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| NTRODUCTI ON

The present essay is a study of Wttgenstein' s concept of
granmar . It ains at bringing out if there is anything called
Wttgenstein's philosophy 6f grammar. The concept of grammar
seens to be one of the key concepts in Wttgenstein's phil osophi -
cal vocabul ary. Though apparently the concept of grammar renains
unexpl ained and without a sharp definition in Wttgenstein's
witings, it is obvious that it plays a crucial role in
Wttgenstein' s philosophical investigations. There are two main

guestions which Wttgenstein raises concerning grammar, viz (i)

How is grammar possible? (ii) Wuat are the logical limts of
grammar?  The first question is answered by the fact that
| anguage is itself a rule-governed system of synbols. The

possibility of l|language as a rule-governed activity shows that
grammar, as a study or rules, is possible. The second question
concerns directly, the question of the limts of |anguage. The
limts of grammar are the limts of |anguage itself. According
to Wttgenstein, grammar is the grammar of |anguage. Therefore,
the investigation into the structure of grammar is the

i nvestigation into the structure of | anguage.

The grammar Wttgenstein tal ks about is nothing other than
phi | osophi cal grammar which is to be distinguished from the
l'inugistic (enpirical) grammars. Phi | osophical grammar is

exclusively the grammar of the logical possibilities of |anguage.



According to Wttgenstein, philosophy is the custodi an of grammar
in the sense that philosophy gives it a status equal to its own.
Phi | osophy and grammar do not have a subject natter of their own
except that both are concerned with [|anguage. Phi | osophy and
phi | osophi cal grammar have the sane interest in |anguage, i.e.,
to study the logical essence of |anguage. So the gap between
phi | osophy and philosophical grammar is ultimately aboli shed.

They becone one.

According to Wttgenstein, philosophy is a grammati cal
I nvesti gation. That is to say, philosophy can give us only a
per spi cuous representation of |anguage and all that |anguage is
about, i.e., the world. Phi l osophy and gramrar are both
concenred wth the world. Language which is the subject natter
of their study is linked with the world. Wttgenstein's
grammat i cal i nvestigations are constantly ainmed at the
under standi ng of the world through the understanding of the

structure of | anguage.

The divide between | anguage and the world is only a divide
at the level of enpirical study of |anguage. But at the |evel of
phi | osophical grammar the so called divide between the two is
di ssol ved. Language and the world present theneselves to the
phi | osophical grammar in the same franmework of |ogical possibi-
lities . Therefore there is no ultimate distinction between the

grammar of | anguage and grammar of phenonmena.

In Chapter I, | wll argue that Wttgenstein entertains no



di chot ony between | anguage and phenonena i.e., between |anguage
and experience. He reduces the phenonenol ogy of experience into

the grammar. The grammar tells us what constitute the |ogical

possibilities of the experience of the world. In this
connection, it is inperative to study the structure of
phi | osophi cal granmar. In this Chapter | wll examne the

structure of grammar in the light of Wttgenstein's cal culus and

gane nodel anal ysis of | anguage.

In Chapter Il ny effortis to come back to the probl em of
reality. The structure of grammar can be explained only wth
reference to the representational function of |anguage. As |

have indicated earlier, |anguage is basically a phenonenon in the
wor | d. Therefore, the phil osophi cal under st andi ng of granmar
cannot but be concerned with how the world is projected by
| anguage. Qmar is concerned wth the projection-relations.
Wttgenstein has never ceased to be concerned with the projection
rel ati ons between the |anguage and world even in his later
phi | osophy. Therefore, even though there is no picture theory in
his later works, philosophical grammar is still concerned, wth
the problem of how the world can be tamed by | anguage i.e., how

it can be nade intelligible in |anguage.

In Chapter 111, ny problem is the structure of grammar.
Therefore here | shall discuss up the nature of granmmati cal
propositions and the grammatical rules. The grammati cal propo-
sitions express what grammar is about. Since the grammar

expresses the essences of |anguage and the world, the grammati cal



propositions are concerned with the |ogical essences of |anguage
and the world. In this connection | shall argue that
Wttgenstein's grammatical propositions are identical wth
grammatical rules. | shall also showthat Wttgenstei n nmai ntai ns
the distinction between the grammatical propositions and the
enpirical propositions in order to establish that grammati cal
proposition have a unique status in our |anguage. G ammat i cal
propositions include the propositions of |ogic, mnathematics and
all those propositions which are concerning the |ogical form of
| anguage. In this connection | shall add that, for Wttgenstein,
logic and grammar becone identical since both are concerned wth

t he essence of the | anguage.

In Chapter 1V ny major- concern is wth the concept of rule-
followng. The problemof rules and rule-follow ng has exercised
Wttgenstein's mnd so deeply that it is inpossible to talk about
grammar without taking into account what is to apply and follow
the grammatical rules. Wttgenstein believes that there is no
gap between rules and their applications. Their relations are
internal and necessary. S0, Kripke's sceptical interpretation of
Wttgenstein's concept of rule-followng needs to be re-exam ned
in view of the corpus of Wttgenstein's witings on rule-
fol | ow ng. M/ argunent will be that there is no room for the
Kri pkean scepticism in the franmework of |anguage and grammar.
The so called Wttgensteinian rule-paradox is only a reduction
proof to show that |anguage is based on rules and that our rule-

follow ng behaviour is sound and rational .



In Chapter V I wll take up the question of autonony of
grammar and the grammatical rules. The autonony question is
inplied by the fact that we consider our rule-follow ng behavi our
rational . The rationality in the rule-follow ng would not have
been possible if grammar had not been an autononous system  The
autonony of grammar neans its freedom from contingency of the
actual world and the rule-application in this world. QGammar is
autononous to the extent it precedes the facts in the world.
QGamrar therefore has a legislative function with regard to the
actual world. However, | shall argue that autonony does not |ead
to a kind of Patonism and to a transcendent metaphysics of
| ogi cal possibilities. The autonony is realised in the
peculiarity of grammar that it is arbitrary. The concept of
arbitrariness has a deeper sense in Wttgensstein philosophy. M
effort is to bring out the significance of this notion and to
show that arbitrariness of grammar coincides with its necessity.
The necessary truths which grammar expresses are bound to follow
fromthe fact that our grammar woul d not have been otherw se than

what it is.

In Chapter M | wll cone back to the notion of phil osophi-
cal grammar and attenpt to relate 1+ to other conceptions of
grammar such as Chonsky's enpirical granmar, Quine's and
Srawson's logical grammar. In this connection | shall show that
Husserl's notion of logical grammar can be conpared and
contrasted with Wttgenstein's philosophical gramar. Thi s

chapter is not exactly a conparative study between Wttgenstein



and ot her phil osophers. It intends to show the simlarity of
structure between phil osophical grammar and the |ogical grammar
and the contrast between the phil osophical grammar and enpirical
gr amar . Wttgenstein's decisive assertion in this regard is
that enpirical grammar is not the philosophers' concern. It is
interesting to note, therefore, to what extent the enpirical

grammari ans can follow the lead of the philosophical grammarians.

To conclude, | would suggest that Wttgenstein's notion of
grammar has deeper significance than generally realised by the
Wttgenstein interpreters. This work is an hunble effort towards

maki ng clear Wttgenstein's.concept of gramar.



CHAPTER - |
WTTGENSTEHN S CONCEPT OF GRAMVAR

Wttgenstein in his entire career devoted hinself to
nmet hodol ogi cal enquiries into the nature and structure of
| anguage and granmar. Interestingly enough, he had never
attenpted to build up a science of |anguage or granmar. He
attenpted a reflective understanding of gramar. Thus he
presented a phil osophical gramar. The main structure of the
phi | osophical grammar is the subject nmatter of this chapter. I
shal | explore the concept of grammar and its nultifarious uses in

Wttgenstein philosophical works in this chapter.

In Section 1, | shall discuss in general the concept of
grammar in Wttgenstein's phil osophy. There are, two nodels of
grammar found in Wttgenstein's works : (ne is the cal cul us nodel

and the other is the gane nodel. These nodels are examnedin the

above section.

Section 2, brings out the nain features of phil osophi cal

grammar particularly with reference to the Philosophical

i nvestigations and the Blue and Brown Books. The different

aspects of this concept are di scussed.

In Section 3 | discuss the notion of depth grammar and in
section 4 and 5 | raise the question of whether the

Wttgenstei nian grammar i s phenonenol ogi cal .

In Section 6 | conclude that Wttgenstein has a distinctive



noti on of philosophical grammar that goes beyond the so-called

phenonenol ogi cal and enpirical notions of it.
1. WD MDELS OF GRAMVAR

Wttgenstein has worked out two nodels of grammar: the
calculus nodel in the early period and the gane nodel in the
| ater period. Many believe that the two nodels are at cross
pur poses and sonetimes contradictory to each other. In fact,

there 1B an underlying unity of Wttgenstein' s tw nodel s.

M/ effort in this section is to reconstruct the underlying
unity of the two nodels. The reconstruction of the concept of a
grammar will result in a nunber of significant issues which wll

be di scussed i n the subequent chapters.

The Cal cul us Model :

The nodel of grammar presented in the Notebooks and

Tractatus Logi co-Phil osophicus can be characterised as the

cal cul us nodel as distinguished fromthe nodel presented in the

Blue and Brown Books, Renarks on Foundations of WMathenatics,

Phi | osophi cal Investigations. The latter can be called as gane

nodel . However, it is not that both have not simultaneously

exi sted in the Phil osophi cal Remarks and Phil osophi cal grammar.

The idea of calculus
According to Wttgenstein, every syntax can be conceived as

a system of rules i.e., as calculas. Syntax is a fornal



structure of rules. Syntax reveals that |anguage is cal cul us-
like. Wttgenstein calls |language a calculus (PG X 140). Be

al so says,

"when some one interprets, or understands, a sign in one
sense or another what he is doing is taking a step in a
calculus (like a calculation). Wat he does is roughly what
he does if he gives expression to his interpretation’ (PG

|, 140).

A calculas is a fornmal or |ogical system This notion is
found predomnantly in Wttgenstein's early |ogico-linguistic
i nvestigations which consider |anguage as a formally structured
systemor calculus. It can be represented as a |ogical or fornal
syntax with a set of defined rules. The rules are such that they
can be surveyed conpletely wthout anbiguity and indeter-
mnateness. Let us take TLP 3.325 for consideration:

In order to avoid such errors we mnmust nake use of a sign

| anguage that exlcudes them by not using the same sign for

different synbols and by not using in a superficially
simlar way signs that have different nodes  of

signification: that is to say, a sign-language that is

governed by | ogical grammar - by |ogical syntax.

The proposed logical syntax’® with a neat rule structure
excludes all errors of anbiguous use of expressions. It is
desi gned, besides, to generate all the propositions of a | anguage
from a set of elenentary propositions. Logi cal syntax thus
carries out two tasks: first, it disanbiguates |anguage and
second, it constructs it out of a given set of primtive signs.
Wttgensten thus announces at TLP 4.51. "Suppose that | am given

all elenmentary propositions; then | can sinply ask what

propositions | can construct out of them And there | have all



propositions, and that fixes their limts".

In this nodel, the elenentary propositions are the basic
syntactic units from which all the propositions of natural
| anguage can be derived. This is possible through a systematic
rule application e.g. truth-operation.

TLP 5.0 A proposition is a truth-function of elenentary
pr oposi ti ons.
TLP 5.01 El enentary propositions are the truth-argunents of

pr oposi ti ons.

The truth-operational method in Wttgenstein's Tractatus is
the basic device through which all propositions including the
general or quantified propositions can be generated. Thus,
syntax can be called generative® in view of the fact that it naps
out all the possible structures in |anguage. Wttgenstein's idea

of logical grammar enconpasses the creative aspect of every

| anguage | ogically conceivabl e. It presents the grammar of all
| anguages per spi cuously. Language is a system of propositions
all unified in a calculus - like structure. The task of grammar

is to nmake perspicuous the rules which systematically define all
possi bl e structures of |anguage. Gammar represents the internal

rel ati ons anmongst propositions in a transparent notation.

Syntax and the Perspi cuous Notation

Syntax takes care of the logic of the propositons. It is

concerned with the network of their internal relations. It

10



displays their logical form Thus Wttgenstein identifies syntax
with the logic of |anguage, that is, the logical structure which
all neaningfull propositions share. Wttgenstein tells us the

broad framework of syntax in the follow ng renark:

TLP 4.5 It now seens possible to give the nost general
prepositional form: that is, to give a description of the
propositions of any sign |anguage whatsoever in such a way
that every possible sense can be expressed by a synbol
satisfying the description, and every synbol satisfying the
description can express a sense, provided that neanings of
the nanes are suitably chosen.

The basic structure of syntax is the logical form of
propositions which is the prinary desideratum of their sense.
Sense is ingrained in the syntactic organization of a
proposi ti on. Therefore, for Wttgenstein, there is no
I ndependent theory of sense except the theory of syntax that
specifies the general logical form Logical grammar, in this
sense, is the grammar of propositional-logical form Syntax is
the theory of possibility - the theory of formof all that coul d
be said. The semantics of sense is an extended inmagae of the
syntax of form The so called meani ngs (bedeutung) are the bed-
rock of sense and so they are taken care of by the syntax.
Wttgenstein wites at TLP 3.33:

In logical syntax the nmeaning of a sign should never play a

rol e. It rmust be possible to establish logical syntax

without nentioning the neaning of a sign : only the
description of the expression nay be presupposed.

The nain thesis of calculus nodel is to show the symetry

between the logical syntax and the |anguage-world nexus. The

11



task of syntax is to bring out the identity of |ogical
miltiplicity of |anguage and reality. Wi smann in his book

Wttgenstein and the Vienna Qrcle has aptly expressed this point

in the fol |l ow ng passage;

Syntax hence becones requisite where the nature of signs is
not yet adjusted to the nature of things, where there are
nore conbinations of signs than possible situations. Thi s
excessive nmultiplicity of |anguage nust be confined by
artificial rules; and these rules are the syntax of
| anguage.

Wttgenstei n continues,

The rules of syntax assign to conbinations of signs the
exact multiplicity they nust possess in order to be pictures

of reality.

You could say that a system of signs which is perfectly
suited to its purpose renders syntax superflous. And
conversely - syntax renders such a system_ of signs

superflous. Each of themdeputizes for the other.?>

Syntax is ultinmately superflous because | anguage can take care of
itself. Nevertheless if we have |ogical syntax we have rul es of
calculus from which we can derive the propositions and their
possible noves in language in so far as they are internally

rel ated anongst thensel ves.

Syntax contains the possibility of the world; it reflects
the latter. The logical formof the world is the desideratum of
syntax. Syntax provides the perspicuous notation for expressing
| ogical form "The rules of syntax assign to conbinations of
signs the exact multiplicity they nust possess in order to be

pictures of reality".®

12



THE GAME - MODEL OF GRAMVAR

For Wttgenstein, |anguage resenbles a gane as both enpl oy
rules and thus are rule-governed (PG |, Sect.26). Basically in
the uses of words and expressions in the proper hunman contexts,
that is, in the streamof life, rules come into being and becomne
known. (PG |, Sect 26). For exanple, we use colour words such
as "red', "blue", "green" etc. and recogni se sanples in a col our-
chart because they are based on a certain established conventions
e.g. "standard sepia" or "standard netre" (P, Sect.50-53).
Rul e-governed | anguage thus gives rise to the grammar of rules.

This is the crux of a gane-nodel grammar.

The Concept of Rule

A | anguage-gane i.e. |anguagae use is bounded by rul es which
define what is a possible nove within the |anguage-gane. A
| anguage-gane is always constituted by rules. Language-gane is
so called because there are a set of rules underlying it.
Wt hout rules |anguage-gane is inconceivable, although the rules
may not be codified into a recongi zable grammar. A | anguage
W thout grammar is not a |language without rules. This point is

made explicit in the follow ng passage in the Phil osophical

QGamar, |, Sect 32:

VW are interested in language as a procedure according to
explicit rules, because phil osophical problens are
m sunder st andi ngs whi ch nust be renoved by clarification of
rules according to which we are inclined to use words.

13



The game-nodel features rules as fornmally rigid bodies. These

rules are rules of use regulating all possible noves (RA. Sect.

82-85, The BBS, p.95).

The form of contigency that hovers around the notion of
rules brings to mnd that rules nay be arbitrary. But the
inplication is wong. The rules in |anguage-ganme are conpletely
bounded by the use of synbols. They are fashioned the sanme way
as in" a calculus. They are needed in the everyday use of
| anguage. The use is conpletely laid down. The only difference
between a |anguage-gane and a calculus is that rules are nore
promnent in a calculus than in a |anguage-gane, or so it
appears. That is, in a language ganme rules have |oose ends.
They can have a certain kind of fexibility about their
formulations. But this does not nean that Wttgenstein abolishes
rules and grammar (cf.A. Sects. 108, 292) but only that he brings
rules back into |anguage-gare. Rules are entrenched in the
| anguage-ganmes w thout being on the surface. They fill the
grammatical space without dramatization.” As Wttgenstein views
it, rules cone into being as we go on in the use of grammar.
Their "must" is a 'nornative "must". (RFM 111, sect. 26,28, 30)
about the enploynent of |anguage that accounts for the
acceptability of lingusitic transactions. What does then the
absence of rules lead to? In the absence of rules which
constitute the structure of |anguage-games we feel not only being
without a standard or norm but we feel hel pl ess w thout any

fixed guidance. Language is nade possible, as it were by a

14



fortuitous Deity (R/ sect.234).

Wttgenstein also wites at Philosopihical Investigations

Sect . 240:

D sputes do not break out (anmong nathenatici ans, say) over
t he question whether a rule has been obeyed or not. Peopl e
do not cone to blows over it, for exanple. That is part of
the framework on which working of our |anguage is based (for

exanpl e, in giving descriptions).

"Wttgenstein never gives the inpression that |anguage-ganes
are nornmatively arbitrary or blind. They are based on the fact
that | anguage-use is an institution or practice. The practice is
a form of life. Forns of life are detenninately given as the
common ground of wuniversal agreenent nanifested in | anguage (P,

sect. 241).

11, UNITY OF THE MCDELS

The follow ng features of the game-nodel can be exhibited in

structure of the cal cul us.

a. A | anguage-gane, is like a calculus, is constituted through
rules, so that rules define what is possible or permtted in
t he | anguage. This feature highlights the institutability
of bot h | anguage-games and the cal cul us.

b. Language-ganme has internal noves within it in the way there
are noves in the cal culus. In both cases, the noves cone

into being along wth the rules that permt them Rules in

15
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both cases pre-exist thelinguistic noves. They are tracks
maki ng | anguage- noves possi bl e.

C. The rules are laid down in the | anguage use. Use is prinary
in both nodels. Rules are internal. Therefore, there is no
external justification of the rules. This brings out the
autonony of rules insofar as the rules are not justified by

any appeal to metarules or even to enpirical experiences

(The autonony question will be discussed in detail in
Chapter V).
d. The rule following is a public activity, since it is

| earnable in a community and therefore, publicly checkabl e.
Private rule-following is inpossible. This feature brings
out the social character of rule - follow ng and the
conditions of learnability. The social character of rule-
following is the common feature of the gane-nodel and

cal cul us- nodel of anal ysis of | anguage.

The gane-nodel thus enl arges the scope of the cal cul us nodel
and the rule structure assimates the idea of calculus into that
of a | anguage- garre. So the concept of rule is the continuing
underlying unity between calculus nodel and gane nodel.® The
calculus is itself a kind of |anguage-gane just as the |anguage-
gane itself is a calculus. The rigid distinction between the two
which is supposed to divide the two nodels is dissolved in the
grammar of rules that underlies Wttgenstein' s philosophy of
| anguage. Rules define the activity of |ogic-shaping as nuch as

the shaping of an ordinary | anguage-use. The transition from

16



logic and syntax mrroring logical form to the network of
| anguage- ganes shaping and mrroing the formof all reality is
the transition recorded in the change of the contours of grammar.

QG ammar, however, remains structurally identical.

2. THE STRUCTURE OF PH LOSOPH CAL GRAMVAR

Wttgenstein introduces the concept of "grammar in various

ways. In the Philosophical Investigations the usage has four

aspects: The traditional, the non-enpirical, the sentential and
the non-linguistic.® The discussion resolves round these four

spects incorporating the various neanings the concept has in its

usage.

The Traditional A Spect

The usage of the expression "grammatical fornf in the

Phi | osophi cal Investigations sect.21 and Part 1I, sect. X

reveals the traditional grammatical form The traditional
"grammatical formi is in focus in these usages. The traditional
grammar di stingui shes between an "order" and a "command' and
i ntroduces nmany ot her distinctions anongst parts of speech. 1In a
| anguage- gane these parts of speech get their functional role
fixed eg. in the "builders' |anguage gane the report "F ve sl abs"
and the order "F ve slabs". The difference between report and
order lies in the "part which uttering these words plays in the

| anguage- game” (H sect. 21} Wttgenstein continues:

17



(of course we mght use the word "statenents" and "comands"
to stand for grammatical forns of sentences and intonations;
we do in fact call "isn't the weather, glorious today?" a
question although it is used as a statenent) (P, Sect. 21).
The traditional classification is not always based on use
but is otherwise determned by the verbal form and intonation
Wttgenstein disowns the traditional classification in view of
the fact that the real test of a grammatical formis the use and

not the verbal form

The Non-enpirical A Spect

In the Philosophical Investigations (P, Sect, 251,295, 458)

there are renarks about the "grammatical propositions” which
stand for a kind of propositions which are different from
experiential or enpirical propositions. The sense in which a
proposition is called grammatical is not the same as that in
which the word "grammar' used in the sense of "grammatical forni.
The later usage is based on the traditional gramar. But when
Wttgenstein says a proposition is grammatical he assigns it a
| ogial status. Qammatical proposition is a logical proposition

of which the opposite cannot be conceived (P, sect.25]).

It has been denonstrated!®® that "grammatical", for
Wttgenstein, is synonynous with "non-enpirical". 1In the sense
of "grammatical" and not "grammatical forns', it is inconsistent

to hold that a proposition is grammatical but is enpirical.

Wttgenstein's exanple, "BEvery rod has a |ength" denonstrates

18



that it is a granmmatical predication to say that a rod has a
length. Its opposite cannot be imagined (V& wll have detailed

di scussion on grammati cal propositions in Chapter 111).

The Sentential Aspect

There is a group of remarks especially at Pl Sect. 90 which

gives a broader usage to the word "grammatical™, P, Sect.90
characterises philosophical activity as "grammatical". "Qur
investigation is therefore a granmmatical one.” This usage has

following inplications.

a. The sentences upon which the investigation is focussed are
enpirical .
b. The negation of such grammatically investigated sentence is

conci evabl e.

C. The results of such investigations are thenselves

grammat i cal propositions.

The word 'grammar' used in Pl Sect. 90 has dual
characterization of the grammatical investigation: first, "we
remnd ourselves... of the kind of statenent we make about
phenonena” and seconl diy, it is "directed.... towards the
possibilities of phenonena". Both aspects take care of the

statenents we nake about phenonena and the possibility of
phenonena. For Wttgenstein, both |anguage and phenonena which

| anguage is about are within the purview of grammar.
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(ne nmay then ask in what sense grammatical investigations
differ fromother philosophical investigations. Gammar could be
taken in the sense of philosophical statenents that we nmake about
phenonena i.e. their possibilities e.g. 'The world is all that is
the case' (TLP, I). |In that sense grammati cal sentences woul d be
denmarcated from the statenents that describe the phenonena e.g.
"This rose is red. Wttgenstein offers a distinctive kind of
space to grammar as a network of statenents differing from
statenents of natural language. In that sense grammar becones
near synonynous w th phil osophy. Phi | osophy  becones

phi | osophi cal  gramar. *?

The grammatical reflection on the kind of statements we nake
about the phenonena can be viewed as being "directed towards the"

possibilities" of phenonena” in the follow ng ways:

1. The connection between the "kind of statements" we nake
about "phenonena" can be seen when one |ooks at sentences
from the point of view of their construction, the
conbi nations of signs they contain, and also fromthe point
of view of the function they performin our Iives. Thus
sentences are marked intelligible when they nake
syntactically perfect conbinations and also are assigned a
role in use. Qamar describes the use of signs and their

function in the total context of life.

2. If a sentence has a use, this wll be correlated with the

fact that what the sentence says is sonething that is
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possi bl e in our experience. For exanple "He was depressed
t he whol e day" nakes sense. The remark has a use for us
in circunstance nornmal to our lives. It is correlated with
the fact that depression is a phenonena whose persistence
throughout a day is a possibility of our experience. The
connection between the statenent that has a use and the
possibility of experience holds, whether or not the
stataenent is true or false on any given occasion. Wat is
possi ble in phenonena is not discovered by neans of
enpirical enquiry, but by what Wttgenstein calls the
grammati cal investigation. The possibility question is thus
central to the idea of philosophy being a kind of a priori
gramar . It is debatable whether Wttgenstein's a priori
grammar has any parallel with Kant's transcendental method

of investigation of the possibilities of phenonena.

The non-1linguistic aspect

In the Phil osophical Investigations Sect 182 the concept of

grammar is to be explicated as the relation of an expression in
| anguage to the circunstances in which it nakes sense. In this

context, the problemof grammar of 'to fit', 'to be able', 'to
understand' is raised and discussed. The central issue is the
nature of criteria that define when the expressions like "to fit"
"to be able" etc are intelligibly used in [|anguage. The

problem of criteria is a gramatical problem

21



In the Phil osophical |nvestigations. Sect.664, \Wttgenstein

di sti ngui shes between two kinds of grammar: "surface grammar"” and
"depth grammar'. He suggests that surface grammar be under st ood
as the aspect of the use of a word in the construction of a

sentence. \Wéttgenstein wites:

In the use of words one mght distinguish, "surface grammar”

from "depth grammar”. What immediately inpresses itself
upon us about the use of a word is the way it is used in the
construction of the sentence, the part of its use - one
mght say - that can be taken in by the ear. - And now
conpare the depth grammar, say of the word "to nean”, wth
what its surface grammar would lead us to suspect. No
wonder we find it difficult to know our way out. (A, Sect
664) .

The surface grammar relates to the external aspects®™ of the
use of an expression that can be taken in by the ear. Such
features are contigent. Dept h-granmmar in contrast nust show the
necessary features that any use of an expression nust have e.qg.
the rules. Surface grammatical features thus relate to those
features which are for the nost part perceptible in the
expressi ons thensel ves. It could also be argued that surface
grammatical structure of a sentence does not fully reveal the
| ogical formof the sentence and the formof reality the sentence
is about. Sentences are used in relation to the world. Dept h
grammar reveals this necessary relation between sentence and the
world. Surface grammar nay at best be a formal construction of a

sentence without revealing its inner dynam cs.

In Pl Sect.182 Wettgenstein discusses the conditions in

which the use of an expression is appropriate. There are
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Indications that the organic relations of the expressions, the
| i ngui stic discourse and the | anguage-gane are included in depth
grammar.'” The notion of criteria (P, Sect.354) and the notion
verification of a sentence (P, Sect.353)all belong to the depth
grammar of a sentence. These do reveal the logical form of the
sent ence. Thus depth grammar seens to be nore conplicated and
therefore nore substantial than surface grammar. Dept h grammar

reveal s the underlying reality of |anguage.

3. DEPTH GRAMVAR : THE SYNCPTI C V1 EWCF LANGUAGE AND PHENOVENA

Surface grammar deals with utterances "that can be taken in
by ears!" Phonol ogy, norphology and syntax are concerned wth
those features of utterances.® Depth grammar is an approriate
met hod of "finding our way about” in philosophy. That is to say,
depth grammar gives the overview or the perspicuous
representation of |anguage and realty. The surface grammar i.e.
syntax by itself does not ensure this perspicuity. As
Wttgenstein wites;

A main of our failure to understand is that we do not
command a clear view of the use of our words. Qur grammar

Is Tacking 1n this sort of perspicuity. A per spi cuous
represenation produces just that wunderstanding which
consists in "seeing connections' (P, Sect., 122).

Qammar has to do with the way we put words together to form

sent eces. For exanple, as Wttgenstein puts it,
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VW do not say that the man who tells us he feels the visual

i mage, two inches behind the bridge of his nose is telling a

lie or talking nonsense. But we say that we do not

understand the neaning of such a phrase. It conbines well
known words, but conbines them in a way we do not yet
understand. The grammar of this phrase has yet to be

explained to us (BBB p.10).

In this aspect Wttgenstein's conception of granmar as
concerned wth the conbination of words is intelligible to the
traditional granarian. But he mght not call it a synactically
deviant case, as Wttgenstein calls it, since the notion of the
grammar of the traditional kind does not include what
Wttgenstein calls depth-gramar. According to depth grammar,
the sentence "one feels the visual inmage two inches behind the
bridge of the nose" is as nuch deviant as "col ourl ess green ideas

sleep furiously".

Qamar is also concerned wth the relationship between the
word we use and other forns of human behaviour. The other forns
of human behaviour® include (a) physical activity such as 'to
sit on a chair' (BBB p.24) (b) the nental activities called
"expectation", "hoping", "know ng", etc (P, Sect 572). (c)
seeki ng evidence in support of statenents (BBB, p.11) (d) setting
up of conceptual structure for understanding the tenses (BBB,
p. 109). These activities constitute the various forns of life
whi ch are enbedded in |anguage. G amar studies the internal
rel ati onshi ps between the uses of words and the enbedded forns of

life.

Depth grammar is directly involved in the forns of |ife that
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constitute the bul k of human activities i.e., |anguage-ganes. As
Wttgenstein puts it so clearly, a |anguage-gane involves both
the use of words and the actions undertaken by such use (M,
Sect.7). Wttgenstein's depth grammar internalises the relation
bet ween | anguage, life and world insofar as | anguage relfects the
essence of life and the world. Forns of life are the basic? or
ultimate bedrock of all signficant structures of |anguage and
logic. But this is not to suggest that |anguage is a derivative
event in the cradle of forns of life. Language provides the
outer limt of all human life and its activities. Language and

life are one and the sane.
4., (RAMVAR CF LANGUAGE AND GRAMVAR CF PHENQVENA

There is a distinct sense in which we can distinguish
between (1) grammar of phenonena and (2) grammar of | anguage
The question has been raised whether Wttgenstein' s phil osophi cal
grammar is a grammar of |anguage or grammar of phenomrena. As

23 points out, Wttgenstein's grammar is a grammar of

Spi egel berg
| anguage insofar as it stresses the question of rules for the use
of words. It is nmore than what is traditionally called
nor phol ogy and synt ax. Wttgenstein calls grammar the "account
book of |anguage". (PG Sect.44) in that sense granmar is
concerned with |anguage since the object of grammar is | anguage

itself (PG Sect.109) Ganmmar is autonormous in that it is

| anguage - centric rather an inconplete socio-anthropol ogical
phenonenon. I shall discuss the concept of autonony of grammar
in Chapter V).
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However, grammar is equally a grammar of phenonena, i.e.
colours, natural histories and physical order of space and tine.
Thus grammar treats of the phenonena and their |ogical
possibilities (P, Sect.90). It has been suggested that grammar
is phenonenol ogical ® since it deals with phenonena in the
I mredi ate experience Wttgenstein suggested the possibility of
I ntegrating phenonenol ogywi th grammar in the foll ow ng passage in

t he Phil osophi cal Remarks, Sect.l.

Physics differs from phenonenology in that it is concerned

to establish [|aws. Phenonenol ogy only establishes the

possibilities. Thus, phenonenol ogy woul d be the grammar of

the description of those facts on which physics builds its

t heori es.

Thus it is correct to say that, for Wttgenstein, gramar
I ncludes the so called description of phenonena, even those

presented in our experience.

Description of Essences

In the Philosophical Investigations Wttgenstein was

Iinterested in exploring what is possible in the phenonena. In
other words, he was interested in determning the essence of the
phenonena. This is evidenced in the nost significant renakr:
"The essence is expressed by grammar” (P, Sect. 371). The
essences are not Platonic entities to be located in a nysterious
realmof possibilities, but are to be deposited in | anguage. As
Hal lorn puts it, "Essence is expressed by grammar because essence

Is not some nysterious entity lurking inside things, but rather
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sonmething given to things by the dynamic participation of
linguistic statenents in human |ife."® That is to say, "gramar
tells us what kind of object anything is" (P, Sect. 373). Thus
Wttgenstein conceives of grammar as a description of essences of
human | anguage. Phi | osophical grammar is a philosophical

description of the essences of |anguage.

However, Wttgenstein is no less interested in reality than
Iin language. He is as nuch interested in the essence of the
reality as that of |anguage. In this sense, one could argue that
his investigation into the essence of |anguage and reality is
phenonenol ogical. This is replected in Von Wight's follow ng

remar k:

Perhaps it is of sone interest to nention here that
Wttgenstein in the |ast Kears of his life did nuch work on
a problemconplex which had always greatly interested him
viz. colour-concepts. He was at the tinme reading oethe's
Farbenl ehre, and we had discussions on it and on his own
problemand views. He then often used to say that what he
was doi ng was a kind sone phil osophers call "phenonenol ogy™.
But he did not hinself want to call it by that nane - and 1|
think I can partly see why. Hs attitude is connected,
believe, wth the stress he wanted to lay on Ianguage in h
{%\i | osophi cal enquiri es. For this reason, incidentall

ttgenstein's use of the term "grammar" (or "logic
rammar”) should be of great interest to phenornenol ogi sts.
%Italics mne).

I
IS
Y,
al

26

The construction of [|anguage and the construction of
phenonena run parallel in the sense that the forns of |anguage
reflect the forns of reality. The rules of |anguage and their
i nherent network project the possibilities of phenonena. Thi s

tends to be a phenorenol ogi cal  description.? This is the sane
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as Wttgenstein's grammatical descriptions. The notion of

a

phenonenol ogi cal |anguage is of inportance in this connection.

It is in fact the |anguage of phenonena. QGanmmar is concerned

wth this language insofar as it is concerned with every possible

nove in language. So it involves in the | anguage the construction

of phenonena. Phenonenol ogi cal | anguage is the bed-rock of
human experi ence. But that is within the limts of
grammati cal description of rules and their interconnexions.

follow ng passage from Wttgenstein gives a glinplse of

project of grammatical descriptions:

all
its
The
hi s

"Assune that there are inny visual field two red circles of
equal size on a blue background. What is it that is present

here in duplicate and what is present only once?....
could say: we have here one colour but two |ocations.

e
But

it was said that reness "and circularity are properties of
two objects (CECGENSTANDE) which one could call patches and

which have certain spatial relations to each other.

The

explanation ("there are here two objects - patches - which
..") sounds |ike a physical explanation. Li ke sonebody' s

aski ng "what are the red circles that | see over there?"

and

nmy answering “"there are two red laterns, etc" such an
expl anation nevertheless not required here (To want

to

resolve our dissatisfaction by neans of an explanation is
the mstake of netaphysics). Wat worries us here is the
unclarity of the grammar of the sentence," | see tw red

circles on a blue background", especially its relation to
the grammar of the sentence "There are two red balls on the

table’ and again "I see two colours in this picture. |
naturally say, instead of forner sentence 'I| see

can
red

patches with the properties Red and Grcular in (this)

spatial relation to each other' - and equally well ‘I

see

the colour red on two circular |ocations next to each other’

- If | stipulate that this sentence is to nean the sane as

the sentence above. Then the c?_rarrrrar of the words 'patch',
|

| ocation, 'colour', etc nust a

ust to the (grammar) of the

words in the forner sentence. The confusion arises here
because we believe that we have to decide the presence or
absence of an object (thing), viz. the patch, in the sane
way as one decides whether what | see is (in a physical

sense) red paint or a reflection. ®
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What the passage points to is the nature of phenonenol ogi cal
objects e.g. patches of colour presented in i medi ate experience.
The phenonenol ogi cal objects have a grammatical locus in that
they are a part of the methods of description of the world. How
one describes one's col our-experi ence depends upon one's col our-
| anguage, i.e., grammar of the col our-words. What is nore
inportant here is the grammar (i.e. logic) of the phenonenol ogi -
cal sentences depicting the objects of experience. However, it
nmust be "noted that for Wttgenstein the domai n of phenonenol ogi -
cal objects is not independent of the language in which we
describe them Descriptions of the phenonenol ogi cal objects is
the task of |anguage. Thus grammar is a kind of phenonenol ogy of
the objects given in one's experience which is filtered through

one' s | anguage.

Logic, G ammar and Phenonenol ogy

At TLP 5.552 Wttgenstein wites:

The experience that we need in order to understand logic is
not that soneting or other is the state of things, but that
sonething is; that, however, is not an experience. Logic is

piror to every experience - that sonething is so. It is
pw\or to the question '"How?', not prior to the question
"What ' ?

This is a prolegonena to Wttgenstein's use of logic and
grammar as being prior to all experience though they are
essentially related to the latter. The only experience that is a
presupposition of all logic and grammar is that there is a world.

(It is not an experience in the ordinary sense). Logic in the
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Tractatus presents a grammar of objects which constitute the
domai n of the possible phenonena. There is no donain called the
domain of experience that 1is given to phenonenol ogical
description except the one presented in |ogic. Logi ¢ Is a
description of logical formof all experience i.e., the 'what' of
all possible experience. Spei gel berg' s® idea that Tractarian
logic is a kind of phenonenology is right only to the extent that
experience is not taken in the ordinary sense. Wttgensteinian
objects are not enpirical and so not phenonenological in the
usual sense of being given in experience. Wttgenstein does not
admt a separate donmain of experience independently of |anguage.
So, the socalled objects are presented in the network of
| anguage. Thus logic alone provides the description of those
objects. Logic becones at best a grammar but not phenomnenol ogy

in the accept ed sense. ®

But, for that matter, need grammar be phenonenol ogi cal ? The
| at er phil osophy of Wttgenstein was a step towards a redi scovery
of the phenonenol ogicality of logic and grammar. H's anal ysis of
col our-experience, and also the experience of physical objects
raised the question how far we can concede independence to
experience. In More's notes® in 1930-32, there is a record of
grammar being constantly posed agai nst experience. Moore notes
that the arrangenment of colour in the colour octahedron "is
really part of grammar, not of psychol ogy.®  This indicates
Wttgenstein's general philosophical interest in grammar and not

In experience as such as. However, it is the grammar (including
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logic) that is not absol utely unconcerned wth experience.
Wttgenstein carried the Fregean | egacy of anti-psychol ogi s-
tic viewof logic and |anguage to its logical conclusion. Frege
founded the philosophy of |anguage and logic on the P atonist
thene that logical forns are real along with logical truths.
Hence there is no psychologist need to open up this domain of
truths and forns to our consciousness for it is far renoved from
our thinking and experience. This transcedent domain of |ogic
nust be based on its own autononous reality. Wttgenstein tried
to bring Frege's autononous domain of. logical reality into the
heart of grammar. This needed a revision of the Fregean |ogic
and grammar. Wttgenstein brought into view the inner bond of
logic and grammar by denonstrating that the logical forns are
only grammatically describable, that is to say, are only reveal ed
in gramar. Qamar is not nerely a tool as in Frege for
revealing the logical essences but is itself autononous as |ogic.
This led Wttgenstein to view both logic and gramar as the
|3 (not transcendent | ogical

aut onomous donain of transcendenta

forns).

G amrar describes the logical form which consists in the
| ogical formof sinple objects. The very fact that logical forns
of objects open all the possibilities of arrangenent of objects,
i.e. the possibilities of phenonena, shows that the grammar of
| anguage of physics is the grammar of all possible objects.
Physics therefore is as nmuch grammatically structured as geonetry

insofar as logic provides the logical formof all that is real.
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For Wttgenstein, both physics, geonetry and logic (in the
norrower sense) are all parts of grammar (concieved in the w der
sense) . Even if we take grammar as phenonenol ogi cal, we nust
make a distinction between enpirical phenonenalisni® (espcially
t he Machi an variety) and the grammati cal phenonenol ogy of objects
in the Tractatus. Russell's® sinple objects had a Machian root
in their being concieved as the logical atons of the enphirical
wor | d. For Russell, logic is based on generalizations Iike
physics' except that the logical truths are nore abstract and
I ndependent |y vali d. Wttgenstein rejects this notion of logic
as a domain of truth and takes it as a rigorous domain of non-
enpirical forns which explain the possibility of the enpirical
wor | d. In that sense, "in logic nothing is accidental™
(Tractatus, 2. 012). Besides, logic is transcendental

(Tracatatus 6.13) in that it brings out the a priori

possibilities of all enpirical objects. Thus the logical forns
of all enpirical objects are presented in a perspicuous

representation of the |anguage. Logic is commtted to the
reality of logical forns but not their independence from granmmar.

QGammar thus is the indispensable hone of all logical forns and

their logical articulation.
6. PH LOSCPHY AS CUSTODI AN OF GRAMVAR

The argunent whether Wttgenstein's grammar is grammar of
| anguage or grammar of phenonena is mspl aced. Actual ly, for
Wttgenstein, the entire philosophical investigation is a

grammati cal investigation. Phil osophy is study of grammar of
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reality. Wttgenstein wites:

"For what belongs to the essence of the world sinply
cannot be said. And phi | i sophy, if it were to say
anything, would have to describe the essence of the world.
But the essence of |anguage is a picture of the essence of
the world; and philosophy as custodian of grammar can in
fact grasp the essence of the world, only not in the
propositions of |anguage, but in the rules for this |anguage
whi ch excl ude nonsensi cal conbi nati ons of signs (PR
Sect. 54).

Thus phil osophy can provide a grammar of the essences of the

wor | d. In that sense it is a custodian of grammar. It holds

grammar as its own mrror. It can grasp the world only in so far

as it is mrrored in | anguage and gramar.

Gamatical analysis is a kind of conceptual analysis. As |
have argued earlier, grammatical analysis can assimlate all
phenonenol ogi cal anal yses qua conceptual analyses (RC 11,
Sect. 16). Phenonenol ogi cal analysis inplies analysis of the
phenonmena of the world. Al grammatical insights are therefore
deep insights into the conceptual connexion of phenonena e.qg.
col our. The essences which are the grammatical phil osophy's
excl usive concern are the |ogical essences or the grammatical
essences deposited in our |anguage. As Wttgenstein put it,
essences are ultimately deep conventions of |anguage (RFM |,
Sect . 74). QGamatical analysis therefore need not |ook beyond

the rules of |anguage to understand the essences of reality.

According to Wttgenstein, in philosophy there are no

theories, no explanations, no definitions. It is purely
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descriptive. (BBS p.18, PI, Sect.123). It describes the
essences of phenonena. Its fact it describes only the essences
of the use of |anguage itself. The essences of |anguage are the
essences of £he world. Thus the construction of |anguage runs
parallel to the construction of phenonena. 1[It is not true that a

construction of |anguage inplies construction of phenomenol ogi cal

| anguage. Rat her the construction of |anguage and construction
of phenonena collapse into each other. G ammar i ncl udes
everything 1i.e. language and the phenonena. It studies both.

(hce we nake this point clear there is no distinction between
"l anguage' and 'experience'. Let us take sone of the renarks of

the Bi g Typescri pt

Wiy do we sense the investigation of grammar as being
f undament al ?

—__The investigation of grammar is fundamental - in the

sense in which we may call |anguage fundanental - say its

f oundat i on. ¥’
Qur grammatical investigations differ from those of the
phil ol ogists and enpirical grammarians. Wat interests us, for
Instance, is the logical rules that fundamentally matter to
| anguage. Philosopher's concern is the use of |anguage and its
constitutive rules. The philologist is an enpirical gramarian
who cannot | ook beyond what happens in |anguages. Be cannot see
the essentials of grammar. . Bis business is with the accidental s
of language. Wttgenstein says,

But that is only an external differentiation//
an external difference// | believe there is no other.
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Rather we could say that we are calling sonething else
grammar than he is. Even as we differentiate kinds of words
where for himthere is difference (present).

The inportance of grammar is the inportance of |anguage.®

This is an attenpt to see that Wttgenstein's multifaceted
use of the concept of grammar has an underlying unitary theme
that grammar is concerned with essences whether it is a study of
| anguage or of phenonena. Gammar is the guide to both | anguage

and reality.
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NOTES
See S Stephen HIny, The Later Wttgenstein (Bl ackwell,

kford, 1987), Chapters 3 and 4.
The term logical syntax has a Fregean origin. Frege

attenpted to construct a logical syntax or begriffsschrift

in his Begriffsschriff (1879). The concept-script

constructed therein presents a new nodel |anguage based on
the principles of logic and nathemati cs. Wttgenstein
acknow edges his indebtedness to this Fregean idea (also
found in Russell) in Tractatus 3.325.

(The conceptual notation of Frege and Russell is such a
| anguage, though, it is true, it fails to exclude all
m st akes) .

The notion of generative grammar is due to Noam Chonsky
according to whom syntactic structures are generated from a
base-structure with transformational rules. See Chonsky,
Aspects of a Theory of Syntax (The MI.T. Press, Canbridge,
1965) .

F. Waismann, Wttgesntein and the Vienna Grcle, ed. Brian

McQui nness; trans. J. Schulte and B. McQuiinness (Bl ackwell,
ford, 1979), p.240.

| bi d.

| bi d.

Merrill and Jaakko Bintikka have clained that the rules give
way to the linguistic activity in the |anguage-ganes. That

Is, rules lie subnmerged in the cluster of |Ilinguistic
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10.
11.
12.

13.

14.

activity. But the activity of rule-follow ng presupposes
rul es per se. Rules are organically related to the rule-
followi ng activity. See Merril B. Bintikka and Jaakkao
Bintikka, Investigating Wttgenstein (B ackwell, ford,

1986) .
See RC Pradhan, "A Note on Wttgenstein' s Phil osophical

QGamar", The Journal of the Inidan Acadeny of Phil osophy,

Vol . XM 11, (1989), 32-42.
For a classification of the aspects of grammar see D ane F.

Cottlieb, "Aspects of Ganmmar in the "Philosophical

I nvestigations" in Mrscher, E and Stranzinger, R (HEIs.)

Ethics - Foundations, Problens, and Applications (1981),

501- 504.

| bi d.

| bi d.

See WE Kennick, "Philosophy as Gamar and the Reality of
Universals,” Ludwi g Wttgenstein, Philosophy and Language,

(1972), pp. 140- 85.
See S Cavell, "The Availability of Wttgenstein' s Later
Phi | osophy”, Phil osophi cal Review (1962), pp.67-93. Al so

see a different view from Cavell's R Bailer, "\W\As

Wttgenstein a neo-Kantian." in Question of Wttgenstein

(Whiversity of Nabrasaka Press, Lincoln, 1988), pp.45-56.
The problem of grammar is the problem of use, the criteria
and rules thereof. See EBB pp.23-24 for an understandi ng of

the graammar of the word "know'. The words |ike 'thinking,
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

"believing' etc. can have their grammar. i.e. the criteria
of use (See P, Sects. 360, 410, 574, 613, BBS, pp.47,63).

For detailed discussion on this distinction, See J.FM
Hunter, "Depth Gammar” in Understanding Wttgenstein.
(Edi nburgh University Press, 1985).

. G Benjamn Qiveri, 'Depth Gamrar' as a Mt hodol ogi cal
concept in Philosophy, International Phil osophical Quarterly,

Vo.12, No.l (1972), 111-30.

Wttgenstein wites, 'The criteria which we accept for
"fitting", "being able to", "Understanding" are nore
conplicated that mght appear at first sight. That is, the

ganre wWwth these words, their enploynent in the |inguistic

di scourse that is carried on by their neans, is nore

involved, the role of these words in our |anguage other
than, we are tenpted to think (P, Sect.182), (ltalics
m ne) .

See Aiveri "Depth Gammar" as a Methodol ogi cal CGoncept in
Phi | osophy" for a conparison of Wttgenstein's surface
grammar with Chonsky's surface structure of grammar. It is.
argued that Wtgesntein's depth grammar has no simlarity

w th Chonsky's depth structure of grammar.

See Hallorn, M "Wttgensteinian Gammar," Personalist.
Vol .51, No.2, (1970), 212-21.

| bi d.

Ibid., p.215. Wttgenstein wites, "Wat has to be accepted,
the given, is - so one could say - forns of life, (A,
p. 226).
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CHAPTERII
GRAMVAR AND REALI TY

The problem of this chapter is : what is the nature of
reality as represented in |anguage? The internal relationship
between grammar and reality is the central focus of Wttgenstein
phi | osophy of grammar. | shall explore this relationship and its
various logical features in course of this chapter. i shall show
that Wttgenstein is comtted to the thesis that reality is

ultimately grammatical in its essential structure.
|. Grammar, Reality and Logical Form

Wttgenstein defines reality within the framework of
gr anmar . Wttgenstein's investigation into the structure of
reality, therefore, is a grammatical investigation. |Its focus is
"the essence of reality, not reality as it is contigently
st ruct ur ed. Essence is expressed by grammar (P, Sect.371).
Qamar is said to determne what is nmeaningful or what is

neani ngl ess in our uses of |anguage. Language is constituted by

grammatical rul es. In the structure of rules of grammar, the
concepts that we use regarding reality, e.g. "object"”, "fact"
etc. and their relations are reflected. For exanple, to talk

about a physical object like chair is to station the concept in
our grammar and give it determnabl e use. Thus grammar is in

constant harnony with reality.

For Wittgenstein, any kind of investigation into the nature

of grammar leads to the know edge of reality. But grammar not
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only takes account of rules of |anguages but also shows that
reality is anmenable to rules i.e. rules apply in the world.
QGammar provides a way of looking at things. As Hacker points
out; "grammar is the network of concepts and conceputal
connections forned by the rules determning the use of |anguage
as well as those rules thenselves".! A grammatical form stands
for a conceptual connection and so gramar provides the

conceptual structure that represents reality. Wttgenstein

wWites:

You have a new conception and interpret it as seeing a new

obj ect . You interpret a grammatical novenent nade by
yourself as a quasi-physical phenonenon which you are
observing.... what you have prinari I){1 di scovered is a new
way of looking at things. As if you had invented a new way

of painitng; or, again, a new netre, or a new kind of song

(A, Sect.401).
So, grammar provides a logical formor a form of representation
to apprehend reality. Wttgenstein gives considerable scope to
logical form as the essence of |anguage and reality. Logi cal
formof language is the sane as the formof reality (TP 4.12).
Logical formis the foundation of logic and |anguage insofar as
It constitutes the essence of all that logic and |anguage do.
Logical truths and relations are the ramfications of the |ogical
formof propositions in the |anguage. Thus |logic and the | ogical
forns are the nost essential aspects of |anguage. Wttgenstein
accords the prinmacy of place to logical formin the understandi ng
of the grammar of |anguage. Language reveals the logical form

(TLP 4.121), since the hone of logical formis |anguage itself.
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The logical structure of language is its logical form Every
synbol system i.e. language has a network of structural rules
and relations. These can be called the essences of synbolismand
representation. Philosophy has only to show what those forns are
and how they work . Hence, philosophy becones a description of
|l ogical fornms. Wttgenstein wites,
S nce |anguage stands in internal relation to the world, it
and these relations determne the logical possibility of
facts. If we have a-significant sign it nust stand in a
particular relation to a structure. Sign and relation

determ ne unanbiguously the logical form of the thing
signified (NB pp.42-43).

Thus the internal relations of the signs nmark the internal
relations of the things. That is, the logical formof signs is
the logical form of reality. This is not only true of the
| ogically defined synbols but also of all natural synbol -systens.
Logical formis therefore the global feature of the synbol
systens. Qammar in this sense is the doctrine of |ogical fornf

QGamar is a "theory of logical types' (PR Sect.7).

G course, neither logical forns nor grammatical rules can
be constitued by extra-logical devices. In the other words,
there is no extra-logical device to constitute the logical forns
of the language and its rules. Because |logical formof |anguage
Is a basic non-derivable fact. That is shown by |ogical syntax

t hrough internal connexions of the grammatical rules.

Wttgenstein appeals to the ultinacy of logical form This

appeal nmust not be taken as Frege's logical nethod which appeal s
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to Platonic realism Frege's logical nmethod is a nethod of
discovery as he assunes that logical form is independent of
| anguage and m nd. For Wttgenstein philosophy and | ogical
grammar are declared not to be sciences which can discover the
| ogical forns (TLP, 4.111, 4.112). Both are only explications of
logical form Logical formis not fact of any kind because it
cones along with l|anguage itself. The rules of grammar which
define logical forns are apriori rules and they determne what
| anguage can express, i.e., what can be said and what cannot be
said. These logical forns and rules of grammar are apriori and

transcendent al . ?
2. Reality and Pictures

VW know reality as we think it in |anguage. W can picture
it in language. Gamar, for Wttgenstein, provides the |ogical
representation of facts. Facts are the existence and non-
existence of states-of-affairs (TLP, 2). Facts constitute the
world (TLP 1.1). Wittgenstein thus provides a logical map of the
world in the network of grammatical relations of sentences which
are constituted as representations of facts. The Tractarian
met aphysics of the world is a grammatical representation.?
"Picturing" is a nethod of our linguistic representations of the
world. For Wttgenstein, language is a logical picture, i.e., a
| ogical nodel of reality (TLP, 4.01) by which he neans that
| anguage represents the logical structure of the world. It is
| anguage that represents reality. Gamar only provides t he

conditions for the possibility of the picture.
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The fundanmental thesis of picture theory is that the
| anguage and the world have a common |ogical form (TLP. 4.12).
Language displays the logical formof reality in its own form
(TLP. 4.121). The picture theory does not denonstrate the actual
identity of |anguage and the world. But it lays down the
conditions of representation of the world in |anguage. |In other
words, it transcedentally unfolds the conditions of |[ogical
reconstructibility of the world in |anguage. These conditions
belong to the grammar (logic) of |anguage. Wttgenstei n suggests
that we picture facts to ourselves (TLP, 3.001) only by being
able to think and reconstruct the facts in [|anguage. So,
ultimately, Wttgenstein's picture theory |lays down the forns of
our thought of the world and the |ogical conditions which nake
the thought possible. The conditions which make the thought
possible are linguistic since there is no thought w thout being
expressed in | anguage. Thought and | anguage have the identi cal
| ogi cal structure. All the forns of thought, according to

Wttgenstein, are forns of |anguage® (TLP 3.03).

The internal rel ationship between | anguage and reality shows
that pictorial relationship is not an external relationship. As
we know, |anguage is logical picture of reality because | anguage
and reality share the common logical form So, we can say that
logical formof |anguage is collateral with the form of reality
but it cannot be justified by the later. In sinple words, one
can say, If a proposition agrees with a fact in its logical form

It does not necessarily followthat it is justified by the fact.
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The fact is constituted through its linguistic representations.
There are, therefore, no non-linguistic facts. In the 1ogical
schene of the calculus nodel the notion of correspondence ill
fits. The question of correspondence does not rise at all. The
sense of propositions consists in their being logical pictures
of possible states-of-affairs. It is internal to the
propositions and can be denonstrated within the cal culus of
| anguage itslef. The possible situations which constitute
reality are thensel ves possi ble noves in the cal culus since they
have the sane logical multiplicity (TP 4.04) as that of the
propositions. In that sense, the limts of |anguage are limts
of the world (TLP 5.6). Qammar determns what is possible and
what is not possible (PG Sect. 82). Wttgenstein wites.
The connections between "language and reality is nade by
definitions. These defonotopns belong to grammar. So,
| anguage renai ns sel f-contai ned and aut ononous. (PG Sect. 55)
The picture theory contains the basis of the autonony of
| anguage in that |anguage and reality have | ogi cal agreenent and
that language is the picture of reality. Language internally
I nposes its structure on reality. In that sense, |anguage

contains the inmage of the world.

Wttgenstein's nodel of explaining the relations between
| anguage and reality is not causal or enpiricistic, because he
never felt it necessary to justify |anguage externally through
appeal to experience. What we call experience is itself

constituted by the rules of grammar. The causal conditioning of
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the rules of grammar is ruled out since there is no need for
deriving them from our experience of the world. Wttgenstein,
however, 1is not a Hunean in proposing that there is no
justification for our representation of the world. For | ogi cal
forms and rules of grammar do not need any justification at all.

They are not natters based on Hunean conventi ons.
3. Logical or Gammatical Essence

G amar does not create reality. Reality as such is pre-
| i ngui sti c. Its ontol ogical significance, however, is inferred
by grammar. W cannot describe and even think of reality if the
latter does not fulfill the basic grammati cal conditions of being
meani ngful |y represented. In the other words, grammar con-
stitutes the logical essences of the world Wttgenstein's wites:
"Essence is expressed by -grammar"(Pl, Sect.371). The | ogical
essences are the logical possibilities or forns that are the
constitutive conditions of the enpirical world. In the
Tractatus, Wttgenstein called these essences the "objects" that
underlie every possible state of affairs. (bjects constitute the
substance of the world (TLP 2.021). Substance is "the form and
content” (TLP. 2.025) of the world. From the | ogical or
grammatical point of view the objects are the fornal concepts
(TLP. 4.1272) and are the marks of conventions in |anguage. The
"objects', therefore, can be called a grammati cal category. It

derives its significance fromgrammar itself.
In this context, Wttgenstein observes: "QGammar tells what

a7



kind of object anything is (theology as grammar)" (H, Sect.373).
The grammatically of object is the hallmark of the Ilater
Wttgensteinian concept of object and the world. The
grammatici zati on of every ontol ogical category deepens the

Tractarian view of world and objects rather than rejects it.°
4. bjects, Facts and Conpl exes

Wttgenstein's early theory of the world is that the world
is a totality of facts and these facts in the ultimate anal ysis
are concatenations of objects. These objects are sinple. They
nmake up the substance of the world. They are conbined with each
other in different ways so as to form facts. The totality of
facts is limted by the totality of objects that can serve as
ingredients of facts. An object is represented in the |anguage
by a nane. Wth the conbination of names we can form
propositions. Thus the totality of propositions representing the
totality of facts nmakes up our | anguage. Language as a whol e

mrrors the worl d.

Wttgenstein includes properties, relations and functions in
his notion of objects. He wites, "Relations and properties,
etc., are objects too" (NB, p.61). In his mddle period

Wttgenstein denonstrates in his Philosophical G anmar that

properties and relations are included among objects and that
objects are the all-enbracing logical ingredients of facts and

conpl exes. He wites:
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A conplex is a conpound of its parts, the things of a kind

which go to nake it up. (This is of course a gramati cal

proposition concerning the words 'conplex', "part' and

‘conpose' .) (PG Appendi x p.200).

In the Tractatus al so there are enough of evidences to show
that objects have replaced the so called properties, relations
and functions.® There is only one category of reality and that

is the 'objects'. (bjects account for all the possible states of

affairs (TLP. 3.1432, 3.2, .- 221). pjects .make up t he substance
of the world. Substance is what subsists in the world
i ndependently of what happens in the world. There nust be
objects, if the world is to have alternative descriptions.

(bjects are the ingredients for the unalterable form of the
world. (TLR, 2.0271). (bj ects constitute the unalterable form
They are subsistent. Their configuration produces states of
affairs which are changing and therefore are contigent.
Wttgenstein's search for the objects was the search for the
necessary and |ogical conditions of our |anguage and the world.
(oj ects thus being the basis of our neani ngful representation of
the world in |anguage have the characteristics of being sinple,
such that (1) they do not have a structure like the physical
objects, and (2) cannot be further analysed and so are the end
points’ of the process of analysis. Accordingly, we can say
objects constitute the limt of the enpirical world and the
enpirical discourse. bjects are proxied in the discourse by the
logically sinple and semantically primtive sinple synbols or

nanes (TLP. 3.22). bjects are, therefore, necessarily naned and
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thus are discourse-dependent for their formal or grammatical

nat ur e.
5. Phenonenol ogi cal Vs G ammati cal

As | have indicated in Chapter |, the objects of the
Tractatus have been supposed to be phenonenol ogi cal® - the itens

given to our inmediate experience. The followng renark is

adduced as an evi dence.
As exanples of sinple | always think of parts of visual
space. (NB, p.45).
It seens to ne perfectly possible that patches in our visual
field are sinple objects .... the visual appearances of
stars even seen certainly to be so. (NB p.64).

The following renmark from the Tractatus nmay be taken as

supporting the above claim

2.0131 A spatial object nust be situated in infinite space. (A
spatial point is an argument-place). A speck in the
visual field, though it need not be red, nust have sone
colour; it is, so to speak, surrounded by col our-space.
Notes nust have sone pitch, objects of the sense of
touch sonme degree of hardness and so on.

It is conpatible with the character of sinple objects that
Wttgenstein should countenance conplex physical objects.
Conpl ex physical objects can be taken as the configuration of
sinple objects. As Wttgenstein renarks at TLP 6.3431 "the |aws
of physics, with all their logical apparatus, still speak however
indirectly about the objects of the world'. The |anguage of

physics is descriptive of the so called phenonenol ogical world

and a purely fictitous world. Wttgenstein renarks:
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Let us not foreget that the | anguage of physics too, again
describes only the primary [i.e. penonenol ogical] world and not a
hypot heti cal worl d. The only hypothesis (of physics) is an

assunption concerning the practical nethod of description.®

However, phenonenol ogi cal description of the physical world
does not fit the description of the Tractarian objects. As
argued in chapter I, the objects which constitute the essences of
the world are logical (fornmal) and so grammatical in character.
They are not given in imedi ate experience as objects of consci-
ousness. In fact, they constitute the limts of all enpirical
reality and so cannot thenselves be enpirical. "Enpirical reality
Is limted by the totality of objects"” (TLP, 5.5561). (oj ect s
are the non-enpirical and therefore the grammati cal essences of
the worl d. It is therefore a grammatical statenent that any
possible world nust have the sane objects (the logical form.

{TLP 2.022 -2.0231).

6. The (bjects in the Later Phil osophy

In his later philosophy, Wttgenstein is explicit that
grammar determnes the essences or the objects of the world.
QGamrar tells us "what kind of object anything is" (RA. Sect.373)
and to which category of descriptive |anguage it belongs. So one
can say oObject is constituted in gramar. E K Specht,

expressing such a view wites,
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— lLanguage is not abstracted fromobjects; but draw ng up
| anguage- gane creates a new articul ati on and organi sati on of
phenonena, simultaneously with the introduction of the new
linguistic sign. In this way a new group of objects is
‘constituted' iy a language game simultaneously wth new

i nguistic sign

According to Wttgenstein objects are articulated and
signified in |anguage. A | anguage-gane as a grammatical nove
articulates the object into a new form The constitution of the
objects is only grammatical or conceptual. This does not inply
that objects are created in | anguage. Wttgenstein was never
concerned wth the origin or creation of the world. H s problem

was concerning the |ogical possibility of the world or the way it

can be made intelligible. To put it in his words, ".... our
I nvestigation, however, is directed not towards phenonena, but,

as one mght say, towards the possibilities' of phenonena” (A,

Sect. 90). As | have argued, this is the nost inportant
notivation of the grammatical investigation that Wttgenstein
undertakes in his later phil osophy. Al l conceptual renmarks on
the nature of objects and the world are descriptions of the
paradigns in our |anguage. Wttgenstein expl ai ns:
Wiat looks as if it had to exist, is part of the |anguage.
It is a paradigmin our | anguage-gamne; sonething w th which
conparision is nade. And this may be an inportant
observation; but none the | ess an observati on concerni ng our
| anguage- gare- our nethod of representation (P, Sect.50).
The paradigm - setting in the object-description is grammati cal

In the sense that whenever we tal k about objects and their being

"sinple’ or 'conplex' we nake grammatical renmarks about certain
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| anguage-ganes. The object is sinple or conplex relative to a

| anguage-gane (P, Sects.47). Wttgenstein wites,

The question "Is what you see conposite?' nakes good sense
if it is already established what kind of conplexity - that
Is, which particular use of the word - is in question (H,
Sect.47) (italics mne).

The attribution of the property of existence (being) or non-
exi stence (non-being) to objects (elements) is a natter of
grammar, Since within | anguage alone is it considered what a
particular object is or is not. "The standard netre in Paris" is
Wttgenstein's notable exanple wherein the grammar of the word
"nmetre’ is laid down. Wttgenstein says,

There is one thing of which one can say neither that it is

one nmetre Tong, nor that it is not one metre |ong, and that

is the standard netre in Paris. —But this is, of course
not to ascribe any extraordinary property to it, but, only
to mark its peculiar role in the |anguage-game of neasuring
wth ametre-rule. (RA', Sect.50). (Italics mne).
What, according to Wttgenstein, is inportant now is the
| anguage-gane and its grammatical structure. That al one deci des
what objects we are referring to or describing. The objects have
their grammatical proxies .in the paradigns of |anguage-ganes.

They becone part of the nethod of representation.* (M,

Sect s. 50-57).
7. Ontol ogy of essences

Wttgenstein addresses hinself to the question: Are the
essences objectively real? That is, are the so called

grammat i cal essences objectively true of the factual world? This
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Is a fundanental question regarding the ontological reality of
grammar itself.

There are essences in the objective donmain of |anguage
according to Wttgenstein. VW know them through an eidetic-
intuition, i.e., the intuition given to us in |anguage-use.
These essential structural properties are mrrored in the
structure of |anguage. Wttgenstein clains in the Tractatus that
the structure of the world is reflected in the structure of
| anguage (TLP. 4.124). He also clains that the fornal properties
are objectively located in the world. The world shares wth
| anguage the fornal properties or essences. So the fornal
properties are a feature of world itself (TLP 4.1221-4.123).
Wttgenstein has no other world than the world of |anguage to
|l ocate the fornal elenments of reality. The formal or grammati cal

essences are the essential conditions of reality.

The word "mrror" perhaps brings us a feeling that there is
a gap between language and reality. PR ctureing of reality by
| anguage is a kind of bridging this gap. For Wttgenstein,
| anguage and world are structurally identical in the sense they
have sanme |ogical form Structure of the world cannot be

concei ved w t hout donai n of | anguage.

If we accept the view that Wttgenstein takes the notion of
the formof the world to have an ontol ogi cal significance, in the
way the Platonic forns have, then it is difficult to accommodate

the transcendental framework!® of the Tractatus. which clains to
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lay bare only the apriori conditions of the possibility of
| anguage and the world. VW can show that these formal properties
or essences attributable to reality are contained in logic. So,
they have been derived fromlogic and not from reality itself.
They are true of the world, since the latter conforns to the
forns of logic. This shows the co-existence of realism and the
transcendental framework in the Tractatus w thout underm ning
t he | ogi c-dependence of essences. The later works can be deened
to be following the Tractarian reconciliation of realism of
essences with the transcendntal ** standpoint of gramar. S nce
grammar expresses the essences, it is quite right to say that
they are real in |anguage w thout being derived from the world
itself. They provide the conceptual moulds in which the world

itself could be nmade intelligible.
8. Gammatical IIllusions

According to Wttgenstein any pointer to reality beyond
grammar is conpletely deceptive. That grammar represents a pre-
linguistic reality is only a grammatical illusion. Wttgenstein
wites,

"You a have new conception and interpret it as seeing new

object. You interpret a grammati cal novenent by yourself as
a quasi -physi cal phenonenon which you are observing (A,

Sect . 401) .
It is an illusion to say that grammatical forns stand
i ndecently of grammar. Wat is illusory is not the reality of
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the world itself, but the logical form of the world standing
I ndependently of the grammatical form It does not amount to a
denial of those forns thenselves but their independence of
grammar. The logical formof the world has its source in grammar
and in |anguage-use. The structure of the world has no
ontol ogi cal foundati ons. It is decided ultinmately by grammar.
Limts of grammar are also co-termnus wth the limts of the

wor | d.
PMS Hacker wites,

"In the investigations the structure of |anguage is still
the subject of 1nvestigation. Moreover, it is still
isomorphic with the "structure of reality', not because
| anguage nust mrror the logical formof the universe, but
because appar ent 'structure of reality' is merely the shadow
of grammar.?

Whiat does Hacker nean by the "shadow of grammar"? Perhaps
he neans that the structure of reality has no ontol ogi cal basis
in the world but is ultinately based on grammar. This is a

pl ausi bl e construati on of the above statnent. Shadow of granmmar

is nerely a shadow, it is not an ilusion. The structure of
reality is as real as that of |anguage. Reality as such is
formess. |Its forns are derived fromgrammar. So, the structure
of reality is alsoreal. But it is a grammatical reality. Thus
ontol ogy collapses into granmar. The wuniverse as a vast
panoram c existence derives its essential structure from the

I nner necessities of grammar.
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9. Language- ganes

The notion of |anguage-gane seens to provide answers to the

follow ng questions in Wttgenstin's later phil osophy:

1. How are the pictures, which our sentences are supposed to
be, conpared with reality?

2. How do we establish whether they are true or false?

In Wttgenstein's l|ater philosophy, the relation between
| anguage and reality is established not through "picturing" but
t hrough |anguage-ganes.® But the transitions from "picture’ to
| anguage-gane is found in remarks |like the foll ow ng:

M/ leading idea is that a proposition is conpared with the

reality (M 107, p.155). -

| nust after all be able to conpare reality wth a

proposition. (M5 107, p. 153)

In the Tractatus, |anguage-world relations through the

picture nodel are sinple and straight-forward. Language

establishes projective relations with the world with the

Iinternediary of names and objects. The Tractarian projective
relations are logically neat and syntactico - semantically
transparent. Language-reality relations are, however, not so

sinple in the nodel of |anguage-ganes. The relations are diverse
and they can be effected only by neans of rule-governed
activities on the part of the | anguage- users. *’ The rul e-
structure of |anguage use contains the diversity of the relation;

they reveal that |anguage keeps contact with reality not sinply
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as a description. Soneti mes | anguage contains predictions
supposi ti ons, hypotheses and sonetines, orders, conmands, or
sinple guidelines for future descriptions. |In any form |anguage
Is always conpared with reality if not as a nmeasure or nmap, but

at least as a system of rules, conventions and repeated

practi ces.

Wttgenstein continues to hold the idea that it is the use
of -picttfre that nediates between the picture (a sentence, a
thought, a blueprint, or an order) and the reality it represents.
In the later works the term 'language-gane' can be taken to
constitute the basic senantic relations between |anguage and the
world. Wen this fact is noted, the picture idea is vindicated.
The semantic projections in an appropriate |anguage-gane renains

pictorial even though in a mninal sense. As Wttgenstein puts
it:

So | aminagining that the difference between proposition
and reality is ironed out by the lines of projection
bel onging to the picture, the thought, and that no further
room i1s left for a nmethod of application, but only for
agreenent and di sagr eenent.

Thus what nmay look like ensuring the rejection of the
picture theory is in fact an underlying continuity of the
semantics of pictures and its grammatical reincarnation in
t he theory or | anguage- ganes. *'

This interpretation is confirmed by Wttgenstein's own

statenents such as foll ows:

Li ke everythi n% net aphyi scal the harnony between thought and
e

reality is to found in the grammar of the |anguage. (PG
Sect . 112).
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In other words, Wttgenstein is not denying the agreenent
bet ween | anguage and reality, but asserting the relation in the
forns of |anguage-gane. The agreenent is grammatical, since what
Is denmanded is the agreenent in form not in content. Language
Is in the last analysis related to the world, not by nane-object
correlations, but by |anguage-ganes. These | anguage- ganes
contain the synbols of our |anguage under the control of the
network of rules and also determne the application or use of
these synbols in the world. It is only the |anguage-gane that
first determnes what the synbol is and then how it is used to

represent an object or phenorenon in different situations.?
10. Language-gane As a Method of Representation

Forns of representation, according to Wttgenstein, evolve
out of our actual ways of using |anguage for describing the
world. The forns of representation are the |anguage-ganes wth

which we represent the world. A P Sect 50 Wttgenstein says:

V¢ can put it like this: This sanple is an instrument of the

| anguage used in ascription of colour. In this |anguage-
gane it is not sonething that is represented but is a nmeans
of representation. - And just this goes for an elenent in
| anguage-gane; .. .vwhen we nane it by uttering the word "R':
this gives this object a role in our |anguage-gane; it is
now a neans of representation. And to say "If it did not
exist, 1t could have no nane" is to say as nuch and as

[TttlTe as: if this thing did not exist, we could not use it
i n our |anguage-gane.

The |anguage-ganmes as the forns of representation are the
ways we describe the world or talk about it in various ways.

Describing is not mapping but bringing the world into our
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cognitive network. Qur fundamental relations with the world are
accentuated in our linguistic network, i.e., in our gramar. Qur
experience is dependent on our gramatical nodes, that is on our

net hods of representation.

V¢ have a world-picture which is present in our |anguage.

The world-picture is grammatical. It lays down the conditions of
all linguistic description. Wttgenstein says,
| have a world-picture. Is it true or false? Above all

it is the substratumof all ny enquiring and asserting. The
propositions describing it are not all equally subject to
testing. (OC Sect. 162)

The world-picture is not sonething which we acquire as a

matter of pragmatic choice but it is basic to our thinking. | t
Is the substratum of our ways of thinking and acting. It is
neither true nor false, reasonabl e nor unreasonable- "It is there

- like our life" (QC Sect.559).

Now the question is : can we call our forns of representa-
tion apriori? 0O course, they are not apriori - in the sense that
Wttgenstein's early logical systemis : nevertheless, they can
be called apriori in the sense that they are prior, to any form
of experience. They are not based on the experience of the
world. Their source is |anguage, rather than experience.

Utinately they lie in our forns of life.

Wiat do these forns of |anguage represent? Do they

represent facts or possibilities of facts? Wttgenstein answers
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these question in a novel way. They no doubt represent the
world, but the world is already given to us in language. The
world is grammatically located in our linguistic network. So the
world that we seemto represent is a fact of |anguage. These are

ultimately linguistic facts. No other facts are recorded.

There is a wde-spread view that Wttgenstein has given up
picture theory of |anguage that he had put forward in the
Tract at us. Narme-object relation is the main thesis underlying
the picture theory. Later this idea of '"picturing' is mssing in
his wittings. There are inportant changes found in the attitude
of Wttgenstein towards picture idea in the mddle period and the
later period of his life. Wat are those changes? Let us
briefly discuss the followng points in order to support the view
that Wttgenstein continues to believe that picture theory was

basically alright.

1. The prinmary evidence is that pictorial relation between
| anguage and reality lost its primacy in his later theory of
| anguage apparently because picture theory was very nuch
idealized and was far renoved from ordi nary | anguage. The
rel ati on between sentences and facts was based on idealized
name-obj ect relationship. It his later period, Wttgenstein
says nothing about namng relations except that they are

there, and can be taken care of in our ordinary |anguage-

use. In the Notebooks Wttgenstein declares: "Logic takes
care of itself!". Wuat he is concerned about there is the
primacy of |ogic. Bowever, the change in the order of
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conceptual priorities greatly reduced the inportance of the
picture-view. Logic in the transcendental sense gave way to
| ogic as the description of |anguage-ganes.

2. In his later philosophy, Wttgenstein proposes that the
basi c | anguage-world relations are not one-to-one relations.
(ne and the sane | anguage-gane can, as Hnttikkas® observe,
nmedi ate the connection of several different words wth
reality. This makes the application of the idea of picture
grossly inadequate, if not wong.

3. Language- ganes have assimlated the namng relations into
their descriptive structure wthout presenting the one-to-
one relationship. Language is related to reality in diverse

ways rather than in one paradigmatic way.

These evidences are not sufficient to draw the conclusion
that Wttgenstein has given up 'picture theory forever. P cture
theory has reincarnated itself as theory of | anguage- ganes.
Language now is the all conprehensive universal nedium which
enconpasses all possible relations with the world. Qur new
pictures of the world are the blurred and hazy images reflected

in our |inguistic nedi um

There are several notebook entries in the M5 to show that
Wttgenstein evinced nuch nore interest than before in the idea
of picture: "A porposition is not sinply a picture but a

potrait". (Ms 107, P.155, 7 Qct., 1929).

62



M/ idea that a proposition is a picture was a good one. It
is said that thinking is the same as, or sonmething simlar
to, making a picture for oneself, and thinkable is the same
as, or simlar to, what is imaginable. And as undeterm ned
as the concept of proposition, is as undetermned is also
the concept of picture i.e. a picture is nevertheless a
perfect guidespot to the understanding of how a proposition
works. (Ms 219, p.14).% (Italics mne

11. Assertions, Propositions and Language- games

According to Wttgenstein, propositions are articulate.

This conception of proposition is found in Wttgenstein's ' early
phil osophy and also continued thoughout the mddle period %

Propositions have never lost their prinmacy in Wttgenstein's
t hought . The connection between |anguagae and reality is
est abl i shed t hough propositions. Propositions express sense and
have use or enploynent in |anguage-ganes. Besides, propositions
have sense because they have articul ated structure. The world
they represent has an identical structure. Language and the
world have the same logical multiplicity (PR Sect. 32). The
probl em of assertions was an ever continuing problem with
Wttgenstein. For him there are no unassorted propositions. So
he considered the assertion sign as redundant (TLP, 4.442). The
| ater theory of | anguage-ganes fully denonstrates the superfluity
of assertion sign as a logical category. Al'l propositions are
assertions and they show that they are such. Wttgenstein's
picture theory contains the logic of assertions. The follow ng

remark is worth noting:
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If we keep in mnd the possibility of a picture which,
t hough correct, has no simlarity with its object, the
interpolation of a shadow between the sentence and reality
| oses all points. For now the sentence itself can serve as
such a shadow The sentence is just such a picture, which has

not the slightest simlarity wth what it represents... This
shews you the way in which words and things nmay be connected
(BBS p. 37).

To entertain a shadow between sentence and reality is to
require an additional device called assertion-sign. But the
sentence itself contains the shadow and so the assertion-sign.

Propositions are articulate,. They show what they assert and so

contain their sense. The idea of picture continued to haunt
Wttgenstein even in the late mddle period. GE More has
correctly noted down the struggle wth this idea which

Wttgenstein has in his Lectures in 1930-33. %

True propositions describe reality whether it is called a
picture or not. Propositions have little simlarity with reality
except inthe logical form This logical fact is mrrored in the
grammar of a proposition. Wttgenstein' s tal ks about the general
notion of picture that clarifies the grammar of pictures. He
wites,

Let us imagine a picture story in schematic pictures, and
thus nore like the narrative in a |anguage than a series of

realistic pictures. Wsing such a picture - |anguage we
mght in particular e.g. keep our hold on the course of
battl es. Language- garres) . And a sentence of our word-

| anguage approxinmates to such a picture 1n this picture
[anguage much nore closely than we think (PG Sect.123).
(Ttalics mne).

Thus the idea of picture gets a grip over |anguage inspite of



the fact that | anguage is not actually a picture. Oly logically

it is so.

Wttgenstein uses in his later witings one characteristic
i dea. It consist in conparing sone sentence not with portraits

(historical pictures) but wth genre pictures In Pl, Sec.522 he

wites:

If we conpare a proposition to a picture, we nust think
whether we are conparing it to a potrait (a historical
representation) or to a genre - picture and both conpari sons
have a point.

The genre-pictures tell us sonething about the world. They keep

thensel ves rearer to reality. Wttgenstein wites,
| should like to say, "what the picture tells ne is itself".
That is, its telling ne consists in its ow structure, in
its own lines and colours (P, Sect.523).

Thus pictures are always granatically rel evant. The rigid

determnants of a picture have withered away but the essenti al

grairanticality of a pictureis still intact.

12. Picture Theory : The Grammatical Requirenent

In the above exanple of genre pictures Wttgenstein is
talking of nore than basic name-object relationship and their
I ndependence of two-place relationship. The name - object
relationship is constituted in |anguage ganes. Not only that,
the picture idea itself arises out of a grammatical requirenent.

Picture is a particular grammati cal nove that is independent of
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our experience of the world. It does not require nane - object
relationship at all for its possibility. The grammatically
required picture precedes our nanes-object relationship. The
picture is a fundanental notion. But it is no nore a single

noti on. ®

The claim that Wttgenstein gave up the picture theory of
| anguage can be understood only depending on in what sense we are
ready to consider the word 'picture' . If the word 'picture'
stands for a single name-object relationship, then the Ilater
Wttgenstein has the option not to go in for such a standpoint.
If it means a general agreenent between expressions and reality
then 'picture’ remains at the core of [|anguage theory.
Wttgenstein has no objection to the idea that |anguage and the
world have an internal harnony. The |anguage-ganes perfectly
represent the inner harnony between | anguage and the reality. As
Wttgenstein has nade it clear, we could not use such expressions
as 'belief, "expectation' and "command w thout presupposing
that what we expect nust itself be expressed in |anguage.® There
must be an internal agreenent between belief and what is
believed. As Wttgenstein says, "what is essential to intention

Is the picture: the picture of what is intended" (PR Sec.2l).
He further says:

If there were no connection between the act of expectation
and reality, you could expect a nonsense (FR Sect. 33).

What gives us the idea that there is a

kind of agreenent between thought and reality. | nstead of
"agreenent” one mght here say with a clear conscience
"pictorial character;.
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But is this pictorial character an agreenent? In the

Tractatus Logi co-Philosophics | said sonething like: it is
an agreenent of form But that is an error (RG | Appendi X
4B, p.2.12).

The nere agreenent of formis of course an erroneous notion. It

goes with application. '"Form is an inconplete notion wthout

use' or application. That is what Wittgenstein says when he
talks of the Dblue-point plus the nethod of proj ection
(application).?” One can see that both picture and its
application were already in the Tractatus. However, the
Tractari an concept of use had not been sufficiently enriched Iike
the later concept of use. The picture is a blue-print and it can
be used only in a | anguage-gane. The | anguage-gane contai ns bot h
the picture and its possible application. The projection |ines
still take direction form | anguage to reality. Thus the notion
of picture survives inspite of the various changes in the picture

t heory. %8

13. Gonvergence of Language and Reality

Although the notion of picture is absent from the scene
Wttgenstein has always talked of reality in his later witings.

What does he think about the relation of |anguage and reality?

In his earlier witings Wttgenstein has thought of a gap
between | anguage and reality. That gap has to be nediated by
pi ct ure. It seens that gradually the gap has been bridged and

the differences between themnorrowed. Utinately, Wttgenstein
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finds no ontol ogical gap between the tw. For him | anguage and
reality occupy one single logical space. Language and reality go
together in a single logical space. Language is part of reality
and reality is part of the linguistic continuum How does this
convergence of |anguage and reality take place? It takes place
in the concept of grammar. Qammar tells what the reality is and
how to represent it in [|anguage. Gamar is the decisive
el enent . G ammar enconpasses both |anguage and reality. The
poi nt of "convergence of |anguage and reality is found in grammr.
Wttgenstein hints at this inward convergence in the fallow ng
passage:

The rules of grammar cannot be justified by one's shew ng

that their application nakes a representation agree wth

reality. For this justification would itself have to
describe what is represented (PG Sect.134).

Reality first becones sonething represented in the process
of representation. The fundanmental question therefore is How do
we represent anything? This requires a grammati cal
determnation. W can say: grammar tells what kind of object
anything is (P, Sect.373).

14. Goncl usi on

Al roads in a sense lead to grammar. The facts of | anguage
and its functions are characterizable in grammar. QGamar tells
what is having sense in our |anguage-use, and what is not.
Ganmar, therefore, is the accounts book of |anguage (PG

Sect.44). On the other hand, grammar also tells us what reality
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Is (Pl Sect. 373) and what agreenent or harnony it has wth
| anguage (PG Sect.112). Reality thus becones an additional
di nensi on of grammar,® grammar being the source of the letter's
intelligibility. As Wttgenstein puts it.

The connection between "language and reality" is nade by

definitions of words, and these belong to grammar, so that

| anguage renains self-contained and autononous. (PG
Sect.5§.
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NOTES

P.MS Hacker, Insight and Illusion. (darendon Press,
kford, 1972), p.151.

See David MCarthy "The Philosophy of Logical Wolisn,
Synt hese 87 (1991), 51-123.
I bid..
The problem of the relation of |anguage and thought is
tackled by Wttgenstein at various stages in a uniform
manner. For himthought is logically structured and so it
Is linguistic out and out. Thoughts are the linguistic
anticulations nanifested in | anguage use. See P. 330, 332
The preval ent idea that Wttgenstein rejected his Tractarian
ontology in his later works in wong, since instead of
rejecting it he only renoved the consistencies surrounding
the concept of the object and facts. The notion of fact was
slowy found redundant, since the concept of object sufficed
to take account of all linguistically possible states of
affairs. The 'world of the A. is a dynamc constellation
of objects grammatically BO stationed in the representing
nmechani sm of the |anguage-ganes. See Merrill Hntikka and

Jaakko H ntikka, Investigating Wttgenstein (Blackwell,

Okford, 1986) for a viewreaffirmng the continuity between

the Tractatus and the Pl worl d-vi ews.

See GEM Ansconbe, An Introduction to Wttgenstein's

Tractatus (Hutchinson, London, 1951), Chapter 7 for a

di scussion on this issue.
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10.

11.

12.

(bj ects are the result of a transcendental deduction rather
than a sinple logical analysis. The deduction is of the
character of an apriori or Jlogical analysis of the
possibility of sense. Wttgenstein's followng remark at
Tractatus 2.0211-2.0212 is worth considering: "If the world
had no substance, then whether a proposition had sense woul d
depend on whether another proposition was true. In that
case one could not sketch any picture of the world (true or
false)".

See Merrill Hntikka and Jaakka Hntikka, Investigatiing

Wttgenstein. H nti kkas argue that the objects in the

Tractatus are phenornenol ogical as they are the objects of
acquai ntance given in the domai n of experience.

"Big Typesinpt" (Ms 108). Quoted in Hntikka and H ntikka,
| nvestigating Wttgestein, p.75.

E K Specht, Foundations of Wttgenstein's Late 1Phil osphv

(Manchester University Press, Manchester, 1969) pp.158-59.
Quoted in RC Pradhan, Lnaguage and Experience. An

Interpretation of the Later Phil osophy of Wttgenstein (Al
Prakashan, Meerut, 1981), p.110.

For detailed discussion on the nmethod of representation as
part of grammar, see P.MS Hacke, Insight and Il usion,

Chapter M. : o
B detic instuition is renarkably an apriori intuition mnuch

favoured by the phenonenol ogi sts. It is essentially a
di rect apprehension of essences. However, Wttgenstei n does

not call it an epistemc process at all. It is linguistic
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13.

14.

15.
16.

17.
18.

in character, since |language ultinmately provides the
apprehension of the grammatical essences. At  Tratatus
5.4731 Wttgentein wote: "Self-evidence, which Ressell
tal ked about so nuch, can becone dispensable in logic, only

because |anguage itself prevents every |ogical mstake*"

(Italics mne).
The logical essences are self-evident in a charac-
teristically grammati cal manner.

See P.MS Hackeer, Insight and Illusion for discussion on

its transcendental franework of the Tractatus. The

followng remark is worth considering:

Logic is not a body of doctrine, but a mrror-inage of
the world. Logic Is transcendental (TLP. 6.13).

See R C Pradhan, Language and Experience (Anu Prakashan,

1981) for a defence of the transcendental standpoint in the
| ater works of Wttgenstein.

Hacker, Insight and |11 usion, p.145.

cf. Hentikka and H nti kka, Investigating Wttgenstein. They

maintain that the |anguage-world relation the nmain focus of
t he notion of | anguage-gane.

| bid.,

The idea of picture eurviews the many changes that have
definitely taken place in Wttgenstein's picture theory.
However, it has taken a nore informal turn insofar as
"picture’ has shed its rigid fornat. Language-ganes contain
the surviving elenent of pictorial/projective relations

between | anguage and the world. See Hntikka and H ntikka,
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19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.

| nveatgati ng Wttgenstein h.9. See also A Kenny, "The

Ghost of the Tractatus" in Ludwig Wttgenstein Qitical

Assessnents Vol .1 ed. S Shanker (G oomHel m London, 1986).

For an opposite view on continuity, see PMS Hacker, "The
Rise and Fall of the Picture Theory", in Ludw g
Wttgenstein, Qitical Assessnents, \ol.1.

See Investigating Wttgenstein

I bid.. p.234.

I bid.,

Quoted in Investigating Wttgenstein, p.227.
See Big Typescript (M5 213) Sect.43.

See GE More, "Wttgenstein's Lectures in 1930-33" in
G assics of Analytic' Philosophy ed. R Anunernman (Tata

MG aw H || Publishing Conpany Ltd., Bonbay, New Del hi,
1965) pp. 233-284.

cf. Janes Bogen, Wttgenstein' s Philosophy of Language,

(Routl edge and Kegan Paul, London, 1972) p.131. Bogen

correctly nentions that the old notion of fact 1is

assimlated into language itself. He wites,
This would show that "fact" need not refer to any
entity above and beyond those referred to by a sentence
used to assert that such and such is the case w thout
the word 'facts'... If expressions of facts are always
assertins or indirect discourse reports of assertions,
then to express a fact is to nake or report an asertion

about entities which are not facts (p.125).
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26.
27.
28.

29.

See Phi |l osophi cal Remar ks, Sects 20-38.

cf. Philosophical Gammar. |, App. 4B, p. 213

Bogen is of the opinion that picture though essentially
depends on the internal relation whereas the use theory is
basically dependent on the notion of contigent relationship
bet ween | anguage of reality. I think this is not correct.
Language-reality relationship has to be internal and so

necessary. See Bogen, Wttegentein' s Phil osohy of Language.
pp. 102- 119.

For nmere el aborate discussion on the grammati cal nature of

reality, See Finch, Wttgenstein-Later Philosophy : An

Exposition of "Philosophical Investigations Hunanities

Press, Atlantic H ghlands, N J., 1977), pp.149-152.
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CHAPTER - 111
GRAMVATI CAL PROPCSI TI ONS

In this chapter I wll focus on the nature and structure of
grammati cal propositions. These propositions occupy a unique
pl ace in |anguage, according to Wttgenstein. The | ogi cal
propositions of the Tractatus have appeared as the grammati cal
propositions in Wttgenstein's | ater works. The nost
significant thesis to be discussed in this chapter is that
grammatical -enpirical distinction which is mintained in
Wttgenstein's logic and grammar is redefined in the |ater works.
The unconpromsing distinction is diluted to accommodate even the
otherwi se enpirical looking propositions as gramatical. The
notion of 'grammatical' is w dened to cover the synthetic apriori

pr oposi ti ons.

The notion of grammar which | have so far devel oped
indicates that there are propositions which can be called
grammatical depending upon what role they play in |anguage A
grammati cal proposition, according to Wttgenstein, states the
rule or the conditions of use of a word or sentence. Therefore,
grammatical propositions set the limts of |anguage, i.e. the
bounds of what can be correctly used in language. Seen in this
context, grammatical propositions lay down the Ilimts of
intelligibility of our linguistic descriptions. They set the

"l'imts of enpiricism!
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1. Nature of Grammatical Propositions

Gamatical propositions, according to Wttgenstein, consist
of (i) Mathenatical propositions (ii) propositions of logic and
(iti) a wide variety of other expressions. Exanpl es of these

above variety include such propositions as,

"BEvery rod has a length" (H, Sect. 251).

"The class of lion is not a lion but class of classes is a
class" (RFM p. 182).

"An order orders its execution" (P, Sect.458).

"I cannot feel your toothache" (BBS p.49).

"You can't hear God speak to soneone el se,

you can hear Hmonly if you are being

addressed" (Z Sect.717).

"This body has an extension" (P,p.251-2).

"Wite is lighter than black” (RFM 1, Sect.105).

These propositions constitute a wide variety of grammati cal
sentences. They have one famly resenbl ence, nanely, they tell
about the concept concerned. They define or bring out the
| ogi cal structure of the concept and its use in | anguage.
G amatical propositions are, to say the least, conceptual or

definitional.

Backer? points out that there may be two types of
grammati cal sentences dressed in netaphysical disguise viz., (1)

the first are grammatical sentences expressed in the nodal form

76



such as "can or cannot", "nust or must not" etc. e.g. "I" cannot
exhibit ny ow sensations "(Z, Sect. 134). "Geen or blue cannot
be in the sanme place similtaneously” (BB 56). (2 Secondly,
there is a range of conpletely disguised grammatical sentences,

e.g. of course, | know what | wsh (BB p.30). These
sentences, anongst others, are disguised grammatical sentences,
because, they do not apear to be so. They appear to be
nmet aphysi cal statenents about "sensations", "w sh", etc.
Wttgenstein supposes that philosophy abounds in such
nmet aphysi cal | ooking sentences which are really grammatical.
Though they tal k about the conceptual essences assigned to a word
or expression they do not pose to be netaphysical descriptions of
such essences. Wttgenstein gives a striking exanple of this
confusion in the follow ng passage:
The 'private experience' is a degenerate construction of our
grammar (conparable in a sense to tautology and contradic-
tion). And this grammatical nonster now fools us; when we
wish to do anay wth it, it seens as though we denied the
exi stence of an experience, say, toothache (N, p.314.).
As Wttgenstein very aptly puts it, "A whole cloud of philosopy

[is] condensed into a drop of grammar™ (P, I, X, p.222).

Mat hemati cal sentences al so form another kind of grammati cal
propositions.  course, they have the msleading formof verbal
expression of nathenatical proofs. They show us what mnakes sense
to say, eg 2 + 2 =4  They are the mathematical rules that
regul ate our mathenatical calculations. "The mat hemati cal

proposition has the dignity of a rule" (RFM |, Sect.165). By
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noting a mathematical rule, we really note a deep convention and a
conceptual connection that is an wunderlying necessary truth.
Wttgenstei n says,
Let us renenber that in nathenatics we are convinced of
grammati cal propositions; So the expression, the result,

of our being convinced is that we accept a rule (RAM II1I,
Sect . 26) .

Thus for Wttgenstein, nathematical propositions stand as the
grammatical propositions that hold the key to our understand- ing
of mathematical necessity and mathematical truth. The whol e of

mat hemat i cal necessity is a species of granmatical necessity.?

The logical propositions which Wttgenstein used to call
tautologies in the Tractatus are also called grammatical in his
phi | osophy. The proposition e.g "Ais A and "P -> P, etc.,
are logical in that they state sone obvious, though necessary,

truths regardi ng our |anguage. These truths are the rules is our

| anguage. Being rules, they lay down conditions of use of
| anguage. Hence, their grammatical character. Wttgenstein
wites,
The propositions of logic are 'laws of thought', 'because
they bring out the essence of human thinking' - to put it

nore correctly because they bring out, or shew the essence,
the technique, of thinikng. They shewwhat thinking is and

al so shew ki nds of thinking. (RFM 1, Sect.133).
logic, it may be said, shews us what we understand by
"proposition' and by 'language' (RFM |, Sect.134).

Thus Wttgenstein neant the propositions to be grammatical in
the sense that they state the necessary conditions of use of

| anguage.
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The followng are sonme of the inportant characteristic of

t he granmati cal propositions.*

1. They have the form of enpirical propositions and appear to
be 1 nformative.

2. Unlike enpirical propositions, however, they do not state
facts, but express conditions of stating the facts. They

are necessarily true in the sense that wthout them no
enpirical truth can be expressed.
3. QGamatical propositions are of the character of rules;

therefore, they are uni que in | anguage.

2. Gamatical Propositions and Gammati cal Rul es

Wttgenstein has highlighted the close rel ationship between
grammatical propositions and the rules. According to him these
propositions have the status of rules. Like rules they state
criteria and explanations of neaning. The rules as a criteria
determne what is a correct use of an expression. The notion of
correctness and incorrectness is associated wth grammar. In the

Phi | osophi cal G ammar, Wttgenstein clains that "the place of word

in grammar is its nmeaning” (PG Sect.23) and that the expl anation
of neaning anounts to laying down the rules. This suggests that
grammatical propositions are grammatical rules® so far as they
function as expl anati ons of neani ng. The expl anati ons of neani ng
are the sane as explanations of grammar. Let us briefly discuss
sone of the views about the relationship between grammati cal

propositions and grammatical rules.
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The view that grammatical propositions are identical wth
grammatical rules was discussed by GE More in his account of
Wttgenstein's Lecturers 1930-33.° ' According to Mbore,
Wttgenstein took grammati cal propositions as expressing
grammati cal rules which thenselves are expressions of necessary
trut hs. According GE Myore the term "grammatical rule" is
used in two different senses’ which are never explicitly

di sti ngui shed:

a) A rule of grammar allows or proscribes sone conbi nations of
wor ds. For exanple, "Do not call anything a rod which has
not got a length”" is a rule which allows a certain sentence-
expr essi on. No body can call anything a rod which has no
| engt h

b) A grammatical rule is a statenent to the effect that certain
conditions are fulfilled for the correct use of an
expression e.g. "I can't feel our toothache'. Feel i ng
another nan's toothache is grammatically ruled out. In the
sense of (a) grammatical propositions do not have truth
values and in the sense of (b) they seem to be Ilike
enpirical propositions but really they are not BQ These
two sentences have an apparent conflict, but really they
nmean the sanme thing, i.e., rules and statenents thereof are

havi ng a uni que status in | anguage.

The relationship between grammatical propositions and

grammatical rules is typical of Wttgenstein's conception of
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gramar . Wttgenstein has no distinction between grammatical
rules and grammatical propositions (statenents). The reason is
that a rule is a statenent of the conditions of the use of an
expr essi on. The statenent 'Every rod has a length' (R.
Sect.251) is not only a proposition (in grammar) but also a rule.
As a grammatical proposition it states something grammatically
necessary and as a rule it enbodies what is stated as necessary.
Wttgenstein wites,
But the picture attaching to the grammatical proposition
could only shew, say, what is called "the length of a rod".
And what should the opposite picture be? (Renarks about the
negation of an apriori proposition) (A. p.251).
A grammatical proposition qua necessary is used in the first
sense, as a rule which permts, forbids or regul ates certain use.
It is the availability of such a rule which nmakes the assertion
of grammatical proposition, enployed in the second sense i.e. as
a statenent of the conditions in which |anguage is actually used,
true. Thus the conflict between the rule and proposition can be
resol ved w thout denying that rules are not true or false in the
ordi nary sense. More is right in saying that grammati cal
propositions are not either true or false in the sense of
experiential propositions are. That only shows that grammti cal

propositions have the status of rules.

The grammatical proposition "Every rod has a |ength" can be
explained as "For each thing X, if X is a rod, then X has a
length" or "if you call anything 'rod" then you nmust say it has a

length". This is a grammatical rule. "Having a length" is an
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essential characteristic of those things which we call "rods".
Qamar tells us that what we call a 'rod cannot be wthout a
| engt h. Thus the rule-structure of the grammatical proposition
is made clear by Wttgenstein. Glling them proposition does not

deny their rul e-status.

Moore, while explaining the rule-status of grammati cal
propositions, gives the exanple: "You donot say tw men was
working in the field." There are passages where Wttgenstein
seens to conceive of grammatical rules in this way and to equate
grammati cal propositions with grammatical rules. In the Remarks

on Foundation of Mthematics Wttgenstein asks: what sort of

proposition is "The class of lions is not a lion, but the class
of classes is a class"? (RFM p.182). H s answer to that is: it
is a grammatical proposition used to call attention to the fact
that the word 'lion' is used in a fundamentally different way
fromthe word "class" (cf. RFM p. 182). The followng claim

nmade in the Phil osophical Investigation can be cited in favour of

above claim

"Every rod has a length" that neans sonething like: we call
sonmething (or this) "The length of a rod" - but nothing "
the length of a sphere” (R, Sect.?251).
This shows that grammatical propositions as rules have a bindi ng
character in concept-formation. These rules state that certain
expressions are allowed or forbidden in a |[|anguage. The

grammatical proposition thus lays down the way in which words

like "lion" and "class" in the above exanpl e are used.
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Mow the question arises whether the grammatical statenent
about the use of words nakes any enpirical clam Debra A dun
says,

It makes an enpirical claimabout grammar, and is therefore

contigently true or false. Qammatical proposotions are

necessary rather than contigent...thei r necessity results
fromtheir ow use as rules of grammar.

However, it is not obivous how the statenent of a rule can be
coritingent at all. The rule and its statenment are the sanme in
Wttgenstein' s sense. VW have already seen that grammati cal

propositions function in the sane nmanner as grammatical rules.
As Aidun hinself says, Gammatical propositions do not nake any
transparent clains about grammar. They exenplify or illustrate
acceptable usage.™ So the grammatical proposition "Every rod
has a length" is true if the rule "we call sonething the |ength
of a rod, but nothing the length of a sphere" is true.® Thus
the rule and the proposition coincide in granmnar. The
application of the rule is vouchsafed for in the totality of
grammar. If the proposition is the enbodinent of the rule, the

rule is its innernost essence.

The relationship between granmmatical rules and grammati cal
propositions can be better understood within the gane-nodel
anal ysis of | anguage. According to Aldun, the two senses of
grammatical proposition adunbrated above nay correspond to the
internal and external® aspects of the grammatical proposition.

Rules define the noves in a |anguage gane: They define the
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limts within which an expression is used in a |anguage-gane.
The sense of the expression is strictly defined within the
| anguage-ganme. Thus rules are internal to the very possibility
of the synbol having a place in the |anguage-gane. Thus when we
take grammatical propositions as actual expressions of rules in
| anguage-ganes, we are taking the internal standpoint.*  The

external standpoint consists in the statenent of the rule as "in

Engli sh we use the words However, the external stand-point
is a msnoner and it cannot be stated so. A dun's cl a m about

external standpoint is based on a m snoner.

Baker and Hacker!® have recently defended the internal
standpoi nt a nentioned above according to which the grammati cal
propositions are thenselves rules determning the norns of repre-
sentation in |anguage. Rules which involve a variety of
linguistic conventions (including the criteria, paradigns and
sanples in language) are the norns of representations that set
the bounds of sense or limts of enpiricism Baker and Hacker
wite,

What phil osophers have called 'necessary truths' are, in

Wttgenstein's view, typically rules of grammar, norns of

representation, i.e. they fix concenpts. They are

expressions of internal relation between concepts_which are
t hensel ves used in stating truths about the world. "

According to Baker and Hacker, what is renarkable about the
grammatical propositions is their nornativity and necessity in
gr anmar . They are nornative being the determnants of concept

formati on and necessary being the only constitutive conditions of
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sense. To put in their words,

Necessary propositions do not describe the limts of what is
possible, fencing us in frominpossible possibilities. They
are norns of representation constituting the bounds of
sense, delimting what it nmakes sense to say. They fence us
in only fromthe void.*® (author's italics).
G anmatical propositions are necessary propositions which
Wttgenstein tried to denarcate from the enpirical propositions.
Enpirical propositions are defined as the description of facts
whereas the necessary propositions are only the franmework

proposi tions constituting facts.®

3. Saying and Show ng

The distinction between enpirical and grammatical pro-
positions is the distinction between saying and show ng which
survives from Wttgenstein's early philosophy (G. TLP, 6.12).
The logical propositions show the logical form of |anguage and
the world according to the Tractatus. Likew se, the grammati cal
propositions, e.g. "BEvery rod has a length" shows what is the
internal property of being a rod. This proposition states the
essence of sonmething being called a 'rod and nothing else.
G ammat i cal propositions do not, however, say anything. They are
not descriptive propositions.® They constitute the facts rather

t han descri be t hem

An enpirical proposition, on the other hand, says that
sonething is the case; it asserts the existence of some fact and

is true if the fact exists. QGammatical propositions show but do
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not say that words may be conbined in a certain way to yield
meani ngf ul sent ences. The tautologies in logic represent a
limting case of propositions. They do not make assertions about
the world. They say nothing, but by the very fact that they are
true under all circunstances they show sonething about the
grammatical or syntactical properties of |anguage. Besides, they
show the formof the world, that is, what the world nmust be in
order to nake sensible assertions in l|anguage at all. Thus,
grammar, like logic, is the donmain of what can be shown rather
than said. The logical and the grammati cal essence are one and
t he sane. They are shown in the very use of |anguage.
QG ammatical propositions, therefore, are not propositions proper,
they are propositions by courtesy of if they are "taken right".#
They are concerning the syntax or the logical structure rather
than how | anguage is actually forned. QG ammati cal propositions
are thus intended to show howwords are used, i.e., the syntactic
features of language. Wttgenstein both in his early and |ater
philosophy holds that a grammatical proposition would show
something about the semantic as well as syntactical properties of

language. That is, it would reveal or mirror the logical

structure of language.

In the Remarks on the Foundation of Mathematics he calims

that mathematical propositions are a species of grammatical
propositions which show how new conceptual connexions are laid
down inmathematical proofs. These propositions set the limit of

what one can say, i.e, what we can call a mathematical
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oper ati on. As Wttgenstein puts it, "Wat | want to say is:
Mat hematics as such is always a neasure, not thing measured"

(RFM 111, Sect.75). In the Phil osophi cal |nvestigations.

Wttgenstein likewise clains that a grammatical proposition
presents a picture or a nodel of reality rather a fact. For
exanple, in the grammatical proposition "I know... only from ny
own case" (A, Sect.?295). Wat is at issue is not a fact of
experience but "a full-blown pictorial representation of our
gr amar . Not facts, but as it were illustrated turns the of
speech". (ibid). It says nothing but shows sonething about the
senmantical rules of language. That is to say, the grammati cal
proposi ti ons show how the future application of an expression is
anticipated in the rules of grammar. The possible noves in a
| anguage-ganes are laid within the rules of grammar. Q ammar
defines what is possible and what is inpossible. Wttgenstein
wites,

Conpare "logically possible wth "chemcally possible'.

(ne m ght perhaps call a conbination chemcally possible if

a formula with the right valencies existed (eeg E- O- O-

O - H. O course, such a conbination need not exist; but

even the formula HO, cannot have |less than no conbination

corresponding to it in reality (P, Sect.521).

That grammar, like logic, only shows what are the inportant
and essential truths regarding |anguage-use is further
corroborated Wttgenstein's insistence that |ogical/gramati cal
truths are shown or mrrored in the practice of |anguage.
Practice of language is the hone of logic or grammar. In On

Certainitv, Wttgenstein puts it aptly as follows:
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Am| not getting closer and closer to saying that in the end
| ogi ¢ cannot be described? Youroust |ook at the practice of
| anguage, then you wll see it (A Sect.501)

Wirat grammar shows cannot be said. This is to echo Tractatus
4.1212: "What can be shown, cannot be said". To say the
unsayable is to commt oneself to nonsensical statenents.
Therefore, paradoxically, grammatical statenents try to say what
Is to be shown. Debra Aidun puts it in the follow ng words,
Wien we try to put into words what shows itself in the
grammar of | anguage, grammatical propositions result. These
only show and do not say anything at all. They exenplify
certain grammatical connections and point to these rather
than to any enpirical state of affairs. Nonsense results,

when we regard these propositions as saying sonething, as
expressi on of metaphysical truths, for exanple.?

Gammatical truths, to be precise, are the epitones of
conceptual regularities in our |anguage and the necessary
correlates of what can be revealed in the operations of |anguage.

Logic or grammar is the essence of |anguage.

4. Grammatical Propositions and Anal ytical Truths

Now the question arises: Are gramatical propositions
analytic? Interpreters of Wttgenstein have generally conpared
grammati cal propositions to anal ytical statenments.?® However, it
has been argued by others that grammati cal propositions cannot be
analytic for the reason that they are neither true nor false. ®
E K Specht,® however, has aruged that gramatical propositions

can be conpared with the synthetic apriori propositions.
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Wttgentein is not concerned wth the analytic-synthetic
distinction as such. This distinction is as old as Kant,? if
not earlier and has a characteristic history of its own. As
stated by Kant and accepted by the l|ater philosophers, analytic
propositions are those whose negation is a self-contradiction.
For exanple, the proposition "All naterials bodies are extended"
tells us an obvious truism since its predicate is already
contained in the subject.® Thus analytic propositions are non-
informative since they do not add any new know edge. Synthetic
propositions are, on the otherhand, informative statenents in
whi ch the predicate adds to our know edge of the subject. This
distinction was accepted by the contenporary |ogicians since
these fitted into the proposed class of |ogical propositions
recogni sed by Frege®® and Russell.* Wttgenstein introduced the
tautol ogies as the logical propositions which are identical wth

analytic propositions (. TLP, 6.11).

In viewof Wttgenstein' s preference for anal ytic statenents
as constituting the domain of logic, it is arguable that he
considers the grammatical statenents as analytic. There are two
resons why this is so: (1) analytic statements are logically
necessary and so are the grammati cal statenents. Their opposites
cannot be conci eved, and (2) like analytic statenments grammati cal
statenents do not say anything enpirical; they are factually
enpty. Thus grammatical statenments e.g. "The colours green and
bl ue cannot be in the same place simultaneously (BBS p.56) nake

no factual claim about |anguage and experience and so their
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status is narked off from the enpirical statenents like "This
flower is blue". As Hacker wites, "None of these sentences have
a recogni zabl e canonical -form of a rul e-sentence. However ,
their truth does not depend upon the facts in the world, but upon
| i ngui stic convention. "3 Like analytic statements the
grammatical propositions are of the form of conventions that
necessarily regulate the use of |anguage. Conventions are
syntactic laws that determne use of grammatically intelligible
sentences. For exanple, "Al bachelors are unnarried' does not
speak of marriage or social custons, but only of what can
definitionally be called a 'bachelor'. This points to the fact
that analytic statenents are of the formof rules. Wttgenstein
has recognized the rule-status of analytic propositions. d ven
the background it is not surprising that grammati cal propositions
i nclude analytical statenments as well. However, there is no
direct definitional identification of grammati cal statenents with
analytic truths. Baker and Hacker wite,
Wttgenstein's conception of a proposition of grammar does
not mesh with the standard notion of an analytic truth. He
did not argue that every proposition of grammar is a type -
sentence which is either (an instance of) a lawof logic or
reducible to a law of logic by the substitution of the
definitions for certain expressions. The analytic synthetic
distinction is* franed in terns of the forns and constituents
, of type-sentences whereas whether an utterance expresses a
grammati cal proposition depends not only on its form but on
Its roles on occasions of utterance.*
The collapse of analytic - synthetic distinction in the
hands of Quine * does not affect Wttgenstein's grammatical -

enpirical distinction since the later distinction does not derive
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fromthe forner. Analytic - synthetic distinction in its nodern
form has its origin in the language experience®*® divide
Introduced by the positivists according to Quine. This devi de
Is an unfortunate aberration because of the holistic character of
the system of | anguage and the attendent conceptual schene.
Quine's main argunment is that |anguage cannot sinply entertain
two disparate groups of truth such as analytic truths dependent
on | anguage and synthetic truths dependent on experience. In our
hol i stic franework Quine holds, all truths belong to one
system the analytic truths are core-truths and synthetic ones
are peripheral ones. Thus Quine's scepticism regarding
analyticity is based on a fair acceptance of holism
Wttgenstein wuld have welconed Quine's holistic view of
| anguage if it is presented as a foundational concept rather than
as a conceptual construct. So he would have wel coned the idea
that analytical truths are not renoved fromthe use of |anguage.
For himthey are the grammatical statements that regul ate use of
| anguage. Hence, the granmmatical - enpirical distinction® is
based purely on grammati cal considerations and not on |anguage-

experi ence di chotony.

5. APriori and A Posteriori

Wttgenstein clains that the propositions of grammar bring
out the objective criteria of |anguage-use and thus lay down
conventions as conditions of concept-formation and of

constitution of experience (RFM 11, Sect.30). Qur grammar nay

91



be said to have inmanent conceptual noulds in the form of
grammati cal propositions which provide conditions for making

experi ence possi bl e.

The grammatical propositions, which include propositions of
logic and mathematics, state rules of [|anguage. So the
grammatical propositions expresses the necessary conditions of
experience. For, exanple, the grammatical propositions |ike
"Bvery rod has a length" and "BEvery body has extension" are such
as express necessary rules for the use of the concepts like 'rod
and ' body' respectively, and of the |anguage-ganes in which they
occur. These propositions present a grammatical picture which
conditions the intelligible context of a |anguage-gane.
Ther ef or e, we can claim that these propositions are apriori.
They are apriori precisely because they cannot be derived from

experience. They, in fact, constitute experience. Wttgenstein

says,

"But the picture attaching to the grammatical proposition

could only shew, say, what is called "the length of a rod".

And what should the opposite picture be? (Renark about the

negation of an apriori proposition) (RA. Sect.251).

All apriori propositons, as we know are independent of our
enpi rical experience. These propositions, according to
Wttgenstein, lay down necessary conditions for the possibility
of experience. They have a different role in | anguage, which is
quite different from that of enpirical propositions. Enpi ri cal

propositions express natters of fact whereas the forner express
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the conditions of the possibilities of these natters of fact.
The grammatical propositions determne the ways of our | ooking
at things i.e. our forns of representation. Thus they are the
apriori criteria of intelligibility of our |anguage. As Hurbert
Schwyzer wites:

"A granmmatical proposition is .... an encapsulation of what

can count as a nove in the Ianguage gane, a frozen record of

what it makes sense to say®.
That is to say, grammatical propositions show the conditions of
| anguage- gane. Language-ganes are our basic form of our
experiencing the world; since they thensel ves are conditioned by
grammati cal propositions, our thought and experience of the world
must conform to the conditions laid down by grammatical
propositions. A world not conformng to the apriori gramati cal
propositions is unintelligible according to Wttgenstein. Thus,
Wttgenstein integrates the notion of apriori into the concept of
‘grammatical' and paves the way for founding the epistemc notion

of apriori in the wider network of grammatical relations.

The grammatical propositions appear to be netalinguistic in
the sense that, as Herbert Schwyzer® points out, that they are
not thensel ves | anguage-ganes nor are they noves in the | anguage-
ganes. They are on a different level altogether. They are (a)
uni versal being the apriori grounds of |anguage-ganes in general
(b) necessary as the indispensable conditions of particular noves
i n | anguage- ganes. Thus grammatical propositions share what
Kant®® call the constitutive conditions of all experience.
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Experience as well as objects of experience are constituted in
t he | anguage- ganes. But it is grammatical propositions which
provide the necessary principles of their constitution i.e. their
necessary internal features. EK Specht has put it in the
fol | owi ng way:

“"Now, the apriori propositions express those properties of

an obj ect Ichnecessarily belong to it on the basis of the

linguistic rules for its nane: its truth val ue thus depends

on the way in which we have gathered objects together and on

the linguistic rules that are consequently fixed.

Thus grammatical propositions constitute the essential
features of all that we can experience, i.e., the apriori
conditions of all that is possible in the objective world of

experience. That is to say, grammar is the domain of all that is

essential in the donmain of experience. It is the home of the
apriori. The aposteriori truths fall outside the donain of
gramar .

6. Are GQammatical Propositions are Synthetic Apriori?

Now the question arises whether we can characterize
grammati cal proposition as synthetic apriori. According to Kant,
there are synthetic apriori propositions which are transcenden-
tally indispensable for the possibility of experience. Synthetic
apriori propositions are the principles which contain the
necessary grounds of the possibility of experience. Synt heti c
apriori propositions are so called as they not only and to our

know edge but also are apriori. Kant wites.
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Principles apriori are so naned not nerely because they
contain in thensel ves the grounds of our judgenent, but also
because they are not thensel ves grounded in higher and nore
uni versal nodel s of know edge ... such principles lie at the
foundations of all know edge of objects.*

The synthetic apriori propositions are universal and
necessary. They are the general conditions of experience e.g.
the principle of causality. Besi des, they are necessary
conditions experience e.g 2 + 2 = 4, The principles of both
mat hematics and physics,* according to Kant, are synthetic
apriori in nature and are the foundations of our

experi ence/ know edge of the world.

Wttgenstein's grammatical propositions are synthetic
apriori in the above sense. Like Kantian synthetic apriori
judgenents grammatical propositions also provide universal and
necessary conditions of expereince. Both kinds of propositions
are identical in content, though not in form Synthetic apriori
propositions are grammatical in that they tell us how to
understand our world. They are the essential conditions of our
account of the world. However, Wttgenstein entertains no
t ranscendent al justification for the synthetic apriori
proposition. For himgrammati cal propositions only show what the
worl d nmust be |ike, whereas Kant's synthetic apriori propositions
say that world has a particular structure. Secondly, while Kant
was concerned with the investigation of the apriori forns of pure
reason, Wttgenstein was concerned only with the gramrar of

ordi nary | anguage. Wttgenstein's grammatical propositions can
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be said to provide transcedental grounds of the possibility of
experience, even though there is no transcendental deduction of
such proposition. QGammar is transcendental® in the sense it
reveal s the essences of |anguage and thought. Wttgenstein

derives necessity from grammar rather than from the supposed

transcendental structure of the thinking mnd. He does not
recogni ze such a mnd. Be continues to believe that a thining
subject is illusory. In the absence of thinking and judgi ng
mnd, (TLP. 5.631) there is no room left for a Kantian

transcendental deduction of the synthetic apriori propositions.
In Wttgenstein's schene all synthetic apriori propositions are
»

grammatical in that they have locus only in grammar, i.e., the

necessary structure of | anguage.

Wttgenstein's Copernican Revolution consists in situating
the synthetic apriori propositions in granmmar, since the donain
of consciousness is abolished as a netaphysical illusion.
G ammar takes the place of transcendental domain and the
categories are subsunmed into the rules of the concept fornation.
Consci ousness is nothing but our |inguistic awareness of rule-
follow ng. Synthetic apriori propositions and grammatical rules

beconei denti cal . #

7. Necessity and Contigency

Wttgenstein addresses hinself to the problem of necessity
as one of the basic issue in logic and grammar. Necessary truths

for Wttgenstein are heterogenous. There are differences anong
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necessary truths. Tautol ogies and contradictions are the
necessary truths in logic. The propositions of arithnatic which
are necessary are different from tautol ogies. In the Tractat us,
mat hermati cal propositions are equations, not tautologies (TLR
6. 2). Thus Wttgenstein is wlling to admt a variety of
necessary propositions. Wat he is interested in is the |ocation
of necessary propositions. He believed that necessary

propositions have a unique status in |language. They are what he

often called the rules or the laws rather than propositions
pr oper. The necessity -contigency distinction 1is, for

Wttgenstein, sonething inviolable.

To clarify the distinction between necessary and conti gent
proposition in an illumnating way we nust focus upon the
differences in their use (A, Sect.421). The difference is often
obscured. What is necessary is determned by its position in a
| anguage-gane and not by its appearance. For exanple, the

proposition "This is called 'red " nay not appear as necessaary
propositions. But as an extensive definition. It can be called
a necessary proposition.® A contigent proposition, on the other
hand, is a factual statenent, that is, a statenent that is used
to state sonething that is the case e.g. "This flower is red".
Here the statenent is a statenent of a fact and not of a rule.
The fact-rule distinction is underlying the necessity-contigency

di stinction.

As a result, Wttgenstein's sagregation of grammatical from
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enpirical propositions diverges fromthe traditional denarcation
of necessary from contigent propositions. FHrst, traditionally
necessary propositions are taken as necessarily true or
necessrily false. But Wttgenstein reects the notion of
necessary truths by denying that there is a discoverable donain
of necessary truths. Logic as well as grammar has no subject-
matter (TLP 6.124). The so called necessary truths are rules or
laws according to Wttgenstein. Secondly, traditionally the
necessary propositions are a priori. That is, they are
I ndependent of experience. Wttgenstein rejects the epistemc
apriority as a criterian of necessity. Necessary propositions
are grammatical and so are constitutive of experience. Hence a
priori propositions |ose preemnently. If the propositions of
grammar could be equated wth necessary propositions,
Wttgenstein's position could be that the terns 'enpirical' and
‘contigent' are co-extensive. (he mght even claim that he
assuned that there can be no necessary enpirical truths. Such
clains are msleading formulations of his ideas. There was a
strong tradition priori to Kant that necessary truths mght be
di scovered in experience. This is promnent in Locke's
di scussion of real essences, and Kant's idea of synthetic apriori
judgenents. This idea is certainly one for which Wttgenstein
had no synpathy, at least in the Tractatus. where he clai ned t hat

all necessity is logical necessity (TLP. 6.3751).

The distinction between necessary and contigent proposition

Is drawn by reference to the roles of such propositions in our
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| anguage. The idea that there mght be necessary enpirical
propositions is consistent with this requirement.*  The
di chotony between necessary (grammatical) and contigent
(enmpirical) depends upon what they do in | anguage rather than how
they are formulated. They may play related roles in giving
descriptions,in formng explanation, and in naking conceputal
connect i on. So the dichotony cannot be an unconprom sing one.
Bot h necessary (grammatical) and contigent (enpirical) belong to
the' *arfJT | anguage gane. They have the sane locus i.e. |anguage
but have diverse roles. Depending upon the role, they are

identified as necessary or contigent. In Oh Certainty,

Sect. 96,97) Wttgenstein has characterized this dichotony in nore
reconcil atory terns. For exanple, he brings in the river-bed
anal ogy to show that necessary propositions are |like the bed of
the river wherein the experience flows. So, the experiential
propositions are shifting and contigent. But it is not ruled out
that what is shifting now nay becone a hardened rock deposited in
the river-bed. An enpirical proposition because of its role nay
appear in a grammatical proposition. The following is what
Wttgenstein wrtes,

But if soneone were to say "So logic too is an enpirical

science” he would be wong. Yet this is right: The sane

roposition may get treated at one tine as something to test

y experience, at another time as a rule of testing (GG

Sect . 98).

However, Wttgenstein has identified necessary truths wth
rules of grammar. Thereby he has naintained the dichotony even

in its subdued form If there were necessarily enpirical
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propositions they would have to be like rules of gramar. But
such rule-like enpirical proposition are inconceivable. If a
proposition like "The Earth had existed for mllion of years" is
grammatical (O Sect. 84), it is so because it has left its
enpirical role and has assuned the status of a grammatical rule.
Necessity accrues to it as a rule. Necessary truths are in
Wttgensteinian view typically rules of grammar or norns of
representation. They fix concepts and their internal relations.
Necessary propositions i.e. grammatical propositions are no nore
descriptions, either of the world or of a super-enpirical
reality.*® Thus it is essential that Wittgenstein should
maintain the grammatical (necessary) and empirical (contigent)

distinction.

8.Conventionalism

It may be interpreted that grammatical propositions are only
human conventions which act as necessary rules within a
particular linguistic context. So, they do not express transcen-
dental necessities. Conventionalism accepts the rules of
| anguage as facts of human convention which are the results of
arbitrary human usage and practice. QG ammati cal propositions,
t hus construed, never lay down any necessary truth about forns of
| anguage and thought. But Wttgenstein opposes any such
Interpretation when he says our grammatical principles are
anchored in our very forns of life.® He thereby neans that the

grammatical propositions represent not only the limts of any
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possi bl e | anguage but also limts® of our formof our life and
t hought . So, it can be concluded that grammatical propositions
represent the transcendental limts of our thought and experience

of the worl d.

Thus Wttgenstein's theory of grammatical propositions cuts
the ground off conventionalism by suggesting that grammati cal
rul es, though conventional appearance are genui he necessary
truh's. Wuat is necessary about themis their role in |anguage
and their rule-status. For exanple, the mathenatical rule 2 + 2
= 4 is stating a norm rather than describing a supesensible
reality. Hence, its necessity in its appearance as a linguistic

convent i on.

Even froma linguistic standpoint, Wttgenstein rejects the
naively enpiricist/positivist approach to |anguage and
experi ence. He believes that our |anguage represents a
systenati c framework which we hardly ever be able to discard at
our omn wll. This belongs to the foundation of our thought and
experience, i.e., "it forns the basis of action and therefore,

naturally, of thought" (PG Sect.411). Wttgenstein again

wites,
So | am trying to say sonething that sounds Iike
pragnmati sm Here | am being thwarted by a kind of

Vel tanschawi nq.' (GG Sect.422).

This world-view which is basic to our general experience is

sonething which is inplicit in our |anguage. Gonventionalism has
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to rackon with this basic fact about our |anguage. As
Wttgenstein has said repeatedly, what belongs to the basis of
all conventions is not itself conventional. It is not
conventional that we have rules in our |anguage. It is a

necessary truth about | anguage.

9. QGammtical Certainty

Several passages in Wttgenstein's later witings suggest
that Wttgenstein views certainty which characterises grammati cal
propositions as a direct consequence of their use as rules in

| anguage. In the Remarks on the Foundations of WNathenatics

Wttgenstein clains that "to accept a proposition as a
unshakeably certain - | want to say - neans to use it as a rule.
This renoves uncertainty fromit" (RFM p.8l). Wttgenstein is
speaking specifically of mathematical propositions in this
passage; however, nmathenatical propositions are a species of
grammatical proposition and what is asserted of mathenatical

propositions can be claimed of grammatical propositions in

gener al . Thus the "unshakeable certainty" of grammati cal
propositions, i.e., the fact that we "cannot inagine the
opposite" (P, 251) of what these propositions express, is a

result of their use as grammatical rules. Thus the certainty of
a grammatical proposition is the certainty pertaining to the

| anguage- garmre itself. Wttgenstein wites in the Phil osophical

Investigations; "The kind of certainty is the kind of |anguage-

gane" (p.224).
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Thi s shows that all certainty is grammatical certainty.
Certainty does not depend on objective certainty. It is purely

obj ective certainty pertaining to | anguage al one.

In Onh Certainty Wttgenstein explores the roots of

grammatical certainty. He brings out those propositions which
play the role of norns or descriptions of rules of all
representati ons. These propositions have the certainty which
can be called grammatical certainty. Necessity and certainty
becone i dentical since both are derived from grammar. For
exanpl e, the propositions "The Earth has existed frotnml|lions of
years”" and "I have two hands" are no nore descriptive
propositions but are the framework propositions that are
presupposed by our so called descriptions. These propositions
are the hinges or the bedrock on which our [|anguage-ganes are
based (PC Sect.498) The OC -nodel of grammatical certainty

repl aces the epistenic nodel of certainty.>

10. Logic, Mathematics and G ammar

Mat hemati cal propositions, as earlier said, are given

grammatical status by Wttgenstein. According to him
mat henatics, like logic, is a technique of denonstrating the
conceptual necessities i n our | anguage. Both logic and
mat hematics are found in |anguage. They are grammatical in
nat ur e.

Wttgenstein says, that mathenatics has no foundations. It
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needs no foundations either. He wites,

"What does mathematics need a foundationa for? It no nore
needs one, | believe, than propositions about physical
objects -, or about sense - inpressions, need an analysis.
What nathenmatical propositions do stand in need of Is a
clarification of their grammar, just as do those other
propositions (RFM V, Sect. 13).
The foundation of mathenatics are grounded in our |anguage.
It is incorrect to say that logic provides the foundation of

mat hematics. As Wttgenstein says,

" : logic as the foundation of all mathematics does not

work, and to shew this it is enough that the cogency of

| ogi cal proof stands or and falls with its geonetrical
cogency. (RAM 11, Sect.43).

Wttgenstein clains that there is no netamathematics i.e.
there is no mathenatics to descri be nathematics. Mathematics has
no realm of truths of its own which demands justification.
Mat hematics is a calculas. Wttgenstein wites,

S nce mathematics is a calculus and hence is not reaIFI%/

about anything, there is not any netanathenatics. (

Sect. 290) .

This is a reaffarimation of his early viewthat mathematics is a
nmet hod of proof rather than a science containing its own truths.
This is clear fromthe foll owi ng passage.

| should like to say: mathematics is a MOILEY of techni ques

of proof. - And upon this is based its manifold applicabi-
lity and its inportance (RFEM 111, Sect.46).

Thus mathematics is a procedure of calculation i.e., a form of
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activity which derives its significance from its application in
our language. Therefore, Wittgenstein claims that the

mathematician is an inventor and not a discoverer (cf.RFM, 1,

169).

Mat hematics is a fornal system wth its propositions as
grammatical rul es. The mathematical propositions are of the
nature of syntax. They express rules of grammar. For, according
to Wttgenstein, "to accept a proposition as unshakeably certain
—_means to use it as agrammatical rule ... (RFM 111, Sect.99).
He also wites,

Let us renmenber that in nmathematics we are convinced of

grammati cal propositions; so the expression, the result, of

our being convinced is that we accept a rule (RFM |11,
Sect . 26). —

Thus mathenatical propositions stand as paradigns in our
| anguage and function as grammatical rules. A mathemati cal
proposition has a two fold character as "law' and "rule" (RFM
11, Sect,21) i.e. it not only works a rule but is also law It
is self-contained and autononous |ike any grammatical rule
containing its ow truth and falsity within itself (PR Sect,
122). Such a proposition is recognisable in itself, i.e provide

an 'insight' (PR Sect.174) into itself. It is self-evident.

Wttgenstein agrees wth Kant on the fact that mathenati cal
propositions are synthetic apriori. For Kant those propositions
are synthetic as well as apriori being based on intuitions which

are thenselves apriori. For Wttgenstein, mathenatical
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propositions, being one kind of grammatical propositions, are
synthetic apriori because they are based on rules of gramar,
which are thenselves apriori and necessary. He has al ways
opposed the view that mathematics consists of tautologies or
anal ytic truths. In the Tractatus he had characterised
mat hermati cal propositions as equations and not as tautol ogies.

Wttgenstein in his Philosophical Renmarks wites,

| said earlier about the nature of arithmatical

equations and about an equation's not being replaceable by a

tautology explains - | believe - what Kant neans when he

insists that 7 + 5 = 12 is not an analytic proposition, but

synthetic apriori (PR Sect. 10).

Wttgenstein answers that the nathematical propositions are
necessary because we cannot but accept themi.e. we cannot think
wthout them if we are to speak and think neaningfully at all.
For exanple, the forns of inferring and cal cul ati ng whi ch we have
are inexorable for human beings. Wttgenstein wites,

--- thinking and inferring (like counting) is of course

bounded for us, not by an arbitrary definition, but by

natural limts corresponding to the body of what can be
called the role of thinking and inferring in our life.

(RFM I, Sect. 116).

Wttgenstein believes that the necessity of the nathematical
proposition is founded in us i.e. in our forns of life and not in

anything el se, because ultinmately "it is we that are inexorable

in applying these laws" (RFM I, 118). For us, they draw the
limts of our thinking in 'general i.e. they determne what is
thinkable at all. The mathematical 'nust' in this sense,

106



denonstrates the necessary limts of our thinking. It is not,
however, due to a grammatical decision that we accept
mat henati cal propositions as necessary but because they represent

the limts of what we think. >

11. Anti-realism

Now t he question arises: is Wttgenstein a realist or anti—
realist. So far as the notion of grammatical truth is concerned,
the most dominant view espoused by Dummett> and Wight,*® is
that Wttgenstein is an anti-realist. The central thesis of
anti-realismis that no truth whatsoever is verification -
inde[;)endent. Truth is given to the cognizing mnd as sonet hi ng
constructed. As Wight has made clear, nathematical truths are,
for Wttgenstein, creations of the mathenmatical mnd rather than

are like super- sensible facts. Mathematics is not a donain of

mat hemati cal facts.

For an anti-realist, there are two central clains to nake:

a) Truth is sensitive to the cogni zi ng m nd.

b) The neaning of the propositions is given not in the truth-
conditional nechanism but in the way the propositions are
used. So neaning is a verifiable conponent of all

pr oposi ti ons.

Wereas thesis (a) has a far reaching senmantical consequence
nanely that, it rejects correspondence theory of truth, (b) rules

out the possibility of a semantics based on truth. Both thesis
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are against realism

Qur present concern is not whether anti-realismis true or
fal se. The question is whether it 1is plausible. Its
plausibility follonws fromthe fact that the Wttgensteinian rul es
are the necessary ways in which we can think. In that sense,
they are not Patonic realities. They serve as transcendental
limts of thought rather than objects of thought. Thus anti -
realism gains plausibility vis-a-vis the Platonist interpretation

of mat henmatics and | ogic.®

12. Concl usi on

Wttgenstein recogni ses grammar as the donmain of truths that
show t hensel ves. They are truths because they are internal to
our ways of thinking and using |anguage. Hence they could not be
relegated to the domain of reality. Rather, they manifest
thenselves in activity, i.e, language-ganes and forns of life.
Qamatical propositions as rules are the ever present limts of
our neani ngful |anguage use. Hence their dispensability. But

that 1s shown, not said.
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CHAPTER-1V

RULES AND RILE - FQALONNG

The availability of rules in Jlanguage explains the
possibility of grammar. As one can see, logical syntax is
possi bl e because rules demand a perspicuous representation.
Smlarly, in the context of |angugage-gane, the syntax of
| anguage-ganeis possible so far as the |anguage-gane is rule-
bounded. In that sense, grammar, providing a syntax, assunes the
role of "an account book of |anguage" PG Sect.44) which shows
the actual transaction of |anguage. QGammar therefore is a rule-
book representing its rules in a systenatic nanner. It consists
of conventions (PG Sect.138) which determne what is sense and

what is non-sense in a | anguage.

The prinmary concern of Wttgenstein's grammar, however, is
not to raise an account book of |anguage in an enpirical manner
but to examne the conditions for the possibility of grammar
Itsel f. Therefore, Wttgenstein addresses hinself to the

foundations of normativity or grammaticality which consists in

the availability of rules.

1. Rules in Ganmar

Now assumng that |anguage is constituted through rules two

mai n questions arise.
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I . How are grammatical rules constituted?

ii. What is the foundation of rule-follow ng?

The first question relates to the central thene of the
concept of |anguage-gane; the second one relates to the
significance which rule-followng has in |anguage-use. Both are,

however, i nter-connected.

The grammatical rules are nanifested in the |anguage gane.
They define the possible noves in a | anguage-gane and therefore,
set the limts of our thought and experience. They set the
limts of enpiricism (RFM 111, Sect.71; IV, Sect.2 3,4,5).
Rules are like channels through which we are permtted to nove;
they are like rails on which our |anguage noves. (Z, Sect.371).
In that sense, the rule-book, that is, the grammar is "for us a
pure calculus (not the application of a calculus to reality”
(PG Appendix, 15, p.315). Thus grammar can still retain its
purity or rigour without loosing its foothold in the reality of
natural |anguage. Al the while, it is assuned that the grammar
we are talking about is the grammar of natural |anguages, that
I's, languages considered as natural phenonena, not as nerely a

formal system

Bow are rules to be constituted then? For Wttgenstein
rules have their hone in language. Rules only matter in | anguage
and not anywhere el se. Rul es abstracted from | anguage do not
nmean anything at all. In that sense there is no grammar unless

it is located in the ongoing business of |anguage. That is to
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say, rules energe only when the question of correctness of use of
| anguage ari ses. Rules, as | have already indicated in Chapter
11, are like rules or lans. They are rules of use, or the |aws
of correct application. They cone into being as soon as a

| anguage- gane cones into being.

Rul es govern | anguage-ganes and the possibility of [|anguage'
ganmes presupposes the possibility of the rules. That is,
according to Wttgenstein, our uses of |anguage can broadly be
called rule-bound. W follow rules since we use |anguage, i.e
play a |anguage-gane. The basic problem that arises is: could
| anguage use be possible without rules and rule-follow ng? This
| ssue suggests well for philosophical discussion on this concept

of "rule" and "rule follow ng".

Mow the problem is: where do rules energe? For
Wttgenstein, |anguage resenbles a gane (Spiel) as both have
enpl oynent of rules and thus are rule-governed (PG |, Sect.26).
Basically, we get a clear idea about rules in ganes e.g. chess-

gane, ball gane etc. The chess-gane is played in accordance with

certain rules. Rules define the possible ways of noving the
pi eces on the chess board. In this sense, rules are inportant
and essential (Pl. Sect.567). It is true that without players

and chess board, the ganme cannot be pl ayed. (h the contrary,
without rules both players and chess-board have no function. No
sense can be given to a gane nerely having certain players and
the required apparatus of the gane. The basic requirenent is to

do sonmething with the apparatus, that is, to nove pieces in
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certain ways which lead to a particular end, for 'the game, one
would like to say, has not only rules but also a point' (A,

Sect . 564) . The gane is to be played and to play is to achieve

sone goal . That is to say, the players have to obey certain
rules which they engage in the gane. Thus rules nmake a gane
possi bl e.

Rules do energe in language too. Rules of I|anguage, for
Wttgenstein, constitute its syntax, its grammar. G annar
describes the ways in which words can be used. According to
Wttgenstein, rules of |anguage are not fixed and given once for
all. In the use of words and expressions in the proper hunan
context, that is, in the streamof life, rules cone into being
and becone known (PG |, Sect.26). For exanple, we use col our
words such as "red" blue, "green", etc. and recognize sanples in
a colour-chart because they are based on certain established
conventions, e.g. "Standard sepia" or "paradigns" (P, Sect.50-

53). Arule is a paradi gm

Wttgenstein's main contention is that rules presuppose
| anguage- game and vice-versa. The question of priority' of one
over the other does not arise, since there is no sense in calling

rules pre-linguistic. Rules are linguistic par excellence. So,

| anguage is rul e-bound. In this context, it is bound to follow
that rules are always followed in the use of |anguage. Rul e-
followng is a sine qua non of there being rules at all. Thi s

satisfies the requirenent that rules are grammatically accessible
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to the | anguage users. (I shall discuss this in nore details in a

| ater section of this chapter).

2. The Par adox

Recently Saul Kripke® has raised the issue that sceptical
paradox underlies the Wttgenstenian conception of rule-
fol | ow ng. Wttgenstein hinself hints at the paradox in the
fol | ow ng passage:

This was our paradox: No course of action could be

determned by a rule because every course of action can be
made out to accord wth the rule (P, Sect, 201).

Kri pke thinks that this can undermne the so called
foundations of rule-follow ng and | anguage use on two grounds:
(i) In rule-followng any rule could be followed since there is
no objective ground of knowing what is the correct rule to be
followed; (ii) The sceptical solution of the paradox commts us a
communi tari an view of | anguage and rul es which reduces rules to

agreed social practices.

According to Kripke, one's previous know edge of the
application of a rule gives no guarantee that he wll apply the
same rule in future. This is called the sceptical problem
(he's past history and external behavi our cannot tell us whether
one is followng the sane rule or sone other rule. Let us take
as an exanple, the continuation of an arithnetical series such as
"1002, 1004, 1006, 1008, -. Here one follows the rule '"+2'.

For the sceptic, however, there is roomfor doubt as to whether
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one is following the sanme rule at different stages of the

continuation of the series. Be raises the follow ng questions:

a) How do we know that one is followng the particular rule
"2 ?

b) How do we know that our way of wunderstanding the rule is
correct?

C) What is for an action e.g. continuation of a series,

counti ng, calculating to be in accord with a rule?

According to the sceptic, there is nothing in any instruction

given to one which justifies himto wite 1002, 1004, 1006, 1008

, rather than "1004, 1008, ..." Equally nothing in one's mnd
constitutes the fact of his neaning to go on in this way rather
than in any other way. Kriplke® raises the follow ng questions

on rule-follow ng?

1) Suppose God | ooks into our mnd at some such noment when we
are following a rule. What fact would God observe in our
m nd?

2) What happens in our mnd that was our rmeaning 'addition'
(plus) rather than "quaddition (quus) or some other function
by +?

3) Wat is the nental state at the nmoment in the past which
nmakes it correct for us to cite "125" rather than "5" as the

val ue of '57 +68 ?

Kripke believes that no definite answer can be given to
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these questions, and that there is a sceptical paradox underlying
all the supposed answers. The paradox is: no answer as to why
"'57+68 is 125" rather than '5 can be given by an act of
"meaning’ addition '+ because any answer can be nade out. to
accord with the act i.e. addition function. It leads to
sceptici sm about our being able to know whether we are follow ng
arule in accord wth what we neant by the rule. As a result, we
are not certain about what rule we appear to follow Any rule
appears to be alright as any other rule. This is the crux of the
paradox Kripke* extends the same to all aspects of |anguage use
and rule-follow ng and concludes that there can be no such thing

as neaning by an expression. Every new use of a word is a |leap

in the dark.

Though the sceptical problem has wide ramfications and
i nplications, fundanentally it involves two questions such as (i)
what is the fact that constitutes the nmeaning of plus by '+ 7?
(ii) what is the fact that forces nme to follow a particular rule

i n a new i nstance?

Kripke's sceptical question denands that there should be a
definite answer to these questions, so that rule-followng is
founded on solid grounds. The fact that is being demanded is
that which necessitates to follow the sane rule in new
circunstances. According to Kripke, this fact does not consist
in dispositions which the rule-follower nay acquire in course of
his rule-follow ng practices. According to him no one is

disposed to give correct answers to the questions. Most of us
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are disposed to give mstaken answers to sone questions. The
dispositions are causal happenings and not normative principles.
So, they cannot determne whether a rule-follwing is correct or
incorrect. Kripke therefore concludes that the standrd answer to
the sceptic's doubt in terns of dispositions® is out of reckoning
because it does not supply the normative fact that the sceptic

denmands.

Kripke argues that a dispositional account confuses the
factual question i.e, "what answer would be given? wth a
normative one, i.e., what answer should one give? The factual
questions do not concern the normative conditions of rule-
fol | ow ng. To describe under what factual conditions a mnan
follows a rule is not to tell why he does so. The later is the
mai n probl em of philosophy of rule-follow ng whereas the forner
bel ongs to descriptive psychology. VW do not want to say that
"whatever is going to seemright to ne is right" (P, Sect.258).
For Wttgenstein the relation of neaning and intention to future
action is normative, not descriptive. Accordly the rules of
| anguage are communal norns for how one should go on rather than
a nere description of communal dispositions. For exanpl e, when
as rule-followers we intend to wite 125 as the result of '58+67
rather than '5, it is not the case that we are naturally
disposed to do so, rather we are taught to follow the rule of
addition that way. The nornative aspect is revealed to us in the
"must” of the rule of addition. Kripke's account thus allows for

there to be a difference between what one does in followng a
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rule as opposed to what one should do. This enables us to
di stingui sh between thinking we are followng a rule and actually
doi ng so. The forner occurs when one intends to follow a rule
and the latter is confirned when one's rule followng activities
conform to the standard or norm already set in the |anguage

concenr ed.

Kri pke considers the suggestion that neaning "addition" by
"+ and not 'quaddition' should be analysed by appeal to sone
speci al introspectibl e experience. That is the proposal to
justify rule-following by the internal evidences. Wttgenstein
hi nsel f repeatedly discussed this issue in Pl, Sect, 152-155, and
167-177 in order to show that the so called internal evidences
t hensel ves need outward criteria and cannot be taken as evi dences
for rule-follow ng as such. Kripke endorses Wttgenstein's anti -
I ntrospectionist argunent and shows that rule-following is not
given as an act of consciousness nor as revealed to us in a flash

of introspection.®

Finally, Kripke discusses and rejects the Pl atonist
suggestion that rules are laid down in a non-physical and non-
psychol ogi cal donain of reality. For a Platonist rule-follow ng
Is derived fromthe fact of rules being eternally and infinitely
contained in the netaphysical domain of possibilities. A
realist therefore presupposes that a rule is potentially followed
by a person in an infinite logical space, so that each particul ar

instance follows fromit as a matter of necessity. Wttgenstein
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has rejected this conception of rule-followng as a picture of
rule-followng containing all the possibilities before the

I nstances take place. (G. P, Sects, 193, 194).

Kri pke thus concludes that scepticismabout followng a rule
virtually leads to the fact that |anguage-use as a rul e-governed
activity is inpossible. According to him there are no facts’
(or substantial contents) wth which neaning a certain word in a
certain way can be identified. So, one cannot know that in the
current application of a rule one is followng the sane addition
rule. The application of rule, for Kripke, is an unjustified

stab in the dark.?2

3. The Sceptic Sol ution

Kri pke characterizes the solution of the paradox as the
sceptical solution because it admts the validity of the
sceptical premse regarding rule-followng. It admts that there

are no facts of the matter that determne our rule-follow ng and

that we could follow any rule in any manner we |ike. Thus Kri pke
admts that there is no such thing as using a word in accord w th
a rule and no such thing as neaning sonething by a word. This
sort of scepticism however, is a theoretical one wthout
affecting the practical business of our |anguage-use. In a
manner remnniscent of Hune,® Kripke's Wttgenstein offers a
practical solution of the paradox. The paradoxi cal concl usion
that we follow no rule is restrained by our practical rule-

foll ow ng considerations. It is a socia fact that we follow
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rules successfully and that too with a greater degree of
consensus. That is a standing guarantee that we follow rules in
a linguistic comunity. To follow a rule is a natter of a
social consensus which is quite advantageously exploited to

safeguard the practical rule-follow ng.

As Wttgenstein renmarked in the Tractatus 6.51, scepticism
Is not irrefutable though it is neaningless. Utimtely
uni versal doubt regarding rule-follow ng can be refuted as of no
practical concern, since it leads to the inpossibility of rule-
fol |l ow ng. Doubt is possible if there is certainty. Wt hout
presuppositions of certainty, even doubt becones neaningless
(OC, Sect., 115). Wttgenstein, Kripke believes, has not
despaired of the practice of rule-followng at all though he is
unable to provide any justification at all. Hune has in a
simlar vain said:

W nmay ask, what causes induce us to believe in the

exi stence of body? But it is vain to ask, whether there can

be body or not? That is a point which we nust take for

granted in all our reasoning. ™
Wttgenstein, Kripke says, could say the sane about rule-
followng. The fact renains that we all followrules but w thout

theoretical or rational justification.

Kri pke makes a distinction between a sceptical solution and
‘straight solution.™ According to him a sceptical solution is
a solution to a sceptical problem It does not solve the

problem but avoids it. The sceptical conclusion is avoided. It
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isthus a solution that admts the cogencey of the sceptic
argunent but denies that this invalidates the beliefs which the
sceptic has set out to denvolish. According to Kripke,
Wttgenstein's solution is a sceptical solution because he offers
a solution where the sceptical counter-argunents still renain
irrefutable. The sceiptic's conclusions are not invalid but are
ineffectual. Let us illustrate this in the follow ng way. For
exanple, in mathematical calculation one follows the rule of
addition (the neaning given, to '+ ) and gets '125 as the sum of
68+57. But no apriori argument is possible against soneone who
clains to follow the rule of quaddition i.e., (+) and get '5'.
However, as a natter of practice, we all follow the rule of
addi ti on. It is a fact of our form of life. There is no
necessity in following the rule of addition. Thus the sceptical
solution lies in admtting the contigency in our rule follow ng
behavi our . It does not invalidate the sceptical argument that
there is no logical necessity in following the rule of addition
rather than the rule of quaddition. This, however, does not deny
the possibility of rule-following in the contingent sense.
Kripke rightly shows that there is Humean contingency in our

rule-following activities.

A straight solution is a solution to the sceptical problem
according to which scepticism proves to be unwarranted. The
notabl e exanple is Descartes's cogito-ergo-sum Descartes's
cogi to-ergo-sum argunent mnmakes him sure about the existence of

his own self and consequently proves that universal doubt is not
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justified. This is, according to Kripke, a straight solution
where scepticismis proved unwarranted and ultimately groundl ess.
Kripke's argunent is that Wttgenstein's argunent is not a
straight solution in the Cartesian sense. According to him
Wttgenstein did not attenpt to refute scepticism rather he
circunvented it by appealing to the communitarian basis of rule-

fol | ow ng.

Kri pke poses the follow ng questions as a matter of inviting

the communitarian solution to rule-followng. They are

i) How can one tell whether I amfollowng the rule of 'plus'
or 'quus'?

ii) Wiat are the circunstances under which one can neani ngfully
ascribe rule-follow ng to ne?

iii) Wen can one claimthat this particular application of rule

is justified?

There is no straight solution to these question in the sense
of finding a necessary fact which can be the basis of answering
these questions. Oily there is a communitarian solution to these
pr obl ens. If we take the rule-follower as a nenber of a
community there will be no problem left. he can easily tell
whether one is following a particular rule correctly or
incorrectly. W follow rules as a nmenber of a community and not

in isolation. Hence the rel evance of the commutarian sol ution.

If a rule-follower is a menber of community the notion of
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rule and its application get its significance. (e wll be in a
position to tell whether I an followng a rule or not, if he
finds (i) that the response which | give i.e. the way | use the
sign agrees to his reponse; (ii) if | interact with other fellow
nmenbers of the comunity to which he belongs; (iii) if the rules
which he ascribes to nme have an application in our shared
communal life, and (iv) if a personis saidto followa rule only

when hi s/ her behavi our conforns to the behavi our of other fellows

of the community.

The so-call ed behaviour of the community is a formof life.
So, following a rule and nmaking an application of it in an actual
case is constitutive of the customor practice of the comunity.
Following a rule is therefore a communal practice (P, Sect.?202)
As a practice it has the inplications of being shared, publicly

checkabl e and al so fol |l owed wi th communal agreenent.

Wttgenstein nmakes it consistently clear that rule foll ow ng
in isolation is an wunintelligible concept, because, this
institution of rule-followng does not have any 'substantive
content'. It becones neaningful only when we regard the rule-
follower as a nmenber of a w der comunity comunicating wth one
another. QGhers wll have justification for attributing correct
or incorrect rule-following to the subject, provided he bel ongs
to their community or at least follows the rules which they
t hensel ves foll ow In the circunstances they have a shared
response to the rule-followng situation. This reponse nakes the

rule-follwer confident that what he does is a rule-follow ng
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activity and not a wishful thinking of rule-followng. Smlarly
other nenbers of the community are entitled to say that the rul e-
foll ower neans, for exanple, addition by "plus' if they find that
the rule-follower's behaviour agree with theirs. So, whether one
follows the rule correctly or incorrectly has to pass the test of
coomunity. Hs reponse has to agree with those of the community.
The way they check this is, in general, a primtive part of

| anguage- garre.

However, the communitarian solution thus outlined has its
limtations. The fact that community ratifies a linguistic
practice i.e., the practice of rule-followng does not rule out
that the norns of ratifications are not thenselves not comunal
practices. Norns are practices in a general 1|ogical sense but,
when the norns are for evaluation of other practices, they cease
to be contingent like the practices which are assessed. As

Wttgenstein has pointed out, the standard netre in Paris is not

itself one netre long or not one netre |ong. It has a special
status in our |anguage-game (FA. Sect.50). It is a paradigm so
it is non-contingent. It is a grammatical rule. In that sense,

it is difficult to argue that commnitarian solution rules out
the possibility of a straight solution. Kripke in his
exploration of the communitarian view has further proposed that
rules are contingent upon the assertion conditions of the
statement of the rule. The communitarian view squarely depends
upon whether a rule-application is comunally assertible or not.

This follows fromthe fact that one follows a rule when his or
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her behavi our conforns to the behaviour of other fellows of the
community that is, its "formof life'. The formof life is the
basic frane of reference within which al one we can understand the

rul e-fol | ow ng.

4. Forns of Life and The Anti-Thesis of Private Rul e-Fol |l ow ng

The fact that the rationality of rule-followng is enbedded
in the forns of l[ife of the rule-followers proves itself to be
the anti-thesis of private rule-follw ng. Private rule-
followi ng, according to Wtgenstein, is a msnoner. He wites,

And hence also 'obeying a rule' is a practice. And to think

one is o_be?u ng a rule is not to obey a rule. Hence it IS

not possible to obey a rule 'privately'; otherw se thinking
one was obeying a rue would be the sane thing as obeying it

(P, Sect.202).

This is to suggest that a private rule is nmuch grammatically
repugnant as private rule-following, since a private |anguage is
I npossible to conceive. To think of a private |anguage is to
think of a shamformof life. A formof l|life and | anguage not
sharabl e and understandable by nmany is inconceivable. As
Wttgenstein puts it,

But could we al so inmagi ne a | anguage i n which a person coul d

wite down or give vocal expression to his inner experiences

- his feelings, noods, and the rest - for his private use?

Well, cann't we do so in our ordinary |anguage? But that is

not what | nmean (R, Sect.243).

Such a language is obviously inpossible to inagine. The

reason is that even if we inmagine one, it wll not be called a
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| anguage in an accepted sense. The formof |ife which |anguage

represents is totally mssing in this case. For exanple, in our

| anguage when | have pain and | express it in so nany words,
others respond to nme in nmany ways. This response 1is
Institutionalized in |anguage. But in a private |anguage this

institution is mssing. Hence, there is nothing called follow ng
arule there. The private rules are no rules at all since there
Is no ratification of such rules in an exclusively private
| anguage. Wttgenstein puts this as follows:

Are the rules of private |anguage inpressions of rules? -

The bal ance on which the inpressions are weighed is not the
I npressions of a balance (H, Sect.259).

In other words, the distinction between a rule and a shamrule is
abolished in a private | anguage. Therefore the distinction
between right and wong application of rule is abolished. (A,
Sect . 262- 69) . A private |language is an anti-thesis of the

general rule-follow ng behavi our of nanki nd.

Kripke's communitarian interpretation of rule-follow ng has
shown why the possibility of private |anguage is sharply opposed

to the very concept of |anguage we have.

.5 Forns of Life and Rul e-Fol | ow ng

As Kripke has said, a person is said to follow a rule when
hi s/ her behavi our conforns to the behaviour of other fellow

menbers of the community, that is, their formof life. The form
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of life is the home of all rule-following. A formof life is a
form of activity, i.e. a way of using language. In P, Sect.23.
Wttgenstein says:

Here |anguage-gane is neant to bring into promnence the

fact that speaking of language is a part of an activity or

of a formof life.

Each | anguage-gane is a formof life. Each is related to a
form of wusing language i.e. doing something with the |anguage.
Language is intinately related to life. Each activity in a
| anguage is a kind of life. It is related to a life situation.
In order for an expression to be nmeaningful it is not essential
that it is governed by rules of syntax alone but also it nust be
enpl oyed in appropriate contexts or circunstances, and its
various uses make up our natural history. It is in this sense
that Wttgenstein says "to imagine a language is to inagine a

formof life" (A, Sect.19).

Kri pke agrees with Wttgenstein's idea of "formof life" in
a comunitarian sense when he says "the set of responses in which
we agree, and the way they interweave with our activities is our
formof life".® That is, language is enbedded in the network of
activities that we happen to undertake in the communal life. For
exanple, 'How are you? is neaningful in the context where one
greets sonebody. W followthe rule '+ and arrive at '125 (not
'5') as the result of calculating '57+68 because we are the sane
form of life in naking such a calculation. A form of life

inplies a way of life that every one shares in a comunity.
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Forns of life differ just as |anguage-games differ. That is to
say, hurman bei ngs have the option of having alternative forns of
life. There are natural constraints on our forns of life,
t hough. These, however, do not prevent there being | anguage- ganes
whi ch we have never played. Wttgenstein seens to contenplate
the availability of alternative natural histories which explain

the nature of forns of life and | anguage (F, |1, X Z Sect.38).

However, this fact does not rule out the necessity ingrained
in our present forns of life. The fact that they are the forns
of life we are constrained to accept as given (RA. Il, p.226).
suggests that we are bound to accept them as necessary. Hence
the rule-following entailed by the present forns of |ife have the
potentiality of being the constitutive conditions of |anguage-
use. The communitarianismof Kripke fails to explain how forns
of life apparently taken as contigent can also be taken to be
necessary. This also tells why the comunitarian solution can at
| east explain the contigency of rule-following and not its

necessity.

6. Limtations of Communitari ani sm

A critical understanding of comunitarianism reveals the
fatal flaws it suffers from Comruni tari ani sm depends on
prem ses whi ch presuppose a behaviouristic understanding of rule-

follow ng. These presuppositions are as foll ows:
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a) Rule-following is socially assented to and ratified in the
behavi our of the comunity

b) Comunity behaviour is itself not subject to further non-

communal test.

Wight puts it as follows:

It is a comunity of assent which supplies the essential
background against which alone it nakes sense to think of
individual s' responses as correct or incorrect ... None of
us unilaterally can make sense of the idea of correct
enpl oynent of |anguage save by reference to the authority of
securable communal assent on the matter, and for the
comunity itself there is no authority so no standard to
neet . 4
According to Wight the totality of comunity's dispositions
determne the norm of correctness of an individual's response to
the rule-follow ng situations. The community is the suprene
ratifier™ of an individual's behaviour. There are two ways in
whi ch an individual can feel assured that he is following a rule
correctly: (i) he has deliberately chosen to participate in the
comunity's forns of life, and (ii) the community has the final
authority of sanctioning what is right or wong in one's public
behavi our . Both ways there is responsible public behaviour,
since there is a strong appeal to communal assent. If communi -
tarianismis right, then it shows that the truth of rule-
followng has no intrinsic nerit and nmust be derived froma nore

authoritative source found in the linguistic community.

Now one can argue, wll the commnitarian proposal serve the

purpose of explaining the normative character of rule-follow ng?
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The comuni tari anismcan easily explain whether any given actual
communal disposition is itself correct. The nornative elenents
defy the communal constraint. So the problemis: Does comunal
consensus command the sort of respect which is characteristic of
truth as a cognitive value? Bl ackburn'® for instance, argues that
communal consensus does not have the same respectability as truth
because there is no in coherence in the suggestion that all the
menbers of a linguistic community have collectively gone wong in
the' application of a given rule, say '+ . Bl ackburn does not
rule out the possibility of the community itself facing the
private linguist's dilemma regarding the correctness of rule-
followng. The suggestion is that what Wttgenstein can at best
hold is that rule-following is not systematically a conmual
practice but rather a practice as such so that the individual can

participate in it in a pre-commnally given normative sense."

Communitarianism is offering an analysis of the ordinary
notion of truth which anounts to a displacenent of it. So one
can doubt whether the communitarians are subscribing to any kind
of truth at all because they are not coomtted to the truth and
falsity of any communal consensus in relation to rul e-fol |l ow ng*®
Communi t ari ani sm as Kripke envisages, is commtted to
justification-conditions of- assertions and not to their truth
condi ti ons. Truth-conditions are replaced by justification-
condi tions. 19 Thus communitarianism fails to explain how truth
can be accounted for. Besides, it is problenatic how there can

be any objective neaning determnation in the communitarian



account . To say that neaning is that which is commnally
determned is to Bay that nmeaning is reducible to community
j udgenent s. This may result in a reductionist theory of

meani ng. %

McDowel | 2 has an interesting analysis of the communi-
tariani st viewpoint. According to him comunitarianismis a
product of m sunderstandi ng. He recognises that Wttgenstein
presents the nodel of a 'bed-rock' that is co-lateral with the
notion of the nornative. That normative bedrock is not the sane
as comunitarian agreenent. MDowell wites,

By Wttgenstein's lights, it is a mstake to think we can

dig down to a level at which we no |onger have application

for normative notions (like "followng according to the
rule").?

Accordingly, grammar provides us the neaning of any
di scour se because that shows the correct and incorrect use of an
expression. So, McDowell warns us not to forma picture of 'bed-
rock* that goes beyond | anguage and grammar. The bedrock is part
of language itself.? It is the noral of rule-follow ng consi-
derations that correctness of rule-following can exist only in
the practice of language and not in anything that excludes our
nornmal use. MDowell expresses this point in the follow ng way:

Wttgenstein warns us not to try to dig below 'bed-rock',

but it is difficult, in reading him to avoid acquiring a

sense of what, as it were, lies down there: the web of facts

about behaviour and "inner episodes", describable w thout
using the notion of neaning. One is likely to be struck by
the sheer contigency of the resenbl ences between individuals

on which, in this vision, the possibility of neaning seens
t o depend.
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This should result in making a distinction between the
nornmati ve bed-rock and the natural and behavioural one. It iIs

the former that matters for neaning and rul e-fol | ow ng.

The communitarian proposal that communal practice and
behavi our is responsible for the neani ngful ness of our discourse
shows that rule-followng is said to consist in the conformty
wth our fellow beings responses. This is at best a partial
fufillnent of the condition of meaningful ness of an expression.
McDowel | ' s rejection of this partial condition  of
meani ngful ness is the result of his appreciation of the fact that
normativity is substantially different from communality.

Communal ity is factual but normativity is |ogical.

The problemis : Howis the necessity of 'orderly comunal’
practice to be defended? From what does the denmand for
orderliness flow? MDowel |'s answer is that necessity is a
feature of the nornmative structure of rule-follow ng and not of
Its comunal neeting of mnds. Communi tarianism fails nostly

for softpedalling the notion of necessity.

Baker and Hacker® point out that necessity flows from the
grammatically of the rule and not from the contigent communal
agr eement . For them rule-following is internally related to
rules and rules are pratices in the irreducible sense of being
enbedded in |language. Gammar tells us when rules of grammar are
correctly appli ed. In that sense, grammar provides the criteria

of correctness of rule-application, not their a communally agreed

136



character. Language is normative at least in its rule-
structure. ®

The opposition to the comunitarian view is very strong
because grammatical norns function to establish the criteria of
use and the neaning of expressions wthout bringing into
consideration the facts of comunal agreenent as the determ nant
of neani ng.98 Meaning is factually commnal ly shared, but that
Is not a logical fact about nmeaning. The internality of the rule
to language-use is the sufficient logical fact that neaning is

| ndependent of the communal deci sions.

7. Harndess of Natural Facts : FromQGammar to Natural Hstory

Kripke's argunent for communitariani smfaces rough weat her
as we recogni se the hard natural facts of |anguage use and forns
of life. Wttgenstein's supposed paradox at Pl Sect.201 gets
di ssolved as we take into account the fact that we cannot
msinterpret our rule-follow ng behaviour. That is why
Wttgenstein rules out interpretation as a nethod of
understanding rule-followng. The rule-followng facts speak for
t hensel ves. They are what they are and are invested with a
natural necessity. The grammatical necessity of rules is
dependent on naturally necessary facts. This is enphasized by
Wttgenstein in his insistence that the facts of rule-follow ng
are all that there are for philosophers to take account of.

These facts are the hard data presented to us wthout the
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mediation of any interpretation. Philosophy puts themas they are
wthout interpretation and therefore without distortion. As
Wttgenstein puts it,

Phi | osophy  si rgalal puts everything before us, and neither
explains nor deduces anything - Snce everything lies open
to view there is nothing to explain. For what is hidden,
for exanple, is of no interest to us. (P, Sect.126).
Thus phil osophy puts a premumon facts, but these facts are not
hi dden nor are they anything other than what |anguage presents to
us. The facts of rule-followng are the interpreted forns of
life which conme inposingly forward for recognition. Phi | osophy
needs no special intuition to recognize them The follow ng
passage makes the point clear:
The fundanental fact here is that we lay down rules, a
technique, for a gane, and that then when we follow the
rules, things do not turn out as we had assunmed. That we
are as it were entangled in our ow rules (P, Sect.125).
Wttgenstein's rejoinder to the sceptic, therefore, is that
our grammar is not in constant risk of breaking dow since
grammar itself tells us what the facts are. Gammar is not based
on those facts. It only presents their internal connexions.
Besi des, grammar itself is not based on a thin layer of common
agreenent, so that there is the possibility of its breaking down
by a slightest sceptic touch. As Wttgenstein, repeatedly
remnds us, the agreenment is not an agreenment in opinion but in
forns of life. (P, Sect.24]). Qamar represents the basic
agreenent in our rule-followng and forns of [life which

constitute the bed-rock of our thoughts and actions. (PI,
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Sect.217). Hence it is hardly convincing to Bay that there is a
comunitarian foundation for our rule-follow ng. Comunitariani sm
does not solve the problem It is another nane for scepticism
The fact that grammar represents the facts of rule-followng and
that it shows the necessary roots of comon agreement in rule-
following it becones obvious that the communitarian argunment gets
defeated. The agreenent is a fact but grammar which shows the
agreenent is not factual. QGamar is the common ground of our

rul e-fol |l ow ng behavi our.

8. Gammar and Natural Hstory

In the view of above, it is inperative that Wttgestein nust
relate grammar to the natural history of man. Wat is natural
history? The natural history of man consits in our natural
activities like thinking, speaking, commandi ng, and counting (PI,
Sect.25). The follow ng passage nmakes the point clear:

What we are supplying are really remarks on natural history

of human beings; we are not contributing curiosities

however, but observations whi ch no one has doubted but which
have escaped renmark only because they are before our eyes.

(P, Sect.415).
The remarks intended here are quite expectedly the renmarks on the
forns of life of human beings i.e. the | anguage-ganes that
reflect their activities. These renarks are not explanations or
justifications but only descriptions of |anguage-ganes. In this
sense by bringing the natural history to the fore we can nake our

grammar nore perspicuous since the nore the natural history is
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open to view the better the understandi ng of | anguage and gramar

i S.

Natural history is the common back-ground of both phil osophy
and grammar but it does not justify either philosophy or grammar.
QG amar cannot be derived from natural history. QGamar is the
formal account of our natural behaviour; it presents the cal cul us
of our natural |anguage. The follow ng passage from Wttgenstein
Is reveal i ng:

Qur interest certainly includes the correspondence between

the concepts and very general fact of nature. (Such facts

nmostly do not strike us because of their generality) . But
our interest does not fall back upon these possible causes
of the formation of concepts; we are not doing natural
science; nor yet natural history since we can invent

fictitious natural history for our purposes. (A, II, XI).

Phi | osophy, like grammar, is not a natural science nor a
natural history. It is always a grammatical investigation into
the facts of nature (P. Sect. 90). That is to say, it
I nvestigates gramar, the calculas of our natural Ilife and
| anguage. However, it is the forns of our |anguage and life that
nmatter for philosophical grammar. The forns can be described in

the syntax with el aborate rul es. Therefore, the description of

the rule-structure is the core of phil osophy and grammar.

9. Natural Facts and Rul e-Fol | ow ng

The concept of natural history brings into promnence the

natural facts about |anguage-use. But the grammatical renarks on
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these facts cannot be anthropol ogi cal ® descriptions because they
are grammatical propositions which define our natural activities
t hensel ves. Wttgenstein thus offers the grammar of natural
history of man as a normative enterprise which not only describes
what happens or takes place in our natural |ife but also what can
happen. That is to say, grammar does not tell only what happens,
but tells what are the possible happenings (A Sect.90). Thus
grammar presents us the donmain of possibilities of natural facts.

QG ammar presents the essence of reality.

The propositions which describe the world-picture®
constitute a kind of nythology (OG5 Sect. 98) in which their role
Is that of grammtical rules. This nythol ogy contai ni ng
grammatical propositions nmay change its course by allow ng the
fixed propositions to beconme shifting ones and shifting ones to
becone the hardened propositions (QC Sects. 96.97). But, even
then, there will be a nythol ogy containing a world-picture which
the grammar projects through its rules. The nythol ogy which the
grammar describes contains the principles which constitute
reality. Therefore, it is ultimately grammar whi ch determ nes
what reality is (0. P. Sects. 371, 373, 383, 401). Thus our

grammar tells us the possibilities of natural history.

The facts of rule-following are facts of nat ural  hi story.
These facts constitute the bulk of Ilinguistic data. Q amar
shifts the facts into those which are essential and those which
are inessential. The essential facts of rule-follonwng are

those which we cannot inmagine to be otherwse. That 2+2 = 4 is
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an essential fact and needs no special justification for being

true. It is true as a nmatter of grammar and as a fact of our
being human at all. Therefore rule-follow ng considerations are
so intimately ingrained in our being human at all. The rules do

not tell about our cognitive interests or non-sceptic resistance
to rampant scepticism They tell us what we basically are.
Forns of life involving rule-followng are autononmous and are
closed to any external justification. That alone tells why our
grammar is not contigent. QGammar is necessary for us because we

cannot really understand the alternative forns of life and the

alternative grammars. Wiat we can understand is really part of

our granmmar and so it is necessarily part of our natural history.
The necessity of rule-following is the result of the internal
correlation between grammar, and natural history, and so between
| anguage and world. Rule-follow ng woul d have been conti gent and
so sceptically threatened, if it were not rooted in our forns of
life, that is, in natural history and if our gramrar woul d not

have been a guarantee agai nst the sceptics attack.

Thus to follow a rule is to participate in | anguage and be
part of a natural history. This has the additional guarantee

that grammar is on the side of the rule-foll ower.
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Wttgenstein's notion of world-picture and nythol ogy have
only heuristic interest since they suggest us that our
conception of the world has a root only in grammar. Q anmnar
contains the world pictures whi ch conpet e anongst thensel ves
to give the essence of the world. Rules are situated at the
heart of the world-viewthat gives the essence. These rules

are grammati cal propositions.
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CHAPTER - V
THE AUTONOW OF GRAMVAR

In this chapter | seek to explore the grounds on which
Wttgenstein's so called theory of autonony of grammar is based.
The chapter |1V has shown that the sceptic's chall enge to gramar,
and its rules has nade no dent in the latter's structure.
G amar renains immune to the sceptic's anti-foundationali st
attack, since there is no possibility of proving that grammar
| acks foundations. However, this does not entail that phil osophy
needs to provide foundations for grammar. Phil osophy has no such
project to defend granmar agai nst scepticism According to
Wttgenstein, grammar, like logic, nust speak for itself. This
thesis may broadly be called the autonony thesis. | wll nake a
nodest attenpt to entangl e the issues invol ved around t he concept
of autonony which has a wider usage in the literature® on

Wttgenstein.

1. Autonony and the Language-worl d Nexus

The question of autonony arises exactly where | anguage seens
to be free of the control of the facts in the world. This is how
majority of Wttgenstein interpreters? have taken this question
to have arisen. According to this view |anguage is autononous
to the extent there is no factual or natural constraints on

| anguage. That is to say language is liberated fromthe cl utches

of the world. P MS Hacker wites,
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The doctrine of the autonony of grammar is closely related
to the doctrine of the autonony of |anguage. I f | anguage
had foundations in netaphysical sinples, grammar could not
be autononous. The doctrine of the autonony of |anguage is a
repudi ation of the Tractatus conception between | anguage
and reality. The consequent doctrine of the autonony _of
grammar is a dranatic transformation of his earlier views.?
According to Hacker, if language has foundations in
net aphysi cal sinples grammar could not be autononous. He
suggests that the theory of autonony of grammar is an heir to the
doctrine of (@) indescribability of limts of the thought (b)
inexpressibility of essences (c) the distinction between saying

and show ng.

The fornal isonorphism between |anguage and reality - the
fact that language is the mrror of the essence of the world -
can only be shown in | anguage but not expressed by neans of it.

This is the central thesis of Wttgenstein's phil osophy of

| anguage in general. The doctrine of autonony is logically
derivable from this. Hacker explains this in the follow ng
passage.

W are continually tenpted to take our granmar as a
projection of reality, instead of taking our conception of
the structure of reality to be a projection of grammar. For
we are driven to justify gramar by reference to putative
facts about the world, eqg 'But there really are four
primary colours'. So, we think of our concepts of colour
justified, for they characterize the world as it is. For |
would look in vain for a fifth prinary colour; we put four
colours together because they are simlar, and we contrast
colour wth shapes and notes because they are different (Z
331). It is against the conception of this sort of
justification, which is analogous to the idea of justifying
a sentence by pointing to what varifies it, that the claim

that grammar directed (lbid). The relevant sense in which
granmar is arbitrary is the doctrine of autonony of
granmar . °
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This thesis, however, rests on the idea that autonony of
| anguage and grammar precludes the fact of the world being the
basis of the forner. This indirectly shows that autonony is not
possible as long as l|anguage is projected into the world.
However, | shall try to show that Wttgenstein is very nmuch
concenred with the authonony question in the Tractatus itself
Wttgenstein asserts: "Logic nust look after itself"® (TP,
5. 473) .

2. Tractarian concept of Logic and Autonony

What Wttgenstein says about logic in the Tractatus applies
to grammar in his later works. Wttgenstein holds that |ogic and
application of logic cannot overlap; they nust be kept separate.
Second, that nothing can cone between logic and its application;
they nust be side by side (T.5.557). 1In case of grammar, the use
of signs or possible use of signs cannot determne the actual
occurrence of |anguage. Besi des, nothing can nediate between
grammar and its actual application, because that which nedi ates
must itself belong to grammar.’ Wttgenstein has supposed that
logic, like grammar, does not depend upon its application.
Application is external to it, since it only tells us at what
point it can come into contact with the world. The world,
according to Wttgenstein, is contigent whereas |ogic and grammar

are necessary. Thus logic has to be self-contained.

Wttgenstein wites:
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Men have al ways a presentinment that there nust be a realmin
which the answers to question are asymmetrically conbi ned -

apriori - to forma self-contai ned system
A realm subject to the law Snplex sigillum veri. (TP
5.4541).

This has the further inplication that logic nust have its
own laws which safeguard it against any possible mstake, e.g.
contradi ction, et c. The illegitinacy of the syntactic
construction is ruled out by the |logical syntax itself.
Wttgerfstein very clearly puts this autonony thesis as follows:

Logic nust look after itself. |[If a sign is possible, then

it is also capable of signifying. Watever is possible in
logic is also permtted (The reason why "Socrates is
identical' neans nothing is that there is no property call ed

"identical. The proposition is non-sensical because we have
failed to nake an arbitrary determnation and not because
the synbol, initself, would be illegitinmate.) |In a certain

sense we cannot nmake mstakes in logic. (TLP, 5.473).

Thus the Tractarian autonony thesis has the peculiarity of
maki ng | ogic autononous of reality and it then extends the sane
to | anguage. Autonony of logic entails the autonony of | anguage.
That is because | anguage having logic as its essence cannot but
be independent of the world so far as its logical form is
concerned. The foll ow ng passage tells this:

Al though there is sonething arbitrary in our notations, this

much is not arbitrary - that when we have determ ned one

thing arbitrarily, sonething else is necessarily the case.

(This derives fromthe essence of the notation) (TLP 3.342).
Agai n he conti nues:

A particular node of signifying may be uninportant but it is
always inportant that it is a possible node of signifying.
And this 1s generally so in philosophy; again and again the
i ndi vidual case turns out to be uninportant, ut the
possibility of each individual case discloses sonething
about the essence of the world (TP 3.3421).
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The autonony thesis thus earmarks the room for the |[ogical
structure of [|anguage speaking for the structure of the world

al so.

3. Autonony Thesis in the Cal cul us Mdel

Wttgenstein's calculus nodel which | have discussed in
Chapter | entertains the possibility of the autonony of [|anguage
and grammar. First of all,.language conceived as a cal cul us mnust
followthe lead of logic and declare itself autononous of all the
epi dem c and netaphysical supports. Like logic |anguage nust
take care of itself. Secondly, the calculus nodel clains that
| anguage is sonething already given as a part of hunan organi sm
and is endowed with a logical structure or form entirely
underived from anything nore ultinate. The logical form of
| anguage is the basic nonderivable fact which |ogical syntax
shows through internal connexions of the grammatical rules.
Therefore, neither logical formor nor the grammatical rules can
be constituted by netalogical rules. The rules of the cal culus
are internally possible as the constitutive principles of
synbolism There is no external mechanisns for the generation

of such rul es.

The thesis as regards the internal relationship between
| anguage and reality reinforces the autonony thesis insofar as
the latter proposes that the relationship is not an external

relati onship. Language and reality share conmon logical form
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because of which alone language is a logical picture of reality
(TP 2.17, 2.16, 4.12). Thus we can say that the logica formis
colateral with the form of reality. That does not entail that
the reality is the source of the logical form The form of
reality is logical and is reveal ed in |anguage. So the logical
formis independent of the fact that the world shares the sane
with language. It is a logical fact that |anguage and the world
have the same form Now, according to Wttgenstein, the sense
of a proposition consists in its being a logical picture of a
possible situation (TLP 4.027, 4.03, 4.031) and that is internal
to the proposition and can be denonstrated wthin the cal cul us of
| anguage itself. The essence of a proposition reflects the
essence of the situation it speaks of, and so its sense follows
fromits essence. G amar tells us how sense and essence
internally constitute the use of a proposition. The autonony of
| anguage-use follows from the autonony of sense and essence.
This is reflected in Wttgesntein's idea that the notion of
possible is grammatical. As he puts it, "so it depends wholly on
our grammar what wll be called possible and what not i.e., what
grammar permts." (PG Sect. 82). This shows that what is
possible is grammatically permtted owng to the fact that there
I's nothing left either ontologically or epistemcally except
what is permtted by grammar. This suprenacy of granmmar over
what is the case (fact) and what is likely to be the case
(possible) is the basis of autonony thesis. The grammati cal
purview includes the |[|anguage-world relations as well.

Wttgenstein wites,
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The connection between "language and reality" is nade by
definition of words, and these belong to grammar, so that
| anguage remains self-contained and autononous (PG
Sect . 55).

The autonony of language originates in the fact that the
definition of words already logically estalishes the word-object
rel ati ons. (bjects are not external to grammar - they nust
already inhere in the grammatical structure of words (including
the Tractarian 'nanes'). |In the Tractatus, Wttgenstein called
objects formal concepts (4.1272) and thus indicated that the
formal syntax itself takes care of what objects there are in the
world (CF. TLP 3.33). Syntax or the logical grammar is,

t her ef ore, aut ononous.

4. Autonony and Non-Justification of G amar

Wttgenstein's way of |ooking at |anguage throughout his
career may be summed up in a formula: Gammar cones before
facts. QGamar in turn does not depend upon facts. G amar
itself is not a fact. The principal thesis is that granmmar
constitutes facts and therefore does not depend upon facts.®
Qammar is world-constituting.® As Finch®® rightly points out,
for Wttgenstein, grammar presupposes the existence of the world
which is unsayable in itself and therefore does not determne it.
It determnes all that can be said In Fnch's words, "since it
gives all the ways of speaking about the world, there is no
further way by which we could say how the world itself is so that

grammar mght conform to it. The world is having an ultinate
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character in itself". In fact, for Wttgenstein, world and
| anguage have the identical structure, and therefore, one cannot
go beyond grammar to tell what the world really is. Q ammar
tells what the world really is by permtting the different ways
of speaking about it. For Wttgenstein world and reality are the
sane because there is no netapysical gap between what is the case

and what is really the case.

The facts, i.e. the world as what is the case is intertw ned
wi th our ways of speaking. A fact is a way of speaking, that is,
a method of representation. It requires a |anguage gane i n order
to talk about the world. Language-ganes are, therefore, ways of
speaking and acting in the world. The world is a partner in the
| anguage-game as Hntikka” has said in his theory of gane-nodel
semantics. This partnership is due to the fact that |anguage
logically needs the world though it is not dependent on it.
Wttgenstein argues that there is an intimate bond between what
we say (i.e. our concepts) and what there is (i.e. the objects).
That is a deep fact. Wttgenstein articulates this in the
fol | ow ng passage.

If any one believes that certain concepts are absolutely

correct ones, and that having different ones woul d nean not

realizing something that we realize-then let him inagine
certain very general facts of nature to be different from
what we are used to, and the fornation of concepts different

from the usual ones wll become intelligible to him (R.,

p. 230) .

This does not suggest that the concepts which constitute our

grammar are dependent upon the very general facts. It only
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suggests that there is a "correspondence" between concepts and
the general facts about nature.® The general facts of nature
include the regularity of natural phenonmena which obey the |aws
of nature. Qur natural world is a systenatic and orderly cosnos.
Therefore, it perfectly fits our linguistic framework that
evol ves the nethod of grammatical representation of nature. Qur
speaking, know ng and acting all together nake it obvious that
the world is perfectly a partner in our |anguage-gane. World is

the other side of grammar. They nake one whol e.

The autononous character of grammar means not only that

grammar comes before facts and cannot be justified in terns of

facts. Gammar has no justification as such since grammar is
fundanmental and ultinate. Facts need justification, that s,
they need connections anongst thensel ves. The scientific

explanation of nature is a justification of facts. For exanple,
it can be justified why the sun appears to rise in the East and
why the sun emts rays. But it needs no justification that the
statenent "The sun apears to rise in the East" states the fact
that the sun appears to rise in the East. That a statement
states (pictures) a fact is grammatical in character. That is
sonet hing fundanental so far as our ways of speaking are
concer ned. The autonony Wttgenstein is concerned wth is that
of speaking rather than of what is spoken about. Aut onony
resides in the ability to represent, that is, in the speech. The

world, on the other hand, is inpervious to this question.
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5. Saying and Show ng

The autonony thesis is closely related to the Tractatus
thesis of the ineffability of what is shown by language. Tn the
Tractatus, |ogical syntax shows the logical form of |anguage and
the worfd. It cannot say what the logical formis like, since in

saying it already presupposes it. Wttgenstein wites.

Propositions can represent the whole of reality, but they
cannot represent what they nust have in/common with reality
in order to be able to represent it - logical formIn order
to be able to represent logical formwe should have to be
able to station ourselves wth propositions sonewhere
outside logic, that is to say outside the world (TLP 4.12).
The presupposed logical form or structure of |anguage and the
world is an ultinate fact about |anguage and grammar and cannot
therefore itself be said in another | anguage. The | ogi cal
structure is displayed in language itself. The structure is part
of grammar of |anguage and so cannot itself be justified. What
seens to be the structure of the world is itself determned by
grammar. So the question of granmmar being justified by the world
does not arise. Any attenpt to justify grammar by appeal to the

world will yield nonsense.

G amar can have no nore Tightness or wongness than the
coice of a unit of neasurement. G anmmar cannot al so be justified
by an end, goal or purpose, which is external to |anguage itself.
In that sense the grammar of |anguage is autononous.

Wttgenstein wites.
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The rules of grammar are arbitrary in the sane sense as the
choice of a unit of neasurenent. But that means no nore
than that the choice is independent of the length of the
objects to be neasured and that the choice of one unit is
not "true'and of another 'false’ in the way that a
statement of length is true or false. g course, that is
only a remark on the grammar of the word ‘'unit of |ength
(BEG Sect. 133).

The wunit of measurenent is a standard or norm accepted
i ndependently of the things nmeasured. So, it can be said that
the unit of neasurenent is 'arbitrary', that is, it is chosen

prior to neasuring anything. The rules of grammar reflecting the

logical form of language and the world are part of the very
franework of | anguage that makes intelligible the concept of rule

and its application. In that sense, it is neither true nor
false. It is arbitrary (I shall discuss in detail the concept of
"arbitrary' later). This continues the Tractarian idea that
| ogical formexpresses or shows itself in [|anguage. Language

shows its rules and thus the logical formof propositions. There
IS no other languge in which the rules thenselves can be
enbedded. ** So, they are autononous. This explains why
Wttgenstein' s cal culus nmakes | anguage a sel f-expl ai nabl e system

of rules which nmakes our notion of reality itself intelligible.

6. The Gane Mbdel and the Aut onony Question

The gane-nodel addresses itself to the autonony question as
the central question relating to the |anguage-world nexus.
Autonony is an integral feature of |anguage-ganes and their

rul es. A |l anguage-gane, i.e. a language-use is a determnate
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formof activity bounded by rules which define what is a possible
nove within the |anguage-game. As we have already discussed in
Chapter |V wthout rules, a |I|anguage-gane 1is inpossible

Wttgenstein wites,

VW are interested in language as a procedure according to
explicit rules, because philosophical problens are msunder-
standings which nust be renmoved by clarification of the
rules according to which we are inclined to use words (PG
Sect. 32).

The availability of rules as a part of |anguage-ganes is the

basi c-notion of grammar in the gane-nodel. Rules consitute the
I nner mechani sm of grammar so as to nake it the all - enbracing
framework of | anguage. The autonony of the rule-structure

derives from the fact that wthout rules no |anguage-gane is
possi bl e. This is connected with the fact that, Ilike |ogic,
grammar is an internal feature of |anguage. Wttgenstein wites,
There cannot be a question whether these or other rules are
the correct ones for the use of "not" (that is, whether they
accord with its neaning). For wthout these words the word
has as yet no neaning; and if we change the rules, it now
has another neaning (or none), and in that case we may | ust
as well cange the word too. (PG Sect.133).
Thus rules are internal to the |anguage-gane and speak for
t hensel ves. There is nothing else that we can do about them
except that we record what they are. That the rules of gramar
or syntax enjoy autonony is the legacy of the calculus nodel
which we have already seen. The sane appears relating to the
availability of grammatical rules in the |anguage-ganes. The

grammatical rules define the possible noves in a [|anguage-gane

157



and therefore set the limt of our thought and experience, they

set the 'limts of enpiricismi (RFM 111, Sect.71).

Mow the question is: Is there an ultinmate justification of
rules? Wttgenstein has always struggled with this question and
ended up with a negative answer. QGamatical rules along wth
the |anguage-games which they define are not to be justified.
Wttgenstein thinks that no justification can ever be provided
for the rules in grammar. Qammar nust take care of itself.
Wttgenstei n says,

The danger here, | believe, is one of giving a justification

of our procedure where there is no such thing as a justifi-

cation and we ought sinply to have said: that is how we do
it. (RFM 111, Sect.74).

Wiat pronpts Wttgenstein to reject justification of grammar is
his conviction that grammar is autononous and that it can hardly
be justified through any external facts such as the facts of the
wor | d. As we have already said, grammar nust cone logically
before facts. So the question of enpirical justification of

grammar does not arise.

For Wttgenstein, the rules of grammar are arbitrary in the
way rules of cookery are not. Wen the rules of grammar are
violated we play no ganme or we play a different game. The rules
of cookery are fixed by the goal of naking good dishes. They are
our creations or at best justified by our culinary habits. But

not so are the rules of grammar. These rules have no other
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pur pose than speaking or using |anguage. They are not regul ated
by our linguistic habits, they constitute them Thus there is no
l ogical gap between following a rule and using language in a
certain way. Hence, rules of grammar are beyond justification.
Wttgenstein wites,
Wiy don't | call cookery rules arbitrary, and why am |
tenpted to call the rules of grammar arbltrar%? Because |
think of the concept of "cookery" as defined by the end of
cookery, and | don't think of the concept "l|anguage" as
defined by the end of |anguage (PG Sect.133).
This is connected wth the fact that in instituting the rules of
| anguage there is nothing else that is at stake 'except the
| anguage itself. But in cookery what is at stake is the eating
and the related ensuring taste, but not cooking itself. Gooking
Is a nmeans of satisfying taste. The follow ng passage tells us
the inportance and the uniqueness of rule of grammr.
Wttgenstein says,
The rules of grammar may be called "arbitrary" if that is to
mean that the aim of grammar is nothing but that of the
| anguage. |f someone says "if our |anguage had not this

grammar, it could not express these facts" - it should be
asked what "coul d* neans here (P, Sect.497).

7. The Notion of 'Arbitrary'
Wttgenstein wites:

(onsider: "The only correlate in language to an intrisic
necessity is an arbitrary rule. It is the only thing which
one can mlk out of this intrisic necessity into a proposi-
tion" (A, Sect.372).
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This statenent has far reaching inplications so far as the

aut onony question is concerned. Hrst of all, an arbitrary rule
Is intrinsically necessary. Secondly, that is the only thing
that a rule-like proposition can tell wus about |anguage.
Wttgenstein insists that rules of grammar, that 1is, 'the

necessary propositions' are arbitrary "QGamar is not accountable
to any reality. It is grammatical rules that determne meani ng
(constitute it) and so they thensel ves are not answerable to any
neaning and to that extent are arbitrary". (PG Sect.133). That
Is, there is nothing that the necessary propositions in gramar

are accountable to. They are what they are and not otherw se.

As Baker and Hacker® have rightly pointed out, the rules of
grammar are not arbitrary in the ordinary sense of the term
Odinarily 'arbitrary' means capricious. A capricious governnent
nmay be irrational and unfounded. Arbitrariness is a natter of
irrationality in the ordinary sense. It is either a fact or
convention (wthout reason) that stands for an arbitrary rule.
But grammatical rules are not a natter of caprice and cannot be
irrational either. Far frombeing capricious they are absol utely
I nexorabl e and inviolable. Nor need grammatical rules be
arbitrary in the sense of being uninportant.® To say that a
systemof rules is arbitrary does not nean they are uninportant.
The inportance of grammatical rules is too obvious to be proved
ot herw se. In this sense, only the nost fundanental rules are
called arbitrary. Besides, rules of grammar are not arbitrary in

the sense of being a matter of individual choice or decision.
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Oh the contrary, we are constrained by the rules to nmake a
particular nove in language. V¢ are alnost bound by the rules.
VW are not free to decide that 2 + 2 = 5 or that white can be
dar ker than bl ack. Rules determne what we can or cannot do.

Hence they are necessary. They constitute the |anguage-gane.

There is another sense in which rules can be arbitrary.
That is that there nay be alternative systemof rules just as we
have alternative units of neasurenent. For exanple, there are
different ways of neasureingtine. The ancient nethods have been
repl aced by nodern nethods of neasurenent. This applies to all
nmet hods of neasurenent. There is nothing final about them Thus
one can argue that there is arbitrariness about these nethods.
But grammatical rules are not arbitrary in this sense. Though
Wttgenstein argues that there is parallelismbetween the rules
of grammar and the units of nmeasurenents (cf. PG Sect.133), yet
the rules of grammar determne the neaning of the sentence and so
are nore fundanental. |In that sense, they cannot be arbitrary.
There are no alternative ways of constituting neaning. V¢ nean
in one way rather than in another. SO, we cannot say that a
different grammatical structure can serve certain purposes better
than the present one. A different grammatical structure wll
nmean a different |anguage. So, "arbitrary" does not nean
' di spensabl e' in this sense. Alternative possibilities
thensel ves are the creations of rules of grammar. Wttgenstein

wites,
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Conpare a concept with a style of painting. For is even

our style of painting arbitrary? Can you choose one at

pl easure? (The Egyptian, for instance.) Is it a nere

question of pleasing or ugly? (P, p.230).

The claimthat rules of grammar are arbitrary is ained at
disproving that "our grammar, our rules for the use of words, our
rules of inference or of nathematics are answerable to sone Kkind
of reality".® VW are misled into thinking that our granmatical
propositions such as "Red is darker than yellow' or "They are only
four primary colours"” correspond to the reality of colours. VW are
grammar is a reflection of an independent colour-reality. Thi s
supposition | eads to the conclusion that colour-grammar is at the
nercy of the world. This speaks of their heteronony.
but Wttgenstein argues against this enpiricist doctrine. He believe
that grammar is not a kind of science. Its truths are not
contingent and so dependent on the world. Thus, for him that
grammar is arbitrary is one and the sane thing as that grammar is
autononous. *®  Autonony follows from grammar's independence of

enpirical world. Wttgenstein wites:

"he is tenpted to IJustify rules of grammar by sentences
like "But there really are four prinary colours'. And the
saying that rules of grammar are arbitrary is directed
against the possibility of this justification, which 1is
constructed on the nodel of justifying a sentence by
pointing to what verifies it. (Z, Sect.33l).
Thus we cone to the conclusion that our col our-grammar, does
not reside in the nature of colours (Z Sect.357), since it is
our rules for the use of colour-wrds which determne what we

call the essence of colour as such.® The colour-granmar tells
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us what colour is and how they have a role to play in our life.
That is to say, colour-grammar is rooted in our nature, rather
than in the nature of <colour itself. Thus in the Zettel,
Wttgenstein nmakes the renarkable statenent that colour-systemis
rooted in us. He wites,

Do the systens reside in our nature or in the nature of

things? How are we to put it? Mt in the nature of nunbers
or colours (Z_, Sect.357).

He further continues.

Then is there sonething arbitrary about this systen? Yes

and no. It is akin to what is arbitrary and what is non-

arbitrary (Z, Sect.358).
Thus the disassociation of grammar from enpirical reality is
conplete, since this explains both what is arbitrary as well as
what is non-arbitrary in Wttgenstein's sense. G anmar is
arbitrary in that sense that there is no independent metaphysi cal
support for it. Secondly, it is non-arbitrary because it is
necessary as determning the very structure of reality. This is
the peculiarity of grammatical propositions,? as we have seen in

Chapter 111.

As we have already said, the rules of cooking are not
arbitrary (autononous) because cooking is defined by its goal
which is here the production of good food. The latter 1is
causal |y dependent upon the forner. But rules of grammar are not
conditions by any such external goal. The goal of |anguage is

| anguage itself. In speaking a |anguage we nmay conmmuni cate but
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that is what |anguage is all about. Besi des, comunication is
not external to |anguage. Language determne itself, its
activities and its goals. One does not stand outside | anguage to
point out what its goal is. By goi ng outside |anguage one does

not speak anot her | anguage but no | anguage at all.

Baker and Hacker summarize the point in to follow ng way:
"QGammatical rules are arbitrary, autononous. There is no such
thing"justifying grammar by reference to reality. For grammar
determnes the bounds of sense, what it nakes, sense to say.
Hence it determines what is to be called a "description of
reality', (whether that description is true or false is another
matter, which is settled by reality)".? That is to say that
grammar is not dependent on enpirical facts. As we have put it
earlier, grammar can never retain its necessity if it were
derived fromreality. The necessity of grammar lies in his non-
justifiability and non-derivability. That is its ultinate
character and also its autonony. That is what it is. It could
not have been otherwi se. Wttgenstein expresses this as foll ows.

If I could describe the point of grammatical conventions by

saying they are made necessary by certain properties of the
colours (say), then that would make the conventions

superflous, since in that case | would be able to say
precisely that which the conventions exclude ny saying.
Conversely, if the conventions were necessary, i.e., |if

certain conbinations of words had to be excluded as non-
sensical, then for that very reason | cannot cite a property
of colours that make the convention necessary, since it
woul d then be conceivable that the colours should not have
this property,and | could only express that by violating the
conventi ons (PR Sect. 4)
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8. Alternative Gammars

Alternative grammars are possible. Now the question is
whether there is always the possibility of there being
alternative sets of rules and concepts. Wttgenstein conceded
the possibility of different forns of life which do not share the
features of ours. To say that grammar is arbitrary may suggest
that our grammar is not unique and SO not necessary. But we
have seen that Wttgenstein has rejected this suggestion. But
the question of possible grammars different fromus has not been

settl ed.

In a deeper sense, according to Wttgenstein, our grammar is
final for us. It is deeply rooted in our nature, that is, in our
forns of Ilife. Therefore, there cannot be grammars which we
understand to be utterly different from ours. If they are
different we do not understand themat all.? Bernard WIIians
has very aptly argued that there are no genuine alternative forns
of life. WIIliamwites,

The inmagined alternatives are not alternatives to us; they

are alternative for us, narkers of how far we mght go and

still remain within our world - a world |eaving which woul d

not nean that we see sonething different, but just that we

ceased to see.?
This only suggests that the idea of alternative grammars is of
limted availability. It has only a heuristic val ue. It only
shows that we cannot say that ours is the absolutely correct one.

Wttgenstein tells us that there are underlying natural limts to
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our grammar. Bad the world been different, our grammar could
have been differently constituted. Gammar s in soneway

"% in the sense that were the world

"responsible to reality
different in some specific ways, our grammar woul d have different
structures. Smlarly, if human nature were different sone parts
of our grammar mght be no nore in use. Ad if we had a
different grammar we would say and do quite different things.
Wttgenstein makes this clear in the follow ng passage from the

Phi | osophi cal |nvesti gati ons;

| am not saying: |f such-and-such facts of nature were
different people would have different concepts (in the sense
of a hypothesis). But : If anyone believes that certain

concepts are absolutely the correct ones, and that having
different ones would nmean not realizing something that we
realize - then let himinagine very general facts of nature
to be different fromwhat we are used to, and the fornation
of concepts different from the usual ones wll becone
intelligible to him (R, I, XI).

Nevert hel ess the grammatical structures that we have told us
sonet hi ng about the world which we describe in our grammar. Qur

grammar tells us about the necessary structure of the world.

Wttgenstein wites,

In a way ... you mght say that the choice of wunits [of
measurenment] is arbitrary. But in a nost inportant sense it
is not. It has a nost inportant reason lying both in the

size and in the irregularity of shape and in the use we nake
of a roomthat we do not neasure its dimension in mcrons or
even in mllinetres. That is to say not only the
proposition which tells us the result of measurenment but
also the description of the nethod and unit of neasurenent
tells us sonething about the world in which this neasurenent
t akes pl ace. #

This idea has a striking resenblance wth the Tractarian notion
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that the alternative scientific descriptions of the world only
present a priori insights about the forns on which the

propositions of science can be cast. Wttgenstein wites,

Smlarly the possibility of describing the world by neans
of Newtonian nmechanics tell us nothing about the world but
what does tell us sonething about it Is the precise way in
which it is possible to describe it by these neans (TLR,

6. 342).

Thus the alternative descriptions are ultinately based on
the precise idea of the world. Gamrar allows for the possible
descriptive systens insofar as formrenains the constant feature.
Hence it is msleading to argue that alternative grammars are
possible in any absolute sense. ily alternative structures are
possible to the extent they agree on the common form that the
alternative systens share. Besides, the world and its |ogical
structure inpose a great constraint on these possible systens.
Thus the arbitrariness of grammar is constrained by a non-
arbitrariness or necessity of the logical form that grammar and
the world share.® Wttgenstein therefore talks of the Kkinship
between the arbitrariness and non-arbitrariness of the system in
the follow ng passage:

Then is there sonmething arbitrary about this systen? Yes

and no. It is akin both to what I1s arbitrary and to what is
non-arbitrary (Z, Sect.358).

9. Ganmmar As Non-arbitrary

The non-arbitrary character of grammar follows from the deep

necessity it presents as a structure of rules and concept
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formati ons. Non-arbitrariness is the inner truth about grammar
whereas arbitrariness is its outer form To be what it is and
not otherwse is grammar's being arbitrary, whereas gramar's
telling us what nust be the case if any thing is possible and
thus dictating to nature is its non-arbitrariness. Thus non-
arbitrariness is really the other face of necessity. By
accepting a grammatical rule we commt ourselves to a certain
formof action and are under the logical obligation to follow a
pattern of life. A rule is a nornative commtnent, it is a
standard procedure that controls all future use of |anguage.
Language becones a tineless structure with its future use
captured by the rule. But there is still the contigency that is
attached to the application of rules. Gamar is not affected by
this contigency. Hence grammar is tineless, normative and

logical. That is its non-arbitrariness.?®

The second aspect of non-arbitrariness can be brought out as
Hacker®® points out, by bringing into view the social aspect of
| anguage. The social aspect of |anguage is its being i ndependent
of the individual speakers. Gammar is not anybody's personal
creation. It is socially eternal and beyond anybody's guess.

Yet it is a shared phenorenon; it is deeply rooted in the social

practi ces and behavi our. Gammar is the storehouse of common
experience, standards and norns. It is the commonly acceptable
and accessible domain of rules and conceptual connections. The

rules represent the limts of our thinking as hunman beings. Thus

grammar is bound to be non-arbitrary.
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Wttgenstein gives another proof in the Philosophi cal

I nvestigations for the non-arbitrariness of gramar. Accordi ng

to him grammar is no nore arbitrary than a style of painting is
(A, 11, Xl). As we have already seen, a style of painting
reveals the inner depth of a culture or tradition. Therefore it
Is not arbitrary in the ordinary sense. A style of painting is
the |anguage of the soul of the people. So also grammar by
analogy is far deeply rooted in the life and mnd of the people.
Qamar transcends the tenporality of the style of painting.
Qammar is, therefore, ahistorical whereas style of painting is

historical. Even then they share a common character they are non-

arbitrary.
However, as we have already noted in Chapter III, gramrar,
t hough ahistorical, is not conpletely indifferent to natural

history. Qammar is responsible to nature and natural history.

Wttgenstein wites,

Yes, but has nature nothing to say here? |I|ndeed she has -
but she nakes hersel f audi bl e in another way.

"You'l | surely run us against existence and non-existence
sonewhere!  But that neans against facts. not concepts (Z,
Sect. 364).

Thus nature has a subtle way of telling us that our granmmar is in
| arge neasure in conformty wth nature. The existence of the
world is the absolute presupposition of grammar (d. Tractatus.

5.552, 5.55521).

The natural limts of graammar are facts which are gramar's
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absol ute presupposition and yet grammar is independent of them
This point is enphasized by Wttgenstei to remnd us of the fact
that grammar is normati ve and so cones before facts. Qammar has
the dignity of the rule and the |aw So, its autonony is
guaranteed by its status. Wttgenstein wites.
The rules of grammar cannot be justified by shew ng that
their application makes a representation agree wth reality.
For this justification would itself have to describe what is
represented (PG Sect. 134).
The agreenent with reality is internal and so is taken for

gr ant ed. There is no question of justifying grammar by

sanctioning it through the facts.

Wttgenstein convinces hinself of the autonony of grammar
and al so of |anguage by argui ng that our experience of the world
does not finally explain the possibility of grammar and therefore
cannot provide any justification for the latter. It is true that
rules of grammar are constrained by the facts of nature, but that
does not nmean that rules of grammar are justified by the latter
(A. 11, X1I). They, in fact, lay down the conditions of the
use of language and also of the facts which | anguage descri bes.
Rul es are, as Wttgenstein netaphorically puts it, like the rails
on whi ch our |anguage noves (Z, Sect. 375). Thus the possibility
of grammar is not explained by the world. Rather grammar tells
us what the world is like. That only suggests that grammar nust
have an origin in the normative functioning of the hunman
reasoning. Gammar is the product of the self-generating

linguistic habits of man. This is not to ascribe to
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Wttgenstein'a grammar the status of a natural scienece. It is
not a science of nature since it does not describe nature but
rat her provides nethods of description for the latter. As Fi nch
puts it,

—Wttgenstein's conception of grammar as a description of

the use of signs (A, 496) does not nean a description of

grammar as fact (in the way that a linguistic mght describe

It), but rather neans a description of grammar as nornative

or supplyi ng the basis for the distinction between correct

or i ncorrect.

Qammatical rules as paradigns are neither true nor false
and hence cannot be characterised as right or wong, correct or
Incorrect, because they set the standard of what is right and
correct. For exanple, the standard netre cannot be said to be a

nmetre long. So, too, it is false to say that it is a metre | ong,

(cf. P, Sect. 50).

Wttgenstein characterizes the rules in grammar in the

fol |l ow ng way:

To accept a proposition as unshakable certain - | want to
say - nmeans to use it as grammatical rule. This renoves
uncertainty fromit (RFM 111, Sect. 39).

It follows that, unlike enpirical proposition, rules of grammar
are unshakable truths. A grammatical proposition like "BEvery
rod has a length" states an unshakable truth about the fact that
we cannot inagine the opposite of what a grammatical proposition
expresses. It does not nmake any sense to assert the opposite of

"Bvery rod has a length" (P, Sect. 251). V¢ cannot conceive of
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a possible rod which has no length at all. VW have discussed

this point at length in Chapter I1I.

Thus the wultimacy of grammar as the framework for
understandi ng |anguage and the world has the status of logic
which is enployed to bring the basic features of normative
discourse. QGammar thus reflects the necessary structure of our
| anguage and the world. Therefore, it does not share the
contigency occurring to particul ar | anguage-use and the changi ng

features of the world.

10. Concept of Criteria and Aut onony

For Wttgenstein, grammatical rules as norns function as
criteria of the use of |anguage. They constitute the senantic
aspect of the use of | anguage. They constitute, as P.MS Hacker
points out, the criterial semantics which specifies "the
condi tions which non-inductively justify the assertion of a

sentence and in terns of which the sense of the sentence is to be

accountedfor."®

The concept of criterion® introduces a new aspect of
senmantical analysis by determning the justificatory ground of
the statenents we nake in our | anguage-ganes. According to
Wttgenstein, criteria represent rules of grammar which justify
the use of linguistic expressions. The criteria are the defining
grounds of linguistic expressions because they nention the

grammatical conditions of the expression (BB p.25). The

172



criteria of a given assertion define the limts of our |anguage-
gane. So, in this sense, criteria are not the causes of our
cognitive statenments but their logical grounds which justify
t hem Wttgenstein nakes this distinction between causes and
criteria in the follow ng passage:
The causes of our belief in a proposition are indeed
irrelevent to what we believe. Not so the grounds which are
grammatically related to proposition and tell us what
propositionit is (Z_, Sect. 437).
The sense or meaning of these statenents is defined by these
criteria which constitute the only semantical grounds of any

know edge claim Thus the objectivity of rules of grammar as

criteria or paradigmrenains "unshakeably certain".

The identification of criteria with rules brings into
consideration the fact that the so called criterial grammar is a
rul e-structured or normative grammar. This presupposes that the
criteria and synpotons are veritically devided criteria alone
bel ong to grammar whereas synpotons are the contigent features of
our synbolism Shpotons are the causal conditions* which may
acconpany any |anguage-use. But they do not nake difference to
gr anmar . The criteria, however, do neke a difference
Wttgenstein says,

The criteria which we accept for 'fitting' 'being able to',

‘understanding', 'are nuch nore conplicated than m ght

appear at first sight. That is, the ganme with these words,

their enploynment in the in the linguistic intercourse that

Is carried on by their neans, is nore involved - the role of

these words in our |anguage other-than we are tenpted to
think (Pl. Sect.182).
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Thus we arrive at the followng conclusions regarding

thecriteria.

a) Rul es of grammar function as standards or criteria by which
parti cul ar cases are judged.

b) Agreenent on themis necessary for engaging in any practice
I.e. playing |anguage-ganes whi ch enpl oy them

c) They cannot be explained or justified since they set the
limts of what can be said and thus nothing can be said

about them They are shown in the very rule-follow ng

activity i.e. practice.

It is (c) that is nost inportant in this context, since it
holds that criteria are autononous. Qiteria qua rules are not
justified by any neta-criteria or neta-rule. They thensel ves
make all justifications possible. Wttgenstein does not accept
hierarchy of rules as criteria. Hence they are expressed in
application or practice and are shown in our | anguage-use.
Language use takes care of what criteria (rules) govern its
meani ng or sense. There is no additional elenent called
"criterion" to be added to the already known practice of
| anguage. Qiteria and practice go together. Hence the autonony

of | anguage-practice and the criteria thereof.

11. Autonony of Language and Autonony of G anmar

The question that renains still to be resolved is whether

the autonony of |anguage and the autonony of grammar are distinct
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and if so, how they are distinct. This question is related to
the distinction between |anguage and grammar. It is well known
that Wttgenstei n makes distinction between | anguage and grammar.
Wereas | anguage is a spatio-tenporal phenonmenon, granmmar iS not.
Language is the actual application of rules of gramar. Thus
there is a conceputal distinction between rules (grammar) and
application (language-use). But it cannot be the case that rules
and its application are externally and so contigently related as
Fi nch® has advocated. This thesis has been foisted on Tractatus
5.557 where it has been maintained that logic and its application
must be independent of each other. But Wttgenstein's intention
here is to showthat logic has to be applied in the world where
application has to take into account the contigent features of
the world. But this does not rule out the fact that |ogic can be
applied according to its inner necessity and so nust "pervade"
the world (TLP 5,61). Application in that sense nust be
determned by | ogic. This is evident in the case of rules of
grammar which internally determne the use of |anguage. The

rules and rule-following are internally related as has been

enphasi zed by Baker and Hacker. *

From this it follows that |anguage and its grammar are
internally related. Gammar is only the account book of | anguage
(PG Sect. 44). Qamar has no other subject-natter than the
rules of [|anguage. Its entire concern is language and not
anything that transcends |anguage. QG ammar therefore is |anguage-

immanent. On the other hand, |anguage is grammar-enbedded. Its
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historicality is harnonized with the ahiatoricality of gramar.

Wttgenstein wites,

The thing that's so difficult to understand can be expressed
like this. As long as we remain in the province of the
true-flase ganmes a change in the grammar can only lead us
from one such gane to another, but never from sonething true
to sonething false. Oh the other hand, if we go outside the
province of these ganes, then we don't any longer call it
‘language' and 'grammar', and once again we don't cone into
contradiction with reality (PG Sect. 68).

This reflects the distinction between |anguage-use (true-flase
gane) and grammar as such. The latter is what determnes the
| anguage- gane itself. Beyond grammar there is no | anguage | ust
as there is no grammar beyond | anguage. Thus autonony of grammar
Is related to the autonony of | anguage. If grammar is

aut ononous, so is | anguage.

That is to say, if grammar cannot be determned by extra-
grammatical reality, |anguage also cannot be determ ned by
anyt hing beyond itself. Language and its use are all that we
have and so we can at best say: Language is used this and this
way. That is to leave language as it is (0. P, Sect. 124).

Hence | anguage i s aut ononous. ¥’

12. Anti Foundational i smand Aut onony

Wttgenstein's autonony doctrine is associated with his
anti-foundationalism in phil osophy. Anti-foundationalism is the
Hallmark of his philosophy in general according to which

phi | osophy does not provide foundations for |anguage or logic or
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mat hematics.  Phil osophy describes the uses of |anguage and

systematizes themw thout providing any explanation. He wites,

phi |l osophy nay in no way interfere wth the actual use of

| anguage.; It can in the end only describe it.

For it cannot give it any foundation either. It |eaves
everything as it is. It also leaves nathenatics as it is,
as no mathematical discovery can advance it. A "l eadi ng

probl em of mathematical logic" is for us a problem of
mat hematics like any other (H, Sect. 124).
That is, philosophy has no goal of presenting the explanation or
justification of what happens in |anguage. It only notes what
| anguages does. Wttgenstein further clains
Wat we are supplying are really remarks on the natural
hi story of hunman beings; W are not contributing curiosities
however, but observations which no one has doubted, but
whi ch have escaped remark only because they are always
bef ore our eyes. (A, Sect. 415).
These remarks on natural history amount to phil osophi cal
description of what Wttgenstein calls the granmar of our
| anguage. QGamar is all that nmatters in that it describes the
use of |anguage, and also the practices and custons that
constitute | anguage. As Wttgenstein puts it,
G ammar does not tell us how | anguage nust be constructed in
order to fulfill its purpose, in order to have such - and -
such an effect on human beings. It only describes and in no
way explains the use of signs (A. Sect. 496).
S nce grammar has no foundation except those of |anguage,
there is no philosophical foundation for grammar. S mlarly,
since language itself is a matter of practice and is |ike our

formof life, it has no foundation in the sense that there is
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not hi ng hi dden which philosophy has to find out. So, as

Wttgenstein says, "we nust do away with all explanation and

description nust take its place" (A, Sect. 109).

Wttgenstein nmakes a radical distinction between explanation
and descri ption. Description is putting everything clearly
bef ore eyes, so that a perspicuous representation of grammar is
possible (O. PlI, Sect. 122). The concept of perspicuous
representation is of fundanental significance for us (P, Sect.
122), since it gives the overview of |anguage and gramar.
Expl anation, on the contrary, is a search for ultimate causes
which are lurking behind a phenonena. This is the peculiar
met hod of science which Wttgenstein considers enpirical (.
BBS, p. 18 and P, Sect. 122, 128). Thus phil osophy di spenses
with all scientific explanations and opts for the description of
grammati cal phenonena. He wites.

Phil osophy sinply puts everything before us, and neither

expl ai ns nor deduces anything. - S nce everything lies open

to view there is nothing to explain. For what is hidden,
for exanple, is of no interest to us (A. Sect.126).

The argunent Wttgenstein offers in defence of |anguage and
facts look |ike a commonsensical argunment, answering the sceptic
by stressing the fact that philosophical doubt does not get a
hold in our ordinary way of behaviour. Phi | osophi cal
explanations are ruled out because there is no room for
phi | osophi cal scepticism Wttgenstein points out that if

everything were doubted, understanding would be inpossible. Ve
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do presuppose sone kind of certainty which is presupposed in our
| anguage and life. The exanples Wttgenstein offers include
such statements as "12 x 12 = 144" "I have just had |unch" "I

have never been on noon. These exanpl es show that the scepti cal
doubt about everything is inpossible for "the gane of doubting
itself presuppose certainty (GG Sect.115). These ' undoubt ed
truths' are the grounds of all that we assert. They provi de
obj ective grounds for our systemof beliefs. They cone directly
into play in our know edge -clains. They constitute the
justification conditions of all our |anguage uses. They are the

undoubt ed truths whi ch phil osophy wants us to takes note of.

Wttgenstein can be a Kantian up to the point that both of
t hemrecogni se grammar as transcendental. Kant, however, goes to
recogni ze the categories as the conditions of all facts and
provi des transcendental justifications (deduction) for them
Hence Kant's grammar is theoretical and nust be justified by
phi | osophi cal reflection. But Wttgenstein's grammar takes care

of itself. Wttgenstein does not take recourse to experience to

justify granmmar. For Wttgenstein grammar constitutes
experi ence. Experience does not justify grammar; rather
experience is intelligible due to grammar. Gamar is

autononmous. This point is expressed by Quignon in the follow ng

way.
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In so far as our grammar constitute what can count as
reality for us, there is no exit from |anguage to non-
linguistic "facts" About ourselves or our world which could
ground the grammar we have. But neither is it correct to
think we create our |anguage-games or grammar: "a |anguage
gane does not have its origin in considerations (or

refl ection). Consideration (or reflection) is a part of a
| anguage gane (Z, Sect. 391) ... A language-gane is not
based on grounds. It is not reasonable (or unreasonable) It

isthere like our life:."(QG Sect. 559).%

Thus the autonony of grammar results fromthe fact that grammar
is not in need of foundations which could be provided by
phi | osophi cal expl anati on.
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NOTES

See Hacker, Insight and Illusion (darendon Press, ford,

1972) and al so Baker and Backer, Wttgenstein : Rules,
QG anmmar and Necessity. (B ackwell, Oford, 1985).

| bi d.
Backer, Insight and |1l usion, p.159.

| bid., pp.159-161.

Ibid., p.160.
The autonony question in the Tractatus is linked with the

idea that logic is a self-contained system and so nust be

governed by its own |aws independently of what the world

happens to be. In the Notebooks (22-8-14) Wttgenstein
w ot e:

Logic nust take care of itself. If the syntactical rules
for functions can be set up at all, then the whol e theory of
things, properties, etc. is supefluous. It is also all too

obvious that this theory is not what is in the question

either in the Gundgesetze or in Principia Mthenatica.

Once nore: Logic nust take care of itself. A possible sign
nust also be capable of signifying. Everything that is
possible at all, is also legitinate. Let us remenber the
expl anation why "Socrates is HPato" is nonsense. That is,
because we have not nade an arbitrary specification, MOr
because a sign is, shall we say, illegitimate in itself

See Henry Finch, Wttgenstein - Later Philosophy, An

exposition of "Phil osophi cal | nvesti gati ons. (Hunani ti es
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Logi c, Language-ganes and Information (d arendon Press,

kford, 1973) Chapter 2. Al so see Hntikka, "Language-

ganmes" in Ludw g Wttgenstein : Qdritical Assessnents, ed.

by Stuart Shanker, (QoomHelm London, 1986).

See Finch, P.155.

H nti kka and Hnti kka have argued that Wttgestein held fast
the doctrine of ineffability of senmantics throughout his
career. According to this doctrine, the semantical
rel ati ons between | anguage and the world are shown and not
said in another | anguage. Language, accordingly, is a
uni versal nmedium |If expresses its own internal structure.

See Hntikka and Hntikka, Investigating Wttgenstein

(Bl ackwel |, xford, 1986), Chapter |I.
See Baker and Hacker, Wttgenstein : Rules G anmmar and

Necessity (Bl ackwell, Oford, 1985) pp.329-330.
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23.

24,
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27.

In this connection Baker and Hacker quote and translate an
apt passage from Wttgenstein' s unpublished witings:

"The rules of grammar are arbitrary means: their purpose is
not (e.g.) to correspond to the essence of negation or
colour - but is the purpose of negation and of the concept
of colour. As the purpose of the rules of chess is not to
correspond to the essence of chess but to the purpose of the
ganme of chess. CR : the rules of chess are not to
correspond to the essence // the nature// of the chess king
for they give it this essence, but the rules of cooking and
roasting should indeed correspond to the nature of neat -
This is, of course, a gramatical remark (M5 160, 6)."

(Quoted in Wttgenstein: Rules, Gamar and Necessity,

p. 331).
Wttgenstein, Rules, Gamrar and Necessity, p.332.

For a detailed discussion on alternative grammar and
conceptual systens, see Barry Stroud, "Wttgenstein and
Logi cal Necessity," in Wttgenstein "_ Phil osophi cal

| nvestigationed. G Pitcher (Macmllan, 1966), pp.477-96.

B Wllians, "Wttgenstein and Idealisni, in Understandi ng

Wttgenstein (Royal Institute of Philosophy Lectures Vol.7
1972/ 73) (Macmllan, 1974), pp.75-95.

I bid., pp.91-92.

See Baker and Hacker, Wttgenstein; Rules, Gammar and

Necessity, p.333.
M5, 166, 12 off. Quoted in Wttgenstein, Rules, Gamar and

Necessity, p. 333
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cf. Ibid., pp.334-338.
Hacker has well argued for the non-arbitrariness of grammar.

See his Insight and lIllusion (Clarendon Press, Oxford,

1972), pp.165-166..
| bid., p.166.
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P.MS Hacker, Insight and Il usion, p.283.

For detail ed discussion on initerion, see P MS Hacker,

Insight and Illusion, Ch X

See MlIton K Minitz, GContenporary Anal ytic Phil osophy.

pp. 302- 3.

cf. Fi nch, p.156.
cf. Baker and Hacker, Wttgenstein, Rules, Ganmmar and

Necessi ty.

cf. Minitz, p.273. Minitz wites, "QGamar is autononous,
t hought (and the | anguage that conveys it) has its internal
structures as articulated by the grammatical rules that
belong to it. Thought (language) is structured by hunman

conventions; it brings to reality its own structure. In

order to describe reality (one must use the pre-established
"forns of thought” (rules of grammar)"”, (p.273).

Charl es Qi gnon, "Phi | osophy after Wttgenstein and
Hei degger, " Phil osophy and Phenonenl ogi cal Research, \ol. 1,

No. 4, (June, 1990), p. 666.
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CHAPTER- VI

PH LOSOPHI CAL GRMVAR : NATURE; STRUCTURE AND LIM TS

1. EMPIRICAL VS PH LCSCPH CAL GRAMVAR

In this chapter | will attenpt to bring out a conprehensive
outline of Wttgenstein's philosophical grammar and draw the
limts of such a grammar vis-a-vis the enpirical grammar and
their logical counterparts in |inguistic theory. My main
contention is that philosophical grammar is not bound by the
enpirical constraints which appear in the structure of a non-

phi | osophi cal |inguistic grammar.

Wttgenstein distingui shes between two sorts of grammar, the
one of the traditional linguistic variety to be called the
enpirical grammar and the other one of the logical variety to be
call ed philosophical grammar. Traditional descriptive grammar
concerns parts of speech (such as nouns, verbs, adjectives,
adverbs, etc.). It examnes forns of pluarlizing nouns,
regularities and irregularities in the conjunction of verbs and
so on’ Al the above problens seemto have nothing to do with
phi | osophy. Phi l osophy is concerned w th phil osophi cal grammar.
As More? puts it, grammar is a sort of thing one teaches snall
children at school e.g. we do not say "Two nen was in the field
but "Three men were in the field'. And what has that to do with

phi | osophy? According to Wttgenstein, the above exanple has
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nothing to do with philosophy. It only tells what people do in a
particular language. It only describes the particular grammar
e.g. English grammar. It has nothing to say about what grammar
is all about or what one does in followng a grammatical rule.
Phi | osophi cal grammar is concened with the latter isssues in that
it is a reflection on grammar itself. Phi | osophi cal grammar
therefore, is a reflection on grammar. In this sense
phi |l osophical grammar is nore general and conprehensive than
traditional grammar. It contains no infornation as to how a
particular grammar works but concerns itself with the general
Issues relating to the availablity of grammar as such. Vé nay
say here that there are not two kinds of grammar but two
approaches to the study of grammar. They represent two Kinds of
interests in the rules of a language determned by different
pur poses. Phi | osophy is concerned with rules of grammar, i.e.
rules for the use of expressions. It sheds light upon these
pr obl ens. So, the range of its concern is wder and nore
commpr ehensi ve. Phi | osophy thus concerned with rules 1is
phi | osophi cal grammar itself. Phi | osophical grammar is as wde

as the concept of rule itself.

A grammarian in a narrower sense concerns hinself with a
particular natural |anguage or |anguages and its forns and
structure. A phil osopher of Ilanguage, on the other hand, is
typically concerned with forns shared by many | anguages. c
course, it precludes |anguage-specific enquires like to syntatic

structure of sentences of a particular |anguage, e.g. English,
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Sanskrit, etc. Philosophy does not aim at producing a universal
grammar; it even does not aim at producing a grammar at all.
Rather it ains at resolving philosophical issues concerning

grammar, its structure and limts.

The grammarian classifies parts of speech into noun,
adjective etc, and states rules for them The phil osopher w |l
typically concern hinself with different classifications, e.g.
sensation words, words for feelings, enotions, noods, attitudes
etc. The phil osopher can resol ve conceptual puzzles concerning
these words and resolve confusions arising out of their (ms)
uses. He can clarify our know edge of the world by arrangi ng and
contrasting the different rules for the use of perception words.*
An exanpl e of the phil osopher's concern is: "I see better, nore
distinctly, than you" nakes sense but, "I feel pain better, nore

distinctly than you" nmakes no sense. Wuat is philosophically

infortant here is the rules of use (grammar) of the words 'see

and 'feel'.

Qamarian's interest fall outside the interests of the
phi | osophers, since while the latter's interest includes issues
of nore general kind, the forner's interests do not go beyond
what is interesting for a particular |anguage or all |anguages
taken together. The nore conpl ex probl ens concerning the nature
and limts of |anguage do not concern the enpirical grammarian.
For Wttgenstein, philosophical grammar is an account book of

| anguage (PG Sect.44). It determnes the limts of sense by
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examning the nature of rules. The philosopher is primarily
i nt erested in the limts of sense in so far as they are
determ nable by examng the rule-structure of the [|anguages
concer ned. Wttgenstein's notion of philosophical grammar is

ained at solving the problens of the limts of sense.

Wttgenstein, in a general way, nay differentiate philoso-
phical grammar from enpirical grammar in the follow ng ways:
Firstly, philosophical grammar is concerned with rules for the
use of words just as ordinary grammar 1S, except that where
ordinal ly grammar specifies and classifies those rules, philoso-
phical grammar examnes their structure. Phi | osophi cal
conclusions about rules affect the very concept of |anguage we
have. Phil osophi cal grammar does not discover anything new It
only puts |anguage in a certain |ogical perspective. Secondly,
the inportant difference between grammari ans' interest in the use
of words and philosophers' lies in their purposes.®> Though
grammari ans nay concern thenselves with neaning, they hardly
rai se questions, about whether neanings are at all possible,
wher eas phil osophers do raise fundanental questions about the
possibility of neaning e..g. whether neaning is extensional or
intensional or whether neaning itself is an ontoogical entity,
etc. Thus the grammarians' distinction between syntax and
senanti cs which separates neaning fromthe structure of | anguage
is hardly binding for the philosophers. Philosophers do see the
whol e problem as one. Wttgenstein clearly thinks that there is

no essentially dividing line in the patterns of the use of words
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between the 00 called syntax and semantics.® For him the study

syntax involves the study of the semantical questions and vice
versa, as the philosophers' goal is to study the whole of

| anguage.

Lastly, Wttgenstein takes grammar as covering, in the
wi dest sense, all the conditions and nethods necessary for
conparing the propositions wth reality (PG Sect . 88).
Phi | osophers' interest is in the |anguage-world relations;
therefore, for him grammar nust take into how | anguage, though
aut onomous and self-contained, is yet related to the world.
Language becones a significant phenonenon only against the
backdrop of the phenonmenal world of which it itself is a
constituent. The signs are spread over the world. So the study
of the signs is a study of the world. What is, however,
phil osophically significant is that for grammar studies "the

har nony between reality and thought to which i ndeed a formof our

| anguage corresponds” (PG Sect.88).

Phi | osophical grammar studies primarily "the question of
sense as we have indicated earlier. Hence the distinction of
sense and non-sense is fundamental for philosophical studies of
. grammar. There is a distinct idea of grammati cal nonsense. The
sentences, 'Geen ideas are 'idle', 'Socrates is identical', etc.
are philosophically nonsense, though they may appear as well-
f or ned. Phi | sopher's major concern with grammar lies in
detecting well concealed form of nonsense. It is this nonsense

whi ch pervades | anguage and the philosopher's task is to bring
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themto light. Wttgenstein wites,

The results of philosophy are the uncovering of one or
anot her piece of plain nonsense and of bunps that the
understanding has got by running its head up against the
limts of |anguage. These bunps nake us see the val ue of
t he di scovery (A, Sect.119).

2. DEPTH STRUCTURE AND DEPTH GRAMVAR
a. Surface Structure and Deep Structure

Chonsky’ has fornmulated two distinct types of sententi al
structures. These are surface structure and deep structure.
Surface structure, according to Chonsky, is the observable
granmmati cal structure of a sentence. The phonol ogi cal conponent
of a generative grammar operates on surface structure. This is a
product of syntactic rules and is responsible for the
phonol ogi cal representations of the sentence. Depth structure is
distinct from phonol ogi cal representation. It is associated wth
the underlying grammatical form of sentences.® Depth structure
accounts for the grammatical relations which are not observabl e
on the surface structure. It explains howthe infinite sentences
of the natural |anguage are generated. Thus Chonsky's generative

grammar has a stake in the concept of depth structure of

sent ences.

Chonsky has given an interesting exanple® to support the
above point: (i) "John is eager to please.” (ii) "John is easy

to please.™ Bot h the sentences have the same surface
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structure. They have the form 'Noun + Verb + Adjective +
infinitive'. But there is an underlying grammatical difference
between the two. VW cannot paraphrase (i) in the follow ng way.
(1) "It is eager to please John"; though we can paraphrease (ii)
as (ii) "It is easy to please John". Thus the sentences (i) and
(i1) are different though . their surface structures are alike
because they have different deep structures. Chonsky' s theory
explains the simlarity of the surface structure in terns of the
operation of transformational rules which convert the deep
structure into the respective surface structures. Surf ace

structures are derivatively linked with the depth structures.

b. The Mbdel

The distinction between surface structure and deep structure
IS introduced in the transformational nodel of gramar. Thi s
distinction is a part of the syntax of |anguage. According to

Chonsky, syntax is logically proior to semantics. In other

words, neaning depends on the structure of the sentences. The
senmanti ¢ conponent of |anguage depends upon the deep structure

postul ated by the grammari an. The transformational generative

granmar has the following nodel ® built it into it.
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SYNTACTI C COVPONENT
base rul es

Tr ansf or nat i ons

deep structure > rul es > Surface Structure

Phonol ogi cal conponent > Phonol ogi cl

Spel |'i ngs

Senanti c conponent

> Senmantic inter-

Lexicon—_> Senmantic anal gamation rul es .
pretation

In this nodel the base rules generate the fundanental
grammatical relations of the | anguage and produce deep structure
of the sentences. There are transformational rul es whi ch convert
the deep structures into surface structures. The phonol ogi cal
and nor phol ogi cal conponent operates on those structures to
produce ' phonol ogi cal representati ons. Besides, the anal ganation
rules operate to produce senmantic interpretation. The surface
structure of |anguage resulting in senantic interpretation
accounts for meaning. Meaning (senmantics) is thus linked with the

dept hs-structure (syntax).™

c. Structure and Meani ng

Fromthe above description of the TG nodel one can find that

Chonsky nakes a clear-cut distinction between structure and
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nmeani ng. The semantic theory is built upon the theory of
structure proposed in TG granmnar. The significant senmantic
relations are derived fromthe nature of the dictionary entries
and their intepretation. Lexical entries are specified by the
deep structure. The senmantic interpretation is the built-in

device of |anguage to generate neaning out of structures.

Chonsky says rules and categories of deep structure are
uni ver sal . That is to say, they are universally applicable to
the structure of sentences in any |anguage. Universal grammar is
the underlying reality of all the languages.”® It is the conmon
structure of all enpirically available |anguages. Uhi ver sal
grammar is the core of Chonsky's nodel of grammar, since it
explains how the particular |anguages and their particular
grammars are possible. (W shall have nore discussions on this

| ater).

Anot her significant aspect of Chonsky's theory is that
universal grammar is nmental, since it is the innate feature of
human | anguages. Language in this sense is out and out internal
regardless of the external features which vary spatio-tenpora-
rilly. Universal rule-structure is the innate as well as the

nornmative feature that describes how | anguage is possible.

d. Wttgenstein on Depth Gamar vs Surface G ammar.

The phil osophical distinction between depth grammar and

surface grammar is a basic feature of Wttgenstein' s phil osophy
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of language. Wttgenstein wites,

In the use of words one mght distinguish "surface grammar”
from 'depth grammar'. Wiat immediately inpresses itself
upon us about the use of a word is the way it is used in the
construction of the sentence, the part of its use-one mght
say - that can be taken in by the ear - And now conpare the
depth grammar, say of the word "to nean" wth what its
surface grammar would lead us to suspect (P, Sect.664).
As already discussed in Chpater | this passage is crucial to
understanding Wttgenstein's distinction between depth gramar
and surface-grammar. The surface grammar, in short, represents
the observable features of a sentence while the depth grammar

represents the |ogical features.

It can be argued that depth grammar can be determned by
going beyond linguistic signs. In that sense, depth grammar is
the logical grammar reflecting the logical formof sentences that
I's exclusively the philosopher's concern. On the contrary, the
observabl e grammatical features which include the grammati cal
rules must bewith in the preview of the gramarian.® This may
be called surface grammar according to Wttgenstein. Q ammar
phi | osophically stands for the necessary conditions of |anguage-
use i.e. the rules which non-contigently determne the
significance of [|anguage-use. The rules which constitute the
groundwork of semantics of |anguage are not thensel ves products
of semantic theory but are the presuppositions of senmantics as
such. The logical rules including truth, reference and meani ng
are the apriori features of all senantic systens. Wttgenstein's

depth grammar, in contradistinction to Gonsky's, stands for
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these logical rules which are the necessary conditions of

meani ngful use of | anguage.

e. Ineffability of Semantics

It has been suggested that Wttgenstein's concept of grammar
Is exclusively semantical since he fails to recognise the
i nportance of syntax in understanding |anguage.® Thi s
suggestion is based on the assunption that Wttgenstein nmakes a
clear-cut distinction between syntax and senantics in the
grammari an's sense. However, according to Wttgenstein, gramar
I ncludes both syntax and senantics. Al though Wttgenstein is
interested in formulating a depth grammar in contrast to surface
grammar, he is not concerned with either syntax or senmantics in
the grammarian's sense. Syntax, for him is logical syntax that

specifies the rul es of grammar for maki ng sentences neani ngf ul .

The senmantical issues of neaning and truth are taken for
granted in formulating the |ogical syntax. Merrill and Jaakko
H nti kka have rightly pointed out that for Wttgenstrein,
senantics is ineffable in that meaning or sense and the | anguage-
world relations are the uderlying presuppositions of
under st andi ng of |anguage. If syntax takes into account the
formation of sentences and their enployment in |anguage-gane,
then senantics dealing with sense nust be already shown the use
of sentences. Sense, therefore, is not a further desideratum for

gramnar . Syntax mrrors sense and other senantical rules that
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account for the sentential structure of |anguage. Wttgenstein

wWites,

In giving explanations | already have to use |anguage full-
bl own. (Not  sone sort of preparatory provisional one); This
by itself shews that | can adduce only exterior facts about
| anguage.
Yes, but then how can these explanations satisfy us? - Véll,
gour very questions were franed in this |anguage, they had to
e expressed in this |anguage, if there was anything to ask!
(A, Sect.120).
Ineffabllity of semantics is directly linked with the fact that
we can adduce the syntactical facts about |anguage but we cannot
mention the semantical facts in the same way. Hence they nust be

presupposed in the | anguage we study systenatically.®

In the transformational |linguistic theory, syntax and
semantics stand in separate footing. Wile syntax is concerned
with the syntactic conponents and their rules, semantics is
concerned with the interpretation and endowrent of neaning on the
structures. Therefore transformational grammarian brings
senantics into existence by providing the theory of senantic
interpretation of syntax. Unlike in Wttgenstein the
grammarian's senantics is a part of surface grammar, So senantics
Is posterior to the analysis of the syntactic deep structure.

For Wttgenstein, on the contrary, senmantics is presupposed in

the depth grammar. It is co-eval with depth grammar.
The transformational linguist requires that "grammar" be
i nterpreted univocally. Secondly, he demands that | anguage

functions according to the principle of creativity which explains
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how an infinite nunber of rules of sentences can be generated
froma finite rule-structure. This principle is a psychol ogi cal
principle explaining the existence of the conplex structures of
| anguage. Depth grammar, according to Wttgenstein, is concerned
wth neither of these goals. Depth grammar, is the logic of
| anguage and so goes beyond the enpirical denmands of grammar.
Thus the chief difference between depth structure and depth
grammar lies in the fact that what constitutes deep structure is
norroner than the scope of depth grammar. Semanti c
interpretations depends on prior specification of deep structure.
But depth grammar accounts for the logical structure of both the
syntactic and semantic facts. Depth grammar is the |ogical basis
of both syntax and senmantics. Thus, for Wttgenstein, grammar is
not syntactical nor is it senantical. It is the presupposition
of both. It studies rules or norns that explain how syntax and

senantics are possible.

3. LOE C AND GRAMVAR

Wttgenstein's concept of grammar reflects the universality
and necessity of |ogic. Logic and grammar becone one in their
nornmati ve structure. Neither logic nor grammar is concerned wth
the enpirical facts of syntax and senantics. So Wttgenstein
wites,

QG amrar does not tell us how | anguage nust be constructed in

order tofulfil its purpose, in order to have such-and-such

an effect on human beings. It only describes and in no way
explains the use of sings (HA. Sect.496).
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This explains how the need of grammar arises fromthe need of the
know edge of the use of l|anguage. The factuality of use is not
the object of grammatical description; it is its essentiallity
that matters for gramar. The essence of use is its rules or
nor ns. These are the underlying logical features of |anguage.
As logical, they are universal and so nust precede the desription
of linguistic facts. In that sense, though use is |anguage-
specific, its rule-structure is universal and necessary. Thi s
fact is captured in the fallowing summary statenment by
Wttgenstein :

QGamar does not address itself to enpirical wuniversality

but to a universality of the ultimate rules of the gane

whose validity is beyond appeal (See PG p.215).%

The dividing line between logic and grammar is conpletely
blurred if grammar is taken as a normative structure.?
G herwise the enpirical grammars have to be backeted along wth
other enpirical sciences in order to distinguish betwen grammar

in the logical sense and grammars of the descriptive kind.

The issue of grammar being logical is itself decided by the
way grammar is being defined. If the object of grammar is to
seek the enpirical foundations of |anguage, then grammar is bound
to be hypothetical. [If, on the contrary, its aimis to see the
essence of language and its rule-structure, then it is trans-

enpirical and so |ogical. | tkonen writes.
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A grammar is a theory of language. A theory is enpirical if
and only if, it is testable on the basis of space-tinme
entities, i.e. events or actions. There are two ways in
which the theory may be non-enpirical: Bther it does not
deal with space-tine entities at all, ... or it deals, at
| east apparently, With space-tinme entities, but i s
formulated in such a way as not to be falsifiable by them?

Wttgenstein's granmar in non-enpirical in the forner sense. It
has nothing to do with spatio-tenporal entities. Its subject

matter is rules and not the factuality or contingency of

| anguage- use. The conditions of significant use i.e. criteria

are the concern of logic and grammar. Use as such is a

phenonmenon which grammar takes note of but that is not what

grammar talks about. As it has been summarily put,
The foundation of grammar is the distinction between sense
and non-sense. | would like to say: 'l nust begin with the
di stincti on between sense and nonsense. Before that nothing
is possible. | cannot justify it (PG 81} Havi ng presupposed
this foundation grammar consists conbinations (See PG
138) . *#

QG ammar seeks to understand how signs, being what they are, are

enpl oyed as synbols in a neaningful discourse. It is solely

concerned with the possibility of |anguage and thus denands to be

non- f act ual .

4. COVPETENCE AND PERFORMANCE

The linguist's approach to |anguage stands in sharp contrast
to the philosopher's approach. The linguist is primarily

interested in how the sentences are produced out of a finite base
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through recursive rules. It provides a nodel which relates signs
to one another and explains how conpl ex systens come into being.
The grammarian takes depth structure as a conpletely syntactic
notion and this abstracts |anguage from the world and the
i nguistic comunity. Hence, the concept of enpirical gramar
fails to explain how it itself is possible. It not only fails
torelate itself to the world but definitely nakes | anguage self-

closed and insensitive to the worl d.

Katz** has advocated that semantic interpretations provided
by the senmantic theory are in no way contextually controll ed.
Syntactic context alone is relevent to senantic interpretation.
The social or natural contexts of use do not enter into
consi deration. ® Thus | anguage-world link is snapped and
| anguage renmains imersed in itself. G ammar becones a
systemati c exposition of the underlying structures. Senantics

becomes a matter of structural interpretation.

Transformational grammarians further claim that they are
interested in a speaker's ideal conpetence of | anguage-use and
not in his actual use. As Chonsky has nade clear, grammar is
interested in conpetence® and not in perfornance. Conpetence is
regarded as prior to performance, and in that sense perfornance
requires the conpetence. Language-use is thus enbedded in the
network of conpetence packed into the |anguage user's mnd.

Chonsky writes,
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Li nguistic theory is concerned prinarily with an ideal
speaker-listerner, in a conpletely honogenous speech-
community, who knows its |anguge perfectly, and 1is
unaffected by such grammantically irrelevant conditions as
nenory limtations, distractions, shifts of attention and
Interest, and errors (random characteristic) in _applying his
know edge of the |anguage in actual perfornance.

Transformational grammar while defining conpetence of the
speakers presupposes that there is an innate grammatical

structure that lies packed in the speaker's mnd. Thi s

mental | stic hypothesis is a sine qua non of the conpetence nodel .

Per f or mrances whi ch consists in actual |anguage use are underrated
for the reason that a conpetence speaker under ideal conditions

knows the |anguage so perfectly well that there is little that

can be added by the use of that |anguage. Qur know edge  of
gr anmar Is the conpetence of internalizing rules that nanifest
I n performance under suitable circunstances. As Chonsky clains,

Any interesting generative grammar will be dealing, for the

nost part, wth nental processes that are far beyond the

| evel of actual or even potential consciousness ... Thus a

generative grammar attenpts to specify what the speaker

actually _knows, not what he nmay report about his
know edge.

Wttgenstein, quite obviously, has no interest in the nental
picture (nodel) of grammar since it, according to him produces
no explanatory hypothesis. Al explanation of grammar fail to
situate it in the proper perspective. This is one of the reasons

why Wttgenstein enphasizes the application or use of [|anguage

in the worl d. e is neither a unilateral feature nor is it

mani festing a hidden nental nechanism Therefore the mental
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m st surrounding grammar must go. The nental processes, if there
are any, are purely external to what rules are internalized and
f ol | owned. Rul es, according to Wttgenstein, are the regular
practices that we are trained to adopt in the relevant world-

si tuati ons. Therefore rules are rules of wuse rather than

nmental |y transparent structures. Wttgenstein dismsses the very

idea that rules are present in the mnd prior to their
application in the |anguage-use. Wttgenstein wites,

The grammar of a |anguage isn't recorded and doesn't cone

into existence until the | anguage has al ready been spoken by

human beings for a long tine. Smlarly, primtive ganes
are played without their rules being codified, and even
without a sigle rule being formulated. (PG Sect.26).

But does this nean that Wttgenstein rejects conpetence in
favour of performance? Coviously not. The reason is that this
di stinction does not bother Wttgenstein. |In fact, his enphasis
is on the ability to learn alanguage and t he consequent nastery
or the application of |anguage. Conpetence arises in
collaboration with performance. There is a wunitary situation
that makes a holistic frame of conpetence-cum perfornmance
avai | abl e. Language use bears this dual relationship. A
conpetent speaker is one who can perform successfully and
simlarly a successful perforner is a conpetent speaker who has

nastered the | anguage. Thus Wttgenstein presents a holistic

grammati cal nodel that gives a total view of |anguage.
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5. UNI VERSAL LANGUAGE AND UNI VERSAL GRAMVAR

Chonsky?® makes a distinction between |anguge and granmar.
Be considers grammar as a theory of |anguage. He nakes a further
distinction between particular grmmars of particular |anguages
and the universal grammar. Uhi versal grammar (U3, according to
Chonsky, provides the basic structure or systemof rules innately
built into mnd or brain. UG is a bilogically innate |anguage
faculty given to the human species. It can be activated through
experiences and other environnmental factors, according to
Chonsky.*®  Thus the biological nodel of UG stands in sharp

contrast wth Wttgenstein's notion of gramar.

Chonsky takes |anguage as a derivative and epi phenonenal 3

concept and nakes it rather less inportant and less revealing a
term in his linguistic theory. For him UG is the bedrock
phenonenon (biologically speaking), and so the particul ar grammar
(p-grammars) are the evol utes and branches of universal gramar.
P-1 anguages are twce renoved from UG and thus partake of the
accidental features of the factual natural epiphenomena. Ther e

are two points to be noted.

1. Language is a natural phenomena and is a part of the world.
But it is less an original phenonenon. It is only a

particul ar organi sation of the U3 the bedrock phenonenon.

2. UG as the ultimate bedrock of the natural |anguages is also
a natural phenomenon. It is the origin of all P-languages.

So UG has dual status, the ontol ogi cal one of being the
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geneti c source of |anguages and the epistemc one of being

the source of the derivability of P-grammars and their P-

| anguages.

The consequence of this way of |ooking at grammar and
| anguages is that grammar becones a naturalistic theory of
| anguage. Besi des, UG becones a universal phenonena w thout
being a universal medium of anything, while |anguage becones a
particul ar phenonenon w thout being any particular entity.
Languages have restricted scope since they are accidental in

conparison to the biologically enbedded uni versal grammar.

The duality of UG and P-languages throws up many other
consequence which we shall discuss now UG as a theory of
| anguages (P-1anguages) provides all that we w sh to know about
| anguage. Know edge of | anguages consits in the know edge of
conpet ence as di stingui shed fromperfornance. That is, know edge
of rules and their application. This distinction between
conpetence and performance remainds us of the rationalist
distinction of reason and experience. It suggests that
conpetence (rules) is a matter of rational (conscious) know edge

while their application or use is a matter of experience

dependent on the environnent, |linguistic conventions, and
practical abilities. Thus, know edge of |anguage, truly
speaking, is not the know edge of use, performance and rule
application and of so called linguistic habits. It is state of

mnd for two reasons; nanely.
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a) It is the initial state, state Q which evolves with the
steady state S of the mnd though it is largely
unconsci ous.

b) It is the faculty of language, the 'nental organ' deeply

seated in the central mechanisns of the brain ®

Chonsky thus takes know edge of language as inplicit in the
mechani sm of the brains. Thus he abolishes the possibility of
| earni ng | anguage altogether because learning is ultimtely
possessed by the |anguage faculty which is already biologically
acconplished. So, learning a |language is not a skill or ability.

It is innately given in the brain.

Now the question arises, |s Chonsky's cognitive linguistics
based on the idea that the theory of |anguage (grammar) is a
psychol ogi cal theory consistent in exploring the know edge of
| anguage as we understand it? Chonsky's answer is that he is not
concerned wth ordi nary know edge of |anguage, that is, the
notion of |anguage as an ability or practice. He is concerned
with what we have in our cognitive possession of |anguage and
grammar and what we becone when we acquire a | anguage. Hence his
i dea that grammatical know edge is a state rather than process, a
conpentence rather than performance, and ultinmately a faculty of

the mnd or brain which is richly endoned wth a rul e-structure.

Chonsky calls grammatical know edge unconscious . It is

unconsci ous because it is an innate rule-structure that yields a
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rich variety of the hunanly accessible grammars and so cannot be
the object of metagrammar. It cannot, therefore, be the object
of a grammatical enquiry. Thus, a question arises: |s there any
nmeta UG? Chonsky says 'NO, because as soon as he admts that it
is there then UG cannot be a universal grammar. It will becone
the object of a higher grammar. For Chonsky, UG is the base-
grammar and so it is unconscious. By 'unconscious' he neans that

the possesor of U5 say a child, is not aware that it possesses

UG though it is having it as the built-in system of its brain.
That is, USsis not an itemof consciousness, since, for Chonsky,
consciousness is only a fraction of the vast store of hunan
mnd/brain structure. Thus in a sense there is no contradiction
in saying that inmate know edge is not necessarily a conscious

pr ocess.

The inpossibility of metagrammar3 leads to a lot of
difficulties. W will not have a language in which we can
express UGitself. UGis not itself a |language, UGis the rule-
structure of all humanal |y possible grammars i.e. the P-grammars.
If we admt a language to express, UG then UG becomes a P-
graamar and if we don't, UG is inexpressible and unconscious.
Chonsky has the second option because he cannot admt hi gher-
order grammar than UG UG is universal in the sense that it is
the common root of all P-grammars and it itself contains the

possibility of |anguage and so it cannot be a | anguage as such.
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6. Is UG is unconscious or ineffable?

Chonsky' s answer would be UGis not a nmatter to be acquired

or enpirically learnt. O course, it is to be enpirically

discovered and there is a grammatical theory to enbed it. The
grammtical theory is an innate structure in the human brain. So,
one can conclude, UG is a system of a universal rule-structure.
The thesis of unconscious Usonly inplies that it is not an item
of consciousness and possibility there is not higher order of
| anguage that can include UG honophonically. It stands for rules
that explain how |anguage as such is logically possible. So
there is a difference between the universality of |ogical grammar

and Chonsky's physicalistic - nentalistic theory of grammar.

Wttgenstein proposes a theory of universality of | anguage
whi ch contains a universal grammar. Wttgenstein is concerned
with the universality of grammar which is the |ogical gramrar of
t he | anguage. Logi cal grammar begins with Frege and continues in
Wttgenstein's work. It stands for rules that explain how a
| anguage as such is logically possible. So there is a difference
between the wuniversality of logical grammar and Chonsky's
physicalistic - nentalistic theory of granmer. Chonsky
downgrades | anguage and thereby the so called logic of |anguage.
Wttgenstein's universality clains for outstrip the enpirica
boundaries of U For Chonsky, |anguage is an epi phenonenon. S0
the so called logic of language is nothing but a pale shadow of

what he calls universal grammar. For Wttgenstein, however, the
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logic of language is nore universal than universal granmar
because UG itself conforns to the principles of |ogical gramar.
The logical grammar is normative and so is nore basic than
enpirical grammars, including universal grammar. The duality
between logic and enpirical grammar is nmarked in the nature of

t he two di sciplines.®

From Wttgenstein's point of view, Chonsky's nodel of
grammatical can be considered inadequate for the sinple reason
that Chonsky has no notion of wuniversal |anguage. He has no
conception of |anguage as a universal medium The notion of
| anguge is foundational and universal for Wtgenstein. He
considers grammar as derivative and expressible in the |anguage
itself. Al t hough grammar is rule-structured according to
Wttgenstein, it has no pecularities of Chonsky's universal
grammar e.g. its being an innate endownrent of the brain. For
Wttgenstein, |anguage is universal not because it is an innate
structure of the brain but because it is the nedi umof everything
including logic, grammar and philosophy. It expresses all that
is effable i.e. what can be said. Natural |anguage is the great
home of all that could be tal ked about, acted upon or played with

i n an unbounded way. *

Thus, fromWttgenstein's point of view, Chonsky's theory of
| anguage gives us a picture of the accidental characterstics of
| anguage. Language, is at best a nental feature of hunman bei ngs.
Nonet hel ess, it is accidental because nan's brain could have been

ot herw se. So language looses its universality. Besi des, UG
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being an innate endowrent, becones a nystery of nysteries UG
remai ns, however, the background phenonenon, i.e., the ultinate
genetic code of all languages and so it is the only natural
phenonenon which brain sciences nust discover through enpirical
neans. Wttgenstein has nothing to do wth brain sciences. He
has therefore no conception of an enpirically discoverable

uni versal grammar of the Chonski an sort.

Wttgenstein would reject any distinction between | -
| anguage and E-| anguage® whi ch Chonsky nakes because he believes
| anguage is itself a unitary, a holistic phenonenon. For
Wttgenstein there is no distinction between conpetence and
perf ormance because he does not admt a gap between rules and
their applications Wttgenstein believes that there is no
conpetence (rule-structure) unless that is exactly displayed in
the conplex network of performances (Use/language-ganes).
Conpetence is not a deep nental occurrence which has no
correlate in the use of |anguage. Use involves conpetence j ust
as conpetence is expressed in | anguage-mastery. Chonsky cuts off
the inner chord between |anguage and grammar because he nakes
grammar conti ngent . Besi des, he makes UG unconsci ous, though
nmental , because | anguage is not considered as a universal nedi um
UG has no |anguage to express itself, since it is the physical
root of all |anguages. Wttgenstein nakes the distinction
bet ween | anguage and grammar in |anguage itself. For him|anguage
and grammer are in the same |ogical space. Wttgenstein is not

against nental as such but against the nental which is queer,
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I nscrut abl e and unconsci ous. That is why he cannot accept

anything which is laid in the dark chanber of the mnd and can

never be expressed in |anguage itself.

7. QUI NE ON LO3d CAL GRAMVAR

Among the chanpions of logical grammar Quine is nost
promnent. Qine, |ike Wttgenstein, proposes a grammar that can
be the logical basis of all |anguages. He agrees wth
Wttgenstein on the rejection of the nentalist-enpiricist®
grammar of Chonsky. For Quine, grammar includes the |ogical

structure of | anguage. *

Qui ne nakes a distinction between i manent and transcendent
gramars. *° | mmanent granmar is a particular grammar of a
particul ar |anguage. The inmranents e.g. der words in German are
peculiar to a particular |anguage. Lexicon can be taken as an
exanpl e of an inmmanent noti on. Lexi con sinply conprises those
words or norphenes that are assaigned to particul ar |anguages.
(h the contrary, the transcendent grammar, according to Quine, is
concerned with grammaticality in general. It is directed to
| anguages general ly. It is related to the formal structure of
| anguages. So, it is applicable in advance to any unspecified

| anguage. The logical grammar is therefore a transcendent

grammar since it applies to all |anguages.

Quine's notion of transcendence, as he admts it, is of the

Husserlian type. The notion of grammatical category is a
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transcendent concept. W have to define the grammati cal category

by interchangeability Salva SCongruitate. As Quine wites.

If, having started with some satisfactorily transcendent
notion of grammaticality we were to proceed to define the
notion of a grammtical category sinply by inter-
changeabi lity salva congruitate in Husserl's way then the
notion of a grammatical category would Iikewi se be
t ranscendent . “

Quine has taken logic as grammatical category. It is a kind
of grammatical analysis. Gamnmatical categories, however, can be
demarcated strictly on the basis of interchangeability salva

congritate. Qammar considers the l|ogical categories viz., two-

pl ace predicates, quanfiers and so on. Qiine gives the exanple
of variables, like "X, 'Y, '"Z etc. as part of the |Iogical
vocabul ary. The rest of the logical grammar consists of further
grammati cal constructions. Quine gives a map of |ogical grammar.
It consists of two-place predicates, logical connectives |ike
conjunction and negation and existential quantification. Thus
the logical map of |anguage presented in the |ogical gramrar
provides the clue to our understanding of the structure of all

| anguages. Quine accepts the universality of |ogical grammar.

8. QUINE VS W TTGENSTEI N ON GRAMVAR

The follow ng observations can be nmade on Qine's vs

Wttgenstein's notion of |ogical granmmar.

Frstly, Qine is a |logician. He is concerned with the

| ogical study of |anguage. logic is inportant for him not
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| anguage. Al though he takes all logical notions as grammatical
categories, nevertheless he thinks logic is a device to solve all
probl ens of |anguage. Wttgenstein is on the contrary, concerned
with language primarly and so deals with logic as a nethod of
under st andi ng | anguage. He thinks that logic is a part of

gr amar . There is no logic wthout I|anguage, according to

Wttgenstein.

Secondly, Quine does not give inportance to the transcendent
notion of grammar although he admts that study of the
‘grammatical’ is the philosopher's concern. Here, he subscribes
to the Wttgensteinian view that logic is transcendent or
transcendental in the sense of the Tractatus. 6.13 because its
truths are outside the domain of accidentality or contingency.
Wttgenstein agrees with Quine that grammar is transcendental
because in grammar we are seeking the underlying conditions for
the possibility of language i.e. the essence (logical) of
| anguages. Lastly, interestingly enough, Quine thinks granmar is
a logical product of |anguage. This nmeans his notion of | ogical
grammar vindicates Wttgenstein's view on | anguage and grammar.
For Wttgenstein, grammar is conprehensive enough to include
logic in its domain. However, according to him both |ogic and
grammar are contained in |anguage, |anguage being the universal
medium Logic and grammar reveal the rule-structure of |anguage.
Qui ne cannot, however, deny that |anguage is pre-logical and pre-
grammatical in the sense that wthout |anguage we cannot | ust

think of what logic can be. Whlike Frege,” Qine did not
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conceive of logic as a universal |anguage, since he could

realize, like Wttgenstein, that |anguage is the universal nedi um

and logic is contained in |anguage.

9. STRAWSEON S NOTI ON OF PERSPI CUOUS GRAMVAR

Strawson*®* in his conception of grammar stresses the
| nportance  of non- enpi ri cal char act er of gr anmar in
contradistinction wth Chonsky's enpirical gramar. Non-

enpirical grammar, according to him denonastrate the logicality

of its rules and their consequent universality.

Let us consider first what Strawson neans by perspi cuous
gr anmar . A perspicuous grammar represents the ideal speaker's
ability to understand, produce and criticise indefinitely many
new sentences of his |language. Gamar ideally represents the
various conponents viz (a) the ontological vocabulary (b) a
semanti c vocabulary (c) functional vocabulary for conbining
different elenents (d) a vocabul ary of fornal devices.* An
i deal grammar is perspicuous for the reason that it throws |ight

on what |anguages of certain type nust broadly share in the
structure. Strawson nanes this condition as the condition for

the possibility of perspicuous grammar. The perspi cuous granmmar,

to say the least is non-enpirical.

According to Strawson perspicuous gramrar needs true
expl anatory foundati ons. Phi | osophers are ready to accept

grammar if it is provided with true explanatory foundations.
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Phi | osophy tries to reach the grammati cal form of sentences which
lies deep down the surface structure. As Strawson says, the
phi | osophi cal investigations of the foundations of grammar are

non-enpi ri cal . ®

Phi | osophers are generally concerned with the |ogical conditions
of nmeanings and not with the fornal arrangenents by neans of
which functional relations are actually represented. He wll
have a conception of neaning elenent on the one hand and of
systenati ¢ nodes of conbination of them (syntatical relations) on
the other. The senantics and syntax are wthin the phil osophers

purview in a |ogical sense.

Strawson al ways stresses perspicuous conditions for neani ng-
ful ness of |language. Naturally that |eads to the conception of
non-enpi rical |inguistics. It involves a theoretical nodel of
| anguage. Thus perspicuous grammar is closely simlar to the
| deal | anguage of the |[|ogician. Like a logician, the
phi | osopher - gramari an exposes the ideal structure of [|anguage.
So, non-enpirical grammar will be concerned with every point at
whi ch structure is needed to contribute to the overall meaning of
| anguage. Structure nust be exposed at every point and

under st ood.

Strawson distinguish two types of grammar one is the
intristic or essential grammar of |anguage-type and the other one
is the alternative invariable grammar of |anguage type.“

Srawson defines | anguage-type as specifying (i) the senantic or
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broadly logical type of nmeaning elenents it contains and (ii) the
types of significant conbinations into which they enter to form
sentences. Essential grammar is apriori since its conponents are
ideally determned . The rules of essential grammar show that
all conbinations are perspicuously laid down. According to
Strawson, the essential granmar is of the subject-predicate®
type which is the underlying grammar of ordinary |anguage.

Subj ect-predicate structure holds the key to the perspicuous

character of grammar.

There are simlarities between Strawson and Wttgenstein
approaches to gramar. Both Strawson and Wttgenstein are
interested in the perspicuity of the conditions of the
nmeani ngf ul ness of linguistic units. They want each and every
linguistic unit to be clear and well-defined in order to present
the logical conditions of |anguage-use. Secondly, for
Wttgenstein a linguistic unit gets its nmeaning in the formof-
|ife enbedded in a |anguage-gane. Forns of |ife can provide the

basic conditions or locus standi of all grammatical rules

constituting the structure of |anguage. For Strawson, | anguague
Is renotely nodelled on forns of |life, and so he will argue that

grammar indirectly represents the essential features of our

concept ual system

Both Wttgenstein and Strawson lay stress on the grammar of
ordi nary |anguage and both believe that philosophy can only

describe the essential structure of |anguage. Strawson's claim
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that there is a central ahistorical® core of our conceptual
schene can be conpared with Wttgenstein's idea that ordinary
| anguage is our form of life and involves the constitutive

el ements or categories of our thinking.

10. HUSSERL ON PURE GRAMVAR

The concept of ideal or pure grammar finds a bold echo in
Husserl's phil osophy. Husserl spoke of "pure grammar" anal ogous
to Kant's "pure science' of nature. For Husserl, pure or fornal
grammar conprehends the entire domain of apriori structures of
| anguge and experience. The assunption behind this conception of
grammar is that there exists a common grammatical formwhich is
valid for all |anguagaes and which can be determned apriori.
According to Husserl, natural |anguages obey certain apriori |aws
and mani fest an ideal framework' which is stable inspite of the
enpirical and accidental differences proper to each particul ar
| anguage. *° Language has thus both essential and inessential
elements. It is with the essential elenents, i.e., apriori |aws
that grammar is concerned. QGamar, for Husserl, is the thoery

of the apriori laws of meaning and the syntactic conbi nations. 50

Husserl shares with Wttgenstein the concept of the
grammatical. He nakes it clear that he is not concerned with the
enpirical grammars. The grammar that he deals with is apriori
and purely |ogical. Husserl, like Wttgenstein, explores the
conditions for the possibility of gramar. He explores the

possibility of a universal grammar.® That represents the
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apriori features of all possible experience. It is universal in
the sense that all apriori representations are wuniversal and
necessary in Kant's sense. Husserl has the Kantian concept of
the apriori as his nodel. In the sphere of grammar, Husserl
finds standands or apriori norns. As in logic apriori elenents

are distinguished from the inessential features, so in gramar

the so called purely grammatical i.e. the apriori elenents are
separated from the enpirical ones. In this respect, logic and
grammar are both concerned with the apriori structures. In both

cases the enpirical elenent is determned by the universal and
necessary structures of |anguage. The apriori in either case is
denonstrated in the fact that |anguage enbodies the experiences
that concern the natural world. The apriori is not divorced from

the enpirical and natural . %°

Husserl located the apriori grammar in the |ogical structure
of | anguage. The structure of language is the guide to the
structure of experience according to him Experience, phenoneno-
| ogi cal |y speaking, is the bedrock |evel of our reconstruction of
t he worl d. The reconstruction involves | anguage. So, grammar
studies the basic structure of experience by studying the apriori
structure of |anguage. As Husserl points out, the study of the

grammatical is the first level of the logical reflection.

Now there are two aspects of the phenonenon of experience,
viz. (i) the experience of the world and (ii) experience of

| anguage, > for the reason that experience is itself structured
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t hrough | anguage. The experience in language is the experience
of the world. For Husserl, experience of |anguage is the
experience of nmeaning itself. Experience of |anguage requires a
phenonenol ogi cal reduction of the world. So there is the full
concentration on the meaning thenselves as separated from their
empirical instantiations. They construct the domain of the

significations® - the apriori domain of the "sense" or 'the

nmeant ' .

Formal logic studies this apriori domain of nmeanings.
G ammar supplies the categoreal framework for understanding these
meani ngs. Now, the inplicit phenonenol ogi cal reduction takes a
linguistic turn as it turns away fromthe world towards |anguage
itself. Thus it results in the discovery and analysis of the
grammatical. Husserl calls it the study of the pure norphol ogy

of significations - 'pure apriori |ogical grammar.>

11. HUSSERL VS WTTCGENSNTEI N ON THE GRAMWVATI CAL

Husserl's concept of grammar has close affinity with that of

Wttgenstein's. QGammar is the structural description of the

apriori rules in both Husserl and Wttgenstein. In this sense,
"the study of grammar is purely logical and apriori. Pur e
| ogi cal grammar, according to Husserl, is the first branch of

formal logic which establishes the fornmal grammatical rules

necessary for any statement to be meaningful at all; it is prior
to the question of the truth-value of sentences. QGammar is

concerned with neaning and hot wth truth.
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Both Husserl and Wttgenstein agree that a judgenment nust
instantiate an apriori grammatical rule in its well-fornmed
structure. A sentence is well-fornmed if it is grammatically
sound and therefore enbodies a grammatical rule. The follow ng
sentences do not have neaning since they are not well-forned.

The statenents are

1 Ki ngs but where seens end
2. This frivolous is green

3 Red is world.
4

Anman i s end.

The above stings of words are devoid of any wunified
nmenai ngs. The words have individual neanings, but when they are
arranged ungrammatically they have none. It is the task of pure
| ogical grammar to derive from the original form of |judgenents
the laws which govern the potentially neaningful sentences of
various forns. Wttgenstein would agree that the |ogical form of
a sentence nust be derivable from the underlying gramatical
rules. Accordingly, the purely formal granmmatical rules are
| ndependent of truth or falsity of statenents. The sentences
which are gramatically permtted are neaningful; otherw se, they

are neaningless. Fornmal grammar saves us from neani ngl ess ness

(unsi nn) . >®

Wttgenstein conmes very near to Husserl when he says that
grammar is the analysis of the formal conditions of thought.

Both take the study of grammar as anti-psychol ogistic. The main
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task of grammar is to study the apriori rules which explain the
formal structure of sentences. Wttgenstein has been insistent
on the view that rules are not accidental to a |anguage-system
They are the formal and necessary features of any synbolism
Therefore, for both Husserl and Wttgenstein, logic is a granmar
of rules and their application in the construction of synbol

syst ens.

However, Husserl's concept of grammar fails to be free of
phenonenol ogi cal rootedness in hunman experience. Though gramrar
Is transcendent still its connection with the enpirical domain is
preserved, though bracketed. Wttgenstein makes grammar
conpl etely transcendental for the reason that for himgrammar is
autononous and so is free of all causal and enpirical connections
with the world. In Wttgenstein, grammar constitutes the worl d,
while in Husserl, the world is reduced to an enpirical and
contingent set of experiences. Thus the Husserlian grammar is
still Platonist and fails to overcone the dichotony between

grammar and t he worl d.

12.  PH LOSOPHY, GRAMAR AND THE SCI ENCE OF TRI VI ALI TI ES

Pure grammar establishes rules which are always understood
and already taken for granted in all formal systens. These rules
establish the necessary and sufficient conditions for neaningful
expr essi ons. Phi | osophy, therefore, as deeply interested in

grammar, states the necessary and the grammatical in [|anguage.
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Husser| takes special interest in the fact that philosophers are
concerned only with apriori and the logical in our experience.
This makes him clsoer to Wttgenstein on the conception of
phi | osophy as the study of grammatical, i.e. the logical and the
apriori. Both believe that philosophy discovers nothing new It
only describes the essential structures of |anguage and
experi ence. Hence philosophy is acceptedly a description of
essences of grammar and the world. But this is not phil osophy of

novelties but of the trivialities® that are so obviously true.

The nature of philosophy as a study of grammar becones
nondi stinct from logical grammar itself. Phi | osophy as the
refection on the grammatical is itself a grammatical enterprise.
Wttgenstein therefore calls philosophy a philosophical grammar.
The philosopher's interest in the logical and the apriori as
found in Husserl, Qine and Strawson, reiterates the fact that
the Iimts of philosophical grammar are those of philosophy
itself. There could not be an extra-grammatical phil osophy at

all since grammar extends to the domain of the intelligible and

formal |y possible. In that sense, both grammar and phil osophy
are transcendental. They do not occur in tinme nor are they on
the sane level as the linguistic activities. Language is

historical and therefore subject to change and evol ution. But
phi | osophi cal grammar, Ilike philosophy, is self-contained and
I ndependent of the historicity of |language. V¢ can therefore Bay
that |anguage can never be perspicuous; only grammar can be BQ

It is the task of philosophy to nake grammar perspi cuous.
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The di chotony between pure logical grammar and the enpirical

grammars is the dichotony between philosophy and natural

ScCi neces. Qammar logically structured belongs to the heart of

phi | osophy. Enmpirical grammar is the subject-matter of the

science of |anguage. Wttgenstein, commenting on the nature of

granmmar, says,

One can discover nothing in grammar. There are no
surprises. Wen we fornmulate a rule, we always have the
feeling: You have always known that. Al we can do is to
formulate clearly the rule that we have applied

unconsciously. |If | understand the sense of a sentence at
all then | nust understand the syntax of the expressions
occurring in it. There is nothing to be discovered in

grammar, all we can do is to clarify.®
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CONCLUSI ON

There are two major findings of the present essay viz.

1. The thesis regarding the distinction between grammar and
| anguage in Wttgenstein' s phil osophy.
2. The thesis regading the relation between grammar and

reality.

The first thesis | wll call the 'logical network' thesis.
The second thesis | will call the "ontological thesis'. These two
t heses cover nmuch of what Wttgenstein calls phil osophical

gr anmar .

1. So far as the first thesis is concerned | have cone to the
conclusion that grammar is a distinct category in relation to
| anguage. QGammar relates to the logical structure of |anguage.
That is why Wttgenstein calls grammar an 'account book' of
| anguage. The significant.point is that whereas |anguage is a
spati o-tenporal phenonenan, grammar is, like logic, a tineless
and a historical reality. The tinelessness of grammar is
reflected in the fact that rules of grammar are neither 1in the
nmedi um of human mnd nor are they products of our experience of
the world. That is where, one can say, granmar isS autononous.
Therefore, QGammar takes care of itself and its relation to
| anguage. The dichotony between grammar and |anguage is
logically maintained by show ng that |anguage inspite of being a

part of natural history can still claimto be autononous. So the
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autonony of |language follows from the autonony of gramar. I

have shown that the distinction between grammar and | anguage
renains ever present in Wttgenstein' s philosophy in order that a
phi |l osophi cal grammar is possible. In this respect

phi | osophi cal grammar comes closer to logic as a study of syntax
of language. Wiereas |ogical syntax takes senantics for granted,

Wttgenstein's philosophical grammar makes it integral, though
i neffable, part of philosophical grammar. G ammar expl ains how
neaning is possible. But it does this only by giving the
descri ption of the syntax of | anguage. Syntax, broadly
speaking, is the network of [|ogical rules. Phi | osophy has a
vital interest in grammar of these rules. Hence the denand for a

per spi cuous representation of the |ogical formlanguage.

2. Phi | osophy has a vital interest not only in syntax but also
how syntax projects the world. Syntax, though fornmal is not
wi t hout connection with the world. According to Wttgenstein the
world is the background of both |ogic and grammar and needl ess to
say, it is where language is |ocated. S nce both logic and
granmmar are concerned wth | anguage the world becormes |ogically
the focus of the philosophical investigation into the nature and
structure of |logical gramar. Phi | osophy, as Wttgenstein has
repeat edl y decl ared, does not change anything; it only describes.

Its descriptions are concerning how the natural |anguage and

natural world are nested together. Phi | osophy has no reason to
separate |anguage from the world. Nor has it any reason to
dissociate life from the world. Life, language and the world
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constitute the bedrock phenonena whi ch phil osophy rmust reckon

with. Philosophical grammar is not a reformor reconstruction of

t hese phenonena. Philosophy is only interested in how these
three, i.e., life, language and the world constitute the
ontological limts of the philosophical grammar itself. The

phi | osophical grammar is ontologically bounded by the forns of
life and the facts of natural history. It only sets fourth the
unlimted logical possibilities contained wthin the forns of
life and natural history. However these possibilities are the

only facts that philosophy is concerned with.

Finally, philosophy of grammar is not different from the
phi | osophi cal grammar. The way of understandi ng t he phil osophi cal
grammar is the philosophy of gramar. This is not to suggest
that the philosophy of grammar is distinguishable from the a
phi | osophy of | anguage. Bot h phil osophy of grammar and
phi | osophy of |anguage constitute philosophical gramar. Thus
the symmetry between the phil osophy of grammar and phil osophy of
| anguage is manifested in the single philosophical activity
called the grammatical investigations. Wttgenstein provides a
single framework for wunderstanding the diversity of phenonmena
both |inguistic and non-1linguistic. Hence the inportance of the

nonol i thic term "phil osophi cal grammar’.
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