires into the
nature of quantity, he considers only length, breadth and
depth (AT VII 63). Further, he claims that the extended
world is just what pure geometry describes (AT VII 87).

But why should time not also be considered the
subject matter of pure geometry? Kant sometimes divides
mathematics according to the spatial and temporal modes
of extension: geometry is concerned with space, arithmetic
with time (Prolegomena, 8§10). But at least since the
invention of analytical geometry, there is no gap between
geometry and arithmetic. Accordingly, Kant also introduces
time as the subject matter of a one-dimensional geometry
(Critique of Pure Reason, B 47).

For such reasons, time may appear to be just a
fourth geometrical dimension. However, as | will argue, the
essential difference between time and spatial extension is
precisely the one that Aristotle points out in the
Categories. Time is not a kind of quasi-spatial extension
since tokens of temporal entities do not have parts that
occupy positions relative to one another. The reason is
that there “is” no dimension in which they could be placed
next to each other.

The following arguments hold for specimens of any
kind of temporal entity: stretches of time, process tokens or
alleged four-dimensional objects. | will call all these, for

1 Which is not to say that time is an intensive quantity in the Kantian sense.

short, temporal tokens. | remain silent about the
ontological status of types of temporal entities.

I will put forward two related arguments that support
the Aristotelian distinction. First, no temporal token can be
divided into more than one currently existing part. The
other parts do not exist on the same plane; they will always
be either past or future. Second, there can be no
representation of change without a change of representa-
tion. Therefore, temporal tokens cannot be adequately
represented by non-changing geometrical items.

2. Temporal Parts of Temporal Tokens

The first argument proceeds in several steps. | will argue
that temporal tokens can only metaphorically be split up
into their parts. Second, when dividing a presently existing
token, only one of the temporal parts can presently exist.
This claim may be countered by an attempt to leave the
present tense out of the picture. Such attempts, however,
directly lead to fatalism, which | consider an absurd
consequence.

As for the first step, spatially extended token objects
can often be cut or broken into their parts. For instance, a
bit of chalk can be broken into two halves. For the obvious
reason that breaking occurs in time, it is not possible
literally to break a temporal token into its temporal parts
(Thompson 1983:212).

But let us nonetheless imagine such a division of a
given temporal token into its temporal parts. If this division
is a partition (that is, the parts do not overlap), there will
always be exactly one part that is present, the other parts
being past or future. Which is to say that only one of the
temporal parts of a temporal entity is existing while the
others have existed and will exist. We may agree with
Aristotle, on this basis, that temporal tokens can have only
one temporal part that exists (present tense), and hence
no temporal part can be related to another existing
temporal part.

Some will object that by relying on the use of the
present tense, this argument presupposes the disanalogy
between space and time. For one might as well want to
argue that no object can be split into more than one spatial
part, since only one of the parts can be here, the others
necessarily being elsewhere. If that argument appears to
be inconclusive, why should we be persuaded by its exact
temporal analogon?

The suggestion is, then, to treat reference to time
instants exactly analogous to reference to points in space.
In order to do this, we might define a tenseless copula “is*”
as “was, is, or will be” and refer to time instants only by
using expressions like “now” and “at time instant t".
However, combining this kind of tenseless verb with
demonstratives like “now” and “at time t” will not have the
desired effect. Any fact p is* true now if and only if p is*
true at any other time. For instance, if Socrates is, was, or
will be walking now, it is necessarily also true that relative
to every time instant, he is, was, or will be walking. The
demonstratives “now” and “at time t” do not make any
difference in the truth-value of such tenseless sentences.
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Several more sophisticated temporal semantics have
of course been suggested. Usually one starts by assuming a
set of time instants, analogous to the set of points in space.
Then one can say that a fact holds true at or for one such
time point, thereby defining the copula relative to some time
instant.

The final step in the current argument concerns this
assumption of a set of time instants. Consider, for instance,
the following passage from Sider’s Four-Dimensionalism:

Objects move in both space and time. Other times are as
real as the present, just as other places are as real as
here. (2001:87)

Itis not at all clear what the first sentence is supposed
to mean (compare “l will be in both New York and a week”).
It takes time to move in space; does it take space to move in
time? Can anything literally move from one time to another?
Would such a movement not take its own time? However
that may be, Sider does assume that time instants exist next
to each other in the same sense in which points in space are
located relative to each other. That is to say, Sider does not
acknowledge the Aristotelian distinction.

The next step would be, then, to assign facts to all
these really existing time instants. But here we are faced
with a dilemma. Either the facts and their assignments to
time instants are as unchanging as the set of time instants
itself, such that every fact about the so-called future would
already (tenselessly) obtain. This is fatalism. Or part of the
four-dimensional space is still empty and will gradually be
“filled with events”. Strangely enough, Sider considers this a
valid option, which he calls the “growing block universe”
view (2001:12). It should be obvious, however, that every
growth must occur in some time. But the growth of the four-
dimensional block cannot occur within one of its dimensions.
We need a tensed metalanguage in order to say that the
growing block universe is not yet completely filled with
events or that it is still growing. The conclusion should be
that we have to presuppose time anyway. If we stick to a
tenseless language and only introduce references to time
instants (“now”, “at t”), we have not yet introduced time.

| have argued that it may be true that temporal tokens
have only one existing temporal part, even though spatial
tokens obviously have more than one spatial part. The
reason is that it does not make sense to assume a multitude
of equally existing time instants. Rather, only one time
instant exists, others will exist and have existed. We cannot
make sense of time without using a tensed metalanguage.
Time differs from space. The following argument is intended
to establish this point more directly.

3. McTaggarts Time Representation Device

It is indeed possible to represent temporal tokens by using,
inter alia, spatial diagrams. The point that | want to stress
here is that purely spatial entities could never be enough to
represent time adequately.

Consider first the inverse case. Imagine a spot moving over
a grey scale picture and registering the degrees of
brightness at every point. A machine might record the purely
temporal sequence of changes in brightness, and then
reconstruct the original spatial pattern from that information.
But in order to do so, it will need more information, for
instance the speed and exact course of the movement of the
spot. If the speed of the spot is not known, the repre-
sentation will probably differ in size. If changes in the speed
of the spot are not accounted for, the proportions will get
distorted. Speed, however, concerns the ratio between
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spatial and temporal quantity. Hence, any reference to
speed would introduce space again.

The situation is the same regarding spatial
representations of temporal items. One may use a line in
order to indicate how long an event takes. But in order to
understand such a representation, it is important to know at
what speed one should read the diagram. This would
introduce time again.

| think this is the core of at least the first part of Ellis
McTaggart's famous argument for the unreality of time
(1908). In order for a line to represent time, McTaggart
argues, it is not sufficient that it be extended and directed. If
we know what happens first and what next, we still do not
know how long it takes. In order to know this we need to use
a more complicated device, consisting of two parallel lines
that are moved relatively to each other. McTaggart calls
these lines the A-series and the B-series.

sl present Tuture

- A oTees

W

garlur laner {# series
Figure 1: Cut out the A series and move it to the right at
constant speed.

While the B-series contains marks for several events
or moments, the A series has only one important mark,
which represents the present. On both series, ‘right’ means
‘later’ and ‘left’ means ‘earlier’, but in the A series, ‘later than
present’ is replaced by the synonymous ‘in the future’, and
‘earlier than present’ is replaced by ‘in the past’. Taken in
isolation, the A series does not differ much from the B
series.”?

Now everything depends on how we use this time
representation device. In order to obtain an adequate
representation of the temporal sequence of events that is
encoded in the B series, one has to move the A series to the
right, relatively to the B series. Only then will a sequence like
the following be generated: “now this happens and that is
still in the future, then that later happening occurs, and the
first is already in the past”. But obviously, the movement of
the A series against the B series is itself something that
happens in time. The conclusion is that there can be no
adequate representation of time that is not itself temporal.
As a slogan, there can be no representation of change
without a change of representation.

4. Conclusion

I have thus shown that time and space differ. Wherein lies
this difference? Both time and space are extensive and
continuous quantities. But whereas the spatial parts of
spatially extended tokens all exist in the same sense, there
is always exactly one distinguished temporal part of a
currently existing temporal token. All other temporal parts do
not exist — they have existed or will exist. Spatially
extended entities can be viewed from several spatial points
of view at once. They are realized or constituted by several
parts at once. Temporally extended entities cannot be
viewed from several temporal points of view “at once”. There
is never more than one temporal point of view.?

2 People have asked whether the correct theory of time should be an ‘A-
theory’ or a ‘B-theory’. Neither is the case. McTaggart shows that if there is
any theory of time at all, then it must be an ‘A-B-theory’. However, he thinks
that there can be no coherent A-theory, and hence no A-B-theory.

3 This paper was written under the auspices of the Wolfgang Paul Program of
the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation and the project “Forms of Life”
sponsored by the Volkswagen Foundation.
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On the Intelligibility of Tenseless Sentences

Dennis Holt, Springfield, USA

Following Dolev (2000), Lowe (1998), Teichmann (1998),
and others, | question the intelligibility of the tenseless
sentences assumed by McTaggart's B-series (1968) and
essential to both the new and old tenseless theories of
time. If the viability of these sentences, including the notion
of tenseless temporal relations, is doubtful, then the
project of stating their connection to tensed sentences is at
best premature and at worst futile.

There is a perfectly ordinary sense in which
sentences may be tenseless which needs to be
acknowledged at the outset. D. C. Williams suggests that
the semantic scruples of opponents of tenseless theories
are invalid because they mistake “for an ontological
absolute the semantical accident that the significance of
Indo-European verbs is generally complicated by tenses.”
(Williams 1951) Williams thinks that if we were to put this
semantical accident out of mind and grasp is in its
tenseless sense, we would not think paradoxical the
statement that what has ceased or yet to be nevertheless
is. Indeed, it is a semantical accident that in certain natural
languages the time of an action relative to the time at
which an expression is being used is indicated by the
inflection of verbs. Thus understood, tense is not a feature
of Chinese, as the following table illustrates:

WAREIRE
g dn wed gu béi jing

e | go Beifng
FEREE LR =

widn 240 8 gl b jing

ght niree she ga Beging
EEHEMERELR.
(BT R T T s ] U B jing

Last wear we often go Beijing

The character pronounced qu, which means go, is
not inflected with tense in any of its occurrences above.
However, though the verbs of Chinese are tenseless,
sentences in Chinese can be translated without loss of
meaning into languages employing tensed verbs. It would
therefore be a mistake to think, as Williams apparently
does, that we can grasp the tenseless sense of verbs
intended by tenseless theories of time by reference to
natural languages that do not employ tenses to indicate
time relative to the use of an expression — as though we
understood what it would be to use go in the sentence “I
go to Atlanta,” but mean it tenselessly as it is meant when
a speaker of Chinese says qu.

It is understandable that advocates of the tenseless
view use present tense forms of verbs to construct
tenseless sentences; but the use of a present tense form
of a verb obviously is not sufficient to determine a
tenseless reading of it. We have seen that the existence
of natural languages without tenses does not assist us in
making such a reading. And so it is useful, | think, to look
at other ways of reading present tense.
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Any token of a present tense sentence is subject to
various construals depending on context. We might take “I
go Atlanta tomorrow” as a non-native speaker’'s way of
saying that he is going to Atlanta tomorrow. We might take
“l go to Atlanta tomorrow” as a perfectly acceptable and in
fact quite common use of the present tense to indicate a
planned event or an event that is predicted with a high
degree of certainty. (“The President speaks tomorrow.”
“There is an eclipse of the sun tomorrow.”) In both these
instances, the context will guide me to the correct
construal of the token, just as the context of a Chinese
sentence guides me to its correct translation into a tensed
sentence of English.

Perhaps the use of indexicals such as “tomorrow” or
“today” and their Chinese counterparts in the above
examples disqualifies them as exemplars of tenseless
sentences. “My trip to Atlanta is one day later than this
utterance,” is cleansed of any explicit reference to past,
present or future involving temporal indexicals such as
“today” and “tomorrow.” The use of the token-reflexive
“one day later than this utterance” seems to expunge any
reference to past, present, or future. But this is so only due
to a linguistic slight-of-hand that shifts the reference from
the literal sentence to its context. From the context |
assume that “this utterance” refers to the utterance being
made to me now. As Yuval Dolev has argued, “It is true
that ‘It is now 1997’ can be explained by saying that the
date of the utterance of this very sentence is 1997. But
that is only because the context makes it clear that the
phrase ‘this very sentence’ refers to the sentence tokened
now.” (Dolev 2000)

According to the new tenseless theory of time,
tokens of true tenseless sentences are true “whenever
they are uttered.” (Oaklander 2004) A token of the
sentence “The Battle of Hastings occurred before the
Battle of Agincourt,” would not be true if uttered at any time
before the battle of Hastings occurred, but a token of the
sentence, “The battle of Hastings occurs before the battle
of Agincourt,” where occurs is construed tenselessly, is
true whenever it is uttered (before, during, or after either
battle). What | am questioning is the intelligibility of the
tenseless construal of any tokening of this latter sentence.

A token of the second sentence might, indeed, be
construed as an example of the “historic present” — a use
of the present tense to convey immediacy and to produce
a living engagement with the narrated events. “The Battle
of Hastings occurs before the Battle of Agincourt,” one
might say rehearsing his history facts. The Gospels
contain many instances of the historic present in Greek
and they are typically translated into the past tense
because it is known that the Gospels are intended as
narratives of past events. Context justifies the historic
present construal of present tense in these instances.

Consider how we might construe tokens of
sentences such as “The President arrives in Atlanta at
10:00 A.M., Monday, July 13,” and “In Atlanta on Monday,
July 13, the sun rises at 5:30 A.M.,” or corresponding
entries on a scrap of paper with date and time on the left
side and events on the right side:
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3/6, Atlanta

5:30 AM, sunrise

10:00 A.M., President’s arrival
11:00, press conference

If | find the above sentences or their corresponding
entries on a scrap of paper with no knowledge of their
origin, considerable work must be done, or assumptions
made, to puzzle out what is to be made of them. My
interpretation of the entries will be affected by contextual
factors such as whether the scrap of paper is the work of a
conspirator planning to assassinate the President, the
diary of a journalist traveling with the President, notes
collected by a writer researching the history of the
President’s domestic travels, or the jottings of a novelist
working out the plot of a new novel, as well as my
knowledge of when they were written and whether they
refer to the past, present, or future relative to that time. Far
from constituting statements of tenseless facts that make
tensed statements true, the entries on this scrap of paper
stand in an epistemic limbo until they are properly
contextualized: neither the meaning nor the truth of the
entries is determinate as they stand. As such they are poor
candidates for sentences that express the pure tenseless
thought whose truth makes its corresponding tensed
sentences true.

As early as the 18" Century certain Native American
tribes kept what are known as “winter counts.” (Powers
2005) These consisted of graphic symbols (for example, a
stick figure of a man with many spots on his face)
sometimes arranged in a spiral from the center outward on
a buffalo hide. When the winter counts were first captured
by white men as booty in war, it was not apparent to them
what the symbols meant. In conversation with tribal
leaders, however, it was learned that they constituted a
kind of calendar of winters past, starting from the center
and spiraling out to the most recent winter. Like our
calendars, the symbols on these hides served as a point of
reference for telling the history of the tribe. The
“translation” of the winter counts could not have been
made unless there were an overlap between our practices
of historical narrative and the tribe’s. As it turns out, having
established the connection between our calendar and the
order of symbols on the buffalo hide and having confirmed
that new entries were entered after each winter was
completed, it was justified to read the symbols historically.
Apart from this determination, they might have been
mnemonics for origin myths related as occurring “once
upon a time”; they might have been specific yearly
predictions, produced once a year for the forthcoming
year; or they might have been revelations of events to take
place in an unspecified time to come, the “end times.”
Determining the correctness of an interpretation is tied to
our understanding of how the markings on the hides are
produced and used and the relationship of these practices
to our practices of describing current events, narrating the
past, and predicting the future. This is why it seems that
tenseless sentences represent the view from nowhere;
only a being outside of time could token them.

| do not deny that there are tenseless sentences.
E.J. Lowe puts forward “Two plus five is seven” as an
example (Lowe 1998). Mathematical sums are not
qualified with reference to today, tomorrow, or yesterday:
we learn to ask what the temperature is today, but not
what two plus five equals today. This is the kind of
explanation which does succeed in justifying a tenseless
construal of the present tense. But it is difficult to see how
the tenselessness of the “is” in Lowe’s examples can be
transferred, as it were, to the “is” in a sentence such as

“The temperature in Rome on March 30, 2008 at noon is
15 C,” as though there were a tenseless sense of “is”
which could be detached from our understanding of the
practice of learning sums and embedded in a sentence
giving the temperature at a certain place and time.

Tenseless theories are propounded as though it
were obvious that temporal relations such as “before,”
“after,” and “simultaneous with” are tenseless. The B-
series is conceived as an array of events ordered
tenselessly from earlier to later. But this is not how we
learn before and after. As Lucas observes, “Children, long
before they can tell time, learn the meaning of ‘later than’
from their mother's ‘Not now, but when Daddy comes
home'.” (1998) Typically, temporal order is expressed in
tensed locutions: “The Battle of Agincourt occurred before
the Battle of Hastings.” “The President’s press conference
will be held after the luncheon.” “Nero fiddled while Rome
burned.” Furthermore, as these examples illustrate, ex-
pressions of temporal order typically do not function as
relations, let alone as tenseless relations. Unlike is next to,
which makes a sentence out of two terms (“John is next to
Bill"), before, after, and while typically function as
sentential connectives which make compound sentences
out of simpler sentences. | say “typically” because there
are indeed instances in which temporal order is expressed
with what appears to be a relational predicate, for
example: “The Battle of Agincourt was before the Battle of
Hastings” and “The groundbreaking will be at the same
time as your meeting with the Governor.” Regardless, it is
clear that these sentences are tensed: as such they do not
exemplify the tenseless relations of temporal succession
that the ordering of events in the B-series requires.

We do find tenseless relations of temporal
succession in certain kinds of sentences: “The days of the
week are Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday,
Friday, Saturday, Sunday, in that order.” “100 B.C.E is
earlier than 50 B.C.E.” “Midnight is followed by one o’clock
AM.” These sentences delineate characteristics of the
systems whereby we divide days, count hours, and
differentiate years. To call them tenseless is to
acknowledge that they are statements about the logic or, if
you prefer, the grammar of these systems; like
mathematical sums, their function is not to relate the past,
describe the present, or predict the future. But to
understand the terms of temporal succession as they
occur in these tenseless sentences, we need also to
understand how they are used in the ordinary situations
where the practices associated with tense are unavoid-
able. As Dolev remarks, “Attributing an understanding of a
certain symbol to someone—a word, a number, a
sentence—requires, at the very least, that that person be
able to use it for various ordinary, modest ends, and most
ordinary uses of dates are tied up with knowing the
present date. Even if to the question ‘When were you
born?’ John correctly answers ‘1960,” he cannot be
regarded as someone who understands that he was born
in 1960 if he does not know how to answer the question:
‘How old are you?’ or if he thinks that 1960 is in the future.”
(Dolev 2000) More significantly there is no reason to think
that the tenseless construal of temporal terms in the
examples above can be carried over into sentences
relating concrete events.

If that is so, then the very intelligibility of the B-series
is under question. Construction of the B-series assumes
that concrete events, such as the death of Queen Anne,
the death of Pope Paul Il, and the death of the 43"
President of the United States, can be related to each
other as terms of tenseless temporal relations. Importantly,
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however, the reason for calling the occurrence of temporal
relations tenseless in the above examples does not apply
to their occurrence in statements about concrete events. |
am tempted to say, with E. J. Lowe, that properties cannot
“be tenselessly predicated of concrete historical events,
but only of abstract entities which do not exist in time (or
space) at all.” (Lowe 1998) | prefer to make this point here
in terms of the function of sentences. The tenseless con-
strual of the present tense (including the present tense of
temporal relations) is legitimate for sentences making
statements about the grammar or logic of concepts, but is
not legitimate for sentences referring to concrete historical
events, either anticipated or recounted.
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Bestandige Substanzen ohne Wesen

Rafael Hintelmann, Frankfurt/ Heusenstamm, Deutschland

Die klassische Substanz erfullt in der Ontologie vor allem
zwei Aufgaben. Einerseits ist sie das Bestandige im
Wechsel der Eigenschaften eines Individuums, anderer-
seits ist die Substanz die Wesenheit eines Dinges. Sub-
stanz ist also das individuierte Ding mit einem Wesen.
Bereits im Spatmittelalter und besonders in der Neuzeit
wurden starke Einwéande gegen das klassische Ver-
standnis der Substanz erhoben, die beide Aspekte in
Frage stellten. Gegen die Bestandigkeit der Substanz wird
bis heute ein empiristisches Argument vorgebracht,
wonach wir in der Wahrnehmung die Substanz eines
Dinges nicht wiedererkennen kénnen. Dieses Argument
wird seit den frihen Zeiten des Empirismus uber Kant,
Russell, Sellars bis hin zu Gustav Bergmann kaum mehr in
Frage gestellt.

Gegen eine essentialistische Auffassung der
Substanz werden insbesondere drei Argumente ins Feld
gefuhrt:

(1) Wesenheiten sind zu einem grof3en Teil kon-
ventionell und damit nicht objektiv.

(2) Wesenheiten werden bei zahlreichen Autoren als

notwendige Eigenschaften definiert und von
akzidentellen,  kontingenten,  d.i. moglichen
Eigenschaften unterschieden.
Diese Unterscheidung ist aber nur relativ. Die
Notwendigkeit einer Eigenschaft beruht auf deren
gesetzmaligem Vorkommen. Dall bestimmte
Eigenschaften einem Individuum notwendig zukom-
men, andere hingegen nicht, ist sicherlich zutref-
fend. Damit wird der Unterschied zwischen Wesen
und Akzidenz aber auf einen modalen Unterschied
zwischen Notwendigkeit und Maoglichkeit zurlick-
gefiihrt. Modalitaten sind aber keine kategorialen
Entititen, denn sie lassen sich als Relationen
zwischen generellen und partikularen Sachverhalten
analysieren. Dal} a die Eigenschaft F notwendiger-
weise hat, besagt demnach, daR der Sachverhalt Fa
logisch aus einem generellen Sachverhalt folgt. Das
a die Eigenschaft G kontingenterweise hat besagt,
dalR G mit a logisch konsistent ist, dal es, anders
gesagt, keinen generellen Sachverhalt gibt, nach-
dem a nicht G sein kann (vgl. Hintelmann 2001)

(3) Sofern wir Wesenheiten als eine eigene Art von
Eigenschaften annehmen, sind dies komplexe
Eigenschaften. Es lasst sich zeigen, daf nur
Sachverhalte, nicht jedoch das, woraus Sach-
verhalte bestehen, z.B. Eigenschaften komplex sein
kénnen (Ramsey 1960, 118, Grossmann 1983, 144
ff.). Wenn Wesenheiten komplex sind, es aber keine
komplexe Eigenschaften gibt, dann ist das, was als
Wesenheit bezeichnet wird, ein Sachverhalt.

Lassen sich angesichts dieser bekannten Argumente
gegen Substanzen dennoch Substanzen in der Ontologie
verteidigen? Gibt es Argumente, die gegen die aufge-
fuhrten Argumente entkraften kdnnen?

Um es gleich vor weg zu sagen, ich halte die
Argumente gegen Substanzen als Wesenheiten fir so
stark, daR sich essentielle Substanzen nicht verteidigen
lassen, wenn dies auch von verschiedenen Seiten immer
wieder versucht wurde (Plantinga, Lowe, u.a.). Diesen

Autoren geht es insbesondere um eine Verteidigung einer
theistischen Metaphysik. Ich glaube jedoch, daR eine
theistische Metaphysik nicht auf Wesenheiten angewiesen
ist. Weit entscheidender fiir eine theistische Ontologie ist
die Eigenschaft der Substanz, Agens zu sein.

Andererseits lasst sich m.E. zeigen, daR alle
bekannten Argumente gegen die Bestandigkeit der
Substanz und ihre Rolle als Trager von Eigenschaften
nicht stichhaltig sind. Die zuvor genannten Argumente
gegen bestandige Substanzen beruhen auf falschen
empiristischen Voraussetzungen. Sollte es gelingen, diese
Voraussetzungen kritisch in Frage zu stellen, was meine
Absicht ist, dann lasst sich ein Substanzbegriff verteidigen,
der unsere alltaglichen Dinge, wie Eichen, Menschen,
Pferde, Stuhle und Tische als Substanzen verstehen lasst,
die im Wechsel ihrer Eigenschaften und Relationen
fortbestehen.

Unter Bestandigkeit verstehe ich die Eigenschaft
einer Entitat, im Wechsel der verschiedenen Eigen-
schaften fortzubestehen. Eine Individuum a hat zunéchst
die Eigenschaft F, etwas spéater hat es nicht mehr die
Eigenschaft F. Es handelt sich hier um den widersprich-
lichen Sachverhalt Fa & —Fa. In den meisten Ontologien
wird dieses Problem scheinbar dadurch gelést, dass man
behauptet, dall der Sachverhalt Fa nicht mehr existiert,
wenn —Fa existiert. Nur unter dieser Voraussetzung, die
Erwin Tegtmeier (1997) als ,Solprasentismus* bezeichnet
hat, lassen sich in herkdmmlichen Ontologien dauerhafte
Substanzen verteidigen. Nach Auffassung der Sol-
prasentisten existiert allein das Gegenwartige. Um den
Problemen, die mit dieser prasentistischen Auffassung
verbunden sind, aus dem Weg zu gehen, wurde die
Gegenwart ihrerseits als Prasenz von Vergangenheit und
Zukunft aufgefasst, so beispielweise bei Plotin,
Augustinus, Nikolaus von Kues und Heidegger. Ich werde
zu zeigen versuchen, daR alle solprasentistischen Ansatze
den Widerspruch nicht auflésen kdnnen.

Ein anderer und weniger verbreiteter Losungsansatz
besteht in der Einfuhrung einer zeitlichen Reihe von
Individuen anstelle eines dauerhaften Individuums. In
diesem Ansatz sind die beiden Individuen des wider-
sprichlichen konjunktiven Sachverhalts Fa & —Fa nicht
dieselben. Wir hatten daher den Sachverhalt Fa; & —Fa,.
Hier liegt kein logischer Widerspruch mehr vor. In
Ontologien diesen Typs sind alle Individuen momentan;
die Veranderung einer Eigenschaft geht stets einher mit
einem neuen Individuum. Die Verbindung der verschie-
denen Individuen ay, a,, as ... a, in einem Sachverhalt wird
dann durch eine bestimmte Reihe oder einen kausalen
Zusammenhang zwischen den einzelnen Gliedern einer
Reihe erklart. Ubliche Wahrnehmungsgegenstande sind
nach dieser Analyse Reihen aus Individuen und Eigen-
schaften. Die Frage die an diesen LOsungsansatz zu
stellen ist lautet: Was ist eine solche Reihe? Ist sie nicht
selbst eine eigene Entitat? Wenn ja, um welche Art von
Entitat handelt es sich?

Damit a eine dauerhafte Substanz ist, muR3 es sich
bei dem Individuum in dem konjunktiven Sachverhalt Fa &
—Fa tatsachlich um ein und dasselbe Individuum handeln,
also nicht um zwei Individuen wie in Fa; & —Fa, Die
Losung dieses Problems besteht in einer rein rela-
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tionistischen Zeittheorie im Anschlu an eine ontologisch
fundierte Tenseless-Theory of Time (vgl. Tegtmeier 1997,
Oaklander/Smith 1995). Demnach sind a; und a, zeitliche
Teile der Substanz a die in der Relation Fruher-als
zueinander stehen. Wir haben es hier insgesamt mit drei
Substanzen, namlich mit a, a; und a; und zwei
Relationen, den Relationen ist-zeitlicher-Teil von und der
Relation Fruher-als zu tun. Der zeitliche Teil a; von a
exemplifiziert die Eigenschaft F, der zeitliche Teil a,
exemplifiziert nicht die Eigenschaft F, sondern z.B. die
Eigenschaft G. Die zeitlichen Teile a; und a; stehen in der
Relation ist-zeitlicher Teil-von zu a und die beiden
Bestandteile des konjunktiven Sachverhaltes Fa; & —Fay,
namlich Fa; und Fa, stehen in der Relation Friiher-als
zueinander und zwar so, dass Fa; friher als —Fa, ist (vgl.
Tegtmeier 1997).

Wie bereits weiter oben erwdhnt, gehort zur
klassischen Bestimmung der Substanz ihre Funktion als
Agens (vgl. Uwe Meixner 1997). Wie sich Substanzen in
dem hier beschriebenen Sinne als dauerhafte Individuen
mit raumlichen und zeitlichen Teilen als Agentia verstehen
lassen, kann an dieser Stelle nicht gezeigt werden. Daf3
derartige Substanzen handeln kdnnen, ist aber sicherlich
nicht ausgeschlossen. Der Sachverhalt, daf3 Peter mit dem
Auto nach Kirchberg féahrt ist ein molekularer Sachverhalt,
der der Person Peter diese Handlung zuschreibt. Sicher
kann man nicht behaupten, dal} Peter diesen Sachverhalt
in die Existenz bringt, denn die Existenz hat keinen
zeitlichen Anfang. Uberhaupt kann man meines Erachtens
Kausalitat nicht als ,in die Existenz bringen“ verstehen. Die
Existenz, dies ergibt sich auch aus unserer Analyse der
dauerhaften Substanz, ist unabhangig von Raum und Zeit.
Es ist aber durchaus denkbar, daf3 Individuen in dem
Sinne Agentia sind, daf3 sie den zeitlichen Anfang und das
zeitliche Ende einer Entitat bewirken kdnnen.
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Geschichte(n) — Die Wittgensteinschen Familienerinnerungen.
Zwischen historischer Quelle und autobiographischer , Legende*

Nicole L. Immler, Wien, Osterreich

Die baldige Veroffentlichung der Familienerinnerungen von
Hermine Wittgenstein macht es notwendig den Text in
seiner Gesamtheit zu analysieren und zu kontex-
tualisieren. Denn die Familienchronik ist nicht nur eine
zentrale Quelle fur die biographische Ludwig Wittgenstein-
Forschung, sondern bis zu einem gewissen Masse — wie
jede Darstellung — eine fiktionale Konstruktion einer
autobiographischen Selbstdarstellung, welche durch die
Intentionen der Autorin, die Wahl des Genres Familien-
erinnerungen und den Entstehungskontext, die Jahre
1944-48 in Wien, gepragt ist.

Jede Familie konstruiert und vermittelt sich durch
Kommunikation. In gleicher Weise formt sich das Familien-
gedachtnis Uber die im Kollektiv immer wieder erzahlten
Erinnerungen an Personen und Ereignisse der gemein-
samen Geschichte. Es sind Erinnerungen, in denen
sVorstellungen und Urteile der Familie uber sich selbst"
und Uber andere enthalten sind (Leonhard 2002, 205).
Somit geben die Familienerinnerungen, ein 250-seitiges
Typoskript der altesten Schwester Ludwig Wittgensteins,
Aufschluss iber die Selbstwahrnehmung der Familie
Wittgenstein — wie auch daruber, wie sie gesehen werden
wollte.

Es war nicht nur ein Gefiihl der Pietat gegenuber
der Familie, welches dieses Stiick Familiengeschichte so
lange im Vergessenen hielt, sondern auch der Zweifel am
Wert dieses Schriftstiicks — seitens Familie und For-
schung; eine Skepsis, die von Seiten der Kulturwissen-
schaften ausgerdumt werden kann. Sie interessiert,
welche Bedeutung das Verfassen einer Familien-
geschichte fur die Autorin wie fir die ganze Familie hatte;
und heute noch hat. Hier wird folgende Hypothese
vorgestellt: Hermine Wittgenstein verfolgte mit der Chronik
nicht nur eine deskriptive Beschreibung der Familien-
geschichte, sondern auch eine Stéarkung ihrer Position
innerhalb der Familie. Dieser emanzipatorische Impetus
der Chronik wurde in der Forschung bisher verkannt.
Ebenso soll gezeigt werden, warum die Familien-
erinnerungen trotz ihres harmonisierenden Charakters ein
erhebliches Konfliktpotential in sich tragen.

Die Autorin: Hermine Wittgenstein (1874-1950), in der
Familie ,Mining' genannt, ist die Alteste der sechs
Geschwister und wohnt, unverheiratet geblieben, lebens-
lang im Elternhaus in der Alleegasse 16 (seit 1921
Argentinierstrae) im vierten Wiener Bezirk, hinter der
Karlskirche. Sie erstellt gemeinsam mit dem Vater Karl
Wittgenstein  die  familidre  Gemaéaldesammlung, hat
Malunterricht, spielt ausgezeichnet Klavier und organisiert
musikalische Veranstaltungen im Familienkreis. 1913 erbt
sie das Anwesen Hochreit und wird quasi das ,Familien-
oberhaupt' und Grof3grundbesitzerin. Im Jahr 1921 griin-
det sie eine eigene Tagesheimstatte fur Knaben in
Grinzing, die nach dem Anschluss Osterreiches an
Deutschland im Jahr 1938 durch die Nationalsozialisten
aufgeldst wird. Im Juni 1944 beginnt sie im Alter von 69
Jahren auf der Hochreit die Familienerinnerungen zu
schreiben, die sie im Oktober 1948 krankheitsbedingt
beendet, eineinhalb Jahre vor ihrem Tod. AnschlieBend
wurde das im Krieg in Mitleidenschaft gezogene elterliche

Palais, viele Jahrzehnte ein Zentrum des Wiener Kultur-
lebens, verauRert und abgerissen; was als das Ende einer
Ara gesehen werden kann.

Das Familiengedéachtnis ist nicht nur eine Geschichte, wie
der Einzelne seine Vergangenheit mobilisiert und ihr
Bedeutung gibt, sondern auch das Verhaltnis zur eigenen
Geschichte und zu anderen konstruiert. Einen Text Uber
sich selbst zu schreiben bedeutet, das eigene Ich zu
.entwerfen’, das erfordert Geschichten zu erzahlen, lber
sich selbst, Uber andere, Geschichten, die andere uber
einen erzéhlen oder in welche man selbst eingebunden ist,
als Teil einer sozialen Gruppe. In autobiographischen
Texten Uberschneiden sich daher Literatur und Ge-
schichtsschreibung, Fakt und Fiktion (Bruner 1998).
Deshalb sind die Konstruktion, die Struktur und die
Mechanismen des Textes zu durchleuchten, um erklaren
zu kénnen, warum von Hermine Wittgenstein gerade diese
Geschichte — und keine andere — erzahlt wird.

Eine Auseinandersetzung mit der Vergangenheit
bedeutet stets ein besonderes Verhdltnis zur Gegenwart
zu haben, denn ,Erinnerung ist etwas, um mit der
Gegenwart zu Recht zu kommen*." Da Geschichte immer
aus dem Blick der jeweiligen Gegenwart aktualisiert wird
(Maurice Halbwachs), geben die Wittgensteinschen
Familienerinnerungen insbesondere Uber die Erzahl-
situation, die Jahre unter nationalsozialistischer Herrschaft
und die unmittelbaren Nachkriegsjahre im Grof3birgertum
in Wien, Auskunft. Und diese Gegenwart lasst, wie zu
sehen sein wird, nur bestimmte Erzahlungen uber die
Vergangenheit zu.

Zusétzlich sind Familienerinnerungen ein spezi-
fisches Genre, welches ebenfalls nur gewisse Inhalte
ermdglicht. Carol Feldman nennt das Genre ein ,mentales
Modell* (Bruner 1998, 67) das die Produktion wie auch die
Rezeption formt. Hermine Wittgenstein setzt somit durch
die Wahl des Genres eine deutliche Botschaft: Der Text
kommuniziert ,Familie‘, vor deren Gesamtheit der Einzelne
mit seinen Winschen und seiner Lebensgeschichte
zuriickzutreten hat. So charakterisiert beispielsweise die
Chronik eine geneaologische Struktur einer Ahnen- und
Namensforschung, eine Art ,Kompilation“, gekennzeichnet
durch die ,Geste [...] der Wiederholung” statt der ,Geste
des Widerspruchs* (Assmann 1998, 181), oder dadurch,
konfliktbeladene oder bedrohliche Erlebnisse eher aus-
zublenden, Briiche in einem integrativen Rahmen zu
prasentieren oder ruhigen Zeiten viel Aufmerksamkeit zu
schenken. Andere Erzahlungen finden sich hingegen in
Briefen oder Tagebiichern, die wiederum einer anderen
Rhetorik (z.B. der der Selbstbespiegelung) verpflichtet
sind. Gewisse Leerstellen (z.B. das Ausblenden familiarer
Konflikte, religidser Gefiihle oder literarischer Interessen)
entsprechen so oft mehr der Logik oder Rhetorik des
Genres als der Familiengeschichte.

Dieser harmonisierende Charakter wird auch durch
verschiedene Erzéhimodelle unterstitzt: Die héaufige
Verwendung von ,Wir-Erzéhlungen‘ und des Begriffs des

1 Vgl. Harald Welzer auf einer Tagung der Universitat Bern, leben schreiben.
Auto/Biographisches Erzéhlen in Geschichte und Literatur, am 22.3.2003.
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gesellschaftlich-sozialen ,Rahmens’, der die Familie vor
1938 umgeben hatte, sind Merkmale einer ausgepragten
Stabilitatserzahlung. Auch die Kritik Hermines an ihren
Eltern dient dieser Harmonisierung, indem durch die
dialektische Erzahlweise die eigene (Kinder-)Generation
homogenisiert wird. Und selbst der geschilderte Konflikt
der Familie mit den Nationalsozialisten — die Einfuhrung
der Niirnberger Gesetze in Osterreich und das Ansuchen
der assimilierten Familie Wittgenstein um Arisierung in
Berlin — kaschiert faktisch die Homogenisierungsarbeit am
individuellen Gedachtnis, die Eliminierung innerfamiliarer
Konflikte. Doch gerade eine solche Bedrohung von auf3en
starkt zerfallende Entitdten. So kommt es zu einer
kulturellen Selbstzuordnung zur k.u.k.-Monarchie lange
nach deren Auflésung und zum Bekenntnis zur
Osterreichischen Staatsbirgerschaft im Moment ihrer
Abschaffung. So wird in den Familienerinnerungen alles
genannt, was die kollektive Identitéat starkt: der Name, die
Herkunft, Feste und Rituale, insbesondere jedoch die
Wertschatzung  einzelner  Familienmitglieder  durch
Personen des offentlichen Lebens. Damit scheinen die
Erinnerungen die Intention zu verfolgen, die Familie
Wittgenstein durch ein bewusstes ,Einschreiben’ in die
Osterreichische Kultur der Habsburger Monarchie nicht nur
als ,sozial bedeutsam* und ,0sterreichisch“ zu legitimieren,
sondern sie konzentrieren sich auch auf die staats-
burgerlichen Treuedienste und die ehrenvollen Charaktere
der véterlichen Linie — und sind somit in einem &hnlichen
Geiste verfasst wie das Ansuchen der Familie um
Arisierung in Berlin. Auch hier wollte die Familie durch
Leistung Uberzeugen und stellte die Herkunft hinten an.
Fast so, als hatte man die Einsicht Michel Foucaults
gekannt: ,Die Erforschung der Herkunft liefert kein Funda-
ment: sie beunruhigt, was man fiir unbeweglich hielt; sie
zerteilt, was man flr koharent hielt.* (Foucault 1998, 50)
Die ,Negation’ des Judischen, sichtbar in einem deutlichen
Assimilations-Narrativ, spielte somit fir die Entstehung der
Familienerinnerungen eine zentrale Rolle. Wenn es
beispielsweise Uber die Familie des GroRvaters Wilhelm
Figdor heif3t: ,[Sie] waren Juden, flhlten sich aber, wie
man das damals konnte, als Osterreicher und wurden
auch von Anderen als solche betrachtet’ (Wittgenstein
1948, 3).

Doch die Familienchronik scheint nicht nur aus
dieser kollektiven Verunsicherung heraus entstanden zu
sein, wie der judischen Herkunft der Familie, dem
JAnschluss* im Jahr 1938 und dem Vermdogens- wie
Besitzverlust, sondern zugleich hdchst individuell motiviert
von Hermine Wittgensteins personlichen Verunsiche-
rungen: Angesichts des Familienstreites mit dem Bruder
Paul Uber die Notwendigkeit des Exils sowie einer
generellen Tendenz des Auseinanderfallens des Familien-
gefuiges und dem damit verbundenen Verlust ihrer Position
als Familienoberhaupt.

Beginnen die Familienerinnerungen mit dem Krieg,
der Zerstérung und der Verzweiflung, enden sie in der
Erleichterung dariiber, was nach Kriegsende noch
Bestand hat. Im Nachhinein rechtfertigen gerade diese
\Uberreste’ des Familienbesitzes Hermines Beharren
darauf in Osterreich zu verbleiben. Die Familienchronik
scheint eine Legitimation zu stiften, nicht nur in Zeiten der
gesellschaftlichen, sondern auch der personlichen Krise.
Sie scheinen eine private Strategie Hermines im Streit mit
dem Bruder Paul zu sein, eine Rechtfertigung fur ihre
Entscheidung, 1938 in Wien zu bleiben und nicht wie er
nach Amerika auszuwandern, wie er es erwartet hatte:
+Paul verglich [unsere Situation] mit einem brennenden
Haus und sagte, sie rechtfertige den Sprung aus dem
Fenster, namlich die Flucht aus Osterreich unter Zahlung

114

der Reichsfluchtsteuer; ich konnte und wollte aber diese
Auffassung nicht teilen, da sie mich vor groRe seelische
Verluste und vor Probleme gestellt hatte, die ich mich nicht
zu meistern traute.“ (Wittgenstein 1948, 158) Im Zuge
dessen kommt es zu einer ldyllisierung der Familie und
ihres burgerlichen soziokulturellen ,Rahmens’, um den
familidaren Zusammenhalt in Zeiten des Auseinanderfallens
wie auch ihre eigene Position als Familienzentrum zu
beschworen. So prasentiert sie sich als eine Person, die
ausschlieflich in den Rahmen der Familie und sozialer
Verpflichtungen integriert ist, was einen Neuanfang im Exil
ziemlich erschwert hatte. Doch anders als es die
Familienerinnerungen suggerieren, zeigt die Gegenwart
der frihen 1950er Jahre eine zerstrittene Familie, die viel
Geld verloren und die Grenzen ihrer Macht sowie ihre
Abhéangigkeit von einem politischen Regime gespdrt hat.
Hat der Krieg die Familie auch oberflachlich gesehen
zusammengeschweil3t, unterstreicht das Verfassen der
Familienerinnerungen dennoch den geschwisterlichen
Konflikt durch die Ruckbesinnung von Hermine auf die
familiare Herkunft und Tradition, wahrend Paul sich in
Amerika zu integrieren versucht, seine Wurzeln aufgeben
muss, um neue zu finden.

Die Struktur des Textes, Briche und Ausblend-
ungen, die autobiographische Aufladung besonders
Lelaborierter Geschichten* (Sieder 199, 250), insbe-
sondere die Diskrepanz zwischen Selbst- und Aussenbild
zeigen, dass die Familienerinnerungen auch fir die
Autorin  selbst geschrieben wurden, zur Ausbildung,
Starkung und Versicherung ihrer Identitat — auch wenn
ihre  zurickgenommene Art und ein Gestus der
Bescheidenheit das gesamte Werk durchziehen. So
beschreibt sie im Text nur ihre hausliche Rolle und ihre
Fremdheit gegeniiber der gesellschaftlichen Wirklichkeit,
kritisiert ihren ,vertraumten Egoismus, der mich formlich
hermetisch gegen meine Umwelt abschlo3" (Wittgenstein
1948, 96), beschreibt die Unterlegenheit gegenuiber ihren
Geschwistern, untertreibt ihre Talente und ihren Einfluss.
Hermine zeichnet idyllische Sphéren des Riickzugs — eine
willkommene Position nach 1945 — und verwendet die
Familienerinnerungen vor allem als ein Instrument fir die
sVerinnerlichung des birgerlichen Wertekanons®, doch
subkutan zeigen sich soziale und kulturelle Strategien der
individuellen Positionierung und Selbstbehauptung, u.a.
der Versuch der Kompensation fiur den Kontrollverlust
nach 1938.

Denn aufféllig ist, dass die Familienerinnerungen
einen viel konservativeren Eindruck von der Familie
hinterlassen als sie tatsachlich im Detail sind. Das hat mit
dem préasentierten Bild von Familie zu tun (trotz der
Opferrhetorik ist es eine Erfolgsgeschichte des ,Familien-
sinns'), der Rhetorik des Genres, dem Schreibstil und der
Sprache, die eine vergangene Epoche reflektieren. Sie
Uberformen die inhaltlich progressiven, kritischen und
traumatischen Elemente — wie die Fortschrittsglaubigkeit in
der Familie, prasent in der Karriere des Vaters, ihrer
Vorliebe fur die Secession sowie ihrer Kritik an den
Erziehungsmethoden der Eltern, die sie fur den Tod ihrer
Brider mitverantwortlich macht. Erst die Rekontex-
tualisierung zeigt, wie sehr der politische ,Zeitgeist' der
1940er Jahre hereingewirkt und die Erinnerungen diktiert
hat. Mit der Beschreibung der schwierigen 1940er Jahre
ruckt zugleich jene Zeit in den Mittelpunkt, in der die
Familiengeschichte zum zentralen Gegenstand von
Aushandlungen und die Autorin zu einer zentralen
Akteurin in diesem Feld wird. Deshalb sind die Familien-
erinnerungen eine aktive Auseinandersetzung mit der
eigenen Identitdt und ein emanzipatorischer Akt der
.Schweigenden“ Hermine (Selbstbezeichnung). Sie bt
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einerseits Macht aus Uber das Vergessen, andererseits ist
die Suche nach Herkunft auch eine nach Unterschieden.
So kommt es mit dem Verfassen der Familienerinnerungen
zu einer Hierarchisierung des Familiengedachtnisses:
indem eine offizielle Form festgehalten wurde, bleiben alle
anderen Variationen im Verborgenen. Hermine ist somit
als Chronistin nicht nur Traditionsbewahrerin, sondern ihr
Text wird selbst zum Kanon — der nicht unumstritten ist.

Die Einstellung gegenuber den Familienerinnerungen
changiert bei den Nachkommen der Familie Wittgenstein,
den Stonboroughs, Sjogrens und Stockerts zwischen
Identifikation, Ablehnung und Gleichgultigkeit, das zeigen
einige Ausziige aus Interviews,” gefiihrt angesichts ihrer
baldigen Verdffentlichung. Fur Hermines GrofR3neffen
Andreas Sjogren ist eine Familienchronik ,a source of
pride [satisfying] a normal curiosity one has of one’s
family“. Auch Pierre Stonborough (1932), Enkel von
Hermines Schwester Margarete, hat gegen eine
Veroffentlichung nichts einzuwenden: Nun, nachdem alle
Beteiligten verstorben sind, ist ,nichts mehr privat, alles
gehort der Geschichte. Er verbindet mit einer Ver-
offentlichung sogar die Hoffnung, die disparaten Familien-
zweige mit Verweis auf die vorangegangene Generation
einander anzunahern. Aus dieser Perspektive wird die
Veroffentlichung der Familienchronik als dem Familien-
geist zutraglich erachtet. Doch eine fixierte Familienge-
schichte hat nicht nur Identitatspotential, sondern
beherbergt auch Stoff fur Konflikte. Deutlich wird das,
wenn sich zwei Vertreter der Nachkommengeneration von
der Chronik bewusst distanzieren.

Cecilia Sjogren, Enkeltochter von Hermines
Schwester Helene, hélt die Familienerinnerungen an sich
nicht fur verdffentlichungswert, weil sie nur deshalb
interessant seien, da Hermine die Schwester von Ludwig
Wittgenstein war, oder die Tochter von Karl Wittgenstein.
Zudem éargern sie ,die Selbstbezichtigungen und die
Unreflexivitat der Selbstdarstellung” ihrer GroR3tante, deren
.Pseudo-Bescheidenheit* und Verherrlichung der Ge-
schwister ihr mangelndes Selbstbewusstsein reflektiere.
Damit will sie sich heute nicht mehr identifizieren, wahrend
hingegen in ihrer Kindheit die Chronik noch eine grofl3e
Rolle gespielt hat. lhre Mutter (Clara Sjogren, 1913-70)
hatte ihren Kindern aus den Erinnerungen vorgelesen, mit
dem Anliegen ihre Welt, in der sie aufgewachsen war,
ihnen nahe zu bringen und den Text reich bebildert und fiir
jedes Kind kopiert und gebunden. Die Tochter hat dazu
heute ein ambivalentes Verhaltnis, auch weil die Schatten-
seiten von Karl Wittgensteins Erfolgen sowie die Selbst-
morde dreier seiner Séhne zu wenig beleuchtet sind.

Auch der 1986 verstorbene Sohn von Margarete,
Thomas Stonborough, distanzierte sich von der Familien-
chronik und nannte sie eine ,Legende” der Tante Mining,
weil alles geschdnt sei, statt zu zeigen, dass sich die
Familienmitglieder nicht untereinander verstanden haben.
Er erklart damit Hermine durch ihre ungemafle Beur-
teilungen zum ,militanten Anachronisten“ (Botho Strauss),
statt zu sehen, dass der Text inhaltlich und formal geformt
ist durch die Sprache und Rhetorik eines Genres, den
konservativen gesellschaftlichen Trend und Tenor der
Rechtfertigungsliteratur der unmittelbaren Nachkriegszeit
sowie durch die prekare Situation Hermines.

Cecilia Sjogren interpretiert diese Zuschreibung
.Legende" als Ausdruck dafiir, sich von der Familie
distanzieren und I6sen zu wollen, und resumiert: ,Vielleicht

2 Mehrmalige Gesprache der Autorin mit Pierre und Francoise Stonborough,
Cecilia und Andreas Sjogren. Vgl.: Immler 2004, insbes. 328-335.

ist das bei mir auch so“. Die Ablehnung der Familien-
chronik scheint somit ein Zeichen von Emanzipation zu
sein — doch sie signalisiert zugleich eine emotionale
Involviertheit, die wiederum geradezu charakteristisch ist
fur Familienmitglieder, die mit ,schlechtem Gewissen“ vom
Familienerbe oder ,im Schatten der Familie* leb(t)en, so
Pierre Stonborough mit kritischem Blick auf seinen Vater
Thomas. Insbesondere fir ein Familienmitglied, welches
dafir bekannt war, groRe Teile des Familienerbes
verauBert zu haben, verkorpert die Familiechronik alleine
durch ihre Existenz das schlechte Gewissen einer
Erbengeneration, die vom unermesslichen Vermégen Karl
Wittgensteins gelebt hat.

Das Misstrauen gegeniiber der Familienchronik
kann somit inhaltlich, personlich bedingt, aber auch
strukturell begriindet werden. Heute, in einer Gesellschaft,
die sich an funktionaler Differenzierung orientiert, kann die
Selbstbeschreibung eines Individuums nicht mehr auf
soziale Positionen zuriickgreifen, sondern nur mehr auf die
eigene Individualitat. Aus dieser Perspektive heraus muss
die Schreibweise der Familienchronik befremdlich wirken.
Zudem mag eine Familiengenealogie auch jenen Familien-
mitgliedern unangenehm erscheinen, die nicht mehr mit
diesem groRRburgerlichen Habitus vertraut sind. Schlie3lich
hatten der Krieg, der Vermdgensverlust und die gesell-
schaftlichen Umwalzungen die Familie sehr veréndert. Der
Text bildete sozusagen keine Identifikationsbasis mehr.
Erinnerung gelingt nur in einem ,milieu de mémoire’, geht
dieses verloren, ,verliert die Erinnerung ihren konstruktiven
Widerpart und wird zu einem Phantom“ (Assmann 1999,
164). Zudem hatte der Nationalsozialismus die Familien-
forschung und damit auch das Genre Familienchronik fur
lange Zeit erheblich diskreditiert, wie auch der
Strukturalismus der Nachkriegszeit (auto-)biographischer
Literatur ein grundlegendes Misstrauen entgegenbrachte.
Erst die narrative Wende in der Wissenschaftskultur der
1970er Jahre flhrte zu einer gesamtgesellschaftlichen
positiveren Wahrnehmung dieser Art von Quellen. In den
1990er Jahren fuhrten die 6ffentlichen Diskussionen tber
Restitution bei den Wittgenstein-Nachkommen dazu, sich
zur Vergangenheit neu zu aufern.

In der Frage nach dem jeweiligen Umgang mit der
Familiengeschichte ist angesprochen, was Maurice
Halbwachs die soziale Bedingtheit von Gedachtnis nannte:
die Aktivitat aller Familienbeteiligten beim Aushandeln
einer geteilten Version der Vergangenheit. Gemeinhin gilt
das Erinnern, Erzahlen und Schreiben als ein interaktiver
Prozess, der durch ein dialogisches Vergegenwartigen der
Familiengeschichte Zusammengehdérigkeitsgefuhl stiftet.
Doch scheint gerade die Existenz einer Familien-
geschichte abweichende Vorstellungen zu konkretisieren
und ein Konfliktpotential fir die Zukunft in sich zu bergen.
Ein Blick auf die generationsspezifischen Erfahrungen und
ihren jeweiligen Umgang mit Erinnerung hilft hier, die Kluft
zwischen den Generationsgedachtnissen besser zu
verstehen und eventuell zu Uberwinden, indem ein
Bewusstsein fur einzelne Motive und beeinflussende Um-
felder geweckt wird. Damit zeigt sich das Familien-
gedachtnis als ein unabschlieRbarer Prozess, der stets
offen fur neue Codierungen der Geschichte(n) ist.
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Zeit und Gemeinschaft.

Soziale Geschichtlichkeit und geschichtliche Sozialitat

Ludger Jansen, Stuttgart / Bonn, Deutschland

1. Anthropologische Grunddimensionen

In seiner Einfuhrung in die ,Philosophische Anthropologie”
fuhrt Gerd Haeffner vier ,Grunddimensionen des
menschlichen Seins" an: (1) Sprachlichkeit, (2) Sozialitat,
(3) Zeitlichkeit und Geschichtlichkeit sowie (4) Leiblichkeit
(Haeffner 2000, z.B. 6-7). Ich vermute, daf} sich dieser
Liste weitere Grunddimensionen des Menschseins hinzu-
fugen lassen, aber nach der Vollstéandigkeit der Liste will
ich hier nicht fragen. Vielmehr soll es im folgenden um
Abhangigkeitsverhéltnisse zwischen diesen Dimensionen
gehen. DaR etwa die Sprachlichkeit des Menschen von
seiner Sozialitdt abhangt, ist unter Philosophen eine seit
Wittgensteins Privatsprachenargument géngige Meinung.
Und auch zwischen der Sozialitdt und der Geschicht-
lichkeit des Menschen sind immer wieder enge Ver-
bindungen gesehen worden, etwa von Theodor Schieder:
»Geschichtlichkeit [...] vollzieht sich schon im personlichen
Lebensverhalten jedes einzelnen [...]. Im hodheren Sinne
aber lebt der Mensch als geschichtliches Wesen, indem er
sich eine uUberindividuelle Vergangenheit und Zukunft
schafft und im BewufRtsein dieser Vergangenheit und
Zukunft seine Entscheidungen trifft.“ (Schieder 1973, 20)

Besonders von den neueren Arbeiten zur
gedachtnistheoretischen Analyse von Kultur wird der
Zusammenhang zwischen GeschichtsbewulRtsein und
Gruppenidentitat stark betont. Einer der herausragenden
Beitrdge zu dieser Diskussion ist Jan Assmanns Buch tber
,Das kulturelle Gedéachtnis*. Assmann beschreibt in
diesem Buch den engen ,Zusammenhang der drei
Themen |Erinnerung’ (oder: Vergangenheitsbezug),
Jdentitat’ (oder: politische Imagination) und kulturelle
Kontinuierung' (oder: Traditionsbildung)“: Der Zusammen-
halt einer Kultur, ihre ,konnektive Kontinuierung*, wirke ,in
zwei Dimensionen: der Sozialdimension und der
Zeitdimension* (Assmann 1997, 16), Erinnerungskultur
habe es mit einem ,Gedéachtnis, das Gemeinschaft stiftet",
zu tun (30), und ,die Heiligung einer bestimmten Tradition
lauft immer auf die Heiligung einer bestimmten
Gemeinschaft hinaus” (127).

Im folgenden soll dieser Zusammenhang zwischen
der Geschichtlichkeit und der Sozialitdét des Menschen
diskutiert werden. Dazu werde ich zunéchst diskutieren,
was mit Geschichtlichkeit (§ 2) und Sozialitat (8 3) jeweils
gemeint ist und wie sich diese anthropologischen Dimen-
sionen sprachlich manifestieren. Sodann werde ich ihren
Zusammenhang untersuchen: Ist Geschichtlichkeit not-
wendig fir Sozialitat? (§ 4) Ist Sozialitdt notwendig fiir
Geschichtlichkeit? (8§ 5) Die Ergebnisse dieser Diskussion
werden mir schlielich erlauben, den Zusammenhang
zwischen Sozialitat und Geschichtlichkeit genauer zu
erfassen (8§ 6).

2. Geschichtlichkeit und das Tempus
Préateritum

»Geschichtlichkeit* ist ein mehrdeutiges Wort, und in vielen
dieser Bedeutungen kann man vom Menschen sagen, er
sei ,geschichtlich*: Der Mensch ist geschichtlich-1 im
Gegensatz zu bloR erfunden, und er ist geschichtlich-2 in

dem Sinn, daB seine Lebensbedingungen sich geschicht-
lich wandeln und geschichtlich bedingt sind. Um diese
beiden Bedeutungen geht es hier nicht. Ware die
Geschichtlichkeit-2 des Menschen gemeint, dann ,steht ex
definitione fest, dalR es eine menschliche Gesellschaft
ohne Geschichte nie geben kann“, wie Konrad Repgen zu
Recht feststellt (Repgen 1974, 5).

Worum es hier geht, ist Geschichtlichkeit ,als
philosophischer Terminus®, als der er ,die geschichtliche
Seinsweise des menschlichen Geistes® bezeichnet
(Gadamer 1958, 1496). Es geht nicht um das Faktum der
Geschichte, ,das vergangene Geschehen®, sondern um
das, was Repgen ,GeschichtsbewuRltsein“ nennt: ,die
Bezugnahme der individuellen oder kollektiven Mentalita-
ten auf dieses vergangene Geschehen” (Repgen 1974, 5).

Menschen nehmen Bezug auf die Vergangenheit.
Oder anders ausgedruckt: Der Mensch ist das Tier, das
erinnern mul3. Das ist die anthropologische Aussage von
Nietzsches zweiter ,Unzeitgemafer Betrachtung“. Wah-
rend das Tier in der Herde ganz in der Gegenwart lebt —
.Kurz angebunden [...] an den Pflock des Augenblicks"
(Nietzsche 1874, 211) — und nicht anders leben kann, ist
der Mensch zur Erinnerung verdammt. Auch beim Tier
kann vergangenes Erleben zukinftiges Verhalten
beeinflussen, z.B. durch die Konditionierung auf einen
bestimmten Reiz. Der Mensch hingegen kann sich des
Vergangenen aber auch bewul3t werden; er kann erinnern,
dalR etwas bestimmtes geschehen ist. Menschliches
Erinnern ist also ein ,Erinnern-dal”, es hat einen
propositionalen Gehalt. Zudem kann sich der Mensch
auch auf Vergangenes beziehen, das er selbst gar nicht
erlebt hat. Er kann sich daran ,erinnern®, dal3 Sokrates den
Schierlingsbecher getrunken hat oder dal Napoleon nach
St. Helena verbannt wurde, ohne daf3 er eines von beiden
miterlebt héatte. Dies wird moglich durch die Sprachlichkeit
des Menschen: Er erfahrt von diesen vergangenen Ereig-
nissen durch die Schilderungen anderer; er hat von diesen
Ereignissen zwar kein knowledge by acquaintance, wohl
aber knowledge by description (Russell 1912, Kap. 5).

Ein sprachliches Merkmal der Geschichtlichkeit des
Menschen, auch darauf weist bereits Nietzsche hin, ist die
Phrase ,es war‘ — ,jenes Losungswort‘, wie Nietzsche
pathetisch sagt, ,mit dem Kampf, Leiden und UberdruR an
den Menschen herankommen, ihn zu erinnern, was sein
Dasein im Grunde ist - ein nie zu vollendendes Imperfek-
tum.“ (Nietzsche 1874, 212). Ausdriicke im Tempus
Prateritum wie ,es war" erlauben uns, Bezug auf Vergan-
genes zu nehmen. Die Tempora verbi sind zun&chst
einmal sprachliche Merkmale fur die Zeitlichkeit des
Menschen: dafir, daf? er den Unterschied der modalen
Zeitbegriffe Vergangenheit, Gegenwart und Zukunft erlebt.
Der Mensch kann sich aber auch auf Zeitpunkte vor der je
eigenen Existenz beziehen, etwa in der Formulierung ,Es
war vor meiner Zeit der Fall, daR ...". Daher ist das
Tempus Prateritum in diesem lebenszeittranszendenten
Gebrauch zugleich ein sprachliches Merkmal der Ge-
schichtlichkeit des Menschen.

117



Zeit und Gemeinschaft. Soziale Geschichtlichkeit und geschichtliche Sozialitat - Ludger Jansen

3. Sozialitat und die Personalpronomen des
Plurals

Dafl der Mensch ein soziales Wesen ist, ist schon in der
griechischen Philosophie ein Lehrsatz gewesen. Platon
stellt den Menschen im Protagoras-Mythos als ein Wesen
dar, das zum Uberleben auf die Kooperation mit seinen
Artgenossen angewiesen ist (Platon, Protagoras 320c-
322d). Aristoteles bezeichnet den Menschen explizit als
ein zoon politikon, das erst in der Polisgemeinschaft sein
Wesen voll entfalten kann (Aristoteles, Politik | 2, 1253a2).
Biologisch mag man die Sozialitdt des Menschen in einer
Art Herdentrieb verankert sehen und damit die Kontinuitat
zum restlichen Tierreich betonen. Doch ist die soziale Welt
des Menschen extrem ausdifferenziert. Menschen gehdren
verschiedenen und unterschiedlichsten Gruppen an:
Familien, Nationen, Kirchen, Betrieben, Vereinen, Or-
chestern, FuRballmannschaften, Ordenskonventen und
vielen anderen mehr. Den sprachlichen Niederschlag
findet die Sozialitit des Menschen in den vielfaltigen
Méoglichkeiten, auf diese Gruppen Bezug zu nehmen und
sich diesen Gruppen zuzuordnen. Eine der spannendsten
sprachlichen Phanomene, die diesem Zweck dienen, sind
die Personalpronomen des Plurals, etwa, in der ersten
Person, das ,wir".

Das Personalpronomen der ersten Person Singular
Jch* hat in der Philosophie der Neuzeit seit Descartes
breite Aufmerksamkeit gefunden. Logisch gesehen ist es
ein indexikalischer Ausdruck, der auf den Sprecher des
Ausdrucks referiert. Ontologisch gesehen entziindet sich
an ihm die Subjektphilosophie und das Problem der
personalen ldentitdt. Das Personalpronomen der ersten
Person Plural ,wir* ist hingegen noch wenig beachtet
worden. Wie ,ich* ist ,wir" ein kontextsensitiver indexikali-
scher Ausdruck. Wahrend ,ich* aber stets dieselbe
Referenz hat, wenn es von ein und demselben Sprecher
verwendet wird, kann die Referenz des Pronomens ,wir"
bei verschiedenen Gelegenheiten seiner Verwendung
unterschiedlich sein, selbst wenn es von ein und demsel-
ben Sprecher verwendet wird. In folgenden Séatzen
bedeutet ,wir* jeweils etwas verschiedenes, auch wenn
alle von ein und demselben Sprecher geduR3ert werden:

(B1) ,Wir kdnnen uns morgen wieder zum Mittagessen
treffen.”

(B2) ,Wir Deutsche sind ein ernstes Volk.”

(B3) ,Letzte Woche haben wir 1:3 gegen Bayern
verloren.”

(B4) ,Seit 1213 halten wir jeden Tag unsere
Gebetszeiten in dieser Kirche.”

Anhand dieser Beispielsétze lassen sich bereits einige
interessante Aspekte unserer Verwendung des Personal-
pronomens ,wir“ erkennen, die ihrerseits auf wichtige
Eigenschaften sozialer Entitaten verweisen:

(1) Gemeinsam ist allen Beispielen, dal3 das Pro-
nomen ,wir* auf eine Gruppe verweist — eine Wir-Gruppe,
der sich der Sprecher zuordnet. Analog kann man
natiirlich auch von lhr- und Sie-Gruppen sprechen: Wenn
ein Sprecher von einer lhr-Gruppe spricht, rechnet er den
Horer, aber nicht sich selbst der Gruppe zu. Wenn ein
Sprecher von einer Sie-Gruppe spricht, rechnet er weder
sich selbst noch den Horer dieser Gruppe zu. Dabei kann
aber die Zugehorigkeit zu der Gruppe ganz unterschiedlich
konstituiert sein, wie besonders (B3) zeigt: Der Fan kann
+Wir haben verloren* sagen, obwohl er nie mitgespielt hat.
Es mussen also unterschiedliche Arten von Zugehorig-
keitsrelationen zu einer Gruppe unterschieden werden. Im
Ful3ball-Beispiel kénnen wir etwa unterscheiden:
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(R1) Tatsachlich mitgespielt haben
(also nicht: Reservespieler, verletzte Spieler)
(R2) Mitglied der Mannschaft sein
(also auch: Reservespieler, verletzte Spieler)
(R3) Mitarbeiter der Mannschaft sein (also auch:
Trainer, Masseur)
(R4) Fan der Mannschaft sein

Naturlich hat die Zugehdérigkeitsrelation einen wichtigen
Einflu darauf, welche Personen als Mitglieder zu einer
bestimmten Gruppe gehdren und welche nicht.

(2) Eine weitere Gemeinsamkeit der Beispiele ist,
daB sie in einer wichtigen Hinsicht nicht eindeutig sind: Es
geht aus den Formulierungen nicht hervor, ob der
Sprecher der Satze den Adressaten mit zu der in Frage
stehenden Gruppe zahlt oder nicht. Ist also (B1l) ein
Vorschlag fir ein weiteres Mittagessen, der demjenigen
gegenuber geauRert wird, mit dem der Sprecher bereits zu
Mittag gegessen hat? Oder wird mit dem Beispielsatz der
Adressat auf die Moglichkeit einer weiteren Verabredung
mit einem Dritten hingewiesen? Wird (B2) einem Deut-
schen oder jemandem mit einer anderen Nationalitat
gegenlber geduBert? Wird (B3) einem Schalke- oder
einem Bayern-Fan gegenuber geduRBert? Und aulert der
Monch (B4) in einem Gesprach einem Novizen gegentiiber
oder wahrend er eine Gruppe Touristen durch das Kloster
fuhrt? Es mussen also zwei verschiedene Verwendungs-
weisen von ,wir* unterschieden werden, eine inklusive und
eine exklusive Verwendung von ,wir":

= L Wir wird inklusiv verwendet, wenn der Sprecher
intendiert, den Adressaten ebenfalls zu der in
Frage stehenden Gruppe zuzuordnen.
= L Wir* wird hingegen exklusiv verwendet, wenn der
Sprecher nicht intendiert, den Adressaten zu der in
Frage stehenden Gruppe zuzuordnen.
Damit ergeben sich die folgenden Kombinationsméglich-
keiten:

Horer der Gruppe | Horer der Gruppe
zugeordnet nicht zugeordnet
Sprecher der
Gruppe inklusives ,wir" exklusives ,wir"
zugeordnet
Sprecher der
Gruppe nicht Jhrt wSie”
zugeordnet

(4) Auf eine weitere wichtige Unterscheidung fuhrt
uns die Frage, zu welcher Zeit denn die Mitglieder der Wir-
Gruppe leben oder gelebt haben? In (B1) ist klar, daf alle
Mitglieder der Gruppe zur gleichen Zeit existieren. Nur mit
Zeitgenossen kann man sich zum Mittagessen verabre-
den. Referiert ein Sprecher auf eine Gruppe von Zeitge-
nossen, mdchte ich von einer synchronen Gruppenbildung
sprechen. Auch (B3) kann sehr gut so verstanden werden,
dal} die Gruppe der gemeinsam spielenden Sportler das
Spiel verloren haben. Dies funktioniert bei der folgenden
Variante dieses Beispiels aber nicht mehr:

(B3*) ,Letzte Woche haben wir 1:3 gegen Bayern
verloren,
wie schon 1954."
In (B3*) ist von einer Gruppe die Rede, die keine Gruppe
von Zeitgenossen ist. FuBballspieler aus weit entfernt
liegenden Dekaden werden derselben Gruppe zugeordnet.
In einem solchem Fall méchte ich von einer diachronen
Gruppenbildung sprechen. Vermutlich soll auch in (B2)
nicht nur den gerade lebenden Deutschen eine bestimmte
Charaktereigenschaft zugesprochen werden, sondern
auch den Deutschen friiherer Zeiten und wohl auch den
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zukinftigen Deutschen. Auch hier haben wir es also mit
einer diachronen Gruppenbildung zu tun, wie auch in (B4):
Keiner der Monche von 1213 wird sich noch jetzt ins Chor-
gestuhl begeben. In diesen beiden Fallen liegen die
Anfange der Wir-Gruppe weit vor der Lebenszeit des
Sprechers; die Gruppe wird nicht nur diachron, sondern
auch lebenszeittranszendent gebildet. Solche Gruppen
nenne ich ,geschichtliche Gruppen“ und die Fahigkeit,
solche Gruppen zu bilden ,geschichtliche Sozialitat”.

4. Gibt es Sozialitat ohne
Geschichtlichkeit?

Die These, von der wir ausgegangen sind, war, dafR
Geschichtlichkeit und Sozialitat einander bedingen. Diese
These besteht aus zwei Teilen. Sie behauptet erstens, daR
es keine Sozialitat ohne Geschichtlichkeit gibt, und
zweitens, dall es keine Geschichtlichkeit gibt ohne
Sozialitat. Diese beiden Teilthesen moéchte ich nun
nacheinander untersuchen. Daflr werde ich sie zunéchst
in ihr sprachliches Pendant Ubersetzen. Geschichtlichkeit,
so hatte ich gesagt, schlagt sich im Gebrauch des
lebenszeittranszendenten Préateritums nieder, Sozialitat im
Gebrauch von Personalpronomen des Plurals. Ich frage
also im folgenden: Bedingen sich der Gebrauch des
lebenszeittranszendenten Préateritums und der Personal-
pronomen des Plurals? Bzw. auf die erste zu untersu-
chende Teilthese angewandt: Kann man Personalprono-
men des Plurals verwenden ohne das lebenszeittranszen-
dente Préateritum?

Die Frage muR offensichtlich verneint werden. Ein
Gebrauch der Personalpronomen des Plurals scheint
vorstellbar, der sich nur auf Zeitgenossen der Sprechen-
den bezieht. AuBerungen wie ,Wir sehen jetzt einander*
oder ,Sie essen gerade gemeinsam® involvieren zwar
Personalpronomen des Plurals, aber kein Prateritum.
AuRerungen wie ,Wir haben gestern miteinander getanzt*
involviert zwar ein Préateritum, aber kein lebenszeitrans-
zendentes. Anders ist es, wenn Personalpronomen des
Plurals wie im oben diskutierten Beispielsatz (B4)
verwendet werden. Der Satz ,Seit 1213 halten wir jeden
Tag unsere Gebetszeiten in dieser Kirche* enthéalt zwar
selbst kein Vorkommen des lebenszeittranszendenten
Prateritums, aber er impliziert Satze mit diesem Tempus.
Aus ihm folgt namlich z.B. der Satz ,1213 hielten wir in
dieser Kirche unsere Gebetszeiten“. Es gibt also tatsach-
lich eine Verbindung zwischen den Personalpronomen des
Plurals und dem lebenszeittranszendenten Préateritum,
aber diese Verbindung tritt nur auf bei einer diachronen
Gruppenbildung bei der, wie im Beispielsatz (B4), die
Lebenszeit der Gruppe selbst die Lebenszeit des
Sprechers transzendiert. Diese Bildung geschichtlicher
Gruppen ist eine sehr besondere, aber auch sehr
spannende Weise der Gruppenbildung, und es ist ein
anthropologisches Faktum, dall Menschen sich solchen
Gruppen zugehdrig wissen.

Gruppenbildung ohne Geschichtlichkeit ist also
moglich, aber die faktische Sozialitait des Menschen
ermdglicht ihm auch die Zuordnung zu geschichtlichen
Gruppen, die seine individuelle Lebensspanne transzen-
dieren, und diese Zuordnung ist nicht ohne Geschichtlich-
keit moglich.

5. Gibt es Geschichtlichkeit ohne
Sozialitat?

Wenden wir uns der zweiten Teilthese zu: Gibt es
Geschichtlichkeit ohne Sozialitat? Ubertragen auf die
Ebene der sprachlichen Merkmale dieser anthropologi-
schen Dimensionen: Ist die Verwendung des lebenszeit-
transzendenten Préateritums méglich ohne die Verwendung
der Personalpronomen des Plurals?

Auch hinsichtlich der zweiten Teilthese finden sich
sofort Gegenbeispiele: Die Verwendung des lebenszeit-
transzendenten Prateritums konnte sich allein auf
Individuen und Einzeltatsachen beziehen: ,Karl der GroRRe
wurde am 25. Dezember 800 gekrént* ist eine Aussage
Uber eine ferne Vergangenheit ganz ohne ein Personal-
pronomen im Plural. Solche Beispiele sprechen klar gegen
eine sprachanalytisch eruierbare Notwendigkeit der
Sozialitat fur die Geschichtlichkeit. Geschichtlichkeit ohne
Sozialitdt ist denkbar; sie ist logisch und sprachlich
maoglich.

Anders sieht es wiederum aus, wenn wir uns die
faktische Geschichtlichkeit des Menschen ansehen. Diese
geht namlich nicht darin auf, Behauptungen Uber eine
ferne Vergangenheit aufzustellen. Menschen verstehen
die Vergangenheit als ,ihre* Geschichte oder Vorge-
schichte und als die Geschichte der Kollektive, denen sie
sich zurechnen. Die Geschichtlichkeit des Menschen ist
auch eine soziale Geschichtlichkeit: Ich sehe ,uns“ in
ferner Vergangenheit etwas tun oder erleiden, auch wenn
weder ich noch irgend einer, der heute zu den ,unseren“
gehdrt, zu diesem Zeitpunkt gelebt haben. Ich schreibe
damit meiner Wir-Gruppe eine Existenz in der fernen
Vergangenheit zu. Das erfordert freilich die Fahigkeit zur
Gruppenbildung, und zwar zur Bildung von Gruppen, die
diachron, durch die Zeit hindurch, persistieren kénnen. Wie
wir wissen, verfugt der Mensch Uber diese Fahigkeit, die
ihm sogar erlaubt, sich einer Gruppe zuzurechnen, deren
Anfange er weit vor dem Beginn seines eigenen Lebens
verortet. Solcherart soziale Geschichtlichkeit ist offensicht-
lich ohne die entsprechende Fahigkeit zur Bildung von
geschichtlichen, also lebenszeittranszendenten diachron
persistierendenen  Gruppen nicht moglich. Soziale
Geschichtlichkeit erfordert also geschichtliche Sozialitat.
(Ich habe hier in der ersten Person Plural formuliert. Dies
schrankt die Allgemeinheit der Behauptung allerdings nicht
ein: Das Argument funktioniert analog auch in der zweiten
und dritten Person Plural.)

6. Soziale Geschichtlichkeit und
geschichtliche Sozialitat

Fassen wir das Ergebnis zusammen: Einen logischen oder
sprachanalytisch begriindbaren Zusammenhang zwischen
Geschichtlichkeit und Sozialitdt gibt es nicht. Der
Gebrauch von Personalpronomen des Plurals und der
lebenszeittranszendente Gebrauch des Préateritums sind
von einander unabhangig. Geschichtlichkeit ohne
Sozialitdt und Sozialititt ohne Geschichtlichkeit sind
logisch moglich. Hingegen sind die faktische menschliche
Geschichtlichkeit und die faktische menschliche Sozialitat
auf das engste miteinander verwoben. Sie bedingen und
ermdglichen sich wechselseitig. Dal3 wir von ,unserer
Geschichte" sprechen, verlangt eine Vorstellung von
einem ,wir* das sich durch die Zeit hindurch erhalt, trotz
des Wechsels der Mitglieder. Umgekehrt ermdglicht die
Vorstellung von einem solchen ,wir“, das die Lebenszeit
des Einzelnen transzendiert, eine Vorstellung von ,unserer
Geschichte* mit sich, das heif3t eine Vorstellung davon,
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was es heil3t, dal ,wir* in ferner Vergangenheit etwas
getan haben oder daB ,uns” in ferner Vergangenheit etwas
widerfahren ist. Die Geschichtlichkeit des Menschen ist
keine blofR3 individuelle Geschichtlichkeit, sondern auch
eine soziale Geschichtlichkeit. Die Sozialitat des Men-
schen ermdglicht nicht nur synchrone Gruppenbildung,
sondern auch diachrone Gruppenbildung, auch uber die
Lebenszeit des Einzelnen hinaus, das hei3t eine ge-
schichtliche Gruppenbildung. Und diese speziellen Arten
von Geschichtlichkeit und Sozialitat sind es, die einander
wechselseitig bedingen und ermdglichen: Keine soziale
Geschichtlichkeit ohne geschichtliche Sozialitat und keine
geschichtliche Sozialitéat ohne soziale Geschichtlichkeit.
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Master Argument:

Is Temporal Fatalism Really Necessary?

Tomasz Jarmuzek, Torun, Poland

1. Introduction

The famous Master Argument is a lost reasoning of Diodor
Cronus. As ancient commentators claimed, Diodor had
supported the standpoint that: something is possible if it is
or will be true and something is necessary if it is and will
always be true. In order to justify this view, Diodor
assumed the negation of the first sentence and showed
that it provides a contradiction. The premisses of his
reasoning were the following sentences:

(D1) Every proposition true about the past is hecessary.

(D2) An impossible proposition cannot follow from a
possible one.

(D3) There is a proposition which is possible, but which
neither is nor will be true.

Because Diodor thought that the first two premisses were
plausible, he denied the last one, obtaining his definition of
the possibility. Using the Aristotle's law: it is not possible
that it is not p iff it is necessary that p, he could also
obtain the definition of the necessity.

Although there are many interpretational problems,
we decide to follow the well-known interpretation and
reconstruction of A. Prior (Prior 1967, 1967a). We shall
present it in a bit modified form, but preserving the original
idea. Therefore, we assume that the lost argument
concerns propositions, the term follow means a logical
consequence relation, and indexical sentences are its
subject, like, for example: Socrates is sitting., that can
change their logical value at different temporal contexts.

2. Determinism

The notions of modalities which were supported by Diodor
seem to be deterministic or fatalistic. We shall consider the
following proposition:

(1) 1'won a lottery.

It appears that anyone who utters (1) makes a statement
that expresses a possible state of affairs. Even if he never
wins the lottery (as we know the plausibility of such an
event is very small), we still think that it is possible.
Nevertheless, according the Diodorus' definition (1) is
possible if and only if | won a lottery or will have won.
Hence, if | neither did nor will win a lottery, it is not possible
that (1). But it contradicts our everyday view on the nature
of possibility.

The Diodor's notion seems to forbid many sen-
tences to be possible. For example, we can easily think
that the propositions:

(2) John is Paul's son.
(3) John is not Paul's son.

are both possible, but only one of them is true. According
the Diodorus' notion only one of them is possible. So, for
many ancient thinkers Diodorus supported the very
deterministic concept of modality. It is clear when we take
into account the truth-maker aspect of his definition. A

state of affair is possible if and only if it takes a place now
or will take a place in the future. Hence, the states of
affairs that neither do nor will take a place in the history are
impossible. At the same time every possibility must be
realized and there are no unrealized possibilities. This is
why ancient thinkers could have thought that Diodor's
concepts provide determinism or fatalism.

According to the deterministic view the history of the world
can be illustrated as a line. Inversely, every indeterminist
imagine the history of the world as a branching tree. In
many points there are future possibilities. However, the
past always is a line, the future has many variants. So,
following Aristotle, we may say that although tomorrow one
of the possibilities will be realized, today a tomorrow sea-
fight may or may not happen.

The above remarks indicate that time will be understood
here not in a physical sense, but more generally, as a
way of representing temporal possibilities.

3. Time

For the sake of further considerations we shall introduce a
special conceptualization of time. Our approach to the
problem is very simple, i.e. we shall treat time as if it
consisted of points. This approach is common in modal or
tense logic, where possible worlds are interpreted as
dynamic states of the same world ordered in possible ways
of its development. We shall impose stronger conditions on
the accessibility relation than it is usually done. However,
in our considerations, it will have some common properties
like transitivity and irreflexivity (hence, also asymmetry).
We assume that the symbol "<" will denote a relation to be
earlier than.

DEFINITION 3.1 A time or a structure of time is an
ordered set (T, <) where T is a set of moments and < is an
relation defined on T? which satisfies the conditions:

1) Yeyzer (Y SX A ZS<X > yYy<zZVvZ<YyvVvVy=2),

2) erTvysT(y<x vV X <y vX =y)

Using the above definition, we can define one more helpful
notion:

DEFINITION 3.2 A branch of the time structure (T, <) is
any nonempty subset T' < T, such that:

1)Vx,yeT‘(y<X vV X <Y vX :y)'

2) for any T” ¢ T satisfying the condition 1), if T'c T”, then
T=T"

These notions guarantee us that neither time structure can
be branched in the past, so every moment has to have, at
most, one past, and for any branches there is at least one
common moment. Simultaneously, the definition allows
time to be branched in the future. The question is, if the
tools that the Master Argument requires, allow such a
possibility.
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4. Reconstruction

For the presentation of the reconstruction we need normal
tense logic K; and some additional assumptions. In the
language of K; we have tense operators: G, H that we
read: "It will always be the case that...", "It has always
been the case that...", respectively. Using them and
negation "-", we define the following tense operators:
—G— (in short: F), —H— (in short: P) that we read: "It will be
the case that...", "It has been the case that...", respectively.
Hence, we have the definitions:

DEFF FA&> -G —A
DEFF PA —-H-A

The logic K; can be axiomatized by the following schemas
and rules (McArthur 1967):

A — HFA,

A —> GPA,

H(A —» B) > (HA > HB),

G(A —» B) - (GA - GA),

If Ais a thesis, then HA is a thesis,
If Ais a thesis, then GA is a thesis.

For our further investigations we have to extend K
language with two modal operators ¢ and %, i.e. possibility
and necessity. They are not interpreted. The task of the
reasoning is to give their interpretation in temporal terms.
The interpretation of tense operators is as usual, so we
remind only the basic facts. The model for the language is
atriple (W, R, V), where W is a nonempty set of objects, R
is a relation of accessibility, and V is an evaluation of
sentential letters at elements from W. In the usual way, we
can extend any evaluation V to the evaluation V' of all
formulas. For classical connectives we have the classical
conditions. For formulas with tense operators we have:

1) V'(x, GA)=1< Yyew XRy = V'(y, A) = 1),
2)V'(x, HA) =1 & Vyew (YRX = V'(y, A) = 1),
3) V'(x, FA) = 1 & 3ycw (XRy and V'(y, A) = 1),
4) V'(x, PA) =1 < 3ycw (YRx and V'(y, A) = 1).

Moreover, we must mention that if a formula is of the
following schema:

then it belongs to the set of theses of K.

In our approach, we treat the relation R as a strictly
temporal relation, therefore we assume that it satisfies the
conditions from the definition of time. Hence, we take into
account only such models that have a form (T, <, V),
where (T,<) is defined by DEF. 3.1. Because logic K, does
not require any assumptions concerning the nature of R, in
consequence all its theses and inferences are also valid in
such frames.

The set of Diodor's premisses can be expressed as
follows:

(D1): PA — %PA,
(D2) % (A — B) — (0A — 0B),

(D3) O Po A —Po A =Fpo.
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For the sake of further transformations we still need
some premisses:

(AR) (Aristotle's law): %A <> —0—A,
(P1): AA GA - PGA,

(P%) (Rule of necessitation):

If Ais a thesis, then %A is a thesis.

This rule expresses the idea that any thesis of extended K;
after box is added is still a thesis. Later we shall show that
Kiis really closed under this rule. And, finally, for the proof
of Diodorus thesis is needed also the schema:

(DO): Av FA = 0A.

Now, we can start the reconstruction in a purely
formal way.

1) Opo (D3), Propositional Logic (in short: PL)
2) % (Po — HFpo) (AXKY),
(P%)

3) % (po — HFpo) — (Opo — OHFpo) (D2)
4) Opo — OHFpo 3),2), PL
5) OHFp, 4), 1), PL
6) —po A —Fpo (D3), PL
7) —Po A G—Po 6), DEF"
8) =po A G=po = PG —po (Py)
9) PG —po 8),7), PL
10) %PG—po (D1),9), PL
11) %PG—p; — —0— PG —po (AR),
PL

12) —0— PG —po 11), 10), PL
13) % (HFpo — — PG —po) (ThKY), (P%)
14) % (HFpo > — PG —po) —» (OHFpy — 0= PG —po)
(D2)

15) OHFpo — 0— PG —po 14), 13), PL
16) —0— PG —py — —OHFpo PL, 15)
17) =0 HFpo 16), 12), PL, the contradiction with the 5)

5. Must there be only one future?

Because we do not assume anything about the letter po,
we can generalize our conclusion for every formula A. By
negation of (D3), (D¢"), PL and (AR) we obtain the Diodor's
definitions:

OA > Av FA,
6A < A A GA.

Now we have the purely temporal characterization of all
Diodorus notions. Hence, all modalities involved in the
reasoning can be interpreted in a temporal way:

(D1): PA = PA A GPA,

(D2): (A —> B) AG(A >B) > (AvFA > Bv FB),
(AR): A A GA <> — (=A v F —A),

(P6): If Ais a thesis, then A A GA is a thesis.

Most of them do not need any additional constraints
imposed on the structure of time:

- (D1) requires only transitivity of a temporal relation, which
is easy to check in a semantic way,
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- (D2) is provable in K; by PL, because G(A —» B) —» (FA —>
FB) is a schema of K; thesis, hence, it requires no
constrains,

- (AR) requires no constraints,

- (P6) does not require any new constraints, because is
provable in K; .

The problem arises when we take into account the premise
(P1). It is not as innocent as it appears at the first glance.
We shall take any model (T, <, V) and assume that at
some moment a (P1) is not satisfied. It means that A as
well as GA are true at a, but PGA is not true. From the
former we have the A is true at any x such that a < x. From
the latter we obtain that there is not any y < a, such that
GA is true at y. In order to avoid this we must assume that
(Q) for all x there is an y such that y < x. Hence, there is an
b < a and GA is not true at b. It means that there is an y
such that b <y and A is not true at y. Of course, it is
different from any x such that a < x. It can mean one of two
cases. The first one: b <y < a, which can be easily omitted
by assuming the left-discreteness, i.e. (then, together with
the condition (Q2), the time must satisfy the condition (\¥) Vv
3y (y <xA—3; (y <z Aaz<Xx)) if we introduce the relation
of the direct predecessor, defined as follows: X « y > X <
y A =3y (X <z A z<Yy), then the condition will have a form:
Vx 3y (y « X)). But it is not enough. The second case
concerns the situation when the frame satisfies all these
constraints, but the formula is still false. It is in a model of
branching time. It follows from the fact that the moment y
can be after b, but not before a:

—p
-l'.

aw Lp
I A

According to this picture, even if the condition (¥) is
satisfied, then the considered premise is not true. The
main problem is whether the structure of time really must
be additionally linear in order to be a frame for the set of
Prior's premisses? Forward linear structure would exclude
such situations like in the diagram.

The answer is: it does not have to be linear. We can
define frame that is branched, but does not falsify the
premise under investigation. We take the set of numbers A
={0, -1, -2, ...}. Next we define the following sets: B, = {x: X
=1/n;,n e N-{0}and B, = {x: x = 1/n,, n € N - {0}}. To
these sets belong fractions with a denominator that is a
natural number. The only difference between B; and B; is
that their members have different indexes: 1/n; or 1/n,. If
we take the natural relation to be smaller than, both sets
have the following properties:

1) every member has its direct predecessor (¥),

2) number 0 is a direct predecessor of neither of their
members.

Using this construction, we can picture a branched frame
which makes the premise (P1) true.

: - ':"-."'

|” 1 3 .l"-l' '.II'
In this frame, every moment has its direct predecessor and
every last moment before branching is not a direct
predecessor of any other moment. Hence, if the formula A
A GA is true at a moment a, then there is b that b « a and
A is true for all b < x, because b belongs only to one
branch. Of course, we can generalize this structure of time.
Formally speaking, if the frame (T', <) satisfies the
following conditions:

1) Vi 3y (Y «X),
2) Vg2 X<SYAX<SZADY<ZA—-Z<Y > XKYAXKZ),

then the formula (P1) is true at all models of the form (T',
<, V). The problem whether the formula defines such a
class of frames, we shall discuss in another paper, where
we also describe the problem of which tense logic is in this
sense Diodorean (Jarmuzek).

To sum up, we have shown that the theory of
Diodor's modalities does not have to be treated as a
deterministic one. Moreover, we do not need any more
additional tools and assumptions than A. Prior applied.
Although many authors claimed that Diodor's conception
was deterministic, the conclusion of the paper is that some
structures of time deny this view, satisfying at the same
time all conditions that Prior's reconstruction imposed.
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Parables

Charles W. Johnson, Logan, USA

During his last two years of teaching at Cambridge
University, 1945-1947, Wittgenstein accepted the only
advisee of his career, Wasfi Hijab. Hijab was Professor of
Mathematics at the American University of Beirut.
Professor Hijab received a considerable amount of
attention in recent years, because he was mentioned
prominently in Edmonds’ and Eidinow’s  book,
Wittgenstein’'s Poker. Hijab was secretary of the Moral
Science Club at the time of the famous meeting between
Wittgenstein and Popper.*

Hijab’s tutorials with Wittgenstein were typically
spent walking around Trinity fellows’ garden. Hijab,
Elisabeth Anscombe, and Wittgenstein strolled around
deep in discussion. Wittgenstein occasionally told rich,
colorful stories. Hijab called these insightful stories
“parables.” In Hijab’s account, Wittgenstein also referred to
some of his stories as parables.

Hijab told one especially striking parable to my
spouse, Louise, and me at the 2002 Wittgenstein
Symposium in Kirchberg am Wechsel. Two months later,
Hijab permitted me to make a tape recording of the
parable. My main goal in this paper is to get this parable in
print somewhere so that it is not forgotten. | have not found
it in Wittgenstein’s published writings. If you are aware of
another source of this parable, please inform me. It is a
very insightful story, and much more can be done with it
than | will do here. | will present the parable. | will also
compare it with other stories that Wittgenstein told. Finally,
since traditionally parables contain a moral lesson, | will
discuss the moral of this parable (‘moral’ in the sense that
might be used in the context of, e.g., Aesop’s Fables).

What follows is a transcription from a tape recording
of Wasfi Hijab retelling the parable; the tape was made on
9 October 2002. Hijab began by retelling the fly-bottle story
from Investigations section 309, “What is your aim in
philosophy? — To shew the fly the way out of the fly-
bottle.” Please notice that an escape metaphor is present
in both the fly-bottle story and in the one that follows. On
the tape Hijab said:

Wittgenstein sometimes spoke in metaphors and
parables. He tried to explain how he was in the
Tractatus by using the metaphor of the inverted
bottle. The fly tries to leave by hitting the glass in
the wrong direction. To solve the problem is
really to get the fly to reverse its direction and go
back the way that it came. That is how you re-
solve philosophy problems; you ask yourself how
you were led into these problems and then if you
[can] find the point where you entered the bottle,
maybe you will find a way of leaving it. (Hijab
Tape Recording 2002)

| used to think that Wittgenstein’s way of doing phi-
losophy had not been adopted by contemporary philoso-
phers because of their hostile attitude. | thought they
disliked Wittgenstein, because he wanted to put an end to
theory formation and argumentation (both of which can be
a lot of fun). Instead, he sought clarity, which would make
philosophical problems vanish. Now | think that

*One other person, Stephen Toulmin, was also present at the poker incident.
Professor Toulmin was my mentor in graduate school.
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Wittgenstein's procedures have not been widely adopted,
because of a lack of situational awareness. Philosophers
do not want to get out of the fly-bottle, because they feel
no need to escape; they are unaware that they are in a
trap.

The fly-bottle and other parables have an important
role in Wittgenstein’s method. They serve as reminders to
help us recall things that are familiar to us but that we have
somehow forgotten. Wittgenstein's procedure in doing
philosophy has been compared to a kind of therapy. It can
only be effective when sincere puzzlement is present. Our
puzzlement is sincere only if we are aware of it and we
genuinely want to escape from it. While discussing
Wittgenstein’s unhappiness about the effectiveness of his
work, Gasking and Jackson mention that he regretted the
“lack of deep puzzlement” in the work of a well-known
philosophical movement. (Fann 1967) In Wittgenstein's
view, no answer to a philosophical question, “was any
good unless it came to a man when he needed it.” There is
no point in giving a person a cure, unless he has a
disease. In the context of philosophy, people must first be
made aware that they have a disease, that they are
suffering from a grammatical confusion. Just as a fish may
be among the last to discover the existence of water, a
philosopher could be among the last to discover that he or
she is immersed in confusion. Wittgenstein said that he
“hoped to show that you had confusions you never thought
you could have.” (Fann 1967)

Wittgenstein’s procedure is to give us an overview
(Ubersicht) of a portion of language. We obtain an
overview by looking at many examples of specific word
uses in context. These assembled examples he called
“reminders.” (Investigations 8127) We need to be
reminded, because the aspects of things that are most
important to us seem hidden due to their simplicity and
familiarity. “(We are unable to notice something -- because
it is always before our eyes.) . . . . we fail to be struck by
what, once seen, is most striking and most powerful.”
(Investigations §129) However, George A. Paul remarked,

. . . there is no method for “being struck by” one
fact rather than another. Yet no matter how much
detail about a use we may methodically assem-
ble, we may, and commonly do, “fail to be struck
by what, once seen, is most striking and most
powerful.” The fly in the fly-bottle may countless
times eye the way out — and not be particularly
struck by it. (Fann 1967)

Reminders encourage us to look at familiar facts in
a new way. For example, Wittgenstein shows us the
advantage of looking at meaning as though it were use
instead of reference or looking at the statement, “I am in
pain,” as an expression of pain rather than a description.
Reminders such as these help to show us that a route out
of the fly-bottle has always been open and available.
Following his remarks on the fly-bottle analogy, Hijab
continued as follows:

The Parable of the Wall

[Wittgenstein told] another parable that he also
tried to use to explain what he was doing. He
said, “I will call this a ‘parable,’ the parable of the
wall.”
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Somebody was living in a village, and in
that village there was a very high wall. And, no-
body had ever crossed the wall. But, there were
faint traces on the wall as if there were gates, but
nobody has ever opened any of them. One time
somebody [viz., Wittgenstein] noticed that there
were many holes on these walls, and also he no-
ticed that there were small, shining, glittering
keys, golden keys scattered all about. And he
tried to apply some of these keys in the right or-
der to some of these holes. And then he found
that he could open the gates very easily. But the
keys had to be applied in the right order. And
then people went around saying that all the gates
had been opened, which was not true. And some
people said that nothing had been opened, and
this was also not true. People around him were
fascinated by the small, glittering, golden keys.
And they started playing with them. And they for-
got that the purpose of the keys was to open the
gates. (Hijab Tape Recording 2002)

Wittgenstein’s reminders are the keys to resolving
philosophical confusions. Of course, it may not seem very
exciting to be reminded that words such as ‘experience’
and ‘world’ have uses as humble as those of ‘table’ and
‘lamp’. (Investigations 897) The things we can do with
reminders, namely resolve problem-causing confusions,
are exciting; even so, Wittgenstein was certainly aware
that the reminders can appear to be dull and ordinary. He
wrote, in Culture and Value:

The solution of philosophical problems can be
compared with a gift in a fairy tale: in the magic
castle it appears enchanted and if you look at it
outside in daylight it is nothing but an ordinary bit
of iron (or something of the sort). (Wittgenstein
1980)

Even golden keys can seem ordinary and uninteresting, if
they are commonplace items, lying around everywhere.
We might be inclined to pick them up, play with them for a
while, become bored, and casually toss them aside. That
is what may have been going on, when a participant at this
symposium a few years ago said, regarding a paper on the
topic of rules, “Oh, that is old hat!”

Notice that Hijab’s recollection of The Parable of the
Wall is consistent with other Wittgensteinian stories, and it
employs similar imagery. For example, it is very similar to
the Dummy Door parable reported by Gasking and
Jackson:

The Dummy Door Parable

Wittgenstein once described the situation in phi-
losophy thus: “It is as if a man is standing in a
room facing a wall on which are painted a hum-
ber of dummy doors. Wanting to get out, he fum-
blingly tries to open them, vainly trying them all,
one after the other, over and over again. But, of
course, it is quite useless. And all the time, al-
though he doesn't realize it, there is a real door in
the wall behind his back, and all he has to do is
turn around and open it. To help him get out of
the room all we have to do is to get him to look in
a different direction. But, it's hard to do this,
since, wanting to get out, he resists our attempts
to turn him away from where he thinks the exit
must be.” (Gasking and Jackson 1967)

The theme of being held captive in a false prison is
present in Wittgenstein's fly-bottle analogy, the Dummy
Door Parable, and the Parable of the Wall.

Perhaps the most vivid image in the Parable of the
Wall is the people (presumably philosophers) in rapt
fascination, playing with the keys that Wittgenstein had
used to open gates. These people focused entirely on the
keys themselves. They forgot what the keys were good for;
they should be reminded that keys are used to open
things. This is probably a reflection on scholars, who have
focused their attention on portions of Wittgenstein’s works.
These scholars scrutinized and analyzed small passages
from Wittgenstein’s writings; they played with them
endlessly, but they did not use them to escape from
confusions. | certainly have done this. So have we all. The
moral of the story is that we should be doing more than
simply playing with the keys. Immediately after retelling the
Parable of the Wall, Hijab added, “Of course he [i.e.,
Wittgenstein] was making this remark about some student
of his who was writing or publishing and really making use
of the keys without really trying to use them properly.”
(Hijab Tape Recording 2002)

The “playing with keys” metaphor is certainly con-
sistent with Wittgenstein’s pessimism about his work being
understood. He remarked, in the introduction to the
Investigations, “It is not impossible that it should fall to the
lot of this work, in its poverty and in the darkness of this
time, to bring light into one brain or another — but, of
course, it is not likely.” Wittgenstein felt that he was writing
for future generations; he did not expect to be understood
by his contemporaries. All accounts indicate that he
responded negatively to attempts made by other philoso-
phers to understand his work and write about it. Appar-
ently, he thought that they were merely playing with his
keys.

In his novel, Lila, Robert M. Pirsig laments that uni-
versity philosophy departments are really departments of
what he calls “philosophology.” Philosophologists study
philosophy instead of doing it. Similarly, the misguided
philosophers in the Parable of the Wall pick up the golden
keys and study them in great detail. For Wittgenstein, as it
was for Socrates, philosophy is an activity. It is something
that people should do, not something they should study.
Perhaps this is what Wittgenstein was attempting to
convey, when G.E. Moore heard him say that philosophy
had been “reduced to a matter of skill.” (Fann 1967) Skills
pertain to activities.

When | was five or six years old, my parents had to
deal with a restless, easily bored child. | often got a bit
wiggly at concerts or other public events. My Dad removed
his keys from his pocket and gave them to me, so | could
play with them. Then, | sat there quietly moving his keys
around the key ring and inventing some games | could
play with them. Perhaps we should not be concerned
about contemporary philosophers playing with Wittgen-
stein’s golden keys. The keys might amuse them, so they
will keep quiet and not bother us.

When we become bored and restless ourselves, we
can play with those fascinating, golden keys as well. That
is what | have done here. Probably, this paper is just
another futile exercise in key-fiddling. Even so, | hope it will
inspire someone to use Wittgenstein's keys to open some
gates that have remained locked for much too long.
Meanwhile, some questions remain; for example, why did
Wittgenstein say that the keys had to be used in a certain
order? | shall fiddle with the keys some more and try to find
an answer to this question. If | find one, then finally, | might
be able to open a gate.
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Introduction

In this text we want to investigate the relationship between
time, credit and debt. The context and the method of our
text would be that of the philosophy of economics. First we
will give an argument in favor of these relations, after that
we will define and explicate crucial concepts, and finally
we will draw some interesting conclusions and make
recommendations. The time aspect is essential to credit
and subsequently the debt aspect; in short credit cannot
exist without time. No one will take a credit (loan) unless
they want the money now and that is the central time-
aspect of credit as just one of possible relations between
time and money. Credit then eventually, if not paid, leads
to debt and in many cases a debt trap. Thus, precisely we
want to investigate how buying now, leads to unpayable
future debt.

Note on the method: Our text is primarily written as
philosophical text of certain method and as such it is
written in a philosophical manner especially in the light of
the fact that the subject matter of the text is economical
and cultural phenomenon of borrowing, credit and debt.
Regarding this particular topic, that means that it starts
with deductive argument (or even with a type of a priori
argument which nevertheless has a logical structure of
modus ponens). The main consequence of this approach
is that the economic parts and parts regarding social
psychology should be regarded as illustrations of the
argument stated below and as such they are not meant to
exist on their own but are rather logically sufficient in the
context of the whole argument.

General (Philosophical) Argument: Credit in
Most Cases Leads to a Debt Trap

First part
(1) If there is an implicit duty to buy, and to buy now,
(metaphors like: buy-now hypothesis, | consume
therefore | am, to be is to be a consumer), and it is
not possible to buy now, because there is no money
(scarcity of resources), then a consumer must buy on
credit or in short he must borrow money.
(2) There is an implicit duty to buy now (consumerism,
commercialism, economism, Bruckner, 2004), and the
consumer does not have money.
(3) So, a consumer must buy on credit.
(4) A consumer is buying now on credit or with bor-
rowed money. The consumer will work in the future to
pay back his debt from the past; he will work in the
future because he must pay off his debt (explanation
of conclusion 3).

Paradox: borrowing money (work) for living — living for
paying off debts (working, Bruckner, 2004) Credit gives the
consumer (the majority of consumers) the possibility and
the duty to spend money that he has not earned yet, and
to work for money, which he has already spent. Once
when he is in debt, a consumer cannot get out of this circle
(the debt trap).
Second part

If (4), then (5)

(4) (Explication of conclusion (3))

So, (5) In other words, most consumers are in debt
most of the time and this consumer can be defined as
a person who is a slave because of their debt (he is
owned, and his time also (especially working time) by
a “credit lender”, a bank for example). Moreover, the
consumer’s debt will grow in time (because of the trap,
of interest on the debt, on the higher risk factor of a
debtor, and so on). Or we can say as a general con-
clusion: credit in most cases leads to a debt trap.

Explication: Definitions, Phenomena and
the Model

(1) Consumerism is the movement seeking to protect and
inform consumers, the theory that a progressively greater
consumption of goods is economically beneficial, and (2)
excessive attachment to materialistic values or posses-
sions: “deplored the rampant consumerism of contempo-
rary society”. This second definition of consumerism can
be conceived as the time period where risk-loving people
are in a frenzy “over-consume,” forgetting the conse-
quences of their actions. This paper uses only the last
definition when referring to consumerism. Thorstein Veblen
explicates this describing consumerism as the effects of
equating personal happiness with purchasing material
possessions (1899). This philosophy of consumerism has
brought about a buy-now mentality in the minds of the
Western nations and now rapidly the global conscious-
ness. Consumers are no longer acting (if they ever really
were) as rational economic beings instead they are
purchasing items that are well beyond their means.
Through the phenomenon of consumerism, consumers are
frequently underestimating their ability to pay back items.
They therefore have resorted more and more to the use of
credit launching them into a state of permanent debt.

Statistical evidence confirms that consumerism and
overbuying is a wide-spread phenomenon as personal
debts in the US was up to 20% of their income by the end
of 2003 while the average credit card debt in the US in the
past decade has risen by 150% (Copeland, 2000). This
despite the fact that democratic laws in the US were
enacted to combat this over buying by requiring that
consumers be told annual percentage rates, potential total
costs, and any special loan terms (Consumer Credit
Protection Act of 1968). Moreover this is not just an
American phenomenon, in the fall of 2003 at least one in
five people in Britain resorted to debt to cover basic living
costs while the average debt per UK household was
around £7,000, excluding mortgages.

Perhaps consumerism can be better understood as
a continuum where we are all experiencing some of its
affects while a certain percentage experience it to such an
extent that it is very noticeable and even deemed a
psychological disorder. This phenomenon is now known as
compulsive buying behavior and is present in about 15
million Americans (6% of the US population). If you type
“help, | am uncontrollable buyer” in some Internet search
engine you can even expect to find a site entitled Debtor
Anonymous. Sign in and you can be invited to a group
meeting of anonymous people in debt or instructed with a
12-step self-help program to stop your urge to shop
compulsively. Increased debts on credit cards — “buy now-
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pay later” mentality, advertising that is aimed at a younger
and younger population, a stressful way of life and a
socially accepted way of reducing stress by buying
(women), and, lately, growing power of Internet consump-
tion are some of the variables that are identified as culprits
and fortifiers of compulsive buying behavior. We can
imagine that these same variables are influencing us all to
some extent.

Research shows that the impulse to buy something that
he/she does not need, which is implicit in an environment of
consumerism, is present in all of us while for those with
compulsive buying behavior it becomes a compulsion
(Roberts 1998). For example, everyone experiences
aggressive advertising campaigns during Christmas time and
various sales promotions such as discounts, coupons, cash
refunds, price packs, contests, games etc. In a period where
the need to belong is high, or out of a desire for warm
relationships or just to socialize more, people engage in
buying for others or buying for themselves to empower their
self-esteem and their chance to be accepted. Whereas,
compulsive buying is the extreme version motivated by
internal anxiety from which shopping and buying is an escape.
(see Appendix 1 for more information about compulsive
buying behavior).

The Debt Trap: The presence of consumerism com-
bined with a lack of money and an availability of credit leads
the consumer to choose credit and leading therefore to a debt
trap. This debt model is drawn from the literature on adverse
selection in the credit market. Basically, adverse selection
occurs in the credit markets because when the supplier of
credit, banks and other lenders, charge higher interest rates
they are more likely to attract higher risk client. In response to
this, lenders will charge less interest to attract lower risk clients
and bar from lending to higher risk clients. This was well
explained by Nobel Prize winner Joseph Stiglitz in his articles
about imperfect information (1983, 2000 for example, also for
other articles on adverse selection in the insurance markets
see N. Barr 2004). Looking further at the problem of adverse
selection a link can be seen through higher interest rates for
higher risk clients. The following is a simple model that uses
Stiglitz's link as a basis for a simplified iterated loan model:

Model: (1+r+n*i)**K =Y
Where: Y = The final payment to the lender.
K = The amount of the first loan
z = Number of rounds of lending (were z=1 is the
first loan).
n={0,1,2 - z-1}
r = The interest rate for the first loan
i = The additional interest rate supplement for
each new loan due to the higher risk of the
debtor (i is always the same rate increase).
Examples:
The first loan: (1+r+0%) *K = V;
(1+r)'*K
The second loan: (1+r+n{0,1}*)* *K = Y; where n{0,1} is
the set of 0 and 1 and when the equa-
tion is separated we use n=0 for the first
multiplicative and n=1 as the second
multiplicative;
(L+r+0%) *(L+r+1*)*K = Y
A+ *(L+r+i)*K =Y
(1+r+n{0,1,2--- z-1}*I)* *K=Y;
(1+r+0%) *(L+r+1¥)* - (1+r+(z-2)*i)
*A+r+(z-1)%)*K = Y
(241) *(L+r+i)* - (L+r+(z-2)%0) *(L+r+(z-
1*iy*K=Y

The zth loan:
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As you see even by the second round the debtor has
incurred a larger amount of debt because of his higher risk
(therefore the interest rate premium) and the need to pay
back the previous loans. Eventually, the debtor is left
without an option to borrow and is trapped in a condition of
debt. His or her only recourse is to go to a loan shark
(black market loans) with more conditions on repayment
and even higher interest rates until based on Stiglitz's
theory this market excludes him as well. The debtor is now
trapped with a desire to take out more credit to finance his
debts but no one to lend to him; they are trapped.

The current economic situation shows the existence
of large amounts of debts, as mentioned previously under
consumerism, not only individual on the individual level but
on the country level as well. In a World Bank survey of 41
countries, each one had large external government debt in
the second quarter of 2004; the US had over 1.7 trillion
dollars, Italy had 723 billion, Germany 671 billion dollars of
debt, etc. (see: “Data from the World Bank, Cross Country
Data Tables, C1-External Debt Positions, Q2,” 2004
http://www.worldbank.org/data/working/QEDS/sdds_cross
countrytables.html). These debt positions reveal that the
countries themselves are in a debt trap only able to pay off
the interest and perhaps some debt but never the full
amount of debt. Some politicians and economists believe,
however, that Europe is in fact over-saving and greater
consumerism should be encouraged, but as the statistics
illustrates this is clearly not the case. A dept trap exists
among European nations as well as in the US on a
national level and in many cases on an individual level as
well. This type of consumerism, buying now even if it is
with loans and without regard to the long-term cost to the
individual and nation, should be restrained rather than
promoted.

By extension, the relationship between this debt,
credit and time, can therefore be seen in that if there is an
alternative to buy on credit or not to buy at all, then it is
better not to buy. That buying on credit will eventually lead
to debt and the acquiescence of your time. Aristotle
(Politics 2, 5) states that when a person is buying on credit,
they are not free, because he or she is not using their own
property, rather someone else's and therefore in bondage
to them. There is no personal freedom of choice of a
consumer if he buys on credit, so he can no longer be an
agent in economic transaction. The Bible confirms this by
saying that, “The borrower is servant to the lender” (Prv
22, 7). If a person has property in the form of money or
other asset, then they do not need credit and can go on
consuming. But, if they need a loan, through the use of
another's assets, than it must be paid by working it off in
the future. His time, his working time as well as his leisure
time by default, is than subject to the desires of the lender.
The lender is master over the debtor's time to the extent of
the amount of his debt and his ability to pay. In some
cases, when borrowing from a black market lender, a
debtor's life (and therefore all of his time on earth) can
even be held in bondage. He or she is trapped in not only
economic debt but a legal, philosophical, and biblical
servitude.

Thankfully the debt trap does allow possibilities of
escape through legal or moral recourse. Some societies
have bankruptcy procedures and there is always the
chance of paying back fully the loan through the earnings
of the debtor. Other recourses could be the biblical
commands for debt forgiveness where every seven years
a debtor would be freed, the year of Jubilee where
ancestral lands would be returned, or for interest free
lending which would eliminate the spiraling debt effects of
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increasing interest rates (Deut 15,1 and Deut 23,19). A last
recourse could be to default and avoid payment of your
loan (generally illegal).

Conclusions, Recommendations and
Broader Philosophical Context

Time is an essential condition of loans (descriptive). Credit
in economics is a time-bound phenomenon (action). Credit
in most cases leads to a debt trap (see the argument).
There is tension in the postmodern consumer between
pressure from corporations, the market, and consumer
society which say “buy now”, borrow money, consume,
spend or “be irrational” on the one hand, and on the other
hand consumer protection agencies and our rational
selves which tell us — don't spend, don’t borrow, and don’t
consume if you don’t need. There is a need for a kind of
freedom from psychological (spiritual), physical, and
economic status of debtor (servant). There is also a need
to act against the consumer culture, the impulses of now.
(Do not take a credit if it is beyond your capabilities to pay
back and if the item is unnecessary for living). “Buy
Nothing Day” is an informal annual day of protest against
consumerism observed by social activists, a day when
participants refrain from purchasing anything during one
day. Perhaps a more simple way is that the consumer
stays within a reasonable budget that would provide for
their needs and a few luxuries without resorting to over-
consumption and borrowing. Finally, a concept that could
help is the biblical Sabbath where one day a week the
Israelites were not allowed to work or to buy anything (this
is still observed by many Jews, Christians and Muslims).
(Deut 5,12)

Another area of research could be to look at who
are the owners of the debt, these “masters”? Also, what
institutional changes should be made to ensure that
people are freed from the debt trap? Is buying inherently
good or bad? And finally, what is the nature of compulsive
buying behavior? Are some of the characteristics of this
behavior in the general population to a certain degree?
Perhaps it is another modern disease associated with our
alienated sense of self?

There is however a broader context of the problem
of time and credit that we addressed. This broader
philosophical and analytical context we can call the
“money - time relation” (of course beyond classical
aphorisms like: “Time is money” (T. Jefferson), or “Money
is time” (J. Derrida). Time is a limited resource and as such
it is very expensive, but time is also an unlimited prefer-
ence. Time is closely connected to efficiency as a way of
using limited resources to fulfill preferences. In that sense
time really is money. “The time value of money” says that
any sum of money (cash) received earlier is worth more
then a similar sum received later, because the sum
received earlier can be invested in the intervening period.
Time is money in the sense that: working time is money,
and timing is money. Money is time in the sense that:
money has a time-value, and money is the objectification
of time (objectification of labor, labor is motion, motion is
time). So we have two possibilities when time is money:
money-time, and time-money, and two possibilities when
time isn't money: priceless time, and timeless money.
Some applications could be that time utility is created by
making products available when customers wish to
purchase it. Because some shoppers have time to shop for
a new product only on certain weeks in a month, days,
time of a day, or even at certain hours, businesses must
be open at a certain time. So, it seems correct that — time

is money. At the heart of all business is the exchange, the
act of giving up one thing (money, credit, labor, goods) in
return for something else. What refers to a product's ability
to satisfy human needs and wants is the central focus of
marketing — to create utility. Businesses by exchange
attempt to provide four kinds of utility: place, time,
ownership, and form. Time utility is created by making
products available when customers wish to purchase it.
Because some shoppers have time to shop for a new
product only on certain weeks in month, days, time of a
day, or even at certain hours, businesses must be open at
a certain time (Ferrell, Hirt 2000). So, once again it seems
correct to say that — time is money. Finally, the life of a
worker is twice senseless: on one hand he must work for a
living and he is incapable to invest. On the other hand,
since the essence of capitalism is not so much “accumula-
tion of wealth”, but also and necessary accumulation of
wealth which is “reproductively employed”, it seems quite
correct to say that a capitalist is a person “who bets on the
future, whose psychological orientation is toward the
pursuit of future wealth and property, and so on.” (McCraw,
1997:4) Contrary to a capitalist and on the other hand, the
worker is oriented toward the past and his own unfortunate
personal working history.
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Appendix: main influences and consequences
of compulsive buying behavior

PREDISPOSITIONAL
FACTORS

o Anxiety

o Perfectionism

o Self-esteem — low

o Fantasy

Impulsiveness

o Excitement seeking

e General compulsiveness
* Dependence

e Locus of control

o Depression

PREDECESSOR or CONSEQUENCE

Relieving from stress and anxiety

Attaining autonomy, competence, control, self-respect

Self-confidence, feelings of personal power or low self-esteem after the buying
compulsion

Fantasies of grandiosity and immunity from the consequences

Inability to resist an impulse to buy

Excitement from being perpetually on edge and walking a tightrope between
control and loss

Relieving tension

“looking worthwhile in others eyes”

Sense of control

Feeling initially uplifted than emotional crash and further depression

(antecedent/consequence) %

CIRCUMSTANTIAL = Mechanism of avoiding or denying anxiety, anger, fear or other negative emotion

FACTORS 2 usually unrelated to the shopping

* Avoidance, coping and denial w Attention from the salespersons and feelings of connectedness via the spending
(defense mechanism) % process

e Isolation 1 (in less extreme forms of compulsive buying)

o Materialism E

FAMILIAL INFLUENCES g Family environment, learned consumption behaviors etc.

e Family O Family history of compulsive behaviors

e Background

SOCIOLOGICAL FACTORS

TV viewing

Peer pressure; dependence
Shopping frequency

Credit card accessibility and use

SOCIOLOGICAL FACTORS

Positive correlation, TV viewing increases materialistic ideal; unrealistic view of
world

Among adolescents and young adults

Shopping = entertainment; malls — consumer cornucopia

Eliminated need for money to buy something, stimulated spending, greater
imprudence

DEMOGRAPHICS FACTORS
e Gender

e Age

e Socioeconomic status

Females in 80-90%, socialized to cope with stress more passively and emotionally

Negative correlation (in some research)
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Warum McTaggarts Beweis fur die Unwirklichkeit der Zeit

fehlschlagt

Christian Kanzian, Innsbruck, Osterreich

In diesem Beitrag mochte ich zeigen, warum McTaggarts
Beweis fur die Unwirklichkeit der Zeit fehlschlagt. Dazu
werde ich, soweit das fiir mein Ziel erforderlich ist, den
Beweis darstellen (1.), die Falschheit jener Thesen, die ich
fur die entscheidenden Schwachstellen des Argumenta-
tionsganges halte, aufweisen (2.), und einige Schliisse aus
dem Scheitern des Beweises ziehen (3.). Diese Schlisse
werden in die Richtung gehen, dass McTaggarts Anliegen,
namlich die Annahme der Unwirklichkeit der Zeit, durchaus
plausibel ist, auch wenn sein konkreter Argumentations-
gang zurickgewiesen werden muss.

1. McTaggarts Argumentation fur die
Unwirklichkeit der Zeit

In seinem berihmten Kapitel von The Nature of Existence
(McTaggart 1927) zur Unwirklichkeit der Zeit (,The
Unreality of Time*) nimmt McTaggart zunachst jene
Distinktion bezuglich der Zeitordnung vor, welche die
aktuelle Diskussion des Themas Zeit in der Philosophie
maRgeblich gepragt hat: namlich zwischen jener Zeitreihe,
die er die A-Serie, und jener, welche er die B-Serie nennt.

Die A-Serie fasst die Zeit auf als dynamisches Ge-
schehen, das von der Zukunft Uber die Gegenwart hin in
die Vergangenheit fortschreitet. Die A-Serie sieht also die
Gliederung in die Tempi als wesentlich fir die Zeit an. In
der Zeit sein bedeutet demnach, sich von der Zukunft tiber
die Gegenwart in die Vergangenheit zu bewegen. Charak-
teristisches Merkmal der A-Serie ist somit die Dynamik
dieser Zeitreihe. Es gibt keine Permanenz, weder von
Zeitpunkten noch von Entitaten in der Zeit. Alles flie3t von
der Zukunft Uber die Gegenwart in die Vergangenheit.
Demgegentiiber steht die B-Serie. Es ist allein die Friher-
Spater-Beziehung, welche die Zeitreihe der B-Serie
ausmacht. In der Zeit sein heit gemafl der B-Serie, zu
etwas (anderem) in der Friher-Spater-Beziehung zu
stehen. Eigentimliches Merkmal der B-Serie ist ihre
Permanenz oder ihre Statik. Ist ein Zeitpunkt friher bzw.
spater als ein anderer, oder kommt eine Entitét friher bzw.
spater vor als eine andere, so ist das immer so. Es kann
sich nicht &ndern, dass ein Zeitpunkt t friher ist als ein
Zeitpunkt t’; und es kann sich nicht andern, dass ein
Ereignis e spater als ein Ereignis e” stattfindet.

Nach dieser Distinktion folgt in McTaggarts Argu-
mentationsgang eine wichtige Festlegung: Dass namlich
die A-Serie notwendig oder wesentlich sei fur die Wirklich-
keit der Zeit bzw. fur das in der Zeit sein von Entitaten.
Diese Festlegung kdnnen wir als These formulieren:

(T1) Ohne A-Serie gibt es keine Zeit.

Zur Begrundung von (T1) fuhrt McTaggart zwei wei-
tere Thesen an. Diese lauten:

(T2) Anderung ist notwendig fur Zeit.
(T3) Nur in der A-Serie findet Anderung statt.

(T2) ist derart allgemein anerkannt, dass sich fir
McTaggart jede Erlauterung ertbrigt. (T3) ist nach
McTaggarts Ansicht erklarungsbedurftig. Somit geht er

daran, (T3) zu begrunden, und zwar durch zwei weitere
Thesen. Die erste besagt:

(T4) Anderungen sind stets Anderungen von Ereignissen.

Was sich also in der Welt andert, sind Ereignisse und
nur Ereignisse, nicht etwa Dinge, Sachverhalte 0.4. Die
zweite These zur Begrundung von (T3) lautet:

(T5) Ereignisse konnen sich nur insofern @ndern, als sie
sich in der A-Serie von Zukunft Uber die Gegenwart in
Richtung Vergangenheit bewegen.

Die A-Serie aber, und damit kommt man zu jener
These - nennen wir sie (T6) -, die nach McTaggart fur die
Wirklichkeit der Zeit verh&ngnisvoll ist, muss als wider-
spriichlich gelten. Kurzum:

(T6) Die A-Serie ist widersprichlich.

Von jedem Zeitpunkt bzw. von jedem Ereignis in der
Zeit muss man, nach der Voraussetzung der A-Serie,
sagen, dass es sowohl zukinftig als auch gegenwartig als
auch vergangen ist. Zukunftig, gegenwartig und vergangen
zu sein, sind aber widersprichliche Bestimmungen. Also
fuhrt die Voraussetzung der A-Serie zu einem Wider-
spruch, was den Schluss legitimiert, diese aus der Wirk-
lichkeit zu verbannen, welche bekanntlich widerspruchsfrei
zu sein hat.

Ist aber die A-Serie unwirklich (aufgrund von T6),
gleichermalRen aber notwendige Voraussetzung fir die
Wirklichkeit der Zeit (nach T1), folgt dass die Zeit selbst
unwirklich sein muss.

2. Die entscheidenden Schwachstellen in
McTaggarts Argumentationsgang

Es ware durchaus lohnend, (T6) zu rekonstruieren und
einer genauen Analyse zu unterziehen. Ich mdchte hier
jedoch an jenen anderen Stellen ansetzen, die ich flr die
entscheidenden Schwachstellen in McTaggarts Argumen-
tationsgang halte: Das ist zunachst (T4), die These, dass
Anderungen stets Anderungen von Ereignissen sind, und
in Folge (T5), dass sich Ereignisse nur insofern &ndern, als
sie sich in der A-Serie bewegen. ,In Folge“ meint hier,
dass im Kontext von McTaggarts Ausfuhrungen die
Falschheit von (T5) auf jene von (T4) zuriickzufuhren ist.
Da (T3) und in Konsequenz (T1), welche zusammen mit
(T6) das Ziel von McTaggarts Beweisgang ausmacht, in
ihrer Geltung von den Zentralthesen (T4) und (T5)
abhéngen, kénnen wir uns in unserer Widerlegung von
McTaggart den letzteren zuwenden und daraus alles
andere ableiten.

Warum kénnen (T4) und (T5) gemeinsam nicht auf-
rechterhalten werden? — Meine Antwort ist, dass die
Behauptung beider Thesen ein hdochst problematisches
Verstandnis von ,Anderung” impliziert. Es gibt géngige
(und plausible) Bestimmungen des Anderungsbegriffs,
nach denen (T4) und zugleich (T5) nicht bestehen kdnnen.
Um dies zu zeigen, fihre ich drei mogliche Verstandnis-
weisen von ,Anderung* an, und fihre aus, dass
McTaggarts Zentralthesen durch die Akzeptanz irgend-
einer dieser gangigen Bestimmungen widerlegt sind.
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Wenn dem so ist, ergibt sich daraus ein m.E. entscheiden-
der Einwand gegen McTaggarts Beweisgang zur Unwirk-
lichkeit der Zeit.

Ich beginne mit jenem Verstandnis von ,Anderung*,
welches als der klassische Anderungsbegriff (hier: KA) in
die Literatur eingegangen ist. (Als Quellen sei Plato,
Parmenides, 138c, sowie Aristoteles, Physik, Buch 1, Kap.
5, angefuhrt) Nach diesem Begriff geschieht eine
Anderung genau dann, wenn (i) es eine Eigenschaft P
gibt, (i) ein Objekt x, (iii) wenn es verschiedene Zeit-
punkte, t und t’, gibt und (iv), wenn es der Fall ist, dass x
zu t P hat und x zu t° P nicht hat (oder umgekehrt).
Inwiefern dieser Begriff einer Anderung eine realistische
Deutung von Eigenschaften und Zeitpunkten voraussetzt,
sei dahingestellt. Klar ist jedoch, dass KA die Annahme
ganz bestimmter Objekte impliziert, und zwar von Dingen,
die zu mindestens zwei verschiedenen Zeitpunkten, t und
t’, existieren miissen. Eine Anderung nach KA setzt
voraus, dass es etwas, X, gibt, das die Anderung liberlebt.
Anderungsobjekte oder Tréger von Anderungen miissen
persistieren. Objekte diirfen, um als Trager von Anderun-
gen in diesem Sinn in Frage zu kommen, nicht in einem
beliebigen Sinn persistieren. Es genigt nicht, dass sie,
etwa in einem Lewis'schen Sinn, perdurer sind: dass sie
aus numerisch verschiedenen raum-zeitlichen Teilen oder
Phasen bestehen, die durch bestimmte Kontinuitétsbezie-
hungen verbunden sind. Es braucht, um den Fachterminus
fur in einem strikten Sinn durch die Zeit identische Dinge
zu gebrauchen, endurer.

Ereignisse aber sind, was auch immer sie sind,
keine endurer. Ereignisse sind raumlich und zeitlich
ausgedehnt, und bestehen somit aus numerisch verschie-
denen raumlichen und zeitlichen Teilen, was ihre ,endu-
rance* ausschlieBt. Wenn dem so ist, kénnen sie nach KA
keinesfalls als Trager einer Anderung in Frage kommen.
McTaggarts Begriff einer Anderung als Anderung von
Ereignissen ist jedenfalls vor dem klassischen Verstandnis
von Anderungen verfehlt; damit aber auch (T4) und in
Konsequenz (T3) und (T1).

Zugegebenermalien ist das klassische Verstandnis
von Anderungen nicht das einzig maogliche. Und tatséch-
lich wird gerade von Philosophen, die gegen den klassi-
schen Begriff einer Anderung und der damit zusammen-
héngen ,endurer‘- oder ,Substanzontologie* auftreten,
eine begriffliche Alternative ins Treffen gefiihrt.

Freunde einer perdurer-Ontologie sind berechtigt zu
behaupten, dass auch vor dem Hintergrund ihrer Annah-
men der Begriff ,Anderung* eingefiihrt werden kann. Ich
nenne diese Anderungen hier perdurer-Anderungen (PA).
PA wéaren demnach nichts anderes als die Abfolgen raum-
zeitlicher Teile oder Phasen. Mdglicherweise kénnte man
unter Voraussetzung dieses Anderungsbegriffs (T4)
verteidigen. Ereignisse sind, darin besteht auch in der
Literatur ein breiter Konsens, Abfolgen raum-zeitlicher
Teile oder Phasen. Wenn wir wie eben vorgeschlagen den
Anderungsbegriff einfiihren, spricht nichts mehr dagegen,
Anderungen als Anderungen von Ereignissen aufzufassen.
Deuteten wir z.B. die Auffihrung einzelner Satze als
Phasen eines Symphoniekonzerts, ware der Ubergang
von einem Satz zu einem anderen nach PA jeweils als
Anderung des Konzerts zu verstehen.

Diese Strategie hat jedoch auch ihre Schwierigkei-
ten. Die eine ist, dass nach (T4) nicht nur verlangt wird,
dass sich Ereignisse &ndern, sondern noch mehr: dass
sich nur Ereignisse &ndern. Man muisste also nur
Ereignisse als Objekte solcher PA annehmen. Selbst wenn
dieser (fur perdurer-Ontologien sehr gewagte) Kunstgriff
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gelange, ware es aus einem anderen Grund auch bei
Akzeptanz dieses Anderungsbegriffs um McTaggarts
Beweis geschehen. Und zwar deshalb, weil bei Akzeptanz
von PA (T5) falsch wird. Ereignisse kénnen sich, so sie
sich im Sinne der perdurer-Anderungen &ndern, namlich
auf ganz verschiedene Weise &andern, wie es eben der
Abfolge ihrer Phasen entspricht. Ereignisse waren somit in
ihrem Anderungsvermégen nicht auf die Bewegung in der
A-Serie angewiesen, wie (T5) das behauptet. Ist (T5)
falsch, fallt aber (T3) ebenso, und in Konsequenz (T1).

Eine dritte Moglichkeit, ,Anderung* zu bestimmen,
wird fur gewodhnlich in Ergdnzung zum klassischen
Anderungsbegriff vorgeschlagen, um doch auch mit KA
Ereignisse als &nderungsféhig zu erweisen. Es ist dies der
Begriff einer ,Anderung im relationalen Sinn“. Relationale
Anderungen (RA) eines x bestehen im Wechsel von
Eigenschaften von x, deren Zukommen zu seinem Trager
von dem Trager &uBRerlichen Umstédnden abh&ngt: Wenn
ein FuBballspiel in der ersten Halbzeit langweilig, in der
zweiten aber spannend, in der Nachspielzeit schlie3lich
dramatisch wird, kann man durchaus sagen, dass sich das
FuBballspiel, wunderschones Beispiel fiir ein Ereignis,
andert. Diese Anderung aber, und darin erweist sie sich
als relational in eben eingefiihrtem Sinne, ist von dem
Ereignis aulReren Umstanden abhangig: Dass es namlich
von Beobachtern auf verschiedene Weise betrachtet wird.
Es gibt Autoren, die meinen, dass sich Ereignisse, wenn
Uberhaupt, dann nur auf diese relationale Art andern
kénnen.

Lasst man nun Anderungen in diesem Sinne zu,
kann man (T4) u.U. retten, ndmlich dann, wenn man
zusatzlich behauptet, dass alle Anderungen relationale
Anderungen sind, und dass sich nur Ereignisse relational
andern konnen. Ich will diese Zusatzannahmen hier nicht
weiter diskutieren. Im Hinblick auf McTaggarts Beweis-
gang mochte ich aber darauf hinweisen, dass bei diesem
Rettungsversuch von (T4) wiederum (T5) widerlegt wird.
Nimmt man RA als adaquaten Anderungsbegriff, sind
namlich Ereignisse in ihrer Anderungsfahigkeit nicht mehr
auf eine Bewegung in der A-Serie angewiesen.

Ich komme damit zu meinem Ergebnis: Akzeptiert
man (irgendeine) géngige Verstandnisweise von ,An-
derung®, sei es KA, PA oder RA, lassen sich die Zentral-
thesen von McTaggarts Argument fur die Unwirklichkeit
der Zeit, namlich (T4) und (T5), nicht aufrechterhalten. Mit
(T4) und/oder (T5) fallt aber wie gesagt auch (T3) und
(T1), das ist jene These, die gemeinsam mit (T6) den
Gehalt von McTaggarts Beweisgang ausmacht.

Auszuschlie3en ist natiirlich nicht, dass es eine Re-
konstruktion von ,Anderung“ geben kénnte, welche die
Zentralthesen als haltbar erscheinen lassen. Solange eine
solche aber nicht in Sicht ist, kann man dabei bleiben,
McTaggarts Beweisgang aufgrund der gezeigten Schwa-
chen seines Anderungsbegriffs als widerlegt zu be-
trachten.

3. Ist die Zeit somit wirklich?

Welche Schliisse kann man aus dem Scheitern von
McTaggarts Beweisgang ziehen? Gegner der Wirklichkeit
der Zeit werden zu Recht darauf hinweisen, dass allein
aus dem Scheitern eines Beweises fur die Unwirklichkeit
der Zeit nicht deren Wirklichkeit folgt. Naturlich missen
auch die Freunde der Wirklichkeit der Zeit Grinde fur ihre
Position vorbringen. Im Folgenden mdchte ich im An-
schluss an die vorangegangenen Uberlegungen einige
Minimalbedingungen fur die Angabe solcher Grinde
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formulieren. Wenn wir uns weiter im terminologischen
Kontext McTaggarts bewegen, woruber eigentlich aus
allen Lagern ein gewisses Einverstandnis herrscht, lassen
sich hier fur die Freunde der Wirklichkeit der Zeit (er-
schopfend) zwei Alternativen ins Auge fassen: Sie kdnnen
versuchen, die Wirklichkeit der Zeit in der A-Serie zu
verankern, oder sie kénnen auf die B-Serie ausweichen.

Was waren die Minimalbedingungen fir Freunde
der Wirklichkeit der Zeit, die ihr Glick in der A-Serie
versuchen? Erstens muss (T6) widerlegt werden und,
gegen McTaggart, gezeigt werden, dass die A-Serie
keinen Widerspruch enthalt. Es gibt derartige Anséatze, um
nur jenen Jonathan Lowes zu erwahnen (vgl. Lowe 1998,
91). Ob Lowe Recht hat oder nicht, méchte ich hier
allerdings nicht entscheiden. Selbst wenn wir aber Lowes
Meinung teilen, missen wir eine zweite Schwierigkeit
I6sen, namlich den Begriff ,Anderung” so formulieren, dass
bei Beibehaltung von (T2) ,Anderung ist notwendig fir
Zeit* (T3) ,Nur in der A-Serie findet Anderung statt* gilt,
und damit (T1) folgt: Ohne A-Serie gibt es keine Zeit. Die
Rettung von (T3) und in Folge von (T1) bei Beibehaltung
von (T2) hat aber nicht nur ein terminologisch — konstrukti-
ves Problem, sondern auch ein apologetisches. Und damit
bin ich bei der dritten Schwierigkeit der Rettung der
Wirklichkeit der Zeit Uber die A-Serie. Gibt es doch auch
unter Freunden der Wirklichkeit der Zeit gewichtige
Stimmen gegen die Thesen (T1) und (T3); etwa von jenen,
welche im Gefolge Russells die A-Serie fiir durchaus
verzichtbar halten, und zwar zugunsten jener Reihe, die
McTaggart die B-Serie nennt (vgl. u.a. Tegtmeier 1997).
Ob diese drei Schwierigkeiten zu beheben sind, kann ich
hier nicht untersuchen.

Ich méchte vielmehr das Stichwort ,Ausweichen in
die B-Serie* aufgreifen und die zweite Alternative fir den
Erweis der Wirklichkeit der Zeit ins Auge zu fassen.
Genannt sei hier lediglich eine Konsequenz eines solchen
Ausweichens, allerdings eine zentrale und unverzichtbare.
Und diese besteht darin, dass dabei der Friher-Spater-
Beziehung die gesamte Last der Zeit-Konstitution
Uberantwortet wird. Fragen wir uns also, unter welchen
Voraussetzungen diese Beziehung diese Anforderung
erfullen kann.

Zunachst muss es die Friher-Spater-Beziehung ge-
ben. Und schon hier stoBen wir auf ernst zu nehmende
Schwierigkeiten: Die Fruher-Spéter-Beziehung kann es,
das scheint unbestreitbar, nicht an einem einzigen
Zeitpunkt bzw. an einem einzigen zeitlichen Ereignisteil
geben. Sie muss vielmehr zwischen zwei verschiedenen
bestehen. Das aber setzt voraus, dass (mindestens) zwei
verschiedene Zeitpunkte bzw. zeitliche Ereignisteile
existieren mussen. Das wiederum impliziert ein sehr
spezielles Verstandnis von Zeit, bzw. vom Verhaltnis
zwischen Zeit und Existenz, namlich jenes, das in der
Literatur als &ternalistisch bezeichnet wird. Existenz darf
nicht an Gegenwart héngen. Alle Zeitpunkte bzw. alle
Ereignisse, egal wann sie stattgefunden haben, stattfinden
oder stattfinden werden, sind gleich real. Der Aternalismus
aber steht dem Prasentismus entgegen, nach dem der
Gegenwart hinsichtlich Existenz eine bevorzugte Stellung
zukommt. Nur Gegenwartiges existiert, Vergangenes nicht
mehr, Zukilnftiges noch nicht. Ich kann hier nicht die
Brisanz der Festlegung auf Aternalismus bzw. Prasentis-
mus fir eine Ontologie ausfiihren. Ich habe das an
anderer Stelle getan (u.a. Kanzian 2004). Fir unseren
Kontext mag der Hinweis genligen, dass die Annahme der
Friher-Spater-Beziehung auf &ternalistische bzw. anti-
prasentistische Voraussetzungen verpflichtet.

Natirlich kdnnte man sich auch auf den Standpunkt
zuriickziehen, dass man die Friher-Spater-Beziehung
nicht als Relation im eng realistischen Sinn versteht,
sondern eher als ,dunne“ oder ,formale“ oder ,epiphano-
menale“ Beziehung. Dann aber geht dieser ontologische
Sonderstatus auch auf jene Phanomene uber, die
eigentlich durch die Friher-Spéater-Beziehung in ihrer
Wirklichkeit konstituiert werden sollten. Und hier ist die Zeit
nach Annahme von B-Serien-Theoretiker an erster Stelle
Zu nennen.

Ich komme also zum Schluss, dass trotz der Wider-
legung des Beweisgangs McTaggarts zum Aufweis der
Unwirklichkeit der Zeit auch die Annahme des Gegenteils
mit  schwerwiegenden Problemen konfrontiert ist.
McTaggarts Anliegen ist also keinesfalls als erledigt zu
betrachten.
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Better Learning from One’s Case

Laurian Kertesz, Jerusalem, Israel

Could someone understand the word ‘pain’ who had
never felt pain? - Is experience to teach me whether
this is so or not? And if we say ‘A man could not
imagine pain without having sometime felt it - how do
we know? How can it be decided whether this is so or
not? (Wittgenstein, 1953, par. 315)

| shall analyze the first question Wittgenstein raises. Call S
the sentence “Only someone who felt pain can understand
the word ‘pain”™

According to Hacker', S is neither an empirical
statement, nor a grammatical truth. If S were true, we
would learn how to use words in virtue of private osten-
sions. S allegedly implies an unacceptable reliance on
private ostensive definition. My purpose is to show that S
is close to being a grammatical truth, and that this does
not imply private ostensive definitions®.

1.

Wittgenstein believed in first-person authority (FPA)
concerning one’s psychological states. | don’t know that |
have certain mental states, | experience them and
doubting about them has no place in the language-game
(Wittgenstein 1953, par. 246). Self-ascriptions of mental
states are not grounded. Since there is no ground for such
ascriptions, there can be no doubt, no discovery of any
fact that could confirm or disconfirm my sincere utterance
“l am in pain”.

This raises the problem of third-person ascriptions.
The usual Wittgensteinian answer is that | am entitled to
make such ascriptions on the basis of other people’s
behaviour. This answer leads to a simplistic picture of the
problem of the asymmetry between first- and third-person
psychological ascription, according to which | need criteria
in order to ascribe pain to other people, and such criteria
are provided by their painful behaviour (Wittgenstein,
1953, par. 290), whereas in my own case | need no
evidence.

The reason why this picture is simplistic is that it
allows the following possibility:

THE PUZZLE

A person displays a typically painful behaviour. Everybody
who sees her from a distance believes she is in pain.
When they come closer to her, they surprisingly discover
that she exclaims “I feel joyful”. Doubts about sincerity are
excluded. In such a situation, there is a patent conflict
between first person authority and behavioural evidence:
one must choose between

(a) ascribing pain, based on behavioural evidence; and
(b) ascribing joyfulness, based on FPA

Option (a) is the behaviouristic one. According to it, one
needs, at least in some cases, to doubt whether one has a

* We do not check a person’s medical history in order to assess her mastery of
the word ‘pain’. And “We do not have a rule that prohibits saying of a person
that he know what ‘pain’ means, if, although he uses it correctly, he has never
suffered pain’ (Hacker, 1990, p. 270).

2 Wittgenstein's later views on this issue oscillated (Wittgenstein, 1967, par.
267).
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certain mental state, since one may be mistaken in self-
ascriptions of mental states. One should even refrain from
ascribing mental states to oneself until one receives the
confirmation of other people. This is a consequence that
Wittgenstein would not have accepted, on pain of
embracing a full-blown behaviourism.

On the other hand, if (b) is chosen for the reason
that everyone has always FPA about his/her mental states,
behavioural evidence is dispensable from the (correct)
ascription of mental states to other people. In order to
ascribe any mental state to a person, we would have to
wait for an explicit avowal. Wittgenstein could not have
accepted such a view either, and not only for the trivial
reason that one might lie about one’s experiences. The
concept of “pain-behaviour” would be empty: any kind of
behaviour would be compatible with any kind of mental
state. Such a situation would render impossible the
teaching of the use of the words “I am in pain”. It would be
a miracle how children learn they are in pain, or other
persons are in pain: they could not be taught in which
circumstances making such ascriptions is appropriate,
because there would be no such circumstances and no
correct use of the word ‘pain’. (My criteria for ascribing
pain to another person would be only her avowals “l am in
pain”; and since such avowals are made by her without
obeying any criteria, my ascriptions of pain to her would
be, in the end of the matter, criterionless).

Should we invoke at this point a spontaneous
accord between first- and third-person ascriptions of
mental states? Should we say that the statement “There is
a general agreement between my self-ascription of a
mental state M and other persons’ ascription of M to me” is
a grammatical one? Such a solution would be ad hoc and
cannot exclude THE PUZZLE as a logical possibility.

It can be replied that first-person ascriptions of
mental pain are not statements, but culturally elaborated
expressions of the instinctive expressions of pain
(Wittgenstein, 1953, par. 244). They are not true or false;
they are avowals (Ausserungen). Claiming a correspon-
dence between them and third-person ascriptions is
problematic: for third-person ascriptions describe the
painful behaviour of the third person, whereas the avowals
made by the third person are a part of this behaviour. (We
do not contradict an avowal because we disagree with it;
rather, we do not contradict an avowal because there is
nothing there to contradict).

This does not affect my point. First, the thesis that
all self-ascriptions are avowals is neither true, nor can it (I
hope) be ascribed to Wittgenstein. Imagine that someone
else says about me “L.K. is in pain”. | reply “This is true: |
am indeed in pain”. It is hard to see how anyone could
hold that my reply lacks any definite truth-value and is a
mere exclamation. If we consistently believe that all self-
ascriptions of mental states are not statements but
Ausserungen, we should admit that there is no possibility
of agreement or of disagreement between first and third-
person ascriptions. This is however counterintuitive: | do
not see how anyone could deny that the utterance “| have
a toothache”, as pronounced by me, and the utterance
“L.K. has a toothache”, as pronounced by someone else
who observes my behaviour, do express the same content.
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Shall we say that only some of the first-person
ascriptions of mental states are avowals? This obliges us
to specify the precise criterion of distinguishing those self-
ascriptions of mental states that are avowals from those
which are statements. (Is the more calm tone of voice on
which one utters the words “I am in pain” a decisive
criterion for an utterance’s qualifying as a statement? Or is
the utterance “lI am in pain”, uttered on a calm voice,
simply a sign of a less intense form of pain than the same
words uttered while groaning?). The more fundamental
problem is that if one could specify a criterion for distin-
guishing between first-person avowals and first-person
statements, the very legitimacy of first-person avowals
would be questionable. Why not give up the custom of
avowing our experiences in the way we do? Once some
first-person statements of mental states are accepted, one
cannot help but consider these statements as an even
more elaborate refinement of the instinctive reactions of
expressing pain! Why do we not train ourselves so as to
ascribe mental states to ourselves based on behavioural
criteria and instead continue to avow them? Once it is
accepted that some of our first-person ascriptions of
(occurential) mental states have the full status of state-
ments, one is obliged to answer why not all first-person
ascriptions have this status. Therefore: THE PUZZLE
remains a genuine puzzle

2.

| shall attempt to prove that something close to S is a
grammatical statement. | believe that the sentence T:

“Someone who has felt pain will, other things being equal,
better understand the word pain than someone who has
never felt pain”

is grammatical. In order to see this, we only need to pay
attention to the fact that pain is a family-resemblance
concept. My argument is that T appears absurd only if pain
is considered as a concept whose application is governed
by strict boundaries, if it is possible to find a necessary and
sufficient condition for some behaviour to be considered as
painful behaviour.

Let’s start with the following picture: a child has hurt
herself and cries. The parents tell her that she is feeling
pain. Later on, when the child displays some form of
painful behaviour, she remembers the first circumstance in
which she felt pain and avows “I am in pain”. Or perhaps
the child first sees someone else displaying a painful
behaviour and the parents tell her “That person feels pain”;
later on, the child avows “lI am in pain”. It is immaterial
which one of the above two possibilities holds: the child
does not learn the meaning of the word “pain” from her
own case, since she would not be able to use such a word
if she had not been taught by others the meaning of “pain”.
Later on, the child recognizes other people feeling pain,
and can correctly ascribe pain to them. Whether and when,
and with what intensity, the child felt pain in the past, is
completely immaterial for her grasping of the meaning of
“pain”.

This picture of displaying and recognizing pain is a
simplistic one. And the reason why it is simplistic is that it
relies on the tacitly accepted pre-established harmony
between displaying pain and being ascribed pain by other
people. If this simplistic picture were correct, then it would
indeed be the case that having felt pain is irrelevant to
one’s understanding of ‘pain’. If this simplistic picture were
true, then it would be false that one learns a psychological
word from one’s own case and, moreover, no one could

improve one’s understanding of a psychological word from
one’s own case. The reason is that one would never use
the word pain in circumstances in which other people
would not ascribe pain to one.

In order to realize that this picture is simplistic, one
needs to remember THE PUZZLE. It is possible to exclaim
‘| feel pain” and elicit, on behavioural evidence, the
reaction “No, you don’t”. To assume that in such a situation
the entourage must be right is to assume that there are
clear-cut criteria for ascribing pain (or, for that matter, any
other occurrential mental state). Indeed, other people must
respect criteria in ascribing pain to someone, whereas an
individual in isolation needs not, according to Wittgenstein,
use such criteria. (It is possible, of course, to obey the
criterion of one’s own behaviour, but this is not what
happens most of the time. If one obeyed behavioural
criteria in ascribing pain to oneself most of the time, one
would lose the FPA - since criteria can only be public and
to ascribe mental states to oneself based on public criteria
is to give up FPA).

What | hold is that it is possible that such a conflict
between FPA and third-person ascriptions is possible, and
it is, moreover, possible that it can be solved in favour of
the FPA. That is, it is possible that a person who claims
that he is in pain despite apparently painless behaviour
may convince other people of the genuineness of his pain-
avowals. But the only conclusion that follows is that
ascription of pain that is not based on the established
criteria. may be more accurate than ascription of pain
based on established criteria. To dismiss a priori such a
possibility is to assume that pain has clear-cut criteria of
ascription and that whatever does not conform to these
criteria does not count as genuine pain. Obviously, the
criteria can only be public (which does not mean that any
ascription of pain based on public evidence obeys the
established criteria). But since, as | claimed, it is possible
that a third-person ascription be wrong and be proved
wrong by a first-person avowal, it follows that it is possible
for one correctly to use the word ‘pain’ based on one’s
experience of pain.

This is not to deny that ‘pain’ must be used accord-
ing to some criteria, if it is to be used correctly in a third-
person ascription. Rather, this means that one’s experi-
ence of pain may contribute to a better understanding of
‘pain’. There is a distinction between

(1) We learn psychological word by private ostension
and

(2) We learn how to use a psychological word in virtue of
experiencing a certain state.

(1) is false, if by it we mean that experiencing a mental
state is enough for using the word ‘pain’ correctly. But (2)
is true: it means that experiencing a mental state, even if at
first unrecognized by others, may result in changing the
criteria for pain-ascription. To deny (2) is to ignore the
dynamical status of the criteria for pain ascription. To
accept (2) is not to claim that the word ‘pain’ can be better
used in the absence of criteria rather than according to
criteria; it means that the criteria of using and understand-
ing the word ‘pain’ may evolve, change, and this change
may be the result of experiences and self-ascriptions of
pain that are not immediately so recognized. Thus:
according to my interpretation, it makes sense to say “This
is the first-time | am feeling a toothache and so | can better
understand what ‘toothache’ means”. According to Hacker,
such a statement is meaningless. What | hold is that such
a way of speaking is acceptable precisely because it does
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not depend on any private ostension: it only depends on
FPA. If we fail to make the distinction between FPA and
private ostension, we could not ascribe any mental state to
ourselves until other people ascribed it to us, and our own
experiences would be irrelevant to our understanding of
psychological words. This is the thesis that | tried to reject.

Therefore: someone who has felt pain and has a
good memory of having felt pain may better understand
the word ‘pain’, provided she can convince other people
that s/he felt or feels pain. (Of course: good memory plays
a crucial role: otherwise we would have to analyze a more
radical thesis: “Only someone who is feeling pain right now
can understand the word ‘pain™).®
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Die Einheit der Zeit

Bertram Kienzle, Rostock, Deutschland

.Die Zeit fordert das Nachdenken heraus durch Fragen,
die sich daran knupfen und nicht ganz leicht zu
beantworten sind.“ Eine erste Gruppe von Fragen betrifft
eher die Physik der Zeit: Ist die Zeit linear? Wenn ja,
handelt es sich um eine offene oder um eine geschlossene
Linie? Ist die Zeit asymmetrisch? Wenn ja, hat sie eine
Richtung; gibt es einen Zeitpfeil? Eine zweite Gruppe von
Fragen betrifft eher die Metaphysik der Zeit: Was ist
eigentlich die Zeit? ,Ist sie eine Beziehung? eine Bezie-
hung zwischen Gegenstanden? oder zwischen Namen
oder Zeichen fir Gegenstande?" Die Frage, der ich im
Folgenden nachgehen will, halt die goldene Mitte zwischen
beiden Gruppen von Fragen: Was bedeutet es eigentlich,
wenn wir von der Zeit sprechen?

1. Zeitliche Aussagen im Tempus Prasens

Man kann allen zeitlichen Aussagen den Satz-Operator
.Es ist der Fall, dass" voranstellen. Da dieser Operator
redundant ist, stellt er keine Herausforderung fir die
Zeitlogiker dar. Das bedeutet indessen nicht, dass er
metaphysisch uninteressant ware. Zeitlogisch und meta-
physisch interessanter ist jedoch zweifellos der Satz-
Operator ,Es ist jetzt der Fall, dass“. Er gehdrt zu einer
kleinen, aber wichtigen und philosophisch (beraus
ergiebigen Klasse von Ausdriicken, zu den sog. Indikato-
ren. Was sind Indikatoren? In erster Néaherung kdnnen wir
sagen: Ausdricke, die etwas in Abhangigkeit von ihrem
Gebrauch bezeichnen. So ist z.B. der Term ,ch* ein
Indikator, weil er sich auf die Person, von der er gebraucht
wird, bezieht; und die Wendung ,wirkliches Soundso* ist
einer, weil sie alle Soundso aus der Welt, in der sie
gebraucht wird, unter sich begreift. Entsprechend ist der
Jetzt-Operator ein Indikator, weil er sich auf die Zeitstelle
seines Gebrauchs bezieht.

Diese Bestimmung des Jetzt-Operators zieht fol-
gende Einmaligkeitsthese nach sich: Was jetzt der Fall ist,
von dem ist es immer der Fall, dass es jetzt der Fall ist.
Denn jetzt ist eine einmalige, noch nie da gewesene und
nie mehr wiederkehrende Zeitstelle. Wenn ,p*“ jetzt der Fall
ist, so kann es noch nie anders gewesen sein, als dass ,p“
jetzt der Fall ist; denn es war ja noch nie jetzt. Und wenn
.p" jetzt der Fall ist, so wird es auch nie mehr anders sein
kénnen, als dass ,p“ jetzt der Fall ist; denn es wird ja nie
mehr jetzt sein.

Anders als ,Es ist der Fall, dass" ist ,Es ist jetzt der
Fall, dass* nicht redundant. Um das einzusehen, missen
wir zwischen der Zeit, zu der ein Aussagesatz gebraucht
wird, und der Zeit, relativ zu der man ihn bewertet,
unterscheiden. Die erste Zeitstelle gehort zur Handlungs-
seite von Sprache, zur sog. Pragmatik; diese Seite betrifft
all das, was jemand mit sprachlichen Zeichen irgendwann
und irgendwo zu irgendeinem Zweck anstellt. Die zweite
Zeitstelle gehort zur Inhaltsseite von Sprache, zur sog.
Semantik; diese Seite betrifft alles, was mit sprachlichen
Zeichen gemeint ist bzw. was sie darstellen. Auf der
Grundlage der Unterscheidung von Gebrauchs- und
Bewertungszeitstelle und unter Voraussetzung der Ein-
maligkeitsthese lasst sich leicht ausrechnen, dass der Satz
LES ist jetzt der Fall, dass ich in Kirchberg bin“, jetzt
gebraucht, aber relativ zum Jahr 2000 bewertet, wahr sein
muss. Wenn ich indessen den Satz ,Es ist der Fall, dass

ich in Kirchberg bin“ — ohne das Wort jetzt* — jetzt
gebrauche, aber relativ zum Jahr 2000 bewerte, so ist er
falsch. Damit haben die beiden Séatze ,Es ist jetzt der Fall,
dass ich in Kirchberg bin“ und ,Es ist der Fall, dass ich in
Kirchberg bin“, jetzt gebraucht, aber relativ zum Jahr 2000
bewertet, verschiedenen Wahrheitswert. Da der Satz-
Operator ,Es ist der Fall, dass* redundant ist, missen
demzufolge auch die beiden Sétze ,Es ist jetzt der Fall,
dass ich in Kirchberg bin“ und ,Ich bin in Kirchberg", jetzt
gebraucht, aber relativ zum Jahr 2000 bewertet, verschie-
denen Wahrheitswert haben. So kommen wir zu unserem
ersten Theorem:

Theorem 1. ,p « es ist jetzt der Fall, dass p“ ist nicht
zeitlogisch allgemeingliltig, sondern falsifizierbar.

Zeitlogisch allgemeingultig soll hier und im Folgen-
den ein Aussagesatz heien, der sich an jeder
Gebrauchszeitstelle relativ zu einer beliebigen Bewer-
tungszeitstelle als wahr erweist. Sicher konterkarieren wir
unser Theorem, wenn wir verlangen, dass wir zur
Ermittlung der zeitlogischen Allgemeingiiltigkeit eine Aus-
sage nur an ihrer Gebrauchszeitstelle zu bewerten haben.
Es gilt némlich das folgende Theorem:

Theorem 2. ,p < es ist jetzt der Fall, dass p“ ist, an
einer beliebigen Zeitstelle seines Gebrauchs bewertet,
wahr.

Aussagen, die an jeder Zeitstelle als Gebrauchs-
und Bewertungszeitstelle genommen wahr sind, schlage
ich vor, ,gebrauchsgultig“ zu nennen. Gebrauchsgultigkeit
ist zwar nicht dasselbe wie Allgemeingultigkeit, hangt aber
eng mit ihr zusammen. Der Zusammenhang lasst sich wie
folgt aussprechen:

Theorem 3. a ist zeitlogisch gebrauchsgiiltig gdw. rEs
ist jetzt der Fall, dass o ist zeitlogisch allgemeingiiltig.

Dieses Theorem ist erkenntnistheoretisch
bedeutsam. Es erlaubt uns namlich, die zeitlogische
Gebrauchsgultigkeit indirekt zu axiomatisieren. Wenn es
uns gelingt, die zeitlogisch allgemeingiltigen Formeln zu
axiomatisieren, kdnnen wir dieselbe Axiomatik verwenden,
um auch alle zeitlogisch gebrauchsgultigen Formeln
abzuleiten. Dazu brauchen wir ein zeitlogisches Theorem,
das mit dem Jetzt-Operator beginnt, nur um das
Anfangsvorkommnis dieses Operators zu kiirzen.

2. Zeit-Operatoren

Was ich bisher informell dargestellt habe, lasst sich
nattrlich formal préazisieren und in einer nach rigiden
Regeln gebauten Kunstsprache ratifizieren. So formlich
mochte ich heute allerdings nicht werden. Fir meine
Zwecke reicht es aus, den Gebrauch der drei wichtigsten
Zeit-Operatoren Es ist jetzt der Fall, dass", ,Es war der
Fall, dass“ und ,Es wird der Fall sein, dass“ zu
reglementieren:
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Regel fur ,Es ist jetzt der Fall, dass"

(a) Istaein Satz, so auch "Es ist jetzt der Fall, dass a™.
Man kdirzt Es ist jetzt der Fall, dass" durch ,J* ab.

(b) "Ja® ist, an einer Zeitstelle u gebraucht und an einer
Zeitstelle t bewertet, wahr gdw. a ist, an u gebraucht
und an u bewertet, wahr.

Regel fur ,Es war der Fall, dass*”

(a) Istaein Satz, so auch "Es war der Fall, dass a’.
Man kirzt ,Es war der Fall, dass" durch ,P* ab.

(b) "Pa’ ist, an einer Zeitstelle u gebraucht und an
einer Zeitstelle t bewertet, wahr gdw. es gibt eine
Zeitstelle t' vor t (t'<t), derart dass a, an u gebraucht
und an t' bewertet, wahr ist.

Regel fur ,Es wird der Fall sein, dass*”

(a) Ist a ein Satz, so auch "Es wird der Fall sein, dass
al.

Man kirzt ,Es wird der Fall sein, dass* durch ,,F*
ab.

(b) "Fa® ist, an einer Zeitstelle u gebraucht und an einer
Zeitstelle t bewertet, wahr gdw. es gibt eine
Zeitstelle t' nach t (t<t'), derart dass a, an u
gebraucht und an t' bewertet, wahr ist.

Das Symbol <" ist ein um 90 Grad gedrehtes, serifenloses
.V“. Es soll an das Wort ,vor erinnern, das eine Beziehung
zwischen Zeitstellen ausdriickt. Da wir es offen lassen, wie
diese Beziehung im Einzelnen beschaffen ist, bewegen wir
uns im Rahmen der sog. minimalen Zeitlogik. 1995 hat
Alexander Gerber in seiner Heidelberger Dissertation Zeit
und Zeichen eine vollstindige Axiomatisierung der
Zeitlogik mit diesen drei Operatoren angegeben. Sein
Axiomensystem bestand aus den Axiomen und
Schlussregeln der minimalen Zeitlogik, angereichert um
die Axiome ,Jp——J-p“, ,JIp—p)‘, J(P—q)—Ip—Iq)"
und ,Jp—(—P—-Jpar—F-=Jp)“ sowie um die Schlussregel,
nach der mit a auch "Ja ableitbar ist.

3. Zwei Einheitsformeln

Um uns der begrifflichen Bestimmung dessen, was unter
Einheit der Zeit zu verstehen ist, zu néhern, wollen wir uns
Uberlegen, was unter einer Linie zu verstehen ist. Aus
traditioneller Sicht weisen Linien weder Verschmelzungen
noch Verzweigungen auf; sie sind verschmelzungs- und
verzweigungsfrei. Diese beiden ,sprechenden“ Begriffe
lassen sich unter Zuhilfenahme der <-Relation wie folgt
definieren:

Definition 1. Verschmelzungsfreiheit
< ist verschmelzungsfrei auf T gdw. fur alle t,t't"eT qilt:
wenn t<t" und t'<t", dann t<t' oder t'<t oder t=t'.

Definition 2. Verzweigungsfreiheit
< ist verzweigungsfrei auf T gdw. fur alle t,t',t"eT gilt: wenn
t"<t und t"<t', dann t<t' oder t'<t oder t=t'.

Theorem 4. Die Verschmelzungsfreiheit der <-Relation
spiegelt sich in der Formel ,FPp—(PpvpvFp)* wider.

Beweis: Folgendes Diagramm stelle eine Zeitordnung mit
in Pfeilrichtung verlaufender Zeit dar.
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Stellen wir uns vor, dass ,FPp—(PpvpvFp)‘ an der
mit dem Punkt markierten Stelle gebraucht wird. Der (wo
auch immer gebrauchte) Satzbuchstabe ,p“ sei, an dieser
Stelle bewertet, wahr und Uberall sonst falsch. Dann ist die
an der markierten Stelle gebrauchte Formel, irgendwo
links oben bewertet, falsch. Also passen Diagramm und
Formel nicht zueinander. Trifft die Formel zu, weist die Zeit
keine Verschmelzungen auf. QED

Theorem 5. Die Verzweigungsfreiheit der <-Relation
spiegelt sich in der Formel ,,PFp—(PpvpvFp)“ wider.

Beweis: Folgendes Diagramm stelle eine Zeitordnung mit
in Pfeilrichtung verlaufender Zeit dar.

Stellen wir uns vor, dass ,PFp—(PpvpvFp)* an der mit
dem Punkt markierten Stelle gebraucht wird. Der (wo auch
immer gebrauchte) Satzbuchstabe ,p“ sei, an dieser Stelle
bewertet, wahr und Uberall sonst falsch. Dann ist die an
der markierten Stelle gebrauchte Formel, irgendwo rechts
oben bewertet, falsch. Also passen Diagramm und Formel
nicht zueinander. Trifft die Formel zu, weist die Zeit keine
Verzweigungen auf. QED

Aus traditioneller Sicht reichen Verschmelzungs- und
Verzweigungsfreiheit nicht aus, um eine Linie zu
beschreiben. Um die zur vollen Linearitét (siehe Definition
4) fehlende Eigenschaft bestimmen zu kénnen, wollen wir
uns folgendes Diagramm vornehmen:

Jede dieser Linien st verschmelzungs- und
verzweigungsfrei. Dennoch stellt das Diagramm nicht eine,
sondern zwei Linien dar. Eine Zeitordnung, die im Bild
einer einzigen Linie veranschaulicht werden kann, darf
keine derartigen Zeitinseln aufweisen, sondern muss
verinselungsfrei sein. Dieser Begriff lasst sich wie folgt
definieren:

Definition 3. Verinselungsfreiheit

< ist verinselungsfrei auf T gdw. fur alle t,t'eT gilt: wenn
weder t<t' noch t'<t und auch nicht t=t', dann gibt es ein
t"eT, derart dass t"<t und t'<t', oder ein t"eT, derart dass
t<t" und t'<t".

Theorem 6. Die Verinselungsfreiheit der <-Relation
spiegelt sich in der Formel
~Jp—(PpvpvFpvFPpvPFp)* wider.
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Beweis: Folgendes Diagramm stelle eine Zeitordnung mit
in Pfeilrichtung verlaufender Zeit dar.

Stellen wir uns vor, dass ,Jp—(PpvpvFpvFPpvPFp)“ an
der mit dem Punkt markierten Stelle gebraucht wird. Der
(wo auch immer gebrauchte) Satzbuchstabe ,p“ sei, an
dieser Stelle bewertet, wahr und tiberall sonst falsch. Dann
ist die an der markierten Stelle gebrauchte Formel,
irgendwo auf der unteren Linie bewertet, falsch. Also
passen Diagramm und Formel nicht zueinander. Trifft die
Formel zu, weist die Zeit keine Verinselungen auf. QED

Um uns davon zu Uberzeugen, dass wir in der
Verinselungsfreiheit die einheitsstiftende Eigenschaft der
<-Relation vor uns haben, wollen wir den traditionellen
Begriff von Linearitét betrachten:

Definition 4. Linearitat
< ist linear auf T gdw. fir alle t,t'eT gilt: t<t' oder t'<t oder
t=t"

Dieser Begriff vereinigt in sich die drei im Voranstehenden
definierten Freiheiten:

Theorem 7. < st linear auf T gdw. < st
verschmelzungs-, verzweigungs- und verinselungsfrei
auf T.

Wie wir von geraden und gekrimmten sowie von in sich
zurucklaufenden (geschlossenen) und nicht in sich
zuricklaufenden (offenen) Linien sprechen kdnnen, so
kénnen wir auch von einfach und mehrfach ausgefransten
Linien sprechen. Unsere anfangliche Behauptung, Linien
wiesen weder Verschmelzungen noch Verzweigungen auf,
ist einer begrifflich fehlgeleiteten Anschauung zuzu-
schreiben. Begrifflich fehlgeleitet war sie, insofern sie sich
statt am Begriff der Verinselungsfreiheit an dem der
Linearitat orientierte. Wenn wir Haare als natirliche
Beispiele fur Linien nehmen, sind sich spaltende Haare
Beispiele fur ausgefranste Linien. So gesehen ist eine
Linie mit Verschmelzungen und Verzweigungen zwar bis
zur Unkenntlichkeit ausgefranst; aber solange sie
verinselungsfrei ist, ist sie immer noch eine Linie. Insofern
macht die Verinselungsfreiheit die Einheit einer wie auch
immer sonst beschaffenen Linie aus. Wie l&asst sich diese
Eigenschaft in der Sprache der Zeitlogik ausdricken?
Schon E. J. Lemmon vermutete, dass auch die
kombinierte Ausdrucksstarke von P- und F-Operator nicht
ausreicht, um diese Frage zu beantworten. Dank des J-
Operators sind wir in einer aussichtsreicheren Situation.
Nach Theorem 6 spiegelt sich die als Verinselungsfreiheit
verstandene  Einheit der Zeit in der Formel
~Jp—(PpvpvFpvFPpvPFp)“ wider. Halten wir ferner fest:

Theorem 8. ~Jp—(PpvpvFpvFPpvPFp)* ist
falsifizierbar, aber gebrauchsgultig.

Beweis: Die Falsifizierbarkeit dieser Formel ergibt sich aus
dem Beweis von Theorem 6. lhre Gebrauchsgultigkeit
ergibt sich daraus, dass mit ,J p“ natirlich auch ,p“ selbst,
beides an der Zeitstelle des Gebrauchs bewertet, wahr
sein muss. QED

Auf syntaktischem Wege ergibt sich obige Einheitsformel
(indirekt) aus der Gerber-Axiomatik. Darin ist die Formel
~J(Ip—(PpvpvFpvFPpvPFp))“ ableitbar. Da Gerbers
Axiomensystem korrekt ist, ist diese Formel zeitlogisch
allgemeinglltig. Daher greift Theorem 3 und wir kdnnen
aus der zeitlogischen Allgemeingultigkeit der abgeleiteten

Formel auf die zeitlogische Gebrauchsgiiltigkeit der
Einheitsformel schlief3en.

Da diese Formel unter Benutzung des Indikators ,J*
formuliert ist, gibt sie die Einheit der Zeit allerdings mit
einer gewissen subjektiven Toénung wieder. Denn der
Bezugsgegenstand eines Indikators ist in dessen
Gebrauchskontext zu finden. Zu einem solchen gehort
aber nicht nur die Zeitstelle des Gebrauchs, sondern auch
das Subjekt, das den Indikator gebraucht. Es ist deshalb
eine wichtige Entdeckung, dass die Einheit der Zeit auch
indexfrei ausgedrickt werden kann. Das lasst sich mit Hilfe
des folgenden Satz-Operators bewerkstelligen:

Regel firr ,Es ist manchmal der Fall, dass*

(a) Ist a ein Satz, so auch "Es ist manchmal der Fall,
dass a’.

Wir kurzen ,Es ist manchmal der Fall, dass” durch
.M*“ ab.

(b) ™a' ist, an einer Zeitstelle u gebraucht und an
einer Zeitstelle t bewertet, wahr gdw. es gibt eine
Zeitstelle t', derart dass a, an u gebraucht und an
t' bewertet, wahr ist.

Theorem 9. Die Einheit der Zeit spiegelt sich in der Formel
Mp—(PpvpvFpvFPpvPFp)* wider; diese Formel ist
falsifizierbar, aber nicht gebrauchsguiltig.

Beweis: Folgendes Diagramm stelle eine Zeitordnung mit
in Pfeilrichtung verlaufender Zeit dar.

il o

Stellen wir uns vor, dass ,Mp—(PpvpvFpvFPpvPFp)*
irgendwo auf der unteren Linie gebraucht wird. Der (wo auch
immer gebrauchte) Satzbuchstabe ,p“ sei, an der mit dem
Punkt markierten Stelle bewertet, wahr und Uberall sonst
falsch. Dann ist die an irgendeiner Stelle auf der unteren Linie
gebrauchte Formel, an derselben Stelle bewertet, falsch. Also
passen Diagramm und Formel nicht zueinander. Trifft die
Formel zu, weist die Zeit keine Verinselungen auf. Da die an
irgendeiner Stelle auf der unteren Linie gebrauchte Formel an
derselben Stelle auch als Bewertungszeitstelle genommen
falsch ist, ist sie nicht bei jedem Gebrauch wahr. QED

Damit konnen wir die Einheit der Zeit sowohl
indexikalisch als auch indexfrei ausdriicken. Welche
Ausdrucksweise verdient den Vorzug? Die Antwort hangt
davon ab, ob man die Zeit auf lange Sicht ohne den
indexikalischen J-Operator beschreiben kann. Kantianern
steht mit der These von der Zeit als reiner Form unserer
Anschauung ein solches Argument zur Verfugung. Doch die
Allgemeine Relativitatstheorie hat die Glaubwurdigkeit dieser
These unterminiert. Welche der beiden Ausdrucksweisen den
Vorzug verdient, muss aber zum Gluck erst dann entschieden
werden, wenn man die Frage zu beantworten sucht, ob es
eine oder mehrere Zeiten gibt. Falls das letztere zutrifft, ist
keine der beiden Formeln zeitlogisch allgemeingultig. In
diesem Fall ist die indexikalische der indexfreien Einheits-
formel Uberlegen. Denn ist sie auch nicht allgemeingliltig, so
ist sie doch wenigstens bei (jedem) Gebrauch wahr.

Bertram Kienzle <bertram.kienzle@uni-rostock.de>
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“Time Flies”.

On Time Metaphors and Their Possible Consequences

Peter P. Kirschenmann, Amsterdam, The Netherlands

1. Introduction

There is much talk and literature about time. My frequent
impression has been that people were attributing features
to time that actually were features of something else. That
is, | felt that they often were speaking metaphorically about
time and were doing so in an objectionable way.

For instance, modern Western life often is said to be
pressured “linear, mechanical clock time”, while premodern
or non-Western life was or is less hurried, agreeing with
“cyclical time” or some other “forms of time” (cf., e.g.,
Geissler 1999). | should think it is not time, not even clocks
that pressure us, but rather shared demands of being on
time and producing things efficiently, or desires of
engaging in many activities. Any harm done by an
attribution of that pressure to time itself? The use of the
time jargon may just add some lofty importance or poetic
charm.

Or is there possibly more at stake? Certain richly
suggestive metaphors, like “time is money”, have indeed,
for good or bad, contributed to the character of modern life
(cf. Lakoff and Johnson 1980). In an intriguing article, J.
Schummer (2000) argues that certain “forms of time” — or,
rather, “forms of time consciousness”, metaphorically
indicated as “linear progressive” or “cyclical” — can stand in
the way of an appropriate approach to our environmental
problems.

Several questions can be raised here and will be
discussed. Many metaphors of time do not seem to shed
much light on the nature of time. Do they then not impair
our understanding of reality? Given the welter of
metaphors of time, is it at all clear what can be said literally
about time or about time consciousness? As concerns
Schummer’s claim, is it actually metaphorical conceptions
of time or rather some other sorts of beliefs that may be
impediments? And, more academically, does Schummer’s
metaphorical description of those forms of time
consciousness help in understanding the situation in
guestion?

2. Metaphorism of Time

We readily understand someone’s reply “I don’t have time”,
though it is elliptical speech. It also is slightly metaphorical:
“having time” is a somewhat misleading suggestion of
“time is money”. “Time heals all wounds” is more clearly
metaphorical, time being no medication. “Time just flew by”
is a figure of speech for someone’s subjective time
experience.

Often, our statements concerning time are meant
very literally: e.g. “we only have twenty minutes left to
catch the train”. They refer to our public time regime of
clocks, calendars etc. Despite its conventional features, it
forms an objective frame of reference: different
conventional time systems are easily convertible.
Inasmuch as it influences our experience of time, our time
consciousness possesses quite some objective content.
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In some statements, ‘time’ is used literally, but in
one of its specific meanings. E.g., “in Napoleon’s time”
refers to the historical period in question.

Identifying temporal metaphors, it would seem,
presupposes that one has clarified what can be said
literally of time, before one even begins to investigate their
possible misleading or even harmful aspects. (There can
be detrimental effects of language usages which need not
involve metaphors; witness everyday scolding or the
demagogical rhetoric of totalitarian regimes (cf. Klemperer
1947)).

3. The Structure of Time

What then can be literally predicated of time? An at least
partial answer could be: the objective features of time.
Partial, because the distinctions literal/metaphorical and
objective/subjective do not coincide.

Yet, given the debate among philosophers about the
nature of time, the question, thus approached, will not be
easily settled. For some, time is something in itself; for
others, there only are temporal relations between things
and events; for still others, time are itself purely subjective
or an illusion. Philosophers also are divided on questions
of the “flow”, “direction” or “beginning” of time. For many,
such expressions just are metaphorical.

Many, though, agree on a few structural
characteristics of time. First, time is the order of before and
after of events, including their possible simultaneity, and of
their duration. Second, we divide time into the modes of
past, present (now) and future.

Yet, even these two types of characteristics raise
questions, especially regarding their compatibility. The first
coincides with the conceptualization of time, common in
everyday life and also in science, as a one-dimensional
linear manifold. On it, there seems to be no place for a
privileged now. As Carnap related, Einstein was deeply
worried by the fact that the important difference of the now
from past and future does not occur in physics. | should
say that the now cannot appear in physics, since its
theories describe (relations between) possible events, thus
including actual events, but not distinguishing them. An
experimental physicist, though, knows quite well that he is
pushing a button now.

The discrepancy between the two types of
characteristics has led to much discussion, especially
consequent on McTaggart's (1908) arguments, which
seemed to make the problem disappear. He argued that
the characteristics were incompatible and that the idea of
an event having successively the “dynamical” properties of
future, present and past was even contradictory. He
concluded that our usual notion of time was self-
contradictory and time itself an illusion. If his arguments
were correct, which many doubt, then all statements about
time would be metaphorical, even in a fictional sense.

The “dynamical” element finds special expression in
the idea of the “flow or passage of time”. It has struck me
that the direction of this “motion” is often left unclear (and
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that the literature concerned, excepting cognitive science,
does not seem to mention this fact). There is a strong
argument for regarding the “flow of time” as a metaphor
without any real objective content. What would the speed
of this flow be? Would it not be: 1 second per second. Yet,
this is nonsense and would presuppose a second time,
which would also “flow”, and so on.

Thus, this metaphor at least encumbers a sound
view of reality. Reality is process. In that metaphor, this
character of process is wrongly projected on “time itself”.
Specifically, “flow” is a spatial image. Much of our talk of
time (“a long time”, etc.) makes use of spatial metaphors.
Bergson (1922) is famous for having pointed out how this
spatialization of time impedes a proper understanding of
time and time experience.

Could there be time without change? Surely, our
perception and measurement of time is dependent on
processes of change. Yet, they are equally dependent on
the permanence of things (e.g., hands and wheels of a
clock). Also, it seems to me conceivable that one could
speak of time, though not perceive or measure it, even in a
static, unchanging world.

My brief discussion of controversies about the status
and possible objective characteristics of time shows that is
difficult to establish a literal meaning of ‘time’ by means of
them. There also has been the question of whether some
of the characteristics are not rather subjective properties of
our experience or consciousness of time.

4. Metaphorism of Time Consciousness

Our subjective time experience displays sundry
peculiarities and often fools us (cf. Draaisma 2001). The
first days of vacation pass slowly, while the whole vacation
appears short in retrospect. Such incorrect estimations,
often metaphorically expressed, may of course have
adverse practical consequences.

The idea of the “flow of time” also seems to be
mainly tied to subjective experience. As mentioned,
cognitive scientists clearly distinguish between the two
possible directions (cf. Evans 2003), of course with the
experiencing subject as point of reference. They speak of
the “moving time” mapping in expressions like “Christmas
is coming up on us”, and of the “moving ego” mapping in
expressions like “we passed the deadline”. These are
metaphors — mappings from a source, ‘motion’, to a target,
‘time’ — though hardly the most basic ones. Cognitive
scientists debate what can count as the primary time
metaphor. A primary metaphor expresses a direct
correspondence relation between simple, universal human
experiences, in contrast to a complex or compound,
culture-dependent metaphor. The debate is focussed on
the choice between conscious experience of change and
that of duration. V. Evans (2003: 76) concludes that “while
metaphor theorists have assumed that what is literal and
inherent about time relates to an awareness of change, a
broad range of evidence suggests that the subjective
experience of time may in fact ultimately relate to our
experience of duration.” Since the choice is between
metaphors, Evans should have said “relatively literal”.

Finally, | note that the standard view of metaphors
as mappings of knowledge from the source domain to the
target domain is strongly epistemological. (There are other
views, for instance, the interaction view.) Yet many
metaphors, also those of time, clearly have quite non-
epistemological functions.

5. Time Consciousness and Environmental
Problems

Our perception of time and our perception of the world no
doubt are intimately related. | note here that our
experience of duration is not dependent on perceptions of
the world outside our body.

Of what kind is that intimate connection? Some
assert, as does J. Schummer (2000), that time
consciousness colors or co-determines all perceptions,
feelings, actions and expectations, and vice versa. In
particular, he claims that certain forms of time
consciousness impede an adequate approach to global
environmental problems and that these, in turn, can lead to
certain sorts of irritations and distortions of time
consciousness. It is important to ask here what the specific
content of a time consciousness is.

Time, for Schummer, is a universal structuring
achievement, ordering all of our contents of consciousness
as simultaneous or before and after and as belonging to
the past, present or future. Thus, the structural
characteristics discussed above are regarded by him as
characteristics of our time consciousness.

Yet, according to Schummer, our time
consciousness can have additional ordering structures,
issuing from various further regularities in experience and
leading to different “time structures”. He distinguishes two
teleological structures, the linear-progressive and the
linear-degressive one, the cyclical structure, and the
structureless form. Furthermore, there is the distinction
between unlimited and limited time, which can enter into
combinations with the just-mentioned forms. | think that all
of these “time structures” will count as complex metaphors
for cognitive scientists.

Schummer notes that we have no problem living in a
plurality of time structures. For instance, the model of
linear-limited time is present in our life project, that of
cyclical time in all sorts of routines.

There is thus no reason — nor does nature give us
any reason — for selecting the one “correct” time structure.
This motivates Schummer’s central claim that any
absolutization or universalization of one time structure will
carry the cost of blindness concerning the other time
structures.

Such universalizations, he says, are mainly due to
strong expectations, future-oriented basic moods. Global
and relatively irreversible environmental problems impose
on us an inevitable future perspective. This engenders
irritations of time consciousness, for instance the fear that
we shall live shorter than expected. This may also distort it,
as in the negative utopia of a catastrophe model, which
absolutizes the model of a linear limited time. Positive
utopias, the model of natural cycles or that of unlimited
growth, when absolutized, lead to problem suppressions
and other illusions.

| would agree that an all-embracing doom thinking,
an absolute belief in the all-healing power of natural cycles
or an absolute belief in a technology-based permanent
growth, as well as the respective associated time
metaphors, will hamper a realistic assessment and
handling of our environmental problems. In this sense,
certain time metaphors could have disastrous
consequences.

Yet, are these dependencies really mediated by
conscious enriched time structures, and does one
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comprehend things better when one is told so by
Schummer? The first question seems to me to be one for
psychology and neurophysiology. As concerns the second,
| doubt that Schummer's metaphoricism is helpful.
Abstractly speaking, it is plausible that time structures,
endowed as they are with a greater generality, are more
readily susceptible to universalization than patterns of
particular processes.

Which time consciousness, then, is appropriate for
environmental problems and, as Schummer puts it, for
environmental ethics? His view so far implies: avoid
universalizations, do not get carried along by basic moods,
be aware of the plurality of time structures. In line with H.
Jonas, Schummer is especially critical of the
universalization of the linear-progressive form. At the last
minute, he advocates a not yet mentioned form, namely an
unlimited linear-constant or linear future-open time
structure, specifically for the preservation of the necessary
conditions of life, pled for by Jonas.

6. Conclusions

Metaphors enliven conversation and stories. Much of our
metaphorical talk of time is apt or innocuous. Yet, when
judged by an interest in the objective nature of time, much
of it can be considered as misleading or false. Of course,
most of it is not meant to explain the nature of time, but
serves quite different purposes.

To what extent and in what way someone’s
entertaining particular metaphors of time might influence
perceptions and decisions of that person seems to me to
be largely a question of empirical research. No doubt,
someone’s belief in permanent progress or someone’s
belief in inevitable catastrophes will influence the way the
person handles affairs. Yet, Schummer's use of forms of
time consciousness in his analysis of this influence is not
particularly enlightening.
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Wittgenstein und musikalischer Ausdruck

Franz Knappik, Minchen, Deutschland

Bei der Beschreibung von Musik gebrauchen wir oft
mentale Pradikate; z.B. sagen wir: ,Diese Melodie ist
traurig.  Auch kdnnen wir Musik mit Hilfe von
Ausdrucksbenehmen begleiten oder beschreiben, das
normalerweise als Evidenz fir die Zuschreibung mentaler
Pradikate dient. Eine lange musikasthetische Tradition ist
der Frage nachgegangen, auf welche Weise musikalischer
Ausdruck einen Zusammenhang zwischen Musik und
Seelischem herstellt. Wittgenstein greift diese Tradition
auf, wenn er in seinen spaten Notizblchern oft die
Ahnlichkeit von Musik mit expressivem Benehmen
kommentiert und etwa schreibt: ,Ein Thema hat nicht
weniger einen Gesichtsausdruck, als ein Gesicht”
(Wittgenstein 1999, 523), oder: ,Diese musikalische
Phrase ist fur mich eine Gebérde. Sie schleicht sich in
mein Leben ein. Ich mache sie mir zueigen* (Wittgenstein
81999, 553). Zwar beriihrt Wittgenstein in Passagen wie
diesen die Frage nach musikalischem Ausdruck nur. Doch
andererseits bildet die grammatische Untersuchung
mentalen Vokabulars ein zentrales Thema seines spaten
Philosophierens, wie zahlreiches relevantes Material v.a.
im zweiten Teil der Philosophischen Untersuchungen und
in den letzten Notebooks belegt. Im Folgenden will ich
einen von Wittgenstein selbst angedeuteten Aspekt
dessen entwickeln, wie im Ausgang von seinen
metapsychologischen Uberlegungen neben Unterschieden
auch Ahnlichkeiten zwischen dem normalen Gebrauch
mentaler Pradikate und deren Anwendung auf Musik
ermittelt werden kann und so die Frage nach dem
Zusammenhang von musikalischem Ausdruck und Aus-
drucksbenehmen innerhalb einer am spéaten Wittgenstein
orientierten Methodologie zu behandeln ist.

Die Ausfuhrungen und Notizen des spéaten
Wittgenstein zur Philosophie der Psychologie bilden einen
komplexen Diskussionszusammenhang, innerhalb dessen
sich gleichwohl einige Schwerpunkte ausmachen lassen.
Einen davon bildet die Untersuchung von sogenannten
.Gesetzen der Evidenz fur das Seelische®. Wittgenstein
bezeichnet damit allgemeine Regeln fiir den Umgang der
spezifischen Evidenz, auf die wir unsere Zuschreibung von
mentalen Prédikaten stitzen: also die Regeln dafur, auf
Evidenz welcher Art wir achten; fur wie sicher wir sie
halten; inwieweit wir Schlusse daraus ziehen; wie wir re-
agieren, wenn sich die Evidenz als trigerisch erwiesen
hat, usw. Wittgenstein zu Folge weisen die Evidenzregeln
fur das Seelische charakteristische Besonderheiten auf.
Eine dieser Besonderheiten, mit der wir uns im Folgenden
beschaftigen wollen, besteht in der ,unendliche[n] Viel-
faltigkeit des Ausdrucks® (Wittgenstein 1998 ff., ms. 173,
39r). Ausdruck von Seelischem tritt in unendlicher und
immer neuer Nuanciertheit auf, und eine winzige
Bewegung eines Gesichtsmuskels kann von entschei-
dender Bedeutung dafur sein, wie ich den Anderen
verstehe. Damit hangt fur Wittgenstein zusammen, dass
die ,[...] wichtigen feinen Abschattungen des Benehmens
[...] nicht vorhersagbar® (Wittgenstein 1998 ff., ms. 173,
39v) sind.

In folgender Passage uUbertragt Wittgenstein diese
Charakterisierung von Ausdrucksbenehmen auf musi-
kalischen Ausdruck:

Die menschlichen Variationen des Lebens sind unserm
Leben wesentlich. Und also eben der Gepflogenheit des

Lebens. Ausdruck besteht fur uns [sc. in]
Unberechenbarkeit. WufRte ich genau wie er sein
Gesicht verziehen sich bewegen wird, so wéare kein
Gesichtsausdruck, keine Gebérde vorhanden. — Stimmt
das | aber? — Ich kann mir doch ein Musikstick das ich
(ganz) auswendig wei3 immer wieder anhdren; & es
koénnte auch auf «von» einer Spieluhr gespielt werden.
Seine Gebéarden blieben fir mich immer Gebéarden
obgleich ich immer weil3, was kommen wird. Ja, ich
kann sogar immer wieder Uberrascht sein. ([i|/lln einem
bestimmten Sinne.)

Aber man nennt doch etwas "abgedroschen”. — Und
man sagt "Diese Melodie ist immer neu” — wére es also
mdoglich, dafl3 uns jene genau berechenbaren Gebéarden
immer neu vorkédmen? Wie soll ich's sagen? Das ist
sicher: eine steife, «eine» puppenhafte Gebarde ist fiir
uns keine Gebérde. (Wittgenstein 1998 ff., ms. 137, 67
a/b)

Wittgenstein bezieht sich hier auf musikalischen Ausdruck,
um Ausdrucksbenehmen besser zu verstehen. Dabei
formuliert er das Problem, dass im Fall von musikalischem
Ausdruck durch das wiederholte Horen einer Aufnahme
Vorhersehbarkeit eintritt und der Ausdruck dennoch
erhalten bleibt. Nachdem dies aber nicht etwa als
Unterschied zwischen musikalischem und gewohnlichem
Ausdruck, sondern als Einwand gegen die urspriingliche
Beschreibung des Ausdrucksbenehmens selbst eingefuhrt
wird, scheint eine Qualifizierung des Begriffs
Lunvorhersehbarkeit* nétig. Wittgenstein fiihrt nun Phano-
mene wie puppenhaften Ausdruck als Gegenbild zu einer
berechenbaren, aber immer neu erscheinenden Gebarde
ein. Der Begriff ,Unvorhersehbarkeit® wird so auf das
Ph&nomen eingeengt, dass eine genuin ausdruckshafte
Gebéarde (sowohl musikalischer als auch gewdhnlicher
Natur) auch dann immer wieder neu erscheint, wenn sie
reproduziert wird.

Durch diese Prazisierung ist nun der Einwand von
Wittgensteins Interlokutor gegen die Charakterisierung von
sowohl musikalischem als auch gewdhnlichem Ausdruck
als unvorhersehbar entkraftet. Dartiber hinaus sind die von
Wittgenstein angefiihrten Beispiele der genauen Kenntnis
eines Musikstlickes, das in seinem Verlauf trotzdem immer
wieder uberrascht, und des Gegenbildes der puppenhaft
wirkenden  Automatenmusik dazu geeignet, den
spezifierten Begriff von Unvorhersehbarkeit als zutreffende
formale Beschreibung unseres Umgangs mit Musik zu
etablieren. Es kdnnte entgegnet werden, dass dies auf
Kosten der Brauchbarkeit des Begriffes ,Unvorher-
sehbarkeit* fir Ausdrucksverhalten geht, da dieses ge-
wohnlich ohne jeglichen Rekurs auf eine Reproduktion
identifiziert wird. Doch kann ich auch dann sinnvoll sagen,
dass mir Ausdrucksbenehmen trotz glnstiger epis-
temischer Ausgangsposition neu vorkommt, wenn ich vom
Benehmen einer Person rede, die ich gut kenne und von
der ich in einer gegebenen Situation vorhersagen kann,
wie sie reagiert. Wenn dieser Begriff von Unvorher-
sehbarkeit nicht als allgemeines Kriterium fur die Zuschrei-
bung von Ausdruckshaftigkeit gebraucht werden kann,
liegt das daran, dass in einer ungunstigeren epistemischen
Ausgangsposition — wenn ich etwa die andere Person
weniger gut kenne — bereits diese Ausgangssituation das
folgende Verhalten fur mich unvorhersehbar macht.
Daraus folgt aber nicht, dass die oben spezifizierte Art von
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Unvorhersehbarkeit nicht ein Charakteristikum seelischer
Evidenz ware.

Der diskutierte Einwand benennt aber dennoch
einen wesentlichen Unterschied zwischen unserer
musikalischen Praxis, fur die Reproduktion (zumindest in
Form von wiederholter Ausfiihrung der gleichen Notation)
wesentlich ist, und Ausdrucksbenehmen, in dem
Reproduktion normalerweise keine Rolle spielt. Ent-
sprechend ist Ausdrucksbenehmen in eine bestimmte
Situation eingebettet, in der es tatsachliche (oder auch nur
vorgetduschte) seelische Zustdnde des Subjekts des
Benehmens sichtbar macht. Musik dagegen ist durch die
Praxis von Notation und Reproduktion von einer solchen
unmittelbaren Mitteilungssituation losgelést. Wenn nun
also sowohl unser Umgang mit Musik als auch mit
Ausdrucksbenehmen von der Evidenzregel der Unvorher-
sehbarkeit geleitet ist, ist diese Parallele logisch unab-
héngig von anderen Evidenzregeln der Art, dass mich
jemandes Ausdrucksverhalten uber seinen seelischen
Zustand informiert bzw. dass musikalischer Ausdruck
keinen Ruckschluss auf die mentale Situation des
Komponisten zul&sst.

Wir kommen nun zum Begriff der Feinheit, den
Wittgenstein, wie wir gesehen haben, bezilglich von
Ausdrucksbenehmen eng mit dem der Unvorhersehbarkeit
verbindet. Wittgensteins Beispiel der Spieluhr legt
folgende Anwendung dieses Begriffs auf musikalischen
Ausdruck nahe: Die Spieluhrenversion eines Stiickes, die
mechanisch und puppenhaft klingt, unterscheidet sich von
der Aufnahme eines menschlichen Interpreten in feinen
Tempoveranderungen, Lautstarkemodifikationen etc. — in
denjenigen interpretatorischen Lizenzen also, die wesent-
lich fur die Expressivitat einer Auffuhrung sind. Der relative
Begriff ,Feinheit® kann hier von groberen, namlich
sinnentstellenden oder einfach falschen Modifikationen
abgegrenzt werden. Wenn Wittgenstein daneben, wie wir
gesehen haben, im Zusammenhang mit der Evidenz des
Seelischen von den ,wichtigen feinen Abschattungen des
Benehmens" spricht, so ist es naheliegend, ,wichtig" als
,sinnrelevant” zu verstehen und derart auf den Fall von
Musik zu Ubertragen, dass die genannten interpreta-
torischen Modifikationen wichtig sind, weil sie den
Ausdruck mafgeblich beeinflussen, wahrend andere
Modifikationen diesbeziglich irrelevant sein kdnnen: eine
Tempoverénderung, die an einer bestimmten Stelle — etwa
dem HoOhepunkt einer Melodie oder dem Ende einer
Phrase — den Ausdruck mafgeblich verandern, kann an
einer anderen Stelle unaufféllig bleiben, ebenso wie die
Bewegung eines Gesichtsmuskels im Zusammenhang
einer bestimmten Gebérde entscheidend sein kann und in
anderem Zusammenhang gleichgdltig.

Dieses von Wittgensteins Beispiel der Spieluhren-
musik nahegelegte Verstandnis von der Feinheit
musikalischen Ausdrucks bedarf nun aber einiger
Diskussion. Die Bedeutsamkeit von relevanten Feinheiten,
kénnte man zunachst kritisieren, ist nicht geeignet, um
Ausdrucksbenehmen und musikalischen Ausdruck zu
charakterisieren, da sie auch in Sprachspielen vorzufinden
ist, die bei Wittgenstein als Gegenbild zum Sprachspiel
vom Seelischen fungieren — etwa in naturwissen-
schaftlichen Kontexten. Gerade Sprachspiele mit einer Art
von Sicherheit, wie sie etwa in der Mathematik oder der
Physik besteht, sind doch um der Genauigkeit willen, die in
diesen Sprachspielen mdglich ist, darauf angewiesen, alle
denkbaren Feinheiten zu berlcksichtigen. Aufl3erdem
kénnen auch hier wichtige von unwichtigen Feinheiten
unterschieden werden. Wenn z.B. auf eine Reihe von
Messwerten eine exponentielle Funktion angewendet wird,
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hat eine identische Abweichung bei geringen Messwerten
weniger drastische Folgen als bei hohen Messwerten.

In die Richtung derjenigen Prézisierung des
Begriffes ,Feinheit’, die erforderlich ist, um diesem
Einwand zu begegnen, weist folgende Bemerkung
Wittgensteins:

Ich glaube, es ist eine wichtige und merkwirdige
Tatsache, dafl ein musikalisches Thema, wenn es in
(sehr) verschiedenen Tempi gespielt wird, seinen
Charakter verandert. Ubergang von der Quantitat zur
Qualitat. (Wittgenstein 81999, 554)

Die auftretenden Verdnderungen im  genannten
mathematischen Beispiel sind rein quantitativ; nichts in
diesem Beispiel entspricht der qualitativen Veranderung
des Themas in Wittgensteins Beispiel (wobei die Rede von
sehr verschiedenen Tempi unnétig vorsichtig erscheint).
Wichtige Feinheiten in Musik und Ausdrucksbenehmen, so
kénnen wir festhalten, sind gerade deswegen wichtig, weil
sie qualitative, namlich ausdrucksméaRige Veranderungen
erzeugen und nicht nur irrelevante, weil rein quantitative
Modifikationen.

Ein weiterer, naheliegender Einwand gegen den
oben skizzierten Begriff musikalischer Feinheiten besagt,
dass Spieluhrenmusik insofern nicht ausdruckslos ist, als
schon in der Komposition Ausdruckswerte vorgegeben
sind. Wir kénnen uns aber ohne weiteres Kompositionen
vorstellen, die als solche puppenhaft wirken. Solche
Stiicke verwenden Klischees, sie sind schilerhaft. Wir
kénnen uns auch ein Computerprogramm denken, das mit
Hilfe des Regelwerks von Kompositionslehren und eines
Zufallsgenerators schulmaRige Stilkopien erzeugt. Das
Regelwerk kann dann auch Ausdruckswerte vorgeben —
etwa fur einen Symphonie-Kopfsatz ein heroisches Haupt-
und ein lyrisches Seitenthema. Ein derartiges Computer-
programm ist nun angewiesen auf ein Manual, das ihm fur
jeden im Regelwerk vorgesehenen Ausdruckswert
kompositorische Mittel angibt.

Um den Status derartiger Falle in unserer
Musikpraxis zu verstehen, missen wir bedenken, dass
diese Praxis von einer Asymmetrie zwischen dem
Schaffen musikalischen Ausdrucks und dessen Verstehen
gepragt ist. Wir alle sind mehr oder weniger in der Lage,
bestimmte Musiksprachen zu verstehen, wahrend wenige
von uns musikalischen Ausdruck innerhalb dieser
Sprachen zu erzeugen vermdgen. Offensichtlich muss der
Komponist das jeweilige musikalische Idiom viel besser
und expliziter kennen als der Hérer. Insofern setzt die
Fahigkeit zu komponieren, obwohl der Komponist in aller
Regel als Horer die Musiksprache bereits beherrscht,
einen Lernprozess voraus, der dem Erlernen einer
Fremdsprache vergleichbar ist. Der Anfanger in einer
Fremdsprache ist in seiner Ausdrucksfahigkeit auf die
Vereinfachungen eines  Worterbuches  beschrankt,
wahrend der Fortgeschrittene sich zunehmend freier aus-
driicken kann. Und das nicht nur, weil sein Wortschatz
groRer ist; er kann auch besser damit umgehen, weil er
weil3, welche Nuancen ein Wort der Fremdsprache
ausdrickt und welche nicht, etc. Analog dazu kénnen wir
den Unterschied zwischen Kompositionsschiler bzw. —
programm und fahigem Komponisten beschreiben:
Waéhrend sich der Komponist frei ausdriicken kann, sind
Schiler und Programm auf schematisch verkirzte
Regelwerke angewiesen.

Die Regelwerke sind nun aber nicht deswegen
defizitar, weil die Regeln, denen die musikalische Praxis
folgt, nicht alle ihre Anwendungen bestimmen wirden.
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Vielmehr ist diese Praxis so komplex, dass sich die
Autoren von Kompositionslehren notwendig auf einen
kleinen Ausschnitt oder, in anderer Betrachtungsweise, auf
die Beschreibung einer einfacheren als der tatsachlichen
Praxis beschrénken mussen.

Um diesen Unterschied zwischen Praxis und
Regelwerk genauer zu formulieren, will ich eine technische
Begrifflichkeit zu Hilfe nehmen, die Nelson Goodman in
Languages of art einfuhrt. Goodman unterscheidet
Symbolsysteme mit Hilfe der syntaktischen wie
semantischen Eigenschaften Differenzierung und Dichte.
Differenziert ist eine Syntax, wenn innerhalb ihrer jedes
token insofern klar einem type zuzuordnen ist, als es nicht
zwischen zwei beliebigen types immer einen weiteren type
geben kann; semantische Differenzierung besteht ent-
sprechend darin, dass in gleicher Weise jede Referenz
einem syntaktischen type zugewiesen werden kann. Dicht
hingegen ist eine Syntax, wenn es zwischen zwei types
immer einen weiteren gibt; fur semantische Dichte gilt
Analoges auf der Ebene der Referenzobjekte.

Wittgensteins Rede von der unendlichen Variation
und Feinheit lasst sich in Goodmans Terminologie als
syntaktische wie semantische Dichtheit der musikalischen
Praxis formulieren; musikalische Gestalt wie Ausdruck
lassen sich in jeweils syntaktisch und semantisch
relevanter Weise verfeinern. Kompositionsprogramm und
Schiler hingegen sind auf ein Regelwerk angewiesen, das
hinsichtlich musikalischen Ausdrucks syntaktisch und
semantisch differenziert ist. Das Regelwerk vereinfacht
also die dichte Praxis einer bestehenden musikalischen
Sprache zu einem differenzierten System.

Wir haben nun einen logischen Unterschied
zwischen der Produktion von ausdrucksvoller und
puppenhafter Musik formuliert. Wie aber kann der Zuhorer
einem Stiick anmerken, ob es der dichten Praxis oder der
differenzierten Schulversion der Praxis entspringt? Wenn
ein Schiler oder ein Automat einer Manual-Regel zur
Erzeugung von Ausdruck folgen, ist die resultierende
Stelle allein durch die semantische Differenzierung des
Manuals bestimmt. Wie diese Stelle im Rahmen des
Kontinuums mdoglichen Ausdrucks verstanden wird, in
dessen Kontext sie der Hoérer sieht, der sie von der dichten
Praxis aus betrachtet, bleibt von der Regel unbestimmt; es
ist dem Zufall Gberlassen. Dem einzelnen musikalischen
Element kann man dann freilich nicht ansehen, ob es im
Rahmen der dichten oder der differenzierten Praxis
entstanden ist. Doch wird man im Verlauf des
musikalischen Kontexts kaum konsistent diejenigen
Elemente, die urspringlich vom Zufall bestimmt sind, als
sinnhafte, fir den Ausdruck relevante Feinheiten
verstehen. So werden die aus der differenzierten Praxis
resultierenden Stiicke, eben weil sie auf Grund der
vorausgesetzten Differenzierung in vielerlei Hinsicht vom
Zufall bestimmt sein mussen, ungelenk erscheinen.

Wir kdnnen uns einen analogen Fall in Bezug auf
Ausdrucksbenehmen vorstellen: Wie die musikalische
Praxis ist auch dieses syntaktisch und semantisch dicht;
wenn nun ein Automat konstruiert wird, der Ausdrucks-
benehmen nachahmen soll, muss diese Praxis kinstlich
differenziert werden. Um das Benehmen des Automaten
weniger roboterhaft erscheinen zu lassen, kann das
vorgegebene differenzierte Bewegungsmuster durch einen
Zufallsgenerator gewissermaf3en verwischt werden. Und
doch wird das Benehmen eines derartigen Automaten
insgesamt immer noch mechanisch und ungelenk
erscheinen, weil die Feinheiten seines Verhaltens nicht
durch Ausdruck, sondern durch Zufall bestimmt sind und
daher nicht dauerhaft als in derjenigen semantischen
Dichte aussagekraftig betrachtet werden kdnnen, die wir
von menschlichem Ausdrucksbenehmen gewohnt sind.

Im Vorangegangenen haben wir, einer relevanten
Passage Wittgensteins folgend, formale Ahnlichkeiten
zwischen musikalischem und gewohnlichem Ausdruck
behandelt. Die Erdrterung von Zusammenhangen
zwischen Musik und Ausdrucksverhalten hat, wie eingangs
angedeutet, eine lange Tradition. In dieser Tradition wird
oft versucht, die Anwendung mentaler Pradikate auf Musik
und damit ein grammatisches Phdnomen zu begriinden —
z.B. durch die Auffassung, Musik sei eigentlich eine Form
von Ausdrucksbenehmen des Komponisten oder des
Interpreten. Dagegen versuchen Uberlegungen wie die
hier angestellten, die Anwendung mentaler Pradikate auf
Musik als gegeben zu betrachten und in ihren
grundlegenden Ziugen zu beschreiben, was vom Stand-
punkt einer Wittgensteinschen Methodologie aus als
Vorteil erscheinen muss”.
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Turns
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Die von Gustav Bergmann Mitte des 20. Jahrhunderts mit
dem Ausdruck ‘linguistic turn' bezeichnete neueste
philosophische Revolution wurde, wie Bergmann das
festhalt, von Ludwig Wittgensteins Logisch-
philosophischer Abhandlung mit initiert. "Of late
philosophy has taken a linguistic turn. At least this is true
of a large and, by general agreement, significant part of all
philosophical activity that went on in the English-speaking
countries during the last one or two generations. (...) The
causes of this linguistic turn or, if you please, the roots of
the movement (...) are many, in part diffuse and
anonymous as well as very complex. Yet the influence of
three men, Moore, Russel, and Wittgenstein, stands out.”
(Bergmann 1952: 417). Richard Rorty Ulbernahm 1967 die
Formulierung von Gustav Bergmann und machte sie mit
seinem Sammelband bekannt. "The phrase 'the linguistic
turn' which Bergmann uses [in Bergmann 1964: 177] and
which | have used as the title of this anthology is, to the
best of my knowledge, Bergmann's own coinage" (Rorty
1967:9.)

Bekanntlich gilt Wittgenstein als Initiator der
analytischen Philosophie des 20. Jahrhunderts. Sein
"Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1922) is a paradigmatic
exercise in logical analysis, resting on the assumption that
'A proposition has one and only one complete analysis'
(Wittgenstein 1922, 3.25)." Dieser Gedanke sei im Wiener
Kreis zu einem philosophischen Programm weiter-
entwickelt worden, das nach 1945 analytische Philosophie
genannt wurde. "It is (...) in the explicitly anti-metaphysical
context of logical positivism that there occurs the transition
from 'philosophical analysis', conceived of as an important
method of inquiry, to ‘analytical philosophy', which restricts
genuine philosophy to analysis, as in Gustav Bergmann A
Positivistic Metaphysics of Consciousness (Bergmann
1945: 194), which is, | think, the first explicit use of the
term 'analytic philosophy™ (Baldwin 1998: 225).

Richard Rorty und Thomas Baldwin finden also
beide bei Gustav Bergmann die erste Verwendung der
Ausdrucke ‘linguistic turn' resp. 'analytical philosophy', die
beide auf eine sprachanalytische Wende in der Philo-
sophiegeschichte des 20. Jahrhunderts verweisen.

Ich méchte also hier nicht viel Zeit mit dieser ersten
These meines Vortrages verbringen, lediglich festhalten,
dass Ludwig Wittgenstein mit seiner Logisch-
philosophischen Abhandlung 1921 als |Initiator der
sprachphilosophischen Wende der Philosophie des 20.
Jahrhunderts gilt.

Weniger allgemein anerkannt durfte meine zweite These
sein, dass er mit demselben Werk genauso als der Initiator
einer zweiten philosophischen Wende gelten konnte,
namlich der ‘'pictorial turn', die laut ihren Vertretern
spatestens im letzten Jahrzehnt des 20. Jahrhunderts
erfolgt sein soll (vgl. Mitchell 1992 und Mirzoeff 1999). Ich
mochte meinen Vortrag der Begriindung dieser zweiten
These widmen.

Wittgensteins so genannte 'Bildtheorie der Sprache’
findet sich in den Satzen 2.1-3.01 der Logisch-
philosophischen Abhandlung. Der Ausdruck Bildtheorie
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wird zwar von Wittgenstein selbst nicht verwendet, hat sich
jedoch in der Literatur Uber ihn durchgesetzt. Die
Bedeutung dieser Bildtheorie ist damit insofern
angegeben, dass (1) diese 'Bildtheorie der Sprache' eine
Einfihrung in die 'Sprachtheorie' - ein Ausdruck, der von
Wittgenstein in der Logisch-philosophischen Abhandlung
ebenfalls nicht verwendet wird - des Buches ist und (2)
deshalb auch vor dieser Sprachtheorie (3.1-4.11) steht. So
wird, um ein Beispiel herauszugreifen, in dem
Wittgensteins Logisch-philosophischer Abhandlung gewid-
meten Sammelband der von Oftfried Ho6ffe heraus-
gegebenen Reihe 'Klassiker Auslegen' 2002 Uber die "von
Wittgenstein im Tractatus entworfene Bildtheorie gedank-
licher und sprachlicher Reprasentation” (Vossenkuhl 2001
112) gesprochen, somit also die 'Bildtheorie des Tractatus'
als auf Gedanken und Séatze Bezogenes aufgefasst.

Liest man den Text Wittgensteins etwas genauer,
erweist sich, dass wesentlich mehr Uber 'Bild' gesprochen
wird als diese eine Satzreihe. Bild taucht in sehr
unterschiedlichen Zusammenhéngen auf und keinesfalls
nur als Einfuhrung in die 'Sprachtheorie’.

Um eine prominente Stelle herauszugreifen: Im Satz
6.54, im vorletzten Satz also vor dem berichtigten
Schlusssatz mit der Aufforderung zu schweigen, behauptet
Wittgenstein, dass das, was nicht gesagt werden koénne,
sehr wohl gezeigt und gesehen werden kénne. Was im
Zusammenhang meines Vortrages so viel heifdt, dass in
der Logisch-philosophischen Abhandlung genau dort, wo
der Sprache ihre Grenze gezogen wird, dem Zeigen und
Sehen und also dem Bild, das ja gezeigt und gesehen
wird, ein Ort zugewiesen wird.

"Die Logik ist keine Lehre, sondern ein Spiegelbild
der Welt", (6.13) heildt es im Text, den Wittgenstein
logisch-philosophische Abhandlung genannt hat - und
niemals 'Tractatus logico-philosophicus' - und deren erster
Satz "Die Welt ist alles, was der Fall ist" lautet. Eine
philosophische Abhandlung, deren Hauptproblem - wie
das also der Titel deutlich hervorhebt - die Logik ist,
definiert diese als Spiegelbild der Welt, also Spiegelbild
von dem, was der Fall ist. Eine zentrale Stelle, die nur
dann hinlanglich erklart werden kann, wenn man der Frage
nachgeht, was hier unter Bild verstanden wird.

Die Formulierung, die Logik spiegle die Welt wider,
wird von Wittgenstein in der Logisch-philosophischen
Abhandlung bereits an einer friheren Stelle verwendet.
Inmitten einer aufwandigen Diskussion uber Satzform und
logische Operationen stellt Wittgenstein die Frage: "Wie
kann die allumfassende, weltspiegelnde Logik so spezielle
Haken und Manipulationen gebrauchen?", und gibt auch
gleich die Antwort darauf: "Nur, indem sich alle diese zu
einem unendlich feinen Netzwerk, zu dem gro3en Spiegel,
verknlpfen." (5.511) Keinesfalls sind also die logischen
Einzeldiskussionen des Textes um der Diskussion der in
ihnen behandelten Fragen willen da, sondern um der
Darstellung dieses "unendlich feinen Netzwerks", einer
Darstellung, die freilich der Text selbst, also die Logisch-
philosophische Abhandlung, ist.

Folgt man der Spiegelmetapher weiter zurick,
gelangt man zur Auslegung des Begriffs Satz: "Der Satz
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kann die logische Form nicht darstellen, sie spiegelt sich in
ihm. Was sich in der Sprache spiegelt, kann sie nicht
darstellen. Was sich in der Sprache ausdriickt, kénnen wir
nicht durch sie ausdriicken. Der Satz zeigt die logische
Form der Wirklichkeit. Er weist sie auf." (4.121) Diese
Stelle spricht die zweite These meines Vortrages aus: In
der Logisch-philosophischen Abhandlung wendet sich
Wittgenstein vom Paradigma der Sprache ab und dem
Paradigma des Bildes zu. Nicht darum geht es ihm, was im
Satz ausgesagt wird, sondern um die Form, die sich in ihm
zeigt.

Bild kann in der Logisch-philosophischen
Abhandlung als Modell aufgefasst werden. Dies legen
eine Notizbuchaufzeichnung Wittgensteins vom 29. 9.
1914, die mit einem Zeitungsbericht Uber eine
Unfallsrekonstruktion in einem Gerichtssaal mithilfe eines
Modells das Auftauchen der Bild-ldee zu erklaren scheint,
und Satze wie 2.12 "Das Bild ist ein Modell der
Wirklichkeit", nahe. Mit dieser Auffassung wird das
Konzept des Bildes innerhalb des Textes zweifellos
erweitert. Ebenfalls ist es ein interessantes Gedanken-
experiment, den Hinweis Wittgensteins im Satz 2.12 so zu
verstehen, dass man im Text das Wort 'Bild' mit dem Wort
'Modell' ersetzt und den Sinn des so entstandenen neuen
Textes zu begreifen versucht. Ich mochte bei der
‘Interpretation’ des Textes jedoch nicht so weit gehen. Ich
begniige mich mit der Feststellung, dass mit dem
Modellbegriff das Konzept des Bildes eine neue und
heuristisch nutzbare Facette erhalt.

Die Konzept Bild wird in der Logisch-
philosophischen Abhandlung durch den Begriff 'Form'
eingefuhrt (2.014-2.0212 bzw. 2.022ff): die Bilder der Welt,
die wir entwerfen, bestehen aus in verschiedenen
Sachverhalten  geordneten  Gegenstanden, dessen
"Mdoglichkeit des Vorkommens in Sachverhalten" dessen
Form genannt wird. Wittgenstein redet weiters nicht nur
Uber Form, sondern Uber 'logische Form' (2.18 etc.), 'Form
der Abbildung' (2.15 etc.), 'Form der Darstellung' (2.173
etc.), 'Form der Welt' (2.026) und 'Form der Wirklichkeit'
(2.18). An der soeben zitierten Stelle hie3 es, der Satz
konne die logische Form nicht darstellen, sie spiegele sich
in ihr. Die hier nahe gelegte Unterscheidung zwischen
etwas - hier die Form oder die ‘'logische Form' - darstellen
und spiegeln - und im weiteren Verlauf von 4.121 zeigen
und aufweisen - erweitert die Anzahl der Funktionen
entschieden, mit denen wir zu Bildern gelangen koénnen.
Mit Form haben wir also genauso wie mit Modell ein
heuristisches Konzept, dessen Bedeutung im Zusammen-
hang meines Vortrages ganz genau dieses ist: Sie ist da,
um die Einsicht in etwas zu erméglichen, das Wittgenstein
emphatisch und geheimnisvoll das Mystische und die
Philosophie nannte.

All das, was abgebildet, dargestellt und gezeigt wird,
bzw. was 'sich zeigt' und 'sich spiegelt’, gehort dem Bild
an, auch dann, wenn es in der Sprache oder in der Logik
geschieht. So analysiert Wittgenstein das Wesentliche der
Bildhaftigkeit des Satzes von der Form aRb, den wir als
Bild empfinden (4.012f.), und bestimmt sein Wesen in der
Abbildung (4.016).

Die physikalische Beschreibung der Welt liefert je
nach zugrunde gelegtem Erklarungsmodell verschiedene
Bilder (6.341ff.). Wittgenstein erwéahnt namentlich die
Mechanik von Isaac Newton und Heinrich Hertz - bezieht
sich also nicht auf Albert Einsteins Theorie, obwohl das
jahreszahlmafig durchaus angebracht ware, hatte doch
Einstein seine Relativitatstheorien 1905 resp. 1915
publiziert. Worum es Wittgenstein geht, ist namlich nicht
die aktuell bessere Theorie zu preisen, sondern genau um

den Nachweis, dass physikalische Theorien ein mehr oder
weniger feines Netzwerk sind, dass sie die Welt einfacher
oder weniger einfach beschreiben (6.342).

Bild taucht also in der Logisch-philosophischen
Abhandlung in verschiedenen Zusammenhangen auf, aus
denen ich hier finf Beispiele anfuhrte: als Vertreter des
Unsagbaren, als zentraler Wesenszug der Logik und des
Satzes, als Synonym mit Modell, als eine der
Bedeutungen von Form, als Name fur die physikalische
Welterklarung. Ein weiterer - und keinesfalls der einzige
oder gar ‘wichtigste' - Zusammenhang seines Vorkom-
mens ist die als 'Bildtheorie' bekannte Satzreihe. Versucht
man den Stellenwert des Konzeptes Bild in der Logisch-
philosophischen Abhandlung zu bestimmen, l&sst sich die
These aufstellen, dass Wittgenstein mit ihm einen
zentralen Begriff gefunden hat, der zum Verstehen der
Sprache hinfuhrt um Uber sie hinaus dorthin zu gelangen,
wo laut Wittgenstein die Mdglichkeiten der Sprache enden.

Der Ausdruck 'pictorial turn' stammt von W. J. T. Mitchell,
der 1992 einen Text mit diesem Titel in der Zeitschrift
Artforum verdffentlichte. Mitchell fuhrt den Ausdruck in
Anlehnung an Richard Rortys Ausdruck 'linguistic turn' ein.
So beginnt er seinen Text mit der Behauptung "Richard
Rorty has characterized the history of philosophy as a
series of 'turns' in which 'a new set of problems emerges
and the old ones begin to fade away." (Mitchell 1992: 89)
Ein Hinweis in diesem Text zeigt, dass die Beurteilung von
Ludwig Wittgensteins Rolle in der 'pictorial turn' weiterer
Diskussionen bedarf - zu denen ich mit diesem Vortrag
beitragen mochte. "I would locate the picturial turn,
schreibt Mitchell 1992, "in the thought of Ludwig
Wittgenstein, particularly in the apparent paradox of a
philosophical career that began with a 'picture theory' of
meaning and ended with the appearance of a kind of
iconoclasm, a critique of imagery that led him to say, 'A
picture held us captive. And we could not get outside it, for
it lay in our language and language seemed to repeat itself
to us inexorably' (Wittgenstein 1953, I: 115). Rorty's
determination to 'get the visual, and in particular the
mirroring, metaphor out of our speech altogether' echos
Wittgenstein's iconophobia, and the general anxiety of
linguistic philosophy about visual representation. This
anxiety, this need to defend 'our speech' against ‘the
visual', is, | want to suggest, a sure sign that a pictorial turn
is taking place" (Mitchell 1992: 89).

Zusammenfassend mdochte ich also festhalten, dass
Wittgenstein mit dem selben Werk als Initiator zweier
Wenden im 20. Jahrhundert gelten kénnte und zwar einer
Wende zu und einer Wende weg von der Sprache oder
der Sprachphilosophie. Das Ziel meines Vortrages war
auch ein zweifaches. Erstens wollte ich Argumente
anfihren, die diese Abwendung von der Sprach-
philosophie hinreichend begriinden, und zweitens wollte
ich zeigen, dass zwar mit der Verleihung von reiBerischen
Titeln nicht unbedingt der Sache selbst gedient wird,
zugleich aber mit diesen Benennungen - in meinem
Vortrag ging es um 'linguistic turn' und 'pictorial turn' -
philosophische Tendenzen bezeichnet werden, die - trotz
der in diesen Titeln angezeigten 'Wenden' - gleichzeitig
und parallel - so etwa in Ludwig Wittgensteins Logisch-
philosophischer Abhandlung - als Teil einer langen
Tradition betrieben werden kénnen.
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Introduction

This paper deals with the interconnection between time
and personal agency in the works of William James and
Alfred Schitz. Schitz amply refers to James’s philosophy
and psychology, but even from a systematic point of view it
is fruitful to relate them to each other. William James
explores a theory of time reaching back to his notion of the
present. The immediate experience of the present endows
it with a reality of its own, making thoughts and actions
conducted in the present real events. Alfred Schitz's
theory of time analyses the mental phenomenon of
intentionality and the capacity of human thought to reach
back to the past as well as to grasp future objects. Both
thinkers end up with a compatibilist point of view with
reference to the freedom of the will. Although the past to a
certain extent determines the configuration of our present
intentional acts, these acts can be regarded as conducted
freely in the sense of pragmatic efficiency, as they are
capable to make a real difference in the future.

1. William James on Time and Personal
Agency

1.1. James’s Theory of Time as an Account of the
Present

In the chapter on the “Perception of Time” in his 1950
Principles of Psychology, William James primarily deals
with an account of the present which is supposed to serve
as a paradigm “of all conceived times” (James 1950, |, 606
f., 631). For James, the present moment is always mingled
with the past and the future: “The knowledge of some
other part of the stream, past or future, near or remote, is
always mixed in with our knowledge of the present thing.”
(James 1950, I, 606). This leads him to his concept of the
so-called “specious present”. One wonders: “Where is it,
this present? It has melted in our grasp, fled ere we could
touch it, gone in the instant of becoming.” (James 1950, |,
608). Due to its transitory and vague nature the present
moment can be regarded as a ‘deceptive’ phenomenon.

But despite its “specious” character, James shows
that the present is more than an empty gap between
present and future. Rather, he states that “the relation of
succession of one end to the other [i.e. past and future, FK
& AB] is perceived. We do not first feel one end and then
feel the other after it, and from the perception of the
succession infer an interval of time between, but we seem
to feel the interval of time as a whole, with its two ends
embedded in it.” (James 1950, |, 606). Thus, the present
turns out to be an immediately felt continuous relation or
transition between a past and a future datum. The idea of
continuity traces back to James’s famous theory of the
“Stream of Thought”, later on called “Stream of
Consciousness” that exposes the five characteristics:
personality, intentionality, selectivity, novelty and continuity
(James 1950, |, 224). The feature of the continuous
transition of consciousness causes the so-called
“retrospective and prospective sense of time” (James
1950, 606 f.). Within each perception of an intended object
there lingers “the echo of the objects just past, and [...] the

foretaste of those just to arrive.” (James 1950, |, 606.) For
the most part, consciousness is made up by so-called
“transitive states” mainly represented by verbs and
particles within our languages. There are no discrete
points of time or strictly individual drops of experience, but
there is a “smotherover” of present, past, and future
episodes into each other, building a rich complexity which
is henceforth experienced as present. Seen this way, each
object we perceive within time has a “halo”, a “fringe”
made out of former acts of the perception of other objects
and those which are yet to come into mind, continuously
sliding into each other (James 1950, I, 271).

James’s account of the present has at least two
important consequences. First, past experiences are still
present within each novel act of perception. The past is
infiltrated into the present consciousness and determines
the way in which we experience any present object: “[O]ur
mental reaction on every given thing is really a resultant of
our experience of the whole world up to that date. [...]
Every brain state is partly determined by the nature of [its]
entire past succession.” (James 1950, |, 234). The present
is influenced and to a certain extend determined by the
past. (James 1975, 101 ff.).

Second, due to the fact that the present is a directly
experienced phenomenon, for James the radical
empiricist, the present may well claim a sort of reality of its
own — simply because it can be immediately experienced.
Accordingly for James time is something that is directly
perceived, its perception is a sensation instantiating a case
of “knowledge by acquaintance.” (Myers 1986, 147).

1.2. William James on Time, Agency and Free Will

James’s psychological account on time and personal
consciousness can be called a compatibilist stance: Due to
the continuity of consciousness, our present choices are
always pre-determined by our past. Nevertheless, the
present moment is real in itself, because it provides the
only time frame we directly experience as a sensible
reality, and in the range of which we actually make our
decisions and act. James combines, on the one hand, the
real experience of free choice we enjoy in the present
moment with a modest determinism, on the other hand,
that holds on the level of the structure of experience itself.
Because due to the continuity of the Stream of Conscious-
ness, the present is always influenced by and entrenched
in the past.

In his Principles of Psychology, James the
psychologist laid considerable emphasis on the problem of
the freedom of the will which he understood as the
question of voluntary attention (James 1950, e.g. | 403 ff,
et al.,, especially 562-579). Meanwhile, from a more
philosophical point of view, in his philosophical essay ,The
Dilemma of Determinism*, James dealt with the questions
of time and determinism within the abstract framework of
monism and pluralism, asking whether the universe of
experience may be “a one or a many” (James 1975, 117
ff., Perry 1998, 198 f.).

Seen from a monist perspective the world is pre-
determined by absolute providence. The only true point of
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view is that of a timeless all-knower, be this an absolute
spirit, an omniscient god or a single abstract principle.
From this metaphysical standpoint of eternity, time is not
real, but a transitory illusion.

On the other hand, there is the pluralist attitude to
reality that can also be called a pragmatist stance. It
regards reality as an open universe allowing real chance
and possibilities to prevail. For the pluralist and the
pragmatist as well, every single human being, living here
and now, is real — despite its mortality and despite its
limited point of view, because our Lebenswelt is the sole
reality given us to guard. According to James'’s
abovementioned radical empiricism, everything directly
experienced and acted upon is a reality. This is why our
Lebenswelt structured by time is real (James 1979, 139).

Thus not only James the psychologist but also
James the pragmatist and pluralist philosopher proves to
be a compatibilist when he states “The belief in free-will is
not in the least incompatible with the belief in Providence”
(James 1979, 138.). Even if the monist perspective is true,
it only provides an entirely abstract metaphysical point of
view, whereas the pluralist and pragmatist perspective
mirrors our common sense understanding of the everyday
Lebenswelt we directly experience and in which we regard
ourselves as real agents within the flow of time.

2. Alfred Schiitz on Time and Personal
Agency

2.1. Time Provides the Form of Consciousness

Similarly to Wiliam James’s pragmatist form of
compatibilism, the philosopher and sociologist Alfred
Schitz who worked on James’s philosophy supports a
compatibilist theory of freedom as well. In what follows we
will analyse in which respect also Schiitz's compatibilism is
closely intertwined with his conception of time.

According to Schiitz’s internalist theory of subjective
time, our decisions are intentional products of our past
experiences. Schitz borrowed the notion Stream of
Consciousness from James and Husserl. For Schiitz, one
important feature of the Stream of Consciousness is that it
supplies the basis for what he calls in line with Husserl
Erlebnisse (e.g. Husserl 1986). These Erlebnisse count as
inner episodes in the consciousness of person A. For
Schitz the interesting class of these episodes is the one
grasped by attention. In this case Schiitz speaks of
experience. As experiences the episodes are well ordered.
This is why Schitz uses a Kantian notion of time to
describe the order of inner episodes. That means time is a
necessary condition for a person A’s having experiences.
One cannot experience x without experiencing x after v
and before y. Furthermore a necessary condition for the
applicability of these temporal relations is their embedded-
ness in a logically prior continuum of time. Of course
Schitz differentiates subjective and objective time
(‘Weltzeit’). But for the purpose of this paper only the
former is important. Therefore whenever the term ‘time’ is
used we only refer to subjective time.

2.2. Intentionality and the Two Dimensions of Time

As indicated above, for Schitz, time provides the form of
our inner episodes — namely experiences — that consist in
a continuum of temporal relations of the form x-before-y or
y-after-x. It is exactly this kind of relations that Schitz
refers to when introducing the metaphorical expressions
for the two directions of time, Vergangenheitshorizont
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(horizon of the past) and Zukunftshorizont (horizon of the
future). Whereas the latter belongs to the realm of action,
the former is the realm of reflection and “sense” (Schitz
2003, 88ff.).

The notion of Zukunftshorizont plays a key role for
Schiitz’s theory of action. Actions are guided by decisions,
and decisions are to be described in intentionalist terms.
One salient feature of intentional terms is their grammatical
form as verbal expressions in the first person singular: |
like x, | hope x, | think x, | will x, | believe x, | prefer x and
so on. Note that intentions are defined as mental states of
a person. And as such their form is temporal. In the latter
case they are directed to the future. Their respective
intentional object — the x — can be anticipated in the future.
Due to that, the respective intentional objects motivate us
to make decisions. For to make decisions and to execute
actions we must have not only intentions — but they must
also get activated or actualized.

This brings in the other dimension of time — the
Vergangenheitshorizont. A person’s consciousness is not
only directed to the future, but is also fed by the past. For
Schitz, action is always directed towards the Lebenswelt.
Like for James the pragmatist, the Lebenswelt is the reality
per se for Schitz.

Schiitz claims that in the course of our lives we are
always bound to certain live-contexts we have to cope
with. He implies that for every situation we encounter we
have an internalized social structure at our disposal. This
structure is built out of so-called types — abstract social
objects that are constituted of rules and serve as guiding
lines for actions. Schiutz supports the thesis that the
existence of types is the reason why we create the
idealizations of Und-so-weiter (and so forth) and Ich-kann-
immer-wieder (I can again and again) (Schiitz, 34) That
means our consciousness is always in progress, assuming
that the events encountered before will repeat themselves
again. In this way, a person’s present intentions are
engendered and prefigured by his or her past experiences.

2.3. Freedom, Determinism, and Time

If all of our decisions are determined by our previous
introduction into a certain social practice that is exemplified
by the so-called types, what then happens to our freedom
in agency? How can it be that we act freely while being
determined? Obviously this is the crucial question for
compatibilism. Cause compatibilists are committed to the
claim that determinism and free will are compatible. Schiitz
does not use the term ‘determinism’ in a naturalistic way,
but employs it as a term for social internalization. This is
why with respect to Schiitz, it is appropriate to speak of a
social determinism rather than of determinism in general.

For Schiitz, our intentions (as temporal inner
episodes) are products of our previous confrontations with
certain social contexts. A person ‘imports’ a social
structure by means of importing social types that conveyed
to him of her the respective relevant rules. Since the
structure of our consciousness is essentially composed out
of our past experiences of the Lebenswelt, we face two
seemingly conflicting propositions. In the Zukunftshorizont
we make decisions that are free, at least as far as they are
regarded from the first person perspective. Remember that
intentions are expressible in the first person singular. But
in contrast, in the Vergangenheitshorizont we remember
our past experiences and so recognize ourselves as
determined by our environment.
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If we now take it for granted that all our decisions —
as intentions — are directed to future intentional objects,
and if we furthermore assume that these decisions are
determined by our social environment, we come to the
prima facie conclusion that we are entirely determined, and
that no freedom of the will is left. But obviously this
interpretation does not do full justice to Schiitz. Schitz’
theory does neither allow a hard incompatiblism nor a soft
one. Rather, we claim that Schitz is a compatibilist who
definitely allows freedom of the will to prevail.

3. Conclusion: The Role of Time for
James’s and Schiitz's Pragmatist
Compatibilism

Schitz in his theory of types endorses at least a certain
kind of determinism — a social determinism. According to
this, we come to our decisions by getting introduced to
social rules. This makes deciding a kind of rule following.
But decisions expose two more features as well. First they
are directed to the future, and second they take place in
the form of acts that are expressible in certain verbs in the
first person singular. And here a reference to Pragmatism
comes into play. In order to understand this idea it is
helpful to look at P.F. Strawson’s famous argument from
“Freedom and Resentment”. Strawson claims for the case
of reactive attitudes - like gratitude, admiration,
resentment etc. — that we cannot get rid of them, even if
we knew that determinism were true.

This comes close to a pragmatic solution of a
metaphysical quandary that is along the same lines with
William James’s. We simply cannot change our
Lebenswelt practice of acting freely and understanding
ourselves as real agents — even if we knew determinism to
be true. One can compare this also with Dennett's position
in Elbow Room.

Schiitz's theory proceeds in a similar direction. He
would certainly claim that although we are determined by
social contexts we nevertheless decide from the
perspective of the first person singular. So at least our
decisions seem to be free to us. This obviously is not a
mere illusory and seeming freedom, but it is a motivation
that leads into real action. And this means - for
pragmatists — nothing less than something is real, because
being real means being directly experienced and having
real effects. So in the very act of deciding as if we were
free we eventually engender freedom’s reality. This is a
pragmatist compatibilism that both William James and
Alfred Schiitz support.

As we argued in this paper, for both William James
and Alfred Schitz, time plays a crucial role for their
pragmatist form of compatibilism. According to William
James's psychology, our present consciousness is
determined by our past experience, the past leaking into
our decisions for the future. From the perspective of his
pluralist and pragmatist philosophy our temporal
Lebenswelt and time itself are real. Even if it were true that
from a metaphysical point of view our actions are
determined, we nevertheless have a perfect right to regard
ourselves as free agents in a malleable and open Lebens-
welt in which our actions make a real difference for the
future. Being determined on any metaphysical level is thus
compatible with being free on the pragmatic level of our
everyday Lebenswelt that is the only reality that is given us
to guard.

Schiitz's account embraces two dimensions of time
and ends up with a compatibilist perspective as well.
According to Schitz's theory of social types, we are
determined with regard to the ‘Vergangenheitshorizont’
whereas according to his theory of intentionality we are
free agents with reference the ‘Zukunftshorizont'.
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The Conceptual Basis of a Biological Dispute about the Temporal

Order of Evolutionary Events

Ulrich Krohs, Vienna, Austria / Hamburg, Germany

1. Introduction

Each trait of any biological organisms was novel at some
time during the evolution of life on earth. If one conceives
a trait as a structure that serves a function, the question
arises whether novel structure and function arise
simultaneously, whether structure arises first, or whether
even novel functions precede novel structures (which will
turn out to be less odd than it sounds). From the fossil
record, only the evolution of structure can be learned, and
the question for biologists is where to locate the onset of
functionality of newly evolved structures. Moreover, the
record is so fragmentary that reconstructions of processes
leading to the emergence of novelties are usually highly
speculative. Consequently, differences in the account of
evolutionary novelty are not justified by reference to the
scarce empirical data but by embedding the explanation in
a theoretical framework: Proponents of the adaptationist
program, i.e. evolutionary biologists following the neo-
Darwinian paradigm of the “Modern Synthesis”, favor the
priority of novel function over novel structure. On the other
side, the advocates of an evolutionary developmental
biology (“evo-devo”) insist that structure always has priority
and appears before a new function can establish itself.
Both approaches seem to be based on sound arguments
and tenable premises. If so, why do they differ in the
account of the order of evolutionary events? The
arguments of both sides will be reconstructed in order to
identify the point of disagreement. | will demonstrate that
much of the dispute depends on the use of two different
concepts of structural novelty.

2. The Concept of Function to be Applied

Before | can begin to discuss the topic of novelty, an
agreement has to be made about the concept of function
to be applied. In philosophy of biology there is an extended
discussion about an adequate explication of this concept.
With respect to my present topic, one of the two basic
conceptions would yield a trivial result since it rules out the
priority of function over structure by definition. This is the
etiological account, whether in the version of Wright (1973)
or of Millikan (1984): Both allow to ascribe functions on the
causal history of a structure only, restricting function
ascriptions to structures that were already selected in the
evolutionary process. As a consequence, no novel
structure can ever have an etiological function and the
adaptationists view could not even be formulated
consistently. Therefore, etiological concepts of function
obviously cannot be used in reconstructing the present
topic as a non-trivial debate. Instead, the systemic account
of functionality has to be used: The function of a
component of a biological system is to be regarded as its
possible contribution to any biological capacity of the
system. This systemic concept is based on the account
given by Cummins (1975). It must be restricted to
applications within biological (and technical) systems,
which is done here by stipulation since it is not the concept
itself which is to be inquired. | have presented a non-
stipulative account of systemic functions elsewhere (Krohs
2004).
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3. The Adaptationist View

“Adaptationism” is used as a label for a wide spectrum of
positions that claim, for different reasons, that evolution
should be understood in terms of adaptation processes
only (Godfrey-Smith 2001). Mayr tries to solve the problem
with evolutionary novelties within such an adaptationist
framework. After giving a more general definition of
evolutionary novelty in terms of more than quantitative, i.e.,
qualitative difference with respect to previous structures,
he tentatively restricts the concept to “any newly acquired
structure or property which permits the assumption of a
new function” (Mayr 1960, 351). On the first glimpse, this
looks as if the priority of novel structure and novel function
would be clearly on the side of the structure. However, at
the end of his paper, Mayr concludes that “[tlhe emer-
gence of new structure is normally due to the acquisition of
a new function by an existing structure” (ibid., 377). So he
clearly states the priority of the novelty of function over that
of structure. Having a macroscopic understanding of
structure, Mayr does not classify changes of molecule
structure as structural changes. He is looking for changes
such as the acquisition of feathers or even of the eye, the
example Darwin himself was most worried about. Mayr
nevertheless chooses different examples to support his
view, like the evolution of the second, muscular stomach of
birds by differentiation of the ancestor's stomach into two
structurally different compartments.

Macroscopic structural changes are brought about
neither by single point mutations nor by very unlikely
salutatory macromutations. Instead, new structures are
acquired gradually, by long series of the selection of
micromutations. Mayr addresses as the main problem of
adaptationism “to explain how a sufficient number of small
mutations can be accumulated until the new structure has
become sufficiently large to have a selective value” (ibid.,
357). Darwinism would usually expect any functionless
evolving novel structure to be eliminated by natural
selection in an early stage. In the following, he discusses
several possible explanations, but we may concentrate on
the last, which is the crucial one. Here, a primary change
of function is supposed to have induced the evolution of a
novel structure. An existing, functional structure assumes a
second, novel function, without (major) interference with
the original function (ibid., 364). In the first version of
Mayr's scenario, the structure duplicates in the next
evolutionary step, but multiplication alone is not counted
as novelty. The crucial step is the following adaptive
process: Since the first copy of the structure is sufficient to
maintain the original function, the second is not required to
support this first function any longer and may change its
structure in a way to serve the new function to a greater
degree. This process of adaptation finally shall lead to a
new structure — which has to be regarded as being
homologous to the initial structure. In a second version of
the scenario, Mayr changes the order of the steps: the
structure first duplicates due to some mutation, and then
both structures assume a second function. From here on,
the evolutionary process equals that of the first version:
one of the structures adapts to the novel function. In a third
alternative, two different structures serve the same
function, only one assumes a second function and then
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adapts completely to its new role, undergoing a qualitative
change of structure.

To draw the conclusion from Mayr’s scenario: Every
novel function occurs with an old structure only. This
structure initially assumes the novel function without any
morphological change (although duplication may be
involved), due perhaps to a changed environment, a new
niche, or changed organization of the organism as a result
of changes of other characters. Only then, the old structure
adapts in an evolutionary process, the final state being
qualitatively different from the initial one. But before a
novel structure can arise, a novel function has to occur.

4. The Developmental View

Evolutionary developmental biologists dispute the
adaptationist view that novel function precedes novel
structure. They insist that any real evolutionary novelty is
first a novel structure that may assume a novel function
only afterwards. The appearance of feathers in evolution,
which Mayr has mentioned without following it up, is a
standard example used to foster this view. The occurrence
of a novelty shall be explained not by reference to function
but by investigating the developmental mechanisms that
generate the new structure (Miller and Wagner 1991).
Consequently, one asks for “a theory of the origin of
feathers ... that is independent of hypotheses about their
presumed ancestral function” (Prum 1999). The two most
important preconditions for the evolution of feathers are
found in a novel keratin as the material feathers consist of,
and in the feather follicle as the structure that gives rise to
feather growth (Brush 1996). The focus on developmental
processes leads to a different account of evolutionary
mechanisms than the one known from adaptationism:
Novelty is regarded as being based not only on genetic
changes but on epigenetic ones as well, e.g., on the
influence of the environment on the developing structure.
In addition to the mutations of a keratin gene, changes in
developmental processes are necessary to produce the
follicles and, hence, the novel structure of feathers.

Novelty of structure is explained here without
reference to function, whether novel or old. That this is
based on considerations of development is an important
difference with respect to adaptationism. However,
although the plausibility of the “structure-first” view
depends on the consideration that a minor change in a
developmental pathway may bring about a significant
morphological change in the sense of a novel structure, it
is compatible with an interpretation that locates the basis
for the changes of the developmental process in micro-
mutations only, in the same mechanism that is referred to
in adaptationism (Muller and Wagner 1991, 245).
Obviously, not only the different views about the
evolutionary mechanism are responsible for the different
opinions about the priority of novel structure and function.

Brush as well as Prum refer to the first follicle
producing the first feather. Thus, although not referring to
the function of the feather itself, they refer to the follicle as
serving a certain function, that of (proto-)feather
production. Looked at it in this way, the scenario is not
primarily about the feather but about the follicle as an
evolutionary novelty. Here the novel structure and the
novel systemic function may have appeared simulta-
neously. However, such simultaneity is still in contrast to
Mayr's view of the priority of function. In addition, this
single example does not mean that, in the developmental
perspective, structure and function were to appear always
simultaneously. According to the developmental view,

appearance of novel structures is always possible before
appearance of any novel function.

5. Concepts of Novelty as Affecting Results
on the Discussed Priority

We have seen that the adaptationist view claims that novel
functions precede novel structures, whereas the
developmental view claims the opposite (and may as well
allow for a simultaneous appearance of novel structure
and function). Since both views were reconstructed with
reference to the same, systemic concept of function, this
difference does not depend on different views on
functions. The concept of structure does not seem to be
problematic as well. In addition it could be shown that
neither the interpretation of empirical data nor the differing
views about evolutionary mechanisms are crucial for the
respective positions. Ending up with different results about
the inquired order in time, both sides may rather be talking
about different innovative processes and perhaps different
classes of them. Remember that Mayr did not reconstruct
feather evolution as the developmental biologists did.
There was no overlap in examples.

Let us have another look at the very concept of
evolutionary novelty. Mayr, as was already pointed out,
counts as a nhovelty any new structure that differs not just
quantitatively but qualitatively from its evolutionary
predecessor. The border between quantitative and
qualitative change may not be clearly defined, but
fuzziness of this boundary is not crucial here. However,
since adaptationists see novel structures as always being
derived from other characters, a structural novelty, though
of a different kind than the old one, is always homologous
to the latter. In contrast, proponents of the developmental
view are restructuring the concept and explicitly confine
structural novelty to characters that are completely new
and not homologous to any other structure (Muller and
Wagner 1991, 243). It is clear that, in this case, the novel
structure must appear first, before it can assume any
function. At least, function cannot precede the presence of
a structure that bears it.

The adaptationist and the developmentalist
perspective are using different concepts of novelty, fitting
to the different cases they are talking about: novel
structures that are homologous to evolutionary older ones
in the first case, non-homologous novelties in the other.
Supposing that homology is defined properly, any single
case of an evolutionary novelty will belong to exactly one
of the two cases. Due to a lack of data, it might often be
unknown to which sort a special case belongs. But what
can be said is that, with homologue novelties, a novel
function may(!) precede a novel structure, while with non-
homologue novelties it may not. The differences between
the views discussed concern at first the different concepts
of novelty. There is no inversion of the order in time
between both approaches with respect to the very same
novelty, but a shift of focus from one sort of novelties to the
other. It remains to be shown for each novelty to which sort
it belongs, and it might even turn out that all are belonging
to only one sort and that the other concept is empty. This
would settle the dispute in favor of the one or the other
side, but this is not a conceptual issue but a task for
empirical science.
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Mathematics: Time and Eternity

Zbigniew Krol, Warsaw, Poland

1. Introduction.

It is obvious that some mathematical investigations
emerge from the consideration of time. Mathematics or
logic, e.g. a temporal one, is sometimes "about time". But,
time’'s entry point to mathematics is rather an internal
mathematical time as a condition for the creation of
mathematical knowledge. It is possible to study some other
related problems concerning the temporality of this
knowledge. The importance of taking into account the
temporal change of mathematical truth has been
appreciated and known since the works of L. E. J. Brouwer
and his school or at least since Kripke's semantics on
posets.

2. Are Mathematical Concepts Eternal?

The history of mathematics is a great laboratory for
verifying and for proving correct some philosophical
statements on the nature of mathematical knowledge.
Many mathematical concepts or theories are believed to
be "atemporal" in the sense of possessing the same logical
core (G. Frege) in their meaning. The presence of such
core seems necessary for e.g. understanding ancient
mathematics. The presence of that core can be the
necessary condition for a Platonic ontology of mathe-
matics. However, it is very hard to estimate whether the
contemporary means are adequate for understanding old
mathematical theory. The cumulative model of the
development of mathematical knowledge tries to facilitate
this.

At the same time one can detect many differences
between ancient and modern mathematics. Are they
caused by the change of meaning? Do central notions of
ancient mathematics differ so much from contemporary
ones? And there is also a certain freedom in choosing
concepts central to mathematical theories. For example
the concepts of an element and a set are not necessary to
describe the category of sets. The wherewithal for one
description can vary from another (F.W. Lawvere). For a
correct description of a mathematical change we need to
notice that mathematical theories are created and get their
understanding in a kind of "hermeneutical horizon". It can
be illustrated with a historical example.

The hermeneutical horizon is a kind of intuitive, not
quite self-conscious "context" containing many presup-
positions and presumptions related to the object of
mathematical enquiry. These are, for instance, Platonic
presumptions about the existence of the object manifest in
the strict, but not always explicitly formulated methods of
enquiry. The body of these methods is what | call the
"Platonism as a method of mathematical enquiry", cf. (Krol
2002).

L. E. J. Brouwer pointed out some of those
methods: the use of classical negation, the law of excluded
middle, etc. Further examples are the scopes of classical
guantifiers, the use of impredicative definitions, the
possibility of construction of metalanguage to "look from
the outside" at the objects described in a formal theory and
at the theory itself.

One favorite example of eternity in mathematics is
Euclidean geometry. What would show that mathematics is

unchangeable better than Pythagoras’ theorem? The
theories become more and more “"exact" but the logical
core, which manifests itself in some basic intuitions
concerning the "rigidity" and “"regularity" or symmetry of
infinite Euclidean space, is essentially the same. What is
being changed is the unfolding degree of exactness of the
description of intuition rather than the intuition itself.
Description in the modern theory is sometimes viewed as
independent from intuition, being formal, but it still can be
interpreted by the same ancient intuitive model. That
model is alive as one can see from non-formal
explanations of Pythagoras’ theorem in elementary school.

Geometry begins in antiquity from the one stated in
Euclid's Elements. The non-euclidean geometries
developed from it in the 19th century with the works of
Bolyay, Lobatchevski, Klein, Riemann, in projective
geometry, etc. Euclidean geometry has been enriched by
new explicit axioms such as Pasch’s axiom or Hilbert's
order. There are different formulations of Euclidean geo-
metry as in Hilbert or Tarski. That development has
changed our former conviction that Euclidean geometry is
the only one possible and that it is the theory of real space
itself. However, the intuitive base of Euclid's geometry as
the theory of a rigid, infinite Euclidean space has been
basically unchanged.

However, the true story about Euclidean geometry is
quite different. This story would have been extremely
interesting for Kant, | suppose. It appears that the
geometry in Euclid’'s Elements starts as a constructive
project which essentially is a kind of non-euclidean
geometry. Justification for that statement together with a
broad comparison of the central concepts of ancient and
modern mathematics is given in (Krél 2005a).

Greek mathematics had one and only principle in
the times of Pythagoras: the number. The Pythagoreans
supposed at first that it is possible, for every single thing,
to give a numerical description of its essential qualities. In
particular, it is possible to describe geometrical lines,
surfaces and their correlations "at once" in terms of
numbers. If a side of a square is a number then a diagonal
of the square is not, and vice versa: if a diagonal is a
number then the side is not a number at all. A number for
Greeks was solely a natural number bigger than number 1.
A number was a multitude of monads. The absolutely
indivisible 1 was not a number, but the principle of number.

The discovery of incommensurability of a side and a
diagonal of a square was the discovery of mutual
irreducibility of that which is arithmetical and that which is
spatial or geometrical. For Greeks the proof of the
incommensurability was not an indirect proof, contrary to
modern reconstructions using the law of excluded middle.
The proof was direct: it was to show that the diagonal is
not a number at all. If a side is a number then a diagonal is
an odd and even number at the same time. The
mathematical reality has broken into two mutually
irreducible realms: geometrical and numerical.

It became clear that it is impossible to introduce
metrics in geometry, since natural numbers are too weak
to describe the whole geometrical reality. The quest for
metrics is authenticated in the Elements by 6 different
theories of proportion. Theaetetus' theory from book X was
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the first exact treatment of the kinds of incommensurable
magnitudes.

In (Kr6l 2005a) | have shown with ancient
mathematical methods that Theaetetus builds the
classification with reference to a single and uniquely
determined line, the so-called "basic line". Some qualities
of the classified lines are not universal, i.e. when we
change the basic line, all lines change their classified
qualities.

To explain interesting pre-suppositions of ancient
geometry, | develop a theory that considers the change of
the basic line. This mathematical theory creates the
second, unwritten part of book X. Theaetetus showed that
there are infinitely many types of lines in geometry. Thus, a
finite classification of the lines is not possible. Theaetetus
tried to describe all the mathematical family of lines which
can be built from a single given basic line by means of an
appliance a roller and a pair of compasses.

We can see now the fundamental difference
between ancient and modern Euclidean geometries in
respect of the modern intuitive base for Euclidean
geometry it is the absence of the notion of the infinite and
continuous 3-dimensional "Euclidean” space. It is replaced
by Plato's First Principle: the Infinite Dyad of that which is
Great and Small. We can imagine the Dyad as an
indefinite plastic or "pulsating” spread, a place, which is
"ready" to accept and hold only the allowed constructions.
Moreover, there are no infinite surfaces or infinite straight
lines or lines as asymptotes. The scenery for geometry to
play itself out is quite different.

The Dyad does not spread to the infinity. The lines
in Euclid's Elements are not our infinite straight lines but
rather sections which can be "prolonged" constructively.
The same is true about surfaces. The infinite concepts as
well as non-constructive spatial "places" (topoi) are
banned from Elements. There is no global metrics on the
Dyad. The ancient mathematicians tried to establish such
metrics, but because of the incommensurability problem it
was impossible to obtain.

The lenghts of lines, fields, volumes etc., were not
numbers. The continuum (syneches in Greek) was not a
set of points. The points were not parts of their continuum
(cf. book VI of Aristotles' Physica). The theorem of
Pythaghoras has been understood in different manner.

We cannot explain the details here, but there is
some historical evidence outside Elements explaining the
absence of the notion of Euclidean space in there. For
example, Heron from Alexandria (3rd century A.D.), a late
commentator, tried to improve some of the proofs and
when Euclid puts a point on the other side of an already
construed figure Heron changes the place of the point so
that the figure contains it. It is because "there is no place
[outspread] out of the figure".

The lack of a metrics resulted in the indefinableness
of all places in space. It was necessary to practice
geometry constructively as a temporal creation from
definite "elements".

Our infinite Euclidean space is "ready-to-use": all
"places" are already present. This space is considered
from the point of view of eternity. On the other hand,
ancient mathematicians had to choose only some "parts"
of the continuum: they considered only those parts which
they could grasp by strictly determined methods of
construction. Their continuum was viewed from the point of
view of a human being and was temporal.
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It does not mean that they did not have the notion of
infinite, "vacuous" space or infinite straight line, cf.
historical evidence from Aristotle or Democritus in (Krol
2005a). It only means that such notions were banned from
Elements as unclear and non-evident.

The classification of book X forms a non-Euclidean
model of geometry, i.e. in this model it is possible to
construct an infinite number of lines parallel to a given one
that are different from it. | describe a connection with
another model used to prove the independence of the
axiom of continuity in Hilbert's version of Euclidean
geometry.

As for Platonism as a method of mathematical
inquiry, Theaetetus’ classification of the incommensurable
lines is one of the first examples of the use of
mathematical notions with an infinite scope. A non-
evidence of these notions is the main reason that ancient
mathematicians did not formulate the problem of change of
the basic line. Moreover, the famous theorems from book
Xl resulting in the statement that there are only five
regular polyhedra are not covariant with respect to the
change of the basic line.

In (Krél 2005a) | have shown that Brouwer's basic
intuition of mathematics is simply restoration of Plato's
protology, i.e. his unwritten science of the One and the
Dyad. A paradox of interpretation: Brouwer is regarded as
an arch-antiplatonist in mathematics.

In (Krél 2005a) | also reconstruct the hermeneutical
horizon for ancient arithmetic. Plato emerges as an
inventor of the concept of a set similar to the modern one.
It is because the intuitive structure of "one over many" is
involved. Cantor in a way similar to what Plato did for
number defines a set as "<<every Many>>, which can be
thought of as One, i.e. every totality of elements that can
be united into a whole by law". After works presented by
Theaetetus, Plato accepted two kinds of the "one over
many structure": "one over definite many", i.e. ideal
number, and "one over indefinite many".

However, this intuitive frame or model is not at all
unique. The notion of 3-dimmensional, infinite "Euclidean”
space forms an intuitive base for our understanding the
mathematics in Euclid's Elements. To understand ancient
mathematics correctly it is necessary to reconstruct the
same logical core of the concept's content. The
reconstruction of the hermeneutical horizon s
indispensable. The reconstruction even for mathematics
should be based on historical sources. It all shows that
mathematical notions can vary.

We see the possibility of different "intuitive models"
of understanding Euclid’s geometry which are not uniquely
determined. For more than 2000 years Euclid's Elements
were understood in a non-genuine way within variable
intuitive frames. The difference between them is, in
general, an intuitive conception of mathematical time. The
differentiation between time and eternity goes back to
antiquity and was important for ancient mathematics, cf.
(Becker 1927).

Reconstruction of the hermeneutical horizon is also
possible for formalized modern mathematics and can
result in the discovery of new mathematical theories; see
my lecture at JAIST (Krdl 2005c). My lecture at the
symposium of the Polish and Russian Academies of
Sciences in Warsaw in July 2004 (Krél 2005b) contains
description of possible consequences of the hermeneutical
problem of mathematics in physics. In my doctoral thesis
(Krél 2002) | have shown certain connection between the
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internal ontology of mathematics and the hermeneutical
structure "being-in-the-world" as described by Heidegger.
The "presential way of being" of the subject is not the non-
genuine way of being. It is also the condition for
mathematical enquiry and the creation of mathematical
knowledge.
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Time and the Experience of Voluntary Action

Ulrich Lackner / Georg Gasser, Innsbruck, Austria

In this paper we examine the relation between time and
the concept of agency. The main focus relies on studies
conducted by Patrick Haggard et al. on the temporal
binding effect. The authors argue for a reciprocal attraction
between the awareness of actions and the awareness of
further effects of these actions in the subjective perception
of time if actions are performed voluntarily. We link the
experimental results with philosophical discussions of
agency. We argue that Haggard et al.’s results favor a
predictive model of agency’. Central for this concept of
agency is a) that agents have access to intentions as
integrative parts of actions, b) that these intentions point
forward in time by aiming at goals, and c) that agency is an
experience rather than a reconstruction. This under-
standing of agency is contrasted with D. Wegner's
interpretation of agency as reconstructive perceptual
illusion.

1. Time and the Experience of Voluntary
Action

Time is a phenomenon that turns out to be inevitably
twofold. On the one hand it can be measured and can be
segregated in temporal portions like hours, minutes or
seconds; on the other hand time is experienced
subjectively. The same amount of "objective time”, e.g. five
minutes, is perceived differently if you are sitting on a
dentist's chair or watching an exciting movie. The
subjective experience of time contains phenomena like
duration, simultaneity, succession or temporal order that
can be very different from their objective physical
equivalences. Experimental findings suggest that the
notion of time derives from elementary temporal
experiences that depend on neuro-computational
capacities. (Poppel 1997) Therefore, in psychological
research time can be described as objectively measured
as well as subjectively experienced.

The well-known Libet-experiments offered a way to
investigate time as a factor involved in the generation of
voluntary actions. His experimental method opened the
possibility to relate judgements about phenomenal aspects
of action preparation with the corresponding
psychophysical events. His method using a clock hand to
estimate the time at which mental experiences arise
integrated the first person perspective into cognitive
neuroscience. Under this aspect his results offered
interesting data about temporal relations between events
involved in action generation. The temporal gap between
the two relevant physiological parametres - the readiness
potential as a neurolo%ical index of motor preparation (RP)
and movement onset” - was much larger than the gaE
between corresponding phenomenal events W and M.
The succession of neural events seems to be temporally

* For avoiding confusions it should be noted that in this context "predictive”
does not allude to a deductive nomological account of action explanation.
"Predictive” means that the agent is able to say what action he will perform on
the basis of her intentions and that generally she is not massively wrong in
identifying the real intentions of her actions.

2 Movement onset was measured by detecting the electrical activity in the
muscles involved.

3 Subjects reported either when they first became aware of the will to move
(W-judgement) or they judged the time at which they experienced the
movement as actually beginning (M-judgement).
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compressed in the conscious awareness of those events in
subjective time. (Haggard & Libet 2001, 55)

2002 Haggard et al. presented a series of
experiments where they focused on this phenomenon of
subjective time dilation using the "Libet-clock”. Subjects
were instructed to judge the onset times of four different
events, initially presented alone to gain baseline data:

In the voluntary condition subjects judged the onset
time of a voluntary key press.

In the TMS* condition they judged the time of a
muscle twitch produced by electrical stimulation of the
motor cortex.

In the sham TMS condition subjects estimated the
time of an audible click made by TMS applied to the
parietal cortex without motor activation.

In the auditory condition the onset time of a tone had
to be noted.

In the crucial operant condition the voluntary key
press, TMS induced key press, and sham TMS were
followed by the tone after 250 ms so that the later event
(tone) was causally linked to the first. On half of these trials
subjects judged the onset times of their key press, on the
other half they judged the time of the consequent tone.
Interestingly, when the tone was causally linked to the key
press, subjects judged the keypress to occur later in time
and the tone to occur earlier in contrast to the single event
baseline, but only if the keypress was performed
voluntarily. Thus, conscious awareness of the action was
perceptually shifted towards the consequent tone whereas
conscious awareness of the tone was shifted earlier
towards the preceding action. No such effect could be
observed if the tone was preceded by involuntary TMS-
induced movement. On the contrary, the two events were
shifted apart: Awareness of the involuntary movement was
shifted back in time whereas awareness of the tone was
shifted ahead in time - away from the keypress.

The authors conclude that intentional actions elicit
perceptual binding in subjective time between voluntary
actions and their sensory consequences. Voluntary actions
and their effects shift closer in perceived time. Like
mentioned above, temporal gaps in subjective time can
differ from temporal gaps of physical events in objective
time. Further the authors propose the existence of a
specific mechanism of the CNS that binds together
voluntary actions and subsequent effects. According to the
authors this perceptual association is modulated by
temporal  contiguity and  temporal  predictability.
(Haggard/Clark 2003)

The strong influence of intentions on the perceived
relation of events in subjective time may enhance the
experience of agency. The authors speculate that the
proposed mechanism helps to dicriminate between events
that can be linked to our own causal agency and events
that may be externally triggered. The absence of conscious
intentions before perceived effects (TMS condition)
changes the perception of events as they shift apart in

* Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation
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subjective time and "may be the conscious correlate of
repudiating agency”. (Haggard 2002, 384)

Based on these results and methodology
Wohlschlager et al. investigated the onset of actions in
subjective time when these events derive from different
"agents”. Subjects viewed a response lever and a clock
hand while the response lever was pressed either by the
subjects themselves at a time of their own choice (self), by
the experimenter (other) or automatically by a solenoid®
(machine). In all conditions the closure of the lever was
followed by a tone 250 ms later.

The results showed that the perceived times of
action onsets was similar in conditions self and other. In
both conditions the action was perceived as occuring later
in subjective time than it actually was (shifted towards the
tone), whereas the perceived onset time of the physically
comparable machine event was judged substantially
earlier.

The authors interpret the similarities between the
onset of actions in the stream of subjective time for self
and other as an indication that the temporal perception of
our own actions is fundamentally similar to the temporal
perception of other peoples’ actions. The onset times of
actions performed by a machine are perceived differently
from actions that are performed by entities perceived as
intentional agents.

2. Consequences for the Philosophical
Discussion of Agency

Our common sense suggests that causes precede effects
in a timely manner and that prior intentions to act are the
causes of following physical actions. This ascription of
causal power to mental antecedents of actions is an
integrative component of our self-concept as agents.

It was Hume who doubted this concept of agency.
According to him causes and effects are discovered
through experience when we find that particular events are
constantly conjoined with one another. There is no "hidden
essence” between causes and effects but rather the
perception of constant conjunctions. If event A is
constantly conjoined with the following event B we draw
the conclusion of causation by inference that A causes B.

For Hume this model of causality is universally
applicable. It is not limited to the unanimated world of
objects but it is valid for human agents as well. Thus, the
experience of will is nothing else than a feeling which
results from the same mental processes that people
generally employ in the perception of causality. (A Treatise
of Human Nature, 2.3.1.4)

This implies that people might experience conscious
will independently of the actual causal connections
between their thoughts and actions. The real causes of
man’s actions might be others as he believes they are; and
this wrong conception of the causal path arises due to the
experience of a constant conjunction between prior
thoughts and following actions on the one hand and the
consequent inference of a causal connection on the other.

Lately Wegner developed a model of the will
reminiscent of Hume's approach. (Wegner 2002) He
claims that the real causal mechanisms underlying
behaviour remain largely unknown to ourselves. According

5| fact, the response lever was depressed by the experimenter using a hidden
switch.

to him our experience of will is based on a reconstructive
model. Ex post we do infer conscious experiences of our
own intentional actions in order to explain what we have
done.

As explained above, Haggard et al.'s experiments
strongly indicate an intentional binding process. Thus, the
presence of an intention to carry out an action seems to
have a fundamental structuring influence on our conscious
experience of action determining the time course of our
perception of actions. Recent findings point in a similar
direction. They show that we perceive the onset time of
action more closely to the following effect not only when
actions are self-generated but also when they are other-
generated. Interestingly they differ if a non-intentional agent,
e.g. a machine, carries out the action. (Wohlschlager et al.
2003a and 2003b)

From these results several interesting points for the
philosophical discussion of agency can be made. First, the
conclusion can be drawn that our experience of acting and
of its effects arises together with our preparation for acting.
When we aim at bringing about a specific action we
anticipate the action and its effects intentionally. The
anticipation is essential for our experience of agency since
through it we know what we are doing or going to do. If we
lack this anticipatory action knowledge we feel estranged
from our own actions and will not experience ourselves as
agents any longer. Thus, an agent understands her actions
by knowing the underlying intentions of what she does. We
exclude the possibility that agents could be gravely wrong
about why and how they come to certain intentions and
decisions.

We can even make a step further and claim that the
agent must have a special first person access to her
intentions. If my intentions to act shall count as mine it must
be the case that | am in an intimate epistemic contact with
them. This understanding of agency differs fundamentally
from Wegner's model. For Wegner the first person view is
not essential for the analysis of agency because (generally)
the real causes of human actions are not intentions of the
agent but events which might better be detected from the
third person point of view.

Secondly, the intentional binding effect suggests that
there exists a real connection and a specific temporal
relation between motor preparation, conscious experience,
action and effect. If actions of non-intentional agents are
perceived temporally different than events related to
intentional agents we can ask whether these findings
undermine Hume’s general understanding of causation. He
did not distinguish between a concept of agency relevant
for conscious actions and a concept of causality relevant
for unconscious actions or non-conscious causal events.
There is just one single model of causation which the mind
employs for all forms of causation.

The intentional binding effect however suggests that
we distinguish between conscious actions and other forms
of causation. The observed phenomenon of subjective time
dilation is probably essential for our experience of agency.
In conscious actions the action is tagged with an ‘I’ as the
source of action. In the philosophy of action the intuition
that we, as agents, bring about our actions gave rise to the
concept of agent causality. It is the thesis that agents can
be the cause of their own action. The relation between the
agent and the action cannot be reduced to relations
between (mental and/or bodily) events. Agent causation is
appealing to some philosophers "because it captures the
way we experience our own activity. It does not seem to
me (at least ordinarily) that | am caused to act by the
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reasons which favour doing so; it seems to be the case,
rather, that | produce my own decisions in view of those
reasons...” (O’Connor 1995, 196)

It is not our aim to dwell on this problem here any
further. Probably Haggard et al.’s findings cannot produce
a final argument for or against agent causality. But it
should be noted that the intentional binding effect can be
taken as an argument that a distinction between causal
processes involving conscious agents and merely natural
causal processes seems to be reasonable in the light of
both folk psychological assumptions and neurological
functioning.

Finally we turn our attention to the understanding of
others. There are several accounts for explaining and
understanding other people’'s actions. According to the
"covering-law” model of explanation all explanations must
pass a predictive test. Any adequate explanation has to
contain in its explanans sufficient information for being
able to predict the phenomenon that has to be explained.
(Hempel 1965) Thus, the agent's intentions, beliefs and
desires serve merely as a predictive basis of her action
from a third person point of view.

For causal theories of action instead the reason of
an agent to perform an action is only then an explanatory
reason if it is the cause of the action for which it is a
reason.

The problem of these accounts seems to be that
they neglect the aspect that actions are undertaken by an
agent. They do not give us a principle that underlies the
self-understanding of actions since the relation of the
agent herself to her action is factored out.

Whatever the merits of such approaches might be
for our understanding of actions, on the basis of Haggard's
and Wohischlager's results it seems more likely that
normally we do not understand other people’s actions by
virtue of such approaches but by conceiving their actions
the way we understand our own. In understanding what
others do, we consider them to be agents like ourselves —
persons who intend to perform actions and try to carry
them out from a first person point of view. If "the attribution
of intentionality depends on the presence of an action
effect that can be regarded as the realization of the
content of an intention” (Wohlschléger et al. 2003, 714)
then the first person point of view seems to be
indispensable for capturing actions in an adequate way.
We understand other people’s actions by putting ourselves
in the other’s position and "simulating” thereby their actions
as if they would be our own. (Lenzen 2005) It is hard to
see how causal theories of action or coving law models
can account for it.

160

3. Conclusion

Haggard et al.’'s experiments favour the view that our
intentions to act are neither retrospective illusions based on
a conception of causality constructed by our mind nor
conceived properly as mere causes of actions. Rather, the
ability to predict intentions and effects by seeing actions
from a first person perspective seems to ba a necessary
condition of the self-understanding of human beings as
agents. Thus, intentions for actions should be seen to be
essentially subjective, that is accessible to the agent. There
is no reason to believe that we are fooled by our mind
which makes us only believe that we do what we intend but
in fact other unseen causes determine our actions. The
phenomenology of voluntary actions points in this direction
at least.®
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Relations and Objects: A New Analogy Between The Philosophy of
Logical Atomism and Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus

Giorgio Lando, Vercelli, Italy

It is a well-known fact that TPLA by Russell is influenced
by Wittgensteinian stimuli. In the brief foreword to the first
three lectures, Russell states his debts with some well-
known words (Russell 1918, p. 160). It is far less known
that those words are almost literally taken from the third
lecture. In their original context, the debt appears to be
quite specific and to concern an issue that is prima facie
surprising: theory of relations and its connections with
theory of types. Why is this issue surprising? We know that
Russell and Wittgenstein debated for a long time about
some aspects of the theory of relations; but these aspects
are usually identified with those relations involved in the
theory of judgement, as Russell had expounded it in the
unpublished “Theory of Knowledge” (Russell 1982).

On the contrary, the context of the quoted
acknowledgement in the third lecture is radically different:
Russell is going to talk about predicate semantics, its
ontological commitments and the importance of a correct
understanding of such notions, in order to catch the
philosophical significance of theory of types. In particular,
one feature is common to relations (and properties too,
since properties are conceivable as monadic relations) and
their linguistic counterparts and is fundamental for the
theory of types: relations have in their essence the class of
objects of which they can hold, predicates are essentially
connected with the class of names which can saturate
them and the mirroring of these combinatorial properties
between relation and predicate is a necessary condition for
the semantic connection between them. It is not prima
facie clear what is Wittgensteinian here, insofar as we look
at the Tractarian or pre-Tractarian theory of relations. This
theory is notoriously difficult. However, it seems quite sure
that Tractarian relations and their elusive linguistic
counterparts do not have features similar to those which
TPLA gives to relations and predicates.

In this paper, we suggest a plausible solution to this
puzzle. We proceed by theoretical comparison, since
historical reconstruction seems powerless here. We
compare theory of relations and predicates in TPLA and
theory of names and objects in the TLP.

Russell expounds the following thesis immediately
after the mentioned acknowledgement to Wittgenstein.

Understanding a predicate is quite a different thing
from understanding a name. By a predicate, as you
know, | mean the word that is used to designate a
quality such as red, white, square, round, and the
understanding of a word like that involves a different
kind of act of mind from that which is involved in
understanding a name. To understand a name you
must be acquainted with the particular of which it is a
name, and you must know that it is the name of that
particular. You do not, that is to say, have any
suggestion of the form of a proposition, whereas in
understanding a predicate you do. To understand
+red", for instance, is to understand what is meant by
saying that a thing is red. You have to bring in the
form of a proposition. You do not have to know,
concerning any particular “this”, that “this is red” but
you have to know what is the meaning of saying that
anything is red. You have to understand what one

would call “being red”. The importance of that is in
connection with the theory of types. (Russell 1918, p.
182)

In the TLP we do not find any dichotomy between
two categories of designators whose semantic features are
different. On the contrary, this dichotomy is clearly
purported in the Russellian excerpt above. Thus, it is
problematic to understand in which sense this theory is
Wittgensteinian, insofar as Russell pretends it is
Wittgensteinian.

Our proposal is that the semantics for predicates in
TPLA is analogous to the Tractarian semantics for names,
i.e. the only kind of linguistic expressions which the TLP
admits as designators. If this is the case, then it is possible
to make sense of the acknowledgement. In fact, the
semantics for relations was the real novelty in this phase of
development of Russell's thought. The semantics for
names — apart from the trickier issue of the concrete
identification of proper names — is still grounded in the
notion of knowledge by acquaintance: a long-term
Russellian theme. This is not the case for predicate
semantics. Therefore, it is plausible that Russell declares
his debt about what was actually new.

Let us draw the comparison. Concerning objects,
which are the meaning of names, Wittgenstein wrote:

2.01231 If | am to know an object, though | need not
know its external properties, | must know all its
internal properties. (Wittgenstein 1921)

Thus, the knowledge of an object does not require
to know, for any other object, if it is connected or not in an
actual fact with the first one (these are its external
properties). On the contrary, we need to know which other
objects can be combined with it (its internal properties).
The analogy with the TPLA excerpt is strong: in order to
understand the word “red”, | do not need to know, for any
particular, if it is red or not, but | need to know what can be
said to be red.

Obviously, a difference is apparent as the analogy :
the comparison between the knowledge of an entity and
the understanding of a linguistic expression could seem
hazardous. However, this difference is only specific to the
quoted excerpts. Both the authors have corresponding
theses on three different levels: ontology, semantics and
syntax. We can qualify these three connected sub-theses
with quite traditional labels:

(i) on the ontological level, both Russellian relations and
Wittgensteinian objects have essential combinatorial
properties; Wittgenstein calls these combinatorial
properties “logical form” of the objects;

(ii) on the syntactical level, both Russellian predicates
and Tractarian names have analogous combinatorial
properties, i.e. they are essentially connected with the
propositions where they can occur;

(iijon the semantic level, the two linguistic categories
share a sort of “context principle”, such that they have
meaning only in the context of a proposition.
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Regarding Russell, many formulations suggest this
exegesis. However, the Russellian inclination to alternate
syntactical and ontological lexicon with great freedom
makes it difficult to quote a specific passage. This freedom
in itself partially legitimates our extensive exegesis.
Nonetheless, look at this excerpt from “The logical
atomism”, a later essay, notoriously close to TPLA on
these themes:

Attributes and relations, though they may be not
susceptible of analysis, differ from substances by the
fact that they suggest a structure, and that there can
be no significant symbol which symbolizes them in
isolation. (Russell 1924, p. 172)

Relations, in this Russellian ontology, are simples
(i.e., they can not be further analysed), but are different
from substances (i.e., the particulars which are the
meanings of names), insofar as they suggest a structure:
thus, our analogy is legitimate on the ontological level.
Moreover, nothing can symbolize them standing alone:
thus, the Russellian predicates respect the semantic
context principle.

On the Wittgensteinian side, it is not difficult to show
that the TLP maintains not only the quoted thesis about
the independence and not-independence of objects on the
ontological level, but also that:

1) names have meaning only in the context of a
proposition (the semantic thesis), as Wittgenstein explicitly
affrms in a well-known, Fregean flavoured section
(Wittgenstein 1921, T 3.3);

2) names, mirroring the logical form of objects, are
essentially connected with the propositions which can
include them (the syntactical thesis). It is not by chance
that this last point is developed by Wittgenstein in the
sections commenting the context principle in 3.3. They are
quite famous, thus | can avoid to analyse them here.

| quote only a previous section, which states the
connection between the two levels of non-independence
(ontological and syntactical). The syntactical non-
independence of words is here a parenthetical comment to
the non-independence of objects:

2.0122 Things are independent in so far as they can
occur in all possible situations, but this form of
independence is a form of connexion with states of
affairs, a form of dependence. (It is impossible for
words to appear in two different roles: by themselves
and in propositions.) (Wittgenstein 1921)

The only remaining asymmetry is determined by Russell's
reference to the “understanding” of names and relations.
Under this only point of view, one may legitimately think
that Tractarian names are more close to Russellian names
of particulars than to predicates. In fact, though knowledge
by acquaintance of the designated object is not required, it
is plausible that in order to understand a Tractarian name
we only need to know which object is its meaning, without
any need to know the logical form of name and object. It is
surely a tricky issue involving the possibility of seeing
Russell and Wittgenstein as precursors of the so-called
direct reference theories. We can avoid facing this issue,
renouncing to pose the comparison on this particular level,
which perhaps Wittgenstein would have ignored as merely
psychological. The relevant semantic level is not the
understanding of meaning of names, but the general
conditions under which a name can be a name of an
object. On this level, the comparison is successful.
According to the TLP, a name can be a name of an object
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under this necessary (though not sufficient, insofar as
there are many objects sharing the same form) condition: a
name has to mirror the logical form of the object
(“signalizing form” principle).

The TPLA semantics for predicates provides for a
similar necessary condition. Is it sufficient too? Though
TPLA tells us nothing about this aspect, it is theoretically
plausible that this condition is not sufficient, as the
corresponding condition concerning Tractarian names is
not sufficient either. In fact, it is plausible that there exist
different predicates, which designate different relations,
but are nonetheless connected with the same class of
propositions. We can use the Russellian example: the
predicate “red” does not designate the same monadic
relation that the predicate “green” designates;
nonetheless, the predicates “red” and “green” can be in the
same class of propositions.

Thus, also on the semantic level, the analogy seems
convincing. The exclusion of the “understanding” issue
does not affect the other levels. Russell himself often faces
the semantic level with a lexicon compatible with the
Tractarian point of view. E.g.:

[...] the relation of a predicate to what it means is
different from the relation of a name to what it means.
(Russell 1918, p. 233)

We have legitimated the comparison on all the
levels which seem relevant: ontology, syntax, semantics.

Now, we should pass to theory of types, insofar as
Russell claims that his Wittgensteinian theory of relations
is important in order to catch the philosophical significance
of theory of types. | have not the time to enlighten here the
connection between theory of relations and theory of types
in TPLA. In general, | propose that the connection is
deeply similar to the way in which theory of types is
grounded on the combinatorial properties of objects —
through the notion of “propositional functions” - in the
relevant Tractarian section.

| leave this aspect aside and draw some brief
conclusions. The main problem concerns Russell and his
interpretation of Wittgensteinian suggestions. Russell
claims in TPLA to adopt this theory of relations because of
certain Wittgensteinian suggestions. However, he seems
to misunderstand something and underestimate something
else. It is difficult to trace the limits to his misunderstanding
and underestimation, since we do not dispose of adequate
historical sources. We do not know what Wittgenstein
thought of these issues before 1914. Therefore the
historical reconstruction is unavoidably speculative.
Anyway, Russell adopts ontological, syntactical and
semantic theories about relations and predicates strongly
similar to the corresponding Wittgensteinian theories about
names and objects. These Russellian theories are built on
a core thesis: relations and predicates have determinate
combinatorial properties. However, this theory of relations
does not seem to determine the logical syntax as a whole.
Russell develops only those consequences which are
pretheoretically required by the theory of types and the
anti-paradoxical aims of it. The remaining picture is not
clarified. The respective role of objects and relations —
having so different ontology and semantics — is quite
obscure. About theory of types, Russell does not seem to
see that the Wittgensteinian tool is strongly uneconomical,
when conceived as a tool for the foundations of theory of

types.

On the Wittgensteinian side, the shown comparison
can give some integrative contribution to a vexata
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guaestio: which is the ontological role of universals? This
contribution is only integrative, because of the already
mentioned difficulties in giving a persuasive account of the
dependence relations between Wittgensteinian
suggestions and TPLA. Anyway, it seems that Russell
applied to properties and relations what Wittgenstein refers
to objects. And this transfer seems undeclared and quite
natural from Russell’s point of view. Obviously, one can
imagine many ways to fill the historical gaps in such
transition. However, a quite natural way to give an account
of the transition is to admit that Tractarian objects are not
as extraneous to universals as it has been often thought.

In 1983, Merrill and Jaakko Hintikka (Hintikka 1982)
proposed that both universals and particulars are objects,
though their names function in a different way. A recent
proposal by Pasquale Frascolla (Frascolla 2004) claims
that all objects have to be conceived as phenomenic
qualia, therefore as universals. We do not aim to discuss
here difficulties and problems in such proposals. From our
limited point of view, we can only remark that both these
proposals are a plausible basis to make sense of the
strong analogy with TPLA we tried to show here.
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Asthetik und Logische Form: Wittgensteins Haus

Justus Lentsch, Bielefeld, Deutschland

1. Hinfuhrung

Mein Ideal ist eine gewisse Kuhle. Ein Tempel, der den
Leidenschaften als Umgebung dient, ohne in sie
hineinzureden. (VB, 453, 1929)

Die Arbeit an der Architektur ist Wittgenstein wichtig: Nicht
nur beginnen die Philosophischen Untersuchungen mit
Szenen vom Bau, durchziehen architektonische Beispiele
Wittgensteins  Spatwerk und hat er Uber seine
Auseinandersetzung mit Raum sowie Material, Farbe und
Form um 1938 eine eigene Vorlesung gehalten. Sondern
Wittgenstein hat auch von 1926-28, ausgehend von Paul
Engelmanns Skizzen, fir seine Schwester Margarethe
Stonborough-Wittgenstein selbst ein Stadtpalais entworfen
(zu dem Bau vgl. v.a. Leitner 1973; ders. 2000 und
Wijdefeld 1993). In diesen Jahren ging Wittgenstein vollig
in seiner Arbeit an dem Haus auf, was sich vielleicht in
einem Brief an John Maynard Keynes mitteilt: ,My Dear
Keynes, I've just finished my house that has kept me
entirely busy these last two years. [..] Enclosed you will
find a few photos of my house and hope you won't be too
much disgusted by its simplicity” (Letter 126, CL 224).

Wie ein monolithischer Block in der Avantgarde der
1920'er Jahre stemmt sich Wittgensteins niichterner,
strenger und hochst eigenwiliger Bau in der
Kundmanngasse 19 gegen jeden architekturtheoretischen
Zugriff. Missen wir ihn aber deshalb philosophisch, als
shausgewordene Logik* (Stadler 1982a, ders. 1982b),
deuten? Oder aber als einen Versuch, abstrakte logisch-
philosophische Konzepte in eine architektonische Formen-
syntax zu Ubertragen, wie es in der Literatur nahezu
unisono erklart wird? - Eine Fahrte, die vielleicht durch
eine Notiz von Georg Henrik von Wright gelegt wird: ,lts
beauty is of the same simple and static kind that belongs
to the sentences of the tractatus” (ders. 1958, S. 11).

Tatsachlich nennt Wittgenstein unter den zehn
wichtigsten Einfliissen nicht nur Boltzmann, Hertz, Frege,
Russell und Kraus sondern auch den Protagonisten der
archtektonischen Moderne, Adolf Loos. Die niichternen
und strengen Formen von Wittgensteins Haus scheinen
denn auch emphatisch die leidenschaftliche Ablehnung
des Ornaments durch Loos in dessen ,Ornament und
Verbrechen“ (1908) wund dessen Pladoyer dafir
aufzunehmen, die Sprache der Architektur jeder Rhetorik
zu entkleiden. Auch wenn Wittgensteins Haus auf den
ersten Blick so aussehen mag wie von Loos: es kann es
bei néherer Betrachtung nicht sein. N&hern wir uns
Wittgensteins Haus, so begegnet uns keine statisch-
logische Formensprache, sondern eine sehr persénliche
Architektur. Wie eine Beethovensche Symphonie oder
eine gothische Kathedrale, von denen Wittgenstein in
seinen Vorlesungen uber Asthetik spricht, so ist sein
Gebaude nicht ,korrekt sondern schafft seine eigenen
Regeln.

Um diese selbstgeschaffenen Regeln wird es im
Folgenden gehen: Allerdings werde ich Wittgensteins
Haus weder als den intellektuellen Ausflug eines
Philosophen in die Architektur, noch als Versuch eines
Ingenieurs und Maschinenbauers lesen, seine hinter sich
gelassene Philosophie architektonisch aufzuarbeiten.
Vielmehr moéchte ich Wittgensteins Haus als das
vorstellen, was es ist: Ein einzigartiger baukiinstlerischer
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Beitrag zu der kulturellen Geschichte des 20. Jahrhunderts
ohne direktes Vorbild und ohne Nachfolge. Dazu mdéchte
ich Sie mitnehmen auf einen kleinen Rundgang durch
Wittgensteins Haus. Das Hauptaugenmerk wird dabei der
~Raumlogik* gelten, d.h. den Ubergéngen,
Zusammenhangen und dem Verhdltnis von Innen und
AuRRen — nicht zuletzt deswegen, da fast alle philo-
sophischen Reflexionen uber Wittgensteins Haus hier
ihren Ausgang nehmen.

2. Ein Rundgang durch Wittgensteins Haus

Es interessiert mich nicht, ein Gebaude aufzufiihren,
sondern die Grundlagen der mdglichen Geb&ude
durchsichtig vor mir zu haben (VB, 459, 1930).

Wir betreten das Haus durch ein unscheinbares und im
Verhéltnis zur GroRe der Fassadenflache sehr kleines
Portal in einem aus der Hauptfassade vorgezogenen
Kubus. Fast missen wir uns hindurchzwéangen. Ein ,Haus
in Bewegung“, so charakterisiert es der Architekt und
Kunstler Bernhard Leitner. Bleiben wir also in Bewegung:
Wittgenstein inszeniert den Eingang in einer Flucht von
drei, sukkzessive immer weiter und heller werdenden
Raumen: Durch einen dunklen Windfang gelangen wir in
einen groReren, helleren Vorraum. Geradeaus, durch eine
Glasture, betreten wir einen sehr viel gréBeren und lichten
Raum, die zentrale Halle: Direkt hinter der Glastire stoRen
wir unmittelbar auf eine gerade, relativ steile Treppe, die
innerhalb der Halle — ahnlich wie die Reprasentations-
treppen in der Palaisarchitektur — zu einem u-férmigen
Podest hinauffihrt, das die hintere Halfte der Halle
einnimmt und den Treppaufgang seitlich umschlief3t.

Der hinter uns liegende quadratische Windfang und
der Vorraum sind jeweils mit vier symmetrischen
Kunststeinplatten ausgelegt. Dadurch wirken diese Raume
zentrisch und beruhigend. Funktionen haben sie allerdings
nur als Durchgang: Sie bieten quasi der Erwartung Raum,
laden jedoch nicht zum langeren Verweilen ein. Durch die
enorme GroRen- und Helligkeitszunahme (durch seitlichen
Lichteinfall) werden unsere Schritte beschleunigt. Eine
Jupfende* architektonische Geste geleitet uns Uber das
Zentrum des Vorraums zum unteren Ansatz der Treppe
und Uber diese hinauf zu dem Podest am Ende der
Treppe. Unterstitzt wird diese Geste durch den Gegensatz
zwischen den pechschwarzen Bodenplatten und der
weil3en, fast schwebend wirkenden Hallendecke — ein
Eindruck, der noch einmal verstéarkt wird durch die
geleitende Wirkung der sichtbaren Unterziige und durch
die Saulen, die sich anstelle eines Kapitels zu einem
Auflager verjiingen. Schauen wir uns weiter um, so féllt
auf: Alles ist kinstlich — ganz im Gegensatz zur Loos-
Schule: Der Boden ist aus schwarzem Kunststein, an den
Wanden stucco lustro, Metall und Glas. ,Reines" Material
zahlt nicht zu Wittgensteins Grundbausteinen — vielleicht
deshalb, da kinstliche Materialien sich der &sthetischen
Gestaltung anders flgen als natirliches Material mit
seinen UnregelmaRigkeiten in Struktur, Farbe und
Formbarkeit.

Doch gehen wir weiter: Unser néachstes
Zwischenziel ist der geometrische Hallenmittelpunkt, der
sich genau auf dem oberen Treppenansatz befindet.
Oben, auf dem Podest angekommen, gebietet uns
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plotzlich der Blick einer kleinen Statue an der
gegeniberliegenden Wand Einhalt: Unwillkurlich weichen
wir aus, nach rechts. Warum? Schauen wir genauer hin:
Die erste Bodenplatte rechts ist groRer als die anderen.
Um nicht auf die Fuge treten zu mussen, weichen wir
unwillkiirlich ein wenig nach rechts aus. Wittgenstein hat
jede Platte einzeln auf den Millimeter genau berechnet.
Und tatsachlich: Diese Ausweichbewegung fihrt uns
genau zum geometrischen Mittelpunkt des gesamten
Erdgeschosses.

Wir stehen jetzt im zentralen Verteilungspunkt der
Halle: Von hier aus werden die Zugéange und Eintritte in
die Raume der belle étage organisiert. Dies geschieht
durch die leitende Funktion verschiedener ,gerichteter”
Sichtachsen, die sich alle hier kreuzen. Gerichtet sind die
Sichtachsen dadurch, dass Licht jeweils durch eine
transluzente, d.h. lichtdurchlassige, aber blickdichte Tire
auf der einen Seite hineinstromt und den Blick auf der
anderen Seite durch eine Glastire oder ein Glasfenster
nach drauBen lenkt. Die jeweils leitende Sichtachse tut
sich dann auf, wenn diejeinige Tiure gedffnet wird, in die
wir eintreten sollen: Ist die Stahltire des Wohnzimmers
geodffnet, so entsteht eine Sichtachse durch den
Lichteinfall von den linken Terassentiiren nach rechts
durch die geéffnete Tir zu den Fenstern des Saals. Sollen
wir aber weiter, zu Margarethes Privatgemachern hinter
dem Saal gehen, so entsteht eine weitere Sichtachse von
einer der glasernen Terassenturen, durch den Saal, die
geoffnete Tur zu Margarethes Schlafzimmer und zu dem
Schlafzimmerfenster. Je nachdem also, welche Tiren
gerade offen oder geschlossen sind, werden unsere
Schritte eindeutig gelenkt: rechts geht es durch eine
Stahltir in den Saal, geradeaus, durch eine transluzente
Tur in Margarethes Privatgemacher, links gegeniber in
das Esszimmer und ganz rechts, an der hinteren
Hallenwand, durch eine Glastir in das Wohnzimmer. Von
den Sichtachsen gefuhrt, die aus dem Wechselspiel
geschlossener und gedffneter Zimmertiiren sowie der
transluzenten Glastiren resultieren, wenden wir uns
unwillkiirlich genau derjenigen Tir zu, in der wir erwartet
werden.

Der Raumsinn der Halle veréandert sich also:
Abhangig davon, welche Tire jeweils geoffnet ist,
wechseln die Beziehungen und die Topologie der Halle
und werden die richtungsleitenden Sichtachsen reorgani-
siert: Wir werden entweder zum Verweilen eingeladen, ins
Speisezimmer dirigiert, in die Wohn- oder Privatgeméacher
gelotst oder eben auch nach drauRen, auf die Terasse,
expediert. Wenn wir Tiren 6ffnen oder schliel3en,
verandern sich die Zusammenhange und Strukturen von
Wittgensteins Rdumen — ein diametraler Gegensatz zu der
Loos'schen Leitidee eines ,Raumplans“ und seines
organisierenden Prinzips der Additivitat von Platzen und
Wegen.

Setzen wir nun unseren Rundgang fort: Eine
dynamische und gar nicht statische Raumstruktur
bestimmt auch den Zusammenhang von Saal und
Margarethes privatem Wohn- und Schlafzimmer, vor
dessen Eingang wir jetzt stehen. Margarethe nutzte diesen
Raum als Wohn- und Schlafzimmer gleichzeitig: ihr Bett
stand als Raumteiler in der Mitte, heute noch an der
Anordnung der Bodenfugen zu erkennen — ein Arrange-
ment, welches eher an furstliche Audienzzimmer erinnert.

Der Zugang vom Saal erfolgt durch eine Doppeltiir —
saalseitig aus Stahl, wahrend die Innentiire aus Glas ist:
Ist die Stahltiire geschlossen, so ist die Trennung aus der
Schlafzimmerperspektive perfekt. Vom Saal aus betrachtet
wirkt die Wand jedoch asymmetrisch: Wir blicken auf drei

gleichméaRig angeordnete Tiren, wobei jedoch die beiden
Terassentiiren aus Glas und die dritte Tr, vor der wir jetzt
stehen, aus Stahl ist. Diese Asymmetrie in der ansonsten
gleichméaRigen Anordnung der Tiuren weist darauf hin,
dass etwas fehlt: Wittgensteins Schwester, die sich in ihre
Privatgeméacher zuriick gezogen hat. Bei offener Stahltire
und gleichzeitig geschlossener Glastir kann Wittgensteins
Schwester an dem Geschehen im Saal teilhaben, ohne
dabei aufgrund der Helligkeitsunterschiede selbst gesehen
zu werden: Saalseitig prasentiert sich jetzt die Wand durch
drei genau gleiche Glastiren vollig symmetrisch. Vom Saal
aus gesehen befindet sich Margarethe in einem ,Innen im
AuRen“. Sind hingegen beide Turen geéffnet, so werden
Saal und Privatgemacher zu einer Einheit — verstarkt durch
die Sichtachsen und eine Asymmetrie in den Bodenplatten
am Eingang, deren Fugenmuster uns unwillkirlich
eintreten lasst — der gleiche Effekt, der bereits unsere
Schritte in der Halle in die richtige Richtung gelenkt hat.
Der veranderliche Raumsinn von Wittgensteins Grundriss
resultiert also keinesfalls aus einer unaufgelosten
Ambivalenz von Symmetrieachsen und einem Scheitern
Wittgensteins an der Materialitdt von Architektur, wie es
Turnovsky in seinem sehr originellen Essay Die Asthetik
eines Mauervorsprungs (1987) behauptet.

Wieder zurick im Saal gehen wir jetzt durch die
Terassentlren nach drauBen. Wir treten dabei in ein ganz
ahnliches Spiel von Innen und Auf’en ein — diesmal
allerdings mit dem wirklichen AuBen: Wittgensteins Raume
sind hell und licht; durch die groRen Glastiren und -fenster
holen sie scheinbar das AuRen nach innen. Allerdings in
unspezifischer Weise, als Licht: Ein Metallschnabel(wie
alles andere im Haus auch, Wittgensteins eigener
Entwurf), der als genial einfacher Feststellmechanismus
fungiert, erlaubt es, die zwei Flugel der Terassentir in
jedem beliebigen Offnungswinkel zu fixieren. Dadurch
entsteht bei leicht gedffneten Fligeln ein glaserner
Paravent, der wie ein im Sonnenlicht kristallin funkelndes
Prisma das AuBenlicht im Innenraum ausstrahlt. Offnen wir
die Turen auf dem Weg nach draufRen etwas weiter um 90
Grad, so tun sich exakt quadratische Zwischenraume auf,
die eigentlich aber wiederum auch keine sind. Eine strikte
Trennung von AuBen und Innen, als das jeweils
unmittelbar ganz Andere, wie bei Loos, findet sich hier
nicht. Nach draufen gelangen wir nur, wenn wir diesen
temporaren Zwischenraum durchqueren. Er ist zentrisch
und wirkt dadurch zentrierend — aber nur zu einer kurzen
Besinnung. Denn er ist kein eigentlicher Raum, indem wir
verweilen koénnten, sondern wird es nur im Durchgehen
und fir uns. In seiner Unspezifizitat bleibt der Raum
zwischen den beiden gedffneten Fligeln der Glastir
abstrakt.

3. Ruckblick

Die Arbeit an der Architektur ist eigentlich mehr die
Arbeit an einem selbst. Daran, wie man die Dinge sieht.
(Und was man von ihnen verlangt.) (VB 472, 1931)

Zuriickblickend an seine erste flichtige Begegnung mit
Wittgensteins Haus mag ein philosophischer Betrachter
vielleicht an den architektonischen Aufbau des Tractatus
mit seinen strikt angeordneten Paragraphen denken.
Wittgensteins Spiel mit Symmetriebriichen und der
dynamischen Raumstruktur, das wir bei unserem
eingehenderen Besuch erlebt haben, spricht jedoch
dagegen. Zufalligkeiten sind das sicher nicht -
vergegenwartigen wir uns die Akribie, mit der Wittgenstein
Raum, Material, Farbe und Form — bis in jedes einzelne
Detail der Klinken, Heizkdrper und Bodenplatten hinein —
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selbst gestaltet hat. Fast anekdotenhaft nimmt sich
Wittgensteins  leicht ironische Schilderung in den
Vorlesungen (ber Asthetik dariiber aus, wie er einen
Arbeiter stundenlang solange Fenstergitter anhalten lieR3,
bis er endlich mit ihrer Position zufrieden war (ebd., 1l §12).

Ist es also plausibel, Wittgensteins Haus als
Ausdruck eines Bestrebens zu sehen, dem Material, den
Proportionen und den Farben eine stringentere Form zu
verleihen und den logischen Raum funktional durch ein
idealtypisches Modell realisieren zu wollen, wie es
beispielsweise  Friedrich Stadler (1982a, S. 539)
formuliert? ~ Wittgensteins  Bemerkungen zu dem
.Gewaltigen“ (tremendous) in den Vorlesungen uber
Asthetik mégen da einen Hinweis geben:

Wir sprachen von Richtigkeit. Ein guter Schneider
gebraucht keine anderen Worte als ,zu lang<, >richtig<.
Wenn wir Uber eine Symphonie von Beethoven
sprechen, reden wir nicht von Richtigkeit. Hier sind ganz
andere Dinge wichtig. Man wirde nicht sagen, dass man
die gewaltigen Dinge in der Kunst schétzt. In gewissen
Architekturstilen ist eine TUr richtig und wir schatzen sie
darum. Im All einer gothischen Kathedrale spielen voéllig
andere Dinge eine Rolle fur uns, und wir wirden die TUr
nicht >richtig< nennen. Das gesamte Spiel ist anders. Es
ist so verschieden wie bei der Beurteilung eines
Menschen zum einen zu sagen >Er benimmt sich gut<
und zum anderen >Er hat einen grof3en Eindruck auf
mich gemacht< (ebd., | § 23).

Ein Architekturstil wird durch Konventionen oder
Regeln etabliert. Im Falle einer gothischen Kathedrale gibt
es jedoch keine Regeln, die ihrer Schépfung selbst voraus
gehen: sie kreiert ihre eigenen Regeln, anstatt durch
Regeln gebunden zu sein. Das Gewaltige ist also von dem
Korrekten darin unterschieden, dass es nicht regelgeleitet
ist und nicht nach Konventionen beurteilt werden kann
(vgl. zu der Unterscheidung von ,Korrektem“ und
.Gewaltigem*: Tam 2002, S. 317). Der Rundgang hat also
Eines deutlich werden lassen: Wittgensteins Haus fugt sich
nicht ,konventionell“ oder korrekt einem Architekturstil —
sei er auch Loos-Engelmannscher Pragung. Eine
Synthese der Logik des Tractatus mit den Ideen von Loos
vermogen wir darin ebenfalls nicht zu sehen. Vielmehr
begegnet uns eine relationale Raumkonzeption, die keinen
neutralen, fixen Standpunkt des Betrachters auRerhalb
zuldsst — ganz entgegen dem Verstéandnis von Philosophie
und Sprache im Tractatus, welches diesen ja gerade
vorausgesetzt. Zwar hat Loos, wie bereits erwahnt, grofl3e
Bedeutung fur Wittgenstein besessen — darin kdnnen wir
John Hyman in seinem anregenden The Urn and the
Chamber Pot (2001) folgen (zum geistigen Umfeld generell
vgl. immer noch: Janik und Toulmin 1984). Ob ein Besuch
des Wittgenstein Hauses nun aber auch zu den Spuren
von Loos in Wittgensteins Haus fuhrt, scheint eher fraglich.
Was wir stattdessen erlebt haben, ist die ordnende
Eigendyna}mik von Wittgensteins R&umen und ihrer

.Logiken*.

1Dieser Essay ist eine Nachlese eines gemeinsamen kleinen
Forschungsprojekts mit Arch. Dipl. Ing. Sven Dammann, PhD, ehem.
Kéniglich-Dénisches Bauforschungsinstitut und TU Kopenhagen, und Dr. phil.
Dipl. Math. Johannes Emrich, Universitat Erlangen, in Zusammenarbeit mit
Prof. Bernhard Leitner, Dipl. Ing., Universitat fir Angewandte Kunst, Wien,
dem wir besonders danken. Dank fiir die finanzielle Unterstiitzung geht an die
Universitat Hannover.
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Bolzano on Time and History

Winfried Loffler, Innsbruck, Austria

The topics of time, history, historiography and historical
method appear rather peripherally in Bolzano’s writings;
nevertheless, his views are not without interest. Partly they
are uncommon, and partly he anticipates later philosophi-
cal ideas by decades. | will first briefly recall Bolzano’s ac-
counts of time and causation and will then sketch his cri-
tique of German idealist conceptions of historical laws. Bol-
zano’s perhaps most interesting contribution in the field,
his Bayesian account of historical credibility, can only be
mentioned here (see Loffler 1997 for a closer analysis).

1. Bolzano on Time and Causation

His frequent mentioning of time notwithstanding, it appears
as if Bolzano has not developed a fully unified and clear
account of time (Morscher 1973, 69-75; Textor 2003a, 98-
102, Textor 2003b). We may leave aside here some early
texts where Bolzano regarded time as a relation (Verhalt-
nis), holding presumably between two stages or states of
object (and hence a form of attribute [Beschaffenheit]). In
his subsequent writings, Bolzano turned to the view that
time is not a Beschaffenheit at all, but a qualification
(Bestimmung) of the object. According to Bolzano, a
sentence expressing a contingent attribution like “Socrates
is courageous” should rather be analysed involving a
temporal adverbial qualification: “Socrates at t is coura-
geous” (Wissenschaftslehre, 8 79; see Textor 2003a, 99f;
Textor 2003b). It is crucial to keep in mind that this index
“at t” is a part of the subject-term of the sentence and not
of the copula. Bolzano believes that sentences have a
uniform structure on the level of their depth-grammar, and
he uses the univocal, untensed copula “has” (A has b) for
their analysis (Schnieder 2004, 80f). Time as qualification /
Bestimmung makes it possible that contradictory proper-
ties can be predicated of one and the same object.
However, at a closer look, it seems to commit Bolzano to a
sort of perdurantism or phase-ontology: Socrates-at-t;
cannot be the same as Socrates-at-t,, if Bolzano’s model
is supposed to work. The purported object Socrates really
consists of phases or stages, whereas the sentences
describing the states of Socrates-at-t, are timelessly true
or timelessly false. How easy or difficult this is to reconcile
with Bolzanos other views on the identity of objects, must
be left open here (see Textor 2003b, 88f on Bolzano’s
wavering between perdurantism and endurantism). It
should just be mentioned that one all-too-simple attempt at
reconciliation will not be successful: One might perhaps
recall that Bolzano in fact regards mesoscopic objects like
human beings as bundles of simple substances (see,
among others, the essay Atomenlehre des seligen Bolza-
no by his close disciple FrantiSek Pfihonsky, edited in
Pfihonsky 2003; Schnieder 2002, Runggaldier 2003), and
that changes in the bundle might easily explain why
Socrates-at-t; is not precisely the same as Socrates-at-t,.
However, this ontological phasing also affects the simple
substances at the micro-level. Since substances constantly
change, sentences about them would also refer to
substances-at-t,, that means to substance-phases. The
problem might ultimately have to do with Bolzano’s unclear
account of qualification / Bestimmung and the unclear dis-
tinction between Beschaffenheit and Bestimmung. In any
case, it is clear that Bolzano wants to hold the anti-Kantian
position that time is “real” time and not just an idea or pres-

entation of time, i.e. the Bestimmung / qualification of time
is not an ingredient stemming from the cognising subject.

Bolzano’s thought about causation displays a similar
picture. As far as | can see, his own remarks are rather
scattered and do not make up a detailed account, and
there is no exhaustive treatment in the secondary literature
so far (for valuable, but still partial clarifications see
Morscher 1973, Neemann 1972, 1973 and 1984, Textor
1996 and Schnieder 2002). However, causation is a
central concept for Bolzano. According to him, “being a
real thing” and “being a cause” or “effecting something” is
coextensive, yet not conceptually the same. The
connection between reality and effecting is more clearly
expressed in Bolzano's German terminology: being
wirklich (real) is characterized by being wirksam or wirkend
(effecting). According to Bolzano, everything that is real
has some effects and vice versa. Interestingly, Bolzano
regards the concept of a “real thing” as a primitive concept
which admits of no further analysis or definition, whereas
“being a cause” is definable in terms of reasons and reality
(Wissenschaftslehre, § 168): “a is the cause of b* means
“[that a is real] is the reason for [that b is real]”. It is
obvious that this definition would require a lot of
clarification: For example, we notice that Bolzano,
although he regards causality as a relation between
objects, defines it in terms of reasons and consequences
between propositions. We might further ask whether only
substances are causes, or — as it frequently appears in
Bolzano — whether also attributes or perhaps events may
function as relata in the cause-relation (see Schnieder
2002). Be that as it may, it is important for our following
consideration that Bolzano uses a conception of causation
which is completely detached from the idea of nomic
regularity or law-likeness. Bolzano distinguishes between
Abfolge (approximately: [con]sequence) and Ableitbarkeit
(deducibility), and in a similar sense between material
consequence and formal consequence (materiale and
formale Abfolge): whereas a causal relation corresponds to
a material consequence, it is doubtful whether it must
always correspond to a formal consequence in the sense
of deducibility. Bolzano’s conception of causality has more
in common with an Aristotelian conception of effective
cause as bringing-something-about, and the idea of law-
like description has no significant place in it. Moreover,
Bolzano emphasizes the distinction of partial and complete
causes (Bolzano 18387, 74ff): that something is the case,
is caused by the collaboration of a whole network of partial
causes. A murder, for instance, only happens if the
murderer, the victim, some tool or weapon etc. are given in
an appropriate spatio-temporal nexus. The murderer alone
cannot be labelled as “the cause” of the murder; he is only
a partial cause. In many cases, it will be impossible for us
to describe the complete cause exhaustively.

2. Laws of History?

The latter remarks lead us to Bolzano’s view of historical
causation and the plausibility of purported laws of historical
succession. From Bolzano’s point of view, talking about
historical causation makes perfect sense, but we need not
appeal to historical laws for it. One might see Bolzano as a
distant forerunner of Karl Popper’s critique of historicism.
To keep matters separated: Bolzano’s problem here is not
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exactly the problem of determinism (in the sense of a
predetermination of all events, a pre-stabilized harmony or
whatever) at the ontological level. In fact, there are
passages for and against determinism in the Athanasia,
and in sum Bolzano leaves the problem open, as far as |
can see (on Bolzano and determinism see Neemann
1972). Bolzano’'s concern rather seems to be an
epistemological one, whether we would be in a position to
describe and perhaps forecast historical developments in a
law-like style at all. My formulation “rather seems to be” is
deliberately cautious here, since Bolzano’'s own
statements on the matter are not direct. The most detailed
investigation in the literature so far is by Ursula Neemann
(1972, 1973). Neemann’s argument can be summarized as
follows: since Bolzanian substances are spatio-temporally
unique objects, since general concepts according to
Bolzano must always apply to at least two objects, and
since any law-like description or explanation of changes
must involve general concepts, there cannot be a full law-
like description of the changes in a particular substance.
The individual process of change will always, objectively
and in principle be beyond the reach of our conceptual
description. However, the prospects for law-like description
or forecast increase if we abstract from concrete objects
and constrain ourselves to general features (as it happens
in the natural sciences). The problem with Neemann's
considerations is that, although quite plausible, they are
mostly conjectural in nature. The evidence which is offered
for her claims from Bolzano’s writings is rather thin and
mostly stems from his doctrines of presentations
(Vorstellungen) in the chapter “Elementarlehre” of his
Wissenschaftslehre. A detailed treatment of the issue is
still to be desired.

As a small step towards that, | will have a look at the
text where Bolzano addresses the issue of historical laws
of succession most directly. It is his posthumously
published essay On Hegel’'s and his Adherents’ Concept of
History in General and especially of the History of
Philosophy. Bolzano wrote this essay around 1838, at a
time when he had long been removed from his chair at
Prague. Bolzano dwelled as a rather powerless private
scholar in Bohemia, and, together with his disciples, he
desperately tried to get more influence on the German
intellectual life, partly by correspondence, partly by
publications and book-reviews. The essay was most
probably meant for a journal which should be founded for
this task, and this explains the style and composition of the
text. It is obviously designed for a broader audience. Its
style comprises gentle polemic against philosophers of his
time (sometimes close to the edge of sarcasm), and it
clearly displays Bolzano’s fine feeling for humour. Unlike
most of Bolzano’s scholarly texts, it contains no divisions
or headlines, and at first glimpse it may appear as just a
sloppy series of remarks. Nevertheless, the text is clearly
argumentative, and it is not without an overall structure.
Bolzano first lists up eight theses which he attributes to
Hegelian philosophy of history, especially in the thought of
Hegel's pupil August Cieszkowski (Prolegomena zur
Historiosophie, 1838). He then addresses them with
various defeating arguments. Since there is no logical
pattern in the order of these arguments, | will re arrange
them in the order of Bolzano’s initial list. The respective
Hegelian  theses (summarized  from Bolzano’s
presentation) are placed in front in italics.

a. The history of mankind is the history of the
Weltgeist, which develops towards its perfection in self-
consciousness. — Bolzano replies to this principal thesis by
pointing out several unwarranted claims behind it: (aa)
Why should self-consciousness have to do with
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perfection? (bb) How could the unique Weltgeist develop
self-consciousness in a multiplicity of individuals? (cc) How
exactly is the development to be understood? Bolzano
recalls the Hegelian answer that in the course of history
the very idea of mankind is subsequently realized in all
forms in which it can be realized. But, Bolzano replies, this
is not only counter-intuitive (must a scholar on his way to
perfection really write all possible books, even bad ones?).
As a description of a law, it is also insufficient: in order to
describe a single historical law and not a multiplicity of
them, one would also have to determine the order in which
these realizations are gone through. Without this, the
Hegelian “law” covers an huge variety of historical devel-
opments. (dd) The perhaps most important argument has
to do with Bolzano’s view of causality described above: we
are part of an immense causal network, and the non-
human substances in the world influence our lives in
various ways. It is to be expected that purported regular-
ities in the development of the Weltgeist would be mas-
sively disturbed. All in all, Bolzano holds, theism has at
least the same explanatory and predictive power as
Hegelian pantheism, but it does not share its implausibility.

b. Every state of mankind is a consequence of all
previous ones, and it is a progress in the rational and
necessary course of the Weltgeist. — Bolzano first points
out a similarity to his own thought: all substances develop
constantly, the sum of their presentations increases. In that
sense, the whole mankind also increases in cognition. But
in order to keep his position empirically plausible, Bolzano
admits, contrary to the Hegelians, that not every single
aspect of development must be regarded as progressive
(think of sleeping persons or persons falling into paranoia).
Because of the manifold causal connections and
contingencies in the course of the world, we cannot simply
regard one state as a consequence of all previous ones,
and there can well be “local” regressions and setbacks in
the overall process of development. In order to secure his
thesis of an overall process, Bolzano has to invoke two
external premises: increasing cognition will foster an
increase in other perfections as well, and God will realize
every good at some time.

c. The history of philosophy is its own development,
and every philosophical system is a perfection of its
immediate precursor which is appropriate for its time. —
Bolzano replies that this is flatly implausible from a
historical point of view. Thinkers do not always study the
earlier systems exhaustively, and in many cases they even
have their most original ideas before they get into touch
with other systems. Moreover, philosophical biographies
are influenced by manifold contingencies, especially
education, temperament, health and illness, professional
state, experiences of fate, etc. The same holds for the
history of science, where important discoveries frequently
go back to accident and luck. This does not exclude, says
Bolzano, that there are some “weaker” regularities:
Newton’s theory, e.g., was so powerful that subsequent
discoveries were almost to be expected. These ideas
might sound astonishingly modern, and the same holds for
Bolzano’s account of scientific mistakes or dead ends.
According to Bolzano, such phenomena happen, but — in
opposition to the Hegelian view — they are neither
necessary nor dramatic. Especially, one should stay away
from two Hegelian strategies of explanation: false claims
should neither be declared as “inessential to a system” or
as “truths which are overcome (aufgehoben) in later
systems”. The former strategy would, at closer look, yield
only true systems (a highly implausible consequence!).
Against this, Bolzano (in an almost Popperian view of
philosophy as problem-solving) holds that every thesis
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which answers a question or which serves as a necessary
premise for an answer is essential to a system, and a
system which contains at least one false sentence is
erroneous. The Hegelian concepts of “overcoming” and
“higher truths” are criticized as obfuscations of a traditional
and reasonable concept of “truth” and “falsity”, and solid
contradictions should, according to Bolzano, not be
camouflaged as “perspective truths”. In an almost Pop-
perian wording, Bolzano regards philosophical systems as
sets of fallible sentences, to which no rational person
would assign absolute certainty. (This view of philosophical
systems as sets of sentences is very similar to his view of
sciences and religions in his Wissenschaftslehre and his
Lehrbuch der Religionswissenschaft.) Of course there is a
certain probability that later systems are all in all better, but
there might also be “setbacks in knowledge” (296), in that
a later system might replace one error by a whole web of
errors; it is hard not to be reminded of Poppers idea of
verisimilitude by these remarks. Public applause might be
an indication of the quality of a system, but sometimes it
can also be misguiding: political influence, the reputation
of schools and chairs, personal fascination and an
appearance of affinity to the empirical sciences may make
systems fashionable which are in fact a massive fallback.

d. Every philosophical system is perfect for its age.
— Bolzano does not address this thesis in much detail; in a
postscript to the essay, he reminds us that it is not even
clearly explicable what “the philosophy of a time” should
mean. Again, we see that Bolzano does not take the
history of philosophy as a sequence of big geniuses, but
that he has a clear look to the manifoldness of actual
philosophical attempts. (We might, however, at this point
mention that Bolzano shares one important premise with
the Hegelians, which separates him from most of today’s
analytic philosophy. He perceives philosophy very much in
the category of full-blown philosophical systems. Bolzano
himself is perhaps one of the most coherent system-
building philosophers of all times, and it is obvious from the
last sentence of his essay that he wants to promote his
own system as an alternative to the idealist ones.)

e. The history of philosophy can be described as a
sequence of three epochs following the law of dialectics. —
Bolzano replies that this is highly implausible from a
historical point of view. Such general descriptions always
go back to a highly selective perception of historical devel-
opments and their distorted description on the Procrustean
bed of a certain a priori theory. Nevertheless, Bolzano
admits that there can be psychological forms of dialectics
also in philosophy: sometimes, an erroneous position calls
forth an overdone reaction, and this may foster the search
for a moderate, balanced middle-position. However, such
dialectics are neither startling nor important in their scope.

f. The history of mankind as a whole follows this
same law. — The same criticism as before applies also
here, but Bolzano also puts in question the 