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The Idea of a Contract

Maija Aalto-Heinila

Joensuu, Finland | maija.aalto@uef.fi

According to David Gauthier, moral philosophy faces a
“foundational crisis” (Gauthier 1991, in Darwall 2003: 91).
The idea of universal objective moral values looks dubious;
some version of ethical relativism, subjectivism or nihilism
seems better suited to the scientific, non-secular world-view
of the modern man. To deal with this crisis, there have
arisen (renewed) attempts to ground morality on an
agreement or contract. To put it roughly, according to these
views the fundamental rules of morality are what rational
people would agree to in a hypothetical pre-moral choice
situation. Modern contract theory is divided into two brands:
contractarianism, which is based on Hobbes’ idea of men as
self-interested utility-maximizers (e.g. Gauthier 1986), and
contractualism, which is based on Kant's idea of the moral
equality of men (e.g. Rawls 1971; Scanlon 1982). But in this
discussion, surprisingly little attention is paid to the very
concept of contract. In this paper | will go back to the
“founding fathers” of the two strands of contract theories and
look at how Hobbes and Kant literally understand the
concept of contract. It will be seen that the core meaning of
this term is rather similar for them both, and that it cannot be
understood without other (moral) concepts, such as rights or
promises. Thus, one cannot solve the “foundational crisis” of
morality by appealing only to the idea of contract. On the
other hand, in so far as modern contractarians or
contractualists do not rely on this literal meaning of contract,
it becomes dubious why they are called contract theories.

1. Hobbes on the nature of contracts

Thomas Hobbes discusses the nature of contracts in chap-
ter XIV of his Leviathan. He begins by defining jus natu-
rale, or the “right of nature”: it is “the liberty each man hath
to use his own power [...] for the preservation of his [...]
own life” (par.1) Liberty means “the absence of external
impediments” (par.2). In other words, in the so-called state
of nature, prior to civil society, there are no restrictions or
constraints concerning the means of one's self-
preservation. (But neither is anyone entitled to the help of
others. To use modern terminology, there are only liberty-
rights, no claim-rights, in the state of nature.)

On the other hand, a law of nature (lex naturalis) is a
general rule, discovered by reason, which forbids us to do
“that which is destructive of [one’s] life” (XIV, par.3). If the
right of nature (unlimited liberty) conflicts with the law of
nature (which forbids us destroying our lives), then we
must give up some of our natural rights. And the conflict is
inevitable in the state of nature, given Hobbes’ assumption
that resources are limited, and men’'s needs and hopes
similar (due to their physical and intellectual equality). Men
end up competing with one another, and since there are
no constraining rules (“every man has a right to everything,
even to one another's body” (XIV, par.4)), the result is a
war of “every man against every man” (XIll, par.8). Accord-
ing to Hobbes’ famous words,

[iln such a condition there is no place for industry, [...]
no culture of the earth, no navigation, [...] no instrument
of moving and removing such things as require much
force [...] no arts, no letters, no society, and which is
worst of all, continual fear and danger of violent death,

and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and
short. (XIlI, par.9)

Men realize that in order to live longer and more pleasant
lives, they need to “seek peace, and follow it”; this is “the
first and fundamental law of nature” (XIV, par.4). Seeking
peace requires “that a man be willing, when others are so
too, [...] to lay down this right to all things, and be con-
tented with so much liberty against other men, as he would
allow other men against himself” (XIV, par.5).

So the contractual situation presupposes that there are
some natural rights that have to be laid down. Laying down
a right can mean either renouncing the right (in which case
the person who renounces the right “cares not to whom
the benefit thereof redoundeth”), or transferring the right
(so that the benefit goes to a certain specified person or
persons) (XIV, par.7). Contract is a transferring of right, i.e.
an act between specific persons: “The mutual transferring
of right is that which men call contract.” (XIV, par.9) More-
over, it is a voluntary act, and aimed at “some good” of the
contracting parties:

Whensoever a man transferreth his right or renounceth
it, it is either in consideration of some right reciprocally
transferred to himself or for some other good he hopeth
for thereby. For it is a voluntary act, and of the voluntary
acts of every man the object is some good to himself.
(XIV, par.8)

The idea that contracts must always be mutually beneficial
is essential to Hobbes’ account, and a direct consequence
of the laws of nature. Their purpose is to prevent men from
destroying themselves, so the transferring of right must
advance this purpose.

Hobbes defines pact and covenant as types of contract
in which the other party gets the benefit not immediately,
but in the future: “one of the contractors may deliver the
thing contracted for on his part, and leave the other to per-
form his part at some determinate time after (and in the
meantime be trusted); and then the contract on his part is
called pact, or covenant.”(XIV, par.11) This means that the
concept of promise is intertwined with that of contract, as
the following quote clearly shows:

all contract is mutual translation, or change of right; and
therefore he that promiseth only (because he hath al-
ready received the benefit for which he promiseth) is to
be understood as if he intended that the right should
pass; for unless he had been content to have his words
so understood, the other would not have performed his
part first. And for that cause, in buying and selling, and
other acts of contract, a promise is equivalent for a
covenant, and therefore obligating. (XIV, par.16)

The practice of promising seems to be presupposed in
contractual relations: people use that practice knowing that
they can get benefits from others if the others understand
their words as promises. But (in certain contexts) as soon
as the words are understood as promises, they thereby
become binding on the promisor, and imply a contract.
However, Hobbes does not discuss more closely the rela-
tion between contracts and promises. In present-day con-
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tract law theory the relation between contracts and prom-
ises is, instead, one of the most hotly debated issues (see
the concluding section of this paper).

The formation of a contract requires that the intention to
transfer a right is communicated to the other party, and
that both accept the transfer. That is, there must be “a dec-
laration, or signification by some voluntary and sufficient
sign or signs, that [the first party] doth so renounce or
transfer [the right] to him that accepteth it.” (XIV, par.7)
Without (verifiable) mutual consent, there is no contract:
that is why it is impossible to make a covenant with “brute
beasts”, because they do not understand our speech (XIV,
par.22), and with God (because we would not know
whether God has accepted our terms) (XIV, par.23).

Further requirements for contracts are that they are
based on deliberation, and that one must be able to do
what one contracts to do:

The matter or subject of a covenant is always some-
thing that falleth under deliberation (for to covenant is to
an act of the will, that is to say an act, and the last act,
of deliberation) and is therefore always understood to
be something to come, and which is judged possible for
him that covenanteth to perform. (XIV, par.24)

And therefore, to promise that which is known to be im-
possible, is no covenant. (XIV, par.25)

Hobbes also denies the validity of contracts in which
someone voluntarily allows himself to be killed or seriously
harmed. In other words, “a man cannot lay down the right
of resisting them that assault him by force, to take away
his life."(XIV, par.8) This kind of transferring of right would
be contrary to whole “motive and end” for the business of
transferring rights, which is “nothing else but the security of
men”. (ibid.) Thus, if someone indicates by his words that
he e.g. wants to be voluntarily killed, “he is not to be un-
derstood as if he meant it, or that it was his will, but that he
was ignorant of how such words and actions were to be
interpreted.” (ibid.)

To sum up, a contract is, according to Hobbes, a volun-
tary transfer of rights between certain specified persons,
aimed at the benefit of them both. The intention to transfer
a right has to be based on deliberation, and communicated
to the other party (by promising to do (or forbear from do-
ing) something which the promisor is capable of doing).
What one cannot transfer is one’s inalienable right to self-
preservation. Rather, this right underlies and gives mean-
ing to all contracts.

Why should men keep their promises or contracts?
Hobbes claims that it is simply a law of nature that “men
perform their covenants made”. It follows from the first law
of nature, which requires men to seek peace, and from the
second, which requires us to lay down (some of) our natu-
ral rights:

From that law of nature by which we are obliged to
transfer to another such rights as, being retainable, hin-
der the peace of mankind, there followeth a third, which
is this that men perform their covenants made, without
which covenants are in vain, and but empty words, and
the right of all men to all things remaining, we are still in
the condition of war. (XV, par.1)

However, since men are easily tempted into breaking their
contracts, and as long as there is a fear of nonperform-
ance on either part the contract is not valid, “there must be
some coercive power to compel men equally to the per-
formance of their covenants, by the terror of some pun-
ishment greater than the benefit they expect by the breach
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of their covenant” (XV, par.3). Thus, “the validity of cove-
nants begins not but with the constitution of a civil power
sufficient to compel men to keep them”. (ibid.) In other
words, the possibility of valid contracts requires a prior
(social) contract. At this point, Hobbes’ theory encounters
several difficulties: isn't it circular to justify the validity of
contracts by a prior contract? How can men, who seem not
to differ from brute beasts that care only about their own
survival, be at the same rational deliberators who can dis-
cover and follow the laws of nature? And would it not be
rational to break a promise whenever it looks more advan-
tageous to do so rather than keep it?

We shall here deal briefly only with this last problem.
Hobbes thinks that the behavior of free-riders, who are
ready to break contracts even if others have agreed to
keep them, is contrary to reason. This is because in the
state of nature (condition of war), “no man can hope by his
own strength or wit to defend himself from destruction
without the help of confederates” (XV, par.5). In other
words, men need to co-operate in order to survive; but “he
[...] that breaketh his covenant, and consequently de-
clareth that he thinks he may with reason to do so, cannot
be received into any society that unite themselves for
peace and defence.” (ibid.) So those who break their con-
tracts — or rather, as Gauthier points out, those who have a
disposition, known to others, to break their contracts (see
Gauthier 1986: 173) — will be kicked out from co-operative
groups (which are necessary for man’s survival). Whatever
the merits of Hobbes’ solution, it shows that the concept of
contract does not by itself solve the “foundational problem”
of morality. One needs also to explain why contracts
should be kept; and it is difficult to see how this can be
done without resorting to other (even more fundamental)
moral principles.

2. Kant on contracts

Let us now turn Kant's definition of contracts, as formu-
lated in his “Doctrine of Right” in the Metaphysics of Morals
(MM). The doctrine of right (Recht) is, generally, about our
juridicial duties, rather than about our ethical duties (al-
though, as Wood notes, “the values grounding ethics also
show themselves in [Kant's] system of right” (Wood 1999:
322)). Right deals with the limits of external freedom; in
other words, it is about “the conditions under which the
choice of one can be united with the choice of another in
accordance with a universal law of freedom” (MM, §C: 24
[6:230]). A contract is a way of passing external posses-
sions between individuals so that their freedom is pre-
served. According to Kant's definition, a contract is “[a]n
act of the united choice of two persons by which anything
at all that belongs to one passes to the other.” (MM, §18:
57 [6:271])

So a contractual relationship requires (just like it did for
Hobbes) that a person first possesses something rightfully,
and then willingly transfers this possession to someone
else. According to Kant, if | possess something (external to
myself) rightfully, then another’s use of that object, without
my consent, would wrong me (MM, 81: 37 [6:245]). There
are three kinds of objects one can possess: a corporeal
thing, another person’s choice to perform a specific deed,
or another’s status in relation to oneself. (MM, 84: 37-8
[6:247])) Although Kant says that one can pass “anything
at all” that one rightfully owns to another person, what one
at first acquires through a contract is only another person’s
choice, i.e. his promise to perform something in the future:
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By contract | acquire something external. But what is it
that | acquire? Since it is only the causality of another’s
choice with respect to a performance he has promised
me, what | acquire directly by a contract is not an exter-
nal thing but rather his deed [...]

By contract | therefore acquire another’s promise (not
what he promised), and yet something is added to my
external belongings [...] This right of mine is, however,
only a right against a specific physical person, and in-
deed a right to act upon his causality (his choice) to
perform something for me. (MM, 8§20: 59 [6:273-4])

More simply put, a contract always involves a promise to
do something in the future (cf. Hobbes’ definition of a
“pact” or “covenant”). In this way contracts can be distin-
guished from mere exchanges of things: a contract is a
more complex transaction than just giving a banana for an
apple. The formation of a contract consists, according to
Kant, of a two-stage process. First, there is a preparatory
stage which consists of offer and assent; what is in ques-
tion here is a “preliminary judgment that what is offered
would be acceptable to the promisee” (MM, 8§19: 57
[6:272]). Second, there is the concluding or constitutive
stage which consists of promise and acceptance. (ibid.)

Through this process, the choices or wills of the two par-
ties are supposed to become united (contract is, as we
saw, the united choice of two persons). Although the re-
quirement of mutual acceptance was present in Hobbes’
account of contracts as well, Kant emphasizes this feature
of contracts much more. He insists that the wills of the con-
tracting parties should be united simultaneously. In prac-
tice, of course, promise and acceptance follow one an-
other and cannot occur at the same time. The simultane-
ously united will of the contracting parties is the “transcen-
dental deduction of the concept of acquisition by contract”,
not an empirical phenomenon (although the empirical, ex-
ternal formalities in concluding a contract — such as shak-
ing hands or breaking a straw held by both persons — at-
tempt to represent the declarations as existing simultane-
ously). (MM, §19: 58 [6:272])

The idea of simultaneously united wills is needed (at
least partly) because the objects that are exchanged in the
contract cannot be unowned at any moment. Contracts, in
Kant's sense, require individuals who already possess
something, and who transfer this possession to other (spe-
cific) individuals, without interruptions in the chain of pos-
sessors. If there was a gap in the chain of possessors,
then the new owner would not have acquired the object
through contract, but by means of “original acquisition”:

Transfer by contract of what is mine takes place in ac-
cordance with the law of continuity (lex continui), that is,
possession of the object is not interrupted for a moment
during this act; for otherwise | would acquire, in this
condition, and object that has no possessor [...], hence
would acquire it originally, and this contradicts the con-
cept of contract (MM, §20: 59 [6:274])

Original acquisition concerns only corporeal things; it
means taking control of them (by giving some sign to oth-
ers) before anyone else has done that, and it is the result
of a unilateral choice, whereas a contract is always a bilat-
eral choice. (see MM, §10: 48 [6:259])

So for Kant, a contract requires external possessions
that are passed between specific persons through their
mutual (and simultaneous) consent. Contrary to Hobbes,
Kant is not interested in whether the parties to a contract
actually benefit from the transaction. All that matters is that
both parties’ choices are free, and in accordance with a
universal law:

in this reciprocal relation of choice no account at all is
taken of the matter of choice, that is, of the end each
has in mind with the object he wants; it is not asked, for
example, whether someone who buys goods from me
for his own commercial use will gain by the transaction
or not. All that is in question is the form in the relation of
choice on the part of both, insofar as choice is regarded
merely as free, and whether the action of one can be
united with the freedom of the other in accordance with
a universal law. (MM, 8B: 24 [6:230])

What is Kant's answer to the question why contracts or
promises have to be kept? In the Grounding for the Meta-
physics of Morals Kant tries to show that fidelity to one’s
promises is both prudent (“loss of confidence in me might
prove to be far more disadvantageous than the misfortune
which | [...] try to avoid [by a false promise]” (14 [402]), and
our moral duty. That it is our moral duty can be seen by
asking “whether | would really be content if my maxim (of
extricating myself from difficulty by a false promise) were
to hold as a universal law for myself as well as for others”
(15 [403]). If | ask this question, | should, according to
Kant,* immediately become aware that | [...] can not at all
will a universal law to lie” (ibid.) This is one of the ways in
which Kant's ethical theory is connected with his doctrine
of right in general, and with the idea of contracts in particu-
lar.

3. Conclusions

What is the relevance of this clarification of the term “con-
tract” to present-day contractual moral philosophy? At least
it shows that if morality is literally thought to be based on a
contract, the idea is absurd. All of those to whom moral
constraints are thought to apply have not explicitly and
voluntarily agreed to transfer their rights or possessions to
others (on the expectation of some gain to themselves).
On the other hand, if “contract” means only hypothetical,
not actual, agreement, how can it be binding? As Kymlicka
points out, “a hypothetical promise is no promise at all, for
no-one has undertaken an obligation” (Kymlicka 1991:
187).

This analysis also shows that the concept of contract,
even if it were only a hypothetical contract, cannot be fully
understood without giving some account of its relation to
(at least) promises and rights. In legal theory, the close
(but complicated and controversial) relation between con-
tracts and promises has been acknowledged and widely
discussed. Some contract law theorists see promises as
providing the foundation and moral justification for con-
tracts (e.g. Fried 1981). Others deny this, because not all
promises are (or are intended by the promisor) to be le-
gally binding contracts, and because mere breaking of
promise, before the other party has had time to rely on it
(and thus suffers no actual harm or loss from the breach)
has been seen as a dubious ground for full compensation
or remedies. (see e.g. Atiyah 1995)

The contractual moral theorists could retort here that
they are not interested in the relation between contracts
and promises, but on the fact that contractual obligations
are conventional (not divine or natural), and that their pur-
pose is to secure certain important human interests (see
Kymlicka 1991: 188). The purpose of talking of a contract
is only to draw attention to these features of morality
(which seem appealing to many). But if the most important
feature of morality is conventionality, then there are no
convention-independent restrictions as to what kind of
moral principles the co-operative groups adopt. It all de-
pends on who has the most bargaining power at the initial
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contractual situation. There is no guarantee that e.g. seri-
ously disabled people will get their interests protected:
they cannot offer any benefits to others, nor do they pose
a threat to others if their interests are ignored. (See Cudd
2007) On the other hand, if the purpose of the hypothetical
moral contract is to secure some important interests or to
protect everyone’s equal moral worth, aren't those inter-
ests then more fundamental than the contract? In this lat-
ter case, the name “contractualism” seems misleading. As
we saw, for Kant “contract” is a juridicial, rather than an
ethical concept. It does not provide a foundation for moral-
ity, but rather presupposes the moral foundation of the
categorical imperative and respect for the dignity of the
contracting parties.
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Wittgenstein und die Sprachpolizei
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Dass philosophische Probleme auf sprachliche Ver-
strickungen zurtickzufiihren und auf diese Weise aufzuldsen
sind wie ,Knoten in unserem Denken“ (Z 8452), sorgt auch
heute noch fur Unmut. Seit Jahrzehnten sind es im
Wesentlichen dieselben zwei Einwénde, die gegen diese
Methode Wittgensteins — und mit Abstrichen auch Austins —
vorgebracht werden. Der erste unterstellt ein Missver-
standnis Uber das Wesen der Sprache. Fir ein dynamisches
System, wie es die Sprache ist, liessen sich kaum statische
Regeln aufstellen — und und schon gar nicht kdnne ihr steter
Wandel aufgehalten oder auch nur gelenkt werden. Und hier
knupft der zweite Einwand an. Selbst wenn es mdglich ist,
eine Grammatik im Sinne Wittgensteins fir die Begriffe der
Philosophie aufzustellen, so ware es doch verfehlt, damit
eine eigentliche Sprachpolizei zu installieren, die der Philo-
sophie selbst und ihren Nachbardisziplinen vorschreibt, wie
Uber die zu behandelnden Probleme zu reden sei. Eine
solche Praxis ware nicht nur eine Verfalschung der
Auffassung Wittgensteins tber das Wesen der Philosophie,
sondern ihrer tiberhaupt auch ungebiihrlich.

Im Folgenden werde ich diese beiden Einwéande
zuriickweisen und zu zeigen versuchen, warum ich sie fur
verfehlt halte.

Dem ersten Einwand, wie er in jingster Zeit wieder etwa
von Daniel Dennett gegen Peter Hacker vorgebracht
worden ist, liegt folgende Behauptung zugrunde: Was wir
als begriffliche Verwirrung ansehen und lésen wollen, ist
vielleicht gar kein philosophisches Problem, sondern
einfach die Folge eines Bedeutungswandels. Denn dass
sich die Bedeutungen im Laufe der Zeit &ndern kénnen, ist
schliesslich hinlanglich bekannt und lasst sich nicht
einfach durch konservativen Sprachgebrauch verhindern.
Dennett halt es denn auch fur schwierig zu entscheiden,
ob im Satz ,The cat climbed down the tree” (Dennett 2007:
84) die Regeln fur den Gebrauch des Verbs to climb
verletzt wurden. Die Linguistik, so Dennett, enthalte sich
hier eines Urteils. Aber damit begibt er sich ebenso auf
linguistisches Glatteis wie Hacker, den er dafur kritisiert.
Denn es ist aus linguistischer Sicht Uberhaupt nicht
schwierig zu beurteilen, was mit diesem Verb geschehen
ist (vgl. Wierzbicka 1990: 363 ff). In dem zitierten Satz
wurde keine Regel verletzt, sie hat sich nur im Laufe der
Zeit verandert. To climb ist verwandt mit dem deutschen
(enklimmen, das tatsachlich nur eine Aufwartsrichtung
wiedergeben kann. Und ohne Adverb entspricht das
englische Verb auch heute noch dieser Regel: The cat
climbed the tree heisst, dass die Katze den Baum
erklommen hat und jetzt oben und nicht unten ist. Ohne
Erweiterung entspricht to climb also genau unserem
erklimmen, wéahrend es aber mit der adverbialen
Erweiterung down ,(abwarts-)klettern’ bedeutet. In diesem
Fall wurden die Gebrauchsregeln lediglich erweitert.
Ahnliches lasst sich auch an Beispielen zeigen, die weit
weniger harmlose Bedeutungsentwicklungen
durchgemacht haben als to climb. So mindet etwa das
lateinische tutari ,schitzen’ im franzésischen tuer toten’,
was die Sprachwissenschaft aber durchaus plausibel
erklaren kann. Der Bedeutungswandel ist kein Hindernis
fur die Begriffsklarung, sondern eine Argument fur die
Nutzlichkeit dieser Methode. Denn der Bedeutungswandel

ist trotz all der erstaunlichen Wortgeschichten kein
quodlibet. Bedeutungen springen nicht, der Wandel
vollzieht sich vielmehr schrittweise und ist darum nicht
immer, aber doch oft nachvollziehbar und erklarbar.
Naturlich bleiben noch viele Bedeutungsentwicklungen
ratselhaft oder sind nur mit gewagten Hypothesen
nachzuvolliziehen. Gleichwohl kann die historische
Semantik mit hoher Sicherheit sagen, was nicht passiert
sein kann. Es lassen sich auch mit aller Vorsicht kaum
Prognosen wagen, wie sich die Bedeutung eines Worts
entwickeln wird. Aber eher noch ist absehbar, wohin die
Bedeutung nicht gehen wird. Dennett will mit dem Verweis
auf alltagliche Umdeutungen zeigen, dass wir Verben wie
denken oder urteilen, die ehemals dem Menschen und ihm
Ahnlichem vorbehalten waren (vgl. PU §281), durchaus
auch auf Computer und Gehirne anwenden kénnten, wenn
sich im Laufe der Zeit das Anwendungsmuster dieser
Ausdriicke entsprechend entwickle. Aber er vermischt
damit zwei verschiedene Sprachwandelprozesse, namlich
den ungesteuerten Bedeutungswandel und die expressiv
motivierte Bedeutungsiibertragung, wie wir sie bei
Metaphern und Metonymien finden, die sich gefestigt
haben. Entgegen der héaufig so angetroffenen Benennung
handelt es sich bei Satzen des Typs Das Gehirn denkt,
dass p uUbrigens nicht um eine Metapher, sondern um eine
Metonymie, da hier von einem Teil ausgesagt wird, was
eigentlich nur vom Ganzen ausgesagt werden kann. Nun
handelt es sich dabei aber nicht um ein
Sprachwandelphéanomen, das sich einfach so ergeben hat,
wie Dennett es darstellt; vielmehr scheint sich hier eine
Redeweise zu verbreiten, deren Etablierung wir fordern
oder verhindern kdnnen. Aus der Einsicht der modernen
Linguistik, dass Sprachwandel kein Verfallsprozess ist und
sogenannte Fremdworter nicht den Untergang der
abendlandischen Kultur bedeuten, folgt allerdings nicht,
dass wir jeder semantischen Neuerung gleichgiiltig
gegeniiberstehen sollten. Eine metonymische Ubertragung
kann dort Abhilfe schaffen, wo wir zuvor Uber keinen
passenden Ausdruck verfligten oder die bestehenden nicht
das wiedergeben, was wir wollten. Jene
neurowissenschaftliche Metonymie von Mensch und
Gehirn aber erklart nichts, sondern verwischt wesentliche
Unterschiede zwischen dem Besitzer und dem Vehikel
einer Fahigkeit. Ein Verstandnis der hier beteiligten
Sprachwandelprozesse kann helfen, solch ungliickliche
Tribungen zu vermeiden.

Damit kommen wir zum zweiten Einwand, denn diese Art
von Sprachkritik erinnert manche an eine Art
Sprachpolizei, die streng Uber den Gebrauch der
philosophischen Terminologie wacht und Verwendungen
verbietet,  einschrankt und  gegebenenfalls  die
Regelbrecher mit dem Pradikat der Unsinnigkeit bestraft.
Diese ~Sprachpflege”, SO die euphemistische
Selbstbezeichnung, ist durchaus kein neues Phanomen:

Unter den Modewortern, die jetzt im Schwange sind, ist
[bedingen] wohl eines der widerwartigsten. Es kann alles
bedeuten und — gar nichts [...]. Die einen brauchen das
unpersonliche bedingen in dem Sinne von: zur
Voraussetzung haben. A bedingt B — das heisst: A hat B
zur Voraussetzung [...]. Das ist die einzig vernunftige und
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berechtigte Anwendung des Wortes. Nun brauchen aber
andre das Wort in dem Sinne von bewirken [...]. A bedingt
B — das heisst dann: A ist die Ursache von B [...]. Man
Ubertreibt nicht, wenn man unsern gegenwartigen
Gebrauch von bedingen etwa so bezeichnet: wenn der
Deutsche eine dunkle Ahnung davon hat, dass zwei Dinge
in irgend einem ursachlichen Zusammenhange stehen,
aber weder Neigung noch Féhigkeit, sich und andern
diesen Zusammenhang klar zu machen, so sagt er: das
eine Ding bedingt das andre. (Wustmann 1891: 111 ff,
Hervorhebung im Original)

In seinem Buch voll an erstaunlicher Aggressivitat zahlt
Gustav Wustmann ,[a]llerhand Sprachdummbheiten* (so
der Titel) auf und lasst dabei nie einen Zweifel, was
richtiges und was falsches Deutsch sei. Fehlerhafter oder
sinnentfremdeter Gebrauch von Wértern ist Ausdruck der
JVerwilderung“ (ebd.: 3) unserer Sprache. Solche
Versuche, in die Sprachpraxis einzugreifen, sind in vielen
Sprachen und Zeiten dokumentiert — und dass etwa ,Sinn
machen“ schlechtes Deutsch und uberhaupt der Einfluss
des Englischen zu bedauern sei, ist auch heute immer
wieder zu héren. Hier soll diese Belehrung Wustmanns als
Vergleich dienen, welche Norm die Philosophie der
normalen Sprache zu behandeln hat und ob sie auf die
Sprachpraxis Einfluss nehmen darf.

Wir wollen in unserm Wissen vom Gebrauch der
Sprache eine Ordnung herstellen: eine Ordnung zu einem
bestimmten Zweck; eine von vielen mdglichen Ordnungen;
nicht die Ordnung. (PU 8132, Hervorhebung im Original)

Dieser Satz Wittgensteins macht auf zwei Unterschiede
zwischen seinen und den sprachpflegerischen Zielen
aufmerksam: Zum einen ist es nicht die Sprache selbst, in
der die Philosophie eine Ordnung herzustellen hat,
sondern im Wissen uber sie. Zum andern distanziert sich
Wittgenstein vom Anspruch einer universellen Ordnung;
vielmehr soll die Ordnung dem Zweck dienen, einen
bestimmten Sachverhalt besser liberschauen zu koénnen.
Allerdings ist der Gebrauch unserer Worter zu vielfaltig, als
dass wir ihn immer uberblicken kdnnten. Sprachliche
Undeutlichkeiten ergeben sich, weil die &ussere
Ahnlichkeit zweier Ausdriicke die Unterschiede zwischen
ihnen verdecken. ,Schmerzen haben“ &hnelt &usserlich
dem Satz ,Eine Nadel haben* (vgl. Hacker 1997: 208), was
dazu verleiten kann, Schmerzen als (geistige)
Gegenstande anzusehen, die man, eben wie Nadeln,
haben kann. Im Vergleich der Verwendungsweisen dieser
Satze zeigen sich aber die grundlegenden Unterschiede
zwischen den beiden Ausdricken von x haben. Mit der
Begriffsklarung soll eine Ubersichtlichkeit (vgl. PU §122)
erreicht werden, die uns hilft, die relevanten Unterschiede
wieder zu erkennen. Die vielfaltigen Verwendungsweisen
in der Sprache aber bleiben dabei unangetastet — sie
ermdglichen uns ja erst die so zahlreichen Formen der
Ausserung. Aufgrund der Dynamik des sprachlichen
Systems kann eine solche Ubersicht aber immer nur fir
einen bestimmten sprachlichen Kontext gelingen, wahrend
die Ubrigen Sprachspiele ausser Acht bleiben miussen.
Nun erschopft sich die Aufgabe der Philosophie nicht
darin, die selbst eingehandelten Probleme wieder
aufzuldsen. Begriffliche Verwirrungen sind nicht nur ein
Problem der Philosophie, sondern auch der Uubrigen
Wissenschaften und Uberhaupt unserer Lebensform. Um
nicht immer wieder in das Labyrinth begrifflicher Fragen zu
geraten, muss darum auch geklart werden, wie diese
Verwirrung zustanden kam (vgl. Glock 2000: 347; Hacker
2004: 409 f). Bildlich gesprochen: Wenn wir uns verirrt
haben, missen wir nachvollziehen kdnnen, an welcher
Stelle wir einem falschen Weg gefolgt sind, um auf den
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richtigen zurtickzukommen. Und gerade dies macht die
Komplexitat der Begriffsklarung aus:

Die Philosophie l6st Knoten auf in unserem Denken:
daher muss ihr Resultat einfach sein, das Philosophieren
aber so kompliziert wie die Knoten, welche es aufldst. (Z:
§452)

Hieraus ergibt sich ein dritter Unterschied zwischen
Wittgensteins Methode und einer ,Sprachpolizei“ a la
Wustmann, als die die normalsprachliche Begriffsklarung
gelegentlich verschrien worden ist: Noch wichtiger als das
Erkennen einer sprachwidrigen Verwendungsweise ist das
Verstandnis ihrer Ursachen. Das Aufldsen des Knotens ist
kein Eingriff in die Sprache — der Knoten befindet sich ja in
unserem Denken. Deshalb lasst die Philosophie in der
Sprache zwar ,alles, wie es ist* (PU §124). Aber indem sie
die Ursachen einer begrifflichen Verwirrung nachvollzieht,
lassen sich die Stolperstellen in der Sprache erkennen.
Und so kann die Philosophie ,Tafeln aufstellen, die tber
die gefahrlichen Punkte hinweghelfen® (VB 474).

Als eine Bilanz aus dem bisher Gesagten will ich
versuchen, meine beiden Antworten auf die behandelten
Einwénde zu verbinden. Mitunter dank Mithilfe der
Linguistik ist es sehr wohl mdglich, die Gebrauchsmuster
zu erkennen, die uns im Umgang mit zweifelhaften
Begriffen helfen kobnnen. Gerade die Dynamik der Sprache
ist es denn auch, die uns dazu anhélt, semantische
Wandelprozesse zu beobachten und zu interpretieren, um
philosophisch relevante Ergebnisse erlangen zu kodnnen.
Eine sprachhistorische Tiefe erlaubt es auch,
verschiedene Tendenzen zu differenzieren; da die
Sprache sich selbst Uberlassen, wo sie sich spontan
entwickelt, dort aber einzugreifen, wo sie missbraucht wird,
um Wissensliicken zu vertuschen. Eine Ordnung in einem
bestimmten Bereich unserer Sprache herzustellen, hat
durchaus eine normative Kraft, die ihr auch nicht
abzusprechen ist. In der Kritik wird aber die Motivation
dieser Einflussnahme als genetischer Fehlschluss
verkannt. Es ist nicht die Etymologie, aufgrund der eine
bestimmte Gebrauchsweise abzulehnen ist, sondern
vielmehr eine Schwéachung der Erklarungskraft der
involvierten Begriffe. Von einem denkenden, urteilenden
Gehirn zu reden, vereinfacht nichts, sondern behindert
unser Verstandnis der zugrundeliegenden Prozesse. Jede
Metapher aber, jede Neuschopfung, die uns die Einsicht in
die komplexen Phanomene des menschlichen Geistes
erleichtern kann, sind gewiss nicht zuriickzuweisen.
Gleichwohl ist auch hier Vorsicht geboten, da wir auch
darin immer an die Mdoglichkeiten unserer Alltagssprache
gebunden sind und in keiner denkbaren Fachsprache tiber
diese hinauskommen (vgl. PU §120). Umso mehr also ist
es ein zentraler erster Schritt fur die Aufldsung
philosophischer Verstrickungen, die schwierigen
Begriffsverhéltnisse  aufzudecken und  sich  die
alltagssprachliche Verwendung der Begriffe klarzumachen.
Eine Begriffsklarung, die dem Wandel der Sprache
Rechnung tragt, verliert nicht ihre Verbindlichkeit, sondern
ihre Kurzsichtigkeit, was gegenwartige Sprachverirrungen
betrifft.
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1. Das Dezimalsystem des Tractatus

Wahrscheinlich stellt Wittgensteins Tractatus jeden vor die
Frage, wie dieses Buch gelesen werden sollte; eine zu-
treffende Schwierigkeit, wenn man die im Prinzip unge-
wohnliche Struktur des Textes betrachtet. Genauer kann
diese Frage folgendermaflen formuliert werden: Wie be-
ziehen sich im Tractatus die verschiedenen Anordnungen
von Satzen aufeinander? Bzw. was ist die Beziehung zwi-
schen: a) Den Kardinalsatzen untereinander. b) Einem
Satz n.1 und dem jeweiligen Satz n. ¢) Satzen n.1, n.2, n.3
usw. untereinander. d) Sétzen n.1 und Sé&tzen n.ml. e)
Einem Cluster von Satzen n.1, n.2, n.3, usw. mit dem je-
weiligen Satz n. f) Einem Satz n.m1 oder einem Cluster
von Satzen n.m1, n.m2, n.m3, usw. mit dem Satz n.

Zu Beginn des Tractatus findet sich eine Anmerkung, die
diese Probleme lésen sollte. Da verwendet Wittgenstein
den Ausdruck ,logisches Gewicht', um die Struktur des
Textes zu erklaren. Diese Anmerkung lautet:

Die Dezimalzahlen als Nummern der einzelnen Satze
deuten das logische Gewicht der Satze an, den Nach-
druck, der auf ihnen in meiner Darstellung liegt. Die
Séatze n.1, n.2, n.3, etc. sind Bemerkungen zum Satze
No. n; die Satze n.ml, n.m2, etc. Bemerkungen zum
Satze No. n.m; und so weiter. (Tractatus, 1n)

Aus dieser Anmerkung wird Folgendes deutlich: i) Das lo-
gische Gewicht ist mit dem Nummerierungssystem des
Tractatus verbunden und wird durch die Dezimalzahlen
angedeutet. D. h., in den ohne Dezimalzahlen numme-
rierten Séatzen (Kardinalsétzen) gibt es kein logisches Ge-
wicht. ii) Die dezimal nummerierten Séatze sind Bemerkun-
gen zu einem vorherigen Kardinalsatz oder zu einer ande-
ren Bemerkung. iii) Das logische Gewicht trifft nur auf die
folgenden Beziehungen von Satzen zu:

n.1, n.2, n.3, etc. — n
n.ml, n.m2, nm3, etc. - nm

Dieses Grundschema wiederholt sich, z. B. in der Form:
n.mm1, etc. — n.mm; n.mmml1, etc. — n.mmm; usw. D. h.,
dass das logische Gewicht nur auf Beziehungen zwischen
Satzen verschiedener Ebenen in der Argumentation, die
eine Unterordnungssequenz zeigen, zutrifft. iv) Das logi-
sche Gewicht ist letztendlich ein Nachdruck.

Was aber in dieser Anmerkung nicht deutlich hervorge-
hoben wird, ist, auf welche Art und Weise die Dezimal-
zahlen das logische Gewicht andeuten, d. h. ob eine De-
zimalzahl mehr oder weniger logisches Gewicht als ein
Kardinalsatz oder als eine andere Dezimalzahl haben soll-
te. Aus dieser Anmerkung geht also nicht klar hervor, wie
das logische Gewicht den Satzen zugerechnet werden
sollte. Hat z. B. ein Satz n.1 mehr oder weniger logisches
Gewicht als ein Satz n.m1 oder als der jeweilige Satz n?
Diese Frage, mit deren Beantwortung das Problem der
richtigen Interpretation des logischen Gewichts der Séatze
geldst werden kdnnte, bleibt im Tractatus offen.
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2. Kritik zur Standardauffassung

In der Forschungsliteratur wird das Nummerierungssystem
sowie das logische Gewicht der Sétze im Tractatus einsei-
tig betrachtet (vgl. Dietrich 1973: 5; Mayer 1993: 114; Krof3
1993: 19-20; Geschkowski 2001: 40). Dabei wird sich in
der Regel auf Stenius Aussage berufen. Stenius (1964: 4)
interpretiert Wittgensteins Anmerkung im Tractatus folgen-
dermafen:

[N]Jumbers with few decimals have a greater ‘logical im-
portance’ and ‘emphasis’ than those with more deci-
mals. The existence of propositions numbered 2.01,
2.01, etc., besides propositions numbered 2.1, 2.2 and
so on, ought, according to this general characterization,
to mean that Wittgenstein divides his comments on
proposition 2 into two categories: less important com-
ments, which are given first under the numbers 2.01,
2.02, etc., and more important ones under the numbers
2.1, 2.2, etc.

Charakteristisch fur diese Lesart ist, dass ein Satz n.1
mehr logisches Gewicht als ein Satz n.m1 und weniger als
der Satz n haben sollte. D. h.: Je weiter vom einzelnen
Satz entfernt, desto weniger logisches Gewicht. Die fol-
gende Tabelle (T1) stellt diese Interpretation dar:

n—- nl— nml
LG -LG --LG

An dieser Stelle ist es wichtig daran zu erinnern, dass im
Tractatus nicht ausgesagt wird, welche Satze gewichtiger
sind. Da diese Angabe auch nicht daraus geschlossen
werden kann, stellt also die vorherige Auffassung eine un-
gerechtfertigte Interpretation des logischen Gewichts dar,
deren Kriterium, um das Gewicht der Satze zu bestimmen,
nichts anders zu sein scheint als: Welcher Satz kommt
zuerst vor. AuRerdem wird dem jeweiligen Satz n einer Art
von absolutem Wert zugeschrieben. Dagegen lasst sich
erstens sagen, diese Zuschreibung sei ungerechtfertigt,
denn laut der Anmerkung im Tractatus kdnnen nur die
Satze mit Dezimalzahlen und zwar nur in Verbindung mit
anderen Séatzen, gewichtet werden.

Die Kardinalsatze haben also keine bevorrechtigte Stelle
im Tractatus. lhre Rolle kann mithilfe der Principia Mathe-
matica erklart werden, aus denen das Nummerierungs-
system des Tractatus grundsatzlich Gbernommen wurde.
Dort schreiben Whitehead und Russell (1957: 91): ,,*1.01"
will mean the definition or proposition so numbered, and
+*1“ will mean the chapter in which propositions have num-
bers whose integral part is 1, i.e. the present chapter.
Chapters will generally be called ,numbers*. Ohne viel
Veranderung kann man die Kardinalsatze des Tractatus
einfach als die sechs Themen, sozusagen die Kapitel des
Buches (Satze 1-6) plus den Schluss (7), betrachten.

Das Zweite, was sich gegen diese Interpretation ein-
wenden lasst, ist, dass das erstmalige Vorkommen eines
Satzes auch nicht sein Gewicht in der Argumentation des
Textes bestimmen kann. Das allgemeine Missverstandnis
in der Interpretation Wittgensteins Nummerierungssystems
basiert darauf, einer Dezimalzahl bzw. einer Bemerkung
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weniger Gewicht als einem einzelnen Satz oder als einer
vorherigen Bemerkung zuzuschreiben, sodass eine Be-
merkung eine sekundéare Stelle in der Wichtigkeit der Ar-
gumentation haben wirde und damit auch weniger Nach-
druck. Doch wie oben gezeigt, wird eine solche Interpreta-
tion im Tractatus nicht nahegelegt. In der Tat wird im Trac-
tatus nichts dartiber gesagt, welche Satze mehr oder we-
niger Gewicht haben sollen. Nur im Prototractatus ist dar-
auf eine Antwort zu finden und nur daraus kann das logi-
sche Gewicht des Tractatus vollstandig erklart werden.

3. Die Anmerkung im Prototractatus

Im Gegensatz zum Tractatus ist die Anmerkung im Pro-
totractatus deutlich genug, in Bezug darauf, welche Satze
gewichtiger sein sollen. Diese Anmerkung lautet:

Zwischen diese Séatze werden alle guten Satze meiner
anderen Manuskripte gefugt. Die Nummern zeigen die
Reihenfolge und die Wichtigkeit der Satze an. So folgt
5704101 auf 5°041 und auf jenen 50411 welcher Satz
«ge»wichtiger ist als 5704101. (Wittgenstein 2000:
MS104, iii)

Im Prototractatus wurde die Anordnung der Séatze ur-
spriinglich mit den Begriffen ,Reihenfolge’ und ,Wichtigkeit'
gekennzeichnet. Der Ausdruck logisches Gewicht kommt
dort nicht vor. Nun, dass die Nummern die Reihenfolge
und die Wichtigkeit der Satze anzeigen, deutet an, dass
das Nummerierungssystem ursprunglich als eine Verbin-
dung dieser zwei Aspekte konzipiert wurde. Die Reihen-
folge wurde in diesem zweifachen System folgenderma-
Ben erklart: ,So folgt 504101 auf 5041 und auf jenen
570411 [...]*. Die folgende Tabelle (T2) stellt die Reihen-
folge der Satze dar:

a) 5041
b) L> 5704101
c) L> 50411

Wenn auch nicht wortlich tbernommen, wird diese Erkla-
rung der Reihenfolge der Séatze im Tractatus beibehalten.
Folgender Teil der Tractatus Anmerkung ist eine Erklarung
der Reihenfolge der Séatze: ,Die Satze n.1, n.2, n.3, etc.
sind Bemerkungen zum Satze No. n; die Satze n.ml,
n.m2, etc. Bemerkungen zum Satze No. n.m; und so wei-
ter". Was beiden Erklarungen gemeinsam ist, ist die An-
gabe, welcher Satz auf welchen folgen soll.

Streng genommen enthdlt die Darstellung des Textes im
Tractatus sowie im Prototractatus zwei Arten von Reihen-
folgen: Eine lineare und eine kategoriale. Eine lineare Rei-
henfolge besteht da, wo es eine Sequenz von Kardinal-
zahlen gibt. Hier befinden sich die Sétze auf der gleichen
argumentativen Ebene, d. h., dass in der Regel alle Satze
dort zum gleichen Thema gehdren. Sowohl das Grundge-
rist des Tractatus (Séatze 1-7) als auch die Kardinalzahlen
in Clustern von Bemerkungen (z. B.: 2.221 — 2.222 —
2.223 — 2.224 — 2.225) bilden eine solche Reihenfolge.
Diese Weise, die Satze anzuordnen, enthélt kein logisches
Gewicht, denn dieses wird nur aus Sequenzen von Dezi-
malzahlen ausgedruckt und nicht aus Sequenzen von
Kardinalzahlen, wie bei diesen Beispielen der Fall ist. In
der kategorialen Reihenfolge dagegen befinden sich die
Satze auf verschiedenen argumentativen Ebenen, denen
verschiedene Themen entsprechen. Aus diesem Grund
lasst sich diese Reihenfolge etagenférmig darstellen, wie
in T2.

Es ist wichtig zu préazisieren, dass mit Reihenfolge im
Prototractatus nur diese letzte gemeint wird, denn mit die-
ser Erklarung versucht man auf die kategoriale Anordnung
der Satze Nachdruck zu legen. Aul3erdem wére eine Erkla-
rung der linearen Reihenfolge komplett Uberflissig. Die
Idee einer Wichtigkeit der Satze im Prototractatus bzw.
eines logischen Gewichts im Tractatus steht also im Prin-
zip nur mit dieser kategorialen Reihenfolge in Verbindung.
Diese Feststellung lasst nun den Schluss zu, dass das lo-
gische Gewicht des Tractatus ausschlieBlich mit dieser
kategorialen Ebene der Argumentation verbunden ist. Als
starkste Konsequenz ergibt sich daraus, dass die Anmer-
kung im Tractatus nur eine Erklarung der kategorialen
Reihenfolge der Satze ist, womit das logische Gewicht
diese kategoriale Anordnung der Satze andeuten wirde.

Die Wichtigkeit der Satze war seinerseits im Prototrac-
tatus in der Erklarung ,[...] 50411 welcher Satz
«ge»wichtiger ist als 5°04101“ enthalten. Das Faksimile
des Prototractatus zeigt, dass dieser Teil der Anmerkung
anfénglich eine Erklarung der Wichtigkeit der Satze war,
denn Wittgenstein fligt erst spater das Préfix ,ge* vor dem
Komparativ ,wichtiger* an, um ,gewichtiger” zu bilden. Die-
se Korrektur zeigt erstens, dass das logische Gewicht in
einer initialen Wichtigkeit der Satze seinen Ursprung hat;
zweitens, dass Wittgenstein dennoch mit der Idee einer
Wichtigkeit der Séatze letztlich nicht einverstanden war.
Folglich erweist es sich als unrichtig, von wichtigeren oder
weniger wichtigeren Themen im Tractatus zu sprechen.’

Es ist wichtig festzustellen, dass im Tractatus im Gegen-
satz zur Reihenfolge eine Erklarung der Wichtigkeit bzw.
des Gewichts der Séatze nicht wieder zu finden ist. Witt-
genstein nennt im Tractatus das logische Gewicht in Ver-
bindung mit den Dezimalzahlen, aber ohne eine Erklarung
dafur zu geben. Eine ausfihrliche Erlauterung des Ge-
wichts der Séatze sollte dann von der initialen Erklarung der
Wichtigkeit der Satze im Prototractatus ausgehend aufge-
baut werden.

4. Das Gewicht der Satze

Der Satz 5°0411 ist, so Wittgenstein, «ge»wichtiger als der
Satz 5°04101. Die Reihenfolge dieser Satze wurde in T2
dargestellt. Daraus wird deutlich, dass die drei Satze dort
zu verschiedenen Ebenen in der Argumentation gehdren.
Nun kann man sagen, ein Satz habe mehr Gewicht als ein
anderer, wie es nach Wittgenstein zwischen b-c der Fall
ist, wenn ein Satz (c) zu einer nachsten Ebene in der Dar-
stellung des Textes als ein anderer (b) gehort. Das Ge-
wicht der Satze lasst sich also folgendermafen erklaren:
Fur jedes neue Niveau in der Argumentation erlangt eine
Bemerkungen oder eine Gruppe von Bemerkungen mehr
Gewicht bzw. Nachdruck. Die nachste Tabelle (T3) zeigt
graphisch diese Erlauterung:

Reihenfolge der Satze Gewicht der Satze
a) 5041 +
b) L> 5704101 ++
c) L> 5°0411 e+

Auch wenn in der Prototractatus Anmerkung nur die Be-
ziehung b-c explizit erklart wird, gilt diese Erklarung auch

* Fehlerhafte Ubersetzungen aus dem Prototractatus und Tractatus kénnten
bei einer solchen Auffassung eine Rolle gespielt haben. Stenius (1964: 4) z. B.
bezieht sich auf das logische Gewicht des Tractatus als ,logical importance’.
McGuinness et. al. (Wittgenstein 1971: 41) Ubersetzen ,more important‘, wo
im Prototractatus ,«ge»wichtiger* steht. Gleicher Fall in einer Funote in von
Wrights ,Historical Introduction“ im McGuinness Prototractatus (S. 3). ldenti-
sche Ubersetzungen in Kang 2005: 4 und Mayer 1993: 110.
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fur a-b, denn da findet die gleiche Unterscheidung und
Unterordnung argumentativer Ebenen wie in b-c statt. Da-
mit sollte also b mehr Gewicht als a haben. Nun wird deut-
lich, inwiefern Stenius' Auffassung und die sich daraus er-
gebenen Interpretationen mit Wittgensteins Ansicht nicht
Ubereinstimmen. Aus T3 kann man entnehmen, dass der
Satz ¢, so Wittgenstein, mehr logisches Gewicht als b ha-
ben sollte, auch wenn ¢ weniger Dezimalzahlen als b hat,
wahrend bei Stenius b der weniger gewichtige Satz sein
sollte und a der gewichtigere, denn b ist der Satz, der am
meisten Dezimalzahlen besitzt und a am wenigsten.

5. Schlussbemerkungen

In Bezug auf die anfanglichen Fragen dieser Arbeit lasst
sich nun sagen, dass das logische Gewicht nur auf die
Fragen b, d, e und f antworten kann. Charakteristisch bei
diesen Fragen ist, dass sie sich durch den Nachdruck der
kategorialen Unterscheidung zwischen Ebenen von Sat-
zen erkléaren lassen. Sie bilden Falle der sog. kategorialen
Reihenfolge. Die einzeln nummerierten Satze (Frage a)
und die kardinal nummerierten Cluster von Bemerkungen
(Frage c) stellen Félle linearer Reihenfolgen dar und kon-
nen nicht mittels logischen Gewichts charakterisiert wer-
den.

Die Darstellung des Nachdrucks der Satze als Gewicht
tendiert im Tractatus zum Ersetzen der urspriinglichen
Idee einer Wichtigkeit der Sétze im Prototractatus, wie die
Korrektur von wichtiger zu gewichtiger in diesem Manu-
skript zeigt. So lasst sich beziglich der Auffassungen, es
gabe im Tractatus wichtigere und weniger wichtige The-
men, sagen, sie stimmen nicht mit Wittgensteins Ansicht
Uberein. Erstens, weil Wittgenstein besonderen Wert dar-
auf legt, dass im Tractatus keine unwesentliche Aussage
zu finden ist. Dieses Merkmal, das Sparsamkeit und Lako-
nismus bei Wittgenstein erklart, kann man an mehreren
Stellen im Buch finden, aber auch ganz explizit in einem
Brief vom 07.10.19 an von Ficker, in dem Wittgenstein als
zentrales Merkmal seiner Arbeit hervorhebt, dass darin
nicht geschwafelt wird (Wittgenstein 2004). Zweitens, weil
eine solche Wichtigkeit der Séatze einen problematischen
Punkt fur die inhaltliche Kohérenz des Tractatus darstellte.
Im Tractatus wird die Auffassung vertreten, alle Satze sei-
en gleichwertig (6.4), was grundsatzlich ausschlieRen wiir-
de, von wichtigeren oder wenig wichtigeren Satzen zu
sprechen.
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An dieser Stelle ist die Meinung von Luciano Bazzocchi
von Interesse. Bazzocchi legt eine semantische Anderung
des Wortes gleichwertig in der letzten Phase des Pro-
totractatus nahe (2010: 18ff.). Ab dieser Phase, so Baz-
zocchi, hétte fir Wittgenstein das Wort gleichwertig, an-
fanglich nur in einem formalen Sinne zu verstehen, eine
weitere und zwar ethische Konnotation. Diese neue Per-
spektive, die ab Prototractatus 6.11343 zu sehen ist, wiir-
de den Bemerkungen Uber Ethik, Uber die allgemeine
Form des Satzes, uber Kontingenz und Wissenschaft
zugrunde liegen, d. h. der umstrittenen letzten Sektion des
Tractatus (Bazzocchi 2010: 17-19).

Ein zentrales Element dieser Sektion ist eben die Be-
merkung 6.4, ,Alle Séatze sind gleichwertig“. Der Kern die-
ser Bemerkung scheint aber bereits in der Korrektur wich-
tiger-gewichtiger in Prototractatus Anmerkung angedeutet
zu sein, in dem Sinne, dass sowohl diese Korrektur als
auch die Bemerkung 6.4 schlielen aus, dass den Satzen
irgendeine Art von Bewertung zukommen kann.
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1. Einleitung

Wahrend der Politische Liberalismus bis dato aus der
Finanz- und Wirtschaftskrise in seinen Grundwerten nicht
infrage gestellt hervorgeht, missen sich die Vertreter des
Wirtschaftsliberalismus seit Beginn der Krise erheblicher
Kritik stellen. Die Werte und Prinzipien des liberalen
Wirtschaftssystems werden in Zweifel gezogen und auf
das Heftigste angegriffen. Exemplarisch seien die ersten
Zeilen von Gerhard Willkes Neoliberalismus zitiert: ,Ein
Monster geistert durch die Welt. Sein Wortschatz: Profit
und freie Marktwirtschaft, Globalisierung und Laisser-faire!
Sein Projekt: Ausweitung der Marktzone. Sein Name:
Neoliberalismus.” (2003: 11)

Von dieser zu erwartenden Entwicklung abgesehen ist
die Verwendung des Wortes Neoliberalismus in seiner
Doppeldeutigkeit auffallend und irritierend zugleich. Man
kann konstatieren, dass die massivsten Angriffe auf das
okonomische Modell des Liberalismus stets unter dem
mittlerweile eindeutig negativ konnotierten Schlagwort
Neoliberalismus vonstatten gehen.

2. Neoliberalismus als Kampfparole

Neoliberalismus ist seit Jahren einerseits die Kampfparole
der globalen Kapitalismuskritik, —andererseits ein
semantischer Code im Streit um die Deutungshoheit tber
die richtige Wirtschaftsordnung — und zwar deshalb, weil
man bewusst darauf abzielt, den im Rahmen der
ordoliberalen Stromung bestehenden historischen Begriff
in sein Gegenteil zu deuten. Somit soll das Schlagwort
Neoliberalismus sowohl zur Kritik am Kapitalismus als
solchem als auch zur Diskreditierung der gesamten
Richtung des 6konomischen Liberalismus dienen.

Die Gegnerschaft ist dennoch schwierig, nicht nur, weil
der Kampf um diesen Begriff verwirrend ist, sondern auch,
da sich gegenwartig keine einzige Schule des
O6konomischen Liberalismus als neoliberal etikettiert. Es
handelt sich vielmehr um eine begriffiche Zuweisung
seitens der Kritiker, die aber bedauerlicherweise diesen
Terminus undifferenziert als anti-kapitalistischen
Kampfbegriff ~ Gber die  verschiedenen liberalen
Strémungen hinweg verwenden.

Problematisch ist zudem, dass der radikale Kritiker-
Fligel teleologisch den Fall des Wirtschaftssystems
verfolgt, obwohl kein nennenswerter Alternativvorschlag
vorliegt, was dem heutigen System entgegengesetzt
werden konnte. Einige Ideen, wie lokale Wahrungen,
Tauschringe, staatsdirigistische Modelle etc., reichen als
Alternativen — bestenfalls als komplementére Instrumente
- zur Steuerung und Lenkung moderner
Wirtschaftsprozesse heutiger Komplexitét nicht aus.

Wie konnte es aber Uberhaupt zur Wandlung des
Begriffs  Neoliberalismus kommen? Und  welche
ursprungliche Bedeutung hat dieser?

3. Die Entstehung des urspriinglichen
Begriffs

Der Terminus wurde 1938 auf dem Pariser Colloque
Walter Lippmann von den Ordoliberalen selbst eingefihrt.
Ziel war es, sich vom Laissez-faire-Liberalismus mit seiner
Ablehnung jeglicher  staatlichen  Einmischung zu
unterscheiden, der im unreflektierten Glauben an nicht
regulierte  Marktkrafte und einer sich ausschlieRlich
spontan ergebenden und selbst erhaltenden Marktordnung
in der 1929 einsetzenden Weltwirtschaftskrise desastros
gescheitert war. Zwar stehen die Ordoliberalen gleichfalls
Staatsinterventionen in  Wirtschaftsprozessen kritisch
gegenuber, zugleich aber akzeptieren sie die
Notwendigkeit einer Ordnungspolitik, die ausdriicklich die

Markte durch Setzung von normativen
Rahmenbedingungen reguliert.
Der Neoliberalismus stellt in dieser

Wirtschaftskonzeption eine politisch-6konomische
Handlungstheorie dar, die ,den Wohistand optimal férdert,
indem man die individuellen unternehmerischen Freiheiten
und Fahigkeiten freisetzt, und zwar innerhalb eines
institutionellen Rahmens, dessen Kennzeichen gesicherte
private Eigentumsrechte, freie Méarkte und freier Handel
sind." (Harvey 2007: 8) Demnach ist es die Aufgabe des
Staates, die wirtschaftlichen Rahmenbedingungen zu
schaffen: Geldstabilitét, Rechtsstiftung,
Landesverteidigung, innere Sicherheit, Strafverfolgung,
der Schutz des Privateigentums sowie die Durchsetzung
des Wettbewerbsrechts sollen primér die hoheitlichen
Felder sein, auf die sich der Staat konzentrieren soll. Im
ordoliberalen System obliegen alle anderen Felder (wie
z.B. die Verteilungsgerechtigkeit) der sich der
Marktanpassung anschlieRenden Dezision der Politik. Als
solche sind sie dem Marktfindungsprozess nachgelagert,
um die Preishildung und Guterallokation nicht zu
verzerren.

Dies korrespondiert keineswegs mit der aktuellen
Verwendung des Begriffs, der fur das allgegenwartige
Primat der Konkurrenz, der Profitmaximierung und
Kostenoptimierung, der Flexibilisierung, der Rentabilitat,
der gewiinschten Ungleichheit als Leistungsprinzip sowie
fur die Herrschaft der Kapital- und Finanzmarkte steht und
mit dem Vorrang der Wirtschaft vor der Politik, der
Deregulierung und Liberalisierung der Markte, des
Standortwettbewerbs der Nationen, der
Niedrigbesteuerung und der uneingeschrankten
Beflrwortung einer die Welt zu einem Markt machenden
Globalisierung einhergeht (vgl. Willke 2003: 11). In diesem
Kontext wird der Neoliberalismus oft als
~marktdarwinistischer Kult* (ebd.) oder als
Fundamentalismus des freien Marktes bezeichnet.
Letzteres hort sich angesichts der zugrunde liegenden
Freiheitsliebe wie ein Paradoxon an.
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4. Der Kampfbegriff als Erbe der Chicago
Boys

Der Vorwurf des Marktfundamentalismus erhélt vor allem
dadurch Nahrung, da heutzutage Abkdémmlinge des
ordoliberalen Neoliberalismus den Staat als ein Grundubel
betrachten, das mdglichst klein zu halten sei. Dem liegt ein
negatives Menschenbild zugrunde, das u.a. auf der
Pramisse basiert, dass Inhaber offentlicher Amter sich
selbst bereichern oder nahe stehende Personen
bevorzugen. Daher soll die Staatstatigkeit auf ein
absolutes Minimum beschréankt werden, um dem
Machtmissbrauch durch die Regierenden Einhalt zu
gebieten. Oftmals wird nur die Zerschlagung von
Monopolen als eine legitime Staatsintervention betrachtet.

Diese libertdre Doktrin hélt den Markt fir eine
hinreichende Bedingung zur Garantie der individuellen
Freiheiten und der Menschenrechte, wie wir sie vom
Politischen Liberalismus kennen. Empirisch betrachtet hat
der Markt solche Wunder nie vollbracht. Weder im Irak der
Post-Saddam-Ara, der ebenso mit dieser Ideologie und
Wirtschaftspolitik bedacht wurde, noch in Chile, wo diese
Wirtschaftspolitik erstmals unter dem Diktator General
Augusto Pinochet zum Tragen kam.

Pinochet holte 1975 eine Gruppe chilenischer Oko-
nomen aus den USA nach Santiago, die man die Chicago
Boys nannte, da die meisten in Chicago studiert hatten
und glihende Verehrer des dortigen Professors Milton
Friedman waren. Das chilenische Modell wurde eine Art
wirtschaftspolitisches Versuchslabor, in dem Friedmans
Entwurf einer Volkswirtschaft am lebenden Objekt der
chilenischen Wirtschaft praktische Anwendung fand.
Pinochet wiederum wollte mit Hilfe wirtschaftlichen Erfolgs
die nicht vorhandene demokratische Grundlage seines
Regimes vergessen machen.

Nach einer ,Schocktherapie* und anfanglichen Erfolgen
geriet die chilenische Wirtschaft 1982 in eine tiefe
Rezession, die zuerst die Einkommen einbrechen lief3,
dann die Arbeitslosigkeit in die Héhe trieb und letztlich den
Zusammenbruch des gesamten Finanzmarkts zur Folge
hatte. Das Scheitern des ©konomischen Reform-
programms, das in der lateinamerikanischen Schulden-
krise mundete, wurde zur Geburtsstunde des heutigen
Begriffs  Neoliberalismus. Oppositionelle  chilenische
Wissenschaftler erfanden diesen Ausdruck zur Formu-
lierung ihrer Kritik an den Radikalreformen der Chicago
Boys und ihres amerikanischen ideologischen Ubervaters
Friedman (vgl. Harvey 2007: 7-51). GemaR dessen
radikal-libertaren Konzept ist jeder Staat mit Ausnahme
eines ,Minimalstaates” (Nozick 2006) als Feindbild
anzusehen. Durch die Doktrin des Minimalstaates ergibt
sich die Nahe vieler Marktradikaler zu autoritdren
Regierungen, die mit aller Macht einen Riickzugskatalog
des Staates durchsetzen wollen. Die Hinnahme eines
autoritaren oder sogar totalitdren Staatswesens macht die
heutige neoliberale Doktrin zu einem ausschlieBlich
wirtschaftsorientierten Unternehmen — ein Faktum, das
dem ordoliberalen Neoliberalismus zuwiderlauft.

5. Der Freiburger Ordoliberalismus

Weder ist die ideengeschichtliche Verschiebung einer
Begriffsbedeutung ein neuer noch ein skandaltrachtiger
Vorgang. Wichtiger erscheint, die historische Strémung
des Ordoliberalismus néher zu erfassen: Beim Blick in ein
Lexikon findet man z.B. die Definition, dass der Ordo-
liberalismus ,eine nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg in
Dl[eutschland] entwickelte Variante des Liberalismus
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[bezeichnet], die dem Staat die Aufgabe zuweist, fur die
Aufrechterhaltung der marktwirtschaftlichen Ordnung
(insbesondere den Wettbewerb) zu sorgen und wirt-
schaftliche Stérungen durch ,marktkonforme’ Eingriffe zu
beseitigen.” (Schubert/Klein 2011: 216)

Allgemein versteht man unter Ordoliberalismus vor allem
die von der Freiburger Schule um Walter Eucken und
Franz Bohm entworfene Wirtschaftsordnung, die in Ab-
wandlung von Ludwig Erhard, Alexander Ristow und
Alfred Muller-Armack politisch als soziale Marktwirtschaft
umgesetzt wurde. Oft wird Friedrich August von Hayek den
Freiburgern zugeschlagen, wobei er gleichfalls als Mitglied
der Chicagoer Schule gilt. Hier verlauft vermutlich die
Bruchlinie: Wahrend der frihe Hayek als ordoliberal
eingestuft werden kann, scheint mir der spéte libertér zu
sein. Im Grundsatz stimme ich hier mit Peter Niesen
Uberein, der allerdings Hayek durchgéngig als ,libertarian”
verortet (vgl. Niesen 2006: 75).

Ziel des ordoliberalen Neoliberalismus ist es, mittels
eines starken Staates die Funktionsfahigkeit freier Mérkte
zu gewahrleisten. Der Staat setzt die den Markten
zugrunde liegende Wirtschaftsordnung als auch die
Wettbewerbsordnung durch, die als Rahmenbedingungen
dem Handeln der Marktakteure Einhalt gebieten und
zugleich die individuelle Freiheit dieser schitzen als auch
deren privates Eigentum sichern soll. Innerhalb dieser
institutionellen Rahmensetzung soll der Preismechanismus
den Markt rAumen — sprich: die optimale Allokation der
Produktionsfaktoren  sicherstellen. Dabei signalisiert
ausgerechnet der Begriff Neoliberalismus die Einsicht der
Ordoliberalen, die institutionelle Rahmenbedingungen und
die Schaffung einer Wettbewerbsordnung durch den Staat
(im Gegensatz zum unregulierten Laissez-faire-
Liberalismus) hervorzuheben.

6. Zurick in die Vergangenheit — Friedmans
Re-Radikalisierung

Milton Friedmans Wirtschaftsentwurf ist nicht mit den
liberalen Theoriegebilden von der Freiburger Schule bis zu
Denkern wie Wilhelm RoOpke und Alexander Rustow
gleichzusetzen. Zwar stimmt, dass sich alle gegen
Marxismus und Sozialismus, gegen staatlichen Dirigismus
und Interventionismus stellen, dennoch sind die
Unterschiede erheblich, wie man heutzutage leichter
erkennen kann, seitdem sich der Kampf gegen den ,real
existierenden Sozialismus“ und den Kommunismus
erubrigt hat.

In Kapitalismus und Freiheit von 1962 stellt Friedman
folgende Frage: ,Wie koénnen wir verhindern, dass die
Regierung, die wir geschaffen haben, ein Monster wie
,Frankenstein’ wird, das schlief3lich die Freiheit vernichtet,
zu deren Schutz wir doch die Regierung Uberhaupt erst
eingesetzt haben?* (Friedman 2010: 24) Diese negative
Grundeinstellung gegenilber der Regierung als auch
jedem Gemeinwesen schléagt sich in einem ebensolchen
Menschenbild nieder. Wider der Evidenzen der experi-
mentellen Okonomie und der Evolutionsékonomik, selbst
der Spieltheorie, die die Uberlegenheit kooperativer Spiele
veranschaulicht, ist der Homo oeconomicus Friedmans ein
simpler Nutzenmaximierer, der z.B. beziglich der Regie-
rung ,eine klare und ausfuhrliche Berechnung der Vorteile
anstellen soll (Friedman 2010: 24), denn ,[e]s werden
immer neue Regierungsverfligungen erlassen, um unser
,Streben nach Erfolg und Gewinn’ zu reglementieren.”
(Friedman/Friedman 1980: 17)
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Friedmans Kapitalismusentwurf stellt die Freiheit des
Einzelnen absolut. Im Kern geht es darum, ,die Rolle des
wettbewerblich organisierten Kapitalismus [...] als eines
Systems von wirtschaftlicher Freiheit und einer not-
wendigen Bedingung fiir politische Freiheit* (Friedman
2010: 27) herauszustellen. Sein Programm geht sowohl
einher mit einer Kommodifizierung fast der gesamten
Lebenswelt, ,[jle mehr Aktivitaten durch den Markt erfasst
werden, umso geringer ist die Zahl der Probleme, die eine
eindeutige  politische  Entscheidung und Einigung
erfordern.” (Friedman 2010: 47), als auch dem festen
Glauben an die Katallaxie, also an die sich selbst
erhaltende Ordnung der Tauschwirtschaft, die Koor-
dination ohne Zwang herstellen kann: ,Solange die
effektive Freiheit des Austausches gewahrt bleibt, ist das
Hauptkennzeichen der Marktwirtschaft, dass sich niemand
in die Angelegenheiten eines anderen einmischen kann.*
(Friedman 2010: 37) Dementsprechend schreibt er im
Autorenkollektiv mit seiner Frau Rose in Chancen, die ich
meine, dass er ,das politische System auf die gleiche
Weise wie das 6konomische System“ auffasst und das
J[bleide Systeme [...] als Méarkte angesehen [werden], in
denen das Ergebnis weitgehend durch die Zusammen-
arbeit von Personen, die ihre eigenen Interessen (im
weitesten Sinne) verfolgen, bestimmt wird und weniger
durch die sozialpolitischen Ziele, die die Teilnehmer
vorschitzen.” (Friedman/Friedman 1980: 10)

Friedmans Antrieb, der ordoliberale Neoliberalismus
musse zum Laissez-faire-Liberalismus zurtickkehren, den
er trotz dessen Versagen in der Weltwirtschaftskrise
geradezu nostalgisch verklart, lasst sich deutlich
herauskristallisieren: ,Der Liberale des 19. Jahrhunderts
betrachtete die Ausdehnung der Freiheit als den
effektivsten Weg, um den sozialen Staat und die
Gleichheit zu erreichen. Der Liberale des 20. Jahrhunderts
betrachtete die allgemeine Wohlfahrt und die Gleichheit
als Voraussetzungen oder als Alternativen zur Freiheit"
(Friedman 2010: 28) Unmissverstandlich fordert er das
Zurick in die Vergangenheit: ,Da der Begriff Liberalismus
also korrumpiert ist, werden die Ansichten, die friiher mit
seinem Namen bezeichnet wurden, heute ,Konserva-
tivismus’ benannt.“ (Friedman 2010: 29) Die Stofrichtung
zum Minimal- oder Nachtwéchterstaat ist erkennbar. Er
benutzt das Adjektiv liberal im Kontrast zu den
Ordoliberalen als libertdr im Sinne des urspriinglichen
Laissez-faire-Ansatzes. Dies bestreitet er keineswegs:
LTeils, weil ich nicht will, dass der Begriff fur MalRnahmen
missbraucht wird, die unsere Freiheit zerstoren, teils, weil
ich auch keinen besseren Begriff finde, mochte ich diese
Schwierigkeiten dadurch [8sen, dass ich das Wort
Liberalismus in seinem urspriinglichen Sinn gebrauche —
die Doktrin also damit bezeichne, die zu einem freien
Menschen gehort.“ (ebd.)

Das Ehepaar Friedman hat die Finanzkrise 2007, deren
geistige Architekten sie zu einem erheblichen Teil waren,
nicht mehr erlebt. Unter den Auswirkungen der neuen
Spielart des Laissez-faire-Dogmas in Kombination mit dem

von Friedman gepragten Monetarismus — eine
angebotsorientierte Geldpolitik, die die Geldmenge als
zentrale StellgroRBe versteht — leiden heute weltweit

Volkswirtschaften und werden noch einige Jahrzehnte
dafur bezahlen mussen. Die Gegnerschaft zur Zentral-
planwirtschaft sowie jeglicher Art von Kollektivismus hat
die Friedmans von einem Extrem ins andere gefihrt.

7. Fazit — Warum die aktuelle Debatte ins
Leere lauft

Die ideengeschichtliche Rekonstruktion sollte erhellen,
warum die Debatte um die Zukunft der Marktwirtschaft
unter dem Schlagwort Neoliberalismus ins Leere lauft.
Wahrend die Kritik an der libertaren Doktrin der Chicago
School angesichts der weltweiten Finanzkrise nicht nur
berechtigt, sondern Uberfallig ist, kann man von dieser
nicht auf andere wirtschaftsliberale Denkfamilien wie die
Freiburger Schule, deren Paradigma die Grundlage fur die
soziale Marktwirtschaft ist, schlussfolgern. Die Debatten-
vereinfachung mittels der Neoliberalismus-Keule fihrt zu
der problematischen Entwicklung, dass letztlich alle
wirtschaftsliberalen Denkschulen in Sippenhaft mit der
Chicagoer Schule genommen werden.

Der hergestellte Verblendungszusammenhang durch die
entstandene Begriffserwirrung verstellt den substanziellen
Kern der notwendigen Debatte. Die falsche Verortung des
Ordoliberalismus als Marktradikalismus (man denke an
das sozialdemokratisch anmutende (Euvre Ropkes oder
an das durch die katholische Soziallehre gepragte Werk
Oswald von Nell-Breunings) durch die Wandlung des
Begriffs Neoliberalismus birgt die Gefahr, dass der Ordo-
liberalismus diskursiv diskreditiert wird.

Die Verkirzung des Gehalts ordoliberaler Theoriegebilde
durch die Uberhéhung des Freiheitsbegriffs ist eine
weitere bedenkliche Entwicklung. An der Wettbe-
werbsordnung Walter Euckens mit den sieben konsti-
tuierenden Prinzipien (funktionsfahiges Preissystem als
Grundprinzip, offene Mérkte, Primat der Wahrungspolitik,
Privateigentum, Vertragsfreiheit, Konstanz der Wirtschafts-
politik und Haftung) und vier ,regulierenden” (Monopolkon-
trolle, Einkommenspolitik, Berticksichtung von anomalen
Arbeitsangebot, Korrektur externer Effekte) lasst sich dies
exemplarisch ~ festmachen:  Die  Grundlage des
6konomischen Liberalismus ist zu umfassend, um mit
einem simplen Freiheitsbegriff belegt zu werden. Dies
deckt sich mit dem Verstandnis der Freiburger
Ordoliberalen fir einen starken Staat sowie Haftungs- und
Verantwortungskriterien gegenuber der Allgemeinheit. Das
Freiheitsverstandnis auf die freie Nutzung des Eigentums
zu reduzieren entspricht hingegen nicht dieser
Denkrichtung. Beispiele fiir die unreflektierte Ubertragung
eines Uberhdhten Freiheitsbegriffs aus dem Politischen
Liberalismus in die Sphare des o6konomischen Libera-
lismus gibt es zuhauf. Die Diskussion Uber die Neuaus-
richtung der Marktwirtschaft nimmt dadurch ebenso
Schaden wie durch die Reduktion auf den marktwitigen
Neoliberalismus, die nur zum Fanal der Unzufriedenen
ohne Handlungsalternative wird.

Um aus dieser Sackgasse herauszukommen ware es
hilfreicher, wenn man die Chicago School vom
Ordoliberalismus separieren wirde. Ahnlich der Auf-
spaltung in der Politischen Philosophie, wo z.B. die
liberalen Denker John Rawls (1975) und Michael Walzer
(2006) dem libertaren Denker Robert Nozick gegen-
Uberstehen, kdnnte man Friedmans Schule als libertér be-
zeichnen. Da sich der Begriff Neoliberalismus semantisch
verbraucht hat, lieRe die Gegenuberstellung von Ordo-
liberalismus versus Libertarismus eine bessere inhaltliche
Auseinandersetzung um die Ausrichtung sowie die
institutionellen Instrumente der Marktwirtschaft zu. Diese
ware zudem nicht durch den bis ins sinnentleerte
verbrauchten Kampfbegriff Neoliberalismus vorbelastet.
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1. In this paper, | argue for the pervasiveness of a dynam-
ics of repression in moral life, and for the need to reorient
ethics in light of this fact. ‘Repression’, here, refers to a
family of responses to inner conflict in which one refuses to
acknowledge crucial aspects of one’s relation to others,
and actively falsifies one’s own view of it. My use of the
word does not refer to the Freudian, or any other specific
theorisation of the phenomenon. Rather, taking the reality
of the phenomenon for granted, | sketch its central role in
moral life.

2. | will start by making a distinction between moral prob-
lems as usually conceived in ethics, and real life moral dif-
ficulties. An agent with a moral problem faces (supposedly)
a situation where there is e.g. a conflict of duties, and she
has to make a hard decision about what to do. The situa-
tion seems to be difficult because it is hard to know how
one should act. Moral difficulties in everyday life tend to
take a very different form, however. The difficulty is not
that one does not know what to do, but that one is caught
up in a destructive interpersonal, relational dynamics,
driven by morally corrupt attitudes such as envy, jealousy,
vanity, greed, resentment, hatred, self-pity, or an anxious
wish for respectability. To be sure, in a situation suffused
by e.g. resentment and self-pity, it will often be very hard to
know how to act so as not to make things even worse, but
this is a symptom rather than the cause of the real moral
difficulty, which is the corrupt character of the attitudes of
some or all of the people involved.

“Not knowing” does figure crucially in such real life moral
difficulties, however, albeit in a very different form from that
imagined by philosophers. Whereas moral problems in
ethics textbooks are something the agent faces, a moral
difficulty is typically marked by the fact that there is some-
thing in one’s way of relating to others that one refuses to
face. Indeed, morally corrupt attitudes seem to be partly
constituted by the fact that when one is prey to them one
does not think one is. Thus, the vain person does not see
her own vanity but is expert at finding or imagining vanity
in others; the greedy person thinks he is merely looking
out for his legitimate interests; the quarrelsome person
never thinks she started the quarrel, it was always the
other person; the envious person does not think of himself
as envious, in his own eyes he is merely rightfully indig-
nant at the “undeserved good luck” of the object of his
envy, and so on.

In other words, morally corrupt attitudes would seem to
be premised on one’s being blind to the real character of
one’s reactions and involvement in the situation. Such fail-
ures of moral perception are not mere errors, mistakes one
makes in good faith because one has overlooked relevant
facts, but are rather the expressions of one’s actively tak-
ing a false view of one’s relation to others, which causes
one to ignore or misrepresent morally salient facts — thus,
in my greed | may ignore the human costs of a lucrative
business deal. My own active role in bringing about my
failure of moral vision is betrayed in the reactions that
manifest my resistance to seeing things as they are; in the
eagerness with which | try to justify my actions precisely

when | know they are morally speaking unacceptable, and
in my general defensiveness when my position is chal-
lenged. Thus, when you criticize me for behaving badly |
respond by accusing you of behaving even worse.

Most importantly, my own active role in the situation is
brought home to me in the sting of bad conscience | feel if
| come to acknowledge the true moral character of my ac-
tions. In feeling bad conscience | acknowledge that |
wronged someone. Morally speaking, this is the only genu-
ine form that an understanding of one’s own wrongdoing
can take; it makes no sense to suppose that someone
could sincerely think they had done something terrible, yet
suffered no bad conscience about it; what, in that case,
would their “sincerity” amount to? However, bad con-
science is liable to be confused with other reactions — be-
cause it serves our repressive interests so to confuse it. In
contrast e.g. to feeling regret that things turned out in a
certain way, bad conscience is a reaction in which the one
| wronged, and my relation to her, is in focus. | feel bad
about what | did to her; | want to ask her forgiveness for
treating her meanly or coldly or condescendingly, thus re-
pairing the damage | caused to our relationship. Insofar as
someone feels what they call “bad conscience”, but in a
way that is disconnected from a feeling for-and-with the
other person and a desire for her forgiveness, one’s moral
insight is reduced to, or rather is repressed through, a self-
centred concentration on one’s own personal guiltiness
(perhaps to the point of a conspicuous wallowing in guilt),
or on the supposed shamefulness of failing to live up to
one’s ideals. “This kind of thing was beneath me; | cannot
forgive myself for what | did”, one says, thus continuing to
ignore the person one wronged.

Bad conscience reveals, and in revealing undoes, a re-
pression. For in feeling bad conscience, | acknowledge
that what | did to the other was terrible and that there was
nothing that prevented me from seeing this terribleness. If
there had been something that really prevented me from
seeing this, | would have acted in good faith, “based on the
information available to me at the time”, and there would
be nothing for me to feel bad conscience about, although
there might be much to regret, even to the point of des-
peration (think e.g. of giving someone what one believes is
a life-saving drug, but which turns out in fact to be lethal
poison). At the same time, however, my bad conscience
also disclosed to me that | did not see what | was doing
when | wronged the other; | was morally speaking blind.
Had | seen then what | see now, | would not have acted as
| did. In other words, the experience of bad conscience
itself teaches me both that | was blind and that nothing
prevented me from seeing. But this is precisely the para-
doxical structure of repression: a blindness that is real, yet
only exists because one refuses to see. A lie one has told
oneself, yet is taken in with — but only as long as one re-
fuses to see through it. Bad conscience is the strange
moment when the blind are made to see by the small but
decisive act of opening their eyes.
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Moral Difficulties and Repression | Joel Backstrom

3. Moral difficulties with their inherent repressions are per-
sonal difficulties, but one must not confuse the personal,
i.e. the realm of personal relations, with the merely private
or subjective. Repression is not primarily a private prob-
lem, rooted in the difficulty individuals have in adjusting to
the symbolic order of the culture with its moral and other
demands. Rather, repression is a pervasive dimension of
that order itself, and of the language through which we
form, uphold and converse about it. This means that re-
pression is not only manifested in refusals to apply moral
concepts in standard ways (e.g. in one’s describing what
others recognize as a mean and cruel joke as a piece of
“innocent fun”), but also in the standard use of those con-
cepts.

Consider, to take a random example, one of the central
virtues of liberal societies, tolerance. Philosophers (see
e.g. Heid 1996; Oberdiek 2001) acknowledge certain diffi-
culties with the concept; How is one to distinguish toler-
ance from relativism and indifference? Must one tolerate
the intolerable, or be tolerant of the intolerant? However,
they normally don't discuss the moral background neces-
sary for the question of toleration to arise in the first place.
This includes a hostile or otherwise negative attitude to-
wards the other (one can hardly tolerate who or what one
approves of) and a sense that one is in a position of power
vis-a-vis them (a majority can tolerate the lifestyle of a
small minority, but the minority is simply in no position to
be tolerant, although they may be thankful for the tolera-
tion shown them). Naturally, philosophers are aware of
these facts, but their moral implication tends to be ignored.
The implication is that for me to be able to think of myself
as tolerating you, | must look at you from a position of as-
sumed superiority, from which | determine that the world
would be a better place if it did not contain the likes of you
— although | then refrain, for the sake of some further con-
sideration or other, from actually turning on you and trying
to remove you from “my” world, perhaps congratulating
myself on being so tolerant. Such conceit is hardly a great
moral achievement, and yet it seems to form the neces-
sary background of the virtue of tolerance. The real “para-
dox of toleration” would not, then, be that tolerance re-
quires us to tolerate what is intolerable in others, but that it
is premised on tolerating our own intolerance. However, a
failure properly to acknowledge this paradox, i.e. the re-
pression of this whole problematic, would seem to be a
necessary part of the normal use of the very concept of
tolerance, a precondition for its status as a bona fide moral
virtue.

But doesn't tolerance, on the contrary, mean restraining
one’s intolerant impulses for the sake of e.g. enabling
peaceful coexistence or respecting the other’'s autonomy?
Certainly, but my point is that in conceiving of the moral
task as one of restraint in the name of principles, one has
already accepted one’s own morally problematic demean-
our — the contempt, disgust, and other attitudes from which
intolerance springs — as given in a way which will be rec-
ognized as self-deceived from the perspective of con-
science. Of course it is better, i.e. less bad, to show toler-
ance than open intolerance, but surely the real moral task
is to change so as to free oneself of corrupt attitudes, not
just to restrain their outer expression.

The case of tolerance illustrates, | suggest, a repressive
“logic” pervasively present in our everyday moral thinking.
One of its main forms is to present as simply good and
laudable attitudes (e.g. tolerance) which are actually prem-
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ised on a lack of goodness in oneself, with this lack, de-
nied in oneself, then projected onto others — e.g. onto the
“intolerant” others whom “we tolerant ones” must oppose.
Elsewhere (Backstrém 2007), | have tried to show how the
same, essentially Pharisaic, dynamics is at work — natu-
rally with important variations in the interplay of specific
attitudes involved — in a host of other concepts denoting
moral virtues and values, e.g. in loyalty, respect and altru-
ism. The general, but unacknowledged, aim of these and
other patterns of repression in moral life is, | have further
suggested, to reduce what are felt to be the unbearable
demands of a wholehearted openness to the other (which
one might also call love of neighbour) to “reasonable” pro-
portions, thus “legitimising” to some extent one’s own dis-
gust, self-disgust, cruelty and the other difficulties one has
with being open. Our common language functions in a
persistently repressive way because or insofar as these
difficulties are broadly shared among us.

4. If the above is right, the task of moral philosophy should
be reconsidered, making ethics neither a normative exer-
cise, presuming to determine for us what is good and right,
nor a neutral description which doesn't challenge, but at
most presumes to “clarify the logic of’ our everyday moral
thinking. Rather, ethics should aim to describe this thinking
in such a way as to reveal the repressive dynamics actu-
ally (de)forming it, in a description which, as Wittgenstein
said, “simply puts everything before us, and neither ex-
plains nor deduces anything” (1958, §126) — but which
nonetheless does not leave things as they are insofar the
way things are, the way we normally conceptualise and
live morality, is dependent on our refusing to see what we
are doing clearly.

In fact, | have elsewhere argued (Backstrom 2011 and
2013) that the insistently ethical tenor of Wittgenstein's
philosophizing, and his characterisation of himself as a
“disciple” of Freud (1978: 41), can best be understood as
expressions of his insight into the pervasiveness of the
problematic of repression — i.e. of the dynamics of a sys-
tematic self-obfuscation — in our thinking, regardless of
whether it presents a superficially “moral” or “philosophical”
appearance.
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The Unforeseen Slips of Editors and Scholars about the
Representation of the Visual Field in Tractatus 5.6331

Luciano Bazzocchi
Siena, ItaIy | l.bazzocchi@fls.unipi.it

The sub-tree 5.6 of Wittgenstein's Tractatus, concerning
the self and the limits of language and world, is universally
considered very complex and obscure’. | think, on the
contrary, that that section is perfectly articulated and per-
spicuous, provided that we read it following each different
level of commentary, and not in the flat sequential disposi-
tion of the propositional list. For instance, the final part of
the section seems effectively nonsensical® if we follow the
arrangement of the printed edition, in this way:

5.634 This is connected with the fact that no part of our
experience is also a priori. [...] There is no order of
things a priori.

5.64 Here we see that solipsism strictly carried out co-
incides with pure realism. The | in solipsism shrinks to
an extensionless point and there remains the reality co-
ordinated with it.

It is absolutely impossible “to see” the coincidence of sol-
ipsism and realism in the fact that “there is no order of
things a priori”, and nobody could explicate such an incon-
gruous relationship. But that is a wrong manner of reading;
the only way to understand the Tractatus correctly is read-
ing it by successive levels of commentary, i.e. by following
the tree of the decimal numeration (see The tree of the
Tractatus, Bazzocchi 2010). Here, the correct reading is:

5.63 | am the world. (The microcosm).
5.64 Here we see that solipsism strictly carried out co-
incides with pure realism. Etc.

Solipsism being, so to say, an overvaluation of the “I", and
realism that of the world, on the basis of the identity of “I
and “world” we can well imagine a possible coincidence of
solipsism and realism.

A similar misunderstanding in generated by the incipit of
5.634 itself (“This is connected with”), if we connect it to
the wrong proposition®; and so on. In brief, | think that the
whole section comes out to be against Schopenhauer’'s
idea of a transcendental Ego, and not at all in favor of it, as
the mistaken reading generally suggested. In this way, we
can see and appreciate, finally, the effective picture in
5.6331, which until now all critics (with the notable excep-
tion of Russell) have completely distorted.

5.6331 For the field of sight has not a form like this:

%
|

Eye =

* As claims a champion of the sequential approach, this would be “one of the
most obscure, and most discussed, sections of an already obscure and much
discussed work” (Kremer 2004: 60). Of course, “without the numbering the
book would be an incomprehensible mess” (Wittgenstein 1969: 39), and such
appears the book, unavoidably, to they which don’t consider numbering.

2 “Wittgenstein might have added that this way of talking is nonsense”, com-
ments Black on this point (1964: 309). See also Williams 2006: 363.

3 The decimals recommend us to read in this way: “5.633 [...] And from noth-
ing in the field of sight can it be concluded that it is seen from an eye. 5.634
This is connected with the fact that no part of our experience is also a priori.
[...] There is no order of things a priori”. Nothing allows us to derive the exis-
tence itself of a seeing “I" as a-priori condition of the visual field, just as well as
there is no form a priori nor order a priori in our experience. This pass is in-
compatible with Schopenhauer’s notion of a transcendental I.

In fact, commentators think that here “the diagram portrays
the eye as occurring within the visual field’ (Morris 2008:
305), and that its negation (“not a form like this”) simply
aims to confirm Schopenhauer’s thesis about an “I” that is
not inside, but lies outside the phenomenological world.
But Wittgenstein, indeed, never planned to draw nor drew
(as we see from the original figure | reproduce here) such
an incongruous representation, of an eye “occurring within
its own visual field”. He intended negating the usual man-
ner of represent the visual field, including Schopenhauer’s
representation; what he contests, indeed, is its shape, and
the existence itself of an eye that could be deduced as a-
priori condition of a so-shaped visual field. In any case, it's
sure that Wittgenstein always depicted the figure in the
usual manner, and not at all with the eye within (?) its own
field®. See also the prototype of that proposition and its
image, on Notebook 12.8.16:
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In discussing the figure with the editor Ogden, Wittgenstein
was absolutely clear, as we see from the well known
printed edition of their correspondence (Wittgenstein 1973:
20):
[ LT - Y o will sor from oy coamecrion s welll
Fromm. the ||ii1l|].1-l:":-l e prey| ranen| busl bn maitilaed The
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wonkcwn b b i, by the way, hn mibisg sdadmr 10 A with
light guousg i i ghl s

Then, it's a pity (and a true catastrophe for tractarian
scholars) that their misunderstanding of Wittgenstein’'s aim
induced the editors of any edition or translation of the
Tractatus to falsify the picture itself. Since the only error
they were capable to imagine in the picture was that of an
eye possibly drawn inside its field of sight, they “corrected”
the original draft in this sense — enclosing the ill-fated her-
meneutical circle. Consequently, there are hundreds of
quotations of that statement that are substantially errone-
ous. This is the manner in which David Pears, for instance,
reproduces the picture (2006: 203):

Eye

No wonder if his comment, too, is completely off the point.

4 All the contrary of what scholars take for granted: “I take it that Wittgenstein
is not concerned with the shape of the visual field. What makes the picture
wrong is that ‘the eye’ is within the visual field” (Levin 1997: 298).
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The outcomes of my brief inquiry are not irrelevant. First,
it becomes indispensable a reprint of Wittgenstein's book
that makes justice to 5.6331 picture. Second, all the com-
mentaries on this picture are to be substantially revised.
From my point of view, furthermore, it will become still
more evident that only a tree-like arrangement of Wittgen-
stein’s propositions, following their decimal numbering,
allows us to understand his thought, in this one as well as
in many others cases.
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The Knowledge Economy and Africa’'s Development

Etienne Bebbé-Njoh

Yaounde, Cameroun | bebbenjohetienne@gmail.com

By adopting an action plan on the knowledge economy,
African Heads of States have shown their interest for this
new economy. To avoid disappointments as those which
resulted from the implementation of the development pro-
grams at the early 1960s then at the 1980s, it is necessary
to examine the significance and the implications of this
economy, but also to consider the particular context of
African societies. The scrutiny of the actors’ play brings out
some ethical and ideological stakes.

1. The advent of the knowledge economy

The world economy is more and more dominated by
systems of production with intellectual investment of high
intensity. This evolution, predicted by Schumpeter at the
beginning of the past century, is only the expression of one
of the heaviest trends in the gradual change of mankind.
Since the prehistoric times, progress always appeared
through the increasing part of human work in obtaining
consumer goods, and in that work, the increasing part of
the intellectual work . The affirmation of the capability of
human intelligence has grown ceaseless and, concomi-
tantly, the driving role of the intellectual development in all
spheres of humans life. For Condorcet (1793), this could
be noticed since the invention of writing.

Since the midst of the nineteenth century, one can
observe an incredible speeding up in the production of
knowledge in all fields of fundamental sciences; it is
asserted that this production already doubles every five
years (Costa 2001). And economies have become consid-
erably dependent on the use of these knowledge, with the
recourse to “intellectual technologies” very different from
mechanic technologies which characterized the industrial
society.

In that new economy, some concepts and some princi-
ples of the classical economical analysis are no longer ap-
propriate. Hence, the sacred “principle of scarcity” cannot
be applied to information and to knowledge considered as
production factors, given that they are rather on the side of
abundance; what is “scarce” is the capability to get to them
and to use them; and it is then the concern of learning and
of training.

2. The knowledge economy and cognitive
development

Firms have been naturally confronted to this problem. Be-
ing compelled to a merciless competition, they could not
skimp over actions to carry out, or over means to display,
in order to derive profit from the inputs of the new tech-
nologies which were becoming the engine of their produc-
tivity gain (Saussois 2000). The resort to theories of learn-
ing was imperative. Universities and research centres were
cheerfully called on, hereby motivated by commissioned
works.

The phrases “cognitive development” and “cognitive
education” have been put forward to designate the stream
of methods and of experiences set up with these

researches on learning. “Teaching thinking, teaching rea-
soning”, this is their common denominator (Costa 2001;
Loarer 1998). The major challenge appears to consist in
getting into abstraction, with the aptitude of reasoning on
hypotheses, a real bottleneck (Bebbé-Njoh 2002).

With this necessity of learning to think, it is the school
education in its whole which is now in question; for the
said crucial objective has always been claimed by educa-
tional projects; nevertheless it has remained a pious wish
constantly advocated in the presentations of school pro-
grams or in texts of general orientation such as the Paris
Declaration on Philosophy (UNESCO 1995). As for phi-
losophy education precisely and with this concern of learn-
ing reasoning, that is learning Logic, it is known that there
is a serious problem (Bouveresse 1987).

3. The case of sub-Saharan Africa

We have talked about the boom of the knowledge econ-
omy in countries of the North, as the fact of a speeding up
in an on-going process from at least two millions years
ago, with the coming out of particular beings: homo-habilis,
homo-erectus, homo-sapiens. These beings were physi-
cally too weak comparatively to the other beings with
whom they had to share the natural breeding. But thanks
to their brain the volume of which was still growing, they
gave proof of an efficient adaptation to varied climatic and
ecological conditions (Géardenfors 2007). With homo-
sapiens appeared two hundred thousand years ago, “intel-
ligence takes over matter” (Langaney 1998): homo-
sapiens, that is some thirty thousand people in the African
area, will snatch himself from the hold of the nature, by the
cooperation of individual intelligences getting progressively
constituted into collective intelligences.

With the speedy multiplication of Homo, and his disper-
sal all over the globe, there will not take a long time for
notably differentiations to appear in the general behaviour
of the varied human groups in the making. From the Neo-
lithic period, one can roughly distinguish two types of so-
cieties (Childe 1964): those who launch out into the creat-
ing of needs and the production of knowledge; those who
will be satisfied with an easy adaptation and will get
bogged down in a preservative inertia, thus banishing any
effort of producing innovations. The sentence “That is what
the old time people told us” expresses well this state of
mind referred to by Anthropologists when talking of the
“traditional mentality” (Horton 1987).

Now, let us listen to an African philosopher characteriz-
ing what he calls “the African thought” “This thought
doesn’t seek its justification beyond what is consecrated
by the community. It doesn't feel the need to give proofs
by individual argumentation. Its legitimacy is given by what
Ancestors have established in other times.” (Ndaw 1984)
This obvious inhibition of the critical mind constitutes, ac-
cording to Karl Popper, the main handicap of traditional
societies that he also calls “closed societies” and that he
opposes to “open societies”, those valorising the affirma-
tion of the individual and the intellectual activity (Bouver-
esse 1986). Here, Ndaw recognizes like many other Afri-
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can authors that African societies remain basically tradi-
tional societies in spite of appearances. One can say more
exactly that with their entering in contact with modernity,
these societies are in a somehow evolution, a process far
more complex than one can think.

For Karl Popper, the direction of the History of human
societies is than of moving from the state of a closed soci-
ety into than of an open one, and this passage is inescap-
able, irreversible and globally positive; this thesis is difficult
to defend today.

On the basis of his works on prehistoric societies, Childe
stated that all transformations occurring in the life of hu-
man societies can be explained by the necessity of adap-
tation to environmental conditions, without advocating
extra- historical factors.

In the “Viability Theory” of Aubin (2010), it is also a ques-
tion of a permanent process of adaptation to envi-
ronmental constraints, of physical and biological order
(with the laws of nature and the objective properties of the
matter), and of socio-cultural order. As for social systems,
the great inertia of evolution of cultural codes is brought
into light and this explains the necessity of situations of
crisis for viable changes to be expected. But for Aubin and
contrary to Childe assertions, the intellectual dynamism
characterizing open societies cannot be simply explained
as the product of reactions to external factors. Anyway,
Childe himself recognized that a closed society coming
into contact with an open society doesn’'t automatically
change into an open society.

The opening of African societies to the modern world has
been mainly marked by this phenomenon described by Giri
(1986): on one hand a passionate and even greedy quest
of the material and social well-being brought by this new
way of life; on the other hand, the incapability daily
accentuated, to master the implied technologies and even
the lack of a real and consistent will of moving towards this
mastery. This extraversion of the consummation leads un-
avoidably to a sustained pauperisation of people and to a
growing dependence of Africa (Futurs africains 2003). In
all development policies however, the poverty of African
countries is rather considered as a data of the nature.

4. The imperative of development and the
actors play

The imperative of development of African societies is only
the necessity of their adaptation to a world wherein any
autarky life has become almost impossible.

With many African countries acceding to independence
in the years 1960s, the Rostow's model of economic
growth was adopted and interpreted as reducing the de-
velopment concern of these countries to than of their in-
dustrialization, what was misleading.

At the early 1980s, the failure of development policies
built on this model was acknowledged. But for the experts
of the World Bank, this failure had to be attributed to the
lack of capital of developing economies, and to distortions
imposed by the governments on the market play. The in-
consistency of their doctrine labelled: “The Washington
Consensus” has been established. Joseph Stiglitz and the
Neo-Keynesian economists insisted on the necessity of
considering the specific freezing of these economies; they
even asserted that it is gaps in knowledge between devel-
oped and less-developed countries that account for lack of
development (Hoff and Stiglitz 1999).
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The African Union and the United Nations Economic
Commission for Africa, have adopted, in February 2005,
the action plan ARAPKE (African Regional Action Plan on
the Knowledge Economy), the implementation of which,
through 11 flagship projects, is expected to produce tangi-
ble results within 10 years.

With the project concerning Education which is largely
heading, it is planed that most primary and secondary
schools of the region will be properly equipped, so that
“young African graduate with I.C.T. skills and knowledge
that will enable them to participate confidentially in the
knowledge economy” (African Union Commission 2005).

Such an approach of the manner Africa should achieve
its insertion in the knowledge economy doesn’t seem to
take into account conclusions of available studies. Indeed,
in the report Sciences et Pays en développement pro-
duced by the French Academy of Sciences (2006), one
can read : “One has sometimes imagined that a techno-
logical jumping (frog leap) of developing countries crossing
over already obsolete stages could accelerate the dynamic
of development. Now it is known that the diffusion of these
technologies can bring a change to the socio-economic
context [...] only with the generating of an education of
quality”. If the learning of the directions of use of the new
technologies can be easy, than of their conception, which
needs a far more longer time of maturing and of progress
in abstraction, must not be lost of sight, to avoid an in-
creasing of the cognitive fracture.

The anchorage of the contemporary development of
some societies on the great intellectual revolutions of the
past is emphasized by Aubin and Haddad (2005). We think
we have personally explained the necessity of a particular
impulsion for a real take off of African societies towards
modernity (Bebbé-Njoh 2002).

The general state of infrastructures in African educa-
tional systems is not up to the mark. Conditions of work for
teachers and lecturers as for students are at the origin of
repeated strikes or threats of strike. This situation has
rather worsened at the beginning of the new millennium
(Académie des Sciences 2006).Then one should think first
to palpable improvements of the described situation. Be-
sides, while integrating reasonably the contributions of
new technologies, African schools should implement in-
tensively cognitive education, which is taking new wings
with the importance now acknowledged, of those factors
which can stimulate or in the contrary inhibit the activity of
intelligence (Loarer 1998). For when it is stated that intel-
lectual curiosity and the desire of understanding are inher-
ent to the human mind and are rooted in the “phylogene-
sis” (Aubin and Haddad 2005), there is a matter for
worrying about the visible lack of these “essential engines
of knowledge production” in African societies. And when
the rise towards abstraction is presented as the indicator of
progress in the building of “knowledge networks”, one must
think to than aversion for abstraction noticed by Alexis Ka-
game and by Malanda Dem in their descriptions of the
“African mentality” (Bebbé-Njoh 2000, 2002).

One must equally scrutinize sincerely the impact on the
activity of intelligence, of this already mentioned trait of
traditional cultures consisting in the renouncing to any
critical examination of whatever has been stated by Ances-
tors.

In short, it is a matter for promoting experimental studies
on conditions of positive modifiability of those attitudes and
behaviours related to the traditional mentality but which
are apparently inhibiting of the activity of intelligence.
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It is a similar experimental approach that Esther Duflo
(2009) has initiated in the Economy of Development, at
M.LT., with the option of going further than the mere
description of the real, and the concern for identifying
causality relationships between variables in view of some
actions. But her attachment to the paradigm of poverty
doesn’'t permit her to be interested to variables which
would be pertinent for societies remained traditional. Con-
siderations of this kind are generally eluded, for unavoid-
able musty of racism. It must be said that adepts of
different forms of racism always tried to find arguments in
some theory of human intelligence. But it is definitively
established that the notion of “race” doesn't exist in genetic
(Langaney 1998; Roubertroux 2005).

Remark

The “International Community”, in order to bring democ-
racy forward in the world, can hunt some African dictators
down their bunkers. The same community seems rather
indulgent when appropriate measures have to be taken to
get African countries seriously engaged in the process of
an authentic development, that is which doesn'’t increase
their dependence.

References

Académie des Sciences 2006 Sciences ET Pays en développe-
ment, Paris, E.D.P. Sciences.

African Union Commission 2005 The African Regional Action Plan
on the Knowledge Economy (ARAPKE), Flagship Projects, Addis-
Ababa.

Aubin, Jean-Pierre 2010 La mort du devin, 'émergence du démi-
urge, Paris: Beauchesn.

— and Haddad, Georges 2005 Informations, savoirs et apprentis-
sages, Paris: UNESCO.

Bebbé-Njoh, Etienne 2000 “Scientific Rationality and ‘African Men-
tality”, in Brogaard (ed.): Rationality and Irrationality. Contributions
of the Austrian Wittgenstein Society, Kirchberg am Wechsel:
ALWS, 70-76.

— 2002 ‘Mentalité africaine’ et problématique du développement,
Paris: L'Harmattan.

Bouveresse, Jacques 1987 La force de la regle; Wittgenstein et
I'invention de la nécessité, Paris: Minuit.

Bouveresse, Renée 1986 Karl Popper, Paris: Vrin.

Childe, Gordon 1964 La naissance de la civilisation, Paris: Gonth-
iers.

Condorcet 1793 (re-issue 1971) Esquisse d'un tableau historique
des progres de I'esprit humain, Paris: Editions sociales.

Costa, Arthur 2001 Developing Minds, California: Browse ASCD
Books.

Duflo, Esther 2009 Expériences, science et lutte contre la pauvreté,
Paris: College de France.

Futurs africains 2003 Afriqgue 2025: quels futurs possibles pour
I'Afrique au Sud du Sahara? Paris: Karthala.

Gardenfors, Peter 2007 Comment Homo est devenu sapiens,
Paris: Sciences humaines.

Giri, Jacques 1986 L’Afrique en panne, Paris: Karthala, 188-189.

Hoff, Karla and Stiglitz, Joseph 1999 Modern Economic Theory and
Development, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Horton, Robin 1986 “Tradition and modernity revisited”, in M. Hollis
(ed.), Rationality and Relativism, Cambridge: The M.L.T. Press,
201-260.

Langaney, André et al. 1998 La plus belle histoire de 'nomme,
Paris: Sciences sociales.

Loarer, Even 1998 “L’éducation cognitive”, Revue Francaise de
Pédagogie, n° 122, Paris.

Ndaw, Alassane 1984 La pensée africaine, Dakar: Les Nouvelles
Editions Africaines.

Roubertroux, Paul 2005 “Intelligence: la part des génes”, Sciences
humaines n° 164, Paris.

Saussois, Jean-Michel 2000 Société du savoir et gestion des con-
naissances, Paris: O.C.D.E.

29



Life as a Soap Opera: Concerning the “Middle” Wittgenstein’'s

Concept of Time

Ondfej Beran

Plzen, Chech Republic | jerdnonareb@seznam.cz

1.

The analytical expositions of time often begin with
McTaggart's (1908) distinction between time concepts.
There are two principal perspectives on time. Either we
may see time as a line, flux of moments, going from the
distant future, through the near future and the present to
the past. This is called A-series. Or we may see the rela-
tions between time moments in terms of “earlier” and
“later”. In this B-series, each moment is defined by its po-
sition towards earlier and later moments.

Mc Taggart endeavored to prove that both these con-
cepts are incoherent; and proposed to analyze time in an
alternative way. In the so-called C-series, time is only an
organizational principle of events that we understand as
certain specific succession. The succession X-Y-Z means
that we understand “Y” as “following X and preceding Z”
and it would make no sense to conceive of it otherwise.
Since the C-series is a static organizational principle,
McTaggart claims time to be unreal, and consequently any
concept of time as dynamic or fluent to be incorrect.

Many analytical expositions of time proceed in the light
of McTaggart's distinctions — the authors usually focus on
the basic distinction between A- and B-series (e.g. Oak-
lander 2004), while neglecting his positive C-series pro-
posal. In Wittgenstein's case, the most important point is
one feature of the distinction between A-series on the one
hand, and the two other series on the other hand. A-series
presents the whole of time (a perspective not quite dis-
similar from the conceptions of actual infinity, criticized by
Wittgenstein), while B- and C-series offer a perspective
from within time. (On the other hand, there may be a prob-
lem with the static character of both B- and C-series
views.)

The most of — and the most straightforward — remarks on
time are found in the “middle” Wittgenstein’s writings. The
guestion whether such a person existed and in what period
is still open and hard to solve; for our question the most
interesting remarks come from the years 1929-1931, which
falls in e.g. Jacquette’s (1997) periodization of the “middle”
Wittgenstein. It makes some sense to limit the period of
Wittgenstein’s emphasis on time into this alleged “middle”
stage, as it is one of the most prominent symptoms of his
interest in “phenomenological” topics (unlike the analytical
mainstream, the phenomenological tradition has always
paid much attention to time). | will refer principally to MSs
105-110 (Wittgenstein 2000) most of which form the back-
ground for Philosophical Remarks (Wittgenstein 1964).

2.

The “early” Wittgenstein (1961) mentions time as one of
the “forms” of objects (TLP 2.0251). Along with space and
color, time is a necessary constituent of any object our ex-
perience can access. Tractatus doesn't tell much more
about time. The early attempts from late twenties to amend
the Tractarian conception (Wittgenstein 1929) suggest that
time should enter the correct logical analysis of elementary

30

propositions as some kind of coordinate or index. Since
this pictures time as a line of moments each of which has
its own identifier, this may be close to McTaggart's A-se-
ries concept.

However, Wittgenstein soon realized that the correct
analysis of time cannot be that easy. In his manuscripts
from late twenties and early thirties, he distinguishes be-
tween “information time” and “memory time”. He doesn’t
propose metaphysics of time (the question what time really
is is never asked); the purpose is to provide a grammar of
our temporal concepts. According to Wittgenstein, when
speaking of time, we operate within — at least — two differ-
ent conceptual regimes. The rules holding within each of
them must not be applied to the other one; they cannot be
confused, if we strive for a correct description. The infor-
mation time is a label for the notion of time used in physics
(for example). Here, “time” is a magnitude that can be
measured and quantified. It constitutes a line of mo-
ments/intervals each of which is as big and as important as
any other. The Tractarian view on time as well as the later
coordinate proposal seems to be close to this notion.

On the other hand, the much stressed “phenomenology”
inclines towards favoring the memory-concept. Unlike
physics, whose verification requirements are quite specific,
phenomenological grammar is interested in common
speaking of time, beyond the strict limitations of science.
The experience — the way we normally talk using time con-
cepts — is structured otherwise than in terms of the physi-
cal (information) time. The organizational principle here is
the memory time; any experience has an inherent temporal
dimension, however immediate and momentary it may be.

There are several things speaking against applying the
information concept of time here. It has its own relevance,
but only with respect to specific context. Its main problem
is that it can be understood as picturing time in terms of
the line of various presents (present moments), each of
which is indexed by itself, but is also equal to each other.
Within this framework, the past and the future are only
presents carrying indexes differing from the index of the
actual present (moment). However, our concepts of the
past, the present and the future don't work this way. The
past and the future are rather necessary requirements for
understanding the present we live in.

The information time concept has similar problems as
the possible-worlds analysis of modalities. There, the dif-
ference between possible, actual and necessary is leveled
out, in favor of actuality across different possible worlds.
What is possible is actual in some possible world; what is
necessary is actual in all the possible worlds. However, in
our world (the world), no possibility or necessity consists in
actual occurrence somewhere beyond the realm of our
reality. The possibilities and necessities lay within its
boundaries. In the grammar of our language, modalities
constitute the semantics of the actual (events, facts, situa-
tions, deeds). We wouldn't be able to think of anything as
actual — in the sense we understand it — apart from its
functional relationship to what we call “possible” and “nec-
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essary”. The approach identifying necessary with actual
occurrence in all the possible worlds provides no tool for
distinguishing between empirical totality and syntactic ne-
cessity. In other words, we can ask whether something
that holds in all the possible worlds, holds necessarily in all
these worlds, or whether it is a contingent fact that it is
everywhere. “Necessity” and “possibility” should rather not
be interpreted as “actuality, just in some other reality — or
aggregate of realities — than this one”.

The information concept of time treats the past and fu-
ture as presents, just in some other time than right now.
They are considered to be different — but in themselves
equally present — moments of the timeline. Yet “past” and
“future” are rather constitutive parts of our understanding
of the present. Wittgenstein's “memory-view” on present
doesn’t see it as a non-dimensional, inconceivable point of
the timeline, distinguished by a unique index and sur-
rounded by immense abysses of the past and the future.
The present we live in includes also memories and ex-
pectations and (its meaning) could not be described and
understood without including the levels of memories and
expectations (Art des Gegebenseins of the past and the
future). The present would have no meaning without the
past and the future. As a volatile moment, it would tell and
contain nothing. But it does tell and mean something.

3.

Wittgenstein depicts this difference by a remarkable
movie-metaphor. The present is not just the one film
frame, actually projected. The present is the whole movie
on the screen. When | watch a movie, | see and under-
stand the whole story. If | watched only the one frame, |
would not see meaningful events, situations and person-
alities. But what makes them meaningful, is not already
lost in the past. That what | watch — the movie, the story,
the message — is exactly what | watch, not what | watched
(after all, even the English tense “has been watching” is
present perfect). On the other hand, the understanding
and interpretation of the movie is always projected into the
future, it builds also upon expectations.

When | look at a movie, the people | see have personal-
ity, qualities, abilities, they are “somebody”. So Clint East-
wood’s character in whatever moment of The Good, The
Bad and The Ugly is not just the guy in the green poncho. |
know | see (presently) the one who shoots the fastest —
even if | do not see a gun in his hand in the moment. And
though the information that enabled me to do so is in some
sense already past, this complex understanding is present.
| think that the same is true about most of our experience
of time: my present (but also other people’s present), as |
see it, contains also my past and my future, and without
them it wouldn’t have the meaning it has — in the present. |
can understand my present only as a viewer of (or also a
character in) a story with duration in time.

The movie-metaphor proves to have its strength, and it
succeeds in illustrating how our concepts of time and the
present work. | think that its potential will emerge in a more
distinct shape if we follow the metaphor consequently and
try to develop it to its very endings. The specificity of Witt-
genstein’s notion of time lies in its phenomenological fo-
cus. The space as we perceive it (speak meaningfully
about it) mean space with somehow verschwommen
boundaries. The visual space cannot be understood as
some part of the “physical” space, with artificially blurred
margins. The blurredness belongs to its essence — it is the
way we see the world: as emerging from the invisible,
without sharp transition. The same is true of time: the past

and the future we are able to conceive of non-trivially are
not infinite. Yet, on the other hand there is no sharp begin-
ning or ending. The time within which we live emerges
from a larger whole of time that we are able to understand
only indirectly. And both these concepts are limited and
rather vague.

We must not forget about the role of the information con-
cept. That is, in the everyday life, we commonly suppose
that time is infinite line (contamination with the information
time concept that definitely is a part of our interpreta-
tions/reflections of our phenomenological time). Just the
conceivable past and future that has some nontrivial/more
specific content is limited. Our experience (interpretation)
of the present emerges from (incorporates) a memory of
the past and anticipation of the future that partly is and
partly is not only mine, while the boundary between mine
and not-mine is not sharp. The past and the future com-
prising the project of my present outsteps the interval of
my life, yet | am not able to conceive of the past and the
future that | consider as unlimited/infinite — unlike the ab-
stract concept of time we all know from school.

4.

What potential does all this offer to the movie concept?
The time-movie within which | act has no clear limits | am
able to grasp. Though for the time being | may be its prin-
cipal actor, | could not constitute its meaning just by myself
(i.e. I am not the only character), and my concepts of the
past and the future as they project into the meaning of my
present admits that | have not been present from the very
beginning nor | will be until the very end.

So the meaningful stream of my present is rather more
like a soap opera stream from which | emerge: we may
imagine sagas like The Young and The Restless, General
Hospital, Days of Our Lives. The beginning (semantic
standards) of the present that define my identity goes be-
yond the reach of my memory. Hardly anyone acts here
from the very beginning to the very end, let alone as the
principal agent. And from the other point of view, also
regular viewers usually cannot easily point at the precise
beginning of their acquaintance with the opera. And the
future within such a stream can be expected to process
the same way.

One movie often has one principal agent (sometimes it
can be the only person acting within it), she/he can also be
present in the foreground all the movie time. That is,
her/his performance can be limited sharply. So a movie is
not enough. Yet the soap-opera model has some more
advantages. Let's consider another, alternative metaphor —
the James Bond movies. Even there, the present in terms
of which | understand the appearance and performances
of 007 is constituted by a tradition that outsteps my mem-
ory and may outstep my future life as well. Yet the logic of
time is considerably disrupted here. The sceneries of the
worlds change in time, the character does not. He is the
principal actor (defining the show) and indispensable. He
is also not a bodily person (remember the multiple altera-
tions of the stars), implied not to grow old and not to de-
velop mentally. Though his personality emerges from a
rich context, this context is almost without exception
shaped by ritual (cyclic) iterations of untimely present.
James Bond seems to be an untimely, private hero.

On the other hand, the flux of life in soap operas thema-
tizes time explicitly in phenomenological terms — we may
view the presented world from the centered point of view of
any of the actors, yet on the other hand the characters are
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born, grow old, come, leave, and die. Also, no one of them
stands alone. The world created here outsteps typically the
horizon of any individual experience, and the interactions
between the agents represent the substantial content of
the events course. It is an intersubjective (not just individ-
ual) and inherently temporal world.

It is true that the later Wittgenstein was not that inter-
ested in the questions of time, so we may only guess
whether he would have elaborated his time concept to-
wards a series- or soap-opera-model (let alone the possi-
bility he would have lived long enough to see the boom of
real soap operas in TV). Yet | think this would be a legiti-
mate working-out and finalization of his original movie-
metaphor of the present, quite consistent with his later phi-
losophy.
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“The human body is the best picture of the human soul.”
L. Wittgenstein Philosophical Investigations

1. Introduction

Certain concepts of personal identity or the self serve as a
basis of all ethical and philosophical discussions. Anti-
Cartesian uniqueness of the 20th century philosophy as
well as a dynamic development of sciences have led to the
emergence of a new naturalized picture of man in which
the concept of free will has been replaced with human
agency. This picture is contradictory to a traditional under-
standing of man though it does not supplant it. It is dis-
cussed by scientists, philosophers in the media and in lit-
erature so it indirectly affects a common individual. At the
same time, the dualistic language is still used, which leads
to an interpretative conflict.

I will present only certain aspects of this transformation
of the picture of man and its consequences for the fields of
ethics, modern philosophy of mind, epistemology and cog-
nitive science. | will base my arguments on a few con-
cepts: bounded rationality, embodied mind, Ego Tunnel
(Thomas Metzinger) and some discoveries in the field of
neurosciences not touching upon the subject of such con-
cepts as embedded logic, cognitive grammar, embedded
Al, epigenetics, etc. Finally, | will move to explain why this
situation serves a pretext for philosophical and social dis-
cussions. | shall show how a fully naturalized picture of
man functions in society and what ethical issues it raises.

2. Cartesian concept of man vs. selfless
human

Rene Descartes assumed that the self is identical with a
thinking thing (res cogitans) which, mutatis mutandis, may
be defined as a field of mental states. It is independent of
its physical carrier — the body (res extensa). Such point of
view includes an assumption of internal substantialist layer
of man which possesses the possibilities of conscious, co-
herent and objective perceiving and experiencing the real-
ity. Consequently, cogito is the main source of all actions
of an individual. A similar dualistic concept of man is pre-
sent in the greatest monotheistic religions. It also emerges
from intuitive folk psychology (Hood 2009: 135-137).

From a scientific perspective, human is treated as a bio-
logical organism. All behaviors and abilities are perceived
as evolutionary adaptation or its adverse outcomes. Tho-
mas Metzinger says about Consciousness Revolution
(Metzinger 2009: 212) i.e. the level of knowledge of current
era. Nowadays, thanks to complex technology we are able
to distance ourselves from naive realism and innate ways
of perception. The world turns out to be more of a process
than substance. Colors perceived by a man do not really
exist but they are the result of evolutionary adaptation of
an eye to interpret a particular part of electromagnetic
spectrum. Some examples of neuropathological disorders
show that behind the unity of sensual perception stand

very complex processes whose effect is only realized by a
man. Metzinger claims that the self works in a similar way,
that it is a naturally experienced illusion and a type of use-
ful evolutionary adaptation to environment.

Metzinger (2009: 208-209) is a follower of “neuroscepti-
cism” or “no-self doctrine” as called by Gallagher (2008:
198-199). According to this approach, there is no such
thing as a substantialist self, which does not exclude the
first-person perspective — Ego. It serves as a useful tool: it
allows for treating yourself as an individual relatively inde-
pendent from the environment. On the other hand, Ego
enables us to understand each other through empathy and
mind-reading. As a result, the consciousness and being
aware of self-existence is a way of representing the world,
while the self is only a temporary process and it does not
perform any important explanatory function.

The stand according to which the self is only an illusion
has been widely discussed by various modern philoso-
phers like Nietzsche, Husserl, Sartre, Foucault or Gray.
Moreover, in academic literature we can often find the in-
fluence of neurophysiological determinants on seemingly
intimate and independent mental sphere. A man is de-
scribed as a container for genes (Richard Dawkins), men-
tal body (Antonio Damasio) or chemical mixture comprised
of five elements (Hoimar von Ditfurth). These concepts
enter into popular culture and are assimilated through lan-
guage and the media (See section 4). However, they do
not replace a popular dualistic model of man but co-exists
with it. The consequences of such combination are still
difficult to assess.

3. Selected concepts supporting selfless
image of human

A few concepts are particularly important to discussions on
condition of man. One of them is a widely accepted idea of
the embodied mind. It assumes that (1) there are no such
mental processes or internal properties that could be tran-
scendental, ethereal or autonomical in terms of physicality;
(2) they are rooted i.e. shaped in the interaction with social
or natural environment (Glannon 2011: 12). This concept
or some if its aspects have matured in the views of many
profound modern philosophers. In this anti-Cartesian phi-
losophical atmosphere, the idea has been explained in
cognitive science for the last 30 years and has gained im-
mense popularity. We can say that it is a new way of per-
ceiving human (and animal) mind which is opposed to
computationalism and connectionism. In consequence, it
has an effect on such fields as cognitive psychology, em-
bedded Al, linguistics, anthropology (Hutchins), philosophy
and even embedded logic.

According concept of the embedded mind, it is the primal
pre-reflective experience that places a subject in the world
and enables him to function efficiently. The body, on the
other hand, is a place where subjectivity is born and where
it develops. Thanks to the body, the existence is possible.
Human being lives in a permanent relationship with the
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world and he always exists in relation to it. He may not
separate himself from this experience, he may not be a
kind of a mental “ascetic”, an independent observer nor a
moderator of his behavior.

As a result, cogito is no longer unique; what is more, it
loses its explanatory power. A way of thinking is deter-
mined by a type of physical structure of an organism, a
situation and a cultural context, etc. In most cases the
processes that lead to certain arguments are unclear and
subconscious — only the result of the thought becomes
conscious. Research of many scientists (e.g. Damasio)
show that every rational decision must be tangled up with
emotions. Otherwise, paradoxically, it becomes illogical.
Adaptation mechanisms, visible in the language itself,
stand behind this phenomenon. For example, metaphors
are based on the uniqueness of human experience.
“Warm* is associated with love; “cold” is associated with
hate while “health” with up and “iliness” with down, etc. On
a similar basis, we come to reason the world. We describe
reality, including cultural aspects, according to certain pat-
terns typical for our embodied way of functioning in the
environment: “the box model” (inside/outside), “part-the
whole”, “source-path-aim”, etc. (Lakoff, Johnson 1999: 31-
34,118-129).

Another concept connected with the embodied mind is
the idea of bounded rationality (H. Simon, G. Gigerenzer,
D. Kahneman & A. Tversky et al.). It appeared as the an-
swer to the problems of classical rationality. Within this
model objectivity, cohesion and computing abilities of hu-
man beliefs are challenged. The model assumes that in
the process of evolution the decisions that have survived
were the ones that were (1) taken rapidly with (2) unavoid-
able information deficit. Behaviors are effective when un-
dertaken on time in order to avoid danger. Precise recon-
struction of reality and situations has never been neces-
sary. In the process of natural development, tested in hu-
man phylogenetics, appeared heuristics — simplified
mechanisms of decision-making. These strategies act be-
low the level of consciousness and are responsible for in-
tuitive choices. In the next section, | will show a few exam-
ples how the abovementioned concepts are assimilated by
societies.

4. Problems with ethics of selfless mind

Summing up my previous thoughts, mainly in the last few
decades we have been able to observe a naturalized pic-
ture of man that is very much different from the traditional
and intuitive approach. The concept of the substantialist
self was challenged. As already said, the debate on the
matter is not held by scientists only, but in a more simpli-
fied form it is present in the media and broadly defined cul-
ture. On the one hand, postulates for the naturalized pic-
ture of man are visible in educational programs and books.
On the other hand, the knowledge on determinants of
mental states is simply used to achieve certain goals (e.qg.
in neuromarketing). Both these perspectives constitute a
source of ethical problems and call for international dis-
cussion.

Interpretative conflict in adopting these opposite pictures
of man is visible in many phenomena. The first is the in-
terference of politics in the media in form of social cam-
paigns. A high increase in problems deemed mental ac-
cording to the Cartesian division has been observed. Cer-
tain correlations have been discovered, like the one be-
tween the way and place of existence as well as hormones
affecting human mood (cortisol connected with stress,
anxiety; estradiol may increase libido, etc.) and the
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changes in psyche. Dualistic language is the same, but the
boundaries of the definition have faded away — independ-
ent mental and separate physical lives have seized to ex-
ist. That is why, road signs warn us against fatigue and
driving under the influence of alcohol; social campaigns
promote a balanced working day to prevent heart dis-
eases, stress and depression.

A phenomenon worth analyzing is the comparison of
humans to animals and searching for or erasing the crite-
rion proving superiority of men. A set of qualities of homo
sapiens believed to be unique (thinking, awareness, using
tools, language, etc.) is shrinking. Even so well grounded
specific quality as the language is being challenged. It is
known that there are animals which have a richer “vo-
cabulary” than small children. Moreover, if we assume that
the language makes a man better from e.g. a chimpanzee,
why can we claim that a more eloguent person is better
than a less educated one (Harris 2005: 178)? And if there
are no substantial differences between people and ani-
mals, we may pose the question of how much human de-
sires affect our thoughts, value system and morality.

People are overloaded with information about their nu-
merous external determinants often without clearly ex-
plained reflection on the consequences of this condition. It
turns out that “the self” exists only as a process with no
autonomy and objectivity, which is meticulously used by
the media. For more than a decade we have been able to
observe the development of neuromarketing. While ana-
lyzing the effectiveness of an advertisement, a lot of atten-
tion is paid to the correlation between the provided mes-
sage and the neuronal stimulation that is often dependent
on gender. Other aspects of functioning of the receivers
below the level of consciousness are also closely evalu-
ated. The aim is not to convince but to control human be-
havior. Such manipulation that employs natural ways of
perceiving reality may turn out to be very successful. The
question is whether we can use it even with good inten-
tions like discouraging people from smoking.

Another aspect worth discussing is cognitive enhance-
ment. While treating mental states similarly to embodied
structures, it was discovered that there can be modified
with pharmaceuticals or invasive procedures. Hormones
such as dopamine, cortisol or oxitocin stimulate certain
types of behavior, which means that chemistry in a way
regulates social life. It is an ethical issue of how far we can
interfere into our senses. Scientists who have substantial
knowledge about cognitive enhancement show a marked
tendency in using it in practice. About 20 per cent out
1,400 of respondents from 60 countries admitted to taking
pharmacologically unfounded concentration or memory
enhancement medicine (Metzinger 2009: 231).

The naturalized picture of man built in modern philoso-
phy and science consistently excludes the possibility of the
existence of autonomic mental states. There is no such
thing as personality; we can act as different persons de-
pending on the place where we currently are: at work,
school, home. A change in character is natural as much as
being affected by external influences or having no objec-
tive status of decision-making. Appropriate to the new pic-
ture of man would be new ethics — selfless ethics. It is
within its boundaries — accepting the stability of complex
human organism and not its “internality” — new regulations
of social life should arise. Many people are aware of the
fact that their way of thinking does not depend on their will.
They know that it is imposed and it relies on the reception
of reality. It is a common knowledge that the Internet
changes our perception. We know that sometimes we act
automatically and we may play with our mental states by
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taking non-addictive pharmaceuticals. The consequences
of accepting the labile personality are difficult to predict,
however, this process has already started. Media, corpo-
rations or many specialized courses teaching techniques
of manipulation use this knowledge for private purposes.
Such facts make us realize that we must adapt to reality
and current knowledge about humans and in the end cre-
ate selfless ethics.

5. Conclusions

There is no doubt that the last century's uniqueness was
based mainly on (1) a strong naturalization of mental
states. The perspective of certain types of “souls” is be-
coming highly dubious. It turns out that (2) the self is de-
pendent on the environment and stops being immanent (3)
being in constant relation with the world instead. What is
more, (4) it loses the status of a real being and is becom-
ing only a process that creates an illusion of an internal
homunculus. Meanwhile, (5) only the result of the mecha-
nisms creating the awareness and allowing for the first-
person perspective are grasped in conscious reflection. In
consequence (6) the bodiliness is a centre of perspective
through which the world is given. These (7) discoveries
popularized by sciences are reflected in social life. We use
their achievements and the implications are in a way real-

ized by a common user of culture. (8) Will turns out to be
limited just like rationality, (9) economic heuristics shape
our decisions while (10) ethics and values are strongly
rooted in and conditioned by human experience and (11)
there is a strong need for a wide discussion on what self-
less ethics concerning human nature should look like and
how to shape the awareness of men.
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1. Historische Vorbemerkung

In vielen Wissenschaften und auch auf3erhalb der Wissen-
schaften spricht man heute von Systemen und arbeitet
sowohl mit dem Systembegriff als auch mit Systemen. Carl
von Linné (1707-1778) hat 1735 sein systema naturae,
einen Versuch zur Einteilung oder Klassifikation der ge-
samten Natur, vorgelegt. Auch Hegel verwendete den
Ausdruck System, doch die Bezeichnung System wurde in
die Biologie und damit in die Wissenschaft Giberhaupt von
dem Austrokanadier Ludwig von Bertalanffy (1901-72)
eingefuhrt und zwar in der Form von Allgemeine System-
theorie. Von Bertalanffy gab auch eine Zeitschrift dieses
Titels heraus. Er ging von der Chemie aus, hatte die Sys-
teme nach ihrer Gleichgewichtsart unterteilt und dabei vier
Arten von Gleichgewicht unterschieden und damit auch
vier Arten von Systemen erhalten. Da biologische Systeme
einen dynamischen Charakter haben, sprach von Berta-
lanffy von FlieRgleichgewicht.

In der Medizin haben wir es vor allem mit zwei Arten von
Systemen zu tun: einmal kann man den gesamten Orga-
nismus samt seiner Teile als System auffassen, d.h. nicht
nur der ganze Organismus ist ein System, sondern auch
die groRen Organsysteme und wiederum auch deren Teile,
wie alle groBen Organe, haben Systemcharakter. Auch die
Zelle ist ein System.

Zum anderen spricht man auch von Wahnsystemen, d.h.
manches, was ein an Schizophrenie oder an einer Manie
erkrankter Patient offensichtlich erlebt, durchlebt und auch
bei Befragen offenbart, hat ebenfalls Systemcharakter.
Eine wichtige Unterscheidung ist die zwischen normalen
Erfahrungssystemen, an denen wir teilhaben und Wahn-
systemen, die entweder als Ganzes oder in ihren Teilen
Aspekte haben, die dem normalen Erfahrungssystem wi-
dersprechen und gravierende Konsequenzen fir das Indi-
viduum und sein soziales Umfeld haben.

Systeme sind eine bestimmte Art von Ganzen, und sie
weisen deshalb eine mereologische Struktur auf, d.h. man
muss zunachst fragen, ob sie echte Ganze sind oder nur
Aggregate, und wenn sie echte Ganze sind, welcher Art
von Ganzen sie zuzurechnen sind.

2. Die Mereologie des Aristoteles und das
mereologische Dreieck

Im Buch A seiner Metaphysik geht Aristoteles auf ver-
schiedene Arten von Ganzen ein. Er unterscheidet zu-
nachst Ganze von Gesamtheiten, wie das Plato im Par-
menides schon getan hatte. Gesamtheiten (panta) wie
Zahlen sind keine echten Ganzen (holon). Das zeigt sich
schon daran, dass bei der Subtraktion eine neue Zahl ent-
steht, man also Gesamtheiten im Gegensatz zu echten
Ganzen nicht verstimmeln kann.

Bei den echten Ganzen unterscheidet Aristoteles zwi-
schen homogenen und heterogenen Ganzen. Bei ersteren
wie z.B. Wasser, Luft, Butter hat das Ganze dieselbe
Struktur wie seine Teile, d.h. sowohl das Ganze als auch
seine Teile sind homogene Ganze. Die Position der Teile
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spielt keine Rolle. Es stellt sich also heraus, dass auch die
homogenen Ganzen keine echten Ganzen sondern Ge-
samtheiten sind. Bei den heterogenen Ganzen, also allen
Lebewesen und auch Artefakten, sind die Teile verschie-
den und kénnen auch wechseln. Im Gegensatz zu den
homogenen Ganzen ist neben der Teil-Ganzes Relation
auch die Teil-Teil Relation grundlegend, d.h. die Position
der Teile spielt eine wichtige Rolle.

Spéter, im Mittelalter, hat man an diese Unterscheidun-
gen angeknupft und zwischen quantitativen und qualitati-
ven Ganzen unterschieden. Bei quantitativen Ganzen wie
der kirzesten Strecke zwischen zwei Punkten, ist in der
euklidischen Geometrie auch jeder Teil der kirzeste, d.h.
die Eigenschaft die kirzeste Strecke zu sein, verhalt sich
transitiv vom Ganzen auf die Teile. Nelson Goodman wir-
de das dissective nennen. Im Falle qualitativer Ganzer wie
einem schoénen Gesicht ist das nicht der Fall. Nicht jeder
Teil eines schonen Gesichtes muss selbst wiederum
schon sein. Die Eigenschaft schon ist nicht vom Ganzen
auf die Teile vererbbar. Albert von Sachsen hat sogar dar-
auf hingewiesen, dass dabei die Potentialitét eine Rolle
spielt, d.h. eine weniger schéne Nase kann durch ein
sonst schones Gesicht schéner erscheinen. Leibniz hat
diese Analyse auf die Unterscheidung von naturlichen und
kinstlichen Maschinen angewandt. Bei natirlichen Ma-
schinen, also bei Lebewesen ist jeder Teil wiederum eine
Maschine, bei kinstlichen ist das nicht der Fall, nicht jeder
Teil ist eine *Maschine. Analog ist in der besten aller még-
lichen Welten nicht jeder Teil der beste. Es gibt mdgliche
Welten, die nicht die besten sind, in denen Teile besser
sind als in der besten Welt.

Eine weitere wichtige Unterscheidung hat Aristoteles in
De Anima getroffen, indem er zwischen Teilbarkeit und
Trennbarkeit von Teilen differenziert hat. Teilbarkeit kann
rein distinktionell oder begrifflich sein, wie z.B. die zwi-
schen den drei Seelen oder Seelenteilen wie anima vege-
tativa, anima sensitiva und anima rationalis, die zwar un-
terscheidbar, aber die untrennbar sind. Im Falle integraler
Ganzer sind manche Teile abtrennbar und manche nicht,
bei Aggregaten sind alle Teile abtrennbar und kénnen fir
sich bestehen, und im Falle von essentiellen Ganzen ist
kein Teil abtrennbar, alle Teile sind wesentlich und damit
unverzichtbar.

Stellt man diese Analyse homomorph zum logischen
Dreieck, dann erhalt man das mereologische Dreieck.?

Kein Teil ist abtrennbar
E Essentielles Ganzes

Alle Teile sind abtrennbar
Aggregat A

I O

Einige Teile sind abtrennbar und einige Teile nicht
Integrales Ganzes

Wenn Systeme echte Ganze sind, dann haben wir es mit
vier Arten von Relationen zu tun: Die Beziehung zwischen
dem Ganzen und seinen Teilen und umgekehrt die Bezie-

* Cf. Monadologie §64
2 Cf. Burkhardt 1989: 176
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hung zwischen den Teilen und dem Ganzen, die Bezie-
hung zwischen den Teilen selbst, und letztlich die Bezie-
hung zwischen verschiedenen Systemen. Diese letztere
Beziehung kann wiederum durch Systeme bewerkstelligt
werden.

3. Der menschliche Organismus die grof3en
Organsysteme und die Organe

Der menschliche Organismus ist hierarchisch strukturiert.
Man kann elf verschiedene Ebenen dieser hierarchischen
Struktur unterscheiden, von denen die ersten neun der
biologischen Struktur des menschlichen Kérpers angeho-
ren und sie damit auch reprasentieren, wahrend die bei-
den letzteren zwar auch Teile der in den daruber liegen-
den Ebenen vorkommenden biologischen Einheiten sind,
selbst jedoch biologisch stumm sind.

1. Der Organismus — z.B. der menschliche Kérper

2. Organsysteme — z.B. das Verdauungssystem oder das
Herz-Kreislaufsystem

3. Die wichtigsten Korperteile — z.B. Kopf, Thorax, Bauch
4. Organe — z.B. Leber, Lunge, Herz, Nieren, Gehirn

5. Gewebe — z.B. Portionen von Epithel oder Muskelge-
webe

6. Zelle — z.B. Neuronen, Nephronen, Fettzellen, Muskel-
zellen

7. Ansammlungen subzellularer Organellen — z.B. das en-
doplastische Reticulum, die Mitochondrien samt der damit
verbundenen mikrotubuléren Struktur

8. Subzellulare Organellen — z.B. Mitochondrien, Zellkerne,
freie Ribosomen

9. Molekiile — z.B. Proteine, Ribonukleinsaure
10. Atome
11. Subatomare Strukturen®

Die entscheidenden System des Organismus, die im
Ernstfalle auch Uber Leben und Tod entscheiden, sind die
groBen Organsysteme: das kardiovaskulare System, das
respiratorische System, das Nervensystem, das Verdau-
ungssystem, das Urogenitalsystem, das Immunsystem,
das endokrine System, das tektonische System, das hé-
mepoetische System und das Muskelskelettsystem. Einige
dieser Systeme sind auch autoregulativ, d.h. sie haben
Sicherungs- und Kontrollfunktionen eingebaut, die das
ganze System stabilisieren. Das gilt vor allem fir das
Herz-Kreislaufsystem.

Mereologisch interessanter sind die wichtigen Organe
als Teile dieser gro3en Systeme. Auch sie kénnen als Sys-
teme angesehen werden, zeigen aber eigene und un-
terschiedliche mereologische Strukturen. Ohne Zweifel
fungiert das Herz als Pumpe, und einige der anatomischen
Teile des Herzens, wie die vier Kammern, sind selbst klei-
ne Teilpumpen und haben damit sicher auch eine Pump-
funktion, sind also funktionelle Teile. Doch nur das Herz
als Ganzes ist eine echte Pumpe, die sowohl den kleinen
als auch den groRRen Blutkreislauf mechanisch steuert.
Damit ist das Herz ein heterogenes Ganzes, das als Gan-
zes eine Pumpe ist, dessen Teile jedoch keine echte
Pumpen sind, sondern nur zur Pumpfunktion des ganzen
Herzen ihren Beitrag leisten Aus diesem Grunde muss

3 Cf. Burkhardt 2011: 5

jeweils das ganze Herz funktionsfahig sein, nur funktions-
fahige Teile reichen nicht aus. Aus diesen Beispielen geht
hervor, dass Systeme eine finale oder teleologische Struk-
tur haben. Systeme dienen offensichtlich einem Zweck.

Anders verhélt es sich mit der Leber. Sie ist als Ganzes
ein Labor, das die verschiedensten Enzyme, Hormone und
auch die Gallenflussigkeit produziert. Die Teile der Leber
sind ebenfalls ein Labor. Das hat zu Folge, dass fir das
Uberleben des Individuums etwa ein Siebtel der Leber
ausreicht. Die Leber ist damit ein homogenes Ganzes, d.h.
sowohl die Teile als auch das Ganze sind ein Labor. Ent-
scheidend fur dieses Organ sind also sein Gewebe und
dessen Funktion.

Man kann also den gesamten Organismus und seine
durch Grenzen voneinander geschiedenen Teile, wie das
Ludwig von Bertalanffy als erster getan hat, als Systeme
und Subsysteme auffassen und kennzeichnen, wobei die
Subsysteme sich zum jeweils héheren System als Ele-
mente verhalten. Man kann sie auch naher als zwar auto-
nome, jedoch nicht als autarke Systeme charakterisieren.
Sie sind autonom, weil sie zwar eine bestimmte Selbstén-
digkeit aufweisen, aber im Austausch mit ihrer Umgebung
sind und in funktionaler Beziehung zu Teilen dieser Um-
gebung stehen und damit auch von dieser abhangig sind.
Sie sind aber genau aus diesem Grunde nicht autark, weil
sie nicht selbstgeniigsam oder von ihrer Umgebung voll-
standig unabhangig sind.

Im Falle des Gehirns haben wir es einerseits mit einem
Organ wie jedem anderen zu tun. Wenn man nach den
Ursachen einer Erkrankung des Gehirns sucht, etwa nach
einem Tumor, dann geht man vor wie bei anderen Orga-
nen, d.h. man untersucht das ganze Gehirn und seine Tei-
le im Sinne von feineren Strukturen, also die Zellen und
deren Teile. Mereologisch spricht man in diesem Falle von
zunehmender Granularitat oder Feinkdrnigkeit. Die Ursa-
che kann auch wie im Falle des Morbus Parkinson bei den
Neurotransmittern, also in diesem Falle beim Mangel an
Dopamin liegen. Im Vergleich zu anderen Organen spielt
beim Gehirn die Vernetzung eine grof3e Rolle. Neben ana-
tomischen und funktionellen Verbindungen gibt es auch
solche durch bestimmte chemische Substanzen, namlich
durch Neurotransmitter wie Dopamin und Serotonin.

Dies alles spielt sich im Bereich des Somatischen ab,
doch das Gehirn als Ganzes hat eine qualitative Eigen-
schaft, die anderen Organe nicht haben, und die sich nicht
im Bereich des Somatischen erschopft, ndmlich das Be-
wusstsein.* Auch Teile des Gehirns haben kein Bewusst-
sein. Dieses Bewusstsein wiederum hat Fahigkeiten und
Eigenschaften, die wir im Somatischen nicht finden. Es
kann perzipieren, wahrnehmen, vorstellen, urteilen, den-
ken und fihlen und verfliigt auRerdem (ber ein Gedacht-
nis fur Sachverhalte, die so und nicht anders sein kdnnen,
also fur notwendige Zusammenhéange.

4. Normales Erfahrungssystem und Wahn-
systeme

Es gibt logische, philosophische, physikalische, meteoro-
logische, biologische, politische und soziale Systeme, wie
z.B. unser Rechtssystem. Der Systembegriff hat sich Uber
die Wissenschaften hinweg ausgebreitet und wird inzwi-
schen fir jede Art geschlossener Struktur verwendet, die
eine reichere Datenmenge zusammenfasst und ordnet
oder zumindest zu ordnen versucht. So spricht man von

4 Vielleicht sollte man genauer sagen, dass ein Mensch, der ein Gehirn hat,
auch Uber ein Bewusstsein verfigt.
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Erfahrungs- und Denksystemen, aber auch von Wahn-
systemen. Typisch fir Systeme ist, dass es ein Innen und
ein AulRen gibt. Systeme haben offensichtlich Grenzen, die
Inneres und AuReres scheiden. Diese Unterscheidung ist
grundlegend, denn offene Strukturen ohne ein Aul3en, wie
etwas das ganze Universum, sind keine Systeme.®

Fir unser normales Erfahrungssystem gelten zwei Prin-
zipien: einmal das Prinzip der Rationalitdt und zum ande-
ren das Prinzip der Kompossibilitat. Wahrend logische und
mathematische Systeme konsistent oder widerspruchsfrei
sein sollen, und damit das Prinzip vom ausgeschlossenen
Widerspruch gilt und auch genugt, néamlich =(p & -p) und
in manchen Systemen auch das tertium non datur, ndmlich
p v =p), ist es fir unsere Erfahrungssysteme nicht ausrei-
chend, denn nicht alles, was mdglich ist, ist auch zusam-
men mit anderem mdoglich oder kompossibel, also

M (ab)=Ma & Mb & M (a & b)

So ist es z.B. durchaus absolut méglich, dass ein Indivi-
duum 4m hoch spricht, doch es ist nicht kompossibel mit
den physikalischen Gesetzen auf unserer Erde. Es ist
auch der Fall, dass Kolibris in bestimmten Regionen der
Welt leben kdénnen, doch nicht in unserer Region. Wer also
davon spricht, dass er im Winter regelmaRig Kolibris im
Freien begegnet ist, teilt offensichtlich nicht unser Erfah-
rungssystem. Dasselbe gilt fur die Behauptung regelméafig
mit Engeln Kontakt zu haben. Christen glauben zwar an
die Existenz von Engeln, sind sich aber zusammen mit
anderen darliber im Klaren, dass wir reine Geister nicht
wahrnehmen und auch nicht mit ihnen kommunizieren
kénnen. In solchen Fallen teilt diese Person offensichtlich
nicht unser Erfahrungssystem und verfigt Uber ein erwei-
tertes, jedenfalls Uber ein verandertes Erfahrungssystem.

Wenn dieses veranderte Erfahrungssystem in Kollision
mit dem normalen System kommt oder das entsprechende
Individuum und seine Umgebung darunter leiden, kénnen
wir von einem Wahnsystem sprechen, das entweder einen
generellen oder partiellen Charakter hat. Bei der Hebeph-
renie oder der jugendlicher Schizophrenie besteht meist
ein allumfassendes Wahnsystem. Trifft die schizophrene
Erkrankung auf ein ausgereiftes Gehirn, dann entsteht
meist eine Paraphrenie oder Paranoia, d.h. ein isolierter,
meist religibser Wahn. Diese Menschen leben dann mit
doppelter Buchfuhrung, wie der Psychiater Eugen Bleuler
(1857-1939) das ausgedrickt hat. Die Folge davon ist,
dass Erkrankte dieser Art oft sozial véllig unauffallig sind.

5. Das Bewusstsein und seine Teile

Der Philosoph Franz Brentano (1838-1917) hat das Be-
wusstsein als die Summe aller psychischen Akte verstan-
den. Die psychischen Akte hat er in drei Gruppen einge-
teilt: in Vorstellungen, Urteile und Emotionen. Die Bezie-
hung ist kumulativ: keine Urteile ohne Vorstellungen, keine
Emotionen ohne Vorstellungen und Urteile. Das Bewusst-
sein enthalt daneben auch Stimmungen wie z.B. Melan-
cholie oder Euphorie. Diese Stimmungen sind selbst keine
psychischen Akte, sie farben aber diese Akte. So ist es
nicht moglich zur selben Zeit euphorisch und melancho-
lisch zu sein, man kann aber zur selben Zeit, sehen, ho-
ren, riechen, tasten und denken. Diachronisch oder nach-
einander kann derselbe Mensch durchaus verschiedene
Stimmungen haben. Wir alle wissen das. Stimmungen
betreffen und beanspruchen damit auch im Gegensatz zu
psychischen Akten das Bewusstsein als Ganzes. Stim-
mungen haben mit Emotionen zu tun. Das intellektuelle

® Cf. Burkhardt 2011: 12
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Pendant zu Stimmungen sind Uberzeugungen. Auch sie
farben unsere Denkakte auf bestimmte Weise.

Das fuhrt uns zu einem bisher ungeldosten Problem,
namlich zur Erklarung fur Tatsache, dass es sehr viele
somatische Erkrankungen gibt und nur wenige psychische.
Die Psychiatrie hat dafur bisher keine L('jsung.6 Da auch
Schizophrenie, Depression, Manie und Demenz das Be-
wusstsein als Ganzes betreffen oder befallen, kann man
diese Erkrankungen in Analogie zu den Stimmungen se-
hen und auch so behandeln. Es ist mdglich, dass eine
Person diachron oder nacheinander schizophren oder ma-
nisch depressiv ist, aber nicht synchron oder zur selben
Zeit. Das Gehirn als Bewusstsein kann wohl nur in einem
sehr beschrénkten Maf3 psychopathologisch reagieren. So
konnen z.B. aus drei verschiedenen Ursachen schizo-
phrene Reaktionen im Gehirn und damit im Bewusstsein
entstehen:’

1. Durch nicht primare Gehirnerkrankungen wie Multiple
Sklerose oder Chorea Huntungton.

2. Durch Drogen wie Cannabis, LSD oder Heroin oder
durch Medikamente wie Kokain, Atropin und Ampheta-
mine.

3. Durch Infektionskrankheiten wie AIDS und Borreliose.

Auf heterogene Ursachen regiert das Gehirn also sehr ste-
reotyp mit Hilfe eines sehr eingeschrankten psychopatho-
logischen Reaktionsmusters. Man kann dariiber spekulie-
ren, warum dies der Fall ist. Meiner Ansicht nach funktio-
niert die Schutz- oder Beschiitzerthese nicht, nach der das
Gehirn als letzter evolutionarer Erwerb sich in einer
Schutzfunktion sieht und den somatischen Bereich nicht
durch eine Fulle von psychischen Erkrankungen irritieren
und damit gefahrden will. Pathologische Prozesse mussen
sich immer an normalen Zustanden orientieren und kon-
nen nicht etwas vollig Neues aus dem Hut zaubern, und
d.h. in diesem Fall an den normalen Stimmungen, und in
diesem Bereich ist der Spielraum nicht sehr groR3.

Ein anderer Aspekt, der gegen die Schutzthese spricht,
besteht in der Tatsache, dass bei alten Menschen als ers-
tes das Bewusstsein ausféllt, und diese Menschen schon
bei kleinsten Verédnderungen verwirrt und desorientiert
sein kdnnen. Man kann alte Menschen deshalb durchaus
als chaotische Systeme auffassen. Das Bewusstsein
schutzt in diesem Fall offenbar den ganzen Organismus
dadurch, dass es nicht mehr funktioniert und ausfallt. Ent-
scheidend fiir das Uberleben sind die groRen Organsys-
teme. Sie mussen funktionieren. Auf ein funktionierendes
Bewusstsein kann der Organismus fur eine gewisse Zeit
verzichten.

6. Schlussbemerkung

Systeme finden sich in der Medizin ausgehend vom gan-
zen Organismus in absteigender hierarchischer Ordnung
bis zu den Molekilen. Zwischen den einzelnen Systemen
besteht jeweils eine mereologische Inklusion. Wichtig sind
vor allem die grof3en Organsysteme, die Organe und die
Zellen. Die grofen Organsysteme sind teilweise autore-
gulativ organisiert. Verschiedene mereologische Struktu-
ren weisen die grof3en Organe auf. Herz und Gehirn sind
heterogene Ganze: das Ganze hat Eigenschaften, die die
Teile nicht haben, so z.B. beim Herzen die Pumpeigen-

® Cf. Heinz Hafner 2010: 9: ,Die Tatsache, dass das menschliche Gehirn nur
uber eine relativ kleine Zahl psychopathologischer Reaktionsmuster verfgt,
die durch eine weitaus gréRRere Zahl von Funktionsstérungen des Gehirns
hervorgerufen werden, ist friih erkannt worden.*

7 Cf. Hafner 2010: 24-25
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schaft und beim Gehirn das Bewusstsein. Die Leber dage-
gen ist ein homogenes Ganzes: das Ganze verhalt sich
homogen zu seinen Teilen und umgekehrt die Teile zum
Ganzen.

Eine besondere Form von Systemen sind Wahnsysteme.
In diesen Fallen weichen die einflieRenden Sinnesdaten
und ihre Vernetzung vom normalen Erfahrungssystem ab,
das durch das Prinzip der Rationalitat bestimmt wird, also
vom Widerspruchsprinzip aber zuséatzlich auch vom Prinzip
der Kompossibilitat, d.h. die Daten missen nicht nur még-
lich, sondern auch miteinander mdoglich sein.

Systeme kdnnen also homogene und heterogene Ganze
sein, aber auch Aggregate. Letztere Form findet man in
der Biologie nicht, wohl aber im Bereich des Sozialen, d.h.
im Bereich sozialer Artefakte.
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The aim of this talk is to discuss what role — if any — we
should assign to ethical theory in moral philosophy. The
focal point of the discussion will be a wholehearted de-
fence for the role of ethical theory presented by Martha
Nussbaum. After a short introduction of the critique of ethi-
cal theory, especially that presented by Bernard Williams
and by Wittgenstein-inspired philosophers, | will present
Nussbaum’s defence and examine whether she is suc-
cessful in warding off the critical points raised. The aim of
this approach is to show that Nussbaum does not address
the main issues raised by critiques of ethical theory and
that she fails to distinguish between ethical theory and
moral philosophy. Nussbaum thus seems to assume that a
successful attack critique of ethical theory will mean the
end of any critical role for moral philosophy. In contrast, |
will in the last part of the paper try to indicate a possible
conception of moral philosophy — independent of ethical
theory — that still has critical, ethical bite.

1. The critique of ethical theory

In the writings of Wittgenstein, we find a view of philosophy
quite different from the one prevalent in 20th century phi-
losophy in general. Wittgenstein urges that the aim of phi-
losophy is not the development of philosophical theories,
but instead to present descriptions and objects of compari-
sons motivated by and relevant to particular problems. Phi-
losophical activity have both the deconstructive aim to
identify and dissolve misunderstandings of either shared or
personal character that hinder us from the seeing a prob-
lem clearly, and the constructive aim to regain a perspicu-
ous overview of the phenomena in our interest (Wittgen-
stein 1953). In ethics, this method has inspired a number
of philosophers to question the idea that aim of moral phi-
losophy is to develop general and abstract ethical theories
and instead turn their attention towards the fine-tuned de-
scription of the many ways in which ethical considerations
arise in human life. This way of doing moral philosophy is
found in the writings of Wittgenstein-inspired thinkers such
as Peter Winch, Cora Diamond, Stanley Cavell and D.Z.
Phillips, and it often involves showing the gap between the
simplicity of the ‘moral’ intuitions used as the basis for
moral philosophy and the startling complexity of considera-
tions and influences drawn on in actual moral thinking (see
Winch 1972, 1987; Cavell 1979; Phillips 1992, 1999; Dia-
mond 1982, 2000, 2003 — a critical discussion of this ap-
proach to ethics in O’'Neill 1986).

This Wittgenstein-inspired line of thought implies a
strong critique of the idea that aim of moral philosophy is to
produce ethical theories that presents general explana-
tions of and justifications for ethical considerations. A re-
lated critique is raised from a different perspective in Ber-
nard Williams by now classic book Ethics and the limits of
philosophy. Williams focuses his critical investigation on
the question of the possible status of philosophical theory
within a normative area such as ethics, and he questions
whether ethical theory really have any special authority
and neutrality that allows it to work as a standard for the
correctness of our fundamental ethical convictions. These
critiques of ethical theory arise from different considera-
tions, but they are related in so far as the Wittgensteinians
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and Williams both reject ethical theory as the proper aim of
moral philosophy.

2. Nussbaum’s defence of ethical theory

The critique of ethical theory is of a special concern for
Martha Nussbaum. One reason is that her own work on
the importance of an integration of literature into moral phi-
losophy and her plea for the necessity of a fine-tuned
moral sensitivity in moral reflection has lead some to as-
sume that she herself is critical of ethical theory (Nuss-
baum 1990, 1996). This, she insists is not the case (Nuss-
baum 2000). Another reason is her insistence that ethical
theory fulfils an indispensable role by lying the framework
necessary for a critique of unfounded or corrupt ethical
practise.

The following discussion of ethical theory takes as its
starting point Nussbaum'’s description of ethical theory.
This description has the advantage of being explicit, clear
and intended to accommodate the most influential points
of criticism raised against ethical theory. Nussbaum lists
six criteria that any ethical theory must be able to meet
(see also Louden 1990). The first two criteria concerns the
aim and status of ethical theory, and these will be of spe-
cial interest in the following. They assert that an ethical
theory should provide “recommendations about practical
problem” and show “how to test correctness of beliefs,
rules and principles” (Nussbaum 2000: 234). Ethical theory
should be able to offer guidance for ethical practice in or-
der to establish some idea of moral critique and progress,
and this is done by the theory providing us with a test for
ethical practice — Nussbaum here mentions the example of
Rawls’ reflective equilibrium. The next two criteria primarily
concern the form that ethical theory takes; they are to “sys-
tematize and extend belief” and have “some degree of ab-
stractness and generality” (ibid.). Nussbaum thus portrays
ethical theory as a tool that brings order to the complexities
of ethical experience and establishes some form of coher-
ence herein. The requirement that this should be done at a
certain level of generality and abstraction is justified with
reference to the first two criteria, that is, for ethical to be
able to offer guidance for the future. The same justification
is provided for Nussbaum'’s sixth criteria that ethical theory
must be explicit, because only in this case do we know
what guidelines it yields in practice. The last criteria states
that ethical theory must be universalizable in order to avoid
ethics collapsing into cultural relativism — but here Nuss-
baum makes the important qualification that any notion of
universalizability of course involves “an account of relevant
similarities and differences” of situations, relationships and
persons (Nussbaum 2000: 235).

What is noticeable in this account of Nussbaums'’s crite-
ria is that even if presented in the form a list, the first two
criteria still take a central role as they provide the point and
much of the justification for the following criteria. In order to
avoid what Nussbaum considers a common misunder-
standing regarding ethical theory, namely that they merely
consist in systems of rules, she proceeds by laying out the
crucial difference between the two. Systems of rules sim-
ply state that something is to be done or avoided without
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providing reasons for such normative guidance, and in
contrast, ethical theories answer the question for the rea-
sons and justification supporting a certain set of rules or
ends. It is unclear who Nussbaum thinks represent the de-
flation of ethical theory with a system of rules, but her dis-
cussion is instructive in two ways. Firstly, because she
here makes a threefold — and seemingly exhaustive — dis-
tinction between three possible ethical dimensions, namely
“our concrete ethical practice, rules of conduct of various
types and ethical theories” (Nussbaum 2000: 235). And
secondly, because this distinction works as her justification
for ascribing ethical theory with the authority to “to test cor-
rectness of beliefs, rules and principles”.

Let us start by attending to the first point. What is per-
spicuous by its absence in Nussbaum’s discussion is any
notion of moral philosophy as distinct from ethical theory.
The only place where she explicity mentions the distinc-
tion between ethical theory and moral philosophy is in a
footnote, discussion the views of Williams and referring to
the last section of the paper, but here the distinction has
once again disappear from consideration as Nussbaums
notes that “Williams conveys that strong impression of
thinking that when we do away with theory we will be left
with people like Bernard Williams: they will lack philosophi-
cal theory, but they will still be energetically critical and
self-critical” (Nussbaum 2000: 248). Later, she continues:
“If we remain on at the level of untheoretical critical dis-
course and practice, as the anti-theorists recommend, we
will always be left, as Kant plausibly claims in the Ground-
work, with some good thought, corrupted by selfishness,
aggressiveness, and urges to dominate” (Nussbaum 2000:
252). This means, secondly, that Nussbaum insists on the
need for a tool to correct ethical practices and commen
sense morality as they are filled with bad ethical theory,
with the corruption of good thoughts by selfish wishes,
needs and judgements. Practice is thus unable to guide
the development of good institutions and sound politics.
Moreover, as Nussbaum draws up a triadic understanding
of ethics as consisting of ethical practice, system of rules
and ethical theories — and thus leaves out moral philoso-
phy — the only contender left to take any critical role in eth-
ics is ethical theory.

Here, two critical points are in order. First, the fact that
we may have a need for something like ethical theory to
provide a ethical critique does not in itself establish that it
is actually available to us or even possible. We may have a
need for many things — absolute certainty or the love of
god for example — but this alone does not suffice to say
that such things are achievable or even possible. Sec-
ondly, the implicit assumption guiding Nussbaum’s de-
fense of ethical theory, that theory is the only alternative to
unfounded systems of rules, and the only form of philoso-
phical activity that may serve as a critical tool directed to-
wards ethical practice, is not one for which she argues.
Thus two important questions remain. Is ethical theory is
really achievable? And is Nussbaum is really justified in
the assumption that moral philosophy without ethical the-
ory would be without any critical bite and leave our good
thoughts amidst a muddle of selfishness and aggressive-
ness?

3. Nusshaum on anti-theory and what Dia-
mond and Williams really question

In light of Nussbaum'’s failure to provide an argument for
the possible of ethical theory (even if she does indeed
make the case for a need for such theory), we need to re-
trace our steps. One way to do so is to consider whether

Nussbaum really manages to address the critique raised
against the very possibility of developing ethical theory. In
the following, we will take a closer look at the criticism
raised by Bernard Williams and Cora Diamond respec-
tively.

In her discussion of the position of Diamond, Williams
and others critical of ethical theory, Nussbaum states that
they are unclear in both their definitions of ethical theory
and their points of critique. This is why she provides a list
of criteria for ethical theory, and why she, in another cen-
tral section of the paper, sets out to explicate and investi-
gate what she calls “the six primary charges” brought for-
ward against ethical theory (Nussbaum 2000: 242). Ac-
cording to Nussbaum, these charges are that ethical the-
ory “neglect an agent's own particular projects and her
special relationship them”, “ignore moral psychology”, “ne-
glect the plurality of goods”, “give crude guidance”, is
overly intellectualising, and is unable “to persuade bad
people” (Nussbaum 2000: 242-248).

We will here leave aside the question whether critics of
ethical theory really have raised the points on the list. More
interesting is the fact that all of the points on the list are
points of critique that could be raised against an ethical
theory for being a bad theory, that is, any adequate theory
should able to meet at least the first five points." Moreover,
none of the points on the lists questions the very possibility
of developing ethical theory and the authority of such the-
ory to guide and criticise practice. The list thus allows
Nussbaum to argue that ethical theory is indeed possible,
because if it is a good one, it will simply take into account
all of the points presented by the critics.

To accept this argument, however, we would have to ac-
cept that the critigue presented by anti-theorists really
amounts to the claim that existing ethical theories are
crude, narrow, or unconvincing. The simple point pursued
here is that this is not correct, and that is apparent if we
look at the critique raised by Williams. Williams does argue
that the first point on Nussbaums’ list, the need to incorpo-
rate a first person perspective on one’s life and one’s pro-
jects, poses a challenge for ethical theory. However, he
connects this critique to a more general concern about the
possibility of a justification of a particular view of ethics that
takes up more than half of Ethics and the limits of philoso-
phy. In the first chapters Williams is concerned with at-
tempts to provide external, non-ethical justification, for ex-
ample by an Aristotelian conception of welfare or a Kant-
ian view of reason. Unsatisfied with the prospects of such
attempts, Williams turns his attention to attempts to pro-
vide a philosophical justification of ethics, that is, justifica-
tion in the form of ethical theory.

Unfortunately, there is no room to retrace Williams’ in-
vestigation here, but he examines a number of prominent
theories such as utilitarianism and contractualism and their
attempts to establish authority for ethical theory by refer-
ence to the meaning of e.g. moral concepts, ideal observer
theory or moral intuitions. In each case, Williams shows
that what is presented as a neutral justification of ethics
relies on some unfounded set of substantial convictions
about what would be reasonable to accept in ethics, for
example what preferences should count as valid or what
intuitions should be allowed to count in a reflective equilib-
rium. Williams openly admits that his investigations is not

! The last point is different. As Nussbaum notes, no theory however sound
may persuade everyone.

2 Many Aristotelians would object to Williams’ idea that Aristotle involves an
external notion of welfare and insist that the notion of eudaimonia itself is
shaped by ethical concerns. However, this would lead them to agree with
Williams that eudaimonia cannot provide neutral justification for ethics (see
e.g. McDowell 1995).
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exhaustive, but he does have a more general point to
make, namely that when we are talking about fundamental
ethical commitments, our ethical practice comes first and
theory can only be justified — if at all — by reference to such
practice. If ethical theory and fundamental ethical convic-
tions collide, Williams insists, we will revise theory, and
rightly so. This is so, Williams insists, because, the aim of
ethical thought is “to help us construct a world that will be
our world, one in which we have a social, cultural and per-
sonal life” — and if our conviction of such question conflicts
with ethical theory, theory will have to give way (Williams
1985: 111).

His is challenging not just theories’ ability to consider “an
agent’s own particular projects”, but the thought that they
have any authority if they collide with such projects or with
what a person from a practical, first person perspective
finds truly valuable. And without such authority, ethical
theory is in no position to provide guidance for practice
and “a general test for the correctness of basic ethical be-
liefs and principles” (Williams 1985: 72). Thus Williams’
main critique address the two first features of ethical theory
noted by Nussbaum that are crucial for her project be-
cause they serve as justification for the necessity of the
other features of ethical theory and for the critical potential
that Nussbaum pursues. Nonetheless, both of Williams’
critical points are absent in Nussbaum'’s intended refuta-
tion of anti-theory, and she does not provide any other
support for the claim that ethical theory in fact can have
these claims. The reason why Williams rejects ethical the-
ory is because it involves a commitment to “the view that
philosophy can determine, either positively or negatively,
how we should think in ethics” (Williams 1985: 111). This
commitment is one, Nussbaum undertakes, but it is impor-
tantly not one, she does anything to support or justify.

This leads us to out last question. The reason, why
Nussbaum commits to the possibility of developing ethical
theory and the view that ethical theory “can determine ...
how we should think in ethics” is the assumption that with-
out such commitments, we give up the idea that philoso-
phy can do any critical work in ethics. But is this assump-
tion really warranted? Nussbaum cannot answer this ques-
tion, because she — as noted — does not distinguish be-
tween moral philosophy and ethical theory. Tellingly, in her
presentation of Cora Diamond’s position, she notes that
“Diamond [...] rejects the whole enterprise of giving even a
‘rough story’ about what ethical theory is” (Nussbaum
2000: 232). The quote is telling because the title of the pa-
per allured to by Nussbausm is “Having a Rough Story
About What Moral Philosophy Is” (sic!). Diamonds point is
not that we have no idea what ethical theory is, but that
theory and definition will distort the experiences that is our
fundamental field of study in ethics (Diamond 1983: 373).
In contrast, she pictures the possible task for moral phi-
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losophy quite differently, namely to show us such experi-
ences and to “make us think about things in a new way,
not by giving us what to think about them, not by present-
ing us with new views or doctrines” (Diamond 1983: 371).
This may not be much, by Nussbaum'’s lights, but it is still a
critical endeavour and it may even help to bring about
more ‘people like Bernard Williams’ if by that we mean
people who engage reflectively and critically in ethical
practice. Importantly, it is also an endeavour that does not
threaten to distort the very field that interests us in moral
philosophy.
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1. Audi and the concept of self-evidence

Robert Audi in a series of papers tries to refine and cate-
gorize the idea of self-evident, since he wants to shape his
own view of ethical intuitionism which he has dubbed
“ethical reflectionism”. According to Audi, self-evident
propositions are propositions which sufficient understand-
ing of them provides sufficient justification for believing and
knowing them (Audi 1993: 303; 1996: 114; 1998: 20-22;
1999: 283). Sufficient understanding of a proposition, then,
is having “the general sense” of that proposition in a clear
and impartial way and “being able to apply it to (and with-
hold its application from) an apparently wide range of
cases, and being able to see some of its logical implica-
tions” (Audi 1998: 22).

In Audi’'s view, we can distinguish the notion of self-
evidence into two types from two aspects: firstly we have
“hard” self-evident and “soft” self-evident propositions (ibid.
24) and secondly we have “immediately” self-evident and
“mediately” self-evident ones (ibid. 22. See also Audi
1993: 303; 1996: 284; 2004: 48-54). An immediately self-
evident proposition is, Audi says, “readily understood by
normal adults” and a mediately self-evident proposition
“understand only through reflection on them” (Audi 1998:
22). On the other hand, a hard self-evident proposition is
(1) strongly axiomatic, (2) immediately understandable, (3)
indefeasibly justified and (4) cognitively compelling (ibid.
24). However, a soft self-evident proposition obviously has
not these features. Audi believes that hard self-evident
propositions are often founded in logic and mathematics.
So, comparing moral propositions to mathematical proposi-
tions is such an epistemically mistake which some classic
moral intuitionists (like Ross) did (ibid.).

We have to bear in mind that, both “hard”, “soft” and
“mediately”, “immediately” self-evident propositions, at the
end of the day are self-evident and so they are non-
inferentially justified: “If they are even mediately self-
evident, they may be taken to be knowable non-
inferentially” (ibid. 23). However, one proposition that can
be understood non-inferentially can be understood inferen-
tially as well (ibid.). To understand this idea better, some
points must be considered here: firstly, “hard” self-evident
propositions are not often justified inferentially, rather like
many mathematical and logical propositions justified non-
inferentially since “there is nothing epistemically prior to
them” (ibid. 24). But this does not mean that they cannot
be justified inferentially at all. On the other hand, “soft” self-
evident propositions are propositions which justified infer-
entially, though intuition has a significant role in their justi-
fication.

Secondly, being a self-evident proposition does not
mean that it is obvious for all people to know that. Some
self-evident propositions may need lots of further reflection
for understanding it. However, there are some self-evident
propositions that can be grasped easily without any effort.
Also, some people cannot believe a self-evident proposi-
tion since they cannot understand it adequately; or some
people cannot know a self-evident proposition because
they believe it based on inadequate understanding (see
Audi 1993: 303). Lastly, “hard” self-evident proposition are

often understood by many people at first sight, however
“soft” self-evident proposition need sufficient further reflec-
tion and this depends on sufficient mental maturity (Audi
1993: 303; 1996: 115). It is obvious that reflection and
mental maturity are matter of degree i.e. for further reflec-
tion sometimes even we need to draw an inference.

2. “Reflectionism” as a method

To make intuitionism more tenable, Audi tries to utilise a
method which he calls it “ethical reflectionism”. For ex-
plaining the method of reflectionism, Audi appeals to what
philosophers of science label it “context of discovery” and
“context of justification”. In fact, Audi believes that perhaps
we have many unjustified ethical intuitions (context of dis-
covery); however, we can justify them by the method of
reflection (context of justification). So, the method of reflec-
tionsim “is and deserves to be our basic method for justify-
ing ethical judgments” (Audi 1993: 308). Audi believes that
further reflection plays a basis role for moral judgments, in
the sense that by further reflection we can reach to a con-
clusion that some judgments are false, while we thought
they are true. Also, this method helps us for “justifying, re-
fining, or discovering general moral principles” (ibid.; also
see Audi 1996: 121). Audi thinks that the common attack
to ethical intuitionism which says that there is a strange
faculty that can recognise moral truths is rejected when we
enter the method of reflectionism, since in this way we
should understand intuition as ability or capacity by which
further reflection might be improved. Thus, reflections play
an important role in understanding of ethical intuitionism
(Audi 1993: 308).

The method of reflectionism is somehow similar to “the
method of reflective equilibrium” which is coined by Rawls
in his A Theory of Justice, however, before him Nelson
Goodman in his classic Fact, Fiction, and Forecast had
discussed roughly about this idea (minus the name). Audi
is happy to say that his method of reflectionism can be
compatible with the method of reflective equilibrium (Audi
1993: 310; also see Audi 1996: 120 & 126). By this combi-
nation, Audi thinks that he builds up “the most credible
form of ethical intuitionism” (Audi 1993: 311) and this
credible form of ethical intuitionism is a “fallibilist, intuition-
ist moral rationalism that uses reflection as a justificatory
method [...] encompassing both intuitions as prima facie
justified inputs to ethical theorizing and reflective equilib-
rium as a means of extending and systematizing those
inputs” (ibid.).

In fact, ethical intuitionism, Audi holds, is the view that
there is no need that moral beliefs and justified moral
judgments be inferential. However, it is possible that some
premises “may” be found for these direct moral knowledge
and justification. Moreover, Audi states that further reflec-
tion can help a believer to have justified moral intuitions
i.e. some moral believers are justified since they have be-
liefs based on reflections.
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3. Wittgenstein’s Duck-Rabbit

What do we see when we look at the above picture? What
we see in the above picture, often, depends upon that with
which we are familiar. Among those who are not quite ac-
guainted with the picture above, some of them see rabbit
(perhaps they are not familiar with the shape of duck) and
some of them see duck (with the same reason). Seeing the
above image as a duck, and then seeing it as a rabbit, is,
in fact, seeing two different aspects of the image. In other
words, we can say that these two different aspects can be
considered as two different kinds of perception. Perhaps,
when Wittgenstein is talking about two kinds of seeing of
this image and distinguishes between “continuous” and
“dawning”, he has such thing in his mind:

| shall call the following figure ... duck-rabbit. It can be
seen as a rabbit’'s head or as a duck’s. And | must dis-
tinguish between the ‘continuous seeing’ of an aspect
and the ‘dawning’ of an aspect. The picture might have
been shewn me, and | never have seen anything but a
rabbit in it. (1953: 194)

When we look at the duck-rabbit image, according to Witt-
genstein, without any familiarity that it can be seen two
different ways, we can see either a duck or a rabbit. This
means that, we see the duck, since we are unfamiliar with
rabbits. However, Wittgenstein thinks that by looking at the
image in more details and more times, one can find both
shapes i.e. duck and rabbit. So, he distinguishes between
two kinds of seeing: “continuous seeing of an aspect” and
“dawning of an aspect”. This means that it might be that
someone looks at that picture and just finds a rabbit in it.
However, by continuous seeing or noticing other aspects
he/she can find a duck as well.

For Wittgenstein, reaching to the conclusion that this im-
age is duck (or rabbit) after “continuous” seeing is not
based on premises. One can see the picture non-
inferentially. Seeing the duck-rabbit figure as a duck, or as
a rabbit, is therefore like having perfect ground, in that
there are no inferences being made. This shows that, for
Wittgenstein, seeing has not any essential features ac-
cording to which one can say that this image is undoubt-
edly a duck or rabbit. The best articulation of having no
essential features can be found in Wittgenstein’s concept
of game. Indeed, for him “seeing” and “game” are similar in
the sense that both of them do not have essences.

Let us look at the concept “game” and the way in which
we grasp this concept." Suppose that we want to articulate
and define the concept ‘game’. On the face of it, it seems
that in order to do so, we state the common properties of
different kinds of games. On the basis of the obtained
common properties, we would say that:

If x meets the condition gi, g2, 9s...On, X is @ ‘game’

* We should be aware that Wittgenstein usage of the concept of “game” is
somewhat metaphysical and semantic. However, | utilise this notion in an
epistemic way; i.e., the epistemic implications of the concept of “game” are
important here.

44

This view presupposes that there is something in common
which needs to be captured and categorised to arrive at
the definition of the concept ‘game’. In other words, the
general rule acts as the normative standard of the right-
ness or wrongness of the use of words. However, Wittgen-
stein rejects the existence of such a set of common prop-
erties among different kinds of games, something which
can be articulated in a proposition as 'an essence' of the
concept ‘game’. In rejecting that, Wittgenstein attempts to
show that we can define the concept ‘game’ just through
identifying examples and through the ongoing practice of
seeing the similarities and dissimilarities. He states:

What does it mean to know what a game is? What does
it mean, to know it and not be able to say it?... Isn’t my
knowledge, my concept of a game, completely ex-
pressed in the explanations that | could give? That is, in
my describing examples of various kinds of game;
shewing how all sorts of other games can be con-
structed on the analogy of these (1953: 35).

According to Wittgenstein, it is not true to say that | know
what a game is and can fully express or define it before
being engaged in it in practice. Rather, what we see within
practice is all that we have with regard to the concept
‘game’. It is not the case that within practice a pre-existing
notion of game becomes clearer. Rather, the more we are
engaged in the practice, the more we see what a game is.
Grasping the concept ‘game’ is an open-ended process.
Moreover, it does not follow from this that any phenome-
non can be regarded as an example of a game. In con-
trast, there is a normative constraint which lies in the way
in which we see things as similar.

Let me elaborate this point with one example. Consider
the case of a man crossing the road who sees two boys
that seem to be fighting with each other. Having seen this
scene, he decides to go ahead and stop them fighting.
When he tries to restrain them, they tell him they are just
playing, not fighting! The man tells them that it looked as if
they were fighting, because they were hitting each other.
In response, the boys give him some more detail (facts
which provide reason) of what they were doing. They try to
give him some examples of the games in which players hit
each other: boxing, wrestling and American football. Ac-
cording to the boys, it is not the case that whenever the
man sees a number of men hitting each other, they are
necessarily fighting. In fact, the boys try to convince him
that what they were doing is similar to what some players
do when they play. They do their job by referring to other
similar cases. They do not appeal to common properties
and intrinsic features of fighting to improve their argument.
By seeing just at this case, the man cannot understand
what the case is. So, instead of just seeing at this case
over the time, we have to look away at similar and dissimi-
lar cases to arrive at the classification. So, “seeing” like
“game” has not essential features which we can spell out
them. All we have is continuity in seeing different cases
which help us having better understanding.

4. Wittgenstein and Audi;
finding similarities

It seems that Wittgenstein’s use of “continuous seeing” is
somehow similar to what | have been discussing about
“further reflection” in Audi’s “reflectionism” framework. Both
of them think that by seeing more and more (or reflect on
the case) one can apprehend in a better way though non-
inferentially. When Audi is talking about “aspectual appre-
hension” might have such thing in his mind (Audi 2011:
174). In fact, he think that by further reflection one can im-
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prove the ability to see one, say, proposition from different
aspects.

On the other hand, self-evident propositions, like game,
have not any essential features or patterns which one can
articulate them in a lexical order. All we have in our hands
is emerging patterns which can vary from one case to an-
other. Reflecting on cases and finding similarities or doing
continuous seeing at different cases is all we can do.
There is no pre-existing essence here.
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What we cannot talk about, we must pass over in silence
Wittgenstein

1. Introduction

The last proposition of The Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus
(henceforth: Tractatus) is extremely famous: “what we
cannot talk about, we must pass over in silence”.
Commentators of Wittgenstein's Tractatus have read this
proposition differently. Some believe that the “silence” is
talked about in the Tractatus, is the mystical one; related to
the mystical aspect of the world and mystical experience of
mystics who try to refer to ultimate reality which is formless
and colourless. It follows from this that mystics can only
talk about, using Hick's phrase, “trans categorial reality” in
a suggestive way. On the other hand, others believe that
Tractarian silence denotes that we are entitled to just talk
about possible states of affairs meaningfully i.e. since
nothing can be found beyond the realm of sayable, onto-
logically speaking, we have to be silent. This interpretation
can be regarded as the negative reading of the very idea
of ‘silence’ in the Tractatus.

In this paper we are going to explore four readings of the
concept ‘silence’ in the Tractatus, as cloudy, negative,
mystical and therapeutic readings. These four readings are
not discussed in details in the literature. In fact, we deduc-
tively distinguish these different readings; though the doors
are open and other commentators, in principle, can read
the concept ‘silence’ in the Tractatus differently.

The structure for this paper is as follows. In the next sec-
tion, we start by a general Tractarian story with regard to
the distinction between senseful and non-sense. In the
third section, four readings of the concept “silence” are
discussed. Finally, the most plausible account of the
concept ‘silence’ in the Tractatus is talked about.

2. Tractarian story

Wittgenstein’s Tractatus tries to propose a precise crite-
rion, according to which non-sense propositions can be
distinguished from meaningful propositions, semantically
speaking.” The external world consists of different facts,
i.e. different existing states of affairs like “the book is on
the table” and “that tree is next to our house”. Language-
users utilize different words to make different propositions
which correspond to facts. If this proposition is in accor-
dance with a possible state of affairs, then that proposition
is meaningful. Following the Frege's “Context Principle”,
Wittgenstein does believe that proposition is the simplest
and basic component of the very idea of “meaningful-
ness”.? To explain this, Wittgenstein utilizes the concept
‘depiction’, in the sense that language-users understand
the meaning of a proposition like seeing one picture if that
picture is related to a state of affairs in the external world.®
So, according to the Tractarian story, only natural and
experiential propositions are meaningful, as these

! See e.g. Kenny 1973; Ricketts 1996.
2 White 2006: 146.
3Anscombe 1959; Schwyzer 1962: 271-288.
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propositions are related to possible and existing states of
affairs. Other propositions are senseless since they are not
connected to possible and existing states of affairs: reli-
gious, moral and philosophical propositions are amongst
these non-sensical propositions. For instance, Wittgenstein
clearly denies the existence of moral values as part of the
furniture of the world. According to the Tractatus, moral
propositions like logical and mathematical propositions
have nothing to do with what is going on in the real world.
In fact, moral propositions like logical and mathematical
propositions are transcendental.” In other words, we are
not entitled to make meaningful propositions via different
moral concepts; rather, they just contain subject’s attitude
towards the world. Moral propositions cannot talk about
the world and the ways in which things are connected in it,
rather they only talk about language-users’ moral perspec-
tive. Wittgenstein says that if we resort to the conse-
quences of actions in order to explain the very ideas of
goodness and badness, we move beyond the realm of eth-
ics (see e.g. TLP, 6.422). In fact, according to the Trac-
tatus, we do not have bad and good moral consequences,
since in order to do that we need to refer to what is going
on in the world, out there, whereas there is no such a thing
as real moral properties in the Tractarian story. This
means that moral judgments are a-priori and different sub-
jects’ moral judgments are not related to what is going on
in the real world.®

3. Four readings of the concept ‘silence’ in
the Tractatus

Having seen the Tractarian story, albeit briefly; now, we are
going to discuss the concept ‘silence’ and its different inter-
pretations in details. We can distinguish four different read-
ings of silence i.e. cloudy, negative, mystical reading and
therapeutic readings. Let us elaborate each of them in turn.

3.1. Cloudy reading

According to the cloudy reading, silence in the Tractatus
focuses on the difference between sayable and non-
sayable. We are just entitled to talk about states of affairs
and the way in which things are connected together in this
world meaningfully, beyond this world, the rules of lan-
guage are going to be changed. We are not entitled to say
anything, either positively or negatively, in the realm of eth-
ics, religion and philosophy meaningfully, as it seems that
we are located in a cloudy space, in which nothing can be
seen and grasped. It can be said that this kind of silence
has an agnostic connotation.

3.2. Negative reading

According to the second reading of the concept ‘silence’
which is called negative, silence in the Tractatus has a
negative connotation and refers to nothingness, i.e. this
reading says that there is no such a thing as ethical

* See 6.421 and 6.41.
® For more details on this issue see e.g. Mounce 1989: 122-25.
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properties and metaphysical entities, ontologically speak-
ing. We are entitled to say something in a proposition,
meaningfully, when the proposition is testable and can be
verified experientially speaking. The propositions which
refer to beyond the scope of experience are non-sense
and gibberish, semantically speaking. Carnap and some of
Vienna Circle’s members read the concept ‘silence’ in the
Tractatus in this way.

3.3 Mystical reading

According to the third reading, the silence that is discussed
in the Tractatus has a mystical connotation. In order to
make this account of ‘silence’ intelligible, let us distinguish
between two kinds of silence which is discussed in the
mystical literature, in the first place. Firstly, silence occurs
when a mystic is confronted with a unique mystical-
existential experience. In this way, the mystic jumps from
this world into the formless and colourless one and he/she
is united with the infinite reality. The mystic cannot see
him/herself separately anymore and just is dissolved in the
formless unity. In the mystical literature, this position is
called the immersed state.

According to the mystical thoughts, the mystic cannot
say anything willingly in such a situation, as he is uncon-
scious and dissolved in the infinite reality. So, he/she will
end up with silence. This kind of silence can be called the
ontological silence, as it is based on dissolution and unity.

Secondly, the mystic wakes up and becomes aware.
Now, he/she is going to talk about the experience which
experienced by utilizing some concepts and propositions
and present a linguistic version of it. This is exactly the
time when the mystic finds that he/she cannot say
thoroughly what has been experienced, because of the
unending restrictions of the language; the language which
is temporal and bounded, and cannot categorize the infi-
nite reality, as it is. Language is not capable of carrying
such huge and unique existential and mystical experi-
ences.

According to the mystics, the problem origins from the
language itself, though, we do not have any other tools to
communicate with each other. In fact, we are confronted
with a paradox: on the one hand, we have to use language
for communicating with others. On the other hand, linguis-
tic articulation of these mystical and existential experi-
ences is incomplete and inadequate. It follows from this
that we have to be silent, when we are going to talk about
the transcendence, because of the incapability and defi-
ciency of the language. So, the mystic prefers to talk about
the negative aspect of mystical reality rather than the
positive aspect of it. Meister Eckhart, a German Mystic,
holds that the most similar thing to God is silence. This
metaphor wants to focus on the negative aspect of the
divine reality, i.e. we cannot say anything positively with
regard to the formless, since language-users are incapable
of articulating it. In other words, incapability of linguistic
articulation of the formless leads to the incapability of un-
derstanding of the formless, as it is, in an epistemic sense.

The ones who do believe in the mystical reading of the
concept ‘silence’ in the Tractatus focus on the Wittgen-
stein’'s mystical manners especially between writing Note-
books and Tractatus. According to them, Wittgenstein is
influenced by the novelists and philosophers such as
Dostoyevsky, Tolstoy, Schopenhauer and Kant. Also
propositions in the Tractatus (6.4 onwards) which show
his interest in the Transcendental all together are evi-
dences in support of the mystical reading of the very idea

of silence. According to the proponents, based upon the
Tractarian distinction between sayable and showable,
Wittgenstein is going to give a plausible account of the
mystical realm of the universe, ontologically speaking,
though it cannot be talked about in the language.®

3.4 Therapeutic reading

The fourth reading of the concept ‘silence’ is called the
therapeutic reading. According to this account, the most
important proposition in the Tractatus to understand
“saying/showing” distinction is 6.54. According to the
proponents of this reading, Wittgenstein wrote the
Tractatus for this proposition; the proposition which
renounced everything which has been said before.” It
seems that prior to this proposition in the Tractatus, Witt-
genstein distinguishes the boundaries of sayable and
showable. According to him, we are not entitled to say any-
thing with regard to the phenomena that they have nothing
to do with what is going on in the world i.e. they are non-
sense. In fact, by distinguishing between showable and
sayable things, Wittgenstein emphasizes that the world
has two sides: one is the phenomenal one in the Kantian
sense which can be articulated and talked about in linguis-
tic expressions; the other one is the showable side of the
world. However, the proponents of the therapeutic reading
undermine this interpretation of the very idea of “silence”.

According to the therapeutic interpretation of 6.54, phi-
losophy is like a ladder which after reaching the top we
have to throw it away:

My propositions are elucidatory in this way: he who un-
derstands me finally recognizes them as senseless,
when he has climbed out through them, on them, over
them. (He must so to speak throw away the ladder, af-
ter he has climbed up on it.)

The last part of this proposition means that one has to put
aside these propositions to see the world rightly. Indeed,
practicing philosophy shows that language-users cannot
practice philosophy. Wittgenstein wants to say to his read-
ers that categorising the surrounding world under the phi-
losophical terms is implausible. Even sayable /showable
distinction is a philosophical distinction at the end of the
day which is misleading and harmful. Throwing away the
ladder, according to the therapeutic reading of the
Tractatus is associated with the impossibility of philosophy.
We have to return to natural language and consider the
common-sensical meaning of the words in order to phi-
losophize; philosophy is nothing but curing the language.
Wittgenstein discusses the therapeutic attitude towards
philosophy in the Philosophical Investigations as well. Ac-
cording to him, misusing words by philosophers in different
contexts create many problems and make problems,
pseudo-problems. Because of this, he holds that practicing
philosophy is just illuminating the darkness of the castle of
the language and refining it which is an on-going activity.
This means that philosophers are not supposed to theorise
and philosophize; however, instead, they have to cure this
problematic language.® So, according to the therapeutic
reading, language-users have to be silent in the sense that
put aside theorising, and get back to natural language.
What we do with words in the ordinary language has the
precedence here.

® For more details see e.g. Gillies 1993.
’ See White 2006: 118-134.
8 See e.g. Wittgenstein 1953: 44-47; Thornton 2004, ch.1&2.
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4. Conclusion

We have tried to show that the commentators understand
and read the very idea of “silence” in ending proposition of
the Tractatus in four different ways: cloudy, negative,
mystical and therapeutic silence. We are inclined to
conclude that, all things considered, cloudy silence is more
plausible, as it is more compatible with the spirit of the
Tractatus, exegetically speaking. In other words, in our
view, Wittgenstein in the Tractatus neither undermines the
whole idea of metaphysics and transcendence, nor
presupposing the divine realm in the universe. Rather, he
tries to delineate the boundaries of the idea of meaningful-
ness, according to which when we reach beyond the
phenomenal world which consists of states of affairs and
facts nothing can be said meaningfully, as the semantic
rules do not work anymore. If this is the mission of the
whole Tractarian story, then cloudy silence is the most
plausible reading of the concept ‘silence’ in the Tractatus
in comparison with others.
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§1. My claim in this paper is that Wittgenstein is an ethical
eliminativist in two senses: first, he wants to eliminate
ethical propositions as nonsense; second, he takes it that
there is an ethical point to eliminating ethical propositions
as nonsense. (And | shall want to suggest that this is not
as paradoxical as it might seem.)

More fully, | will argue that Wittgenstein holds that ethical
propositions are nonsense, in that they lack any meaning
whatsoever, that they are redundant, in that insofar as
there is some coherent work for them to do that work is
already being done elsewhere by other (by contrast, “non-
ethical”) features of our language, and that they are harm-
ful, in that they obstruct our ability to appreciate (and so to
act upon, or in accordance with) what is genuinely of ethi-
cal significance in our lives.

What Wittgenstein calls the ethical “sense”, or point, of
the Tractatus consists in the removal of this obstacle to our
appreciation of the ethical.

(Although | focus on Wittgenstein's Tractatus here, | think
these views are also attributable to the later Wittgenstein.)

The claim that Wittgenstein is an ethical eliminativist
should not be controversial, given that he writes in the
Tractatus that “there can be no ethical propositions” (Witt-
genstein 1974: 86.42). But commentators have found it
notoriously difficult to come to terms with this remark and
still say wherein lies the ethical point of the Tractatus itself
(see below), commonly resorting to the idea that Wittgen-
stein held that various ethical propositions, while not hav-
ing whatever it takes to have sense (and so to be proposi-
tions) according to what the Tractatus says sense is, are
nevertheless somehow right-on-the-money.

But Wittgenstein, as | understand him, even in the
Tractatus, is not concerned with developing a theory of
sense at all, but with our basic capacity for making sense
of a sentence. And so his claim that there cannot be any
ethical propositions is not the claim that whatever sense
ethical propositions have lies beyond the boundaries of
sense according to whatever theory he holds there, be-
cause he does not hold a theory of sense there at all. His
claim is rather that there is no such thing as an ethical
proposition, and so that all those things we think of as
ethical propositions are either not really ethical or not really
propositions, and the sense in which they are not really
propositions is the sense in which they are simply empty:
we cannot make sense of them because we have not yet
given them any meaning. They are, simply, honsense.

The problem then is this: how could someone think that
ethical propositions lack any meaning whatsoever? At
least, that is the first problem.

The second problem is this: Wittgenstein, famously, in a
letter to his potential publisher Ludwig von Ficker, de-
scribes the Tractatus as having an ethical point (reprinted
in Luckhardt 1996: 94-5).! But the Tractatus is almost
exclusively concerned with issues to do with language and
logic, and does not contain anything that could be
construed as an ethical proposition at all (unsurprisingly,

* For reasons of space, | do not reproduce the letter here.

since it claims that there can be no such thing). Worse, it
ends by declaring that its own propositions are nonsense,
and that understanding Wittgenstein consists in recogniz-
ing that. Far from making an ethical point, its aim seems to
be to correct our misunderstanding of the logic of
language, exposing illusions of sense as such and giving
us a better grasp of what we are saying when we are
saying anything at all. So in what sense could such a book
be construed as having an ethical point at all, and what
could that point possibly be?

Its ethical point cannot consist simply in the self-
understanding that such a book might help us attain: for
instance, understanding of ourselves as prone to be taken
in, in various ways, by the illusion of making sense where
really we are making none. That alone seems insufficiently
“ethical”. But neither can its ethical point consist simply in
the clarity of thought the Tractatus enables us to achieve:
clarity of thought might be taken to be an ethical ideal
insofar as it enables us to get clearer on the content of,
and logical relations among our ethical propositions, and
on the non-ethical background against which we assent to
or dissent from ethical propositions. But if there can be no
ethical propositions, then the Tractatus cannot be con-
strued as making an ethical point in these ways. So again,
the second problem is this: what could the ethical point of
the Tractatus be?

| think we can begin to address the first of these prob-
lems by answering the second, and that is what | do here.
My aim is to outline a sense in which Wittgenstein can be
seen to be trying, through the elimination of “ethical propo-
sitions”, to reconnect us with the ways in which ethical
commitments are embodied in our ordinary “non-ethical”
language, and so the ways in which ordinary language
might be taken to be ethically revealing.

§2. Wittgenstein’s explanation of the ethical sense of the
Tractatus (in his letter to von Ficker) begins with a distinc-
tion between two parts of his “work”: the part that he has
written (in the manuscript of the book), and “everything [he
has] not written”. And Wittgenstein explains what he
means by that by drawing a contrast, implicitly, between
two ways in which one might imagine one could delimit the
ethical.

Wittgenstein’s book does this from within, in the same
way that it delimits language, by providing (in the general
propositional form) a means of saying everything there is
to be said. But one might also imagine that one could
delimit the ethical from the outside: one might imagine that
the ethical is just one part of our lives among others, that it
is possible to adopt an external perspective from which to
describe what ethics is. That approach would involve as-
suming that ethics is the subject of some propositions but
not others, that there is a subset of propositions that are
the ethical propositions in that they alone deal with this
specific area of our lives.

In using that contrast to illustrate the distinction between
the two parts of his work — the part he has written and eve-
rything he has not written — Wittgenstein ties that phrase
(“everything | have not written”) specifically to the attempt
to delimit ethics from the outside, to the production of
“ethical propositions”. And in doing that, he ties his expla-
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nation of the ethical sense of the Tractatus specifically to
its exclusion of ethical propositions, to its not including
any;hing that could be construed as a proposition of eth-
ics.

So Wittgenstein suggests that the ethical point of the
Tractatus consists in its exclusion or elimination of ethical
propositions. But he also suggests three further things that
together illustrate what makes that elimination ethical.
First, the reason for their exclusion is that they are
nonsense. The only way to delimit the ethical is from
within; anything else leads only to babbling, to nonsense.
Second, although there is no such thing as an ethical
proposition, Wittgenstein clearly does not think that there is
no such thing as the ethical: his book delimits the ethical
from within, and what it delimits is not nothing. Hence, not
only are ethical propositions nonsense, they are also
redundant, since the work that they are intended to do
(here, delimiting the ethical) is already done by other
features of our language (in this case, by all of it). Third,
ethical propositions themselves stand in the way of our
appreciation of what is of genuine ethical significance: von
Ficker, for instance, because he has a misconception of
what it is to engage in ethics, will not be able to recognize
that the book has an ethical point at all, even though,
according to Wittgenstein, it says much that von Ficker
himself wants to say. Thus, the ethical sense of the
Tractatus consists in its elimination of ethical propositions
as nonsense, as redundant, and as harmful.

| want to illustrate what | mean with three short exam-
ples. The first is from (not ethics but) logic and Russell's
theory of types. Russell's theory is designed to prohibit
certain combinations of words in order to prevent para-
doxes such as that involved in the idea of the set of all sets
that are non-self-members. But if the combination of words
in question makes sense then there is no sense in prohibit-
ing it, and it would be nonsense to try. And if the combina-
tion does not make sense, then there is nothing that could
sensibly be prohibited (just a string of signs that has not
yet been given a meaning) and again it would be
nonsense to try. Either the combination of words already
makes sense, in which case there is no sense in trying to
prohibit it, or it does not make sense, in which case there
is nothing to be prohibited; in both cases, the result of
trying to prohibit something is sheer nonsense. But not
only is the attempt at prohibition here nonsensical, it is
also redundant: there is nothing that needs to be
prohibited. The work the theory of types was wanted for is
already done by our not having given the words a
meaning. No further step is required. The idea that more is
required, however, is harmful insofar as it encourages us
to adopt a picture of the limits of language as limitations,
making it more likely that we take nonsense for sense (and
vice versa) by encouraging us in thinking that there is
some substantial thing that needs to be prohibited. Its
attempts to police the boundaries of language make those
boundaries harder to see.

My second example is promises. There is no level of
commitment conveyed in promising that cannot also be
conveyed by other expressions of intentions, and in that
sense promises are only ever redundant. Insofar as
promises are taken to be of special ethical significance
over-and-above those other expressions, no meaning has
been assigned to them. But since there is no greater level
of commitment that can only be expressed in promising,
any greater commitment they do carry can only come at
the expense of the commitment embodied in those other

2 What is important about that second part, in my view, is simply that it is not
there.
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means of expression. The result of that is a severing of the
ties between one’s words and one’s actions in those ordi-
nary cases, and since there is nothing special about prom-
ises themselves that may also come to affect promises
too. So, as with Russell's attempts to police the borders of
language, treating promising as specially ethically signifi-
cant in this way has the opposite effect to that intended:
loosening, rather than strengthening the ties between
words and actions.

My final example comes from the word “duty”. Some-
times we may want to justify certain courses of action by
appeal to a duty arising out of other commitments in our
lives. For instance, one might want to justify certain actions
in times of war by appeal to one’s duty to those one loves.
But here again one might think that this talk of duty is both
nonsense and redundant: that there is no more than, and
nothing more is needed than, the emotion that grounds the
supposed duty. If one loves someone, then one will be-
have in such-and-such a way towards them in such-and-
such a situation, and the character and strength of one’s
love will be revealed in the ways one does behave, or in
one’s attitudes to the ways one did behave. There is no
third thing mediating between the emotion and the action it
gives rise to. But imagining there to be such a thing may
itself be harmful insofar as it creates a distance between
the emotion and the action and draws our attention away
from what does ground our actions onto the supposed
duty, thereby creating a situation in which they could
potentially be construed as coming into conflict with one
another so that the attempt to justify certain courses of ac-
tion in this way opens the path to undermining those same
actions.

§3. The outline given here is only a sketch, but it is meant
to suggest an alternative to Cora Diamond’s views of Witt-
genstein’s attitude to the ethical and to ethical proposi-
tions. Diamond describes Wittgenstein's attitude using
phrases such as “an attitude to the world and life”, and she
takes such phrases to retain their attractiveness even after
we recognize their emptiness (Diamond 2000: 153-4). |
want an account of Wittgenstein’s attitude to the ethical
that does not depend on recognizing a continued role for
such phrases but that still accounts for the sense that ordi-
nary “non-ethical” language can be ethically revealing. My
suggestion is that ethical discourse stands in the way of an
immediacy between our words and actions, hindering our
ability to perceive both what our words commit us to and
when we do not live up to those commitments, so that re-
moving that form of talk from our lives is a way of taking
(rather than disowning) responsibility for our words. (It
could be called a kind of linguistic existentialism.) Seeing
that that form of discourse not only does not serve the
needs or interests it is meant to serve but actually opposes
them is one way of coming to see how ethical eliminativism
could appear to be an attractive alternative, and so one
way of understanding how the conclusion that ethical
propositions are empty nonsense could be thought to be
anything other than simply false.
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you can never Leave
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In their “From Wittgenstein's Prison to the Boundless
Ocean: Carnap’s Dream of Logical Syntax”(2009), Awodey
and Carus developed an interpretation of Carnap’s phi-
losophy, which represents Carnap’s Logical Syntax of
Language (1934/37), (hereafter LSL) as an effort at
by-passing the barriers of meaningful speech as described
by Wittgenstein. The Wittgensteinian barrier emerged from
Wittgenstein’s picture theory of Meaning in Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicus (1921/22) (hereafter TLP). The the-
ory held that:

2.1 We picture facts to ourselves.

2.11 A picture presents a situation in logical space, the
existence and non-existence of states of affairs.

2.12 A picture is a model of reality.

On the grounds of Hans Hahn's notes of 1929, the inter-
preters came to the conclusion that logical empiricists were
eager to utilize Wittgenstein’s picture theory, because the
theory “solved the old Platonic problem of the cognitive
status of mathematics, which was obviously a basic obsta-
cle to any form of empiricism.” (Carus 2009: 80). According
to Wittgenstein, logical sentences (and according to Logi-
cal empiricists, mathematical ones, as well) are tautologies
and while “[p]Jropositions show what they say”, “tautologies
and contradictions show that they say nothing.” (TLP
4.461). Wittgenstein's approach relieved the empiricist's
worries about seemingly un-empirical knowledge which is
conveyed by logico-mathematical sentences, by showing
that there is no such knowledge implied in logic and
mathematics. Mathematics and logic represent nothing,
and they are devoid of cognitive meaning or any kind of
knowledge.

However, in spite, or rather as a result of its helpful con-
tent, the picture theory allegedly blocks the way of some
kinds of discourses. To be more precise, it does not permit
us to speak about the very logical form of the language:

4.121 Propositions cannot represent logical form: it is
mirrored in them.

What finds its reflection in language, language cannot
represent. What expresses itself in language, we can-
not express by means of language. Propositions show
the logical form of reality. They display it.

And the cornerstone of Wittgenstein’s philosophy, TLP 7
established his point beyond any controversy:

7. What we cannot speak about we must pass over in
silence.

It is the very nature of language, as it is described in picture
theory, which prevents us from stepping outside the barriers
of our forms of representations to speak about its logical
form. This inescapable framework of language is called by
Awodey and Carus “Wittgenstein's Prison” (2009: 90). They
suggested that in his works in 1930s (his unpublished “Ver-
such einer Metalogik” of 1931 and LSL), Carnap found a
way of escaping Wittgenstein’s prison, by constructing a
system that makes “the structure of language itself the
object of logical study” (Awodey and Carus 2009: 91).

Moreover, according to this interpretation, it was the
breakdown of the formalism and logicism in logic and
mathematics through the appearance of Godel's incom-
pleteness theorems (which shows that there could be true
arithmetic sentences that were not provable), and devel-
opment of similar points in Tarski and Hilbert's works
which directed Carnap’s attention to the possibility of
construction of a linguistic system, by sacrificing the
completeness of the system (see Carnap 1937, C. § 34a).

In this paper, | proceed to show that Carnap’s effort at
leaving Wittgenstein’s prison not only was not successful
in his syntactical period (i.e., LSL), but the program could
not secure his way out even in the later semantical period,
when such a liberating move was much more expectable.
In this way | will conclude that in spite of Carnap’s efforts,
Wittgenstein’s prison is still unbroken.

In a more general view, | will conclude that Wittgen-
stein’s insights about the nature of language are deeper
than what can be endangered by the breakdown of
formalism or logicism®, because his insights about lan-
guage are rooted in his more general views about identity
of the limits of world and language (which holds that in
principle we cannot speak about what is outside of the
world-language, as far as we are alive). The natural result
is that the failure of Carnap’s two continuous efforts, in
spite of their ingenuity, seems like a good evidence for the
claim that the prison is in principle unbreakable.

But first, | must show the failure of Carnap’s effort.

 This point needs a certain amount of clarification. It may seem that Carnap’
took a logicist route to solving Wittgenstein’s problem, and for this reason
Carnap’s opposition to Wittgenstein, as it is expressed in LSL, cannot be in-
spired by the breakdown of the logicism. To be sure, the influence of logicism
on Carnap’s LSL is beyond controversy. It is highlighted by Carnap himself (in
1937 § 84: 325-328), and then remarked in Feigl's speech at the memorial
session of R. Carnap (1970), and again discussed duly by Creath in “Carnap’s
Conventionalism” (1992). But these observations need not to deviate our at-
tention from the fact that Carnap’s project progressed greatly from its logicist
origins, via the influence of the pragmatist and especially intuitionist traditions,
which were creatively exploited by him in LSL (see 1934/1937 § 16, “On Intu-
itionism”). Carnap made significant efforts at appealing to the intuitionist tech-
niques at the basis of his conventionalism and in the way he construed his
linguistic calculus, exactly where the logicist-formalist devices failed him (see
1937, § 16: 46-47). The fact that Carnap criticized the logicist project of reduc-
tion of mathematics to logic (1931) three years before the publication of LSL
shows that he was by no means blind to the shortcomings of logicism, and his
effort at constructing the logical syntax of language was much more than a
mere logicist-formalist endeavor.

On my view, it seems that in LSL, Carnap was sympathetic to formalists and
logicists to the extent that they banished the material mode of speech from
their vocabularies. But with regard to the question of the nature of mathemat-
ics and logic, and to the question of derivation of the former from the latter,
and in adoption of certain technical devices for constructing his system he took
sides with intuitionists and pragmatists. Carnap remarked that “A logical foun-
dation of mathematics is only given when a system is built up which enables
derivations of this kind to be made. The system must contain general rules of
formation concerning the occurrence of the mathematical symbols in synthetic
descriptive sentences also, together with consequence-rules for such sen-
tences. Only in this way is the application of mathematics, i.e. calculation with
numbers of empirical objects and with measures of empirical magnitudes,
rendered possible and systematized. A structure of this kind fulfils, simultane-
ously, the demands of both formalism and logicism” (1937, § 84: 326). And
exactly in building the system and in constructing general rules of formation he
took the constructive road that made his work similar to the efforts of Heyting
(1930) who tried to give a precise formal formulation to the insights of intuition-
ists (see Carnap 1937, § 16: 46). (Also for grasping the amount of similarity
between the works of Carnap and Brouwer, see ibid.).
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As | hinted before, Carnap tried to overcome Wittgen-
steinian hindrance by formulating the syntax of the lan-
guage within the language:

According to another opinion (that of Wittgenstein),
there exists only one language, and what we call syntax
cannot be expressed at all—it can only "be shown". As
opposed to these views, we intend to show that,
actually, it is possible to manage with one language
only; not, however, by renouncing syntax, but by dem-
onstrating that without the emergence of any contradic-
tions the syntax of this language can be formulated
within this language itself. (1937: 53, the emphasis is
mine)

A comparison between Wittgenstein's phrase (TLP 4.121)
and Carnap’s shows that what had been called by the for-
mer the “logical form of reality” was interpreted by the latter
as “the syntax of language”. The former estimated the logi-
cal form as something indescribable in language, while the
latter tried to present an actual formulation of the syntax in
his work to falsify Wittgenstein's view. This comparison
assumes that the logical form and syntax are essentially
alike and the same. But are they really? Obviously Carnap
thought that they are similar enough, but to get an appro-
priate answer to this question, we shall continue our inves-
tigation for a time being, from a seemingly inappropriate
place.

In LSL, mathematical Truth and Falsity are defined in
terms of validity and contra-validity, i.e., in terms of
tautologies and contradictions. (Carnap 1937, § 14: 41). In
this respect, Carnap’s view is not taking a harshly different
approach from Wittgenstein’s. But one wonders about the
destiny of the synthetic sentences which convey the infor-
mation about the empirical world. These sentences are
“the genuine statements about reality” (1937, 8 14: 41),
and they are expressible only within the material mode of
speech. But Carnap claimed that in LSL his aim amounts
to building a linguistic calculus, a formal system free of
involvement with the material mode of speech. Hence he
came to the conclusion that it is both possible and
desirable to decide the situation of the synthetic sentences
“without leaving the domain of the formal” (1937, § 14: 41).
But how?

Carnap tried to determine the logical content of these
sentences (i.e., their sense) by deriving all of their non-
analytical consequences, according to the exemplary
paradigm of the general axiomatic system which he advo-
cates in LSL (ibid., 8 14: 41). For this propose, he added a
set of P-rules (that is, the rules of inference, and primitive
sentences, adopted from the laws of nature) to the L-rules
(logico-mathematical rules) (1937, 8 51: 180). These
P-rules provide the empirical content of the linguistic
system and connect it to the external world. But in
absence of any material consideration, and in sheer formal
terms, the question of “[w]hether in the construction of a
language S we formulate only L-rules or include also
P-rules, and, if so, to what extent, is not a logico-
philosophical problem, but a matter of convention and
hence, at most, a question of expedience.” (1937, § 51:
180). This means that the choice of these conventions
cannot be justified in our theoretical language. Let me
elaborate.

The status of the P-rules cannot be justified as the rules
that load the system with information about the empirical
world, without making use of the material mode of speech
for explaining the relation of the set of rules to reality. For
justifying the choice of a set of rules at the base of the
system, we should explain that this assumed set of rules
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befits the external world more neatly than the alternative
sets, and it satisfies a greater amount of verisimilitude than
these. But for Carnap, the relation of the set of rules to
reality is not something that can be justified or discussed in
our formal language, simply because speaking about
reality (in a metaphysical sense) contravenes the formality
of the formal system. Reality discourse cannot penetrate
into the formal system of language, and the question of
verisimilitude remains an issue of expedience. One should
somehow grasp the appropriateness of the set of rules for
herself, and one cannot speak theoretically about her in-
tuition in this regard, she can at best, if | may put the word
in Carnap’s mouth, show it. This point is reemphasized in
his establishment of the important principle of tolerance:
“In logic, there are no morals. Everyone is at liberty to build
up his own logic, i.e. his own form of language, as he
wishes. All that is required of him is that, if he wishes to
discuss it, he must state his methods clearly, and give syn-
tactical rules instead of philosophical arguments.” (1937,
§17: 52). Stating the methods clearly and setting the rules,
is not anything like justifying the choice, it is rather like
showing what is one desirable option in an illuminating
way. And in my view, this account brings Carnap to Witt-
genstein’s camp.

Yet the defendant of the Carnapian reforms can insist
that Carnap indeed expanded the Wittgensteinian view by
speaking about the syntax, i.e., about logical form, which
was unspeakable for Wittgenstein, and this is the point of
difference between these two thinkers. There is no possi-
bility of justifying the set of rules at the base of linguistic
system for Carnap, but one can at least express her syn-
tactical rules. But | believe that this view is mainly the re-
sult of confusion, originally due to Carnap’s expression,
between logical form and syntax, and it gravely trivializes
Wittgenstein’s point (obviously Wittgenstein was not yearn-
ing for the prohibition of publication of books and speeches
that express the laws of logic after all). And this is the cru-
cial part of my paper.

For Wittgenstein, it is not the syntax that we cannot
speak about. It is the “pictorial form” which is the primary
unspeakable. And this violates the alleged synonymy of
syntax and logical form. The pictorial form was defined in
following terms:

2.15 The fact that the elements of a picture are related
to one another in a determinate way represents that
things are related to one another in the same way. Let
us call this connexion of its elements the structure of
the picture, and let us call the possibility of this structure
the pictorial form of the picture

2.151 Pictorial form is the possibility that things are re-
lated to one another in the same way as the elements
of the picture.

To justify, explain or examine, and in one word to speak
about pictorial form, which is the possibility of similarity of
the structure of the picture (language) to the structure of
the world, we should be able to check both sides of the
relation. We should be able to compare the inside of the
picture with its outside in order to assert that there exists
such a similarity. But this examination simply cannot take
place within the picture (language) itself, because the pic-
ture (or language) cannot be placed outside of what it
represents:

2.174 A picture cannot, however, place itself outside its
representational form.

This discussion leads us to the result that the logical form,
which was considered to be unspeakable by Wittgenstein,
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is actually this pictorial form, and when he said that the
logical form cannot be represented within the language, he
just meant that this pictorial form, which amounts to
comparison of language to what is outside of it, cannot be
the subject of a discourse which takes place within the
boundaries of language.

Now we can see plainly enough that unlike what was
advertised by Carnap, there is no serious disagreement
between the approaches of Wittgenstein and him in this
respect. In the same vein, Carnap held that the rules of the
language can always be assessed internally, but their
relation to outside, i.e., to the facts that the system consti-
tuted by the rules pictures, remains always un-assessable.
Indeed Carnap is very Wittgensteinian in this aspect.

A syntactical approach could hardly lead anyone outside
of the linguistic bonds, in absence of reference and
designation, which are exactly the concepts that bind the
linguistic framework to the world (see 1937, § 78: 299). In
later years (in the 1940-1950s) Carnap published a series
of works, with the attitude of giving a semantical turn to his
thought. But even in “Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontol-
ogy” (1950), which is the corner-stone of his thought in
semantical period, Carnap could not leave the prison.

In that 1950 paper, after making a distinction between
the external and internal questions, (internal and external
with regard to a linguistic framework), he declared that
internal questions are about the existence of certain
entities within the framework of an accepted language.
The external ones are questions concerning the existence
or reality of the system of entities as a whole (Carnap like
many others used existence and reality interchangeably).
The important point is that, for Carnap, only the first kind
constitutes the class of legitimate questions, whereas the
latter questions are actually pseudo-questions (1950: 91).
The truths of the phrases could only emerge after accep-
tance of the general framework of the relevant language;
“thus the question of the admissibility of entities of a
certain type or of abstract entities in general as designata
is reduced to the question of the acceptability of the lin-
guistic framework for those entities” (Carnap 1950: 92).
But assertion of the truth of the linguistic framework (or
mere talking about it) is impossible, because the question
of the choice of the framework is “rather a practical
guestion, a matter of a practical decision concerning the
structure of our language. We have to make the choice
whether or not to accept and use the forms of expression
in the framework in question” (Carnap 1950: 86). The prac-
tical choice cannot be discussed within the bounds of
meaningful language, and Wittgenstein’s prison is still
unbroken.

We now reach the epilogue. The intactness of Wittgen-
stein’s prison is not due to the want of more serious efforts
at breaking it. Carnap’s two successive efforts for finding a
way out of prison are brilliant in many respects, in my view.
That he never could step outside the Wittgensteinian bar-
rier was not a peculiar failure of Carnap’s thought, if one
can understand that the intactness of the prison is an es-
sential feature of the language. Having a language (in any
form that it could be conceived), means being bounded
within the language, and building any number of layers
within the bounds of the language, in the form of so-called
meta-languages, still does not take us beyond the limits of
the language (this is the main moral lesson that | intend to
derive from failure of Carnap’s effort). What is out there, in
absence of language, is only silence. | cannot step behind
the barriers of language, because “The world is my world:
this is manifest in the fact that the limits of language (of
that language which alone | understand) mean the limits of

my world.”(TLP 5.62). What is out there beyond the limits
of the language, along with ethics and aesthetics, would
remain always mystical for me, as long as | reside in this
world.?
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1. Introduction

One of the main causes of the cryptic aspect of Wittgen-
stein’'s early philosophy lies in the fact that it seems
extremely difficult to understand the unity of its philosophi-
cal approach in the Tractatus. The book deals with many
issues related to different areas (inter alia ontology, logic
and the nature of the proposition, the status of the thinking
subject, ethics and ‘mysticism’) but there is no doubt that
Wittgenstein considered himself as fighting against a ‘sin-
gle great problem’ and looking for a unique solution. Al-
though the text of the treatise, the Notebooks, and the cor-
respondence (especially some letters to Russell and
Ludwig von Ficker) provide us with several presentations
of this general solution, these presentations are always
linked with the distinction between saying and showing (or
at least with the idea that we have to recognize limits of
symbolic representation). Consequently, the best way to
understand the Tractatus seems to consist of an elucida-
tion of the saying-showing distinction, i.e. of its ‘main con-
tention’ which was for Wittgenstein ‘the cardinal problem of
philosophy’. Even those ‘resolute’ readers who pretend to
throw away the idea of showing with the 6.54’'s ladder
have to raise this central question: do the different uses of
Wittgenstein’s famous distinction have a common charac-
teristic? Several commentators have recently suggested a
negative answer to this fundamental question. In this pa-
per, | try to show that it is possible to reconstruct a unified
idea of showing and to emphasize a single formal problem
that the saying-showing distinction could intend to solve.

2. A central hypothesis to elucidate the say-
ing-showing distinction

When | affirm we can reconstruct a unified idea of showing
and identify a unique general problem in Wittgenstein's
early philosophy, | don't mean the author of the Tractatus
would have been capable to explain — i.e. to say or to
show in the greatest clarity — the nature of the matter (as
he would himself admit in 1931, he was at the time of the
Logisch-philosophische Abhandlung just ‘trying to capture
the feature of [a] physiognomy’, ‘[seeing] something from
far away and in a very indefinite manner’, Waismann 1979,
p. 184). In order to give an interpretation of a philosophical
work, it is often necessary to develop (and in some cases
to exaggerate) its authors’ ideas, and that's probably what
leads to the central hypothesis | am now going to expose.
According to this hypothesis, the saying-showing distinc-
tion can be elucidated as follows:

(1) ‘Saying’ essentially means referring to an external
reality (not necessarily an extra-linguistic fact but some-
thing distinct from the symbol which expresses it).

(2) ‘Showing’ consists of an ability to reflect itself, to
manifest its own identity.

(3) The idea of showing is firstly related to fundamental
logico-philosophical ‘data’. (By ‘fundamental logico-
philosophical “data” | mean the tractarian — non-
empirical and content-less — equivalents of concepts
which play a decisive role in foundational matters in
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logic or in philosophy, especially: the formal aspect of
propositions/pictures, simple objects as conditions of
possibility of meaning, logical truths, internal properties,
the thinking subject, philosophical discourse itself, the
ethical/aesthetic/'mystical’ sense of life as a limited
whole.)

(1) and (2) can also be expressed in these terms: (1) self-
reference is, properly speaking, a logical impossibility; and
(2) any x (a symbol or whatever else) can only show itself,
i.e. its own nature (there is no showing of “something else”,
of something external to what effectuates the showing).

In other words, the problem at stake in the saying-
showing distinction finds its origin in what Wittgenstein
presented as ‘the very devil': Identity. When we believe
ourselves to be able to recognize a case of self-reference
(reflexiveness) in discourse or in representation, this illu-
sion comes from the fact that our identification of what
seems to refer to itself is very imperfect (we can admit a
vague self-reference but no exact self-reference). If we
think that something can show something else (something
external to itself), we fail to see that the two data are in fact
in an internal relation, that is to say are essentially one and
the same datum (in showing, there is no reference ad
extra, no ‘hetero-reference’ —i.e. no reference at all).

This formulation of my hypothesis would need to be con-
fronted with a detailed reading of the Tractatus. Further-
more, it assumes a very general notion of ‘reference’,
which could apply to such different things as the internal
link between simple signs (names) and objects, proposi-
tions and facts, functions and arguments, the metaphysical
subject and the world. This point seems particularly diffi-
cult: is there a single nonsensical idea of ‘self-reference’
which could be used to elucidate the famous list of para-
doxes confronted by Russell by means of his theory of
logical types and the transcendental paralogisms involving
the problematic self-knowledge of a metaphysical subject?
A rigorous answer to this question would require an analy-
sis of the various uses of the difficult notion of self-
reference in very different contexts. What | want to suggest
here is not that Wittgenstein explicitly raised such a ques-
tion, but only that the Tractatus can be read as an attempt
to treat the problem | have indicated, and that such a read-
ing may be helpful to grasp the unity of the work.

3. The central hypothesis as a means to
elucidate the main occurrences of the
distinction in the Tractatus

The formal characterization of the distinction between say-
ing and showing proposed in the precedent paragraph ap-
pears as a direct result of Wittgenstein's considerations in
the Tractatus. By means of different uses of the spatial
metaphor of interiority/exteriority, and in relation with the
logico-philosophical notions of ‘logical priority’ or ‘condition
of possibility’, the treatise intends to stress the idea that
showing has an absolute autonomy (every case of Zeigen
is actually a case of Selbst-Zeigen) and especially that it is
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presupposed by symbolic figuration (i.e. reference, various
kinds of representation). On the contrary, saying has a
heteronomic character: It depends on an external datum
and always presupposes some kind of showing. In other
terms, the displaying of an identity is presupposed by —and
logically prior to— every possible reference.

This character of the distinction is already patent in the
picture theory with the introduction of the idea of pictorial
form. The identity of a picture lies in its pictorial form
(2.1514 & sq.). That's why a picture cannot represent but
has to show its own pictorial form (it is important to notice
that Wittgenstein doesn’t assert that a picture cannot rep-
resent the pictorial form of another picture). This point is
indicated through the spatial metaphor of places ‘inside’ or
‘outside’ a given picture:

2.172 A picture cannot [...] depict its pictorial form: it
displays it (weist sie auf).

2.173 A picture represents its subject from a position
outside it (von ausserhalb). [...] That is why a picture
represents its subject correctly or incorrectly.

2.174 A picture cannot, however, place itself outside its
representational form (ausserhalb seiner Form der Dar-
stellung stellen).

Contrary to a particular pictorial form, the logical form can-
not be represented at all by any picture because it is pre-
supposed by every picture, inherent to every pictorial form
(2.18). Logical form, i.e. the form of reality, admits no kind
of exteriority: ‘In order to be able to represent logical form,
we should have to be able to station ourselves with propo-
sitions somewhere outside logic, that is to say outside the
world (ausserhalb der Welt)' (4.12). Consequently, it has to
show itself in every possible picture/proposition:

4.121 A proposition cannot represent logical form: it is
mirrored in it (sie spiegelt sich in ihm). What finds its re-
flection in language (Was sich in der Sprache spiegelt),
language cannot represent (darstellen). What ex-
presses itself in language, we cannot express by
means of (durch) language. A proposition shows (zeigt)
the logical form of reality. It displays it (weist sie auf).

We find in this last remark a sentence which provides us
with a characterization of saying and showing as two
modes of expression (Ausdruck): ‘Was sich in der Sprache
ausdriickt, kénnen wir nicht durch sie ausdriicken’. The
single significant difference between saying and showing
is here that the former kind of expression refers to some-
thing else ‘by means’ of language whereas the latter is the
pure displaying of its own identity. This idea can be seen
as a clue to understand the famously obscure remark
4.022 in which the saying-showing distinction seems to
disappear. A few pages before asserting that ‘what can be
shown cannot be said’ (4.1212), Wittgenstein notices: ‘The
proposition shows its sense (zeigt seinen Sinn). The
proposition shows how things stand if it is true. And it says
that (sagt dass) they do so stand’ (4.022). Do we have to
admit that saying and showing can sometimes be
identical? The only way to avoid this dissolution of the
distinction is to recognize that what the proposition shows
is its own sense — its own identity as a proposition — and
that what is said by the proposition is the external fact it
represents. And Wittgenstein stresses the logical priority of
the propositional sense over the assertion which connects
it to an external fact (4.064, 6.2322). This idea of logical
priority, or the notion of ‘condition of possibility’, was
besides already present in the argument for the existence
of ineffable simple objects (2.0211-2023, 3.221).

It would not be irrelevant to apprehend such remarks as
signs of an original kind of Kantian criticism. But, although

Wittgenstein characterizes logic as ‘transcendental’ (6.13),
his central aim is elsewhere. What he intends to empha-
size is the absolute auto-nomy of logic (‘Logic must take
care of itself, fur sich selber sorgen’, 5.473) in which is
grounded the fundamental distinction between proposi-
tions of logic and factual propositions (sinnvolle Satze).
The latter consist of representations and their truth or
falsehood depends on external represented facts. The
treatise’s Grundgedanke is that the former do not repre-
sent at all (that's why there is no ‘logical constant’, 4.0312).
If we have to compare a proposition with reality in order to
judge its truth or falsehood, the ‘peculiar mark of logical
propositions’ is ‘that one can recognize that they are true
from the symbol alone’ and — Wittgenstein adds — ‘this fact
contains in itself the whole philosophy of logic’ (6.113). It
couldn't be otherwise because there is nothing outside
logic, and insofar as the laws of logic have no content they
‘cannot in their turn be subject to laws of logic’ (6.123).This
self-manifestation of logic (‘Every tautology itself shows —
zeigt selbst— that it is a tautology’, 6.127) does not concern
the arbitrary part of the symbols but their necessary formal
correspondence with the world: logic is a field ‘in which the
nature of the absolutely necessary signs speaks for itself
(sagt ... selbst aus)’ (6.124). This is the fundamental mean-
ing of the optical metaphor of reflection in a mirror (logic
reflects itself in ‘the great mirror’, 5.511, it is ‘a mirror-
image of the world’, 6.13).

This formal autonomy of logic (that is to say of the world,
because logic is the form of the world, 5.61) consists of the
displaying of internal properties or relations which are not,
strictly speaking, properties or relations at all. These formal
and logical properties of language and world are shown,
e.g. by tautologies (that propositions of logic are tautolo-
gies ‘shows the formal — logical — properties of language
and the world’, 6.12) or by the use of variable signs (cf.
5.24: ‘The operation shows itself, zeigt selbst, in a vari-
able’). The general form of a proposition is itself a variable,
that is to say expresses no function but an ‘operation’. The
ideas of an operation (corresponding to what Wittgenstein
calls ‘formal concepts’, see 4.126 & sq.) and of a function
are to be distinguished. The most significant difference
between these two notions lies in the fact that ‘a function
cannot be its own argument, whereas an operation can
take one of its own results as its base’ (5.251). As an ex-
plicit way of saying, a function must refer to something dif-
ferent from itself (it cannot be its own argument, because
‘the sign for a function already contains the prototype, Ur-
bild, of its argument, and it cannot contain itself’, 3.333); as
a pure way of formal and content-less showing, an opera-
tion possesses a power of ‘reflexibility’, i.e. the possibility
to be re-applied to its object. And Wittgenstein’'s argument
against the teratological function sign: ‘F(F(fx))’ equally
applies to propositions: ‘No proposition can make a state-
ment about itself, because a propositional sign cannot be
contained in itself (3.332). Here is the main point of the
tractarian criticism of Russell's theory of logical types.

But the same way of reasoning is at work in Wittgen-
stein’s critical analysis of the concept of a ‘metaphysical
subject’. The notion of representation consists of a possi-
ble adequacy between a subject and an object (i.e. some
determinated fact), so that there cannot be representation
without any distinction between what (or who) represents
and what is represented. That's why the subject cannot be
itself an object of its own representation. As its field of
possible representation is the world as totality of facts, the
subject cannot itself be a factual part of the world (5.631 &
sg.). The metaphysical subject must thereby show itself as
a limit of the world.
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At this stage, the reader of the Tractatus has become
able to grasp fully the nature of the world (or more mod-
estly the meaning of the word ‘world’ as Wittgenstein uses
it): the world is not only the ‘totality of facts’ but it also pos-
sesses formal features which show themselves. It can be
contemplated als begrenztes Ganzes, as a ‘limited whole’,
i.e. the totality of facts (the ‘whole’) is limited by the show-
ing of pure form. Furthermore, the formal features of the
world presuppose themselves the pure existence of some-
thing (dass etwas ist, 5.552, 6.44). In reading the last re-
marks of the book, we have to keep in mind these different
aspects of the ‘world’, because when Wittgenstein uses his
spatial metaphor to indicate something about the world’s
non-factual aspect (its formal limit or its pure existence),
this gives rise to an inversion of what is presented as ‘in-
side’ it and what is presented as ‘outside’: the facts are
said to be ‘in the world’ and its other features are meta-
phorically said ‘outside’ it (see 6.41, 6.4312, 6.432). But
Wittgenstein's way of reasoning remains essentially the
same.

4. Conclusion: Towards a genealogy of
showing

In this paper, | have only indicated an exegetical orienta-
tion to emphasize some significant formal features of the
distinction between saying and showing in the Tractatus. A
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rigorous test of the hypothesis | have here formulated
would require a complete analysis of the work which would
focus on every occurrence of the distinction, and | would
be very happy if | have managed to show that such an
analysis is to be realized. To conclude, | would like to
make two remarks. Firstly, the interpretation | have here
suggested is incompatible with the ‘resolute’ reading of the
Tractatus, but it isn't more consistent with the metaphysical
reading that presupposes the existence of ‘ineffable
truths’, and a third approach of the text is consequently
needed. Last but not least, it is possible and necessary to
elucidate how the form of the saying-showing distinction
finds its roots in several problems in the works of a small
number of authors to whom Wittgenstein owes the stimula-
tion of his early way of thinking. So, a considerable task
remains to be accomplished in order to achieve a complete
understanding of Wittgenstein’s first book.
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Das Thema ,Anthropologie* wird in der Wittgenstein-Re-
zeption oft mit Bemerkungen Uber Frazers Golden Bough
(Wittgenstein 1989: 29-46) nahezu erledigt. Es scheint auf
den ersten Blick durchaus nachvollziehbar, denn Wittgen-
stein im Verdacht zu haben, dass er eine gewisse prég-
nante Antwort auf die vierte Frage Kants liefert, wéare voll-
kommen verfehlt. Doch versuche ich in diesem Artikel eine
Argumentation zu entwickeln, die einen anthropologischen
Standpunkt in Wittgensteins Denken als fruchtbar und in-
spirativ erscheinen lasst und sich zugleich nicht inhaltlich
auf die Kritik von Frazer beruft. In meinem Beitrag be-
schéftige ich mich also mit einer anthropologischen Sicht-
weise Wittgensteins Denkens. Die Motivation fur diese
Perspektive stellt eine Bemerkung in Lyotards Schrift Le
Différent (Der Widerstreit) dar, wo der Autor behauptet,
Wittgenstein sei ein Anhénger eines gewissen ,anthropo-
logischen Empirismus". Diese Kritik werde ich erklaren und
als Gegenargument fir die hier angebotene Interpretation
deuten. SchlieBlich versuche ich mich mit dieser Kritik
auseinanderzusetzen.

1. Anthropologie als Modell der Erklarung

Im ersten Kapitel werde ich mich zuerst mit Wittgensteins
Kritik an Frazer beschéftigen. Ich zeige, dass das Thema
der gegen Frazer gerichteten Bemerkungen nicht eine
anthropologische Theorie voraussetzt, sondern eine Kritik
gewisser philosophischer Erklarungsart darstellt. Ich ver-
teidige also die These, dass es in Wittgensteins Bemer-
kungen Uber Frazer primar nicht um Anthropologie oder
Ethnologie geht, sondern um eine Kritik bestimmter Erkla-
rungsart. Diese Deutung schafft einen gewissen Freiraum
fir das Argument, mit dem ich weiterhin eine eigentliche
anthropologische Perspektive in Wittgensteins Denken
begrinde.

Wittgensteins Interesse an Frazer ist auf das Jahr 1931
zu datieren. Die ersten Manuskripteintrdge wurden im Juni
dieses Jahres aufgezeichnet, nach einigen Uberarbeitun-
gen in Typoskript 211 Ubernommen und heute sind als
Bemerkungen Uber Frazers Golden Bough bekannt. Wei-
tere Quellen bestatigen diese Datierung — M. O’'C. Drury
(1992: 170) hat Frazers Buch gemeinsam mit Wittgenstein
zu diesem Zeitpunkt gelesen und Wittgenstein hat eine
Kritik an Frazer auch in Vorlesungen vom Studienjahr
1932/33 geauBert (Wittgenstein 1989a: 188-189). Diese
Datierung ist fur die Auswertung der Bemerkungen ent-
scheidend, denn gerade in diesen Jahren, wie z.B. Wolf-
gang Kinezler in seiner bemerkenswerten Studie detailliert
belegt (Kienzler 1997: 26nn), setzt sich Wittgenstein mit
seinem Friihdenken besonders intensiv auseinander. Ge-
rade diese Auseinandersetzung ist der Ausgangspunkt
zum Verstandnis von Wittgensteins Frazer-Lekture.

Wittgensteins Standpunkt in der Polemik mit Frazer be-
steht in der Kritik der auf Kausalitdt basierenden ,Erkla-
rungstypen“: ,Diese Erklarungsweise ergibt sich aus der
Tendenz, ein Phanomen durch eine einzige Ursache zu
erklaren [...]" (Wittgenstein 1989a: 188). Frazer sollte nach
Wittgenstein den Fehler begangen haben, die Phanomene

der religidsen Riten als eine Art Handlung mit einem be-
stimmten pragmatischen Ziel zu betrachten. Was ist mit
der ,einzigen Ursache" gemeint? Es geht um ein Motiv der
Nutzlichkeit. Rituale werden unter dieser Betrachtungs-
weise deswegen durchgefiihrt, weil sie etwas Bestimmtes
bewirken sollen. Es handelt sich um strikte Zweckhand-
lungen. Diese evolutiondre Betrachtungsweise wird von
Wittgenstein aus zwei Standpunkten kritisiert. Der erste
besteht in einem offensichtlichen Reduktionismus dieser
Annahme (,Welche Enge des seelischen Lebens bei
Frazer! Daher: Welche Unmdglichkeit, ein anderes Leben
zu begreifen, als das englische seiner Zeit." Wittgenstein
1989: 33). Der zweite Grund liegt darin, dass die rituellen
Handlungen als Meinungen oder Theorien angesehen
werden. Rituelle Handlungen werden von Frazer als eine
Art falscher Theorien betrachtet, die auf einer falschen
Uberzeugung von ihrer Funktion (etwa von der Macht ei-
nes Zweiges) beruhen. Magie sei also in Frazers-Augen
falsche Physik. Warum kritisiert Wittgenstein diese Erkla-
rungsart? Der Keim einer moglichen Antwort lasst sich be-
reits in der Logisch-philosophischen Abhandlung finden,
wo eine Kritik der Kausalitdt unternommen wird (,Der
Glaube an den Kausalnexus ist der Aberglaube.” TLP §
5.1361). Wenn man dies auf Wittgensteins Kritik an Frazer
Ubertragt, lasst sich der springende Punkt foglend formu-
lieren: Die Aufforderung ,einer einzigen Ursache" lasst sich
nicht begriinden, weil sie nicht aus Tatsachen (etwa aus
Verhalten von Stdmmen) abgeleitet wird, sondern aus der
Erklarungsart folgt. Deswegen kann Wittgenstein in einem
spateren Manuskript schreiben: ,Ja das Ausschalten der
Magie hat hier den Charakter der Magie selbst.” (Ms. 110:
117).

Wittgenstein schlagt dagegen vor, die rituellen Handlun-
gen Uberhaupt nicht fir Meinungen, Theorien oder Welt-
beschreibungen zu halten. Die Riten sind eher ein ,Aus-
druck tief empfundener Gefiihle und religiéser Ehrfurcht*
(Drury 1992: 170). Magie ist deswegen keine Theorie,
sondern sie ,bringt einen Wunsch zur Darstellung* (Ms.
110: 183). Wie gesagt, der Rahmen dieser Kritik ist die
Auseinandersetzung mit der Abhandlung und diese be-
steht vor allem in der Erweiterung der Sichtweise auf die
Sprache. Der problematische Ansatz der Abhandlung be-
ruht dann auf einer Tendenz, ,die Logik unserer Sprache
zu sublimieren.” (PU § 38). Wittgenstein versucht also, den
Reduktionismus (mit seinen Worten: ,einseitige Diat* PU §
593) zu Uberwinden — und dasselbe Motiv bietet den An-
lass fur Kritik an Frazers Untersuchung.

2. Anthropologische Perspektive — das
Argument

Die wohl ausfiihrlichsten sich auf ein einziges Buch bezie-
henden Bemerkungen in Wittgensteins Nachlass betreffen
also Anthropologie eher indirekt. Trotzdem will ich begrun-
den, dass sich damit dieses Thema nicht einfach abtun
lasst. Im Folgenden zeige ich, dass die Kritik an Frazer
bereits einen gewissen formalen anthropologischen
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Standpunkt voraussetzt. Das Argument hat folgende
Struktur:

Die Handlung istimmer Grund und Basis fir eine Sprache.
Sprache ermdglicht eine theoretische Beschreibung.

Die Varietdaten der menschlichen Sprache lassen sich
mithilfe einer Theorie nicht auf deren Basis reduzieren.

Ergo: Eine gewisse Praxis des menschlichen Lebens stellt
immer eine Voraussetzung fir jegliche Sprache dar. Dies
gilt zugleich fur deren theoretische Beschreibung.

Anders gesagt: Etwas sinnvoll zu kritisieren setzt Krite-
rien des Sinns voraus. Wo entstehen aber diese Kriterien?
Meiner Argumentation zufolge bestehen diese Kriterien in
der menschlichen Verhaltensweise. Diese Verhaltens-
weise kann auch als ,gemeinsame menschliche Hand-
lungsweise (PU 8 206, Ms. 137: 54b) genannt werden.
Diese Handlungsweise lasst sich als ein universales anth-
ropologisches ,Bezugsystem®, als ein ,Grund fester Le-
bensformen* oder ,Handlungsformen* (Ms. 119: 74v) deu-
ten. Es ist sozusagen die Grundbedingung der Sprach-
regeln und Handlungen fir die ganze ,Familie von Hand-
lungsweisen® (Ms. 165: 99).

Wie hangt aber die Pluralitat der Sprachvarietaten mit
einer menschlichen Lebensform zusammen? Wittgenstein
ist in diesem Punkt ziemlich unklar, ich nehme jedoch an,
die meisten Manuskriptstellen lassen sich so interpretie-
ren, wie ich bereits in Pramissen 1-3 erwahnt habe: Es gibt
eine universale Handlungsform (die menschliche), die je-
doch im Allgemeinen nicht inhaltlich bestimmt wird. Sie
betrifft den Vorrang der Praxis. Die Handlung geht dem
Sprechen voraus. Sie ist die ,unbegriindete Handlungs-
weise" (Ms. 174: 25r), die aber dann auf eine bestimmte Art
und Weise in konkreten Handlungsformen oder Lebensfor-
men zustande kommt und sich zugleich manifestiert.

Der Grund fur diese Deutung lasst sich auch so erklaren:
Eine Sprache als eine unverstandliche Sprache zu erken-
nen (oder eine Lebensform als eine fremde), setzt schon
eine gemeinsame Basis flr den Vergleich der beiden (,der
unseren“ und ,der fremden“) Sprachen oder Formen vor-
aus." Wenn die Menschen erkennen, dass ein anderer
Mensch fremd ist, wird er doch als Mensch erkannt — dies
geschieht aufgrund dessen, was alle Menschen gemein-
sam haben. Genau das ist die anthropologische Perspek-
tive in Wittgensteins Spatdenken.

3. Einwand: ein ,,anthropologischer
Empirismus*“?

Ich habe gezeigt, dass in Wittgensteins Denken eine anth-
ropologische Perspektive fruchtbar sein kann, denn sie
ermdglicht uns einen allgemeinen Rahmen der Sprache zu
erklaren. Ich nehme an, dass diesen Aspekt auch Jean-
Francois Lyotard gemerkt hat. In seiner bekannten Schrift
Le Différent (Der Widerstreit) richtet er jedoch gegen Witt-
genstein folgende Kritik:

Heute muR ihr [Kant und Wittgenstein — Anm. T.D.] Er-
be von der Schuldenlast des Anthropomorphismus be-
freit werden (der Begriff des ,Gebrauchs’ bei beiden,
der transzendentale Anthropomorphismus bei Kant, der
empirische bei Wittgenstein). (Lyotard 1986: 13)

Lyotard formuliert seine Kritik gegen Wittgenstein (und
Kant) als eine Kritik gegen Universalismus aufgrund des
strikten Kontextualismus (,Kein Satz ist der erste.” 1986:

B Wittgenstein spricht auch tber die Moglichkeit, diese Handlungsweise zu
andern. Dann geht es um die ,Umwertung der Werte*“, die ebenso nur auf
einer Basis moglich ist. Vgl. dazu Ms. 183: 23-24.
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227). Es fehlt namlich ein ,universaler Diskursart* (Lyotard
1986: 11), deswegen kann ,die Erbe von der Schuldenlast
des Anthropomorphismus* abgeschafft werden. Lyotard
behauptet ganz direkt:

The examination of language games, just like the cri-
tique of the faculties, identifies and reinforces the sepa-
ration of language from itself. There is no unity to lan-
guage; there are islands of language, each of them
ruled by a different regime, untranslatable into the oth-
ers. This dispersion is good in itself, and ought to be re-
spected. It is deadly when one phrase regime prevails
over the others. (Lyotard 1993: 20)

Lyotards Kritik soll hier nicht allzu viel ernst genommen
werden, denn dieser verfolgt seine Ziele, wobei er man-
ches vereinfacht und ibersieht.” Doch als einen fruchtba-
ren Ausgang fur ein starkes Gegenargument finde ich die-
se Kritik ganz plausibel. Ich verstehe sie wie folgt: Em-
pirischer Anthropomorphismus ist eine Art Reduktion (etwa
zu Machtzwecken) vielen Sprachvarietaten. Mit Wittgen-
steins Worten kdnnte also der Einwand so formuliert wer-
den: Universale oder menschliche Lebensform ist eine
Reduktion anderer mdglichen Formen. Eine bestimmte
Vorstellung Uber die Sprache (etwa, sie fangt mit einer
Lprimitiven Reaktion* an3) wird fur eine allgemeingultige
erklart (etwa, eine Sprache fangt immer mit einer primiti-
ven Reaktion an). Lyotards Kritik kann also als eine Kritik
impliziter und scheinbar selbstverstandlicher Vorausset-
zungen gedeutet werden.

Es scheint zugleich, dass diese Kritik in dem Punkt plau-
sibel sein konnte, in dem sie Wittgensteins Kritik an dem
Reduktionismus bei Frazer konsequent weiterfuhrt. Eine
gewisse Form des menschlichen Lebens vorauszusetzen
heil3t, die moglichen Varietéten des Lebens auf ein univer-
selles Merkmal zu Uberfihren, also reduzieren. Obwohl
diese Art von Argumentation bei Lyotard sehr beliebt, ja
sogar ublich ist, werde ich sie nun bei der Wittgensteins
Lekture in Zweifel ziehen. Wittgenstein sagt namlich nicht,
was ein Mensch sein muss, sondern dass es ein Mensch
sein muss, was eine sprachliche Kommunikation zustande
bringen kann. Wenn Lyotard etwas Allgemeines als Re-
duktion ablehnt, dann lehnt er damit zugleich eine Mog-
lichkeit ab, Uberhaupt Uber Sprachspiele, Diskursarten
oder ,slands of language“ zu sprechen. Anders gesagt,
Wittgenstein hat mit dem anthropologischen Gedanken
erkannt, dass sich die Komplexitat der Sprache nicht ins
Unendliche fuihren lasst (um Uberhaupt tUber eine Sprache
sprechen zu kénnen). Im Unterschied zu Lyotard schlagt
er vor, nicht nur die horizontale Ebene der Kommunikation,
sondern auch die vertikale Ebene in Betracht zu ziehen.
Die Primitivitat (im Sinne vom Basisschicht) der Sprache
macht die Sprache zu einem menschlichen Ereignis: ,Was
aber will hier das Wort "primitiv’ sagen? Doch wohl, dal3
die Verhaltungsweise vorsprachlich ist: daf3 ein Sprach-
spiel auf ihr beruht, daB sie das Prototyp einer Denkweise
ist und nicht das Ergebnis des Denkens.” (Ts. 229: 405).

Wittgensteins Perspektive unterscheidet sich also ent-
scheidend von der Sichtweise Lyotards. Wo der Osterrei-
cher in der Allgemeinheit die nétigen menschlichen Merk-
male der sprachlichen Kommunikation, ,das Prototyp einer
Denkweise®, sieht und dadurch sich indirekt mit Relativis-
mus auseinandersetzt, da pladiert der franzésische Kritiker
der Untersuchungen fur die vollkommene Unabhangigkeit

2 Lyotard (1986: 135-136) meint wohl, dass Wittgenstein ein Anhanger von
Konventionalismus war: ,[...] man kann die Ahnlichkeit anhand des Verfahrens
zur Ermittlung der Wirklichkeit eines Referenten (Nr. 63 ff) und nicht durch den
,Gebrauch’ ermitteln, wie Wittgenstein als Opfer des anthropologischen Empi-
rismus glaubt.“ Dies steht jedoch in einem krassen Gegensatz zu PU § 241.

8 Vgl. Ms. 133: 4v; 134: 111 f; 135: 63 f; 137: 90b; 138: 15b; 144: 82; 167: 9r.
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einzelner Sprachspielen. Diese Unabhéngigkeit ist jedoch
widersprichlich per se, denn sie lehnt die Mdglichkeit ab,
die einzelnen Spiele als Sprachspiele zu erkennen. Es
bleibt nur eine einzige Mdglichkeit diesen Widerspruch zu
Uberwinden — es muss eine bestimmte Auffassung des
Menschen vorausgesetzt werden. Lyotards argumentative
Kritik an Wittgenstein endet also entweder in einem Wider-
spruch, oder setzt sie gerade das voraus, was Lyotard in
stricto sensu ablehnt. Pointiert wird das ganze Problem in
Wittgenstein Worten wie folgt: ,Ja aber hat denn die Natur
hier gar nicht mitzureden?! Doch — nur macht sie sich auf
andere Weise horbar.” (Ts. 232: 714).

4. Zusammenfassung

Die Natur des Menschen ist eine formale Bedingung fir
eine Sprache, also auch fir das, was Lyotard Diskursarten
nennt. Sie ist jedoch nicht auf eine theoretische Weise
aufzufassen, denn jegliche Theorie setzt sie schon voraus.
Sie ist als eine transzendentale Bedingung unseres Welt-
bildes zu betrachten.* Anthropologischer Empirismus — wie
ihn Lyotard deutet — setzt einen gewissen Inhalt voraus,
eine Substanz des Menschen. Dies ist jedoch gerade der
Punkt, den Wittgenstein mit seiner Kritik von Frazer ab-
lehnt und schlie3lich als eine Reduktion widerlegt. Die
Sprache ist ein menschliches Ereignis, also wird ihre Plu-
ralitdt immer eine menschliche bleiben. Dies ist zugleich
der Punkt, in dem in Lyotards Rezeption und Kritik von
Wittgenstein différend entsteht.

4 Die Satze, die dies Weltbild beschreiben, kénnten zu einer Art Mythologie
gehoéren. Und ihre Rolle ist ahnlich der von Spielregeln, und das Spiel kann
man auch rein praktisch, ohne ausgesprochene Regeln lernen.“ Ms. 174: 21v.
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Introduction

| am interested to construct a series of remarks which in-
tersect, overlap, and at the end leave a space. The
method could be usefully thought of as geometric. A
similar method was used by Elizabeth Anscombe in her
teaching, but as a Neo-Kantian she required of us an intu-
itionist ‘leap of faith’ to fill the space.

There are twelve remarks, divided into three sections. In
remarks 1, 2 and 3, aspect perception questions using
logical rather than perceptual features are constructed.

I. Taking an Attitude to Surfaces

1. What is the difference between a conjunction (p & q)
and the inclusive disjunction (p v q) when both p and q are
true? In this case, the states of affairs that make both the
conjunction and the inclusive disjunction true would be the
same.

We might want to say that results produced by logical
computation are considerably limited, as is shown by the
‘mechanical’ overlap of a true conjunction and an inclusive
disjunction with both p and q true masking important
differences. The alternative interpretation is that the
computational method has shown us the possibility of the
two aspects.

2. A similar point can be constructed by considering that
within a molecular complex of n sentences the n sen-
tences function systemically to produce negation-
sentences, conjunction-sentences, disjunction-sentences,
implication-sentences or equivalence-sentences (von
Wright 1957, 24). We find systemic functioning at Tracta-
tus, 1.12, “die Gesamheit der Tatsachen bestimmt, was
der Fall und auch, was alles nicht der Fall ist”.

However, while the fact that the atomic propositions can
be so combined is a logical property of the post-
combinatorial forms, do we falsely project this property
back onto the atomic units’ pre-combinatorial form?

At certain points it is stressed that the possibility of com-
bining with other units “muf dies schon in ihnen liegen”
(2.0121). This requirement works very well for the Gegen-
standen, and this condition combined with the cautioning
at 2.0121 and 2.0122, that the Verbindung of the Gegen-
standen must be logical and not merely by chance, is the
most detailed exposition of the construction of atomic units
that Wittgenstein provides. However, it does not allow us
to infer that the prescription is correctly applied at the level
of the atomic units themselves, post-construction after the
binding of objects but pre-combination to forming molecu-
lar complexes.

Indeed, it is important to see that the atomic units,
whether they are the Sachverhalten or the elementary
propositions which model the Sachverhalten are more
‘neutral’ and unscripted, once constructed. And this is as it
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should be if the conditions that the elementary propositions
necessarily retain a form of independence in that one can-
not infer from one to the other, nor from the existence of
one Sachverhalt to another, is to be fulfilled. At Tractatus
5, we are reminded of a primitive distinction, that while a
(molecular) proposition is a truth-function of elementary
propositions, an elementary proposition is a truth-function
of itself.

If the elementary propositions were not independent of
one another in terms of inference relations, and secondly,
if the possibility of their combining with others was neces-
sarily scripted in them from the beginning, there would not
be a sufficiently robust role allowed for human action in the
logico-mathematical construction processes. This is an
early contribution by Wittgenstein which, while remaining
within a computational method, greatly advances a Leib-
nizian system.

3. In all types of aspect perception questions, we are con-
sidering differences between perceiving something which
is one possible aspect of (at least) two possibilities, while
being unaware of the other, with perceiving something and
knowing of the possibility of the other. More generally, this
significant question is, What if one was unable (generally)
to take an attitude to a surface?

From another angle, but related to these aspect percep-
tion questions, we could ask, not only what are the differ-
ences between and among the various truth functions
when propositions are true. This is part of Frege's point
when he posits ‘The True’, for rather than only the differ-
ences which are masked by the ‘similar surface’, the ‘simi-
lar surface’ reveals striking logical similarities and general
logical features which require symbolic representation
within a complete symbolism.

Il. Epistemological Intuition Contrasted with
Intuitionist Mathematics

4. In order to capture an important general feature, the
system in Tractatus Logico-philosophicus constructs a
general propositional form. In this way, Wittgenstein is
concerned not with transcendental objects but with imma-
nent forms derivable through computation.

As Leibniz thought and Hacking (1973: 4) points out, “a
proof is valid in virtue of its form, not its content”. While it
has traditionally been argued that for Descartes, one could
reach perception of truth through intuition or inference,
with no necessity about how, only a ‘psychological prefer-
ence’, a Cartesian proof is certainly never going to be a
proof in the strict sense of validity in virtue of its form.

In addition, if we posit the traditional connection between
form and inference, on the one hand, and content and in-
tuition, on the other, while aligning content with objects,
Cartesian eternal truths and Kantian objective principles
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are both epistemological objects. This indicates that intui-
tion is necessary rather than contingent.

Leibniz was simply not concerned with things epistemo-
logically. Perceptions and the cogito, the external aware-
ness of the modern self, does not play a role in Leibniz’s
system. He is the soul, mechanically computing, this and
that, trying out combinations, to try to reach truth through
proof. New connections made mean a better understand-
ing of God. Leibniz's ‘reason’ is reasoning, a kind of doing.
He is not a sceptic trying to find the light of True Reason in
order to conquer doubt.

In contrast, Cartesian intuition involves a kind of direct
perception or awareness (Russell flirted with this idea in
his ‘direct awareness of causation’).

5. Epistemological intuition is not to be conflated with intu-
itionist logic and mathematics, which can readily have a
computational, proof-theoretic realisation. Indeed, the
computational aspect of the successor function of the
natural numbers is not only used to construct the intuition-
ist's possible infinity, but it is a valid proof that infinity is
possible in virtue of its very form. The Cartesian would
have to group the numbers set-theoretically to create their
‘form’/class. For the intuitionist mathematician, infinity’s
very construction is a proof that infinity is possible in virtue
of its (constructed) form. l.e., it is proof-theoretic rather
than set-theoretic.

We might say that the form of infinity is able to be seen
through the proof. The construction of its existence is the
proof of its existence. Occam’s razor cuts the extra notion
of an infinite set.

6. The Cartesian sceptic must achieve a point of view from
which to view the world as discrete natural kinds/classes,
for as a first step of modern consciousness, the cogito
must be established as an Ur-class, that of the thinking
substance which can objectify first itself, and then all of its
contents-which-form-classes. Cartesian scepticism inextri-
cably involves a type of essentialism (eternal truths which
God holds in place, Hacking 1973). When this objectified
consciousness forms propositions, the Ur-proposition has
already been the cogito’s construction of self-awareness,
which must divide up the self into thinking and existence
and place this self-as-thinker into the things-which-exist
class.

But how does the cogito form the idea of class as predi-
cate? Specifically, how does a self-as-thinker ever break
out of solipsism to existence as predication?

7. The short (and as far as | can see the only) answer is
that the world is conceived as natural kinds created ex ni-
hilo and at once —a conception not so far removed from
the conception of infinity as a set. It is impossible (logically)
to make sense of the Cartesian project without recourse to
intuition as an immediate awareness of classes as episte-
mological objects.

lll. Further Development

8. Leibniz and Wittgenstein used both probabilistic infer-
ence and synthetic deduction to construct proofs. In both
inference and deduction we make steps, in a computa-
tional, mechanical way in order to create proofs in argu-
ment. A truth- functional logical calculus is one method of
systematising argument. However, while these procedures
use molecular propositions built up with elementary,
atomic propositions, we can never ‘break open’ the atomic
proposition; it has a kind of syncategoricity (the concatena-

tion of names as links in a chain, when if broken are no
longer links).

9. When Russell asked in a letter to Wittgenstein why he
had started with the Tatsachen rather than the Sachverhal-
ten, which make elementary propositions true, Wittgen-
stein replied to the effect that it would take a lot to answer
him and that he should read the book (again).

In fact, the point is that it takes the whole book to sug-
gest an answer. For it is the point at which a ‘modern’ con-
sciousness intersects with the non-sceptical world of Leib-
niz, constructing and testing the boundaries by permuta-
tions of atomic units whose combinations are not predes-
tined or prescribed by an essentialism of natural kinds nor
merely randomly configured. That these atomic units
themselves stand in place without the need for epistemo-
logical reflection or direct intuitive awareness by the cogito
appears to be, | suggest, in virtue of the role for atomic
entities at the base of our conception of counting and infinity.

On set-theoretic, realist mathematics the condition for
the ‘unbreakable’ atomic unit is often met by positing tran-
scendent mathematical objects, which may then form sets
or classes, with the ensuing set-theoretic paradoxes. To
the modern Cartesian and post-Cartesian mind this is
preferable to a world in which the Leibnizian computing
self appears to be devoid of agency.

10. We could, however, take a different view. The Wittgen-
steinian immanent forms which are created through com-
putational, proof-theoretic rather than set-theoretic meth-
ods are created and seen by perhaps an alternative cogito,
but a nonetheless modern cogito. For just as the immanent
forms logically replace the transcendent mathematical ob-
jects, so is the transcendent self replaced by the imma-
nent, non-composite soul. That this ‘soul’ is not pre-
Cartesian can be seen by the fact that we are able to take
up an attitude to souls, which involves at least some form
of reflection which moves us significantly from the no-
madology of Leibniz. However, the Leibnizian computa-
tional, proof-theoretical base is retained as a means of
counterbalancing an unrestrained transcendentalism which
results from both the Cartesian and Kantian projects.

One way we can make sense of this is through analogy:
that the modern ‘soul’ as the Wittgensteinian replacement
for the Rationalist self is made ‘visible’ as an element
within his immanent system much in the same way that
possible infinity is constructed by the intuitionist mathema-
tician.

11. The point made at the beginning that at one level dif-
ferent logical forms can appear indiscernible but be differ-
ent at another was to point out that we have an attitude to
surfaces, which includes modal thinking.

However, | want to end these remarks not with the
thought that the modalities of possibility and necessity are
on an equal footing logically or epistemically. Necessity is
more basic. | have come to understand this through trans-
lation, after many considerations, of the Tractatus passage
2.012. The problematic word is “zuféllig”.

In the 1s the Tatsachen, not the Sachverhalten, are in-
troduced. However, if the world divides into Tatsachen, we
see at 2 that one of these Tatsachen is the existence of
the Sachverhalten, thus at one level it becomes a matter of
science (fact) that the Sachverhalten exist. But this, of
course, would not be sufficient to make them necessary,
because the propositions of science are contingent. What
is accomplished at 2 is an epistemological point in that at
the level of science a modern alternative soul-as-cogito is
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able to think/picture the Sachverhalten as a Tatsache
without any form of transcendentalism. This is crucial be-
cause what must be established is the radical contingency
of all Tatsachen in order to leave room for a deeper level
of necessity.

12. This comes at the passage 2.012 and from the three
passages leading up to it, in which the non-scepticism of
Leibniz resurfaces within the modern alternative epistemo-
logical landscape that Wittgenstein has constructed. At
2.01 the key word is “wesentlich”. That it is essential of
objects that they are able to be bound together, concate-
nated, form a union (“Verbindung”, 2.01) which constitutes
a Sachverhalt, is not an epistemological fact. We are in the
territory of essentialism, and there is no requirement of a
cogito. We are realists at this point.

We enter a type of constructivism at 2.012, “In der Logik
ist nichts zuféllig” because while “zuféllig” is usually trans-
lated as ‘accidental’, thus ‘not accidental’ would fit with the
essentialism of “wesentlich”, there is more to this word
than at first meets the eye. “Zuféllig” could also mean
‘without intention, plan, design, purpose’.

While it is quite possible that the fact (Tatsache) that
Sachverhalten exist is false because of the contingency,
the cogito doing the constructing at 2.012 is not an intuiting
Cartesian, nor the pure Leibnizian believer. We have the
modern alternative soul-as-cogito edging towards a tenta-
tive, humanly constructed meaning by doing mathematics
as a “method of logic” (Prototractatus, 6.22), in which “we
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know as much as God does in mathematics” (Lectures on
the Foundations of Mathematics, Lecture XI: 104): a mod-
ern reflective version of a pre-epistemological Leibnizian
cosmology, eschewing recourse to Cartesian intuition.

The deeper level of necessity lies in that it is only
through the act of construction that mathematical proof is
able to evidence truth and Wirklichkeit, which is as close
as the modern soul-as-cogito gets to proof of its own and
the world’'s existence. Wittgenstein has moved us from
“credo ut intelligam” to “credo ut faciam”.
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Nondualismus in Sprache und Empirie
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Um das Referenzproblem der Erkenntnis und die damit
verbundenen Dichotomien von Sprache und Welt zu ver-
meiden, schlagt der Nondualismus eine Aufhebung der
kategorialen Unterscheidung zwischen Sprache und Welt
bzw. zwischen Theorie und Empirie vor. Es werden zwei
nondualistische Ansétze vorgestellt, die in Theorie und
Empirie Anwendung finden; der semantische Nondualis-
mus von Josef Mitterer und die nondualistische Erfah-
rungstheorie von Franz Ofner. Das Resultat dieser Ge-
genuberstellung legt den Schluss nahe, dass semanti-
scher und empirischer Nondualismus im Verhéltnis zuein-
ander neue Dichotomien bilden.

1. Semantischer Nondualismus

Die Ausgangssituation fur die Auseinandersetzung mit
dem Nondualismus in Theorie und Empirie bildet die Kluft
zwischen Sprache und Welt. Neurath zufolge ist Referenz
als wahrheitsrelevanter Bezug zwischen Aussage und
Wirklichkeit mangels einer direkten Vergleichbarkeit und
Abgrenzung zu verneinen, sodass sich Aussagen nur mit
anderen Aussagen vergleichen lassen (vgl. Neurath
1931a: 403 f; Neurath 1931b: 299 und Neurath 1934: 355;
vgl. auch Beckermann 1995: 545f).

Das Problem der Dichotomie wird auch in Wittgensteins
Auseinandersetzung mit den Aspekten eines Dreiecks
sichtbar: Die Argumentation, dass ein Dreieck immer nur
als Etwas (und im Optimalfall als Dreieck) aufgefasst wer-
den kann, verschleiert den Umstand, dass immer noch die
Rede von einem nicht gedeuteten Ding hinter der Deutung
ist, dem Dreieck (vgl. Wittgenstein 1977: 319 f; vgl. auch
Mitterer 2000: 23). Existenzbehauptungen und Verweise
auf ein Objekt hinter der Sprache erfordern neue Folgebe-
schreibungen und daraus resultiert ein infiniter Regress
innerhalb von Beschreibungen, die nicht Uber sich hinaus
zu jenseitigen Objekten weisen. Allein die Aussage einer
Sprachverschiedenheit von Gegenstanden ist schlichtweg
paradox (vgl. Mitterer 2000: 60 und 95 sowie Mitterer
2011: 96; vgl. auch Weber 2010: 15 und 30). Die An-
nahme eines deutungsunabhangigen Gegenstandes, der
selbst kein Aspekt mehr ist, entspricht folglich ebenfalls
einer Deutung.

Um dem Anspruch Neuraths gerecht zu werden, wird der
nondualistische Ansatz von Josef Mitterer herangezogen:
Im Rahmen des semantischen Nondualismus wird die Kluft
zwischen Sprache und Welt Gberwunden, indem die Iden-
titdt von empirischen Gegenstéanden gegeniiber Beschrei-
bungen verworfen wird. In der nondualistischen Rede ist
das Objekt einer Beschreibung nicht mehr beschreibungs-
verschieden, sondern eine bereits ausgefiihrte Beschrei-
bung — im Folgenden Beschreibung so far (vgl. Mitterer
2000: 56). Diese bildet im Verein mit einer Beschreibung
from now on eine neue Beschreibung so far. Der Unter-
schied zwischen Subjekt und Objekt schrumpft auf diese
Weise auf eine zeitliche Unterscheidung zwischen Be-
schreibungen und Beschreibungen so far (vgl. Scholl
2008: 173 f). Diese Auffassung macht es unmdglich, zwi-
schen einem Objekt und seiner Beschreibung wahrend der
Beschreibung zu unterscheiden, weil eine selbstreferen-
tielle Beschreibung nur paradox, namlich erst nach der

ausgefihrten Beschreibung erfolgen kann (vgl. Mitterer
2000: 95). Eine etwaige Sprachverschiedenheit von Ge-
genstdnden kann daher nur vor einem begrifflichen
Sprachhintergrund postuliert werden.

2. Nondualistisches Untersuchungs-
verfahren

Wenn bei der Uberpriifung von Aussagen die Referenz fur
irrelevant erklart und die Voraussetzung sprachverschie-
dener Objekte ausgeschlossen wird, dann kdnnen strittige
Beschreibungen nicht mehr unter Berufung auf das be-
schriebene Objekt gepriift werden, weil das beschriebene
Objekt nach nondualistischem Verstéandnis selbst nur eine
Beschreibung so far ist. Diskursive Auffassungen daruber,
ob die Erde eine Kugel oder eine Scheibe ist, kdnnen nur
auf einer konsensualen Ausgangsbasis vertreten werden,
namlich im Konsens uber den Bestand der Erde. Dieser
Konsens ist nun aber selbst eine von beiden Diskurspar-
teien geteilte Beschreibung so far, namlich die Beschrei-
bung ,Erde“. Die voneinander abweichenden Beschrei-
bungen ,Erdkugel* und ,Erdscheibe“ entsprechen somit
diskursiven Abwandlungen von der Konsensbeschreibung
+Erde” (vgl. Mitterer 2000: 71, 101; vgl. auch Mitterer 2011:
93). Die Entscheidung zwischen Erdkugel und Erdscheibe
kann folglich nicht unter Berufung auf der bislang konsen-
sualen Beschreibung so far, namlich ,Erde", getroffen wer-
den, weil diese als gemeinsamer Nenner fungiert und da-
mit ,Erde” in beiden diskursiven Beschreibungen ,Erdku-
gel* und ,Erdscheibe” enthalten ist. Sie steht mit keiner
von beiden im Widerspruch und liefert auch keine daruber
hinausgehende Information. Eine geeignete Metapher da-
fur ist eine Weggabelung, bei der einer der beiden aufge-
gabelten neuen Wege sich unter Rickgriff auf den ge-
meinsamen Ausgangsweg zu legitimieren versucht (vgl.
Mitterer 2000: 72). Dadurch entpuppt sich auch das Kohé-
renzverhéltnis als ein Sonderfall des Referenzverhaltnis-
ses. Weder die Erde als beschreibungsverschiedenes Ob-
jekt noch die bislang konsensuale Erdbeschreibung so far
ist ein taugliches Prifkriterium: vielmehr gehen aus non-
dualistischer Sicht die Streitparteien von den jeweiligen
eigenen Standpunkten als Prufkriterium aus und prifen die
abweichende Position an der eigenen. Ein prifender Ver-
gleich zwischen den Beschreibungen ,Erdkugel* und ,Erd-
scheibe” fuhrt allerdings auf beiden Seiten unweigerlich
zum Widerspruch. Die jeweilige Fremdauffassung gilt im
Abgleich mit dem eigenen Standpunkt, der als Prifkrite-
rium herangezogen wird, immer schon als widerlegt (vgl.
Mitter 2000: 76 ff).

Anstatt nun die beschreibungsverschiedene Erde oder
den Konsens in den Beschreibungen uber sie zur Abwehr
gegen abweichende Fremdauffassungen einzusetzen,
kénnte die bisherige Konsensbeschreibung ,Erde als
Ausgangsbasis fir neue gemeinsame Beschreibungen
genutzt werden, sodass sich am Ende einer solchen ge-
meinsamen Untersuchung etwa die konsensuale Be-
schreibung einer an den Polen abgeflachten und daher
ovalen Erdgestalt durchsetzen koénnte: Die Entscheidung
zwischen diskursiven Beschreibungen wird daher im Non-
dualismus mittels Vorgriff auf neue Beschreibungen ge-
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troffen. Diese sogenannten Beschreibungen from now on
entstehen aber erst im Zuge eines gemeinsamen Untersu-
chungsverfahrens (vgl. Mitterer 2000: 83 ff). Fir diese Be-
schreibungen from now on ist ein Referenzbegriff nicht
mehr von Bedeutung (vgl. Scholl 2010: 148). Die Kritik am
Dualismus lautet nun, dass die kunftigen Beschreibungen
from now on als Ergebnis einer gemeinsamen Untersu-
chung bereits eben dieser Untersuchung vorausgestellt
werden, obwohl sie zeitlich erst nach dem Untersuchungs-
ablauf auftauchen (vgl. Mitterer 2000: 85). Eine These zu
widerlegen oder eine Wahrnehmungsillusion zu konstatie-
ren, bedeutet nunmehr lediglich, dass diese jener spateren
These bzw. Rezeption entgegen steht, von der aus ein
Scheitern erst festgestellt werden kann (vgl. Mitterer 2011:
124). Dualistische Prifkriterien leisten somit nicht was sie
versprechen: Jeder Verweis auf das Objekt hinter der Be-
schreibung ist selbst eine bereits ausgefiihrte Beschrei-
bung und daher ein erkenntnistheoretischer Rickschritt
(vgl. Mitterer 2000: 90; vgl. auch Weber 2005: 280 f).

3. Relevanz des semantischen
Nondualismus fur die Empirie

Die Dichotomie von Theorie und Empirie umfasst eine Di-
chotomie von Subjekt und Objekt einerseits und eine Di-
chotomie von Sprache und Welt andererseits: Im ersten
Fall haben es dualistische Subjekte mit einem For-
schungsobjekt zu tun. Im zweiten Fall stellen diese Sub-
jekte ihrem empirischen Objekt zwecks Beschreibung the-
oretische Begriffe gegentber.

Das Objekt der Theorie sind die Theorien so far. Durch
Hinzutreten weiterer Theorien wird allerdings kein empiri-
sches Ding hinter der Theorie sichtbar sondern nur noch
mehr Theorie produziert. Wenn das Objekt der Theorie in
der nondualistischen Rede kein empirisches Objekt ist,
stellt sich die Frage, ob empirische Gegenstande im Non-
dualismus Uberhaupt noch Platz haben und bejahenden-
falls, ob sie mit den Beschreibungen so far ident sind.

Um eine prinzipielle Anwendbarkeit von Nondualismus
auch in der Empirie zu prufen, wird vor dem Hintergrund
des Differenzkalkiils von George Spencer-Brown eine In-
terpretation des Nondualismus vorgenommen: Eine weite
Auslegung des Begriffs der Beschreibung erlaubt eine
Identifikation mit den Begriffen der distinction und indica-
tion bei Spencer-Brown. Diesem zufolge wird Erkenntnis
durch distinctions, namlich sogenannte Unterscheidungs-
operationen, initiilert (vgl. Spencer-Brown 1997: 1; vgl.
auch Schénwalder-Kuntze 2009: 203 und Staude 2008:
232). Dies bedeutet, dass sowohl nondualistische Be-
schreibungen als auch empirische Objekte als Operatio-
nen und somit als Handlungen aufgefasst werden kénnen,
wodurch sich auch die Dichotomie von Subjekt und Objekt
auflost. Der héhere Abstraktionsgrad des Begriffs distinction
erlaubt nun auch eine prinzipielle Anwendung des Nondu-
alismus in der Theorie als auch in der Empirie, weil die
Unterscheidungsoperationen ausschlie3lich Handlungs-
charakter voraussetzen; etwa in Form von Beschreibungs-
handlungen, Reflexionshandlungen oder Rezeptions-
handlungen. In einem differenzlogisch interpretierten Non-
dualismus stehen Aussagen, Rezeptionen und Handlun-
gen einander nicht mehr im Referenzverhaltnis gegeniber.
Sprachen beschreiben keine Aktivitaten, vielmehr sind sie
diese Aktivitaten (vgl. Strawson 1949: 95). Eine etwaige
Sprachverschiedenheit von Handlungen kann de facto
auch nur innerhalb eines Sprachkontextes proklamiert
werden (vgl. Weber 2005: 260). Dadurch ergibt sich ein
performativ gebrauchter Wabhrheitsbegriff, der zwar Zu-
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stimmung oder Ablehnung auszudriucken vermag, aber
keine erkenntnisrelevante Aussagekraft mehr besitzt.

Wenn empirische Messungen keine Position aul3erhalb
der Sprache mehr beanspruchen kdnnen, dann bleibt trotz
Bejahung einer prinzipiellen Anwendbarkeit des Nondua-
lismus in der Empirie weiterhin die Frage offen, welche
Bedeutung die semantische Auspragung des Nondualis-
mus Mitterers fur die empirische Forschung hat. In einer
differenzlogischen Interpretation von Nondualismus wéren
nicht nur Beschreibungshandlungen sondern auch Rezep-
tionshandlungen Unterscheidungsoperationen der Er-
kenntnis, sofern sie nur als Handlungen aufgefasst wer-
den: Das Objekt der Erfahrung ware somit die Erfahrung
so far. Dieser Interpretation zufolge stellt Mitterers nondu-
alistische Rede lediglich einen semantischen Spezialfall
des Nondualismus dar, wobei hier die sprachlichen Be-
schreibungshandlungen in den Vordergrund treten, sodass
die Annahme berechtigt ist, dass im semantischen Nondu-
alismus die empirische Welt gewissermafien in Sprache
aufgelassen wird, namlich in Form von Beschreibungen so
far.

Daraus leitet sich nun unmittelbar die Kritik ab, dass
sprachliche Beschreibungen an keine empirische Beo-
bachtungen mehr anschlieRen kénnen. Streng genommen
spricht die nondualistische Rede auch gar nicht tiber empi-
rische Gegenstéande sondern Uber Beschreibungen so far,
sodass sie kein Argument gegen die Dinghaftigkeit von
Gegenstanden liefert: Sie setzt lediglich Beschreibungen
so far in Beschreibungen from now on fort, ohne Uber sie
hinauszugehen. Das empirische Objekt sind die empiri-
schen Rezeptionen so far, sodass Rezeptionen keine
Thesen referenztheoretisch priifen, weil jede Uberpriifung
nur im Rahmen weiterer Rezeptionen erfolgen kann. Ein
Querverweis zwischen Beschreibungen und Rezeptionen
ist nicht moglich. Der konsequente Schluss aus dieser
Kritik ist, dass der semantische Nondualismus keine Rele-
vanz fur die empirische Forschung haben kann (vgl. Miller
2010: 167). Fur den semantischen Nondualismus lauft
diese Kritik allerdings ins Leere, weil sie von einer (empiri-
schen) Position vertreten wird, die ohnehin keinen Platz in
der nondualistischen Rede hat.

4. Nondualistische Erfahrungstheorie

Der semantische Ansatz des Nondualismus l6st die Kluft
zwischen Sprache und Empirie, indem er die Empirie in
einen sprachlichen Kontext bettet. Dadurch werden empi-
rische Untersuchungshandlungen gewissermaf3en in theo-
retische Beschreibungshandlungen aufgelost und die Em-
pirie gibt ihre Eigenstandigkeit auf. Nun musste im Rah-
men der differenzlogischen Auslegung des Nondualismus
auch der umgekehrte Ansatz eines empirischen Nondua-
lismus mdglich sein. Eine solche Alternative legitimiert sich
dadurch, dass der semantische Nondualismus nichts Uber
eine sprachverschiedene empirische Welt sagen kann und
hiermit die Frage gestellt werden muss, woher die nondua-
listische Rede ihre Informationen fur neue Beschrei-
bungsinhalte erhalt, wenn neue Beschreibungen einzig der
Sprache entspringen und an Sprache anschlieRen (Ofner
2010: 66).

Als Pendant zur nondualistischen Rede wird nun Franz
Ofners nondualistische Erfahrungstheorie — im Folgenden
empirischer Nondualismus — vorgestellt. Ofner schlagt den
spiegelverkehrten Weg einer Einlassung der Sprache in
die Empirie ein: Der nondualistische Begriff der Beschrei-
bung erfahrt in Anlehnung an George Herbert Meads Ges-
tentheorie der Sprache eine Umwandlung in sogenannte
vocal gestures bzw. sprachliche Gesten. Dadurch bilden
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empirische Untersuchungshandlungen die Grundlage fir
Beschreibungen (vgl. Mead 1912: 402 f und Mead 1931:
42ff; vgl. auch Ofner 2010: 72). Sprachliche AuRerungen
bilden keine eigenstandige Instanz mehr, sondern fungie-
ren als Handlungsmomente der Erfahrung: Handlungs-
momente deshalb, weil Sprache nicht mit einer bereits
ausgefihrten sondern mit einer erst angebrochenen Hand-
lung identifiziert wird. Die Theorie beschreibt folglich keine
empirische Welt; vielmehr ist sie ein Teil der Erfah-
rungshandlung und zwar die Einleitungsphase einer Erfah-
rungshandlung (vgl. Ofner 2010: 75). Unter solchen Initial-
handlungen sind insbesondere theoretische Begriffe und
Vorstellungen zu subsumieren; sogenannte potentielle
oder vorgestellte Handlungen. Durch Sprache werden fri-
here vorgestellte Erfahrungshandlungen initiiert, die durch
Hinzukommen sinnlicher Rezeptionshandlungen vollstan-
dig ausgefuhrt werden (vgl. Ofner 2010: 72 f). Das be-
deutet, dass (reflexive) Erfahrungen im Rahmen der ein-
geleiteten Handlung und sinnliche Erfahrungen, die bei
Handlungsausfuhrungen gemacht werden, nicht mehr ka-
tegorial voneinander verschieden sind: Sowohl Sprach-
handlungen als auch Erfahrungshandlungen sind nunmehr
Erfahrungsmodi, die sich einzig in ihrem zeitlichen Vorher-
nachher-Verhaltnis voneinander unterscheiden (vgl. Ofner
2010: 73).

Sprache wird aufgrund ihres Handlungscharakters in Er-
fahrungshandlungen aufgelassen, verliert ihre Autonomie
und erféahrt in ihrer neuen Rolle als Erfahrungsmedium ei-
ne materialistische Pragung (vgl. Ofner 2010: 75). Daraus
folgt, dass die Irrelevanz der nondualistischen Sprache fiir
die Empirie im Umkehrschluss auch eine Irrelevanz der
nondualistischen Erfahrung fiir die Theorie verlangt. Wenn
aber die Sprache ihre Eigenstandigkeit verliert und zu ei-
nem potentiellen, reflexiven Erfahrungsmoment gemacht
wird, dann drohen die Erfahrungshandlungen ihre Aussa-
gekraft zu verlieren.

5. Dichotomie von Entdichotomisierungen

Am Ende der Auseinandersetzung mit dem semantischen
und dem empirischen Nondualismus werden die Parallelen
zwischen beiden sichtbar: Mitterers Begriff der Beschrei-
bung so far kann als Analogon zum Begriff der Initial-
handlung bei Ofner gesehen werden. Im semantischen
Nondualismus wird der kategoriale Unterschied zwischen
Sprache und Welt von einem zeitlichen Unterschied zwi-
schen bereits ausgefuhrten Beschreibungen so far und
weitergehenden Beschreibungen from now on abgeldst.
Im empirischen Nondualismus wird der kategoriale Unter-
schied zwischen Sprache und Erfahrung auf einen zeitli-
chen Unterschied zwischen Initialhandlungen und Hand-
lungsausfiihrungen zuriickgefiihrt: Theoretische Konzepte
sind nicht mehr Gegenstand der Empirie sondern nur mehr
ihr zeitliches Einleitungsmoment.

AbschlieBend kann die Feststellung gemacht werden,
dass das Objekt des semantischen Nondualismus ein Ob-
jekt der Beschreibung ist und nicht der empirischen Welt.
Beschreibungen so far kdnnen nichts tber empirische Ge-
genstédnde sagen, nicht einmal ihre Existenz verneinen.
Das Objekt des empirischen Nondualismus dagegen kann
keine These sein, weil die Sprache selbst zu einem Modus
der Erfahrung erklart wird. Daraus folgt, dass Beschrei-
bungshandlungen des semantischen Nondualismus nicht
an Erfahrungshandlungen des empirischen Nondualismus
anschlieRen kdnnen und vice versa, weil es nicht mdglich
ist in beiden zueinander querstehenden Systemen gleich-
zeitig zu sein. Die Empirie nimmt fir semantische Nondua-
listinnen dieselbe irrelevante Position einer black box ein

wie die Theorie fur empirische Nondualistinnen. Querver-
weise zwischen nondualistischen Beschreibungen und
nondualistischen Erfahrungen sind nicht moglich.

Zusammenfassend kann festgehalten werden, dass se-
mantische und empirische Entdichotomisierungen von
Sprache und Welt parallel verlaufende Zugénge sind: Ei-
nerseits 16st die nondualistische Rede Mitterers bei Empi-
rikerlnnen die Kritik aus, dass sie keine Relevanz fur die
empirische Forschung hat. Andererseits identifiziert der
empirische Nondualismus bei Ofner die Theorien mit Ges-
ten, die lediglich weitere Erfahrungshandlungen einleiten.
Es liegt daher die Vermutung nahe, dass beide Arten von
Entdichotomisierungen im Verhéltnis zueinander erneut
eine Dichotomie aufspannen: Sie spiegeln die Struktur je-
ner Dichotomie wieder, die sie urspriinglich zu entdicho-
tomisieren beabsichtigten.
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1. Neues Quellenmaterial zur , ersten
Runde" der Nachlassedierung

Die Vertffentlichung des zweiten Bandes der Letzten
Schriften Uber die Philosophie der Psychologie (Blackwell
1992, Suhrkamp 1993) vollendet laut G.H. von Wright die
.erste Runde* der Edierung von Wittgensteins Nachlass
(von Wright, 2001: 163). Diesem Einordnungsvorschlag
mochte ich folgen und die von den Nachlassverwaltern
G.E.M. Anscombe, R. Rhees und G.H. von Wright be-
sorgten Ausgaben als die ,erste Runde der Nachlassedie-
rung“ bezeichnen. Davon lassen sich andere Editionspro-
jekte abgrenzen, und zwar vor allem die groRen Projekte
zu einer Gesamtausgabe und zu kritischen bzw. kritisch-
genetischen Ausgaben. Als wesentliche Meilensteine die-
ser weiteren ,Runden“ zahlen somit insbesondere (in
chronologischer Reihenfolge, fur eine Gesamtubersicht
der Wittgenstein-Ausgaben siehe: Pichler/Biggs/Szeltner,
2011): die kritische Edition der Logisch-philosophischen
Abhandlung (Suhrkamp 1989), die erschienen Bénde der
Wiener Ausgabe (Springer, ab 1994), die Bergen Electro-
nic Edition (OUP, 2000) und die kritisch genetische Edition
der Philosophischen Untersuchungen (Suhrkamp, 2001).

Das ,Wittgenstein und von Wright Archiv an der Univer-
sitdt von Helsinki® (WWA) macht eine umfangreiche
Sammlung von Dokumenten im Zusammenhang mit der
ersten Runde der Nachlassedierung zugéanglich
(Wallgren/Osterman 2010; Erbacher 2010). Das ist unter
anderem von Interesse, weil editorische MaRnahmen der
verschiedenen Wittgenstein-Ausgaben immer wieder fach-
lich (vgl. z.B. Kenny 1976; Hintikka 1991; Rhees 1996)
offentlich (z.B. Spiegel 1993; Nenning 1994; Wang 2004)
diskutiert worden sind. Die Dokumente am WWA erlauben
erstmals eine historische Rekonstruktion von philosophi-
schen und nicht-philosophischen Griinden der ersten Edie-
rungsrunde.

Im Folgenden mdchte ich skizzieren, welche Herausfor-
derung und Hoffnungen sich mit der Erforschung der Ge-
schichte der ersten Runde der Nachlassedierung verbin-
den kénnen. Ich versuche, ein solches Forschungsprojekt
durch interdisziplinére Bezlige in der akademischen Land-
schaft zu verorten. Der Einfachheit halber nenne ich das
Projekt zur ,Geschichte der ersten Runde der Edierung
von Wittgensteins Nachlass" abgekirzt GEN-1. Beginnen
mochte ich die Verortung mit einem thematischen Trend,
den ich im philosophischen Diskurs wahrnehme.

2. Medien des Philosophierens

Zwei miteinander verbundene Themenkomplexe scheinen
mir seit einiger Zeit verstarkt diskutiert zu werden: die Ver-
standigung Uber die Darstellungsmittel der Philosophie
und die Frage nach der ,Exterioritat* des Denkens (um
einen Ausdruck zu verwenden, den ich Sybille Kramer
verdanke, vgl. Kramer 2005, 2009).
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Die Reflexion tber Darstellungsmittel der Philosophie
driickt sich in einem verstérkten Interesse an der literari-
schen Dimension philosophischer Texte aus. Beispielhaft
mdochte ich hier Gottfried Gabriels Forschungen zur non-
propositionalen Erkenntnis und literarischen Formen der
Philosophie (z.B. Gabriel 1990) nennen sowie Dieter Hen-
richs Vorschlag zu einer Literaturgeschichte der Philoso-
phie (Henrich 2011). Als Wittgenstein-Forscher ist uns die-
ses Bedenken der Darstellungsform in ihrer grundséatzli-
chen Bedeutung fiir das Philosophieren wohl vertraut: die
Frage nach den Darstellungsmitteln geht selbstverstand-
lich Uber eine oberflachliche Literarisierung der Philoso-
phie hinaus. Sie schliet in einer sprachphilosophisch
ernsten Auseinandersetzung z.B. auch die Reflexion uber
logische Notation und in neuester Zeit Medien wie Film
oder digitale Kommunikationsmittel in ihrer Bedeutung fur
das Denken mit ein. Um diese neuen Darstellungsmittel
einzubeziehen mdochte ich von ,Medien der Philosophie*
sprechen.

Die sprachphilosophische Reflexion Gber Medien der
Philosophie, zumal von Wittgenstein'scher Provenienz,
findet nicht an der Peripherie des Philosophierens statt.
Sie bedeutet eine Erforschung der philosophischen Me-
thoden und letztlich die Erforschung des Denkens selbst.
Das gilt insbesondere in Verbindung mit einem ,exterioren”
und ,operativen“ Verstandnis des Denkens. Von einem
solchen mdchte ich sprechen, wenn wir unter Denken ein
Operieren mit Zeichen bzw. Bildern verstehen. Dieses
Verstandnis grenzt sich vor allem ab von einer Auffassung,
Gedanken seien geheimnisvoll im Kopfe vorhandene In-
halte und deren Darstellung lediglich verschiedene Hullen.
Die technischen Entwicklungen unserer Zeit laden beson-
ders zu einer selbstreflexiven Neubestimmung des Den-
kens in dieser Hinsicht ein.

Auch ein Projekt wie GEN-1 nimmt diese Einladungen
zur Reflexion Uber Medien und Orte des Denkens an.
GEN-1 hat offenbar das Medium ,Buch“ im Blick, und zwar
im speziellen Format der Edierung von vererbten Schriften.
Dieses Zielformat macht einen wesentlichen, aber h&ufig
vernachlassigten, Aspekt von Medien des Philosophierens
deutlich: nédmlich die Funktion zur Weitergabe und Emp-
fangnis von Gedanken. Anders als andere formorientierte
Forschungen, die sich mit dem Werden eines Werkes un-
ter den Handen des Autors beschaftigen (z.B. mit Wittgen-
steins Schreibprozessen wie Pichler 2004, mit ,Kreation
und Komposition* wie Rothhaupt 2008), steht bei GEN-1
die Bearbeitung von empfangenen Gedanken im Vorder-
grund. Die Leitfrage: ,welches Denken zeigen die Schriften
eines Autors?’ wird zu den Fragen: ,wie und warum ent-
standen bestimmte Editions-Konzeptionen und welche Bil-
der des Denkens bewirkten sie?’



,The History of Editing Wittgenstein’s Nachlass"“ — Die erste Runde der Nachlassedierung [...] | Christian Erbacher

3. GEN-1ist eine Editionsgeschichte im
weiteren Sinn

Mit diesen Leitfragen rickt GEN-1 in die Néhe der Editi-
onswissenschaften. Es liegt nahe, GEN-1 als Editionsge-
schichte zu bezeichnen. Allerdings handelt es sich um ei-
ne spezielle Editionsgeschichte.

Die vornehme Aufgabe der Editionswissenschaften ist
die Entwicklung von Methoden und praktischen Verfahren
zur Rekonstruktion der Entstehung von Texten in ihren
Stufen und Varianten sowie die Herstellung von einem
,<authentischen Text in seiner historischen Gestalt* (vgl.
Plachta 2006: 8). Demnach héatten hauptséchlich die Edito-
ren der auf die erste Runde folgenden Ausgaben ein ver-
starktes Interesse an den Editionswissenschaften. Sie sor-
gen sich ja um Ausgaben, die die Textgenese transparent
machen sollen. Fir GEN-1 ist das nicht das Hauptanlie-
gen. Fir GEN-1 geht es vielmehr um die Frage, wie aus
Wittgensteins unautorisierten Originaldokumenten Biicher
wurden und was diese bewirkten. Dieses Interesse ist uns
von grolRen Buchern unserer religibsen und philosophi-
schen Tradition bekannt. Ich denke an die Evangelien oder
die Platonischen Dialoge. Auch hier liegen keine autori-
sierten Werke vor, sondern posthume Editionen von Nach-
folgern, Schilern und Verehrern. Ohne nun eine Reihe
aus Jesus, Sokrates und Wittgenstein bilden zu wollen, so
lassen diese Vergleichsobjekte doch interessante Struktu-
ren erkennen. Es wundert daher auch nicht, dass wir bei
einer Erforschung der Editionsgeschichte von Wittgen-
steins Nachlass zunachst an Textkritik und an die Frage
nach der Authentizitdt der posthumen Editionen denken.
Textkritische Auseinandersetzungen, also der kritische
Vergleich der Editionen mit den Originalmanuskripten und
—typoskripten, fanden auch um die Ausgaben der ersten
Runde der Nachlassedierung statt (Kenny 1976; Rhees
1996; Gstohl 2011). In Textkritik erschopft sich meines
Erachtens das Interesse an GEN-1 aber nicht.

Die Feststellung von Abweichungen vom Original durch
editorische Entscheidungen ist wichtig. Fur eine Editions-
geschichte im weiteren Sinn geben editorische MaRnah-
men aber sozusagen erst einen Anlass flr weitergehende
Fragen nach Griinden und Motiven der Editoren. Eine Ge-
schichte, die in diesem Sinn nach dem ,warum?’ fragt, hat
nicht ausschlieRlich die Editionen vor Augen, sondern er-
zahlt die menschliche und philosophische Geschichte, die
sich um die Edierung rankt: die Entstehung von Editionen
wird im Kraftfeld ihrer philosophischen, historisch-sozialen
und personlichen Motive beschrieben. Eine solche Ge-
schichte kann auch die Wirkungen der Editionen auf die
Rezeption einschlieBen und gegenwartige Editionsprojekte
informieren. Ein Projekt wie GEN-1 ist also nicht nur Be-
schreibung der Entstehung von Editionen, sondern auch
Reflexion ihrer Griinde und Wirkungen. Eine solche ,Editi-
onsphilosophie* empfangt nicht nur von den Editionswis-
senschaften, sondern kann sie u.U. in aktuellen Fragen be-
gleiten und in sie zuriickwirken (vgl. Plachta 2006, Kap. 10).

4. GEN-1 ist eine medienmotivierte Episode
der Philosophiegeschichte

Die Geschichte der Edierung von Wittgensteins Nachlass
in diesem weiteren Sinn ist nicht nur eine philosophische
Episode der Editionsgeschichte, sondern auch eine edito-
rische Episode in der Philosophiegeschichte. Sie ist die
Geschichte eines philosophischen Erbes, die am roten
Faden der Textentstehung und -bearbeitung erzahlt wird.
Diese Konzentration auf die Edierung macht GEN-1 aller-
dings zu einer speziellen Philosophiegeschichte. Es ist

ungewohnlich die Motivkréafte, die auf die Herstellung einer
Edition gewirkt haben, als Ausgangspunkt fir die Ge-
schichte eines philosophischen Erbes zu wahlen. Dieser
Ausgangspunkt wird allerdings im Rahmen der eingangs
erwéahnten Selbstreflexion des Denkens Uber seine Me-
dien und Orte auch philosophisch versténdlich. Die Me-
dienorientierung lasst die Geschichte der Weitergabe und
Empfangnis von Gedanken als eine Geschichte der Wei-
tergabe und Empfangnis von Texten sehen. GEN-1 kdnnte
Prozesse einer so verstandenen ,philosophischen Verer-
bung“ studierbar machen.

Fir die Beschreibung dieser Prozesse philosophischer
Vererbung ist allerdings eine besondere Quellenlage er-
forderlich. Die Dokumente am WWA in Helsinki bieten eine
solche Quellenlage. Die umfangreiche Sammlung des
WWA enthalt z.B. den Briefverkehr zwischen den Nach-
lassverwaltern Anscombe, Rhees und von Wright. Dari-
berhinaus ist auch der Austausch mit Zeitzeugen und
Verwandten Wittgensteins, mit Forschern, anderen Editi-
onsprojekten und Vertretern von Interessensgruppen wie
Verlegern im WWA dokumentiert. Die Fille an Material
verspricht eine breite Ausgangsbasis fur eine Beschrei-
bung der Uberlegungen und Motive, die die Herausgeber
von Wittgensteins Nachlass in der Zeit der ersten Edie-
rungsrunde bewogen haben. Damit rickt GEN-1 in die
Néhe eines Genres der Geschichtsschreibung der Philo-
sophie, die man in Anlehnung an eine Typologie Richard
Rortys (1984) ,intellectual history* nennen konnte. ,Intel-
lectual History* konstruiert kein ,monumentalistisches
Geistergesprach” zwischen Genies und tber Jahrtausende
hinweg, sondern beschreibt, ,was Intellektuelle zu einer
bestimmten Zeit bewegte und wie sie mit dem Rest ihrer
Gesellschaft interagierten“ (Rorty 1984: 68, eigene Uber-
setzung). In diesem Sinn geht es bei GEN-1 darum zu er-
zéhlen, was die Edierung von Wittgensteins Schriften fur
die Herausgeber bedeutete. Die Geschichte der Textbear-
beitung ist eingebettet in eine historische Gesprachslage
und diese gilt es zu vergegenwartigen.

Die Beschreibung einer Zeit- und Gesprachslage unter
Verwendung einer dichten Dokumentation mit dem Ziel
das Kraftfeld von Motiven in einem auRergewohnlichen
Moment in der Philosophiegeschichte zu verstehen, ist
auch ein zentrales Kennzeichen von Dieter Henrichs
LKonstellationsforschung“ (Henrich 1991, 2004). Freilich:
Die Gruppe der Verwalter von Wittgensteins Nachlass
lasst sich nicht als ,Konstellation* in Henrichs spezifizierten
Sinn interpretieren (vgl. Henrich 2005). Dieser Begriff wur-
de entwickelt, um die auRerordentlichen und kontroversen
Wechselwirkungen zu bezeichnen, die den Ent-
wicklungsgang der nachkantischen Philosophie hin zum
Idealismus bestimmten. Henrichs Konstellationsforschung
kann GEN-1 dennoch als Vorbild dienen. Denn in beiden
Fallen steht zu Erforschung eine soziale Gruppierung, die
sich durch einen massiven philosophischen Impuls kon-
stituiert (in Henrichs Fall die Kantische Philosophie, bei
GEN-1: Wittgensteins Philosophie). Die dabei entstehen-
den philosophischen Texte konnen als Manifestationen
von Verstandigungsprozessen zur Bewaltigung eben die-
ses Impulses verstanden werden. Die Gemeinsamkeit der
Konstellationsforschung und GEN-1 besteht nun in der
Fokussierung auf diese Verstandigungsprozesse. Damit
ruckt das Projekt offenbar auch in eine hermeneutische
Tradition (vgl. Frank 2005). Dank der Quellenlage kann
GEN-1 bei der Rekonstruktion von Verstandigungsprozes-
sen im Zusammenhang mit der Edierung von Wittgen-
steins Nachlass vielfaltige gesellschaftliche, wirtschaftli-
che, technische und psychologische Motive ausmachen.
Die starkere Einbeziehung solcher Motivkrafte wurde als
Desiderat bei moglichen Adaptionen der Konstellationsfor-
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schung herausgestellt (vgl. Franks 2005; Muslow 2005;
Rush 2005).

5. Zur Philosophie von GEN-1

Es gehort zu den Besonderheiten der Geschichtsschrei-
bung der Philosophie, dass der Forscher in seinen Quellen
mit Geltungsanspriichen konfrontiert wird, zu denen er sich
verhalten muss. In dieser Rolle ist er nicht Historiker, son-
dern Philosoph. Wenn GEN-1 Argumente fur Umgangs-
weisen mit dem philosophischen Erbe Wittgensteins the-
matisiert, so muss das Projekt auch sein Verhaltnis zu die-
sem Erbe und den verhandelten Editions-Konzeptionen
bestimmen. Meiner Ansicht nach ist das Projekt, wie ich es
hier skizziert habe, dazu in der Lage. Allerdings wéaren ar-
gumentkritische Reflexionen der kronende Abschluss die-
ser Geschichte von Wittgensteins philosophischem Nach-
lass. Einen Anfang habe ich mit diesem Beitrag zu ma-
chen versucht.

Ich mdchte abschlieBend festhalten: Ein Projekt wie
GEN-1 ragt in viele Themenfelder und Wissengebiete hin-
ein. Es nimmt aktuelle Fragen an die Philosophie auf und
fuhrt diese weiter. Die Realisierung eines solchen Projek-
tes verlangt neue Formen der interdisziplindren Koopera-
tion. Ich hoffe, dass ,philosophische Archive®, in denen
nicht nur geerbte Papiere, sondern auch geerbtes Denken
gepflegt wird (vgl. Erbacher 2011), zu geisteswissen-
schaftlichen Forschungsinfrastrukturen werden, die dem
philosophischen Vererben einen Ort geben.

Danksagung: Dieser Text macht Gebrauch von zwei Pilot-
studien, die mit Unterstitzung von Nordforsk im Programm
»Joint Nordic Use of WAB Bergen and WWA Helsinki“ in
den Jahren 2010 und 2011 durchgefuhrt worden sind; das
Projekt ,The History of Editing Wittgenstein’s Nachlass”
wird 2012 und 2013 mit Forderung der Alexander von
Humboldt Stiftung und der Academy of Finland systemati-
siert und soll mit Finanzierung des Norwegischen For-
schungsrats (Forskningsraadet) als ,Shaping a domain of
knowldege by editorial processing: the case of editing
Wittgenstein's Nachlass* in einem Kooperationsverbund
bis 2015 ausgefuhrt werden. Besonderer Dank fir alle ge-
nannten Stufen des Projekts gilt ,The Wittgenstein Archi-
ves at the University of Bergen“ (WAB) und , The Wittgen-
stein and von Wright Archives at the University of Helsinki“
(WWA).
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Introduction

What do Socrates, Shankara, Maimonides, Pierre Bayle
and Wittgenstein have in common? They are all autophi-
losphers. For them, philosophy on all its aspects is not just
another activity among all other activities but, rather, a ho-
rizon for all aspects of life. All ideas and activities, includ-
ing those that make up everyday lives, are examined by it.
A clear example of the close connection between these
components can be found in Indian Philosophy, in which
the basic assumption is that the life of a true philosopher is
a living example of his thought. This guiding principle gives
philosophy a religious lineament. It can be said that an
autophilosopher is a philosophical man. His behavior
resembles that of a man who makes a vow and that under-
taking is what gives purpose and meaning to his life. That,
for example, is how Socrates, Buddha and Augustine
acted. Autophilosophy has three aspects: consistency,
thought and action, which together constitute one whole.
The autophilosophical genre aims to differentiate itself
from philosophical biography and philosophical autobiog-
raphy in that it recognizes the philosopher and the
philosophy as a whole.

Biography/autobiography and
autophilosophy

From a conceptual point of view, the writings belonging to
the literary genres of biography/autobiography differ on a
number of points: the author, the subject of the study and
the areas of content, as well as the relationship between
these focal points and the manner in which they are pre-
sented. The genres biography, autobiography, philosophi-
cal biography and philosophical autobiography involve two
to four centers. While in autophilosophy, all the distinctions
between the philosopher, his work and his life are elimi-
nated. The philosopher writes philosophy and implements
it in his life as he externalizes his point of view through
speech, writing and behavior — in a steadily strict fashion.
In this genre, all the essay components seem to be com-
pressed into only center: the philosopher’s world.

Autophilosophy — characteristics

Three indicators are formulated to identify this type of phi-
losophy:

Structure — a feedback relationship exists, starting with
the worldview, through meta-philosophy, on to philoso-
phy as a doctrine, and from there to the application of
the philosophical doctrine in everyday life, then back to
the worldview.

Enabling condition — at least at one stage in his philoso-
phical life, the philosopher experiences transformation,
which awakens him to his obligation towards his phi-
losophical standpoints. As a result, a “philosophical
pact” is made, which lists the vows for his philosophical
path. The nature of this event is ethical, and the pact
fuels the enthusiasm of the philosopher to adhere to his
philosophical obligation to life and in life.

Consequences — day to day life and intellectual life are
awarded equal value and weight; everyday life is the
exemplification of thought and the structure of thought
is based on action.

A cyclical feeding and flow differentiates between the four
factors of the structure. It points to the clear relationships
between the various parts — a cyclical order with a direc-
tion. The content of each factor is the organizing element
of the next factor in line, according to their predetermined
order in the cycle. Balance between daily life and a life of
thought is an actualization of what was defined, formulated
and comprehended in the intellectual dimension. Putting it
into practice is accelerated by the occurrence of transfor-
mation, which encourages the commitment to cohesion
between the intellectual and the practical.

Rationality and transformation

The core of the autophilosophical process is a discussion
of rationality and its enabling conditions, and is connected
to the upheaval event the philosopher experienced, like
those that occurred to Augustine and Descartes. What was
revealed to the philosopher in a conversion becomes fixed
in the process of self inquiry down to transformation, which
is the realization of the change that takes place in him as
expressed in his way of being in the world. The process of
self inquiry makes it possible to clarify the basic assump-
tions and beliefs and begins with making the distinction
between rational and irrational, but divides the irrational
into two: post-rational and pre-rational. This reveals the
connection between rationality, the boundaries of thought
and ethics as expressed in the unraveling of the self and
the adoption of the linguistic demarcation.

The philosopher is not satisfied with linguistic demarca-
tion as a conclusion and he values its realization. The ex-
posure to the distinction between rationality and what en-
ables it, instills a sense of security and protection from any
kind of arbitrary thought because of the ability to ascribe it
to its rightful place. The philosopher, to whom this idea is
clear, unmistakably distinguishes between what may be
spoken of and about what to remain silent. At this point,
rationality provides purpose and not only reason. As far as
the autophilosopher is concerned, thinking correctly,
means to be independent, free and thus a better person; in
this way the gap between thought and action is closed.

The uniqueness of autophilosophical
reading

The autophilosopher undertakes to guide his readers how
to read his philosophy, while the readers surrender to his
guidance and undertake to read his work punctiliously.
This reading is based on the criteria that the philosopher
himself would want him and his philosophy to be assessed
by. Thus, the reader is exposed to the consistency-
thought-action principle that is evident in the autophiloso-
pher’s activity. This principle is implemented in the way in
which the autophilosopher thinks about what he believes,
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believes in what he thinks and acts according to the con-
clusions that arise from the thinking process.

Certain aspects of the philosopher’s life and writings that
may have seemed puzzling will cease to appear so from
the standpoint of autophilosophy. It helps present a less
contrived interpretation, which is more precise, harmonious
and lucid. The result is improved understanding of the pi-
ous philosopher while receiving a more precise interpreta-
tion of his philosophy; the philosopher and the philosophy
enlighten one another.

Wittgenstein is an autophilosopher

| hear a melody completely differently after | have be-
come familiar with its composer’s style.
(Wittgenstein 1982)

Worldview

Wittgenstein organizes his conduct around two ideas that
are the core of his worldview. One of them pertains to the
ethical content of how he should behave: sincerely, truth-
fully, fruitfully productive and firmly stand up to the chal-
lenges life presents him with. The other idea is intended to
demarcate man’s boundary in the world. Thoughts about
what exists beyond life occupied Wittgenstein’s mind and
led him to set the boundaries of his world: to the place
man is neither able nor wishes to go — “there the world
does not exist” — what is real is what we do not give a
thought to. For his part, it is not enough to implement the
principles in a state of wakefulness; they must be imple-
mented in all states of consciousness.

Apparently, the tension between aspiring to find the a-
priori order and the fact that we are unable to place our
finger on such order has left its imprint on most of Wittgen-
stein’s philosophical activity:

The great problem round which everything that | write
turns is:

Is there an order in the world a priori, and if so what
does it consist in?

You are looking into fog and for that reason persuade
yourself that the goal is already close. But the fog dis-
perses and the goal is not yet in sight. (Wittgenstein
1969)

The yearning to find the a-priori order is converted into an
aspiration for clarity of thought and the motivation for this
yearning. Thus, the tension lessens with the acceptance of
the dimensions, which cannot be ordered, just as they are.

For Wittgenstein, clarity of thought and the right to life
are intertwined. Deepened investigation brings with it clar-
ity of thought and this life is worthwhile; to this, Wittgen-
stein awards comparable status. He is certain that if he
can think clearly he will be able to solve the problems of
logic facing him; if not, he is not worthy of life:

| wish to God that | were more intelligent and everything
would finally become clear to me — or else that | needn’t
live much longer. (Wittgenstein 1974)

Meta-philosophy

In Wittgenstein’s opinion, the role of philosophy is to make
distinctions without interfering in the results of those dis-
tinctions. He knows that this goal cannot be completely
achieved but it is not enough to deter him from continuing
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to present the difficulty and the best way to reach the most
accurate measurement possible.

Another difficulty in philosophical work is willful resis-
tance. Willful resistance is emotional and not intellectual
because it requires us to cease an activity we have be-
come accustomed to. Wittgenstein finds that people stop
the investigative process too early because they feel
themselves flung into the heart of chaos. When dealing
with philosophy, it is absolutely essential to make a consis-
tent effort to continue thinking:

To say, when they are at work, “Let's have done with it
now”, is a physical need for human beings; it is the
constant necessity when you are philosophizing to go
on thinking in the face of this need that makes this such
strenuous work. (Wittgenstein 1984)

It may seem as if Wittgenstein is striving for two conflicting
forces: to desist and persist. But the instruction to desist
refers to erroneous use, while the instruction to persist
relates to thinking persistence. The source of this persis-
tence is the security of demarcating areas: rational, post-
rational and pre-rational, and the writings, Tractatus,
Philosophical Investigations and On Certainty may be ap-
plied to them accordingly.

If so, philosophical activity has two aspects: dynamic and
static. The dynamic aspect is observation and clarification
whose result, the static aspect, is the barrier erected
between what may be said and what may not be said.

Three aspects of philosophy

Wittgenstein's three principal writings reflect the three as-
pects of philosophy as they echo the changes that took
place in his thinking over the years. He exchanged the
viewpoint of the “Judge” with that of the “Witness” and
ended up in the “knower” position — the “Law”. While in
early philosophy, the question that guided the ethical in-
vestigation was, “What am | permitted to say?”, to which
he answered out of the permitted-forbidden, yes-no di-
chotomy — in the later philosophy, the guiding question
was, “How do | say it?”, which he answered with a descrip-
tion of the various manners of use. While the judge’s dis-
course is logical, that of the witness is anthropological. In
time, during the last years of his life and nearing his death,
he underwent a further transformation related to the radi-
calization of his thought pattern and his authoritative stand
and its results are visible in On Certainty.

The degree of resemblance of the philosophy from the
three periods can be seen in the following sentences:

All philosophy is a ‘critique of language’. (Wittgenstein
1933)

Philosophy is a battle against the bewitchment of our in-
telligence by means of language. (Wittgenstein 1968)
The propositions which one comes back to again and
again as if bewitched—these | should like to expunge
from philosophical language. (Wittgenstein 1972)

From these sentences, it is evident that Wittgenstein
applies his meta-philosophy in philosophy. In each period,
philosophy always fills the same function: clarification of
the proper use of language and standing by the value of
this clarification. In spite of the exchange of theories of
meaning and the changes in philosophical style it shows
once again, Wittgenstein's deep commitment to the cohe-
sion between obligation and realization in philosophical
activity.
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Philosophy in life
Wittgenstein wrote to Engelmann in 1917:

I [...] wish | were a better man and had a better mind.
These two things are really one and the same. (Engel-
mann 1968)

From this letter we learn of the thought-activity coherence.
To this end, he was aided by logic and grammar, thus
eliminating the separation between logic and ethics.

Wittgenstein’s worldview changed following the upheav-
als he experienced. His self inquiry, part of which is re-
corded in his notebooks from 1914-1916, contributed to
the change in his being in the world. Understanding the
quality of the transformation illuminates the essence of the
irrevocable change that took place in Wittgenstein's soul
and the change that occurred in his philosophy from the
“Judge” stage to the “Witness” stage and later to the stage
of the authority.

Biophilosophical cyclicality is reflected in Wittgenstein's
unique style of writing, since the autophilosopher writes his
philosophy under meta-philosophical dictates and imple-
ments the philosophical content through his meticulous
style, which in turn, displays the self identity in its new
meaning; at the same time, the reflexive process is also
depicted in while writing.

The application of standpoints regarding the role of
philosophy is the backdrop that makes it possible to
understand the separation from Russell, which was not the
result of a caprice but was based on irreconcilable differ-
ences regarding the role of philosophy in guiding behavior
patterns. In Wittgenstein's philosophy, this separation is
presented as an incident in which the personal and ethical
dimension of philosophy is emphasized and also demon-
strates the connection between the different layers of
autophilosophy.

Religious priest, artist and autophilosopher

The autophilosopher is both the researcher and the subject
of the investigation — the philosopher and the philosophy.
The deed was not done for the sake of any achievement
but, because it was the right way to think and to act.

By grouping autophilosophers together, a few of which
are mentioned here and have no apparent connection
between them, helps to illuminate the lives and thoughts of
those group members. The methodological and interpretive
tool — autophilosophy — makes it possible to find additional
autophilosophers of lesser and greater renown. And so it is
that a category has been added to single out the people
that can not be separated from their occupation: not only the
priest and the artist but also the autophilosopher.
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1 Einleitung

Ein Problem der Ethik, speziell im Bereich der intergenera-
tionellen Gerechtigkeit, ist die Frage nach der Richtigkeit
der folgenden These:

These 1. Mindestens eine Person der Gegenwart hat
gegeniiber mindestens einer Person der Zukunft ethi-
sche Verantwortung.

In vielen ethischen Theorien zur intergenerationellen Ge-
rechtigkeit wird versucht, These 1 zu begriinden. Als be-
sonders nutzlich erweisen sich dabei personenbezogene
Ansatze der Ethik. Das sind, kurz erlautert, Theorien, in
denen das Grundprinzip gilt: Jede ethisch gute oder
schlechte Handlung ist ethisch gut oder schlecht fur je-
manden. Ein Einwand gegen dieses Grundprinzip ist das
sogenannte ,Nicht-ldentitats-Problem”. Etwas verkirzt
ausgedruckt besagt es Folgendes: Wenn dieses Grund-
prinzip stimmt, dann sind bestimmte Handlungen, die not-
wendig dafur sind, dass eine Person lebt, schlecht fiir die-
se Person; dies, obwohl intuitiv solche Handlungen als
ethisch gut fur diese Person bewertet werden — wiirde die-
se Person doch ohne Ausfiihrung dieser Handlungen nicht
leben. Wir werden im Folgenden eine Begrindung von
These 1 und das eben genannte Nicht-ldentitats-Problem
beschreiben (Abschnitt 2) und anschlieBend durch genaue
Analyse von Beispielen und zugrundeliegenden Prinzipien
das Nicht-ldentitats-Problem zu entkréaften versuchen (Ab-
schnitt 3 und 4).

Literatur. Ein Uberblick zur ethischen Diskussion von The-
se 1 mit umfangreicher Verweisliteratur zu vielen De-
tailproblemen findet sich in (Meyer 2008). Das vorausge-
setzte modallogische System ist der aussagenlogische Teil
einer multimodalen a.d.1-Logik, beschrieben in z.B.
(Schurz 1997: 42ff), mit den Axiomen D und T.

2 Das Nicht-ldentitats-Problem

Was es heil3t, dass eine Person Verantwortung gegeniber
jemandem hat, wollen wir groftenteils ungeklart lassen.
Nur soviel setzen wir voraus: Wenn eine Handlung einer
Person ethisch schlecht fir eine Person ist, dann hat min-
destens eine Person ethische Verantwortung gegenuber
der geschadigten Person. Formal ausgedriickt lautet das
Prinzip folgenderweise (Principle Of Responsibility):

(POR). Vx(Bxp—3yResp(y,x))

Innerhalb der Ethik sind jene Theorien zur Begriindung
von These 1 weit verbreitet, die personenbezogene An-
satze sind. Ein Merkmal von solchen Theorien ist die The-
se, dass jede Handlung, die ethisch relevant ist, d.h. die
ethisch gut oder schlecht ist, auch flr irgendeine Person
ethisch relevant ist. GeméaR personenbezogenen Ansatzen
gilt also folgendes Prinzip (Person-Affecting Intuition):

(PAI). Bp—3xBxp

Aus jeder Theorie, die (POR) und (PAI) in der Thesen-
menge enthalt, folgt unter einer bestimmten Zusatzan-
nahme These 1. Etwas plakativer formuliert: Mit (PAI) lasst

72

sich intergenerationelle Gerechtigkeit begriinden. Als Zu-
satzannahme benétigt man die Voraussetzung, dass es
ethisch relevante Handlungen gibt, die keine ethisch rele-
vanten Konsequenzen in der Gegenwart und Vergangen-
heit haben.

(PAI) ist ein starkes Mittel zur Begriindung von These 1.
Gegenbeispiele zu (PAl) finden sich nach Meinung vieler
in den sogenannten ,Nicht-ldentitats-Fallen*: Es gibt Hand-
lungen, die ethisch schlecht sind, ohne deren Ausubung
durch eine Person der Gegenwart jedoch eine Person der
Zukunft nicht leben wirde, sondern hdchstens eine andere
Person (deshalb auch die Verwendung von ,Nicht-
Identitat’). In diesen Fallen scheinen die Handlungen per
se nachteilig zu sein, obwohl sie fiir die Personen der Zu-
kunft nicht von Nachteil sind. Ein Nicht-ldentitats-Fall
zeichnet sich durch folgende Umsténde aus:

*  Bp
< -Lives(c,ty)

< Nec(Lives(c,t;)—p)

0
o

Eine, dieser Bewertung zugrundeliegende, Intuition scheint
zu sein (Activation is Never Bad):

(ANB). -Lives(c,t;)—(Nec(Lives(c,t;)—p)—-Bcp)

GemaR diesem Prinzip ist also keine Handlung, die je-
manden erst ,ins Leben ruft*, ethisch besehen zu dessen
Nachteil. Aus (ANB) ergibt sich, dass jede Handlung, die
notwendig zur Ausfiihrung einer fir das Leben einer Per-
son notwendigen Handlung ist, wiederum nicht von Nach-
teil fur das Leben dieser Person sein kann. Sloganartig:
Keine Teilhandlung einer lebensnotwendigen Handlung ist
ethisch schlecht. Formal ausgedriickt:

(ANB-T1).
=Lives(c,t;)—((Nec(Lives(c,t;)—p)&Nec(p—q))—-Bcq)

Eine Umkehrung von (ANB-T1), dass namlich jede Hand-
lung, die eine lebensnotwendige Handlung als Teilhand-
lung enthalt, nicht ethisch schlecht sein kann, folgt nicht
aus (ANB). Eine solche Umkehrung erscheint auch un-
plausibel. Auf diese Konsequenz werden wir in der Dis-
kussion von (ANB) in Abschnitt 3 noch zu sprechen kom-
men. Doch zuvor wollen wir auf ,das" grundséatzliche Prob-
lem von Vertretern eines personenbezogenen Ansatzes
mit (ANB) eingehen.

Das Prinzip (ANB) erscheint vielen Ethikern plausibel.
Auch (PAI) genugt den Intuitionen vieler Experten, ja sogar
vielen, die intuititv (ANB) akzeptieren wiirden. Und doch
sind, wie das nachfolgende Argument zeigt, die beiden
Prinzipien (PAI) und (ANB) in den Nicht-ldentitats-Fallen
unvertraglich.

(Nicht-ldentitats-Antinomie).
1.(PAI), (ANB)
2.Bp (Nicht-Identitéats-Fall)
3.Bcp (aus 2., (PAI)
4.Nec(Lives(c,t;)—p)&-Lives(c,t;)

(Spez. Nicht-ldentitats-Fall)
5.-Bcp (aus 4., (ANB))
6.Widerspruch
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Welche Annahmen dieser Antinomie sind nun zu verwer-
fen? Drei Falle sind dabei zu betrachten: Fall 1: Es gibt
keine Nicht-ldentitats-Falle. Fall 2: Das Prinzip (PAI) gilt
nicht. Fall 3: Das Prinzip (ANB) gilt nicht. Wir werden uns
im Folgenden auf die letzten beiden Falle konzentrieren,
und zum einen zu zeigen versuchen, dass (ANB) nicht gilt,
und zum anderen dafiir argumentieren, dass (PAI) doch
schwaécher ist, als man zu denken geneigt ist.

Literatur. Eine allgemeinere Form von (PAIl), bezogen auf
ethisch relevante Handlungen und Interessen, findet sich
in (Meyer 2008, Abschnitt 1). Die hier dargestellte Form
von (PAI) findet sich sinngeméaR in (Roberts 2009a: xiv).
Geschichtlich geht die Diskussion um (PAI) zurick auf
(Parfit 1987, Kapitel 16). Ein Uberblick zur ethischen Dis-
kussion der Nicht-ldentitats-Antinomie mit umfangreicher
Verweisliteratur findet sich in (Roberts 2009b). Alle unsere
Ausfuhrungen zu Nicht-ldentitats-Fallen, mit Ausnahme
der zusatzlich gemachten Einschrankung, finden sich auch
in (Roberts 2009a: xv ff). Die Intuitionen, die wir in (ANB)
prazisiert haben, finden sich meist verstreut in der ge-
nannten Literatur.

3 Diskussion von (ANB)

Beginnen wir mit unserer Argumentation im Rahmen von
Fall 3! Warum gilt unserer Ansicht nach Prinzip (ANB)
nicht? Wie kann z.B. eine Handlung, durch die ,genetisch
unvertragliche Eltern ein Kind zeugen, schlecht fir das
Kind sein, obwohl diese Handlung notwendig dafir ist,
dass das Kind lebt? Wir wollen im Folgenden anhand von
zwei der vielen Beispiele der Diskussion um die Nicht-
Identitéts-Antinomie zeigen, dass dieses Prinzip in der all-
gemeinen Form nicht plausibel ist.

Betrachten wir sogleich den angesprochenen Fall der
Handlung, dass genetisch unvertragliche Eltern ein Kind
zeugen. Es gelte folgende Reprasentierung:

Procr(d,e,c)&Incomp(d,e): ‘Julia  und Romeo, die
genetisch unvertraglich sind,
zeugen Arthur.’

Wir gehen davon aus, dass unmittelbar nach Einnistung
gilt: -Lives(c, ty). Weiters ist die mit
Procr(d,e,c)&Incomp(d, e) beschriebene Handlung not-
wendig dafur, dass Arthur lebt; es gilt also:
Nec(Lives(c,t;)—(Procr(d,e,c)&Incomp(d,e))). Mit (ANB)
gilt weiters -Bc(Procr(d,e,c)&Incomp(d,e)), also riickiber-
setzt: Dass Julia und Romeo, die genetisch unvertraglich
sind, Arthur gezeugt haben, ist ethisch besehen nicht von
Nachteil fir Arthur. Warum ist diese Handlung aber einer
weit verbreiteten Meinung zufolge ethisch besehen nicht
von Nachteil fir Arthur? Die einhellige Antwort darauf
lautet: Wenn die mit  Procr(d,e,c)&ncomp(d,e)
beschriebene Handlung unterlassen wird, dann lebt
Arthur nicht, bzw., mit Kontraposition, wieder unser
Nec(Lives(c,t,)—(Procr(d,e,c)&Incomp(d,e))). Man kann
nun aber in einer Hierarchie von Teilhandlungen immer
weiter aufsteigen, und man konnte so in gleicher Weise
begriinden, dass solche Handlungen ethisch besehen
nicht von Nachteil fur das Kind sein kdnnen. Beispiels-
weise konnte man auf diese Weise auch begriinden, dass
es fir Arthur nicht von Nachteil ist, dass seine Eltern ihn
gezeugt haben, dass sie genetisch unvertraglich sind, und
dass sie, weil sie wenig soziale Kompetenzen haben, ihn
sozusagen notwendigerweise schlecht behandeln werden.

Wie den Beispielen in der ethischen Diskussion solcher
Falle zu entnehmen ist, ist dem Erfindungsgeist des Ethi-
kers fur solche Situationen kaum eine Grenze gesetzt. In
allen diesen Beispielen scheint folgender Grundgedanke
zentral: Keine Handlung, die als Teilhandlung eine fir eine
Person lebensnotwendige und ethisch besehen fir sie gu-
te Handlung enthélt, kann in ethischen Belangen von
Nachteil fir die Person sein. Z.B. ist die mit Procr(d,e,c),
also mit ,Julia und Romeo zeugen Arthur.’, beschriebene
Handlung notwendig dafirr, dass Arthur lebt; sie scheint
zudem fur Arthur gut zu sein. Zudem ist es eine Teilhand-
lung der mit Procr(d,e,c)&Incomp(d,e) beschriebenen
Handlung. Daher kann gemal diesem Grundgedanken
auch letztere nicht von Nachteil fur Arthur sein. Prézisiert
handelt es sich bei dem hier leitenden Grundgedanken um
die oben schon angesprochene Umkehrung von (ANB-T1);
und diese erscheint, wie man anhand von Beispielen ver-
anschaulichen kann, nicht plausibel. Damit gilt, dass die-
ses Prinzip vielleicht zwar in vielen, sicherlich aber nicht in
allen Fallen, d.h. sicherlich nicht fur alle Handlungen gilt.

Literatur. Das angefiihrte Beispiel wird z.B. in (Roberts
2009a: xx ff) diskutiert. Weiterfuhrende Beispiele finden
sich z.B. in (Kavka 1982: 100-103).

4 Diskussion von (PAI)

Unsere Diskussion im Rahmen von Fall 3 hat uns also zu
dem Losungsvorschlag gefiihrt, (ANB) aufzugeben. Diese
Antwort kdnnte ein zufriedenstellender Losungsansatz fur
das Nicht-ldentitéts-Problem sein, wére da nicht ein Unbe-
hagen zur vermuteten Starke von (PAI). Kommen wir nun
deshalb zu Fall 2 und unserem Argument dafur, dass (PAI)
doch schwacher ist, als die dahinterliegende Leistung zur
Begriindung von These 1 vermuten lasst. Fir unser Argu-
ment bendtigen wir, wie bereits in der Einleitung schon
ausgefihrt, einen multimodalen Rahmen. Im Speziellen
bendtigen wir zu den bereits angesprochenen Axiomen
(Systeme D, T) noch die folgenden: Zum einen bendétigen
wir das sogenannte Mittel-Zweck-Prinzip. Allgemein bese-
hen und gelinde ausgedriickt: Es ist nicht jedermanns Sa-
che. Es genuigt aber einigen Intuitionen zu einigen tber-
schaubaren Féllen; akzeptiert man namlich, dass alle
Handlungen, die zur Ausfihrung einer gebotenen Hand-
lung notwendig sind, auch geboten sind, dann wird man
sich mit diesem Prinzip auch anfreunden kénnen. Kom-
men wir also zu unserer Schwachstelle (Deontic Means-
End principle):

(DME). (Nec(p—q)&0p)—0q

Das zweite bendtige Prinzip ist ein altbekanntes und viel-
bewahrtes Briickenprinzip. Bei Thomas von Aquin heif3t es
z.B.: ,Das Gute soll getan und befolgt, das Bdse soll ge-
mieden werden!’; wir beschrédnken uns wieder auf ,das
Bose" und setzten voraus, dass ethisch schlechte Hand-
lungen auch unterlassen werden sollen, also verboten
sind. Formal ausgedriickt (Strong Bridge Principle):

(SBP). Bcp—Fp

Gewappnet mit diesem Ristzeug, beginnen wir unsere
Argumentation. Dafiir fassen wir einen Teil der vorherge-
henden Abschnitte blindig zusammen: Mit (PAl) lasst sich
These 1. begriinden. (PAI) erscheint aber zu stark — vor
allem, was die Nicht-ldentitats-Falle betrifft. Deshalb wird
fur einen Test von (PAIl) das Prinzip (ANB) ins Feld ge-
fuhrt. Aufgrund einer genaueren Analyse von Beispielen
erscheint (ANB) aber unplausibel. Ist (ANB) deshalb ein
ungeeignetes Mittel fiir einen Test? Unsere Antwort lautet:
Nein. Gemal (PAI) mussen wir namlich, wenn wir be-
haupten, dass eine Handlung ethisch schlecht ist, zugleich
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mit behaupten, dass sie auch ethisch besehen schlecht fur
jemanden ist. In den Nicht-ldentitats-Fallen ist die Hand-
lung notwendig dafur, dass eine Person lebt; eine solche
Person ist in solchen Fallen von der Handlung hauptséach-
lich betroffen, und damit meistens auch eine Person, fir
die gemaR (PAIl) die Handlung ethisch besehen schlecht
ist. Nun ist aber mit dem Briickenprinzip (SBP) eine solche
schlechte Handlung verboten. Gleichzeitig scheint sie
aber, zumindest aus der Sicht des Kindes, das ja Interesse
daran hat zu leben, geboten. Im Detail:

(Nicht-Identitats-Fall: ,Kinderperspektive* mit (PAl),
(DME), (SBP)).

1. (PAI), (DME), (SBP)
2. Bp—Bcp (mit (PAI))
3. OLives(c,t2) (Grundvoraussetzung des Kindes)
4.B (Nicht-ldentitats-Fall)
5. Nec(Lives(c,t2)—p)&-Lives(c,tl)
(Spez. Nicht-Identitats-Fall)
6. Op (aus 3., 5., (DME))
7.Bcp (aus 2., 4.)
8. Fp (aus 7., (SBP))
9. Widerspruch

Um Anhé&nger von (PAI) scheint es in den Nicht-ldentitats-
Féllen aus der Sicht des Kindes also schlecht bestellt zu
sein. Um Anhanger des Prinzips (ANB) steht es viel bes-
ser; fur sie kann es in Nicht-ldentitats-Féllen nie zu einer
Folgerung wie in Schritt 8. kommen. Aus der Sicht des
Kindes kann also gemaf (ANB) nie ein notwendiges Mittel
dafur, dass es lebt, verboten werden. Diese Konsequenz
ist es vermutlich auch, die (ANB) fiir viele Anhanger von
(PAI) doch akzeptabel erscheinen lasst.

Wir werden nun zeigen, dass man einen personenbezo-
genen Ansatz (PAl) vertreten kann, und dabei trotzdem
diesen Vorzug von (ANB) nicht missen muss. Unser
Hauptkritikpunkt richtet sich dabei gegen (SBP). Es gibt
Falle, in denen dieses Prinzip zu stark erscheint.

Im Detail sind es genau jene Félle, in denen das soge-
nannte ,Sollen-Kénnen-Prinzip* nicht erfullt ist. Es gibt
namlich Handlungen, die ethisch schlecht sind, die aber
trotzdem nicht verboten sind, weil sie zu unterlassen un-
moglich ist. Die klarsten Falle dazu sind dilemmatische
Situationen: Jemand hat genau zwei Moglichkeiten zur
Handlung (Nec(pvq)), und doch sind beide Handlungen
ethisch schlecht fur jemanden (Bcp&Bcq). Deshalb ist
(SBP) nicht adaquat. Eine abgeschwachte Form davon ist
das folgende Prinzip (Weak Bridge Principle):

(WBP). (Bcp &Pos-p)—Fp

Wie man schon sehen kann, fihrt die Behauptung, dass
von der Sicht eines Kindes aus p unterlassen werden
kann, zu einem Widerspruch: Angenommen Pos-p; dann
ergibt sich 9. des obigen Falles (mit der Ausnahme, dass
in 1. statt (SBP) das Prinzip (WBP) verwendet wird). Damit
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mag zwar eine fur das Kind lebensnotwendige Handlung,
ethisch besehen, von Nachteil fur das Kind sein; dies wird
jedoch in keiner Norm tragend. Auf das erste der Beispiele
in Abschnitt 3 bezogen heif3t dies: Dass Arthur von gene-
tisch unvertréglichen Eltern gezeugt wurde, ist ethisch be-
sehen von Nachteil fur Arthur. Daraus folgt jedoch nicht,
dass aus seiner Sicht die Zeugung hatte unterlassen wer-
den sollen. (PAI) verliert sozusagen in den Nicht-ldentité&ts-
Fallen ,an Biss".

Literatur. Der Nicht-ldentitats-Fall aus Kinderperspektive
wird hinsichtlich des Problems mit einer Akzeptanz von
(PAI) sinngeméaR &hnlich zu unseren Ausfihrungen u.a.
diskutiert in (Roberts 2009a: xv ff) und (Roberts 2009b,
Abschnitt 2). Eine philosophische Untersuchung von
(DME) findet sich in (Schurz 1997: 239 f und 11.3 sowie
11.4); das Prinzip wird dort ,(ME-O)’ genannt.

5 Fazit

Fir zwei Probleme eines personenbezogenen Ansatzes in
der Ethik, ndmlich zum einen das Nicht-ldentitats-Problem,
und zum anderen die damit verbundene Frage zur Losung
des Nicht-ldentitats-Falles aus ,Kinderperspektive*, schei-
nen die folgenden beiden Ansétze vielversprechend: Eine
Analyse der Gegenbeispiele wie in Abschnitt 3, in der
Handlungen und Teilhandlungen bewertet werden, und
eine Abschwéchung eines zu starken Briickenprinzips im
Sinne des Sollen-Koénnen-Prinzips. Fir letzteren Ansatz
schlagen wir vor, (POR), (PAI), (DME) und (WBP) zu ak-
zeptieren.
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1 Free will and Libet’s results

Libet et al. (1983: 623) investigated the readiness-potential
“that precedes a freely voluntary, fully endogenous motor
act” and found that the “onset of the cerebral activity
clearly preceded by at least several hundred milliseconds
the reported time of conscious intention to act.” This re-
ported time was “the subject's recall [...] of his initial
awareness of wanting or intending to move.” The authors
conclude that cerebral initiation can begin “before there is
any (at least recallable) subjective awareness that a ‘deci-
sion’ to act has already been initiated cerebrally.” (Maybe a
somewhat careless wording: Who could ever be aware of
the fact that his or her intention has already been initiated
cerebrally?)

These results and interpretations unleashed a controver-
sial discussion about the impact on ethics: Do they ques-
tion free will, one of the basics of our self-concepts and of
moral responsibility? A maybe overshooting reaction in
view of the fact that the lags reported rely on subjective
memories; also note the authors’ qualification “(at least
recallable)”. It seems, moreover, that readiness- (or motor-
) potentials — cf. the terms “expectancy wave” and “Contin-
gent Negative Variation (CNV)” — reflect cortical processes
being more generally associated with goal-directed cogni-
tive activities such as problem solving (Fenk 1978) or sen-
tence comprehension (Kutas/Hillyard 1980). Do Libet's
measures really guarantee an isolation of components
specifically relevant for the initiation of “a freely voluntary,
fully endogenous motor act"? Is it, after all, possible to fol-
low the instruction to produce, now and then and “without
any preplanning” (Libet et al. 1983: 625), one or two previ-
ously defined movements? And could such prescribed
movements really be classified as “fully endogenous™?

If, however, in Libet's experiments and in affirmative
studies of other laboratories (e.g. Soon et al. 2008) all
measures were appropriate and all confounding variables
— such as a possible bias in the subjects’ recall — elimi-
nated, they would enforce a rethinking: Free will is an illu-
sion, decisions are taken in the brain. But | will show in the
next section that they would enforce such a rethinking only
within a specific, though very common mind-body theory.

Brembs (2011: 930) emphasizes that the “historical use
of the term ‘free will' has been inextricably linked with one
variant or another of dualism” — positions that have, like
the “metaphysical” (in the sense of “untestable”?) concept
of free will, “fallen into irrelevance”. Free will sensu Brembs
shows itself in an evolutionary advantageous unpredict-
ability of an animal’s actions in “always the same settings”
(ibid.: 935) such as in pursuit evasion. Apart from the well-
known “sameness-problem”: Could such an unpredictabil-
ity reflect something relevant for those concepts of free will
dominating the philosophical debate, at least as a prereg-
uisite? Instead of such questions | shall discuss (in Section
2) which variant of dualism would admit the traditional un-
derstanding of free will as a conscious agent and prerequi-
site  for moral responsibility. Interactionism (physi-
calemental) will result as the only possibility. Sections 3
and 4 investigate whether interactionism can, in the light of
epistemic virtues such as testability and parsimony, com-

pete with monism, or with epiphenomenalism (physi-
cal=mental), where free will is illusory from the onset.

2 The assumption of free will in different
mind-body theories

Figure 1, left panel, classifies the positions compared in
this paper. But is this an exhaustive classification? Popper
(1996: 5) for instance describes himself as a “Cartesian
dualist”, and since he explicity assumes an “interaction
between physical and mental states”, we can localize his
position in our box called “interactionism”. But he declares
himself, moreover, as a pluralist who accepts “the reality of
a third world, [...] roughly, the world of the products of our
human minds.” Figure 1 does without a further box for “plu-
ralism”, because the body-mind problem concerns, also for
Popper, the relations between the physical (world 1) and
the mental (world 2). The dependency between the physi-
cal, including physiological processes, and the psychic — a
term that | here use synonymously with the “mental” or the
“conscious” — is bidirectional in interactionism and unidirec-
tional in epiphenomenalism.

Genealogical relations would deserve a separate dia-
gram and more space for discussion. For instance: Was
(Leibniz’s classical) parallelism superseded by monism,
and (e.g. Feigl's 1963) monism by functionalism? Or is
functionalism only a variety of monism (Bechtel 2010)? Is it
still a mind-body theory or rather a structure-function the-
ory? Does Roth’s (1987) constructivist approach super-
sede or only paraphrase (e.g. Rohracher's 1953) epiphe-
nomenalism? | cannot see much difference except Roth’s
emphasis on the perceptual world as our brains’ construct
(ibid,; 235); thus my brain that | can watch in a brain-
imaging experiment could not be identical with the real
brain that produces my mental image (ibid.: 238f).*

In his seminal study Feigl (1963) modifies his earlier
“double-language theory”, i.e., the mind-body problem as
the problem of a mentalist language that cannot be re-
duced to that language we use to describe “macro-
behavior” and physiological processes (“micro-behavior”).
It would be wiser, says Feigl (ibid.: 447), “to speak instead
of twofold access or double knowledge. The identification,
| have emphasized, is to be empirically justified, and hence
there can be no logical equivalence between the concepts
(or statements) in the two languages.”

Carnap (1963: 886) criticizes “Feigl’'s reference to certain
facts as ‘evidence’ for the identity view” and suggests for-
mulating the question of a justification of that view “in the
metalanguage [...] as a question concerning the choice of
a language form. Although we prefer a different language,
we must admit that a dualistic language can be con-
structed and used without coming into conflict with either
the laws of logic or with empirically known facts.”

Apart from empirical testability, Feigl (1963: 474) claims
a further advantage of his solution: It “differs quite funda-

* This example recalls Feigl's (1963: 473f) “autocerebroscopic” gedankenex-
periment. But Feigl is not mentioned in Roth, nor is any proponent of epiphe-
nomenalism mentioned in Feigl and Roth, respectively.
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mentally from materialistic epiphenomenalism in that (1) it
is monistic, whereas epiphenomenalism is a form of dualis-
tic parallelism; (2) the ‘physical’ [is not] the primary kind of
existence, to which the mental is appended as a causally
inefficacious luxury, or ‘shadowy’ secondary kind of exis-
tence.”

This criticism of epiphenomenalism is meant at e.g.
Rohracher’s (1953) Theorie der letzten Wirkung: The men-
tal is conceived as the ultimate effect of the physical (Fig-
ure 1, right panel); the assumption of any retroaction of the
mental on the physical is “superfluous” (ibid.: 159) and free
will a delusion. Rohracher would rebut the qualification of
his theory as dualistic “parallelism”, because he under-
stands parallelism exactly as the theory that denies any
action of the physical on the mental and vice versa. And
he explicitly rebuts the qualification “materialistic” (ibid.:
154) because of his view of the mental as something fun-
damentally different from the underlying processes.’

To sum up: In epiphenomenalism all mental processes
are caused by neural activities; thus it is from the begin-
ning compatible with Libet's results and incompatible with
free will. Parallelism in the usual sense also excludes any
influence of the mental on the physical, and thus also any
influence of free will. And what could influence what in
monism if there is no distinction between different sets of
events? Interactionism seems to be the only theory that
provides the possibility of free will. But can it cope with
epistemological criteria?

3 Mind-body theories in the light of epis-
temic virtues

How could the physical produce/influence the mental? And
how could the mental initiate/control the physical? These
questions do not arise in parallelism or monism. And
where they arise — the first one in epiphenomenalism, both
in interactionism — they remain unanswered. But all of
these theories make statements concerning the possibility
of (mutual) dependencies. Which of them hold in the light
of epistemic criteria such as testability, compatibility with
“common sense”, and Occam’s principle of parsimony? In
Hume’s problem Occam'’s razor and common sense favor
the very same dissolution (Fenk 2010); in the mind-body
problem however they apparently favor different positions.

Ad testability: Feigl claims that his monism is empirically
justifiable, i.e., in principle testable. But he drastically
weakens that claim through his notice “that the identity
thesis is a matter of epistemological and semantic interpre-
tation, and does not differ in empirical consequences from
a carefully formulated parallelism.” (ibid.: 472) Maybe he
was, when writing that paragraph, not fully aware of the
fact that parallelism, in whatever form, is dualistic. In his
comment on Feigl, Carnap rather maintains the linguistic
analytical approach and remains extremely vague con-
cerning the possibility of relevant empirical findings: Like
Feigl he believes “that the evidence available today pro-
vides good reasons for the assumption that this [monistic]
language will also function well in the future.” (Carnap
1963: 886) But what are these good reasons? And would a
lag of the mental (Libet et al. 1983; Soon et al. 2008) be
compatible with monism and with a “carefully formulated”
parallelism?

2 In Searle (1994: 3) consciousness is also caused by brain processes, but
this consciousness “is not some extra substance or entity” — as in logical be-
haviourism, where “mental properties are physical properties” (Marek 1994:
142).
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Everyone knows that the mind can be influenced e.g. by
drugs — obviously not directly, but via body. And for those
actively working in neuroscience it is not really surprising
that some of the relevant (sub)cortical processes precede
the respective psychical changes. They can study the ef-
fects of (experimentally manipulated) neural activities on
behavior and on (reports about) mental processes. But
never the other way round: How could the “mental” be ob-
served, or experimentally manipulated, without affecting
neural processes? In “brain reading” and its applications,
which raise “ethical issues concerning the privacy” of
thought (Haynes and Rees 2006:523), mental states can
be reconstructed only through our knowledge of their cor-
relation with patterns of neural activities. Such correlations
as well as effects of the physical on the mental are the
only testable thing and the only thing considered as given
in epiphenomenalism, while interactionism also claims ret-
roactions that are not testable. But if epiphenomenalism
explicitly excludes the possibility of such retroactions, this
is a 0-hypothesis and as such again not really testable
(Fenk 2010:85), and moreover a 0O-hypothesis that dis-
perses a naturalist concept which allows any event to be
both, cause and effect.

Concerning common sense, at least in the common
sense of that term, interactionism is the clear winner. We
are convinced that our sensations are evoked by stimuli
from inside and outside our body, but that we also can
choose between alternatives — e.g. where to look and thus
also which stimuli to affect our visual system. Our lan-
guage regime reflects and reinforces that we experience
ourselves as “decision making” and “voluntarily acting”,
and it presupposes even involuntary effects of the mental
on the physical, such as “psychogenic” factors contributing
to “psychosomatic” disorders. From such a perspective, all
other mind-body theories must appear rather artificial.
These are either incompatible with effects of the mental on
the physical, as in epiphenomenalism, or with the idea of
effects in general: Parallelism denies such effects in any
direction from the very beginning. And which components
could act on other components in monism (see below) if
there are only two different “ways of knowing the same
event"?

The principle of parsimony, however, is only realized in
epiphenomenalism: It accounts for the actual empirical
knowledge with a minimum of existential assumptions.
Parallelism pays a high prize for its parsimony regarding
mind-body interactions, namely the need to explain the
mysterious power that has established synchrony — but
see Libet's results — between the correlated events. Mo-
nism also claims parsimony for itself: Feigl (1963) directly
addresses Ockham'’s razor (ibid.: 386) or principle of par-
simony when e.g. deleting Spinoza’s “third substance”
(ibid.: 449), and indirectly when replacing “the duality of
two sets of correlated events [...] by the less puzzling dual-
ity of two ways of knowing the same event — one direct,
one indirect” (ibid.: 473). But this new duality is, to my
mind, not an attempt to a parsimonious explanation but to
avoid anything that would deserve an explanation. And it is
again puzzling: Is this “same event” a reintroduction of
what he criticizes in Spinoza as the “third substance” or
“reality-in-itself” — in order to complete his saying (ibid.:
447) concerning a “twofold access” (to what?) or “double
knowledge” (of what?)?

4 Concluding remarks

Brembs (2011: 935) argues that freedom could be dissoci-
ated from both, consciousness and will. Regarding the lat-
ter he cites John Locke: “I think the question is not proper,
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whether the will be free, but whether a man be free”. Such
attributions would not be obviated by the results of the
neurophysiology of action (cf. Trivers 2011: 55), but would
shift some of our problems to the organism as a whole
and would raise some new questions concerning determin-
ism: “Empirical” questions, as claimed in Balaguer (2009:
20)? And how to prove once and for all the claims of partial
indeterminacy (Balaguer) and unpredictability (Brembs),
i.e., the absence of regularity in specific behavioral do-
mains?

Free will as a conscious agent however makes sense
only in interactionism. But the assumption of retroactions
of the mental on the physical is neither testable nor is it
necessary for the analysis of behavioral and mental proc-
esses. Thus, the epistemic principle of parsimony favors
the less popular epiphenomenalism. An explicit exclusion
of the possibility of such retroactions would, on the other
hand, amount to an again not testable 0-hypothesis. And if
epiphenomenalism is not explicit in that point, then it only
recalls what kind of answers are within or beyond the
reach of neuropsychology. Such a position would, how-
ever, correspond with Wittgenstein’s understanding of
“common sense”, with his last dictum in the Tractatus and
with his estimation of possible outcomes of philosophical
investigations (Wittgenstein 2006): To aim at “complete
clarity /.../ simply means that the philosophical problems
should completely disappear.”(§133; see also §119 and
124)

Figure 1: Classifies the most influential psychophysical theories (left panel) and illustrates epiphenomenalism (right panel):
Physiological(P) processes not only control behavior(B) — which in turn modifies stimulus-patterns(S) — but also cause the men-
tal(M) events; these do not interact with or retroact upon neural activities or anything else.
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In a 1930’s Preface to his envisioned book Wittgenstein
tells us: “I would like to say, ‘This book is written to the
glory of God™ (Wittgenstein 1975, Foreword), and follows
this exceptional remark by saying that it means the book is
written in good will, also expressing the firm conviction that
his contemporaries would wrongfully understand it, possi-
bly expecting something concealed in the humble honour-
ing. The dedicatory sheds light on the matter at hands:
such book will follow less ones own inclinations than it
pays tribute to what there is, to the way things are — one
could say that life, and all that man sees around him (cf.
Wittgenstein 1993: 127,129), is more praised than an intel-
lectual search for some hidden domain of significance.
This search corresponds to a tendency of man, which con-
sists in seeking out some occult meaning, and finds a
translation in a philosophical attitude that ends in confu-
sion, in not knowing our way around — this is how Wittgen-
stein puts it regarding philosophical problems, as a conse-
quence of our forgetting, due to excessive familiarity, all
that stands before us and that we fail to see (cf. Wittgen-
stein 1997, 88 123, 129). Moreover, what this search
achieves in its unbridled spirit of construction, taking one
stone after another (cf. Wittgenstein 2006: 10e), is the
adding up of ever more complicated structures: it erects a
building moving on and up, leaving us unable of any as-
similation from our part, as we are bound up to look above
ourselves in bewilderment without any capacity left to
make sense of the whole. Perhaps, this is the danger we
are faced with when we try to grasp the world “by way of
its periphery” (Wittgenstein 1975, Foreword): succumbing
to every temptation, to every urge to sublime the isolated
(marginal) aspects, can only give an impression of the
whole, but can not restore it, as all the manifold details are
left out. On the contrary, the spirit of the book strives “after
clarity and perspicuity in no matter what structure” (Ibid.), it
does not seek to raise an edifice, but “in having the foun-
dations of possible buildings” (Wittgenstein 2006: 9e)
transparently at sight, and so ‘it remains where it is and
what it tries to grasp is always the same” (Wittgenstein
1975, Foreword), the world at is “centre — in its essence”
(ibid.). This will require an effort to refrain from building a
body of work from which to elevate ourselves beyond, for
we already are where we should be: “I might say: if the
place | want to reach could only be climbed up to by a lad-
der, | would give up trying to get there. For the place which
| really have to go is the one | must actually be at already.
Anything that can be reached with the ladder does not in-
terest me.” (Wittgenstein, 2006: 10e) The commitment to
what there is, shines through these lines, and through
every sentence of the Philosophical Investigations: “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
are as it were views of one object seen from different an-
gles.” (Wittgenstein 2006: 9e.) However, writing a book
would prove to be a task impossible to reach fulfilment —
i.e., a book with a linear movement, one voice, and that
would be up to the dedicatory as well —, and in the Preface
Wittgenstein wrote on 1945, he comes to terms with such
difficulty. Regarding the thoughts in the book, Wittgenstein
tells us that they are the “precipitate” (Wittgenstein 1997,
Preface) of the investigations that had occupied him in the
last 16 years (they are as it were sediments impossible to
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dilute in a system). After considering many forms for the
book along the way what looked most important, was that
the “thoughts should proceed from one subject to another
in a natural order and without breaks” (ibid.). Nevertheless,
these considerations seem to contradict Wittgenstein's
description of his movements of thought, as sometimes
proceeding with the same subject in a long chain, other
times shortly jumping from one topic to another, and result-
ing in observations in the form of short paragraphs. Thus,
he realizes that he couldn’t weld his thoughts in a whole
for what ultimately mattered most was that they should
follow their natural inclination®. Wittgenstein realizes both
that, forcing them “on any single direction” (ibid.) paralysed
them, made them cripple, and that the best he could write
“would never be more than philosophical remarks” (ibid.).
And here we come to several important points we must
notice: to begin with, there is the supposition of a natural
order that would surpass the breaks between the remarks,
translated in the picture of the welding of thoughts to form
an illusionary whole. As Molder reminds us (Molder 2011:
93), welding is not the appropriate operation here, for the
remarks seem to repel each other, demonstrating their
rightful place in the string of investigation. We then have
another use of the word ‘natural’ to indicate the natural
inclination of thoughts recognized by Wittgenstein — con-
trary to the false order that only seemed natural (maybe
because what is expected of books is a linear progression,
but this will not be a rule used by Wittgenstein). A key ob-
servance is that, this natural inclination emerges from the
nature of the investigation itself: not only will Wittgenstein
withdraw from a program about writing books, he will not
compel his remarks along any single way by fixing some
determined aspect and elevating it to a general doctrine in
a book, sacrificing the movement of his thoughts, con-
demning them to paralysis. To better understand what is at
stake, we can compare this resolution with the affirmation
that the book will only contain the purity of which its author
is capable (Wittgenstein 1975, Preface): what enlightens
us here is Wittgenstein’s conviction that work on philoso-
phy “really is more work on oneself. On one’s own concep-
tion” (Wittgenstein 2006: 24e), for this shows the philoso-
pher’s untiring will to start again anew. Doing justice to the
facts, claims for the right to stand directly before things,
and it becomes effective in the recognition that facts al-
ready have in them the conditions that allow their descrip-
tion (with no need to lay over them a theory), and that the
one describing them is involved in that which he describes,
since the beginning (Wittgenstein speaks of the “involved
journeyings” (Wittgenstein 1997, Preface)). This shows
philosophy as a work on oneself that is simultaneous with
the commitment to say what there is, how things are, while
they are. As a philosophical method, it has its feet firmly on
description, for really, what it wants to do is letting every-
thing be as it is (cf. e.g. Wittgenstein 1997, Part |, §124).

As we now know, although he plans to finally bring his
book to light when he writes the 1945 Preface, he will not
see his book published. This is immensely important. After

 This essay owes a great debt to Maria Filomena Molder’s discussion of this
theme: Molder 2011.
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all, what proved essential was to always continue and al-
ways begin afresh.

Let us now reflect a propos the philosophical remarks
that compose Wittgenstein’s work: the form he would privi-
lege for his thoughts, inspires the rich and just image of
the book as an album, for the natural inclination compelled
him to travel through a “wide field of thought criss-cross in
every direction”. The remarks that thus resulted are really
a “number of sketches of landscapes” (this too is impor-
tant: a number of thoughts, is bluntly related with the im-
possibility of assembling a totally of thoughts in a book,
and visibly connected to what constitutes the senseless, or
at least the impracticality, of asking how many kinds of
sentence there are; cf. Wittgenstein 1997, §23). They tes-
tify the continuous coming back to “the same or almost the
same points” along the “long and involved journeyings”,
always “approached afresh from different directions, and
new sketches were made” (Wittgenstein 1997, Preface).
The collection of the acceptable sketches that constitute
the Philosophical investigations (having rejected the un-
characteristic, the badly drawn), are truly a testimony to an
endeavour of restitution of the whole, of all the nuances of
the landscape, not wanting to leave behind any detail, ac-
counting for every bond, and also for every point of sepa-
ration — differences are as significant to the investigations
as the similarities. This consideration of multiplicity pro-
vides the contemplation its width, its amplitude of sight,
and its dynamic character. Bringing to mind the precept of
staying in the same place, might momentarily confuse, but
let's not forget that what really caused Wittgenstein move-
ments to stop, was fixing a route. On the contrary, the spirit
alien to the book, whose movements Wittgenstein de-
scribes in the above cited 1930’s passages, lack mobility:
their will to explain with complicated gestures, is bound to
end up with a reunion of some fixed aspects, not an or-
ganic whole. Thus, the collection, the album, has a dy-
namic that springs from the constant reposition of the rela-
tions between the one who contemplates and that which
he describes (cf. Wittgenstein 2006: 14e). Also important
are Wittgenstein uses of numerous tools: the various
voices, the questions interrupting a line of thought, so as to
let other point of view come forward, the refreshing similes,
the suggestion of images, etc. And although we cannot
imagine this album as containing sketches arranged side
by side, in accord to a linear progression of their depicting
capacity, the juxtaposition of the drawings of the land-
scape is in agreement with the criss-crosses of the jour-
ney, and so too, the blurredness that is thus attained.
However, this does not correspond to a lack of precision:
images may not be clear-cut, the book might need a back-
ground to be seen in depth, the work a light from above,
but this doesn’t mean that it won't be able to commit to a
profounder sense of precision: a greater ability to describe,
to do justice to what there is, is found in the blurred edges:
concepts don't have sharp edges (cf. Wittgenstein 1997,
Part I, 8 71). Even though eschewing the possibility of ex-
actitude, clarity is possible. So too, the possibility of creat-
ing a system is left behind, but understanding is still be
possible, and finds expression in the exercise of a per-
spicuous representation (Ubersichtliche Darstellung), truly
significant as a possibility of contemplation of the world
sub specie aeterni, “the way of thought which as it were
flies above the world and leaves it be the way it is, con-
templating it from above in its flight” (Wittgenstein 2006:
7e), faced as a fundamental exercise of understanding,
along the consideration of the work of the artist.

Throughout Philosophical Investigations we are faced
with a new method that unveils the philosophical misun-

derstandings in which we are thrown due to a lack of rec-
ognition of the structure of our language — doing justice to
what there is finds in language, as something that is con-
stitutive of our experience, its true support, and so we must
see what might help us: “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'?)” (Wittgenstein 1997,
Part I, 8122.) The possibility of a perspicuous representa-
tion being a worldview is very significant and deeply re-
lated with doing justice to the facts being a motto of Witt-
genstein’s philosophy. As the form of an account it pro-
duces “that understanding that consists in ‘seeing connec-
tions™ (ibid.); connections, whether an outcome of our rec-
ognition of the multiplicity of language, whether they come
about when we invent intermediate cases, e.g. new simi-
les, help us see where in language we take wrong turns
and go astray, sublimating some feature that imprisons us.
A perspicuous representation of the uses of words re-
quires that we look at them against the setting of both the
activities they're a part of, and everything involved,
namely, the atmosphere, gestures, facial expressions, our
body, etc. — and we probably should have to add the spirit
of the game (language games are fundamental in clearing
our sight so that we might see what can enliven the signs
of our language: its use). However, there is one part miss-
ing, and that is the part that endows it with depth: in his
Remarks on Frazer’s ‘Golden Bough’, when referring to the
similarities of all the rites, Wittgenstein tells us that what
strikes him most are the dissimilarities he sees; these
would allow to draw a multiplicity of faces — not one face —
with common features. If then one were to draw the lines
that connect these common features, there would still be
something missing: “that which brings this pictures into
connection with our own feelings and thoughts. This part
gives the account its depth.” (Wittgenstein 1993: 141)
What is at stake in doing justice to what there is, is a de-
scription of things which encompasses the one that is de-
scribing them, rightfully taking place directly before things,
for he is already involved in that which he contemplates.
Precisely, it is this capacity to connect ones own feelings
and thoughts with what we see, that gives the contempla-
tion its depth. We too are part of the landscape. Finally,
this contemplation brings forth something else; if we had to
say, when does the moment emerge, that one finally says:
“Here one can only describe and say, this is what human
life is like” (ibid.: 121), wouldn’t we point to the recognition
brought by depth of contemplation?
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1. Multikulturalitat als Herausforderung fir
die Rechtsordnung

Im Zeitalter der Globalisierung spiegelt sich die kulturelle
und axiologische Vielfalt der Welt als Ganze zunehmend
im Kleinen, d.h. den einzelne Gesellschaften und Staaten.
Grund dafir sind nicht zuletzt Migrationsbewegungen, sei-
en sie nun bedingt durch koloniales Erbe, Arbeitsmobilitat
oder Asylregime. Die Frage, wie unterschiedliche Kulturen
im weitesten Sinne friedlich koexistieren kénnen, bezieht
sich daher nicht mehr allein auf die Ebene von Staaten
und Staatenblécken, sondern zielt auf die Bedingungen,
unter denen Menschen unterschiedlicher Weltan-
schauungen ein Gemeinwesen teilen kénnen.

Im Europa der Gegenwart sind mehr und mehr Men-
schen Uberzeugt, dass dies eine schwer zu bewaéltigende
Aufgabe darstellt. Vor diesem Hintergrund haben sich zwei
Diskurspole entwickelt, die man als Homogenitatspara-
digma einerseits und als Pluralismusparadigma anderer-
seits bezeichnen kann. Wahrend ersteres unter Schlag-
wortern wie Leitkultur oder Wertegemeinschaft firmierend
eine Fragmentierung des vermeintlichen weltanschauli-
chen Konsenses als Bedrohung unbedingt vermeiden will
(vgl. Tibi 2002), behaupten Vertreterinnen und Vertreter
des pluralistischen Zuganges die Notwendigkeit, die Spha-
re legitimen Dissenses auch und gerade in Sachen Moral
und Weltanschauung zu weiten. In diese Kategorie fallen
im Bereich der Rechtspolitik die — grundsétzlich getrennt
voneinander zu behandelnden — Vorsto3e fur die offizielle
Zulassung alternativer Rechtstraditionen, insbesondere
der Islamischen Scharia, sowie fiir die strafrechtlich mil-
dernd zu bericksichtigende Kulturalisation des Taters
(Cultural Defense).

Diese beiden Antworten auf die Herausforderung der
Rechtsordnung durch die faktischen multikulturellen Ver-
héltnisse fordern selbst wiederum jenes Denken heraus,
das eine prinzipielle Rechtfertigbarkeit universal verbindli-
cher Normen bejaht. Aber kann man Menschen, die
Grundwerte einer geltenden Rechtsordnung nicht (voll-
standig) teilen, weil sie anders sozialisiert wurden oder
sich anderen Traditionen und Wertesystemen verpflichtet
fuhlen, daraus flieRende Normen mit staatlicher Zwangs-
gewalt aufoktroyieren? Lé&sst sich Uberhaupt eine andere
Rechtfertigung denken, als das Recht des Stérkeren — das
der Demokratie inharente Entscheidungsprinzip?

2. Die Herangehensweise mittels
Pluralistischem Paradigma:
Rechtspluralismus und Cultural Defense

Als Rechtspluralismus wird hier eine Aufteilung der
Rechtsunterworfenen in unterschiedliche Jurisdiktionen
verstanden. Dieses Konzept wird heute meist auf indige-
nes Recht und Islamisches Recht bezogen. Wahrend Lan-
der wie Indien, Malaysia, Singapur oder verschiedene afri-
kanische Staaten parallele Rechtsordnung flir Angehdrige
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unterschiedlicher religioser Gruppen kennen, sind Vor-
stoRe in diese Richtung in Europa ein Phdnomen jlngerer
Vergangenheit, wiewohl es Rechtspluralismus etwa in
Form der geteilten Zustandigkeit kanonischer und weltli-
cher Gerichte, aber auch im Falle jidischer Gemeinden
der Rabbinergerichte, bis ins 19. Jahrhundert auch hier
gegeben hat.

Als das ehemalige Oberhaupt der Anglikanischen Kir-
che, Erzbischof Rowan Williams, 2009 zugunsten der par-
tiellen Zulassung der Scharia in familienrechtlichen Ange-
legenheiten pladierte — mit Verweis auf die angebliche Un-
vermeidlichkeit einer derartigen Entwicklung (BBC 2009) —
ldste er damit nicht nur einen Sturm der Entristung des
gesellschaftlichen und politischen Establishments aus,
sondern erhielt zugleich Zuspruch von Teilen der Muslim
Community. Williams hat in einem Punkt zumindest nicht
Unrecht: In GroRbritannien, mit seiner islamischen Bevol-
kerung von geschatzten 1,5 Millionen Menschen (vgl. Of-
fice of National Statistics 2007), existieren so genannte
Scharia-Gerichte (sharia courts) bereits seit langerer Zeit,
jedoch ohne juristische Verbindlichkeit im Sinne einer Exe-
kutierbarkeit der Entscheidungen, die konsultierte islami-
sche Rechtsgelehrte fallten. Inzwischen hat sich auch dies
geandert: Seit 2009 exekutiert der Britische Staat Urteile
der Scharia Gerichte, jedoch unter der Bedingung, dass
sich die Betroffenen zuvor freiwillig deren Jurisdiktion un-
terwerfen. Derartige Gerichte existieren inzwischen u.a. in
London, Birmingham, Bradford, Manchester, Nuneaton
und Warwickshire (vgl. Tahar 2008).

Am Kontinent werden Forderungen nach eigener eigen-
standigen islamischer Gerichtsbarkeit in seltensten Fallen
offen erhoben — zu grofR erscheint die Furcht der islami-
schen Gemeinden vor weiterer Stigmatisierung — auch an-
gesichts stetig eindringlicher werdender Einforderungen
von Bekenntnissen zur Werte- und Rechtsordnung der
Mehrheitsgesellschaft. Berichte Uber inoffizielle Scharia-
Gerichte, die sich nicht nur auf Familienrecht beschranken,
sondern sich auch Strafgewalt anmafen, dringen dennoch
vereinzelt an die Offentlichkeit (vgl. El Pais 2009).

Fir Kritiker derartiger Ansinnen oder Entwicklungen ste-
hen nicht weniger als die Menschenrechte selbst auf dem
Spiel. Speziell im Kontext des Islamischen Rechts ergeben
sich hier in der Tat Konflikte mit der Idee gleicher Men-
schenrechte, die weit vor moglichen Kérperstrafen anhe-
ben. Mit Verweis es werde, wie in GroRbritannien, lediglich
im Privatrecht nach Islamischen Recht, dessen zwei
Hauptquellen der Koran und die Prophetentradition (Sun-
nah) darstellen, geurteilt, ist dabei nicht geeignet, kritische
Bedenken zu zerstreuen. Dies sei an folgenden Beispielen
veranschaulicht: Wenn auch die Auslegung dieser
Rechtsquellen nicht immer zu Ubereinstimmenden Ergeb-
nissen seitens der einzeln Rechtsschulen fihrt, so existie-
ren dennoch Ge- und Verbote, die mehrheitlich unter den
Rechtsgelehrten unumstritten sind. Dazu gehért etwa das
erweiterte Eheverbot fur Frauen, die im Unterschied zu
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Méannern keine Anhanger der anderen Buchreligionen,
insbesondere Christen und Juden, heiraten diirfen.*

Ohne hier ins Detail zu gehen hinsichtlich der Implikatio-
nen eines solchen interreligidsen Eheverbots, etwa in
Form der Zwangsscheidung, sobald ein ehemals muslimi-
scher Ehemann konvertiert, liegt die Verletzung des Men-
schenrechts auf Familie und Heirat (Art. 16 Allgemeine
Erklarung der Menschenrechte 1948) klar auf der Hand. In
Folge wurde dies unter rechtspluralistischen Verhéltnissen
dazu fihren, dass eine nicht-muslimische Frau, die der
regularen staatlichen Jurisdiktion unterworfen ist, keine
derartigen religios begrindeten Ehehindernisse zu flrch-
ten hat, eine Muslima hingegen, die ,freiwillig" unter der
Agide eines Scharia Gerichts heiratet, schon.

Ahnliche menschenrechtliche Bedenken provoziert der
Cultural-Defense-Zugang. Mit diesem Begriff, der an die
angloamerikanischen Rechtstradition angelehnt ist (provo-
cation defense, insanity defense), werden Rechtsferti-
gungsgrinde benannt, die — nach Beflurwortern dieses
Konzepts, wie etwa Alison Dundes Renteln — der Ange-
klagte in einem Strafverfahren der Anklage entgegenhal-
ten kann, hier konkret mit kultureller Basis. Auch wenn es
in europaischen Landern bislang offiziell kein derartiges
Rechtsinstrument gibt, wird die mildernde Beriicksichti-
gung kultureller Traditionen und religids gepragter Wert-
vorstellungen in den letzten Jahren vermehrt im Zusam-
menhang mit so genannten Ehrenverbrechen thematisiert.
So werden etwa in Deutschland immer wieder kulturelle
Rechtfertigungen von Angeklagten geauRert, die sich we-
gen der Totung meist ihrer Schwestern beziehungsweise
Tochter verantworten mussen, deren als zu (sexuell) frei-
zugig oder westlich empfundener Lebensstil die Ehre der
Familie verletzt habe (vgl. Maier 2009; zu Problematik der
Ehrenmorde siehe Wikan 2003).

Einen prominenten Firsprecher fand das Konzept der
Cultural Defense im ehemaligen Vizeprasident des Deut-
schen Bundesverfassungsgerichts, Winfried Hassemer
(2009). Er forderte dazu auf, im Fall von Ehrendelikten das
~hormative Bewusstsein“ des Taters mit zu beriicksichtigen
und diesen Verbrechen nicht zwangslaufig niedere Be-
weggrunde zu unterstellen, mit der Folge, dass diese nach
Deutschem Recht nicht als Morde, sondern als Totschlag
gewertet und ein gemindertes Strafmaf nach sich ziehen
wirden: ,Das ist modern und menschenfreundlich, wenn
man sagt: Ich nehme Rucksicht auf den Zustand eines
normativen Bewusstseins* (ibid.).

Wahrend Beflrworter rechtspluralistischer Ausdifferen-
zierungen normativer Heterogenitat meist auf die Unum-
ganglichkeit solcher Entwicklungen verweisen (siehe
Williams), d.h. mit pragmatischen Griinden operieren,
zeichnen sich Proponenten des Cultural-Defense-Zugan-
ges dadurch aus, dass es ihnen explizit um eine Proble-
matisierung der herrschende Rechtskultur aus der Per-
spektive von Fairness und Gerechtigkeit geht (vgl. auch
Harvard Law Review Association 1986). Exemplarisch
dazu die US-amerikanische Vordenkerin der Cultural De-
fense, Renteln: “Cultural differences deserve to be consid-
ered in litigation because enculturation shapes individuals’
perceptions and influences their actions. The acquisition of
cultural categories is largely an unconscious process, so
individuals are usually unaware of having internalized

! Begrindet wird dieses Verbot von den meisten Gelehrten mit einem

Koranvers, wonach Gott niemals die Unglaubigen Uber die Glaubigen herr-
schen lasse, es erhellt sich jedoch erst unter Beriicksichtigung der mannlichen
Vorrechtsstellung im islamischen Recht. Eine andere Begriindung des Ehe-
verbots liefert hingegen der einflussreiche Scheich Yusuf Al-Qaradawi. Ihm
zufolge beruhe Ehe auf einem harmonischen Miteinander, die islamische und
nicht-islamische Lebensweise aber kdnnten nicht unter einem Dach koexistie-
ren (Al-Qaradawi 1989: 157).

them” (Renteln 2009: 62). Dieses Fairness-ldeal spricht
auch aus dem Vorschlag einer Schweizer Experten-
kommission, der 2007 ebenfalls zugunsten einer Cultural
Defense argumentierte, dass die fremde Herkunft von
Straftatern mildernd zu bericksichtigen sei (zit. in Frisch-
knecht 2009: 72). Der Vorschlag im Wortlaut: ,Der Richter
mildert die Strafe: [...] wenn seine Lebensgeschichte oder
fremde Herkunft dem Tater rechtmaRiges Verhallten aus-
serordentlich erschwert hat” (ibid.).

Auch in Osterreich filhrte 2010 die Verurteilung eines
turkisch-stammigen Osterreichischen Staatsbirgers wegen
versuchten Totschlages seiner sich in Trennung begriffe-
nen Frau zu heftigen Diskussionen zumal das Urteil fol-
gende Begriindung fiir die rechtliche Qualifikation der Tat
beinhaltete: ,Gerade Ausléander oder Personen mit Migra-
tionshintergrund befinden sich h&ufig in besonders schwie-
rigen Lebenssituationen, die sich, auch beginstigt durch
die Art ihrer Herkunft, in einem Affekt entladen kdnnen.
Obwohl Affekte von Auslandern in Sittenvorstellungen
wurzeln kénnen, die &sterreichischen Staatsbirgern mit
langerem Aufenthalt fremd sind, kénnen sie noch allge-
mein begreiflich sein” (zitiert in Seeh 2010).

Die differentia specifica des Deliktes Totschlag im Unter-
schied zu Mord liegt im Tatbestandsmerkmal der ,allge-
mein begreiflichen heftigen Gemutsbewegung“. Mit diesem
Urteilsspruch wird signalisiert, dass das Verhalten des
Mannes — qua seiner Kulturalisation — allgemein begreif-
lich, sprich, es gleichsam naturlich sei, fur einen Menschen
seiner Wertprdgung mit Gewalt auf die Trennungsabsich-
ten einer Frau zu reagieren. Unabhéngig von der Kritik-
wirdigkeit einer solchen Urteilsbegriindung im Sinne einer
Stereotypisierung weiter Bevdlkerungsteile (vgl. auch Phil-
lips 2009) wird dadurch die Verbindlichkeit grundsatzlich
universal gultiger Normen insofern eingeschrankt, als es
demnach offenbar Menschen gibt, denen aufgrund ihrer
Kultur und Sozialisation nicht zugemutet werden kann,
nach denselben strengen Maf3stdben beurteilt zu werden
wie autochthone Staatsburger.

3. Demokratische Rechtfertigung:
fair genug?

Der kurze Uberblick tiber aktuelle Diskurse um Multikultu-
ralitat und Recht zeigen deutlich, dass kritische Anfragen
an die Legitimitat rechtsmonistischer beziehungsweise
universalistischer gouvermentaler Strukturen nicht nur von
AuRen vorgebracht werden, sondern aus der Mitte der Ge-
sellschaft. Man konnte diese Anfragen damit abzutun ge-
denken, indem man auf die gewachsene Stabilitat der
herrschenden normativen Ordnung sowie der Verbindlich-
keit von Menschenrechtsregimen (die Europaische Men-
schenrechtskonvention gilt nicht nur in Osterreich im Ver-
fassungsrang) verweist. Damit wird jedoch die eigentliche
Problematik zurtickgewiesen, noch bevor sie sich in ihrer
Dringlichkeit entfalten und verstanden werden kann. Aus
philosophischer Sicht jedenfalls lassen sich Normen noch
nicht dadurch rechtfertigen, dass ihre faktische Giiltigkeit
im juristischen Sinne betont wird. Gerade die Diskurse um
Rechtspluralismus und Cultural Defense fordern dazu auf,
sich den Grundlagen der Giltigkeit zuzuwenden: Woran
héngt diese schlieBlich, woran machen wir sie fest? Mit
welchem Recht im Sinne von Legitimitat im Unterschied
zur Legalitat zwingen wir Menschen mit der vollen Durch-
setzungskraft der Rechtsordnung Normen zu entsprechen,
die auf Werten basieren, die sie so nicht teilen?

Eine erste mogliche Antwort wére der Hinweis auf das
héhere Recht der so genannten autochthonen Bevdlke-
rungsteile ihre traditionellen Werthaltungen und Prinzipien
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in der Rechtsordnung des Staates verwirklicht zu sehen.
Unabhéangig davon, dass diese Rechtsordnung bisher kei-
ne Vorrechte von Staatsburgern kennt, die sich auf Ab-
stammung griinden, ist offen, wie lange ein solches Argu-
ment Schlagkraft besitzen konnte: Wie lange missten Zu-
wanderer hier ansassig sein, um verlangen zu kodnnen,
dass die Rechtsordnung auch spezifischen Werten ihrer
Traditionen Rechnung tragt?

Eine weitere Moglichkeit bestiinde darin, diesen Perso-
nengruppen abzusprechen, dass es sich bei den von ih-
nen betonten Werte- beziehungsweise Rechtssystemen
Uberhaupt um berucksichtigungswirdige Faktoren handelt,
da diese (partiell) einer absoluten moralischen Wahrheit,
konkret der Idee universaler Menschenrechte, widerspre-
chen. Deren Erzwingbarkeit wiirde dann damit gerechtfer-
tigt, dass man sie als in einem absoluten Sinn, unabhéngig
vom Daflrrhalten Einzelner oder sogar ganzer Gruppen,
als vorzugswiirdig ausweist. lhr Anspruch auf Verbindlich-
keit liegt dann nicht in einem empirischen Konsens oder
einer bestimmten Art der Rechtserzeugung, sondern in
ihnen selbst, ihrer inharenten Giite.

Die Schwierigkeit dieser Position liegt darin, dass sie
sich nicht auf Konflikte innerhalb demokratisch verfasster
Systeme anwenden lasst: In Ordnungen, in denen es, wie
es in unserer Bundesverfassung heift, alles Recht vom
Volk ausgeht, kann das Gute schlichtweg kein Geltungs-
kriterium sein. In demokratischen Ordnungen gelten Nor-
men per definitionem nicht weil sie richtig oder wahr sind,
sondern werden ausschlie3lich voluntaristisch gerechtfer-
tigt. Gustav Radbruch nennt dies die Notwendigkeit des
demokratischen Systems den ,gordischen Knoten“, d.h.
die unverséhnlichen, unentscheidbaren weltanschaulichen
Uberzeugungen, mit dem ,Schwert*, d.h. dem Mehrheits-
votum ,zu zerhauen“ (Radbruch 2002: 300). Mdglich wére
die Rechtfertigung bestimmter Normen unter Verweis auf
deren Wahrheit allein in Systemen, in denen Einzelne oder
Gremien als Garanten oder Wachter des — nicht selten
religids fundierten — Guten und Richtigen die Volkssouve-
ranitat beschréanken.

Ein anderer Weg wére daher die Rechtfertigung mittels
der eigenen Uberzeugung, die an kein absolutes Gutes
riickgebunden, nur auf das aus eigener Perspektive relativ
Gute und Richtige verweisen kann. Wie aber kann es fair
sein, ein solches relatives Gutes in Gesetze zu kleiden
und allgemein vorzuschreiben? Misste man sich fairer-
weise nicht aller Vorgaben enthalten zugunsten eines
wertneutralen Staates? Nach Joseph Raz kann die Idee
staatlicher Neutralitdt entweder verstanden werden als
Auschluss von Idealen (“exclusion of ideals”) oder als
Neutralitdt zwischen unterschiedlichen Idealen (“neutrality
between idols”) (Raz 1986: 134f).

Dass aber ein Staat sich jeglicher Ideale und Versionen
des Guten entziehen kann, ist vollig unmdglich, da er
selbst rechtfertigungsbediirftig und gerade kein Selbst-
zweck ist. Aus moderner Sicht ist ein Staat dann legitim,
wenn er grundlegende Interessen beziehungsweise Rech-
te des Menschen schitzt und gerade hier ist keine Neutra-
litat moglich. Schwierig bleibt aber auch das Neut-
ralitatsverstandnis im Sinne einer Aquidistanz zu verschie-
denen Versionen des Guten. Selbst wenn man sie so ver-
steht, dass ein Staat keine materialen Voraussetzungen
festlegt, sondern es dem demokratischen Spiel der Krafte
Uberlasst, Versionen des Guten und Ideale in die Rechts-
ordnung abgangig von jeweiligen Mehrheitsverhaltnissen
einflieBen zu lassen, kann er diesen gegenilber spétes-
tens in der Um- und Durchsetzung gerade nicht neutral
sein.
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Wenn man sich den theoretischen Weg der Entschei-
dungsfindung demokratischer Ordnungen vergegenwartigt,
kénnte man an die Kritiker universal verbindlicher Normen
und universaler Beurteilungsstandards die Frage richten:
Ist denn die diesem System inh&rente Fairness, wonach
jeder Staatsburger gleichermalen seine Werthaltungen in
die Rechtsordnung einzuspeisen versuchen darf, nicht
ausreichend? Vielleicht wirde dann entgegnet, dass diese
grundsatzlich faire Ordnung Minderheitenpositionen eben
systematisch benachteilige und zugewanderte Staatsbiir-
ger daher nicht dieselbe reale Chance haben, auf die herr-
schende Rechtsordnung Einfluss zu nehmen. Diese Ar-
gumentation erschiene jedoch aus einem Bekenntnis zum
demokratischen Prinzip der Gleichheit heraus bedenklich:
Demokratie gewahrt zwar grundséatzlich dieselbe Mdglich-
keit der Mitbestimmung, kann aber — wenn sie vom Axiom
der allgemeinen Gleichheit der Menschen im Sinne der
Gleichwertigkeit ihrer WillensauBerungen nicht abgehen
will — nicht gewahrleisten, dass faktisch alle WillensauRRe-
rungen gleichermaf3en wirksam werden.

Die Implikationen, die um einer solchen Haltung der de-
mokratischen Fairness willen erkauft werden, mogen fir
viele nicht nur auf den ersten Blick unbehaglich erschei-
nen: Vertreter einer einheitlichen, auf gleichen und indivi-
duellen Menschenrechten basierenden Rechtsordnung
mussten bereit sein, auch Befiirwortern des Rechtsplura-
lismus etwa in Bezug auf den Islam oder Firsprechern
eines kulturalisierten Strafrechtes zuzugestehen, ihre Po-
sitionen mit demokratischen Mitteln durchzusetzen. Dieses
Zugestandnis mag im Bewusstsein eines noch vorhande-
nen, breiten Konsenses in bezug auf die eigenen Ideale
theoretisch leicht zu erbringen sein. Sein Testfall ware
dann gerade nicht der hypothetische Annahme von Mehr-
heitsverschiebungen, sondern deren praktische Verwirkli-
chung in ferner oder fernerer Zukunft. Bis dahin bleibt es
eine wohl undankbare, aber nichtsdestotrotz wichtige Auf-
gabe der Philosophie, Geltungs- und Rechtsfertigungsfra-
gen jenseits des Beruhigungszusammenhanges rechtli-
cher und rechtspolitischer Selbstverstéandlichkeiten durch
— und vorauszudenken.
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1. Jaynes in Kirchberg

Very nearly 30 years ago, in 1984, Julian Jaynes gave a
lecture here in Kirchberg where he summarized his theory
on the origin and nature of consciousness, a theory that he
had introduced in his best-selling book The Origin of Con-
sciousness in the Breakdown of the Bicameral Mind.

He proposed what has been called the “rarest of things:
an absolutely original idea” (Stove 2006: 271). His main
hypotheses was that consciousness is based on language
and that consciousness developed only around three
thousand years ago and is in fact a cultural construction.
This alone was original and shocking enough, it not only
meant that little children and all animals were not con-
scious but even our ancestors who built pyramids and in-
vented written language were denied the gift of conscious-
ness.

In addition he postulated a preconscious mentality he
called bicameral mind, based on a double brain neurologi-
cal model (people hallucinated the voices of dead rulers
giving orders on how to behave in stress situations). He
explained the origin of religion, schizophrenia, and he had
some definite views on the origin and function of language.
A lot of the evidence he drew from his reading of ancient
texts analysing for example the difference between the
liad and the Odyssey. No wonder he himself called his
theory preposterous (Jaynes 1976: 76). If true, his views
should have had an impact on science comparable only to
Darwin, Galileo or Freud.

But more than 30 years after the publication it seems
that Jaynes has left few traces. In the vast literature on
consciousness he is all but ignored. If he is mentioned
even by someone who has obviously absorbed some
Jaynesian thought as Antonio Domasio or Daniel Dennett
then only in passing or he said to be seen as idiosyncratic
and indeed eccentric and treated as a straw man listed
among “hardliners” more or less denying the existence of
consciousness. (Donald 2001: 35).

The fact that Jaynes is not discussed more widely these
days can be explained in a number of ways (see Kuijsten
2006). One of the main reasons, it seems to me, why peo-
ple do not embrace his theory of consciousness is that it is
contrary to a paradigm of science that seems to indicate
that man is meant to be removed further and further away
from the position he once held as crown of creation. And
even worse, it is easy to misread Jaynes in a way that
makes his theory ethnocentric.

But few, if any of his main arguments, have actually
been proven wrong. And so he might still like Copernicus,
or Mendel or Wegener before him be recognized later on.

When | was sitting here listening to Jaynes all these
years ago, | thought that Jaynes had deliberately chosen
to talk here because he felt that he would find open minds
among philosophers used to the unconventional ways of
Wittgensteinian thinking. In fact, he was invited to give the
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lecture and probably did not give too much thought on the
audience he was going to face here.

In a way a philosopher like Wittgenstein, who claimed
not to be interested in building up a theory or starting a
school but limited himself to asking questions and making
us mistrust our deepest philosophical convictions could not
be more different from a psychologist like Jaynes who
gave us a huge theory with impact not only on philosophy
but also on neurology, psychiatry, history and religion
among other fields. The difference in style is enormous.
Whereas Jaynes is crystal clear, maybe a bit on the pom-
pous side (“Lo, and behold”) Wittgenstein was terse but
enigmatic even though he used simple everyday language.
Still, there were a lot of things Jaynes had in common with
Wittgenstein it seemed to me. And | promised myself that |
would work out some of these common traits in the think-
ing of these two men.

2. The Problem of Other Minds

There are two very different views to the question which
creatures are to be counted among the ones possessing
consciousness.

One school claims that it is doubtful that other conscious
minds exist at all. Here is how John Stuart Mill poses the
question: “By what evidence do | know, or by what consid-
erations am | led to believe, that there exist other sentient
creatures; that the walking and speaking figures which |
see and hear, have sensations and thoughts, or in other
words, possess Minds?” (Quoted by Malcolm 1966: 371)

His answer is that the conclusion can be drawn by
analogy. Since other people seem to behave as he
does in certain circumstances he is obliged to conclude
that their bodily actions are caused by feelings. He
cannot perceive their feelings though and is granting
the possibility that other people are automatons.

Descartes, of course, after a clever train of thought having
convinced himself that he himself exists could only arrive
at the conclusion that other people like himself existed by
the detour of proving the existence of God first and by be-
ing sure that God would not deceive us by populating the
world by demons who just behaved like he does. The
same, unfortunately, could not be said about animals that
were seen by Descartes indeed as automatons.

The other school sees consciousness nearly every-
where. John Searle, for example, lets us know: “My dog,
Gilbert, is plainly conscious....” (Searle 2011) Thomas Na-
gel famously thought that we do not know what it is to be
like a bat but he was very sure that the bat does know.
Only extremists, he says, have been prepared to deny the
existence of consciousness even for other mammals (Na-
gel 1974).

In this sense Jaynes certainly is an extremist. He denies
that consciousness evolved through natural selection and
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that human consciousness differs only in degree from the
consciousness of our fellow creatures.

3. What consciousness is not

Not surprisingly Jaynes'’s solution of the problem of the
origin of consciousness starts with a clarification of the no-
tion of consciousness.

He insists that consciousness is not to be equaled with
sense perception. It is not what he calls reactivity, it is not
a copy of experience. Otherwise, how could | imagine
things | did not experience? Even in conscious memory we
do not relive some thing that happened to us but we re-
construct it. In his lecture he asked his audience to think of
the last time they were swimming. And |, for sure, saw my-
self swimming from a bird’s perspective. “Memory is the
medium of the must-have-been” (Jaynes 1976: 30). Con-
sciousness is not necessary for learning. All types of learn-
ing, he says, conditioning, motor learning and instrumental
learning can occur without awareness or assistance from
consciousness. He does not deny that consciousness of-
ten plays a role in learning. We decide what to learn, we
give ourselves rules how to learn or go through the steps
of a task to “see” were we are mistaken. But this is not
learning. The same, Jaynes thinks, is true for thinking and
reasoning. What does happen consciously is that we give
us the instruction (Jaynes decided to use a technical term
“struction” for this) for example to solve a particular prob-
lem. Wether we have to judge which of two coins is heav-
ier or to solve a complicated mathematical problem, the
actual process of reasoning “the dark leap into huge dis-
covery [..] has no representation in consciousness.”
(Jaynes 1976: 44)

Finally Jaynes says that it is an illusion that we are al-
ways conscious. We cannot be conscious of what we are
not conscious of. His favourite metaphor is the flashlight in
a dark room searching for something that is not illumi-
nated.

This goes almost back to a radical behaviourist position.
And Jaynes admits it does. His conclusion is that it is per-
fectly possible that a race of men existed that spoke and
judged, reasoned and did most of the things we do but
who were not conscious. And indeed he wants us to be-
lieve that humans once were not conscious and not too
very long ago.

But if we need not to be conscious what is the advan-
tage of being conscious? And what is consciousness and
how did it originate? Before answering this let us see what
Wittgenstein has to say about consciousness.

4. Wittgenstein on consciousness

Wittgenstein rarely uses the word “consciousness” in a
technical sense. “Could one imagine a stone’s having con-
sciousness?” (Pl § 390) he asks and if so why should that
be of any interest to us? And the “feeling of an unbridge-
able gulf between consciousness and brain-process: how
does it come about that this does not come into the con-
siderations of our ordinary life?” (Pl § 412)

Typically Wittgenstein asks how the word consciousness
is used:

Human beings agree in saying that they see, hear, feel,
and so on (even though some are blind and some are
deaf). So they are their own witnesses that they have
consciousness” — But how strange this is! Whom do |

really inform, if | say “I have consciousness”? What is
the purpose of saying this to myself, and how can an-
other person understand me? (Pl § 416)

He goes on explaining that expressions like “I see” or ‘I
hear” or “I am conscious” do have their uses for example
when | am telling it to someone who thinks | have fainted.

But is being conscious or having consciousness a fact of
experience? “But doesn’t one say that a man has con-
sciousness, and that a tree or a stone does not? — What
would it be like if it were otherwise? — Would human be-
ings all be unconscious? — No; not in the ordinary sense of
the word.” (PI § 418)

This is followed by a puzzling paragraph:

In what circumstances shall | say that a tribe has a
chief? And the chief must surely have consciousness.
Surely we can't have a chief without consciousness! (Pl
§ 419)

If this last remark is meant ironically, which to me does not
sound implausible, we would have a good authority back-
ing up Jaynes in thinking that there could have been a
world in which people were not conscious.

5. The advantages of consciousness

Although, according to Jaynes, a civilization is possible
were consciousness is unknown it does not follow that a
conscious person is not very different from an unconscious
one. Consciousness, for one thing means, the ability to
give one self structions. But in addition it builds duplicates
or extensions of already existing mental phenomenons.

In additon to feeling pain a conscious being is able to suf-
fer. He can concentrate instead of just giving attention. The
anger of a non-conscious being can develop into hate
through consciousnes. Fear can become anxiety. Shame
can be transformed into guilt. Out of affection grows love etc.

These new mental abilities are all analogs of their pre-
conscious counterpart. And whereas pain and anger can
be described and understood in a behaviouristic way their
counterparts cannot. But who is it who suffers and who
hates? Just as consciousness creates the analog of pain it
creates the analog of the self that feels pain it creates an
analog “I". “There is nothing in consciousness that is not
an analog of something that was in behavior first.” (Jaynes
1976: 66)

It is obvious that these mental abilities have their uses.
Instead of fighting when angered and risking to be killed |
can have my analog | do the fighting in a fantasy. | can
wait till the anger disappears or until it transforms into hate
that | can hide until maybe at later time | can have my re-
venge when circumstances favor me. Jaynes gives the
example of a man watching his wife being raped.

But how do theses analogs come into existence? Jaynes
answers: By the power of metaphor.

Understanding according to Jaynes always means sub-
stituting some unknown thing by something we are more
familiar with. The explanation of thunderstorm for example
by reference to battling gods is perfectly legitimate. It
makes a strange phenomenon familiar. And for thousands
of years a better explanation was neither needed nor
looked for. The important thing of any explanation is that
the explained thing changes the meaning of the explaining
thing. Once thunderstorm is linked to battling gods it be-
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comes part of the meaning of a god to have the ability to
create thunderstorms.

Jaynes uses some technical jargon to make this clear.
The metaphor consists of what he calls a metaphrand, the
unfamiliar that is illuminated by the more familiar
metaphier.

With every (complex) metaphor there are associations
and attributes attached that he calls paraphiers and these
project back as the paraphrands of the metaphrands.

Which just means that once the connection between god
and thunderstorm is established, any aspect of the one will
flashback and change the concept of the other. So when
someone gets killed by lightning it becomes an aspect of
the god to kill and from this it is an easy step to interpret
the killing as punishment. Once the concept of a punishing
god is established bad luck in hunting will be explained by
the wrath of god and someone will come up with the idea
to offer sacrifices.

Now, when someone uses the metaphor “see” for the
finding, for the arriving at a solution of a problem the see-
ing is a metaphier of our physical world applied to the
“otherwise inexpressible mental occurrence” (Jaynes 2012:
159). The word “see” carries with it the association of
space and so space becomes a paraphrand of the mental
event. The spatial quality becomes, so Jaynes wants us to
believe, with constant repetition the functional space of our
consciousness: mind space.

And with the next step an analog to the physical body
that sees is developed, an analog “I” that does the seeing
in mind space.

The important thing in the ability of metaphors to create
new entities is that at a certain point the new entity, the
analog, can become more familiar, more real, than the
original. “For a map-maker the metaphrand is the blank
piece of paper on which he operates with the metaphier of
the land he knows and has surveyed. But for the map-
user, it is just the other way around.” (Jaynes 1976: 59)
The map is the familiar that helps to understand the land.
And so consciousness can in a sense become more famil-
iar than the world leading in extreme cases to idealism.

6. Language

Without language there cannot be consciousness, this is
the main idea of Jaynes. But more than this, there could
very well be language without consciousness. And Jaynes
thinks that for thousands of years this was the case.

Consciousness cannot exist without a living language
and consciousness has to be learned. A child, Jaynes
says, could even today be raised in a way that it would not
develop consciousness. But a child learning language will
also learn to develop the analog “I" and the other compo-
nents of consciousness. This is done partly by drilling.
People will ask the child “Do you remember this and that”.
What the child learns then is that there is an “I” that is sup-
posed to do the “remembering”. And since there is no “I” in
the first place it will construct one. And of course the child
learns by watching. People seem to be able to not only do
what they are told to do, but they can make their own deci-
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sions. They judge, before doing something, what might be
a likely outcome of an action and they adjust their doing
accordingly. This is something that every child will learn to
mimic. And after a while the mimicry will become the real
thing.

If all this is true then it is clear that Mill or Descartes are
fundamentally wrong. It is senseless to doubt the exis-
tence of other minds since my own mind is only created
thanks to my parents and my society implanting the “I".

But are there not “inner” experiences? Experiences in-
dependent of language and anything we have learned?
Like the pain that | feel? And isn’t the public language | am
using to communicate not just a sometimes insufficient tool
to explain my thoughts to the world?

How could | have the feeling that something is on the tip
of my tongue? Does this not prove that in a way | know
what to say is logically prior to language, like some kind of
private language that only gets translated?

These, of course, are exactly the questions Wittgenstein
deals with.

Interestingly, Wittgenstein quotes William James who
mentions a deaf-mute who claimed to have had thoughts
about God and the world in his youth before he was able
to speak.

And Wittgenstein asks: “Are you sure — one would like to
ask — that this is the correct translation of your wordless
thought into words?” (Pl § 342) Helen Keller, of course is
the witness for the defence. She testified that she was not
fully conscious before she had learned language (see
Donald 2001, who thinks that Keller was naive in thinking
she was not conscious.)

“But doesn’t what you say come to this: that there is no
pain, for example, without pain-behaviour?” — It comes to
this: only of a living human being and what resembles (be-
haves like) a living human being can one say: it has sen-
sations; it sees; is blind; hears; is deaf; is conscious or un-
conscious.’ (Pl § 281)

And when he gives the objection “But in a fairy tale the
pot too can see and hear!” he answers: “Certainly; but it
can also talk.” (Pl § 282)

Again and again Wittgenstein struggles with the claim
that there must be inner processes.

If 1 only pretend to be weak, for example, in order to rob
the man helping me that must be more than just behav-
iour. There must be an internal difference. And the proof is
that | can admit my crime. This is true, says Wittgenstein,
but he calls the “inner process” a dangerous metaphor.
Does it follow that the intention was some kind of internal
process? (RPP, | 824)

“Are you not really a behaviourist in disguise? Aren’'t you
at bottom really saying that everything except human be-
haviour is a fiction?” — If | do speak of a fiction, then it is of
a grammatical fiction.” (Pl § 307)

And this in the end is exactly what Jaynes says. There is
nothing in consciousness that was not in behaviour before.
So in a sense consciousness is a grammatical fiction.
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Y la vida siguié, como siguen las cosas
que no tienen mucho sentido... *

1. Introduction

The meaning-of-life questions are one of the most com-
mon topics in philosophy. It is possible to say that they are
as old as philosophy is, but, nevertheless, they seem to be
unsolvable. Eagleton has refered to them as these inevita-
ble “high-wire-act-across-an-abyss” queries (2007: 33).
They seem to be so deep, that almost everyone who
raises them is led to an existential abyss of nonsense and
absurdity. On the other hand, posing them appears to be
inevitable. Acording to this author, inquiring after them is a
permanent possibility for human beings, which makes us
the kind of creatures we are, even though there are no
easy answers (ibid.: 25).

Giving these complexities, being aware that referring to
this topic is an ambitious task without any guarantee of
success or originality; | will raise these queries again, and
relate them to the Wittgensteinian thought.

Although we must consider the two different periods that
usually have been distinguished in the philosophical pro-
duction of this author, | would like to suggest some conti-
nuity in his work, especially when related to his critical
considerations about these questions.

2. Sense and nonsense in the Tractatus

The stance that the so-called first Wittgenstein maintained
about the meaning-of-life queries is well known; but to an-
swer the question raised in this paper, it is important to
recall that he rejected in his first work the possibility of ex-
pressing these concerns.

As stated in the Tractatus, it is impossible to formulate
any query about the sense of the world, because the only
problems that humans can solve are these that can be
raised and answered, i.e. the scientific problems (6.51).
We can just express with our language how the world is,
and that is a task for science (6.432). Therefore, the only
expressable truth corresponds to the totality of natural sci-
ences (4.11). On the contrary, the aknowledge that the
world is, its sense, cannot be expressed. As Wittgenstein
maintained: “The sense of the world must lie outside the
world” (6.41).

According this interpretation, the only task for philosophy
is to make clear and delimit sharply thoughts, which other-
wise would be opaque and blurred (4.112); and its right
method would be “to say nothing except what can be said,
i.e. the propositions of natural science” and when some-
one else wished to say something metaphysical, demon-
strate that he had given no meaning to certain signs
(6.53). Therefore, expressions such as “the world as a
whole” should be dismissed as nonsensical’.

L *And life carried on, as nonsensical things carry on” (Sabina, Diecinueve dias
%/quinientas noches, 1999)

The word chosen by Wittgenstein in 6.54 to design these expressions is
“unsinnig”. It is translated in the English version as “senseless”. | will follow
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Does it mean that we must just avoid the existential que-
ries, because of their nonsensical character?

No, because Wittgenstein also stated that: “even if all
possible scientific questions are answered, the problems of
life have still not been touched at all. Of course there is
then no question left, and just this is the answer” (6.52).
And he concludes this argumentation asserting that: “the
solution of the problem of life is seen in the vanishing of
this problem” (6.521); then, all that remains is the silence.

But the feeling of the world as a limited whole (not how
the world is, but that it is) still persists; the philosopher
identifies it with the mystical attitude (6.44), which cannot
be expressed, but can be shown (4.1212). And moreover,
the anxiety caused by this feeling cannot be relieved by
this nonsensical attribution.

This fact was experienced by Wittgenstein himself as a
vital unease (vid. for example his war-time diaries); and it
also remains as a topic in his subsequent works. For ex-
ample, the wondering at the existence of the world was
emphasized in his Lecture on ethics as an example of
ethical experience (1965: 8). He maintained that these
queries are nonsensical and hopeless, because they try to
go beyond the limits of language, which is impossible; but
on the other hand, this impossibility is “a tendency in the
human mind”, which he “cannot help respecting deeply
and would never ridicule it” (1965: 12).

Here we face the same problem: an existential concern
is banned for its meaningless expression. To clarify this
difficulty, we would refer to Hacker's concept of “illuminat-
ing nonsense”. According to him a proposition is nonsensi-
cal if it violates the syntactic rules; then he stablishes a
difference between misleading and illuminating nonsense:
The first happens when a philosopher tries to express
what cannot be said and exceeding the limits of the lan-
guage, his words become gibberish. On the contrary, the
illuminating nonsense emerges when the philosopher does
not aim to express any truth, but to guide the reader (or
the hearer) to apprehend some kind of sense that cannot
be said (1972: 18). Hacker also maintains that every
proposition of the Tractatus is an example of illuminating
nonsense, i.e. pseudopropositions that we cannot express
properly, and when one recognize them as nonsensical,
one obtains a clearer picture about the world, although
they persist as an ethical and ineffable attitude (1972: 29).

This intepretation is supported by the interrogation that
Wittgenstein raises at the end of the Tractatus: “Is not this
the reason why men to whom after long doubting the
sense of life became clear, could not then say wherein this
sense consisted?” (6.521)

So, according to this approach, our lives have some
sense, impossible to express in our language.

Hacker who understands as senseless (sinnlos) only tautologies and contra-
dictions; and designs every expression that goes beyond these limits as “non-
sense” or “absurd” (unsinnig, absurd), see Hacker 1972: 17-20, and Tractatus
4.45-4.466
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As Eagleton has argued, these existential issues cannot
be solved by linguistic clarification; by the contrary, they
persist as a vital suffrance. Whoever says that his life is
meaningless does not mean that he cannot understand it;
but probably that he has nothing to live for. In these cases,
the linguistic clarification or the nonsensical consideration
would not be enough to relieve this unease. As Eagleton
says: “they are more likely to reach for the suicide pills
than for the dictionary” (2007: 65).

When this feeling of meaninglessness persists beyond
the linguistic analysis, when Wittgenstein admits that there
is some kind of nonsense that cannot be aprehended by
the language, we face a problem withouth solution. We will
see now whether in his later work this problem could be
solved (or dissolved).

3. The meaning-of-life questions in the later
Wittgenstein’s work

As we know, Wittgenstein, in his Philosophical Investiga-
tions, criticised his first theory because he was misled by a
problematic illusion. Philosophers (also himself in the Trac-
tatus) were captive to an ideal and tried to force reality to
adopt this perfect form (1985: 115). But, this is the “dog-
matism into which we fall so easily in doing philosophy”
(1985: 131). There is not such an ideal picture, to which
reality must correspond. On the contrary, our existence is
more complex and less perfect than the ideal and poses
questions (for example about the meaning of life) which
are really important to us, but cannot be answered in this
perfect framework. Philosophy is then understood as a
therapy against illusions (1985: 133), which avoids the
ideal requirements of the logic. What philosopher should
do is “to bring words back from their metaphysical to their
everyday use” (1985: 116).

So, how could we understand the meaning-of-life queries
from this new framework?

Although the later Wittgenstein has not referred to these
existential issues, it is possible to allude to his philosophy
of the everyday language, to obtain a better understanding
about these questions. In this new approach, when the
limits of the logic have been blurred into the variable bor-
ders of the language-games, we have a new light to un-
derstand these existential anxieties:

It is possible to suggest then that the lack of sense that
characterizes our lives is just our human and realistic way
of existence. On the contrary, the perfection or wholeness
that we used to pursue is nothing but a misguided illusion,
some excess of ideality that prevents us to accept the con-
tingency of our everyday lives. As Wittgenstein states:
“The aspects of things that are most important for us are
hidden because of their simplicity and familiarity” (1985:
129).

Given this abandonment of the ideal and this acceptance
of the everyday contingency, should we accept that our
lives are meaningless?

Not exactly, as Eagleton maintains: “life may not have a
built-in purpose, but that is not to say that it is futile. The
nihilist is just a disillusioned metaphysician” (2007: 102).

This critic to idealism does not lead Wittgenstein's work
(neither our lives) to a complete relativism, but a better
understanding about our reality. And moreover, as Witt-
genstein aserted: “If you tried to doubt everything you
would not get as far as doubting anything. The game of
doubting itself presupposes certainty” (1969: 115).

Here we have a significative feature of the language-
games, which will help us to understand how these queries
articulate our lives. It is possible to identify therefore these
existential questions with the Wittgensteinian certainties.

Furthermore, it is interesting to stress how Villarmea has
compared the certainties with the illuminating nonsense
that, according to Hacker, characterizes the tractarian
propositions. According to her, there are some “senseless
certainties” (2010: 229), whose truth or falsity we cannot
know; because they do not say anything about the world,
but show something about language. These certainties
contain the norms that govern our discourse and behav-
iour. They do not belong to our language, but constitute
what binds language together; and moreover, we cannot
call them into question, otherwise our language-games
become nonsensical (2010: 235-236).

So, if we call into question these propositions, they be-
come nonsense, but we cannot deny them because they
articulate our language. In Wittgenstein’s words: They are
“truisms never called in question, perhaps not even ever
formulated” that can't be isolated from doubt (1969: 87).

Now, we will try to understand this kind of nonsense pre-
sent in the later Wittgenstein’s work and especially related
to our lives. As Hacker suggests, the nonsensical consid-
eration of some propositions persists in the Investigations,
but lighter than before. In this new period, the nonsensical
character depends not upon the essence of the world, but
upon the rules of language-games, i.e. our linguistic uses
and conventional practices, shared by a group of speak-
ers. (1972:154)

But this conventional conception of the language-games
does not imply relativism, because some certainties are
related to the human existence. As Villarmea states: “The
inquiry comes to an end when we understand that the field
of certainty exists and constitutes us; but that we cannot
make its nature explicit”. (2010: 236)

So, if we explicate them, the certainties become non-
sense, but we cannot reject them because they constitute
what we, human beings, are. For example, and according
to the Investigations, some propositions such as “this body
has extension”, move the speakers to reply: “nonsense”,
but also: “of course” (1985: 253). This expression is on the
boundaries of the sense, but we cannot deny it, without
denying the kind of beings that we are.

This naturalistic and nonsensical consideration of the
language-games is emphasized in On Certainty, where
Wittgenstein asserts that some certainties are not conven-
tional facts of the language, but the way that the human
beings live and understand their lives. According to him:
“Language-games are not based on grounds. They are not
reasonable (or unreasonable). They are there, like our life”
(1969: 559); and we cannot raise doubts about them, be-
cause otherwise, our lives would lose their meaning, or in
Moyal-Sharrock’s expression, their “hinges”.

It is possible to indentify now the meaning-of-life ques-
tions with these universal hinges that delimit our universal
bounds of sense. As Moyal-Sharrock describes them, they
are the ungiveupable certainties for all human beings; they
belong to the grammar of our language-games about our
human form of life and constitute our ‘universal grammar’
(2007: 103). But, if these certainties are “ungiveupable” or
indispensable, it is not due to some inscrutable sense; but
to the contingent fact that we are human beings who live in
communities and share a language. As Hacker states, we
have inherited forms of linguistic representation, which are
“deeply rooted within us as our nature qua social beings”
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(1972: 166). That is a contingent condition of the human
life, which we cannot rennounce without giving up what we
are.

The meaning of life could be identified therefore with this
shared and social sense, and the queries about it turn
similar to the sceptic doubt in the cavellian sense: the fail-
ure to recognize other persons as equal human beings
(1979: 440).

Although we do not have any guarantees about the exis-
tence of some ultimate meaning, in order to accept the
everyday contingence of the human existence, and pro-
ceed with our lives; we must act as if there were some
shared and lived sense, otherwise, our practices would
lose their significance and our living together would be
problematised.

To conclude, these meaning-of-life queries might be un-
derstood as a contingent and inmanent certainty, produced
by the mere fact of living together. This is the social-
naturalist interpretation on the later Wittgenstein that Me-
dina maintains. He argues that our languages are contin-
gent because they are historically constituted forms of life,
a mutable tradition of shared practices, but this compre-
hension of our social nature is “as much source of contin-
gency, as source of solidarity” (2003: 90).

According to this interpretation, we must rennounce to
any crave of transcendentalism and abandon the ideal of a
perfect and complete life, to understand our everyday
shared lives. Then, we would discover that the only sense
is the mere fact of living together, always with conflicts and
problems, and without answers.

To conclude, we could quote an Eagleton claim, accord-
ing to which: “Modernity is the epoch in which we come to
recognize that we are unable to agree even on the most
vital, fundamental of issues. No doubt our continuing
wrangles over the meaning of life will prove to be fertile
and productive. But in a world where we live in overhelm-
ing danger, our failure to find common meanings is as
alarming as it is invigorating” (2007: 175).
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The years pass and still the Nazi extermination camps, the
Stalinist purges, the Srebrenica massacre, the crimes of
Francoism and the Rwandan genocide challenge us mor-
ally, at the same time as questioning our most established
legal and political categories. When we raise the question
of how we can or should face the above events, we are at
the same time recognizing that with many of them there is
something that causes us to doubt the mechanisms
through which the State has traditionally dealt with illegal-
ity. Perhaps it is the magnitude of the evil, the number of
victims or the number of perpetrators; perhaps it is inten-
sity of the evil or the intentions of those who were its
agents, but its horror strikes us as something unprece-
dented in human history.

Because traditional categories of thought no longer
serve to deal with such realities, when faced with absolute
evil we find ourselves trapped by an irresoluble problem,
an impasse between the inappropriateness of traditional
moral, legal and political categories by which to grasp the
reality of evil, and the urgent need to somehow understand
it.

In the words of Richard Bernstein: “There is [...] some-
thing about evil that resists and defies any final compre-
hension” (Bernstein 2002: 7), and yet we want and need to
comprehend. As Hannah Arendt says, it means “examining
and bearing consciously the burden which our century has
placed on us — neither denying their existence nor submit-
ting meekly to their weight” (Arendt 2004: 7). This then is
the paradox presented by absolute evil: its unfathomable
nature set before our imperative to get to the bottom of it,
to know the facts, to condemn its agents, to relieve the
victims and in time to avoid the repetition of such horrors.
To not respond to evil would be tantamount to succumbing
to it.

II.1. Philosophers, political scientists and especially law-
yers are uncomfortable with the term “evil”". It seems more
appropriate to speak of injustice, the violation of human
rights and what is immoral and unethical, than of evil. Evil
doesn’t sound like a legal expression. We like to say that a
trial judges not people but their actions, to the extent that
these are violations of legal norms.

The word “evil” without further qualification creates dis-
comfort and concern, and categories of evil or declensions
of it do not provide any greater peace of mind.

As we know, it was Kant who, in his Religion within the
Bounds of Bare Reason, used the expression “radical evil”
to designate an innate human propensity to evil or to refer
to a propensity of the will to disregard the moral impera-
tives of reason (see Kant 1990: 33, 39).

This concept of evil, radical in that it has its roots in hu-
man nature, is, however, insufficient to account for the hor-
rors of events in the twentieth century. In the light of the
atrocities of totalitarian regimes, evil takes on a new and

terrible significance. Philosophers and thinkers now talk of
absolute evil, or of radical evil in the sense of extreme evil,
and also, as we know, of banal evil. It is difficult to say ex-
actly what is new about this reality of evil.

For Emmanuel Levinas, the novelty lies in its enormity.
The evil of Auschwitz — using Auschwitz as a representa-
tion of gratuitous suffering (see Levinas 1991: 108) — is the
very essence of excess and in this sense it escapes the
possibility of “synthesis” (see Levinas 1992: 158). The apo-
ria of evil is for Levinas the basis for affirming that the dif-
ference between good and evil precedes any ontological
difference. The transcendence of evil leads us to recog-
nize that the first metaphysical question is not why there is
something and not nothing, but why there is evil and not
good. The ethical has priority over the ontological; the on-
tological presupposes the ethical (Levinas 1992: 160).

For Hans Jonas, the novelty lies in the connection be-
tween evil and new technologies and their possibilities.
The horrors of totalitarianism require a new ethics, in that
for the first time in history we have been able to see new
technologies transforming nature and the effects of human
action; the destruction of the planet and human life is a
possibility. New technologies mean that often the conse-
quences of our acts exceed what we foresee. Hans Jonas
formulates a new categorical imperative “Act so that the
effects of your action are compatible with the permanence
of genuine human life” (Jonas 1984: 11).

Faced with an evil that goes beyond philosophical cate-
gories, that places ethics before ontology or that requires
the formulation of a new categorical imperative, the con-
cept of responsibility would also seem to be inadequate.
Levinas declares the infinite responsibility of each one of
us for the unjustifiable suffering of others, a responsibility
that puts the life of another before our own, and does not
expect any reciprocity. A demanding concept of responsi-
bility that has a clearly supererogatory dimension, i.e. it
exceeds all moral categories and, above all, all legal cate-
gories. But can we demand sainthood? (see Levinas 1988:
172-73).

According to Levinas, absolute evil generates infinite re-
sponsibility. Similarly, though from different suppositions,
Hans Jonas confronts us with an overwhelming responsi-
bility.

The thoughts of Emmanuel Levinas and Hans Jonas,
and several other thinkers who are faced with the problem
of evil as the most important philosophical problem of our
time, perplex us. Though they take us forward in our un-
avoidable effort toward understanding history, they also
place us in a position of impotence. We need to compre-
hend the incomprehensible, think the unthinkable, but we
also need guidelines for action, guidelines for action after
the disaster. The appeal of Levinas and Jonas to infinite
responsibility is presented as a means to prevent certain
actions being repeated. But we need to not only under-
stand Evil, to not only try to avoid it, but also to face its
consequences: What happens to the victims? What do the
perpetrators deserve? How should the political community
deal with the ocean of suffering present in our reality? It is
here that the work of Hannah Arendt is fundamental. Like
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other thinkers, Arendt wants to understand the link be-
tween evil and the human condition, and so looks to the
origins of totalitarianism. But Arendt also looks at the legal-
political problem of dealing with the consequences of hor-
ror. She thinks about evil at the limits of the judicial proc-
ess and in the context of the rule of law. Her theoretical
endeavours bridge the philosophical demands of reflecting
on evil with the demands of law.

II.2. Like many others, Hannah Arendt describes the evil
that marks the 20th century as an evil without precedents.
It is an evil that is sometimes described as radical, in a
different sense from Kant, and at other times extreme or
banal. The radical evil that Arendt describes is that which
is born from totalitarianism, and which manifests as a sys-
tematic plan for the destruction of the human.

Firstly, prisoners are denied legal status (see Arendt
2004: 577) and the sanctions or punishments inflicted on
victims are no longer the consequence of their actions. In
a concentration camp there are no rights, but neither is
there crime nor punishment. It is a space outside the
criminal law system where “the perpetrator does not justify
their treatment of the victim, for if they admitted that the
damage they cause is just, then they would be appealing
to a shared framework of values and norms” (Marrades
2007: 82). Where the principle of responsibility for one’s
actions is not recognised there is no legal order.

Secondly, concentration camps seek the destruction of
the moral personality, the preparation of living corpses
(see Arendt 2004: 82), by quashing the ability to choose
between good and evil. Thus a totalitarian system destroys
the capacity for moral judgement, corrupting all human
solidarity. To do good becomes impossible.

Lastly, the destruction of personal individuality is sought
through the denial of spontaneity, “man’s power to begin
something new out of his own resources, something that
cannot be explained on the basis of reactions to environ-
ment and events” (Arendt 2004: 586). The clearest mani-
festation of the destruction of individuality occurs when
man is reduced to a ghostly doll (a living corpse), whose
behaviour is nothing but a bundle of reactions, the last of
which is to go robot-like to his own death in the gas cham-
ber. “Erasing the border between the probable and the im-
probable, so that absolutely anything can be expected.
This is one way of expressing the totalitarian ideal of the
denial of the individuality of man” (Marrades 2007: 83) and
therefore of the plurality of humanity.

The project of making human beings dispensable reali-
ties or superfluous defines the idea of genocide. The will to
annihilate a people, a group, presupposes considering its
members to be superfluous. The genocidal person consid-
ers that certain groups of people should disappear from
the face of the earth, that the world can do without them,
that their presence on earth is entirely superfluous. For this
reason, a project to exterminate a people or group of peo-
ple transcends the victims. It has effects on an understand-
ing of what humanity is and is an affront to humanity itself.

Indeed, the novelty of evil under totalitarianism was not
just limited to the terrible fruition of the project to destroy
what is human, but included the motivations and intentions
of those who participated in the project. To speak of evil
inevitably leads us to speak of intention or of culpability.

The intention of the agents of evil varies. In some cases,
Arendt identifies terrible but human feelings, such as re-
sentment, sadism, humiliation, greed or lust for power. In
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other cases, the evil inflicted is the result of blind adher-
ence to a particular ideology.

In the second case, death or suffering of the victims is
not a means to an end and, therefore, the guards are not
guilty of violating, in this sense, Kant's categorical impera-
tive. Furthermore, if doing evil is something to train in it
loses one of its traditional defining qualities, as it is no
longer a temptation. As Arendt herself goes on to say, we
are talking about crimes that “are not provided for in the
Ten Commandments” (Arendt/Jaspers 1992: 166).

Ten years after the reflections on evil developed in her
work The Origins of Totalitarianism, Hannah Arendt added
her thoughts on the trial of Adolf Eichmann in Jerusalem
(see Arendt 1962). In her endeavour to understand what
evil is, Arendt adds further reflections on the possibility of
bringing evil to justice or of applying procedural rules. Ar-
endt clearly understands that in the Eichmann trial judges
faced a new type of crime that offends humanity, and a
new type of criminal who is actually a hostis humani
generis.

Eichmann’s trial would show that the crimes of Nazism
do not reflect just moral perversions, psychopathic indi-
viduals, hate, uncontrolled passions or ideological fanati-
cism, but primarily “perfectly normal men” acting on the
basis of low or extremely shallow or banal interests.

When Arendt observed Eichmann, whose actions led to
the death of thousands, she did not see an evil monster
but rather a grey official with no particular ideological con-
victions and with no fervent anti-Semitism. The personality
of Eichmann, who never killed anyone with his own hands,
contains a key to the understanding of genocide or crimes
against humanity. They are processes in which thousands
of people contribute, to a greater or lesser degree, to the
death and torture of thousands of others. How do we ac-
count for normal citizens joining the ranks of betrayal, col-
laboration, complicity or direct responsibility? Many of
them, Arendt shows, acted banally and the terrible evil that
they created and inflicted was made possible simply by the
thoughtlessness of their decisions, by the suspension of
their own judgement, by renouncing, here too, a defining
element of being human.

When we talk about genocide or mass violations of hu-
man rights, numbers are a defining element. A large num-
ber of victims requires a large number of perpetrators.
People who lived peacefully until yesterday, today wake up
united against a group and in collaboration with the au-
thorities, willing to negate others. If it is not really plausible
to imagine people, who until recently lived a normal life,
becoming psychopaths in their hundreds, then we must
reason that the Eichmann case has greater explanatory
power than that confined to his person and actions.

The banality of evil means denying it any depth. It is not
epic or great, there is no place in it for the mythical or for
superhuman feats. We are not dealing with demonic indi-
viduals, but with human beings whom we might describe
as “normal” and at the same time agents of absolute evil.
Persons in whose actions we see evil separated, terribly,
from culpability or intent.

Recognising that absolute evil is a large-scale denial of
humanity, made possible through the collaboration of hun-
dreds of people, many of whom are moved by superficial
ends, does not help of course with the task of dealing with
the consequences of that evil with the rule of law.
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In Investigations 8§43, Wittgenstein famously wrote: “The
meaning of a word is its use in the language”. In that same
book, Wittgenstein also declared: “What we do is to bring
words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use”
(8116). Now this attempt to bring words back to their eve-
ryday use is characteristic for one of Wittgenstein's ways
of dissolving philosophical problems. That is, it is typical for
Wittgenstein to approach a philosophical problem by ask-
ing if the words which figure in the formulation of the prob-
lem are ever used this way in everyday circumstances. So
what we have then, in the Investigations, are these two
things: (1) A method of dissolving philosophical problems
by reminding us of the everyday use of words, and (2) a
statement of Wittgenstein's relating the meaning of words
to their use. Now the question is: What is the relation be-
tween (1) and (2)? The answer which appears to be the
most natural is this: When Wittgenstein, in 843, is saying
that the meaning of a word is its use in the language, he is
stating a fact which he has arrived at independently of this
method. Naturally then, this fact appears as something
which can be cited in support of our adopting this method
— as something which this method assumes as its back-
ground.

In the following, | wish to point to some things which
have gradually led me to question this seemingly natural
assumption. What | wish to show in this paper is this: That
if we pay close attention to the full wording of Investiga-
tions 843, it will come out that Wittgenstein's statement
“The meaning of a word is its use in the language” cannot
be thought of as standing in any relation of support to his
method of describing the use of words.

Let me start by turning directly to Investigations §43. The
famous first paragraph reads:

For a large class of cases — though not for all — in which
we employ the word ‘meaning’ it can be defined thus:
the meaning of a word is its use in the language.

What | take to be crucial here is that Wittgenstein his draw-
ing on how “we employ” the word ‘meaning’. | take this to
indicate that “The meaning of a word is its use in the lan-
guage” is brought in here by Wittgenstein, not as a deep
insight into the nature of linguistic meaning, but as a mere
reminder of how we actually use the expression ‘meaning
of a word’ in everyday speech. In other words: What Witt-
genstein is doing here is asking the question “How would
we actually use the expression ‘meaning of a word’?” And
the answer he arrives at is this: In large class of cases —
though not all of them — we use the expression ‘the mean-
ing of a word’ synonymously with ‘the use of the word’.

Let us then turn to the consequences which this analysis
of 843 has for our initial idea of “meaning is use” being a
fact which can be cited in support of our adopting the
method of describing the everyday use of words — of it be-
ing something which this method assumed as its back-
ground. Let us imagine someone saying the following:
“Wittgenstein had noticed that in everyday situations, we
very often use ‘the meaning of a word’ synonymously with
‘the use of the word’. Now this realization made him adopt
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a method of dissolving philosophical problems which con-
sisted in asking how the words which figure in the formula-
tion of such problems are actually used in everyday situa-
tions.” What should we respond to this? What | would say
is that something is not quite right here. After all, | would
insist, the realization that made this imagined Wittgenstein
adopt his method is one about how ‘meaning of a word’ is
used in everyday situations. Now the fact that Wittgenstein
is at all minding how we actually use the expression
‘meaning of a word’, | would say, makes clear that the
method which he supposedly adopted after realizing how
this expression is actually used — namely, the method of
asking how the words which figure in the formulation of a
philosophical problem are actually used in everyday situa-
tions — is already being applied here. And from this follows,
| would continue, that this story is mistaken in claiming that
Wittgenstein had adopted this method as a consequence
of his realization that “meaning is use”. For how can this be
if this realization has been arrived at by already making
use of this method? What | would say is that things are
exactly the opposite: First, there was this method — and
then came Wittgenstein's realization that in everyday situa-
tions, we very often use ‘the meaning of a word’ synony-
mously with ‘the use of the word'. Yet if this is so, the reali-
zation of 843 cannot figure as something which supports
the adoption of the method of describing the use of words.
Like with any method, it would be a petitio to claim that the
method of describing the use of words could be supported
by its own application (in this case, its application to the
expression ‘meaning of a word’).

Now as a reaction to this argument, one might be in-
clined to say this: “It appears that the realization that we
very often use ‘the meaning of a word’ synonymously with
‘the use of the word’ really cannot be something which we
could have before practicing the method of investigating
the use of words — since it is in fact a result of our already
practicing this method. Yet does this argument absolutely
rule out the idea that Wittgenstein could have first had an
insight of the form “meaning is use” — and then have
adopted the method of investigating the use of words? For
could he not, after all, have arrived at this insight in an-
other way than through applying this method?” Let me now
show why this doesn’t work. The idea under discussion is
this: There is an insight of the form “The meaning of a
word is its use in the language” which can be arrived at
independently of the method of investigating the actual use
of words. Since it is independent from this method, this
insight can be had prior to the introduction of this method.
It is an insight which this method assumes as its back-
ground. At the same time, however, this same insight can
also be arrived at through the method of investigating the
actual use of words: by investigating the actual use of the
word ‘meaning’, we find that in a great number of cases,
‘the meaning of a word’ is used synonymously with ‘the
use of that word’. In order to see the problem with this
idea, let us turn to this idea’s premise that there is an in-
sight of the form “The meaning of a word is its use in the
language” which the method of investigating the actual use
of words assumes as its background. Now by saying that



“Meaning Is Use” and Wittgenstein’s Method of Describing the Actual Use of Words | Stefan Giesewetter

this method assumes “meaning is use” as its background,
shouldn’t one mean that the investigation of the actual use
of any particular expression assumes as its background
the insight that “The meaning of a word is its use in the
language”? That is, shouldn’t one mean, for instance, that
the investigation of the actual use of ‘to know’ assumes as
its background the insight that meaning is use? And like-
wise, any other investigation of the actual use of an indi-
vidual word or expression? Let us then consider the case
of the investigation of the actual use of ‘meaning’. Should
we say that also the investigation of the actual use of the
word ‘meaning’ assumes as its background that “meaning
is use”? One thing to say would be this: Since this investi-
gation is an investigation of the actual use of a word, eve-
rything which has been said about the method of investi-
gating the actual use of words applies here, too: Also the
investigation of the actual use of the word ‘meaning’ as-
sumes as its background that “meaning is use”. Since, as
we could say, ‘meaning’ is a word like any other: it has a
use, and — as with any other word — it is the investigation
of this use that settles the question what this word means.
But then again, there is an equally strong inclination not to
say that the investigation of the actual use of the word
‘meaning’ assumes “meaning is use” as its background:
for, after all, isn’t this the very investigation whose result
coincides with the fact that “meaning is use” — i.e. coin-
cides with the very fact which the investigation of the ac-
tual use of this word is supposed to assume as its back-
ground? So how could we say that also this investigation —
like any of its type — assumed as its background the insight
“meaning is use”? Wouldn't this amount to saying that this
investigation assumes itself as a background? And would
this make any sense? So should we say instead that gen-
erally, the method of investigating the actual use of words
assumed as its background that “meaning is use” — except
for the investigation of the actual use of the word ‘mean-
ing’, for which the idea of such a “background” makes no
sense? But then what about our idea that ‘meaning’ were a
word like any other, with a use which we ought to consider
in order to settle the question what this word means? Isn’t
our claim that the method of investigating the use of words
assumes as its background that “meaning is use” equiva-
lent to the claim that each investigation of the use of a
word assumes “meaning is use” as its background? And
isn't the investigation of the actual use of the word ‘mean-
ing’ just such an investigation? Before we had thought of
what the investigation of the actual use of the word ‘mean-
ing’ revealed — i.e. of just what the actual use of this word
is —, it appeared completely natural to say that the word
‘meaning’ had an actual use, and that it is this use which
determined what this word means. That is, the idea of
“meaning is use” being assumed as a background by the
guestion “How would we actually use the word ‘meaning’?”
appeared completely unobjectionable at this point. Now
why should it become objectionable merely because this
guestion yields a certain answer? (Namely, that in a great
number of cases, we use ‘the meaning of a word’ synony-
mously with ‘the use of that word'.) Isn’t this a rather awk-
ward conclusion? So should we then say — as we were first

inclined to — that the investigation of the actual use of the
word ‘meaning’ — like any other of its type — does assume
as its background that “meaning is use”? But then we are
back with the strange thought that the grammatical insight
“meaning is use” appears to assume itself as its back-
ground. Now at this point, we might be inclined to resort to
claiming that these two “meaning is use” — the one which
we can arrive at through the method of investigating the
use of words, and the one we can arrive at independently
of it — are indeed quite different insights: One about how
we talk about ‘meaning’ in everyday circumstances, the
other about how things concerning the meaning of words
really are. Then, the “pre-methodological” “meaning is use”
could indeed be the background which the investigation of
the actual use of the word ‘meaning’ assumes: Wittgen-
stein could have first had an insight into what really gives
words their meaning, and later have found out that as a
matter of coincidence, we actually use the word ‘meaning’
correspondingly. But this, of course, would not solve our
difficulty: Because claiming this means retreating from our
initial claim that Wittgenstein could have arrived at the in-
sight of 843 in another way than through applying this
method — that is, at the same insight, only in a different
way. If we claim that there are two insights here, we can
no longer claim that this insight can be arrived at prior to
the introduction of this method. What we could still claim is
that another insight with a different — yet “similar” — content
could be arrived at independently of this method. But this
would mean to claim that there are two kinds of insights of
the form “meaning is use” — with two distinct contents — in
Wittgenstein. The question is: Do we really want to saddle
Wittgenstein with this idea — just to save the claim that
there were an insight of the form “The meaning of a word
is its use in the language” which is independent of this
method, to be assumed as background by this method?

What | intend this argument to show is that the case of
the investigation of the actual use of the word ‘meaning’
reveals a dilemma with which the idea under discussion is
faced — namely, the idea that the method of investigating
the actual use of words assumed as its background the
insight that “meaning is use” (conceived as arrived at inde-
pendently of this method, but identical with the insight of
843). The dilemma is this: If we say that the investigation
of the actual use of the word ‘meaning’ — like any other —
does assume “meaning is use” as its background, then this
“meaning is use” cannot be the same insight which we ar-
rive at through this investigation — because for “meaning is
use” to be assumed as “background” by this investigation,
it should be distinct from its result. Yet if we say that this
investigation does not assume “meaning is use” as its
background, we are retreating from our claim that the
method of investigating the actual use of words assumed
“meaning is use” as its background — because the investi-
gation of the actual use of the word ‘meaning’ is just such
an investigation. As | take it, this dilemma calls into ques-
tion the whole idea of “meaning is use” being assumed as
“background” by this method.
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The late Gordon Baker wrote:

we should presumably take [Wittgenstein] to avoid ask-
ing such questions as ... ‘What is following a rule?’; and
equally avoid giving answers that formulate the es-
sences of these things. Is it reasonable for us to inter-
pret him as asserting ... ‘Following a rule must be a so-
cial practice (custom)’ (§199)? (Baker 2002: 103)

The crucial mistake of the readings | want to discuss lies in
the role they ascribe to the apparent paradox in Pl § 201
and the resulting reading of the word ‘practice’ in Pl § 202
as constituting a substantial thesis about what it is to go by
a rule. Norman Malcolm wrote, “the presence of a commu-
nity of people who act in accordance with rules [is] a nec-
essary condition for there being any rule-following at all”
(Malcolm 1989: 6), and, “following a rule [...] is a practice,
a custom, an institution. It [...] can have its roots only in a
setting where there is a people” (Malcolm 1989: 23). He
goes on: “Undoubtedly this conception provokes great phi-
losophical resistance but this should not prevent us from
seeing that it truly is Wittgenstein's conception.” (ibid.)
However, | think, it should.

The paradox in Pl § 201 is widely thought of as a reduc-
tio ad absurdum of the hypothesis that all rule-following
essentially consists in an act of interpretation. Baker and
Hacker write: “What the paradox shows is that not all un-
derstanding of rules can consist in interpreting.”
(Baker/Hacker 1985, 125) As in the case of the commu-
nity-view readings, it is partly because of the role they as-
cribe to the paradox in PI § 201, or so | argue, that Baker
and Hacker comment on the role of “practice” in Pl 8 202
as follows: “A rule is connected with its applications by
means of a practice — a normative regularity of behaviour”.
(Baker/Hacker 1985: 131) But, as will become clear in the
course of my argument, this is, firstly, to ignore that Witt-
genstein is engaged in a grammatical enquiry, and, sec-
ondly, it is to completely misconstrue the nature of the phi-
losophical problem at issue.

1. The last interpretation

In the Blue Book Wittgenstein discusses the (confused)
idea of a last interpretation. After having introduced the
apparently paradoxical regress of interpretations, in the
form of adding arrow after arrow in order to specify the in-
tended direction of an original arrow, he writes:

What one wishes to say is: ‘Every sign is capable of in-
terpretation; but the meaning mustn't be capable of in-
terpretation. It is the last interpretation.’ (BB 34)

From this idea it can be seen why a simple reductio argu-
ment cannot do the job; the apparent paradox does not
automatically, as it were, drive one to accept the conclu-
sion that “not all understanding of rules can consist in in-
terpreting.” (Baker/Hacker 1985: 125) For, instead of with-
drawing from the interpretation hypothesis, one can be
tempted to think that the apparent paradox merely showed
that there must be something like a ‘last’ interpretation, i.e.,
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one which somehow cannot be interpreted itself. Hence,
by considering the idea of a last interpretation as it is ex-
pressed in the Blue Book, we come to see that the alleged
reductio of Pl § 201 might leave the philosophical problem
entirely unsolved because it leaves the underlying confu-
sion entirely untouched. Hence, a different strategy is
called for.

In PI § 182, Wittgenstein writes:

The criteria which we accept for fitting’, ‘being able to’,
‘understanding’, [and, one may add, ‘interpreting’] are
much more complicated than might appear at first sight.
That is, the game with these words, their use in the lin-
guistic intercourse that is carried on by their means, is
more involved — the role of these words in our language
is other than we are tempted to think.

(This role is what we need to understand in order to re-
solve philosophical paradoxes. And that's why defini-
tions usually aren’t enough to resolve them ....) (Pl §
182)

Thus, what we need to understand are the complex mean-
ings of certain words that are likely to mislead us. How-
ever, as Wittgenstein adds, a mere look in the dictionary, a
definition, will not suffice to resolve our problems. A more
complex method is needed. One essential ingredient of
this method is to compare particular word-uses (both real
and imaginary ones) by means of detailed description and
variation (cf. Pl 8 122, 130). This is what Wittgenstein has
called “grammatical enquiry” (“...clearing misunderstand-
ings away. Misunderstandings concerning the use of
words...” (Pl § 90)), and this, | argue, is also what goes on
in Pl § 198-202.

In the Blue Book, Wittgenstein clearly states the gram-
matical nature of the problem he is concerned with. As to
the bogus idea of a last interpretation, he writes:

You have therefore further to tell me what you take to
be the distinguishing mark between a sign and the
meaning. If you do so, e.g., by saying that the meaning
is the arrow which you imagine as opposed to any
which you may draw or produce in any other way, you
thereby say that you will call no further arrow an inter-
pretation of the one which you have imagined. (BB 34)

The important implication is that all one would be doing by
fixing ‘the last interpretation’ as referring to one’s imagined
arrow is, not to explain anything, but merely to explicate
the way one is going to use the words “interpretation” and
“meaning” on future occasions.

Now, such a definition is, in one important sense, com-
pletely arbitrary and useless. Yet, in another it might not be
picked just randomly. For example, one might have chosen
the imagined picture to serve as the last interpretation be-
cause of certain mentalistic tendencies in one’s philoso-
phical outlook. This, as we know, is not altogether unlikely.
But again, a look in the dictionary, a counter-definition, as
it were, wouldn’t be of much help in tackling this confusion.
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For, these problems “are as deeply rooted in us as the
forms of our language”. (PI § 111)

Therefore, pace Baker and Hacker, Malcolm and others,
it is a misunderstanding to suppose Wittgenstein would
simply invoke a regress argument in Pl § 201, a misunder-
standing which, in turn, stems from a failure to appreciate
the real nature of the problem Wittgenstein is actually
working on, and a misunderstanding which, on the other
hand, will naturally lead to a misrepresentation of the phi-
losophical method employed by Wittgenstein in order to
solve such problems.

The problem at issue in Pl 8 201 is one in the form of a
confusion stemming from a misunderstanding of certain
expressions. This confusion needs to be dissolved by clari-
fying the meanings of the words involved. One possible
way of doing this is to look at particular word-uses from
different perspectives in order to highlight the subtle as-
pects and differences that we are otherwise prone to ne-
glect. (cf. Pl § 132) It is — partly — as a recommendation of
such a perspective, | argue, that Wittgenstein writes in P1 §
202: “following a rule’ is a practice”. He urges us to look at
particular cases of rule-following as embedded in particular
practices. These are usually both communally institutional-
ised (Malcolm) and involve a certain degree of regularity
(Baker and Hacker). Yet this is nothing more than a meth-
odological recommendation.

2. Following arule is not a practice

At the end of Pl § 201 Wittgenstein distinctively makes a
point about the word “interpretation” when saying that,
“one should speak of interpretation only when one expres-
sion of a rule is substituted for another.” The diagnosed
misunderstanding in PI § 201b is equally one concerning
the word “interpretation”, rather than a thoughtless un-
awareness of an allegedly apodictic reductio argument.
The point is that there is something wrong with the way the
word “interpretation” gets used in the paradoxical interpre-
tation hypothesis:

That there is a misunderstanding here is shown by the
mere fact that in this chain of reasoning we place one
interpretation behind another, as if each one contented
us at least for a moment, until we thought of yet another
lying behind it. (PI § 201)

For this is just not how we normally use the word “interpre-
tation”. Though, of course, one can easily imagine a game
like this. However, exceptions prove the rule.

This further settles the question of the exact back-
reference (“thereby”) in the following sentence. Instead of
referring to the paradox as such, it goes like this:

For what we thereby [, i.e., ‘by the mere fact that ...."]
show is that there is a way of grasping a rule which is
not an interpretation, but which, from case to case of
application, is exhibited in what we call ‘following the
rule’ and ‘going against it'. (P1 § 201)

It is crucial not to be misled by the form of the first sen-
tence; we should not take it as a concluding thesis about
what there is. This is simply to apply one of the basic in-
sights of Wittgensteinian philosophy. Yet it makes all the
difference! For it makes the most sympathetic sense of
Wittgenstein's own descriptions of his philosophy as being,
in one sense, exclusively concerned with words, language,
meaning, and, what is more, as being utterly non-
dogmatic. Moreover, when discussing the idea of a last
interpretation we saw that a dogmatic counter-thesis (“not

all understanding of rules can consist in interpreting”
(Baker/Hacker 1985: 125); “following a rule is ‘essentially
social” (Malcolm 1989: 23)) would entirely miss the point.
Analogously, imagine we were to give some supposedly
convincing examples of very immediate cases of rule-
following. That wouldn’t do either! Someone inclined to
think that rule-following must be interpretation might just
reply that still there would be an interpretation process go-
ing on, only very fast, as it were, at the speed of neurons.

Wittgenstein proceeds: “That's why there is an inclination
to say: every action according to a rule is an interpreta-
tion.” (Pl 8 201) This is an immediate diagnosis of what
could possibly cause the confusion. (cf. Baker/Hacker
1985: 126) When philosophising, there can seem to be an
ever present possibility of misinterpretation on the side of
the rule-follower. If the rule isn’t misinterpreted, we falsely
conclude, it must be interpreted correctly.

Note that this diagnosis is also clearly concerned with
the use of words, just like the following last sentence of Pl
§ 201: “But one should speak of interpretation only when
one expression of a rule is substituted for another.” (Pl §
201)

This finally leads over to Pl 8 202: “That’'s why ‘following
a rule’ is a practice. And to think one is following a rule is
not to follow a rule.” (Pl § 202) As a natural continuation of
the foregoing this is, in one sense, merely to say that what
we call “following a rule” can be something that we just do,
as opposed to what we'd rather call “attempting to follow a
rule”, “thinking one is following a rule” or “interpreting a
rule”.

However, there is no problem with reading this remark
also as pointing to the various aspects of our word-use
involving community and/or regularity, as Wittgenstein in-
deed does in many places (e.g. Pl § 207). But there is no
reason to suppose Wittgenstein would promote a thesis
either about a certain number of people, or a certain de-
gree of regularity, necessary for someone to follow a rule,
or correctly be said to do so. Therefore, “rule-following” is
not really a practice. It is wrong to suppose it must be a
practice, be it by an appeal to community or regularity, as
though in some mysterious sense “practice” could explana-
torily mediate between a rule and its application.

3. A gloss on the grammar

Still, doesn’'t Wittgenstein in Pl § 198-9 clearly state “that a
person goes by a signpost only in so far as there is an es-
tablished usage, a custom”? (Pl § 198) — But he doesn't!
Instead he introduces this sentence by saying “I have fur-
ther indicated....” He is replying to a misapprehension of
what he said before. And what he said before is equally
introduced by a condition. It is simply not a thesis but an
example: “What sort of connection obtains here? — Well,
this one, for example: | have been trained to react in a par-
ticular way to this sign, and now | do so react to it.” (Pl §
198)

Finally, the following paragraph makes the level of inves-
tigation unmistakably clear: “And this is, of course[l], a
gloss on the grammar[!] of the expression[!] ‘to follow a
rule’.” (Pl 8 199) In other words, all of these remarks are
intended to contribute exclusively to Wittgenstein's method
of grammatical enquiry “into the workings of our language”.
(P1 8 109) As in PI § 217, Wittgenstein is not interested in
answering the question, “How am | able to follow a rule?”
(P! 8 217), but he wants us to recognise the idleness of
our philosophical question:
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Remember that we sometimes demand explanations
for the sake not of their content, but of their form. Our
requirement is an architectural one; the explanation a
kind of sham corbel that supports nothing. (Pl § 217)

Analogously, presenting the supposed fact that a “rule is
connected with its applications by means of a practice”
(Baker/Hacker 1985: 131) as the one great insight into
rule-following is just another symptom of the very philoso-
phical confusion Wittgenstein was working on. And this, in
fact, Wittgenstein had already worked out quite soon after
his return to academic philosophy in 1929. In a conversa-
tion with Schlick and Waismann in January 1931 he ex-
plained as to the confusions about rule-following:

Here [one] imagine[s] two things connected by a rope.
But this image is misleading. For how is the rope con-
nected with the thing? (WVC 155)
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1. Davidsons Argument und seine
Ubertragung auf den Bereich der Moral

Donald Davidsons Uberlegungen zur radikalen Interpreta-
tion nehmen ihren Ausgang von einem Gedankenexperi-
ment, das zeigen soll, wie es mdglich sein kann, Sprecher
einer vollig unbekannten Sprache bloR auf Grundlage ih-
res beobachtbaren Verhaltens zu verstehen. Zum Verhal-
ten z&hlt dabei, wie sie sprachlich sowie nicht-sprachlich
auf ihre Umwelt reagieren, und zu dieser Umwelt gehéren
andere Sprecher der fremden Sprache sowie der Interpret.
Zu Beginn dieses Interpretationsprozesses wissen wir —
als Interpreten — weder, was die AuRerungen der Sprecher
bedeuten, noch, welche Uberzeugungen diese Sprecher
haben. Um Uberhaupt einen Ful} in die Tir der uns frem-
den Sprache zu bekommen bedarf es eines besonderen
Vorgehens: wir missen unterstellen, dass die Sprecher
der fremden Sprache in weiten Teilen unsere Uberzeu-
gungen teilen. Diese Vorgehensweise ist nicht optional,
sondern eine notwendige Voraussetzung der Interpretation
(vgl. Davidson 1984). Folgendes Beispiel soll dies
illustrieren:

Angenommen wir befinden uns irgendwo in arktischen
Gefilden und unterhalten uns muhsam mit einem dort le-
benden Eskimo. Der Sprache noch nicht wirklich méchtig
glauben wir, dass er mit dem Wort ,Nanoq“ Mowen be-
zeichnet, weil er diesen Laut einmal in Gegenwart einer
Mowe geauBert hat. Im Lauf seiner weiteren Erklarungen
stellt sich allerdings heraus, dass er ,Nanog“ fiir groRe
weil3e Saugetiere halt, die nicht fliegen kdnnen, dafir aber
auf Robbenjagd gehen. In diesem Fall sollten wir unsere
Interpretation seines Begriffes ,Nanog“ Uberdenken -
wahrscheinlich lautet sie: ,Eisbar‘ — und nicht unterstellen,
dass dieser Eskimo Mowen fir flugunfahige Saugetiere
hélt, die Robben jagen. Denn je mehr falsche Uberzeu-
gungen wir dem Eskimo attestieren, desto weniger wahr-
scheinlich ist es, dass wir seine AuRerungen richtig tiber-
setzen.

Eine Folge dieser Einsicht besteht darin, dass auch Mei-
nungsverschiedenheiten nur vor einem Hintergrund geteil-
ter Uberzeugungen méglich sind. Um dies wiederum am
Beispiel eines fiktiven Eskimos zu illustrieren: nur wenn wir
uns dariber einig sind, was Gotter und was Eisbaren sind
kénnen wir uns sinnvoll Gber die Frage streiten, ob Eisbéa-
ren Goétter sind oder nicht. Da einzelne Uberzeugungen in
Beziehung zu einem Netz weiterer Uberzeugungen ste-
hen, setzt die korrekte Identifikation einer Uberzeugung
die korrekte Identifikation vieler weiterer Uberzeugungen
voraus, und deshalb miissen wir viele Uberzeugungen mit
unserem Kontrahenten teilen, um sicher zu sein, worlber
wir uns streiten.

Gilt diese Uberlegung ebenso fiir Meinungsverschieden-
heiten Uber moralische Dinge, dann lasst sich dieser Ge-
dankengang gegen zwei Behauptungen der moralischen
Relativisten wenden. Die erste Behauptung lautet, dass
empirisch nachgewiesen sei, dass es fundamentale Unter-
schiede zwischen den moralischen Ansichten verschiede-
ner Gruppen von Menschen gibt, etwa zwischen verschie-

denen Kulturen. Davidsons Argument spricht wider diesen
Befund, denn wenn wir die AuRerungen der Sprecher ei-
ner uns fremden Sprache als moralische AuRerungen ver-
stehen, dann durfen sie nicht zu weit von dem abweichen,
was wir unter moralischen Ansichten verstehen — sonst
haben wir iberhaupt keinen Grund zu der Annahme, dass
es sich tatsachlich um AuRerungen tiber die Moral handelt.
Folglich kann es keine fundamentalen Unterschiede zwi-
schen den moralischen Ansichten verschiedener Gruppen
von Menschen geben.

Die zweite Behauptung der moralischen Relativisten lau-
tet, dass moralische Urteile nicht universell wahr oder
falsch sein kénnen, sondern bloR relativ zu den Traditio-
nen, Praktiken oder Weltanschauungen einer Gruppe von
Menschen. Davidsons Argument spricht auch gegen diese
These: wenn wir die AuRerungen der Sprecher verstehen,
dann teilen wir immer schon gewisse moralische Ansich-
ten. Damit wir einen Begriff der uns fremden Sprache mit
unserem Begriff ,tapfer" Ubersetzen, muss es zumindest
einige Félle geben, in denen Ubereinstimmung in der An-
wendung dieses Begriffes besteht, denn sonst hatten wir
gar keinen Anlass, irgendein uns unbekanntes Wort mit
unserem Wort ,tapfer* zu Ubersetzen. Folglich kann es
nicht sein, dass moralische Urteile blof3 relativ zu den Tra-
ditionen, Praktiken oder Weltanschauungen einer Gruppe
von Menschen wabhr sind, denn in genannten Fallen teilen
wir offensichtlich den Malf3stab fur wahre und falsche mo-
ralische Ansichten.

Aber lasst sich Davidsons Uberlegung wirklich so ein-
fach auf den Bereich der Moral Gbertragen?

2. Kritik an der Ubertragung in Bezug auf
dichte ethische Begriffe

Christopher Gowans zweifelt daran, dass dieses Argument
tatsachlich auf rein apriorischer Grundlage — also den
Uberlegungen Davidsons zur Methodologie der radikalen
Interpretation — im Bereich der Moral erfolgreich sein kann.
Er untersucht, ob das Argument in Bezug auf dichte ethi-
sche Begriffe, und ob es in Bezug auf diinne ethische Beg-
riffe funktioniert und kommt in beiden Fallen zu einem ne-
gativen Ergebnis (vgl. Gowans 2004).

Seine Uberlegung mit Bezug auf den dichten ethischen
Begriff tapfer* lautet so: Freilich missen wir uns darin ei-
nig sein, dass nur solche Handlungen als tapfer bezeich-
net werden, bei denen es, grob gesagt, darum geht, ein
Ziel konsequent auch gegen Widerstand zu verfolgen.
Doch diese Einigkeit in Bezug auf die Verwendung des
Begriffes lasst viel Raum fir tiefe Uneinigkeiten daruber,
welche konkreten Handlungen tapfer sind. Wahrend Aris-
toteles unter einer tapferen Handlung das furchtlose
Kampfen im Kriege versteht, glauben wir — als Pazifisten —,
dass gerade die Verweigerung des Kriegsdienstes eine
tapfere Handlung ist. Laut Gowans besteht hier ein Di-
lemma: explizieren wir den Begriff ,tapfer* unter Berufung
auf die geteilte Uberzeugung, dass nur solche Handlungen
tapfer sind, bei denen ein Ziel auch gegen Widerstand ver-
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folgt wird, dann stimmen wir sicherlich mit den Menschen
aus anderen Kulturen uberein, aber das schlie3t nicht aus,
dass wir anderer Ansicht daruber sein kdnnen, welche
konkreten Handlungen als tapfer zu bezeichnen sind. Exp-
lizieren wir den Begriff dagegen unter Berufung auf kon-
krete Handlungen — wie z.B. Aristoteles das laut Gowans
vorschlagt —, dann teilen wir offensichtlich nicht den Begriff
der Tapferkeit, denn wir als Pazifisten glauben nicht, dass
es tapfer ist, in den Krieg zu ziehen. Deshalb, so schliesst
Gowans, scheitert die Ubertragung des Davidson’schen
Argumentes auf den Bereich der Moral mit Bezug auf dich-
te ethische Begriffe.

3. Eine Unklarheit in Gowans’ Argument

In Gowans’ Ausfiihrungen bleibt allerdings unklar, wie fun-
damental die Meinungsverschiedenheit zwischen uns als
Pazifisten und Aristoteles sein soll. Besteht sie darin, dass
wir uns beziglich einer konkreten Handlung, namlich die-
ses Kampfens-im-Krieg, uneinig sind, ob sie tapfer ist oder
nicht? Oder besteht sie darin, dass wir uns beziglich eines
Handlungstyps, eben des Kampfens-im-Krieg, uneinig
sind? Oder besteht sie darin, dass Aristoteles alle die
Handlungen, die wir fur tapfer halten, fur moralisch ver-
werflich halt? Sicherlich ist die letzte Variante diejenige,
die den Relativisten in die Hande spielen wirde, denn sie
illustriert die Behauptung, dass Menschen aus anderen
Kulturen fundamental andere moralische Ansichten haben
kénnen als wir. Besteht die Meinungsverschiedenheit da-
gegen nur hinsichtlich eines Handlungstyps oder gar nur
hinsichtlich einer konkreten Handlung, dann scheint eine
relativistische Erklarung kaum angebracht zu sein, denn
solche Meinungsverschiedenheiten kommen sicherlich
auch zwischen Menschen aus der gleichen Kultur vor.
Aber kann es wirklich sein, dass jemand all die Handlun-
gen, die wir fur tapfer halten, fur moralisch verwerflich
halt?

Das Davidson-Argument spricht gegen diese Mdglich-
keit. Angenommen, Aristoteles wirde den Begriff ,andreia“
immer dann verwenden, wenn wir eine Handlung ,tapfer”
nennen wirden, aber aus seinen weiteren AufRerungen
kénnten wir schlieRen, dass er all jene Handlungen fir mo-
ralisch falsch hélt, wahrend wir sie fir moralisch richtig
halten. Waren wir dann berechtigt, seinen Begriff ,andreia“
mit unseren Begriff tapfer” zu tUbersetzen? Um diese Fra-
ge zu beantworten muss man zwei Félle auseinanderhal-
ten: solche Handlungen, die moralisch richtig sind, weil sie
tapfer sind, und solche, die moralisch falsch sind, obwohl
sie tapfer sind. Dichte ethische Begriffe kdnnen namlich
dem Ausdruck einzelner Griinde dienen, die fur oder wider
die Ausfuhrung einer Handlung sprechen — im Gegensatz
zu dinnen ethischen Begriffen, die charakteristischerweise
dazu verwendet werden, um ein Gesamturteil auszudri-
cken, also ein Urtell, in dem die Abwagung zwischen den
einzelnen vorliegenden Griinde getroffen wird. Demnach
kann es durchaus sein, dass ein Sprecher einer uns frem-
den Sprache viele der Handlungen, die wir fir tapfer hal-
ten, fir moralisch falsch halt, weil er in ihnen weitere
Griinde am Werk sieht, die zuletzt dafiir sprechen, dass
das Gesamturteil Uber die Handlung lautet, sie sei mora-
lisch falsch. In solchen Féllen ist es also durchaus méglich,
dass der Begriff ,andreia“ auch in der Charakterisierung
moralisch falscher Handlungen vorkommt und trotzdem mit
unserem Begriff tapfer” korrekt interpretiert werden kann.

Es ist aber nicht moglich, dass diese Ubersetzung kor-
rekt ist, wenn es sich um Handlungen handelt, die deswe-
gen moralisch richtig sind, weil sie tapfer sind. Denn wenn
wir eine Handlung fur tapfer halten, dann halten wir sie
zumindest insofern fur moralisch richtig, als dass sie tapfer
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ist. Ubersetzen wir Aristoteles’ Begriff ,andreia“ in solchen
Fallen mit unserem Begriff ,tapfer, dann wirde er laut
Ubersetzung so etwas sagen wie: ,Das war tapfer und
deswegen moralisch falsch. Dies ist aber kein sinnvoller
Satz. Wir sagen zwar, dass eine Handlung tollkiihn oder
zu wagemutig war und deshalb moralisch falsch — aber
dass eine Handlung falsch sein soll, weil sie tapfer ist, das
ist ahnlich unsinnig, wie wenn ein Wissenschaftler sagt:
.Deine Theorie ist sehr koh&rent und deshalb ist sie
falsch!” In solchen Fallen sollten wir also unsere Interpreta-
tion &ndern, und nicht annehmen, dass Aristoteles unsin-
nige Sétze von sich gibt. Dann aber gilt: damit wir Aristote-
les’ Begriff ,andreia“ mit unserem dichten ethischen Begriff
Japfer” interpretieren kdnnen, muss es eine ganze Reihe
von Handlungen geben, bei denen wir in unserer morali-
schen Bewertung mit ihm bereinstimmen, denn sonst ha-
ben wir Uberhaupt keine Anhaltspunkte dafiir, dass sein
Begriff ,andreia“ mit unserem Begriff tapfer* Ubersetzt
werden soll. Dies zeigt erstens, dass wir den Begriff ,tap-
fer* nicht wertneutral, oder gar mit einer negativen Wer-
tung verbunden, verstehen kdnnen, und zweitens, dass
Meinungsverschiedenheiten nur moéglich sind vor dem Hin-
tergrund einer gewissen Ubereinstimmung in den Urteilen
— und genau das ist es, worauf das Davidson-Argument
hinweist. Diese Einschrankung sinnvoller Ubersetzungen
ergibt sich allein aus den methodologischen Uberlegungen
Davidsons zur Interpretation und lasst den Schluss zu,
dass es nicht sein kann, dass Aristoteles all die Handlun-
gen, die wir fir tapfer halten, fiir moralisch verwerflich halt.
Dieses Argument spricht demnach gegen die relativisti-
sche Behauptung, dass die moralischen Ansichten von
Menschen aus anderen Kulturen fundamental verschieden
von den unseren sein kdnnen. Meinungsverschiedenhei-
ten bedurfen der Ubereinstimmung!

4. Was heifdt das fur den moralischen
Relativismus?

Wie sieht die dialektische Lage in der Diskussion um den
moralischen Relativismus aus, wenn dieses von Davidson
inspirierte Argument tatsachlich gelingt?

Aus der genannten Uberlegung folgt wohlgemerkt nur,
dass wir einige moralische Uberzeugungen teilen missen;
moralische Relativisten kénnen also darauf beharren, dass
eine solche graduelle Ubereinstimmung immer noch ge-
nigend Raum lasst fir tiefgreifende Unterschiede in den
moralischen Ansichten verschiedener Gruppen von Men-
schen. Diesen Weg geht David Wong in seiner neuesten
Version des moralischen Relativismus. Er anerkennt expli-
zit, dass die an einer Meinungsverschiedenheit Beteiligten
schon immer auch geteilte moralische Ansichten haben
mussen, besteht aber darauf, dass die unterschiedliche
Gewichtung geteilter Werte dazu fihrt, dass manche die-
ser Meinungsverschiedenheiten keiner rationalen Ldsung
zuganglich sind. Es seien gerade solche Félle, in denen
wir die Werte anderer Menschen akzeptieren und teilen,
ihnen aber ein anderes Gewicht zumessen, die keiner rati-
onalen Ldsung zugénglich sind und deshalb einer relativis-
tischen Erklarung bedirfen (vgl. Wong 2009). Ob an die-
ser Stelle allerdings wirklich eine relativistische Erklarung
adaquat ist scheint fraglich, wenn man bedenkt, dass sol-
che unterschiedlichen Gewichtungen verschiedener Werte
auch in den Naturwissenschaften eine Rolle spielen. Die
Arbeit von Wissenschaftstheoretikern zeigt, dass konkur-
rierende Theorien sich in manchen Fallen hinsichtlich ihrer
Einfachheit oder der Voraussagekraft unterscheiden: wah-
rend eine Theorie die einfachere ist, leistet die andere
bessere Voraussagen. Beides sind Werte, die man an
Theorien schatzt, doch nicht immer sind beide Werte in
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einer Theorie vereint. In solchen Fallen muss demnach
eine Abwagung dariiber getroffen werden, welcher Wert
wichtiger ist. Solange diese Uberlegungen uns nicht dazu
fihren, einen Relativismus hinsichtlich der Naturwissen-
schaften anzunehmen sollte uns auch der Schluss auf ei-
nen moralischen Relativismus suspekt sein.

Zuletzt kdnnen moralische Relativisten bestreiten, dass
es sich bei den ungeldsten Meinungsverschiedenheiten
z.B. zwischen Vertretern verschiedener Kulturen tatséch-
lich um echte Meinungsverschiedenheiten handelt. Dann
zieht das Davidson’'sche Argument nicht. Dieser argumen-
tative Zug ist aber wenig attraktiv, denn es ist doch gerade
die Existenz von langanhaltenden und bis jetzt keiner be-
friedigenden Ldsung zugefiihrten moralischen Meinungs-
verschiedenheiten, die die Position des moralischen Rela-
tivismus allererst motiviert. Mit deren Leugnung sdgen mo-
ralische Relativisten an dem Ast, auf dem sie sitzen.

Meines Erachtens sollten wir die Existenz solcher Mei-
nungsverschiedenheiten anerkennen und zugleich sehen,
dass selbst Menschen mit sehr verschiedenen morali-
schen Ansichten einen gemeinsamen Grund teilen, auf
den sie sich berufen kénnen, um ihre jeweiligen Argumen-
te zu rechtfertigen. Es mag nicht einfach sein, moralische
Meinungsverschiedenheiten zu l6sen — aber das
heif3t nicht, dass dies unmdglich ist.
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1. Introduction

.Nur der Satz hat Sinn; nur im Zusammenhang des Satzes
hat ein Name Bedeutung" Wittgenstein writes in the Trac-
tatus logico-philosophicus (3.3). But how does Wittgen-
stein use words himself, what context does he choose in
his own sentences?

In this paper we present to the Wittgenstein research
community a new Web-based computational linguistic ac-
cess to the Big Typescript Ts-213 (BT). We developed a
special electronic full-form lexicon WiTTLex and the tool
WITTFind to search within the BT for special words, se-
quences of words, parts of sentences and special sen-
tence structures using methods of computational linguis-
tics. Like usual search machines the user communicates
via an internet browser with WiTTFind. However the query

possibilities of our tool exceed the possibilities of search
engines by far. Our user queries are not limited to word
based queries, they can be lemmatized and grammatically
structured.

The WWW-address of the tool is: http://wittfind.cis.uni-
muenchen.de

Figure 1 shows an example of a lemmatized search for
the word “sagen”. The tool finds more than 1600 inflected
word forms in the BT, which are displayed with the corre-
sponding “Satzsiglum” and the sentence context in the
browser.

By clicking on the “Satzsiglum” the user can view our
triptych-display showing scans of Wittgenstein’s original
double-sided typescript and annotations. (Figure 2)

L1 W g

(T2 a{T1.1)

(T T8 amer el 1)

L7l e | Mar sagh Bm Wor veriiarem hailll, wirpen, sl EF QEESRJrPe e, Was haille 20, den my wepges? THERES Wiksen haben we

Bozosapen im vorrat | 5022
LTE=R L med TR 00
FRf I Rige] ued Frigsrungassty. Sagl euts Segel. dall Wiirth 1s838f e b o] @8 etirmues aeosn™ | 5, 240

(E7] 60 Sage mes, wan D o ey Sane arfanam, wie Dy me vesrpiaes, een,, o o weess e waestebes, | § 140

W R b S

Figure 1: Query to WiTTFind

Figure 2: Triptych—display: Text and Scans of original double-sided Typescript and Annotations

* Centrum fir Informations- und Sprachverarbeitung (CIS), Ludwig-
Maximilians Universitat, Miinchen and Wittgenstein Archives at the University
of Bergen (WAB).
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2. Preparation of the Big Typescript for
computational linguistic work

The XML-Transcription of the BT from the Wittgenstein
Archives at the University of Bergen (WAB; the transcrip-
tion can be downloaded from http://wab.uib.no/
wab_hw.page/) offers an excellent basis for computational
linguistic analysis, but had to be simplified for our work.
From the WAB’s normalized edition of the Big Typescript
we extracted a html-file, which we transformed into the
XML-notation CISWAB with the help of several programs
written in the programming language PERL (Hadersbeck
2011). Our simplified text-version structures the BT into
remarks and sentences, and still contains WAB's coding of
line endings, page breaks, text alternations, mathematical
notations and all the text phenomena of Ludwig Wittgen-
stein’s Big Typescript considered relevant.

3. The electronic full-form lexicon WiTTLex

Successful computational linguistic work relies crucially on
the use of an electronic full-form lexicon. For the work with
the BT we constructed a special lexicon called WiTTLex.
For the development of WiTTLex we were able to use
CISLEX (Guenthner 1994), one of the biggest German
electronic full-form lexica, which has been developed at
the Centrum fur Informations- und Sprachverarbeitung
(CIS) over the last 18 years. WiTTLex includes all words
from the normalized BT edition. Each word-entry in WiT-
TLex is formatted according to the DELA Format, defined
at the Laboratoire d'Automatique Documentaire et Linguis-
tique (LADL, Paris) (Gross, G. 1991). The lexicon entries
contain the word’s full form, lemma, and lexicographical
word form, together with flexion and semantic notations
(Langer 2005) for frequent words. With the help of WiT-
TLex search queries to WIiTTFind can be processed
lemmatized and grammatically. The following lines show a
short extract from the lexicon:

sagst,sagen.V+refl(a):2eGi
sagten,sagen.V+tr:1mVc:1mVi:3mVce:3mVi
sagte,sagen.V:1eVc:leVi:3eVc:3eVi
Sprachspiele,Sprachspiel.N:amN:deN:gmN:nmN
Zeichen,.EN+Hum+Nachname

4. The computational linguistic tool
WIiTTFind

In order to find and display the searched parts of the text,
we developed the computational linguistic tool WiTTFind.
The long-lasting successful work at CIS with the Corpus
Word Processing Tool UNITEX, developed at the Labora-
toire d'Automatique Documentaire et Linguistique (LADL)
(Paumier 2002) formed the basis for our tool: We also
work with the technique of local grammars (Gross, M.
1997). For highly-efficient pattern-search with local gram-
mars, we implemented finite state transducers (Guenthner
2005; Reffle 2011); to access the electronic lexicon very
quickly, we use the data-structure HAT-Trie (Akskitis
2007). All our programs are written in the programming
language C++ as defined in the latest standard C++11
(Hadersbeck 2012). WiTTFind transfers every query to the
BT into a local grammar, represents the grammar as a di-
rected graph and translates this graph into an optimized
automaton. With the lexicon WiTTLex in the background
this automaton analyses every sentence of the BT and
tries to match the search query. The text passages which
fit the query are displayed with their sentence context and
its “Satzsiglum”. To enable browser oriented input and

output we use modules of our WEB-tool CisWeb, which
has been developed over the last few years at CIS. The
tool CisWeb which is programmed in JAVA uses the
Google-Web-Toolkit library gwt (Hanson 2007) and can be
configured in a modularized way for different computa-
tional linguistic tasks. To refine the directed graph of the
local grammar, the tool offers a graph-editor.

5. Display of hits in the text

Intensive discussions with Dr. Rothhaupt (Rothhaupt 2006)
from the Philosophische Fakultat, Ludwig Maximilians Uni-
versitat Munchen, showed that transcriptions of the Nach-
lass of Ludwig Wittgenstein and resulting editions are still
part of ongoing research. WAB offers many alternative or
complementary editions (see for example the interactive
edition format, accessible from
http://wab.uib.no/wab_hw.page/, and Pichler 2010).
WITTFind only works with the normalized edition format of
the BT, so we decided to present beside the sentence
concordance of the edition-text also the pictures of the
scanned original pages of Wittgenstein's typescript. Witt-
genstein used front and back page of his typewriter sheets
and had typed on the front pages his script and on the re-
verse side of this typewritten page he typically placed cor-
rections to the opposite page. We programmed a so called
triptych-display, which subdivides the browser window into
three parts: On the left page, the facsimile of the reverse
side of the last page is displayed, in the middle part you
see the extracted page of the normalized edition contain-
ing the search hit and on the right side you see the facsim-
ile of the front page of Wittgenstein’s original typewritten
page (see Figure 2). The triptych-display was developed
within the Magisterarbeit of Kaumanns: ,Entwicklung einer
Ideensuchmaschine im Rahmen des Projekts Wittgenstein
in Co-text* (Kaumanns 2012).

6. How to query WiTTFind

With the help of the electronic lexicon WiTTLex in the
background, the tool WIiTTFind can process classic word
and phrase queries as well as very complex lemmatized
and grammatical search tasks. We developed a special
query language which gives users the possibility to define
what they are looking for.

7. Full form search (Exact Search)

Users who are looking for a specific word or phrase can
use the exact search. The input has to be enclosed in
apostrophes. The punctuation characters inside the phrase
can be suppressed. Figure 6 shows an example with more
than 290 hits:

Figure 3: Full-Form-Search

8. Lemmatized search for words (Lemma-
Word-Search)

With this kind of search, you can find all text passages
where morphological variants of the queried word occur.
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With the help of the electronic lexikon WiTTLex, our tool
can access the lemma for every specified word, and from
this lemma it obtains knowledge of all of its morphological
variations. If the user specifies for example the word
“dachte”, it finds the lemma “denken” and from here it finds
all the other morphological variants like: “denkt®, ,denken®,
.denkst*, ,dachten", ,dachtet” and so on (see Figure 4 with
more than 260 hits).

(see Figure 7a with more than 28 hits and Figure 7b with

more than 60 hits).

= ris AT e S

e pressmm § arkar r-u v rmm wion s

i
ra o, = i
o agma i b

FT I 2 ars

Figure 7a: Grammar-Search
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Figure 4: Lemma-Word-Search

9. Lemmatized search for phrases (Lemma-
Phrase-Search)

With this kind of search, the user can enter word phrases
and WIiTTFind processes every word in lemmatized form.
It finds all combinations of morphological variants of the
single words of the entered word phrase. This search
technique is particularly useful for “non-native” speakers,
who are not familiar with all the morphological variants of
German words (see Figure 5 with more than 39 hits).

W= T Y i
B Mg e s O ek ¥ il i sl & ]

§ saie- mar rmey w, e e e s O s

Figure 5: Lemma-Phrase-Search

10. Lemmatized search for phrases includ-
ing punctuation (Lemma-Phrase-Punct-
Search)

Punctuation is very important in Wittgenstein’s work, so we
decided to define the special linguistic tag <PUNCT>,
which has to be used in the search phrase. If the user is
looking for a text passage, including punctuation, then the
user must specify <PUNCT> at the appropriate position of
his query.

Figure 7b: Grammar-Search

12. Search on the level of sentences (Sen-
tence - Search)

Traditional search engines hide the interpretation of search
queries from the user and the user can hardly influence
this interpretation. For example you can't specify the posi-
tion of the word or phrase you are looking for within a sen-
tence. With our tool WiTTFind you can search sentences
fitting a special grammatical sentence structure. The focus
of our work was to offer the user a wide range of possibili-
ties for specifying exact search patterns at different levels
of information, namely word, phrase and sentence level.
So we defined special linguistic tags for the search with
WITTFind:

<BOS> specifies the begin of a sentence
<EOS> specifies the end of a sentence
<WORD?> specifies a word

<PUNCT> specifies a punctuation mark
<ALT> specifies an alternate character

The tag <WORD> includes pre- and postponed punctua-
tion marks and can be followed by quantifiers: ?,+,*{n} and
{n,m} to express the number of repetitions of the tag. The
meaning of these quantifiers are: ‘?’ the word can occur
once or none, ‘+':one or more occurrences, * : allows
arbitrary (including no) repetitions, ‘{n}’ : exactly n occur-
rences, ‘{n,m} : minimum n and maximum m occurrences.

Figure 8 shows an example for querying on the sen-
tences level: We search for sentences, beginning with the
word “ich” and consisting of 7 words:

1 = =n T e i

vl e T
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Figure 6: Lemma-Phrase-Punctuation- Search

11. Grammatical Search (Grammar-Search)

Another important piece of linguistic information about a
word is its word form. In the lexicon WiTTLex we store for
every word its word-form, according to the definitions in the
German CISLEX: N for noun, ADJ for adjective, V for verb,
DET for determiner, PRON for pronoun, ADV for adverb,
PREP for preposition, KONJ for conjunction and EN for
proper name. With the help of tags, labeled with the word-
forms, WIiTTFind can find grammatically defined words
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Figure 8: Sentence-Search

13. Summary

In this article we presented a new Web-based access to
search and research Ludwig Wittgenstein's Big Typescript
Ts-213, based on methods of computational linguistics.
We developed the full-form lexicon WiTTLex, which com-
prises all words of WAB’s normalized edition of Ts-213
with their full-form, lemma, morphologic, syntactic and se-
mantic information. To find and display special words,
phrases and sentences in the BT, we programmed
WITTFind, together with a query language, which allows
the user to specify exact, lemmatized and grammatical
search-queries. WiTTFind can find all inflected forms of
words and all combinations of morphological variations of
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word phrases. In addition it can detect a wide rage of sen-
tence structures, by the use of grammatical tags. All found
text passages in the BT are presented with their sentence
context, together with the scanned original pages of
Ludwig Wittgenstein’s work in a special triptych-display.
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Philosophie als Sprachkritik im Sinne Mauthners.

Eine Bemerkung zu TLP 4.0031

Thomas Hainscho

Klagenfurt, Osterreich | thomas.hainscho@aau.at

Ludwig Wittgenstein verzichtet im Tractatus logico-
philosophicus darauf, Literaturquellen anzugeben und er-
wahnt im Text nur wenige Personen namentlich. Neben
Gottlob Frege und Bertrand Russell, die hervorgehoben
sind als Verfasser eines Werks, dem Wittgenstein einen
.groBen Teil der Anregung [seiner, Anm.] [...] Gedanken
schuldet” (TLP, Vorwort), werden neun andere Namen er-
wahnt. Einige der genannten Personen werden in Beispie-
len angefihrt (der Satz ,Sokrates ist identisch* in TLP
5.473 und TLP 5.4733), andere im begrifflichen Zusam-
menhang (,Darwinsche Theorie* in TLP 4.1122, ,Newton-
sche Mechanik® in TLP 6.341, ,Das Kantsche Problem* in
TLP 6.36111). Finf Namensnennungen sind deutliche
Verweise auf Autoren, drei davon betreffen Zeitgenossen
Wittgensteins, einer davon ist Fritz Mauthner: ,Alle Philo-
sophie ist ,Sprachkritik'. (Allerdings nicht im Sinne
Mauthners.) Russells Verdienst ist es, gezeigt zu haben,
dal die scheinbar logische Form des Satzes nicht seine
wirkliche sein muR3.“ (TLP 4.0031)

In diesem Satz distanziert Wittgenstein scheinbar seine
Auffassung von Philosophie als Sprachkritik von der Auf-
fassung Mauthners. In Anbetracht der wenigen im Tracta-
tus genannten Namen ist es eine Uberlegung wert, warum
Mauthner von Wittgenstein erwahnt wird. Konsens vieler
Autor/innen, die sowohl ber Wittgenstein als auch Uber
Mauthner geschrieben haben, ist, dass der Einfluss von
Mauthners Philosophie auf Wittgensteins Denken Uberaus
bedeutender ist, als es die einzige negative Nennung in
Wittgensteins Werk vermuten lasst (vgl. Weiler 2009; Lein-
fellner/Schleichert 1995; Sluga 2004).

Gershon Weiler auBert die Vermutung, dass Wittgen-
stein den Beginn der 2000-seitigen Beitrage zu einer Kritik
der Sprache von Mauthner gelesen und den restlichen
Text durchgeblattert hat. Tatsachlich steht die Mehrzahl
dessen, was sich bei Wittgenstein als mdoglicher Einfluss
von Mauthner identifizieren lasst, entweder auf den ersten
30 Seiten der Beitrage zu einer Kritik der Sprache oder
wird von Mauthner an mehreren Stellen thematisiert (vgl.
Weiler 2009: 299).

Sprachliche Bilder, die sowohl Mauthner als auch Witt-
genstein im Tractatus und in den Philosophischen Unter-
suchungen verwenden, sind nicht zu leugnende Paralle-
len. Elisabeth Leinfellner (1995: 147f) gibt eine detailreiche
Zusammenfassung von Ahnlichkeiten im Denken von Fritz
Mauthner und Ludwig Wittgenstein. Obwohl Mauthner in
Wittgensteins Spatwerk unerwéahnt bleibt, gibt Leinfellner
viele Textstellen aus den Philosophischen Untersuchun-
gen an, ,bei denen man raten kann oder kdnnte, ob sie
von Mauthner oder Wittgenstein sind” (Leinfellner 2000).
Dass es Sprache nur als Sprechen gibt, das ,zwischen
den Menschen* (B1: 19) stattfindet, dass Sprache nichts
anderes sei als ,Sprachgebrauch* (B1: 24) schrieb
Mauthner bereits 1901 im ersten Band der Beitrage.
Ebenso finden sich in Mauthners Werk das Bild von Spra-
che als einer gewachsenen Stadt (vgl. B1: 27), das Bild
von Sprache als Regelsystem einer Gemeinschaft (vgl. B1:
25) und die Beschreibung des Begriffs Regel als ,ein kur-
zer Ausdruck fur den Sprachgebrauch® (B3: 71).
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Ein sprachliches Bild, das in Wittgensteins Tractatus und
in Mauthners Beitragen vorkommt, ist die Leitermetapher.
Wittgenstein vergleicht das Lesen des Tractatus mit dem
Hinaufsteigen auf eine Leiter, die am Ende weggeworfen
werden muss (vgl. TLP 6.54). Mauthner vergleicht seine
Sprachkritik mit einer Leiter, deren Sprossen beim Hinauf-
steigen zugleich gezimmert und zertrummert werden (vgl.
B1: 1-2). Inhaltliche Parallelen sind die von Wittgenstein
und Mauthner geteilte Annahme, dass ethische und asthe-
tische Fragestellungen einem Bereich angehdren, der au-
Rerhalb des wissenschaftlichen Diskurses stehen soll. Fir
beide sind Gedanken sprachliche Ausdriicke, bei beiden
bildet Sprache die Grenze zu einer unsagbaren Mystik.

Trotz dieser vielen Ahnlichkeiten weist Wittgenstein im
Satz TLP 4.0031 darauf hin, dass Philosophie nicht als
Sprachkritik im Sinne Mauthners zu verstehen ist. Der dar-
auf folgende Satz verweist auf Russell, der zwischen der
inneren, logischen Form und der &uBeren, sprachlichen
Form eines propositionalen Ausdrucks unterscheidet. Die
sprachliche Form, von Wittgenstein ,scheinbar logische
Form“ genannt, muss nicht gleich der wirklichen Form ei-
nes Satzes sein — im Gegensatz zur logischen Form, die
die wahre Struktur eines Satzes ist.

Wittgensteins sprachlich-logische Bilder

In den Tagebuchaufzeichnungen 1914-16 schreibt Witt-
genstein, dass seine Aufgabe darin besteht, zu zeigen, wie
die Zeichen der Sprache den Gegenstanden entsprechen,
die sie bezeichnen. Er schreibt von der Schwierigkeit, ,ei-
nen Zusammenhang zwischen den Zeichen auf dem Pa-
pier und einem Sachverhalt drau3en in der Welt zu finden*
(TB 27.10.14, ahnliche Stellen sind TB 22.1.15, TB 8.3.15
u.a.). Im Tractatus wird die Frage nach der Beziehung zwi-
schen Sprache und Welt mit der Abbildtheorie beantwor-
tet: Satze der Sprache bilden Sachverhalte der Welt ab.
Die Abbildung kommt zustande, weil die logische Struktur
der Sprache und die logische Struktur der Welt einander
gleichen. Die Form des sprachlich formulierbaren, logi-
schen Bildes entspricht der logischen Form der Welt. Witt-
genstein misst damit der Logik in seinem Fruhwerk eine
transzendentale Rolle zu — ,[d]ie Logik erfillt die Welt*
(TLP 5.61), sie ist Spiegelbild der Welt (vgl. TLP 6.13).

Jene Logik auf die sich Wittgenstein bezieht, ist Freges
und Russells Logik, die von ihnen als solide Grundlage der
Mathematik fundiert worden ist. Nach Mauthner wére die
Annahme eines strukturellen Isomorphismus zwischen
Sprache und Welt unter der Bezugnahme auf formale Lo-
gik eine falsche Voraussetzung. Es ist anzunehmen, dass
Mauthner sowohl die Schriften von Frege als auch die von
Frege formulierten sprachphilosophischen Uberlegungen
unbekannt waren. 1910 bezieht sich Mauthner mit dem
Artikel ,Algebra der Logik" im Worterbuch der Philosophie
auf George Boole, Ernst Schroder sowie Hermann Lotze
und schreibt dass die moderne Logik ,Tautologien der al-
ten Schlussfiguren durch die Tautologien neuer Symbole
ersetzt" (W1: 23). Logische Begriffe seien ,[K]larer, [...]
weil sie formaler sind und so lange sie formal bleiben; aber
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eigentlich leer, weil die menschliche Sprache nicht ma-
thematisch ist.“ (W1: 24-25).

Der in TLP 4.01 formulierten Annahme, dass der Satz
ein Bild der Wirklichkeit sei, wiirde Mauthner zwar zustim-
men, dabei aber jedes Wort anders verstehen als Wittgen-
stein. Mauthner entwickelt mit seiner Sprachkritik ebenfalls
eine Bildtheorie mit der dafir argumentiert werden kann,
dass metaphysische Fragen alleine durch Sprachprobleme
entstehen; Mauthners Bildtheorie ist aber ganzlich anders
gedacht als jene von Wittgenstein.

Mauthners sprachlich-psychologische Bilder

Nach Mauthner ist der einzige mdogliche Zugang zur Welt
das sinnliche Empfinden. Jedes Sprechen, jede sprachli-
che Beschreibung von sinnlichen Empfindungen ist als
metaphorisches Sprachbild zu verstehen: ,Wir haben von
der Welt keine anderen Bilder als sprachliche; wir wissen
von der Welt nichts, weder fiir uns selbst noch zur Mittei-
lung an andere, als was sich in irgend einer Menschen-
sprache sagen laRt. Eine eigene, etwa Ubermenschliche
Sprache hat die Natur nicht; die Natur ist stumm, nur der
Mensch kann etwas Uber sich und die Natur aussagen,
Uber die Welt." (DBW: 2)

Mauthner entwickelt eine Theorie von drei Méglichkeiten,
die Welt zu beschreiben, die er Bilder der Welt nennt: Das
adjektivische, substantivische und verbale Bild der Welt.
Durch die Analyse einer sprachlichen Welt-Beschreibung
lassen sich Bilder der Welt finden, die wiederum auf sinnli-
ches Empfinden zuriickgefihrt werden kénnen.

In der adjektivischen Perspektive ist die Welt als Summe
von Einzeleindriicken gegeben, jenseits des Objektden-
kens. ,Diese adjektivische Welt zerféllt in Einzeleindriicke,
gestaltet sich nicht zu Einheiten, man kénnte sie pointilliert
nennen“ (W1: 18). Sinnesdaten, Empfindungen und Wert-
urteile werden adjektivisch bezeichnet. Wer adjektivisch
denkt, denkt nicht in der Kategorie von gegensténdlichen
Begriffen, sondern mit Worten, die qualitative Eindriicke
isolieren. Adjektivische Ausdricke alleine erlauben es
nicht, begriffliche oder kausale Zusammenhénge herzu-
stellen.

Als sprechende Menschen sind wir dazu gezwungen,
Uber Gegenstande und Objekte zu reden. Mit adjektivi-
schen Ausdricken werden nur Einzeleindriicke ,mit der
Stecknadelspitze des Moments" (W1: 18) bezeichnet. Die
substantivische Welt umfasst die adjektivische Welt ,noch
einmal, unter der Hypothese der Dinglichkeit* (W1: 17),
d.h. adjektivische Ausdriicke werden gebiindelt. Die onto-
logischen Entitaten: Gegenstande und ihre Kategorien, die
-heiten, -keiten und -schaften werden von substantivischen
Ausdrucken bezeichnet. Auch wenn es bei Mauthner kei-
nen anderen Bezug als jenen auf die eigenen sinnlichen
Empfindungen gibt, werden substantivische Ausdriicke als
Namen fur Gegensténde formuliert, die als Ursache sinnli-
cher Qualitaten angenommen werden. Die Erfahrung ei-
nes Gegenstands selbst kann nicht gemacht werden. Ab-
gesehen von ihrem adjektivischen Wirken kommt substan-
tivischen Ausdriicken keine Wirklichkeit zu. ,Was ein Ding
ist, das sagen mir seine Eigenschaften; was es aul3er sei-
nen Eigenschaften noch sei, das ist eine metaphysische
Frage.“ (W1: 17).

Mit Bezug auf Gotthold Ephraim Lessing betrachtet
Mauthner jede Handlung als eine ,Folge von Veranderun-
gen“ (B1: 56). Verbale Ausdriicke bezeichnen Verénde-
rungen und subsumieren sie unter einem Zweck, auf den
die Veranderungen gerichtet sind. ,Wir wissen, daf} wir
z.B. mit dem Worte ,graben’ eine Unzahl minimaler Kor-

perbewegungen unter dem menschlichen Gesichtspunkte
eines Zwecks zusammenfassen“ (B1l: 59). Die Zweckbe-
zogenheit entsteht durch die sprachliche Bezeichnung mit
einem verbalen Ausdruck: Zu graben ist Bedingung fur die
Grube und die Grube ist der Zweck, auf den zu graben
gerichtet ist. Die Substantivierung verbaler Ausdricke —
wie ,Grube“ im vorangegangenen Satz — nennt Mauthner
Jautologische Wiederholung des Zwecks in Verbum* (W3:
362). Worte der verbalen Welt sind ,Ausdrucksmittel der
Handlung“ (B1: 60) unter notwendiger Hinzunahme einer
gerichteten Zweckhaftigkeit.

Sprache zwischen Logik und Psychologie

Diese drei Bilder der Welt kénnen Formen des menschli-
chen Denkens sein. Je nach ,Richtung unserer Aufmerk-
samkeit* (W3: 364) werden adjektivische, substantivische
oder verbale Bilder gegentiber anderen hervorgehoben. In
allen drei Fallen verweigert sich Mauthner der Annahme,
dass einem sprachlichen Ausdruck als Bild der Wirklichkeit
eine referierende Bedeutung zukommt. Wittgensteins Beg-
riff des Bildes lasst sich in Analogie zur Mathematik ver-
stehen — so wie eine Funktion etwa das Bild ihres Argu-
ments liefert. Mauthners Bild ist weder Funktion noch Ab-
bild, es ist eine Metapher. Das Sprechen ,ver-gleicht* der
Wirklichkeit; sie ist dem Sprechen ,nur &hnlich [aber] [...]
nicht gleich* (B3: 284). Sprachkritik soll nach Mauthner
verstanden werden als ,die Arbeit an dem befreienden
Gedanken, dal} die Menschen mit den Wortern der Spra-
che und den Woérter ihrer Philosophie niemals Uber eine
bildliche Darstellung der Welt hinausgelangen kénnen*
(B1: XII). Alles, was sprachlich geauRert werden kann,
bleibt metaphorisch fur sinnliche Eindriicke.

Der Glaube daran, dass Sprache logisch sei, was auch
fur Wittgensteins Philosophie zentrale Bedeutung hat, ent-
springt nach Mauthner der aristotelischen Untersuchung
der Grammatik. Die abendlandische Logik ist aus der grie-
chischen Grammatik hervorgegangen, daraus kann aber
weder der Schluss gezogen werden, dass Grammatik lo-
gisch sei, noch dass Logik von der Sprache unabhangig
existiert. Logik hat erst im Sprachgebrauch Sinn. (vgl.
Wa3: 362)

Wie das Beispiel der Substantivierung ,Grube“ des ver-
balen Ausdrucks ,graben* andeutet, kdnnen die drei Bilder
der Welt ohne scharfe Abgrenzung ineinander flieRen.
Mauthner gibt als Beispiel das IneinanderflieRen des Ad-
jektivs ,suR", des Verbs ,sliRen und des Substantivs ,Su-
Be“. Jene Wodrter kbnnen grammatikalisch deshalb unter-
schiedlich verwendet werden, weil drei sprachliche Bilder
fur eine sinnliche Empfindung formuliert werden kénnen.

Damit ist fir Mauthner Sprache als Erkenntnisinstrument
ungeeignet. Wahrheit kann sprachlich nicht ausgedriickt
werden, weder in den Naturwissenschaften noch in der
Psychologie, der Philosophie oder im Denken tberhaupt.
Gegenstande, Raum, Zeit, Kausalitat, die vermeintliche
Wirklichkeit werden von Mauthner als metaphysischer
Aberglauben dargestellt, der aus der Willkir des spre-
chenden Menschens entstanden ist.

Sprache ist bei Mauthner die Nemesis der Menschheit.
Sie ist vom Menschen als Lebewesen ebensowenig weg-
zudenken wie der Sauerstoff aus seinem Blut (vgl. B1: 78),
sie ist die Verurteilung dazu, niemals etwas wissen zu
kénnen und zugleich auch das einzige, was Menschen
miteinander verbindet. Miteinander zu sprechen ermdg-
licht, sich aus der Isolierung der individuellen Sinnesein-
driicke zu befreien und mit anderen Menschen in Kontakt
zu treten.
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Mauthners Sprachkritik gipfelt als Erkenntniskritik in ei-
ner gottlosen Mystik jenseits der Sprache. In unmittelbaren
Prasenzerfahrungen werden Einsichten ohne Erkenntnis
offenbar. Die mystischen Einsichten sind sprachlich nicht
vermittelbar, die Menschheit muss ,daran verzweifeln, je-
mals die Wirklichkeit zu erkennen® (B3: 641). Wehmiitiges
Lachen (vgl. W2: 104 ff.) oder kontemplatives Schweigen
(vgl. B1: 118 f.) sind die angemessenen, menschlichen
Reaktionen darauf.

An diesem Ende der Sprachkritik rickt Mauthners Den-
ken an Wittgensteins Frihphilosophie heran. Mit dem
Tractatus will Wittgenstein die Probleme endgultig geltst
haben und zugleich zeigen, ,wie wenig damit getan ist,
dal diese Probleme gelost sind.” (TLP, Vorwort). Der
Schluss des Tractatus, dass man daruber schweigen
muss, wovon man nicht sprechen kann (vgl. TLP 7), ist
das Verbot, zu versuchen, das Unaussprechliche in Pro-
positionen aufzuldsen. Das notwendig scheiternde Spre-
chen ist bei Wittgenstein und Mauthner gleichermalRen
Anlass zum Verstummen.

Resume

Wittgenstein formuliert seine Bildtheorie auf der Basis von
Freges und Russells Logik. Mauthners Bilder der Welt ha-
ben einen Sensualismus nach Mach als Grundlage. Dem-
entsprechend halt Wittgenstein Logik fur wertvoller als
Psychologie und Mauthner hélt Psychologie fiir wertvoller
als Logik. Von ihren jeweiligen Voraussetzungen ausge-
hend, entwickeln beide eine Bildtheorie und Uben Sprach-
kritik mit Argumenten, die fir den anderen inakzeptabel
waren. Dennoch zeigen beide Sprachkritiken, dass es
ethische, asthetische und mystische Bereiche gibt, bei de-
ren Beschreibung Sprache versagt und dass der Wert ei-
ner solchen Welt abseits sprachlicher Bezeichnungen fir
den Menschen nicht geringer sein soll als ein — nach Witt-
genstein — einzig streng richtiges System von Satzen der
Naturwissenschaft.
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In  Wittgensteins Fruhwerk ist Philosophie nicht als
Sprachkritik zu verstehen, wie sie im Sinne Mauthners
ausgeubt wird. Wohl aber Iasst sich das, was der Sinn von
Wittgensteins Philosophie ist, auch als das verstehen, was
Sprachkritik im Sinne Mauthners ist.
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1. Introduction

The question whether aging is a disease is still undecided
which is, as | will show, not only theoretically but also prac-
tically unsatisfactory because how we conceive of the rela-
tionship between aging and disease can have tremendous
implications for scientific, medical, and political practice. To
some extent, our inability to give a plausible response to
this question results from empirical uncertainty regarding
the causes of aging. However, to some further extent, it is
the task of philosophers to clarify the meaning of ‘disease’
and ‘aging’ in order to provide a solid basis for the discus-
sion of the relationship between these phenomena. As
long as there is no general consensus about the proper
meaning of ‘aging’ and ‘disease’, people will always quar-
rel about their relationship.

I will discuss an analysis of ‘disease’ here that | regard
as reasonable given our current understanding of molecu-
lar processes in living organisms and the possible exis-
tence of biotechnologies that can be expected to be devel-
oped in the not-too-distant future. Afterwards, | will elabo-
rate on the meaning of ‘aging’ and show why it can be
convincingly argued that aging is a disease. Finally, | will
give an outlook on possible practical consequences of the
public acceptance of this kind of relationship between ag-
ing and disease.

2. A flexible account of disease

One current trend in the medical sciences is what
Marianne Boenink calls ‘molecular medicine’: “a complex
network of technological, scientific and social develop-
ments that mutually interact with each other” (Boenink
2009: 244). According to Boenink, this form of medicine is
not restricted to medical practice in a narrow sense but
covers several areas of society. Undertaking research, for
example, will be the domain of science, whereas medicine
will deal with the application of scientific developments,
and politics will set the goals of science and medicine alto-
gether. This might be an interaction between different ar-
eas of society envisioned by proponents of molecular
medicine. A further characteristic of this idea is, of course,
that “disease and health are molecular processes and
should be dealt with at that level” (ibid.: 245). Diseases, if
we follow the doctrine of molecular medicine, are not to be
regarded as macroscopic entities anymore but as micro-
scopic ones. To give an example, you do not suffer from a
cold, which would be a macroscopic entity, but from sev-
eral molecular changes in your body that force you to
sneeze, cough, and drink tea to alleviate the pain in your
throat.

From these considerations, Boenink develops a ‘cas-
cade model of disease’ that regards a disease as a devel-
oping process starting and generally operating on the mo-
lecular level but extending its effects to the organismic
level (ibid.: 249f.). Diseases are located deeply in the or-
ganism, but it is the organism that experiences their symp-
toms, so that one can speak of a ‘cascade’. There are mo-
lecular processes in your cells triggering several higher-
level processes and, probably, interacting with other mo-

lecular processes, so that, ultimately, you experience the
symptoms of a cold. If the visionary component of molecu-
lar medicine is realized one day, doctors will not have to
treat your cold on the clumsy, organismic level. Tiny nano-
robots will rather be constantly swarming through your
body and detect the molecular processes that will eventu-
ally make you suffer at a very early stage and, perhaps,
eradicate them even before you experience the first symp-
toms.

Molecular medicine, therefore, has another highly impor-
tant characteristic: This kind of medicine will be extremely
individualised inasmuch there will not be any standard for
health and disease on the population level or the species
level. Instead, deviations will be measured against the
standard molecular processes in the individual itself and
will be subsequently categorised as diseases or non-
pathological conditions (ibid.: 250-252). It will be entirely
determined by an individual’'s own state — as opposed to
certain external features like statistical typicality on the
species-level (see Boorse 1977: 555) — whether the indi-
vidual is healthy or diseased.

Boenink’s account of disease has several advantages:
First, the decision whether an individual is diseased is not
totally arbitrary or subject to social conventions as natural-
ists about the meaning of ‘disease’ might fear. There will
be clear biomarkers on the molecular level that only have
to be detected in order to determine the health-status of an
individual. Since the detection of these biomarkers is an
objective rather than a subjective issue that has to be per-
formed by experts — be they human doctors or non-human
nanorobots — and not by the individual itself, the subjective
component of disease is limited. The focus on the individ-
ual’'s well-being as the standard for health and disease is a
second advantage of Boenink’s account because it leaves
enough space for personalised treatment. If an individual
exhibits certain biomarkers that hint at a disease but does
not complain about suffering from any symptoms, then it
might not be necessary to treat it. However, if another indi-
vidual exhibits the same biomarkers and complains about
his or her current state, then it should be treated. There-
fore, the account is flexible enough to give respect both to
the molecular level where diseases are objectively de-
tected, and to the organismic level where it can be subjec-
tively decided whether a disease really has to be treated.
Finally, the third advantage is that Boenink’'s account al-
lows for states that were not regarded as diseases previ-
ous to certain technological developments to be recatego-
rised as diseases as soon as there is enough molecular
evidence for their harmful effects. Molecular medicine
broadly construed as a scientific, medical, and social com-
plex enables us to flexibly handle and categorise states of
an organism as diseases or non-diseases without being
totally arbitrary about them.

For one of its central features, the account of disease
presented and elaborated here will be further referred to
as ‘the flexible account’.

What remains to do now is to clarify the meaning of ‘dis-
ease’ according to the flexible account. It shall, however,
be avoided to give a definition by stating necessary and
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sufficient conditions for an entity to be a disease because
this strategy seems to be irreconcilable with an approach
to disease theory that feeds upon its flexibility. Rather, an
explication of ‘disease’ shall be given that remains open
for further revision.

‘Disease’, according to the flexible account, refers to a
state of an organism that has been conjointly decided by
institutions like science, medicine, and technology to be
referred to as a ‘disease’, whose occurrence can be objec-
tively detected on the molecular level, and whose symp-
toms can become manifest on the organismic level. Objec-
tive molecular data and the subjective severity of an or-
ganism’s suffering are both relevant for the decision
whether a disease requires treatment or not.

This explication, although being quite rough, should cap-
ture the intentions of the flexible account and appears to
be sufficiently clear to work with in the analysis of concrete
phenomena that are candidates for being diseases.

3.Is aging a disease?

There might be fewer positions of what aging actually is
than positions on disease theory, but we still lack a con-
sensus on the most plausible meaning of ‘aging’. What will
be advanced here is a functionalist account of aging ac-
cording to which ‘aging’ refers to the “progressive deterio-
ration of virtually every bodily function over time” (Austad
1997: 6). Functionalism about aging is a reasonable posi-
tion: It does not require every bodily function to deteriorate
but only most of them, which is precisely what people usu-
ally experience during the course of their lives. All people
become physically frail to some degree when they age,
some, but not all of them, also experience mental short-
comings, and some people even lose their ability to feel
and express emotions whereas others do not suffer from
this deficiency. Interestingly, the functionalist account can
also explain — at least to some extent — why aging is often
regarded as an unpleasurable experience. Since we need
some of our bodily functions to work properly in order to
achieve our goals, it becomes increasingly difficult for us to
achieve them and, thereby, satisfy our desires when we
age. However, some people might tend to develop fewer
desires at a certain point in their lives which is why they
are not overly disturbed by the deterioration of their bodily
functions. With the acceptability of functionalism about ag-
ing at least prima facie ensured, it is now time to decide
whether aging is a disease or not.

It is well-known that aging is not a homogeneous phe-
nomenon but can take various forms of appearance and is
constituted by a multitude of processes, like damage dealt
to cells by free radicals, copying errors resulting in abnor-
mal and harmful proteins, or the shortening of telomeres
(Holliday 2000: 1795f., Donate/Blasco 2011). Strikingly, all
of these processes take place on the cellular or even mo-
lecular level where they are, at least in principle, objec-
tively detectable. However, their effects are not confined to
the cellular level but can be experienced on the organismic
level, as well, where they produce the typical signs of ag-
ing, like a loss of mobility, increased susceptibility to dis-
eases, or mental shortcomings, even dementia. They lead
to a progressive deterioration of bodily functions and,
therefore, qualify as constituents of what we usually call
‘aging’. From this perspective, aging meets two require-
ments of the flexible account for being regarded as a dis-
ease. It is objectively detectable on the cellular or molecu-
lar level, and it is subjectively experienced. Now it is up to
certain social institutions — science, medicine, technology,
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politics — to discuss whether it is reasonable to call aging a
‘disease’ or not.

Over the last couple of years, the field of biogerontology
has seen an increasing interest in hypothetical technolo-
gies that are capable of extending the maximum human
life span beyond the current limit of 122 years. Some ex-
perts in the field utterly deny the possible existence of
such technologies (Hayflick 2004), while others admit that
their existence is at least possible in principle (Mitteldorf
2010), and others are extremely optimistic about their exis-
tence in the near future (De Grey/Rae 2007). This devel-
opment in biogerontology shows that there is a debate on
whether aging can be treated, indicating a shift in the
whole attitude of science towards aging. Even though
there is no consensus among social institutions that aging
is a disease, the current debates in biogerontology, the
appeals of some biogerontologists to the public to become
aware of the problems posed by aging (De Grey 2005),
and the attempts to develop technologies that are able of
combating aging demonstrate that it becomes increasingly
plausible to call aging a ‘disease’, at least if one sub-
scribes to the flexible account.

4. Practical consequences

Why is it important whether aging is a disease or not? One
could argue that this is merely a classificatory matter bear-
ing no practical importance. However, such a judgment
would ignore the common attitude towards diseases and
how we deal with them in different areas of society. People
who are suffering from a disease do not only have our
compassion but are also encouraged to visit a doctor and
seek for treatment. Doctors, on the other hand, are often
seen as having an obligation to treat diseases in order to
alleviate the suffering of their patients. Then there is the
area of politics and science funding where enormous
amounts of resources are spent for boosting scientific pro-
gress. A great deal of money is spent on the investigation
of cancer, Alzheimer's disease, or AIDS not only because
we think that having these conditions is undesirable but
also because we classify them as diseases that have to be
treated. Politics and scientific organizations seem to have
an obligation to ensure that progress towards effective
treating methods of certain diseases is made.

The widespread acceptance of the claim that aging is a
disease could lead to an extraordinary trend: People could
start to demand a cure for aging because they regard it as
their right to be cured. Medical practitioners, science, and
politics would start to feel public pressure because of their
alleged obligation to find a cure for aging. Finally, society
as a whole would become aware of the fact that aging is
not just an unfavorable and inevitable condition but rather
belongs into the same category like cancer or AIDS and
should be treated similarly. The question remains, though,
how probable the emergence of such a trend is, and, of
course, whether it is desirable.
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1. Primer: naive vs. sophisticated
rationalization

Michael Thompson advances an account of rationalization
(reason-explanation of action) that he calls ‘naive rationali-
zation’, which he contrasts with ‘sophisticated’ rationaliza-
tion. Naive rationalization involves ‘unvarnished descrip-
tions of action’ — doings — both in the explanandum and
explanans part of a given rationalization, as in:

(1) ‘rm laying bricks because I'm building a monument
to the great works of Frege.’ (88, 97-8)

Sophisticated rationalization, in contrast, employs ‘practi-
cal-psychical’ verbs (such as want, intend, try, etc.), as in:

(2) ‘I'm laying bricks because | want/intend/try to build
a monument to the great works of Frege.’

Both forms can be cast in a purposive rendering, as in:

(3) ‘I'm laying bricks in order to build a monument to
the great works of Frege.’

The purposive rendering is noteworthy in several respects.
It delineates the scope of what Thompson calls ‘straight-
forward rationalization’, of which naive and sophisticated
rationalizations are species. Rationalizations are straight-
forward iff they are amenable to purposive renderings as in
(3) (89). Moreover, while concealing the salient difference
between naivety and sophistication (by using infinitival
verbs instead of naive or sophisticated forms), it lays bare
the pivotal category of Thompson's: ‘event- or process-
forms’.

For Thompson, standard predicates can only be as-
cribed to or denied a given subject (e.g. for Socrates,
snubnosedness: Socrates either is or is not snub-nosed)
and are inherently stative (122). The ‘predicates’ of
straightforward rationalization, on the other hand, are ac-
tion-verbs that admit variations of aspect. Naive explanan-
tia come in the progressive, which paradigmatically imports
imperfective (as opposed to perfective) aspect. In linguis-
tic theory, this is associated with open-, ongoing- and in-
completeness of goings-on (see Comrie 1976: 19-21).
Likewise for Thompson: naive explanantia, with their pro-
gressive and hence imperfective character, present and
rationalize actions in light —as parts, or phases — of yet
incomplete, open, larger actions, whose completion the
rationalized actions aim at contributing to (86). A switch to
the past tense is needed to illustrate this: either one was
@-ing intentionally (imperfective), or one @-d intentionally
(perfective); due to the openness of the progressive, the
former may be true regardless of the latter (the ¢-ing never
be completed; see Falvey 2000: 22-5; Galton 1984, ch.8,
on open- and broadness of the progressive). The tense-
switch is needed as the perfective rendering is unavailable
in the present due to its inherent open- and ongoingness
(‘she @-s’ does not relate to a given present perfective ac-
tion, but rather expresses habituality) (125, esp. n.8). Per-
fectivity vs. imperfectivity, hence, is not matter of (linguis-

" Unless indicated otherwise, page numbers are to Thompson 2008.
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tic) grammatical form alone, but can be ascertained “at the
levels of speech, thought and being.” (127)

So the choice of naivety vs. sophistication arises with
event- or process-forms, and naive rationalizations are
cast in the progressive, using imperfective (open, ongoing)
actions to rationalize actions as their contributory parts or
phases. Now for Thompson, sophisticated forms properly
understood —and this is the Damascene moment in his
story — do the same: it is not their purpose to designate
causally efficacious mental states, but to recognize the
imperfectivity of action and to import imperfectivity into a
given rationalization. ‘I am doing A’, ‘l am trying to do A’, ‘I
intend to do A’, and ‘| want to do A’, thus, are all markers
of imperfectivity.

Many a ‘standard story’ account, such as the classic
Davidsonian one (see only his 1963) operate merrily on
events alone. On Thompson's view, this is possible only
due to (as Wittgenstein, PI 8593, might say) a one-sided
diet of considering only perfected actions rendered in the
simple past tense. While these actions might be conceived
as events (complete, datable particulars, that is), action
that is ongoing, open, and incomplete cannot be thus con-
ceived. In this vein Thompson seeks to redress a funda-
mental shortcoming also concerning the ontology of action,
by recognizing the malleable category of ‘event- or proc-
ess-form’. Yet also on Thompson’s account a related prob-
lem of event-centredness surfaces, as will be seen shortly.

2. A conjecture

Thompson provides an argument for the general possibility
of naive rationalization, that is: the possibility for any given

intentional action to figure in the explanans of a naive ra-
tionalization. He thus argues against an existential claim
along the following lines:

(I) There is an intentional action which cannot figure as
the explanans in any naive rationalization.

Thompson's strategy to counter () is to argue that any
given proper (i.e. durative) intentional action itself yields
other intentional actions for which it can figure in a naive
explanans. Thompson expounds the idea at the example
of someone’s pushing something to some place w. The
naive rendering ‘I am pushing it to w’ there can always
figure as a naive explanans, for the following reason. For
any such pushing to w there will be a point between the
starting point and point w, say, B, and a corresponding
pushing to B, for which the pushing to w can figure as the
explanans and hence yield a naive rationalization of the
form: ‘I am pushing it to B because | am pushing it to w'.
Then, importantly, what holds for the pushing to © also
holds for the pushing to B, hence: also pushing to  can
generally figure as a naive explanans, as another point
and corresponding pushing can be individuated between
the starting point and point . And so forth. In this vein,
opposing (I) Thompson makes the following conjecture:

(C) “[Alcts of moving and of moving things intentionally
always have parts of the same character.” (108-9)
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He recasts this thus:

(C*) “Acts of moving something somewhere intention-
ally always have an initial segment that is also an act of
moving something somewhere intentionally.” (111, em-
phases supplied N.H.)

(NB: ‘Moving something’ here is to be construed widely,
concerning external objects but also ‘mere’ bodily move-
ments).

Thompson’s characterization of intentional action
(proper) follows:

(IA) “X’s doing A is an intentional action (proper) under
that description just in case the agent can be said, truly,
to have done something else because he or she was
doing A” (112)

‘Something else’ here, say, B, must also be something
done intentionally, as X's doing A is supposed to figure as
an explanans of an intentional action. Given that X's doing
B then satisfies the same condition as X's doing A (figuring
as an explanans of naive rationalization), there must be
something else again, say, C, which is also done inten-
tionally, and so forth — intentionally — ad infinitum. Hence,
for any given intentional action there are infinitely many
other intentional actions that are parts of that original ac-
tion. Thus any “intentional action (proper) figures in a
space of reasons as a region, not as a point;” (112).
Thompson is happy to accept this, as it supports his claim
against (1).

3. Events all the way down?

Despite his recognition of imperfectivity and of ‘event- or
process-forms’, Thompson’s account is surprisingly —and
problematically — event-centred. Given the common un-
derstanding of events as complete, datable particulars
(which Thompson shares, see esp. his 2011: 208-9) this
seems to hamper Thompson’s main objective of helping
imperfectivity to its rightful place. Note Thompson'’s follow-
ing claims:

(PE) “[A]n action and a proper part of it, if it has any,
are always distinct events.” (110 n.7)

And:

(PC) “[Alnything that has parts is constituted by them”.
(112)

And further:

(DS) “[l)f anything ever gets done, or gets completed,
there will be things in which the  doing of it can be said
to have consisted at different moments, and these will
be its sub- events or sub-deeds.” (141 n.23)

The problem: these claims support the view that any com-
pleted action has parts which it is constituted by; and that
these parts are events. And what about incomplete (imper-
fective) action? (IA) does not require an intentional action
to be completed (to count as such), as it does not require
the agent ever to have done A, the status of X's doing A
as an intentional action (proper) is rather hinged on its
having parts. From (PE) it follows that these parts will be
events; from (PC) that the action will be constituted by
them. Thus it is licenced to recognize also imperfective
actions as intentional actions (proper); and to regard them
likewise to be constituted by events, despite their overall
imperfectivity. Hence, for anything that is already (in the
process of) being done, regardless of its completion overall
there will be something that has already been done. Etc.

Thompson’s conception of ‘intentional action’ thus com-
prises two importantly distinct kinds of case: firstly, com-
pleted events (e.g. in the Davidsonian sense, such as A’s
having crossed the street); secondly, abundances of
nested events that are still incomplete overall (such as A’s
crossing the street). As to the latter, it might be questioned
whether this is the best way of rendering something in-
complete overall, or even the completed parts thereof; of
coming to terms with the overall incompleteness and
imperfectivity. The worry concerns the possibility of appre-
hending the relevant kind of larger unity that Thompson
has in mind — the larger, rationalizing, action that is as yet
incomplete, open and ongoing; “the unity that joins the
acts [...] and makes an intentional action out of them. This
unity spans, or reaches beyond, any of them; it is captured
in an imperfective judgment, paradigmatically a progres-
sive judgment.” (112)

The problem is one of fundamentally different pulls. In-
tentional actions proper might be full of completeness, of
abundances of (potentially infinite numbers) of (completed)
events. Even if events can be regarded as parts of imper-
fective goings-on, however, it remains essential for these
goings-on to be inherently open, incomplete, lacking the
over-and-done-with-ness of events. It is difficult to see how
a totality of complete (whole) things could account for the
fundamental incompleteness involved. Thompson touches
upon the problem himself when noting that strategies of
mere “quantification over a manifold of events [...] will run
into difficulties accounting for the other two [past and pre-
sent tense imperfective, N.H.] judgments—which are, on
reflection, consistent with the non-existence of any such
event.” (21-2)

4. Events, processes, and event-
or process-forms

So, following Thompson, events alone won't do to capture
action in its imperfectivity. Still his own account seems
problematically invested in an event-ontology. His category
of event- or process-forms, the prime candidate to come to
the rescue, does not provide an effective remedy either,
not because of its inherent ineptitude to do so but because
Thompson does not elucidate the nature of event- or proc-
ess-forms in  the first place. He makes clear
that perfectivity and imperfectivity, and the recognition of
event- or process-forms, pertain to ‘levels of speech,
thought and being’ alike. Likewise he indicates a distinc-
tion between these and events, talking about “coming to
apprehend events and event- or process-forms” (133, em-
phasis supplied N.H.). Yet he does not make clear how to
conceive of these, or of how to relate them to categories
such as events or processes: how, in case events do not
exhaust the ontology of action, to complement them with
processes (or the like), or to substitute them for event- or
process forms.

Leads such as Thompson’'s association of it to Aristotle
and “the categorical space of kinesis, if you like, and not of
stasis” (134; see also 125 n. 7; see also Aristotle, Meta-
physics 6.6, esp. 1048a25-b36; Graham 1980) don't help
much either. Albeit true that event- or process-forms might
be accounted for in terms of kinésis (rather than stasis, or
energeia), this does not answer the question but only
transpose and repeat it within the Aristotelian framework,
as a question of how to understand imperfective kinéseis
(see e.g. Coope 2007 on Aristotle on action).

A fully developed ontology for Thompson's account
should, in light of his overall outlook, recognize event- or
process-forms as single forms also at the ontological level,

113



Naive Action Theory and Its Ontology | Nathan Hauthaler

yet as forms amenable to aspectual variation. This would
lend support to a characterization of Thompson’s account
of action as “a species of temporally extended processes
that must run their course in order to be actualized in full”
and which “can be present only in their imperfective as-
pect, and can be apprehended in their completion only in
retrospect.” (Brewer 2009: 203) It would be necessary first
to dispense with the infelicitous event-centrism. A felicitous
step in that direction, drawing on a related distinction of
count-nouns and perfective things (such as events) on the
one hand and mass-nouns and imperfective stuff (such as
process, or activity) on the other (see e.g. Mourelatos
1978; Hornsby ms.), would be to distinguish complete
events from completed yet open stretches of activity.
Where ‘having A-ed’, akin to ‘having done an A-ing’ would
count-quantify over and relate to some complete event,
‘having done some A-ing’ would mass-quantify over and
relate to some amount or stretch of (stuff-like) activity.
Such a distinction would allow Thompson to hold (in the
spirit of (IA)) that for any intentional doing A something
else — in the sense of some amount or stretch of activity —
has been done, without there being some thing that has
been done.

5. Conclusion

| have argued that Thompson's case for the possibility of
naive rationalization suffers from an unsatisfactory render-
ing of imperfectivity (and perfectivity, respectively) of action
at the ontological level. Despite Thompson's stress of im-
perfectivity and his recognition of event- or process-forms,
his account is found to be overly committed to a heavily
event-centred ontology. A fuller elaboration of his category
of event- or process-form might solve the problem. As one
step in this direction, | have suggested a distinction of dif-
ferent forms of perfectivity and imperfectivity, respectively
(related to things on the one hand, stuff on the other) to
further develop Thompson'’s ontology of action.
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This paper argues that at all the stages of Wittgenstein's
philosophy, Wittgensteinian ethics can best be understood
as a kind of seeing that the later Wittgenstein will call as-
pect dawning. Because it unites willing, perception, action,
and language, this kind of seeing is “like seeing, and again
not like.” The importance of this contradiction for Wittgen-
steins ethics points toward a creative element in Wittgen-
steins otherwise deeply embedded ethics, that would re-
spond to a common charge against ethics inspired by
Wittgensteinian thought, namely, that their conservative
relativism does not allow for action.

In the “Lecture on Ethics,” Wittgenstein describes ethics
as a temptation, a temptation towards something he re-
spects but a temptation nonetheless. This temptation takes
the form of a desire to use the words “absolute good” and
“absolute value,” even though he is convinced that these
words can properly have no signification. For Wittgenstein
the temptation arises when in situations when one has the
“experience of seeing the world as a miracle,” something,
as the phrase itself would suggest, that one can articulate
with the language games of the divine or profane. And in a
condensation eminently appropriate to the early Wittgen-
stein, this miracle turns out to be the miracle of language
itself. It is this miracle that tempts Wittgenstein into saying
the forbidden words “absolute value.” Wittgenstein, how-
ever, is not convinced the words are forbidden until some-
one comes to defend them, using the language of the
Tractatus. These words are licit, the defender says, be-
cause they are facts. But this claim about fact only con-
vinces Wittgenstein of the illicitness of these words, and
this paradoxically justifies them: “Now when this is urged
against me | at once see clearly, as it were in a flash of
light, not only that no description that | can think of would
do to describe what | mean by absolute value, but that |
would reject every significant description that anybody
could possible suggest, ab initio, on the ground of its sig-
nificance” (11). Wittgenstein has just asked himself the
guestion: “but then what does it mean to be aware of this
miracle at sometimes and not at other times?,” and he per-
forms the answer. The awareness of the miracle happens
twice — once in the mystical moment, and once in the com-
ing to the self of Wittgenstein when faced with opposition.
The opposition, Wittgenstein’s own voice of rational purity,
confirms the miracle, and he becomes aware of it “see
clearly, as it were in a flash of light” (11). This flash of light
is, as it were, the fourth dimension that resolves the Kant-
ian problem of right and left hands (Tractatus 6.36111), the
seeing of an impossible possibility that resolves a philoso-
phical problem.

Much later, in a different world, Wittgenstein will write:

We should sometimes like to call certainty and belief
tones, colourings, or thought; and it is true that they re-
ceive expression in the tone of voice. But do not think of
them as ‘feelings’ which we have in speaking or thinking.

Ask, not: “What goes on in us when we are certain

case’ manifested in human action?” (Pl ii: 225e)

In the Lecture on Ethics the tone of Wittgenstein's certainty
is deplayed in his decision to give a lecture on ethics to an
undergraduate club called “The Heretics.“ In his assur-
ance, he takes on a the voice of the higher authority, pre-
figuring the teacher that provokes one of On Certainty’s
few grammatically correct scenarios of doubt: “But might a
higher authority assure me that | don't know the truth? So
that | had to say “Teach me!"? But then my eyes would
have to be opened.” (OC § 578). And the flash of light, the
opening of eyes that Wittgenstein experiences in his imag-
ined conversation with a bad image of a former self, Witt-
genstein tries to share by sowing the right kind of doubt.

Wittgenstein's work in the Philosophical Investigations,
for all its attention to what one would say when, is also fo-
cused around the experience of the right kind of doubt.
Explicitly, the Investigations gives a step-by step plan for
an escape from a illusion-generating philosophical vocabu-
lary based on a faulty, which is to say, technical, picture of
language. But “(loosening) the grip of a picture means”, as
Stephen Mulhall puts it:

effecting a shift in a person’s sense of what matters to
her intellectual project; it requires not that she respond
to criticism, but that she be responsive to the reorienta-
tion of her interests. It asks, in short, for a kind of con-
version. (Mulhall 2005: 89)

In Wittgenstein’s thought, conversion is invited through a
careful discipline of listening, through learning how to
doubt our first response, and learning how to ask our-
selves the right question, to find the occasion that tests the
picture, and to pay attention to what we would say when.
To escape this picture one must ask: “is the word ever ac-
tually used in his way in the language-game which is its
original home?” (Pl §116). But to know the use of the word
requires recognizing its look, its physiognomy, its face:

If 1 understand the character of the game aright —
I might say — then this isn’t an essential part of it.
((Meaning is a physiognomy)) (PI § 568)

With the image of the face, Wittgenstein implies that the
most important faculty necessary to know language
games, and thus to learn how to escape the picture of lan-
guage is not speech, or hearing, but sight, or rather the
specific kind of sight which he calls “aspect dawning.” As-
pect dawning is a kind of perception: an interpretation that
happens as a sight: “we interpret it, and see it as we inter-
pret it. (PI ii: 193e). It occurs when we recognizing faces,
sense people’s emotions, hear the expression of a theme
in music, or interpret schematic drawings. “ Wittgenstein
claims that because of this “(S)eeing as...” is not part of
perception. And for that reason it is like seeing and again
not like.” (Pl ii: 197e). “Seeing as” instead is the perception
of a relation between two things, in such a way that the will
is involved. In one way, we decide to see, in another, our
seeing is thrust upon us, determine by categories we al-
ready know. So is our life with words: we know the word
because of the nimbus it thrusts upon one when the word
is taken up, but we choose it in this situation because it is
right here. Using language is simultaneously freedom and
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subjection. It requires the kind of sight: aspect dawning:
that is based on the same mixture of faith, hesitancy and
doubt that characterized the affirmation of the temptation
to ethical speech.

Who then, cannot speak ethically? Wittgenstein enter-
tains the possibility that there might be some people who
are visually aspect blind, and in the same way there could
be some who are linguistically aspect blind.

The familiar physiognomy of a word, the feeling that it
has taken up its meaning into itself, that it is an actual
likeness of its meaning — there could be human beings
to whom all this way alien. (They would not have an at-
tachment to their words.) — And how are these feelings
manifested among us? — By the way we choose and
value words. (Pl ii: 218e)

Someone who would be linguistically aspect blind would
not choose and value words. But this lack of choosing and
valuing words is the same as to be unconverted, in Mul-
halls sense; it is to live a too close attachment to one’s
words. It is to be a philosopher, to trust the picture of
knowledge that language gives us. And we trust this pic-
ture, because it is a picture of knowledge that is absolute,
and of a world where the rules of thought and the rules of
logic and the rules of language and the rules of the world
are all one and the something. We declare our faith in this
world by insistent repetition. We use the same words over
and over again. “Yet we go on wanting to say: Pain is pain
— whether he has it, or | have it; and however | come to
know whether he has a pain or not.” (Pl § 350) This desire
to reassert the picture pushes us outside the bounds of the
human: “Is God bound by our knowledge? Are a lot of our
statements incapable of falsehood? For that is what we
want to say” (OC § 436). Or, “For then it is as if | wanted
insist that there are things that | know. God himself can’t
say anything to me about them.”(Pl § 554). Philosophers
are aspect blind because they cannot doubt the facticity of
the world enough to stop repeating themselves and
choose new words: They do no value words because they
do not choose them, they cannot let the rabbit go long
enough to see the duck. This inflexibility has the effect of
hiding them from “what is most striking and most powerful:”

The aspects of things that are most important for us are
hidden because of their simplicity and familiarity. (One
is unable to notice something — because it is always be-
fore one’s eyes.) The real foundations of his enquiry do
not strike a man at all. Unless that fact has at some
time struck him. — And this means: we fail to be struck
by what, once seen, is most striking and most powerful.
(PI § 129)
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The foundations of the philosopher’s inquiry is precisely
this: they have lost the ability to be struck by language.
They have lost the ability to be struck by the world. And
they do not see that the foundation of their enquiry, the
repetitive assertion of norms and the quest for certainty
nails them unwittingly in the language game. The doubt
that the insistent philosopher protects himself against is
the doubt introduced, not by temptation to speak outside
the language game, but to slavishly follow one language
game with no awareness that there might be others. This
is why Wittgenstein can write: “But if you are certain, isn't
it that you are shutting your eyes in face of doubt?’ — They
are shut” (Pl ii: 224e). Wittgenstein is closed to the need
for infinite justification.

Yet the doubt and indeterminacy that is introduced into
the world by this doubt allows for a greater capacity for
action. “But doesn’t it come out here that knowledge is re-
lated to a decision?” (OC § 362) Belief makes the world
comprehensible: it is the decision to know, but it is not arbi-
trary. It allows one to engage the world, and allows one to
trust in its uniformity. Belief is tied into the bodily experi-
ence of the world: without the capacity to believe, one
cannot trust one’s instinctive reactions to the world. A be-
lief in the uniformity of nature, for example, is only avail-
able if one listens to one’s body. “The belief that the fire
will burn me is of the same kinds as the fear that it will burn
me.” (Pl § 473) And this availability to the world to the self
allows for the end of doubt, through the end of “Justifica-
tion by experience come to an end. If it did not, it would not
be justification.” (Pl § 485). Though “[t]he difficulty is to
realize the groundlessness of our believing,” (OC 8§166)
the groundlessness of our believing allows us to see pos-
sibilities in the world that we cannot see when we are in
search of ultimate justification. Both the embeddedness
and the relativism of Wittgenstein's thought allows for a
real engagement with ethics. And hence, wondering at the
existence of the world can be an ethics.
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1. Background — smoking as an ethical
problem

Smoking, seen from an ethical point of view, is an espe-
cially interesting topic because today's ethicists tend to
restrict ethical or moral questions to situations involving
other persons. In a classical moral system, such as that of
Immanuel Kant, smoking could be interpreted as a breach
of one’s duty to oneself. In a more modern conception of
ethics, smoking would cease to be an ethical question if a
person only smokes alone or in smoker’'s areas and does
harm only to herself — at least unless it is taken into ac-
count that through public healthcare and insurance sys-
tems the health of one person is interrelated with the
health of all others. This standpoint is defended, for exam-
ple, by Candace Cummins Gauthier (2005: 153), who sees
the moral responsibility of patients being “justified by the
concept of moral responsibility to particular others and to
the community”. In the era of preventive medicine, we are
no longer either healthy or ill; rather, we all are more or
less healthy or ill. Therefore it seems convenient to apply
Gauthier's idea of the moral responsibility of patients to
everybody.

2. Motive — working empirically as a
philosopher (phenomenologist)

The aim of this research was to consider philosophical
concepts as possible methods for investigation and to try
to apply them. The method chosen here stems from Harry
Frankfurt's famous 1971 paper “Freedom of the Will and
the Concept of a Person”. Frankfurt's central idea is that
the free will of a person works by hierarchizing the per-
son’s desires: a person has certain desires, but she pre-
fers some of her desires to others and chooses which of
them she will carry out, ruling out others. The desires of a
person in toto are called “first-order desires”; the desires
the person prefers to others are called “second-order de-
sires”; and the desires the person chooses to carry out are
called “second-order volitions”.

In order to be able to apply this philosophical concept in
an empirical study, it seems that we must first agree on the
possibility of something like an ‘empirical philosophical in-
vestigation’. Many philosophers restrict themselves to
working on logical or conceptual grounds only, but a phe-
nomenologist needs to leave his/her study and look for
phenomena in the world outside.

Phenomenological empirical studies, in my opinion,
should not be confused with scientific empirical studies,
since the former aim to describe a phenomenon (an ap-
pearance) properly, whereas scientific methodology seeks
the truth behind the phenomena. Psychological and socio-
logical methods of analyzing qualitative interviews help to
find the ‘real’ motives or inclinations of people (the truth)
behind their statements in the interviews (the appearance);
if we want to take seriously what people say, we have to
choose a method that stays on the level of what people

say (on the level of the appearance). (My concept of phe-
nomenology differs from that of the school of Husserl.)

3. The study

My study is a subgroup study. It is part of a large COPD
(Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease) study, compris-
ing more than 500 participants, which was undertaken
from 2007-10 by the Christian Doppler Laboratory for Car-
diac and Thoracic Diagnosis and Regeneration. Between
30 November 2010 and 10 January 2011, | conducted 23
structured narrative interviews with smokers (14 women
and 9 men, aged between 27 and 57). The participants of
my subgroup had all been subject to High Resolution
Computer Tomography because they had shown elevated
Heat Shock Protein (HSP) 27 levels (above 3000pg/ml) in
the blood serum. HSP 27 indicates inflammation in the
human body, and COPD is an inflammation-mediated
process of self-destruction of the lungs. According to a
study published by our group (Ankersmit et al. 2012), the
sensitivity and specificity of HSP 27 for predicting already
existing COPD is comparatively high, 0.724 AUC in a ROC
curve scheme (maximum: AUC = 1).

The HR-CT pictures of the interview participants showed
already existing damage in the lungs (air trapping or air
trapping and emphysema) in 20 of 23 cases. The director
of studies, Dr Ankersmit, consequently expected that the
study participants, learning about the significance of the
HSP 27 protein and seeing the already existing damage in
their lungs on the HR-CT picture, would give up smoking
(refrain from their high-risk behavior) to prevent further
harm.

Six months later, in June 2011, | called the study partici-
pants again to ask them whether they had given up smok-
ing: 5 out of 23 (21.74%) (or 5 out of 20, the group with
pathologies on the HR-CT picture (25%)) had given up
smoking. These results were disappointing, because a
meta-analysis published in the Clinical Practice Guideline
(Fiore et al. 2008: p. 84) of the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services showed a rate of 22.1% of patients
giving up smoking after “higher intensity counseling” (> 10
minutes) by their physicians (that is: by just talking to the
patient, without such evidence as we had to offer: the HSP
27-value and a Computer Tomography).

4. Results

The question arose whether the study participants had
acted rationally. From the perspective of the director of
studies, Dr Ankersmit, 5 persons out of 23 had acted ra-
tionally because they had given up smoking. His argument
was: if a person learns that a high HSP 27 value indicates
inflammation processes in the body, and the computer to-
mography shows damage to the lungs already caused by
the inflammation, then it is rational for this person to give
up smoking in order to prevent further harm. Dr Ankersmit
was taking into account only the outcome of the smokers’
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actions, neglecting those who had tried to give up smoking
but failed, as well as those who had given up smoking but
had done so with no particular intention of preventing fur-
ther harm to themselves.

By interpreting the interviews in the light of Harry Frank-
furt’s concept of free will, | was able to show that 9 persons
had acted rationally: of the 5 persons who had given up
smoking, only 2 had acted rationally; of the 3 others, one
had given up smoking for no particular reason, one for a
reason other than that specified in the interview, and one
despite the fact that she had not originally intended to give
up smoking. Additionally, there were 5 persons who, ac-
cording to Frankfurt, might be termed ‘unwilling addicts’:
they tried to give up smoking, but failed. There were also
two further persons who had not understood the serious-
ness of the study results from what the director of studies
had attempted to communicate to them. They reduced
their smoking instead of giving it up, but in acting accord-
ing to their understanding of the study results, they can be
said to have acted perfectly rationally.

It is important to note that, although Harry Frankfurt's
concept originally concerns the problem of free will, | am
using it as a means of discriminating between those per-
sons who prefer some of their desires to others, and those
persons who have no preference for any one of their de-
sires above any other. The ability to care about what one
wants is seen here as a precondition of the ability to act
rationally and, therefore, to act ethically.

5. Discussion

My research shows that a totally different judgment of the
rationality of a person’s actions can be reached, depend-
ing on whether an externalist or an internalist approach is
applied, that is, whether a person is seen from the outside
or from the inside. (Thomas Nagel 1980 discusses a simi-
lar topic using different terms: agent-neutral and agent-
relevant reasons.) The function of Harry Frankfurt's con-
cept of free will is to advance the internalist approach. The
following discussion deals with the question of how Frank-
furt's concept actually works, and what an internalist ap-
proach to human actions actually is.

Gary Watson mentioned two ‘serious defects’ in hierar-
chical accounts of free will such as Harry Frankfurt's: the
first problem is the source of the higher-order preferences,
since they could also be the result of some kind of brain-
washing; the second ‘defect’ concerns the notion of ‘identi-
fication’. “Something can only be seen as an impediment,
if it is in some way external to the self; ‘externality’ does
not mean outside the body.” (Watson 1987: 148)

In my opinion, neither of these two objections is a real
defect of Harry Frankfurt's concept of free will and the per-
son; rather, they constitute the basic conditions of its func-
tioning. Of course, it is possible that the source of a per-
son’s second-order volitions is some kind of brainwashing.
This is a theoretical case which we cannot completely rule
out. By applying Harry Frankfurt's concept of free will, the
person concentrates on herself and is able to deal only
with what she can see in herself; brainwashing can only be
seen from outside the person; from inside it can be no
more than suspected, for example, in the case of a person
detecting irregularities in her own functioning.

On the other hand, the question arises of where the
higher-order preferences of a person come from; but it
arises in the form of a task for this person (i.e. how the
person wants to see herself), not in the form of a defect of
Frankfurt's theoretical concept.
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The second ‘defect’ is also a constituent part of Harry
Frankfurt's concept, in which a person chooses some of
her desires to make them her will and rejects others. Such
a person does not identify herself with her own desires but
only with those she chooses to identify with.

How does Harry Frankfurt's concept of free will actually
work in the interpretation of the interviews? It transforms
the (externalist objectivist) question of how a problem
should best be dealt with into the question of how a person
determines herself. Let us consider the following example:
Ms E. (53 years, HSP 27 value: 3987) said in the interview
that it would be better to give up smoking but that smoking
for her “is a piece of freedom within a world of bondage”
and in a free world she would not be smoking. What kind
of an argument is this? In objective terms Ms E.’s reasons
could be absolutely true, but in my analysis — applying
Harry Frankfurt's concept — | ignored that question. In-
stead, | tried to establish whether or not Ms E.’s state-
ments fit one another. Ms E.’s statement that she would
not smoke in a free world indicates that she understands
herself as caring for the whole world (or at least for our
society). This decision is possible within Harry Frankfurt's
concept of free will; it is a way of determining the principle
of how a person intends to choose second-order desires
from the group of her first-order desires. But in this case,
Ms E.’s smoking would have to serve the intention to make
our world a better world, maybe by being a behavior of
protest. In Ms E.’s interview no indication of such a func-
tion of her smoking behavior appears, leaving the only
other possibility of interpretation available, namely, that our
bad world is the reason for her being unable to give up
smoking. Ms E. ascribes the reason for her being unable to
give up smoking to a source outside of her own person,
but this option is not available within Harry Frankfurt's con-
cept. Harry Frankfurt's concept of free will, thus, reveals
Ms E.’s reasons as being a pretext.

It is important to note that, by applying the method pro-
posed in this paper, we do not arrive at a psychological
analysis, even though the interview participants may tell us
about their feelings and desires. This is because we con-
fine ourselves to the statements our interview participants
give us. That means that we do not try to find out what it
really looks like for them internally, but rather confine our-
selves to a reconstruction of what it looks like for them in-
ternally according to what they have told us about it.

6. Relevance of this question to ethical the-
ory and medical practice

The problem dealt with in this paper is important because
physicians today still advise their patients to give up smok-
ing for health reasons. But the idea of health requires an
internalist conception of a person, generated in the internal
perspective of the patient, in order to acquire motivational
force: “Why do | want to be healthy? What do | still want to
do with my healthy body in the rest of my life?” Current
ethical theory seems to have moved away from the internal
perspective: the first example of a typical ethical question
presented by Johann S. Ach and Ludwig Siep in the basic
ethics course (2008: 9) edited by them is: “What shall | do?
Shall | renounce smoking in order not to imperil the health
of my fellow human beings and their wellbeing?” Is it ap-
propriate for physicians today to tell their patients to give
up smoking because of their health? Should the physician
cite externalist reasons such as public health instead,
when advising patients to give up smoking?
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In Philosophical Investigations we read, “[a] main cause of
philosophical disease — a one-sided diet: one nourishes
one’s thinking with only one kind of example” (Wittgenstein
1958, § 593). A good example of this one-sided diet can
be seen in the unjustified division that has been made be-
tween “great meaning™ and the “ordinary meaning” (Levy
2005: 188) in the literature on the meaning of life. For in-
stance, Richard Taylor who is famous for his strongly sub-
jective theory of meaning, in a U-turn shift from his subjec-
tivism announces:

A meaningful life is a creative one, and what falls short
of this lacks meaning, to whatever extent. What re-
deems humanity is not its kings, military generals and
builders of personal wealth, however much these may
be celebrated and envied. It is instead the painters,
composers, poets, philosophers, writers- all who by
their creative power alone, bring about things of great
value, things which, but for them, would never have ex-
isted at all (Taylor 1999: 14; emphasis added).

In the literature the great meaning is not limited to aes-
thetic creations and it also includes “moral achievements,
[and] intellectual reflection” (Metz 2010: 1). In other words,
the great meaning is related to three of the great sources
of meaning in the “Enlightenment project” (ibid.), i.e. “the
good, the true and the beautiful”. | call this phenomenon
exclusivism in the literature and in the next two sections |
raise some objections to the exclusivist theories of mean-
ing. An exclusivist theory is a theory that (1) excludes ma-
jority of people from what it deems as great meaning and
(2) is outcome- oriented. | argue that the dichotomy be-
tween the great meaning and the ordinary meaning is
mostly based on ‘one-sided’ examples and thus fails to
provide a “perspicuous representation” (Wittgenstein 1958,
§ 122). The idea of great meaning, | submit, acts like a
picture. As Wittgenstein says, “[a] picture held us captive.
And we could not get outside it, for it lay in our language
and language seemed to repeat it to us inexorably” (ibid. §
115).

According to Wittgenstein, However, whenever we hear
these kinds of words and concepts we should ask our-
selves: “Is the word ever actually used in this way in the
language-game which is its original home?” (ibid. § 116) In
other words, we should “bring words back from their meta-
physical to their everyday use” (ibid.). The dichotomy be-
tween the great meaning and the ordinary meaning is
based on one-sided diet, i.e. one-sided examples, and
overlooks the loose boundaries between the great and the
ordinary meaning. They fail to see that “nothing out of the

! Theories of great meaning in life includes but not limited to Sartre (1956);
Nietzsche (1968); Murdock (1970); Gewirth (1998); Taylor (1999); Levy
(2005); Metz (2010). For an insightful discussion of most of theories of great
meaning of life among English-speaking philosophers, see, Metz (2010: 1-21).
Metz examines and refutes seven theories of great meaning in life and then
proposes his own theory of great meaning in life. According to Metz theories of
great meaning of life are either limited and fail to cover three sources of great
meaning or they are too broad entailing that the great meaning “could come
from something that it cannot come from” (Metz 2010: 13).

120

ordinary is involved” (ibid. § 94) here, and that they are
sending us “in pursuit of chimeras” (ibid.). Firstly, the loose
boundaries between the great and the ordinary can be
seen in the fact that the ordinary people might not be self-
conscious about great meaning, but it doesn’t necessarily
mean that they don't live it. Great meaning does not imply
self-consciousness necessarily. My point is that by separa-
tion of the great meaning from the ordinary meaning one
runs the risk of missing what is great in the midst of the
ordinary. Wittgenstein alludes to the same problem when
he writes, “[tlhe aspects of things that are most important
for us are hidden because of their simplicity and familiarity”
(ibid. § 129).

Secondly, | submit, the ordinary itself can be a source of
great meaning. According to some commentators the rea-
son Wittgenstein invites us to shift our attention from what
is ‘peculiar’ and ‘profound’ to the ordinary is to show us the
wonder of the ordinary. Thus, Philip R. Shields suggests,

When [...] Wittgenstein shows us the strangeness of
the familiar, he is trying to shift our perspective from the
mundane to the religious and to recapture the special
sense of wonder and awe which he felt was extin-
guished by the prevailing scientific Weltanshaung
(Shields 1993: 111).

The third objection that | would like to raise with regard to
the great/ordinary distinction in the literature on the mean-
ing of life has something to do with our moral sense. As
Odo Marquard suggests, here one cannot help but noticing
a sense of “contempt” (Marquard 1991: 43) for ordinary
answers to the meaning of life. Wittgenstein puts it rightly
when he writes in his diaries, “are all men great? No. —
Well then, how can you have any hope of being a great
man! Why should something be bestowed on you that's
not bestowed on your neighbour?” (Wittgenstein 1980: 47)

Neil Levy's paper on the problem of “downshifting and
meaning in life” is a good example of exclusivism in the
literature on the meaning of life. Levy argues that in the
Western world people are wealthy and ‘getting wealthier’
and this has led to a ‘rise’ in their ‘happiness’. However,
Levy claims, people do not feel the presence of ‘values’ in
their lives as much as they feel the presence of ‘happi-
ness’ (this is called a paradox). That's why so many people
reorienting their lives, “away from the pursuit of wealth and
toward the pursuit of meaning” (Levy 2005: 176) and
hence emerges what he calls “downshifting movement”.
According to Levy, downshifters probably will be success-
ful in finding meaning in their lives, but “to the extent they
seek superlative meaning, the highest, most satisfying [...]
they are looking in the wrong place”. They have to search
for “supremely valuable” (ibid.: 186) open-ended activities
such as artistic activity, promotion of justice, or pursuit of
truth. In other words, activities that are related to the great
sources of meaning, i.e. “the good, the true, and the beau-
tiful”. Pursuit of close-ended activities, Levy suggests, is
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“circular” and necessarily leads to the problem of boredom.
David Wiggins pithily describes circular activities when he
talks about a farmer “who grows more corn to feed more
hogs to buy more land to grow more corn”.> Open-ended
activities, on the other hand, are activities that one cannot
imagine an end for them. The open-endedness criterion
guarantees that we will not face the problem of ‘boredom’
in activities that we undertake. If Sisyphus were supposed
to be given a purpose in his life by being told that he could
build a castle with all the stones that he had to roll up, his
life would have turned completely meaningful. However,
according to Levy, as soon as Sisyphus finishes his castle-
building his life would become meaningless again, be-
cause he doesn’'t have anything else to do. On the other
hand, one can never reach to the ends of “superlatively
meaningful activities” because as our activities evolve, so
do the ends at which we aim.

Open-ended activities that confer great meaning to our
lives have some common characteristics: They are “hard”
(ibid.: 187) and they need intellectual and physical effort.
And often they require ‘great courage’. The message that
Levy wants to convey to the ordinary downshifters is that:

Downshifters are only half right. Meaning in life can be
pursued in just the way they have suggested. By cutting
work hours, and thereby leaving more time for family,
for friends, for the simple joys of life. . . . But we cannot
achieve superlative meaning in this way. Such mean-
ing, the meaning which can be looked full in the face by
the most reflective without fear or flinching, is only to be
found in work (ibid.: 187).

Levy emphasizes his definition of work does not necessar-
ily refers to paid work (though, he does not forget to in-
clude himself as a few ‘privileged’ philosophers and artists
who get paid to be engaged in the pursuit of superlative
meaning). Pursuit of open-ended activities that confer
great meaning to our lives require sustained “effort, con-
centration, attention, striving and perhaps . . . failing”
(ibid.).

Several objects can be raised concerning Levy’'s account
of great meaning. The first objection is the problem of “ine-
galitarianism” raised by John Cottingham. Levy’s account
of great meaning is inegalitarian because it acknowledges
that only an elite can have the most meaningful lives, and
this, for Cottingham, is “bleakly restrictive”. The assess-
ment that only a small percentage of human beings can
achieve a meaningful life, according to Cottingham,

seems both psychologically indigestible and ethically
repugnant. It is ethically repugnant because it goes
against the long compassionate and egalitarian tradi-
tion, rooted in the best of Christian and Islamic thought,
that every human creature is eligible for salvation: that
the unique and worth of each human being confers infi-
nite value on every one of us. [...] And [it] is indigesti-
ble, except perhaps for the most robust of Ubermen-
schen, since it expects us, quite unrealistically, to have
the confidence to embark on an arduous and demand-
ing voyage with no special reason to hope for a fair
wind, no assurance that we have anything beyond our
own meager resources to aid us in the struggle
(Cottingham 2003: 69).

That is to say, any theory of meaning, Cottingham has i,
must take into account the vulnerability of human condi-
tion. And “superhuman heroism” of the kind Levy offers
denies any possibility of meaning to “countless” numbers
of human beings, whereas egalitarian religious traditions

2 See Wiggins (1976).

confer meaning to every human being. One might object to
Cottingham that egalitarian conceptions of the meaning of
life are not necessarily “rooted” in religious traditions, and it
is completely possible to believe in a naturalistic and yet
egalitarian account of meaning of life. Besides this, | found
it very interesting that to my knowledge all the theories of
great meaning come from naturalists in the literature on
the meaning of life.® It seems that, at least as far as the
great meaning is concerned, supernaturalists are more
generous. In fact, the meaning that supernaturalists refer
to has, according to them, an absolute value. It is odd to
think of a supernaturalist who says God almighty confers
ordinary meaning to human life. The meaning that super-
naturalists refer to is the ‘ultimate meaning’. And surpris-
ingly, the great meanings that naturalists defend and pre-
sent, sometimes even with a messianic tone,* most often
have the character of absolute value, almost the same as
that of supernaturalists, but in a secular disguise.

The second problem has to do with ambiguity of the term
“work” in Levy's account of superlative meaning. Levy’s
definition of “work” is so broad that so many people would
consider their activities as work or fundamental ‘projects’.
Imagine a philosopher who decides to spend the rest of his
life providing the final argument for the existence of God or
other minds. According to Levy’s standard, he meets all
the requirements of a work. It is an open-ended activity
due to its philosophical nature and he is interested in his
project full-heartedly. It appears that he is doing a great job
and thus his life can be viewed superlatively meaningful.
However, one (probably a Wittgensteinian) might rightly
object that what he considers as a problem is in fact a
“pseudo-problem” and that his philosophy is like an engine
“idling” (Wittgenstein 1958, § 132).

The third problem arises when we consider the possibil-
ity that in the presence of both ordinary and superlative
meaning, one might deem the former more significant than
the latter. For example, consider a person who is leading a
scientific project to find the correlation between antioxidant
deficiency and cancer, and she is highly satisfied with her
project. Now, Levy would have a problem if the scientist
considers her life most meaningful when she is with her
family. Levy's response, | think, would be that the scientist
rests content with the “ordinary meaning” (Levy 2005:
188), but considering the availability of both great and or-
dinary meaning in her life, it would be problematic to de-
cide for her which one is more meaningful.

Moreover, | think even the very assumption that people
in Western world tend toward downshifting to make their
lives meaningful is problematic. Based on Levy's refer-
ence, Frank (1998), in 1995 a survey shows 28% of the
respondents were downshifters. However, in a statistic
survey connecting an observable phenomenon like down-
shifting to an unobservable variable like the pursuit of
meaning seems methodologically irrelevant. And the sur-
vey does not indicate why they were downshifters. If, for
example, a statistic survey shows that the divorce rate in
London is 50% we cannot use it as a premise to prove that
people in England have identity problems.

And finally, in Levy’s account engaging with a large por-
tion of open-ended activities, except the pursuit of justice,
has been considered as a function of “wealth” (Levy 2005:
176). However, this condition seems very limiting and one
might suggest basically, one of the reasons we admire
some people’s lives is precisely because they survive very

% For an overview of theories of great meaning in life, see Metz (2010).
“ See, for example, Nietzsche (1968); Russell (2008).
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hard conditions and yet manage to succeed in the pursuit
of open-ended activities.

To sum up, in this paper | critically examined Levy’s the-
ory as a typical case among the theories of great meaning
and | argued that the dichotomy between the great and the
ordinary in the literature on the meaning of life is problem-
atic and that the boundaries between the two are loose. |
argued that by separation of the great meaning from the
ordinary meaning one runs the risk of missing what is great
in the midst of the ordinary and that any attempt to theo-
rize it or give an account of it once and for all, ultimately
fails to do justice to the great meaning. A Wittgensteinian
approach towards the meaning in life only tries to clarify
the existent theories and show their functions in the
“stream of life” (Wittgenstein 1990, § 173); it doesn'’t try to
build a new theory. That is to say, it doesn'’t try to create
new buildings to replace those that have been destroyed.
As Wittgenstein says, “all that philosophy can do is to de-
stroy idols. And that means not creating a new one — say
in the ‘absence of an idol” (Wittgenstein 2005: 305).

References
Cottingham, J. 2003 On the Meaning of Life. London/ New York:
Routledge.

Frank, H. R. 1999 Luxury Fever: Why Money Fails to Satisfy in an
Era of Excess, New York: The Free Press.

Gewirth, A. 1998 “Ultimate Values, Rights, Reason”, in A. Gewirth,
Self-Fulfillment, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, pp. 159-
228.

122

Levy, N. 2005 “Downshifting and Meaning in Life”, Ratio 18, 176-189.
Hartshorne, C. 1984 “God and the Meaning of Life”, in: L.S. Rouner
(ed.), On Nature, Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press,
vol. 6, pp. 154-168.

Marquard, O. 1991 In Defense of the Accidental. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Metz, T. 2010 “The Good, the True, and the Beautiful: Toward a
Unified Account of Great Meaning in Life”, Religious Studies 74, 1-
21.

Murdoch, I. 1970, The Sovereignty of Good, New York: Routledge.

Nietzsche, F.W. 1968 The Will to Power, W. Kaufmann and R.
Hollingdale, trans., New York: Vintage Press.

Russell, B. 2008 “A Free Man’s Worship”, in: E.D. Klemke and S.M.
Cahn (eds.), The Meaning of Life, A Reader, New York and Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 55-61.

Schlick, M. 2008 “On the Meaning of Life”, in: E.D. Klemke and
S.M. Cahn (eds.), The Meaning of Life, A Reader, New York and
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 62-71.

Shields, P.R. 1993 Logic and Sin in the Writings of Wittgenstein,
Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Taylor, R. 1999 “The Meaning of Life”. Philosophy Now 24, 13-14.

Wiggins, D. 1976 “Truth, Invention, and the Meaning of Life”,
Proceedings of the British Academy 62.

Wittgenstein, L. 1958 Philosophical Investigations, G.E. Anscombe,
trans., Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

— 1980 Culture and Value, G.H. Nyman, ed., P. Winch, trans.,
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

— 1990 Zettel, G.E. Anscombe and G.H. von Wright, eds., G.E.
Anscombe, trans., Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

— 2005 The Big Typescript: TS 213, C.G. Luckhardt and M.A. Aue,
eds., trans, Malden: Blackwell.



Logische Analyse und Sprachgebrauch im Tractatus
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Im Folgenden beschaftige ich mich mit dem Konzept von
logischer Analyse im Tractatus. Bei der Erklarung der logi-
schen Analyse geht man oft davon aus, dass mit ihr ,ein-
fache Zeichen* oder ,Namen" bestimmt werden sollen, aus
denen ,Elementarsatze* zusammengesetzt sind. Zugleich
soll damit die Bedeutung der Sétze unserer Alltagssprache
geklart werden. Dazu sollen diese Satze als Wahrheits-
funktionen der in der Analyse aufgefundenen Elementar-
séatze ausgewiesen werden.

Was ein ,Name" oder ein ,Elementarsatz“ sein soll und
welche Rolle diese Konzepte im Tractatus spielen, sind
zentrale Fragen, wenn man sich mit diesem Werk beschaf-
tigt. Trotzdem werde ich sie im Folgenden ausklammern.
Statt dessen will ich das Konzept der Analyse von einer
anderen Seite her verstandlich machen: von der Idee her,
dass umgangssprachliche Ausdriicke erst zusammen mit
einem bestimmten Gebrauch eine bestimmte Bedeutung
haben. Diese Idee impliziert, dass bei der Analyse eines
Ausdrucks, bei der ja dessen Bedeutung geklart werden
soll, der Sprachgebrauch eine bestimmte Rolle spielt.

Im Folgenden geht es hauptséachlich um die Rolle des
Sprachgebrauchs im Tractatus. (Wittgenstein spricht ne-
ben dem ,Gebrauch” von Zeichen (3.326, 3.328) auch von
~Verwendung“ (vgl. 3.327) und ,Anwendung“ (vgl. 3.202,
3.323, 3.5)). Mein Ziel ist es zu klaren, was es gemass
Tractatus heisst, einen Ausdruck zu brauchen oder zu
verwenden, und im Zuge dieser Klarung werde ich einen
Vorschlag skizzieren, wie das Konzept der logischen Ana-
lyse im Tractatus verstanden werden sollte.

Wittgenstein kommt im Tractatus an zwei Stellen explizit
auf die Schwierigkeiten zu sprechen, die sich aus einer
Untersuchung der Umgangsprache ergeben: In 4.002 und
3.323. In 4.002 sagt er, dass es nicht offensichtlich ist,
welchen Sinn ein Satz hat:

Die Sprache verkleidet den Gedanken. Und zwar so,
dass man nach der auReren Form des Kleides nicht auf
die Form des bekleideten Gedankens schlieBen kann;
weil die dulRere Form des Kleides nach ganz anderen
Zwecken gebildet ist als danach, die Form des Kérpers
erkennen zu lassen.

Wittgenstein stellt eine Diskrepanz fest zwischen dem um-
gangssprachlichen Satz und seiner Bedeutung — dem Ge-
danken, den er ausdriickt. Dies, so scheint es, macht die
Analyse erst notwendig.

Worin besteht die Diskrepanz? Welche Beziehung be-
steht zwischen Sprache und Gedanken? Ebenfalls in
4.002 sagt Wittgenstein, dass die ,Sprachlogik* nicht un-
mittelbar aus der Umgangssprache entnommen werden
kann. Die Diskrepanz scheint also zwischen der Form zu
bestehen, die das Satzzeichen direkt aufweist, und seiner
logischen Form, durch die es erst etwas Bestimmtes, ei-
nen Gedanken, ausdriickt. Weder Sprachlogik noch Ge-
danke werden in der Umgangssprache unmittelbar ausge-
drickt. Anders gesagt: Aus dem Satzzeichen ist in einem
gewissen Sinn nicht ersichtlich, worauf wir uns festlegen,

wenn wir damit etwas behaupten. Es ist nicht offensicht-
lich, welchen Gedanken wir damit ausdriicken.

Doch die Umgangsprache ist nicht logisch ungeordnet.
Im Gegenteil: ,Alle Satze unserer Umgangssprache sind
tatsachlich, so wie sie sind, logisch vollkommen geordnet”
(5.5563). Trotzdem wissen wir nicht ,wie und was jedes
Wort" bedeutet (4.002). Mit der logischen Analyse, so
scheint es, kdnnen wir das herausfinden: Dadurch, dass
wir die Satze der Umgangssprache analysieren, stellen wir
fest, wie die Worter, die sie enthalten, bedeuten, und was
sie bedeuten.

In 3.323 gibt Wittgenstein eine Diagnose fir das Prob-
lem, das uns die Umgangssprache stellt:

In der Umgangssprache kommt es ungemein haufig
vor, dass dasselbe Wort auf verschiedene Art und Wei-
se bezeichnet — also verschiedenen Symbolen ange-
hort —, oder, dass zwei Worter, die auf verschiedene Art
und Weise bezeichnen, ausserlich in der gleichen Wei-
se im Satz angewandt werden.

Die Bedeutung eines Zeichens ist durch dieses nicht de-
terminiert. Weder kann man davon ausgehen, dass das-
selbe Wort in zwei verschiedenen Sétzen dieselbe Bedeu-
tung hat (oder dasselbe Symbol ausdriickt), noch kann
man davon ausgehen, dass zwei Worter, die dieselbe
grammatische Form haben, auch auf dieselbe Art und
Weise bezeichnen, dass sie also Symbole gleicher Art
ausdriucken. (Zwei Worter, die wie Eigennamen aussehen,
haben nicht unbedingt dieselbe logische Funktion, driicken
nicht Symbole derselben Art aus.) Trotzdem missen wir
auch mit unseren umgangssprachlichen Satzen einen be-
stimmten Sinn ausdriicken kdnnen. Obwohl die Bedeutung
an den Zeichen nicht ablesbar ist, es nicht einmal direkt
ersichtlich ist, was fir eine Funktion ein Zeichen hat, ha-
ben alle Zeichen, die in der Umgangssprache vorkommen
eine bestimmte Funktion und eine bestimmte Bedeutung.

In diesem Zusammenhang wird laut Wittgenstein der
Sprachgebrauch relevant: Um zu bestimmen, was ein Zei-
chen bedeutet, muss man betrachten, wie es gebraucht
wird (vgl. 3.326). Die Bedeutung eines Zeichens wird da-
durch bestimmt, dass es auf eine bestimmte Weise ver-
wendet wird. Daran, dass dasselbe Zeichen auf verschie-
dene Weise gebraucht wird, erkennen wir, dass es je mit
verschiedener Bedeutung gebraucht wird.

Wittgenstein stellt in 3.323 einen Zusammenhang her
zwischen der Bedeutung eines Wortes und der Art und
Weise, wie es bezeichnet. Wenn in der Analyse geklart
werden soll, was ein Wort bedeutet, muss dabei auch ge-
klart werden, auf welche Art und Weise es bezeichnet. Wir
haben gesehen, dass nicht unmittelbar, am Zeichen
selbst, deutlich ist, was wir behaupten, wenn wir ein be-
stimmtes Satzzeichen verwenden. Offenbar ist der Grund
der, dass wir darin Worter brauchen, die einmal in einer Art
und Weise bezeichnen, einmal in einer anderen. Was
heisst das ,Art und Weise zu bezeichnen“? Ich werde auf
diese Frage am Schluss zurtickkommen.
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Oben habe ich festgehalten, dass durch die Analyse ge-
klart werden soll, welchen Gedanken wir mit einem Satz-
zeichen ausdriicken. Das lasst sich nun prézisieren: Es
soll geklart werden, was fur ein Gedanken wir mit einem
Satzzeichen ausdriicken, wenn wir es auf bestimmte Wei-
se verwenden. Ich moéchte nun auf zwei Mdoglichkeiten
hinweisen, wie die Rolle des Sprachgebrauch bei der Be-
stimmung der Bedeutung aufgefasst werden kann.

Erstens kann die Funktion des Sprachgebrauchs als Mit-
tel verstanden werden, um Mehrdeutigkeiten auszuschal-
ten, welche die Zeichen fir sich genommen haben. Witt-
genstein scheint in 3.323 eine solche Auffassung zu ver-
treten. Dort stellt er fest, dass ,ist* mit unterschiedlicher
Bedeutung verwendet werden kann, und z&hlt diese Be-
deutungen auf. Dann stellt sich eine Frage: Kénnten wir,
anstatt dasselbe Zeichen auf verschiedene Weisen zu
brauchen, ein Zeichen mit einer Verwendungsweise korre-
lieren, und hatten wir dann eine Sprache, die disambiguiert
ist? Konnten wir uns also daran machen, die Verwen-
dungsweisen von Wérter zu bestimmen und dann fir un-
terschiedliche Verwendungsweisen neue Zeichen einzu-
fuhren? Und falls ja, ist dies das Ziel der logischen Analy-
se: die normale Sprache, die zwar logisch geordnet, deren
Notation aber im Sinne von 3.323 defizitér ist, zu ersetzen
durch eine Sprache, deren Notation diese Ordnung direkt
aufzeigt? Wenn wir den Tractatus so verstehen, dann be-
hauptet Wittgenstein, dass die Umgangssprache in einem
gewissen Sinne doch defizitér ist, ndmlich dadurch, dass
ihre Ausdriicke mehrdeutig sind. Erst zusammen mit dem
Gebrauch wird die Bedeutung dieser Ausdriicke endgiiltig
bestimmt. Die Ausdrucksweise der Umgangssprache lasst
sich durch eine eindeutige Notation ersetzen. Dazu muss
bestimmt werden, welche Symbole in der Sprache ausge-
druckt werden, dadurch, dass man den Gebrauch der Zei-
chen betrachtet. Dann wird jedem Symbol genau ein Zei-
chen zugeordnet. Die Symbole sind dann direkt an den
Zeichen erkennbar, der Sprachgebrauch muss nicht mehr
betrachtet werden, die Bedeutung der Zeichen ist geklart.

Wenn wir den Tractatus so lesen, dann gelangen wir
zum Resultat, dass die Unterscheidung von Zeichen und
Symbol keine fur Sprache wesentliche Unterscheidung ist.
Der Sprachgebrauch ist dann sozusagen ein Hilfsmittel,
mit dem wir zusatzliche logisch-syntaktische Unterschei-
dungen einfihren; ein Hilfsmittel, dass Uberflissig gewor-
den ist, wenn wir die Ausdrucksweise der Umgangsspra-
che durch eine Notation ersetzt haben, welche diese lo-
gisch-syntaktischen Unterscheidungen durch unterschied-
liche Zeichen direkt ausdrickt.

Nun setzt diese Auffassung, dass man die Mehrdeutig-
keit umgangssprachlicher Zeichen durch eine logische
Analyse Uberwinden konne, voraus, dass die Bezeich-
nungsweise von Zeichen endgliltig bestimmbar ist. Dage-
gen weist Cora Diamond in ihrem Aufsatz “Logical Syntax
in Wittgentsein's Tractatus™ (2005) energisch darauf hin,
dass die Verwendungsweisen normalsprachlicher Zeichen
nicht limitiert sind. Es gibt keinen Regelkatalog, in dem die
Verwendungsmdglichkeiten eines bestimmten Zeichens
festgelegt waren. Deshalb gibt es auch keinen Gebrauch,
der die logisch-syntaktischen Regeln eines Zeichens ver-
letzen wirde. Es gibt keinen richtigen oder falschen
Gebrauch. Richtig und falsch gibt es erst dann, wenn wir
bestimmte Regeln des Gebrauchs stipulieren, so Diamond.
Festsetzungen und Stipulationen aber gibt es fur eine for-
male Sprache.
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Hat Diamond recht, dann ist die gerade dargelegte Auf-
fassung falsch. Die Bedeutung eines Zeichens kann nicht
abschliessend bestimmt werden in dem Sinne, dass alle
Symbole, die ein Zeichen ausdrickt, aufgelistet werden.
Das Zeichen hat eine bestimmte Bedeutung nur zusam-
men mit einem bestimmten Gebrauch. Der Kontext seines
Gebrauchs wird nicht durch eine Ubersetzung in eine an-
dere Notation Uberfliissig gemacht. Ich denke, Diamonds
Feststellung, dass die Verwendungsweise eines Wortes
nicht beschrankt ist, impliziert dies: Der Kontext, in dem
eine bestimmte Verwendungsweise stattfindet, gehort zur
Wortbedeutung. Die Vorstellung, man kénne die Mehrdeu-
tigkeiten der Umgangssprache durch eine Analyse der
Bedeutung und einer daraus resultierenden Notation be-
seitigen, ist also verfehlt.

Die gerade vorgestellte Auffassung beinhaltet zwei auf-
schlussreiche Fehler: Sie geht erstens davon aus, dass
der Unterschied zwischen Zeichen und Symbol kein we-
sentlicher Unterschied ist. Wenn Diamond recht hat, dann
ist dieser Unterschied wesentlich: Der Gebrauch eines
Zeichens ist nicht nur dann relevant, wenn es darum geht
zu klaren, was das Zeichen bedeutet (welches Symbol es
ausdrickt), sondern das Zeichen hat nur zusammen mit
dem bestimmten Gebrauch eine Bedeutung. Nun wird ein
Zeichen dadurch, dass es gebraucht wird, in Beziehung zu
anderen Zeichen gesetzt. Deshalb gehort der Kontext, in
dem das Zeichen mit einer bestimmten Bedeutung ge-
braucht wird (oder mit dieser bestimmten Bedeutung ge-
braucht werden kann), wesentlich zum Zeichen, dass die-
se Bedeutung hat.

Zweitens ist die Vorstellung, die Analyse sei ein Projekt,
das, wenn vielleicht auch nur idealiter, vollendet werden
kann, falsch. Der Kontext, in dem das Zeichen gebraucht
wird, wird durch die Analyse expliziert aber dadurch nicht
Uberflissig gemacht. Der Kontext des Zeichengebrauchs
geht also nicht in der Notation auf.

Es stellt sich die Frage, was die logische Analyse ge-
mass Tractatus dann leisten soll. Was heisst es, die Be-
deutung eines Ausdrucks zu klaren, und zu welchem
Zweck sollen wir eine solche Klarung vornehmen?

Um diese Frage zu beantworten, gehe ich nochmals auf
die Funktion des Sprachgebrauchs ein. Hier also eine
zweite Mdoglichkeit, den Zusammenhang von Sprach-
gebrauch und Bedeutung zu verstehen. Ich gehe dazu von
der Antwort aus, die Diamond im genannten Aufsatz auf
die Frage gibt, was Unsinn sei. Sie argumentiert gegen
Hacker, dass Unsinn nicht dadurch entsteht, dass wir Zei-
chen entgegen den Regeln der logischen Syntax gebrau-
chen. Er entsteht dann, wenn wir einem Zeichen keine
Bedeutung gegeben haben. Diamond verweist auf 5.4733:
Dort sagt Wittgenstein (unter anderem):

Jeder mdgliche Satz ist rechtm&Rig gebildet, und wenn
er keinen Sinn hat, so kann das nur daran liegen, dass
wir einigen seiner Bestandteile keine Bedeutung gege-
ben haben. (Wenn wir auch glauben, es getan zu ha-
ben.) So sagt »Sokrates ist identisch« darum nichts,
weil wir dem Wort »identisch« als Eigenschaftswort
keine Bedeutung gegeben haben.

Woran erkennen wir, dass einem Satzbestandteil, einem
Wort, keine Bedeutung gegeben worden ist? Im Folgen-
den werde ich versuchen, diese Frage zu beantworten.
Diese Antwort bringt uns auch bei der Frage, was wir unter
logischen Analyse verstehen sollen weiter. Denn die Ant-
wort auf die Frage, woran wir erkennen, dass ein Ausdruck
eine Bedeutung hat, ist auch Teil der Antwort, was es
heisst, die Bedeutung eines Ausdrucks zu klaren.
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Wir haben gesehen, dass Zeichen erst zusammen mit ei-
nem bestimmten Gebrauch eine bestimmte Bedeutung
haben. Ob ein Zeichen Bedeutung hat, muss sich also
daran zeigen, dass es gebraucht wird. Nun missen wir
explizieren, was ,brauchen” heissen soll. Warum brauchen
wir identisch* nicht, wenn wir das Satzzeichen ,Sokrates
ist identisch* bilden? Woran erkennen wir, dass wir ,ist
identisch” hier nicht als Pradikat brauchen?

Ich denke, das zeigt sich nicht unabhéngig davon, dass
wir das ganze Satzzeichen nicht brauchen. Auch fur das
Satzzeichen gilt: Nur zusammen mit einem bestimmten
Gebrauch hat es einen bestimmten Sinn. Nun ist der Sinn
des Satzes durch seine Wahrheitsbedingungen bestimmt
(vgl. 4.2 ff). Daraus ergibt sich dass das Satzzeichen erst
zusammen mit einem bestimmten Gebrauch Wahrheitsbe-
dingungen hat und umgekehrt dann, wenn es nicht ge-
braucht wird, keine Wahrheitsbedingungen hat. Ein Satz-
zeichen ist dann unsinnig, wenn wir damit keine Wabhr-
heitsbedingungen ausdricken, wenn wir also damit nichts
behaupten.

Nun heisst Wahrheitsbedingungen haben, in einer logi-
schen Beziehung zu anderen Satzen stehen (vgl. 5.131).
Dass etwas, das wie ein Satz aussieht, tatsachlich Wahr-
heitsbedingungen hat, zeigt sich daran, dass es in logi-
schen Beziehungen zu anderen Satzen steht: Es wird
nicht unabhangig von anderen Séatzen behauptet, es wird
z.B. auf bestimmte Weise durch andere Satze expliziert
oder es wird nicht zusammen mit bestimmten anderen
Satzen behauptet. Wenn ,jidentisch” keine Bedeutung hat,
hat ,Sokrates ist identisch* keine Wahrheitsbedingungen.
Und das zeigt sich daran, dass es keinen Kontext gibt, in
dem ,Sokrates ist identisch” gebraucht wird: Es wird nicht
durch Satze expliziert und steht auch nicht in Widerspruch
zu irgendwelchen Satzen.

Damit ist klar geworden, was Gebrauch heissen soll: Ei-
nen Ausdruck brauchen, ein Satzzeichen verwenden,
heisst, damit etwas Bestimmtes behaupten und sich damit
auf bestimmte Wahrheitsbedingungen festlegen. Dadurch
wird das Satzzeichen in Beziehung zu anderen Satzzei-
chen gesetzt, es bekommt einen Kontext, in dem es mit
diesem bestimmten Sinn verwendet werden kann. Dass
wir ein Satzzeichen mit einer bestimmten Bedeutung brau-
chen, zeigt sich somit daran, dass es nicht isoliert bleibt.

\A

Inwiefern bringt uns das beim Verstéandnis der Analyse
weiter, wenn wir die Funktion des Sprachgebrauches so
auffassen? In der Analyse wird die Bedeutung sprachlicher
Ausdrucke dadurch geklart, dass ein bestimmter Kontext
betrachtet wird, in dem sie gebraucht werden und dann
explizit gemacht wird, welches die logischen Beziehungen
der Satze sind, die in diesem Kontext gebraucht werden.
(Dann wird die ,Art und Weise" wie ein Zeichen bezeich-
net, explizit gemacht.)

Ein Satzzeichen kann gebraucht werden, um einen Satz
auszudriicken, der bestimmte andere Satze impliziert. (Ein
Zeichen kann in einem Satzzeichen verwendet werden,
um einen Satz auszudricken, der bestimmte andere Séatze
impliziert.) Wir behaupten einen solchen Satz dann nicht
unabhéngig, sondern behaupten einiges mit. Am Satzzei-
chen allein ist das aber nicht erkennbar. Weder das Satz-
zeichen als Ganzes noch die Worter, aus denen es zu-
sammengesetzt ist, lassen erkennen, ob und was der Satz
mitbehauptet, den wir mit dem Satzzeichen ausdriicken.
Dies wird erst deutlich, wenn wir den Kontext betrachten,
in dem das Satzzeichen gebraucht wird, dann zum Bei-
spiel, wenn wir explizieren, worauf wir uns mit der Behaup-
tung festlegen. Wenn wir explizieren, worauf wir uns mit
einer Behauptung festlegen, machen wir ihre Wahrheits-
bedingungen explizit. Dann wird deutlich, auf welche Art
und Weise die Worter bezeichnen, die wir brauchen, um
die Behauptung zu machen. Genau das soll durch die lo-
gische Analyse geklart werden.

Ein Satzzeichen kann also gebraucht werden, um ganz
verschiedene Séatze damit auszudriicken. Was wir mit ei-
nem Satzzeichen meinen, das zeigt sich erst, wenn wir die
Wahrheitsbedingungen des Satzes, den wir ausdriicken
wollen, explizieren machen. Wir verwenden das Satzzei-
chen nicht isoliert, sondern es hat einen logischen Ort in
der Sprache: es steht in logischen Beziehungen zu ande-
ren Satzen. Je nachdem, welchen logischen Ort wir dem
Satzzeichen geben, bezeichnet es und bezeichnen die
Worter, die in ihn verwendet werden, auf andere Art und
Weise. Wenn wir seine Wahrheitsbedingungen deutlich ma-
chen, dann machen wir auch seinen logischen Ort in der
Sprache deutlich. Und dann machen wir deutlich, auf welche
Art und Weise die Worter, die es enthélt, bezeichnen.
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1. Einleitung

Die metaethischen Positionen des Non-Deskriptivismus
und Non-Kognitivismus besagen:

(ND) Es ist nicht der Fall, dass Normséatze objektive
Sachverhalte beschreiben.

(NK) Es ist nicht der Fall, dass Normsatze wahr bzw.
falsch sein konnen.

Unter der zusétzlichen Annahme, dass Satze genau dann
wahr bzw. falsch sein kénnen, wenn sie objektive Sach-
verhalte beschreiben, sind ND und NK &quivalent (vgl.
Morscher 2006: 38).

Franz von Kutschera wandte ein, dass es unter Annah-
me von NK nicht mdglich sei, Normsatze zu begrunden,
denn ,einen Satz begriinden, heil3t nachweisen, dafl3 er
wabhr ist* (Kutschera 1982: 48). Dadurch wirde die Ethik
der Willkiir preisgegeben. Ahnliche Einwande wurden
auch gegen ND vorgebracht. Vertreter von ND und NK
kénnen diesen Einwanden entgegnen, dass Normsétze
sehr wohl begriindet werden kdnnen, sofern fur sie ein
anderer Begrundungsbegriff verwendet wird. Fiur die
Stichhaltigkeit einer solchen Entgegnung ist freilich die
Prézisierung eines alternativen Begriindungsbegriffs erfor-
derlich.

Anknupfend an Vorarbeiten Viktor Krafts erarbeite ich im
Folgenden einen Begriff der Rechtfertigung von Normen-
systemen, der mit ND und NK vereinbar ist.

2. Viktor Krafts Begrindungsmodell

Krafts Ansatz ist non-kognitivistisch und non-
deskriptivistisch: Ein Normsatz ist ,keine Aussage uber
Tatsachen und kann auch nicht wahr oder falsch sein wie
eine solche.” (Kraft 1963: 35) Normen kénnen aber mehr
oder weniger zweckmaRig bzgl. eines Ziels sein. Krafts
Begrundungsmodell beruht nun darauf, dass Normensys-
temen (d.h. Mengen von Normsétzen) Ziele bzw. Zwecke
zugeschrieben werden. So ist es etwa ein Ziel der Stra-
Benverkehrsordnung, dass der Verkehr sicher und flissig
ist. Ebenso haben auch ethische Normensysteme ein Ziel.
.Der allgemeine Zweck der Moral ist es, eine Ordnung in
den sozialen Beziehungen herzustellen. Was fur eine Ord-
nung hergestellt werden soll, wird durch gemeinsame Ziele
der miteinander lebenden Individuen bestimmt.“ (Kraft
1963: 39) Genauer auflert sich Kraft in einem spateren
Werk (vgl. Kraft 1974: 319): Das Ziel von Moralsystemen
besteht in einer so wenig als moglich beschrankten Befrie-
digung der Begehren (d.h. Bedurfnisse, Winsche, Interes-
sen, Praferenzen, Ziele) aller Akteure.

Kraft geht davon aus, dass alle Akteure ihre Begehren
befriedigen wollen. Es kdnnen aber nicht alle Begehren
befriedigt werden (etwa aufgrund der Tatsache, dass Ak-
teure oft einander widersprechende Begehren haben). Die
Erfillung der individuellen Begehren muss deshalb be-
schrankt werden. Dazu werden angemessene Regeln be-
notigt: ethische Normen. (vgl. Kraft 1974)
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3. Ethische Adaquatheit & ethische
Rechtfertigung

Wie muss nun ein Normensystem beschaffen sein, um
dem Ziel ethischer Moralsysteme zu entsprechen? Ge-
sucht ist eine Menge von Normen zur Einschrankung der
Erfillung der individuellen Winsche, Interessen und Ziele,
so dass insgesamt so wenig als moglich Einschrankungen
fur alle entstehen. Dabei sind die subjektiven Praferenz-
ordnungen der einzelnen Akteure zu beruicksichtigen. Von
einem ethischen Standpunkt aus sind diese Einschréan-
kungen so ausgewogen und gerecht als mdglich vor-
zugeben. Es muss sich ferner um eine minimale Menge
von Normen handeln, denn Gebote bringen Einschran-
kungen der Handlungsfreiheit mit sich, sie sind — wie Tu-
gendhat betont (vgl. 2001: 92) — in gewisser Weise Belas-
tungen; es ware mit dem Ziel ethischer Moralsysteme un-
vereinbar, die Befriedigung der Wiinsche unnétig durch
Regeln einzuschranken. Die Regeln missen relevant und
notwendig fiur die Erreichung des Ziels sein. Zur Errei-
chung von Zielen, zur Befriedigung von Bedurfnissen, zur
Realisierung von Winschen sind Handlungen (bzw. Unter-
lassungen von Handlungen) erforderlich. Ein Moralsystem
gibt an, welche dieser Handlungen ausgefiihrt werden sol-
len und welche nicht. Deshalb betreffen moralische Regeln
stets Handlungen und driicken sich in Handlungsanwei-
sungen aus. Gesucht ist also eine minimale, konstistente
Menge von Handlungsanweisungen, die fiir Erreichung
des Ziels der Moral zugleich dienlich und notwendig ist.

Im Folgenden wird der so skizzierte Ansatz préazisiert.
Dabei werden erst Normensysteme im Allgemeinen be-
handelt und danach ethische Normensysteme im Beson-
deren.

Zunachst muss geklart werden, was in diesem Zusam-
menhang unter einer ,Zielsetzung’ zu verstehen ist.

Definition 1: Z ist eine Zielsetzung gdw Z eine nicht-leere,
konsistente Menge von rein deskriptiven Sétzen ist.

Eine Zielsetzung in diesem Sinn beschreibt logisch mog-
liche Zustande. Wenn die beschriebenen Zusténde tat-
séchlich eintreten, ist die Zielsetzung realisiert. Das besagt
die folgende Definition:

Definition 2: Eine Zielsetzung Z ist realisiert gdw fiir alle A
in Z gilt: A ist der Fall.

Beispielsweise ist die Zielsetzung {,Ab 2050 gibt es kei-
ne Kriege mehr.’, ,Ab 2050 gibt es keine Atomkraftwerke
mehr.’} genau dann realisiert, wenn es ab 2050 keine
Kriege und Atomkraftwerke mehr gibt.

Definition 3: Ein Normsatz A ist wird eingehalten gdw das
durch A Gebotene der Fall ist.

Zum Beispiel wird der Normsatz ,Es ist geboten, dass fiir
alle Akteure x und y gilt: x unterlésst es, y zu beligen.’
eingehalten, falls fur alle Akteure x und y gilt: X unterlasst
es, y zu bellgen.
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Definition 4: Ein Normensystem N ist hinreichend fur die
Erreichung einer Zielsetzung Z gdw gilt: Wenn fir alle A
aus N gilt, dass A eingehalten wird, dann ist Z realisiert.

Beispielsweise ist das einelementige Normensystem {,Es
ist geboten, dass flr alle Menschen x und y gilt: x unter-
lasst es, y zu toten.’} hinreichend fiur die Zielsetzung
{,Hans tétet niemanden.’}.

Definition 5: Ein Normensystem N ist notwendig fur die
Erreichung einer Zielsetzung Z gdw gilt: Wenn nicht fir alle
A aus N gilt, dass A eingehalten wird, dann ist Z nicht rea-
lisiert.

Zum Beispiel ist das Normensystem {,Es ist geboten,
dass niemand im Ortsgebiet schneller als 50 km/h féahrt.’,
,Es ist geboten, dass niemand bei Nacht ohne Licht fahrt.’}
notwendig fur die Zielsetzung der Strafenverkehrsordnung
(StVO) (namlich die Sicherheit und Flussigkeit des Ver-
kehrs). Hingegen ist das Normensystem {,Es ist geboten,
dass alle Menschen kein Fleisch essen.’} nicht notwendig
fur die Zielsetzung der StVO.

Definition 6: Ein Normensystem N ist minimal bzgl. einer
Zielsetzung Z gdw es keine voneinander verschiedenen
Normséatze A und B aus N gibt, so dass fur jede Zielset-
zung Z1, die eine Teilmenge von Z ist, gilt: Wenn {A} hin-
reichend fiir Z1 ist, dann ist auch {B} hinreichend fiir Z1.

Im folgenden Begriff werden alle bisherigen Merkmale
zusammengefasst.

Definition 6: Ein Normensystem N ist schwach adaquat
relativ zu einer Zielsetzung Z gdw

(a) N konsistent und deontisch konsistent ist,
(b) N notwendig fiir die Erreichung von Z ist, und
(c) N minimal bzgl. Z ist.

Definition 7: Ein Normensystem N ist adaquat relativ zu
einer Zielsetzung Z gdw

(a) N schwach adaquat relativ zu Z ist, und
(b) N hinreichend fur die Erreichung von Z ist.

Auf Basis dieser Definition lasst sich ein nennenswertes
Resultat beweisen: Sind zwei Normensysteme relativ zur
selben Zielsetzung adaquat, so werden die Handlungsan-
weisungen des ersten Systems genau dann eingehalten,
wenn auch jene des zweiten Systems eingehalten werden.
Solche Normensysteme kdnnen also anhand der prakti-
schen Auswirkungen ihrer Befolgung nicht unterschieden
werden. Dennoch kénnen sie an sich verschieden vonein-
ander sein. Dieses Resultat erscheint nicht unplausibel,
wenn man folgende Analogien in Betracht zieht: Samtliche
Systeme der klassischen Aussagenlogik sind am selben
Ziel ausgerichtet — namlich dass sich durch die Anwen-
dung der jeweiligen Regeln Formeln bestimmter Art als
beweisbar herausstellen —, aber nicht alle beinhalten die-
selben Schlussregeln. Trotz der unterschiedlichen Regeln
kdénnen aber genau dieselben Formeln bewiesen werden.
Ebenso verhélt es sich bei Normensystemen, die adaquat
bzgl. desselben Ziels sind. Das nachfolgende Korollar
zeigt, dass dies allgemein der Fall ist.

Korollar 1: Ist Z eine Zielsetzung und sind die Normensys-
teme N1 sowie N2 adaquat relativ zu Z, dann gilt: Alle in
N1 enthaltenen Normsétze werden eingehalten gdw alle in
N2 enthaltenen Normsétze eingehalten werden.

Bisher wurden Normensysteme und Zielsetzungen im
Allgemeinen betrachtet. Im Folgenden werden ethische
Normensysteme im Speziellen behandelt. Diese haben —

grob gesagt — das Ziel, das gesellschaftliche Zusammen-
leben derart zu regeln, dass alle Akteure moglichst wenig
in der Befriedigung ihrer Bedurfnisse und der Erreichung
ihrer Ziele eingeschrankt werden bzw. (anders formuliert)
dass alle Akteure mdoglichst viele ihrer Bedurfnisse und
Ziele befriedigen resp. erreichen kdnnen.

Es sei nun W+ die Menge aller deskriptiven Satze, die
bestehende Bedurfnisse, Winsche, Interessen und Ziele
von Akteuren beschreiben. Es sei ZM (die Zielsetzung
ethischer Normensysteme) jene maximale, simultan reali-
sierbare Teilmenge von W+, fiir die gilt, dass fiir alle Ak-
teure geman ihrer subjektiven Praferenzordnung mdoglichst
viele ihrer Bedirfnisse, Wiinsche, Interessen und Ziele
realisiert werden. Grundbedurfnisse (etwa die Bedurfnisse
nach Unversehrtheit, Sicherheit, sozialen Kontakten usf.)
werden dabei Zielen héherer Stufe vorgeordnet.

Bevor nun definiert werden kann, wann ein Normensys-
tem ethisch adaquat ist, wird der Begriff der Handlungs-
anweisung gebraucht: Bei Handlungsanweisungen handelt
es sich um ,Aufforderungen, in Situationen einer bestimm-
ten Art s Handlungen einer bestimmten Art h auszufiihren.”
(Mittelstra® 22005, p. 1030) Zum Beispiel ist der Normsatz
,Es ist geboten, dass kein Mensch andere Menschen er-
mordet.’ eine Handlungsanweisung, aber der Normsatz ,Es
ist geboten, dass niemand Schmerzen hat.’ ist keine
Handlungsanweisung. Es ist nicht zweckm&Rig, Akteuren
Normséatze aufzuerlegen, die keine Handlungsanweisun-
gen sind. Damit ergibt sich folgende Definition:

Definition 8: Ein Normensystem N ist ethisch adaquat gdw

(a) N nur Handlungsanweisungen enthélt, und
(b) N adaquat relativ zu ZM (der Zielsetzung ethischer
Normensysteme) ist.

DemgemaR ist ein ethisch adaquates Normensystem ei-
ne (deontisch) konsistente, minimale Menge von Hand-
lungsanweisungen derart, dass ZM genau dann realisiert
ist, wenn alle Elemente des Normensystems eingehalten
werden. Daraus ergeben sich ein paar Folgerungen, die
den Begriff der ethischen Adaquatheit etwas néaher erlau-
tern.

Korollar 2: Ist ZM nicht realisiert, dann gibt es kein ethisch
adaquates Normensystem, dessen samtliche Elemente
eingehalten werden.

Da im gegenwartigen Zustand der Welt ZM nicht reali-
siert ist, kann nach diesem Resultat davon ausgegangen
werden, dass derzeit kein ethisch adaquates Moralsystem
allgemein eingehalten wird.

Korollar 3: Sind N1 sowie N2 ethisch adaquate Normen-
systeme, dann gilt: Alle Normsatze aus N1 werden ein-
gehalten gdw alle Normséatze aus N2 eingehalten werden.

Aus dem Begriff der ethischen Adéquatheit von Moral-
systemen ergeben sich folgende Definitionen dreier Recht-
fertigungsbegriffe fur Normsétze.

Definition 9: Eine Normsatz A ist ethisch gerechtfertigt
bzgl. eines Normensystems N gdw N ethisch adaquat ist,
und A aus N deontisch-logisch folgt.

Ethisch gerechtfertigt ist ein Normsatz also stets in Be-
zug auf ein ethisch adaquates Normensystem. Der Begriff
der ethischen Adaquatheit von Normensystemen ist inso-
fern grundlegender als der Begriff der Rechtfertigung ein-
zelner Normsétze. Dieses Ergebnis erscheint vielleicht
etwas unerwartet, doch ist es durchaus plausibel, wenn
man sich verdeutlicht, dass manche Normen nur im Zu-
sammenhang mit anderen gerechtfertigt werden kénnen.
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Definition 10: Ein Normsatz A ist ethisch rechtfertigbar
gdw es ein Normensystem N gibt, so dass N ethisch ada-
guat und A ethisch gerechtfertigt bzgl. N ist.

Es ist auch der Fall denkbar, dass ein Normsatz aus al-
len ethisch adaquaten Normensystemen folgt. Daftir wird
der folgende Begriff eingefuhrt:

Definition 11: Ein Normsatz A ist absolut ethisch gerecht-
fertigt gdw es min. ein ethisch adaquates Normensystem
gibt und fur alle Normensysteme N gilt: Wenn N ethisch
adaquat ist, dann ist A ethisch gerechtfertigt bzgl. N.

Absolut ethisch gerechtfertigt ist also ein Normsatz, der
aus allen ethisch adédquaten Moralsystemen folgt. Es ist
allerdings nicht gezeigt, dass es solche Normsatze tat-
séchlich gibt.

Zur weiteren Verdeutlichung dieser Rechtfertigungsbeg-
riffe dienen die folgenden Korollare:

Korollar 4: Wenn es keine ethisch adaquaten Normensys-
teme gibt, dann ist kein Normsatz absolut ethisch gerecht-
fertigt.

Korollar 5: Wenn es keine ethisch adaquaten Normensys-
teme gibt, dann gibt es keine ethisch rechtfertigbaren
Normsatze.

Korollar 6: Wenn alle ethisch rechtfertigbaren Satze abso-
lut ethisch gerechtfertigt sind, dann gilt fir alle ethisch
adaquaten Normensysteme N1, N2 und alle Normséatze A:
A folgt aus N1 gdw A aus N2 folgt.

Korollar 7: Wenn alle ethisch rechtfertigbaren Satze abso-
lut ethisch gerechtfertigt sind, dann qilt fur alle ethisch
adaquaten Normensysteme N1, N2: Alle in N1 enthaltenen
Normsatze folgen aus N2 und alle in N2 enthaltenen
Normsétze folgen aus N1.

Die Korollare 6 und 7 besagen, dass es hinreichend fur
die Aquivalenz aller ethisch adiquaten Normensysteme
ist, dass alle ethisch rechtfertigbaren Normsétze auch ab-
solut ethisch gerechtfertigt sind. Unter dieser Bedingung
gibt es — vereinfacht formuliert — die ,.eine richtige Ethik".

4. Merkmale ethisch adaquater Normensys-
teme

Es konnen sechs Merkmale verzeichnet werden, die
ethisch adaquate Moralsysteme aufweisen:

(1) Menschenwerk: Moralsysteme mussen gemaf der vor-
geschlagenen Rechtfertigungstheorie von einem ethischen
Standpunkt aus konstruiert werden und es muss Uberpruft
werden, ob sie ethisch adaquat sind. Sie sind nicht durch
Offenbarung oder Wesensschau gegeben.

(2) Nicht-Einzigkeit: Es kann mehrere verschiedene
ethisch adaquate Moralsysteme geben. Es muss also nicht
der Fall sein, dass es (bis auf logische Aquivalenz) genau
ein einziges adaquates Moralsystem gibt. Das ist nur unter
gewissen Bedingungen der Fall (siehe Korollar 7).

(3) Metaphysische Sparsamkeit: Die Existenz objektiver
Norm- oder Wertsachverhalte muss nicht angenommen
werden. Auch die Bezugnahme auf (metaphysisch zwei-
felhafte) hohere Instanzen ist nicht erforderlich.

(4) Interessenabhangigkeit: Was ethisch adéquat bzw. ge-
rechtfertigt ist, hangt von den Bedirfnissen, Wunschen,
Interessen, Préferenzen und Zielen der Akteure ab.

(5) Holismus: Nicht (nur) einzelne Normen, sondern ganze
Normensysteme sind auf ihre Angemessenheit zu Uberpri-
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fen. Die Rechtfertigbarkeit einzelner Normsétze hangt von
der Adaquatheit ganzer Moralsysteme ab. Es ist nicht aus-
geschlossen, dass gewisse Handlungsanweisungen nur
im Zusammenhang mit anderen gerechtfertigt sind.

(6) Revidierbarkeit und Zeitabhangigkeit: Adéaquate Moral-
systeme sind nach dieser Auffassung nicht ewig und un-
verrickbar, sondern stets Wandel und Anpassung unter-
worfen. Der Zeitpunkt wurde in der bisherigen Betrachtung
stets festgehalten. Um eine angemessenere Theorie zu
erhalten, misste man aber alle betrachteten Préadikate um
eine Zeitstelle erweitern, z.B. ,N ist zu t ethisch adaquat’
statt ,N ist ethisch adaquat’. Es ist namlich zu beachten,
dass sich mit der Anderung von Bediirfnissen, Wiinschen
und Interessen der kognitiven Subjekte in der Zeit auch
eine Anderung der ethisch adaquaten Normensysteme
vollzieht. Da Bedurfnisse, Wunsche, Interessen zeitab-
héngig sind und es von Bedirfnissen, Wiunschen und Inte-
ressen abhangt, ob Moralsysteme ethisch adéaquat sind,
musse auch diese zeitabhéngig sein.

5. Offene Probleme

Die Frage, wie die Menge ZM (die Zielsetzung ethischer
Moralsysteme) genau zu bestimmen ist, wurde in dieser
Abhandlung nicht ausreichend beantwortet. Dies ist ge-
wiss ein neuralgischer Punkt, der vieles an Préazisierungs-
arbeit erfordert. Nida-Rumelin bemerkt dazu: ,Der Zu-
sammenhang zwischen individuellen Interessen, morali-
scher Begriindung und sozialen Normen bleibt allerdings
nicht nur bei Kraft unzureichend geklart, sondern stellt das
zentrale Problem auch der zeitgendssischen rationalen
Ethik dar (Nida-Rimelin 1992: 159).

Nachdem ein Rechtfertigungsbegriff fir Handlungsan-
weisungen und einen Adaquatheitsbegriff fur Moralsyste-
me vorgeschlagen wurde, kann nun der Fokus auf die Be-
antwortung dieser offenen Fragen gelegt werden. Gelingt
es, sie plausibel zu beantworten, so kommt man einer
stichhaltigen non-deskriptivistischen bzw. non-kognitivi-
stischen Metaethik einen gro3en Schritt naher.

Literatur

Kraft, Viktor 1974 ,Die Giltigkeit von Normen*, Zeitschrift fur allge-
meine Wissenschaftstheorie 5/2, 317-322.

— 1963 Rationale Moralbegrindung, Wien: Béhlau.

Kutschera, Franz von 1982 Grundlagen der Ethik, Berlin: de Gruyter.

MittelstraR, Jirgen 22005 (Hg.) Enzyklopadie Philosophie und Wis-
senschaftstheorie, Stuttgart: Metzler.

Nida-Rumelin, Julian 1992 ,Rationale Ethik", in: Annemarie Pieper
(Hg.), Geschichte der neueren Ethik, Band 2: Gegenwart, Tubin-
gen: Francke, 154-172.

Tugendhat, Ernst 2001 Aufsétze: 1992-2000, Frankfurt am Main:
Suhrkamp.



Ethics as Shown: Against Kelly’s Reading of the Tractatus

Maja Jaakson

Amsterdam, Netherlands | jaakson@science.uva.nl

1. Introduction

This paper evaluates John C. Kelly’'s account of Wittgen-
stein’s early views on ethics. | shall argue against Kelly’s
claim that, for the early Wittgenstein, ethics does not show
itself because showing “requires a common struc-
ture”(Kelly 1995: 580). | begin by sketching the context in
which Kelly makes this claim in order to show how it con-
nects to his paper’s central argument. Following this, | ex-
amine Kelly’s reading of the Tractatus in order to recon-
struct his argument as to why showing requires a common
structure. | finally show how key passages from the Trac-
tatus and “A Lecture on Ethics” can be used to establish
that remark 6.522 from the Tractatus implies that ethics
does show itself and, consequently, that Kelly’s conclusion
is unacceptable.

2. Contextualizing Kelly’s claim: the big pic-
ture

Kelly’'s main thesis in “Wittgenstein, the Self, and Ethics” is
that the Philosophical Investigations does not treat of eth-
ics because Wittgenstein’s views on this subject remained
relatively stable over the course of his philosophical devel-
opment. On Kelly's reading, the later Wittgenstein believes
we can only speak meaningfully about the phenomena
which arise in the context of particular activities or prac-
tices. One might then think that, for Wittgenstein, ethics
concerns what is good, right, or obligatory in these particu-
lar contexts; and on such a view, that one could clarify our
ethical concepts by studying their use within a number of
language-games. Yet according to Kelly, such an ap-
proach to ethics is not one which Wittgenstein would have
taken himself, since, throughout his life, Wittgenstein took
ethics to relate to “a global vision which gives meaning to
life [as opposed to] an assortment of disconnected goods,
rights, and obligations” (Kelly 1995: 588). Thus, as ethics
tries to say something about the meaning of an individual's
life as a whole, no shared practice or language-game can
confer meaning to our utterances about ethics. Finally,
Kelly takes this to echo Wittgenstein’s early views on eth-
ics; there, “ethics could not be shown either, since show-
ing, like saying, requires a common structure” (Kelly 1995:
588).

| take issue with this claim that, for the early Wittgen-
stein, ethics is not shown because a “common structure” is
lacking. In the next section, | will sketch Kelly’s account of
the role played by such a structure in the Tractatus and
attempt to clarify the connection between this structure
and the possibility of showing. Note, however, that my
main argument does not attack Kelly's claim that ethics
cannot be shown because showing requires a common
structure; it only attacks Kelly’s conclusion that ethics does
not show itself.

3. Constructing Kelly’s account

Since Kelly takes logic, unalike ethics, to show itself ac-
cording to the Tractatus, we begin by examining his views
on those topics. Kelly claims there are two similarities and
one important difference between logic and ethics in the
Tractatus. Recall that, on the Tractarian theory of meaning,
propositions are only meaningful insofar as they make
claims about contingent states of affairs. Thus, as neither
logical nor ethical matters are contingent (TLP 2.0121,
6.41), whatever appears to address an ethical or logical
issue is literally nonsensical (TLP 6.42, 5.5351); both logi-
cal and ethical “statements” are pseudo-propositions. Fur-
thermore, according to Kelly, both logic and ethics require
a transcendental subject through which they can charac-
terize or condition the world. On the logical side of things,
the shared structure of language, thought and world is
constituted by a metaphysical subject; and on the ethical
side, the meaning to the world rests on the metaphysical
subject’s view of the world as a whole (Kelly 1995: 573).

But for Kelly, the similarity between ethics and logic
breaks down when we consider the status of the subject’s
position in relation to reality. Although, by the Tractatus,
there is some truth to solipsism because the underlying
structure of the world is given by the metaphysical subject,
this subject, as such a structure, lies outside the world.
This leaves only a “common realm of facts” with limits fixed
by the logic of our language; and “in the case of logic there
is, in effect, only one metaphysical subject constituting
[that] single common domain of facts” (Kelly 1995: 578).
Thus, some form of realism is true because every one of
us constitutes the same logical space given by the meta-
physical subject. However, according to Kelly, Wittgenstein
claims the happy and unhappy inhabit different worlds
(TLP 6.43) and states that experiences of ethical value
vary from person to person (Wittgenstein 1965: 8). Given
these remarks, Kelly concludes that, as there are a num-
ber of distinct ethical attitudes one may have toward the
world, nothing guarantees agreement between the varie-
ties of ethical spaces we constitute and there can be no
unique, common domain of ethical values. Wittgenstein is
thus a logical monist but an ethical pluralist.

Kelly mentions no other differences between logic and
ethics in the Tractatus. Thus, since he characterizes the
difference between logic and ethics in terms the number of
perspectives their subjects may take (and logic shows it-
self, while ethics does not), it seems we can conclude that
something can show itself only when it is common to all
subjects. | take Kelly's underlying reasoning here to be as
follows. Because there is only one linguistic perspective
one can take toward the world — only one way of structur-
ing the world which “fits” it — there is a unique set of condi-
tions which must be met in order for language to be possi-
ble at all. We are able to use pictures and propositions be-
cause our thoughts are a particular way; and these particu-
larities, these logical features, show themselves. In con-
trast, | may take one of any number of genuinely ethical
perspectives on the world. Thus, nothing can be shown
about the character of the unique, correct attitude one can
have toward the world from an ethical point of view, be-
cause there is no such attitude. So, while some things
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about ethics may be shown — that there are many ethical
perspectives, for instance — ethics does not show itself.

4. Excursus: Ethical Pluralism

Kelly’'s argument that ethics cannot be shown relies on the
premise that Wittgenstein is a type of ethical pluralist. Al-
though my criticism of Kelly will not focus on this premise, |
do wish to raise the following issues concerning it. Kelly
cites the Tractatus and the “Lecture on Ethics” as evidence
of Wittgenstein’s pluralism because the latter never explic-
itly states his position on the matter in his early work.
Kelly’s evidence, however, does not unequivocally support
his claim. Firstly, it is difficult to tell what Wittgenstein is
driving at in TLP 6.43. Does he mean that the character of
the world depends on one will, which may be happy or un-
happy? Or is he saying something about two different wills
— one happy, one unhappy — which characterize different
worlds? If he means the first, 6.43 does not entail ethical
pluralism. Secondly, it seems hasty to conclude that peo-
ple have incommensurable ethical worldviews merely be-
cause they are struck by very different examples or de-
scriptions of ethical experiences.” In fact, in the “Lecture
on Ethics”,? Wittgenstein says he thinks the religious be-
liever who says she feels safe in the hands of God refers
to the same experience Wittgenstein calls feeling abso-
lutely safe (Wittgenstein 1965: 10). Differences in expres-
sion need not signal attitudinal differences.

Furthermore, Kelly's “one logic, many ethics” thesis ap-
pears to be incompatible with Wittgenstein's pre-Tractarian
writings from 1916. For in the Notebooks, immediately fol-
lowing a remark about how idealism leads to realism, Witt-
genstein says: “And in this sense | can also speak of a will
that is common to the whole world. But this will is in a
higher sense my will. As my idea is the world, in the same
way my will is the world-will” (Wittgenstein 1961: 85). Witt-
genstein may have changed his mind about the subject by
the time he completed the Tractatus, but he at least
thought in 1916 that if logic is monistic, so too is ethics.

5. Ethics in the 6.52s

Pace Kelly, | will now defend the claim that, for the early
Wittgenstein, ethics can show itself. More specifically, | will
draw from Wittgenstein's early remarks on ethics and ex-
periences of value in order to argue for a particular inter-
pretation of the 6.5s in the Tractatus. On this reading, the
6.5s indicate that the reality of ethics shows itself when
one has a mystical experience of the world as a whole.
The key passage for my interpretation is 6.552 from the
Tractatus: “There is indeed the inexpressible. This shows
itself; it is the mystical” (TLP 6.522). | will argue that the
“inexpressible” here is of an ethical sort.
Given the Tractatus’ numbering scheme, 6.522 and 6.52
are elucidations of 6.5: “For an answer which cannot be
expressed the question too cannot be expressed” (TLP
6.5). What | wish to maintain is that 6.522 and 6.52 eluci-
date the ethical aspects of 6.5. Let us first consider 6.52:

We feel that even if all possible scientific questions be
[sic] answered, the problems of life have still not been
touched at all. Of course there is then no question left,
and just this is the answer. (TLP 6.52)

! Note that Kelly takes the “Lecture” to make a stronger claim: that the experi-
ences of value vary from person to person.

2As Kelly mentions, although the “Lecture on Ethics” was written around 1929,
its tone is Tractarian “as far as the topic of ethics is concerned”(Kelly 1995:
575).
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What makes this an ethical remark? To answer this, we
must note that, for the early Wittgenstein, ethics does not
exclusively aim at analyzing our moral concepts; it also
concerns the meaning, purpose, or value of one’s life. This
is obvious given the fact that, when defining ethical enquiry
in the “Lecture on Ethics”, Wittgenstein says the following
definitions gesture in the right direction:

Ethics is the enquiry into what is valuable, or, into what
is really important, or [...] the enquiry into the meaning
of life, or into what makes life worth living, or into the
right way of living. (Wittgenstein 1965: 5)

In the light of his inclination to couch a definition of ethics
in terms of the purpose and value of life, Wittgenstein
surely conceives of the “problems of life” mentioned in 6.52
as ethical problems. Furthermore, in the “Lecture on Eth-
ics”, he claims that a complete list of all empirical truths
contains no ethical propositions (Wittgenstein 1965: 6) and
that ethics “can be no science” (Wittgenstein 1965: 12); it
thus seems reasonable to conclude he thinks there can be
no scientific solutions to ethical problems. But then, since
there are no scientific solutions to ethical problems and the
problems of life are ethical problems, we arrive at the con-
tent of 6.52: that there are no scientific solutions to the
problems of life.

6.52 can now be seen to elucidate the ethical aspect of
6.5 as follows. By the Tractarian semantic theory, every
genuine question has a propositional answer (TLP 6.5);
and propositions can only express the facts of natural sci-
ence. As the problems of life lie beyond the reach of sci-
ence, their “solutions” cannot be put into words (TLP 6.52).
In the next section, it will be shown that 6.522 affirms that
what is inexpressible in 6.52, the ethical, is nonetheless
real; it is “the mystical” and shows itself.

6. Ethics and “the mystical feeling”

What does it means for the mystical, the ethical inex-
pressible, to show itself? Although Wittgenstein says little
in the Tractatus about the occasions on which this hap-
pens, both 6.44 and 6.45 make mention of the mystical:

Not how the world is, is the mystical, but that it is.

(TLP 6.44)

The contemplation of the world sub specie aeterni is its
contemplation as a limited whole. The feeling of the
world as a limited whole is the mystical feeling. (6.45)

Thus Wittgenstein distinguishes the state of the world from
its bare existence, connecting the mystical with the latter;
and he also relates the mystical to a feeling of the world as
a “limited whole”.

We can see what Wittgenstein means by “the feeling of
the world as a limited whole” and why this of ethical signifi-
cance by turning once again to the “Lecture on Ethics”.
There, when trying to convey what he means by “absolute
value™, Wittgenstein presents three examples of his own
personal ethical experiences, one of which he describes
as “wonder[ing] at the existence world” (Wittgenstein 1965:
8). | take this to be the type of experience in which, for the
early Wittgenstein, the ethical significance of the world
shows itself. For notice that 6.44 evokes the wonderment
at the existence of the world mentioned in the “Lecture on
Ethics”; and in doing so, 6.44 permits us to connect this
wonderment to the showing of the ethical inexpressible in
6.522. Furthermore, on Wittgenstein’s view, wondering at

% For Wittgenstein, absolute value and ethical value are one (Wittgenstein
1965: 9).



Ethics as Shown: Against Kelly’s Reading of the Tractatus | Maja Jaakson

the existence of the world is not like wondering at some-
thing being the case; it is completely unlike wondering at
the size of a dog (Wittgenstein 1965: 8). In contrast, ethical
wonderment involves taking a special attitude toward the
world; it involves no longer looking among the facts, but
seeing the world from an eternal perspective (sub specie
aeterni). In other words, the world shows its ethical signifi-
cance when one sees it as a whole — a limited whole, for
the world does not include the eternal perspective.

Wittgenstein reminds us, however, that only contingent
propositions are meaningful; although one can wonder at
the contingent existence of something, to wonder at the
being of the world, which necessarily exists, is honsensi-
cal. When attempting to one’s mystical experience of the
world into words, then, one attempts to move beyond the
facts and consequently “misus[es] language” (Wittgenstein
1965: 8). Thus, for the early Wittgenstein, the world has an
ineffable ethical value which shows itself; but we fall into
nonsense when we try to put the mystical into words. If this
reading is correct, then by TLP 6.522 — contra Kelly's in-
terpretation of the Tractatus — there is the inexpressible, it
is ethical, and it shows itself.
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1.Introduction

It is well known that Stephen Toulmin felt a great philoso-
phical affinity for Ludwig Wittgenstein, from the moment he
was his student (in the late 1940s) until his last book,
about 10 years ago (see Toulmin 2001: 206 ff). Toulmin
was co-author of one of the leading works about Wittgen-
stein in the second half of the 20" century, Wittgenstein's
Vienna, which today is still an essential reference work
(Toulmin 1973; see also Janik 2001). The extent to which
Wittgenstein had influenced the development of Toulmin’s
philosophy is a question that raised — from the Toulminian
side — a prolific bibliography that is impracticable to men-
tion here, but — to judge from the specialist literature on the
subject from the Wittgensteinian side — is largely awaiting
an enlightening and definitive answer. In any case, it still is
with respect to the theory of argumentation, in general, of
the author of The Uses of Argument (1958), Knowing and
Acting (1976) and An Introduction to Reasoning (1979),
even though, in the last decade, some argumentation
theorists have addressed the issue (see, for instance,
Godden 2003). This last facet of Toulmin is, without doubt,
the one best known today, specially in academic terms
(see Hitchcock and Verheij 2006). Toulmin's views, in The
Uses of Argument, are not only credited with important
contributions to the aforementioned theory (see Eemeren
et al. 1996, chap. 5, 129-162) but, indeed, with the idea
that rhetoric and argumentation, when interpreted philoso-
phically, are a new paradigm of rationality for the 21% cen-
tury (Ribeiro 2012: 1-19).

It is this last viewpoint that | shall look at here. What is
the importance to Wittgenstein's philosophy — and espe-
cially that of the later Wittgenstein — of argumentation and
its problems, that is, the very problems that Toulmin was
concerned with in the books mentioned above? | must
hasten to answer: none, apparently at least — not without
some surprise from those who study and teach argumenta-
tion theory and, at the same time, study and teach the
work of Wittgenstein (as | do). | am not ignoring, of course,
that the “language games” and other fundamental con-
cepts of Wittgenstein’s philosophy can be interpreted and
placed at the service of argumentation theory, as Hintikka
and others sought to do (see, for instance, Saarinen 1979:
1-26). This was the very angle from which it was argued
that Wittgenstein, with Philosophical Investigations, had
influenced the idea of “argument field” in Toulmin, and that
he, in some way, had prepared the ground for the concep-
tions on argumentation presented in The Uses of Argu-
ment, in particular, for the actual argument theory upheld
in that book (see again Godden 2003; and Toulmin 1958:
chap. 3). But, surprisingly enough for us in the beginning
of 21st century, the idea that meaning in everyday lan-
guage involves, directly or indirectly, argumentation is
completely absent in Wittgenstein's philosophy. If we re-
read Philosophical Investigations, for example, from this
point of view, we may conclude that such idea — that is,
that a term, statement, etc., from everyday language is
part of a wider discursive context, in the framework of
which it has certain formal relationships of inference with
other terms or statements, which can be disputed or criti-
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cised and, above all, studied for themselves — is nowhere
to be seen. It is the question of meaning, not of argumen-
tation or meaning through argumentation, that occupies
Wittgenstein. However, it is precisely this idea that to some
extent is at the core of Toulmin’s work. This relationship,
by contrast, between Wittgenstein and Toulmin has been
omitted (not to say ignored) in the past by the specialist
literature on these philosophers, and it is absolutely essen-
tial if we are to understand where the philosophy of the
first ends and that of the second begins, that is, to ap-
praise their respective originalities. Indeed, the research
which | just mentioned (such as that developed in some
reputable contemporary argumentation theories) is based
on the presumption that Wittgenstein's influence on Toul-
min basically concerned the argumentation model that is
presented in The Uses of Argument, disregarding its wider
philosophical context — not only that of that book but, more
generally, that which led Toulmin to write (with A. Janik)
Wittgenstein's Vienna, almost twenty years later. There-
fore, the question | began by posing could perhaps be re-
formulated as follows: it is a matter of knowing not only
what Toulmin saw but, above all, what he did not found in
Wittgenstein's philosophy that led him, directly or indirectly,
to an argumentation theory like that which he brings to us
in The Uses of Argument and developed in later books.

2. Theory of meaning (Wittgenstein)
vs. theory of argumentation (Toulmin)

Before going on to talk about Toulmin’s reception of Witt-
genstein’s philosophy, let me clarify the opposition be-
tween meaning theory and argumentation theory that |
have just alluded to. The revolutionary starting point of
Toulmin (1958) is that the problems of meaning theory that
occupied a considerable part of analytic philosophy in the
mid-1950s (not merely those authors from the so-called
“English ordinary language philosophy”, as Austin, Straw-
son, Ryle and others, but Wittgenstein himself) are funda-
mentally problems of rhetoric and/or of argumentation
(theory). From this standpoint, the originality of The Uses
of Argument, in my interpretation, rests on two main ideas:
First, the meaning of whatever is supposed to be part of
everyday language can only be understood through its use
in argumentation, i.e. through the arguments into which it
enters. It is not enough to say that meaning is given to us
(behaviouristically) through the use of language in context
and that — against Russell and others — it is not a meta-
physical entity, as the aforementioned philosophers ar-
gued, including — | repeat once more — Wittgenstein,
though Toulmin certainly would have subscribed to such
criticisms. Nor it is enough to describe and characterise in
detail in which contexts this use is made, so as to some-
how try to build and develop a meaning theory. It was what
the English ordinary language philosophers — who are tar-
geted by some Toulmin’s criticisms, whether in The Uses
of Argument or in Wittgenstein’s Vienna — above all did;
and it was what Wittgenstein himself was doing, to some
extent, in Philosophical Investigations and other works, at
least, from a negative viewpoint, i.e, that, finally, we cannot
build any meaning theory in systematic terms, and, there-
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fore, that philosophy — in the foundational and universalist
sense of the concept — is condemned. At any rate, this
viewpoint — i.e. the idea that meaning relies on the con-
texts of the use of language — remained pertinent for
Toulmin (for example, for his concept of “field-dependent
argument” and, more generally, for his critique of the appli-
cation of formal logic to argumentation). In fact, such idea
is obvious in the very title of Toulmin's book The Uses of
Argument. However, the essential point is that, if one does
not realise that meaning is not only simply a question of
the use of language, but essentially of the use of language
in argumentation, we run the risk of emptying or eliminat-
ing it (looking for it where, in fact, it does not exist) and
being unable to build any theory about it — as it was the
case, according to an interpretation like the one suggested
by Toulmin, of Wittgenstein’s philosophy itself. On the con-
trary, for The Uses of Argument, a theory of meaning is
only possible through (or as) a theory of argumentation. At
stake, then, for philosophy (indeed, according to Toulmin
(1958) for the future of philosophy in general), is the fun-
damental task of understanding (1) how we argue or what
are the ways we do it, (2) how this uses of argumentation
changes from context to context (or is “field-dependent”, in
Toulmin’s terms), (3) which (new) role can be played by
formal logic in analysing and assessing our arguments,
etc. Toulmin sees rhetoric, or argumentation theory (he
tends to use the first term: “rhetoric”), as having precisely
these fundamentals objectives.

Second, for the Toulmin of The Uses of Argument, it is in
rhetoric that we are given the foundations of philosophy
and, thereby, of knowledge and human action in general.
He strives to demonstrate this thesis in the first book by
showing how the traditional issues of metaphysics and
epistemology can (and should) be reduced to/and reformu-
lated as issues of rhetoric or argumentation theory (see
Toulmin 1958, chaps. IV and V). While it is certain that —
as especially the analytic philosophers had concluded from
the standpoint of meaning theory — it is not possible to
know the world’s essence, for Toulmin it is always possible
to study the way we talk and argue in relation to it. From
this point of view, where rhetoric seems to be a new para-
digm of rationality, he surely would not have subscribed to
the holist thesis of those who, taking the theory of meaning
as the matrix of their research, proclaimed — expressly or
implicitly — the end of philosophy. This was true of Quine,
in the same era (see Quine 1953: 20-46); but, once again,
it was also in this direction that some of Wittgenstein’'s
texts seemed to point. Philosophy, as Toulmin saw it (in
some sense, once again, against Wittgenstein), continued
to be not only possible but also necessary as rhetoric or
argumentation theory.

3. Toulmin’s reception of Wittgenstein’s
philosophy: rhetoric and argumentation
as ethics for a new world

Now, the natural question arising from what has just been
said is obviously this: given the opposition and contrast
that has been established between meaning theory and
argumentation theory, between Wittgenstein and Toulmin,
how, in spite of everything, could the philosophy of the first
have crucially influenced the second? | have already men-
tioned some aspects of such influence, which involve the
intersection of the two theories, when the first is looked at
in light of the second. Nevertheless, that is not enough. As
Wittgenstein’s Vienna shows to perfection, Toulmin saw in
the work of Wittgenstein as a whole not only the death cer-
tificate (issued by Wittgenstein himself) of the theory of
meaning in general — i.e. of a theory like that which, in his
reading and interpretation, the philosopher had developed

from the Tractatus to the Investigations — but of the entire
philosophy in systematic terms, too (1973, see chaps. 6
and 7). Such death certificate was, in a sense, the death
certificate of Wittgenstein’s Vienna itself — not only that of
the Tractatus, but mainly that of Philosophical Investiga-
tions. Indeed, it was not simply a death certificate of the
Viennese society, but of the European societies as a
whole in the mid-1950s (1973, chaps. 8 and 9). As a re-
sult, he basically viewed that work as an invitation to con-
ceive new ways of building a philosophy — as that Toulmin
offers us in The Uses of Argument, which places rhetoric
and argumentation at the heart of philosophy — that may
match the same ethical imperatives that Wittgenstein had
philosophically claimed, from the outset, given the steep
moral, cultural and political decline of the Viennese society
at the end of the 19" and in the early 20" centuries. In an
interpretation such as this, Wittgenstein’s meaning theory
would be an essential part (for the best and most decisive
reasons) of that “suicide of the modern movement” to
which the chapter 8 of Wittgenstein’s Vienna refers (1973:
239 ff). It would be, as Toulmin tells us in that book, not
just a “terminus ad quem” of modern and contemporary
philosophical tradition, but, fundamentally, a “terminus a
quo”, that is to say, once again, an opening of new hori-
zons and paths to the “historic development” of other
“fields of research” (ibid.) in philosophy — as (supposedly)
was the case of his own in The Uses of Argument. It is
from this fundamental point of view that Toulmin’s theory of
rhetoric and argumentation is playing, in completely new
and original terms, the role of Wittgenstein’s old meaning
theory.

4. Conclusion

To sum up, Toulmin’s philosophy is not limited to develop-
ing certain viewpoints that Wittgenstein had presented
previously and reformulating them in the framework of his
conception of rhetoric and argumentation. This was/is a
wrong approach to the connections between the two phi-
losophers. Toulmin was convinced that, with that concep-
tion, he had introduced not only a new philosophical para-
digm but also, as | noted above, a new paradigm for un-
derstanding rationality as a whole. Wittgenstein belonged
to the past, although he had crucially pointed the way to
his own research. In the only citation apropos of Wittgen-
stein that is in The Uses of Argument, Toulmin (rhetori-
cally) alludes to the revolutionary nature of that research
and, in particular, to the status which, in light of it, rhetoric
and argumentation would henceforth have, in comparison
with research in the Western philosophical tradition in
general (which includes, in my interpretation, the philoso-
phy of Wittgenstein himself). He uses an interesting and
memorable analogy for this purpose in the beginning of the
“Conclusion”: “The late Ludwig Wittgenstein used to com-
pare the re-ordering of our ideas accomplished in philoso-
phy with the re-ordering of the books on the shelves of a
library. The first thing one must do is to separate books
which, though at present adjacent, have no real connec-
tion, and put them on the floor in different places; so to
begin with the appearance of chaos in and around the
bookcase inevitably increases, and only after a time does
the new and improved order of things begin to be manifest
[...]. Initially, therefore, the librarian’s and the philosopher’s
activities alike are bound to appear negative, confusing,
destructive [...]. In the present inquiries, for instance, we
may seem to have been preoccupied entirely with negative
questions [...]. But, if this has been so, it is not from any
love of distinctions and objections for their own sakes. [...]
our excuse lies in the conviction that a radical re-ordering
of logical theory is needed in order to bring it more nearly
into line with critical practice [...].”
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A well-known article by Thomas Nagel begins with a
phrase which is striking, direct and obvious: “We do not
live in a just world”. The statement continues with a com-
mentary about which it would be difficult not to agree: “This
may be the least controversial claim one could make in
political theory” (Nagel 2005: 113). But the fact we agree
does not hide the other fact that this complaint is recurring:
it could have been made a hundred years ago and it could
be made in another hundred years time. The demands of
reaching an effective and definitively just society are both
a permanent motivation for discussing the very concept of
justice and also show that the issue is unending. The fact
that the establishment of justice is a kind of unending
quest does not however prevent us from talking of im-
provements in relation to other times, or similarly of pro-
gress or deterioration regarding the final aim of our social
and political aspirations.

The circumstance that we are constantly yearning for
justice allows us to point out that a conviction surrounding
the possibility of the existence of a Utopian ideal that might
possibly come into existence one day appears to be
nested in the depths of our aspirations. In this sense, the
idea of ‘paradise’ has not been a simple thought experi-
ment in political theory. The key to this article is to recog-
nise that this idea has continued to exert its influence — in
one way or another — on the background of contemporary
political decision-making, and influences daily life. One
must remember, nevertheless, that in such changeable
and unstable times as ours, to talk of millennial plans or
proposals makes no sense. We no longer have the hope
of the old millennialists, but our aspirations of an ideal life
allow for the justification of a craving for recovering a secu-
lar vision of paradise as a guiding light.

Traditional iconography presents paradise as a place
where there is a brotherly relationship, based on the equal-
ity of individuals as creatures under the attentive and gen-
erous gaze of God. A fundamental element of that iconog-
raphy is the abundance of goods and, along with that, the
absence of difficulties in living a life which we might con-
sider to be perfect and in which selfishness or self-interest
are no longer obstacles for relationships between individu-
als. This image is frequently presented to us as an impos-
sible dream that belongs to medieval writings and is far
removed from the needs and outlines of Modernity. None
of this is true. In our times, that image remains constant
with almost all of its implications. One of them is the value
that an abundance of goods supposes, an aim pursued
like few others in the modern era and defended by politi-
cians at both ends of the political spectrum. It is a common
element in both capitalist and communist proposals. The
difference resides in the role or place that the possession
of goods should hold socially, as well as the type of goods
that may be possessed, and this further demands we un-
derstand which distribution of them might be considered
‘fair’.

If the best of all possible societies can be understood as
that in which the greatest abundance of goods exists, it is
clear that Western society has beaten all comers. The idea
of an ‘eternal banquet’ in paradise has been replaced in
our contemporary secular society by the presence of con-

tinuous mass consumption which transmutes our craving
for another life into living this one with continuous con-
sumer intensity, given that, generally, it is thought that
since there is no ‘afterlife’, we must try to satisfy our aspi-
rations for fullness in this life. This is one of the reasons
why our contemporary society has focused its expectations
on consumption levels and on continued feedback be-
tween output, demand and appropriation. Surprisingly, this
‘consumerist passion’ is meant to be further recognised as
a manifestation of freedom, as R. Sennett points out in
The Culture of the New Capitalism (2006)

It can even be argued that a certain social levelling has
taken place thanks to this process, which appears to pre-
sent affluent society as that in which the longed-for justice
of other times has finally come to be. The abundance of
consumer goods and market competition have allowed a
greater number of individuals to participate in that society,
which might have helped diminish the true impact of class
conflicts generated by differences on the social scale. Us-
ing a relatively stable salary, a credit card and deferred
payment — amongst other measures — they would have
done more for this levelling than many other policies that
have been implemented. Social differences expressed in
terms of belonging to a group or lineage have been substi-
tuted for the capacity to consume superfluous goods, now
that our basic needs have been sufficiently resolved in
modern society. This is to say that the perception of social
position and its relevance would be measured in terms of
the capacity and ease with which we may have such su-
perfluous goods at our disposal.

The problem stems from clearing up if this is the correct
formula for talking of human happiness, but it appears
logical to accept that we would all prefer to live in a world
of abundance than non-abundance. Perhaps speaking
only of consumption is only a part of the answer. The Hu-
man Development Indicators with which development in
different countries is measured do not take consumption or
its related satisfaction indices into account, although their
use of per capita GDP leads to the existence of a greater
or smaller chance of developing a comfortable life that
lacks for little. Although we might argue with certain ease
that describing it all in terms of the figures that denote ma-
terial well being does not provide a definitive answer to the
question of happiness, it is true that in a quite generalised
way in Western society, this is largely how the satisfaction
of our aspirations is understood.

The extension of this model seems to be what could give
us a basis in a certain sense for understanding that justice
as a universal aspiration in which all participate in abun-
dance, and that the distribution of goods is fair, which is to
say that it responds not only to the basic needs of indi-
viduals but also to a certain quality standard that is not
strictly set but about which there is a certain level of
agreement. Clearly standards vary from one place to an-
other but they can also change within a specific state. At
least in the West, there are certain constant estimates in
this regard. Once what we might term ‘survival’ needs are
satisfied, other needs related to the comfort and satisfac-
tion produced by the consumption of goods — as J.K.
Galbraith (1998) pointed out at the time — that should not
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in principle be related to basic aspirations. Galbraith
showed these secondary needs frequently take the place
of the primary ones, becoming them. How, then, are we to
understand the idea of fair distribution? Which is to say,
how many units of consumption — and of what type — are
necessary to guarantee the establishment of justice? Who
has the right to them and why? If this is not to be the case,
it becomes very difficult to resolve any aspirations regard-
ing social equilibrium based on the satisfaction of the fair
demands of individuals. Standards of consumption are as
enormously variable as the vagaries of the market.

Is it possible to extend this model to the rest of the
world? Although the appropriate conditions are possibly
not to be adequately found, this is the model that a rich
West has been slowly exporting or even imposing. The
ease of such an expansion might make us think that the
urgency and the fruition of consumption are constitutive
elements of the human condition. It is clear that the ele-
ments implied by the process are much more than that,
although they appeal to moral and emotional conditions. In
any case, the substitution of a transcendental perspective
for a more earthly one in a society that has become pro-
gressively and decidedly secular has made the consolida-
tion of the consumerist mentality much easier. We can,
then, argue that secularisation and consumerism have ad-
vanced hand-in-hand; something that hasn’t prevented the
continuation of some elements of religious behaviour, al-
beit conditional on socio-economic demands outside of its
control.

Given that we can currently access consumer goods
very quickly indeed, the possibilities for replacing certain
consumer proposals for others are greater, making the
process of convincing consumers easier and faster, so that
they can decide what they prefer and what they wish to
consume. This implies that the fleetingness of time ac-
quires special importance as consumer needs accelerate
and provoke the sensation that we need everything offered
to us but do not have enough time to enjoy it all, so we
must hurry to make enjoyment easier. To this end, a proc-
ess of imaginative anticipation is generated that reinforces
desire and is weakened by its use in such a way that the
process continues with new anticipation.

Two especially significant problems can be derived from
these considerations, from my way of seeing things. The
first is related to the way formulas for evaluating personal
satisfaction are concentrated in consumption, the latter
being the only way to achieve the former. It would appear
that stating the contrary would deny both the value of pro-
gress and the possibility of facilitating its development. The
comforts of Western society would have to be seen as
conquests and, therefore, as rights. The discourse on
rights presents them as advances that channel satisfaction
or, at least, the possibility of satisfaction. To widen access
to these possibilities to the whole population would be the
demand of a justice conceivable as one that maximises
the number of chances of obtaining the largest amount of
resources. But to confuse superfluous goods with authen-
tically necessary goods is a serious problem faced by a
vision of justice that pretends to be such a thing. If we
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leave out the demands of mere survival, what other con-
siderations could we make to understand the type of
goods that must be taken into account when we speak of
fair distribution?

If the satisfaction of consumption was the primary aim of
our existence, fairness would be related to the right for-
mula for allowing all individuals to access those goods. But
such a formula is not permanently and definitively defin-
able. Other problems appear alongside it. If we set access
for all individuals to a more or less predetermined standard
of consumption as the expression of fairness, in reality —
as Galbraith (1998) pointed out — we are leaving the defini-
tion of fairness and how to apply it to large corporations
that then provoke and satisfy our demands, creating ex-
pectations that later need to be met. But given that stan-
dard is moveable, it wouldn't really be clear when such
demands for fair distribution have been met.

If we then consider this issue from a global perspective,
the difficulties multiply. On the one hand we must consider
the fact that since no-one has chosen to be born but eve-
ryone has been born somewhere, it would be pertinent to
ask ourselves if fairness consists in rebalancing those im-
balances that nature and socio-historical circumstances
have created. Which is to say, would a right exist for the
inhabitants of certain areas of the world to see their de-
mands satisfied in terms of reaching a Western level of
consumption? Given that, as Nagel pointed out, it does not
appear possible to talk of justice beyond the limits of state
sovereignty, we would have to ask ourselves how far the
existence of those demands it backed up by the existence
of a prior right. If there are no global principles of justice,
we could at least justify the existence of humanitarian du-
ties. But, would these also need to be conditioned by the
creation of consumption standards similar to those that
characterise Western society? Providing the opportunity to
reach a level of consumption similar to that in the Western
world to people who are not to blame for having been born
in economically more depressed areas would appear to be
an adequate basis for talking about global justice. An
added problem is whether or not we can reach such a goal
without exhausting available resources.

Perhaps the basic error is to think that an increase in
consumption possibilities has to work as a model to guar-
antee individual satisfaction. Now, the creation of a basic
welfare environment, as well as the development of per-
sonal moral virtues, would have to result in a better repre-
sentation of a heavenly model than the recourse to the
abundance of goods associated with it.
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Applied ethics is no longer regarded as a mere application
of doctrines whose foundation has already been outlined in
ethics. Instead, Duwell, i.e., identifies new and critical
guestions in bioethics which need to be discussed in vari-
ous types of applied ethics: questions about the moral
status of living beings, questions regarding the worth or
dignity of entities, and the relationship between nature und
humankind in general terms (Duwell 2008: 100 ff). More-
over, applied ethics does not only serve to generate spe-
cial principles for various fields of application. Instead, it
has also become a driving force in going back to basic
concepts in ethics. An example in case is the debate about
“doing” and “refraining from doing” which has had an im-
pact on theories of action; another example is the debate
about the beginning and the end of life which has had an
influence on the interpretation of personhood (Birnbacher
1995; Leist 1990, 1990a).

Applied ethics has not only developed methodologically,
but has also gained influence on society and on politics,
but — more or less — through commissions which contribute
to debating solutions and demands in specified areas of
research. This way of delivering knowledge and of present-
ing it to society is an indirect way of transforming the public
will. Experts present their well-reasoned opinions in com-
mittees and thereby contribute to informing both the public
and members of political institutions. Yet, it is not a de-
clared aim to transform political principles themselves; nor
is there the desire to present a new version of political eth-
ics which incorporates principles of applied ethics. The
argument which | shall discuss in this contribution is that
some factors might contribute to changing this situation. As
a consequence, indirect concern might be completed by a
strategy of direct concern.

In this contribution, | shall proceed in three steps. | shall
first present an example which shows that applied ethics
has already started to inform political philosophy. The ex-
ample stems from debates which build the bridge between
environmental ethics and political philosophy. Secondly, |
shall discuss some of the implication which approaches in
“environmental political philosophy” have. In particular,
basic principles in political philosophy are questioned
through these recently developed approaches. This sec-
ond section also aims at elaborating new dimension of ap-
plied political ethics. Third, | shall give some ideas about
how this new strategy might contribute to transforming
both political ethics and the former strategy of indirect con-
cern.

1. Environmental citizenship: an example
of applied political ethics

In political ethics, citizenship is not elaborated as a de-
scriptive concept. Instead, it relates to a bundle of norma-
tive ideas about what persons are in a position to claim for
themselves as members of a nation state or another politi-
cal community and what their duties are. Moreover, recent
theories on citizenship try to transcend the nation border,

i.e. by developing concepts of cosmopolitanism (Appiah
2007; Beitz 2000; Pogge 2002).

Quite recently, some authors in the field of political phi-
losophy have discussed a new concept citizenship which
was labelled “environmental citizenship” or “ecological citi-
zenship” (Bell 2005; Dobson 2003; Hailwood 2005; van
Steenbergen 2004). They intend to build a bridge between
environmental ethics and political philosophy. These au-
thors argue that our planet is currently facing a serious of
ecological challenges, among them climate change. Even
though these events in themselves do not have an impact
on concepts of citizenship — this direct link is undermined
by what has been called a “naturalistic fallacy” —, the au-
thors claim that the ecological crises contribute to the claim
that political concepts need to be overhauled. In particular,
the negligence of natural living conditions in theories of
political philosophy needs to be corrected. In particular,
nature cannot be regarded as part of the “circumstance” of
or “conditions of application” for political theory.

Three systematic ways to interpret the relationship be-
tween mankind and nature in political philosophy anew
have been elaborated — each of them explicating a distinct
idea. First, some authors have argued that rights to natural
resources must be regarded as human rights. In particular,
current approaches to human rights can be completed by
a list of rights to the environment (Tim Hayward 2005,
2007). This idea also contributes to a significant transfor-
mation of concepts of human rights. Secondly, Andrew
Dobson argues that what is needed is a concept of citizen-
ship which can respond to global ecological challenges.
Instead of rethinking citizenship in terms of basic rights, a
post-global concept of citizenship also implies responsibil-
ity regarding a frail nature (Dobson 2003). Third, some au-
thors have recently argued that the justification of princi-
ples of justice on the basis of a contractarian model needs
to be overhauled (Bell 2005). Instead of focusing on per-
sons as right-bearers, a new approach serves to embrace
at least animals with person-like capabilities; moreover,
some authors argue that the relation between persons and
the natural environment needs to be overhauled on a sys-
tematic level (Nussbaum 2006).

All three lines of thought are controversial. It is not the
realm here to give a conclusive portray of the arguments
which have been exchanged regarding all three proposals.
Instead, | shall focus on the central issue in this contribu-
tion. Therefore | shall ask what these proposals imply re-
garding the methodological and theoretical challenges in
“applied political ethics.”

2. What environmental political ethics
implies

The first thing to notice is that none of the proposals for

revising the concept of citizenship are at the surface of

political ethics. Instead, each of them implies a — more or

less — deep shift regarding the normative interpretation of
citizenship and, moreover, basic normative principles. It is
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also not clear, whether or not environmental rights can be
said to be in one line with other basic rights at all. Adding
environmental rights to the list of citizenship rights also has
a severe impact on the role of environmental rules within
the legislative bodies. In particular, some proposals imply
that citizenship rights and corresponding duties need to be
detached from the nation-state. A post-global notion of citi-
zenship even goes further than more general proposals in
cosmopolitanism in that it addresses duties in one line with
rights (Dobson 2003).

Some proposals for establishing systematic bridges be-
tween ecological ethics and political philosophy have the
effect that some of the most fundamental justificatory prin-
ciples will be called into question. Even though the con-
tractarian model has received manifold critique, recently by
proponents of civic republicanism (e.g. Pettit 1997), it is
still fundamental in sorting out basic political commitments.
Yet, Nussbaum argues that the contractarian model needs
to be transcended in favor of ideas about justice which
also embrace animals and their chances to lead a good life
(Nussbaum 2006). In short, the revisions of citizenship
which have been proposed by authors who wish to draw a
close line between applied ethics (environmental ethics)
on the one hand and political ethics on the other side go to
the heart of the normative concepts.

Secondly, each of the revisions also implies a new un-
derstanding of “application” in terms of “applied political
ethics”. As for Dobson’s argument, i.e., it is obvious that he
sees the necessity of reshaping citizenship from the
scratch (Dobson 2003). He also says that politics cannot
adequately respond to these challenges unless the need
for answering to ecological demands is built into the con-
cept of citizenship itself. In this, he introduces a new mean-
ing of “applied ethics” in the realm of political theory. It is
his goal to argue against “application” in terms of just con-
fronting an elaborated theory with new questions and chal-
lenges. In particular, he rejects the view that scarce re-
sources belong to a set of constraints to an already elabo-
rated theory on political justice. His proposals are not
about the “circumstances of justice” (Rawls 1971: 126ff),
but instead about a set of goods which are at the centre of
negotiations about fair principles of distribution.

In this respect, authors who work on green citizenship
are in one line with authors in applied ethics who think of
applied ethics as a field of research which responds to par-
ticular challenges, but works through a set of moral princi-
ples which do not origin from those challenges, but rather
provide genuine answers to them.

Thirdly, recent approaches to environmental citizenship
also throw a new light on the controversial relationship be-
tween ethics and political philosophy. Both disciplines do
not understand themselves as prescriptive in that they aim
at prescribing what is right — authors in both fields rather
provide arguments. Whether or not persons wish to follow
the arguments is still up to them. Yet, political philosophy
needs to be even more “neutral” in formulating basic prin-
ciples than ethics is allowed to be. Authors from the camp
of political liberalism even refrain from giving moral rec-
ommendations. Even when moral rightness could be dem-
onstrated, the moral demands still need to be implemented
through a democratic process. Therefore, rightness must
be completed by consent; otherwise an ethical principle
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cannot be implemented. Yet, authors who work in the field
of environmental citizenship actually appear to reject this
additional step. They say that green citizenship implies a
list of environmental rights and of duties, or at least virtues
(see Hailwood 2005). It is this turn which | shall discuss in
the final section.

3. Applied political ethics as related to
principles of political philosophy

Even though political philosophy presents itself as a di-
verse field of debate, some core insights can be regarded
as critical to a theory in that field of research. First, ethical
principles are not recommended for implementation in po-
litical communities primarily because they are right, but
rather because citizens agree with it or at least have no
reason to willfully rejecting it. This is one version of the
principle of legitimacy (Scanlon 1998). Secondly, political
philosophy is focused on core issues which — following
Rawls — belong to the level of core issues of constitutions
(Rawls 2005: 227 ff). Even though this strategy of limiting
the scope of theories of justice is controversial, it is uncon-
troversial that political principles should not impinge on the
realm of private choice unless it is a consequence of pro-
tecting basic rights of another person or goods whose po-
litical meaning could be proven. This is the principle of self-
constraint of the nation state. Third, the good life and ethi-
cal decisions should not be dictated by the state; instead,
forming a lifeplan which implies private ethical decisions is
a central principle in liberal societies. This is the principle
of permissiveness.

At first glance, theories of environmental citizenship tend
to override all three principles. They say that citizens need
to care for the environment and that this care needs to be
implemented on the fundamental level of rights and duties.
Whether or not this implementation is right will not be de-
cided upon by the citizenry. Moreover, choosing environ-
mental principles or not is not part of the lifeplan or the
choice of individuals, but should be part of the very con-
cept of citizenship. Yet, there are two different options to
interpret this insight.

On the one hand, the result can — of course — be inter-
preted as a clear case against applied political ethics, at
least regarding our example of “environmental citizenship”.
In order to inform political bodies, the established, old way
of committees who inform the political body and the public
is the better and the only reliable practice. On the other
hand, this conclusion might be drawn too hastily. Similar to
developments in applied ethics, it looks as if applied politi-
cal ethics cannot be regarded as consisting of a canon of
political philosophy on the one hand and attempts to build
in principles of application on the other hand. Instead, is
might be argued that applied political philosophy needs to
work on new principles and also needs to overhaul both its
core issues and its theoretical framework — at least to
some degree. The examples which were discussed in sec-
tion one and two might serves as examples for first tenta-
tive steps into that direction. Instead of giving this direction
up, it would be helpful to intensify debates about the un-
derlying principles and concepts.
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Einleitung

Die folgenden Bemerkungen verstehen sich als ein Beitrag
zur Erforschung der Entstehungsgeschichte des ,Proto-
tractatus“. Das erste Kapitel enthdlt Hinweise auf
verschollene Manuskripte aus den Jahren 1912-1918; im
zweiten Kapitel werden die wichtigsten Textabschnitte des
JPrototractatus” aufgefuihrt; das dritte Kapitel enthalt
Hinweise zur Numerierung des ,Prototractatus. Vor dem
Hintergrund der kompositorischen Komplexitat des
JPrototractatus” ist mit diesen Bemerkungen keinerlei
Anspruch auf Vollstandigkeit verbunden. Durch die auf-
grund mehrerer verschollener Manuskripte schwierige
Quellenlage uberwiegen auRerdem die Vermutungen
gegeniiber nachweisbaren Thesen. Dennoch erhalt der
Leser einen zumindest skizzenhaften Uberblick (iber
einige besondere Eigenschaften des ,Prototractatus” und
unterschiedliche Thesen von Brian McGuinness, Andreas
Geschkowski und Luciano Bazzocchi. Ein wichtiges Ziel
des Beitrags ware erfillt, wenn dadurch weiterfuhrende
Untersuchungen angeregt werden kdnnten.

1. Die verschollenen Manuskripte

Das Manuskript des ,Prototractatus” (MS 104) enthalt Sat-
ze, die aus den ,Kriegstagebtichern“ (MS 101-103) sowie
aus verschollenen Manuskripten ausgewahlt und neu zu-
sammengestellt wurden. Fur entstehungsgeschichtliche
Studien mussen deshalb auch Hinweise auf verschollene
Manuskripte bertcksichtigt werden.

Aus der Zeit von 1912 bis 1918 sind in Wittgensteins
Nachla3 die ,Notes on Logic* (TS 201) von 1913, das
Diktat ,Wittgenstein on Logic* (D 301) von 1914, drei
.Kriegstagebucher* (MS 101-103) von 1914-1917, der
,Prototractatus* (MS 104) von 1915-1918 sowie die
Typoskripte der Logisch-Philosophischen Abhandlung (TS
202-204) von 1918 erhalten. Mit Sicherheit existierte ein
weiteres bedeutendes Manuskript, das Wittgenstein am 9.
August 1914 erwahnt: ,Gab mein groRes Schreibebuch
Trenkler zur Aufbewahrung.” (MS 101: 1) Mdogliche
Vorarbeiten fur dieses Buch missten ebenfalls als
verschollen gelten.

Am 22. Oktober 1915 schreibt Wittgenstein an Russell:

Ich habe in der letzten Zeit sehr viel gearbeitet und, wie
ich glaube, mit gutem Erfolg. Ich bin jetzt dabei das
Ganze zusammenzufassen und in Form einer
Abhandlung niederzuschreiben. [...] Falls ich es nicht
mehr erlebe, so lass Dir von meinen Leuten meine
ganzen Manuskripte schicken, darunter befindet sich
auch die letzte Zusammenfassung mit Bleistift auf losen
Blattern geschrieben. (Briefe Nr. 74)

Etwa zwei Jahre nach dieser ersten Erwéahnung einer
Abhandlung erstellte Wittgenstein offenbar im Januar 1917
eine Liste fur Verfigungen, wer im Falle seines Todes
welche Manuskripte erhalten sollte (Familienbriefe, Nr. 10).
Diese Liste ist in Form einer Abschrift in Hermine
Wittgensteins Handschrift erhalten (Familienbriefe, Nr. 17).
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1) Buch gross Kanzlei ~ Handschriftlich

bei Trenkler existiert auch
2) 2 Biicher Quart Maschin. in Olmutz
bei Trenkler corrig.

3) 1 Buch Quart (Ein Teil davon existiert schon
im Maschingeschriebenen Heft)
nur handschriftlich

wortlich jeder Satz in der
Reihenfolge ohne jede

Korrektur

5) Buch grof3 Kanzlei enthélt die Umarbeitung von 1) u. 2)
zur Verdffentlichung.

Russell erhalt 3) 4) u. 5) u. 1 u. 2) in Maschinenschrift und
die goldene Uhr

Pinsent erhalt 1 in Manuscript
Maschinschrift bei Trenkler zerstéren

4) 1 Buch Octave

Dieser Liste sind Hinweise auf sechs Manuskripte zu
entnehmen, bei deren Bestimmung Brain McGuinness
(McGuinness 2002: 259-269) und Andreas Geschkowski
(Geschkowski 2001) teils unterschiedliche Auffassungen
vertreten. 1) Dieses Buch halten beide fur das
verschollene ,groRBe Schreibebuch®; 2) diese zwei Biicher
halten beide fur MS 101 und MS 102; 3) bei diesem Buch
vermutet McGuinness, es handle sich um MS 103,
Geschkowski vermutet ein verschollenes Notizbuch, das
die zeitliche Licke zwischen MS 102 und MS 103 fullt;
4) dieses Buch halt Geschkowski fir MS 103, McGuinness
vermutet, es handle sich um ein verschollenes Notizbuch,
durch das ,die Herstellung der Typoskripte erleichtert
werden sollte” (McGuinness 2002: 264); 5) dieses Buch
halten beide fur den ,Prototractatus* (MS 104).

Hinsichtlich  der  Typoskripte  vermuten  sowohl
McGuinness  (McGuinness 2002: 263) als auch
Geschkowski (Geschkowski 2001: 30), dass es sich bei
der korrigierten Maschinenschrift in Olmiitz und bei der
Maschinenschrift bei Trenkler urspriinglich um das gleiche
bislang verschollene, im September 1916 entstandene
Typoskript gehandelt habe, das auf die Séatze des
+Schreibebuchs®, MS 101 und MS 102 zuriickging, wobei
jene Bearbeitung, die sich 1917 in Olmitz befand, die
unbearbeitete Version bei Trenkler in Wien ersetzen sollte.
Das ,Maschingeschriebene Heft* hat ebenfalls als
verschollen zu gelten.

Im ,Prototractatus” erwéhnt Wittgenstein eine ,Korrektur”
(MS 104: 103), die mit dem 1917 in OImiitz vorliegenden
Typoskript nicht identisch sein kann, da ihre Numerierung
bereits jener der Typoskripte der Abhandlung entspricht.
Die bislang genauesten Angaben zu dieser ,Korrektur”
finden sich bei Gerd GraBhoff und Timm Lampert
(Gral3hoff 2004).

Am 13. Mérz 1919 schreibt Wittgenstein an Russell:

Ich habe ein Buch mit dem Titel ,Logisch-philoso-
phische Abhandlung” geschrieben, das meine gesamte
Arbeit der letzten sechs Jahre enthdlt. [...] Im August
1918 hatte ich das Buch fertiggestellt [...]. [...] Sobald
ich nach Hause komme werde ich es veroffentlichen.
(Briefe Nr. 96)
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Aus dem Zeitraum 1912 bis 1918 kdnnen demnach das
.groRe Schreibuch®, mdgliche Vorarbeiten fir dieses Buch,
ein Manuskript oder mehrere Manuskripte auf ,losen
Blattern*, ein Typoskript, das Satze aus dem
.Schreibebuch®, MS 101 und MS 102 enthielt, eine
Bearbeitung dieses Typoskripts und ein
.Maschingeschriebenes Heft* als verschollen gelten.
Geschkowski zufolge hat ein 1915/16 zwischen MS 102
und MS 103 entstandenes und ein 1917 nach MS 103
entstandenes Notizbuch ebenfalls als verschollen zu
gelten (Geschkowski 2001: 20).

2. Der ,Prototractatus”

Das von Georg Henrik von Wright im Jahr 1965 entdeckte
und bereits 1971 verdffentlichte Manuskript des
JPrototractatus” (MS 104) enthalt auf 120 beschriebenen
Seiten im wesentlichen bereits fast alle Séatze der Logisch-
Philosophischen Abhandlung, jedoch nicht in der
Reihenfolge ihrer Numerierung. Wahrend von Wright
damals angenommen hatte, ,dall die Arbeit am
Prototractatus der endgiiltigen Abfassung des Buches im
Sommer 1918 unmittelbar vorherging” (von Wright 1986:
86), wiesen Brian McGuinness und Joachim Schulte als
Herausgeber der Kritischen Edition der Logisch-
Philosophischen Abhandlung darauf hin, dass der
JPrototractatus“ zwar im Sommer 1918 abgeschlossen,
offenbar jedoch schon 1915 begonnen wurde. Trotz
unterschiedlicher Vermutungen und Datierungen wurden
die Auffassungen der Herausgeber in neueren
Forschungsarbeiten im wesentlichen bestétigt. Der
+Prototractatus” enthalt mehrere unterscheidbare
Abschnitte, die auf einen mehrstufigen Arbeitsprozess
Uber einen Zeitraum von mindestens drei Jahren schliel3en
lassen. Im folgenden werden nur die wichtigsten
Textabschnitte aufgefuhrt.

Die Seite 3, die erste Seite mit numerierten Séatzen nach
LVorsatz“, Titel, Widmung und Motto, enthalt mit Nr. 1, 1.1,
2,21,22,3,31,3.2,4,4.1,4.2,4.3,4.4,5, 6 bereits alle
sechs Hauptsatze und bildet somit eine Art ,Grundril3“ des
gesamten Werkes. Diese flinfzehn Satze missen nicht in
einem Arbeitsgang notiert worden sein, Wittgenstein
konnte einzelne oder kleinere Gruppen von Satzen
wéhrend der Arbeit an den Seiten 3-28 auch sukzessive
nachtraglich erganzt haben. Da S. 3-28 keine Satze der
Ordnungszahl 6 enthalten, wurde Satz 6 auf
S. 3 vermutlich erst wahrend der Arbeit an den Seiten
28-78 hinzugefigt.

Fiur die Seiten 3-28 sind keine Manuskriptquellen
nachweisbar. Diese Séatze gehen mdglicherweise auf ein
oder mehrere schon vor 1914 oder auch erst 1915
entstandene Manuskripte zuriick, vielleicht auch schon auf
eine ,Umarbeitung“ solcher Manuskripte. Separiert man
die nachtraglich erganzten Nummern und Referenzier-
ungsangaben, so enthalten die Nummern der S. 3
maximal zwei, S. 3-4 maximal drei, S. 5-7 vier, S. 8-11
funf, S. 12-18 sechs, S. 19-20 sieben, S. 21-23 acht, S. 24
neun, S. 25-28 wieder maximal funf Ziffern. Die Seiten 3-28
dokumentieren deshalb vermutlich einen Arbeitsprozef3,
bei dem die numerische Gliederung kontinuierlich weiter
ausdifferenziert wurde. Luciano Bazzocchi vermutet, diese
Seiten seien bereits vom April oder Mai 1915 bis
spatestens Oktober 1915 entstanden (Bazzocchi 2008: 20,
21); er begriindet seine Vermutung vor allem durch einen
Brief von Wittgenstein an Russell vom Juni 1915, in dem
es heiBt ,Die Probleme werden immer lapidarer und
allgemeiner und die Methode hat sich grundelegend
geandert." (Briefe, Nr. 70), sowie durch Ahnlichkeiten
zwischen einer handschriftlichen Korrektur im ,Proto-

tractatus* (MS 104: 12, 5.041) und einer auf 18. Juni 1915
datierten Bemerkung in MS 102 (MS 102: 168r). Bazzocchi
vermutet, diese Seiten und die ,losen Blatter* seien in
etwa parallel entstanden und Wittgenstein habe das
Manuskript der ,losen Blatter” bereits im Frihjahr 1915
begonnen. Geschkowski vermutet zwar ebenfalls einen
Zusammenhang mit den ,losen Blattern® (Briefe,
Nr. 74), datiert die Seiten 3-28 jedoch auf ,Herbst/Winter
1915/16" (Geschkowski 2001: 73).

Fir die Seiten 28-78 sind teilweise keine Manuskript-
quellen nachweisbar. Geschkowski zufolge wurde hier der
erste Teil eines verschollenen, MS 102 folgenden Notizbu-
chs verwendet. Die nachweisbaren Quellen stammen aus
den vom 9. August 1914 bis zum 22. Juni 1915 datierten
Notizbtichern MS 101 und MS 102, einige wenige nach
Seite 71 aus MS 103; Ahnlichkeiten mit TS 201 und D 301
lassen auf die Verwendung des ,Schreibebuchs® schlie-
Ben. Geschkowski zufolge entstanden die Seiten 28-78
nicht vor September 1916, da sie ihm zufolge auf die
Bearbeitung einer maschinenschriftlichen Erfassung des
.Schreibebuchs®, MS 101 und MS 102 zuriickgehen
(Geschkowski 2001: 31). Tatsachlich enthalten MS 101
und MS 102 keine Kennzeichnungen der in MS 104
verwendeten Satze, was darauf schlieBen 1alt, dass die
Auswahl der Satze auf der Grundlage einer Abschrift,
Geschkowski  zufolge eines  Typoskripts  erfolgte.
McGuinness datiert die von ihm als ,Proto-Prototractatus”
bezeichneten Seiten 3-71 auf Oktober 1915 bis Méarz 1916
und vermutet, die Seiten 71-78, die bereits einige Satze
aus MS 103 enthalten, seien eine spater entstandene
Revision der Seiten 3-71 (McGuinness 2002: 264).

Fir die Seiten 78-103 sind teilweise ebenfalls keine
Manuskriptquellen nachweisbar. Geschkowski zufolge
wurde fiir diese Seiten zunachst der zweite Teil eines MS
102 folgenden Notizbuchs und spéater ein MS 103
folgendes Notizbuch verwendet. Die nachweisbaren
Manuskriptquellen stammen aus dem vom 19. Méarz 1916
bis zum 10. Januar 1917 datierten MS 103. Im Unterschied
zu den aus MS 101 und MS 102 ausgewahlten Satzen
entspricht die Reihenfolge der Satze aus MS 103 in MS
104 mit einigen Auslassungen der chronologischen Folge
im Notizbuch, wo die verwendeten Séatze entsprechend
gekennzeichnet sind; dies a3t im Vergleich zu den Seiten
28-78 eindeutig auf eine Veranderungen der Arbeitsweise
schlieBen. Geschkowski zufolge entstanden diese Seiten
nicht vor Januar 1917, d. h. erst nach dem Abschluss des
MS 103 und erst nach der Erstellung der Liste vom Januar
1917 (Geschkowski 2001: 78).

Die Nummerierung der Seiten 103-117 ist ausnahmslos
mit jener der Typoskripte der Abhandlung identisch. Dies
mag auch der Grund dafir sein, dass diese Seiten von
den Herausgebern der Kritischen Edition der Abhandlung
nicht mehr dem ,Prototractatus® zugeordnet wurden,
obwohl sie eindeutig Bestandteil des MS 104 sind. Fur S.
103-117 sind keine Manuskriptquellen nachweisbar. Diese
Seiten entstanden 1918 erst nach der Erstellung der
verschollenen ,Korrektur. Die Seiten 119-121 entstanden
im Sommer 1918 und enthalten das Vorwort der
Abhandlung. Da der Text den Eindruck einer Reinschrift
macht, durfte es auch hierfir Vorarbeiten auf losen
Blattern oder in einem Notizbuch gegeben haben.

3. Bemerkungen zur Numerierung

Fur die Erarbeitung der Logisch-Philosophischen
Abhandlung war Uber einen Zeitraum von mindestens drei
bis vier Jahren das Numerierungssystem des ,Proto-
tractatus* mafgeblich. Dieses System wurde erst 1918
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vereinfacht (MS 104: 103-117) und von bis zu neun Ziffern
im ,Prototractatus® zu maximal sechs Ziffern in der
Abhandlung  reduziert. = Schon zu Beginn des
JPrototractatus” erscheint dieses Numerierungssystem
zumindest strukturell weitgehend ausgereift, mit 2.01 und
2.02 auf S.4 einschlieBBlich der Verwendung der Null. Die
wenigen handschriftichen Korrekturen dieser Nummern
legen die Vermutung nahe, dass sowohl die thematische
Gruppierung der Satze als auch die Bestimmung der
jeweiligen Nummern zumindest teilweise in einem anderen
Texttrager erfolgte.

Da schon die Seiten 3-28 des ,Prototractatus*
hinsichtlich Thematik und Numerierung ein systematisch
durchdachtes und bis 1918 kaum mehr veréndertes
,Grundgerist® der Abhandlung bilden, ist es unwahr-
scheinlich, dass hierfir keine Vorarbeiten existierten.
Dadurch stellt sich die noch weiter gehende Frage, ob
Wittgenstein nicht schon vor 1915 die Absicht hatte oder
zumindest erwogen hat, seine Satze numerisch zu
gliedern. Wittgenstein kannte die ebenfalls numerisch
gegliederten Principia Mathematica und es ist mdglich,
dass Russell ihm auch von arbeitstechnischen Erfahr-
ungen bei der numerischen Organisation dieses Werkes
berichtet hat. Im Vorwort der Principia Mathematica heif3t es:

Every definition or proposition has a number, for
purposes of reference. Following Peano, we use
numbers having a decimal as well as an integral part, in
order to be able to insert new propositions between any
two. A change in the integral part of the number will be
used to correspond to a new chapter. Definitions will
generaly have numbers whose decimal part is less than
1, and will usually be put at the beginning of chapters.”
(Russell/Whitehead 1925: 91)

Die Numerierung der Principia Mathematica dient somit
einerseits der Referenzierung, andererseits sollen die
Dezimalstellen nachtragliche Einfligungen ermdglichen,
z.B. 1, 1.01, 1.1 etc.. Wie aus den verschiedenen Arbeits-
stufen des ,Prototractatus” ersichtlich wird, war nun aber
gerade die Moglichkeit der Einflgung neuer Séatze in ein
bestehendes numerisches System fur die Erarbeitung der
Abhandlung geradezu konstitutiv. Falls Wittgenstein
tatsachlich durch die Principia Mathematica zur
Numerierung seiner Sétze inspiriert wurde, hatte er
allerdings schon 1915 ein eigenstédndiges System
entwickelt, in das auch die Verwendung der Null integriert
war. Wittgenstein notiert am Beginn des ,Prototractatus*:

Zwischen diese Séatze werden alle guten Satze meiner
anderen Manuskripte gefugt. 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
gewichtiger ist als 5.04101. (MS 104: iii)

Da sich die von Wittgenstein erwédhnten Nummern auf
S. 12 und S. 16 des ,Prototractatus® finden, ist nicht
auszuschlieBen, dass dieser auch arbeitstechnisch be-
merkenswerte ,Vorsatz" schon im Jahr 1915 entstand, und
sich dann entweder auf die mit S. 3-28 oder Verena Mayer
zufolge auch nur auf die mit S. 3 vorliegende Numerierung
bezogen haben kénnte (Mayer 1993: 111). In der Ab-
handlung erlautert Wittgenstein die Numerierung wie folgt:

Die Dezimalstellen als Nummern der einzelnen Sétze
deuten das logische Gewicht der Satze an, den
Nachdruck, der auf ihnen in meiner Darstellung liegt.
Die Satze n.1, n.2, n.3, etc. sind Bemerkungen zum
Satze No.n; die Satze n.m1, n.m2, etc. Bemerkungen
zum Satze No.n.m; und so weiter. (TS 202: 1)
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Als die Satze des ,Prototractatus* mit dem Abschlul3 der
Abhandlung vollstandig numerisch geordnet vorlagen,
erlibrigte sich nicht nur die Bemerkung ,Zwischen diese
Satze werden alle guten Satze meiner anderen
Manuskripte gefiigt* sondern auch die Formulierung ,Die
Nummern zeigen die Reihenfolge (...) der Satze an“.
Mayer hat darauf hingewiesen, dass gerade diese
Formulierung einen indirekten, aber kaum zu unterschét-
zenden Hinweis auf Wittgensteins nichtlineare Arbeits-
methoden beim Erarbeitungsprozel3 der Abhandlung
beinhaltet (Mayer 1993: 113). Die Numerierung der
Abhandlung ist somit zwar mafgeblich, aber doch nicht
ausschlieBlich durch das ,logische Gewicht* der Satze
bestimmt. Der Begriff der ,Bemerkung“ deutet auch auf
teils eher assoziative Aspekte der Gedankenentwicklung
und laRt sich indirekt in Verbindung zur Arbeitstechnik der
Einfigungen interpretieren.

Zusammenfassung

Die Erforschung der Logisch-Philosophischen Abhandlung
ist mit der Erforschung der Entstehungsgeschichte des
JPrototractatus” untrennbar verbunden. Die Quellenlage ist
vor allem deshalb so schwierig, weil neben einigen den
JKriegstagebuichern* (MS 101-103) vergleichbaren Manu-
skripten, aus denen Wittgenstein Séatze fur den ,Proto-
tracatus” ausgewahlt hat, insbesondere solche Manuskri-
pte und Typoskripte verschollen sind, die Aufschluf3 tUber
die praktische Erarbeitung der Abhandlung liefern kénnten.

Die maschinenschriftiche Erfassung einiger dem
JPrototractatus* vorausgehenden Manuskripte erinnert
vergleichsweise frih an Arbeitsmethoden, wie sie fur den
nach 1929 erhaltenen Nachlaf? kennzeichnend sind, und in
diesem Zusammenhang stellt sich auch die in der
Forschung bislang noch kaum thematisierte Frage, ob fur
die Erarbeitung des ,Prototractatus* maschinenschriftliche
Texte zerschnitten und in Form von Zetteln neu arrangiert
wurden. Nach 1929 existieren von bedeutenden
Typoskripten meistens zwei Durchschlage und damit drei
Fassungen, wéahrend in der Manuskriptliste vom Januar
1917 nur zwei Fassungen offenbar des gleichen
Typoskripts erwahnt sind. Wittgenstein kdnnte einen
weiteren Durchschlag zerschnitten und die Zettel neu
arrangiert haben. Es ist auch nicht véllig auszuschlieRen,
dass das ,Maschingeschriebene Heft* collagierte Zettel
enthielt, oder dass bereits die Seiten 3-28 des ,Proto-
tractatus* unter Verwendung von Zetteln erstellt wurden.

Die Numerierung der Satze des ,Prototracatus“ und
damit auch die der Abhandlung ist keinesfalls nur als ein
formales, dem logisch-philosophischen Inhalt gleichsam
aulerliches Hilfsmittel anzusehen, sie ist vielmehr ein un-
mittelbarer Bestandteil der methodischen und philosophi-
schen Erarbeitung dieses Werkes. Fir genauere Studien
der Abhandlung kodnnen sich deshalb vergleichende
Quellenstudien des ,Prototractatus” als ausgesprochen
fruchtbar erweisen, wie dies u.a. Michael Kremer gezeigt
hat (Kremer 1997). Verena Mayer zufolge ist Wittgensteins
philosophische Gedankenentwicklung anhand der Numer-
ierung des ,Prototractatus* sogar oft besser nachvoll-
ziehbar als nach der Vereinfachung des numerischen
Systems fir die Abhandlung (Mayer 1993: 117). Gerade
fur vergleichende philosophische Quellenstudien sind auch
die philologischen Forschungsarbeiten zur Entstehungsge-
schichte des ,Pototractatus” von besonderer Bedeutung.

Eine genauere Erforschung des Verhaltnisses zwischen
Numerierung und Komposition der Abhandlung konnte
dazu fuhren, dass mdgliche MiRverstandnisse bei der
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Interpretation dieser Numerierung revidiert und neue
Lesarten des Werkes ermdglicht werden.

Die Erstverdffentlichung des ,Prototracatus® bei
Routledge and Kegan Paul enthalt zwar ein Faksimile des
Originalmanuskripts, die Wiedergabe des gedruckten
Textes folgt jedoch nicht der Reihenfolge der Séatze im
Manuskript, sondern der Numerierung der einzelnen
Satze. Die bei Suhrkamp erschienene Kritische Edition der
Logisch-Philosophischen ~ Abhandlung  enthélt  kein
Faksimile und gibt den Text des ,Prototractatus* ebenfalls
in der Reihenfolge der Numerierung wieder. Auf diese
Weise erhélt der Leser zwar den vollstandigen Text,
jedoch nicht in jener urspringlichen Reihenfolge der
Sétze, die Rickschlusse auf deren Entstehungsfolge tber
einen Zeitraum von mindestens drei Jahren zulaf3t. Um die
erwahnten Forschungsarbeiten zu erleichtern, wére es
winschenswert, dass der Text des ,Prototractatus* der
Forschung zusammen mit den wertvollen Quellenangaben
und Konkordanzen der Kritischen Edition in der
ursprunglichen Reihenfolge der Sétze zuganglich gemacht
wird.
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1.

Uber praktisches Wissen verfiigt derjenige, der wei3, was
er tut. Diese Auskunft ist offensichtlich wenig informativ;
sie ist sogar ratselhaft, wenn man beispielsweise fragt,
was der Gegenstand dieses Wissens eigentlich sein soll?
Es gibt verschiedene Mdoglichkeiten, zu prazisieren, worin
dieses Wissen besteht und wie es sich typischerweise
sprachlich artikulieren lasst. Drei davon will ich zunéachst
durchgehen und der Reihe nach abweisen.

Den Schriften von Davidson (1990) kann man entneh-
men, dass praktisches Wissen in begriindeten Werturteilen
zugunsten einer bestimmten Handlung artikuliert wird. Ur-
teile Uber praktisches Wissen enthalten demnach immer
eine evaluative Komponente, die dazu dient, die rationale
Praferenz fir eine bestimmte Handlung im Lichte be-
stimmter Uberzeugungen und Proeinstellungen des Han-
delnden auszudricken, und damit diese Handlung zu
empfehlen. Praktisches Wissen erscheint dann als Ergeb-
nis eines spezifisch praktisch-rationalen Uberlegungspro-
zesses im Hinblick auf verschiedene Handlungsoptionen.
An seinem Ende steht ein Urteil dartiber, was alles in allem
fur den Handelnden wiinschenswert und damit rational ist
zu tun. McDowell (2010: 418 ff) hat dagegen sehr schén
gezeigt, dass der sprachliche Ausdruck praktischen Wis-
sens vielmehr die Form einer Tatsachenbehauptung hat:
.lch ®e gerade.” Darin kommt kein evaluativer Ausdruck
vor. Wenn man diesen Gedanken von McDowell akzep-
tiert, muss auch die zweite hier zu betrachtende Mdglich-
keit problematisch erscheinen.

Demnach kann praktisches Wissen als Antwort auf die
Frage ,was soll ich tun?" rekonstruiert werden. Dieser Vor-
schlag ist vor allem von Sebastian Rodl ausgearbeitet
worden (vgl. Rddl 2011). Ich kann dem hier nicht gerecht
werden (ebenso wenig wie dem Ansatz Davidsons), hoffe
allerdings, dass die folgenden Ausflihrungen zumindest
indirekt verdeutlichen werden, welche Schwierigkeiten sich
mit dieser Lésung verbinden. Einige knappe Bemerkungen
ad hoc mussen an dieser Stelle ausreichen. Mir scheint,
dass man die Schwierigkeit dieses Vorschlags am besten
sieht, wenn man fragt, wie eine sinnvolle Antwort auf die
Frage ,was soll ich tun?* lauten kdnnte. Gewiss nicht: ,Ich
offne gerade das Fenster.” Das gilt auch dann nicht, wenn
ich mir vor einigen Minuten tatséchlich Uberlegt habe, was
ich tun soll: sitzen bleiben oder das Fenster 6ffnen? Die
sinnvolle Antwort miisste vielmehr lauten: ,Das ist es, was
ich tun will'* Die Frage ,was soll ich tun?* erlaubt es, den
eigenen Willen zu artikulieren. Der Bezug auf den Willen
desjenigen, der diese Frage stellt, scheint mir der logisch-
grammatische Kontext dafir zu sein. Es ist aber gerade
fraglich, ob praktisches Wissen, die Artikulation eines Wil-
lens ist.

Die knappen Uberlegungen zu Davidsons und Rédls
Vorschlagen sollten den Verdacht stérken, dass die Form
praktischen Wissens nicht die Konklusion einer Uberle-
gung — ob praktisch oder theoretisch — ist, sondern viel-
mehr eine Behauptung der Art: ,Ich ®e gerade."

Es gibt noch einen dritten Vorschlag: Hier wird prakti-
sches Wissen als eine Gestalt nicht-propositionalen Wis-
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sens verstanden, als ein ,Kénnen“, ein ,skillful knowledge."
Man spricht dann beispielsweise von einem ,knowing how*
im Gegensatz zum propositionalen ,knowing that* und
handelt sich damit leidige Diskussionen Uber das Verhalt-
nis dieser beiden Wissensformen ein. Die unterschiedli-
chen Bezeichnungen fiir diese Wissensform kann man
getrost als Hinweis darauf fassen, dass ziemlich unklar ist,
was damit gemeint sein soll. Diese Auffassung des prakti-
schen Wissens ist aber, abgesehen von ihrer notorischen
Unklarheit, auf jeden Fall dann abzuweisen, wenn das
.knowing how" eine ganz besondere Art von Wissen sein
soll, zum Beispiel ein unmittelbares nicht-propositionales
Wissen, das sich nur in den tatsachlichen Vollzligen seiner
Trager manifestiert.

Dagegen will ich von der Idee ausgehen, dass prakti-
sches Wissen Wissen von dem ist, ,was getan wird" (Ans-
combe 2011: 127). Seine sprachliche Artikulationsform ist:
JIch tue was geschieht” (ebd.: 84); oder mit McDowell: ,Ich
®e gerade.” Ich behaupte nun ferner: Praktisches Wissen
ist die Voraussetzung dafiir, dass ein Geschehen unter die
Beschreibung fallen kann, die es erlaubt, dieses Gesche-
hen als eine absichtliche Handlung zu verstehen. Ohne
praktisches Wissen kénnte ein Geschehen nicht unter die
Beschreibung ,Ausfiihrung von Absichten® fallen. Deshalb
ist es auch, wie Anscombe (2011: 135) mit Thomas von
Aquin festhélt, die causa formalis dessen, was es versteht.
Diese eigenartige Formulierung besagt zunachst, dass im
Falle des theoretischen Wissens das Wissen bewirkt wird
von der gewussten (verstandenen) Sache. Beim prakti-
schen Wissen ist es umgekehrt: Das Wissen ist (formale)
Ursache der gewussten Sache (dessen, was es versteht).
Diese Unterscheidung ist damit vertraglich, dass auch
praktisches Wissen propositionales Wissen ist.

2.

Die Aquinatische Bestimmung verdeutlicht zudem, dass
kontemplatives (theoretisches) und praktisches Wissen
tatsachlich zwei genuine Formen des Wissens sind. Dieser
Unterschied wird nach Anscombe von modernen Philoso-
phen verschleiert. Ihr Fehler besteht darin, ein Vorurteil fur
das kontemplative, durch das Bestehen von Tatsachen
wahr gemachte Wissen zu hegen und daher ,im Handeln
nach dem anderen Modus des kontemplativen Wissens*
(ebd.: 91) zu suchen. Ihr Ausgangspunkt fur diese Ver-
mutung ist, dass Handlungsbeschreibungen aus der Per-
spektive der ersten Person beobachtungsunabhéngig ein
Geschehen beschreiben (,ich 6ffne gerade das Fenster"),
das seinerseits aus einer drittpersonalen Perspektive als
ein beobachtbares Geschehen in der Welt beschrieben
werden kann (,er 6ffnet gerade das Fenster®). Es sieht
dann so aus, als gébe es hier zwei Formen des Wissens,
und zwar, wie nach Anscombe stillschweigend unterstellt
wird, des kontemplativen Wissens: Das beobachtungsu-
nabhéangige Wissen von der eigenen Handlung und das
beobachtungsbedingte Wissen eines Geschehens in der
Welt. Wie kénnen sich aber zwei Formen des Wissens auf
.genau dieselbe Sache beziehen?" (ebd.: 82).

Um Anscombes Erlauterung des praktischen Wissens zu
verstehen, sollte man sich nicht zu sehr von ihrer (zugege-
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benermalen nicht leicht zu verstehenden und auch gewiss
zentralen) Unterscheidung zwischen beobachtungsbe-
dingtem und nicht-beobachtungsbedingtem Wissen irritie-
ren lassen. Es empfiehlt sich vielmehr von der Aquinati-
schen Unterscheidung zwischen zwei Richtungen der
Adaquation eines Behaupteten mit dem, was der Fall ist
bzw. geschieht, auszugehen. Theoretisches Wissen be-
misst sich daran, wie sich die Dinge in der Welt verhalten.
Wenn jemand etwas Falsches sagt, liegt der Fehler daher
immer im Urteil, nicht in den Tatsachen. Wenn dagegen
jemand sagt, er 6ffne gerade das Fenster, dabei aber re-
gungslos auf seinem Stuhl sitzt, dann liegt der Fehler nicht
in der Behauptung, sondern in der Handlung, die mit dem
Gesagten nicht Ubereinstimmt. Der Sitzende behauptet,
dass er das Fenster 6ffnet, genau das geschieht aber
nicht. Anscombes Beispiel des Mannes mit der Einkaufs-
liste verdeutlicht den Punkt noch besser (ebd.: 88 ff).
Stimmt die Liste des Detektivs nicht mit dem Einkauf iber-
ein, liegt der Fehler im Protokoll des Detektivs. Sein theo-
retisches Wissen uber das Handeln des Einkaufers ist
falsch. Umgekehrt, wenn der Eink&ufer anstatt Butter Mar-
garine kauft, liegt der Fehler in seinem Handeln, nicht in
der Liste.

3.

Mit unseren Handlungen greifen wir in die Welt ein, sie
sind immer auch beobachtbares Geschehen. Das hatte,
wenn Anscombes Diagnose zutrifft, dazu verfihrt, prakti-
sches Wissen dem kontemplativen Wissen anzugleichen
und es sozusagen als Modus theoretischen Wissens aus
der Perspektive des Akteurs zu betrachten. Dann héatten
wir zwei Formen kontemplativen Wissens uber einen Vor-
gang. Ich hatte bereits angedeutet, dass sich die mogliche
Reaktion auf diese Herausforderung, praktisches Wissen
an einen spezifisch praktisch-normativen Reflexionsmodus
zu binden, nicht gut mit der sprachlichen Artikulationsform
fur dieses Wissen vertragt: ,Ich ®e gerade.“ Andererseits
kann man nicht davon absehen, dass Handlungen als Ein-
griffe in die Welt immer diesen doppelten Aspekt haben:
Als Akteur habe ich Wissen davon, was ich tue, indem ich
es tue. Daher weil3 ich als Akteur zundchst einmal am bes-
ten, ob ich gerade ®e oder We. Das ist deshalb gesichert,
weil mein praktisches Wissen causa formalis dessen ist,
was es versteht. Auf der anderen Seite ist meine Handlung
als Teil eines Weltgeschehens immer etwas Be-
obachtbares: X @t gerade.” Der Form nach handelt es
sich um eine Tatsachenbehauptung. Das wirft fiir die hier
verhandelte Frage zumindest dann ein Problem auf, wenn
man praktisches Wissen gerade nicht mentalistisch inter-
nalisieren will, z. B. als einen besonderen Typus von un-
mittelbarem Bewusstsein oder als Ausdruck eines psychi-
schen Zustandes. Eine solche Ldsung ist nicht zuletzt
auch fir Anscombe ausgeschlossen. Praktisches Wissen
ist kein privater mentaler Zustand, der meine Handlungen
begleitet.

McDowell will diesen antimentalistischen Punkt betonen
und halt daher daran fest, dass praktisches Wissen als
Wissen fallibel sein muss. Die Artikulationsform der Tatsa-
chenbehauptung stiitzt diese Uberlegung. Er schlagt daher
eine disjunktive Konzeption praktischen Wissens vor (Mc-
Dowell 2010: 431): Jemand weil3 demnach als Akteur,
dass er gerade ®t. Seine Absicht umfasst dabei immer
auch das, was in der Welt tatsachlich geschieht und von
dem er, indem er seine Absicht artikuliert (,ich ®e ge-
rade"), behauptet, dass es geschieht, indem er es tut. Das
ist nach McDowell damit vertraglich, dass seine Handlung
irgendwie misslingen kann, er einen Fehler machen kann
und in diesem Fall nicht, wie er behauptet, ®t. In diesem

Fall glaubt er nur ge®t zu haben: ,,Was du getan hast, war
ein Fehler, denn das Gesagte sollte Dein Tun beschrei-
ben, hat es aber nicht beschrieben™ (Anscombe 2011: 90).

4.

Gegen McDowells Vorschlag kénnte man den Einwand
erheben, dass er hier das Dilemma reproduziert, das Ans-
combe als irrefuhrende Zwei-Versionen Theorie des prak-
tischen Wissens abgewiesen hatte. Man unterstellt dann,
es gabe ,eine Sache [...] — das Ereignis, von dem fraglich
ist, ob es eine Handlung sei —, um die dann auf zwei ver-
schiedene Weisen gewusst werden kann.“ (Muller 2011:
3f) Ich will das den Interpretationismus-Einwand nennen,
denn er hatte die Konsequenz, dass es letztlich immer ei-
ne Frage konfligierender Interpretationen aus erst- und
drittpersonaler Perspektive bleibt, wie das fragliche Ereig-
nis richtig zu beschreiben ist. Dieser Konflikt der Interpre-
tationen wird durch McDowells Vorschlag nur verschérft.

Ich werde abschlieBend versuchen, diesem Einwand zu
begegnen, indem ich noch einmal auf die Frage eingehe,
was es heildt, zu wissen, was man tut. Eingangs hatte ich,
Anscombe paraphrasierend, behauptet, praktisches Wis-
sen sei die Voraussetzung dafir, dass ein Geschehen un-
ter eine Beschreibung fallen kann, die es erlaubt, dieses
Geschehen als eine absichtliche Handlung zu verstehen.
Ohne praktisches Wissen konnte daher ein Geschehen
nicht unter die Beschreibungsform ,Ausfiihrung von Ab-
sichten* fallen. Es wird Zeit, zu erlautern, wie das zu ver-
stehen ist.

Dafur ist eine Erinnerung daran erforderlich, wie Ans-
combe mit der Frage umgeht, warum es Uberhaupt Ereig-
nisse gibt, auf die die fir absichtliches Handeln relevante
Warum-Frage passt und andere nicht. Die Antwort lautet in
aller Kirze: Die Beschreibung dieser Ereignisse setzt die
Anwendbarkeit dieser Frage voraus. Ohne Warum-Frage
ware es nicht moglich, bestimmte Ereignisse als Handlun-
gen zu beschreiben, so wie es auch nicht méglich ware zu
fragen, was diese Kritzeleien auf der Tafel bedeuten, wenn
es nicht schon bedeutungsvolle Zeichen, eine Sprache
gabe. Es gehort zur kategorialen Form von Handlungen,
absichtlich zu sein. ,Absichtlich” ist keine Eigenschaft be-
stimmter Ereignisse oder die Bezeichnung eines mentalen
Zustandes, sondern eine Beschreibungsform. Solche Be-
schreibungsformen funktionieren wie aristotelische Kate-
gorien, denn sie determinieren, was man Uber die fragli-
chen Gegenstéande bzw. Ereignisse sagen kann (vgl. dazu
Anscombe 2011: 128 ff).

Bezogen auf die Frage nach dem praktischen Wissen
kann man nun sagen: Ich kann einerseits wissen, was ge-
schieht, weil ich einen Vorgang beobachte und in einer
Tatsachenbehauptung représentieren kann; es gibt aber
Falle, in denen ich es selbst bin, der das, was geschieht,
tut, und, indem ich es tue, durch den Zweck meiner Hand-
lung herbeifiihre. Ich kann wissen, dass ich das Fenster
offne, da ich es bin, der das tut. Warum ist dieses Wissen
praktisch? Weil es die causa formalis dessen ist, was es
versteht; es kann als Vorgang nur so beschrieben werden,
namlich als ein Vorgang, der fur die Warum-Frage zu-
ganglich ist. Diese Beschreibungsform ist aber nicht nur
mir zugénglich, sondern gehért zu den ,lebensbezogenen
Beschreibungen” (ebd.: 132), mit denen wir alle unser Tun
sprachlich artikulieren. Es gibt sie nur deshalb, weil es eine
Praxis gibt, auf die solche Beschreibungen anwendbar
sind. Wenn es um die Beschreibungsformen geht, bin ich
als Akteur also in keiner besseren Lage als die Beobachter
des von mir verantworteten Geschehens. Als Teilnehmer
an einer entsprechenden Praxis stehen uns jeweils diese
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Beschreibungsformen zur Verfiigung, um unser Wissen zu
artikulieren.

Diese Rekonstruktion des praktischen Wissens scheint
mir nun mit McDowells Idee vertraglich. Ich habe als Ak-
teur aus meiner Innenperspektive praktisches Wissen,
wenn ich die fragliche Handlung ausfuhre. Ich Ube das
Wissen in diesem Fall aus, indem ich ®e und damit den
Begriff dieser Handlung realisiere (McDowell 2010: 431).
Das schlief3t ein, dass ein Beobachter dieses Geschehens
ebenfalls Gber den Begriff dieser Handlung verfligt und
mein Handeln demgemd&R beschreiben bzw. beurteilen
kann. Es muss sogar mdglich sein, dass andere ebenfalls
Uber diesen Begriff verfligen, denn ich selbst kénnte meine
Handlung gar nicht als ein ®en beschreiben, wenn diese
Beschreibungsform nicht schon zur Verfugung stiinde.
Erstpersonale und Drittpersonale Beschreibung korrelie-
ren. Ich als Akteur und Er als mein Beobachter kénnen
jeweils Handlungen nur deshalb als ,absichtliche* be-
schreiben, weil wir Uber die dafur erforderlichen Begriffe
und Beschreibungsformen verfiigen. Wir verfiigen daruber,
weil diese Beschreibungsformen in unserer gemeinsamen
Praxis offentlich zugénglich sind. Gébe es keine solche
Praxis, gabe es auch kein praktisches Wissen und keine
Warum-Frage. Dann hatten wir auch nicht die Mdéglichkeit,
bestimmte Ereignisse als Handlungen zu beschreiben.
Ausliben kann dieses praktische Wissen freilich immer nur
ich als Akteur. Daher ist es auch ein genuin praktisches
Wissen: Ich bin derjenige, der, indem er ®t, so oder so in
die Welt eingreift. Einen privilegierten Zugang habe ich zu
meinem ®en allerdings nicht. Es gibt daher auch keinen in
den Relativismus oder Skeptizismus fuhrenden Konflikt der
Interpretationen Uber ein unabhangig von den Beschrei-
bungen bestehendes Ereignis. Im Ubrigen gilt das auch fiir
theoretisches Wissen. Ich bin es ja, der denkt, dass p. Wa-
rum sollte man zusatzlich einen privilegiert zuganglichen
inneren Zustand des Glaubens annehmen?
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Praktisches Wissen wére im Lichte dieser Uberlegungen
tatsachlich eine eigene Form des Wissens, aber nicht, weil
sie sich auf einen anderen Gegenstandsbereich bezieht
(das ist der Fehler derjenigen, die das praktische Wissen
als Ergebnis einer besonderen Art normativ-praktischen
Uberlegens fassen), sondern weil sie auf einer anderen
Richtung der Adaquation zwischen Wissen und Gewuss-
tem beruht: Das Wissen ist in diesem Fall causa formalis
des Gewussten. Ohne sie hier noch weiter ausfihren zu
koénnen, nenne ich zum Schluss thesenartig einige Konse-
quenzen aus diesen Uberlegungen:

(1) Praktisches Wissen ist insofern propositional, als
seine Artikulationsform die Beschreibung einer ab-
sichtlichen Handlung ist.

(2) Die Auslibung theoretischen Wissens ist etwas glau-
ben (oder fur wahr halten). Etwas glauben heif3t
aber, es mit Zustimmung denken (Augustinus). Die
Auslibung praktischen Wissens ist absichtlich han-
deln. Das aber heif3t: Etwas mit Zustimmung tun.
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1. Background — Semantic externalism from
a pragmatist perspective

Semantic externalists claim that we do not just lack control
over how our expressions, once out in the open, are inter-
preted by others; we also — at least sometimes — lack con-
trol over how they should be interpreted. According to se-
mantic externalism, we are not fully in control over what we
ourselves mean (Kripke 1972; Putnam 1975).

This thesis stands in rather obvious tension with the —
broadly Davidsonian — principle that a speaker must be
considered the final arbiter about what counts as a correct
and what counts as an incorrect use of an expression (of
her idiolect). This principle is a corollary of the thesis that
the attribution of an empirical or cognitive mistake to a
speaker is always precarious because without the
speaker's own eventual acknowledgment of the mistake, it
is always possible (and, given charity, plausible) that we
have simply misinterpreted her expressions.*

Of course, one could deny one or the other of these two
theses. In this paper, however, | want to grant both of them
and examine how they could be made to cohere with one
another.

The most promising way to do so, it seems, is to exploit
the idea that meaning-constitutive judgments — or rather:
dispositions of making or assenting to meaning-constitutive
judgments — are typically complex. Speakers are not only
disposed, e.g., to say that this or that is “gold” or is “the
same substance as that other sample”, but are also dis-
posed to apply general principles of rationality to their
judgments. These principles of rationality can be recon-
structed as second-order dispositions of distancing oneself
from, or revising, particular judgments once inconsisten-
cies with other judgments become apparent. For instance,
in Sellars’ (1953: 314) famous example, there can be
situations in which a speaker sees herself forced to take
back either her sentence “if it tastes sour, it is acid” or her
sentence “if it is acid, it turns litmus paper red”. Such a
situation may be the confrontation with an object which
tastes sour yet which fails to turn litmus paper red. In such
situations of “materially incompatible commitments” (Bran-
dom 2010: 36), speakers cannot avoid re-developing the
rules governing the use of their expressions.

On the basis of this thought, one can see how some of a
speaker's meaning-constitutive judgments can be overrid-
den while recognizing a sense in which the overridden
speaker remains the final arbiter over the interpretation of
her expressions. Given token-reflexive elements in lan-
guage (“this metal”, “that liquid”) and anaphoric chains by
which the content of such expressions can be taken up
across speakers and situations, for example, it seems not
altogether implausible that we can override some “water”-
judgments of travelers from Earth to Twin Earth, or reject
some “gold”-judgments of Archimedes, while basing these

1 At least if no account of the nature of the alleged mistake is presented — if
we know that a speaker is color-blind, there is less pressure on us to check
whether she might mean green when she says “red”.

interpretative judgments (of ours) on the linguistic disposi-
tions of the respective speakers themselves. The litmus
test of what a speaker means is now whether she would
assent to some interpretative judgment if she were given
the information which we interpreters have. Such reason-
ing can then be employed to argue, say, that a particular
token of the expression “gold” as used by Archimedes has
the same semantic content as our “substance made of at-
oms of atomic number 79” — or indeed as our “gold”. It can
also be employed to argue that we can be wrong regarding
what we mean when we say “gold”.

2. Semantic open-texture as a challenge

Recently, however, it has been argued that this way of
reasoning unduly ignores the fact that the development of
language includes (many) situations in which there just is
no right or wrong way of dissolving a particular material
incompatibility. Joseph Laporte (2004, 2010 a.0.) insists
that our linguistic ancestors, when for the first time con-
fronted with whales (which had features some of which
were considered constitutive of “fish”-hood and others of
which were considered incompatible with “fish”-hood) were
completely free in their choice over how to solve the ten-
sion by re-framing their relevant vocabulary (“fish”, “mam-
mal”, “animal”, and so on). “[W]e have not,” he writes,
“simply discovered that earlier speakers erred in accepting
the sentence ‘Whales are fish’. Rather, we have changed
what ‘Whales are fish’ means.” (Laporte 2004: 112).

And so with other terms. Laporte considers many exam-
ples from biology and chemistry and concludes his investi-
gations with the thesis that generally, speakers' expres-
sion-use, including their “baptisms” along the lines of the
causal theory of reference, is indeterminate and not “so-
phisticated enough to allow the speakers to coin a term in
such a way as to preclude the possibility of open texture”
(cf. Laporte 2004: 118). For Laporte, the upshot is that it
must be wrong to impute determinate and distinct mean-
ings like “substance made of atoms of atomic number 79”
to early speakers. Since nothing in the early speakers' way
of talking committed them to any particular resolutions of
the implicit incompatibilities inherent in their way of talking,
such an interpretive judgment on our part would constitute
an overstretch of the principles or rationality on which the
externalist thesis hinges.

This line of reasoning, it seems to me, ought to be scru-
tinized at (at least) the following two junctions. Firstly, is
the thesis of “open texture” correct? And secondly, if it is,
does it make it impossible to uphold any interesting form of
semantic externalism? In what follows, | shall sketch a
worry regarding the first junction and then present the
rough sketch of an argument to the effect that even if La-
porte is right about the open texture of (early, and by ex-
tension any) ordinary speakers' linguistic conduct, we can
still uphold an interesting form of semantic externalism,
one which supports such theses as that we have discov-
ered that whales are not fish.
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3. Open texture

Let us start with the first claim. The main part of Laporte's
overall argument — and this is perhaps his most valuable
contribution to the debate — consists of a number of de-
tailed studies of actual cases of conceptual disruption (La-
porte's term for what | have labeled, following Brandom,
“material incompatibilities”) and their resolutions. These
studies are supposed to teach us two lessons. Firstly, ac-
tual speakers do not always speak in the way classical
externalists think. For instance, Laporte shows that Hilary
Putnam (1975) is quite wrong about actual speakers' dis-
positions regarding the term “jade”. Firstly, according to
Laporte's studies, it was always transparent to (the rele-
vant, competent) speakers that there are two distinct sub-
stances with the surface characteristics associated with
jade — namely jadeite and nephrite —, and secondly, these
speakers were happy to allow one term, properly trans-
lated as “jade”, to cover both substances (Laporte 2004:
95ff). In general, Laporte insists that Putnam and his fol-
lowers have overestimated the role of microstructure vis-a-
vis surface characteristics in resolutions of conceptual dis-
ruption. The second lesson is that the history of science
shows that there is no one policy which can be discerned
behind all or most actual speakers' resolutions of concep-
tual disruption. Instead, there is a chaotic myriad of such
policies. Even in so specific an area as mineralogy, all
kinds of dissolution policies have been pursued: while
“ruby”, upon the discovery of stones with the microstruc-
ture of paradigmatic rubies yet which are blue, was explic-
itly restricted to red stones of the relevant sort, in the case
of “topaz”, it was decided that color is no adequate crite-
rion of applicability or non-applicability.

Now, it seems to me that the obvious reply to Laporte's
historical studies is that while they help to correct some
philosophers' naive view of conceptual development as a
simple and linear process, they fall short of supporting the
needed “no right answer thesis”. By using this terminology,
| mean to suggest an analogy between the debate at hand
and the established debate in jurisprudence on whether
hard legal questions are susceptible to one right answer.’
In the confines of the present paper, | cannot of course
recapitulate the complex jurisprudential debate, but it does
look like many of the same arguments are pertinent in La-
porte's case. Indeed, if we can adopt one finding from the
jurisprudential debate, it is that the mere presence of dif-
ferent dispositions to judge in a given hard case is quite
irrelevant to the question of whether there is a correct way
of judging it. The latter is a philosophical question which
must be answered by developing an interpretation of legal
practice, and if the best such interpretation implies a right
answer thesis, then this philosophical claim can withstand
even a lot of difference or even conflict in ordinary speak-
ers' linguistic conduct. Here it is especially important to
note that participants to legal practice typically interpret
themselves as genuinely disagreeing with others who fa-
vor different ways of judging.

But | do not mean to dwell on this point for too long. The
more interesting argument, to my mind, is one to which we
are led by observing that Laporte's focus is squarely on the
impact of scientific discovery on patterns of language use
— and not on its impact on our interpretation of past pat-
terns of language use. It seems to me that focusing on the
latter question can bring to light a way of upholding an in-
teresting form of semantic externalism in the face of the
kind of open-texture to which Laporte has drawn our atten-
tion.

2 See Dworkin 1986.
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4. The relevance for semantic externalism

One key point to note is that although early speakers were
not, by their principles of rationality, committed to ending
up speaking as we do, they were committed to dissolving
incompatibilities and hence re-developing their linguistic
dispositions in some way. Here, it is important to under-
stand a key point about linguistic dispositions: speakers
realize that different ways of redeveloping linguistic dispo-
sitions in the face of disruption are possible. When faced
with whales for the first time, for example, early speakers
were most plausibly aware that they had a choice be-
tween, among other things, excluding whales from the
category of “fish” on the one hand, and allowing that some
“fish” happen to be “mammals”, on the other. It would have
been easy, too, to switch back and forth between these
resolutions, and in fact, the only reason why speakers are
typically inflexible in their linguistic dispositions (beyond
reasons of cognitive economy) is that they are in linguistic
contact with multiple speakers at the same (or almost the
same) time, so that each time a speaker switches to match
the dispositions of a diverging interlocutor, she disrupts her
communication with third parties. (Note, by the way, that
adapting to another speaker's formerly foreign dispositions
is compatible with remaining capable of having and ex-
pressing actual disagreements with her. Disagreements
are those differences which are marked by stable attribu-
tions of inconsistency, paired with some (however tenta-
tive) hypothesis of the nature of the allegedly inconsistent
speaker's mistake.)

Having appreciated these points about differences in
disposition and the possibility of switching back and forth
between them, note now that there are many contexts in
which we treat what we mean as directly dependent on the
contingent dispositions of our interlocutors at hand. For
example, let us imagine that we are clarifying what we
mean by “dolphin” to a party whose ancestors have opted
for a different way of dissolving the whale disruption. We
could say that what we mean is the “jumping kind of fish”.
Now, of course, this seems almost trivial. The way in which
this point is yet relevant in the present debate is that early
speakers can be imagined as (hypothetical) interlocutors of
late (i.e. today's) interpreters. And in this hypothetical sce-
nario, it does seem natural to impute to early speakers the
willingness to adapt to their late interlocutors in a way
which would make it correct, say, to interpret their “gold” as
referring to “the substance with atomic number 79”. Note
that we are familiar with miniature cases of this structure
from everyday experience. Sometimes when a critic shows
us that we made a claim to which we were not entitled be-
cause of its inconsistency with other professed beliefs of
ours, and we attempt to retreat to a consistent, but more
modest, secondary claim, we do so by saying “I guess
what | meant by X was...”.

Now, to be sure, much more needs to be said about the
scope and kind of semantic externalism supported by this
idea. And much more should be said about the under-
standing of meaning (and meaning talk) which informs the
idea. But | hope to have signaled a way of understanding
semantic externalism which is not harmed by the admis-
sion that our complex language is the outcome of contin-
gent, chaotic — and often bad — local fixes to countless
conceptual disruptions.
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1. Introduction

There is no doubt that the so-called precautionary principle
has played some significant role in diverse national and
international policy decisions and agreements. For in-
stance, it is given an explicit place in the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (namely Article
3.3), adopted at the Rio Earth Summit in 1992. And the
spirit of this principle surely has pervaded also later climate
conferences, which, as we know, fell short of delivering
concrete results in the sense of setting mandatory emis-
sion limits for greenhouse gasses.

An often-cited general formulation of the principle is:
“When an activity raises threats of harm to human health
or the environment, precautionary measures should be
taken even if some cause and effect relationships are not
fully established scientifically. [...] the proponents of an
activity, rather than the public, should bear the burden of
proof.” (see Montague 1998).

Clearly, this formulation leaves a few open gquestions:
How big a threat? What kind of threat or risk? When would
we have full scientific proof? Who are the proponents or
perpetrators? What kind of measures? Because of such
unclarities, critics have claimed that the principle is unsci-
entific, even anti-scientific, myopic, vacuous, or that it
would, if stringently interpreted, kill whole industries.

Yet surely, the “precautionary principle” is not a principle
directly entailing mandatory measures, but rather a general
guiding idea that has to be meaningfully concretized along
the dimensions of those questions. As concerns climate
change, this means, among other things, determining the
required emission limits and measures to be taken. As a
general idea, | think, it agrees very much with common
rules of due caution and precaution, e.g. with common
safety provisions.

2. Inadequacy of traditional ethics

Two decades ago, Ulrich Beck (1992) elaborated the no-
tion of “risk society”. Climate change, the greenhouse ef-
fect, is for him one of the mega-risks that characterizes our
“risk society”, others being chemical threats to nature and
human health, risks of genetic manipulation, crises in bio-
industry, internet crashes, also of financial markets. From
traditional ethics, Beck expects little help in dealing with
mega-risks: an “ethical renewal of the sciences [...] would
be like a bicycle brake on an intercontinental jet (Beck
1999: 58).

As concerns risks quite generally, most modern ethical
theories indeed are ill-equipped for dealing with them. Like
most of our everyday moral judgments, they presuppose
that the relevant circumstances of an action, e.g. its par-
ticular harmful consequences, be well-defined and certain.
(One would not say: “Bad girl: you may have stolen, or
may steal, my bike!”) Christian Munthe (2011: 58) calls this
the “factualism” of classic criteria of moral rightness and
wrongness.
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Beck himself also sees positive trends in risk society,
moving it towards a “reflexive” or “responsible” modernity
and a possible new ethics, indebted to the sceptical tradi-
tion. He asks suggestively: “Could this utopia of a ques-
tioning and supporting doubt form a basis, a fundamental
idea for an ethics of a post-industrial and radically modern
identity and social contract?” (Beck 1997: 162) | think,
doubt can contribute to the formation of a moral stance,
lead to modesty and create space, but it cannot give direc-
tion — especially not Beck’s “reflexive” doubting one’s own
doubt. Beck arrived by his somewhat strange suggestion
by stressing “the gap between knowledge and decision:
there is no one who really knows the global outcome [...]
the situation is radically ‘undecidable’ — but we none the
less have to decide.”

A few decades before Beck, Hans Jonas (1979), having
ascertained that traditional ethics was not enough to deal
with the problems and challenges of our technological age,
articulated his “ethics of responsibility”, a prospective re-
sponsibility. Its new imperative says that we should abstain
from technological innovations that could endanger the
integrity of nature and the survival and integrity of human-
kind. This is a forerunner and a particular form of the “pre-
cautionary principle”, laying down — in Munthe’s terms —
one “forbidden risk”. Notably, Jonas leaves those integri-
ties all but undefined: regarding humans, what matters to
him is the preservation of the possibility of responsibility.

As concerns climate change in particular, Stephen M.
Gardiner (2011: 6 ff) characterizes this “global environ-
mental tragedy” as “a perfect moral storm”, consisting of
three problems (“storms”), obstacles to our ability to be-
have ethically. The first is given by the global power
asymmetry between rich and poorer nations, the second
by that between the present and future generations, and
the third by the lack of robust general theories, especially
in the fields of ethics, to guide us. So he, too, considers
given ethical theories as inadequate. Gardiner (2011: 399 ff)
does not venture to formulate new ethical principles, but
sketches an “ethics of transition” for how we might proceed
from existing social and political realities in the direction of
better solutions. Precaution and considerations of respon-
sibility are given roles in such a tradition.

3. Risks and harms

Risks — in their contemporary negative sense — are poten-
tial harms. Many traditional ethical theories judge actions
in terms of their resulting actual benefits and actual harms
and possibly in some other respects. The “precautionary
principle” concerns situations of risk, i.e. potential harms
and benefits. Thus, if one considers interpreting and justi-
fying this idea in moral terms, one seems to have to do this
in the context of a risk ethics or, more generally, some risk
theory. During the last decades, a tremendous amount of
work has been done in that area (cf. Roeser et al. 2012),
far exceeding what can be dealt with in a short paper.

Perhaps to preserve some unity of ethics, there have
been proposals to regard inflictions of actual harms also as
impositions or inflictions of risks of harm (cf. Munthe 2011:
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73ff). Yet, to this end, an action like shooting someone
would have to be rather artificially divided into a basic ac-
tion like moving a finger and its “risky consequences”, kill-
ing someone. My noting this artificiality is not meant to
deny that many actions have unforeseeable (further) con-
sequences.

In decision theory some theoretical unity is achieved by
directly comparing, say, the expected utility of a lottery with
the benefit, the actual utility, of a straight gift, or by equat-
ing this expected utility with the actual rational price one
should pay for the lottery. Note that decision theory fo-
cuses on the rationality of decisions, which may or may not
qualify at the same time as moral decisions.

According to the standard approach of decision theory,
one should in standard situations of risk choose the action
which maximizes expected utility, which is defined in terms
of the values (benefits) and disvalues (harms) and the re-
spective probabilities of its consequences. Of course, there
also are situations of risk with greater uncertainties, i.e.
where the probabilities and/or the beneficialness and
harmfulness of the consequences of an action are not
known. If probabilities are unknown, decision theory tells
us to use a maximin rule.

Now, Munthe (2011: 51f & passim) argues that decision
theory, attending exclusively to the magnitudes of possible
harms and benefits and their probabilities, leaves out of
consideration something of moral importance, namely the
very imposition of risks. In a simple example of mine, his
argument comes down to this: reckless driving is morally
unacceptable as such, even when it does or did not cause
an expectable accident. Unduly exposing other traffic par-
ticipants to hazards of damage is not acceptable — if
caught, one rightly is fined for this misdemeanor. For Mun-
the (2011: 78), this shows that there is an “ontological dif-
ference” between actual harms and risks.

4. Responsible risk decisions —a new moral
quality?

Risk and responsibility seem to be intrinsically connected,
as was already apparent in the views of Jonas and Beck.
Following up on his distinction between risks and harms
and with reference to Jonas and also John Rawls, Munthe
(2011: 85 ff) introduces the notion “of decisions to impose
risk being more or less responsibly [sic]” as the basic no-
tion of his own moral theory for interpreting and justifying
the “precautionary principle” (more precisely, the part of it
he calls “requirement of precaution”). Note that, while we
mostly speak of the ‘responsibility of persons or agencies’,
Munthe uses the term ‘responsible’ (and ‘irresponsible’), as
we may also sometimes do, to name “a special sort of
moral quality attached to decisions to impose (or not im-
pose) risks”. Thus, to traditional types of moral and norma-
tive judgments like ‘his action was morally wrong’, ‘the out-
come of his action was bad’, ‘he acted irrationally’, he adds
judgements of the type ‘his decision to act as he did was
irresponsible’. He claims that the truth or falsity of the latter
judgment is independent of the truth or falsity of the former
ones.

| cannot present all details of Munthe’s theoretical elabo-
rations, like those of the degree and price of precaution,
degrees of responsibility, or the extra negative weight of
potential harms (risks) as compared with potential benefits
(chances). But let me mention one of the desiderata his
theory is supposed to live up to, as part of an interpretation
of the “precautionary principle” (Munthe 2011: 91):

In the choice or comparison between different possible
decisions, those and only those decisions are irresponsible
for which there is at least one other decision that would
have been more responsible. [IR]

Clearly, this is a rather formal decision rule, the full ac-
tion-guiding potential of which will have to come from those
just-mentioned more concrete kinds specification of the
“responsibility of possible decisions”. In this respect it be-
comes clear again that ‘responsible’ is not so much a spe-
cific new moral quality, but a somewhat formal container
notion. It can cover ‘doing good (helping)’, ‘being just’ and
other morally qualitatively characterized actions.

5. Further critical discussion

Central to Munthe’s theory, meant to interpret and justify
the “precautionary principle” appears to be a moral evalua-
tion of decisions “to impose risks”. Yet, firstly, is it really
decisions that are being evaluated? Most or all actions are
preceded by decisions. But we usually evaluate the ensu-
ing actions and not also the decisions as such. In Munthe’s
(2011: 120) more concrete examples, it is not decisions as
such which are being evaluated, but options, like e.g. us-
ing pesticides or not, introducing genetically modified
crops or not. And an option involves actually employing
one of those measures, which then might harbour various
risks. Thus, it involves an imposition or infliction of risks
and actual harms or costs, desirably in a balanced way.

Secondly, Munthe seems to have argued that the as-
sessment of the expected utility of a risky option is not
enough and that the moral evaluation of the risk imposition
should be added. Again, his treatment of more concrete
examples shows that no such simple addition of an
evaluation can be meant. The examples even show that
the circumstance of imposition does not play that great a
role or at least not a clearly defined role. On whom are
which risks imposed, when genetically modified crops are
introduced or a nuclear plant is shut down or not? Of
course, the evaluation of such options will try to identify all
potential consequences, harms, costs and the parties af-
fected. The idea of imposition itself seems to play a subor-
dinate role in such evaluation. In this sense, Munthe’s
(2011, ch. 5) title “The Morality or Imposing Risks” is a bit
of a misnomer for his theory.

Finally, caution and precaution very often are not morally
qualified attitudes or behavior, but prudential or pragmatic
ones: when clouds come up, we take an umbrella along;
we lock our front door. The same holds for responsibility:
arbiters at soccer games can make many non-moral re-
sponsible decisions or not. And clearly, Munthe’s theory-
desideratum [IR] can also cover pragmatic and prudential
decisions. Decisions become morally relevant when mor-
ally important goods and values are at stake. Yet, | think
that most risk-laden problems, like the climate change, do
not have just a moral dimension, but also prudential,
pragmatic, economic, political dimensions. The same,
then, goes for the “precautionary principle”. It is supposed
to guide in all those dimensions. This, mostly, is far from
straightforward or secure. Think of the financial crisis: are
and were the enormous monetary injections to save banks
or even countries responsible precautionary measures?
There now are many governmental committees set up to
figure out and critically evaluate the actual, often unfore-
seen, consequences of such measures taken a couple of
years ago.
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1. Cultural relativism

From approximately 1981 to 2000 there was a big debate
between Hilary Putnam and Richard Rorty about the im-
portance of the notions of truth and reason in philosophy.
Rorty denied throughout the debate that those concepts
play an interesting philosophical role. Putnam on the other
hand thinks them to be one of the central notions of phi-
losophical thinking and that Rorty simply is a cultural rela-
tivist. It is interesting that Putnam is not very clear about
this notion throughout the debate, for example he conflates
“relativism” and “cultural relativism”. He never gives an
explicit definition. All one finds are sentences like the fol-
lowing: The cultural relativist argues “that truth in a lan-
guage—any language—is determined by what the majority
of the speakers of that language would say.“ (Putnam
1992: 67) This then is the central relativist thesis according
to Putnam:

(Rel) Truth is nothing more than warranted assertibility
following the standards of one’s cultural peers.

Therefore he writes in Realism in Reasons: “Thus | count
Richard Rorty as a cultural relativist, because his explicit
formulations are relativist ones (he identifies truth with right
assertibility by the standards of one's cultural peers, for
example), and because his entire attack on traditional phi-
losophy is mounted on the basis that the nature of reason
and representation are non-problems, because the only
kind of truth it makes sense to seek is to convince one's
cultural peers.” (Putnam 1983: 235)

But why is it a bad idea to be a relativist? In Realism with
a human face Putnam gives insights about his reasons for
engaging in this discussion. As James Conant writes in the
introduction: ,Putnam is alarmed by the ethical implications
of Rorty's antimetaphysical stance, in particular, the moral
it draws concerning how we should view our everyday lives
— a moral that depends on a ‘misrepresentation’ of ‘the
lives we lead with our concepts.” (Putnam 1990: xlix,
original emphasis) Putnam himself poses the central ques-
tion in this book: ,If our aim is tolerance and the open so-
ciety, would it not be better to argue for these directly,
rather than to hope that these will come as the byproduct
of a change in our metaphysical picture?”(Putham 1990:
25) So the underlying for Putnam to argue against cultural
relativism is an ethical one. For him the following thesis
follows from (Rel):

(Irr) It is impossible to designate some cultural practices
as better than others.

This follows from (Rel) because if the concepts of truth and
reason are relative to culture as all other concepts, then it
is impossible to criticize other cultures. Because the con-
cept one applies thereby are relative to the own cultural
standards. In other words one has no rational methods of
criticizing other cultural practices as wrong. This is cer-
tainly a change for the worse and fails to do justice to the
life humans lead with their concepts.

The strategy of arguing against cultural relativism is that
of performative self-contradiction. The relativist herself
needs absolute notions of truth and reason to argue for her
position.

2. About playing games

With this in mind Putnam explores if the later Wittgenstein
was a cultural relativist endorsing (Rel) and (Irr). There is a
famous sequence of paragraphs in On Certainty which
seem to suggest this:

608. Is it wrong for me to be guided in my actions by
the propositions of physics? Am | to say | have no good
ground for doing so? Isn't precisely this what we call a
‘good ground'?

609. Supposing we met people who did not regard that
as a telling reason. Now, how do we imagine this? In-
stead of the physicist, they consult an oracle. (And for
that we consider them primitive.) Is it wrong for them to
consult an oracle and be guided by it? - If we call this
"wrong" aren't we using our language-game as a base
from which to combat theirs?

610. And are we right or wrong to combat it? Of course
there are all sorts of slogans which will be used to sup-
port our proceedings.

611. Where two principles really do meet which cannot
be reconciled with one another, then each man de-
clares the other a fool and heretic.

612. | said | would 'combat' the other man, - but would-
n't | give him reasons? Certainly; but how far do they
go? At the end of reasons comes persuasion. (Think
what happens when missionaries convert natives.)
(Wittgenstein 1969)

Those paragraphs seem to suggest that here are two dif-
ferent notions of truth are involved. If this is the case it
would be appropriate to say the following sentences: “It is
true in their language game that an oracle is a proper way
of gaining knowledge” and “It is not true in our language
game that an oracle is a proper way of gaining knowledge.
If this is what Wittgenstein suggests here, then he would
be a relativist, endorsing (Irr) and implicitly (Rel).

But according to Putnam, this does not follow. Because
there is a difference in the form of the two following sen-
tences, to which Wittgenstein is cautious:

(1) Oracles are a proper way of gaining knowledge
(2) It is true in this language game that oracles are a
proper way of gaining knowledge.

The relativist who endorses (Rel) would utter a sentence of
the form (2). But then the relativist has to make a step out
of her own language game and reach a higher position — a
god’'s eye view — to see the two language games as rela-
tive to another. But this was never Wittgenstein's idea. It is
one of the central conclusions one can (but is not bound
to) draw from On Certainty: That one cannot step out of all
language games at once, that some sentences are an fun-
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dament for all reasoning and as such beyond doubt. In
paragraph 610 Wittgenstein writes he would combat the
language game which proposes oracles as viable way of
gaining knowledge. This shows that in this case Wittgen-
stein would not utter a sentence of the form (2) but of the
form not-(1). This means he is not seeing himself as judg-
ing language games from above where he could set them
relative to each other. He sees himself as an involved
player who cannot see certain propositions as relative.
Also he criticizes the other cultural practices. Therefore,
Putnam concludes, Wittgenstein does not endorse (Rel)
and (Irr).

3. Putnam against Putnam

I now want to argue that this argument can be used to de-
fend Rorty with against Putnam. In his text “Dewey and
Posner on Pragmatism and Moral Progress” from 2007,
Rorty discusses Richard Posner’s views about moral pro-
gress. Posner argues — like Rorty — that moral realism —
the thesis that there are transcultural moral standards — is
not a tenable position. From this, Posner draws the con-
clusion that all our moral judgments are “provincial” that
means they are done in a certain time and cultural place.
Therefore cultural relativism is the only tenable position.
One can never designate the own moral judgments as bet-
ter than those of other cultures, for example the moral
standards of the Greeks from 2000 years ago.

Rorty denies this conclusion. He argues that Dewey
would answer something like the following: “Of course our
judgment of our own rightness is provincial. So are all our
judgments about anything. But why should the fact that we
use the criteria of our time and place to judge that we have
made progress cast doubt on that judgment? What other
criteria are available?" (Rorty 2007: 920)

Rorty argues that the relativist thesis violates the prag-
matic maxim according to which only a practical difference
should make up for a theoretical difference. Rorty argues
that a relativist thesis like (Rel) makes no difference in
practice. One still has to play a language game; one still
has to judge other cultural practices. Posner — the pragma-
tist that he is — should therefore cross out the “provincial” if
it leads him to endorsing (Rel). In other words the prag-
matic maxim is according to Rorty a maxim that leads to
the same attitude that Wittgenstein had according to Put-
nam. This means one should not hope to arrive at a gods
eye view to see language games as relative to each other.
Like Wittgenstein in Putnam’s view Rorty sees himself as
an active player of his language game who combats other
language games. Rorty argues that this goes for physics
as well as for ethics. If one asks if our up to date physics is
better than that of Aristotle, one should according to Rorty
say “yes”. And he would give the same answer to the
question if our culture of liberal democracy is better than
the ancient Greek culture where it was possible to take
slaves. Taking slaves, Rorty argues, was wrong already
2000 years ago. This means Rorty argues for a sentence
of the form not-(1) and not of the form (2) — exactly like
Wittgenstein according to Putnam.

In this vein Rorty says: “It was true before the founda-
tions of the world were laid both that 2+2 = 4 and that |
should be wearing this particular tie today. [...] Eternal and
absolute truth is the only kind of truth there is, even though
the only way we know what is true is by reaching a con-
sensus that may well prove transitory.” (Rorty 2007: 923)
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But this certainly sounds strange — why should it be
“true” that it was already wrong to take slaves 2000 years
ago? Is he proposing anything like “moral facts” here? No.
Here Rorty is not talking about moral facts that make ethi-
cal propositions true but he is talking about the grammar of
“true”. According to Rorty the word “true” is a very vague
term, meaning roughly the same in all cultures, like the
words “you”, “here” and “I”. The two main functions of the
word “true” are praise and warning. “Yes, this is true” then
says the same as “Ok, | believe you, no more justification
is needed”. On the other hand “Is this really true?” means
something like “I want more justification, | don't believe
you”. This function of warning works as counter-weight to
the warranted assertibility following the standards of one’s
peers. Therefore Rorty argues against (Irr) and (Rel).

True, one can argue that Putnam’s reconstruction is
flawed or that (Rel) and (Irr) are bad formulations of the
main ideas of cultural relativism. But this doesn’t concern
my argument. Because all | wanted to show is that if Put-
nam says this about Wittgenstein he cannot at the same
time accuse Rorty of cultural relativism without being in-
consistent.

4. Science and discussion

| now want to come back to Putham’s central question: ,If
our aim is tolerance and the open society, would it not be
better to argue for these directly, rather than to hope that
these will come as the byproduct of a change in our meta-
physical picture?” (Putnam 1990: 25)

My answer will be rather sketchy. | think the underlying
idea of Putnam is the following: There are certain stan-
dards everyone who participate in a discussion has to live
up to. Cultural relativists cannot live up to these standards
because they deny the whole fundament of this discus-
sion. Rorty’s philosophy undermines according to Putnam
the rational basis of discussion in exactly this way. In other
words, ethical wrongdoers like rational Nazis (Putnam'’s
example!) can agree with Rorty on an abstract level. Put-
nam'’s underlying intuition is, that the paradigm for reason-
ing in ethics as in all other philosophical disciplines is sci-
ence. There is one big picture of the world in which every-
thing can be fitted. But Rorty is doubts exactly this: that
science is a good paradigm for philosophy. He himself
proposes another paradigm: discussion. But — this is at
least my thesis — Putnam is not paying attention to this
paradigm shift.

According to Rorty Putnam had better given up the idea
of truth and reason of notions which should provide a ra-
tional framework for all our reasoning: “I argue that since
Putnam has dropped the notion of a God's-eye point of
view, a way the world is apart from our descriptions of it in
language, he had better give up on the idea of true sen-
tences as representations of reality, and give up trying to
charge the idea of “truth” with what he calls “normative”
meaning. He had better looked elsewhere for regulation
and criticism — away from traditional topics of philosophical
reflection.” (Rorty 1990: 633f)

In a discussion concepts like truth and reason are up for
grabs like all other concepts. Rorty argues in other words
that it's true that ethical wrongdoers can agree with him on
an abstract level. But it's the same with Putnam'’s own view
— ethical wrongdoers can agree with him about his norma-
tive notions of truth and reason. But disagree about the
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conclusions which are to be drawn from this idea. Both
philosophical theories are on par in this situation. In my
opinion Rorty’'s idea of changing the whole metaphysical
picture seems to be more promising here, because he
pays attention to the fact that our concepts always are pre-
liminary. Rorty is cautious to this fact, he is not trying to
rescue some concepts from this tentativeness, and for me
this is the central ethical impetus of his whole philosophy.
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Introduction

Since 1945, the problems that have challenged reflec-
tive thinkers on a deep philosophical level, with the
same urgency that cosmology and cosmopolis had in
the 17" century, are matters of practice... none of them
can be addressed without bringing to the surface ques-
tions about the value of human life, and our responsibil-
ity for protecting the world of nature, as well as that of
humanity (Toulmin 1990: 186).

The 2005 FARO Convention on the Value of Cultural
Heritage for Society (Council of Europe. 2005) is
changing the way practitioners and others think about
heritage. Signatories to the FARO Convention recog-
nise the need to put people and human values at the
centre of an enlarged and cross-disciplinary concept of
cultural heritage; they recognise that... heritage should
be inclusive not exclusive, and that the everyday and
the ordinary has merit alongside the special and the
iconic (Schofield 2012).

This paper explores the relevance for some of the most
remarkable aspirations of the 2005 FARO Convention on
“The Value of Cultural Heritage for Society” (henceforth
FARO) of comparing Wittgenstein and Geertz's concep-
tions of ‘culture’, in light of a project designed to widen
public participation cultural heritage based solutions to the
pressing social and ecological problems confronting the
culturally diverse indigenous communities of the region in
northwest India where the newly designated World Heri-
tage Site of Champaner Pavagodh is located.

To this broad aim, it will: contextualise FARO and key
themes of the 2012 IWS meeting (“Ethics, Society, Poli-
tics”); compare Wittgenstein and Geertz's conception of
culture; and examine the relevance of similarities and con-
trasts between their treatments of ‘culture’ for challenges
facing FARO (and the humanities, more broadly) in light a
project James Westcoat designed to widen public partici-
pation in developing new forms of conflict conciliation in
contexts where cultural heritage and life quality issues are
enmeshed.

FARO and themes of “Ethics, Society,
Politics” in contexts

Until quite recently, few would have expected the concerns
of such institutions as the IWS to converge with such de-
velopments as the 2005 FARO Convention. Likewise few
would have expected such convergence to bear directly on
problems that polemic over the “two cultures” of the hu-
manities pose for realising FARO'’s aspirations.

The situation is not surprising. The most influential ver-
sions of the humanities’ ‘two cultures’ have been grounded
in dichotomising science versus art, timeless universals
versus culturally relativistic particulars, individual subjec-
tive experience and moral freedom versus causal neces-
sity, and ‘pure’ versus ‘applied’ research. In such views,
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‘pure’ research is seen as “surrounded by a kind of semi-
permeable membrane” — as “a world unto itself, largely insu-
lated from the society in which it was embedded” (Daston
2006: 529).

There are many examples of consequences. One is the
storm of protest in response to Evans-Prichard’s claim that
difficulties of cross cultural translation’ of ‘primitive lan-
guages’ made anthropology ‘closer to certain kinds of his-
tory than to the natural sciences’ (Beidelman 1971). An-
other was the response to a 1989 social anthropology con-
ference on questions about “how the past has led to the
present” and “how history is used, experienced, remem-
bered, or created” (Tonkin et al. 1989: 2) with polemic over
the dichotomies of fact/fiction; history/myth; reality/symbol;
individual/society that perpetuated notions that the hu-
manities are forced to choose between modelling them-
selves on either science or art, which envisage “science as
revealed truth and art as ‘mere’ individual statement”
(Jones/Galison 1998: 21). More broadly: “Ever since Plato
decreed that for the sake of social stability in the state, ‘we
must begin [...] by censorship over our mythmakers’, and
then invent another, new mythology, a ‘golden lie’ which
would lead to right behaviour — the debate about the use
and abuse of political myths” and diverse interpretations of
history “has never been safely laid to rest” (Mali 1989: 41).

Today the situation is undergoing radical change. Three
challenges that Michael Fisher identified as crucial for the
future of anthropology and the humanities relate directly to
FARO and the themes, “Politics, Society, Ethics™ (1) the
ubiquity of concerns that the world is undergoing changes
that are ‘going beyond’ disciplinary orientations and peda-
gogical ideals, that have hinged upon such dyads as those
of art versus science, the individual versus society, ‘pure’
versus ‘applied research’); (2) awareness that “complex
societies (especially our own) always involve dynamic rela-
tions between diverse past, present and future historical
processes” (Fischer 2003: 40); (3) arguments that “in the
years to come, some of the most crucial intellectual, moral
and ideological battles about human rights issues are likely
to turn on their cross-cultural intelligibility and justifiability,
a radically new and far more dynamic approach to culture
is needed” (Preis 1996: 268). All three raise ethical and
moral issues. For Fischer, we need “translation and media-
tion tools” to make “differences of interests, access, power,
needs, desires, and philosophical perspectives” visible
(Fischer 2007: 1). These arguments have considerable
precedents in discussions of the problem of ‘the privatisa-
tion of ethics’ (Arendt 1961; Rorty 1989; Habermas 2003;
Koerner 2004).

Polemic over ‘relativism’ and Wittgenstein
and Geertz's conceptions of culture

Twentieth century social and cultural anthropology has
promised its still largely Western readership enlighten-
ment on two fronts. The one has been the salvaging of
distinct forms of life from a process of apparent global
Westernisation.... The other promise of anthropology...
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has been to serve as a form of cultural critique for our-
selves. In using portraits of other cultural patterns to re-
flect self critically on our ways, anthropology disrupts
common sense and makes us re-examine our taken for
granted assumptions (Marcus and Fischer Anthropol-
ogy as Cultural Critiqgue: An experimental moment in
the human sciences 1986: 1).

There are few more difficult challenges for FARO than dis-
putes over ‘relativism’ based on: notions that see the hu-
manities as forced to choose between envisaging “science
as revealed truth” and “art as ‘mere’ individual statement”
(Jones and Galison 1998: 21); and claims about lan-
guages and the societies which they sustain are closed or
mutually untranslatable to each other (Apel 1973). In a re-
view of approaches to culture and human rights since
1947, Karen Engel (2001) noted that one of the most trou-
bling issues is the charge of cultural relativism, which is
often said to lead to moral nihilism and the inability to de-
fend the principles of the Enlightenment and of the UN
Declaration of Human Rights and other ethics conventions
from Nuremburg to Helsinki.

Due to strongly relativist interpretations of Geertz and
Wittgenstein, little attention has been devoted to the light
their conceptions of ‘culture’ can throw on such problems.
While a detailed analysis lies far beyond this paper’s scope,
we can identify similarities and contrasts relating directly to
these problems. At the heart of many similarities is the
idea that methods and theories appropriate for the physical
sciences are not so for understanding human cultural be-
haviour. This idea relates to Wittgenstein's emphasis on
the “normative [social, ethical] character” of all forms of
human expression and intentionality; “insistence on the
normative character of language and intentionality”; and
“pragmatist commitment” to understanding the efficacy of
norms “in terms of practices” (Brandom 1994: 55).

In The Interpretation of Cultures (1973: 89), Geertz de-
fined culture as “a system of inherited conceptions ex-
pressed in symbolic forms” that enable human beings to
“communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge
about and attitudes toward life” in ways that compare with
Wittgenstein’s concepts of ‘language games’, ‘forms of life’
and ‘family resemblances’. Building upon Ryle’'s concept of
‘thick description’ (and Wittgenstein’s ‘language games’),
Geertz developed a novel approach to the tasks of social
anthropology outlined in the passage above by George
Marcus and Michael Fisher.

On the other hand, there are deepest contrasts that re-
late to the challenges facing FARO outlined above, includ-
ing extreme relativistic interpretations of Wittgenstein's
notions of ‘language games’ as meaning that all languages
and the societies which they sustain are closed or mutually
untranslatable to each other (Apel 1973). Examples in-
clude contrasts in Wittgenstein and Geertz's perspectives
on: (1) history’s philosophical significance; (2) conflict; and
(3) differences between science, the arts and the humani-
ties. There are striking clashes between Wittgenstein's
arguments for treating language and human activities as
context dependent normative practices; and his highly a-
historical orientations (Toulmin 2001: 8). He seems also to
have systematically avoided relating his work to contempo-
rary social, political and moral problems (Hacking 2006). In
addition, his later writings tend to polarise the arts and sci-
ences: “It is all the same to me whether the typical western
scientist understands or appreciates my work since in any
case he does not understand the spirit in which | write [...]. |
am aiming at something different than are the scientists and
my thoughts move differently than do theirs” (Wittgenstein
1998: 9c).

By contrast, in Geertz, diversity of historical experience
is crucial for appreciating: the philosophical significance of
culture; the roles conflict plays in rendering cultures sup-
posedly mutually untranslatable; the implications of ‘thick
description’ of the experience near and the experience far
for fresh approaches to overlaps and contrasts between
the arts, sciences and humanities. Geertz’s often cited es-
say “Deep Play: Notes on the Balinese Cockfight” (1973) is
a classic example of these orientations and the descriptive
and ethical force of his idea that ‘thick description’ in art
and ethnography depend on that “one of the most signifi-
cant mysteries” of human life ways and cultures is that of
“how other people’s creations can be so utterly their own
and so deeply part of us” (Geertz 1983: 45).

For Geertz, this idea was important for fresh approaches
to the arts and the humanities, and how they contrast with
science. While a key aim of physical sciences is to reduce
variability to simple models and explanations, the arts and
humanities have special advantages for taking contextual
circumstances seriously by bringing their complexity often
disturbingly to notice. Further, while physical sciences are
especially useful for addressing ‘can do’ questions, the
arts and the humanities can place complex situations in
contexts that render them intelligible as bearing upon
‘should do’ issues.

The ‘mystery’ of “cross cultural translation”
and fresh fpproaches to history and
conflict conciliation

Few projects are more useful for relating these compari-
sons to challenges facing FARO than the one Wescoat
designed for widening participation in heritage based solu-
tions to social and ecological problems facing indigenous
communities of the region of northwest India where the
World Heritage site of Champaner Pavagodh is located.

Amongst other things, the project bears directly upon
challenges posed by such dichotomies as those of social
versus ecological problems, pure versus applied research
and heritage conservation versus conflict conciliation. All
these dichotomies impede fresh solutions to problems as
stake with Champaner Pavagodh. For example, in 2002, the
state of Gujarat where the site is located was shaken by vio-
lent cultural conflict. Thousands of people were killed,
wounded, and rendered homeless, and hundreds of
mosques, shrines, tombs, and heritage sites were destroyed
(Sreenivas 2004): “Violent cultural conflict, even a hint of it,
can bring a halt to cultural heritage projects. At the same time
we know that some cultural heritage conservation actions
purposely or unwittingly aggravate cultural conflict while oth-
ers ameliorate it” (Wescoat 2008: 61)

In order to address these challenges, the project was
designed with aims that compare closely with the features
of Geertz's work outlined above, including to: (1) harmo-
nize such contemporary cultural interests as tourism and
pilgrimage; (2) use the region’s diverse cultural histories to
address its complex social and ecological problems; (3)
generate new linkages between cultural landscape con-
servation and appreciation of the region’s pluralistic histo-
ries (Wescoat 2008: 53, 65).

These aims face challenges posed by numerous con-
nections between conflict and heritage conservation. Im-
portantly, the project's emphases on contextualising the
roles of conflict in dividing the experience near from the
experience enables it to foreground the most rather than
the least tractable problems. Put in more general terms,
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there are direct connections between contextualising prob-
lems and tractability.

Some concluding observations

Both Wescoat and Geertz take the importance of history
and conflict to the emergence of situations where social
barriers render cultures and languages supposedly mutu-
ally untranslatable extremely seriously in ways that engage
problems claims about languages and societies being
closed or mutually untranslatable to each other (Apel
1973). ‘Thick description’ — and the aims of the Champaner
Pavagodh project — appreciate the roles conflict play in di-
viding historical experiences, as well as the importance of
the ‘mysteries’ of cross cultural translation for rendering
these roles intelligible in ways that relate directly to “ques-
tions about the value of human life, and our responsibility
for protecting the world of nature, as well as that of human-
ity” (Toulmin 1990).
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PART I

The grammar of criminal law

For every criminal policy, liberal or conservative, there are
only two ingredients in the mixture: liberty and security.
Because the L-coordinate (liberty) and the S-coordinate
(security) are dependent on each other —since imposing
security measures leads to limitations of liberty and vice
versa— we can conceive criminal law as a non-Cartesian
Coordinate System. Both variables constitute the grammar
rules of criminal law which express the norms of meaning-
ful language. Every criminal law system must depict its
point [S, L] in this area of tension so that we can avoid in-
dexical terms like “here” and “now”. Otherwise, we couldn’t
even be able to understand, for example, why someone
favors torture or is opposed to legalizing drugs: “If a lion
could talk, we could not understand him.” (PI at 225).

The tasks of criminal law

These two variables of liberty and security correspond to
the double task of criminal law: a) to respond to crime and
convict the guilty and b) to protect the innocent from
wrongful conviction. Understandably: The fundamental aim
of legal adjudication is to render substantive justice by de-
livering true verdicts. However, as soon as we scratch the
surface a complex picture is revealed. On the one hand in
demanding both, public confidence is a stern taskmaster
with contradictory expectations of the administration of jus-
tice (Roberts/Zuckerman 2004). On the other hand these
tasks take a metaphysical view. Goldman (1999) points out
that it is important to distinguish between metaphysically
easy and epistemologically easy cases. The task: “convict
the guilty and protect the innocent” is perfectly intelligible.
Nevertheless, how can the fact-finder distinguish who did
what? (Ho 2008). The jury assumes the situation of the
Ignoramus (Ernst 2012).

It is clear that no one would be so naive as to “acquit the
guilty” and “convict the innocent”. “The fact-finder cannot
acquire unassailably accurate knowledge of what hap-
pened” (In re Winship, hereinafter: IrwW). In other words the
factual determination will be made to a degree of probabil-
ity. For that reason it is meaningful to speak only of the risk
of convicting the law-abiding-citizen (Type | Error) and ac-
quitting the perpetrator (Type Il Error). We can model this
decision-theoretically as following:

The trade-off

The decision whether we should minimize one or another
error is a political one, since that answer depends on the
magnitude of harm that each type error brings with —
decision theory/epistemology have nothing relevant to say.
Generally speaking, an authoritarian regime will try to
minimize Type |l Errors, whereas a liberal state will do
quite the opposite (Roberts/Zuckerman 2004). How is a
Criminal Policy supposed to implement this complex deci-
sion? For that purpose we need techniques of risk alloca-
tion. The main device in this direction is the standard of
proof (hereinafter, “SoP”). The United States Supreme
Court has famously declared that SoP is conceived as a
means of attaining desired ends: “The standard of proof
influences the relative frequency of these two types of er-
roneous outcomes” (IrW). Since both kinds of error will
despite our best efforts occur, SoP depicts the cut-off point
for determining that risk allocation. The following graphs
show the effect of changing the SoP:

Every government aims for the optimal trade-off between
liberty and safety and must establish a proper balance for
Type | and Type Il erroneous outcomes. The graphs sat-
isfy our basic intuition that these two risks are inversely
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proportionate: raising the SoP (shifting to the right) in-
creases the risk of acquitting perpetrators whereas lower-
ing it increases the risk of convicting law-abiding citizens.

In particular the proof beyond a reasonable-doubt stan-
dard is considered to be the main instrument for reducing
the risk of convictions resting on factual error: “If for exam-
ple, the standard of proof for a criminal trial were a pre-
ponderance of the evidence, rather than proof beyond a
reasonable doubt, there would be a smaller risk of factual
errors that result in freeing guilty persons, but a far greater
risk of factual errors that result in convicting the innocent”
(Ir'w). It means that for any liberal state the SoP will be
steeply asymmetrical, since it reflects the political view that
the relative disutility of error tilts strongly against wrongful
convictions in criminal trials (Roberts/Zuckerman 2004).

PART Il

What shifts?

So far so good. We implement political decisions about the
positioning of a Criminal-Law-System by using the SoP in
order to allocate accordingly the risk of verdicts based on
factual errors between the parties. The next question is:
how do we move from one SoP to another? What shifts
along the horizontal axis when we choose a different cut-
off point? Which epistemic gear do the wheels of SoP
turn? (cf. Schaffer 2005).

The grade of probability

According to the usual interpretation the SoP in civil and
criminal adjudication is distinguished by the degree to
which the fact-finder must be satisfied that the necessary
facts have been established. The two basic standards are:

a) Preponderance of evidence in civil trials
b) Proof beyond a reasonable doubt in criminal trials

The level of degree of belief is represented by real num-
bers between 0 and 1(00%) (Laudan 2006). According to
this view the SoP in civil trials only poses the question as
to whether the existence of a fact is more probable than its
non-existence. It means that in the civil law that threshold
is set at 50+% because the risk allocation between errors
that favor the plaintiff and those that favor the defendant is
symmetrical:

In contrast the SoP in criminal adjudication is steeply
asymmetrical because in liberal states the disutility of con-
victing a law-abiding citizen is viewed as being much
greater that the disutility of acquitting a perpetrator. In
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other words, any probability exceeding 95% will satisfy the
criminal standard. If we want to reduce or raise the risk of
a factual error we can slide the SoP along the 0-100 to the
right or left accordingly:

Objections

The Standard Model suggests that in order to make a
knowledge-claim in adjudication fact-finders use degrees
of probability (measured on the interval [0, 1]) and that the
SoP is a threshold that we select for “proven” on this inter-
val: over 0,5 for civil and 0,95 for criminal cases. | will
show that this understanding meets three insurmountable
problems.

Aleatory-probability?

The first objection concerns the very idea of probability to
which the Standard Model refers to. Indeed when people
make probabilistic judgments, they think naturally of num-
bers between zero and one. This is not true in every case,
since we are talking about the dual nature of uncertainty
which is approached by the following definitions: a) alea-
tory uncertainty which results from the fact that a system
can behave in random ways and b) epistemic uncertainty
which results from the lack of information (Kramosil 2001).
Aleatory probabilities receive values from 0 to 1(00%) but
involve processes that are necessarily repetitive and rep-
licable. Much recent criticism concerns the fact that alea-
tory probabilities are not capable of capturing epistemic
uncertainty, because the idea of a frequency being at-
tached for a single event is bizarre. In contrast, legal sys-
tems decide matters of past facts which are unique and we
cannot play the world over and over again to calculate
their aleatory probability (Kadane/Schum 1996). Epistemic
probabilities indicate the intensity of an agent’s belief by
using odds-likelihood ratios that concern the probative
force of evidence e on hypotheses H and not-H. An at-
tempt to grade the probative force of evidence by real
numbers between O and 1 neglects our inability to make
precise numerical judgments. Most people can only make
ordinal judgments or nonnumerical “fuzzy* judgments (Ka-
dane/Schum 1996). We conclude that although all statisti-
cal reasoning is probabilistic not all probabilistic reasoning
is statistical (Schum 1994). It is a category mistake apply-
ing aleatory probabilities to single events.
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Disutilities

The second problem concerns the risk allocations on the
basis of disutilities. When we once again consider In re
Winship, we find that the choice of the SoP to be applied in
a particular kind of litigation rationally should reflect an as-
sessment of the comparative social disutility of each error
type. For that reason we need to determine what is at
stake, in order to predict the potential magnitude of harm
that might result. We also saw that the allocation in civil
litigation is symmetrical between plaintiff and defendant.
However, those two propositions do not fit together! If so-
cial disutility is decisive then we cannot have a categorical
distinction between the criminal and civil SoP. (Ho 2008).
Truth be told, a criminal conviction has always had an im-
portant censuring function (which a finding of civil liability
lacks) and sometimes graver consequences. (Redmayne
1997). Nevertheless, “sometimes” does not mean “al-
ways”. A conviction in a criminal court leads to imprison-
ment only in a small number of cases. Furthermore, the
most usual punishment is a relatively low fine. On the other
hand, it is difficult to deny that being liable for the tort of
battery is not far more serious than being found guilty for a
minor offence. Civil cases often involve issues which are
crucial to individuals such as custody cases in family law.
Consequently, in order to justify a categorical distinction
between two SoPs, one would need to demonstrate that
every criminal case is more serious than any civil case (Ho
2008). | have serious doubts about that.

Acceptability

The third problem concerns the acceptability of verdicts as
a primary goal of a legal system. Setting the threshold at
50%+ raises serious doubts about the truth-value of the
knowledge-claim of the fact-finder. Verdicts in civil litigation
do not seem to differ from games of chance, and we
should keep in mind that doubts concerning the factual
accuracy of a verdict immediately translates into doubt
about the justice of adjudication system (Rob-
erts/Zuckerman 2004). If it is true that society attempts, to
project a behavioral message that will influence individu-
als” conduct through the judgments of its courts, the 50%-+
SoP does not face the task of forging a link between a
finding of liability and this message (Nesson 1985).

PART 1l

Epistemological contextualism

Contextualist strategies against skepticism are the new
vogue in epistemology. Here we may focus on a common
element of two leading theories. Both semantic (SC) and
inferential Contextualists (IC) agree that standards for at-
tributing knowledge are subject to contextual variability.
The way SC sees it, context shifts in accordance with rules
governing conversational presuppositions; this has to do
with the indexical character of “know”, whose truth condi-
tions vary from one context to another. In contrast, IC con-
cerns the structure of justification and suggests that it is
not fixed, but instead subject to circumstantial variation.
The very same belief can change from default to non-
default justificational status so that we can speak of a re-
mote foundationalist structure (Williams 2001). Although |
favor IC we can postpone the fight.

Both theories agree that the mechanism for raising and
lowering standards consists in the expansion and contrac-
tion of the range of error-possibilities (defeaters) in play.
The theories can be used to alter the dialectical context
and generate doubts that must then either be excluded by
the evidence of an agent in one context, or be properly
ignored in a different one (Williams 2001). Furthermore,
both theories acknowledge the utilities for a given knowl-
edge-attribution: what is at stake. Lewis (1996) explicitly
uses an example from criminal adjudication and suggests
that when an error would be especially disastrous, fewer
possibilities may be properly ignored. The set of context-
relevant defeaters is more extended in a criminal-court-
context than in a daily one. Like Lewis, Williams does not
neglect the economic parameter as a contextual factor: “If
the costs of error are high, more demanding standards
may be in order” (Williams 2001). By applying the basic
idea of contextualist strategies to legal adjudication we
conclude that what shifts with SoP is the Set of Epistemic
Defeaters (SED) in play. The epistemic gear that the
wheels of context turn is not the degree of probability but
the SED (Schaffer 2005).

What do we gain?

Contextualist theories manage to explain satisfactorily,
how we can move to less demanding SoPs without suffer-
ing a loss of acceptance for the verdicts. We do not de-
mand that our evidence has a smaller probative force, but
rather that it eliminates a different Set of Context-relevant-
Doubts: In any given context probative force must be suffi-
ciently high. Until now, it seemed impossible to understand
—let alone define— the standard of “proof beyond a reason-
able doubt”. This was not because of its fuzzy nature,
namely because a precise numerical probability cannot be
found. The problem had to do with the very notion of the
term “reasonable” which is context-dependent. Circum-
stantial variation, default-entitlement and open-endedness
of our inquiries have been prominently stretched by Witt-
genstein:

“This doubt isn't one of the doubts in our game.” OC 317
“This is to say: only in such-and-such circumstances
does a reasonable person doubt that.” OC 334

“But what men consider reasonable or unreasonable al-
ters.” OC 336

Wittgenstein warns us from searching for objective criteria.
The concept of knowing which is “coupled with that of the
language-game” is not based on grounds. “It is there like
our life”! (OC 559, 560)

161



Proof beyond a context-relevant Doubt. Old Wine in a new Bottle? Examining what shifts when changing the Standard of Proof | Kyriakos N. Kotsoglou

References
Ernst, Gerhard 2012 “Two Varieties of Knowledge”, in: Stefan
Tolksdorf (ed.): Conceptions of Knowledge, Berlin: deGruyter.

Kramosil, Ivan 2001 Probabilistic Analysis of Belief Functions, New
York: Kluwer Academic.

Ho, Hock Lai 2008 A Philosophy of Evidence Law: Justice in the
Search for Truth, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Kadane, Joseph and Schum, David 1996 A Probabilistic Analysis
of the Sacco & Vanzetti Evidence, New York: Wiley.

Laudan, Larry 2006 Truth, Error, and Criminal Law: An Essay in
Legal Epistemology, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Lewis, David K. 1996 “Elusive Knowledge”, Australasian Journal of
Philosophy 74, 549-567.

Nesson, Charles 1985 “The Evidence or the Event? On Judicial
Proof and the Acceptability of Verdicts”, Harvard Law Review 98,
1357-1392

162

Redmayne, Mike 1999 “Standards of Proof in Civil Litigation”, The
Modern Law Review 62, 167-195.

Schaffer, Jonathan 2005 “What Shifts? Thresholds, Standards, or
Alternatives?”, in: G. Preyer and G. Peter (eds.), Contextualism in
Philosophy: Knowledge, Meaning, and Truth, Oxford: University
Press.

Schum, David A. 1994 Evidential Foundations of Probabilistic Rea-
soning, New York: Wiley.

Williams, Michael 2001 Problems of Knowledge, Oxford: University
Press.

Table of cases

In re Winship, 397 U.S. 358 (1970)



Religious Man Ludwig Wittgenstein

lurii Kozik

Kiev, Ukraine | yur.kozik@gmail.com

Ludwig Wittgenstein is one of the prominent philosophers
of the XXth century and he is one of the most many-sided
and contradictory personalities of modern philosophy. One
of the philosophical approaches influenced by Wittgenstein
was founded in the University of Swansea (Wales) and
was named by the critics “Wittgensteinian fideism” had
engaged with the sphere of Philosophy of Religion. De-
spite the high interest in religion among several students,
Wittgenstein’s attitude to religion seemed to be unclear. “I
am not a religious man but | cannot help seeing every
problem from religious point of view”, he said to the former
student and close friend Maurice Drury in the completion
period of Philosophical Investigations. These words be-
came one of reasons of great attention to the questions of
Wittgenstein religiosity among his former students.

What do we find surprising in these words? We don't
think about Wittgenstein as a religious thinker, as a phi-
losopher who stands on religious point of view. Even vice
versa, the philosophical enlightenment of Wittgenstein's
early period which was shown in Tractatus was perceived
in the positivist key and influenced the forming of Vienna
Circle. But it touches only the first part of statement which
was examined by Norman Malcolm in his book “Wittgen-
stein: A religious point of view?” And the exact problem —
whether it was possible to name his position “the religious
point of view” — caused a discussion, in which the major
followers and researchers of Wittgenstein's philosophical
legacy took part at: Peter Winch, Tim Labron, Stephen
Mulhall, Walford Gealey. Nevertheless, the first part of the
statement is also important. Malcolm devoted the first
chapter of the book few articles to the question of Wittgen-
stein’s religiosity and. The researcher Walford Gealey
thought that Wittgenstein certainly wasn't religious (Gealy
2001: 140). Malcolm comes to the conclusion that Witt-
genstein was religious. There was a question of Wittgen-
stein’s religiosity even for his friends like Paul Engelmann
(Engelmann 1999: 11-19). The study of the first part of the
statement — the assertion “I am not and religious man” — is
interesting both as itself, according to controversial judg-
ments made by researchers and with relation to the sec-
ond part about religious point of view. This statement be-
comes a problem only if the first and second parts are true.
It's not only surprising for us because we do not consider
Wittgenstein as a philosopher who stands on religious
point of view, but also because it contains contradiction.
How a non-religious person can look from the religious
point of view? Only if he intentionally tries to stand on this
point. Being not religious, he tries to look from another po-
sition, to put himself on another place, the place of religios-
ity. It does not seem that Wittgenstein tries to put himself
into another's position, and being not religious, intention-
ally tries to consider questions from the religious point of
view. He said “I cannot help seeing”, it means that his posi-
tion which he considers as “religious point of view” is natu-
ral for him. It wasn't his decision to stand on this point and
he can't cease it. So, if the first part of the statement is true
and the second is true then accepting that he is not reli-
gious and he has a religious point of view leads us to obvi-
ous contradiction. Whether the first assertion is true,
whether Wittgenstein was religious or not, | will try to make
clear in this article.

The position of Gealey is nearly acceptable if we con-
sider, that religiousness is something determined by one’s
belonging to a certain confession. In spite of the Jewish
roots, Wittgenstein's family was Christian. His father, Karl
Wittgenstein, was a protestant, his mother — a catholic.
Under the mother's influence a baby Ludwig was baptized
in Catholicism (Nedo 1999: 32) but turned aside. If we
think that to be religious for someone means to practice
certain formal religion, to have a confession then Wittgen-
stein was certainly irreligious. How does Malcolm, a man
who knew Wittgenstein personally, ground his position that
Wittgenstein was religious? He offers a selection of bio-
graphic material which can be divided into three groups.

1. Religious experience

First of all, this is Wittgenstein’s feeling related to religion,
which he names “feeling of safety”, “I am safe, nothing can
injure me whatever happens” (Malcolm 2002: 7). These
words remind for Malcolm the Psalm 23. The second is the
feeling of surprise from the fact that the world exists, which
can be found in Lecture on Ethics: “| wonder at the exis-
tence of the world.” He thought that this experience lay be-
hind the idea that God created the world; that it was the
experience of ‘seeing the world as and miracle™ (ibid: 7-8).

2. Acts which can be motivated by his religiousness

Wittgenstein’s disclaimer of a huge inheritance after fa-
ther’s death. To show religiousness of his actions, Malcolm
quotes the Gospels again. It looks like his strategy: all that
Ludwig talked or did which can be correlated with the
theme of religion, Malcolm compares with the Gospels.
And in this case he found resemblance in Wittgenstein's
deeds and Matthew 19:23-4 and Luke 14:13. Neverthe-
less, returning to the Wittgenstein's actions, Malcolm
doesn't think that religiousness was single motive for re-
jecting inheritance. Motives for this action were complex
(Malcolm 1999: 193).

3. Reflection about religion and religious life

This is where Wittgenstein shows his preference to the
personal virtues, life, full of doing good deeds, but not to
the talking about religion. Also Wittgenstein noticed that
“People are religious to the extent that they believe them-
selves to be not so much imperfect, as ill [...] Any half-way
decent man will think himself extremely imperfect, but a reli-
gious man believes himself wretched” (Malcolm 2002: 17).

If Wittgenstein understood religiousness as the aware-
ness of imperfection, then in this sense it follows that he
was religious. He personally was worried with his own im-
perfection. “What is it? You want to be perfect? And he
pulled himself proudly, saying: ‘Of course | want to be per-
fect” (Pascal 1999: 240). Malcolm remembers that Witt-
genstein was awfully critical. He was critical to himself ei-
ther to the person, or to the philosopher. He never re-
garded any of his works as good ones. His aspiration to
perfection was endless. It seems that basing on this crite-
rion, which was very important for Wittgenstein in under-
standing religiousness, he was religious. But he names
himself irreligious. If to be religious means to see failings,
be dissatisfied with yourself, — what was present in his life,
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— Malcolm thinks his words “I'm not a religious man” could
be considered as the expression of his dissatisfaction and
criticism.

Malcolm also noticed that and wrote that even the major-
ity of the Holy Men did not consider themselves to be
Saints and Malcolm asserted: “I am inclined to think that
he was more deeply religious than are many people who
correctly regard themselves as religious believers” (Mal-
colm 2002: 22).

Good analytic tradition has been started by G.E. Moore:
we must be attentive to the way, how we ask a question. It
seems to me that our way to ask about Wittgenstein's re-
ligiosity is not quite correct. Setting a question just like this
leads us to the remark of Malcolm that “determines his re-
ligiosity is not within our competence” (Malcolm 1999:
205).

The point is that in this way of questioning about “relig-
iousness” is perceived as something special, exceptionally
intimate, about what it is possible to talk only approxi-
mately. Indeed, it seems that religiousness is something so
hidden, that all external information can not give us a
complete image. None of the proposed arguments can
give as a strong ground for the answer. We can search for
something more again and again because religiousness
seems to be elusive. In fact, his experience, for example,
the experience of safety does not simply lead to the con-
clusion, that he was religious. The experience of safety an
irreligious man also may have. The similarity between his
thoughts about religion and the Gospels also is not indis-
putable proof.

It seems to me that the word “religiousness” charms us;
we give some special meaning to it. | prefer to change the
statement of a question and propose another: “Can we
consider Ludwig Wittgenstein to be a religious man?” Dur-
ing such changing the clearest argument will be an answer
to the question whether Wittgenstein behaved in the way
as religious people usually behave. The foregoing reminds
me an approach of Gilbert Ryle. And he, in spite of the un-
popularity in our time, in this case renders a good favor.
Gilbert Ryle in the “Concept of mind” similarly coped well
with the problem of rationality, which in a Cartesian para-
digm was something enigmatically hidden in us. He writes
that rationality is not some essentially hidden in us, but
rather a way of behavior. That is, to be rational means to
behave rationally. Accordingly, to be religious equals to
behave like religious people do. This modification makes
our task clearer. We do not set questions about something
deep and intimate; do not feel the incompetence in the
searching of truth about religiousness. Religiosity as some-
thing personal | would prefer to leave alone with every
person.

In searching for the answer to the question, we set our
attention to behavior, but not because we can see a reli-
gious motivation behind it. When we speak about motives,
we look for something hidden again, something which
stands beyond the behavior. And here we are essentialists
too. | propose to judge certain actions without relation to
the motivation, but rather with attention to how these ac-
tions were done. We are looking for the behavior which is
usual for religious people.
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1. Confessions

During his life Wittgenstein made confessions. Standing on
the fact that he did not belong to any church, he did it in
the original way. He confessed to his friends in oral or writ-
ten form. Everything what he wanted to confess, he wrote
on a paper and asked someone to read it in his presence.
Sometimes he accomplished the same confession with
different people.

In 1931 he confessed to Maurice Drury in a written form
and also to Herr Direktor Koder together with several Witt-
genstein’s family members. Also he came to Moore and
Francis Skinner, in 1937 to Paul Engelmann and to Fanya
Pascal the same year (Pascal 1999: 238). Confessions
were very important for Wittgenstein.

2. Desire to retire to a monastery

VVon Wright mentioned that the desire to retire to a monas-
tery was important for Wittgenstein during his whole life. In
1926 he went to a monastery as helper, but didn't stay
there long, because he was dissatisfied with “inner condi-
tions of monastic life” (von Wright 1999: 69).

3. Prayers and appeals to God

Private Diaries 1914-1916 are filled with numerous records
of the extraordinarily personal content which also includes
religious writings. In his hour of need Wittgenstein ap-
pealed to God for the support, though during his life he
was tormented by the ideas about own imperfection which
he tried to overcome with the help of confessions. Desire
to abandon the world and retire in a monastery was impor-
tant too but wasn’t completely realized. His seclusion in
Norway could be understood as the expression of this de-
sire.

It seems that his behavior reminds us the behavior of reli-
gious people. Despite the fact that he didn't belong to any
formal religion, his actions and desires claimed importance
which religion played in his life. Another Cambridge philoso-
pher, teacher and friend of Wittgenstein — Bertrand Russell
shows an example of a behavior of a non-religious man. We
find in him nothing that resembles Wittgenstein's confes-
sions and monastery intentions. And this evidence leads for
a positive answer on our non essentialist question.

So, how can we understand his words “I am a not reli-
gious man”? | think that it can be understood in two
senses, as a claim of Wittgenstein's relations with formal
religion and as a claim of dissatisfaction with himself. But if
we accept the first variant, it turns out that the whole
statement is contradictory, if only he uses the word reli-
gious in a combination of words “religious point of view” in
another sense. Obviously that if religious is understood in
a formal way, it follows that religious point of view includes
belonging to the doctrine of certain religion, whereas to
have a point of view, means to look from the position of a
concrete religion. But Wittgenstein did not belong to any of
them, so he couldn’t look from the religious point of view if
we understand it in such way. As an expression of imper-
fection looks more coherent, but being familiar with Witt-
genstein’s self-criticism | propose not to accept it seriously.
In fact if we agree with his imperfection we have to accept
not only a fact that he was irreligious but also that he was
a mediocre philosopher. Based on the reinterpreted ques-
tion, after denying the essentialist form of it, | propose to
ask whether we can consider him religious. Based on his
behavior | think we can. That's why | consider that Witt-
genstein's statement “I am a not religious man” is false.
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1. Introduction

In what follows, a contribution to the philosophy of emo-
tions will be made on the basis of a mixture or aspect
change between emotions of hope and fear. This contribu-
tion includes comments on some of Wittgenstein's notes
on fear and hope, with an illustration from cinematography.
The basic question, for which Wittgenstein seems to sug-
gest an affirmative answer, is the following.

(1) Is it possible that hope and fear (anxiety, and dread
as well) are two aspects of one more primordial emo-
tion manifested when something unknown is getting
closer to us?

2. Wittgenstein: hope/fear aspect change

Just one expression, hamely “getting closer” or “approach-
ing”, is the 122™ fragment among fragments of Heraclitus
of Ephesus. The fragment is authentic, but even the Hera-
clitus scholars aren’t sure what it means (Marcovich 2001:
566). Furthermore, many scholars conclude that there is
“no hint of a sentential context and hence no way to con-
strue it as a meaningful fragment.” (Kahn 2001: 288) In
short, we don’t know what it means. Here a possible inter-
pretation will be supplied, namely, something getting
closer is what gets one closer to a mixture of hope and
fear since one naturally wonders about it — about an un-
known that is getting closer.

Wittgenstein seems to be interested in emotions, espe-
cially in hope and fear. Let us list some of his observations.

“The language-game | am afraid already contains the
object. Anxiety is what undirected fear might be called,
in so far as its manifestations are related to those of
fear.” (RPP II: 14) “It might be an incorrect use of lan-
guage to say “I see fear in this face”. We would be
taught: a fearful face can be ‘seen’; but the fear in a
face, or the similarity or dissimilarity between two faces,
is ‘noticed’.” (RPP II: 552) “Fear behavior on fearful oc-
casions (etc.) is a phenomenon of our life. But fear?”
(RPP II: 17) “What is fear? What does ‘being afraid’
mean? If | wanted to define it at a single shewing — |
should play-act fear.” (PPF: 77) “We should distinguish
between the object of fear and the cause of fear.” (PI:
476) “I feel a fear, but | don't know what I'm afraid of",
or again: "l feel fear, but I'm not afraid of anything in
particular.” (BB: 22) “Anxiety is what undirected fear
might be called, in so far as its manifestations resemble
or are the same as those of fear.” (Z: 489, for some
comments see Gustafsson, Krongvist, McEachrane
2009, for some general relations between Wittgenstein
and psychoanalysis see Heaton 2010; for fear, reasons
and causes see Bouvresse 1995: 69-83)

In short, emotions are manifested in our language-games,
and in our forms of life (RPP Il: 14, 552), and there is a
kind of “noticing of an aspect-change”. One can say that a
dread without a terrifying object is anxiety, while if an ob-
ject is present, than it is fear (BB: 22, Z: 489). These Witt-
genstein’s passages can make clearer the following one,
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which is of importance at the moment for it combines hope
and fear (especially as aspects in RPP 1l: 552), no matter if
the remark is private.

“Description of my state of mind: the alternation of fear
and hope, e.g. in the morning | was full of hope, and
then....” [...] “Anxiety borrows the pictures of fear. |
have the feeling of impending doom.” (Wittgenstein,
RPP I: 595, 724, concerning differences between anxi-
ety, fear and dread see Read 2009).

Wittgenstein seems to suggest that hope and fear as reac-
tions to the unknown are mixed in a dual-aspectual way.
Yet, there are differences. For instance, anxiety, as “pres-
timulus” emotion, contrary to fear which is a “poststimulus”
emotion (Ohman 2000: 574 concerning RPP II: 14) is
closer to wonder and curiosity over something unknown,
and as such it can “borrow” pictures of fear. Anxiety can
follow a simple perception of threat, while fear needs a real
object since it is an emotion of avoidance and escape.
Dread can be prestimulus and poststimulus.

Surely it is possible that one is curious without fear, and
that one is frightened without any curiosity, but is it also
possible that one has mixed emotions and appropriate ac-
tions following these mixed emotions. If this is possible,
then surely one can be at first more curious and snooping,
then upset and frightened, and later on more frightened
than curious (as shown in Figure 1, concerning the possi-
bility of an aspect-change see Brock 2005, and in psychol-
ogy see Prinz 2004).

(2) Therefore, the question is — in which way are hope
and fear mixed on the background of wonder over
something unknown approaching, or — what connects
getting closer/approaching, hope, and fear? Perhaps
nothing philosophically relevant, yet it seems that a
contribution to the philosophy of emotions can be
made.

Figure 1: Possible aspects and developments of anxiety
and expectation

Question (2) will be answered in what follows. Namely,
what connects these three concepts is a pattern of a mix-
ture of hope and fear turning one into another. What one
can “interpret” here is the pattern of basic human emo-
tions. The philosophical issue here is one of human emo-
tional and practical response to the unknown (pattern).

(3) The basic context is that of something unknown ap-
proaching. First reaction to it, in most cases, is wonder,
hope and surprise, almost as a kind of primordial opti-
mism. The second reaction that follows, in most cases,
is a gut feeling of something horrifying approaching,
anxiety, dread, fear, and panic, almost as a kind of pri-
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mordial pessimism. This pattern of basic emotions can
be traced in early child development, namely fear
emerges from distress at 6 month of age (McNally
2000: 341-4; for anxiety and fear in children see Muris
2007: 1-31).

In what follows we do not want to “over-interpret” the film
by using just two of Wittgenstein’'s remarks on hope, anxi-
ety, and fear, but rather, to connect the film as an illustra-
tion of what was Wittgenstein writing about.

3. “Alien”: a primordial mixture of hope
and fear

Without entering into issues of the philosophy of film and
music, one can say that art is essentially media that can
manifest, initiate, and even produce emotions. Ridley
Scott's horror/Sci-Fi film “Alien” (20" Century Fox 1979, for
a mixture of horror and sci-fi genres see Mcintee 2005: 10-
44) is the right media for presenting emotions of surprise,
wonder, hope, anxiety, and fear since “describing accu-
rately the experiential side of emotion is a privilege of po-
ets” (Ohman 2000: 573-94; Solomon 2000: 3-16). How-
ever, this reaction of curiosity and wonder splits into hope
and fear, i.e. a hope about something possibly interesting,
and fear of something possibly dangerous, probably terrify-
ing (Figure 1). Emotions as the oldest mental states during
mind development, and wonder, hope, and fear as primor-
dial emotions deserve special treatment, which they got in
“Alien”. It seems that “Alien” expresses the hope-fear
terms of aspect-change (as shown in Figure 2).

Figure 2: The basic plot of “Alien” as a two-aspectual
movie

Figure 2 shows the basic plot and dynamics of “Alien”
which consists of being a canonical(aspectual) mixture of
sci-fi and horror genres. Both aspects are present during
the whole film. However, a sci-fi aspect is dominant in the
first part, while a horror aspect is dominant in the second.
The parts aren't strictly separated since there is the crucial
stage of an aspect change. Namely, the transformation
section marks the change of genres as a change of as-
pects of mixed emotions. To be precise, eggs are found,
the facehugger attacks, an alien cub is born, the crew is
reduced, and the character Ripley becomes stronger and
more aware of what is really going on and decides to do
something about it. Now, there are important double-
aspects here.

(4) Ripley has two aspects. She changes from disci-
plined astronaut confronted with the alien to a powerful
woman fighting the monster. The alien has two aspects
as well: an aspect of an alien specimen, a sci-fi aspect
at the beginning of the film, and an aspect of a horrify-
ing evil, a horror aspect at the end it. The point is that

the creature itself unifies these two genres by its dual
aspectual function.

Sci-fi movies are about searching for and exploring new
worlds, planets, and species. It's about something interest-
ing, surprising, bright, optimistic, and joyful in human na-
ture, about human imagination, curiosity, and creativity.
Horror movies are about expectation of something horrify-
ing and about panic when encountering it. They are about
something dark, and pessimistic in our nature, about hu-
man distrust, fear, panic, anger and escaping the inevita-
ble. As a work of art, “Alien” expresses and raises the as-
pectual blend of hope and fear (Figure 3).

Figure 3: “Alien” as a two-aspectual movie

It seems that the slow transformation from hope to fear on
the background of curiosity via contact with the unknown
(facehugger scenes in the spaceship) manifested by worry,
anxiety and fear (when Ash character turns from a sci-fi to
a horror character), and various almost all basic reactions
to it, present a unique perspicuous presentation of similari-
ties and dissimilarities between these two emotions in film.

(5) In that manner “Alien” indeed describes something
humanly primordial, namely the hopef/fear blend during
the contact with unknown. Therefore, the whole movie
describes not just a possible relation of hope and fear,
but serves as a metaphor of human primordial contact
with the world in which there is certain struggle between
interest and distress, surprise and disgust, hope and
fear/anger (Figure 4).

This struggle in the film goes on with a certain pace, be-
coming faster and faster in rhythm and tempo. (Kaveney
2005: 131-149; Mcintee 2005: 20)

Figure 4: mixture of basic SF/horror emotions in “Alien”

This blend and aspect change of basic emotions of hope
and fear expressed and initiated in viewers by Ridley Scott
as the director of the film goes on in the following way. The
alien, by being a biomechanical and efficient creature that
wants to survive, represents the unknown, and indeed the
world, which in some situations, like the one in the film, is
better to fear than to be curious about. Characters and
viewers are confronted with their basic reactions to the
world, to the unknown, and with the choice between hope
and fear. One can be deeply disturbed by the movie,
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namely the emotionally primordial and narrative mythical
nature of the plot.

(6) On one hand, humans in “Alien” are ironical heroes
because: the film perhaps helps us to understand, not
just what is an emotion, which are the oldest and pri-
mordial emotions, or what is the natural mixture of hope
and fear as the primordial human mixture of emotions
on the background of wonder, but to understand the
force and power of emotions over us as well. It shows
us that the natural mixture of hope and fear is some-
thing which we (characters and viewers) naturally
“have”, which we cultivate, and which we create and
sometimes even have complete control over. The film
helps us to know ourselves, to confront and to cope
with our deepest fears and hopes, strengths and weak-
nesses.

(7) On the other hand, the monster in “Alien” is a tragic
hero because by being an alien “it” stands for pure hu-
man anger in front of something unknown which is not
surpassed by fear and with unknown interest which is
not encouraged by curiosity. Perhaps alien is showing
us humans what we can turn into if in a contact with the
unknown we are guided only by anger or certain na-
iveté, without an appropriate mixture of hope and fear,
what we can turn into if our only goal would be a sheer
survival. “Alien”, as a movie about psychological his-
tory, archaeology, and prehistory of a human species is
maybe pulling out and mirroring a part of our nature, in-
deed the oldest and the most primordial one, commonly
buried in oblivion of our childhood and in the prehistory
of the species, the part with which we are not so proud
of, yet the part which was necessary to have and to
overcome in the course of our development.

“Alien” describes this choice between wonder and fear as
fictive since we humans wonder and fear in the same time
from our early childhood to our death; this process builds
our basic character traits, since we are “meant” to grow
and learn, to escape dangerous situations if possible, and
if not, to confront them, destroy their objects, and survive
whether they are horrifying or not. (Izard 1992: 561-5;
Izard/Ackermann 2000: 353-64)

4. Concluding remark

Based on example of “Alien” it is possible to say that a
blend or an aspect change of hope/fear on the background
of wonder over something unknown approaching is surely
possible, and that if the aspect change is the right interpre-
tation, than there can be some kind of more primordial
“amorphous” emotion capable of having these aspects.

(8) Consequently, as far as “Alien” is good indication of
mixture and aspect change of hopef/fear, it seems that
Wittgenstein is right. On the background of curiosity
and wonder (that something unknown is getting closer)
there is an alternation, a mixture, or an aspect change
of hopeffear that is brilliantly artistically presented be-
cause raises some primordial reactions in us and
makes us wonder about them.

168

Acknowledgment: We like to thank Professor Anja Weiberg
for her objections, and criticism, and Professor Janice
McCormick for proofreading the text.

References

Brock, S. 2005 Wittgensteinian Emotions and the Anxieties of a
Human Life, The Wittgenstein Network, URL:
http://www.wittgenstein-network.dk/ (Accessed: 12. 1. 2012).

Gustafsson, Y., Krongvist, C., and McEachrane, M. (eds.) 2009
Emotions and Understanding, Wittgensteinian Perspectives, Bas-
ingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Heaton, J.M. 2010 The Talking Cure, Wittgenstein’s Therapeutic
Method for Psychotherapy, New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Izard, C.E. 1992 “Basic emotions, relations among emotions, and
emotion-cognition relations”, Psychological Review 100, 561-65.

— and Ackermann, B.P. 2000 “Mativational, Organizational, and
Regulatory Functions of Discrete Emotions”, in: M. Lewis and J.M.
Haviland-Jones (eds.), Handbook of Emotions, New York: The
Guilford Press, 253-64.

Kahn, C.H. 2001 The Art and Thought of Heraclitus, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Kaveney, R. 2005 From Alien to Matrix, London: |.B. Taurus.
Marcovich, M. 2001 Heraclitus: Greek text with short commentary,
Sankt Augustin: Academia Verlag.

Mclintee, D. 2005 Beautiful Monsters: The Unofficial and Unauthor-
ized Guide to the Alien and Predator Films, Surrey: Telos Publish-
ing Ltd, 10-44, 208, 251, 258-260.

McNally, R.J. 2000 “Fear and Terror”, in: A.E. Kazdin (ed.,) Ency-
clopaedia of Psychology, New York: Oxford University Press/APA.

Muris, P. 2007 Normal and Abnormal Fear and Anxiety in Children
and Adolescents, London: Elsevier.

Ohman, A. 2000 “Fear and Anxiety: Evolutionary, Cognitive, and
Clinical Perspectives”, in: M. Lewis and J.M. Haviland-Jones (eds.)
Handbook of Emotions, New York: The Guilford Press, 573-94.

Prinz, J. 2004 “Which Emotions Are Basic?”, in: D. Evans and P.
Cruse (eds.), Emotion, Evolution, and Rationality, Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Read, R. 2009 “Extreme Aversive Emotions: A Wittgensteinian
Approach to Dread”, in: Gustafsson, Kronqgvist, McEachrane
(2009), 221-35.

Solomon, R.C. 2000 “The Philosophy of Emotions”, in: M. Lewis
and J.M. Haviland-Jones (eds.): Handbook of Emotions, New York:
The Guilford Press, 3-16.

Wittgenstein L. 1969 The Blue and Brown Books, Oxford: Black-
well. (BB)

—1980 Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology I, Il, Oxford:
Blackwell. (RPP 1, II)

—1998 Culture and Value, Oxford: Blackwell. (CV)
—2009 Philosophical Investigations, Oxford: Blackwell. (PI)

—2009 Philosophy of Psychology, A Fragment, Oxford: Blackwell
(in PI). (PPF)



The Role and Status of Institutions

Anna Laktionova

Kiev, Ukraine | laktionovaanna@yahoo.com

People share common social space by constituting it while
being practically involved in it. Such participation can not
be avoided, it is foundational to our way of being, of living
our lives. That is why attempts to explicate crucial features
of mentioned participation could be helpful to increase its
fruitfulness and effectiveness. We will try to realize such
task by treating the role and status of institutions. The no-
tion of institution is widely used, but its meaning remains to
be quite vague and gets different interpretations. We will
appeal to its understanding by L. Wittgenstein (Wittgen-
stein 1978a, 1978b, 1969); in view of the Wittgensteinian
understanding by T.R. Schatzki (Schatzki 1996), D. Bloor
(Bloor 1996); in comparative perspective to the approach
of J. R. Searle (Searle 2010, 1995). The general stream of
our investigation is the approach called ‘Ethics without
principles’ (Dancy 2004; Stroll 1996; Laktionova 2011a),
which is becoming more and more questioned during the
late decades of the 20" and the beginning of 21 centu-
ries. The general background of our investigation is Practi-
cal Philosophy, as philosophy of action, agency in its con-
temporary revived status (Toulmin 1996; Laktionova
2011b). The ideas of two last sentences are not the proper
topic of the paper, so we leave them just stated without
special explanations.

Lets express some previous ideas about the role and
status of institutions. Our participation in social space
could be seen via institutions. Institutions constitute social
space, our common world shared with other participants.
Social space and common world are represented by an
ordered collection, a ‘mosaic’ of institutions. Institutions
provide samples of activities for particular situations; insti-
tutions are practically accomplished samples of appropri-
ate agency, customs; the latter are not just repeated from
case to case, but are similar, analogical, over separate
cases. Conceptualizing the role and status of institutions
involves considerations about their representation by
means of linguistic units, that seem to be crucial for under-
standing of their functioning (in a broadly general way of
understanding of functions). Institutions organize the social
context for our actions.

The term ‘institution’ can be met in some paragraphs of
the Philosophical Investigations of L. Wittgenstein (Witt-
genstein 1978a, par. 199; 337): “To obey a rule, to make a
report, to give an order, to play a game of chess, are cus-
toms (uses, institutions)”; “An intention is embedded in its
situation, in human customs and institutions”. There is no
definition of ‘institution’ in the works of Wittgenstein. This
fact is not a defect of his approach, but it corresponds to
his understanding of philosophy as a therapy (Wittgenstein
1978a, par. 133), that does not need to consist of formal
definitions; it should rather clarify, demonstrate its topics
performatively (in use, in accomplishment). So, in accor-
dance with the latter, our philosophical investigation about
‘institutions’ strives to maintain their performative nature.
Performativeness is accomplished as self-reference, self-
validation, self-demonstration, self-realization of the matter
to which it is prescribed as its feature. Institutions are cre-
ated by references to them whether implicit or explicit.
Self-reference could be understood as not vicious circular-
ity, but rather hermeneutic circularity according to which

understanding of a matter is the internal process of its
functioning; understanding can be reached from inside the
practicing of what we try to understand.

D. Bloor expresses ideas about the performative model
as an account of institutions (Bloor 1996); in doing so he
refers to works of G.E.M. Anscombe (Anscombe 1976,
1978), K. Bach (Bach 1975), J.R. Searle (Searle 1995)
and others.

It is possible to give an example about ‘money’. Wittgen-
stein appeals to situations related to money quite often (for
instance Wittgenstein 1978a, par. 584), along with other
figures we want to involve into our considerations. Bloor
(Bloor 1996: 64) says: “If a group of people treat some-
thing as money, then it is money. It is correctly called
money, because (collectively) calling it ‘money’ — and treat-
ing it as money — makes it into money’. The given quota-
tion is an example of his performative model of treating
institutions. For Searle (Searle 2010: 93), money is an ex-
ample of a ‘nonlinguistic institutional fact'.

In his approach institutional facts are metaphorically
seen as “a sea” we live in (Searle 2010: 90). Their consti-
tution is reached by means of language. Having a common
language is an evidence of society (Searle 2010: 122).
“Performing speech acts is the basis of all the institutional
facts” (Searle 2010: 91). Nonlinguistic institutional facts go
beyond facts about meanings but are linguistically created
and maintained (Searle 2010: 93). Institutional facts are
generated by institutions, so they are particular examples
of their concrete realizations. Nevertheless there is nothing
prior to the creation of an institutional fact (Searle 2010:
106). Institutional facts create reality “by representing it as
existing” (Searle 2010: 93). Institutional facts imply deon-
tology in terms of conceptualized by declarations “status
functions”, based on rules, norms in the regulative as well
as constitutive modes.

According to Searle (Searle 2010: 97), regulative rule is
directive; it is a function of bringing about a certain form of
behavior. The behavior must match the content of the rule.
Thus in regulative rule a direction from world to a word is
fitted. Constitutive rule is declaration; it is a function of
making something the case. The consequences of the
case are accepted necessarily. Thus in constitutive rule
directions from world to a word and vise versa are fitted.
So a constitutive rule makes something particular the case
by representing it as being the case. The given under-
standing of regulative and constitutive functions of norma-
tivity does not contradict our account (Laktionova 2009),
according to which regulative and constitutive modes of
normativity complement each other with the priority of con-
stitutive function, because it provides for the possibility of
its object. We treat norms as practical, internal, implicit.

Coming back to Searle, certain institutional facts are
created in contexts specified by declarations. In this sense
all institutional facts are created by declaration. “The rule
declares that satisfying such and such conditions counts
as a certain sort of institutional fact” (Searle 2010: 98). So
far, to declare is to count something as such, as it is; that
creates collective (common in our terms) recognition and
acceptance, thus relates the latter — positively, negatively,
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conditionally — to actual people (Searle 2010: 102 calls
such relating “assigning powers”). In other words, a decla-
ration assigns status function of an institutional fact. An
institutional fact works as long as it is collectively recog-
nized or accepted (Searle 2010: 106). A similar anti-
individualistic position is advocated by Bloor as well (Bloor
1996: 72-73).

For Searle (Searle 2010: 110-111) language is not an
ordinary institution, it is not created by declaration, rather it
is a meaningfulness that is need for language to be. Insti-
tutional facts need linguistic representation in order to ex-
ist; their representation is collectively accepted and recog-
nized by competent speakers. Language and its units do
not need such representation to be what they are, other-
wise we fall into regress of languages of different levels.
To be meaningful is to function as an appropriate utter-
ance in a given context, to have a propositional content in
an illocutionary mode.

From our point of view, language is an institution, linguis-
tic units can be treated as institutional facts. All institutional
facts are linguistic, language provides their evidence, and
is neither prior nor posterior to them, but necessarily ac-
companies them. Those institutions which are properly
reflected by means of language are analogous to what is
‘said’ in terms of Wittgenstein (1922, section 4.1212), ‘say-
ing’ is the way of ‘showing’, but mostly institutions exists as
institutional facts, institutional facts ‘show’ institutions.

Moving back to the idea stated in the beginning about
social world as ‘mosaic’ of institutions as a way of an or-
ganization of social order, we agree with Schatzki
(Schatzki 1996) that the conceptualization of social order
is connected with grasping it as a linkage of different prac-
tices, activities. They are habituated as acknowledged cus-
toms, institutions that we do not usually reflect upon, but
we rely on them, and take them for granted. In this sense
the analogy with well-known metaphor of ‘hinges’ (Witt-
genstein 1969, par. 341-342) could be made.

Institutions constitute common social world, they are
‘hinges’ on which it ‘hangs and turns’. Their value and
status is contextual. They are presupposed as a commonly
shared and accepted and doubtlessly relied-on framework
of the social world. If we question their validity, we shift the
context, which is also possible due to some other ‘hinges’,
understood as silent institutions.
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To resolve a “looming tension,” as Floyd calls it, in Wang's
interpretation of Wittgenstein, | wish to distinguish
mathematical knowledge proper from mathematical
knowledge qua intuition. That's nothing new, for the
attitude toward mathematical knowledge is that it is
incontrovertible, but not so the attitude toward intuitive
knowledge. This is because our theoretical mathematical
knowledge entails all and only what has been established
by proof, while some intuitive knowledge involves
imagination. But theoretical knowledge does not in and of
itself close off all access provided by our intuitions. Still,
any such access is marked by degrees of certainty.
Intuitive access to mathematical reality is not characterized
by the certainty of proof.

*

Hao Wang contributed to the proceedings for three of the
five International Wittgenstein Symposia held between
1986 and 1992 (1987b, 1990b, 1993e). In addition, he
published interpretations of Wittgenstein in 1981, 1984,
and 1991 (1981e, 1984c, 1991b) and discussed Wittgen-
stein extensively in other places. Wang (1961b) (see also
1955e and 1958a) analyzes Wittgenstein's remarks as an-
thropologism, a minimalistic approach to the foundations of
mathematics like the restrictive strict finitism isolated by
Bernays (1935) (associated with Wittgenstein by Kreisel
1958) and contradistinguished from four other increasingly
broad approaches to the foundations: finitism, intuitionism,
predicativism, and platonism (Link 2009: 226-227). Indeed,
there is a pronounced strain of anthropologism in Wittgen-
stein’s writing. This anthropologism, the curtailing of arith-
metic to what is human, is the first phase of Wang’s inter-
pretation of Wittgenstein (Floyd: 159-160). In this phase
Wang (1961b) identifies the “perspicuousness” that a proof
gives.

Kripke reads Wittgenstein as being a skeptic about rule-
following, even in arithmetic: “This was our paradox: no
course of action could be determined by a rule, because
every course of action can be made out to accord with the
rule” (P, sec. 201). Kripke concludes that language does
not determine concepts, not even such concepts as addi-
tion and multiplication (Kripke: 107; for the skeptical para-
dox, see pp. 7-9). On this picture there is nothing more
than interpretation. Let's continue the quote from section
201:

The answer was: if everything can be made out to ac-
cord with the rule, then it can also be made out to con-
flict with it. And so there would be neither accord nor
conflict here.

It can be seen that there is a misunderstanding here
from the mere fact that in the course of our argument
we give one interpretation after another; as if each one
contented us at least for a moment, until we thought of
yet another standing behind it. What this shews is that
there is a way of grasping a rule which is not an inter-
pretation, but which is exhibited in what we call “obey-
ing a rule” and “going against it” in actual cases.

A problem for Wittgenstein interpretation is the problem of
what is left if skepticism is rejected, if it is not rules all the

way down (see RFM, VII.47). Already in (1945) (2005:
147) Wang wrote with approval of “possible sources of
knowledge besides language,” although his reading of
Wittgenstein at that time was quite different than in his two
main stages.

Tait provides an alternative to Kripke (Link 2009: 227).
Tait says that such skepticism is coordinate with a picture
of language and reference like the primitive Augustinian
account. But for Wittgenstein not all of language is like
that. In a 16 November 2011 lecture at Harvard, Tait noted
that for Wittgenstein our “language can be seen as an an-
cient city” (PI, sec. 18). It is not all uniform. By collapsing
finitism with platonism (Parsons 2009), Tait (2005) argues
that Wittgenstein is a platonist. This answers the question
left from the quote above, namely what is the extent in ac-
tual cases of what is exhibited in grasping a rule that does
not count as an interpretation. Wang ultimately viewed
Tait's Fregean approach negatively because of its appeal
to language (Floyd: 172).

* %k

Wang gave another solution to the question posed above.
According to Floyd (p. 175), “Wang read Wittgenstein as
holding, in his early philosophy as well as later on, that
something intuitive always remains after conceptualiza-
tion.” His second phase, beginning in 1981, culminates in
his statement that Wittgenstein “begins and ends with the
perceptual immediacy of our intuition of the actual use of
words in a given situation,” which Wang took as a “way of
pursuing the traditional quest for certainty in philosophy”
(LJ3: 329, quote on p. 175 of Floyd). What Wang meant by
“intuition” in this passage is not clear to me (for more see
Floyd, sec. 5): he did seem to take the perspicuous repre-
sentations as intuitive which Floyd (p. 172) points out cre-
ated a “looming tension” in his philosophy, for his behav-
iorist approach to Wittgenstein was at odds with his picture
of the introspective nature of Wittgenstein’s philosophy.

Does mathematics require intuition? For Kant in the Pro-
legomena, '7+5=12" is synthetic but still universal and apo-
dictic because mathematical constructions occur as a syn-
thesis through the pure forms of space and time. But for
Frege the propositions of arithmetic, and indeed of all of
mathematics, are founded on logic and require no synthe-
sis. Wittgenstein ruled out intuition as a requirement for
arithmetic early in his career. On his analysis, the iteration
of an operation formally replaces intuitions about elemen-
tary arithmetic (TLP 6.02-6.03, 6.233-6.2331, 6.241; see
Link [2007]). This reading is known as Wittgensteinian
minimalism. Then no synthesis is required. Historically this
can be appreciated as continuing but focusing Frege's re-
sponse to Kant.

What is the range of intuition? In Mathematical Thought
and Its Objects Parsons makes new room for intuitions. He
says he uses:

the term ‘intuition’ [...] so that it is not ipso facto knowl-
edge, and one's having the intuition that p doesn't imply
the truth of p. Within this usage, differences are possi-
ble as to how much is or ought to be claimed for intui-
tion as a source of knowledge or as a guide to the truth.
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Philosophers' intuitions are not claimed to be an
autonomous source of knowledge, and their reliability
will vary greatly. But, as we noted, the intuitions of na-
tive speakers of a language do create a presumption of
truth. Moreover, it could be that in some domain, intui-
tion, if carefully enough cultivated, is a source of knowl-
edge and a quite reliable guide to the truth, without ac-
tually constituting knowledge in the sense (again) that
an agent's having the intuition that p implies p (2008,
5.24,9).

On this account, in certain carefully circumscribed do-
mains, intuition is a "source of knowledge." An intuition is
not in general a source of theoretical mathematical knowl-
edge but of intuitive knowledge. Parsons argues that this
domain includes addition and multiplication. Two quick
comparisons with Descartes may be helpful, a difference
and a similarity. First, there are no mistaken Cartesian in-
tuitions. A mistake implies that there was no real Cartesian
intuition in the first place. Second, for Descartes intuitions
are unlike deductions. An intuition is not the conclusion of
an inference. By his own admission, Parsons’s use of ‘in-
tuition’ is more like that of Gddel than Descartes (5.24).

In this respect intuitions are immediate. Parsons contin-
ues that intuition is "independent of any articulation of its
grounds, possibly coupled with expression of doubt as to
whether it could be reinforced by grounds of another kind,
that is, by argument" (5.24,11). To explain intuition Par-
sons begins with Kantian intuition of objects. For Parsons
intuition is neither universal nor apodictic, unlike Kant's
case; again, for Parsons intuition does not curtail pure rea-
son, unlike Kant's case and those of Hilbert and the intu-
itionists (Parsons 2008, ch. 5; see Mihlhdlzer, the last four
paragraphs of section 2). Parsons's realism stands not
among the minimalist approaches of the twentieth century
but among the contemporary philosophies of mathematics,
which are more oriented to structures and details (Muhl-
holzer, the last sentence of sec. 1).

skosk ok

Hilbert's strokes, said by Parsons to be quasi-concrete,
appear in Wittgenstein (e.g., in RFM: 48, and 149-151),
but Wittgenstein is not normally thought to be a friend of
intuition, which he called an “unnecessary shuffle.” For him
the nature of the operation showed that no intuitions about
arithmetic are required. In a sharp review of Parsons, Felix
Muhlhdlzer attempts to close off any opening into intuitive
knowledge. Muhlhdlzer appeals to the later Wittgenstein
for confirmation of his account of arithmetic and his attack
on intuition. He identifies Gowers (2002) as an adherent of
Wittgenstein. Mihlhdlzer writes: "Gowers develops and
defends in his book what he calls the abstract method in
mathematics, which he encapsulates in slogans like 'a
mathematical object is what it does' (l.c.: 22), or, less
metaphorically, 'think about the rules rather than the num-
bers themselves' (l.c.: 22)." He presents a rule-based ac-
count that presupposes the following of rules taken as ba-
sic mathematical practice. On his interpretation Wittgen-
stein rejects intuitions outright. On this account intuitions
can be formalized by and replaced completely with opera-
tional systems. These systems can be described without
appeal to intuition.

The basic idea is that, no matter what phenomena is un-
der discussion, to communicate that phenomena will re-
quire an operational presentation or something like it: a
description writ large. This is appealing on first sight. Still,
the rule-based account faces some of the same hurdles as
finitism. One of these is the status of arithmetical equa-
tions. Another hurdle is that advances in mathematics de-
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cide philosophical problems. The rule-based account re-
pudiates intuitive mathematical knowledge in any guise.
One cannot know what has not been proven.

R

A description can be corrected by sufficiently circumscrib-
ing the phenomena that are being generalized. Wittgen-
stein says: "the question arises 'Is this an appropriate de-
scription or not?' The answer is: 'Yes, it is appropriate, but
only for the narrowly circumscribed region, not for the
whole of what you were claiming to describe™. "You can
make your definition correct by expressly restricting it to
those games" (PI, sec. 3). The rule-based account hopes
to capture all that is meant by intuition. So for the descrip-
tion to be appropriate, this account has to rule out mathe-
matical phenomena often associated with intuition as not
really intuition. In that case the situation arises that intui-
tion is nothing more than that, namely the rule-driven be-
havior. The rule-based account seems to be a form of
skepticism. Why is imagination ruled out by fiat? What
about a dream or sudden insight? Of course, one can re-
verse engineer an intuition into a formal structure of opera-
tions, the mould of form. But a correct intuition can be like
a change of state. Sometimes such a change of state pre-
cedes the theoretical demonstration, such that the correct
intuition gets the facts straight, even by breaking the
mould. But we can't know that without argumentation and
historical confirmation. This interpretation does not serve
as a description of all that is involved in mathematical
thought; moreover, it rests on the idea that rules are phi-
losophically clarificatory, but that seems to push an epis-
temological agenda harder that Wittgenstein would be in-
clined to do; further, with intuition carefully circumscribed in
the way Parsons does, his position is not really liable to
the critique stated above. In what follows | respond by ad-
vancing a different philosophical thesis about mathemati-
cal thought. | propose a compromise within Parsons’s own
framework.

On 26 April 1951, three days before his death, Wittgen-
stein wrote: "The mathematical proposition has, as it were
officially, been given the stamp of incontestability. l.e.:
‘Dispute about other things; this is immovable — it is a
hinge on which your dispute can turn" (OC, sec. 655). For
Wittgenstein “‘obeying a rule’ is a practice” (P, sec. 202).
In mathematics the practice is connected to proof. Proofs
“change the way we work with concepts” (RFM, VI1.45).
Intuitions do not seem to carry with them the certainty of
mathematical knowledge that arises once a theorem is
demonstrated. Parsons's realism has so far not featured
that hinge, as Parsons himself mentioned in a critical dis-
cussion in San Francisco over the Easter weekend in
2009. Intuitive mathematical thought is not like mathemati-
cal knowledge per se because it does not secure the facts
in every case. As Parsons points out, there is no certainty
when intuition is involved. Yet, at key junctures he explicitly
appeals to proof. Then why not dispense with intuition?
The issue is coherence (see Shapiro: 95, 132-136). With-
out instances of a concept to cleave together, the concept
would not seem to cohere. Though Wittgenstein's philoso-
phical presentations of the concept of natural number
change widely in several distinct phases, it is during the
middle phase that he comes closest to suggesting that the
natural numbers are incoherent. But that can be under-
stood as a dialectic attack against the picture that mathe-
matical concepts retain their clear-cut boundaries in other
contexts. In the later philosophy (RFM) he discusses di-
agonalization arguments as in Cantor and Turing, making
use of the operation he had developed for the Tractatus
(Link 2009: 227). So while he said that the “word ‘concept’
is too vague by far" (RFM, VI1.45), he does not seem to
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mean thereby that a concept is ineluctably vague, for the
context can be constrained to make the description fit.

sk

I conclude with counterproposal to the rule-based interpre-
tation. | begin with Akihiro Kanamori's “(re)definition” of
mathematical knowledge: “Mathematics is historically
given and mathematical knowledge is what has been
widely communicated by proof.” In a debate on this topic
Barry Mazur responds in large agreement with Kanamori's
thesis under the proviso that some proofs, and so some
mathematical knowledge, exist even before they have
been completely formalized in writing or conversation.
Kanamori rejects Mazur's proviso along the following lines.
A proof could be in Barry Mazur's head, but until it is
widely disseminated and examined and accepted, it does
not seem to be what should go for mathematical knowl-
edge. Under this account mathematical knowledge is a
rather curtailed and very human thing (Correspondence
dated 17 December 2010). Without Mazur's proviso
mathematical knowledge is completely consonant with cer-
tainty, whereas the addition of Mazur's proviso suggests
some uncertainty about mathematical thought. By way of
contrast, a bypass around this debate arises by hewing to
Kanamori's “(re)definition” but allowing that unproven
mathematical thoughts could very well hold within the
mathematical frame of reference. These thoughts, how-
ever intuitively correct, are not theorems until proved so.
This is not to urge that “proof is the criterion of truth” be-
cause formal systems are incomplete (Parsons 2009: 225).

Wittgenstein said that “a mathematical proof moulds our
language” (RFM 111.71). Proofs are empirical objects, which
means they can be read, handled, and communicated.
They help communication (RFM I11.71). This is a way to
avoid Mill's problem with mathematics. The proof concerns
infinite matters — it "talks about" the continuum hypothesis,
for example; however, the proof itself exists in space and
time, constituting our empirical access to mathematical
reality. Under such circumstances proofs manifest and de-
termine mathematical knowledge. Of course, one might
make a mistake when one communicates the theory to
someone else, or one might just misunderstand it, but this
is to be corrected by later appeal to the same theorem.
Knowledge, then, arises in doing, learning about, and
communicating proofs. Proofs are the cutting edge of
mathematical knowledge and its empirical manifestations.

The realm of mathematical knowledge consists of proofs.
Mathematical knowledge of these facts is theoretical. So,
contra Hilbert, mathematics does not require imagination.
But theoretical mathematics is not all that we call mathe-
matics. Once intuitive knowledge is divorced from mathe-
matical knowledge proper, the outcome is that mathemat-
ics remains factual, but not all mathematical phenomena
share in knowledge proper. Mathematical intuitions of facts
are not required theoretically, but not barred by theory,
either.* That is how | am trying to make ends meet while
avoiding the looming tension in Wang'’s interpretation of
Wittgenstein (Link 2009: 227-228).

* On one Kantian scenario, they are a condition for the possibility of apodictic
arithmetical knowledge.

2 Thanks to Akihiro Kanamori, Richard H. Jandovitz, Steve Balash, and Brian
Kiniry.
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Authentizitat: Ein Vergleich zwischen der Stoa und Ludwig
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Der Begriff der ,Authentizitat* spukt immer wieder herum.
Zwar wird er primar auBerhalb der Philosophie verwendet,
meist sogar auf3erhalb der ,Wissenschaft’, aber spéates-
tens seit dem Existenzialismus ist er zu einem relevanten
Gegenstand geworden.

Im Folgenden soll hinterfragt werden, wie sich der Begriff
im Laufe der Geschichte gewandelt, resp. inwieweit er eine
konstante Bedeutung behalten hat. Die Probleme, die sich
ergeben, liegen auf der Hand. Offensichtlich ist vor allem
das terminologische Problem: Man findet normalerweise
nicht diesen Begriff, sondern muss ihn aus den Texten
extrapolieren. Dieser Fall tritt allerdings ofters ein und ist
somit keine Besonderheit.

Ein anderes Problem besteht in der Auswahl sowohl der
Schule als auch ihrer Vertreter. Dass gerade die Stoa und
Wittgenstein ausgesucht wurden, hat Grinde: zum einen
ihre zeitliche Position: die Stoa mehr oder weniger am An-
fang der Philosophiegeschichte, Wittgenstein eher am vor-
laufigen Ende. Zum anderen sind beide auch insofern inte-
ressant, als ihre Philosophie immer eine praktische Kom-
ponente hat.

Dass bei der Stoa vor allem ein Fokus auf Panaitios,
resp. Cicero liegt, kommt aufgrund der zu dieser Fragestel-
lung passenden Texte.

Dass man die Konzepte nur umreiBen und nicht voll-
standig wiedergeben kann, ist klar. Das Ziel der Arbeit ist
dann erreicht, wenn man eine ungefahre Vorstellung von
den Gemeinsamkeiten, aber auch von den Unterschieden
gewonnen hat.

Etymologie

Um mit der Etymologie des Begriffs ,Authentizitat zu be-
ginnen, muss man sich dem Griechischen zuwenden. Das
Wort leitet sich von ,alBevrik®¢* ab, was nichts anderes
als ,zuverlassig, nach einem sicheren Gewahrsmann* be-
deutet.' Auch das lateinische ,authenticus* hei3t nichts
anderes als ,zuverlassig, verbirgt* bzw. ,urschriftlich, ei-
genhé\ndig,“.2 Die heutige Verwendung héngt zwar noch
prinzipiell mit der urspringlichen zusammen, allerdings
scheint sie in Richtung ,echt* verschoben. Wenn man im
Duden nachschlagt, findet man unter anderem Synonyme
wie ,echt*, ,glaubwiirdig®, ,unverfalscht*, und ,wahr«?

Die Bedeutung, die im Folgenden eine Rolle spielen
wird, geht eher in Richtung ,unverfélscht* und ,entspre-
chend*. ,Authentisch leben* soll so etwas Ahnliches hei-
Ben wie sich nicht verstellen, dass man nicht versucht,
etwas Anderes zu sein, als man ist. Hier soll es aber in
erster Linie um den Begriff, resp. um das, was darunter im
philosophiehistorischen Kontext verstanden wird, gehen.

! Vgl. Pape Griechisch-Deutsch: Bd. 1, 392.
2 Vgl. Georges Lateinisch-deutsches Handwérterbuch Bd. 1, 749.
3 Duden Synonymwérterbuch, Eintrag ,authentisch®, 164.

Das Konzept der Authentizitat in der Stoa

Wenn man dieses Thema bei den Stoikern beleuchten will,
kommt man nicht umhin, sich mit dem Begriff der ,Rolle,
resp. lateinisch ,persona“ auseinanderzusetzen. Dieses
Wort kommt aus dem Bereich des Theaters und wird seit
der griechischen Antike auch in der Philosophie verwen-
det.* Allerdings wird der Begriff immer scharfer umrissen
und mit der Zeit ,werden vor allem die Stoiker die Ethik der
R[olle] ausformulieren. Sie beschreibt die Pflichten und
Grenzen eines Handelns, das in seiner Uneigentlichkeit
erkennbar wird, nicht aber aufgegeben werden kann.*®

Zenon préagt die Formel, man misse ,einstimmig leben*
(6uohoyoupévwg Cfiv), was, nach Hossenfelder, nichts an-
deres bedeutet, als dass es um eine ,Einstimmigkeit von
Wollen und Kénnen* geht.6 Anders gesagt, man soll so
leben, dass man nichts erreichen will, was man nicht errei-
chen kann. Es ware etwa im hochsten Maf3e unsinnig, nie
krank werden zu wollen, denn das liegt (zumindest meis-
tens) auBerhalb unseres Einflusses. Epiktet bringt es auf
den Punkt, wenn er schreibt, ,[w]er also frei sein will, soll
weder etwas erstreben noch meiden von dem, worlber
andere gebieten; sonst wird er zwangslaufig zum Sklaven.*’

Ein zentrales Ziel der Stoiker war die Apathie, also das
affektfreie Leben. Die Affekte sind es, die daflr sorgen,
dass wir unkontrolliert handeln, weshalb wir mdglichst kei-
ne haben sollten. ,[D]ie Affekte lassen sich vollstandig
vermeiden, und zwar nicht in der Weise, dall sie durch
eine innere Kraftibung unterdrickt [...] werden missen,
sondern sie entstehen gar nicht erst bei richtiger Vernunft-
haltung.“®

Obwohl das hier elaborierte Konzept prima facie nicht
genau mit dem aktuellen Konzept der ,Authentizitat* de-
ckungsgleich ist, stechen einige Parallelen sofort ins Auge.
Es geht um ein Leben, das ,einem entspricht* und ,auf
einen passt‘. Man soll nicht so leben/handeln, als wére
man jemand anderes. Vertauscht man ,authentisch* mit
Lunverfalscht oder ,wahrhaftig”, so sieht man die Gleich-
heit.

Deutlich interessanter wird es allerdings, wenn man sich
der ,mittleren Stoa“® zuwendet. Hier ist vor allem Panaitios
zu nennen, bei dem sich das Modell der 4 Personen, resp.
Rollen findet.

Panaitios war der Erste, der den Einzelnen in den Mittel-
punkt rickte. Er ,erfalte das Individuum in seiner vollen
Konkretion und sucht den Besonderheiten des Einzelwe-
sens Rechnung zu tragen.“*

Pohlenz zeigt, dass dieser neue Fokus auch mit Panaiti-
0os’ Leben zusammenhing. Er bereiste viele Léander und

4 Vgl. Konersmann 1992, Sp. 1064.

5 Vgl. Konersmann 1992, Sp. 1064.

6 Vgl. Hossenfelder 1995: 46.

" Epiktet 1992: 14.

8 Hossenfelder 115: 50.

° Dass der Begriff ,mittlere Stoa* oder ,Mittelstoa* problematisch ist, zeigt
Pohlenz (1950: 191).

% Hossenfelder 1995: 97.
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lernte verschiedenste Menschen kennen, was ,ihn von der
alten hippokratischen Erkenntnis Uberzeugt [hatte], dal
der Charakter eines Volkes durch Landschaft und Klima
beeinflut werde.“!!

Cicero beschreibt diese Rollen in De officiis' und stellt,
da das Original verloren ist, damit die wichtigste Quelle
bereit. Cicero behandelt dies in dem ,der modestia und
unddem decorum geltenden Abschnitt.“"> Mit dem histori-
schen Worterbuch der Philosophie kann man die vier Rol-
len/Masken folgendermaf3en bestimmen: 1.) als die allen
Menschen gemeinsamen ,Gattungsmerkmale®, 2.) die je-
dem eigentumlichen Eigenschaften, 3.) das ,Milieu”, in
dem man lebt, und 4.) die ,eigene Entscheidung und
Wahl“.** Cicero beschreibt die ersten beiden Rollen so:
.die eine davon ist eine gemeinsame daher, weil wir alle
teilhaftig sind der Vernunft und des Vorzugs, durch den wir
uns auszeichnen vor den Tieren [...]; die andere aber eine,
die in besonderem Sinne den einzelnen zugeteilt wird.“*
Die anderen beiden Rollen sind dann die, ,die irgendein
Zufall oder ein Zeitumstand auferlegt, ferner eine vierte,
die wir uns selbst aufgrund unseres personlichen Urteils
zumessen.“'®

Fuhrmann weist darauf hin, dass es Cicero allerdings
nicht um einzelne Individuen ging, sondern um ,Charakter-
typen“, da er den Begriff ,genus* verwendet."”

»In den Erlauterungen zur vierten Maske scharft Cicero
abermals ein, dal3 nichts so wichtig sei wie die Wahrung
der Identitat, die Ubereinstimmung mit sich selbst wéhrend
des ganzen Lebens — sonst ‘hinke’ man bei der Wahrneh-
mung seiner Pflichten. [...] Die Identitat, um die es hier
geht, ist, wie ersichtlich, keine subjektive Kategorie, kein
aus dem eigenen Inneren gesehenes Ich, keine Einheit
des Erlebens und Bewul3tseins [, sondern] die perpetuierte
soziale Rolle.“*®

Man darf aber Fuhrmanns Einschrankung, dass diese
Text fur die oberen Gesellschaftsschichten geschrieben
wurde, nicht vergessen.™

Fir Panaitios ist in diesem Kontext auch das bereits
oben genannte kaBfikov (Pflicht)® ein zentraler Begriff. Fir
ihn ist es ,die Handlung, bei der die Vernunft als die natur-
gemaRe Herrin den Trieben MaR und Richtung gebe und
diese sich ihr kampflos fUQen.“ZlPanaitios betont aber auch
die Wichtigkeit der Besonnenheit.

Jnnere Geschlossenheit und die Homologie, die Kon-
stanz der Lebensfuhrung, verleiht aber erst die Sophrosy-
ne, die es bewirkt, daf die Triebe [...] sich willig dem Ge-
bote des Logos fligen. [...] Auf ihr beruht die Einheitlichkeit
des Charakters und der Lebensfihrung, die wir auch von
den Personen des Dramas erwarten. Und mehr noch als
dort mag es unser asthetisches Wohlgefallen wecken,
wenn uns das Leben eine geschlossene Personlichkeit
zeigt, die ihren ganz festen Lebensstil hat, so daf wir jede
einzelne LebenséuRerung, jedes Wort und jede Handlung,
aber auch die ungezwungene Wirde des Auftretens, die
Liebenswirdigkeit des Umgangs, den Takt im Verkehr mit
den Mitmenschen, den Geschmack in der Kleidung und

** pohlenz 1950: 201.

*2 Cicero 1976: 107-125.

13 Vgl. Fuhrmann 1979: 98.

1 Vgl. Fuhrmann 1989, Sp. 271.

' Cicero 1976: 107.

16 Cicero 1976 115.

7 vgl. Fuhrmann 1979: 100. Fuhrman meint an dieser Stelle, ,der Verschla-

gene, Berechnende — wie Themistokles — ist ein genus, ein ,Typ’, der Wendi-
e, Ausdauernde — wie Lysander ist es auch (1, 108f.).

© Fuhrmann 1979: 101.

%% ygl. Fuhrmann 1979: 101f.

2 Cicero hat diesen Begriff als officium ins Lateinische tUbersetzt.

% Pohlenz 1950: 202.
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Wohneinrichtung als AusfluR derselben seelischen Hal-
tung und als &uf3ere Erscheinungsform derselben inneren
Harmonie und ‘Schénheit' empfinden.“?

Das Konzept der Authentizitét in der stoischen Philoso-
phie kann man zusammenfassend als ein objektives, also
eines, das vorgefunden werden kann, bezeichnen, das,
wie wir bei Panaitios gesehen haben, auch das Individuum
im Auge behalt.

Wittgenstein und die Authentizitat

Die Authentizitatskonzeption bei Wittgenstein unterschei-
det sich von der der Stoa in verschiedenen Punkten. Auch
sie liegt nicht eindeutig vor, sondern muss herausgearbei-
tet werden. Ulrich Arnswald vertritt etwa die Auffassung,
dass Wittgenstein ein sehr eigenwilliges Konzept gehabt
habe. ,Fur Wittgenstein differiert die Authentizitat signifi-
kant von dem, was die meisten Autoren darunter verste-
hen. [... Es] hat die fundamentale Bedeutung von Authen-
tizitdt mit der Bedeutung des In-der-Welt-Seins und der
Bedeutung des Lebens’ fir jeden Einzelnen zu tun.®
Auch ist ,Authentizitat fir Wittgenstein [...] ein Instrument,
ein Versuch, eine Art praktisches Wissen zu erlangen, das
[...] in der Lage ist, dem eigenen In-der-Welt-Sein einen
Sinn zu geben [...].*** Amswald betont, dass es wichtig
sei, sich nicht zu verstellen und die ,Schauspielerei* auf-
zugeben, also sich nicht fir andere Menschen zu inszenie-
ren, sondern permanent seine eigene Lebens- und Denk-
weise zu Uberprifen, da ,Leben und Philosophie untrenn-
bar miteinander verbunden“ seien.”

Arnswald versucht auch die Frage zu beantworten, in-
wieweit ,Reinheit als Bestandteil von Authentizitat* dienen
kann. Arnswald nimmt hier einen Brief® Wittgensteins an
Malcolm als Beispiel, in dem es um die ,Kindlichkeit* Moo-
res geht und Wittgenstein zwischen einer ,innocence a
man has fought for [and] an innocence which comes from
a natural absence of a temptation* unterscheidet. Arns-
wald meint, dass es eine solche ,nattrliche Unschuld” in
der Praxis nicht geben kdnne, da ein solcher Mensch
nichts von der Welt verstiinde und mit ihr nichts anfangen
konne (umgekehrt wiurde die Unschuld in dem Augenblick
aufhoren, in dem die Person andere verstehen wiirde).”

Arnswald will hier zeigen, dass ein aufRerer Einfluss
wichtig ist und dieser als ,existentieller Selbstvollzug [...]
etwas hochst Personliches" sei, das man nicht theoretisch
begreifen und untersuchen konne.?® Als Beleg dafur dient
hier eine Stelle aus den Philosophischen Bemerkungen,
wo Wittgenstein die verschiedenen Arten der Autobiogra-
phie behandelt und meint, man kénne ,die Wahrheit tber
sich selbst [...] in dem verschiedensten Geist schreiben.*?

Arnswalds Resimee geht in die Richtung, Wittgensteins
Uberlegungen als existentialistisch zu betrachten, denn
seine ,Philosophie basiert [...] auf einer Lehre der Tat.“*
Der Existentialismus ist hier immer schon mit dem Authen-
tischen verknuipft und héangt auch mit einem ,Streben nach
Selbstfindung“ zusammen, das man bei Wittgenstein an
seinem Leben ablesen konne, da er ,sich immer wieder
innerlich wie auRerlich zuriickgezogen* habe.** Fur Witt-
genstein waren die Handlungen zentral gewesen und er

22 pohlenz 1950: 203.

28 Arnswald 2007: 146.

2 Arnswald 2007: 146f.

% vgl. Amswald 2007: 147.

% Wittgenstein an Norman Malcolm, 18.02.1949.
2Ty/gl. Arnswald 2007: 149ff.

8 v/gl. Amswald 2007: 151.

2 MS 108, 46f.

% Arnswald 2007: 152.

% vgl. Arswald 2007:153f.
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habe sich darlber definiert; die ,Gesamtheit der Handlun-
gen ist fiir Wittgenstein nichts anderes als sein Leben, und
somit seine Ethik und seine Authentizitat."*

Statt von Authentizitdt kann man auch von ,Wahrhaftig-
keit* sprechen, wie es etwa Anja Weiberg macht. Weiberg
meint, dass Wahrhaftigkeit ,im wesentlichen seiner [Witt-
gensteins] Verwendung des Wortes Wahrheit entspricht.“*
Interessant ist hier die Funktion der ,Schauspielerei“. So-
lange man eine Rolle spielt, ist man nicht authentisch, und
gibt ,man die Schauspielerei nicht auf, [ ...] wird man nach
Wittgenstein nie zur Wahrheit im Sinne von Wahrhaftigkeit
gelangen. [...] Die Suche nach Wahrheit ist also durch
ethische Kriterien definiert.“**

Auch bei Weiberg wird die Wichtigkeit der Verbindung
von Leben und Philosophie betont. ,Nimmt man Wittgen-
stein bezilglich seiner Aussage Uber die Untrennbarkeit
von Philosophie und Leben ernst, so ist jede rein theoreti-
sche’ oder rein akademische Philosophie Tauschung oder
Selbsttauschung. lhr fehlt das Leben. Philosophie wie Le-
ben missen uberdies wahrhaftig sein, um wahr sein zu
konnen.*** Diese Konzeption entspricht vermutlich sehr
stark der allgemeinen Verwendung des Begriffs.

Von einer ganz anderen Seite néhert sich llse Somavilla
dieser Thematik. Es geht bei ihr vor allem um einen Zu-
gang Uber die Literatur und eine Art des Schreibens, die
man als eine ,authentische Art* bezeichnen kénnte. So-
mavilla geht von einem Brief®® Wittgensteins an Ficker aus,
in dem Wittgenstein Uber Gedichte Trakls schreibt, dass er
sie nicht verstehe, ,aber ihr Ton beglickt mich. Es ist der
Ton der wahrhaft genialen Menschen.” Wittgenstein
schreibt hier Uber etwas, das offensichtlich nicht objektiv
einholbar ist, sondern das ihn ,begliickt®, also emotional
bewegt.

Fir Somavilla ist das ein starker Hinweis darauf, ,wie
wichtig Wittgenstein die Wahrhaftigkeit eines Schreiben-
den [...] war: eine Wahrhaftigkeit, die sich im ,Ton’ dessel-
ben ausdriickt [...].“” Den Zusammenhang von Wahrhaf-
tigkeit mit der kinstlerischen Sphéare sieht man auch dar-
an, dass Wittgenstein seine ,Vorstellung vom rechten Ton
mit Wahrhaftigkeit und Genialitdt [verbunden hat], wobei
das eine das andere bedingt.“*

Somavilla weist darauf hin, dass Wittgenstein in seinem
CEuvre ,im Zusammenhang mit Musik, Farbe, Sprache so-
wie hinsichtlich des Ausdrucks von Gefiihlen“ 6fters von
Ton spricht, wobei er es ,stets innerhalb asthetischer und
ethischer Fragen verwendet*.*

Auch wenn Wittgenstein offensichtlich weder ein klares
noch ein einfaches Authentizitatskonzept hat, ist es doch
in vielen Bereichen unserer Auffassung viel naher. Bei
Wittgenstein scheint die Authentizitat stark mit einem Pro-
zess verknipft zu sein, der eine intensive Auseinanderset-
zung der Person mit sich selber verlangt. Gerade das
Uberwinden der (Selbst-)Tauschung ist hier ein zentrales
Element und gibt seiner Konzeption ein sehr subjektives
Moment.

32 Arswald 2007: 154.

33 Weiberg 2001: 286.

4 Weiberg 2001: 288.

35 Weiberg 2001: 290.

 Wittgenstein an Ludwig von Ficker, 28.11.1914.
37 Somavilla 2009: 412.

% Somavilla 2009: 410.

39 vgl. Somavilla 2009: 412.

Resiimee

Grundsatzlich kann man in den Authentizititskonzepten
der Stoa und Wittgensteins einen gemeinsamen Kern ent-
decken. Beide zielen auf das Leben des Menschen und
lehnen, soweit als mdglich, eine Inszenierung ab. Beiden
ist auch gemeinsam, dass die Authentizitdt das Resultat
einer Entwicklung und einer Arbeit an einem selber ist.

Dennoch bestehen auch einige Unterschiede. Grob
kénnte man sagen, dass die Stoa eine objektive Konzepti-
on hat, Wittgenstein vielmehr eine subjektive. Zwar be-
rucksichtigt Panaitios die individuellen Eigenschaften (in
der zweiten Person), aber wenn man sie kennt, ergibt sich
daraus der Weg, wie man leben soll. Es scheint wie ein Art
Formel mit vier Variablen zu sein, die, je nachdem, was
man einsetzt, ein Resultat liefert. Noch deutlicher ist es in
der friheren Stoa, in der durch die Forderung, der Natur
gemaf zu leben, die Kriterien objektiv vorliegen.

Bei Wittgenstein scheint das Konzept viel — subjektiver
im modernen Sinne — zu sein, wenn es etwa darum geht,
die Schauspielerei abzulegen und nicht allein von Konven-
tionen gepragt zu sein. Auch das Sich-Selbst-Stellen und
die Forderung, sich gegeniber ehrlich zu sein, legt den
Schwerpunkt auf das Innere eines Menschen.

Wir haben es bei der ,Authentizitat* mit einem Begriff zu
tun, der im Kern seine Bedeutung behalten hat, bei dem
sich die Kriterien aber verschoben haben. Man kdnnte viel-
leicht sagen, er hat noch dasselbe Materialobjekt, aber ein
anderes Formalobjekt.
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“Property is Theft!” (Proudhon 1994: 17)

*kk

“The distinguishing feature of communism is not the aboli-
tion of property generally [...] The theory of the commu-
nists may be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition
of private property” (Marx/Engels 1959: 21).

*kk

“Private vices are public benefits” (Mandeville 1934: 5)

The above-cited short exclamation of Proudhon may be
enhanced by his discourse: ‘If | were asked to answer the
following question “What is slavery?” and | should answer
in one word, “Murder!”, my meaning would be understood
at once. No further argument would be required to show
that the power to take from a man his thought, his will, his
personality, is a power of life and death, and that to en-
slave a man is to kill him. Why then, to this other question:
“What is property?” may | not likewise answer, “Theft"?’
(Woodcock 1972: 45)

Comparing the above citations one can notice the differ-
ence between the monotonic moral evaluations of Proud-
hon, Marx and Engels, on the one hand, and the non-
monotonic moral evaluations of Mandeville on the other
one. However this feeling some difference is not clear and
hence it is worth explicating it by means of discrete
mathematical representing formal ethics of private prop-
erty.

Outstanding thinkers of the 19" and 20" centuries used
to criticize K. Marx’s political theory of ownership. One of
such critiques is presented in (Mises 1981). Mises’s pro-
found political, economic, historical and philosophical
analysis of the moral-legal institute of private ownership in
human society is interesting even today. However, today,
constructing and investigating discrete mathematical rep-
resentations of formal-ethical aspect of political theory of
property enhances Mises’ arguments.

Criticizing K. Marx’s political struggle against private
property, the present paper submits investigating Marxist
theory of property by representing it in two-valued algebra
of formal ethics (Lobovikov 2009a; 2009b; 2010). This al-
gebra is based on the set of actions. By definition, actions
are such and only such operations which are either good
or bad (in moral meaning of the words) from the viewpoint

of some either individual or collective person (evaluator) Z.
Elements of the set {g (good), b (bad)} are called moral-
legal values of actions (and of action forms). The moral-
legal variables take their values from this set. Values of the
moral-legal evaluation-functions belong to this set as well.
Moral-legal variables are nothing but elementary moral-
legal forms, i.e. moral-legal forms of elementary moral-
legal actions deprived of their contents. Compound moral-
legal action forms represent moral-legal evaluation-
functions determined by the moral-legal variables. Below
italic letters {a, c, d} are used as symbols standing for
moral-legal action forms deprived of their contents. It is
recognized that changing the evaluator £ can result in
changing moral-legal values of some elementary actions.
However there are such compound actions and action
forms which acquire the moral-legal value “good” under
any possible evaluator 2. Such and only such actions and
action forms are called laws of algebra of formal ethics.
They are universal and eternal ones as they do not de-
pend upon changes of Z.

Let us introduce the following symbols standing for unary
moral-legal operations of algebra of formal ethics. The
symbol Dfa stands for “destruction (annihilation), extermi-
nation (abolition) of a”. Oa stands for “opposite (opposi-
tion) of/for a”. P'a — “property of (what, whom) a (i.e. a's
property)”. P"a — “(what, who) a as property of somebody
or something (i.e. a’s being a property)”. OMa — “(who's) a’s
owning (having), possessing”. 0"a — “ownership of (what,
whom) a, i.e. owning (having), possessing (what, whom)
a”. PRa — “private, particular (what, who) a”. PYa — “public,
common, general (what, who) a”. L*a — “labor of (what,
whom) a”. W"a — “work (operating) with (what, whom) a, or
work transforming (what, whom) a”. DVa — “division, split of
(what, whom) a”. OVa — “own (what, who) a”. A"a — “alien
(what, who) a”. A°a — “appropriating, usurping, capturing
(what, whom) a”. D"a — “definition (limitation), definiteness
of a”". F°a — “formal, form of a”. E*a — “existence, life of a”.
N°a — “non-existence, death of a”. M%a — “means of/for
(what, whom) a”. PPa — “production (creation) of a”. F*a —
“freedom from a”. F'a — “freedom offfor a”. P°a — “power
over a". PMa — “power (might) of (what, whom) a”. P'a —
“people of (what, whom) a”. D°a — “democracy of (what,
whom) a”. Bfa — “benefit offfor a”. V°a — “vice of a". T"a —
“theft of (what, whom) a”. M°a — “monopoly on (what,
whom) a”. The evaluation-functional sense of these unary
operations is defined below by the tables 1-3.

Table 1
al|Da|Oa|Pa|P'al]0"a|0" | Pfa|P’alLa|wWa
b b b b b b
g g g [¢] [¢] g
Table 2
al|Dal]O"a|Aa|A’a|Da|Fla|Ea|N%a]| M| PPa
g| b g b b b g g b g
b g b g g g b b g b
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Table 3
alFa|Fa|Pa|Pa|Pal]D%]|Bfa]ValTa]lM
g b b g g g b b b
b| g g b b b g g g

In algebra of formal ethics, by definition, moral-legal forms
(w and B) are called formally-ethically equivalent if and
only if they (w and B) acquire identical moral-legal values
under any possible combination of moral-legal values of
the variables occurring in w and B. Let the symbol “w=+=3"
stand for the formal-ethical equivalence of w and B. By
virtue of the above definitions it is easy to demonstrate the
following formal-ethical equations. In the below list of
equations their translations from the symbolic language
into the natural English one are submitted. The transla-
tions are placed to the right from the corresponding equa-
tions (after the sign “colon”).

1) PRoYa=+=D"WRa: private ownership of a means divi-
sion of work (operating) with a.

2) D'WRa=+=PRf0"a: division of work (operating) with a
means private owning (what, whom) a.

3) 0"a=+=N°a; owning (having), possessing (what, whom)
a means nonbeing (destruction) of a. Thus (Fromm 1995)
represents the monotonic reasoning about owning.

4) P'a=+=E*a: a’s property is life (being) of a.

5) PTa=+=P"0"a: a’s property is equivalent to private own-
ing (what, whom) a.

6) E‘a=+=P"0"a: a's life (existence) is equivalent to pri-
vate ownership of a.

7) DFPR0Ya=+=N°a: destruction (annihilation) of private
ownership of a — death (nonbeing) of a.

8) E*a=+=P0"M°P°M°E*a: a’s life (existence) is (for-
mally-ethically equal to) private ownership of means of
production of means of life of a.

9) D*PR0"M°PPa=+=DFPP a: destruction of private owner-
ship of means of production of a — destruction of produc-
tion of a.

10) D PROYM°P°M°E*a=+=DFa=+=N°a: extermination
(annihilation) of private ownership of means of production
of means of life (existence) of a, is equivalent to extermina-

tion, annihilation of a (and, consequently, to death, nonbe-
ing of a).

11) PY0O"a=+=Da=+=N°a: public owning (what, whom) a
— destruction (non-being) of a.

12) F°DFPY0"a=+=N°Da: formally defined (limited) public
owning (what, whom) a — non-being of destruction of a.

13) 0%a=+=0"P"0"a: ownership of a — an opposite of
private ownership of a.

14) P'a=+=0"0"a: property of (what, whom) a — an oppo-
site of (for) ownership of a.

15) 0¥a=+=0"P"a: ownership of a — an opposite of (for)
property of a.

16) PRO"a=+=0"0"a: private ownership of a — an oppo-
site of ownership of a.

17) P’PTa=+=PR0"a: public property (of a) is equivalent to
private ownership of a.
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18) PR0%a=+=P"P"a: private ownership (of a) is (formally-
ethically equivalent to) public property of a. This is in per-
fect accordance with the above-cited paradoxical non-
monotonic evaluation-statement of Bernard Mandeville
(Mandeville 1934).

19) P'a=+=P"P"a: property of a (i.e. a's property) is equal
to public property of a.

20) P’PTa=+=P"a: public property of a — property of a.
21) PTa=+= P*O"a: a’s property is private ownership of a.

Unfortunately, Marx (1959), Proudhon (1994) and Fromm
(1995) did not recognize the fact that the words “property”
and “ownership” are homonyms: each of the two has a
couple of opposite formal-axiological meanings — moral-
legal-evaluation-functions  determined by moral-legal
evaluation variables. For instance, the function P'a —
“property of (what, whom) a (i.e. a’s property)” is formally-
ethically equivalent to the function E*a — “being (life) of
(what, whom) a”. But the function P"a — “(what, who) a as
property of somebody or something (i.e. a’s being a prop-
erty)” is formally-ethically equivalent to the function Na —
“nonbeing (death) of (what, whom) a (i.e. a's nonbeing)”.
(In its turn, the word “ownership” can mean either the
above-defined function O"a, or the one 0"a.) Taking the
above-said into an account, by intentional constructing,
one can create the following couple of formal-ethical equa-
tions.

22) D°P®PTa=+=E*a: abolition of private property is life
(being).

23) D*PRP“a=+=NCa: abolition of private property is death
(nonbeing).

Which of the two equations is the formal-axiological mean-
ing of the above cited important sentence from the “Mani-
festo of the Communist Party” (Marx/Engels 1959)? This
question is addressed not to them: they were able neither
to answer nor to understand it. In the 19™ and 20" centu-
ries “asking-and-answering” this question was accom-
plished by real social experiments with big masses of hu-
mans. This was too expensive and inhuman (too bloody).
From my point of view, it is more economical and less
bloody to make mental experiments with mathematical
simulations of real social systems and political projects of
their perfection. For instance, abstractly speaking in princi-
ple, if the above formal-ethical equations 6-12 had been
understood adequately by the human society at the very
beginning of 20" century, then the terrible history of that
century could not have happened. However it is not realis-
tic to think that the indicated equations of two-valued alge-
bra of formal ethics could be understood adequately at that
time. It was very difficult to understand them adequately
because they were paradoxical from the viewpoint of
commonsense of the “grass-roots”. However gradually his-
torical conditions undergo changes and nowadays the fa-
mous paradox of Bernard Mandeville is already not a
scandal. Nevertheless even today it is not easy immedi-
ately to grasp the idea of non-monotonic ethical-political
discourse resulting in the following formal-ethical equations
representing “Mandeville’s paradox”.
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24) P*VvCa=+=P"BFa: “private vices are public benefits” (In
1714 this statement was a scandal).

25) P*M%a=+=P"BFa: private monopolies are public bene-
fits (Lobovikov 2009b).

26) P*MPa=+=P"0%a: private monopoly is equivalent to
private ownership (Lobovikov 2009b).

To prevent the scandal-making illusion of contradiction
with moral commonsense, here it is relevant to emphasize
that in all the above-given translations of equations (into
the natural language) the word “is” (or “are”) stands for the
above-defined formal-ethical equivalence. Chaotic mixing
and substituting (for each other) the formal-logical and the
formal-ethical meanings of the word “is” is strictly forbidden
by the following principle of formal-logical autonomy be-
tween corresponding facts and moral evaluations.

Let Ew stand for an act of informing (true or false affirm-
ing) that action w takes place in reality. The autonomy-
principle may be formulated as the following rule A—B.
(A): From the truth of w=+=g, it does not follow (logically)
that the logical equivalence of Ew and EB is true. (B):
From the truth of the logical equivalence of Ew and ES it
does not follow that w=+= is true.

The submitted discrete mathematical simulation of the
natural-law-and-morals of ownership illuminates the main
mistake of Marx’s political-economy doctrine, namely, the
monotonic character of his economic ethics. In contrast
with his moral doctrine, the real politics of ownership is the
non-monotonic one: composition of two inversion functions
gives the positive result. This discrete mathematical simu-
lation presents a significant correction and fundamental
generalization of Marx’s moral-legal philosophy of property
and power.

It is a particular but also important point that the given
paper corrects the significant misprint in (Lobovikov
2009a). Unfortunately, both parts of the table in (Lobovikov
2009a: 188) were completely destroyed. This fact made
the abstract not understandable. My present paper defi-
nitely corrects this misprint and further develops the idea.

According to the given paper, many of critical state-
ments, concerning the Marxist-Leninist conception of pri-
vate ownership, are true. However, being expressed in the
natural language the political intuition of the opponents (of
Marx and Lenin) was not sufficiently precise and convinc-

ing as the natural language was necessarily ambiguous
one. Therefore today it is worth explicating the positive
moral view of private ownership by means of contemporary
discrete mathematical machinery and, especially, by the
above-used two-valued algebra of formal ethics. In this
respect it is very important to understand that the positive
moral view of private ownership is establishing private
ownership not as a positive-moral-constant (absolute
goodness), but as such a moral-evaluation-function, the
moral value of which is identical to the moral one of its
variable.
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Introduction

One of the most pressing social and legal questions that
new technologies give rise to is the question of privacy. In
both the US and Europe political, philosophical and legal
debates about privacy are definitely on the rise. But the
core concept of the debate, “privacy” is ill-defined at best.

It has been suggested that this is because there is no
one thing such as privacy. Daniel Solove (2008) used
Wittgenstein in making the point that privacy — much like
the concept “game” — is a word that can be used in many
different ways, referring to things that are perhaps only
united by a family likeness more than any unitary defini-
tion. While true this does not really help the discussion
forward. In order to do that we need to collect a series of
reminders about how we use this word, and examine its
grammar, the language games in which it figures and how
we use it in different contexts.

The purpose of this short essay is to do that, and to ex-
amine the grammar of privacy in order to give an overview
of its use, and suggest some consequences for the debate
that such a grammar seems to have. This is a first attempt
to collect some of those reminders, and more work is defi-
nitely needed.

Belief, doubt, identity and privacy

Privacy is often referred to as an isolated concept. We
need to “protect our privacy” and ensure that it is not vio-
lated in different ways. This way of thinking has so cap-
tured us that we do not ask what the object of privacy is. In
a sense this means that the privacy debate is left in a Car-
tesian model. Just as Descartes argued that we could
doubt everything and find a solid foundation for our belief,
the privacy advocate will argue that we can protect privacy
in order to safeguard our selfhood or identity.

In fact it seems as if it is quite reasonable to assume that
it is the other way around. Wittgenstein points out that in
order to doubt something we need to first believe it. (See
e.g. On Certainty 160) Belief precedes doubt. It is exactly
the same with privacy and identity. In order to have privacy
we first need something to protect, an identity. The same
order as Wittgenstein suggests in the pair doubt-belief is
appropriate also in the case of privacy and identity. In or-
der to have privacy you need to have an identity, a set of
facts that can be disclosed, behavior that can be said to be
about you. It is impossible to imagine someone who has
perfect privacy, much as it is impossible to imagine some-
one that doubts everything and believes nothing.

In many ways it seems that we must know much more
about how identity is formed in language games in order to
be able to think about how we best protect privacy. This
leads to another observation.

* The author is Director of Public Policy and Government Affairs at Google Inc.
The opinions and thoughts in this essay, however, are his and his alone and
not those of his employer or other organizations the author is affiliated with.
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Privacy and echte Dauer

How does it feel to lose privacy? Does the loss of privacy
feel like pain? Or more like sorrow or expectation? Witt-
genstein uses a specific term to describe the difference
between different kinds of experiences, and says that pain
has what he calls echte Dauer, or real duration (Zettel 81-
82). The notion, here, is that we can say when pain starts
and stops. But we cannot say when we lost our privacy or
point to a moment in time when our sorrow suddenly
ceased to exist.

This observation tells us something about privacy that is
important. It is embedded in a series of practices, in a se-
ries of actions over time. And it is the same thing with iden-
tity. Our identity is built over time by many different people.
Just as there is no private language, there is no private
formation of identity. Our identity is constituted with others
in the stories we tell. As Paul Ricoeur (1992) has observed
identity is “narrative”, a view that | think is close to how
Wittgenstein would have thought of identity. Just as theol-
ogy is the grammar of “God”, identity becomes the gram-
mar of “me”.

If this is true our privacy is also something that we estab-
lish or lose over time, it is a certain lack of control over how
our identity is built, over the language games that are
about us. This definition of privacy, in fact, allows us to
understand why privacy is so complicated in a modern
communication society. It is not only about states, compa-
nies and the collection of data, it is about the power over
language games in society.

In many ways that is increasingly becoming the main
public policy issue that we engage in, and that we need to
understand in the 21% century. The power over language
games also impacts free expression, copyright and liabili-
ties in this new world. How we assign that power, and how
we sanction it, the control we allow others to exercise over
language becomes our legal world’s boundaries.

The notion of echte Dauer also allows us to understand
how we can observe privacy harms. It is over time, in the
behavior of someone, their reluctance to do certain things,
to take risks and to participate in society. The loss of pri-
vacy is discernable in changes of the patterns of behavior
we exhibit over time. You can see how someone changes
his or her behavior and say “he has lost his privacy”. But
there is no way to observe a single moment in time and
make that determination.

Privacy is embedded in time and not a concept that can
be understood as discrete.

Identity, privacy, law and technology

In order to complete our grammar of privacy we also need
to start sketching the broad outline of how new technolo-
gies change the way privacy and identity interact in lan-
guage. This is really a larger project, understanding how
technological change is absorbed by language, but we can
sketch a quick outline here.
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Wittgenstein approaches language very much as em-
bodied practice. We see that for example in paragraph 2 in
Philosophical Investigations where he describes a lan-
guage game as a practice where A asks B about slabs in a
builder's game. The paragraph serves as a useful starting
point for our sketch:

The philosophical notion of meaning is at home in a
primitive idea of the way language functions. But one
might instead say that it is the idea of a language more
primitive than ours.

Let us imagine a language for which the description
given by Augustine is right. The language is meant to
serve for communication between a builder A and an
assistant B. A is building with building stones: those are
blocks, pillars, slabs and beams. B has to pass him the
stones and to do so in the order in which A needs them.
For this purpose they make use of a language consist-
ing of the words “block”, “pillar”, “slab”, “beam”. A calls
them out; B brings the stone which he has learnt to
bring at such-and-such a call. — Conceive of this as a
complete primitive language.

The legal system is, in itself, a very peculiar language
game in which there are many mechanisms meant to sim-
plify and turn our ambiguous everyday language into
something more precise. Legal definitions, analysis of
precedent and other elements in the legal system strive to
make this a game that can be played consistently. Indeed,
a legal system that could not simplify and come to a con-
clusion would be useless to us. We use the legal system to
disambiguate. That is why we have a need of binary cate-
gories in the legal system. As Niklas Luhmann (2008) has
observed, the legal system needs to be able to process
the world of phenomena and classify them with a binary
method: legal or illegal. If a legal system allows for things
that are alegal and is unable to handle, for example, new
practices or technologies, it quickly becomes useless.

It is actually possible to argue that the same holds for
any language game. If a language game is not able to
handle the introduction of something new and breaks
down it would not be very useful. This ability of a language
game to adapt to and absorb a changing world is actually
quite amazing. When Wittgenstein says that the use of a
word stands in need of a justification that everybody un-
derstands (Pl 261) he makes exactly this point. Something
that was entirely new, devoid of any connections to any
game could not be understood. It would be private, non-
sensical.

Here is something | think is important. Language games,
language, abhor the lack of meaning. All innovation is
necessarily understood in the light of what already exists.
There is nothing reflective about this, it just happens. Law
is not unique here, this holds for all language games.

Let's combine this idea with that of grammar. Wittgen-
stein writes “Essence is expressed by grammar [...]
Grammar tells what kind of object anything is.” (Pl 371,
373) One way of understanding the question of how tech-
nology and law interact would be to say that law is forced
to understand new technologies with old grammar, and to
organize the new practices opened by innovation into ex-
isting categories.

Lastly, Wittgenstein notes that grammar is not abstract
(Pl 23), but embedded in the activity that speaking a lan-
guage is. It is a form of life.

Our theory can then be quickly sketched with these three
concepts: technology changes our forms of life, and thus
the grammar of our concepts. That affects our language

games and when the language games are less adaptable,
less flexible, like the legal language game, tensions arise
that are difficult to resolve. In On Certainty 65 Wittgenstein
writes:

When language games change, then there is a change
in concepts, and with the concepts the meanings of
words change.

| would suggest that one way language games change is
through technological change, and that we need to under-
stand this process more in-depth to also understand what
happens with the concepts of identity and privacy. One
example of this will suffice to show what kinds of analysis
we should engage in. Take the word “location”. It used to
refer to something quite imprecise, and difficult to capture.
With new global position technologies we can capture,
save and store locations and so we have change the
meaning of the concept, the word and ultimately the lan-
guage game, and we have introduced this concept in lan-
guage games about individuals, they now can have loca-
tion attached to them, they can check in and store and
share their locations in different ways.

A thorough examination of how technological change
changes our language games of identity and privacy is an
important project for the philosophy of technology and law
going forward, | believe.

Privacy and law

The way we regulate privacy reflect a very different under-
standing of the concept, than that we have sketched here.
In European law the focus of the legislation is on the proc-
essing of data and on data subjects. The basic rules state
that such processing can only happen if the data subjects
consent to the processing, or one of a number of legitimate
grounds for processing exist in the individual case. The
image that this gives of privacy is a privacy that is made up
by individual small pieces of data and privacy is protected
only if the processing of that data is limited overall.

This conceptual structure comes with a number of differ-
ent problems.

First, it seems to assume that privacy is discrete, that the
collection of data in a binary fashion is a threat to privacy.
As we have seen this is not true. As we tell stories of each
other, or engage in language games where we narrate the
other, we engage in building their identity as well as selec-
tively shaping the privacy an individual is afforded in that
context. The collection and processing of data is neces-
sary for both processes, and very little seems to be gained
by imposing a limit on data collection.

Secondly, the conceptual structure is one where there
are data subjects and data processors, and they are
thought to be different. In reality we are all a little of both.
The special and limiting cases of corporations collecting
data for advertising or better services (think doctors, law-
yers, banks and other advisors) or the state imposing
technologies of surveillance are important cases to regu-
late, but the law makes no distinction between all the dif-
ferent participants in the identity language games.

Thirdly, the notion that consent is the basis of shaping
privacy seems to imply that all individuals have the ability
to predict the outcome of these language games and to
understand what their participation will lead to. That does
seem an optimistic view of how social contexts shape iden-
tity, and hardly one that helps, not least since it seems to
leave the individual responsible for his or her privacy
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alone. The more realistic case seems to be one where
there is a collective responsibility for the agreed on levels
of control over your identity that a community will tend to-
wards.

In summary this view of a human being as a set of dis-
crete data bits, which can be processed with consent, is far
removed from the more liquid and integrated way that pri-
vacy and identity are entangled in our life forms.

Some conclusions

The current debate about privacy is focused on privacy
without discussion of identity, and largely ignores the im-
portant element of time in understanding the formation of
identity and the protection of privacy. Both of these short-
comings risk creating a confusing and unsatisfactory de-
bate.

That does not mean that privacy is — by any stretch of
the imagination — an unimportant subject. Quite the con-
trary. | think that the notion of privacy factors into some of
the most fundamental human ethical concerns. Our right to
exert a certain control over how we are used in language
games and how we acquire meaning in society is a basic
pre-requisite for a democratic society — but our current dis-
cussion lead us to spend more time on thinking about how
to limit data collection, than on thinking about how our
identities are formed in and our privacy given by the lan-
guage games where we are the objects of the game, and
how these games are forever changed by technology.
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Wittgenstein is committed to the idea of analysis in the
Tractatus. His logical analysis aims to reveal a hidden form
of the proposition in terms of ultimate elements and their
mutual logical relations. Wittgenstein abandoned this
metaphysical commitment in his late philosophy. The aim
of this paper is to show that Wittgenstein put forward a re-
stricted idea of analysis throughout his philosophical writ-
ings. This idea relies on two theoretical distinctions. The
first is that between cause and reason and the second be-
tween external and internal relations. | shall argue that the
former distinction is a special case of the latter and so, for
our purposes, we can take it as one fundamental differ-
ence. This difference might be confused in the surface
grammar. The aim of Wittgenstein's analysis is to reveal
the difference. Finally, | will indicate some philosophical
problems that can be surmounted using this difference.

It is often argued — even by the most resolute interpret-
ers’ — that in the Tractatus, Wittgenstein is committed to
the idea of analysis. In this respect, he was inspired by
Russell's treatment of propositions containing definite de-
scriptions. For Russell an analysis is “the discovery of the
constituents and the manner of combination of a given
complex” (Russell 1984: 119). This manner of combination
of a complex proposition is its logical form, whose revela-
tion is the goal of logical analysis. The logical form is given
in terms of ultimate elements and their mutual logical rela-
tions. Wittgenstein adopted this idea with one important
difference. While Russell was convinced that ordinary lan-
guage does not need to reflect the proper logical form, for
Wittgenstein ordinary language was perfectly in order. Or-
dinary language has to be, according to Russell, trans-
formed into a logically ideal language in order to reflect the
proper logical form. His logical analysis starts from ordi-
nary language and proceeds to ideal language, from which
the logical form can be derived. Wittgenstein did not see
any need for this intermediate step. His logical analysis
derives the logical form from ordinary language. Indeed,
Wittgenstein maintained that a “proposition has one and
only one complete analysis” (TLP 3.25).

Wittgenstein repudiated much of this picture in his later
philosophy. The ultimate goal of a philosophical investiga-
tion is to clear away misunderstandings that can be
caused by false analogies between different regions of
language. In order to dismantle a false analogy, some ex-
pressions can be removed or substituted for other expres-
sions. This method may be called “analysis” only in a de-
rived sense (see Pl § 90). Such an analysis bears no
metaphysical commitment to ultimate logical elements and
actually to the whole idea of one and only one correct logi-
cal form. Wittgenstein wrote indeed that “nothing is hidden”
(PI & 435).

| would like to argue that false analogies and ipso facto
philosophical misunderstandings may be caused by am-
biguous words and sentences and, further, that it was
Wittgenstein’s intention to tackle such ambiguities. To do
so, first one has to detect an ambiguity and, second, there
has to be a rule to resolve the ambiguity. Sometimes it is
enough to point out that an expression causing problems

! See Conant/Diamond 2004: 82.

is ambiguous. But even this presupposes a generic distinc-
tion that makes it possible to detach separate meanings. In
what follows | will examine two such distinctions in Witt-
genstein’s works.

Cause and reason

The distinction between cause and reason can be found in
Wittgenstein’s remarks from the 1930s onwards.? It has
proved to be a very powerful tool to surmount philosophi-
cal problems. First, take a look at expressions that could
be ambiguous this way. The conjunction “because” may
introduce a statement of the cause or of the reason. The
conjunction “why” has the same ambiguity. Even the word
“cause” itself shows the cause-reason ambiguity. Consider
the following examples from Wittgenstein’s Lecture and
Conversations on Aesthetics:

‘Cause’ is used in very many different ways, e.g.

(1) “What is the cause of unemployment?” “What is
the cause of this expression?” [Experiment and
statistics]

(2) “What was the cause of your jumping?” “That
noise.” [Reason]

(3) What was the cause of that wheel going round?”
You trace a mechanism. [Mechanism] (LA 1966
11.12)

Wittgenstein wants to reserve the expression “cause” for a
(relation of) mechanical causality between two events. A
cause in this sense can be found statistically or by tracing
an underlying mechanism. The relation of “being a reason
for” connects two propositions. Apart from the reason,
Wittgenstein speaks sometimes of the motive or the
ground.? Between a proposition and its reason there must
be a conceptual (logical or even mathematical, e.g. a cal-
culation) relation. Let me outline the differences between
these two sorts of relations. One could say that a proposi-
tion somehow contains its reason unlike a cause, which is
not contained in its effect. The cause-effect-relation is only
probabilistic; a cause and its effect are only cases of con-
comitance. This is true when we arrived at this relation sta-
tistically, but also when we know the mechanism. A logical
relation of having a reason is, on the other hand, rigid and
strict. Here is an example:

"l write the number '16' here because it says 'x*' there."
It might appear that some causality was operating here,
but that would be a confusion between ‘reason' and
‘cause'. (PG § 61)

If | calculate the second power of four, the result will be 16,
because this is the correct way of performing this opera-

2 The identification or unification of cause and reason is embodied in the Latin
expression “causa sive ratio” of modern times which can be found in Spinoza
or Leibniz. They used this expression inter alia in formulating the Principle of
Sufficient Reason, which states that “everything must have reason or cause”.
Schopenhauer, who might have inspired Wittgenstein here, in his dissertation
The Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason accuses the philosoph-
ical tradition of confusing different kinds of reasons.

% “The difference between the grammars of ‘reason’ and ‘cause’ is quite similar
to that between the grammars of ‘motive’ and ‘cause’.” (BBB, 15) “Or is the
previous experience the cause of my certainty, not its ground?” (PI § 325)
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tion, i.e. this result is in accordance with the rule of squar-
ing. | might, however, make a mistake, because | did not
pay much attention to the calculation. There is a certain
probability of making a mistake. The first “because” intro-
duces a reason, the second one a cause. That the second
power of four is sixteen holds with certainty. And again, the
mistake also has a ground: The second power of four is
not 17 because this violates the rule of squaring (see OC §
74).

The next dissimilarity between reason and cause, which
can hardly be overstressed, is that not all propositions
need to have a reason as opposed to all events having a
cause or causes.” Wittgenstein writes: “A reason can only
be given within a game. The links of the chain of reasons
come to an end, at the boundary of the game. (Reason
and cause.)” (PG 8§ 97) There are propositions that cannot
(or do not need to) be justified within a given language-
game: “And this again joins on to the confusion between
cause and reason. We need have no reason to follow the
rule as we do. The chain of reasons has an end.” (BBB,
143) Rules are precisely propositions we do not need to
give reasons for — in a given language-game. This does
not exclude the possibility that there could be a reason
required in another language-game. The chain of reasons
reaches (sooner or later) the boundary of a language-
game. If this boundary were exceeded than it would be
nonsense or at least another language-game. This implies
that there could be unexplainable facts.’

Wittgenstein uses this difference to cope with philoso-
phical confusions. Let me mention some of these: (1) The
meaning of a word is for him given in the explanation of
meaning. The same word might be connected with a char-
acteristic sensation. There is the cause-effect relation be-
tween the uttering of a word and its characteristic sensa-
tion, but an explanation of meaning might give a reason for
the uttering of the word (PG: 60). (2) Pleasure is not a
sensation, for pleasure is always “in something”, which
means it has a reason. Between a sensation and pleasure
is only the cause-effect relation (Z § 507). (3) Wittgenstein
sees no way for causal relations to achieve the certainty of
logical relations. This would presuppose a sort of super-
mechanism — that is, a mechanism that cannot break
down. Our mind is, however, no such super-mechanism.
Therefore, mechanical processes in our brains cannot ex-
plain the rigidity of human reasoning (LA 1966 11.23ff).

Internal and external relations

The terminology of internal and external relations was
common among Wittgenstein’s philosophical colleagues in
the early 20" century. Most significantly, Russell and
Moore argued against Neo-Hegelians that all relations
cannot be internal. The distinction plays a very central role
in Wittgenstein's early Notebooks and in the Tractatus as
well. Wittgenstein defines an internal relation (and internal
property) so that “it is unthinkable that its object [or objects]
should not possess it.” (TLP 4.123). There lies an internal
relation between language and the world in the heart of the
Tractatus. Internal relations persist, however, between
(typically) two structures as abstract objects, i.e. forms
(4.122). Therefore, what an expression (a sign) shares
with reality is its logical form.®

* Wittgenstein hereby denies the Principle of Sufficient Reason for proposi-
tions and facts while he preserves the Principle for material objects and
events.

° Cf. PI § 1: “Explanations come to an end somewhere.”

© “Since language stands in internal relations to the world, it and these rela-
tions determine the logical possibility of facts. If we have a significant sign it
must stand in a particular internal relation to a structure. Sign and relation
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There is elementary disagreement among scholars con-
cerning this internal relation of depicting. According to the
traditional (metaphysical) readings of the Tractatus, this
internal relation connects the logical structure of language
and the logical form of the world, which comprises how
elementary objects are combined in states of affairs. Ac-
cording to recent opposite approaches, the relation of de-
picting persists between a sign and what it signifies (the
anti-metaphysical approach, McGinn) or the distinction
between internal and external relations as such is incon-
sistent (the resolute reading, Diamond).” Although | believe
the textual evidence supports rather the traditional meta-
physical view, the metaphysical and anti-metaphysical
views can be reconciled here. Consider once again Witt-
genstein’'s remark quoted in footnote 6. A sign signifies
something due to its internal property (i.e. unary relation),
which is identical (i.e. related by the internal relation of
identity) to the same property of a state of affairs.

Whatever the case may be, Wittgenstein in his late phi-
losophy conceives internal relations within language only.
Already in the Tractatus (4.123), he gives an example of
an internal relation between two color shades. Much later
in his last Remarks on Colour (§ 1), he points out that the
same proposition may express an internal as well as an
external relation. The proposition “X is lighter than Y” could
be a temporal proposition expressing an external relation
between two objects or an internal relation between two
color shades. Wittgenstein varies this example in other
places: A similarity between two faces could be an external
relations between two men or an internal relation between
two shapes (LW | § 155nn). The outward form of the
proposition is the same. The proposition is, however, am-
biguous with respect to the expression of an internal or
external relation. This ambiguity occurs and causes confu-
sion only if one treats such a proposition in insolation. If a
sufficient context of a language-game were provided, no
such confusion could arise.

Thus, a given proposition can express an internal rela-
tion in one language-game and an external relation in an-
other. For a relation to be internal, it must express internal
properties of language or of a language-game. Proposi-
tions expressing internal relations are, strictly speaking,
not genuine propositions at all. They are expressing rules
of a language-game. To put it simply, internal relations are
directed to language, external relations to what language
is about. To reveal this, in conclusion, is the ultimate goal
of logical or linguistic analysis, which Wittgenstein always
maintained.

An internal relation is a conceptual relation, since it holds
between language forms, and there must be operations
transforming one form into another and revealing that
these forms are, in fact, identical. Then the relation be-
tween a proposition and its reason must be an internal re-
lation, for it is conceptual and such a connection cannot be
contingent. On the other hand, the cause-effect relation
holds between separate objects or events and thus must
be external. The cause-effect relation is actually an in-
stance of external relation par excellence.

Like the reason-cause distinction, Wittgenstein used this
more general and abstract distinction between internal and
external relations to make philosophical problems clear.
Here are the most important ones: (1) Russell's causal
account of intention is based on external relations. Hence,
intention and its object are, for him, distinct objects or
events. Wittgenstein maintains, 