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CRITERIA

CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CRITERIA

AND WHAT THEY ARE CRITERTA OF

In the Preface to the Philosophical Investigations,

Wittgenstein writes that the Investigations and the Tractatus
should ©te pudlished together tecause the Investigations can be
understood only by contrast with and against the background of
the Tractatus, After writing the Tractatus, Wittgenstein came io
believe that it contai'ned serious mistakes, which he hoped to
renedy in the Investigations. One of the most serious of these
was his earlier method of doing philosophy. The entire proce-
dure of the Tractatus was a priori: Witigensteln asked, "What
must language be like for us to be able to use it to talk about
the world?" His answer was that it must be a picture of the
world. Every sentence or proposition must be either elementary
or nonelementary {a ronslementary propositionm being a truth
function of elementary propositions and an elementary proposition
being a combination of names, or simple signs, that pictu.res

an atomic fact by sharing a common fom or structure with it);
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and the meaning of a name, or simple sign, must be the object
that it names.,

In the Investigations, however, Witigenstein changes
his method of doing philosophy. There,the procedure is a
posteriori. He asks not what language must be like, but what it
1s like. And upon examining the actual phenomenon, he finds
that language is really quite different from the ideal that
he had constructed in the Tractatus. That ideal included the
view that all words are names and that the meaning of a wWord is
the object that it names. Much of the Investigations is an
attack on this view. In the first forty-nine sections of that
work, Witigenstein argues that the view thal all words ars naames
oversimpliifies the uses of woxrds by making il look as if all
words function in the same way. And in many of the later
sections he attacks that view's application to psychological
terms like "pain,"” "fear," and "thinking." On this application,
psychological terms name mental states, events, or processes
that you discover by turning your attention inward on the work-
ings of your own mind. To facilitate discussion, I will call
this view of the nature of psychological terms "mentalism," and
I will call the view that a general term must name some common
element that is present in all the cases to which it applies

“essentialism."l As I use the texms, “mentalism” is simply

1Cf. Jerome A, Shaffer, Philosophy of ¥ind, Foundations
of Philosophy Series (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall,
1968), pp. 21-22; Robert Richman, "Something Common," The Journal
of Pnilosophy, LIX (Dec. 20, 1962), 822; Nicholas Griffin, "ditt-
genstein, Universals, and Family Resemblances,” Canadian Journal
of Philosophy, III, % (June 1974), 635.
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"essentialism" applied to psychological tems. It is simply the
view that a psychological temm nust name some mental state,
event, or process that is present in all the cases to which it
applies.

Wittgenstein attacks mentalism in his later writings,
and the notion of a criterion plays an important role in his
attack. But its role is unclear largely because the notion it-
self is so obscure. Wittgenstein never discusses it in much
detail, and the few cursory remarks he does make about it are
themselves extremely obscure. 1In the dissertation,I will examine

both Wittgenstein's remarks on the notion of a criterion and his

Fhy

use of that noion in his attack on mentalism. On ihz Tasis o
those exeminations, I will atiempt to clarify WUitigenstein
notion of a criterion,

In this chapter, I will survey the role of criteria in
Wittgenstein's attack on mentalism and explain what I take to be
the major difficulty that must be resolved before Wittgenstein's
notion of a criterion can be clearly understood, viz., the nature
of the relationship between criteria and what they are the cri-

teria of.,

Survey of the Hole of Criteria

in Wittgenstein's Attack on Mentalism

The notion of a2 criterion figures prominently in
Wittgenstein's discussions of mentalism. Wittgenstein uses that
notion in his cnaracterizations and criticisms of this view and

in his presentation of his own alternative view.
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Wittgenstein sometimes characterizes the view that he is
attacking as the view that there is and must be one and only one
real criterion for something psychological. In discussing read-
ing, for example, he attacks the view that "the one real criterion
for anybody's reading is the conscious act of reading" (P.I.
#159), that "the conscious mental act" is “the only real criterion
distinguishing reading from not reading" (Br.B. p. 121).
Similarly, in discussing having a toothache, he tells us that it
is tempting to distinguish the personal experience of having a
toothache from its behavioral expressions, such as moaning and
holding one's cheek, and to make the personal experience the one
real criiterion for someone's having a toothache (N.f,L. oD. 275-
286).

Yittgenstein attacks mentalism, arguing that it miscon-
strues both the use of words and expressions like "reading" and
"having a toothache" and the relationship between the experience
of reading or having a toothache and its expressions. The notion
of a criterion figures prominently in these attacks. To convince
us that mentalism misconstrues the use of words and expressions
like "reading" and "having a toothache," Wittgenstein presents
examples which show that such words and expressions are not
used as names for hidden mental states, events,or processes as
well as the private-language argument which shows that such words
and expressions cannot be so used. To convince us that mentalism
misconstrues the relationship between the personal experience and

its expressions, he argues that "the 'personal experience' stands
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in need of behavioral expressions that can serve as its criteria"
(p.1I. #580).

Wittgenstein presents examples to show us that we use
general temms like "reading" not for hidden mental states, but
for "a family of cases,” and that "in different circumstances we
apply different criteria for a peison's reading" (P.I. #164).
This criticism is important because it ties together the appeal
to particular cases, the notion of a family resemblance, and the
notion of a criterion. When interpreters discuss the role of
family resemblances in Wittgenstein's attack on essentialisnm,
they generally focus on sections 66 and 67 of the Investigations,
Wnere litigenstein talks about games and family resembiances.
Since he doas not use the notion of a criterion there, they
frequently ignore its relationship to the notion of z family
resemblance. This relationship, however, should not be ignored,
for an understanding of it would shed light on two of the most
significant and obscure notions in Wittgenstein's later philos-
ophy.

The tie between criteria and family resemblances is
indicated in Wittgenstein's discussions of reading and believing
what you say. In his discussions of reading, Wittgenstein pre-
sents examples to show thai we use the word “reading" not for a
particular mental act, but for a family of cases. Since the
mentalist assumes that all cases of reading musi contain a common
element, he concludes that all particular cases can do is show us

the essence of reading through a veil of inessential features
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that must be stripped away if we want to see the essence of
reading. But Wittgenstein insists that when we strip away the
features of the particular case, reading itself disappears; for
what is essential to reading is not some mental activity hidden
beneath the features of the particular case, but the features
that are characteristic of the family of cases of reading. This
is why Wittgenstein describes the use of the word “reading" by
presenting us with a selection of particular cases that exhibits
the various characteristic features of reading and includes some
cases showing these features in exaggeration, others showing
transitions, and still others showing the trailing off of such
featuzes (P.I. #156-171 & 3r.B. po. 119-125),

Al though Witigenstiein never expliciily states the con-
nectiion between "reading's" being a family-resemblance texm and
its being a tem for which we apply different criteria in differ-
ent circumstances, his remarks seem to indicate that the tie is
roughly this: the different criteria we apply in different cir-
cumstances are identical to the various characteristic features
found in the family of particular cases of reading. Thus, there
seems to be a very close connection indeed between Wittgenstein's
notion of a criterion and his notion of a family resemblance.

ditigenstein says more about family resemblances and
criteria in his discussion of someone's belleving what he says.
There he tells us that we regard certain facial expressions,

gestures, and tones of voice as characteristic of the expressicn

of belief even though they do not occur in all cases of someone’s
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believing what he says and do occur in cases of someone's not
believing what he says. He also indicates that these features
both characterize the main branches of the family of cases of
someone’s believing what he says and serve as the different
criteria that distinguish cases of someone's believing what he
says from those of his not believing what he says, Thus, the
tie between criteria and family resemblances seems to be that
(for things such as someone's reading or believing what he says)
the different criteria are identical with the characteristic
features that fom family resemblances among the particular
cases,

Yitigenstein tries to convince us that mentalisp nis-
construes the use of words not only by presenting particulaxr
cases that show the many different characteristic features that
form family resemblances and serve as our criteria, but also by
arguing that words and phrases like "reading,” "believing,"
"having a toothache,"” and "being in pain" cannot name private
experiences. Here, too, the notion of a criterion plays an
important role. As I mentioned earlier, the mentalist distin-
guishes the private personal experience from its public behavioral
expressions and says that words like "reading" and "believing"
must refer to private experiences, and words like "pain" and
"toothache" to private objects, which justify, or are criteria
for, their use, Wittgenstein offers the private-language argu-
ment as a demonstration that words cannot function as names for
private objects and experiences and that a private language

composed of such names is, therefore, impossible.
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Before sketching this argument, however, I should clarify
what sort of private language Wittgenstein argues is impossible.
He does not argue that there cannot be a 'factually private
language', that is, a language that someone invenis for his own
private use, so that he is the only one who understands it,although
others could understand it. Rather, he argues that there cannot
be a 'logically private language', that is, a language that some-
one uses to refer to what can only be known to him, viz., his
private personal experiences, so that he is the only one who can
understand it (P.I. #243, 256).2

In presenting this argument, Wittgenstein imagines a
case in which somecone tries to use a logically private language,
(Like Yittigenstein, T will present the case in the First person.)
Wanting to keep a record of the recurrence of a certain sensation,
I assoclate it with the sign "S" and write "S" in a calendar for
every day I have the sensation. I associate the sensation with
the sign by concentrating on the sensation while I write down
the sign. In this way I impress on myself the connection between
the sign and the sensation and create a private language in which
"S" refers to a certain sensation. But, Wittgenstein continues,

+ « "I impress it on myself" can only mean: this

process brings it about that I remember the connexion
right in the future. But in the present case I have

2ce, Norman Malcolm, "Yitigenstein's Philosophical
Investigations," in Wittgenstein: The Philosophical Investiga-
tions (é Collection of Critical Essays), edited by George Pitcher
Anchor Books (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc.,
1968), pp. 66, 97.
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no criterion of correctness. One would like to say:

whatever is going to seem right to me is right. And

that only means that here We can't talk about 'right'.

(P.I. #258)
Therefore, a logically private language is impossible. That is
Wittgenstein's conclusion, but what is his argument? To answer
that question,we must examine #258 and the sections surrounding
it, But we should not stop there, for much that precedes those
sections and many remarks in Wittgenstein's "Notes for Lectures
on 'Private Experience’ and 'Sense Data'" and his "Notes for the
Philosophical Lecture" are relevant to the argument. 1In fact,
the argument is substantially complete long before #258.

In the early sections of the Investications, Wittgenstein
argues that Augustine's view that all words name objects and are
learned by ostensive definiiion is an oversimplification partly
because an ostensive definition alone cannot explain the use of
a word: it explains the use only when the overall role of the
word in the language is already understood (r.1. #30). Pointing
to an apple and saying the word "apple," for example, cannot
teach a child the use of the word "apple" unless he already knows
the overall role of that woxrd in our language. If he knows the
overall role, an ostensive definition will give him the last bit
of information he needs to be able to use the word "apple." But,
if he does not know the overall role, an ostensive definition
cannot teach nim the use of the word. It may teach him to
associate the werd "apple" with the thing pointed to, but once
he has made that association there are still many ways he could

go on and use the word. He could, for example, use it as a word

for a color or shape.
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Wittgenstein thinks that what is true of the role of
ostension in explaining the use of a word is also true of its
role in establishing a word's use: ostension alone is not
enough; it must be combined with an understanding of the word's
overall role in the language (P.I. #2i4, 257 & N.f.L. pp. 290-
291). The premise that ostension alone cannot establish the
use of a word is essential to the private-language argument
because the meaning of the sign "S" is supposed to be established
by my concentrating my attention on the sensation while I write
down the sign and thus giving myself a kind of ostensive definition
of "S." If the overall role of “S" in my private language
is unclear, then this ceremony cannot establish the use of "S"
tecause even if I manage to associate "S" wiih the sensation,
there will still be many ways I could go on and use it. To use
dittgenstein’s temms, merely associating it with the sensation
establishes no criterion for its correct use., After making the
association, I could go on and use "S" in any way I pleased; for
whatever seemed right to me would be right, which only means that
here we cannot talk about right.

But don't I clarify the overall role of "S" in my
private language by saying that "S" is the name for a sensation?
Not according to Wittgenstein. He insists that "sensation" is
not a word in my private language, but a word in our common
language and, as such, requires a justification that everyone

can understand. And it will not help me to say that what I have
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need not be a sensation, but is something; and when I have it I
write "S." For "have" and "something" also belong to our common
language and require justifications that everyone can understand.
Nor will it help me to say that "S" is a name, for "there is a
name only where there is a technique of using it," and there can
be no technique for using "S" as a name for a private object
(N.£.P.L. pp. 6-7).

But why must there be a technique for me to be able to
use "S" as a name? Can't I simply concentrate my attention on
this and intend to call it "S" in the future? Intention, after
all, does not require the existence of a technique, so my intention

to call this "S" in the future can be the criterion for ine

=y

correct use of "S." If I use in accordance with m
I #ill be using it correctly; if not, incorrectly (P.I. #205 &
Br.B. p. 142). But, according to Wittgenstein, my-intention alone
cannot be the criterion for the correct use of "S" because it
presupposes the existence of a technique of use. Intending is

not a queer mental process that can go on regardless of what
techniques or customs exist. On the contrary, intentions pre-
suppose the existence of human customs and institutions. The
intention to play a game of chess, for example, presupposes the
existence of the tecnnique of the game of chess (P‘I. #337). And
ny intention to use 3" as a sign for my private object presup-
poses the existence of the technique of using a sign like "S" as
the name for a private object.

Well, can’t I invent such a technique and then intend to

use "3" as a sign for my private object? Not according to



12
Wittgenstein. He argues that to create and employ such a tech-
nique, I must be able to identify my private object. But I can't
identify it because thexr=can be no criterion of identity for a
private object. We think there is such a criterion because we
are thinking of criteria similar to those for physical objects,
but I cannot apply any such criteria to my private object. For
if it is as private as it is supposed to be, there is no reason
to call it one object rather than a hundred objects; indeed, there
is no reason to say there is anything there at all. In fact, if
my private object is as private as it is supposed to be, I can-
not say anything at all about it either to others or to myself
(2.1. #288, 253 & N.f.P.L. pp. 18-30).

In summary, Witigenstein's argument is that a private
language such as the one in which I use "S" to refer o a certain
'sensation' is impossible because merely concentrating my attention
on the sensation while I write down the sign "S" is not
there must be a technique for using such a sign as the name of

a private object. But no such technique is possible, for there

can be no criterion of identity for a private object.

It should now be clear that the notion of a criterion is
crucial to Wittgenstein's private-language argument. To under-
stand the argument,we have to know what Wittgenstein means by
"criterion of correct use” and "criterion of idemtity." OQur
interpretation of these notions will influence and be influenced

by our understanding of the argument.
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Thus far,we have seen that the notion of a criterion
plays an important role in both Wittgenstein's characterization
of mentalism and his argument that it misconstrues the use of
psychological temms. The notion of a criterion also plays an
important role in his argument that mentalism misconstrues the
relationship between an experience and its expressions. Before
we examine this argument, hoWever, we need to understand what
Wittgenstein believes the mentalist's view of this relationship
to be.

Wittgenstein tells us that when we attempt to find a
simple explanation for the difference between cases of actual
experience and cases of pretence, we ares led to distinguish the
versonal experience from its expressions and to say that in cases
of actual experience the personal experience 1s present; but in
céses of pretence, though the expressions are preseant, the
personal experience is not. When looking for a simple explanation
of the difference between actually reading and only pretending
to read, for example, we are inclined to say that there must
be a special mental act of reading that is present in the one
case but absent in the other (P.I. #156-159 & Br.B. pp. 120-121).
Similarly, when looking for an explanation of the difference be-
tween actually having a toothache and only pretending to have one,
Wwe are inclined to say that the difference lies in the presence
or absence of a special experience behind the expressions of
toothache (N.f.L. p. 275). We are also led to distinguish the

personal experience from its expressions when we attempt to
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explain the fact that we can have an experience without expressing
it. A person can, for example, have a toothache without ever
showing that he has one; and this fact, together with the fact
that a person can pretend to have a toothache, leads us to embrace
the mentalist's view that the personal experience of having a
toothache is entirely independent of the behavior that expresses
that experience. Consider moaning. Moaning is an expression of
toothache, but a person can moan when he does not have a tooth-
ache, or not moan when he does. And according to Wittgenstein,
this leads us to say that having a toothache is one thing, and
moaning is another; and all they have to do with each other is
that they sometimes coincide. They have the same connections as
being red and being sweet: sometimes what is red is sweet, some-
times not, and vice versa (N.f.L. p. 286).

According to Wittgenstein, the mentalist holds that
there are two separate things--the personal experience and its
expression--between which there is a purely accidental connection.
Wittgenstein attacks this view, arguing that there is a very close
connection between the experience and its expression: the 'per-
sonal experience' stands in need of behavioral expressions that
can serve as its criteria (P.I. #580). Why the need for such
behavioral expressions? Because, Wittgenstein argues, a orivate
personal experience cannot justify the use of a word. The use of
words like "reading," "pain,™ and "toothache," therefore, requires
the existence of behavioral expressions. Indeed, Wittgenstein
says we would have "no use for these words if their application

was severed from the criteria of behavior," for the language-games
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we play with them regquire that the people who play them behave
in certain ways (N.f.L. p. 286). "The game we play with the
word 'toothache'," for example, "entirely depends upon there
being a behavior which we call the expression of toothache”
(N.f.L. p. 290). Thus, our use of the word "toothache" requires
that we behave in certain ways, e.g., that we moan and hold our
cheeks, and that we agree in calling such behavior "expressions
of toothache."

But Wittgenstein agrees with the mentalist's view that
we can have an experience without expressing it or express an
experience without having it, so how can he hold that the use of
a @Word lixe "toothacha” depends on behavioral expressions? He
can hold this because alihough he agrees that we can distinguish
the exverience from its expressions in certain cases, e.g., in
cases of pretence, he does not agree that we can make the dis-
tinction in all cases. Indeed, he argues that if we call a
certain type of behavior the expression of a certain experience,
then under certain circumstances the possibility of that type of
behavior's occurring without the experience must not enter the
language-game (N.f.L. p. 293). The circumstances in question
include those in which we are dealing with small children., We
are inclined to think that since we adults can moan wWith ar
without having a toothache, the child can,too. But Wittgenstein
maintains that although we distinguish our 'moaning with tooth-
ache' from our 'moaning without toothache’, we cannot go on to
say that of course we make the same distinction in the child.

That we make the distinction in some cases does not show that we
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make it in all cases, and in the case of the child, we do not
make it. We do not say tﬁat the child, small as it is, nmay
already pretend. We teach the child to use the words "I have a
toothache"” to replace its moans, and we do not allow a doubt as
to whether the experience of having a toothache is really behind
its moans to enter here. In this way, the language-games with
words like "toothache" are based on language-games in which we
do not say that the behavioral expressions may lie (N.f.L. pp.
293-301).

Thus, Wittgensteln argues that the mentalist is mistaken
in thinking that the connections between personal experiences and
their behavioral expressions are purely accidental, for there is
actually a very close ccnnection vetween them: the language-
games in which we talk about personal experiences entirely depen
on the existence of types of behavior that we call expressions of
those experiences., We teach the child to replace its natural
behavioral expressions with words. Ian this way, words for 'per-
sonal experiences' are connected with the primitive, natural ex-
pressions of those experiences and used in their place (P.I. #244).
They are new expressions of the experience and function in the
same way as the old expressions, i.e., as our criteria for some-
one's having the experience.

This concludes my survevy of the mle of criteria in
Wittgenstein's attack on mentalism., We have seen that Wittgenstein
attacks the view that the personal experience is the one and only
real criterion by showing the different criteria that we apply in

different circumstances, by arguing that the personal experience
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cannot be the criterion, and by showing that the personal experi-
ence is tied to the natural expressions that serve as its crite-
ria,

In attacking mentalism, Wittgenstein speaks of criteria
for things like someone's reading, believing what he says, having
a certain sensation, or having a toothache. He also speaks of
criteria distinguishing reading from not reading and of criteria
distinguishing cases of someone's believing what he says from
cases of his not believing what he says. In the private-language
argument, he mentions criteria of correct use and criteria for

identity. 1Indeed, Wittgensteinian criteria are always criteria

of or for something, 4And in surveving the role of criteria in
Jittgenstein's atiack on mentalism, one sees thai criteria are a

kind of ground; they provide support for what they are criteria
of. But it is unclear what kind of support they provide. 1In
fact, the most problematic aspect of Wittgenstein's notion of a
criterion is the nature of the type of support that criteria

provide for what they are criteria of.

Problem: the Type of Support Criteria Provide

for What They are Criteria of
When Wittgenstein introduces the notion of a criterion,
he tells us that we sometimes answer the question "How do you know
that so-and-so is the case?" by giving criteria, If someone asks
you, "How do you know that Jones has a toothache?", for example,
you may answer by saying, "I know he has a toothache because he's

holding his cheek" (Bl.B. pp. 24-25). Thus, criteria can provide
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support for our knowledge claims., But,it is unclear what kind
of support they provide because they seem to fit neither of the
standard patterns for providing support. They do not logically
entail what they are criteria of, nor 'do they provide the simple

sort of inductive evidence provided by symptoms.

Not Logical Entaiiment
It is tempting to think that criteria logically entail -
what they are criteria of. Indeed, Witigenstein says things that
support such an interpretation. When introducing the tems
"criteria” and “symptoms," he first states that the presence of
a certain tecillus in someone's blood is the defining criterion
of angina and that an infiamed ithroat is a symptém of it and then

tells us that to say "4 man has angina if this pacillus is in
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him" is to utter a tautolegy or giv
whereas to say "A man has angina whenever he has an inflamed
throat" is to make a2 hypothesis (Bl.B. pp. 24-25). These remarks
suggest that criteria may logically entail what they are criteria
of, but we cannot conclude thg.t Wittgenstein thinks all criteria
entail what they are criteria of until we have examined both his
other remarks on the notion of a criterion and his use of that
notion in his attack on mental.snm.,

Before making those examinations, however, I should
mention an advantage of the view that all criteria logically
encail what they are criteria of. This view ezsily distinguishes
criteria from symptoms, for though both may be appealed to in

answering the question "How do you know that so-and-so is the
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case?", criteria always provide deductive certainty while symp-
toms never do. The presence of a criterion for something always
logically entails the thing's presence, whereas the presence of
a symptom never logically entails the‘thing's présence. Thus,
if moaning is a criterion of having a toothache, then I know for
certain that someone who moans has a toothache because his moan-
ing logically entails his having one. But,if a red patch on the
cheek is a symptom of having a toothache, then I do not know for
certain that someone who has a red patch on his cheek has a
toothéche because his having a red patch there provides only
inductive evidence for his having a toothache. On this view, a

criterion is one of the drimary phenomena Dby which we judge

ke

something is so. 4Je are entilled io regard a phenomernon as a
thing’s criterion because it is a sufficient condition for the
thing's being so. But we are entitled to regard a phenomenon as
a thing's symptom only because experience teaches us that it
coincides with one or more of the thing's criteria.

The view that all criteria logically entail what they
are criteria of is tempting because it seems to fit Wittgenstein's
remarks on criteria and symptoms for angina and because it pro-~
vides an easy way of distinguishing criteria from symptoms.
Nonetheless, we nmust reject it, for Wittgensteinian criteria
generally are not sufficient conditions for what they are crite-
ria of. In discussing criteria and symptoms of rain, Wittgen-
stein acknowledges that the presence of criteriaz for rain can

deceive us and thus indicates that the satisfaction of criteria

for rain does not logically entail the presence of rain (P.I.
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#354-355), He also implies that both criteria for a change of
taste and criteria for someone's believing something are less
than sufficient conditions for what they are criteria of. He
says that although we might cite the pi'oduction of a new style
as a criterion for a man's having changed his taste, a man
could design a new style without having changed his taste, Sim-
ilarly, although we might cite someone's statement that he be-
lieves something as criterial evidence for his believing it,
someone can say that he believes something without believing it
(Br.B. pp. 143-144), .Moreover, Wittgenstein makes someone's
moaning a criterion for his having a toothache even though he
acknowledges that someone can moan without having a toothache
(3.£.1. p. 295).

Thus, Witigensteinian criteria generally do not entail
what they are criteria of. But if that is so, then what
type of support do they generally provide? 1Is it the same sort

of inductive support provided by symptoms?

Not the Simple Sort of Inductive Evidence
Provided by Symptoms

Like criteria, symptoms can provide support for knowl-
edge claims. When Wittgenstein introduces the notion of a symp-
tom, he tells us that we sometimes answer the question "How do
you know that so-and-so is the case?" by giving symptoms. If
someone asks you, "How do you know that Jones has a toothache?”,
for example, you may answer by saying, "I know he has a toothache

because he's got a red patch on his cheek." And if he then asks you
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how you know that Jones has a toothache when you see a red patch
on his cheek, you may point out that you infer that Jones has a
toothache when you see a red patch on his cheek because in the
past you observed that a person's having a red patch on his cheek
generally coincided with his having criteria which showed that he
had a toothache. The red patch is thus a symptom of toothache,
and its appearance provides a simple form of inductive evidence
for someone's having a toothache.

It is tempting to think that the behavioral expressions
that Wittgenstein calls our criteria provide the same sort of
inductive evidence that symptoms do. After all, if a red patch

ceen

4]

is evidence for somcone’s naving a toothache because it ha
Tound to coincide with the behavioral expressions that ssrve as
our criteria for someone's having a toothache, then %hy not
conclude that those behavioral expressions are evidence for
someone's having a toothache because they have been found to
coincide with that experience? Accordingly, if someone asks you
how you know that Jones has a toothache, you will answer by saying,
"I know that he has a toothache because he is moaning and holding
his cheek."” And if he then asks you how you know that Jones has

a toothache when he moans and holds his cheek, you will answer
that you infer that Jones nas a toothache when he moans and nolds
his cheek because in the pasi you nave observed that someone’s
moaning and holding his cheek generally coincided with his having
& toothache. There is, however, an obvious problem with this
view; for when you talk about behavior ¢einciding with the ex-

perience, you have taken the mentalist's view that the personal
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experience and its behavioral expressions are two separate
things. And from this view it follows that you observe the co-
incidence of behavioral expressions with personal experiences only
in your own case. For when you say you know that Jones has a
toothache because he is moaning and holding his cheek, you are
supposing that when he does those things he has the same personal
experience that you have when you do them. But you can never
verify your supposition because you cannot have someone else's
experiences. Hence, you can never really know whether Jones has
a toothache. Thus, mentalism leads to skepticism about the possi-
bility of knowledge of other minds (Bl.B. pp. 24-5 & N.f.L. p. 281).
The view that the behavioral expressions that serve as
our criteria provide the simple sort of inductive svidence pro-
vided by symptoms is not part of Witigenstein's view but part of
the mentalist's view, which Witigenstein attacks. Wittgenstein
holds that the evidential value of the behavioral expressions
that serve as our criteria is determined not by empirical cor-
relations, but by linguistic conventions:
The fluctuation in grammar between criteria and
symptoms makes it look as if there were nothing at all
but symptoms. We say, for example: "Experience teaches
that there is rain when the barometer falls, but it also
teaches that there is rain when we have certain sensations
of wet and cold, or such-and-such visual impressions."”
In defense of this one says that these sense impressions
can deceive us. But here one fails to reflect that the
fact that the false appearance is precisely cne of rain
is founded on a definition.
The point here is not that our sense impressions
can lie, but that we understend their language, (And
this language like any other is founded on convention.)

(p.1. #35%-355)

It is tempting to think that a falling barometer, sensations of
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wet and cold, and such-and-such visual impressions all provide
a2 similar form of inductive evidence for rain. After all, doesn't
experience teach us that each of these is evidence of rain? Witt-
genstein does not think so. He agrees that a falling barometer
provides a simple form of inductive evidence for rain and charac-
terizes it as a symptom of rain, But he does not agree that
sensations of wet and cold and such-and-such visual impressions
provide a similar form of inductive evidence for rain; he thinks
that their providing support is a matter of convention. To jus-
tify using them as grounds, we must appeal not to empirical cor-
relations, but to linguistic conventions. We can answer the

Fow do you know that the

@

Joie

uestion s rain wnen the tarometer

i)

alls?" by appealing to an empirical correlation between the fall

()

of the barometer and sensations of Wwet and cold and such-and-such
visual impressions. But we can answer the question "How do you
know that there is rain when you have sensations of wet and cold
and such-and-such visual impressions?" only by appealing to a
linguistic convention: when we have sensations of wet and cold
and such-and-such visual impressions, we say, "It's raining.”

We have now seen that, for Wittgenstein, criteria do not
provide the kind of inductive evidence provided by symptoms. A
red patch provides inductive evidence of someone’s naving a tootn-
ache because it has peen found by experience to coincide with our
criteria for someone's having a toothache. Someone's moaning and
holding his cheek, however, provide grounds for his having a
toothache because their supportive role is determined by linguistic

conventions.
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Thus, the notion of a criterion is obscure because it
is unclear what type of support a criterion provides for what it
is a criterion of. If it need not logically entail what it is a
criterion of and does not provide the simple sort of inductive
evidence provided by a symptom, then what kind of evidence doe;
it provide; and how does the evidence it provides differ from

that provided by symptoms?

Criteria and Symptoms: not the Distinctiion Used in

Actual Diagnoses

Wittgenstein's using a medical example in the passage
in which he introduces the terms "criterion" and “symptom" (B1.B.

?D. 28-25) suggesis that his notions of a criterion and a2 symptom

dittgenstein's notions of a criterion and a symptom, we must look
at the notions used in actual diagnoses.3 Clegg's interpretation
is tempting, for it is consistent with Wittgenstein’s view that
criteria need not be sufficient conditions for what they are cri-
teria of, but is it adequate? To answer that question, I will
sketch his interpretation and then examine it to see if it fits
Wittgenstein's remarks.

Clegg begins his analysis of the role of criteria and

symptoms in actual diagnoses by poinfing out that although it is

3Jerry S. Clegg, "Symptoms," Analysis, XXXITI {(Jenuery
1972), 90-98. -



25

tempting to think of symptoms as mere signs of a disease, they
generally are not. Generally, the symptoms of a disease are
constitutive of the disease. A4n inflamed thrvat, for example,
is not just a sign of angina; it is part of what having angina
consists in: angina is "an inflammation caused by a particular
bacillus" (Bl.B. p. 25; emphasis mine). Since the symptoms
are generally constitutive of the disease, they may function as
evidence that someone has the disease. But their ability to do
this is limited: most symptoms by themselves are neither suf-
ficient nor necessary conditions for having the disease, and
even in clusters, they tend not to be sufficient conditions for
someone's having a particular disease: a headache, fever, and
cough, for example, are symptomatic of many different disseases.

When symptoms alone do not enable us to confirm a di-
agnosis, we need something else, viz, a criterion. This may be,
but generally 1s not, considered part of the disease. The es-
sential thing is that we find an empirical correlation between
a set of symptoms that pass for a disease and a phenomenon that
can combine with them to confim a diagnosis. O0ften, the dis-
covered cause of a disease is such a phenomenon. Thus, a doctor
may suspect that a patient with an inflamed throat has angina,
but since an inflamed throat is symptomatic of many different
diseases, he needs something else to confim his diagnosis: he
needs to determine whether a certain bacillus that has been
found to be the cause of angina is present. In this case, the
presence of the bacillus is the criterion of angina; it allevi-

ates the ambiguity of the symptom of an inflamed throat and
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Although it allows diagnoses to be confirmed, a crite-
rion such as the presence of the anginal bacillus need be neither
a sufficient nor a necessary condition for having a disease., It
need not be a sufficient condition because a carrier of a disease
has what is taken to be the criterion, but does not have the dis-
ease. The symptoms of a disease generally are not present in a
carrier, but some may be present. A person may have an inflamed
throat and the anginal bacillus and yet not have angina, but some
other disease--which shows that even if symptoms are present, the
criterion still does not logically entail the presence of the
disease.

A criterion need not be & necessary condition for a dis-

ease because

. . . there are often several criterla for the same

disease, There are, for example, four types of animal

parasite that cause malaria and that function as cri-

teria for having that ailment. Failure to have a

specific type of parasite in one's blood does not

eliminate the possibility that one has malaria.
Thus, the absence of one among a number of criteria for a disease
need not entail the absence of the disease because something else
that can also serve as a criterion may be present. Thus, criteria
for diseases function as means of knowing and confirming diagnoses
by eliminating the ambiguity of symptoms, but to do this they
need become neither necessary nor sufficient conditions.

Based on the role of criteria and symptoms in actual

diagnoses and consistent with Wittgenstein's view that criteria

I
“Ibid., 92.
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need be neither necessary nor sufficient conditions, Clegg's in-
terpretation is tempting. Nonetheless, it must be rejected, for
it is inconsistent with many of Wittgenstein's remarks. (1)
Clege's interpretation reverses the roles of cxriteria and symp-
toms. Wittgenstein holds that symptoms depend on criteria; Clegg
makes criteria depend on symptoms. (2) (legg holds that symptoms
of X are conceptually connected to "X" and used in teaching the
tern "X." Wittgenstein holds these things to be true not of
symptoms, but of criteria. (3) Furthermore, Wittgenstein is pri-
marily concerned with criteria for mental states; and in discuss-

ing such criteria, he rejects the view that they function like

4y

criteria for diseases.

~—

Clegz’s interpretation is inadequatie because it re-

(1
verses the roles of criteria and symptoms.5 Clegs makes criteria
depend on symptoms. On nis analysis, symptoms can funciion alone
as means of knowing what disease someone has, but criteria cannot;
for a criterion is merely a phenomenon that has been found to co-
incide with a set of symptoms and to rid them of their "ambiguity.”
To have a disease, a person need not have a criterion; for some
diseases have no criterion, but only symptoms: "a headache,
fever, and sore eyes, for example, are parts of what it is to have
wb

a cold, and in their case the ailment just is a set of symptoms.

In contrast to Clegg, dittgenstein makes symptoms depend

5Cf. Yilliam H. Hyde, Wittgenstein and Criteria (Ph.D.
dissertation, University of California, Santa Barbara, 1975),
D. 60.

6Clegg, “Symptoms, " 90.
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on criteria: criteria can function alone as means of knowing

that for which they are criteria, but a2 symptom is merely a phe-

nomenon that has been found to coincide with one or more criteria.

Whatever has symptoms nust have criteria, but something might have

criteria and no symptoms (Bl.B. pp. 24-25 & P.I. #354-355).

(2) Clegg's interpretation Ievérses the roles of crite-
ria and symptoms not only by making criteria depend on symptoms,
but also by connecting a thing's symptoms, rather than its crite-
ria, with the concept of the thing. Clegg says that symptoms are
usually “constitutive" of the ailments for which they are symp-

toms. Having an inflamed throat, for example, is part of what

it is ic have angira, Criteria, in contrast, are generally not

"constitutive" of the ailments for which they are criferia, Often

the cause of a disease serves as its criterion. But,since the
cause is not a part of the effect, such a criterion is not a part
of the disease. The anginal bacillus, for example, is the cause
of angina and serves as its criterion, but it is not part of what
constitutes having angina.7

But what is meant by all his talk of the symptoms or

criteria for something being part of, or constitutive of, the

thing? An inflamed throat is not part of angina the way walls are

part of a building. Accerding to Clegg, an inflamed throat is
constitutive of angine because what is at issue here is not sub-

stantial constitution, but conceptual constitution: "“Symptoms,

in constituting an ailment, are connected in meaning with the

7Ibid., 9.

2
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terms denoting the ailment. They are not mere signs of a disor-
der."8 Thus, when Clegg says that an inflamed throat is consti-
tutive of angina, he is saying that "throat inflammation” is
connected in meaning with the tem "“angina," rather than being a
mere sign of the disease,

According to Clegg, since symptoms of X are generally
constitutive of the concept of X and thus connected in meaning
with the term "X," they are used in teaching the term "X."
"Throat inflammation," for example, is comnnected in meaning with
the temm "angina” and is used in teaching it. But,since criteria
of X generally are not conceptually constitutive of X and thus

—~a mAt ~
2 10w connec

W

are not used in teaching that tem. ginal tecillus," for ex-
ample, is not connected in meaning with the tem "angina" and is
not used in teaching it. Clegg thinks this is shown by the fact
that 2 person may know what angina is without ever having seen
an anginal bacillus or learned how to recognize one.?

Unlike Clegg, Wittgenstein does not make a thing's symp-
toms conceptually constitutive of the thing., For Wittgenstein,

the symptoms of X are mere signs of it, while its criteria are

connected in meaning with the term "X" and used in teaching it 10

81bid.

9Ibid., 97. Clegg's criticism ignores tne possibility
that we let experts detemmine the meanings of our terms for dis-
eases,

1OT‘ne view that the criteria of X are connected in mean-
ing with the temm “X" will be explained in chapter IV.
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We teach a child to say "I have a toothache" instead of moaning
and holding its cheek, and we teach it to say that someone else
has a toothache when that person moans and holds his cheek.
Wittgenstein calls the types of behavior that are pointed out in
teaching a child to use the word "toothache" "criteria for tooth-
ache." He calls "symptoms of toothache" things that are not used
in teaching the word "toothache," but that are later discovered
to coincide with the behavior that is so used (Bl.B. p. 24 & N.f.L.
p. 295). Wittgenstein does not merely say that criteria are used
in teaching language, he implies that if something is not so used,
it is not a criterion:

v the ABC to myself, what is the criterion

ay the
ne same as someone else who silently repeais
? t might be found that the same thing

took place in my larnyx and in his, ., . , But then did we
learn to use the words: "to say such-and-such to oneself™
by someone's pointing to a process in the larynx or the
brain? (P.I. #376)

of my doing

In this passage, Wittgenstein implies that since we did not leamn
to use the words "to say such-and-such to oneself"” by someone's
pointing to a process in the larynx, the same thing heppening in
ny larynx and in somecne else's is not a criterion for our doing
the same thing.

We have now seen that Clegg’s interpretation of Wittgen-
stein's distinction is inadegquate because it reverses the roles
of criteria and symptems. But,in introducing his distinction
with an example taken from medical diagnoses, Wittgenstein himself
seems to indicate that his distinction is the one used in actual

diagnoses. We nust remember, however, that Wittgenstein is
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primarily concerned with the role of criteria in our justifications
of claims to know about someone else's mental states. That role
is what an adequate interpretation of Wittgenstein's notion of a
criterion must explain.
(3) According to Clegg, the notions of a criterion and

a symptom used in actual diagnoses apply to justifications of
claims to know about others' mental state because Wittgenstein
works with this underlying analogy:

. + « human behavior--in terms of which we judge states

of mind--can seem like a set of medical symptoms in that

it may be ambiguous. A groan may, for example, indicate

a toothache, disgust, frustration, or a good many other

mental states just as a fever can indicate a variety of

diseases. Deciding what a person is thinking or feeling

is like deciding what ailment a patient has, Criteria

are needed to eliminate the ambiguous possibiliiies sug-

gested by Hha? may strike us as symptomatic todily states

and behavior.il
This is 211l Clegg says about the role of criteria in deciding what
someone else is thinking or feeling. He gives no examples of cri-
teria for mental states and only one example of a symptom for
mental states: he says that a groan may be a symptom of toothache,
disgust, or frustration. But if a groan is a symptom of toothache,
what is a criterion of toothache? The cause of disease symptoms
is often the criterion of the disease, so perhaps the cause of the
groan is the criterion of toothache. Perhaps there is something
we cannot observe that causes the groan and is the criterion of
toothache, That view sounds plausible encugh, but Yitizenstein

rejects it,

When Wittgenstein discusses criteria and symptoms for

Hciegg, “sSymptonms,” 93.



32
"B's being able to go on,"” he rejects as misleading the notion of
criteria and symptoms used in medical diagnoses:
. . » We are inclined to say "to be able to . . ." nust
mean more than just uttering the formula . . . And this,
We go on, Shows that saying the formula is onmly a symp-
tom of B's being able to go om, and that it is not the
ability of going on itself. Now what is misleading in
this is that we seem to intimate that there is one pe-
culiar.activity, process, or state called “being able
to go on" which somehow is hidden from our eyes but
manifests itself in those occurrents which we call symp-~
toms (as an inflammation of the mucous membranes of the .

nose produces the symptom of sneezing)., This is the way
talking of symptoms, in this case, misleads us. (Bl.B,

p. 113)
The point here is that it is misleading to think of B's saying
the formula as a mere symptom produced by a peculiar mental state
called "being able to go on."” And yet inat is just what usiné
"criterion” and "symptom" as they are used in actual diagnoses
leads us to do, It leads us to think that just as an inflammation
of the mucous membranes of the nose produces the symptom of
sneezing, or just as the anginal bacillus produces the symptom of
an inflamed throat. so a certain mental state called "being able
to go on" produces the symptom of saying the formula, and a cer-’
tain mental state called "toothache" produces the symptom of
moaning. Wittgenstein warns us that if we think criteria and
symptons for things like being able to go on and having a tcoth-
ache are 1ike~criteria and symptoms for diseases, we will be mis-
led into thinking that being able to go on and toothache are hid-
den mental states. We must, therefore, conclude that Clegg is
mistaken in thinking that Wittgenstein works with an underlying
analogy between criteria and symptoms for mental states and crite-

ria and symptoms used in actual medical diagnoses.
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We have now seen that if we follow Clegg in taking Witt-
genstein's distinction between criteria and symptoms to be the
distinction used in actual medical diagnoses, we fail to under-
stand it, But if looking at the role of criteria and symptoms in
medical diagnoses cannot help us to understand the special type
of support that criteria can provide, then what can? Perhaps
taking a broader view. Instead of concentrating only on the
notions of a criterion and a symptom, we could also look at such
closely related concepts as family resemblance, circumstance, and
meaning. In the next three chapters, I do just that. In II, I
examine the connection between family resemblances and criteria;
in ITI, I investigate the types of circumstances and their rela-
tionships to criteria, and in IV, I examine ithe connections te-
tween criteria and meaning. After conducting these investigations
and explaining what type of support criteria provide, I clarif]
the role of criteria in Wittgenstein's attack on mentalism and
explore the implications of that notion for some ceniral problems

in epistemology and the philosophy of mind.



CHAPTER II
CRITERIA AND FAMILY RESEMBLANCES

In chapter I, I mentioned how some of Wittgenstein's
remarks make criteria the features that form family resemblances.
Few interpreters acknowledge the existence of a connection between
Wittgensteinian family resemblances and criteria, and none give a
detailed characterizaiion of the conneciionl? Iz this chaptexr, I
exanine the connection between ittgenstiein's notion of a family

resemblance and his notion of a criterion, for clarifying that

1zi'Iende]. F. Cohen [‘Wittgenstein's Anti-Essentialism,”
Australasian Journal of Philosovhy, XIVI, 3 (Dec. 1968), 223/
equates family resemblances with the criteria "which logically
justify the application of a given predicate to different sorts
of instances."” W. Gregory Lycan [“Noninductive Evidence: Recent
Work on Wittgenstein's ‘Criteria‘," American Philosophical Guar-
terly, VIII, 2 (April, 1971), 121/ remarks that "it seems that the
criteriological view is closely connected to Wittgensiein's notion
of 'family resemblances', inasmuch as a family-resemblance tem
might well be construed to be one whose applicability is governed
by a loose set of criteria, whose members overlap but do not dis-
junctively constitute a strict definition of the term." John T,
E. Richardson [@ Grammar of Justification (An Interpretation of
Wittgenstein's Philosophy of Language) (New York: St, Martin's
Press, 1976), p. 126/ argues that "Wittgenstein's discussion of
criteria makes precisely the same points as the theses of family
resemblances and broad boxderlines," Hjalmar Wennerberg /"The
Concept of Family Resemblance in Wittgenstein's later Philosophy,"
Theoria, XXXIIT (1967), 120-121] uses Wittgenstein's remarks on
the fluctuation between criteria and symptoms to suppori his
interpretation of Wittgenstein's notion of a family resemblance.

3
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connection will illuminate both of these important notions. First,
I briefly examine the connection between the notion of a family
resemblance and the notion of a criterion, Then, I clarify in
detail the notion of a family resemblance. Finally, I note what
insights our understanding of the notion of a family resemblance
provides concerning the nature of criteria and the relationship of

criteria to what they are criteria of.

The Connection between Family Resemblances

and Criteria
It is in discussing human actions, capacities, and dispo-
sitions that Witigenstein connects his notion of a family resemblance
with his notion of a criterion. In discussing the aciions of deriv-
ing and reading, he presents exXamples to show us that we use the
general terms "deriving” and “reading” not for particular mental

acts, but for families of cases and that in different circumstances

we apply different criteria for a person's deriving or reading (p.I.

#164; emphasis mine)., In discussing human capacities in the Brown

a vast net of family likenesses connects the

Book, he remarks that "

cases in which the expression of possibility, 'can', 'to be able to’,

etc,, are used. (Certain characteristic features, we may say, appear
in these cases in different combinations" (Br.B. p. 117; emphasis
mine). And in the Investigations he writes that “The criteria which
we accept for 'fitting', ‘'being able to', 'understanding', are much
nmore complicated than might appear at first sight" (P.I. #182;
emphasis mine). Finally, in discussing the disposition of belief,

he writes both that there is z family of cases of believing what you
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say (Br.B. p. 145; emphasis mine) and that "many different criteria

distinguish, under different circumstances, cases of believing what
you say from those of not believing what you say” (Br.B. p. 144;
emphasis mine). These passages indicate that for Wittgenstein a
family-resemblance tem is one for which we apply different criteria
in different circumstances rather than one criterion in all circum-
stances. We can learn more about this connection between family
resemblances and criteria by examining the discussions in which
these passages occur,

In his discussions of the concepts of reading and
deriving (P.I. #156-171 & Br.B. pp. 119-125), Wittgenstein presents
examples to show that the mentalist's view that we use words like
"deriving" and "reading" to refer to particular mental acis is
incorrect. The mentalist is a kind of essentialist and believes
that all examples can do is show us the essence of deriving (or
reading) through a veil of inessential features that must be
stripped away if we want to see the essence of deriving (or reading).
Wittgenstein, however, insists that stripping away the features of
the particular case to find the true essence of deriving is like
stripping the leaves from an artichoke in order to find the real
plant., Just as what is essential to the artichoke is not something

hidden beneath its leaves, so what is essential to deriving is not

cular——<cases,

Rather, each particular case is a member of the family of cases of
deriving, "And in the same way we also use the word 'to read® for

a family of cases, 4And in different circumstances we apply different
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criteria for a person's reading" (P.I. #164, cf. Br.B. p. 125).
Thus, Wittgenstein maintains that the explanation of the use of
the words "deriving™ and "reading" consists not in describing some
hidden mental activity, but "in describing a selection of examples
exhibiting characteristic features, some examples showing these
features in exaggeration, others showing transitions, certain series
of examples showing the trailing off of such features” (Br.B. p. 125).

Wittgenstein emphasizes and clarifies his view that
"deriving" and "reading" are family-resemblance terms by comparing
his description of examples of deriving and reading to what someone
might do if he wanted to give us an idea of the facial characteris-
tics of a certain fanily: he night show us a set of family por-
traits and draw our attention to certain characteristic featiures.
His main task would be to arrange the portiraits so that we could
see how certain influences gradually changed the features, in what
characteristic ways the family members aged, and which features
appeared more strongly as they did so (Br.B. p. 125). Just as the
person's goal in exhibiting and arranging the portralts is to give
us an idea of the characteristic features of a certain family, so
Wittgenstein's goal in presenting and arranging examples of deriving
(or reading) is to give us an idea of the characteristic features of
the family of cases of deriving (or reading). A4nd these character-
istic features seem to be identical to the differeat criteria that
Wwe apply in different circumstances for a person's deriving (or
reading).

Additional evidence that criteria are identical with

characteristic features can be found in Wiitgenstein's discussion
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of the concept of belief (Br.B. pp. 144-146). There, Wittgenstein
tells us that we regard certain facial expressions, gestures, and
tones of voice as characteristic of the expression of belief even
though they are not always present when someone believes what he
says. We regard the 'tone of conviction', for example, as charac-
teristic of the expression of belief even though it is clear that
the tone of conviction is not always present when someone believes
what he says. The mentalist thinks this shows that there must be
something else behind the tone of voice, facial expression, etc.,
that is the real belief, But Wittgenstein insists that it does.
not show this at all; it shows that "many different criteria
distinguish, under different circunstances, cases of Z}ou;7 telier-
ing what you say from thcse of _you;] not telieving what you say"
(Br.B. p. 14%). Sometimes the criteria that distinguish the two
are your facial expression, tone of voice, gestures, etc. Some-
times the criteria that distinguish them are not things that happen
while you speak, but a variety of actions and experiences of differ-
ent kinds that happen before and after you speak. And there may be
cases where the criterion that distinguishes them is the presence
of a sensation other than those bound up with facial expressions,
gestures, tone of voice, etc (Br.B. pp. 144-145),

fittgenstein thinks that there is a 'family of cases' of
someone’'s believing what he says that is analogous to the 'family
of friendly facial expressions'. When we are first asked "What
feature is it that characterizes a friendly face?", we may think
that there are certain 'friendly traits' each of which makes a

face look friendly to a certain degree and which when present in
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large number constitute the friendly facial expression. Our talking
about "friendly eyes,"™ "a friendly mouth," etc., seems to support
this idea. But the same eyes that make a face look friendly do not
look friendly, or even look unfriendly, when combined with certain
wrinkles of the forehead, lines around the mouth, etc. Then why do
we say that these eyes make the face look friendly? Because in the
family of friendly faces there is a main branch characterized by
this kind of eyes, although these same eyes are found in the family
of unfriendly faces where they do not mitigate the unfriendliness
of the expression. And because when we notice the friendly
expression of a face, our attention is drawn to a particular feature,

such as the ‘friendly eyes', and does not rest on other features,

although they too are rastonsibdle for the friendly axpression

(Br.B. p. 143).

Yhen we draw out the implications of Yittgenstein's
analogy between the family of cases of someone's believing what he
says and the family of friendly facial expressions, we see that
Wittgenstein holds that although at first we may think that there /
are certain traits or features each of which contributes to
belief and which when present in large number constitute it, and
although our talking about the "tone of conviction” seems to support
this idea, it is not so; for the same feature that characterizes a

case of someone's believing what he says may not contribute to

belief, or may even contribute to disbelief, in different surround-

ing circumstances. Such features as the tone of conviction charac-
terize cases of someone's believing what he says not because they

always contribute to belief, but because in the family of cases of
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someone's bellieving what he says there is a main branch character-
ized by the tone of conviction, although the same tone of voice is
found in cases of someone's disbelieving what he says where it does
not mitigate the disbelief. And because when we notice that some-
one believes what he says, our attention is drawn to a particular
feature, such as the tone of voice, and does not rest on other
features, although they too are responsible for this being a case
of someone's believing what he says (Cp. Br.B. pp. 145-146).

We have now seen that Wittgenstein considers certain
facial expressions, gestures, and tomes of voice, and certain
actions and experiences that happen before and after someone speaks
to be characteristic features of someone's believing what he says
even though they do not occur in all cases of scacsone's telieving
what he says and do occur in cases of someone's disbelieving what
he says. These features characterize the main branches of the
family of cases of someone's believing what he says and serve as
the different criteria that distinguish, under different circum-
stances, cases of someone's believing what he says from those of
his not believing what he says.

Thus, family resemblances and criteria are connected in
that for family-resemblance concepts, such as someone's reading or
believing what he says, the many different characteristic features
that form the resemblances among the family of particular cases
are 1ldentical with the different criteria that we apply in differ-
ent circumstances. The clarification of this connection illumi-
nates both the notion of a family resemblance and the notion of a

criterion.
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Family Resemblances

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein sought to elucidate the
essence or general form of all propositions and all language. But,
when he abandoned the a priori method of the Tractatus and began
to look at the actual phenomena of language, he found that "these
phenomena have no one thing in common which makes us use the same
word for all, but are related to one another in many different ways"
(P.I. #65). 1In the Tractatus, he had maintained that words are
names or simple signs which refer to objects and that the meaning
of a word is the object that it names. But,when he began to look
at how words are actually used, he found that their use was much
more complicated than he had supposed. He had assumed that a general
term must name an elament (or combination of elements) that is present
in all the cases to which it applies and absent from all the cases
to Which it does not apply, but he found that the use of many such
terms is based not on the presence of a common element, but on the
presence of family resemblances,

When Wittgenstein introduced the notion of a family resem-

blance in the Blue Book and in the Philosophical Investigations, he

used "game" as an example of a general term whose use is based not
on a common element, but on family resemblances.

We are inclined to think that there must be something in
common to all games, say, and that this common property is
the justification for applying the general term “game” to
the various games; whereas games form a family the members
of Which have family likenesses. Some of them have the
same nose, others the same eyebrows and others again the
same §ay of walking; and these likenesses overlap. (Bl.B.
D. 17

Consider for example the proceedings that we call
"games". I mean board-games, card-games, ball-games,



g2

Olynmpic games, and so on. What is common to them alli?--
Don*t say: "There must be something common, or they would
not be called ’'games'"--but look and see whether there is
anything common to all.--For if you look at them you will
not see something that is common to all, but similarities,
relationships, and a whole series of them at that. To
repeat: don't think, but look!--Look for example at board-
games; with their multifarious relationships, Now pass to
card~games; here you find many correspondences with the
first group, but many common features drop out, and others
appear, When we pass next to ball-games, much that is
common is retained, but much is lost.--Are they all
‘amusing'? Compare chess with noughts and crosses. Or is
there always winning and losing, or competition between
players? Think of patience. In ball games there is
winning and losing; but when a child throws his ball at
the wall and catches it again, this feature has disap-
peared, Look at the parts played by skill and luck; and
at the difference between skill in chess and skill in
tennis, Think now of games like ring-a-ring-a-roses; here
is the element of amusement, but how many other character-
istic features have disappeared! And we can go through
the many, many other groups of games in the same way; can
see how similariiies crop up and disappear.

And the result of this examination is: we see a
complicated network of similarities overlapping and criss-
crossing: sometimes overall similarities, sometimes simi-
larities of detail.

I can think of no better expression to characterize
these similarities than "“family resemblances"; for the
various resemblances between members of a family: build,
features, colour of eyes, gait, temperament, etc. etc.
overlap and criss-cross in the same way.--And I shall say:
‘games' form a family. (P.I. #66-67)

In these passages,Witigenstein attacks what he considers to be a
primitive, oversimplified idea of the way general texms function,
viz,, the idea that the meaning of a general term is some element
(or combination of elements) common to everything to which it

applies (Bl.B. pp. 17-15). Following Richman, Griffin, et al., I

have called this view "essentialism” and characterized it as the

view that the referents of a general term must have something in
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common.13 I underline the word "must" to emphasize that Wittgen-
stein is attacking not the view that the referents of a general
term have something in common, but the view that they must have
sonething in common., Witigenstein thinks that essentialists
(including the early Wittgenstein) have not examined the use of
general terms and found that they refer to common elements, tut
have merely assumed that general terms must refer to such elements,
For if they had looked at how general terms such as "game" actually
function, they would have found not common:elements, but family
resemblances.,

After considering a few features that might serve as the
2lement common to all gaaes, Witigenstein concludes that there is
nothing common to 211 games (P.I. #66). But how can he conclude
this with such confidence? Couldn't there be a common element that
he has overlooked? Several of his critics contend that they have
found such an element. Khatchadourian argues that all games "have
a common capacity to produce pleasure...in the player or players

and/or the spectators...under standard conditions or in nommal

contexts."14 Mandelbaum suggests that all games have in common
the purpose for which they were invented," e.g., the potentiality
of a game to be of absorbing non-practical interest to either

participants or spectators."is And Manser argues ihat all games

13see c.I. p. 2. Cf. Richman, "Something Common," 822;
Griffin, "Wittgenstein, Universals, and Family Resemblances," 635.

1“Haig Khatchadourian, "Common Names and 'Family Resem-
blances',” in Pitcher, Collection, pp. 210-211.

1Maurice Mandelbaum, "Family Resemblances and General-
ization Concerning the Arts," American Philosovhical Quarterly, II
3 (July 1965), 221.
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are so called "because they all have a similar role in human activ-
ity," viz. "the area of a game is 'marked off' either literally or
conceptually from the normal area of human life, that of genuine
*action' to which moral predicates apply."16 But these critics
fail to realize that Witigenstein's contention is not simply that
all the things that we call "games" have nothing in common. If it
were, it would certainly be false; for all games have in common
that they are activities, that they have at least one participant,
and that they take place within a certain specifiable region of
space at a certain specifiable time,17 Indeed, Wittgenstein him-
self indicates that all games are proceedings (P.I. #66). His
contention is not that games have nothing in common, but that they
nave nothing in common "which makes us use the same word for ail”
(p.1. #65).

mssentialists, ter all, assume not merely that there
is some element common to all the referents of a general temm,
but that the use of a general term is such that there must be a
common element. And according to Wittgenstein, they make this
assumption for two reasons. First, they think the existence of a
common element is necessary to explain why a term applies to so
pany different things., They think that all games, for example,

must have something in common or they would not all be called

16Anthony R. Manser, "Games and Family Resemblances,"”

Philosophy, XLII (1967), 217-218,

17cf. Xeith Campbell, "Family Resemiblance Predicates,"
American Philosophical Quarterly, II, 3 (July 1965), 241; Griffim,
"Wittgenstein, Universals, and Family Resemblances,” 637.
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“games" (P.I. #66). Second, they think the existence of a common
element 1s necessary to explain why a term applies to a particular
thing. They think we must be aware of a common element whenever
we correctly apply a general term to sohething and that the aware-
ness of this common element justifies our applying the term. Thus,
whenever we correctly call something a game, we must first have
identified it by noting the presence of the element common to all
games (Br.B. pp. 130, 136).

Wittgenstein thinks that if there were an element that
perfomed these important functions, we would surely either know
what it was or be able to discover it quite easily. That is why
he instrucis us to look and see whether there is anyining common

to a2ll ithe things that we call “games" (P,I. #66). Richman and

specified what is to count as "something common."18 Yittgensiein
does leave himself open to this criticism, for while searching for
an element common to all games, he says nothing about the functions
that such an element is supposed to perform. Nonetheless, if we
look at the passages immediately before and after his search for

a common element, we will see that this element is supposed to
explain why we apply the same term ito various things. 4nd if we

look ai reiated passages in the Blue and Brown Books (Bl.B. p. 17

& Br.B. pp. 130, 136), we will see that this element is also sup-

posed to explain why we apply a given term to a particular thing.

1BRichman, "Something Common," 823-824; ianser, "Games
and Family Resemblances,' 212-213.
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In attacking essentialism, Wittgenstein considers the
functions that the common element is supposed to pexrform and argues
that there need not be, and generally is not, a common element that
verforms those functions. MNost interpreters concentrate on Witigen-
stein's attacks on the assumption that there must be an element that
explains why we apply a term to so pmany different things and largely
ignore his attacks on the assumption that there must be an element
that explains why we apply a term to a particular thing. Perhaps
one reason for this is that while many of Wittgenstein's attacks on
the former assumption occur in the Investigations, most of his

attacks on the latter occur in the Blue and Brown Books. It seems

[
ct
vy

clear to n :at no adeguate interpretation of Yiitgenstein's

doctrine of family resemblances will be forthcoming until his
attacks on toth assumptions have been carefully examined,

According to Wittgenstein, essentialists assume that
the referents of a general term must have some element in common
partly because they think the existence of such an element is
necessary to explain why a general term such as "game® applies to
so many different kinds of things. In section sixty-six of the
Investigations, Wittgenstein considers various elepents that might
explain why all the different kinds of games are called "games" and
then rejects each one because he finds a game, or games, which lacks

that element, He rejects amusement because he does not consider

chess to be amusing.19 He rejects competition between players

19%ne could argue that Wittgenstein is saying not that
chess is unamusing, but that amusement in chess is different from
amusement in noughts and crosses, Although I find the latter inter-
pretation a more plausible account of the facts, I accept the former
because its seems to be a more accurate rendering of the passage in
question.
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because in patience there is no such element, He rejects winning
and losing because "when a child throws his ball at the wall and
catches it again, this feature has disappeared.” And he rejects
skill and luck because neither is present in children's games
like ring-a-ring-a-roses., Wittgenstein's strategy in this section
is to undermine the strong essentialist's view that all games must
have something unique in common by arguing that the various candi-
dates for the unique common element are not even common to all
games.zo Put differently, he attacks the strong essentialist's
view that there must be an element (or combination of elements)
that can function as a necessary and sufficient condition for a
general tem's application by arguing that the various provosed
elements cannot even function as necessary coaditions for its
application.21 Of course, if this were the whole of Wittgenstein's
attack, he would have left open the possibility that there is an
element common and peculiar to all games, which can function as a
necessary and sufficient condition for something's being a game,

that he has overlooked. This is not the whole of his attack,

2O"Strong essentialism” is the view that the referents
of a general term must have in common some element (or combination
of elements) that is peculiar to them and that can function as a
necessary and sufficient condition for the term's application. It
is contrasted with the view that the referents of a general temm
must have in common some element (or combination of elements) that
need not be peculiar to them, but that can function as a necessary
condition for the term’'s application.

210p. J.E, Llewelyn, "Family Resemblance," Philosophical
Quarterly, XVITI (1968), 34d: Griffin, "Yittgenstein, Universals,
and Family Resemblances,” 636; lWennerbverg, "The Concept of Family
Resemblance," 107-110; Cohen,"Vittgenstein's Anti-Essentialism,"
212,
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however, and I shall examine its other aspects after discussing
the problems with this one.

Until now, I have said nothing about either the strong
essentialist's view of definition or Wittgenstein's attack on it.
One of the corollaries of strong essentialism is that a general
term can be strictly defined by appealing to the element (or
combination of elements) that is common and unigue to its refer-
ents and that serves as a necessary and sufficient condition for
its application. Thus, we can define "human being" as "rational
animal" because the combination of rationality and animality is
common and peculiar to human beings and serves as a necessary and
sufficient conditiion for something's being human. Wittgenstein
believes that by atiacking sirong essentialisa ne is undermining
the view that every general term can be strictly defined in this
way. But,several of his critics point out that even if there is
no common and unique element that serves as a necessary and
sufficient condition for something's being a game, the term "game"
might still be strictly defined by forming a disjunction of the
characteristic features--amusement, competition between players,
winning and losing, and skill and luck--that form the family
resemblances among the various games.22 At first glance,this
criticism seems warranted. For if Wittgenstein's contention that

"game,"” e.g., is a family-resemblance term is merely the contention

22pichman, "Something Common,® 825-826; Griffin, "Witt-
genstein, Universals, and Family Resemblances,” o48-649; Wenner-
berg, "The Concept of Family Resemblance," 119; Richardson, The
Grammar of Justification p. 84; Ardon Lyon, "Family Resemblance,
Vagueness, and Change of Meaning," Theoria, XXXIV (1968), 70-72.
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that there is no element common and peculiar to all games that can
function as a necessary and sufficient condition for the correct
application of the term "game," then the characteristic features
that form the family resemblances among the various games might
serve as sufficient, though not as necessary, conditions for the
term's correct application; and it could then be strictly defined
by forming their disjunction. Indeed, we might go so far as to
argue that the referenis of a family-resemblance term do have
something in common, viz., the disjunction of characteristic
features., Wittgenstein, however, rightly rejects this last pro-
posal as "only playing with words":
But if someone wished to say: "There is scmething

common to all these constructions—nazmely the disjunction

of all their common properties”--I should reply: Now you

are only playing with words, One might as well say:

"Something runs through the whole thread--namely the con-

tinuous overlapping of those fibres. (P.I. #67)
We could, however, withdraw our last proposal and still insist that
a family-resemblance term can be strictly defined by forming the
disjunction of its characteristic features, I shall soon present
an interpretation of Wittgenstein's notion of a family resemblance
that eliminates the possibility of disjunctive definition. But
before I do, I want to sketch the other problems with which such
an interpretation must deal.

We have seen that.arcoxrding to Wittgenstein, the essen-

tialist posits the existence of a common element partly to answer
the question "Why do we call 211 these different things by the

same name?" And if we look at the passages immediately before and

after Wittgenstiein's search for the common element, we see that
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Wittgenstein introduces family resemblances as an altermative
answer to the same question. He introduces the game analogy to
make it plausible that we call the various parts of language
"language” because they are related to one another in many
different ways. And in searching for the element common to all
games, he wants us to see that the various games are called "games"
because of family resemblances between them. Finally, when he
compares games to numbers to clarify his assertion that games
form a family, he begins with the question "Why do we call
something a "number'?" (P.I. #67)

When the existence of family resemblances is taken to
be an alternative answer to the quesiion "Why do we call all
these different things bty the same name?" a nuaber oI prooleas

arise, including what Richman calls the Problem of Wide-Open

Texture:

««+the notion of family resemblances may account for

our extending the application of a given general term;

but it does not seem to place any limit on this process,

If it is to serve as an alternative to the essentialist

(“something common") view of (some or all) general terms,

it must account for our limiting their applcation on pain

of failing to account for their usefulness.2
Richman acknowledges that proponents of the family-resemblance view
do not intend to imply that a general term's application is unlimited,
but insists that if they are to avoid this absurd implication, they
must specify what sorts of similarities determine the applicability

of a general term. Or as Simon puts it, they must specify when a

resemblance is a family resemblance.‘L Pompa also discusses this

23Hichman, “Something Common,"™ 829.

2Myichael A. Simon, "When is a Resemblance a Family
Resemblance?,” Mind, LAXVITI (1969), %09.
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problem, arguing that since any two things either resemble each
other in some way or can be related to one another by a series of
intermediate cases, Wittgenstein's notion of a family resemblance
is useless unless someone can give us a criterion for deciding
which resemblances are family resemblances. We certainly would
not want to say that all resemblances are family resemblances, for
then street fighting, which resembles boxing at least as much as
boxing resembles chess, would have to be classified as a game.
Hence, the need for a criterion that determines which resemblances
are family resemblances,25

Closely tied to the problem of wide-open texture is what

T %131 call the Prodlez of Inapprooriate Analegzy. Severzl

preters argue that it is inappropriate to compare the similarities
shared by the referents of a general term, such as "game," to the
resemblances shared by the members of a family because while
Wittgenstein appeals to family resemblances to answer the question
“Why do we call all these different things by the same name?", the
analogous question "Why do we call all these different people
members of the same family?" is answered by appealing not to
family resemblances, but to ancestry. As Pompa explains, the
analogy breaks down because "the concept of a family is independent
of, and logically prior to, that of the resemblances between its

members,” whereas the concept of a game 1s supposed to depend osn,

and be logically posterior to, that of the similarities between

25L. Pompa, "Family Resemblance,® Philosophical Quarterly,
AVII (1967), 65-66; also cf. Griffin, “Wititgenstein, Universals, and
Family Resemblances,” 644, and Wennerberg, "The Concept of Family
Resemblance,"” 115-117.
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its referents. The concept of a family is independent of that of
family resemblances, for a person's family membership is determined
by his ancestry, not by whether he resembles other members of the
family.26 As Simon points out, it is conceivable that a person
have no obvious characteristic features in common with other mem-
bers 6f his own family.27

Yet, Wittgenstein apparently holds that the concept of
a game depends on that of the similarities between its referents,
for he believes that we cannot justify our claim that something is
a game without establishing that it resembles other games. Indeed,
for Wittgenstein, it is inconceivable that one game have no charac-
teristic features in common with others. Pompa asserts that the
cencept of a family is logically prior to that of family rasem-
blances because while wWe can establish that peop
same family without establishing that there are family resemblances
between them, Wwe cannot establish the existence of family resem-
blances without establishing family membership. Yet, Wittgenstein
apparently maintains that the concept of a game is logically poste-
rior to that of the similarities between its referents, for he uses
those similarities to explain how we extend our concept of a game.

It should now be clear that if we take the existence of
family resemblances to be an alternative answer to the question
"Why do we call these different things by the same name?", we will

be faced with the problems of wide-open texture and inappropriate

26Pompa, "Family Resemblance," 65.

27Simon, "When is a Resemblance a Family Resemblance?”

409.
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analogy. I do take the existence of family resemblances to be an
alternative answer to this question, but I think that an adequate
interpretation of the doctrine of family resemblances can solve
these problems. Such an interpretation must take into account
not only Wittgenstein's attack on the assumption that there must
be a common element to explain why we apply the same general term
to so many different kinds of things, but also his attack on the
assumption that there must be a common element to explain why we
apply a general term to a particular thing. Having examined Witt-
genstein's attack on the first assumption, I now turn ito his attack

on the second.

Book,where he tells us thatl the essentialisi thinks that whenever
we correctly apply a general term to something, a certain interme-
diary step must take place, viz., noticing the presence of a common
element. We might expect Wittgenstein to agree that there must be
an intermediary step and then to argue that it consists in noticing
not the presence of a common element, but the presence of some of
the characteristic features that form family resemblance., Yet, he
does not do this, but argues that there need be no intermediary
step; for we can immediately apply a general term to something.

The essentialist assumes that noticing the presence of a common

element 3is a2 separate act that gust preced

(0]

the act of appiying
the general term., But Wittgenstein argues that there need be no
separate act, for what we cail "noticing the presence of the common
element” may consist partially or wholly in being prompted to apply

the general term. He also insists that although the grammar of
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certain general terms seems to suggest the necessity of an intemme-
diary step, there need be no such step; for such terms are used in
cases where there is none (Br.B. P. 130). Accordingly, an essen-
tialist might think that there must be an element such ;s anusement
that is common to all games, for we cannot correctly call something
a game until we have taken the intermediary step of noticing that
it is amusing, But Wittgenstein would argue that we often correctly
call something a game without having taken any such step. According
to him, such steps are possible, but not necessary. I may notice
that something is amusing before I call it a game, but I need not
do so. The correct use of the word does not require such interme-
diary steps, and sometimes we do not take them., Moreover, when wWe
do take them, what #e notics is not the presence of a common element,
out the presence of some of the various characteristic features that
form family resemblances.

Having examined Wittgenstein's attacks on the essential-
ist's assumptions, I can now address the problems with the notion
of a family resemblance., Earlier we saw that if the different
characteristic features that form the family resemblances among a
general term's referents were sufficient conditions for its appli-
cation, it could be strictly defined by forming their disjunction.
But since characteristic features are identical with criteris,
which need not be and generally are not sufficient conditions for
what they are critéria of; characteristic features need not be and
generally are not sufficient conditions for a term's apovlication.

If we reexamine Wittgenstein's discussion of the concept

of belief, we find that the features that characterize the wvarious
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cases of someone's believing what he says are not sufficient con-
ditions for the ascription of belief, For Wittgenstein maintains
that those features do not always contribute to belief and some-
times even contribute to disbelief (Br.B. pp. 145-146). C(Clearly,
the characteristic features of belief are insufficient for the
term's application, and the same seems to be true of the features
that characterize the various games. Being amusing is a charac-
teristic feature of games, but it is not a sufficient condition
for something's being a game because many amusing things are not
games. And the same is true of competition, winning and losing,
and skill and luck; they are not sufficient conditions for being
a game because many things that have these characteristics are
not games. Thus, we cannot strictly define the term “game" by
saying that something is a game if and only if it involves either
amusement or competition between players or winning and losing or
skill and luck. And the same is true of all family-resemblance
terms: they cannot be strictly defined by forming the disjunction
of the characteristic features that serve as our criteria for
their application because those features are not sufficient con-
ditions for their application. Lycan is thus correct in suggesting
that a family-resemblance term is a term whose applicability is
governed by criteria that "do not disjunctively constitute a strict
definition of the term."28

Having eliminated the possibility of disjunctive defi-

nition, I turn to the problems of wide-open texture and inappropriate

28Lycan, "Noninductive Evidence,™" 121.



56
analogy. We saw earlier that interpreters contend that we
can solve the problem of wide-open texture by determining which
resemblances are family resemblances. And since family resemblances
are formed by characteristic features, we could also solve the
problen by specifying which features are characteristic. The
features that Wittgenstein considers to be candidates for the

element common to all games are all characteristic featiures of

games, They stick out as somehow being important to something's
being a game. We appeal to them to explain why two very different
things are both called 'games' and emphasize them when using "game"
metaphorically. We also appeal to them to settle disagreements
about whether something is a game. Characieristic features explain
@hy wWe call such different things as solitaire, tennis, and chess
'games’ by helping to show the connectlions between thenm.

Wittgenstein talks abtout characteristic Teatures in dis-
cussing the concept of belief. When asked why we say that a certain
type of eyes makes a face look friendly, he answers that we say this
because in the family of friendly faces there is a "main branch"
characterized by that type of eyes and because when we notice the
friendly expression of a face, our attention is drawn to that
particular feature and not to others, although they too are respon-
sible for the friendly expression (Br.B. p. 145). Thus, character-
istic features mark the main branches of a family-resemblance con-
cept and often capture our attention when we notice that particular
things fall under such concepts.

None of this seems very helpful, however, for we will not

solve the problem of wide-open texture until we explain how
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characteristic features determine whether a texm applies to partic-
ular things. At first, we thought that they provided sufficient
conditions for the temm's application, so that two or more things
could be subsumed under the same family-resemblance term if and
only if each had at least one of the features characteristic of
the tem's referents. But, we now know this will not do because
individual characteristic features are not sufficient conditions
for the tem's application., Well, then, perhaps the possession
of two or three or some larger minimum number of characteristic
features is sufficient. Pompa and Manser propose this interpre-
tation when they suggest that in introducing the notion of a
family resemblance Wittgenstein claims that the possession of a
certain mninimum number of characteristics out of a specified set
is a sufficient condition for the classification of something
under a given general concept.?9 Simon attacks this interpreta-
tion, arguing that the existence of family resemblances between
different things can explain why we apply a general tem to them
only when combined with the notion of a "paradigm case," i.e., a
case that includes all the features characteristic of a given
general concept. According to Simon, a general term like "game"
applies to two or more different things if and only if each
possesses some of the characteristics possessed by the paradigm

case of a game. Thus, although there is no feature, or set of

29Pompa, “Family Resemblance,” 66-67; Manser, “Games
and Family Resemblances," 211; David Coder, "Family Resemblances
and Paradigm Cases," Dialogue, VI (1967) 362.
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features, that a thing must have to be a game, there is a set of
features that defines a paradigm case of a game .30

I find Simon's interpretation unsatisfactory because
there is no textual evidence for it and because it rules out
something that Wittgenstein's doctrine of family resemblances
allows, viz. mutually exclusive characteristic features. On
Simon's interpretation, none of the features characteristic of a
general concept like game can be mutually exclusive because every
such concept must have a paradigm case that includes all its
characteristic features.

Simon's interpretation seems acceptable at first, for
none of the cnaracteristic features of games mentiloned by Witigen-
stein--anusenent, competition between players, winning and losing,
and skill and luck--are nmutually exclusive, TIndeed, ¥ittgensiein
even mentions games that have all of these characteristic features:
tennis, board-games, card-games, and btall-games. Nonetheless, if
we lock carefully at the nature of actual family resemblances and
at Wittgenstein's applications of the notion of a family resem-
blance, we will find that his notion allows a general concept to
have mutually exclusive characteristic features.

In the Investigations, Wittgenstein remarks that he can
think of no betier expression to characterize the similarities
belween the various games than “'family resemblances'; for the

various resemblances between members of a family: build, features,

3OSimon, "Wnen is a Resemblance a Family Resemblance?,"”
412-43; Cf. Coder, “"Family Resemblances and Paradigm Cases," 363.
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colour of eyes, gait, temperament, etc. etc. overlap and criss-
cross in the same way" (P.I. #67). Considering the resemblances
Wittgenstein mentions here, we see that for some f;milies there
can be no paradigm because the various members of the family
exhibit more than one characteristic build, type of nose, etc.
And the various characteristic builds, noses, etc., are mutually
exclusive; for it is inconceivable that one person have two
different builds (slight and stocky) or two different noses
(Roman and pug),

Wittgenstein's application of the doctrine of family
resemblances to the concept of belief provides further evidence

satures may ce autually exclusive, Ip dis-

Hy

inat characteristic
cussing someone's believing what he says (Br.3. pp. 144-146),
Wittgenstein tells us that its characteristic features include
certain facial expressions, gestures, and tones of voice which are
comparable to the characteristic features of a friendly face. But
certainly some of the features characteristic of a friendly face
are mutually exclusive, There is, for example, more than one sort
of friendly mouth; and since a person cannot have two sorts of
mouths at once, the various sorts of friendly mouths are mutually
exclusive. Similarly, there might be more than one tone of voice
that is cnaracteristic of belief, and since a person cannot have
iwo different tones of voice at once, the various itones of voice
that are characteristic of belief would be mutually exclusive.

I think Wwe can now conclude that Wittgenstein's doctrine
of family resemvlances allows a general item's referents to have

mutually exclusive characteristic features and is, therefore,
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incompatible with Simon's notion of a paradigm case. We must,
therefore, reject Simon's interpretation and return to Pompa and
Manser's suggestion that the possession of a certain minimum
number of characteristics out of a specified set is sufficient
for a general tem's application., This interpretation seems
prorising, for it neither makes individual characteristic features
sufficient conditions nor disallows mutually exclusive character-
istic features. Yet, I join Richardson in rejecting it because
there is no textual evidence for it.31 I would only add that there
is textual evidence that Wittgenstein rejects it, For in discuss-
ing the concept of belief, he writes that the same characteristic
features that contribute to belief in one contexi may not contrib-

ute to belief, or may even contribute i¢ disbelief, in different

surrounding circumstances. Thus, Wittgenstein holds thati crarac-

teristic features are not the only things that determine the
general term's applicability; rather, they combine with the cir-
cumstances 1in which they occur to determine it, Now it looks as
if we can provide a precise formulation of the notion of a family
resemblance that solves the problem of wide-open texture by
including the circumstances in our formulation. I will determine
whether this can be done in chapter III.

I must now turn to the problem of inappropriate analogy.
We saw earlier that both Pompa and Simon find it inappropriate to
compare the similarities shared by the referents of a general tem

such as “game"” to the resemblances shared by the members of a family

31Richardson, The Grammar of Justification, p. 84,
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because while Wittgenstein introduces family resemblances at least
partly to answer the question "Why do we call all these different
things by the same name?", the analogous question "Why do we call
all these different people members of the same family?" is answered
by appealing not to family resemblances, but to ancestry. 1In
defense of Wittgenstein, I would first point out that he compares
the sinilarities between a general term's referents to a variety
of things. In the Brown Book, he compares the similarities between
the cases of comparing to the fibers of a thread or rope:

We find that what connects all the cases of comparing is a

vast number of overlapping similarities, and as soon as we

see this, we feel no longer compelled to say that there

must be some one feature common to them all, What ties
the ship to the wharf is a rope, and the rope consists cf
fibres, but it dces not get its sirengih from any £
@hich runs through it from one end to the other, buti Irom
the faci that there is a vast nuaber of fibres overiapping,
(Br.B. p. 87; Cf. P.I. #26, 67)

And, as We saw earlier, he compares the features of particular
examples of deriving to the leaves of an artichoke and says that
we misguidedly believe that to find the real artichcke we nust
divest it of its leaves (Br.B. p. 125 & P.I., #164). MNoreover,
when Wittgenstein conpares the similarities between the variocus
games to the resemblances between the members of a family, he is
not implying that the two are alike in every respect, but is only

emphasizing that they are alike in their complexity: in toth "we

see a complicated network of similaxities overlapping and criss-
crossing" (P.I. #66),

Since the analogy of family resemblances is supgposed to
iliustrate the complexity of the similarities between the referents

of a general term like “"game," its strensgth or weakness lies in the
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degree to which the network of resemblances between the referents
of such a term is like that between the various members of a
family. Wittgenstein asserts that the two networks of resemblances
are alike in that both involve the overlapping and criss-crossing
of similarities. But what does Wittgenstein mean when he speaks
of "similarities overlapping and criss-crossing” (P.I. #66)? Most
interpreters never raise this question, perhaps because they think
Wittgenstein's meaning is clear. But Keith Campbell raises it and
gives a satisfactory answer to it,32

Campbell arsgues that to say that a family-resemblance
term's similarities or characteristic features "overlap" is to say
that each characteristic features occurs with at least two different
combinations of other characteristic features and to say that they
"criss-cross" is to say that no two logically indevendent charac-
terisitic features always occur together, To determine whether
Campbell's formulation adequately captures Wittgenstein's meaning,
I will attempt to apply it to both the resemblances between family
members that Wittgenstein mentions and the resemblances between
games that he mentions.

In introducing the notion of a family resemblance in the
Blue Book, Wittgenstein mentions three resemblances between family
members: "some of them have the same nose, others the same eye-
brows, and others agalin the same way of walking; and these like-
nesses overlap" (Bl.B. p. 17). To satisfy Campbell's version of

the overlapping requirement, each characteristic feature must

32Campbell, "Family Resemblance Predicates," 238-2u4,
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occur with at least twa different combinations of other charac-
teristic features. The characteristic nose, for example, cannot
occur only with the characteristic eyebrows and the characteristic
walk, but must also occur either with the characteristic eyebrows
but without the characteristic walk, or without the characteristic
eyebrows but with the characteristic walk, or with neither the
characteristic eyebrows nor the characteristic walk. Of course,
if we look at various families, we may find some in which a
characteristic nose always occurs together with characteristic
eyebrows and a characteristic walk; but Campbell's requirement
applies not to all the actual members of a family, but to all its
possible members.

To satisfy Campbell's criss-crossing requirsment, no iwo
legically independent characteristic features can always occur
together. The characteristic nose and the characteristic walk,
for example, are logically independent and cannot always occur
together. Again, if we look at various families, we may find some
in which a characteristic nose and a characteristic walk always
occur together; but Campbell's requirement applies not to all the
actual members of a family, but to all its possible members.
Indeed, it seems clear that since Campbell considers all possible
family members, the 'family' Wwe have been considering would have
to include individuals exhibiting all of the following combimatiions

of characteristics:



FAMILY MEMBER CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES
Nose Byebrows dalk
a X X X
b X X 0
c X 0 X
d X 0 0
e 0 X X
f 0 X 0
g 0 0 X
h 0 0 0

This table enables us to see that the family in question satisfies
Campbell’'s explanation of Wittgenstein's talk of overlapping and
criss-crossing similarities, according to which every character-
istic feature occurs with at least two combinations of other
characteristic features and no two logically indevendent charac-
teristic features always occur together,

The family that we have been considering includes no
mutually exclusive characteristic features, but a family that did
include such features could fit Campbell's explanation. We can
see this if we add to our family a second type of characteristic
nose, for our family would then have two mutually exclusive
characteristic features and would include individuals exhibiting
all of the following combinations of characteristics:

FAMILY MEMBER CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES

Noseq Nose? Evebrows Nalk

R =R o A0 o
OO OOOO O M PE PP
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A quick glance at the preceding table shows that a family that
includes mutually exclusive characteristic features, as this one
does, can fit Campbell’'s explanation of Wittgenstein's talk of
overlapping and criss-crossing similarities. We can, therefore,
conclude that Campbell's explanation is compatible with my
criticism of Simon's interpretation of Wittgenstein's doctrine of
family resemblances.,

Having applied Campbell's interpretation to the resem-
blances between family members mentioned by Wittgenstein, I shall
now apply it to the resemblances between games mentioned by him.
When Wittgenstein discusses the various games (P.I. #66), he
chooses examples that illustrate the various characteristic
features of games and ihe way in which those feaiures overlap and
criss-cross., He explicitly mentions the characteristic features
of amusement, winning and losing, competition between players, and
skill and luck, The particular games and types of games he
mentions are board-games, card-games, ball-games, Olympic games,
chess, noughts and crosses, patience, the children's games of
throwing a ball against a wall and catching it and ring-a-ring-a-
roses, and tennis. The occurrence of the various characteristic
features in the particular games thatWittgenstein mentions can be

represented by the following table,33

33T omit the features of skill and luck for unlike
amusement, winning and losing, and competition between players;
these two features are not simply present in or absent from
various games. They occur inm various games in differing degrees
that are relative to one another. The more skill a game reguires,
the less luck it involves and vice versa.
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GAMES CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES
Amusement Winning and  Competition

Losing between

Players
Chess 4] X X
Noughts and Crosses X X X
Patience X X34 0

Throwing a Ball Against a

Wall and Catching It X 0 0
Ring-a-Ring-a-Roses X 0 0
Tennis X X X

The games Wittgenstein mentions fit Campbell's interpretation, for
each of the three characteristic features occurs with at least two
different combinations of other features, and no two of these
logically independent features occur together in every game men-
tioned.

Cur success in a2pplying Campbell’s explication of Witt-
genstein's talk of overlapping and criss-crossing similarities to
both the resemblances between family members and the resemblances
between games mentioned by Wittgenstein gives us good reason to
think that Campbell's explication adequately captures Wittgenstein's

view of the nature of the complicated netwoxk of overlapping and

341 maintain that Wittgenstein held that patience
involves winning and losing. But he is unclear on this point, and
one could argue that he held that patience does not involve winning
and losing and that winning and losing and competition between
players occur together in all of the games he mentions. But if
Wittgenstein did hold that there is no winning and losing in
vatience, his reasoning must have been that winning and losing pre-
suppose competition between players and that since there is no such
competition in patience, there can be no winning and losing in it
either. On this interpretation, winning and losing are logically
dependent on competition between players; and since the criss-
crossing requirement does not apply to two logically dependent
characteristic features, Campbell's version of the overlapping and
criss-crossing requirements would still be satisfied by the games
YWittgenstein mentions,
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criss~-crossing resemblances between both the referents of a general
term like "game" and the members of a family.

In applying Canpbell's explication to both the resem-
blances between games and those between family members, we encoun-
tered what Simon and Pompa consider to be a crucial difference
between those resemblances, viz., that the class of all possible
fanily members includes an individual who has none of the features
characteristic of the family, whereas the class of all possible
games does not include a game that has none of the features
characteristic of games. For while it is conceivable that there
is a f;mily member who has no characteristic features in common
#ith other members of his family, it is inconceivable that there
is a game that has no characteristic features in coammnon #ith
other games; a game nust possess characteristic features to which
we can appeal to justify calling it a game, I agree that the class
of family members differs from the class of games in that the
formmer includes individuals having none of the features character-
istic of the class while the latter excludes them. But unlike
Pompa and Simon, I do not consider this to be a crucial difference
between the complex networks of resemblances between the members
of the two classes. For Witigenstein's purpose in introducing the
doctrine of family resemblances was to call attention to the com-
plex network of resemblances among the referents of a genexral term
like "game," and those resemblances are exactly like the resen-
blances among the members of a family in that toth satisfy Camp-
bell's interpretation of Witigenstein's view that a family-resen-

blance concepti’'s characteristic features overlap and criss-cross.
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Having examined the notion of a family resemblance and
its conmnection to the notion of a criterion and having dealt with
the problems of disjunctive definition, wide-open texture, and
inappropriate analogy, I now turn to the central concern of the

dissertation, viz. the relationship between criteria and what they

are criteria of.

Criteria
Upon examining the connection between the notion of a
family resemblance and the notion of a criterion, we found that
the many characteristic features that form the family resemblances
among a general term's referents are identical to the different

nat we apply in different circumstances for thai temm.
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And upon exanining the doctrine of family resemblances, we Zound

(1) several characteristic

n

that a family-resemblance term ha
features that are (2) neither necessary (3) nor sufficient condi-
tions for, but nevertheless justify its correct application, and
(%) which may be mutually exclusive, and (5) must overlap and
criss-cross. From these findings, we can draw several conclusions
about the nature of criteria and their relationship to what they
are criteria of.

(1) When Wittgenstein introduces the tem "criterion"
in the Blue Book, he talks about the presence of a certain bacillus
in scmeone's blood belng "the criterion, or what we may call the
defining criterion of angina" (Bl.B. op. 2L-25). By using the
definite article and the qualifier "defining" and by remarking

that "to say 'A man has angina if this bacillus is found in him’
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is a tautology or it is a loose way of stating the definition of
‘angina'" (Bl1.B. p. 25), Wittgenstein indicates that he thinks
that there is only one criterion of angina--the presence of the
bacillus so-and-so in someorne's blood--which provides a necessary
and sufficient condition for a person's having angina. Since the
angina passage is where Wittgenstein first introduces the tem )
"criterion,” it is natural to assume that, like “angina,™ other
tems that have criteria each have one and only one defining
criterion, which serves as a necessary and sufficient condition
for their correct application. Although we are naturally led to
make this assumption, a quick glance at some of the passages we

have 2xamined iIn this chapter will show that it is incorrect.

)

or, as @e have seen, Yitigenstein talks about toth “different

criteria for a person's reading" (P.I. #16l4t), and “many different
criteria [%hag] distinguish, under different circumstances, cases
of believing what you say from those of not believing what you say”
(Br.B. p. 144). He also generally uses the expressions “criteria
of X" and "a criterion of X" rather than the expression “the
criterion of X," which we would expect him to use if he held that
a general temm can have only one criterion. It now seems clear that
Wittgenstein thinks a general temm may have more than one crite-
rion. Ve have alsc learned that Wittgenstein believes that many
general temms are family-resemblance temms, l.e., terms whose
referents possess not a common and peculiar element that serves as
a necessary and sufficient condition for their application, but
many different characteristic features that serve as the different
criteria for thelr application. Therefore, a general term that is

2 familv-resenblzince term nusi have more than nne 2rizarion,
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(2) As we saw earlier, Wittgenstein attacks the strong
essentialists' view that there must be an element that is common
and peculiar to all of a general tem's referents and that serves
as a necessary and sufficient condition for its application by
arguing that the various candidates for the element essential to
all games are not even necessary conditions for something's being
a game. Since the various candidates for the essential element
are the characteristic features of games and since the character-
istic features of games are identical with the criteria for some-
thing's being a game, the criteria for something's being a game
are not necessay conditions for something's being a game. Thus,;
Wittgensteinian criteria need not be necessary conditions for what
they are criteria of.,

(3) As we saw earlier, Jittgenstein's contention that
for a general temm such as “game" there is no element common and
peculiar to its referents that serves as a necessary and suffi-
cient condition for its application seems to allow such a temm to
be defined by forming the disjunction of its characteristic
features. But in examining the connection between family resen-
blances and criteria, we learned that the possibility of disjunc-
tively defining a family-resemblance term is ruled out because the
individual characteristic features that serve as our criteria do
not provide sufficient conditions for the tem's application. Yet,
this leaves open the possibility that the combination of z certain
ninimum number of criteria would provide a sufficient condition

for the term's application, (Indeed, Pompa and Manser suggest
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that this is Wittgenstein's view.) But on Wittgenstein's view
this possibility is ruled out because the circumstances in which
criteria occur also play a role in detemining whether the tem
applies. Indeed, his remarks suggest that things function as

criteria only in certain circumstances. The role of circumstances

in the criterial relationship will be investigated in the next
chapter. Before beginning that investigation, however, I want

to list the other conclusions that we may now draw concerning the
nature of criteria and their relationship to what they are crite-
ria of.

(%) In searching for a precise formulation of the notion
of a family resemblance that would solve the problem of wide-open
textures, we considered and rejected toth Pompa and Manser's and
Simon's interpretations. We had to reject Simon's interpretation
because we discovered that Wittgenstein's doctrine of family resem-
blances allows characteristic features to be mutually exclusive.
Since we now know that characteristic features are identical with
criteria, we can conclude that a thing’s criteria can be mutually
exclusive and that we cannot use Simon's notion of a paradigm case
in explicating Wittgenstein's view of the criterial relationship.35

(5) Finally, in searching for a solution to the prohlem
of inappropriate analogy, we learned that Wittgenstein thinks that

the similarities between the various games are like the resemblances

35For a theory that combines the notion of a paradigm case
with the notion of a criterbn, see Michael Anthony Slote, "The Theory
of Important Criteria," Journal of Fhilosophy, LXIII (1966), 21i-
224, Slote recognizes that his theory is incompatible with Wittgen-
stein’'s notion because his theory makes criteria logically necessary
conditions.
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between the various members of a certain family in that in both
"we see a complicated network of similarities overlapping and
criss-crossing” (P.I. #66). Since we now know that the charac-
teristic features that form this complcated network of overlapping
and criss-crossing similarities are our criteria, we can conclude
that according to Wittgenstein, the criteria for general temms
may, and the criteria for family-resemblance tems must, overlap
and criss-cross. And according to Campbell's explication, this
means that it must be possible for each criterion of a family-
resemblance term to occur with at least two different combinations
of other criteria for that term and without any one of the other
criteria for that temm that are logically indevendent of it.

This concludes our examination of litigensiein’s noiion
of a family resemblance and its connection to his notion of a
criterion. It has led us to a number of insights concerning the
nature of criteria and their relationship to what they are criteria
of, We have learned (1) that a general temm may, and a family-
resemblance term must, have more than one criterion, (2) that cri-
teria need not be necessary conditions for what they are criteria
of, (3) that neither one nor a certain minimum number of the cri-
teria for a family-resemblance temm provide a sufficient condition
for its application, (4) that a general tem's criteria may be
mutually exclusive, and (5) may overlap and criss-cross, Nonethe-
less, the notion of a criterion remains obscure, for it is still
unclear how criteria are connected to what they are criteria of.

Happily, our investigations have given us some indication

of what other noticns we might examine to gain additional imsights
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into the criterial relationship. One such notion is that of the
context, surroundings, or circumstances in which criteria are
present. In Chapter III, I examine Wittgenstein's remarks on the
types of circumstances and their roles in the criterial relation-

ship.



CHAPTER III
CRITERTIA AND CIRCUMSTANCES

We find Wittgenstein's view of the relationship between
criteria and what they are criteria of obscure partly because we
fail to realize that circumstances play a crucial role in that
relationship. It is only natural to think that the criterial
relationship contains just two important elementss criteria and
what they are criferia of., 3But it actually contains tnree:
criterla, what they are criieria of, and circumstances. 4And to
understand it, we must know how these three elements are connected.

Wittgenstein writes that "many different criteria distin-
guish, under different circumstances, cases of believing what you
say from those of not believing what you say” (Br.B. p. 14%) and
that "in different circumstances we apply different criteria for
a person's reading” (P.I. #164). But he tells us neither the
nature of these "different circumstances” nor their role in cri-
terial relations. The only hints he gives us are obscure remarks
like this:

When we say "Surely there must be something else behind
the mere uttering of the formula Zﬁhich is a criterion

74
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of being able to go oq] as this alone we should not call
'being able to. . .'", the word "behind" here is certainly

used metaphorically, and 'behind’ the utterance of the for-
mula may be the circumstances under which it is uttered.

(Br.B. p. 113)

Although most interpreters mention circumstances when
discussing criterial relations, some fail to acknowledge the
important role circumstances play in such relations. And those
interpreters who do acknowledge their role explain it differently.

Albritton asserts that in the Blue Book Wittgenstein's
view is that language dictates that under certain circumstances,

a criterion of X entails X.36 Canfield calls this "the entailment
view,"” and states it like this: "II. It is a rule of language
that: If C, and if the bvackground circumsiances are such and such,
then 8,"37 On this visw, if S is the staie of naving a tcothache
and C is a certain kind of bvehavior that is a criterion foxr S,
holding your cheek, for example, then provided that the background
circumstances are appropriate, the statement that someone is hold-
ing his cheek plus a statement of the circumstances in which he is
doing so entail the statement that he has a toothache.

Canfield argues that the entailment view appears to fit
Wittgenstein's remarks in both the Blue Book and the Investigations
only because it is deceptively similar to the following view which

does fit them: "I. In certain background circumstances (things

36Rogers Albritton, "On Wittgenstein's Use of the Tem
'Criterion’,” in Pitcher, Collection, pp. 230-241.

37Jonn Canfield, “"Criteria and Rules of Language,"
Philosophical Review, LXXIII (January 1974), 78; see also nis
Wittegenstein: Language and Woxrld (#mherst: University of Massa-
chusetts Press, 1981), pp. 65-67.
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as they generally are when the piece of language in question is
used): it is a rule of language that if C, then S."38 First
espoused by Albritton in the 1966 postscript to his article, this
view resembles the entailment view in many respects. Each includes
circumstances; each is a hypothetical statement whose antecedent
contains the criterion and whose consequent is the thing for which
it is a criterion, and each is a rule of language that allows a
thing to have several criteria. The only difference between the
two views appears to be that while the entailment view makes back-
ground circumstances an explicit part of the antecedent, Canfield's
view makes them an implicit part; and that difference seems insig-
nificant. Indeed, Canfield himself says that it would be insignif-
icant if the btackground circumstances were readily statable by the
speakers of the language.

But, since we do not know the background circumstances
for our criterial rules, the difference between the two views is
the significant distinction between rules of language that include
statements of the relevant background circumstances and rules of
language that do not include such statements, but operate against
an unexamined, and therefore unstatable, background of normally
existing circumstances. To clarify this distinction, Canfield
gives the following example:

If I say that I shall call the sentence in the right-hand
corner "A" I have stated a criterion: the criterion for
a sentence’s being A (in this context) is that it be the

sentence in the right-hand corner. One of the background
conditions relevant here is that sentences do not wander

38Canfield, "Criteria and Rules of Language,™ 78.
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about on blackboards, so that what is at one moment in the

right-hand corner might appear in the next in the left-hand

corner.,
Having given this example, Canfield writes that if we ignore
background conditions other than the one mentioned and instantiate
both (I.) his view and (II.) the entailment view for this example,
we get:

I*, It is the case that sentences do not wander about

on blackboards and it is a rule of language that if

something 1s a sentence in the right-hand corner of the

board, then it is A.

II*, It is a rule of language that: If sentences do not

wander about on blackboards, and if something is a sentence

in the right-hand corner of the board, then it is A,
The difference between the rules of language in I* and II* is that
II* contains a siatement of the background circumstiance--sentences
do not wander about on dlackboards--whereas I does no:, alihough
it does operate in a world in which sentences do not wander avout
on blackboards. Accordingly, if there were a people who did not
possess a language rich enough to state this background circum-
stance, or who were unaware of its existence, they could use I¥,
but not II*,

Canfield argues that Wittgenstein holds criterial rules

of language to be like I*: +they are made against a background of
normally existing circumstances, but do not include a statement of

those circumstances. Indeed, Canfield insists that Wittgenstein

thinks we do not know the background circumstances for our criterial

391Ibid., 79.

L07bid.
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rules and could only state them, if we could ever state them at
all, after a complete conceptual analysis of criterially governed
concepts.l”i

Canfield claims that failure to recognize the difference
between his view and the entailment view led Kenny, Lycan, Hacker,
Chihara and Fodor to adopt the noninductive-evidence view according
to which it is a necessaxry truth that a criterionm of X is evidence
for X.l"z In presenting this interpretation, both Kenny and Lycan
appeal to the notion of a criterion proposed in Sydney Shoemaker's

Self-Knowledge and Self-Identity:

We may characterize the criteria for the truth of a
judgement as those states of affairs that are (whose
existence would be) direct and noninductive evidence
in favor of the truth of the judgement., . . If so-
and-so's teing the case is a criterion for the truth
of a Judgement, . ,the assertion that it is evidence
in favoxr of the truth of the judgement is Eecessa:n_y
(logically) rather than contingently true.

Kenny capiures the heart of Shoemaker's explanation in this slogan:

"If X is a criterion of Y, then it is a necessary truth that X is

evidence for Y."Lm' He then adds that this interpretation allows

¥11bid., 79-81; and his Wittgenstein: Language and
World, pp. 57-58, 65-69.

421bid., 77-87, and his ¥itigenstein: Language and
World, pp. 65-69. Kenny, "Criterion," Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
1967, II, 259-261. Lycan, "Noninductive Evidence.” P. M, S, Hacker,
Insight and Illusion (¥ittgenstein on Philosophy and the Metaphysics
of Experience) (New York: Oxford University Press, 1972), pp. 283-
309. Charles S. Chihara and J. A, Fodor, "Operationalism and Ordi-

ggﬁy %gnguage- A Critique of Wittgenstein," in Pitcher, Collection, pp.

l"BSyd.ney Shoemaker, Self-Knowledge and Self-Identity
(Ithaca: Cornell Universiiy Press, 1963), pp. 3-%.

Wyenny, “Criterionm," 259.
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for more than one criterion of the same state of affairs since
there is nothing contradictory in several things being, by logical
necessity, evidence for a particular state of affairs.
Chihara and Fodor write that for Wittgenstein:
X is a criterion of Y in situations of type S if the very
meaning or definition of 'Y' (or, as Wittgenstein might
have put it, if the "grammatical” rules for the use of 'Y')
justify the claim that one can recognize, see, detect, or
determine the applicability of 'Y' on the basis of X in
nomal situations of type S. Hence, if the above relation
obtains between X and Y, and if someone admits that X but
denies Y, the burden of proof is upon h&m to show that
something is abnormal in the situation. 5
Like Canfield's view and the entailment view, various formulations

of the noninductive-evidence view acknowledge that circumstances

vlay a role in criterial relations, Chihara and Fodor's formula-

30}

tion refers to the siiuation in which criteria funciion, and Lycan’'s

three explanations all mention the situation or case in which

criteria obtain. Lycan explains "If X is a criterion of Y, then

it is a necessary truth that X is evidence for Y" in the following
three ways. First, if someone supposes X-but-not-Y in some
situation, then he must show that there is something extraordinary
about that situation in order to establish his claim. Second, in

an ordinary case in which I know that X obtains and in which there
is no reason to think that Y does not, though it is not logically
incoherent for me to suprose that Y does nct obtain, it is logically

incoherent fcr me to demand further justification that Y cbiains.

()

Third, someone who understands the way Y-language works will see that

Lz
in an ordinary case, asking for further justification is impraper.h°

45Chinara and Fodor, "Operationalism,” p. 397.

JIxa . s Y < . - s
“OLycan, "Noninductive Zvidence,” 110; emphasis mine.
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Although Canfield's view, the entailment view, and the
noninductive-evidence view all give circumstances a role in the
criterial relationship, each characterizes that relationship dif-
ferently. If we let P stand for a certain psychological state,
event, or process and B for a certain kind of behavior that is a
criterion for P, then the three views can be stated as follows:

1. the entailment view: It is a rule of language that:

If B, and if the background
circumstances are such and such,

then P.

2. Canfield's view: In certain background circumstances:
it is a rule of language that if B,
then P.

3. noninductive-evidence
view: It is a necessary truth that B is
evidence for P.

Thus, it looks as if we aust either chcose btetween these vieus or
reject all three, Indeed, Canfield indicates that these are our
alternatives. But he fails to realize that there is another alter-
native: we can reject the assumption on which these views seem to
be based, viz., that Wittgenstein thinks all types of circumstances
play the same role in criterial relations. In this chapter, I
argue that Wittgenstein thinks there are two types of circum-
stances--general and particular--that play different roles in
criterial relations, I also discuss misunderstandings that result
from failing to realize the differences in these roles. Finally,

I attempt to formulate a satisfactory interpretationsof Wittgen-
stein’s criterial relationship by combining portions of the three

interpretations.
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General Circumstances

In the Investigations, Wittgenstein writes that he is
interested in the correspondence between concepts and very general
facts of nature: <facts that are seldom noticed because of their
great generality (P.I. pp. 56, 230). Often these are facts about
various regularities in nature, including the characteristic
behavior of human beings. In discussing the concept of a tooth-
ache, for example, Wittgenstein emphasizes the fact that people
characteristically behave in certain ways which we call expressions
of toothache (N.f.L. p. 290). In discussing the concept of
"seeing red," he emphasizes both the fact that people character-
istlcally express what they see and the fact that people sometimes
conceal what they see (N.f.L. pp., 2856-287). aind in discussing tne
concept of personal identiily, he emphasizes toih the fact that a
verson’s body changes its appearance only gradually and compara-
tively little and the fact that a person's voice, characteristic
habits, etc., only change slowly and within a narrow range (B1.B.
p. 61).

Wittgenstein talks about the role of such general facts
of nature in criterial relations in discussing the problem of
personal identity:

This leads us to considering the criteria for the identify
of a person. Under what circumstances do we say: “This
is the same person whom I saw an hour ago"? Our actual
use of the phrase "the same person" and of the name of a

person is based on the fact that many characteristics
which we use as criteria for identity coincide in the vast

majority of cases, I am as a rule recognized by the
appearance of my body. My body changes its appearance
only gradually and comparatively 1ittle, and likewise my

voice, characteristic habits, etc, only change slowly and
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within a narrow range. We are inclined to use personal

names in the way we do, only as a consequence of these

facts. (Bl.B. p. 61; emphasis mine)
Thus, according to Wittgenstein, our concept of personal identity
is based on the fact that the characteristics which serve as our
criteria for personal identity are relatively permanent: they
change slowly and within a narrow range and so generally coincide.

To help us understand the significance of this fact,

Wittgenstein imagines what would happen if it changed. First he
imagines that all human bodies look alike and different sets of
characteristics change their habitation among these bodies. "Such
a set of characteristics might be, say, mildness, together with a
high pitched voice, and slow movements, or a choleric temperament,

3 3 3 oy o : 1 sy :
a deep voice, and jerky movements. ., . (Bl.B. D. ©ij. Then ne

as we are to give names to the chairs of our dining-room set; we
would, however, be inclined to give names to the sets of character-
isties. In other words, if all bodies looked alike, we would not
be inclined to use bodily appearance as a criterion of personal
identity; but if different sets of characteristics changed their
habitation among the identical bodies, we would be inclined to use
those characteristics as criteria of personal identity.

Next, Hittgenstein imagines that 3t is usual for human
beings to have two characters so that a person's size, shape, and
behavior periodically undergo a complete change. Each person has

two such states and lapses from one to the other like Dr. Jekyll
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and Mr. Hyde. In these circumstances, Wittgenstein writes, we
would still be inclined to use bodily appearance, voice, charac-
teristic habits, etc., as criteria for personal identity. But
instead of saying there was one person inhabiting each human body,
we would be inclined to say there were two and to give each a name.

In discussing these imaginary cases, Wittgenstein is not
making hypotheses about what causes us to choose our criteria. He
is not saying that if certain general facts of nature were differ-
ent, we would decide to use different criteria and would, therefore,
have different concepts. He discusses such cases because he thinks
that if someone believes (as he once did) that certain criteria
and thus certain concepis are absolutely the correct ones and that
having different ones would mean not zealizing something that we
realize, then lmagining certain very general facis of naiure to
be different from what we are used to will make the use of differ-
ent criteria, and thus the formation of different concevts,
intelligible to him (P.I. p. 230).

Wittgenstein's view of the role of general facts of
nature in criterial relations is obscure because Wittgenstein
imagines different general facts of nature to show both the arbi-
trariness and the nonarbitrariness of criteria (Z. #358). He
imagines them to show that our criteria are arbitrary in that they
are not the only ones conceivable and in that they are things "we
fix."#7 But he also imagines them to show that our criteria are

non-arbitrary in that they cannot be chosen at pleasure, for their

47Wittgenstein's view that criteria are things "we fix"
will be discussed in Chapter IV,
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significant use requires a background of certain general facts.
According to Wittgenstein, criteria and the concepis they
govern function significantly only given certain general facts of

nature:

. « .we should have no use for these words /[“seeing red:]
if their application was severed from the criteria of
behavior. That is to say: to the language game which we
play with these woxrds it is both essential that people
who play it behave in the particular way we call express-
ing (saying, showing) what they see, and also that some-
times they more or less entirely conceal what they see.

Balance. The point of the game depends on what
usually happens. . . . (N.f.L. pp. 286-287)

Here Wittgenstein tells us that the language-game with the words

"seeing red" depends on two general facts of nature: the fact that

people characteristically express what they see and the faci that

people scmetimes more or less entirely conceal what they see., He

then mentions talance and says the peint of the language-gane
depends on what usually happens, which is that people express what

they see. This notion of balance is explained in the following

passage:

And if things were quite different from what they actually
are--if there were for instance no characteristic expression
of pain, of fear, of joy; if rule became exception and
exception rule; or if both became phenomena of roughly equal
frequenc y-- this would make our normal language-games lose
their point.--The procedure of putting a lump of cheese on
a balance and fixing the price by the turn of the scale
would lose its point if it frequently happened for such
lumps to suddenly grow or shrink for no obvious reason.
(P.I. #142)

This passage makes it clear that by "balance" Wittgenstein means
2 balance between rule and exception. In the language-game with

the words “seeing red," the rule, or what usually happens, is that



85
people express what they see by exhibiting behavioral criteria for
seeing red (by saying or showing that they see something red).
The exception, or what occasionally happens, is that people conceal
what they see either by failing to exhibit behavioral criteria for
seeing red or by exhibiting behavioral criteria for seeing other
colors. Wittgenstein's point is that the language-game with the
words "seeing red" works only so long as this balance between rule
and exception is maintained. If we apply this reasoning to the
language-game wWith the word "toothache," the resulting view is
that the language-game with the word "toothache" depends on the
fact that people characteristically express the fact that they have
toothaches by doing things like moaning, holding their cheeks, and
saying, "I have a toothacne,” and on the fact that people occasion-
ally conceal their toothaches by not doing such things or by saying,
"I do not have a toothache." So long as this balance is maintained,
the language-game will work; but if people completely stopped doing
things like holding their cheeks, moaning, and saying, "I have a
toothache,” when they had toothaches, or if doing so became the
exception rather than the rule, our language-game with the word
"toothache"” would become pointless.

Thus, according to Wittgenstein, the significance of a

language-game in which we use certain kinds of behavior as criteria

H

or a certain psychological state depends on the fact that people
characteristically (or usually, or as a rule) exhibit such behavior
when they are in that state. If doing so became uncharacteristic
(or infrequenti, or the exception), then using such behavior as the

criterion for the state in question would be pointless.
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Wittgenstein clearly thinks the significant use of
criteria and the concepts they govern depends upon, or Dpresupposes,
the existence of certain general facts of nature, If We imagine
those facts to be different, then we can no longer imagine the
application of our concepts, for the rules for their application
have no analogue in the new circumstances. Wittgenstein explains
his view of the role of general circumstances in criterial rela-
tions by comparing a criterial rule to a law. A law, he tells us,
is designed to apply to human beings, And a jurist can apply this
law to any case that oxrdinarily comes his way. Thus, the law has
its use; it makes sense. Nevertheless, its validity presupposes
all sorts of things, And if the creature who is to be judzed is
guite different Ifrom ordinary human teings, it will then te
impossible to apply the law to him (2. #350). Explicating the
analogy, we find that Wittgenstein thinks a criterial rule for a
given concept is designed io function under certain general circum-
stances. 4And we can apply that rule so long as the relevant general
facts of nature remain the same., Thus, the criterial rule and the
concept that it governs have their use; they make sense. Neverthe-
less, their validity presupposes all sorts of things. And if the
general circumstances under which the rule is to be used are quite
different from the ordinary ones, it will then be impossible to
use it.

Ye have seen that Wittgenstein takes certain very general
facts of nature to be the necessary background for the significant

functioning of criterial rules. He does not seem o think that
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these facts are stated in the criterial rules, for he writes that
they are hardly ever mentioned and mostly do not strike us because
of their great generality (P.I. pp. 56, 230). But if general
circumstances are the necessary background for, but not stated in,
criterial rules, then their role is accurately portrayed by Can-
field's view: in certain background circumstances, it is a rule
of language that if B, then P. No doubt, this is why Canfield
thinks he has found an adequate interpretation of Wittgenstein's
view of the criterial relation. What Canfield fails to realize,
however, is that Wittgenstein thinks there are two types of circum-
stances which play different roles in the criterial relation:
therse are the general circunstances thai serve as the nscessary
tackground for the operation of criteria, and there are the par-
ticular circumstances which play other roles in the criterial
relation,

Canfield apparently includes both the relevant general
facts of nature and the circumstances of the particular case in
his "background circumstances."” In writing that our not having
determined what the background circumstances are does not bother
us because although it 1s logically possible for them to change,
they in fact remain uncl'la.nged,l'"8 he is discussing general facts of
nature. Like Wittgenstein, he imagines cases in which certain
general facts of nature have changed. But ne also cites "past
behavior and the surroundings that would exclude the possibility

that Jones is acting in a play"i*9 as background conditions, and

48canfield, “Criteria and Rules of Language,"” 80-81.

¥91pid., 77.



88
they are clearly particular circumstances. He also quotes Zettel
section 116 in which Wittgenstein explicitly refers to "particular
circumstances."” In writing "in general, in a criterial rule used
to teach a language game or used in the practice of one, there

will be no statement given of gemeral facts of nature and normally

existing circunstances that form the background against which the

criterion is used,"50 Canfield apparently uses "nommally existing

circumstances"” to refer to nommally exisiting particular circum-

stances.
Wittgenstein says things that seem to support Canfield's
view of the role of particular circumstances in the criterial

relation. In discussing the use of the word “cube," he asks us to

" toth a picture of

suprose that when somsone hears the word cube,

a cube and a method of projection come before his mind; and various
nethods of projection are explained to him so that he may go on to
apply them. Now, Wittgensiein writes:

. « « let us ask ourselves when we should say that the
method that I intend comes before his mind.

Now clearly we accept two different kinds of
criteria for this: on the one hand the picture (of
whatever kind) that at some time or other comes before
his mind; on the other, the application which—-in the
course of time--he makes of what he imagines. . . .

Can there be a collision between picture and
application? There can, inasmuch as the picture makes
us expect a different use, because people in general
apoly this picture like this,

I want to say: we have here a nomal case, and
abnormal cases.

It is only in nommal cases that the use of a word

5OIbid., 79; emphasis mine.




89

is clearly prescribed; we know, are in no doubt, what

to say in this or that case. The more abnomal the

case, the more doubtful it becomes what we are to say.

(P.I. #141-142)
According to Wittgenstein, the use of a word or expression is
clearly prescribed so that we know what to say only in noxmal
cases; and Wittgenstein seems to mean by "nommal cases" "cases
in which the criteria for the use of a word or expression
coincide."” 1In abnommal cases in which the criteria for a word's
use collide, the word's use is not clearly prescribed, and we do
not know what to say. It now looks as if Canfield's view may
correctly represent the roles of both types of circumstances in
the criterial relation, for Wittgenstein himself writes that the
use of a word is clearly prescribed only in normal cases, which
can te taken o mean that like cerieain genexal facts of natlure,
normal particular circumstances provide tne necessary ovackground
for the significant functioning of criterial rules,

But there is a problem with Canfield's intexpretation of
the role of particular circumstances in criterial relations:
although it appears to be supported by a passage in which Wittgen-
stein apparently talks about a collision of criteria, it seems to
make such a collision impossible. It asserts that criteria
function significantly only in nommal particular circumstances,
and if "normal particular circumstances" means “circumstances in
which criteria coincide, " then an actual collision of criteria is
impossible., Newton Garver argues that Witigenstein thought an
actual collision of criteria is impossible, so perhaps we can

solve this problem with Canfield's interpretation by appealing to
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Garver's analysis of Wittgenstein's position on the possibility

of criterial conflicts,>!

Criterial Conflicts

Garver argues that although Wittgenstein's notion of a
criterion makes a conflict of criteria conceivable, it does not
allow an actual conflict among the various criteria of a given
concept. To support his view, Garver appeals to the following
passage:

« « +the ordinary use of the word "person" is what one

might call a composite use suitable under the oxrdinary

circumstances. If I assume, as I do, that these cir-

cunstances are changed, the application of the temm

"person" or "personality" has thereby changed; and if

T wish to preservez this term and give it a use analo-

gous to its former use, I am at liberty to choose de-

iween many uses, that is, beiween many differeni xinds

of analogy. One might sazy in such a case that the fem

"personality” hasn't got one legitimate heir omly. (Bl.B.

p. 62)
According to Garver, this passage indicates that if the criteria
for a given concepi cease to coincide, the concept breaks apart;
and the expression for it no longer has any clear use. Conse-
quently, there would be no sense in continuing to call the phe-
nomena that used to function as criteria "criteria” and no sense
in speaking of a "conflict of criteria.” Thus, Garver concludes
that Wittgenstein holds the seemingly paradoxical position that

"criteria which in fact coincide might possibly conflict, but that

there could not te an actual conflict among the various criteria

Slpewton Garver, "Wittgenstein on Criteria," symposium
in Knowledge and Experience, edited by C. D. Rollins (Pittsburgh:
University Press, 1962), pp. 69-70.
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of a single concept."52 He then adds that the apparent paradox
disappears when we remember that the application of criteria
presupposes the circumstances that normally obtain and that where
these circumstances do not obtain, our criteria do not apply and,
for all practical purposes, cease to exist.

Garver's analysis of criterial conflicts is inaccurate
because Wittgenstein never claims that for every term whose
application is governed by criteria, the various phenomena that
serve as its criteria invariably coincide. On the contrary, as
we saw in chapter II, Wittgenstein argues that many general terms
are family-resemblance tems whose criteria do not invariably
coincide, but overlap and criss-cross. Nor does Wittgenstein
claim that the various phenomena which commonly serve as our cri-
teria for a given term justify the tem's application only when
they are coinstantiated. For him, such behavioral expressions as
a person’s moaning, holding his cheek, and saying "I have a tooth-
ache" serve as our criteria for someone's having a toothache; and
when a person moans and says "I have a toothache" without holding
his cheek, his moaning and saying "I have a toothache" can serve
as our criteria for his having a toothache, According to Garver,
on the other hand, when a person moans and says "I have a tooth-
ache" without holding his cheek, his moaning and saying "I have a
toothache" cannot serve as our criteria for his having a toothache.
If they could, this would be a case of actual criterial conflict;

but since they cannot, it is only a case in which some of the

521bid,
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phenomena that serve as our criteria for toothache in other cir-
cumnstances are present.
For Wittgenstein,moaning and saying "I have a toothache"
can function as our criteria for someone's having a toothache apart
from the behavior of holding the cheek. And when they do, we have

a case in which criteria fail to coincide, but not a case in which

criteria conflict because, for Wittgenstein, cases in which some
but not all of the phenomena that normally serve as our criteria
for a given concept are present and function as criteria are cases

in which criteria fail to coincide, but they are not cases in

which criteria conflict. Garver's equation of "a conflict of

criteria” with "a case in which some, but not all, of the criteria

or a given concepti ars present” is not Witigenstein’s. Yittgen-

H,

stein's cases in whicn criteria conflict are cases in which

conflicting criteria-~i.e., criteria for various conflicting

things--are present. 1In discussing the many different criteria
that a2 man may have for pointing to his eye, Wittgenstein writes:
"we can imagine a person having the kinaesthetic sensation of
moving his hand, and the tactual sensation, in his fingers and
face, of his fingers moving over his face, whereas his kinaes-
thetic and visual sensations should have to be described as those
of his fingers moving over his knee" (Bl.B. p. 52). This is a

case of criferial conflict tecause it includes criteria for tuo

conflicting things--"his fingers moving over his face" and "his

fingers moving over nis knee.,” 1In discussing the collision be-

tween the criteria for when the intended method of projection
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comes before someone’s mind, Wittgenstein writes that the two cri-
teria--the picture and the application--can collide in that the
picture makes us expect a different application. This is a case
of criterial conflict because the picture makes us expect an
application different from, and thus in conflict with, the actual
application (P.I. #141-142),

For Wittgenstein, a case in which criteria ‘'coincide’
may be either (1) a case in which all the criteria for a given
concept are present, (2) a case in which no conflicting criteria
are present, or (3) a case in which all the criteria for a given
concept are present and no conflicting criteria are present.
Garver is apparently unaware of this ambiguity. Citing pages
sixty-three and sixiy-four of the Blue Book, he asseris thatl when
Wittgenstein says the criteria for 'P' coincide, he means "the
various phencmena, each of which is commonly (or sometimes) used
as a criterion for 'P' in particular circumstances, are invariably
associated (or very nearly so)."53 But in the very passage Garver
cites, Wittgenstein contrasts cases in which criteria "coincide”

both with cases in which criteria fail to coincide because only

some of the criteria for the thing in question are present and
with cases in which criteria conflict because criteria for con-
flicting things are present., Wittgenstein imagines that while his
eyes are shut and visual criteria are, therefore, absent, he has
the kinaesthetic experience of raising his hand to his eye and the

peculiar tactile sensation of touching his eye. This is a case in

S3gazver, "Jittgenstein on Criteria," p. &G,
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which criteria fail to coincide, and it is contrasted with cases

in which both these experiences and visual criteria are present,
i.e., with cases in which criteria ‘coincide’ in the sense that
all those for a given concept are present. Someone's having the
kinaesthetic experience of raising his hand to his eye and the
tactile sensation of touching his nose, on the other hand, is a
case in which criteria conflict; and it is contrasted with cases
in which someone has the kinaesthetic experience of raising his
hand to his eye and the tactile sensation of touching his eye,
i.e,, With cases in which criteria ‘'coincide' in the sense that
they are all criteria for the same thing. Failing to recognize
that Wittgenstein distinguishes different senses in which criteria
" protably led CGaxver ito =squate "cases in which crilferia
fail to coincide" with "cases in which criteria conilict.®
Garver's view that Wittgenstein allows no actual cases
of criterial conflict, i.e., no actual cases in which criteria fail
to coincide, is unacceptable; for Wittgenstein allows both actual
cases in which criteria fail to coincide and actual cases in which
criteria conflict. Wittgenstein holds that many general temms are
family-resemblance terms whose criteria characteristically fail to
coincide. And he explicitly states that there can be an actual
collision between the different kinds of criteria for the intended
method of projection coming before someone's mind (P.I. #141).
Furthermore, in discussing the problem of personal identity (which
Garver uses to support his interpretation), Wittgenstein writes

that the many characteristics that serve as our criteria for
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personal identity coincide in the "vast majority” of cases and,
thus, implies that in a few actual cases, they fail to coincide
(BL.B. p. 61).* Against Freud, he argues that it would be inter-
esting and important if the various criteria for the right inter-
pretation of a dream generally coincided, but it is queer to claim
(as Freud seems to) that they must always coincide (L.&C. p. 46).
With slight modification, Wittgenstein's criticism of Freud
applies to Garver: it is interesting and important if the various
criteria for something generally coincide, but it is queer to
clain (as Garver does) that they must always coincide. Indeed,
no orewho realized that Wittgenstein equates a family-resemblance
term's criterla with its characteristic features wouid make such
a clainm,

Garver confuses particular circumsiances with general
ones, In interpreting the passage on personal identity (B1.B.
p. 62), he takes "ordinary circumstances" to mean "the normal
circumstances in which criteria coincide" and "assuming that these
circumstances are changed" to mean "assuming that the circumstances
of the particular case are abnormal in that criteria do not coin-
cide." Inspecting both Wittgenstein's use of "abnormal case" in
sections 141 and 142 of the Investigations and his examples of
what occurs when the ordinary circumstances under which we use the
word “person" are changed (Bl.B. pp. 61-62) will show that Garver's

equations are not Wittgenstein's, When Wiitgenstein discusses

54E.g., after someone has gone on a crash diet, had a
sex-change operation, or been badly mutilated in a car wreck.
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abnormal cases (P.I. #141-1%2), he discusses exceptional cases
that occur when the relevant general facts of nature remain the
same. He maintains that, the relevant general facts of nature
being what they are, there can be a collision between the two cri-
teria for when the intended method of projection comes before
someone's mind. The picture and the application can conflict
because although people generally apply this picture like this
(normal cases), they may and sometimes do apply it differently
(abnomal cases).

When Wittgenstein discusses what would happen if the
ordinary circumstances under which we use the word "person" were
changed, however, he discusses not excepticnal cases that occur
when the relevani general facts of nature remain the same, tut
inaginary cases wnhich couid occur if the relevant general facis
of nature were different. He imagines what would happen if all
human bodies looked alike and different sets of characteristics
changed their habitation among these btodies or if it were usual
for human beings to have two characters, like Dr. Jekyll and Mr.
Hyde (B1.B. pp. 61-62).

In equating “abnormal cases in which criteria conflict"
with "cases occurring when the ordinary circumstances are
changed, " Garver assimilates "cases occurring as exceptions when
the general facts of nature remain the same" to “cases imagined
to occur when the general facts of nature are different” and
takes Wittgenstein to be saying that in an zbnomal case where

the criteria for personal identity do not coincide, the concept
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of a person breaks apart, and the term "person" and people's
names no longer have any clear use. But Wittgensteln is not say-
ing that; he is saying that if the general facts of nature on
which our use of the term "person" and people's names are based
were different, the concept of a person would break apart, and
the termm "person® and people's names would no longer have any
clear use. Thus, Wittgenstein thinks our concepts are sturdier
and more flexible than Garver would have us believe. Garver
would have us believe that Wittgenstein thinks our concepts allow
no actual conflicts of criteria. But Wittgenstein maintains that

our concepts allow actual conflicts of criteria in exceptional

cases. What they do not allow is that those cases become the

H

or then our expressions would lose their point (2.I. #142).

rule,
Je can now conclude that Garver's analysis of criterial
conflicts must be rejected. Nonetheless, we may be able to sal-
vage Canfield’'s interpretation, for Canfield never states that
*nomal particular circumstances are "circumstances in which
criteria coincide,"” and that equation is what would make his
interpretation incompatible with Wittgenstein's doctrine of cri-
terial conflicts. T shall now examine Wittgenstein's remarks on
particular circumstances and then see whether an explanation of
"normal particular circumstances" can be given that will make

Canfield's interpretation acceptable,



98

Particular Circumstances

In talking about the particular circumstances, or the
circumstances of the particular case, Wittgenstein is talking
about the particular situation or context in which someone does
something, including not only the physical and temporal setting
in vwhich he does it, but also what happens before and afterwards.
Discussing what pointing to a thing's shape rather than its color
consists in, he writes that whether we should say that someone
pointed to the shape and not the color would depend on "the cir-
cumstances-~-that is, on what happened tefore and after the
pointing" (P.I. #35). He also writes: “We use the words 'meaning’,
‘believing', 'intending', in such a way that they rerer to certain

acts, states of mind given certain circumstances"” and explains this

by discussing the use of the expression "checkmating sometody"
(Br.B. p. 147; emphasis mine), If two people were playing a game
of chess and one attacked the other's king so that no escape or
defense was possible, we would say that the one partner had
checkmated the other. But if a child playing with chessmen placed
some of them on a chess board and went through the motions of
attacking a king, we would not say that the child had checkmated
someone (Br.B. p. 147). Attacking a king so that no escape or
defense is possible is checkmating somebody only in the particul~r
circunstances of "vlaying a game of chess," "solving a chess
problem,” and so on (P.I. #33). Similarly, following the outline
of something with your eyes as you point to it is pointing to the
thing's shape only in such particular circumstances as playing a

game of picking out shapes (P.I. #33-35).
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For Wittgenstein, the difference between general circum-
stances and particular circumstances is the obvious difference
between general facts of nature and the particulars of an indi-
vidual situation, and the difference between particular circum-
stances and criteria is roughly that between a person's particular
situation (setting or circumstances) and his response to it.
Although most interpreters explain the difference between
particular circumstances and criteria in this way,55 this
explanation is not completely accurate; for Wittgenstein sometimes
includes some of the person's responses as particular circumstances.
He writes that whether we should say that someone pointed to the
shape and not the color would depend on "the circumstances--that
is, on what happened before and afier the pointing” (P.I. #33),
and that what happened before and after the pointing might include
certain of the person's previous and subsequent responses. More-
over, in chapter II, we learned that Wittgenstein equates "crite-
ria"” with "characteristic features" and compares criteria for
believing what you say to friendly facial features, insisting that
we say these eyes make the face look friendly partly because when
we notice the friendly expression of a face, our attention is
drawn to a particular feature, such as the 'friendly eyes', and
does not rest on other features although they, too, are responsible
for the friendly exvression (Br.B. . 145). Applying these remarks
to criteria for psychological states, we get something like this:

#e say that this piece of behavior is a criterion for the siate in

55See, for example, Hyde,“Wittgenstein and Criteria,’
p. 90.
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question because our attention is drawn to it and does not rest
on other aspects of the situation--including the person's other
responses--although they too are responsible for our ascribing
the state in question to that person. Thus, the particular
circumstances include not only the particular physical and tem-
poral setting, but also what people, including the person exhib-
iting the criterial response, say and do before and after the
criterial response is exhibited.

Now that we have an idea what Wittgenstein counts as
particular circumstances, we can investigate his view of their
role in the criterial relationship. As we saw in chapter II,
Wittgenstein thinks a craving for generality makes people ignore
the circumstances of the particular case and look for someining
common to all the cases to which we apply a general texm (Bl.3.
pp. 17-20). As I argued in chapter I, he also thinks that this
search for a common element has resulted in mentalism--the mis-
leading view that what stands behind and gives importance to
characteristic expressions of toothache, being able to go on,
etc., are peculiar mental states, events, or processes. He shows
how mentalism develops and why it is misleading when he imagines
a game where A writes down a series of numbers while B watches
him and tries to find a law for the series (Br.B. pp. 112-114 &
P,I. #151-155). If B succeeds, he says, “Now I can go on."
According to Wittgenstein, all sorts of things can happen here.
For example, while A writes down the numbers, B might try different

formulas to see if they fit the series., After A writes “19," B
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tries the formula "ap = n2 + n - 1" and the next number confirms
his guess, Or perhaps B does not try different formulas, but
watches A write down the series of numbers with a feeling of
tension and with all sorts of vague ideas floating through his
head, and then says to himself, "He's squaring and always adding
one." Or B may simply look at the series, say "Of course I can
go on,” and continue it. Or he may say nothing and simply con-
tinue the series. In each case, B could continue the series, but
in each case something different took place: 1in one, he tried
different formulas until he found one that fit the series; in
another, he did not try different formulas, but watched until he
thought of the formula that fit; in others, he neither tried
different formulas ncr thought of the one that £it, tut simoly
@watched and then continued the series with or without saying "Cf
course I can go on” (Br.B. pp. 112-113 & P.I. #151).
Faced with these different cases, we are tempted to think

(as the mentalist does) that although there does not appear to be
any element common to them all, there must be one or we would not
call them all cases of B's being able to go on. This temptation,
Wittgenstein says, misleads us.

. « .We are inclined to say "to be able to. . ." must

mean more than just uttering the formula--and in fact

more than any one of the occurrences we have descrited,

And this, we go on, shows that saying the formula was

only a symptom of B's teing able tc go on, and that ii

was not the ability of going on itself, Now what is

misleading in this is that we seem to intimate that

there is one peculiar activity, process, or state called

"being able to go on" which somehow is hidden from ouxr

eyes but manifests itself in those occurrences which we

call symptoms (as an inflammation of the mucous membranes
of the nose produces the symptom of sneezing). This is
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the way talking of symptoms, in this case, misleads us.

When we say "Surely there must be something else behind

the mere uttering of the formula, as this alone we

should not call 'being able to. . .'", the woxd "behind"

here is certainly used metaphorically, and 'behind' the

utterance of the formula may be the circumstances under

which it is uttered. (Br.B. p. 113)
Since something different happens in each case, wWe are inclined to
say that the different occurrences camnot be all there is to B's
being able to continue the series. They must be the symptoms of
some peculiar mental state called "being able to go on" that is
hidden from us, but manifests itself in those occurrences we call
symptoms. Thus, the different cases do contain a common element,
viz., the mental state of being able to go on. Accordingly, when

B utters the formula or says "Now I can go on," we sayv that he can
continue ithe series because we think his saying such things is a
symptom of the presence of the mental state of being able to go on.
When a parrot utters the formula or says "Now I can go on," however,
Wwe do not say that he can continue the series because we do not
think that the parrot's saying such things is a symptom of the
presence of the mental state of being able to go on.

What has happened now, Wittgenstein tells us, is this:
the essentialist assumption that there must be something common to
all cases of B's being able to continue the series has led us to
compare the different things that happen when B can continue to
the symptoms of a disease, Ye have reasoned that just as an
inflammation of the mucous membranes of the nose produces the
symptom of sneezing, so a hidden mental state called "being able

to go on" produces the occurrences we call symptoms of being able
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to go on. But this comparison misleads us. We think that the
presence of the mental state determines whether B can continue the
series and that such occurrences as B's uttering the formula or
saying "Now I can go on" are mere symptoms of that state, and
this leads us to misunderstand the role of such occurrences in the
language-game, to search for a mental state called "being able to
go on" that cannot possibly be found, and to ignore the circum-
stances of the particular case.

Wittgenstein insists that so long as we assume the

existence of a hidden mental state which determines whether we
say that B can continue the series, we will be led to the mistaken

view thal sucnh occurrences as 3's uttering the fornula oxr saying
“"Now I can g0 on" can function only as symptoms of that state. I
we abandon the assumption that there is such a state, however, we
will be free to examine such occurrences to see how they actually
function. And when we examine them, we will find that they
function not as symptoms, but as criteria, or characteristic
features, for someone's being able to go on.

Wittgenstein thinks that comparing occurrences like B's
uttering the formula or saying "Now I can go on" to disease symp-
toms not only leads us to misunderstand the role of such occur-
rences, but also leads us to look for a mental state called "being

able to go on” that cannot possibly be found because it is a

grammatical fiction: a fictitious entity that purports to explain

the use of a word or phrase, but fails i{o do so. When we found

nothing common to the various cases of B's being able to go on, we
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insisted that there must be a common element and concluded that since
We had not found it, it must be hidden. According to Wittgenstein,
our insistence revealed a mistaken assumption about the use of the
phrase "being able to go on," viz., that every case of someone's
being able to go on has a common element that justifies our calling
it a case of someone's being able to go on. And that mistaken
assumption led us to look for a hidden mental state. Wittgenstein
compares our error here to the error of someone who, when told
that the word "chair" does not mean this particular chair, tries
to look inside to find the real meaning of the word "chair." His
search is misguided because it is based on the mistaken assumption

o0

nat the word "chair” is a proper name. dnalogously, our search

ct-

Y

for the hidden menial state called "being able to go on" is ais-

b

guided because it is based on the mistaken assumption that the
phrase "being able to go on" refers to a common element that is
present in all cases of someone's being able to go on and justifies
our calling them cases of being able to go on (Br.B. p. 113 & P.I.
#153-155).

Wittgenstein thinks we should not search for the mental
state called "being able to go on" not only because we would be
searching for a grammatical fiction, but also because searching
for it turms us away from the only examination tnat can help us to
understand the use of the phrase "being able to go on,” i,e., the
examination of such things as B's uttering the fommula or saying

"Now I can go on" and of the particular circumstances in which

those things occur (Bl.B. pp. 19-20).
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We assumed the existence of a mental state called "being
able to go on" because we thought such occurrences as B's uttering
the formula could show us that B could continue the series only if
they were symptoms of such a state. But Wittgenstein argues that
such occurrences show us that B can continue the series without
being symptoms of such a state, for what stands behind such occur-
rences and enables them to justify our saying B can continue the
series is not some peculiar mental state, but the circumstances of
the particular case. Thus, certain kinds of behavior do not show
us something is so only when they are symptoms of peculiar mental
states, events, or processes; they show us something is so only in

certain rariicular circumsiances (Br.B. DD.

155). B’s uttering the formula, for example, does not show us
that he can continue the series only when it is a symptom of a
peculiar mental state; it shows us that he can continue it only in
such particular circumstances as playing the game of continuing
the series and only given such particular circumstances as that B
has learned algebra and has used such formulas before (P.I. #179).

According to Wittgenstein, then, certain kinds of behav-
ior function as criteria for a particular psychological state,
event, or process only in certain particular circumstances. But
in which particular circumstances? Malcolm attempis to answer

this question in "Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigationms,”

where he argues that, for Wittgenstein, propositions describing
the criterion of someone’s being in pain do not logically entail

the proposition "He is in pain" because "a criterion is satisfied
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only in certain clrcumstances.“56 The expressions of pain are

not a criterion of pain when someone 1s rehearsing for a play,
acting under hypnotic suggestion, engaging in a hoax, and so on.
Malcolm's explanation does not seem to fit Wittgenstein®'s remarks;
however, for when Wittgenstein says that various types of behavior
are criteria for a certain psychological state, event, or process

only in certain circumstances, the circumstances he rules out are

not those of pretending, rehearsing, acting under hypnosis, etc.;
but those in which the behavior is a criterion either for some
other psychological state, event, or process or for no psycholog-

ical state, event, or process.

B is a criterdon of 2 only in certain circumstances
dittgenstein repeatedly says that various types of

behavior are criteria "only in certain circumstances,” He talks
about our applying different criteria in different circumstances
for a person's reading (P.I. #164) and about the many different
criteria that distinguish, under different circumstances, someone's
believing what he says from his not believing it (Br.B. p. 144).
He even indicates that criteria for someone's believing what he
says are like "friendly facial features" in that just as the same
eyes that nmake a face look friendly do not look friendly, or even
look unfriendly, when combined with certain wrinkles of the fore-
nead, lines around the mouth, -etc.; so the same feature that char-

acterizes a case of believing what you say may not contribute to

ez
JOMa.lcolm, "Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations,”

p. 85.



107
belief, or may even contribute to disbelief, in different surround-
ing circumstances (Br.B. pp. 144-146). 1In Zettel, he writes:

If someone behaves in such-and-such a way under

such-and-such-circumstances, we say that he is sad.
(2. #526)

Pain-behavior and the behavior of sorrow.--These
can only be described along with their extermal occasions.
(If a child's mother leaves it alone it may cry because it
is sad; if it falls down, from pain.) Behavior and kind
of occasion belong together. (Z. #492)

In these passages, the circumstances in which a certain
type of behavior is not a criterion for a certain psychological
state, event, or process are not circumstances in which someone is
pretending or rehearsing for a play, but circumstances in which
the behavior is a criterion for some other psychological state.
For lilttganstein, one and the sam2 Type of behavior may ode an
expression of one psychological state in one situvation and an
expression of another psychological state in a different situation.
Crying, for example, is pain-behavior in a situation in which a
child has fallen down and sadness-behavior in a situation in which
a child's mother leaves it alone. In the former case, crying is
an expression of pain and, therefore, a criterion of pain. 1In
the latter case, crying is not a criterion of pain because it is
not an expression of pain, but an expression of sadness, and,
hence, a criterion of some other psychological state.

In other passages, the circumstances in which a certain
type of behavior is not a criterion for a certain psychological

state, event, or process are not circumstances in which someone

is pretending or rehearsing for a play, but circumstances in which
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the behavior is a criterion for no psychological state. According
to Wittgenstein, we attribute psychological states to human beings
and what are like them (P.I. #360). We do not attribute the abil-
ity to think to pieces of furniture, plants, or birds; and we
hardly attribute it to dogs (Z. #129). Nor do we attribute the
ability to continue a series or the ability to speak to oneself to
parrots or gramophones (P.I. #3). We take certain utterances as

criteria for certain psychological states only in certain particu-

lar circumstances., Uttering the fomula, for example, is a cri-
terion for the utterer's being able to continue the series only
if the utterer is a human being who is playing the game of contin-
uing the sexzies or ifaking an crzl examination or doing scmething
similar, A errot’s utiering the fomule is not a criierion for
its being able to continue the series, not because the parrot is
pretending or rehearsing for a play, but because a parrot is not
a proper subject for such psychological states.

Thus, when Wittgenstein talks about various types of
behavior being criteria only in certain particular circumstances,
his point is that crying, for example, is not a criterion of pain
when it is a criterion for some other psychological state, such as
sadness, or when it is a criterion for no psychological state (e.g.,
when it is done by a doll). Malcolm fails to realize that, for
Wittgenstein, in calling & plece of behavior "pain-behavior," or
"an expression of pain," we must already have included the circum-
stances in which it occurred. Thus, Malcolm's remerks that "a

criterion is satisfied only in cerfain circumstances,"” and that
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"the expressions of pain are a criterion of pain" only in certain
surroundings37 do not explain why propositions describing the
criterion of someone's being in pain fail to entail the proposi-
tion “He is in pain." For although it is true that Wittgenstein
makes a certain type of behavior a criterion of pain only in
certain circumstances, one must already have taken those circum-
stances into account to be able to describe the behavior as "an
expression of pain” or "a criterion of pain." Thus, to paraphrase
Cavell, Malcolm's remarks amount to this: behavior which under
certain circumstances, is an expression of pain, and therefore,
according to Wittgenstein, a criterion of pain, is under those

58

very circumstances, not a criterion of pain.-”

3 + 3 that A Wittt +af o
2ils to realize thal, for Yittgenstein, rarii-

()

Malcoln
cular circumstances play various roles in the criierial relaticn-
ship. First, they determine wnether a given piece of tehavior is
functioning as an expression or criterion of a certain psycholog-
ical state, event, or process. Accordingly, if while sitting in
a dentist's office waiting to have a tooth pulled, a man kept
holding his cheek and moaning, his behavior would be a criterion
for his having a toothache. But if while sitting in a nightclub
listening to 2 comedian, a man who had been laughing all evening
momentarily held his cheek and moaned upon hearing a particularly
bad joke, his behavior would not be a criterion for his having a

toothache because, unlike the dental patient, he was not

571bid.

58stanley Cavell, The Claim of Reason (Witigenstein,
Skeoticism, Morality, and Trazedy) (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1979, p. 43.
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expressing his toothache, but reacting to a particularly bad joke.
And his moaning and holding his cheek were, therefore, not crite-
ria for his having a toothache, but criteria for other things,
such as his having heard and undersiood the joke. Second, the
circumstances of the particular case determine whether a given
piece of behavior that is a criterion for a certain psychological
state, event, or process shows us that the person exhibiting the
behavior is actually in that state. Accordingly, if while sitting
in a dentist's office waiting to have a tooth pulled, a man kept
holding his cheek and moaning, his behavior would be a criterion
for his having a toothache, and if the circumstances were nomal,
would show us that he had a tooihache. 3But if after holiding his
chesk and meaning, the dental paitient suddenly laughed and chided
the other patienis for being sympathetic, his moaning and holding
his cheek would be criteria for his having a toothache, but would
not show us that he had one.

In attempting to explain why propositions describing the
criterion of someone's being in pain do not entail the proposition
“"He is in pain," Malcolm confuses these itwo roles of particular
circumstances, His examples of cases in which someone’s pain-
behavior does not show us that he is in pain--pretending, rehears-
ing for a play, and acting under hypnotic suggestion--are like the
case of the dissembling dental patient, but his explanation fits
cases like that of the nightclub patron. Malcolm's confusing
these two kinds of cases is understandable, for in toth, someone’s

behavior fails to show us that he is in a cexrtain state because of
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the particular circumstances. But the dissembling dental
patient's moaning and holding his cheek fail to show us that he
has a toothache not, as Malcolm would say, because they are not
criteria forxr, or do not satisfy the criterion for, his having a
toothache. His moaning and holding his cheek are criteria for
his having a toothache. This is supported by the fact that to
explain what happened in this case, we musi use the tem
"toothache"” and say something like "the man was pretending to
have a toothache" or he was "feigning toothache." The dissem-
bling dental patient's moaning and holding his cheek fail to show
us that he has a toothache because the surrounding circumstances
reveal that he is only pretending to have a toothache. It is the
nightciub patron’s moaning and holding nis chesk that fail fto show
us that he has a toothache because ithey are not critexria for, or
do not satisfy the criterion for, his having a toothache.

Malcolm characterizes cases of pretending to be in pain
as cases in which the expressions of pain are not criteria for
pain, but there can be no such cases for Wittgenstein because he
equates “expressions of pain" with “criteria of pain" (P.I, #2Ub;
N.f.L. p. 283), and because he characterizes cases of pretending
to be in pain as cases in which criteria of pain (or expressions
of pain, or pain-behavior) are present, but fail to show us that
the person exhibiting them is in pain because of the surrounding

circumstances.
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pretence: criteria of P are present,
but fail to show us that P

In analyzing cases of pretence, Wittgenstein first tells
us we are tempted to think that what distinguishes cases of
actually being, having, or doing something from cases of pretence
is the presence of some particular mental state, event or process.
We are tempted to think, for example, that what distinguishes
reading59 from pretending to read is the presence of a special
conscious mental activity. When we compare a skilled reader's
actually reading the words to a beginner's pretending to read the
words by saying them off by heart, we are tempted to think that
the difference between the two is that the conscious activity of
reading is present in the mind of the skilled reader, bdut absent
from the mind of the beginner. But Wittgenstein insistis that
“the same thing may take place in the consciousness of the pupil
who is ’pretending’ to read, as in that of the practised reader
who is 'reading'" (P.I. #156) so that what happens in conscious-
ness does not distinguish reading from pretending to read. What
distinguishes them is the particular situation. Wittgenstein
holds that criteria for the person's reading are present in both
cases, but the particular circumstances detemmine whether they
show us that the person is actually reading or that he is only

pretending to read, The criteria for someone’s reading include

59For purposes of his investigation, Wittgenstein is
not counting the understanding of what is read as pazrt of ‘read-
ing'. "Reading is here the activity of rendering out loud what
is written or printed; and zlso of writing from dictation, writ-
ing out something printed, playing from a score, and so on" {P.I.

#156).
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his looking at the printed words and saying them out loud. Ordi-
narily, someone who looks at printed words and says them out loud
is reading. If, for example, someone who has learned to read
English picks up an English newspaper he has never seen before
and while looking at it says the printed words out loud, he is
reading. But if someone who has not learned to read Cyrillic
script memorizes & Russian sentence and then says it out loud
while looking at the printed words, he is just pretending to read
(P.I. #159). In both cases, criteria for the person’s reading
are present, but only in the first case do they show us that the
person is reading. In that case, the particular circumstances
were that the man had been taught to read English and had never
Seen tne newspaper vefore; and in those circumsitances, his looking
at the paper and saying the printed words out loud showed that he
was reading., In the second case, the particular circumstances
were that the man had not learnmed to read Cyrillic script, but had
previously memorized the sentence; and in those circumstances, his
looking at the printed sentence and saying it out loud did not
show that he was reading. Thus, Wittgenstein's analysis of the
difference between genuine cases and cases of pretence is that
criteria are present in both, but show us that the thing is so
only in the former; and what detemmines whether they show us that
the thing is so is not the presence of some mental state, event,
or process, but the circumsiances of the particular case (R.P.P.
I, #824).

Thus, for Wittgenstein, the circumstances of the partic-

ular case determmine toth whether a certain kind of benavier is a
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criterion for a certain psychological state and whether behavior
that is a criterion for a certain state shows us that the person
exhibiting it is in that state. Malcolm falled to distinguish
these roles of particular circumstances, and his failure led him
to conflate the possibility of knowing in a particular case
whether certain behavior is a criterion for a certain thing with
the possibility of knowing in a particular case whether behavior
that is a criterion for a certain thing shows us that the thing is
so. This led him to the mistaken view that, for Wittgenstein, the
satisfaction of the criterion for something establishes the exist-
ence of that thing beyond question.éo

Malcolm's view must be rejected because it is incompat-
ible with Jitigenstein’s general analysis of preience. If, as
Malcolm maintains, the satisfaction of a thing’s criterion estab-
lishes the thing's existence beyond question, then there can be
no cases of pretence as characterized by Wittgenstein. For he
holds that in cases of pretence, a person exhibits criteria for
something; but because of the particular circumstances, those
criteria do not show us the thing is so. Malcolm's view leaves
no room for this; on his view, if the criteria are satisfied,

then the thing is so regardless of the circumstances.

acting under hypnosis and rehearsing for a play
On Wittgenstein®s analysis, cases of pretending to be in

pain are cases in which criteria for someone's being in pain are

60Ma1colm, "dittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations,"

p. 8.
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exhibited, but fail to show us that the person exhibiting them is
in pain because of the surrounding circumstances. Malcolm and
Cavell group pretending, acting under hypnosis, and rehearsing for
a play.‘s1 But would Wittgenstein characterize acting under hypno-
sis and rehearsing for a play as he characterizes pretending?
Austin argues that it is misleading to characterize acting as
pretending to be in pain, for in acting there is no question of
there being a "reality-dissembled, about which the audience is to
be hoodwinked."62 Cavell argues that pretending, acting under
hypnosis, and rehearsing for a play are alike in that in describing
each, we retain the concept of pain., Well then, would Wittgenstein
characterize cases of acting under hypnosis and cases of acting in
a2 play as cases in which someone’s behavior is a criterion for his
being in pain, but fails to show us that he is in pain because of
the surrounding circumstances?

Wittgenstein does not discuss cases of acting under hyp-
nosis, but I think he would say that in such cases although the
person exhibited criteria for being in pain, the surrounding cir-
cumstances--viz, his being hypnotized and his post-hypnotic report
that he does not recall being in pain--would show us that he was
not really in pain. Thus, Wittgenstein's characterization of
cases of pretence applies to cases of acting under hypnotic sug-

gestion.

627, L. Austin, "Pretending," in his Philosophical
Papers (2nd ed.; New York: Oxford University Press, 1970), b.

2£0.
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Does Wittgenstein's characterization of cases of pretence
also apply to cases of rehearsing for or acting in a play? There

is a passage on plays in the Investigations:

I describe a psychological experiment: the apparatus,
the questions of the experimenter, the actions and replies
of the subject--and then I say that it is a scene in a play.--
Now everything is different. . . .

It is like the relation: physical object-sense-
impressions. Here we have two different language-games
and a complicated relation between them.--If you try to
reduce their relations to a simple formula you go wrong.
(P.1I. p. 180)

In “"Notes for the 'Philosophical Lecture'," Wittgenstein explains
his view by supposing that someone asks, "Are people murdered in

tragedies or aren't they?" One answer to this question is "In

soms iragedies people are murdered,” another is "People aren':t

re2lly nurdersd on the stage, they only pretend to murder and to
die,” But the latier answer is ambiguous, for "pretend" may be
used in either of two senses., It may be used in the sense in
which Edgar pretended to have led Gloucester to the cliff, But
then the answer would be incorrect, for some characters really die
in tragedies (e.g., Juliet at the end of the play, whereas earlier
she only pretended to die). Or it may be used in the sense in
which the dissembling dental patient pretended to have a toothache,
i.e., in the ordinary sense. And then it would be correct to say,
"People aren'’t really murdered on the stage, they onliy pretend to
murder and to die.” Thus, the words "really,"” "pretend,” "die,"
etc., are used in a particular way in speaking of a play and
differently in ordinary life. "The criteria for a man dying in a

play aren’t the same as those of his dying in reality"; indeed,
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one may say that they "are utterly dissimilar though there is of
course a connection" (N.f.P.L. pp. 52-54).

According to Wittgenstein, if we are using "pretend" in
the ordinary sense, it is correct to say that on the stage, actors
pretend to murder and die. Thus, like Malcolm and Cavell, Witt-
genstein assimilates cases of acting in a play to cases of pretence
and holds that in both, criteria for pain are exhibited, but fail
to show us that the person exhibiting them is in pain because of
the surrounding circumstances. Implicit in Wittgenstein's contrast
between the language-game of talking about a play and our ordirary
language-games, however, is a distinction between cases of acting
in a play and cases of pretence overlooked by Malcolm and Cavell,
When the dissembling dental tatisnt moans and holds his chesk, his
behavior is a criterion for his having a toothache; but when an
actor in a play moans and holds his cheek, his behavior is a cri-
terion not for his having a toothache, but for his character’'s
having one. Thus, we might say that the circumstances of the
varticular case determine not only what psychological state a
certain type of behavior is a criterion of, but also whose psycho-
logical state it is a criterion of. In ordinary life, a piece of
behavior is typically a criterion for the psychological state of
the person exhibiting it; but in a play, a piece of behavior is
typically a criterion for the psychological state of the character
portrayed.

Thus, Cavell is correct in his belief that Jittgenstein

holds cases of acting in a play to be like cases of pretence in
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that in both, criteria for pain are exhibited, but fail to show
us that the person exhibiting them is in pain because of the cir-
cumstances. But Cavell is wrong in failing to realize that, for
dittgenstein, cases of acting in a play differ from cases of pre-
tence in that whereas the pretender's behavior is a criterion for
his psychological state, the actor's behavior is a criterion for
his character's psychological state.

Like Malcolm, Canfield fails to recognize the various
roles particular circumstances play in criterial relations. Can-
field writes: "in general, in a criterial rule used to teach a
language game or used in the practice of one, there will be no
statement given of general facts of nature and nommally existing
circumstances that form the tackground against which the criterion
is used."63 But "normally exisiing circumsiances" is ambiguous:
it can mean (1) “"circumstances in which criteria coincide,"” (which
is itself ambiguous), or (2) "circumstances in which a certain
psychological state, event, or process is noxrmally to be expected,”
or (3) "circumstances in which one is not pretending, rehearsing,
acting under hypnotic suggestion, etc." We have already seen that
normally existing circumstances in the first sense do not form the
background necessary for a certain type of behavior to be a cri-
terion for a certain psychological state, event, or process; that
background is formed by normally existing circumstances in the
second sense. Normelly extisting circumstances in the third sense

form the background against which a piece of behavior that is a

83Canfield, “Criteria and Rules of Language,” 79.
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criterion for a certain psychological state shows us that the
person exhibiting the behavior is in that state. Canfield gives
examples illustrating both roles of particular circumstances.éu

Yet, Canfield would characterize both cases like that
of the nightclub patron and cases like that of the dissembling
dental patient as cases in which the linguistic rule that a cri-
terion entails that for which it is a criterion does not apply.
But this characterization ignores the important difference between
the two types of cases. In the former, the linguistic rule does
not apply because no criterion for the thing in question is
present. In the latter, the rule does not apply because this case
is an exception to it; in this case, the criterion is present, but
that for wnich it is a criterlon is noi, so that in this case the
criterion does not entail that for which it is a criterion. 4s
presented, Canfield's view is inadequate, but it could be modified
to accommodate the various roles particular circumstances play in
criterial relations and would then read something like this:
given certain general facts of nature, it is a rule of language
that in certain particular circumstances, B (a certain type of
behavior) is a criterion of P (a particular psychological state,
event, or process) and in such circumstances someone's exhibiting
B entails his being in P provided that the particular circumstances
are normal. I will discuss whether this modified version of Can~
field's view is an acceptable interpretation of Wittgenstein's

criterial relationship after I have shown how the noninductive-

64Tvia,, 77.
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evidence view acknowledges and characterizes, but sometimes con-
fuses, the various roles particular circumstances play in crite-
rial relations.
Unlike Malcolm and Canfield, noninductivists acknowledge
the different roles particular circumstances play in criterial

relations. Chihara and Fodor characterize their first role by

saying that "X is & criterion of Y in situations of type S";
their second by saying that Y may be applied on the basis of X
“in normal situations of type S." 1In explaining Wittgenstein's
notion of a critericn, Chihara and Fodor consider the game of
basketball in which "the ball going through the basket satisfies

a criterion for scoring a field goal,“65 and explain that the ball

o]

nust be "in play" for it to be rossible to score a field goal by

ct

tossing the ball ithrough the basket., This explains the firs
role of particular circumstances. But no explanation is given of
their second role.

Complementing Chihara and Fodor, Lycan barely mentions
the first role of particular circumstances, but discusses their
second role in detail. Although his initial introduction of
terms — "in the special case of behavioral criteria for mental

states, I shall speak of someone's fulfilling or satisfying a

criterion when his behavior-cum-circumstances constitutes that
Pl
criterion's obtaining"‘)é——sounds like Malcolm's interpretation,

Lycan distinguishes the two roles of particular circumstances,

85Chihara and Fodor, "Operetionalism,” p. 391.

(o8

P
SLycan, "Noninductive Bvidence," 109.
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which Malcolm conflates, 1In this passage, Lycan characterizes the
first role of particular circumstances, viz. that of determining
whether certain behavior is a criterion for a given psychological
state. But he never explains this role. His concern is with the
second role of particular circumstances, which he discusses in
detail in his three explanations of the noninductive-evidence view.

Using a context wherein he and a skeptic have observed
that a criterion X for Y has been fulfilled and are arguing about
whether Y obtains, Lycan asks us to suppose he is rolling on the
ground, emitting agonized shrieks, etc.,, and that the skeptic none-
theless denies his being in pain, According to Lycan's first
explaration of the noninductive-evidence view, the skeptic must
Justify his denial by showing that there is something exiraordi-
nary atout the situation, e.g., Lycan is faking, or has a pro-
nounced nervous tic, or usually acts that way when someone reads
Hegel to'him.67

Although Lycan claims to be using a context in which
the criterion of pain has been fulfilled, some of his examples
are situations in which someone's rolling on the ground, emitting
agonized shrieks, etc., are not criteria of pain., If Lycan acts
that way because he has a pronounced nervous tic, then his behavior
is not pain-behavior, but a tic, and thus does not fulfill a cri-

terion of pain, Similariy, if he is behaving like that because

03

Hegel is being read to him, then his behavior is not pain-behavior,

and does not fulfill a criterion of pain. Although Lycan sometimes
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confuses the different roles of particular circumstances, unlike
Malcolm and Canfield, he at least recognizes that there are differ-
ent roles and attempts to characterize them. In fact, if we
ignore his inappropriate examples and concentrate on his appro-
priate example of feigning pain, Lycan's presentation seems to
explain adeguately the second role of particular circumstances in
the criterial relationship.

According to Lycan's second explanation, "If X is a cri-
terion of Y, theﬁ ££ is a necessary truth that X is evidence for Y"
also means that in an ordinary case in which I know that X cbtains
and in which there is no reason to think that Y does not, though

it is not logically incoherent for me to suppose that Y does not

ootain, it is logically inconerent for me to dammand Jurther jus-
tification that Y obtains. Lycan applies this thesis to the
sceptic's demand for further justification:
I go through my justificatory procedure for the Sceptic’s
benefit: "The subject's just been run over by a cement-
mixer; his leg now has a 900 bend at the shin; he's scream-
ing and begging for morphine; his facg is horribly con-
torted. . . ah, now he's passed out."©
Lycan has given the best possible sort of justification, yet, after
hearing all this, the skeptic still is not satisfied. He wants
more; he wants a justification that insures the subject's being in
pain. But no such justification is possible.69
v

According to Lycan's third explanation, "If X is a cri-

terion of Y, then it is a necessary truth that X is evidence for I"

&81bid., 112,

69This point w#ill be discussed in chapter T,
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means that if we understand the use of Y, we will see the impro-
priety of asking for further justification because criteria are
the ultimate court of appeal in deciding questions to which they
are relevant; even though they neither provide deductive certainty
nor exhaust the meanings of the texms whose use they govern.”0

As initially formulated, the noninductive-evidence view
read: if B (a certain kind of behavior) is a criterion of P (a
particular psychological state, event, or process), then it is a
necessary truth that B is evidence for P. Having seen how nonin-
ductivists acknowledge and characterize the different roles partic-
ular circumstances play in criterial relations, we can now state
their view as follows: if B is a criterion of P in situations of
type S, then it is a necessary truth that 3 shows us that ? in
normal situations of type S. The noninductive-evidence view is
superior to Canfield's in that noninductivists acknowledge and
characterize the different roles particular circumstances play in
criterial relations. But is the noninductive-evidence view supe-
rior to my modified version of Canfield's view which includes the
various roles of particular circumstances? Before answering that
question, I must examine further Wittgenstein's views on the types

of circumstances and their roles in criterial relations.

The Criterial Relationship

My previous examination of Wittgenstein's views on the

types of circumstances and their roles in criterial relations made

MO1bid., 112, Lycan's three explanations will be
discussed more fully in chapters IV and V.
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it clear that Wittgenstein thinks there are two types of circum-
stances~-~the general facts of nature and the circumstances of the
particular case--that play different roles in criterial relations.
Certain general facts of nature provide the necessary background
for the significant functioning of criterially governed concepts
while the circumstances of the particular case determine whether
certain behavior is a criterion for someone's being in a certain
psychological state and whether behavior that is a criterion for
someone's being in a certain psychological state shows us that the
person exhibiting it is in that state. The differences between these
types of circumstances and their roles in criterial relations
will become clearer if we contrast the status of the provositions
stating them.

Prorositions stating general circumstances have the

same status as the propositions that Moore?l claims to know:
both are part of the foundation of our language.

I want to say: propositions of the form of empirical
propositions, and not only propositions of logic, form the
foundation of all operating with thoughts (with language).
(0.Cc. #401)

In the passage succeeding this one, Wittgenstein adds that the
expression “propositions of the form of empirical propositions” is
thoroughly bad and that “the statements in question are statements
about material objects™ (0.C. #402). The propositions he has in
mind here are propositions, such as “the earth existed for many

years past,”™ of which Moore claims to have certain knowledge

71George Tdward Moore, "A Defense of Common Sense" in
his Philoscphical Papers (New York: Collier RBooks, 1966), Do. 32-

59.
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(0.C. #411). But like the Moorean propositions, the propositions
"People characteristically moan and hold their cheeks when they
have toothaches" and "People's bodies change their appearance only
gradually and comparatively little,” are what Wittgenstein calls
"propositions of the form of empirical propositions," for although
they look like empirical propositions, they function like logical
ones (0.C. #136). Ordinary eapirical propositions are taught to
children, serve as hypotheses to be tested, and are liable to
doubt, These propositions, on the other hand, are not taught to
children, do not serve as hypotheses to be tested, and are exempt
from doubt.

Unlike ordinarv empirical propositions, "provositions of
the form of empirical propositions” are not taught to children.
A child “learns to believe a host of things" (0.C. #1L44), He
learns, for example, "that someone climbed this mountain many years
ago" (0.C. #143). But he does not learn that this mountain existed
many years ago; the question whether it did never arises. 1In
learning that someone climbed the mountain many years ago, however,
he also takes in the consequence that the mountain existed then.
Similarly, a child learns to identify persons on the basis of their
appearance, but he does not learn that human bodies change their
appearance only gradually and comparatively little. In learning
to identify persons, however, he also takes in the consequence
that human bodies change gradually and comparatively little,
Wittgenstein thinks this is how it is with such propositions: we
do not explicitly learn them; we assimilate them along with what

we explicitly learn (0.C. #142-143, 152).
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When a child is learning various facts, gquestions about
such things never arise not because children are not bright enough
to think of them, but because such questions make no sense. Witt-
genstein discusses what would happen if a child asked such gquestions
in the following passage:
A pupil and a teacher. The pupil will not let
anything be explained to him, for he continually interrupts
with doubts, for instance as to the existence of things,
the meaning of words, etc. The teacher says "Stop inter-
rupting me and do as I tell you. So far your doubis don't
make sense at all".
Or imagine that the boy questioned the truth of
history (and everything that connects up with it)--and even
whether the earth existed at all a hundred years before.
Here it strikes me as if this doubt were hollow.
(0.C. #310-312)
iccording to Wittgenstein, propositions of the form of
empirical propositions are not questioned as ordinary empirical
propositions are, for unlike ordinary empirical propositions, they
do not function as hypotheses to be tested. We conduct investi-
gations to determine the shape and age of the earth, but we do not
conduct investigations to determine whether the earth has existed
during the last hundred years (0.C. #138), which shows that the
proposition "The earth has existed during the last hundred years"
functions differently from propositions about the shape and age of
the earth: they function as hypotheses to be investigated, but it
does not.
Yittgenstein thinks we assume the proposition "The earth
has existed during the last hundred years" and other such proposi-

tions not because We cannot investigate everything, and are, there-

fore, forced to assume them, but because all operating with
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thoughts or language requires that they be exempt from doubt.

. « « all enquiry on our part is set so as to exempt
certain propositions from doubt, if they are ever
formulated. (0.C. #88)

That is to say the questions that we raise and
our doubts depend on the fact that some propositions
are exempt from doubt, are as it were like hinges on
which those turn.

That is to say, it belongs to the logic of our

scientific investigations that certain things are in

deed not doubted. (0.C. #341-342)
Wittgenstein thinks our questions, doubts, and investigations
require that certain propositions be exempt from doubt. When
Lavoisier conducts experiments to determine what happens when
substance A reacts with substance B, for example, he does not
doubt that the same thing will happen again given the same cir-
cunstances nor coes he doubt that the apparatus he is using is
rezlly there. His experimenis presupgose these things (0.C.
#167-168). Similarly, if an historian wants to check the accuracy
of the story of Napoleon, he does not wonder whether all the
reports about him are based on sense-deception, forgery, etc.
His investigation presupposes that Napoleon actually existed (0.C.
#163).

Wittgenstein holds that like scientific and historical
investigations, our ordinary language-games require that certain
propositions be exempt from doubt. I{any of the language-games we
play with the word "hand," for example, require that we not raise
doubts about the existence of our hands. When someone says things
like "My hands hurt," or "My right hand is weaker than my left,"

or "Last year I burned my hands,” the existence of his hands is

presupposed. If he tried to doubt thelr existence, he would no
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longer be playing our ordinary language-games; and We would not
understand him (0.C, #369-371, 446). Similarly, our use of some-
one's moaning, holding his cheek, and saying "I have a toothache™
as criteria for his having a toothache requires that we not raise
doubts about whether people characteristically express their tooth-
aches by doing things like moaning, holding their cheeks, and say-
ing, "I have a toothache." When I say of someone, "I know he has
a toothache; he's moaning and holding his cheek,"” the role of
moaning and cheek-holding as characteristic expressions of tooth-
ache is presupposed. If I tried to doubt that role, I would no
longer be playing the ordinary language-game; and no one could be

sure of understanding me, The assumpticn that people characteris-

v

tically express their toothaches by doing things like moaning,
holding their cheeks, and saying "I have a toothache” is essential
to the significant functioning of such behavior as criteria for
someone’s having a toothache. The same is true of criteria for
personal identity: the assumption that the characteristics that
serve as our criteria for personal identity are relatively perma-
nent is essential to the significant functioning of those criteria.
Thus, although they look like empirical propositions,
propositions stating general circumstances do not have an empirical
function. They are not explicitly learned, nor are they hypotheses
to be tested, nor can they be doubted. Their funcilon is logical:
they are part of the foundation of our language and state general
facts of nature which provide the necessary background for the

significant functioning of our criterially governed concepts.
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Having determined the status of propositions stating
general circumstances, we must now determine the status of
propositions stating particular ones. Like propositions stating
general circumstances, propositions stating the various particular
circumstances in which a certain kind of behavior functions as a
criterion for a certain psychological state, event, or process
and shows us that the person exhibiting that behavior is in that
state generally are not explicitly learned. Wittgenstein writes
that we learn the use of the word “thinking" under certain parti-
cular circumstances, but do not learn to describe those circum-
stances. Nonetheless, Wwe can still teach a child to use the word,
for a description of those circumstances is not needed for that.
e simply teach the chiid {the w@word under pariicular circumstances,
We teach it to attribute thinking only to human beings. Although
the child does not explicitly learn the proposition “Only human
beings and creatures that behave like them think," it assimilates
it in learning to use the word "thinking" (Z. #114-117). Thus,
the particular circumstances in which a certain type of behavior
functions as a criterion for a particular psychological state and
shows us that the person exhibiting that behavior is in that state
are similar to the relevant general facts of nature in that neither
is explicitly learned.

Nonetheless, there are important differences between
propositions stating general circumstances and propositions stating
particular ones. One important difference is that while proposi-
tions stating general circumstances must be assumed, propositions

stating particular circumstances may serve as hypotheses to be
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tested. Wittgenstein writes that B's uttering the formula shows
us he can continue the series only given such particular circum-
stances as that B has learned algebra and has used such formulas
before (P.I. #179). We need not assume that B has learned algebra
and used such formulas before; we can conduct investigations to
determine whether these things are true. Similarly, we need not
assume the truth of such propositions as "He has learned to read
English" and “He has never seen this newspaper before,™ which
state particular circumstances in which a person's looking at the
printed words and saying them out loud would show us that he was
reading; we can conduct tests to determine their truth.

ancss differ

W7

ozositions stating pariicular circums
from drovositions stating general ones not only in that the fommer

nay be tested whereas the latter must be assumed, but also in that

propositions stating particular circumstances can be doubted while

propositions stating general ones cannot be. We can doubt whether

someone has learned algebra or previously used algebraic formulas.

We can also doubt whether someone has learned English or previously
seen a certain newspaper.

It should now be clear that although they are like
propositions stating general circumstances in not being explicitly
learned, propositions statiing particular circumstances have a
different status from tnose stating general ones. <rropositions
stating general circumsiances have a peculiar logical role: they
are exempt from doubt and serve as rules for testing; propositions

stating particular circumstances, on the other hand, have an
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empirical role: they are not exempt from doubt and can serve as
hypotheses to be tested. This difference in the roles of the
propositions stating them indicates a difference in the roles
general and particular circumstances play in criterial relations:
general circumstances must be assumed because they are part of the
foundation of our language, whereas particular circumstances need
not be assumed because they are not part of the foundation of
language.,

We have seen that Wittgenstein thinks there are two
types of circumstances--the general facts of nature and the
circumstances of the particutar case--that play different roles in
criterial relations. Certain general facts of nature nrovide the
foundation for the significant functioning of criterially governed
concepts while the circumstances of the particular case determine
both whether certain behavior is funcitioning as a criterion for a
certain psychological state, and if so, whether it shows us that
the person exhibiting the behavior is in that state.

The circumstances of the particular case are similar to
general circumstances in that both are necessary for certain
behavior to be a criterion for a specific psychological state.

They differ in that while general circumstances are always assumed
to be present, particular circumstances are not: we must observe
the circumstances of the particular case to determine whether they
are such that behavior can be a criterion for the state in question.
Despite this difference, these particular circumstances in which
behavior functions as a criterion for a certain psychological state

are not stated in the criterial rule and, therefore, do not play
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the role attributed to circumstances by the entailment view. Thus,
if we let B stand for a certain type of behavior and P for a cer-
tain psychological state, event, or process, both the role of
general circumstances and this role of particular circumstances
can be characterized by saying that B functions as a criterion of
P only in certain general and particular circumstances., In apply-
ing this characterization to criteria for toothache, we get some-
thing like this: someone's holding his cheek and moaning function
as criteria for his having a toothache only in certain general
circumstances, e.g., that people characteristically hold their
cheeks and moan when they have toothaches, and only in the
appropriate particular circumstances, i.e., circumstances which
nake it clear that the person’s moaning and hoiding his cheeik are
functioning as criteria for his having a toothache rather than as
criteria for some other psychological state.

Certain particular circumstances also detemmine whether
behavior functioning as a criterion for a certain psychological
state shows us that the person exhibiting the behavior is in that
state, In this, their role is different from that of the relevant
general facts of nature: they are not necessary for behavior to
function as a criterion of the state in question. Buti since they
are not stated in the criterial rule, they do not play the role
attributed to circumstances by the entailment view. This role of
particular circumstances can be characterized by saying: it is a
rule of language that in normal particular circumstances, someone’s

exhibiting criteriz of P shews us that he is in P.
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We can now combine the preceding characterizations to
obtain an interpretation of Wittgenstein's criterial relationship
that includes the role of general circumstances and both roles of
particular circumstances: 1in certain general circumstances, it is
a rule of language that in certain particular circumstances, B is
a criterion of P, and that in nommal particular circumstances someone's
exhibiting criteria of P shows us that he is in P. Applying this
characterization to criteria for toothache, we get something like
this: 1in certain general circumstances, e.g., that people charac-
teristically hold their cheeks and moan when they have toothaches,
it is a rule of language that in the appropriate particular cir-
cunstances, a verson's holding his cheek and meaning functicn as
criteria for his having a toothache, and that in normal particular
circumstances, a person's exhibiting criteria of toothache shows
us that he has a tooihache.

Is such a complicated formulation really necessary?
Couldn't we simply say that in normal circumstances, criteria of
P show us that P, whereas in abnormal circumstances they don't?
Wittgenstein himself writes: "If, however, one wanted to give
something like a rule here, then it would contain the expression
'in normal circumstances’'” (0.C. #27), and "We have here a normal
case, and abnormal cases, It is only in normal cases that the
use of a word is clearly prescribed; we know, axe in no deubi,
what to say in this or that case" (P.I. #141-142), We could say
that in normal circumstances, criteria of P show us that P, but to
do so would be to ignore the important differences between ihe

various kinds of abnormal cases and what those differences reveal
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about the types of circumstances and their roles in criterial
relations. In each of the following four cases, we would not say
that the person who moans and holds his cheek has a toothache.

And in each case we would not say it because of the circumstances,

but "because of the circumstances" has a different sense in each
case;

(1) If someone living in a world where moaning
and holding one's cheek Wwere not natural expressions
of toothache moaned and held his cheek, we would not
say that he had a toothache because such a world's
general facts of nature would make it impossible for
someone's moaning and holding his cheek to function
as criteria for his having a itcecthache,

(2) When the nightclub patron moaned and held
his cheek, we did not say that he had a toothache
because the circumstances of the particular case
showed us that his moaning and holding his cheek were
functioning not as criteria for his having a toothache,
but as criteria for other things, such as his having
heard and understood the joke.

(3) When the dissembling dental patient moaned
and held his cheek, we did not say that he had a tooth-
ache because,although his moaning and holding his cheek
were functioning as criteria for his having a toothache,
the circumstances of the particular case showed us that

he was only pretending to have a toothache.
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(%) Finally, if an actor on the stage moaned and

held his cheek, we would not say that he had a tooth-
ache because the circumstances of the particular case
would show that his moaning and holding his cheek were
criteria not for his having a toothache, but for his
character's having one.

I have attempted to formulate an interpretation of
Wittgenstein's criterial relationship that acknowledges the two
types of circumstances and accurately characterizes their various
roles in criterial relations. Many interpreters fail to do
either., Garver confuses the two types of circumstances and is
thereby led to the mistaken view that Wittgenstein allows no
actual criterial conflicis. Canfield adeguately chavacterizes
the role of general circumsiances, but fails to distinguish from
it the various roles of particular circumstances, Malcolm con-
fuses the different roles of particular circumstances and is
thereby led to the mistaken view that in cases of pretending to
be in pain, the criteria for pain are not satisfied. Only the
proponents of the noninductive-evidence view distinguish differ-
ent roles for particular circumstances, and even they sometimes
confuse their different roles.

Thus far, the noninductive-evidence view--if B is a cri-
terion of P in situations of type S, then it is a necessary truth
that B shows us that P in normal situations of type S--and the
modified version of Canfield’s view--in certain general circum-
stances, it is a rule of language that in certain particular

circumstances, B is a criterion of P, and in such circumstances,
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someone's exhibiting B entails his being in P provided that those
circumstances are normal--appear to come closest to being accept-
able interpretations of Wittgenstein's criterial relationship.
Both interpretations differ from mine--in certain general circum-
stances it is a rule of language that in certain particular cir-
cumstances, B is a criterion of P, and that in normal particular cir-
cumstances, someone'’s exhibiting criteria of P shows us that
he is in P--in the following respects: whereas they state that in
the right circumstances, the presence of a single criterion of P
either entails or shows us that P; my interpretation states that
in the right circumstances, the presence of criteria of P shows
us that P. This difference is significant, for as I demonstrated
in chapter 17, Hittgenstein equates the cxiteria for a family-
resemblance term with the various characteristic features that
form the resemblances among the term’s referents and holds that
even in the right circumstances, the presence of a single such
characteristic feature need not justify the application of the
term. Accordingly, for apsychological family-resemblance term,
somneone's exhibiting a single criterion for the term in the right
circumstances need not show us that the term applies to him. I
purposely do not specify how many criteria are required in the
right circumstances to show us that the thing is so because Witt-
genstein holds that for some things, such as angina, one criterion
may be sufficient to show us that the thing is so, whereas for
others, such as games, several may be required.

Canfield's interpretation differs from both mine and the

noninductivists' in that his mekes criterial rules of language
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complicated entailments or iruth conditions, whereas the noninduc-

tivists' interpretation and my interpretation make criterial rules

of language complicated justification conditions. The significance

of this difference will be investigated in chapter IV, It now
looks as if my interpretation is much closer to the noninductivists'
than to Canfield's.

But the noninductive-evidence view differs from both my
view and Canfield's view in failing to mention general circum-
stances. Indeed, Canfield argues that the noninductive-evidence
view is an unacceptable account of Wittgenstein's criterial rela-
tionship because it ignores the role of general circumstances., At
first blush, Canfield's criticism seems warranted., After polnting
out that the view's italk of "necessary truth" is otscure and that
sone pnilosophers may have veen led to obvject to the view by an
1llegitinate importation of the modal operator, which yields the
view that "If X is a criterion of Y, then X is necessary evidence
for Y,"?Z Canfield keeps the modal operator outside the central
position and interprets the view as follows: "where X is a cri-
terion for Y, it is true in all possible worlds that X is evidence
for ¥."?3 Canfield then argues that although this interpretation
of the noninductive-evidence view is more plausible, it is shown
to be false by the following counterexample. Suppose that the
criterion for being a grandmaster in chess is having a rating

above 2,500, According %o the noninductive-evidence view, a

72¢znfield, “Criteria and Rules of Language,"” 85.

731vid.




138

person's having a rating above 2,500 is evidence for his being a
grandmaster in all possible worlds, But we can imagine a possible
world in which the moment a chess master achieves a rating of over
2,500 he loses all his acquired knowledge of chess strategy and
reverts to the state of a novice and in which this phenomenon is
well known. In this world, a person's having achieved a rating of
over 2,500 would not be evidence that he was a grandmaster, but
would be evidence that he was not a grandmaster., Thus, Canfield
concludes, the noninductive-evidence view is incompatible with the
fact that Wittgensteinian criteria operate in language against a
background of certain circumstances. In these circumstances, we
use X as a criterion of Y. These circumstiances do not change, and
He ars not'incommoded by the mere possibility that they might. "
Yet this possibility exists, and because it exists, the noninduc-
tive-evidence view fails.74

In chapter IV, I examine both Wittgenstein's notions of
meaning, convention, possibiliity, and necessity and the connections
between those notions and his notion of a criterion. I then argue
that Canfield's criticism of the noninductive-evidence view fails
because it ignores that both the proponents of that view and the

later Wittgenstein embrace constructivist notions of necessity and

possibility.

PH1vid,., 35-87.



CHAPTER IV
CRITERIA AND MEANING

According to Wittgenstein, a term's criteria play an
explicit role in teaching and learning the term, and the particular
circumstances in which those criteria function play an implicit
role in those activities. In the Blue Book, Wittgenstein writes
that when he learned to use the phrase "so-and-so has a2 toothache,®
the kinds of behavior (such as someone's moaning and nolding nis
cheek) that serve as criteria for someone's having a toothache were
pointed out to him (Bl.B. p. 24%). And in the Investigations, he
indicates that a process in the larynx or brain is not a criterion
of my doing the same when I say the ABC to myself as someone else
Wwho silently repeats it to himself if someone could learn the
meaning of "to say such-and-such to oneself"™ without someone's
pointing to a process in the larynx or brain.

Wittgenstein thought a term's criteria play an explicit
and essential role in the teaching and learning of the term. And
according to ¥Xenny and Richardson, their essesntial role in language

75

learning gives criteria their special intermediate logical status.

?SKenny, “"Critericn,” 259 and Richardson, The Grammar of
Justification, p. 107.
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But Williams and Putnam argue that those who say the criteria
for X are necessarily evidence for X because they play an essential
role in learning the use of “X" tend to ignore the fact that it is
not a necessary truth that we ever learmed language at all. We
might have been born with the ability to speak a language, or
we might have acquired that ability by being given electrical
shocks or by taking a drug.76 Although this objection seems to
apply to Wittgenstein, it does not; for while it is true that
Wittgenstein often talks about how various words are learned (e.g.,
P.I. #77, Z. #114-117, 267), he does not wish to argue that
language must be learned. In the second volume of the Nachlass,
he declares:

The meaning of a sentences lies in the nomenclature,

The ncmenclaturs is independent of the hypothssis

that we learned this name in this use --in our

youth perhaps. The historical (which is always

hypothetical) cannot be of any importance here.

(p. €8)

Wittgenstein talks about how various words are learned
not because he thinks language is essentially something that must
be learned, but because he thinks that we can learn a great deal
about the meaning of a word by asking ourselves howW Wwe would teach

its use to a child.?7 For Wittgenstein, the concept of teaching

7®4ilary Putnam, "Brains and Behavior,” in R. J. Butler
(ed.), Analytical Philosophy (Second Series) (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1965), pp. 1-19; B. A. O. Williams, "Knowledge and
Meaning in the Philosophy of Mind," Philosophical Review, LAXVII
(1968), 216-228,

7?Cf. D. A. T. Gasking and A. C. Jackson, "Wittgenstein as
a Teacher," in K. T. Fann (ed.), Ludwig Wittgenstein: the Man and his
Philosophy (New York: Dell Publishing Co., Inc., 1967), pp. 49-55.
No doubt Wittgenstein came to this realization while teaching
elementary school children, an experience that contributed to his
later azpproach to phileosophy. Cf. K. T. Fann, Witizenstein's
Concevntion of Fhilosophy {LoOs dAngeles: University of California

TR B A s P
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and the concept of meaning are connected not in that teaching is
essential to meaning, but in that teaching communicates meaning--
something that we all know, but tend to igmore when we are thinking
about meanings. For Wittgenstein, what is essential to language is
not that it is learned, but that it is conventional; and the point
of asking ourselves how we would teach a child the use of a word is
to discover the conventions governing that word's use.

Like criteria, the circumstances of the particular case
play an important role in teaching and learning language. But
unlike criteria, their role is implicit:

One learns the word "think”, i.e. its use, under

certain circumstances, which, however, one does not
learn to describe.

But I can teach a person the use of {he wozd.
For a description of those circumstances is not
needed for that.

I just teach him the word under particular
circumstances. (Z.#114-116)

We have seen that, for Wittgenstein, a temm's criteria
play an explicit role, and the particular circumstances in which
those criteria function play an implicit role in teaching and
learning the term. What is essential to language, however, is
not that it is learned, but that it is conventional. Talking
about how criterially governed concepts are learned shows us the
conventions for their use, and it is their conventionality rather
than their role in teaching and learning language that gives
criteria their special status. But what are these 'linguistic

conventions', and how do they'determine our criteria'?

In the first part of this chaptexr, I answer these questions,

t

I 21so show now Wittgenstein's view that linguistic convention
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determines what counts as a thing's criteria solves the problem
of wide-open texture.

In chapter III, I discussed Canfield's argument that the
noninductive-evidence view is inadequate because it falls to
acknowledge that Wittgensteinian criteria operate against a
background of normally existing general circumstances. In the
second portion of this chapter, I investigate Witigenstein's
notions of necessity and possibility and argue that Canfield's
criticism of the noninductive-evidence view misfires because it
overlooks the constructivist pature of the view's notions of
possibility and necessity.

In the third portion of this chapter, I argue that, for
Wittgensiein, a change in criteria entails a change irn meaning
and concept. I then defend VWitigenstein’s view of conceptual

change against the criticisms of contemporary empirical realists.

Linguistic Convention

In reading the literature on Wittgenstein's notion of a
criterion, one frequently encounters the assertion that Vittgenstgin
thinks criteria are conventional.78 In chapter I, I asserted that
he thinks linguistic convention determines what counts as a thing's
criteria, Tpe texts make it clear that Wittgenstein does think
criteria are conventional. In the Investigations, he talks about
criteria's being things that “we fix"(RI. #322, pp. 212, 222)

and says that the language of sense impressions, in which sensations

?BGa.rver, "Wittgenstein on Criteria,” pp. 57-63; Kenny, '
"Criterion, " 259; Cavell, The Claim of Reason, pp. B6-125;
Richardson, The Grammar of Justification, pp. 18-22.
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of wet and cold and certain visual impressions are criteria for
rain, "is founded on convention” (P.I. #354-355). In the Blue Book
he writes:

The man who says "only my pain is real", doesn't

mean to say that he has found out by the common

criteria--the criteria, i.e., which give our words

their common meanings--that others who said they had

pains were cheating. But what he rebels against is

the use of this expression in connection with these

criteria, That is, he objects to using this word

in the particular way in which it is commonly used.

On the other hand, he is not aware that he is

objecting to a convention. (Bl.B. p. 57)

Wittgenstein clearly thinks criteria are conventional.

His view emphasizes what Garver calls "the human ancestry of
criteria."79 For Wittgenstein, criteria are things that we
numan beings fix: wWe decide to use "this expression in connection
with these criteria” {B1.B. p. 57). Ue decide, for sxample, io use
the expression "So-and-so has a toothache" in connection with
the criteria of moaning and holding one's cheek., According to
Garver, when dittgenstein talks atout criteria' s bteing things that
"we fix," part of what he means is that each human being fixes
his own criteria. Garver supports his interpretation with the
following passage in which Wittgenstein allegedly gives an instance
of his criterion for something's being different from someone else's.
In considering what might be said if someone were to ask him
whether he still knows what he was going to say when interrupted,
Wittgenstein writes:

If I do know now, and say it--does that mean that I had

already thought it before, only not said it? ¥o. Unless

you take the certainty with which I continue the

interrupted sentence as a criterion of the thought's
already having been completed at that time. (P.I. #633)

LLASF SIS, P 3 -~ MMamy = s s
, "ditigenstieln on Criteria,” p. 62,
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This passage only seems to support the view that Wittgenstein
thinks each human being fixes his own criteria because Garver
takes it out of context and misinterprets it. He omits the
passage's final sentence--"But, of course, the situation and
the thoughts which I had contained all sorts of things to help
the continuation of the sentence™ (P.I. #633)--and ignores
succeeding passages that clearly indicate that if you take the
certainty with which the interlocutor continues the interrupted
sentence as a criterion of the thought's already having been
completed at that time, then you are not using the 'common
criteria‘’, viz., the criteria that the speakers of the language
have in commen, which they learned to use when they learmed the
language and which give meaning to their words.

It should now be clear that when Wittgenstein talks
about criteria's being things that "we fix," he means not that each
person fixes his own criteria, but that the speakers of a language
collectively determine an expression's criteria. But those of
us who now speak English did not determine the criteria for our
expresssions. We were taught to use certain expressions with certain
criteria. We did not, for example, decide to use the word
"toothache" in connection with the criteria of moaning and
holding one's cheek; we were taught to say that someone has a
toothache when he moans and holds his cheek. Realizing that the
current speakers of the English language did not decide which
expressions would go with which criteria, Lycan suggests that
when Hittgensteln talks about criteria’s teing things trat we fix,

he means that at some {perhaps fictional) point in history it
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was stipulated that a certain expression be used in connection
with certain criteriamao Lycan's interpretation seems plausible
because Wittgenstein does use a sort of 'speculative anthropology’,
which he probably learned from the Italian economist Piero Sraffa.

In his only published work, Production of Commodities by Means

of Commodities,a1 Sraffa utilizes what has been called "the method
of speculative anthropology."82 He starts his investigation of
the process of production by imagining a simple society that
produces just enough to maintain itself and then builds up more
complicated forms by gradually adding new features. This method
is central to Sraffa's whole investigation, and Wittgenstein's
method of imagining simple language- games and then building uo
more complicated ones by gradually adding new features seems to be
an adaptation of Sraffa's method.83 Although Wittgenstiein's use
of this technique seems to make Lycan's interpretation plausible,
it should not lead us to accept a literal version of his interpre-
tation, for when Wittgenstein imagines such primitive language-games,
he is not making hypotheses about how our uses of language

originated, but clarifying the nature of such uses (Bl.B. p. 17).

BOLycan, "Noninductive Evidence,® 117.

81Piero Sraffa, Production of Commodities by Means of
Commodities (Prelude to a Critique of Economic Theory) (Cambridge
University Press, 1960).

82
Wolfe Mays, "Recollections of Wittgenstein," in Fann (ed.),
Wittgenstein, p. 83.

8pann, Wittgenstein's Conception, pp. 49-50.
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Wittgenstein's view that criteria are things we fix is
not a historical hypothesis about the origins of the use of
criterially governed concepts, but a description of the nature
of their use, which can be better understood when viewed as an
alternative to what I shall call "classical realist semantics,*™

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein argued that language
must be a picture of the world, the propositions of which are
either elementary or nonelementary--a nonelementary proposition
beinga truth-function of elementary propositions and an elementary
proposition being a combination of names, or simple signs,
picturing an atomic fact by sharing with it a common form or
structure. The simple signs composing elementary vrovositions
name objecis, which are iheir meanings; and if their arrangement
in an elementary proposition corresponds to an arrangement of
objects in the world (a fact), the proposition is true; otherwise,
it is false. The totality of true elementary propositions
constitutes a complete world description. If objects are taken to
be preexisting, we get what I shall call a classical realist
semantics, according to which the World determines what language
must be like; if objects are assigned to the method of representation,
we get a nominalist semantics. For the purposes of this dissertation,
I will interpret the Tractatus in a realist fashion. Whether or
not this is the correct reading of the Tractatus, it is a view
that Wittgenstein held later and which was also held by Russell and
Frege, Moreover, Wittgenstein explicitly attacks Frege's realism

in the Investigations, and Wittgenstein's later view of languzge
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is proposed as an alternative to classical realist semantics and
can be better understood when contrasted with it.8u

There are many varieties of "realism." Scholastic
philosophers contrast realism with nominalism. In their earlier
writings, Moore and Russell contrasted their realism with Bradley's
idealism. I have been contrasting Wittgenstein's early realism
with his later view of language. Before discussing his later view,
however, I should clarify my own use of "realism." I follow
Dummett, Baker, et al., in characterizing realism as the belief
that (1) the meaning of the statements of a certain class (e.z.,
mathematical statements or statements about the physical world or
the psychological states of others) is determined by their truth-

2Y =%

conditions and (2) the truth of such staiemenis is delermined

by a reality existing independently of us and our means of knowing
i£.85

At first glance, disputes betiween realists and anti-
realists appear to turn either on whether entities of a particular
type exist or on whether they are among the ultimate constituents of
reality. From the latter, it is apparent that anti-realism often takes
the form of reductionism: entities of a particular type are not among
the ultimate constituents of reality because they can be reduced te enti-

ties of another type. Opposition to mentalism, for example, often takes

. Cf. Colin Phillips, "Constructivism and Epistemology,
Philosophy, LIII {Jan. 1978), 53-54. For a list of nominalist
interpretations, see Hacker, Insight and Illusion, p. 42 n. &,

85y1chael Dummett, "Realism" in his Truth and Other
Znigmas (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1978), pp. 145-165;
Gordon Baker, "Criteria: A Mew Foundation for Semantics, “Ratio,
AVI (Dec. 1974}, 156-189; Richardson, The Grammar of Justificatiom,
pPp. 33-35; Prillips, "Constroctivism and ipistemology," 52-53.
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the form of behaviorism--the view that mental states, events,
and processes can be reduced to behavior or neural processes.
But anti-realism need not be reductlionist. In mathematics, for
example, anti-realism takes the form of constructivism. According tc
mathematical constructivism, “an explanation of the meaning of a mathe-
patical statement . . . consists in , . . & stipulation of what is to
count as a proof of it."86 Constructivists do not attempt to reduce
mathematical statements to such stipulations because a proof can-
not be understood apart from the conclusion 1t proves.

Although disputes between realists and anti-~realists
appear to revolve around questions of existence, they actually
turn on questions of truth and meaning. For realists, the meaning
of a statement of a certain class is explained in terms of

or each staiement there exists in reality

)

truth-conditions:
something in virtue of which it is either irue or false. 24
statement's meaning,therefore, is tied not to the kind of evidence
Wwe can have for it, but to states of affairs independent of our
possession of evidence for them. An example of explaining the
meaning of statements in terms of truth and falsity is the
truth-table explanation of sentential connectives, Foxr construc-
tivists, on the other hand, the meaning of a statement of a certain
class is explained in terms of Jjustification conditiocns: for each
statement there are conditions under which we are justified in
asserting it.87 A statement's meaning, therefore, is tied

directly to what we count as evidence for it. An example of
P

86Dummett, “Realism,"” p. 153.

8?1‘1:}.01'1:=1.e1 Dummett, "Wittgenstein's Philoscphy of Mathematics,”
in Pitcher, Collection, p. #21, and his “Realism," p. 146.
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explaining meaning in terms of justification-conditions can be

taken from Heyting's Introduction to Intuitionism. There, the

sense of "&" is given by stipulating that "p & q" can be asserted
if and only if both "p" and "q" can be asserted, and the sense
of "v" is given by stipulating that "p v q" can be asserted if

and only if at least one of "p" and "q" can be asserted.88
Realists and constructivists disagree not only on the

kind of meaning possessed by statements of a certain class, but
also on the notion of truth appropriate to such statements. For
realists, the truth of a statement consists in the existence of
something in reality, whether or not we can have evidence for it.
For constructivists, on the other hand, the truth of a statement
consists only 1n the existence of adequate evidence for itis
assertion.

I call “"realist" any view that (1) explains meaning in
terms of truth-conditions and (2) makes truth independent of what
humans can know to be true. I use “classical realist semantics"
to designate the view of Frege and the early Wittgenstein, which
includes not only the aforementioned realist theses, but also
(3) the logical law of excluded middle (4 or not &), (&) the
semantic principle of bivalence (every statement is either true
or false), and (5) the thesis that sense must be determinate. In
this chapter, I argue that the later Wittgenstein held a construc-
tivist view of language according to which we determine the
meanings of words by fixing criteria for their correct (i.e.,

justified) application.

88

4. Heyting, Intuitionism: uction, third
editicn (Amsterdam: Nerin-H b
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In asserting that "we fix criteria,” Wittgenstein is
attacking both the sophisticated classical realist semantics of
the philosopher and the naive btelief of the ordinary person that
facts justify language. Like the philosopher, the ordinary
person is tempted to think that grammar is a projection of reality
For when asked to justify grammar, he is driven to refer to
putative facts about the world. When asked why we speak of four
primary colors, for example, he responds, “Because there really
are four primary colours" (Z. #331); he thinks our color concepts
are justified because they reflect the way the world really is.

Against this view that the world determines what language must

be like, Wittgenstein asserts his constructivist view that we
determine what language must be like by fixing criieris which
justify a term's ascription.

The inspiration for the later Wittgenstein's construc-
tivism came from the Dutch mathematician L. E. J. Brouuer.89 On
10 March 1928, Brouwer, the main proponent of the intuitionist
philosophy of mathematics, came to Vienna to give a lecture
entitled "Mathematics, Science and Language." After extreme
persuasion, Wittgenstein attended the lecture with Feigl and
Waismann, Feigl reports that Wittgenstein left the lecture in a
state of extreme excitement: "he became extremely voluble and

began sketching ideas that were the beginnings of his later writings.

That evening marked the return of Witigenstein to strong

89Cf. Richardson, The Grammar of Justification, p. 18;
Hacker, Insight and Illusion, p. 99, and Baker, "A New roundation
for Semantics,”™ 172-173.
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w50

philosophical interests and activities. Wittgenstein afterwards

gave careful consideration to Brouwer's work on mathematics and
allegedly held private discussions with him.91

In his lecture, Brouwer argued that mathematics, science,
and language are the primary ways in which human beings impose
order and intelligibility upon nature; they are the manifestations
of our basic will to live. To express this will, impose it on
others, and secure their cooperation, human beings develop systems
of communication. In a primitive society, the transmission of
will is effected by gestures and cries. 1In a developed society,
it is effected by more complicated systems of communication
involving complex grammatical rules. Brouwer emphasized the
imrortance of understanding that organized language is the prmeduct
ol the free activiiy of human beings, that it is conventionally
adopted as a social instrument for the communication of thoughts,
has no absolute foundation, and may be modified or rejected at

92

any time. It is no surprise that someone like Wittgenstein,
who found inspiration and insight in Schopenhauer, would find

Brouwer's emphasis on the primacy of the will appealing.

90H. Feigl as quoted in George Pitcher, The Philosophy
of Wittgenstein (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Premntice-Hall,
1964), p. 8n.

91Baker,"A New Foundation for Semantics,”™ 173.

92L.E.J. Brouwer, "Mathematil, Yissenschaft und Sprache,”
Monatshefte fiir Hathematik und Physik, XXXVI (1929), 153-164,
Summarized in Hacker, Insight and Illusion, pp. 100-102 and in
Richardson, The Crammar of Justification, pp. 18-22.
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Brouwer's view that mathematics and logic have no
absolute foundation contradicted the fundamental doctrines of
Wittgenstein's Tractatus, according to which mathematics and logic
are reflections of the structure of reality. Convinced that Brouwer
was on the right track, Wittgenstein gradually abandoned his
earlier realist semantics for a constructivist theory of language.
In his later writings, Wittgenstein uses a range of closely
related concepts to convey his constructivism. In the Investigations,
he writes that the task of philosophy is to eradicate various
philosophical misconceptions (including those of the Tractatus)
by giving us a "perspicuous representation" of our grammar (or
way of looking at reality or "form of representation") (F.I. #122).
He then insists ithat the concapt of a perspicuous rspresentation
is of fundamental significance and adds that pnilosopny can
describe language, but cannot give it a foundation (P.I. #122-12%),
In the Investigations, the notion of a method of representation
is equated with that of a language-game (P.I. #50). 4nd in On
Certainty, the notion of a world-picture includes the idea of a form
of representation, but encompasses more than just our concepis and
their logical relations. Like Kant, the later Wittgenstein
maintained that we constitute or construct the world. The form-
imposing mechanism, however, is not the individual transcendental
ego, but the social consciousness expressed in our common language,
Concept formation is a part of this constitution; the formation of
a concept guides our experience into particular channels,
determining how we see things (R.F.M. p. 123) and constituting

the limits of the empirical (R2.7.1. p. 121). These limits



153
are neither unguaranteed assumptions, nor intuited txruths, but
our ways of acting (R.F.M. p. 176).

Moreover, it is not only our concepts that constitute our
world-picture, guiding our experience into channels; it is also
constituted by a wide range of unassailable and entrenched
empirical propositions, which I referred to in chapter III as
"propositions of the form of empirical propositions.”

. « Jthe river-bed of thoughts may shift. But I

distinguish between the movement of the waters on

the river-bed and the shift of the bed itself ., . .

And the bank of the river consists partly of hard

rock, subject to no alteration or only an

imperceptible one, partly of sand which now in one

place now in another gets washed away or deposited.

(0.C. #97-99)
The waters of the river are cur empirical provositions, soame of
which--e.g., Mcorean oropcsitlons and prorositions that stais the
general circumstances relevan o the use of criterially governed
concepts--fall into a special category:

it might be imagined that some propositions of

the form of empirical propositions, were hardened

and functioned as channels for such empirical

propositions as were not hardened but fluid;

and that this relation altered with time, in that

fluid propositions hardens% and hardened ones

became fluid. (0.C. #96).
The banks of the river are our form of representation. Here,too,
there are variations. Some concepts remain stable, others change.

Wittgenstein sometimes expresses his constructivist

account of propositional sense by speaking of criteria or grounds

which "we fix," In the Blue Book, he explicitly states that

93The implications of the existence of sucn propositions
for logic and epistemology were never fully @orked out by
Wittgenstein. I #ill try to draw out some of these implications in
succeeding sections.
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"words have those meanings that we have given them" (Bl.B. p. 27);
and in the Investigations,he asks what criterion of identity we
fix for the occurrence of certain psychological experiences
(P.I. #322). We can understand Wittgenstein's view that criteria
are things that we fix by comparing it with Brouwer's view that
the existence of a language depends upon some amount of agreement
among the members of a community with regard to the conventions
that constitute the language (P.I. #240-241). Like Brouwer, the
later Wittgenstein held that the possibility of a language—géme
requires agreement in certain fundamental judgements (P.I. #242).
If someone is to play the language-game with the word "red,"
for example, tne rossibility of this w#ill depend ugon his own

and other peopie's raactions: "they must call the same things 'red'"

(N.f.L. p. 287),

Thus, in talking about criteria’s being things that we fix,
Wittgenstein is asserting that our use of criterially governed
concepts is based upon a consensus in judgements. This idea of a
consensus is an essential part of the idea of a technique of
use; one human being could not employ a technique just once in
his life (R.P.M. II, #66-67 & P.I. #199). Understanding these
connections between Wittgenstein's uses of "criterion,” "consensus,”
and "technique” can help us to understand both Wittgenstein's
notion of a criterion of correct use and the private-language
argument in which Wittgenstein uses that notion. As I stated
in chapter I, Wittgenstein argues that a logically private
language is impossible. Associating "S" with my sensation and

intending to call it "3" in the future establishes no criterion
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for the correct use of "S" because such an intention presupposes
the existence of a technique for using a sign like "S" as the
name of a private object., There can be no such technique, however,
for it would require a consensus, and no consensus is possible
here. If my private object is as private as it is supposed to
be, then even I cannot tell when it is present again. According
to Wittgenstein, the technique of use of a term depends on the
term's user or users generally agreeing in their judgements about
whether the term applies in various cases. And the technique of
a term's use is the criterion for its coxrect use; what counts
as a correct use of a term is determined by established techniques,
or ways of doing things (P.I. #199)., A person uses 2 fzm
correctly if he uses it in the established way. But if that is
so, then there can be no logically private language; for in
such a language, the established techniques that determine correct
use would necessarily be lacking because there neither is nor
can be a technique for applying a term to a logically private
object.

According to Wittgenstein, then, the criterion for the
correct use of a term is the established way of using it. And
the established way of applying psychological terms to others is
on the basis of behavioral criteria. Wittgenstein's view that
these behavioral criteriz are conventional is the view that our
use of psychological terms is founded on our agreeing in taking
‘certain types of benhavior to be characteristic expressions of
certain psychological states, processes, evenis, etc., Wittgenstein

thinks that cur use of z word like "toothache" requires us to agree
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in taking certain types of behavior, such as moaning and holding
one's cheek, to be characteristic expressions of toothache. He
also thinks that our agreeing 1in taking certain types of behavior
to be characteristic expressions of certain psychological states
depends upon the existence of certain very general facts of nature.
Thus, our agreeing in taking bodily appearance, voice, characteristic
habits, etc., as criteria for personal identity is based on the
fact that a person's bodily appearance, voice, characteristic
habits, etc., change only slowly and within a narrow range. And
our agreeing in taking moaning and holding one’s cheek as criteria
for having a toothache is based on the fact that people generally
moan and hold their cheeks when they have toothaches. Thus, for
Wittgenstein, certain empirical regularitles lie behind our
criterial rules. Criterial rules do not assert that these
regularities obtain. There are no criterial rules of the form "B
(a certain type of behavior) generally accompanies P (a particular
psychological state, event, or process),” and we do not treat
criterial rules as factual assertions. It is true, however, that
criterial rules have useful applications only because such regu-
larities obtain.

Wittgenstein's view of the relationship between relevant
general facts and criterial rules is notoriously obscure, but may
be clarified by comparison with his remarks on the relation
between various facts and calculating., In Remarks on the Foundations
of Mathematics, Wittgenstein writes that the possibility of
calculating depends on various facts. For exanple, ocur memories

are generally gocd enough for us not to take nunbers twice oxr
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leave any out in counting up to 12 (R.F.M. V, 26); in correlating
two groups of 5 strokes, we practically always can do so without
remainder (R.F.M. I, 64); somecne who has learned to calculate
never continues to get different results, in a given multi-
plication, from what is in the arithmetic books (R.F.M. I, 112).
These are examples of what Wittgenstein calls the "physical,”™
"psychological,"” and “"physiological” facts that make activities
such as calculating possible. We might have lacked these and
other simple abilities; and if so, there would have been no )
such thing as calculating (R.F.M. V,I, 15).

But now it soundsas if Wittgenstein is saying that the

Wworld determines our criteria, and that is realism. The later

ditigenstein is no realist; he holds that while certain general
facts of nature enable a society to make a certain choice of
concepts and techniques, they do not justify that choice, Although
the fact that people generally moan and hold their cheeks when
they have toothaches enables us to use moaning and holding the
cheek as criteria for someone's having a toothache, it does not
justify that use,

According to Wittgenstein, nothing justifies our use

of certain expressions in connection with certain criteria. Brouwer

insisted that language is conventionally adopted as a social

instrument and has no absolute foundation.94 and Yittgenstein

94Brouwer, "Mathematik, Wissenschaft und Sprache" and
“Consciousness, Philosophy, and Mathematics," Proceedinss of the
Tenth International Congress of Fhilosophy (Amsterdam, 1940),
1235-1249,
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adopted this view. He held that criteria are conventional not
only in that they are based on a consensus in judgements, but

also in that they cannot be justified. For Wittenstein, criteria

represent the 1limit of justification: they justify, btut cannot
themselves be justified. If you were asked how you knew that
someone had a toothache, for example, you might answer that you
knew that he had a toothache because he was holding his cheek;

but if you were then asked how you know that someone has a toothache
when he holds his cheek, you might answer, "I say, he has a tooth-
ache when ne holds his cheek because I hold my cheek when I have
toothache" (BL.B. p. 24). But what if you were then asked, “And
Wwhy do you suppose that toothache corresvonds to his holding his
cheeX just because your iocothache corresponds to your noiding
your cheek?" (Bl.B. D. 24) According to Wittgenstein, you would
be at a loss to ansWer tnis gquestion because when you said you
knew that he had a toothache because he was holding his cheek,

you struck rock bottom, that is, you came down to conventions
(Bl.B. p. 24), For Wittgenstein, criteria are the ultimate court
of appeal in deciding the questions to which they are relevant;
when we appeal to criteria, we have reached the limits of justi-
fication, or as Wittgenstein puts it, we have reached bedrock

and our spade is turned. And we will be inclined to say: "This

is simply what we do" (P,I. #217)=95

95

The groundlessness of criteria #ill be discussed more
fully in chapter V.
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According to Wittgenstein, then, criteria are conventional
in that our use of criterially governed concepts is tased on a
consensus in judsements. We agree in taking cexrtain types of
behavior as characteristic expressions of certain psychological
states, events, and processes. Criteria are also conventional
in that they have no absolute foundation.
Quine argues that language cannot be conventional because
We cannot conceive of human beings who have no language convening
to agree on the conventions of language.95 But it seems to me that
Wittgenstein's contention that our consensus in judgements
develops from and is similar to primitive, prelinguistic behavior
obviates Quine's objection to conventional theories of language.
Yhen Wittgenstein spaaks o
ne is referring not to our agreeing that certain propositions
are true, but to the agreement in our actions and reactions.
"So you are saying that human agreement decides
what is true and what is false?"--It is what human
beings say that is true and false; and they agree
in the language they use. That is not agreement
in opinions but in form of life., (P.I. #241)
Wittgenstein holds that human beings naturally behave in certain
ways when they are in certain states. A person who has a
toothache, for example, naturally moans and holds his cheek.
He also gquite naturally wants to have his pain alleviated and
to be comforted until it is alleviated. Others naturally respond

by trying to alleviate his toothache and by comforting him until

it is alleviated. In calling such behavior *“natural" and

6 ; .
9 ¥ V. O. Quine, "Forward," David Lewls, Convention:
Philosophical Study (Cambridge: Harvard Universiiy Prass, 1969),
xi.

A
o.
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"primitive,” Wittgenstein emphasizes that it is instinctive,
unlearned, and prelinguistic. In a primitive society, toothache
would be expressed and responded to with groans and gestures;
in our society, it is expressed and responded to with groams,
gestures, and language. For Wittgenstein, our sophisticated
language-game with the word "toothache" "is but an auxiliary to
and extension of” prinitive groans and gestures (R.P.P. I, #151;
N.f.L. pp. 293-301; 2. #540-545; P.I. #244).

Indeed, Wittgenstein holds that in our society, very
young children who have learned neither to suppress nor to feign
feelings instinctively express their toothaches by moaning and
holding their cheeks, Yhen they do those things, adults teach
them to replace their primitive benavior wiih the woxrds "I have
a toothache." In learning this linguistic expression, the child
learns "new pain-behavior" (P.I. #244). According to Wittgenstein,
this learned verbal expression of pain is no more due to thinking
or reasoning than is the primitive behavior of moaning and holding
the cheek. Wittgenstein's view that certain linguistic expressions
replace primitive behavior applies not only to the sentences
We use to talkx about our own psychological states, but also to
some of the sentences we use to talk about the psychological
states of others. Not only "I have a toothache," but also "YHe
has a toothache” replace instinctive behavior, In Zettel,
Wittgenstein remarks that "it is a primitive reaction to tend to
treat the part that hurts when someone else is in pain" (Z. #540).
He then goes on to say:

Being sure that someone is in pain, doubting
whetrer he is, and 50 on, are 30 maay natural
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instinctive, kinds of relationship towards other
human beings, and our language is merely an
auxiliary to, and further extension of, this
behavior. OQur language-game is an extension of
primitive behavior. (For our language-game is
behavior.) (Instinct.) (Z. #545

This view is also stated in more general terms in Culture and
Value:

The origin and the primitive form of the language

game is a reaction; only from this can more

complicated forms develop.

Language~-I want to say-- is a refinement,
'in the beginning was the deed’. (C.&V. p. 31)

Wittgenstein says, in these passages, that language not only
replaces prelinguistic behavior, but serves as an extension or
refinement of it. Saying "I have a toothache" can simply take

aying "I

0
S
1

the place of meoaning and holding cne's chesk, 3ut
still have a toothache, but it does not hurt as much as it did
this morning,“ or "I have a slight toothache, but I am not in
enough pain to go to the dentist" provide finer descriptions
than could be conveyed by primitive behavior,

Thus, Wittgenstein holds that our natural behavior lies at
the foundation of the language-game in the sense that our
language-game with the word "toothache," for example, is based
on both the primitive actions of moaning and holding the cheek,
and our primitive reactions to such behavior., But, for Wittgenstein,
there is another more striking sense in which our natural behavior
lies at the bottom of the language-game--our whole complex
employment of language embtodies sometning resembling instinct.
The most obvious example of this instinctive element in our use

of language is the way in which, when given a2 few examples of
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a word's correct use, people spontanecusly continue to use the
word in the same way. This agreement in reactions cannot be
given any rational foundation, which is why it is called "instinctive.”
It lies beyond being justified or unjustified; it is, as it were,
something animal (0.C. #358-359). It is instinctive behavior
like a squirrel's gathering nuts or a dog's chasing a squirrel.
"The squirrel does not infer by induction that it is going to
need stores next winter as well” (0.C. #287), and we do not say
that someone who moans and holds his cheek has a toothache
because by analogy with our own case, we believe that he, too, is
experiencing pain" (Z. #542). Thus, for Wittgenstein, no convening

stablish the conventions of our language hecause
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the product of a reasoned decision, but an extension and refinement
of our natural actions and reactions,

If we combine Wittgenstein's view that criteria are things
that we fix with his identification of criteria with the charac-
teristic features of a family resemblance term's referents, we
can solve the problem of wide-open texture,according to which
Wittgenstein's doctrine of family resemblances cannot serve as an
alternative to essentialism unless a way can be found to determine
which resemblances are family resemblances. Inasmuch as the rules

of ammar are determined By human conventicon, family resemblances

H

are simply those characteristic features conventionally taken to
Jjustify a concept's ascription. Thus, to find out which resem-

blances are family resemblances, we need only look to see which

features are actually used. It is not the world, but we who
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determine which similarities are important to us; we do not
construct a concept wherever we see a similarity (2. #380).
We can imagine people not drawing distinctions where we do,
not having the concepts of modesty and swaggering, e.g., even
though there are modest persons and swaggerers., Something must
hang on a difference to make it worth picking out (Z. #378).
There are at least as many similarities between street-fighting
and boxing as there are between boxing and chess. But while we
think the similarities between boxing and chess are important
enough to warrant classifying both as games, we think the differences
between street-fighting and boxing are important enough to warrant
not classifying street-fighting as a game. Family resemblances
are the featurss desmad important enough to be fixed as the
criteria that justify the ascription of our concepis.

Although family-resemblance concepts do not have a
wide-open texture, they do have "blurred edges" (P.I. #71).
Interpreters who try to present formulaticns of family-resemblance
concepts that completely determine whether each object falls
under the concept fail because Witigenstein holds that family-
resemblance concepts are vague: they have no strict boundary
because human convention has not drawn such a boundary (Bl.B. D. 19;
P.I. #68-69, 120). This view is a criticism of the classical
realist thesis that sense is determinate, i.e., "the sense of a
sentence must be sharp, with the consequence that it is definitely

. w97

true or definitely faise in any possible world. The determinacy

97

N L. ~ —~ . u -
Baker, "A New Foundation for 3emantics, 105.
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thesis is embodied in Frege's principle of the completeness of
definition,according to which the definition of a concept "must
be complete,"” i.e, it must unambiguously determine whether each
object falls under the concept. In a famous simile, Frege
compares the extension of a concept to the demarcation of an
area on a plane by a closed curve, implying that just as an area
nust have a sharp boundary, for an area without a sharp boundary-
line is not an area at all, so a concept must have a complete
definition, for without a complete definition it is not a concept
at al]..98

Wittgenstein held the determinacy thesis in the Tractatus,

but rejected it in the Investigcations, where he cites Freze
J Z

explicitly and criticizes several versions of the principle

L W, 1 £

(P.I. #71, 76-77, 88, 99-100). Wittgenstein denies that an

ct

area with vague boundaries is no area, saying that a gesture in

a certain direction may convey the point even if 1t does not

demarcate a strictly circumscribed area. In some circumstances,
inexactitude may be what is required (P.I. #71). Frege's

principle is like "saying that the light of my reading lamp is

no real light because it has no sharp btoundary" (Bl.B. p. 27).
Wittgenstein also argues that if we refrain from imposing a
crystalline purity upon ordinary language and look at the actual

use of a word like "game," we will see that "the extension of

the concept is not . . . everywhere circumscribed by rules" (P.I. #68).

Since the ordinary use of 2z family-resemblance term may nave no

8

9 Gottlob Frege, Crundresetze dexr Ariikmeti%, Vol. i1,
e = ~ . S tr . ~ P
#56 in Translations from the Fhilosopnical Writinss of Goitlob Frege,
edited Dy Peter Geach and Max Blzack, second =dition (Cxford: Iasil
2lackwell, 1947 -, 120,
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sharp boundary, any definition we give such a term will be
somewhat arbitrary. We may draw a sharp boundary for a particular
purpose, but such a boundary is entirely relative to the purpose
and says nothing essential about the concept it surrounds (P.I.
#68-69, 76, 82, 499).

Solving the problem of wide-open texture completes my
interpretation of Wittgenstein's notion of family resemblances.
But my interpretation of his criterial relationship has yet to
be completed, for I have yet to determine whether Canfield's
criticism of the noninductive-evidence view is warranted. I
shall now investigate both Wittgenstein's and the noninductivists’
notions of necessity and possibility and then argue that

Canfield's criticism fails because he misinterprets the notions

ot

[¢] ibility and necessity held by proponents of the noninductive-

4y
e}

0SS5

evidence view.

Necessity and Possibility

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein asserted that all necessity
is logical necessity and explained logical necessity in terms of -
the notion of a tautology, i.e. a proposition that is true for all
truth-values of its ccnstituent propositions and true under all
truth conditions as revealed by truth tables. On his early view,
although any language must, when properly analyzed, show every
essential feature of the form of the world, logical necessity is
rneither conventional nor relative to a particular language.

Logical necessity and possibility are explained in terms of
objects, facts, and possible worlds and the semantics of

logically proper names, elementary propositions, and truth-
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functional composition. Language can represent possible states
of affairs because it shares a common structure with the world.
The concatenation of names in a proposition depicts a possible
combination of objects in a state of affairs; a set of maximal
consistent states of affairs is a possible world, and the set of
all possible combinations of objects fixes the limits of all
possible worlds. Thus, the early Wittgenstein's criterion for
recessary truths was roughly equivalent to one of Leibniz's
criteria for truths of reason--that they are true in all possible
worlds. His notion of logical possibility was equivalent to
freedom from contradiction.

When Witigenstein rejected the classical realist
semantics of the Tractatus, he also rejected his former absolutist
notion of necessity, replacing it with a conventionalisi notion
according to which necessity is simply a matter of the linguistic
rules the community chooses to lay down. In Remarks on the

Foundations of Mathematics, he writes that the logical must

"corresponds to a track” that we "lay down in language" and
indicates our inability or refusal to depart from a concept
(R.F.M. p. 121). 1In the Investigations: "The only correlate

in language to an intrinsic necessity is an arbitrary rule. It
is the only thing which one can milk out of this intrinsic
necessity into a proposition” (P.I., #372). The inexorability of
the laws of logic is, therefore, our inexorability in applying
them (R.F.M. D.36). Thus, for the later Witigenstein, essences

are merely reflections of our grammar or form of representation;
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they are made rather than found (2.#55; P.I. #371-373). A
talk of essences, therefore, is actually talk of linguistic
conventions, and what seems to be the depth of essences is actually
the depth of our need for such conventions (R.F.M. p. 23).

Whereas the early Wittgenstein held a notion of absolutely
necessary truth, according to which necessary connections exist
in the nature of things and must be reflected in every language,
the later Wittgenstein and his constructivist interpreters
hold a notion of relatively necessary truth, according to which
necessary truths derive their necessity from the fact that their
truth is necessary for our words and concepts to function as they
do. On their notion, necessity is merely a function of conceptual
connections and is, therefore, zelative to the sysiem of concepts
in operation and dependent upon that system’s exisience. This
constructivist notion of necessity can be clarified by appealing
to the notion of constitutive rules.

Por constructivists, grammar is like a game in that
1t is a rule-governed activity the end of which is intelligible
only by reference to the rules, which are, in this sense, consti-
tutive. The goal of chess--i.e., checkmating your opponent--
is intelligible only by reference to the rules of chess. The
relativity of this kind of rule-governed activity can be contrasted
with rule-governed activities the ends of which are not determined
by their rules. In cooking, for example, the end is something not
determined by the instructions in the cook book, viz. good tastiing
food. Wittgenstein writeg in Zettel that he does not call cookery
rules arbitrary because "cookery"” is defined by its end. Speaking,

however, is not defined by its end; "the use of language is in
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a certain sense autonomous” (Z. #320). The rules of grammar are
not like the rules of cooking, tut like the rules of chess:

You cook badly if you are guided in your cooking

by rules other than the right ones; but if you

follow other rules than those of chess you are

playing another game; and if you follow

grammatical rules other than such-and-such ones,

that does not mean you say something wrong, no,

you are speaking of something else. (2. #320)
Whereas the early Wittgenstein held the rules of language to be
like the rules of cooking in that if someone does not follow
them, he says something wrong because his speech fails to reflect
the structure of reality; the later Wittgenstein holds the rules
of language to be like the rules of chess in that if someone

does not follow them, he does not say semsthing wrong--he is

simply playing a different languzge-gane.

6

For the later Wittgenstein, necessity and possibility
are relative to grammar in two ways. First, they are relative to
a particular grammar as opposed to other grammars, 3Both what is
necessary for us and what is possible for us are determined by
our particular grammar., In a different form of representation,
what is necessary in our grammar might not DPe necessary, and what
is possible in our grammar might not be possible. Second,
necessity and possibility are determined by grammar not by reality.
At no point does grammar come into conflict with reality.

« « « as long as one remains within the domain
of the True-False-Game a change in grammar

can only take us from one such game to another,
but never from something true to something
false, Cn the other hand, if we step outside
the domain of these games, then we no longer
call it 'language' and 'grammar', and so again

Wwe come into no contradiction with reality.
(pP.G. #68)
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The relativity of the later Witigenstein's constructivist
notions of necessity and possibility is illuminated by his
discussion of different methods of measurement:

How should we get into conflict with
truth, if our footrules were made of very soft
rubber instead of wood and steel?--"Well, we
shouldn't get to know the correct measurement of
the table.”~-You mean: we should not get, or could
not be sure of getting, that measurement which
we get with our rigid rulers, So if you had
measured the table with the elastic rulers and
sald it measured five feet by our usual way of
measuring, you would be wrong; but if you say that
it measured five feet by your way of measuring,
that is correct.--"But surely that isn't measuring
at alli--It is similar to our measuring and
capable, in certain circumstances, of fulfilling
‘practical purposes'. (A shopkeeper might use it
to treat different customers differently.)
(R.F.M. I, 5)

ne two different methods of ameasurzsment in this exznple are

-]

analogous to two different grammars. Just as there is no

one absolutely correct method of measurement for all purroses,
but different methods for different practical purposes, so
there is no one absolutely correct grammar for all imaginable
environments or interests, but different grammars for different
environments or interests. Moreover, just as different methods
of measurement use different types of rulers, so different
grammars use different criteria. 4nd as you would fail if you
tried to prove ithe new method of measurement incorrect by using
one of the elastic rulers and reporting your results in terms
of the old method of measurement, so Canfield fails when he
tries to disprove the constructivists® formulation of our criteri
rules by appealing to an imaginary world with different general

facts of nature,

izl
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Canfield attempts to refute the noninductive-evidence
view by imagining a world in which it would be false that someone's
earning a rating of over 2,500 is evidence for his being a grand-
master:

« « « & possible world that is like ours in all respects
concerning chess, including the existence of a numerical
rating system of exactly our kind, but where a strange
physical law holds. The law is that the moment a chess
master achieves a rating of above 2,500 he loses all his
acquired knowledge of the chess opening, of basic middle
game strategies and tactics, and of the principles govern-
ing end game play. He also loses all the benefits in
experience of his years of chess competition. He reverts,
in fact, to the state of a novice. . . Here 1t is known
that to achieve arating of over 2,500 inevitably causes
one to be a mere novice. . . That one has achieved this
rating is not evidence that one is a grandmaster; on

the contrary, it is conclusive evidence that one is not

a master chess player at all,99

cssibi

ity, Canfizlé

On absolutist noticns of nscessity and

Us]
!

criticism mignt work.i90 But several proponents of the non-
inductive-evidence view (including Hacker, whom Canfield cites)
explicitly state that their interpretation is constructivist, so
we must see how Canfield's criticism fares on constructivist

interpretations of necessity and possibility.lo1 Canfield tries

99Canfie1d, “Criteria and Rules of Language," 85-86.

100gxcept, perhaps, for the remark that in this possible
world attaining a rating of 2,500 is “conmclusive evidence that one
is not a master chess player at all.” I think Wittgenstein would
say that attaining a rating of 2,500 would be a symptom that one
was not a master chess player; how one actually played after
achieving this rating would be the criterion or conclusive evidence
that one was not a master chess player.

101gacker, Baker, Richardson, and Phillips explicitly
state thal their interpretations are constructivist; Kenny, Lycan,
Chihara and Fodor do not.
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to show that it cannot be necessarily true that "A rating of over

2,500 is evidence for being a grandmaster” by imagining a possible
world in which that statement is false, But his attempt fails
because it ignores that for constructivists, necessity is detemmined
by convention and relative to a particular grammar. If for us it

is a necessary truth that someone who attains a rating of over 2,500
is a grandmaster, that necessary truth is a convention that we

have laid down. As such, it rests upon certain general facts of
nature and can function only in a world in which those facts obtain.
In the world Canfield imagines, those facts do not obtain ,and our
grammatical rules cannot function significantly. For although con-

structivists do not hold that the relevant general facis of nature

e
b

ustify our conceptis, they do hold that the relevani general facts
of nature are related to our concepis in an imporiant way: they
are the necessary background for their significant functioning.

In other words, Canfield's criticism fails because his
imaginary world would not be considered a "possible world" by
constructivists. For them, "it is logically possible that P"
expresses in the material mode the fact that "P" can be asserted
with justification and, therefore, makes sense in a given language.
Moreover, what makes sense in a given language depends upon the
conventions of that language, and those conventions presuppose the
existence of certain general facts of nature. Thus, when asked to
imagine a possible world in which certain things are true (or false),
constructivists must imagine worlds in which the general facts of
nature on which our grammar is based hold.

This seems absurd since consiructivists can imagine the

Canfield describes, but It 1s not absuxd bscause
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their ability to imagine such a world does not make it "a
possible world in which it makes sense to speak of someone's
earning a rating of over 2,500 being evidence for his being a
grandmaster"” any more than our ability to have certain images
when we hear the words "It is five o'clock on the sun" or

"The stove is in pain" makes those expressions meaningful

(P.I. #350-355). As Wittgenstein puts it, "there is a lack of
clarity about the role of imaginability in our investigations.
Namely, about the extent to which it ensures that a proposition
makes sense" (P.I. #395). Canfield wrongly assumes that since
he can imagine a certain world, such a world is possible.

put, constructivists like Wittgenstein and proponents of the
noninductive-evidence viaw would say that in the world Canfisld
imagines, the provosition "A rating of over 2,500 is evidence
for being a grandmaster” makes no sense and, therefore, cannot
be false.

There seems to be something wrong here. We have seen
that the later Wittgenstein himself imagines worlds in which the
general facts of nature that serve as the foundation for our
grammar do not hold, so it would seem that Canfield could
criticize constructivism by appealing to the possibility of the
world he describes, He cannot do so, however, because when
Yittgenstein imagines such a world, he is not describing a
"possible world in which certain things are true (or false).”

He 1s imagining different general facts of nature to make a
different grammar intelligible to us, and a different grammar
Wwould have different conventions and, hence, different possibilities

and different necessities.
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Thus, although Canfield has done a better job of
characterizing the relationship between criteria and general
facts of nature than most of the proponents of the noninductive-
evidence view,102 his criticism of that view fails because it
misinterprets the notions of necessity and possibility espoused
by the view's proponents.io3

Although noninductivists do not explicitly include the
general circumstances in their formulations of the criterial
relationship, the role of such circumstances is embodied in
their notion of necessity. Indeed, Hacker (whom Canfield
explicitly mentions) discusses the role of general circumstances
in the criterial relationship. When resiated to include the

role of general circumstances, the noninductive-evidence view

IOZKenny and Lycan never mention the relaticnship teiuween
criteria and general facts of nature, Hacker's discussion of the
relationship is the best.

1031t is surprising that Canfield misinterprets tne
notions of necessity and possibility espoused by proponents of the
noninductive-evidence view, for in "Anthropological Science Fiction
and Logical Necessity" [ Canadian Journal of Philosophy, IV (March
1975), 467-479], Canfield himself attributes constructivism to the
later Wittgenstein. Before reading "Anthropological Science Fiction
and Logical Necessity," I thought that Wittgenstein's discussion of
imaginary cases might have contributed to Canfield's confusion in
that Canfield might have wrongly assumed that in discussing such
cases Wittgenstein was imagining "possible worlds" in which certain
things were true, when he is actually imagining 'worlds' in which
certain general facts of nature are different to make us realize
the possibility of different grammars. Upon reading "Anthropological
Science Fiction and Logical Necessity,” t

nowever, I discovered that
Canfield was not confused in this way. Indeed, he emphasizes the
fact that Wittgenstein often does a kind of "anthropological science
fiction" in Wwhich he invents tribes with new ways of behaving, new
customs, and new uses of language against the background of a
changed enviromment (469).
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reads: given certain general circumstances, if B is a criterion
of P in situations of type S, then it is a necessary truth that
B shows us that P in normal situations of type S. When this
modified version of the noninductive-evidence view is compared
to the modified version of Canfield's view--in certain general
circumstances, it is a rule of language that in certain particular
circumstances, B is a criterion of P, and in such circumstances,
someone's exhibiting B entails his being in P provided that those
circunstances are normal--the ohly differences between them that
can be seen is that between a "rule of language” and a "necessary

truth” and that between "B's entailing P"and "B's showing us that

P." Since btoth Canfi=ld and the constructivist proronents c¢f the
noninductive-evidence view hold that rules of language are

e, 108 s s i o + g3oe P
necessary truths, there is no significant difference between

Canflield's characterizing criterial relations as linguistic

rules and noninductivists' characterizing them as necessary

truths. Thus, the only significant difference between the

modified version of Canfield's view and the noninductive-evidence

view is that between *B's entailing P" and "B's showing us that P."
The difference between "B's entailing P" and "B's showing us

that P" appears to embody the important distinction between

truth-conditions and justification-conditions and, hence, the

extremely significant differsnce between a2 realist interpretation

of the criterial relationship and a constructivist interpretation

of it. 3ut one natural reading of "B shows us that 2" is

Canfield, Larguaze and World, . 5.
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"B entails P,™ and on this reading, the two views appear to
merge. Indeed, in his new book, Canfield himself points out
that on the most plausible interpretation of the noninductive-
evidence view, there is no distinction between it and his own
view.105 But how can this be when Canfield interprets the
criterial relation as a truth-condition, whereas noninductivists
interpret it as a justification-condition? Although this
assimilation of the noninductive-evidence view to the modified
version of Canfield's view seems to obliterate the distinction
between realism and constructivism, it does not do so. For
although the distinction between realism and constructivism can
be characterized in terms of the difference between explaining

neaning in temms of iruth-condiiiens an

terms of justification-conditions, it can also be characterized
in terms of different views of truth. For realists, a statement's
truth is determined by a reality existing independently of us
and our means of knowing it. For constructivists, on the other
hand, a statement's truth consists in the existeéce of adequate
evidence for its assertion and depends upon our capacity for
knowledge. Consequently, both realists and constructivists
night explain a statement's meaning by giving its.'truth-conditions’
But since their notions of truth are different, their 'truth-
conditions' will be different kinds of things.

Although Canfield formulates Witigenstein's criterial

lonship 2s 3 complicated truth-condition, his view is every
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bit as constructivist as the noninductive-evidence view; for he

106

holds a constructivist view of truth. But if the notion of

truth is so central to the realist-constructivist distinction,

it certainly seems that I should have examined Wittgenstein’s

remarks on truth earlier in this chaptex. I did not do so because

those remarks shed 1little light on Wittgenstein's constructivism.
Wittgenstein himself never displayed any interest in

the question "What makes statements of such-and-such a kind true?"

His usual reaction to such a question was to dismiss it by appealing

to the redundancy theory of truth, according to which "It is

true that Jones has a toothache" says no more than "“Jones has

a toothache," and what makes "Jones has a toothache" true is

Jones's having a2 tcothache (31.3. pp. 30-33;

iitigenstein does not hold tnat third-person psychological state-

ments like "Jones has a toothache" have no truth-conditions. He

holds that they have no independent truth-conditions that can be

stated in a non-trivial way. 4And ne denies that understanding

the meaning of such a statement consists in recognizing the conditions

for such a statement to be true independently of our means of

knowing it. For him, understanding the meaning of such statements

consists in recognizing the conditions under which we are justified

in making such statements. We may call those conditions truth-

conditions, but if we do, then we must explain truth in tems of

Jjustified assertibility. 3Such an explanation indicates the close

106, . . s . . <. © s
Ibid., p. 41 and nis "Anthropological 3cience Fiction."

107, . .
This DOalulOn was first S{etcnea by ?. P. Ramsey in
20ts and Fropo (1"77 included in
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connection between constructivist semantics and constructivist
epistemology, which I shall investigate in chapter V. Before
conducting that investigation, however, I wish to show how a
constructivist interpretation of Wittgenstein's criterial rela-
tionship clarifies his position on the connections between criterial

change and conceptual change.

Conceptual Change

It is clear from Wittgenstein's repeated discussions of
the fluctuation between criteria and éymptoms that wittgenstein
recognizes that language changes. Yet some interpreters talk
as if they think he denies this:

The Wittgenstein Thesls can't explain why 211 criteria
and concepts of the system are not fixed absolutely

by convertions; it doesn't take into account the

fact that some adjusiments must occasionalily occur

in the system in order for its elements to play

their explanatory role.308

As Wennerberg, Hacker, and others point out, Witigenstein clearly
recognized the dynamic nature of language. In the Investigationms,
he writes:

But how many kinds of sentence are there?
Say assertion, question, and command?--There are
countless kinds: countless different kinds of
use of what we call "symbols," “Words," "sentences".
And this multiplicity is not something fixed,
given once for all; but new types of language,
new language-games, as we may say, come into
existence, and others become obsolete and get
forgotten. (¥e can get a rough picture of this
from the changes in mathematics.) (P.I. #23)

108

’ Janna L. Thompson, "About Criteria,"™ Ratio, XIII
(1971), 42.
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In Zettel, he writes: "it is a fact of experience that human
beings alter their concepts, exchange them for others when they
learn new facts; when in this way what was formerly important
to them becomes unimportant, and vice versa (2. #352). 4nd in
On Certainty, he compares our grammar to a river bank consisting
partly of hard rock, which is subject only to an imperceptible
alteration, and partly of sand, which is washed from one place
to another (0.C. #99).

It is clear that Wittgenstein recognized the dynamic
nature of our language, but unclear how he characterized its
changes. for him, when a term's criteria change (by addition,
subtraction or replacement), does the term's meaning change?

Has a new concept teen created Wennerverz’s answWer 1s that
according to dittgenstein, when a fanily-resemblance term's
criteria change (by addition, subtraction, or replacement),
the term's meaning does not change, and no new concept has

109 Malcolm's answer is that for Wittgenstein,

been created.
every change in criteria(whether by addition, subtraction, or
replacement) is a.change in meaning and creates a new concept.
Xenny's and Garver's answer is that, for Wittgenstein, the term's

meaning remains the same as long as its old criteria are retained.

If an old criterion is subtracted, then--regardless of whether

1O9In "The Concept of ramily Resemblance,” Wennerberg
attributes to Wittgenstein a notion of dynamical vagueness,
according to which a given family-resemblance concepi's charac~
teristic features, or criteria, are not fixed for a1l time, but
can change over time (by addition, subtraction, or replacenent).

T
t
h
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new concept has been created. But as long as the old criteria
are retained, the concept remains unchanged even if new criteria
are added.

Kenny argues that his interpretation is preferable to
Malcolm's because it is immune to Putnam's criticisms. To
understand this controversy, then, we must examine Malcolm's
interpretation, Putnam's criticisms, and Kenny's compromise.

In Dreaming, Malcolm uses what he believes to be
Wittgenstein's notion of a criterion to argue that i1f psychologists
begin using rapid eye movements (REM) as the criterion of the
occurrence of dreams, then a new concept will have been created
that only remotely ressmbles our ordinary concept of dreaming,
the sole criterion of #@hich is the subjective repori oI the

ests, such as the one

ct

dreamer. In the fifties, psychological
conducted by Dement and Kleitman, established thai there is a

high correlation between the subjective reports of the dreamer

and REM. Since REM is a phenomenon that has been found through
experience to correspond to the phenomenon that is our criterion
for dreaming, it is what Wittgenstein would call a symptom of
dreaming. Now Suppose that a psychologist awakens one of his
subjects during a REM period and asks her whether she was dreaming,
and she replies that she was not. But, the psychologist reasons
that since REM was present, the subject must have been dreaming
and simply forgot the dream when questioned. This psychologist

is using not ihe subject’s report bul Rul{ as the criterion of

dreaming. 4nd in doing so, he has abandcred the ordinary criterion
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its criterion. According to Malcolm, this psychologist has
created a new concept of dreaming that only remotely resembles
our ordinary concept of dreaming and that does not even deserve
to be called by the same name. He has allowed his desire to
know more about dreaming to lead him to so transiorm the concept
of dreaming that his subsequent discoveries are not even discoveries
about dreaminE.iio

In "Dreaming and ‘Depth Grammar'," Hilary Futnam attacks
Malcolm's view of the nature of criterial change, arguing that
in science,many criterial changes are unaccompanied by conceptual
chéhges. Putnam appeals to the historical development of the temm
"acid.” In the sizhteenth century, the criteria for a substance's

g soluble in water, having a sour iaste

velng an acid were bein
@nen in a water solution, and turning litamus paper red. Today,
chenists theoretically define an acid in terms of the notion of

a "proton-donor." Now, on Malcolm's view, since the criteria for
something's being an acid have changed, the meaning of the term
"acid" has changed; and when contemporary chemists talk about
acids, they are not talking about the same chemical substances

that eighteenth-century chemists were talking about when they
talked about acids. Putnam, however, insists that any contemporary
chemist would say that he is talking about the same chemical
substances that eighteentih-century chemists were., Indeed,

according to Putpam, it was only in a very restricted sense

110Norman Malcolm, Dreaming (London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul, 1957), pp. 70-82.
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that the meaning of the term "acid” changed when the new
theoretical definition replaced the eighteenth-century
chemists' crude criteria. It changed in that the theoretical
definition changed, but it remained the same in that both the
new theoretical definition and the old criteria were supposed
to pick out the same 'natural kind' of chemical, namely, acids.
Putnam adnmits that we could learn to say, with Malcolm, that
the concept changes when the criteria change. But he thinks
this way of characterizing criterial change is misleading because
it obscures just what ought to be stressed, viz., that changes

in the criteria for something reflect the fact that we are
gaining more and more knowledge about that Egigg.i ~ Thus,
wnile Malcolm holds that 211 criteris] changes necessarily
result in both conceptual changes and referential changes,
Putnam contends that though criterial changes may result
in minor conceptual modifications, they do not result in
referential changes; and that is what is important.
Kenny argues that Shoemaker's notion of a criterion enables
us to make a distinction that can be used to interpret Wittgenstein's

notion of a criterion in a way that resolves the Malcolm-Futnam

controversy.112 For on Shoemaker's notion, although it

1nHilary Putnam, "Dreaming and 'Depth Grammar®,” in
Analytic Philosophy (Second Series), edited by R. J. Butler
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1965), pp. 218-221.

112Kenny, "Criterion,” 260-261. Cf. Newton Garver,
Grammar and Criteria (Ph. D. dissertation. Cornell University,

1965), p. 250.
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is impossible to subiract one of the criteria for a
concept without changing the concept, it is possible
to add criteria without doing so. Taking Malcolm's
example, if new criteria were added to the concept of dreaming
so that the dreamer's waking reports ceased to be evidence for
his dreaming or not dreaming, then the concept of dreaming clearly
would have changed. But if new criteria were added in such a
way that the dreamer's waking reports continued to be noninductive
evidence for his dreaming or not dreaming, then the concept of
dreaming would not have changed.n3

Does Wittgenstein think that a concept's criteria are
fixed for all time so that the concept automatically changes when
a2 new criterion is addad or an old cne subtracied, or dces he
think that criteria can be added to or perhars subtracted from
a concept without that concept's changing? The passages that seen
most relevant here are those in which Wittgenstein talks about
the fluctuation between criteria and symptoms. When introducing
the distinction between criteria and symptoms in the Blue Book,
dittgenstein writes that in most cases if someone asked us
Wwhicn phenonenon was the defining criterion and which was the
symptom, We would be unable to answer except by making an arbitrary
ad hoc decision. For although it may be practical to define a
word by making one phenomenon its defining criterion, we could

easily be persuaded to define the word by making another pnenomenon

113, .
Kenny, "Criterion," 260-261.
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that was a symptom according to our first use the defining
criterion. Indeed, doctors use names of diseases "without
ever deciding which phenomena are to be taken as criteria and
which as symptoms," and this need not be a deplorable unclarity.
For we generally were not taught to, and do not, "use language
according to strict rules" (Bl.B. p. 25). In discussing the
criterion-symptom distinction in the Investigations, Wittgenstein
writes that "the fluctuation in grammar between criteria and
symptoms makes it look as if there were nothing at all but
symptoms" (P.I. #354)., Earlier in that same work he remarks
that scientific definitions fluctuate so that what counts as

"an observed concomitant” or symptom of a phenomenon today

will be used to define it tomorrow (F.I. #7%9). The mos: s
discussion of the fluctuation bpetween criteria and symptoms occurs
in Zettel:

Nothing is commoner than for the meaning of an
expression to oscillate, for a phenomenon to be
regarded sometimes as a symptom, sometimes as a
criterion, of a state of affairs. And mostly in
such a case the shift of meaning is not noted.

In science it is usual to make phenomena that
allow of exact measurement into defining criteria
for an expression; and then one is inclined to
think that now the proper meaning has been found.
Innumerable confusions have arisen in this way.

There are for example degrees of pleasure, but
it is stupid to speak of a measurement of pleasure.
It is true that in certain cases a measurable
phenomenon occupies the place previously occupied
by a nonmeasurable one. Then the word designating
this place changes its meaning, and its old
meaning has become more or less obsolete. (Z. #438;
emphasis mine)

In this passage, Yittgenstein attacks a realist account of the

development of scientific techniques, terms, and theories and
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indicates that the fluctuation between criteria and symptoms in
our use of scientific terms involves a continual "shift of
meaning.”" He states that in science it is common to make
phenomena that can be precisely measured into the defining
criteria for an expression. And when this 1s done, we think
that the proper meaning of the expression has been discovered.
But our thinking is confused. A measurable quantity may have
been discovered, e.g., temperature; and a new technique of
measurement invented, e.g., thermometric readings. But, no

absolutely correct meaning has been discovered.

Wittgenstein clearly held that replacing one criterion

with another constitutes a change in meaning and creates a new

non-measurable one as a criterion for the application of the

relevant term, the term in question changes its meaning (2. #428).

In the Investigations, he writes that when 2 concept presents

serious philosophical puzzles, as does the concept of the
dawning of an aspect, this cannot be resolved by introducing
a new, e.g. physiological, criterion for seeing because replacing
the old psychological concept with 2 new physiological one screens
the old problem from view rather than solving it (P.I. p. 212).

He also thought that merely adding or subtracting a criterion
constitutes a change in meaning and creates a new concept. He
writes that when a phenomenon is regarded "sometimes as a symptom"

»

and “someti
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On the issue of the relationship between criterial
change and conceptual change, Witigenstein clearly adopts the
constructivist position that any change in criteria constitutes
a change in meaning. Although several proponents of the non-
inductive-evidence view114 interpret Wittgenstein's position
on this issue as I have, Kenny, an early proponent of the
noninductive-evidence view, argues that new criteria can be
added without a change in concept once we adopt Shoemaker's
test for criterionhood, according to which Wwe can determine whether
something is a criterion for the truth of certain judgements by
asking whether it is conceivable that we could "discover empirically
that it is not, or has cezsed to be, evidence in favor of the
trutn of such judgements.” T shall argue that Shosamaksr’s
test for criterionnood is compatible with Yittgensiein
on the conceivability of empirically discovering a criterial
breakdown, but should not te taken to mean that new criteria
can be added without a conceptual change.

In opposition to Snoemaker, B. A. 0. Williams argues that
¥e might discover empirically that something has ceased to be a
criterion. He bases his argument on the premises: (1) criteria

do not logically entail what they are criteria of and (2) criteria

11uﬁacker, insignt and Illusion, pp. 294-295;

Baker, "“A New Foundation for Semantics,™ 182-183.

1158hoemaker, Self-Knowledsge and Self-Identity,

p. L.
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: 116 oo o
rest on certain general facts. Wittgenstein held (1) and (2),
so it is tempting to think that he, too, held that criterio-
logical breakdowns can be empirically discovered.
Earlier in this chapter, I mentioned Wittgenstein's

imagining worlds in which the inhabitants' criteria are different

from ours. But in such cases, the difference in criteria is not

something discovered, it is something stipulated iJldeséribing
the imaginary world.ii? A1l the same, Wittgenstein's charac-
terizations of these imaginary worlds give us clues to his
position on the conceivability of empirically discovering a
criterial breakdown. In the Investigations, he writes that one

way to make intelligible the formation of concepis very different

i

from curs is by imagining certein very zenerzl facts of nature

I

o be different from what we are used to, for then the formation
of concepts different from the usual ones becomes intelligible
to us (P.I. p. 230). 1In Zettel, he writes that a very different
education might be "the foundation for quite different concepts.”
Ye might imeagine, for example, that the children of a certain
tribe were brought up "to give no expression of feeling of any
kind." Such a tribe's life would be very different from ours;

they would not be interested in what interests us. We can

4
‘16Nilliams, "Knowledge and Meaning in the Philosophy
of Mind," 224-225, 227.

117Compare Kripke's argument that a possible world is
not something very remote observed with difficulty through 2
telescope, but rather something that we create or stipulate by
formulating a description of it. 3aul A. Kripke, "deming and
llecessity,"” in 3 ics of Natural Lanzuage, eds. Donald
Davidson and Gilbert rarman (New York: Humanities Press, 1972),
D. 2c7.
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imagine such a tribe having concepts very different from ours.
"In fact, this is the only way in which essentially different
concepts are imaginable" (Z. #383-388; emphasis mine). These
remarks in Zettel seem incompatible with dittgenstein's earlier
remark that imagining different general facts of nature is a
way of making different concepts intelligible to us, But,
despite appearances to the contrary, the two sets of remarks
are compatible; for the general facts of nature place limits
on what education, interests, and forms of life are possible:
very different generazl facts of nature would make our education,
interests, and forms of life impossible. If our natural pain-
behavior were quite different, for example, we would have a
different form of 1life; cur interesis would te different, zan
We could not te educated atout pain as we now are.

The converse, however, does not hold. Given the same
general facts of nature, we might be educated differently and
have different forms of life and different interests. Wittgenstein
imagines this sort of situation in describing a tribe of people
with our natural pain behavior who teach their children to give
no expression of feeling, who do not speak of pain, and wWho
ridicule or punish anyone who complains (Z. #383). For Wittgenstein,
imagining a different education, different interests, and different
forms of 1ife is the only wWay in which essentially different
concepts are imaginable both because as children we are trained
to use concepts, and essentially different concepts would require

a different training, and because our interesis determine ocur ccncects.
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e do not construct a concept whenever we see a similarity;
rather, we construct a concept when a similariiy is important
to us. A tribe might, for example, have two concepts akin to
our concept of pain, one being applied where there is visible
damage and the other for things like stomachache. This conceptual
difference could be explained by noting that in this particular
tribe, the distinction between external damage, which arouses
pity, and internal pain, where anyone who complains is mocked,
is important (2. #376-380). Or we could imagine a game similar
to chess in which players who lose their pawns lose the game, and
our lack of interest in such a game could be explained by noting

that we find it "uninteresting or stupid or too complicated or

concepts depends on (1) certain
general facts of nature, (2) a particular training, (3) our interesis,
and (#) our forms of life.118
In Zettel, Wittgenstein writes that "it is easy to

imagine and work out in full detail events which, if they actually
came about, would throw us out in all our judgements" (Z. #393).
Cne would think that since Wittgenstein holds that we can easily
imagine such momentous events, he certainly ought to hold that

Wwe can conceive of empirically discovering a single criterial

breakdown. Can't we empirically discover that someone's holding

his cheek is no longer a criterion for his having a2 toothache by

118,

zdwin Harris discusses requirements similar to these

in "The Problem of Inducticn in the Later tgenstein," South-
western Journal of Fhilosoohy, III (Spring 1972), 135-146. He
El them "logically necessary ccenditlons Zor a "geed' language
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noticing that whenever people moan and say "I have a toothache,”
they do not hold their cheeks? We can discover empirically that
holding the cheek has ceased to accompany moaning and saying, "I
have a toothache," but it would be misleading to say that in
doing so, we have empirically discovered that someone's holding
his cheek has ceased to be a criterion for his having a toothache,
Speaking strictly, what we have empirically discovered is that
one of the general facts of human nature on which our use of
the term "toothache"” is based has changed. This factual change,
however, does not automatically abolish the criterial rule connecting
someone's holding his cheek with his having a toothache, for we

could retain the criterial rule despite the change in facts. A4s

enstein puts it, we ccould stay in the saddle no matter how
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much the facts bucked (0.C., #615-620). Cf cours
no horse beneatn the saddle, we would not go far. and if people
never held their cheeks when they had toothaches, the criterial
rule connecting a person's holding his cheek with his having a
toothache would have no use. Nonetheless, the choice is ours.

Consequently, we cannot empirically discover that something has

ceased to be a criterion because the facts do not determine what

Will count as our criteria, we do. We do not discover that
something has ceased to be a criterion, we decide, on the basis
of our interests and experiences, that something will no longer

19

) . X 1
count as a criterion for us.”

119,

Someone may discover that at a certain time a group of
language users decided that something would no longer count as a
riterion. Bui this clearly is not what is meant by "empirically
o

overing a criterid breakdown.”
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Do I want to say, then, that certain facts

are favorable to the formation of certain concepts;

or again unfavorable? And does experience teach

us this? It is a fact of experience that human

beings alter their concepts, exchange them for

others when they learn new facts; when in this

way what was formerly important to them becomes

unimportant, and vice versa. (Z. #352).
For Wittgenstein, the empirical discovery of a criterial break-
down is inconcelvable if by this we mean the discovery of facts
that force us to stop using a certain criterion. No factual
discovery can force us to stop using a criterion. But this is
not to say that there is no connection between our factual ex-

periences and our criteria; for although factual discoveries never

force us to change our criteria, it is a fact of experience that
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interests would be better served by different
abandon our old criteria for new ones,

Thus, Shoemaker's test for criterionhood, according
to which B is not a criterion of P if it is conceivable that
we could empirically discover that B has ceased to be evidence
for P, is compatible with Wittgenstein's remarks. Moreover,
although Shoemaker's test allows criteria to be added without
changing a concept, it does not require that they be, and it is
quite compatible with a constructivist interpretation which makes
every change in criteria a change in concept.

T have argued that Malcolm's principle--"to add a
critericn to a concept is ipso facto to change that concept

to crange the mearing of the relevant expression), and/or to
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introduce a new concept in its stead"120

--accurately represents
Wittgenstein's view of the relationship between criterid change
and conceptual change, Lycan argues that Malcolm's principle
makes much of standard scientific procedure illegitimate and

should, therefore, be rejected.l?l

I find Lycan's criticism
unwarranted, for Wittgensteinian constructivism is not a criticism
of standard scientific procedure. Like realism, it is an account,
explanation, or description of what scientists are doing when
they follow standard scientific procedure. Just as the later
Wittgenstein seeks not to reform ordinary language or mathematics,

but to describe them in such a way that certain confusions will

be eliminated (P.I. #90, 109-124), so he seeks not to reform

oo

scientific procecdurs, but to describe it s0 as

pnilosophical confusions that have arisen from

Malcolm's attack on Dement and Kleitman's research, cn
the other nand, is quite un-Wittgensteinian. Malcolm implies
that their research was completely worthless, but I do not think
Wittgenstein @ould have found it so. I think ne would have said
that Dement and Kleitman had discovered interesting and significant

facts about the common accompaniments of dreaming, but had solved

120,. 5 5 o ey R
12 Norman Malcolm, "Knowledge of Cther Minds,'

) in his
Knowledze and Certainty (Znglewcod Cliffs, Mew Jerssy: Frentice-

= g 5
Hall, 1963), pp. 131-132 as summarized in Lycan, "Neninductive
ovidence, " 120.

121 A
Lycan, "Nonin

[N

uctive Zvidence," 120.
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none of the philosophical puzzles about dreaming--which is as
it should be, for Wittgenstein holds that it is not the scientists'
job to solve philosophical puzzles.

Malcolm charges Dement and Kleitman with unwittingly
creating a completely new concept of dreaming and investigating
it while believing and claiming that they are investigating
"dreaming," in the ordinary sense of the word. But, Malcolm
exaggerates the extent of Dement and Kleitman's deviation from
the ordinary concept of dreaming. R.E.M. is what Wittgenstein
would call a symptom of dreaming, for it has been found through
experience to correspond with the criterion of dreaming, viz.

the dreamer’s subjectiive report. Jittgenstein nolds that symptoms,

o2

Ty knowladge claims. 4An

Dement and Xleiitman used R.Z.M. to jusiify their claims that
their subjects were dreaming, 3o what is Malcolm obJectiing to?
He is objecting to Dement and Kleitman's allowing R.Z.M. to

take precedence over subjective dream reports. But this might
very well be one of those situations in which, as Wittgenstein
puts it, in the light of new factual discoveries, scientists
decide that it would be in their interest to replace an ordinary,
imprecise concept with a more rigorous, quantitative one (2. #438
& 352). 1Indeed, one could plausibly contend that rather than
iznoring the criterial status of subjective dream reports, Dement
and Kleitman acknowledge it in establishing that R.E.M. is evidence
for dreaning by & series of experiments in which the subjecis are
awakened during R.Z.M. and asked whether they have bteen dreaming.

Tement z2nd Kleitman use Z.Z.M. as evidence for dreaming only after
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establishing the existence of a correlation between R.Z.M, and
subjective dream reports, and such a procedure presupposes that
dream reports are reliable evidence for dreaming.i22 Mal coln

is apparently critical of Dement and Kleitman's allowing their
empirical discoveries to lead them to change the concept of
dreaming. But I think Wittgenstein would say that given their
scientific interest in formulating a physiological theory, it is
only natural and perfectly appropriate for them to introduce
such a conceptual change. Indeed, according to constructivism,

science progresses not by collecting more and more information

about the true nature of reality, but by replacing old conceptual

_123

a change in Witigensteinian criteria is ipsc facto a change in

meaning and concept, his use of this principle in Dreaming is
often un-¥ittgensteinian. Thus, many of the criticisms of that
work do not apply to Wittgenstein's notion of a criterion.

The bulk of Putnam's criticisms, however, do apply to
Wittgenstein's notion, so I shall state them and sketch a possible
Yittgenstelnian response to them., Ziff, Putnam, Chihara, and Fodor

advocate an empirical realist analysis of psychological concepts

122 F ' -
Cf. BE. M. Curley, "Dreaming and Conceptual Revision,"
sustralasian Journal of Philosophy, LIII (dug. 1975), 138;
Thompson, "About Criteria,” 37.
123,42 -, v e B
Li. oanomas o, alunn, lne poruciure
Revolutions, 2nd ed., {(Chicago: The University o

19827.
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according to which there are no criterial connections between

psychological states and behavior; rather, the belief that other
people experience mental states, events, and processes is the

best explanation of their behavior. On this analysis, in learning

what psychological terms such as "pain" and "dream" mean, we

do not learn "“criterial connections which map these terms

severally into characteristiec patterns of behavior." Rather,
we form "complex conceptual connections which interrelate a wide

variety of mental states.” And we appeal to such a "conceptual

system" when we try to explain someone's behavior by reference to

124

his motives, intentions, beliefs, and so on. These contenporary

cf scmscne's

§9

mental states of others is an inference from the premise that
certain nypothesis would provide the best explanation for the
. P : . te s s 126
evidence to the conclusion that that hypothesis is true.
at first glance, the contemporary empirical realists'

analysis of psychclogical concepts might appear to be compatible

with Wittgenstein's: a Wittgensteinian might say that inferences

2B .. "
! Chihara and Fodor, "Cperationalism and Crdinary
Language, " 413.

ary Putnam, "Cther Minds," in Logic and Art:
Issays in Honor of Nelson Goodman, edited by R. Rudner er and I,
Scheffler (New York: Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1972), pp. 82-
88. Putnam clarifies a position presented by Paul Ziff in "The
§é§plicity of Gther Minds,” Journal of Philosophy, LXII (1965), 3575-
plea

12€,.. . -
Gilbert Harman,

Prilcsophizal Review, Li

"

28-R9,

Inference to the Zest Zxplanation,
)
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based on criterizl rules are inferences to the best explanation.

But any appearance of compatibility vanishes when we realize that
contemporary empirical realists are using "explanation" in a
theoretical sense., For them, saying "On the basis of this, he

must have 2 toothache," is like saying "On the basis of this, there
must be subatomic particles., Moreover, on their view, a theoretical
inference that someone has a toothache is to be understood not as
an analogical inference based on an inductively established
correlation between my own behavior and toothache, but as a

theoretical inference to the best explanation. What makes "He has

a toothache,” the best explanation of a man's moaning and holding

systen is just our orxdinary system of psychol
contemporacy emplrical reazlists may seem to differ from hittgens
only in their refusm] to use the word "criterion.” The difference,
however, is much greater than this, for realists hold that our
ordinary system of psychological concepts is in many ways like
a scientific theory: it supposedly "fits the facts" best and may
be overthrown by future experience. As we know, Wittgenstein thinks
it is wrong to believe that we have the conceptual system we do
because it "fits the facts" best or that our conceptual system may
be overthrown by future experience.

Hyde criticizes the contemporary empirical realists’ analysis

F R antien Tn ?
L LO€ enuvile INAneWorx

nave to be alternztives to it which
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have been rejected as infe:ior.lz? Putnam seems willing to admit
that there are no aliernztives now:

To put it crudely, the "inference" to the mental

states of others is what has been called an

“inference to the best explanation"--or it would

be, except that it isn't an inference! (It isn't

an inference because, to repeat, ngzglternative

is or ever has been in the field.)

But, someday there might be an alternative theory in
which mental states zre replaced by neurological events, and on
that day wouldn't we be forced to choose tetween the new theory
and our ordinary psychological concepts? And doesn’t the possibility
of such an alternative theory support empirical realism? Some

argue that once the requisite discoveries ace made and the theory

naves o

all of o

behavior as eviderce for what others think and rfeel, we will rely

on something like brain-sizie readings. Such a position is attractive

$—

to empiriczl realists who compare our ordinary system of psychologica

concepis to a scientific theory.

127";yde, wittrenstein and Criteria, pp. 97-10€ 2nd his

irical Fealism and Cther iMinds," Fhilosophical Investigations,
3pring 1979), 13-21.

128, " ; " :
Putnam, "Cther Minds,” p. 86. Futnam writes that
Flantinga's zlternative that there is a demon who has created all
beings other than me without minds, and who causes them to act
exactly as if they had minds to fool me is "too silly to consider"

(p. 98).

"Zmp
IT (

1Zgleith

¢ Campbell gave such an argument in "abstract
Particulars,"” & paper presented atl the Unlversity of Fiitsburgh
Fhilosophy Departzeni Colloquium on § November 1981.
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I think Yittgenstein would argue that contemporary
enpirical realism is mistaken in thinking that our ordinary
system of psychological concepts gets its strength from empirical
confirmation. He holds that we do not have our system of
psychological concepts because it fits the facts best nor would
Wwe abandon it because we had discovered another that fit them
better. CQCur ordinary system of psychological concepts gets its
strength from its central role in our lives. It is built upon our
primitive actions and reactions and used constantly in our social
interactions. We cannot choose to disbelieve it the way certain

fundamentalists choose not to believe in evolution. And that is

not to play the only game in town, we cannot choose not to play

the ordinary language-games with our psychological concepts as
someone Wwith a free evening might choose not to play solitaire even
though he knew the game and had a deck of cards, We play our
ordinary psychological language-games almost constantly whether

we like them or not. To stop playing them, one would have to
commit suicide, have his speech center removed, be brainwashed,

undergo something akin to 2 religious conversion, or do something

equally drastic., Cur ordinary system of psychological concepis is
not 2 theory formulzted by scientists to account for certain

pnenomena. It 1s less a construction of human reason than an

instinct. It is grounded not in
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thought, but in action. It is, as it were, something animal (p.1.
#415; 0.C. #402; Z. #545). Consequently, zny philosophical theory
that compares our ordinary system of psychological concepts to a

scientific theory is highly suspect.



CHAPTER V

CRITERIA AND CERTAINTY

We have seen that Wittgenstein's view of the relationship
between a criterion and what it is a criterion of is problematic, for
although it is clear that Wittgenstein thinks a criterion provides
evidence for what it is a criterion of, it is unclear what sort of
evidence he thinks it provides. A ¥Wittgensteinian criterion does not
ically 2nitail that for which it is a crifsrion, nor deces it provide
the simple sort of inductive evidence provided by symptoams, Moreover,
although Wittgenstein introduces his distinction between a criterion
and a symptom with an example from medical diagnosis, his distinction
is significantly different from that used in actual medical diagnoses,

Examining Wittgenstein's notions of a criterion and a
symptom left his view of the criterial relationship obscure, so 1
subsequently examined the connections between his notion of a
criterion and his views on family resemblances, circumstances, and
meaning. Finding that criteria are connected to family resemblances
in that the criteria for a family-resemblance term are identical to
the characteristic features that form the family resemblances among
the term's referents, I concluded that, for Wittgenstein, a general
term may have several criteria which need be neither necessary nox

199
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sufficient conditions for its application and which may be mutually

exclusive and overlap and criss-cross.

According to Wittgenstein, the criteria for a family-
resemblance term are insufficient conditions for its application
because the circumstances in which they obtain also affect the term's
application. Thus, the criterial relationship is actually a three-
term relation involving not only criteria and what they are criteria
of, but also the circumstances in which criteria oblain, These
circumstances are of two kinds: the relevant general facts of nature,
which provide the necessary background for the significant functioning
of our criteria, and the circumstances of the particular case, which
determine both whether behavior functions as a criterion for someone's

being in a certain tsycnological state and whether behavicr that is

it is in the siate

so functioning shows us that the person axhiditing
in question. Thus, if we let B stand for a particular iype of
behavior and P for a certain psychological state, event, or process,
Wittgenstein's criterial relationship states: in certain general
circumstances, it ;s a rule of language that in certain particular
circumstances, B is a criterion of P and that in normal particular
circumstances, someone's exhibiting criteria of P shows us that he is
in P.

Wittgenstein's criterial rules of language are conventional
in that they are based on a consensus in judgements., We agree in
taking certain natural types of behavior as criteria for certain
psychological states, events, and processes. OQur agreement developed

from and depends upon primitive reactions. Like them, it can be

given no atsolute rztional foundation.
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Our criterial rules of language are necessary, but their

necessity is relative to our particular grammar. Indeed, both what is
logically necessary for us and what is logically possible for us are
determined by our particular grammar and presuppose the existence of
certain general facts. Moreover, Wittgenstein holds the constructivist
view that the meaning of a term is given by stating its Justification
conditions or criteria and that every change in criteria constitutes

a change in meaning or concept.

I shall conclude my investigation of Wittgenstein's criterial
relationship by showing how my constructivist interpretation clarifies
and is clarified by Wittgenstein's views on certain fundamental issues
in epistemology and the philosophy of mind.

Je have seen that my interpretation makes JYittgensteln

=1

criterial relatilonship inconsistent with reailist semantics, according
to which the meaning of sentences about pnysical objects, the psycho-
logical states of others, the past, etc., can be established by
stating conditions for their truth which are independent of what
counts as evidence for them or of whether they can be known to be
true. Also a doctrine of traditional, post-Cartesian, foundationalist
epistemology, this thesis enables the skeptic to argue, "I know what
sentences about the psychological states of others mean; what I want
to know is what evidence, if any, we have that they are true.”
Traditional epistemology attempts to respond to such skeptical
challenges. Wittgenstein's criterial relationship, on the other hand,
links semantics and epistemology, thus undermining the skeptic's
assumption that meaning and truth are independent of knowledge. To
understand fully Wittgenstein's response to the skeptic, we must

examine his noticns of knowledge and certainty.



202
Knowledge

In On Certainty, Wittgenstein argues that our ordinary use
of the word “know"--and,therefore, our ordinary concept of knowledge--
has the following features: (1) knowledge claims are justifiable;
(2) whatever can be known can be doubted, and (3) knowledge claims
can be mistaken. I shall discuss these features in turnm.

(1) Ordinarily, if someone knows something, he can say how
he knows it (0.C. #550). If someone says he knows that Mont Blanc is
4000 meters high, for example, ;nd we ask how he knows, he can answer
by saying that he looked up the height of Mont Blanc on a map. Under
normal circumstances, we would then grant that he knew the height of

Hont Blanc (0.C. #170). Similarly, if I say I know that Jones has a

i

toothache, then,2s I mentioned in chapter I, if asksd hew I know, I
can respond either by appealing to symptoms--"He has a red patch on
his cheek"--or by appealing to criteria--"He is moaning and holding
his cheek" (B1.B. pp. 24-25). Consequently, instead of stating
Wittgenstein's criterial relationship in terms of criteria of P
showing us that P, I could state it in terms of criteria of P
Justifying our assertion, or claim to know, that P. So modified, my
interpretation states Wittgenstein's view of the criterial relation-
ship as follows: 1in certain general circumstances, it is a rule of
language that in certain particular circumstances someone's exhibiting
B 1s a criterion for his being in P and that in normal particular
circumstances, someone's exhibiting criteria of P justifies our
assertion, or claim to xnow, that he is in P, This formulation
reveals the intimate connection between criteria, justification, and

knowledge inherent in the criterial relationship.
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Wittgenstein supports his view that knowledge claims are
Jjustifiable by discussing particular cases in which we accompany our
knowledge claims with an explanation of how we know:
Someone with bad sight asks me: "do you believe
that the thing we can see there is a tree?" I reply "I
know it is; I can see it clearly and am familiar with it".-
-A: "Is N. N, at home?"--I: "Yesterday he was--I know he
was; I spoke to him,"--A: "Do you know or only believe that
this part of the house is-built on later than the rest?"-
-I: "I know it is; I asked so and so about it." (0.C. #483)
In all of these cases someone says "I know" and mentions how he knows,
or at least can do so (0.C. #484). If, on the other hand, someone says
"I know" and does not mention how he knows, he leaves himself open to
the question "How do you know?" If he cannot answer it, he does not
know what he claims to know. Moreover, if he wants to demonstrate
his knowledge, ne cannot simply make a knowledge claim; he must

ustify it. f someons wants to assurs ne that he knows what is

-

going on at a certain place, for example, he will have To give me
grounds which show that he is in a position to know what is going on
there. If he cannot give any grounds, then I may reply that he does
not know what is going on there at all., I may insist that if he
cannot justify his knowledge claim, then he should not make it (0.C.
#438).

To further emphasize the intimate connection between
knowledge claims and justification, Wittgenstein points out that in
many cases the expression "I know" is simply 2 shorthand way of
assuring someone that I have done the proper checking--that I have
the proper grounds for my statement (0.C. #18). To illustrate this
use of "I know," Wittgenstein invents the following primitive language

ame;

oq
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A language game: bringing building stones, reporting the

number of available stones. The number is sometimes estirmated,

sometimes established by counting. Then the question arises

"Do you believe there are as many stones as that?", and the

answer "I know there are--I've just counted them." But here

the "I know" could be dropped. If, however, there are

several ways of finding something out for sure, like counting,

welghing, measuring the stack, then the statement "I know"

can take the place of mentioning how I know. (0.C. #564)
Wittgenstein insists that like the speakers of this primitive language,
we use "I know" as shorthand for mentioning how we know. We make a
knowledge claim only when we are ready to justify it. If someone
cannot justify his knowledge claim, then he should not have made it.
Furthermore, if someone makes a knowledge'claim that cannot be justified,
what he claims to know is not the sort of thing that can be known, and
he cannot know it (0.C. #18, 91, 243, 432, 550, 564).

itigenstein uses his notion of a criterion to distinguish

the knowatle from the unkrowabls, Since Jones's moaning and holding
his cheek serve as criteria by which I can Jjustify my claim to know
that Jones has a toothache, I can know that Jones has a toothache. But
there is nothing that could serve as a criterion by which I could justify
my claim to know that I have a toothache. Indeed, it makes no sense to
speak of my coming to know or finding out that I have a toothache,
Consequently, I cannot sensibly claim to know that I have a toothache.
This does not mean I cannot rightfully say that I have a toothache; it
means that there is nothing to which I could appeal to justify my
assertion. I cannot appeal to some private mental state because, as
the private-language argument demonstrates, such a state cannot justify
an assertion. Consequently, since I cannot say how I know that I have
a toothache, I should not say that I know that I have one.

(2) Ordinarily, if "I %now that X" nalkes sense, then "I

do not know whether X" and "I doubt that X" maks senze, too.
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Wittgenstein writes that if anatomy were under discussion, it would

be perfectly correct for him to say, "I know that twelve pairs of
nerves lead from the brain" (0.C. #621). For although he has never
seen the twelve pairs of nerves, he has gotten his information from a
reliable source (such as an anatomy textbook), and he has no reason
to doubt it. Nonetheless, a man engaged in discussion with him might
remark, "I doubt that twelve pairs of nerves lead from the brain; I
believe I read that there are only ten pairs of nerves leading from
the brain." And if another man were then asked for his opinion on
the matter, he might reply, "I don’'t know whether twelve pairs of
nerves lead from the brain; I know very little about anatomy." In this
situation, the statements "I know that twelve pairs of nerves lead

from the brain,"” "I don't know whether twelve rairs of nerves lead

frem the brain™ and "I doubt thal twelve pairs of rerves lead froz the

brain® all make sense., That tWwelve pairs of nerves lead from the
brain can be either known,or not known,or doubted. It makes sense to
say either that one knows it, or that one does not know it, or that
one doubts it. Wittgenstein insists that this is true of most, if
not all, of the things that we ordinarily claim to know. I can
either know, not know, or doubt that someone else has a toothache.
I can neither know, nor not know, nor doubt that I have one (except
perhaps as a joke) (P.I. #246).

Of course, it is tempting to think that whatever is really
known cannot be doubted. We want to say, "If I really know, then I
cannot be wrong.” “For 'I know' seems to describe a state of affairs
which guarantees what is known, guarantees it as a fact™ (0.C. #12).
Wittgenstein thinks there 1s some truth in this: I cannot say, "I

xnew that X, tut I doudt it." If I have any rezzon to doubi that X,
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then I should not claim to know it. Skeptics insist that since I
might always turn out to be wrong about physical objects, the psycho-
logical states of others, the past, etc., I can never really know about
such things and should never make knowledge claims about thenm.
Wittgenstein, on the other hand, insists that the inherent fallibility
of human beings about such things is no reason for my doubting that I
know a particular thing. The fact that human beings have been wrong
about such things in the past and will be wrong about them in the
future is no more a ground for my assuming that I am wrong now than
the fact that machines have broken down in the past and will break
down in the future is a reason for my assuming that the typewriter I
am now using is breaking down. Doubting something simply because

s as senseless as takin

Tq

i

human inrarently fallitle about it

4]
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e
[

typewriter to be repaired simply because machines are innerently liable
to brezk down., Thus, when Wittgenstein asserts that whatever can be
known can be doubted, he is saying neither that we can never really
know anything because knowledge claims are always open to doubt, nor
that it makes sense for someone to say, "I know that X, but I doubt it,"
but that the statement "I know that X" makes sense, or has a use, only
if the statement "I doubt that X" makes sense, or has a use, too (0.
C. #58, 121). Accordingly, "I know that Jones has a toothache" and
“I doubt that Jones has a toothache" both nake sense, whereas "I
doubt that I have a toothache" and "I know that I have a tcothache”
are nonsense; they have no role in our language.

(3) Xnowledge claims can be mistaken., Witigenstein clains
to know that twelve palrs of nerves lead from the brain because he has

gotten his information from a reliable source and has no reason to



207

doubt it. But suppose the man who thought ten pairs of nerves led
from the brain returned to his home and found, in the most recent
edition of a neurological journal, an article stating that onmly ten
pairs of nerves lead from the brain. Were Wittgenstein to read this
article, he might say, "I thought I knew that twelve pairs of nerves
led from the brain, but I was wrong." According to Wittgenstein,
like "I know that twelve pairs of nerves lead from the brain,"™ our
other ordinary knowledge claims can be mistaken. I can claim to
know that Jones has a toothache, but I may be mistaken because he
might be skillfully feigning having a toothache.

0f course, we are tempted to think that if we really know
something, then we cannot be misiaken about it. If, for example, 1
really knew that Jonses had 2 toothache because T could fesl his
toothache as I feel mine, then I could not be mistaken abogt nis
naving a toothache, and I would really know it., According to
Wittgenstein, there is some truth in this: I cannot say, “I know
that Jones has a toothache, but I may be mistaken.,"” If I have any
reason to think that I may be mistaken, then I should not say I know.
But human fallibility is no more a reason to think that my particular
knowledge claim may be mistaken than the inherent liability of
machines to break down is a reason to think that my typewriter may
reak down. 4 claim to know something is not a claim to be
infallible about it, We sometimes say "I thought I knew, but I was
wrong." Thus,"I know that X" has a use only if "I thought I knew that

- Y - . . . ) 7/ 3 - . e .
X, but I was mistaken" has one (0.C. #12). I can know thai someone
else has 2 toothache, and I can be mistaken about another's naving a

toothache. But since I cannot be mistaken about ay having a toothache,

nave one

I

I carnngt 4ncw thot



208
Having discussed Wittgenstein's view of knowledge, I shall
now examine his notion of certainty and clarify his view of the

relationship between certainty and knowledge.

Certainty

In On Certainty, Wittgenstein presents a view of the
relationship between certainty and knowledge that appears to be
inconsistent. He apparently assimilates knowledge and certainty in
some passages and contrasts them in others. 1In section 272, he
equates "I know" with "I am familiar with it as a certainty."” But in
section 308, he asserts that "'knowledge' and ‘certainty’ belong to
different categories."” These passages and others make Witigenstein's
view of the relationship teiween certainiy and knowledge look
inconsistent,130 I will show that despite appearancss to the coatrary,
dittzenstein's view of the relaticonship beiween certainty and knowledge
is consistent.

One could argue that Wittgenstein's view of the relationsnip
between certainty and knowledge is consistent because Wittgenstein is
talking about one kind of certainty when he assimilates knowledge and
certainty and another when he contrasts them. Indeed, the text
supports the view that Wittgenstein is talking about subjective
certainty when he contrasts knowledge and certainty and objective
certainty when he assimilates them (0.C. #245, 270-273, 563). This
interpretation is partly correct: Witigenstein does contrast
subjective certainty with knowledge and does make objective certainty

a property of knowledge. But he not only makes objective certainty a

3 s . :
130432n 3. White argues that Wittgenstein's view of the
relationship betwzen ceriainty and knowledge is inconsistent in his

“Review of Cn Jeriainiv,™ Philescrhiczl Zecks, (I (1970}, 20.
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property of knowledge, he also contrasts it with knowledge. Thus,
his view of the nature of objective certainty appears to be inconsistent
and seems to render his view of the relationship between certainty and
knowledge inconsistent.

Nonetheless, I will argue that Wittgenstein's remarks on
subjective and objective certainty make his view of the relationship
between certainty and knowledge consistent, for those remarks yield
the view that there are three types of certainty: (1) subjective
certainty, which is contrasted with knowledge; (2) epistemic objective
certainty, which is a property of knowledge; and (3) non-epistemic
objective certainty, which is a property of various propositions

including the propositicns that Mcore claims to know, propesitions
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Subjective Certainty
With the word “certain" we express complete conviction,
the total absence of doubt, and thereby we seek to convince
other people. That is subjective certainty. (0.C. #194)

For Wittgenstein, something is subjectively certain when we
are completely convinced of it, when we do not doubt it. Buti we do
not doubt what we know, so it is tempting to think that there is no
important difference between the concept of knowledge and that of
subjective certainty (0.C. #8, 10).131 uittgenstein, however, does
not equate subjective certainly with knowledge; in fact, he warns
against equating the t#o. He argues that although we may be subjec-

tively certain of what we know, there are important differences between

131Henry Le Roy Finch maintains that Wittgensiein equates
ert2inty with certain knowledze in "Wittigenstein’'s Last
ary Certainty,” Internaticnal Philcsornizal Zuartarly, XV
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subjective certainty and knowledge: subjective certainty does not
require grounds, knowledge does; expressions of subjective certainty
cannot be mistaken, knowledge claims can be. Because of these impor-
tant differences, Wittgenstein assigns knowledge and subjective
certainty to different categories (0.C. #308).

According to Wittgenstein, when someone says "I am sure . .
. »" he expresses his attitude of subjective certainty; he tells others
that for his part,he is certain (0.C. #179-180, 563). When sonmeone
says "I know . . . ," however, he does not merely express an attitude;
he does not simply tell others that for his part, he knows because
knowledge is not subjective (0.C. #245). When someone says "I know ,

s how 1% is--rely on it." He gives thaan

« « ," he tells others "That
nis word thatl ne nas dons the proper checking and has the proper
grounds for ais claim (C.C. #175-178).

Knowledge claims require such grounds; expressions of
subjective certainty do not. If someone is sure of something, the
question "Why are you sure?” need not be answerable. But if someone
knows someihing, the question "How do you know?" must be answerable
(0.C. #550). To answer that question is to give grounds for one's
knowledge claim. Such grounds make knowledge objective (0.C. #16, 18,
91, 166, 170-180, 243, 270, 432, 504-505, 555, 564).

Because knowledge requires grounds, knowledge claims can be
mistaken; expressions of subjective certainty, however, require no
grounds and cannot ve mistaken. If you show that I do not have the
proper grounds for my knowledge clainm, you show that I am mistaken,
that I do not know what I claim to know. If you show that I have no

good reasons for my subjective certainty, however, you do not show that
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I am mistaken or that I am not sure. Rather, you show that I should
not be sure. My claim to know something does not prove to you that I
know it because my knowledge claim can be mistaken. My expression of
subjective certainty, on the other hand, does prove to you that I am
subjectively certain because it cannot be mistaken (0.C. #12, 21, 42,
520, 580).

Because knowledge reguires grounds and subjective certainty
does not, and because knowledge claims can be mistaken whereas
expressions of subjective certainty cannot be, Witigenstein assigns

subjective certainty and knowledge to different categories,

Objective Certainty
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I mave tried to show thal Wiltgensiein conirz
certainty with knowledge. 3ut to explain adequately nis view of ihe
relationship between certainty and knowledge, I must also clarify
his remarks on objective certainty, and that will be especially
difficult, for those remarks are extremely obscure. In some passages,
Wittgenstein seems to make objective ceriainty a property of knowledge,
but in others he seems to contrast it with knowledge. In section 272,
he equates "I know" with "I am familiar with it as a [an objective]
certainty"” and seems to say that what someone claims to know is
objectively certain if there are compelling grounds for it, thus making
objective certainiy a property of knowledge. But in section 1G4, he
writes that something is objectively certain “when a mistake is not
possible.” And since Wittgenstein holds that knowledge claims can be
mistaken, the "objective certainty" mentioned in this passage cannot be
a property of Knowledge. How is this apparent inconsistency to be

explained? 4Wittgenstein writes: 'The explanation zuggesis 1
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that the certainty is of a different kind” (P.I. p. 224). Following
this suggestion, I resolve the apparent contradiction between
Wittgenstein's indicating both that objective certainty is a
property of knowledge and that it 1s not a property of knowledge
by showing that Wittgenstein discusses not one kind of objective
certainty, but two kinds of objective certainty: (a) epistenmic
objective certainty, which is a property of knowledge, and
"{b) non-epistemic objective certainty, which is not a property
of knowledge,

Epistemic objective certainty. I have shown that on

Wittgenstein's view, knowledge requires grounds. These grounds make

knowledge objectively certain:

"I have compelling grounds for ay certiiude,” These
grounds make the certitude objective,
nat is a telling ground for something is not anytihing

I decide.
B T know = T am familiar with it as a certainty.
But when does one say of something that it is certain?
For there can be dispute whether something is certain;
I mean when something is objectively certain. {0.C. #270-273)

In this passage, Wittgenstein makes objective certainty a property of

" knowledge so that something is objectively certain when there are com-
pelling grounds for it, grounds to which we must appeal to establish
that we know it. Thus, for someone to show that he knows what he claims
to know, he must objectively establish his knowledge claim by offering

compelling grounds for it. Such grounds make disagreement possible.

is objectively certain

09

There can be a dispute about whether scmethin
because We can disagree about whether the grounds offered in support
of a knowledge claim are sufficient to establish that claim. When the
grounds someone offers are not sufficient, we conclude that he does

not know what he claims to know because epistemic objective certainty
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has not been established. When the grounds are sufficient, we conclude
that he does know because it has been established.

Non-epistemic objective certainty. When Wittgenstein says

that knowledge is objectively certain, he is asserting that knowledge
claims must be objectively established. But that is not how Wittgen-
stein is using the phrase "objectively certain"” in this passage:
But when is something objectively certain? When a
mistake is not possible. But what kind of possibility is
that? Mustn't mistake be logically excluded? (0.C. #194)

Here, Wittgenstein indicates that something is objectively certain

when a mistake is logically impossible. And since Wittgenstein holds

that knowledge claims can be mistaken, this type of objective
certainty cannot be a properiy of Xnowledge--nence,the label "non-
epistemic objective certainiy."” Wittgenstein aitribuites non-epistenmic
objective certainty to several types of prorositions which logically
exclude the possibility of mistake. As we saw in chapter III, he
attributes it to both the propositions that Moore claims to know and
the propositions which state the general facts of nature on which our
use of criterially governed concepts is based. He also attributes it
to first-person psychological statements such as "I have a toothache"
and "I thought that it certainly is hot today " (cf. P.I. pp. 221-222).
In discussing this type of certainty, Wittgenstein asks us
to assume there is a man who always guesses right what I say to myself
in my thoughts. This man says, "Just then you thought 'It certainly

is hot today’," and I trutnfully confess that that was exactly what I
thought., In this case, it would certainly be iaproper for the man o

ask, "But are you sure that I guessed right? Are you certain that what

I sald was what you thought?" For Wittgenstiein, these questions are
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nonsense, If I truthfully confess that the man guessed right, then he
guessed right, There is no room for a mistake here. It makes no
sense to say, "Well, I thought that you guessed what I was thinking,
but I guess you did not"; that expression has no place in the language-
game. My truthful confession that I thought such-and-such is the
criterion for the man's having guessed right. Moreover, the criteria
for the truth of my confession that I thought such-and-such are not
the criteria for the true description of a process. My truthful
confession that I thought such-and-such is not a description of what
went on in my mind when I thought, so it makes no sense to question
its aecuracy. In certain situations, It would make sense to ask
whether my confession that I thought such-and-such was a truthful one.
If, for example, the man guesses that I thought
today,"” and I say, "Yas, thail is what I thousght,"” tut amy wvoice scunds
strained and I appear unseasSy, when he night sensibly ask if I wWas
lying. But he could not sensibly ask whether I was sure that I was
not mistaken about what went on in my mind when I thought because
there is no room for that sort of mistake. My truthful confession
that I thought such-and-such logically excludes any doubt about
whether I have accurately described my thoughts. Thus, although the
exclusion of the possibility of mistake from first-person psychological
statements may appear to be a purely empirical matter--we in fact can-
not doubt our own thoughts, feelings, ete.,--Wittgenstein holds that
like Moorean propositions and propositions stating relevant general
facts, first-person psychological statements logically exclude the
possidility of mistake.

When combined with my interpretatior
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The Problem of Knowledge of Other Minds

The problem of my knowledge of others' mental states appears
to be a problem relating to a form of realism: Cartesian dvualism. I
think the meaning of '"Jones has a toothache™ is given by its truth-
conditions, and I know what condition must be met for it to be true:
Jones must have the same kind of thing that I have when I have a
toothache. Thus, at any given time, the statement "Jones has a tooth-
ache" is determinately either true or false; for at any given time,
Jones either has or does not have the same kind of thing that I have
when I have a toothache. Moreover, the statement "Jones has a toath-

ache” may be true even though I cannot know that it is true either

w0

Decause Jones is paralysed Oor tecause ne is niding the fact that he
nas a toothache; or it aay be false alihough it seens to de

true because Jones is skillfully feigning having a toothache. On this
realist analysis, the meaning of "Jones has a toothache" is not given
in terms of the evidence I can have for its truth or falsity. Such
evidence is said to be indirect and inconclusive. My understanding

of the meaning of the statement is explained in terms of truth-

conditions which are independent of my knowledge of such evidence.

Not Behaviorism
This realist analysis of the problem of my knowledge of
others' psychological states assumes that I can fix criteria of
identity for private objects, an assumption undermined by Wittgenstein's
orivate-language argument, Since ¥Wittgenstein clearly rejects this

analysis, #e are tempied to think he must hold that the only admissable

noticn of truth for a2 statement like "Jones has a toothache" is one
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equating its being true with Jones's displaying the behavior that we
ordinarily count as grounds for it. Radical behaviorists equate
"Jones has a toothache" with things like "Jones is moaning and holding his
cheek.” Wittgenstein makes no such equation. He acknowledges that Jones
can have a toothache without moaning and holding his cheek and that
he can moan and hold his cheek without having a toothache, Moreover,
Wittgenstein explicitly denies that he is a behaviorist:
"4Are you not really a behaviorist in disguise? Aren't

you at bottom really saying that everything except human

behavior is a fiction?"--If I do speak of a fiction, then

it is of a grammatical fiction. (P.I. #307)
Wittgenstein does not deny the existence of mental states, events, and
processes; he denies that the picture of inner states and processes
sives us the correct idea of the use of psychological terms, 4s I
explained in previous chapters, he calls the mental states and processes
that words and expressions like "having a toothache,” "believing what
you say," "reading,” and "continuing the series" are supposed to name
"grammatical fictions" to indicate that they are fictitious entities
that purport to explain the meanings of such words and expressions,
but fail to do so,

Although Wittgenstein's remarks clearly indicate that he

did not consider himself a behaviorist; since he explicitly rejects
dualism, it seems that he must be some sort of behaviorist. Indeed,
my interpretation of his criterial relationship--in certain general
circumstances, it is a rule of lapguage that ir certain particular
circumstances someone's exhibiting B is a criterion for his being in
P and that in normal particular circumstances, someone's exhititing
criteria of P justifies our assertion or claim to know that he is in

P--seems to make Wiitgensiesin a2 sopnisticated logical behaviorist who
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holds that there are logical relations between statements about publicly
observable behavior and circumstances and statements about private
mental states, events, and processes.132

The feeling that a philosopher who rejects dualism must be
a behaviorist is prompted by a particular way of posing the problem
of knowledge of other minds, namely, as a dispute over what makes
statements like "Jones has a toothache" true, For the dualist, what
makes "Jones has a toothache" true is its being with Jomes as it is
with me when I have a toothache., For the behaviorist, on the other
hand, what makes the statement true is Jones's behavior. When we ask
‘What makes my statements about the psychological states of others true?”,
we cannot easily see a2 third alternative., And since Wittgenstein

rejects the dualist's znswer, we think he nust b2 some sort of

W

behaviorist; for We cannot see wnhat could mzke “Jones has a toothache"
true other than either Jones's mental state or nis behavior,
Wittgenstein is not a behaviorist of any sort., He
rejects both the distinction between the inner and the ocuter and the
realist theory of meaning implicit in the traditional formulation of
the problem of knowledge of other minds. He neither accepts the
picture of the private object or state, nor does he want to replace
that picture with a behavioristic one. He rejects the inner-outer
distinction from which both Cartesian dualism and behaviorism begin.
In "Notes for Lectures on 'Private ixperience' and 'Sense Data'," ne
characterizes this distinction as one between behavior, which is on the
-

surface, and mental states, which ars below the surface, zand then

132Chihara and Fodor call the later Wittgenstein a “logical
behaviorist” in "Operationalism,” p. 387.
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insists that "it is just as misleading to say that there is just the
surface and nothing beneath it, as that there is something below the
surface and that there isn't just the surface" (N.f.L. p. 304). He thus
insists that when we start from the Cartesian distinction between
mind and body, we say something misleading whether we affirm the
distinction or deny the mental state, but affirm the physical behavior.
Because Wittgenstein attacks the picture of the private,

inner state, it looks as if he might be arguing that there is nothing
but bodies and their behavior. But in rejecting the mentalist view
that completely private, inner states justify first-person psychological
statements, Wittgenstein is not espousing some form of behaviorism,
for he also rejects the behaviorist view that the motions of =2
senselass, physical toedy justify third-person psychological statements.
dnen Wittgensteln writes that our criterion for someone’s saying scne-
thing to himself is what he says and the resi of his behavior, he is
talking not about the colorless movements of a senseless, physical
body, but about the speech and actions of a living human being:

Our criterion for someone's saying something to himself is

what he tells us and the rest of his behavior; and we only

say that someone speaks to himself if, in the ordinary sense

of the words, he can speak. 4nd we do not say it of a parrot;

nor of a gramophone. IEKTT-#344)
This passage makes it clear that Wittgenstein does not mean by what
someone tells us "sounds emanating from a senseless body."” If that
were all "what he tells us" meant, we would have to say that parrots
and gramophones think, too, for they prcduce scunds like those
produced by human beings. Wittgensteln does not mean by"the behavior
(verbal or otherwise) that serves as our criteria for the psychological

states of others" the colorless movements of a senseless human tody; he
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means the speech and actions of a living human being.133 His
criterial relation is not a bridge between the inner and the outer,
nor between what is below the surface and what is on the surface, He
rejects that Cartesian distinction as a misleading picture.

From Wittgenstein's standpoint, what is misleading about
the traditional formulation of the problem of my knowledge of other
minds is not only the distinction between the inner and the outer,
but also the concentiration upon what makes a statement like “"Jones has
a toothache" true. We think that to understand such a statement we
must know what would make it true and that only actually having the
toothache would constitute direct and conclusive evidence that it is
true. Thus, we fall prey to the mentalist view that the meaning of

the word "toothache" is ay private, inner experience and ignore avary-

thing we know atouti z2pplying words like “toothache” to others. We

0

think that the centirzal use of the word "toothache," for example, is

to name a private mental state and that all other uses of the word

either flow from that central use (e.g., by an argument from analogy)

or are onmly contingently connected to it and, therefore, according to

the skeptic, are unjustifiable., But we have seen that from Wittgenstein's
standpoint, the supposedly contingent connections between psychological
states like toothache and human behavior like moaning, holding the

cheek, and saying "I have a toothache" and the circumstances in which
such behavior occurs are actually necessary to the use of the word

"tootnacne.” And now it looks as if Wittgenstein is a sophisticated

13305 Jonn Cook, "Human 3eings," Studies in the Philosoohy
it

of Wittgenstein, adited by Peter Winch (New York: Humanities Press,
1969), p. 132.
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logical behaviorist, but he is not. FPFor although the dualist and the
behaviorist disagree on what makes a statement like "Jones has a tooth-
ache"” true (the dualist saying it is Jones'’s having the same kind of
thing that he has when he has a toothache, and the behaviorist saying
it is, e.g., Jones's moaning and holding his cheek), they both believe in
private ostensive definitions. 1In his heart of hearts, the behaviorist
thinks there is no problem about what makes "I have a toothache" true.
But this is what Wittgenstein challenges, As we have seen in previous
chapters, he explains the meaning or use of "I have a toothache" not

in terms of a report or description of a private mental state, but in
terms of a substitute for the primitive behavior of moaning and holding
one's cheek.

and nolding hni

a tocthache,

have truth-conditions. UYhat he denies is that the meaning of such

statenents can be given by truth-conditions which are independent of
our means of knowing them. He thinks the realist account of meanings
in terms of independent truth-conditions must be replaced by a construc-
tivist account of meanings in terms of the conditions under which we
are justified in making such statements. These conditions may be
called truth-conditions if the notion of truth is restricted to that
for which we can have evidence, But such a characterization is mis-
leading, for we generally think of truth-conditions on the realist
model (which may have been one of the reasons Wittgenstein preferred to
hold the redundancy thecry of truth and to nake these conditions
justification-conditions),

Similar considerations apply to the question whether

Wittaensiein held that Xnow
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certaintly held that knowledge requires justification, but whether we
say he held that it requires truth will depend upon our characterization
of truth. Wittgenstein did not hold that knowledge requires truth, in
the realist sense; but we can say that he did hold that knowledge
requires truth in the constructivist sense, for on a constructivist
characterization, truth is explained in terms of the availability of
conclusive evidence.

Having shown that Wittgenstein does not offer a behaviorist
solution to the problem of knowledge of other minds, I must now give
a positive characterization of Wittgenstein's response to the
skeptic's demand for proof of our knowledge of the existence of other

minds.

Hesponse to 3kepticism

Por traditional, post-Cartesian epistemology, certainty is
the logical impossibility of doubt. What is certain is whatever can-
not be doubted, whatever leaves no room for the possibility of doubt,
Thus, there is no distinction between certainty and absolute necessity.
The later Wittgenstein distinguishes the notions of necessity and
certainty. In chapter IV, I characterized his constructivist notion
of necessity as the notion of what is required for the significant
functioning of our conceptual system. In this chapter, I characterized
his two notions of objective certainty as the notions of (a) epistemic
objective certainty, whicn characterizes knowledge claims for which
we have compelling grounds, and (b) non-epistemic objective certainty,
which characterizes statemenis atout which the possibility of mistake
is logically excluded. From Witigensiein's point of view, when the

s<epilc demands proof that I can finow with absolute certainty ihat
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Jones has a toothache, and the traditional, post-Cartesian epistemolo-
gist attempts to meet his demand, both are confused. The skeptic's
demand cannot be met because it is incoherent. The skeptic wants to
be given grounds for a knowledge claim that will logically exclude the
possibility of the claim's being mistaken. He thinks he cannot be
mistaken about whether he has a toothache because he feels his tooth-
ache and that if he could only feel Jones's toothache as he feels his
own toothache, he could not be mistaken about Jones's having a tooth-
ache either. But since he cannot feel Jones's toothache, he can never
really know whether Jones has a tcothache (P.I. #303).

We have seen that Wittgenstein agrees with the skeptic
that I cannoi be mistaken about my having a toothache, but that Wittgen-

stein disagrees with the skepilic on why this is so. According %o t

¥

18

skeptic, I cannot be mistaken because I have direct experience of my
own private mental states, which provides me with compelling grounds
for my claim that I have a toothache, grounds that exclude the possi-
bility of mistake, According to Wittgenstein, I cannot be mistaken
because the language-game logically excludes the possibility of such
mistakes. On my analysis of Wittgenstein's view, he thinks the skeptic
assimilates the non-epistemic objective certainty of first-person
sensation statements to epistemic objective certainty, reasoning that

since first-person sensation statements cannot be mistaken, there must

4y

be compelling grounds for them which exclude the possibility of their
being mistaken. Thinking he has such grounds in his own case, the
skeptic demands such grounds for ascribing toothache to others. When

they are not forthccming, he concludes that we can never really know

whether somecne else has a toothache.
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According to my analysis of Wittgenstein's view, the skeptic fails to
realize that epistemic objective certainty and non-epistemic objective
certainty are incompatible, The grounds for a knowledge claim deter-
mine whether it is objectively certain, But with the possibility of
providing compelling grounds comes the possibility of providing
inadequate evidence, and, thus, the possibility of mistake. Thus,
where our language-game logically excludes mistakes, it logically
excludes knowledge as well., For statements that cannot be mistaken
are such because there are no grounds for them. "I have a toothache,"
for example, cannot be mistaken because it is based on no grounds.
Knowledge claims, on the other hand, are based on grounds and can be
mistaken because the grounds for thea may be inadeguate.

The inconherenc2 of the skeptic's dsmand Tecomes sven
clearer when we state it like this: "I understiand what it means to
say that Jomes has a toothache, what I want is proof that I can know
that he has one, for it seems to me that I can never really know for
certain that Jones has a toothache."” According to Waismann, Wittgen-
stein emphasized the connection between semantics and epistemology by
saying, "If you want to discover what a sentence means, ask yourself
'How could I know it?', for its meaning will be determined by the
answer to this question."ly+ On Wittgenstein's view, the skeptic
understands what it means to say that Jones has a toothache only if
he knows under what conditions he would be justified in asserting that
Jones has a toothacne. But the conditions for the justified assertion

of “Jones has a tocthache"” are given in the linguistic rules governing

13%F, Waismann, Introduction to Mathematical Thinking (New
York: Ungar, 1951), pp. 96-97.
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that expressions use, and those rules state the criteria that justify
a claim to know that "Jones has a toothache.” Thus, if the skeptic
understands what it means to say that Jones has a toothache, then he
knows that Jones's exhibiting criteria for toothache in the appropriate
circumstances would count as compelling grounds for Jones's having a
toothache.

The skeptic wants proof that our ordinary criterial justi-
fications provide compelling grounds for our claims to know the psycho-
logical states of others, but from Witigenstein's point of view, no
such proof can be given because our ordinary criteria cannot be
Justified. As I explained in chapter IV, to appeal to Wittgensteinian
criteria is to give an ultinate justification, Once we appeal to then,
#4e have reacned bedrock and can go nc farther (p.I. #217). Criteria
represent the limits of justification; uton reaching them, we have

T

come down to conventlons, and there is no rational justification for
our conventions being as they are. They cannot be justified by
appealing to facts; they must simply be accepted as part of our fom
of life (P.I. p. 226). "Giving grounds, however, justifying the
evidence comes to an end;--but the end isn't certain propositions
striking us immediately as true, i.e. it is not a kind of seeing on
our part, it is our acting which lies at the bottom of the language-
game” (0.C. #204). Thus, against the skeptic's assumption that jusii-
fication must end in seeing that propositions such as "Jones has a
toothache” and "I have a toothache' are true, Wittgenstein argues that
Justification ends with criteria which are based on our primitive
actions and reactions.

dhen dittgensiein wrote: "OQur anistake is to look for an



225

That 1s, where we ought to have said: this language-game is played"

(P.I. #654), he was chastising realist philosophers, like the author
of the Tractatus, who try to meet the skeptic's demand that they
justify our ordinary language-games by appealing to the facts. I do
not think Wittgenstein would object to an evolutionary justification
of our oxdinary language-games such as that given in J. L. Austin's
"Plea for Excuses." Austin argues that ordinary language embodies all
the distinctions and connectims that human beings have found important
and that these "have stood up to the long test of the survival of the
fittest" and are more subtle than any an amchair philosopher is
likely to think up on a lazy afternoon.135 Austin's argument seems to
fit Witigenstein's view thal our oxdinary language-games depend upon
our environment, inierssis, and fomms of 1ife, Thus, although
dittgenstein insists thatl cur orxdinary language~games cannot te
justified oy appealing fo the facts, my interpretation of his view
allows our ordinary language games to be justified by their adaptivity:
we have the ones we do because they serve our interests, suit our
environment, and fit our fomms of life,

The skeptic, however, will not be satisfied with such a
Justification; he wants proof that our ordinary criteria give us truth,
in the realist sense. According to my interpretation, Wittgenstein's
criterial relationship states: in certain general circumstances, it
is a rule of language that in certain particular circumstances, B is a
criterion of P and that in nomal particular circumstances, someone’s

L3

exhibiting criteria of P justifies our asserticn or claim to know that

1355, u. Austin, "A Plea for Excuses,” Philosopnical Papers,

p. 182,
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he is in P. The skeptic insists that my claim that Jones has a
toothache, for example, is fully justified only if I can (1) prove
that I can know for certain that the relevant general facts of nature
obtain, and (2) prove that I can know for certain that these are
the sorts of particular circumstances in which B functions as a
criterion of P and in which Jones's exhibiting criteria of P shows us
that he is in P.

(1) Wittgenstein acknowledges that we assume that the
relevant general facts of nature obtain and argues that this assumption
is necessary for the significant functioning of our criterially governed
concepts. On Wittgenstein's analysis, when the skeptic talks about
Jones’s having a toothache, he is implicitly assuming that the relevant
general factis of nature obdbiain., Accoxdingly, the skeptic cannot toth
say that "Jjones nas a {ocothache” is meaningful and quesiion the
existence of the general facts of nature required for that statement
to be meaningful. From Wittgenstein's viewpoint, the skeptic cannot
coherently question the existence of the relevant general facts of
nature.

(2) Wittgenstein does not think we can prove to the
skeptic that we can know for certain that a particular situation is
one in which B functions as a criterion of P and in which someone's
exhibiting criteria of P shows us that he is in P. On his analysis,
although certain particular circumstances must be present for B to
function as a criterion and for someone's exhibiting criteria of P to
show us that he 1s in P, we cannot make an exhaustive 1isi of these
particular circumstances, for there is no complete set of conditions

that makes something so:
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. . . We must beware of thinking that there is in the nature of
the case something we might call the complete set of conditions,
e.g., for his walking; so that the patient, as it were, can't
help walking, must walk, if all these conditions are fulfilled.
(Br.B. p. 114; cp. P.I. #183)

The most we can do 1s recognize particular circumstances in which the
kinds of behavior that function as criteria for P do not show us that
someone is in P and say how those circumstances differ from the usual
ones (Z. #118). We cannot, for example, give an exhaustive list of
the circumstances in which someone‘'s moaning and holding his cheek
will show us that he has a toothache; the most we can do is recognize
particular circumstances in which such behavior does not show us that
someone has a toothache.

Furthermore, if {he skeptic claims that although Jones is
noaning and holding his cheek, hs doas not have a toothache, the Zuxden
of proof is on him. He musi show either that Jones's moarning and holding
his cheek are funcHoming not as criteria for toothache, but as criteria
for some other psychological state or that although Jones's moaning and
holding his cheek are functioning as criteria for toothache, they do not
show us that he has a toothache (or justify our claim to know that he
has a toothache) because this situation is abnormal in some conventionally
recognizable way.

Terry Forrest uses Austin's analysis of the word "real” to
elucidate this aspect of criterial relations, arguing that just as an
ascription of "reality" makes sense only when there is some conventionally
recognizable form of unreality, so the claim "Criteria of P are present,
but do not Jjustify our claim that P" mekes sense only when there is
some conventionally recognizable abnormality, The concept of toothache,

for example, is such that "really having a toothache” is, in Austin’s



228

sense, a trouser-expression: it has sense only insofar as it is con-
trasted with "pretending to have a toothache,” "having something wrong
with one's pain neurons," etc.--all possibilities that are publicly
checkable. Thus, if the skeptic claims that although Jones is sitting
in his chaix, rocking, holding his cheek, moaning, and saying "I have
a toothache,” he does not have a toothache, he cannot say that Jones's
behaving as if he has a toothache simply does not logically entail his
having a toothache; he must show that Jones is faking or that some
other conventionally recognizable abnormality is present.136

But this appeal to Austin's notion of a trouser-word will
not satisfy the skeptic, for he will insist that since criterial rela-
tions allow that in some cases others can display criteria for

toothache without actually having 2 ioothachs, Ihey

possibility thatthis might happen in every case so ithat people aighi
always te pretending to mave itoothaches. "3So it is quite easy to
imagine this: one need only make the easy transition from some to
all" (P.I. #344). Wittgenstein argues that the skeptic cannot make
this transition from some to all. For although it makes sense to say
that someone made a false move in some game, it makes no sense to say
that "it might be possible for everybody to make nothing but false
moves in every game,"” for then the games in which they were false moves
would have been abrogated (P.I. #345, p. 227). In other words, "if all
moves were always false, it would make no sense to speak of a 'false
move'” (Z. #133). Similarly, although we sometimes moan and hold our
cheeks without having a toothache (because we are, e.g., pretending to
have a toothache), we cannot infer from that that whenever people

moan and hold their cheeks they may be pretending to have toothaches.,
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The skeptic's inference from some to all is the result of
philosophical savagery. The skeptic looks at the use of the word
"toothache” from far away, falsely interprets it to be the name of a
private mental state and wrongly concludes that since moaning and
holding the cheek sometimes occur without toothache, they might always
do so. According to Witigenstein, the truth is:it makes sense to say
that people sometimes pretend to have toothaches by moaning and holding
their cheeks, but it makes no sense to say that all such benavior amight

be pretence. In Sense and Sensibilia, Austin writes: “talk about

deception only makes sense against a background of general non-
deception. . . . It must be possible to recognize a case of deception
by checking the odd case against nore nommal ones."137 There is a
sinilar passage in Zeiiel:
Couldn’'t you imagine a furiher surmounding in whic
this could be interpreted as pretence? Must not any bebavier
allow of such an iaterpretation?
But what does it mean to say that all behavior might
always be pretence? Has experience taught us this? How
else can we be instructed about pretence? No, it is a
remark abcut the concept 'pretence'. But then this concept
would have no criteria in behavior. (3. #571)
Like Austin, Wittgenstein holds that talk of pretence makes sense only
against a background of general non-pretence. It must be possible to
recognize a case of pretence by checking the odd case against more
normal ones, which we can do because pretending has behavioral criteria.
Thus, according to Witigensiein, the skeptic's general claim that others
might always be pretending to nave toothaches is inconerent. ioreover, if the
skepic claims that in a particular situation although Jones is exhibiting

criteria for toothache, he might not have a toothache, the skeptic naust show

that the situation is abnormal in some conventionally recognizable way.

173 . s - - ey > .
—JZI, L. Austin, 3Senze and Sensibilia (New fork: OQOxiord
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Thus, Wittgenstein responds to the skeptic not by meeting
his demand with a criterial relationship that logically connects
senseless behavior with private mental states, but by giving him what
a needs: an alternative theory of meaning which shows him that his

demands are incoherent and inappropriate and why.

Conclusion
In conclusion, I shall briefly address three possible
criticisms of my interpretation not discussed previously.
(1) Some may criticize me for failing to distinguish the
notion of a criterion espoused in the Blue Book from the notion

espoused in the Philosophical Investigations and subsequent works.

Mthough Albritton and most of his successorsi38 have arsued that the
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notion of

from thet in the Philosochical Invesitizations and subseguent works,

I agree with John T. E. Richardson that there is no essential change
in Wittgenstein's notion of a criterion from the Blue Book onwards, 139
In both the Blue Book and the Investigations, criteria are contrasted
With symptoms or empirical evidence; and in both wWorks, the connection
between criteria and what they are criteria of is based on linguistic
convention. There seem to be two different notions because in the
Blue Book (pp. 24-25), Wittgenstein is discussing a technical tem

which has been given a strict use by designating the presence of a

138Albritton, "On YWittgenstein's Use of 'Critexrion’.”
Kenny, "Criterion.” Lycan, "Noninductive Evidence"”, Hacker, Insight and
Iilusion, pp. 183-289.

139Richardson, The Grammar of Justification, pp. 113-116,

129.
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certain bacillus in the blood as its defining criterion, whereas in

the Philosophical Investigations and subsequent works, Wittgenstein

discusses ordinary psychological temms which have no strict use because
rather than having one defining criterion that functions in all circum-
stances, they have many different criteria that function in different
circumstances. In both cases criteria are conventional grounds for
what they are criteria of, but in the case of our ordinary psychological
terms, the relationship between criteria and what they are criteria of

is much more complicated than it is in the case of technical scientific

temms.

(2) Some may criticize me for making Wittgenstein's
criterial relationship similar to the principle of verification. 3ut

such a cemparison is unwarzranted, Zor wnereas my interpretation of

ditigenstein’s criterial relationship is thorougnhly constructivisi,
logical positivism was the result of an ill-fated union betwesn a
constructivist principle, viz. the principle of verification, and
classical realist semantics. Like Frege, the early Witigenstein,
Russell, et al., logical positivists accepted a truth-conditions
account of the meaning of statements and a realist doctrine of truth.
And although they restricted the explanation of sense in temms of
truth-conditions by stipulating that the truth-conditions be observable
or verifiable, verifiability was generally demanded only in principle.
Moreover, this qualification was generally taken to license treating
physical object statemenis as infinite conjunctions of statements about
actual and possible sense-data, er even used this qualification to

\e-
Ay
resurrect the argument from analogy on the ground that one person can

in principle have another person’'s mental states. He also invoked it
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to block skepticism about the past on the ground that one can now in
principle observe what happened in the past.140 Consequently,
according to later versions of logical positivism, the truth of state-
ments about the physical world, the psychological states of othexrs,
and the past is independent of the human possibility of knowing them
to be true., Indeed, orthodox logical positivism is a version of
classical realist semantics with a realist doctrine of truth and a
restrictive notion of what counts as a truth-condition,141

(3) Some will certaimy criticize me for attributing
semantic and epistemological positions to the later Wittgenstein. But
‘it is my hope that this dissertation has shown that to insist,as many

interpreters have}“z that Wittgenstein had no views in semantics and

epistenology is to fail to understand the full significance of his
later wozk. Cver isn years azo, Andrew Cldéenauist wrote: ™"Indesd,
tefore tco long with the benefit of hindsight and when exegetical and

interpretative ideas have had longer to marinate, philosophers wiil
dare (although I do not dare) to speak without absurdity of the later
Wittgenstein's philosophical system."143 Oldenquist's prediction has
been realized in recenit constructivist interpretations of Wittgenstein's
later philosophy. With the sulmission of this dissertation, I add my
name to the list of those who have dared to "speak without absurdity

of the later Wittgenstein's philosophical system.” My predecessors

1504, g, Ayer, The Problem of Knowledge, Pelican Books
(Baltimore, Maryland: Penguin Books, 1956), pp. 158-161, 216-218.

141cr, Baker, "A New Foundation for Semantics,” 166-167.

ik2g, K. Bouwsma, “The Blue Book," Philosovohical Essays
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1965), pp. 175-201; Mor=is
Lazerowitz, "4Yittgenstiein or the Nature of Philosophy,"” in Fann (=d.),
Wittgenstein; G. H. von Wright, "A Biographical Sketch," Ludwig ditt-
genstein: A Memoir, liorman Malcolm (New York: Oxford University Press, 1G€7).

183 4ndrew Oldenquist, "Wittgensteinon Phenomenzlism,
- : 6

and Cr

Foyio T3 T~ I Wi
terla, In AZCAVSES on o4l

alversitly o I1.1nsis Fress, 1771), po. 3G3.
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have shown how interpreting Wittgenstein's philosophy of language on a
constructivist model clarifies his views on meaning or use and his
criterial relationship. I have attempted to further illuminate
Wittgenstein's later philosophical views by iracing the connections
between his notions of a criterion and his views on family resemblances,
circumstances, meaning, knowledge, and certainty and by presenting a
pfecise formulation of Wittgenstein's criterial relationship. Since
the notion of a criterion is not used in On Certainty and since most
constructivist interpreters have concentrated on presenting a construc-
tivist interpretation of Wittgenstein's semantics, while making little
attempt to formulate a constructivist interpretation of his epistemolo-
gical views, I have ended my constructivist interpretation of Wittgen-

s criterial relationship with & clarificaticn oI

certain knowledge of others' mental states.

While this dissertation takes anciher small step toward
developing a constructivist interpretation of Wittgenstein's later
philosophy, much remains to be done. Future investigations should
be directed toward detemmining what constructivist account of truth
fits Wittgenstein's semantic and epistemic views, whether a system
of logical principles appropriate to Wittgenstein's constructivist
semantics can be fomulated, whether a constructivist account of non-
assertive uses of language can be given, what account of Wittgenstein's
notion of a criterion of identity (crucial to the orivate-language
argument) can be given. ther topics that require further investigation are
dittgenstein's views on self-knowledge and knowledge of the physical
world. These investizations should keep those of us who enjoy
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