[bookmark: _Hlk28197092][bookmark: _Hlk28256146][bookmark: _GoBack]HPPH5014. 1602332. J. CASSELS. Ludwig Wittgenstein essay question # 4: What If anything is wrong with describing meaning or understanding as mental processes?
[bookmark: _Hlk28194738]Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1947) was a logician by proclamation, whose principle focus was the philosophy of language.[footnoteRef:1] His philosophy directly influenced Vienna’s preceding ‘logical positivists[footnoteRef:2] and is ‘based on the idea that ‘most philosophical problems arise from misunderstandings of the logic of language, and his attempts to explicate what this logic is’ [footnoteRef:3]. His major works – the Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus (1921)[footnoteRef:4] and the Philosophical Investigations (1953)[footnoteRef:5] share logic and language as predominant relative concerns. Wittgenstein’s logic of language inevitably entangles with the rules of language, which to him,  are basically in the relations of symbolisms and meanings in combination with their “use”, as Wittgenstein proclaims; ‘in most cases – the meaning of a word is simply in its use within the language’ [footnoteRef:6]. However, Wittgenstein often directs us to the metalinguistics of the modalities of these rules, viz – the “whys” and “how’s”, relative to the “modes” or “ways” in which we understand and apply linguistic symbolisms meaningfully and inter-contextually. And relative to the question, whether these modes of meaning/understanding are solely or combinationally - internal or external, lingual or pictorial, present or removed, complete or partial.[footnoteRef:7] These are Wittgenstein’s motivations as he attempts to elucidate what occurs in the realms of linguistic symbolism relative to our use and understanding of words and sentences.[footnoteRef:8] But, could those modalities be factorially-sufficiently described, hence understood, as mental processes? To proceed in pre-concluded Wittgensteinian methodology, is to attempt to answer the question having analysed it in its transcendental state, viz – what the words sequentially relayed in the question mean to me, how I have come to understand the relative symbology and whether my linguistic understanding of the question is factually justifiable, particularly of the key symbols, i.e. “wrong” – “meaning” – “understanding” and “mental-processes”.  [1:  Duncan J. Richter, ‘Wittgenstein, Ludwig |’, Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Online, n/d) <https://www.iep.utm.edu/wittgens/> [accessed 17 December 2019].]  [2:  Duncan J. Richter, ‘Wittgenstein, Ludwig |’, Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Online, n/d) <https://www.iep.utm.edu/wittgens/> [accessed 17 December 2019].]  [3:  Duncan J. Richter, ‘Wittgenstein, Ludwig |’, Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Online, n/d) <https://www.iep.utm.edu/wittgens/> [accessed 17 December 2019].]  [4:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus, trans. by C. K. Ogden (London, Boston & Henley: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1981).]  [5:  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, ed. by G.E.M Anscombe and R Rhees, trans. by G.E.M Anscombe (Oxford: Blackwell, 1953).]  [6:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 184]  [7:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 184]  [8:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.54] 


Before proceeding with my initial analysis of the question, I draw attention to technicalities stemming from contradictions in Wittgenstein, that err for problematic foundations in answering the question. As I proceed, I intend to show from the outset, that in answering not just this but all philosophical questions - in Wittgenstein’s conclusion – such questions have been fundamentally nullified, leaving no viable point of orientation from whence to proceed an answer. This due to variable factors, not least of which; Wittgenstein’s closing statements in the Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus, which self-refute the work itself and furthermore or perhaps principally - philosophical works per-se![footnoteRef:9] As such, I cannot deny that my stance is somewhat bewildered, as I initially trouble to concur with an apparently self-negating, self-refuting philosophy. And so, I must assume the stance of bewildered neutrality, and my means of answering: a ‘stab in the dark’[footnoteRef:10] at grasping and exposing ‘surmountable’ sense from Wittgenstein’s self-delineated ‘senseless’ philosophy (5).[footnoteRef:11] Of the key words in the question, I intend to predominantly analyse one – “understanding”. Analysing all would require greater volume than I am allotted here. I assume pre-suppositions for representations of the words “wrong” - “meaning” (as interchangeable with “understanding” in the question) and “mental-processes”. For the proposed question, I posit that “analysis” is a (form of) “mental process” and posit the word “wrong” constituting “mistaken”, i.e. erroneous. I suspect problems inherent within the question and by initially covering some of Wittgenstein’s concluding statements of negation from the Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus, I hope to initiate exposition of these problems. However, of his main works, Wittgenstein’s posthumously published philosophical investigations carries greater relevance to his mythicization of mental processes as a model of understanding. This is really an assault on dualism wherein mental process (cognition) is viewed as the mode of the soul’s (interchangeable with mind’s) understanding.[footnoteRef:12]  [9:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.54]  [10:  Meredith Williams, Wittgenstein, Mind, and Meaning: Toward a Social Conception of Mind (London: Routledge, 2002). P. 162]  [11:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.54]  [12:  Martial Gueroult, Descartes’ Philosophy Interpreted According to the Order of Reasons II. The Soul and the Body., trans. by Roger Ariew (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1985). Pp. 35-36] 



[bookmark: _Hlk28299883]I initiate attempting to answer the question of what If anything is wrong with describing meaning or understanding as mental processes, by summarizing the Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus’s four closing statements; 
 6.522 - the inexpressible is the mystical
 6.53 – the right philosophical method is to say nothing but what can be said, i.e. – natural sciences - but not philosophy, and when someone attempts metaphysical talk, to demonstrate he has lacked meaning to certain signs in his propositions
6.54 – my propositions are there to be surmounted, anyone understanding me finally recognizes them as senseless 
7. – whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.522-7.] 

I suggest then, that the meaning of the question is in-itself tied up in the nullifying proclamations of the closing statements. Each avenue of setting out an answer, has apparently been closed to me and I have left the realms of philosophy and entered the realms of mysticism. The final statement checks me into a position of philosophical stalemate whose most relative move at this point, is to give up! In fact, to do otherwise is indeed senseless. If I am to adhere to the conclusions of Wittgensteinian logic, then I should say nothing more and realize that what I have said already, lacks coherent meaning.[footnoteRef:14] Even though every word I have used herein, self-attribute relative meaning(s) and use(s). I believe I have ordered the words into relative coherent strings i.e. sentences, which make sense to myself and prospective readers. But how did I arrive at this position wherein I have an integrated understanding of words? Indeed, how do I know the meaning of even one single word, or for that matter, even so much as a letter? After all, as Wittgenstein attentively notes: ’“A” is the same sign as “A”’.[footnoteRef:15] However, it could just as well be a number or any symbol or object. The question is, how do we arrive at a given symbol’s relevant meaning and is there anything wrong with describing that “how”, as constitutive of mental processes? Wittgenstein would likely exemplify an answer by analysing the context of the question inherent to its content and “use”. By analysis of the words in use therein the question, I may ask for example, how it is that I understand the word “understand”? However, it is not just in how I interpretively understand the word that is in question, but also: how I am enabled to have come to understand. There must be some process involved in mastery of a language in the first place, but is that process solely internal? Wittgenstein states that outward criteria is requisite to inner processes.[footnoteRef:16] As such, what outward criteria enables an understanding of the words in question? Take for example the word “understanding”. What outward criteria enables our understanding of the word understanding? Our ability to understand is key in Wittgensteinian studies, after all, once we have understood him, we may then ‘recognize his propositions as senseless’.[footnoteRef:17]  So, in understanding Wittgenstein, we come to recognize, hence “understand” - his senseless propositions as senseless. Do we then still require an understanding of the word “understanding” in order to understand the senselessness of those propositions if, as they express, they are nonsense? In Wittgenstein: ‘we can only think in logic, it is impossible to think illogically’.[footnoteRef:18] As such, it appears impossible to answer the original question as ‘it is impossible to understand nonsense’[footnoteRef:19] and impossible to analytically understand the nature of our understanding of the word “understand”. Wittgenstein states that ‘the riddle does not exist - If a question can be asked it can be answered’.[footnoteRef:20] So we cannot answer the question nor ask it in the first place, at least not by method of Wittgensteinian logic. However, we are free to disregard the senseless factor of Wittgensteins proposals and attempt to analyse by his examples, our own meta-linguistic occurrences, to enable our understanding of what Wittgenstein’s nonsense entails. Wittgenstein endorses and personalises the ‘picture theory of language’[footnoteRef:21] to describe the ways in which understanding occurs within us relative to ‘outward criteria’. [footnoteRef:22] Our understanding of symbolisms comes from our ‘making pictures for ourselves of facts’.[footnoteRef:23] Wittgenstein explicates various analyses of this inner occurrence showing our ability to, for example: contextually distinguish uses of the same word(s) or objects in variable contexts.[footnoteRef:24] In so doing, Wittgenstein notes that definition of the word ‘cube’ for example occurs ‘instantaneously’ and by the mode of outwardly relative distinguished internal pictures.[footnoteRef:25] In other words, internal pictures based on our outward criterion of having visually witnessed “cubes” in direct relativity to “cube’s” linguistic structures - i.e. – transcendental/meta, grammatical, tactile, oratory and auditory factors. However, a key factor is in variabilities of “cube(s)”, for example; in a textual representation of varied cubes, i.e. coloured, transparent, solid, hollow etc, ‘we see the illustration now as one thing now as another. –So, we interpret it, and see it as we interpret it.’ [footnoteRef:26] if this is how we understand an object - modus variable interpretation – is interpretation not a mental process? Wittgenstein prompts us: ‘do we just “see” “data”? what about our interpretations?’[footnoteRef:27] So, Interpretation is a necessary factor to understanding variable “use”. If it were a case for sense data, i.e. cognitive retrieval of data: ‘which I carry within myself’ – ‘our temptation is to fall back on the notion of an inner picture’.[footnoteRef:28]  The inner picture as shall attempt to demonstrate, has problems. Representation of an object such as a cube is one thing but is it the same for the representation of names and geographic regions? Wittgenstein explicates with the “use” of names;  [14:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.53]  [15:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 3.203]  [16:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 580]  [17:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.54]  [18:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 5.4731]  [19:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 5.5422]  [20:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.5]  [21:  Keyt. David. Wittgensteins picture theory of language. Duke university press, (on behalf of) The philosophical review, Vol. 73, No. 4 (Oct, 1964), pp. 493-511. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2183303 Accessed: 26-12-2019   ]  [22:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 580]  [23:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 2.1]  [24:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 138]  [25:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 138]  [26:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 165]  [27:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. P. 170]  [28:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. P. 167] 

‘If I say - “Mr Scot is not a Scot”, I mean the first “Scot” as a proper name and the second one as a common name. Then do different things have to go on in my mind at the first and second Scot? Try to mean the first Scott as a common name and the second as proper name. – how is it done? When I do it, I blink with the effort as I try to parade the right meanings before my mind in saying the words. – but do I parade the meanings before my mind when I make ordinary use of them?’.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 15] 

It appears that what Wittgenstein is suggesting here is that his attempts to mis-“use” the contextual variables in the term “Scot”, reflective of the fact that the experiment is undertaken in the analytical sense of debunking understanding modus mental processes, the mental processing involved here, fails to produce the picture-procession before his mind, therefore elucidating mental process’s deficiency as the mode of understanding. And in the correct contextual “use” analysis, he suggests that it is not necessary to (forcefully) ‘parade the meanings before his mind’.[footnoteRef:30] They are simply instantaneously ‘grasped in a flash’,[footnoteRef:31] understood for their factual representations, namely - a proper name, and the term for peoples of Scottish descent. It is reasonable to assume that with mastery of the English language, we have empirical cause to understand the representative factors of the outward occurrences, namely – the existence of personages “Scots”, and the existence of members of a nation of peoples: “Scots”. Notably the “Scot” and “Scot” are connected by the predicate “is not a”. And we could just as well remove Mr leaving “Scot” is not a “Scot”. Disregarding the predicate then, we are left with “Scott” “Scott”, which on hearing uttered, we would likely assume to mean two proper names i.e. fore and sur. But what we believe to have understood is in fact incoherent nonsense. Therefore, it appears the predicate provides the contextual reference in which we understand the whole term in its “usage”, but out of usage and devoid of predication, it is therefore non-contextualizable. So, although there factually exist in the world outward occurrences relative to the term “Scott”, unaccompanied by predication there is no specific sense to their meanings. On this basis, I could say, “only Wittgenstein understands Wittgenstein”. In so doing i am using two identical proper names and two predicates. “Only” symbolising an irreducible distinction and “understands”- symbolising. . .what exactly? The two identical “Wittgenstein’s” may or may not refer to one and the same man. Either way, our definitive understanding remains compromised by possible contextual variables. The intermediate predicate “understands” enables only assumed contextual understanding of the two Wittgenstein’s in “use” in the proposition, so it is not necessarily definitive. The possible “uses” here of the proper name – “Wittgenstein”, are variable, and in Wittgenstein, exist as: ‘possibilities (which) are written into the thing itself’,[footnoteRef:32] i.e. ‘prejudged in the thing’.[footnoteRef:33] I could variably mean either Ludwig Wittgenstein, his works, or familial others. Wittgenstein’s existence and the possible variables are factual, yet these facts fail to facilitate our definitive understanding of the intended facts of the given proposition. The predicate “only”, is symbolising singularity and is contextually variable yet in the word’s use, “only” can only ever denote singularity, a fact I apparently understand. In the term “understanding” however, I have no pictorial representation for the word. The metalinguistic nature of “understanding” causes difficulty in understanding it, and in Wittgenstein’s conclusion, philosophically speaking, i.e. in the pursuit of knowledge, I oughtn’t try.  [30:  IBID]  [31:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 138]  [32:  Strathern, Wittgenstein in 90 Minutes. P. 64 (Re; Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 2.012)]  [33:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 2.012] 

To conclude, I hope to have conveyed symbolism as being variably contextually relative, therefore, meaning is applicably contingent, and with the possibility for understanding inherent in the symbolistic linguistic structure, viz; in our application and “use” of symbolisms in the language.[footnoteRef:34] – in Wittgenstein understanding is neither a mental process nor ‘in the object’ in the platonic sense[footnoteRef:35]. For him understanding is not inherent in the mind or the object per-se, rather it is inter-relative: ‘what I perceive in the dawning of an aspect’ i.e. understanding an aspect – ‘is not a property of an object, but an internal relation between it and other objects.[footnoteRef:36] In attempting to ascertain linguistic meaning modus mental process i.e. engaged cognition “meaning” becomes illusive. Perhaps Wittgenstein is saying we cannot force perception and our analysis unnecessarily disrupts and distorts our understanding, which may be either factually relevant or irrelevant to the Wittgensteinian world - being ‘made up of the totality of facts not things’.[footnoteRef:37] Rather than determining understanding modus mental procession, it appears as though perhaps criterion for linguistic understanding, is in the variable linguistic “usability” of a particular learned language. Wittgenstein’s logos in the surmountable sense, elucidates dis-functionality in our meta-analysis of symbolisms in our attempt to definitize them - thus impeding our ability to understand them. In so doing we ‘miss seeing the wood for the trees’[footnoteRef:38] so to speak and undermine understanding by our attempted analysation of words whilst they are removed from use and therefore, removed from context.  [34:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 43]  [35:  Plato. The Republic. Ferrarl. G.R.F. (eds) Grifith. Tom. (trans) (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2000)]  [36:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. P. 180]  [37:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 1.1]  [38:  Heywood. S. John. A Dialogue of the Effectual Proverbs in the English Tongue concerning marriage: (1546) (BiblioBazaar, 2016)] 

If indeed nothing is accidental in logic,[footnoteRef:39] then perhaps Wittgenstein’s logic – traversed upon metaphorical rails, stretching out into infinity,[footnoteRef:40] marking out the correct applications of Itself as a rule in-itself. And along the trajectory of Wittgenstein’s logos, perhaps his contradictions were not necessarily mistakes, but occurrences of possibilities written into the rules[footnoteRef:41] of his complete philosophy as the means to the ends of Wittgensteinian logic; viz - surmounting the analytical methodologies therein.[footnoteRef:42] As such, I feel Ludwig Wittgenstein brings a unique therefore valuable, anti-empiricist, anti-dualist thesis to the field of contemporary ontology, existentialism and perception based philosophies.  As I close this piece of work, it may be of credit to me if I have succeeded in saying nothing, and for no purpose other than to elucidate as logical advice: “never, so help you God, be afraid to talk nonsense, but you must pay attention to your nonsense”.[footnoteRef:43]   [39:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 2.012 ]  [40:  Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations. 218]  [41:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 2.012]  [42:  Wittgenstein, Tractacus Logico-Philosophicus. 6.54]  [43:  Shields. Philip. R. Logic and Sin in the Writings of Ludwig Wittgenstein. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1997). P. 74
] 
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