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Abstract

The paper argues in favour of a novel interpretation of Wittgenstein’s rule-following
considerations by making its consequences explicit. The aforementioned novel
interpretation offers us a new way of understanding Wittgenstein as an expressivist, and as
claiming that a particular form of rationality is central to philosophy. The expressivist
interpretation of later Wittgenstein’s rule-following considerations provides us with tools
to, in a way, unite all of the most plausible parts of the strongest disparate contemporary
interpretations of the said primary text: the newest and, it seems, the currently most
fashionable resolute reading and the realism/antirealism debate stemming from Kripke’s
famous Kripkenstein reading. The expressivist reading, thus, offers a way of explaining the
therapeutic aspect of Wittgeinstein, maintaining the continuity between earlier and later
Wittgeinstein, while also explaining what was so wrong about the project of Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicus.
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YNBEBLE BUTTEHIITAJHA EKCITIPECUBUCTOM:
CABPEMEHA UHTEPIIPETAIIMJA ITIO3HOI'
BUTT'EHIITAJHA U HEKE lbEHE NIOCJIEAULIE

Arncrpakr

Pan aprymeHTyje y mpuior HOBe MHTepIpeTandje ButrenmrajHoBe pacmpase o
cnelemy npaBuia ynHehn BeHe MOCIIeANIe eKCIUTHIUTHAM. HaBeseHa HOBa HHTEp-
nperaiyja Hy/ld HOB HauMH 3a pa3syMeBame BUTreHmITajHa Kao eKCIPECHBHCTE U Kao
la TBPIW Jla je jelaH HapOYUT OOJIMK PAllMOHATHOCTH IIEHTpallaH 3a (UI0300Hjy.
ExcrnpecuBHCTHYKa HHTEpIIpETallija pacipase o ciehemy mpasuia mo3Hor Burtren-
IITajHa [aje HaM ajaTe Ja, Ha CBOjCTBEH HAuYMH, YjeIMHHUMO CBE HajIuiay3uOHIHUje
JIeJIOBE Hajjauux CYKOOJbEHHX CaBPEMEHHX HMHTEpIpeTalja HaBeASHOT NMPHMapHOT
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TEKCTa: HajHOBHjE M, YMHHU CE€ TPEHYTHO HajaKTyeIHHjET PE30JIyTHOT YHTama M pa-
crpaBse u3Mely peann3ma M aHTHpeaIn3Ma Koja Mpousnasu u3 KpHumkeoBor mosHaror
Kpumkenrraju untama. ExcripecHBUCTHYKO YUTambe, CTOTa, HyAH HaduMH Ja 00jacHH-
MO TepareyTCKH aclekT BuTreHmTajHa, koju oJpkaBa KOHTHHYUTET M3Mel)y paHor n
no3Hor ButrenmajHa, Te na Takohe 006jacHUMO mITa je TO OWJIO TaKO MOTPELIHO y
npojexry Jloeuuxo-gunosogckoe Tpakmama.

Kibyune peun: ButrenmrajH, npaBmia, eKCIIpeCHBU3aM, 3HAUCHE, IparMaTH3aMm.

INTRODUCTION

The aim of this paper is to extract the consequences of a novel in-
terpretation of Wittgenstein’s rule-following considerations, and in that
way argue in its favour. It will be claimed that such an interpretation of-
fers us a way of understanding Wittgenstein more complete than any oth-
er currently on offer. This will be proved to be so by showing that the
mentioned interpretation offers a strikingly holistic understanding of the
various different or disparate strands of Wittgenstein’s thinking — whereas
other more common interpretations tend to favour and make central one
or the other of such strands. Here, however, | will approach the issue
from the side of Kripke’s Kripkenstein — mainly because | believe it pro-
vides a correct view of the problem that Wittgenstein presents us with —
and from there move on to discuss the so called resolute reading. The ex-
tremes my reading aims to reconcile are the said resolute reading on one
side, and the positions grouped around the realism/antirealism debate in-
troduced as various responses to Kripke’s understanding of the problem
Wittgenstein’s discussion presents on the other (Kripke, 1982).

It will be argued that the said novel interpretation provides us with
a way of understanding the later Wittgenstein as an expressivist — a char-
acterization that fits surprisingly well with the author’s opus, as we will see.

THE PROBLEM: NORMATIVITY OF MEANING

Kripke is first among the philosophers of the analytic tradition to
realize that one of the central themes of Wittgenstein’s Philosophical In-
vestigations is the problem of normativity of meaning, contained in his
discussions on rule-following: the so called rule-following considerations.
Kripke reports on his findings in the now famed Wittgenstein on Rules
and Private Language: An Elementary Exposition (1982), which proves
an opening of a fruitful discussion that still has not reached a conclusion.
Due to difficulty in explaining the normativity of meaning that Kripke in-
terprets rule-following considerations as demonstrating, some philoso-
phers like Anandi Hattiangadi are ready to question whether meaning is
factually normative (Hattiangadi, 2007).
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Kripke claims that the most important sections of Philosophical
Investigations aim at showing that there is no fact to the matter regarding
the meaning of a person’s utterance (Kripke, 1982, p. 13). Put otherwise,
they aim at showing that there is nothing in the world that could fulfil the
role of a truth-maker for a semantic sentence. This is so because such facts
are, as J. L. Mackie would put it, “objective and intrinsically prescriptive” —
and there are no such facts in the world (Mackie, 1990, p. 37)*.

The key for Kripke is in the following paragraph: “no course of ac-
tion could be determined by a rule, because every course of action can be
brought into accord with the rule” (Wittgenstein, 2009, 8201). Whatever
we are told the meaning of an expression is, we can go on to use the ex-
pression in one of the infinitely many ways — whatever the meaning of an
expression is, it cannot be what determines the proper use because it al-
lows many different interpretations in regards to how it determines the
use of the expression — and every expression can be used in a multitude of
very different ways. In other words, whatever the meaning of an expres-
sion is, there is no way to uniquely and non-trivially determine the proper
use of the expression from it. The meaning of an expression should be
that which determines all instances of the proper use of an expression, but
there seems to be no way to determine such normative relation between a
particular meaning and a particular expression. Whatever the meaning is,
it is finite — there is a particular moment in time in which we do grasp the
meaning of an expression — whereas the many different uses of an expres-
sion are basically infinite: “The rule, once stamped with a particular
meaning, traces the lines along which it is to be followed through the
whole of space” (ibid. §219).

Wittgenstein throughout the book offers many examples to prove
the use of an expression is subdetermined by its meaning. Kripke ingen-
iously generalizes them all in a single example, the famous quaddition
example (Kripke, 1982, pp. 7-11). Quaddition is a function defined via the
mathematical function of addition. The quaddition symbol is quus (“©) ,
with the following meaning:

®@=x+y,ifx, y<57
=5 otherwise

If such a function is plausible, how can we tell the difference be-
tween addition and quaddition on ordinary cases? If a child never added a
number bigger than 57, what would be the right answer to the question of
what the sum of 57 and 68 is? Is it 5 or, rather, is it 1257 Is the child using
‘plus’ to mean addition or quaddition? Given the evidence, we simply
cannot tell what the right answer is. There is no fact to the matter whether

! Hence Mackie’s error theory in metaethics.
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the child in using ‘plus’ before having been faced with the most current
guestion meant addition or quaddition: whether it be entities, all the pre-
vious instances of use, dispositions, etc.

The example threads on the fact of the finitude of the proposed
meaning: whatever it is, it is supposed to be something finite determining
an infinite number of future instances of use. Even if we evoke all the
previous examples of use or even dispositions, there is no way to unique-
ly determine the next case — there are many different coherent hypotheses
available. Dispositions only tell us how to subject will act, now how a
subject should act, given the circumstances. The contrast between finite
and infinite is supposed to demonstrate that the demand for normative re-
lation between meaning and use cannot be fulfilled: meaning cannot be
normative in a required manner since whatever it is, it always allows for
radically different, equally plausible interpretations.

This is the part of Wittgenstein | am convinced Kripke managed to
get right. However, Kripke goes on to argue that Wittgenstein offers a
skeptical solution to such a skeptical problem. | think he is in the wrong
with regards to the solution, and in calling the problem ‘skeptical’ but
will not here explicitly argue against Kripke’s claims, especially about the
skepticism part. Rather, I will call upon the already mentioned novel in-
terpretation of rule-following considerations which shows exactly why
Kripke cannot be right, and what really is Wittgenstein’s solution of the
presented problem.

Regardless of Kripke’s views on Wittgenstein, the rule-following
considerations seem to leave us with two options to solve to problem of
normativity of meaning. Either meaning is to be postulated as a sort of a
platonic entity, existing in its own special realm, given that nothing in the
world can be ‘objective and intrinsically normative.” Or, there are no ob-
jective normative meanings really — the claim that our utterances actually
mean something is nothing but a seeming — as are the necessary connec-
tions of natural laws, and we seem to communicate by a sheer chance.
Neither option is really plausible. The first is not because it makes the ep-
istemic access to meanings impossible, requiring of us some further cog-
nitive or epistemic capacities over the ordinary ones. The second is not
because we all are pretty much sure that what we say makes all the world
of difference: if | was to say to someone that it is raining outside, the per-
son hearing that utterance would surely prepare an umbrella when she
was ready to leave. That would not be the case if | said that the new
Christopher Nolan movie was not worth watching. The utterances mean
something, and we use them exactly because of their meanings in order to
communicate something particular to our fellow humans. Therefore, we
cannot just accept the skeptical problem of the rule-following considera-
tions and leave things as is. Wittgenstein was well aware of that.



Making Wittgenstein an Expressivist: a Contemporary Interpretation... 551

THE SOLUTION

The key to understanding Wittgenstein’s solution is in appreciating
that ‘meaning’ functions differently from the best part of our language.
Already in The Blue and Brown Books Wittgenstein realizes that the con-
ception of meaning central to the Tractatus will not suffice

‘Meaning’ is one of the words of which one may say that they have
odd jobs in our language. It is these words which cause most philo-
sophical troubles. Imagine some institution: most of its members have
certain regular functions, functions which can easily be described, say,
in the statutes of the institution. There are, on the other hand, some
members who are employed for odd jobs, which nevertheless may be
extremely important. —What causes most trouble in philosophy is
that we are tempted to describe the use of important ‘odd-job” words
as though they were words with regular functions.

(Wittgenstein, 1969, p. 44)

These positive remarks are to be contrasted to the negative remarks
of the rule-following considerations, since they are first and foremost
aimed at the conception of meaning that is according to certain interpreta-
tions central to the Tractatus. The said conception of meaning is known
as the pictorial theory of meaning which claims that meaningful sentenc-
es are only those that picture states of affairs and their functions. This
theory is a version of semantic representationalism which is the broader
target of the later Wittgenstein’s negative remarks. Semantic representa-
tionalism claims that all the meaningful expressions are in the job of rep-
resenting reality. The central question of rule-following considerations
thus becomes: “What does ‘meaning’ represent?” Alternatively, the cen-
tral question becomes: “What does ‘meaning’ stand for?” As we have
seen, given its inherent normative nature, whatever ‘meaning’ of a partic-
ular expression stands for, it cannot be what determines how that expres-
sion is to be correctly used. Therefore, we can conclude that at least in the
case of semantic sentences semantic representationalism cannot be true.
This is why Wittgenstein claims that ‘meaning’ has to be doing a different
job than most other words of our language, why its role cannot be that of
representing reality. However, only claiming that meaning is doing a
peculiar job is not in itself enough to help us actually understand it. In other
words, it does not suffice in giving us a positive account of meaning.

In Investigations Wittgenstein makes two types of claims regarding
meaning. First, in many different places, he claims that meaning is noth-
ing but the explanation of meaning a competent speaker can offer:
“.Isn’t my knowledge, my concept of a game, completely expressed in
the explanations that I could give?” (Wittgenstein, 2009, §75).
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One of the examples of explanation is practical:

I’ll teach him to use the words by means of examples and by exer-
cises. And when | do this, | do not communicate less to him than |
know myself...

...I do it, he does it after me; and I influence him by expressions of
agreement, rejection, expectation, encouragement. | let him go his
way, or hold him back; and so on.

(ibid. §208)

The learning happens in practice. The pupil needs teacher’s af-
firming behaviour in order to ‘keep going in the right way’. It amounts to
a sort of learning by example. Wittgenstein is here implying that whatev-
er meaning is it has to be completely public, in order for it to be learnable.
So, whatever | can explain to someone as meaning of the expression, if he
can understand it and ‘go on in the same way’ to use the said expression,
than he has learned all there is to learn about the meaning of the expres-
sion, and nothing mysterious is left: “Once I have exhausted the justifica-
tions, | have reached bedrock, and my spade is turned. Then | am inclined
to say: ‘This is simply what I do’” (ibid. 8§217).

This ties in perfectly with the other typical explanation of meaning
to be found in the Investigations, the one focused on use, rather than ex-
planation. Some examples of such paragraphs are as following:

... the meaning of a word is its use in the language.
(ibid. 843)

One cannot guess how a word functions. One has to look at its
application and learn from that.

(ibid. §340)

So, what Wittgenstein urges us to do in order to understand the
meanings of our expressions is to look at the ways we use our words, and
from that extract the explanation of their meaning. Many philosophers
like Kripke seem to oversimplify this side of Investigations in claiming
that Wittgenstein there proclaims his antirealist, assertability theory of
meaning or even that he just does away with any sort of explanation and
basically claims that ‘anything goes’ if a particular local linguistic com-
munity allows it, since there is nothing more to meaning than that.

In his “Realisticka i antirealisticka interpretacija VitgenStajnove
rasprave o sledenju pravila” (Jandri¢, 2021) Andrej Jandri¢ demonstrates
all the faults of the Dummetian distinction between realist and antirealist
theories of meaning. By the same token, he offers the novel reading of
Wittgenstein’s solution to the problems of rule-following considerations.
We have already seen that in Investigations Wittgenstein characterizes the
meaning of an expression as that which is given in explanation of its
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meaning, and which can be found in its use. However, as Jandri¢ shows,
already in The Blue and Brown Books Wittgenstein offers us way of un-
derstanding what are the later remarks supposed to mean:

Let us introduce two antithetical terms in order to avoid certain el-
ementary confusions: To the question “How do you know that so-
and-so is the case?”, we sometimes answer by giving ‘criteria’ and
sometimes by giving ‘symptoms’. If medical science calls angina
an inflammation caused by a particular bacillus, and we ask in a
particular case “why do you say this man has got angina?” then the
answer “T have found the bacillus so-and-so in his blood" gives us
the criterion, or what we may call the defining criterion of angina.
If on the other hand the answer was, “His throat is inflamed”, this
might give us a symptom of angina. I call “symptom” a phenome-
non of which experience has taught us that it coincided, in some
way or other, with the phenomenon which is our defining criteri-
on. Then to say “A man has angina if this bacillus is found in him”
is a tautology or it is a loose way of stating the definition of “angi-
na”. But to say, “A man has angina whenever he has an inflamed
throat” is to make a hypothesis.

(Wittgenstein, 1969, pp. 24-25)

The distinction between the criteria and symptoms provides us a
way of claiming that meaning is objective and normative, and not some-
thing bound to whatever goes within a given linguistic community. We
can use an expression in many a way — but not every single use is central
to the meaning of the expression. The criteria tell us when we should nec-
essarily use an expression — they determine its meaning. The symptoms
are contingent empirical occurrences concurrent with various utterances
of the expression. The criteria are what we cite when we aim to teach
someone to use an expression and they are necessary. Symptoms, thus,
are not parts of the meaning of a sentence, only criteria are.

Therefore, a competent speaker is the one who is capable of ex-
plaining the meaning, that is, who can discern the criteria of an expres-
sion from its symptoms and cite them in order to in that way teach some-
one the meaning of the expression. Those who can use the expression, but
cannot discern the criteria from the symptoms, thus, cannot be labelled
competent speakers, since they cannot recognise the difference between
proper or right use and use simpliciter. The use of an expression needs to
be norm governed by its meaning, and meaning is provided by the criteria
of an expression, filtered from all of its previous uses.
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THE EXPRESSIVISM

The normative nature of meaning thus comes from the normative
nature or rulishness of the ways in which human subjects act in using or
uttering the expressions. Everything we needed to know about meaning
was already there — in our use, it is just that we need to appreciate the rul-
ishness of such practice when philosophically inspecting the nature of
meaning. Thus, our semantics are to be derived from our pragmatics — the
theory of use of expressions. The function of ‘meaning’ is to talk about
certain aspects of our practices, and not about the world — there is no such
entity as meaning, only norm governed practices of using the expressions.
In that sense we can talk about Wittgenstein’s solution to the problem of
rule-following considerations as a sort of via media: neither meanings are a
sort of platonic ‘objective and intrinsically prescriptive’ entities nor are we
in the wrong when we claim that there are meanings (Jandri¢, 2022, pp. 22-
27). There are meanings and they are both objective and prescriptive, but
they are not entities of any sort. Meaning is both use and what is explained
by a competent speaker: if we claimed that meaning is use than there would
be no way to discern between proper use and any use of the word.

The criteria that competent speaker cites when attempting to teach
someone are supposed to make explicit the rules implicit in the practices
of using the expressions, or, put another way, the criteria represent our
putting in the words of our practical mastery of using a particular expres-
sion. The claims about meaning are, thus, expressive — they make explicit
what was implicit in practice (ibid., 25). Also, they are metalinguistic in a
sense that they are about language itself, about its use to be more specific.
Semantic sentences do not represent the reality, but make our practices of
claiming explicit to ourselves.

The practices of using expressions come before our thinking about
meanings. Thus, Wittgenstein is claiming the irreducibility of meaning —
we cannot get meaning from something that is devoid of it, something we
could argue is in some way more fundamental than meaning. This is why
“If we say, ‘Every word in the language signifies something’, we have so
far said nothing whatever; unless we explain exactly what distinction we
wish to make” (Wittgenstein, 2009, §13). Talking about objects of refer-
ence but not talking about rules that govern the use of the expression gets
us nowhere. Hence, “One cannot guess how a word functions. One has to
look at its application and learn from that” (ibid. §340). Asserting a se-
mantic sentence then proceeds to help us assert the rule that was always
already implicit in the said use.

Therefore, the ability to use expressions or vocabularies with ex-
pressive meaning is dependent of ability to use expression or vocabularies
with ordinary descriptive meaning. If | cannot even use an expression,
then | cannot talk about its meaning. Thus, | first need to be able to de-
scribe to world around me, and that is all that is required of me in order to
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be able to talk about meanings of my utterances. In other words, having
the ability or knowing how to talk about the world around me is all the
ability or knowledge | need in order to be able to talk about or know
about the meanings of my utterances. There is no further ability or
knowledge required in order to talk about or know about meanings of the
utterances. Thus, there is a pragmatic dependence relation between the
practices of using ordinary empirical descriptive vocabulary and using the
expressive semantic vocabulary (Brandom, 2014, p. 39). The knowledge
of meanings of our utterances turns out to be trivial: by being able to use
our words, we already know all there is to know about their meanings
(Jandri¢, 2022, p. 26).

There is another side to this pragmatic dependence relation that can
be summarized by claiming that the semantic vocabulary is a pragmatic
metavocabulary for our ordinary empirical descriptive vocabulary. A
pragmatic vocabulary is a vocabulary in which we specify the practices
necessary for using a particular vocabulary. This is a way of explicating
the claim that semantics are to be conducted in terms of pragmatics. Thus,
the role of semantic sentences is to codify the rules implicit in our every-
day use of expressions. Put another way, the role of semantic sentences is
to transform knowing how into knowing that (ibid. 25). One part of Witt-
genstein’s Investigations is focused on showing that we cannot even
begin to comprehend expressions that are not in any way being used
(Wittgenstein, 2009, 88310-421). Thus, the representationalist semantic
paradigm turns out to be a “quasi-Platonic idea that we are capable of a
direct and unmediated intuition of laws or principles that are then applied
in behaviour” (Redding, 2007, p. 73).

We can, therefore, see in which way Wittgenstein influenced the
current pragmatist debate between Brandom’s (Robert B. Brandom) in-
ferential, Price’s (Huw Price) subject naturalist and Blackburn’s (Simon
Blackburn) rolling pragmatism. Their debate, among other more minor is-
sues, centres on the question about which pragmatic metavocabulary should
we use in our analysis of meaning. Wittgenstein, I claim, is the progenitor
of the metalinguistic pragmatist or expressivist tradition. Many claim that
Richard Rorty deserves such a title, but | believe that in claiming that
Wittgenstein actually deserves it, we manage to explain why Rorty was so
fascinated by the work of the later Wittgenstein, and why and how exactly
did he understand the Austrian philosopher. Furthermore, as we have
already seen, this helps us understand the relation between pragmatism,
broadly understood on one side and expressivism on the other.
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THE CONSEQUENCES

The expressivist reading of Wittgenstein’s rule-following consid-
erations offers a novel way of reconciling what were previously thought
to be conflicting interpretative strands in understanding the late work of
the Austrian philosopher. | want to claim that the most striking parts of
the resolute reading of Wittgenstein can be shown to be in agreement
with the here presented expressivist reading. There, | want to claim lays
the main strength of the expressivist reading: it offers us a way of provid-
ing a unified understanding of what until now seemed disparate strands in
Wittgenstein’s thinking. Also, this reading is in some degree of agree-
ment with dispositional readings of Wittgenstein’s positive answers to the
problems of rule-following considerations present in the work of afore-
mentioned Simon Blackburn and Huw Price (Blackburn, 2010). It agrees
with the expressivist reading in the sense that it also claims that later
Wittgenstein is a functional pluralist.

The thesis of functional pluralism claims that different parts of lan-
guage can play various different roles, like representing, describing, ex-
pressing the rules of use or expressing attitudes, etc. Put differently, there
is no single model for determining the meaning of an expression, and that
is exactly why Wittgenstein introduces the notion of family resemblances
(Wittgenstein, 2009, 867). He also claims that

Our language can be regarded as an ancient city: a maze of little
streets and squares, of old and new houses, of houses with exten-
sions from various periods, and all this surrounded by a multitude of
new suburbs with straight and regular streets and uniform houses.

(ibid. §18)

But, “We don’t notice the enormous variety of all the everyday
language-games, because the clothing of our language makes them all
alike” (ibid. §335). The plurality of function lies beneath the surface area,
on which everything linguistic seems alike, and because of what we seem
to err when we attempt to explain the meanings. We tend to assume that
because everything linguistic seems like its job is to represent or describe,
semantic sentences have to be doing the same job. But in reality, there are
many functions an expression can perform, as we have seen.

The resolute readers’ main focus is on Tractatus, for example Cora
Diamond’s “Thowing Away the Ladder: How to Read the Tractatus”
(Diamond, 1988). The term ‘resolute reading’ is supposed to refer to a
way of reading the penultimate section of the book, stating:

My propositions are elucidatory in this way: he who understands

me finally recognizes them as nonsensical, when he has climbed

out through them, on them, over them. (He must so to speak throw
away the ladder, after he has climbed up on it.)

(Wittgenstein, 2001, 6.54)
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A resolute reading of the given section maintains that the sentences
comprising the body of the book must be recognized as simply nonsensi-
cal, without any content whatsoever (Bronzo, 2012, p. 47). In other
words, the resolute reading does not admit of the standard view that
claims the existence of two kinds of nonsense in Tractatus. In any case,
they agree with aforementioned authors in embracing the non-theoretical
aspect of Wittgenstein. However, they disagree regarding Wittgenstein’s
metaphilosophy. The resoluteness of resolute reading lies in the claim that
Wittgenstein resolves the questions, not by answering them, but my
showing them to be senseless, and hence not worth stating. The central
claim of the resolute readers is the claim of continuity between earlier and
later Wittgenstein. For both early and later Wittgenstein, according to
resolute readers, philosophy is something to be practiced, not something
to be learned — it is a sort of therapy we conduct in order to live and act
differently (Contant, 2019; Diamond, 1988). As Wittgenstein himself puts
it: “To show the fly the way out of the fly-bottle” (Wittgenstein, 2009,
8309). It seems as though Kripke would not agree with these claims, giv-
en the skepticism he ascribes to Wittgenstein.

The non-resolute readers of Wittgenstein attempt to capture this
aspect of his philosophy by claiming the he subscribes to philosophical
quietism (Blackburn, 2019, p. 125). The thesis of philosophical quietism
claims that there should not be any theorizing in philosophy, any postula-
tion of entities in order to explain the phenomena. Wittgenstein is very of-
ten quite clear about this:

All explanation must disappear, and description alone must take its
place. And this description gets its light, that is to say, its purpose a
from the philosophical problems. These are, of course, not empirical
problems; but they are solved through an insight into the workings of
our language, and that in such a way that these workings are recog-
nized a despite an urge to misunderstand them. The problems are
solved, not by coming up with new discoveries, but by assembling
what we have long been familiar with. Philosophy is a struggle
against the bewitchment of our understanding by the resources of
our language.

(Wittgenstein, 2009, §109)
Also talking about philosophy, he claims: “It leaves everything as

it is”
(ibid. §124).

Therefore, only describing what is already there is allowed when
doing philosophy. Wittgenstein here assumes that explanation implies
postulating entities that would explain the given facts, whilst description
should leave everything as is, only put the given facts in their proper places.
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This, however, can seem to be in conflict with the expressivist
reading here offered. If there is a positive answer to the question of mean-
ing in Wittgenstein, then how could we claim that he was a philosophical
quietist? I want to claim that asserting that Wittgenstein was a philosoph-
ical quietist is an oversimplification, and that the expressivist reading of-
fers us a way to understand his position in a much clearer light.

This is the sense in which Conant’s claim about there being some
Socratic aspects of Wittgenstein’s thought is on the right track, or rather,
a sense in which it offers us a platform on which the expressivist reading
can expand on, by further explicating the nature of such Socratic aspects
(Conant, 2019). The Socratic aspects are the metaphilosophical claims
about philosophy being a practice to be conducted, not a theory to be
learned. The origins of this view are to be found in Stanley Cavell’s
‘therapeutic reading’ of the later Wittgenstein. Its goal is the betterment
of our lives, the changing of the ways in which we act and ‘be’ in the
world. It is philosophy in the sense of in which philosophers of the Hel-
lenistic period understood it (and perhaps even Spinoza): the activity of
curing the suffering of the soul in teaching us about ourselves, and not
something to be learned by reading certain books (Conant, 2019, p. 244).
It is a sense of philosophy that cannot be understood as merely profes-
sional, or as Rorty would put it, tied to a fach and formal institutions — it
is philosophy understood as entwined to one’s life and its contingencies —
a philosophy understood as a way of life (ibid., 245). And it is Socratic in
the sense that knowing ourselves is the highest (and only) form of this
ethical, practical knowledge. In the words of Epicurus:

Empty are the words of that philosopher who offers no therapy for
human suffering. For just as there is no use in medical expertise if
it does not provide therapy for bodily diseases, so too there is no
use in philosophy if it does not expel the suffering of the soul.

(Epicurus; quoted in Porphyry, 1987, p. 155, quoted in Conant,
2019, p. 245)

Socrates, as Cicero puts it, “calls philosophy down from the heav-
ens and sets it in the cities of men” asking the questions about life and
morality (Cicero, 1927, Tusculan Disputations V, 1V, 10, quoted in Co-
nant, 2019, p. 248). Wittgenstein, according to Conant, aims to do the
same, and not talk about semantic, intentsional or intentional entities, but
about ourselves and our practices. My expressivist reading helps us fur-
ther elaborate the Socratic aspects of Wittgenstein, by providing ways to
understand what exactly does this knowledge of ourselves amount to, in
the case of meaning at the very least.

The expressivist reading claims that the semantic sentences talk
about our practices of use that come before we can even talk about the
meaning. Thus, semantic sentences do not talk about any sort of new enti-
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ty — they do not explain by postulating. Semantic sentences talk about our
practices — they describe what was already there, and by doing that they
make explicit the rules always already implicit in our practices. We thus
achieve a sort of semantic self-knowledge or semantic self-consciousness.
By putting the rules of our conduct into words, we can then proceed to be
critical of, and change the way we act, since only then can we offer rea-
sons for and against the practical rules we follow in acting in the world.
The goal of philosophy in this sense can then be claimed to be a special
kind of rationality — the Socratic expressive rationality.

This still allows us to label Wittgenstein a philosophical quietist, in
one sense. That sense here being the one in which Wittgenstein over-
comes the modernistic representational conception of rationality or
knowledge, or rather returns back to a Socratic expressive conception of
rationality. Wittgenstein is a quietist in a sense in which he doesn’t postu-
late a special kind of objects in order to explain phenomena that science
has trouble explaining, such as meaning, mathematical and logical ob-
jects, intentionality, etc. Rather, he turns to us and our practices, and finds
there as implicit everything he needs in order to make it explicit, or, as he
says, to describe it in order to achieve a ‘perspicuous representation.” The
criteria the expressivist reading argues about is one example of such a de-
scription, of implicit becoming explicit, of us achieving self-
consciousness, of Socratic expressive rationality. This is why Wittgen-
stein claims that his books should be dismissed after we’ve read them:
they cannot help us themselves in any way.

Thus, | think it would be more adequate to label Wittgenstein a
metaphysical rather than philosophical quietist, since he does offer a par-
ticular way of understanding and solving philosophical problems, and
does not merely dismiss them. Hence, labelling Wittgenstein a philosoph-
ical quietist is an oversimplification: he does not offer a particular theory,
but a whole new (or rather, old) understanding of philosophy and its prob-
lems. The expressivist reading with the help of Conant’s resolute reading
approach to the Socratic aspects of Wittgenstein help us demonstrate this.
Wittgenstein is not an anti-philosopher, nor is his aim to end all philoso-
phy once and for all (Conant, 2019, p. 249). He rather seems to wish to
take it back to its Socratic glory days, and its focus back onto ourselves.
“To show the fly the way out of the fly-bottle” tells of the self-conducted
activity of the fly, or rather, of the philosopher (Wittgenstein, 2009, §309).

I will have to end my discussion here. | hope to have offered, at
least a sketch of a novel reading of the later Wittgenstein and some of its
consequences. | can here only promise to return to the subject and work
out its consequences in more detail and with careful attention to all of its
peculiarities.

2 This is where Rortys understanding of Wittgenstein goes horribly wrong.
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YUBEILE BUTTEHIITAJHA EKCITIPECUBUCTOM:
CABPEMEHA UHTEPIIPETAIIMJA ITIO3HOI'
BUTTEHIITAJHA U HEKE IbEHE ITOCJIEJUIE

Hukoua Janapuh
Vuusepsuret y beorpany, ®unozodceku paxynrer, MuctutyT 3a punozodujy,
Beorpan, CpOuja

Pe3ume

Pan aprymentyje y nmpuiior HoBe, eKCIIPECUBHUCTIYKE HHTEpIpeTalyje mo3Hor Bur-
reHmTajHa. TBpIU ce la OBaKBa MHTEPIIpETaIija oMoryhyje 1a 00jeIMHUMO HHTEpIIpe-
TaTHBHE yBUJIE O OBOM ayTOpy KOjU Cy Ce JO0 caja cMaTpajd OIPEdHHM, Tj. YHje ce
HarjamaBame JI0 cajia CMaTpajio ICTOBPEMEHO HEOP)KUBUM. JelaH 0] OBUX MHTEpIIpe-
TaTHBHUX yBHJA NpecTaB/ba KPUIKEOBO YNTame HEraTHBHUX MOCHTH PAcIpaBe O clie-
hemy mpaBmita, Koje TBpAM Aa pacmpaBa o ciehemy mpaBmina HaMepaBa Ja HMOKaKe
npo6ieM HOPMAaTHBHOCTH 3HA4Y€Ha MPH CBAaKOM TBphemy HEKE CeMaHTHYKE PEUCHHUIIC
WIN PEYEHHLE O 3Ha4eHy. JIpyry 0l OBUX MHTEPHPETATUBHUX YBHJA j¢ YBH TaKO3Ba-
HHX ,,pe30JIyTHUX " HHTEpIpeTaTtopa BuTreHmrajua, Koju TBpAM 1a je BurreHmrajHosa
¢dunoszoduja, ¥ MO3HA U paHUja, TEPATICYTCKa, ,,COKPATOBCKA™ M PAJUKAITHO aHTUTCOPH]-
cka. JIpyruMm pedrMa, pe3oTyTHU MHTEpHpeTaTopy BuTreHmTajHa ynTajy kKao (Gpuio3o-
(a mocBeheHor XMBOTY MOjeAMHIA M CAMOCIIO3HAjH, HacynpoT Hajseher Opoja ucro-
pujcKux Guio3o¢a Koju Texe Ja OKTPHjy AEJIOBE CTBAPHOCTH MOCTaBJbajyhu Teopuje 1
XHMOTETUIIYhH O JOCTYITHOM CBEIOYaHCTBY. EKCIpecHBHCTHYKA HHTEpIpETanHja MHo-
Mohy mo3uBama Ha BUTreHINTajHOBY IMCTHHKUHM]Y M3Mel)y MOjMOBa KpHTEpHjyMa H
CHMITOMa O0jenumbyje yBUIe 0ba OBa YATama TaKo IITO TBPAM Ja je BurreHmrajaos
OJITOBOp Ha mpodiieM cielermba mpaBuia, Tj. MpobieM HOPMATUBHOCTH 3HAYCH:A YIIPABO
y TOME LITO OHO TIPE/CTaBJba jellaH OOJIMK 3Hamba U PAI[OHATHOCTH PaIUKaIHO Pa3HO-
pOZiaH O] OHOT NMPUCYTHOT Y NMPUPOIHUM M JIPYTUM HayKama. 3Hame 3HaueHa 3aXxTeBa
jemaH oOJIMK caMOCIIO3Haje, 3Hamba O COICTBEHUM IIpaKcama yrnoTpede pedn, 0 Kojuma
3aIpaBo TOBOPE Hallle TBP/iibe 3Hauewa. CTora, 0 3Ha4Yey He Tpeba 1a TOBOPHUMO Y ce-
MaHTHYKOM METaBOKaOynapy KOjU IPETIOCTaB/ba Jla Ce 3HAUCHha UCIPIUBY]Y Y TEPMH-
HIMa peranmja pedepeHnuje u ucTure, Beh y mparMaTtndakoM MeTaBoKaOynapy KOju O
3HAUCHy TOBOPH Yy TepMHHIMA roBopehnx cybjekara W BUXOBUM Ipakcama yroTpebe
BokaOynapa. TBpmu ce na crora BuTreHmTajH y jeTHOM 3Ha4ajHOM CMHCITY jE€CTe aHTH-
TeopHjcku (Grito30(d: OH, KaKO TO caM Kaxke, He JOIMyYIITa 00jallikberha y CMUCIY ITOCTY-
Jaryje eHTUTETa — ITO OU MPeICTaBIhaIo0 METO/I aHATIN3E 3HAUYCHA Y CEMAaHTHYKOM Me-
TaBokalynapy; Beh MCKJbY4YHMBO OMHMCE WM JECKPHILMje OHora Beh JOCTYIHOr — IITO
NpeJCTaBballa YIPaBO METOJ aHAIW3e 3Hauelha y MparMaTHYKoM MeTaBoKalyJapy.
Kpo3 TekcT ce y IpuiIor eKCIpeCHBUCTHYKOT YHTaka IUTHPA 3HaYajHa MPHUMapHa TeK-
CTyaJlHa €BHJCHIMja M3 PA3NMUUTHX BuTreHmrajHoBuX nena. KoHawyHo, TBpau ce jaa
OBAKBa EKCIPECHBUCTHYKA HHTEPIIEPTAIMja TOMaXKe a OJIKe OipeuMo TBpheme jen-
HOT OJ Pe30JIyTHUX MHTepreTaropa ButrenmrajHa, [lejmca Konanra, o mocrojamy co-
KpPaTOBCKOT acnekTa y BurrenmrajuoBoj ¢unoszodpuju. HaBeneHn cokpaToBCKH aclekT
EKCIPECHBUCTYKO YUTAe HHTEPIPETHPA YIIPaBO Kao TBPhEmE O CTaBIbajy CONCTBEHNX
MMIUTAIUTHAX TPaKTHYHUX CIIOCOOHOCTH WIIH 3HaHbha Kako yrnoTpede TepMUHA Y eKILIH-
LMTaH oONUK TBphema WK 3Hama J1a, KOje THME MOCTaje MO/IOKHO KPUTHUKOj eBay-
alMjH ¥ MOTEHIIN]jJTHOj TPOMEHH. YTOJMKO MOKEMO J1a TBPAMMO Ja BuTreHIuTajH, kao
u cam Coxpar, cMaTpa Ja je oeHTa Gpriio3o¢uje ynpaBo y TOMe Jla OCBECTHMO U TIpo-
MEHHMO CBOj€ Ha4HMHE MMOCTYIamka, yClIea BHXOBOT IPBOOUTHOT jaCHOT pa3yMeBamba.



