
THE MEANING

OF

'EDUCATION'

Problems with the l,Iord and a Possible Solution

Based on hlittgensteinIs

Tractatus and PhiTosophicaL Investigations

by

Eric F. Thompkins M.A. Dip.Ed.

A Thesis

Presented f.or the Degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

of the

UNIVBRSITY OF ADBLAIDE

(Department of Education)

January 1988





Frontispiece: Glass Flytraps

(Photographed by courtesy of Barossa Gallery Museum, Tanunda,
South Australia)

The flytrap is a squat glass vessel mounted on three diminutive feet;
its base is moulded into the shape of a truncated cone, open top and

bottom. rn use the flytrap, with its stopper removed, is placed over a
saucer contaíning some sort of aromaÈic bait - beer, for example. The

f1y, attracted by the fumes rising from the trap, enters through the
narrov¡ neck. once inside, iE buzzes aimlessly round and round, drawn
Ëowards the light shining through the wal1s of its prison but incapable
of appreciating that the way to reach it is the way it came in. Finally
it falls exhausted and expires in the channel forned between the inner
and outer walls of the trap.
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Was ist dein Ziel- in der PhiTosophie?

- Der Fliege den Ausweg aus den FTiegengTas zeigen.
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Summary of the Arsument

This thesis is an exercise in linguístic philosophy applied to the

philosophy of education. After Wittgenstein, I take philosophy to be an

activity which aims to clarify thought by clarifying the language which

carries it. In his early Tractatus of I92I and his posthumous

PhiTosophicaT Investigations of 1953, hlittgenstein proposes two different
ways of doing this, the first based on the analysis of complex staÈements

into elementary sentences verifiable by direct comparison with the

circumstances which they depict and the second on the clarification of

statements within the language by means of perspicuous samples of usage.

I apply these two approaches in turn to problems identified in the first
part of the thesis'and develop the view that the philosophy of education

is the clarification of the word feducationr, nothing more. It cannot be

more because there is no education other than the wordteducation'and
apart from the word the philosophy of education has nothíng to distinguish
it from the philosophy of language in general. 'Education' does not

symbolise an entity, education, to which certain properties can be

ascribed but other symbols which are in general use in the language and

which, if Lhey are not referentially meaningless, can ultimately be

validated empirically. The philosophy of education is, therefore,
philosophy as method applied to specific problems of language. It cannot

be philosophy applied to problems of practice because there is no way of

approaching practice other Èhan through the language in which it is
symbolised.

Following the Tractatus I Èake the educatee to be the logical sine qua non

of education as irreducible object. However, as the later Wittgenstein
would insist, language-games - socially accepted, rule-governed usages -
are played with the word reducateet and it.s cognates including reducation'.

Claiming nevertheless the centrality of teducateet I sket.ch a concentric
hierarchy of ?educationr language-games, hopi-ng in the result.ant. synoptic

model of education to synthesise Lhe apparently disparate approaches of
Lhe Tractatus and the PhilosophicaT Investigations; using the formerrs

insisÈence on a logical nexus between language and reality to inform an

account of reducationr language-games which covers both Èhose that are
played and those that. must be played, or must at some time have been

played, as a prerequisite of playing 'education' language-games at all.
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Summary of Conclusions

Education is no more than the word reducationr; educat,ional

problems are problems of language, not of circumst,ance.

rEducation' is meaningless, in principle if meaning implies a

referent in realiÈy, and in practice if meaning is not bestov/ed

upon it by a context.

rEducation' may have intra-linguistic meaning (sense) in that it
is usable in sentences whj-ch have sense by virtue of being

sentences (Tractatus) and by virtue of being describable by means

of other, ostensibly perspicuous, sentences (PhiJosophical

InvestigatÍons).

rEducati-ont may acquire extra-linguistic meaning indirectly to
the extent Èhat it relates to realiÈy either through the educatee

(Tractatus) or through the empirical association with a language-

independent reality of paraphrases of sentences based upon it.
(PhilosophicaT Investigations) .

Following common usage, reducat.ion' may conveniently be used as

the title of a family of words formed by inflecting the educat-
stem; it is in no sense, however, Èhe progenitor or head of the
family.

Uses of educat- words are samples of language-games (ritualised,
rule-regulated usages) which need have no semantic connection with
any original or core meaning of the educat- stem. Language-games

played with educat- words form a family i-n that they display family
likenesses but possess no conmon characteristic.

The only member of the family which might claim a meaning other
than use is 'educateer. rEducateet is the logical member sine qua

non of the educaÈ- language family. Meaning i_s not, however,

decided by logic; 'education' language-games are pTayed. Their
being played successfully does not imply the existence of education.

7
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1.1

1.1.1

is.

Beeinnins with the Word

This thesis records an attempt to clarify what education

I take my cue from R.S. Peters:

Education has become rather like the Kingdom of Heaven in former
times. It is both within us and amongsL us, yet it also lies
ahead. The elect Possess it, and hope to gather in those who

are not yet saved. But what on earth it is is seldom made clear.
(Peters [4] 88)

I have no means of making clear what education is other than sayingl

clearly what it is. The method.which I adopt is to analyse the

relationship between reducationr the word and education the ostensible

phenomenon of space and time. Conventionally the relationship between

the two is that of name and bearer of the name. Typically, education

is taken to be:

the social process called reducationr with which we are all,
to some degree, familiar from our own experience. (OtConnor 8)

And which:

consísts essentially in the init.iation of members of a

society into a form of life Lhat is thought to be worth whi1e...
Such initiation takes p1ace, for the most part, in schools and
co11eges... (Peters [1] 237)

tFor the most part' does not implytexclusivelyt; increasingly in recent

times, education has come to be thought of as a lifelong personal

activity for which neither teachers nor institutions are indispensable.

Education is also taken to be, pari passu, the effect of education as

cause, manifesting itself ideally, specified normative conditions having

been fulfilled, in the phenomenon called rthe educated man'.2

L.I.z Problems identified as educational tend to be seen as

origi-nating in reality, ulLimately if not immediately. rh/hat is

a
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education?r is the central question if the nature of education is under

direct investigation; ?irlhat ought education to be?r if the arnelioration

of practices is under consideration. As Dewey illustrates, either

question invites an ansh/er which reveals education as something in the

world:

The basic quesLion concerns the nature of education with no
qualifying adjectives prefixed. hlhat we want and need is education
pure and simple, and we sha1l make surer and faster progress when

we devote ourselves to finding ouÈ just what education is and what
conditions have to be satisfied in order Lhat education may be a

reality and not a name or a slogan. (Dewey [2] 90-91)

I do not go along with Dewey in seeing the problem as basically

ontological. Qualifying adjectives cannot be prefixed to educaLion,

only to 'education'. If I wanÈ to find out what education, unqualified,

is, I have to learn whatreducationt, unqualified, refers to; what, in

conmon parlance, the word means. The problem is, therefore, primarily

lingui-stic.

the philosopher, as an analyst, is not directly concerned
with the physical properties of things. He is concerned only
with the way in which we speak about ther. (Ayer [1] 76)I

1.1.3 Accordingly, I start my argument by rejecting the

assunption, but not the possibility, that in talking about education I

am talking about phenomena of space and time. The exisLence of

education - or even its subsistence, accepting for the sake of argument

that there are abstract entities and that education is one - might

depend on nothing more substantial than an argument from paradigm cases:

Education as a state of affairs in the world figrres readily in both

popular and specialj-st discourse. The resultant perceptions serve as a

paradigm for the use of the word reducationt. Then, since reducation'

is used successfully, the existence of education is not questioned:1

If a word means something, it is tempLing to infer that there is

ô
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something which it means. (Ayer [5] 35)

A cenLral theme of my thesís is that the nexus between teducationt and

education needs to be argued, not assumed. As to which end of the axis

I should start at, it is clear that I have no choice. I cannot start

with education; I simply cannot talk about education without reducation':

The idea that we could prise the world off our concepts is
incoherent; for with what conception of the world should we

then be left? (Ayer l3l 49)z

If'educationr drops out of my vocabulary, I lose the means of talking

about education.3 By the same token it is clear that in talking about

education I am talking initially about a word. My starting with the

word is, therefore, a matter of necessity, not choice.

7.L.4 I assume that teducation? is a word. As to what a word

is, I claim to begin with no more than that:

Printersr practice, however accidental, gives the word twordt a

denotaÈion good enough for anything that I shall have to say.
(Quine [1] 14)

However, to say that teducationr is a word merely moves my ignorance

along one p1ace. To define word 1n typographical terms is uninformative

and ignores the spoken form without which there would be nothing to

write.l Talk of either form invokes the assumption that words exist.

A more cogent argument for the existence of words is that without words

I could not even raise the question whether words exist or not. I take

a naively empirical view of existence and say that f know that words

exist because I can hear them and see them.2 Srr.h are the words I am

now Lyping; they appear as visible marks on the paper. I call these

marks twordsr but such words are intrinsically no more than signs

perceptible to one or other of the senses. A sign manifests itself as

sense data but sense data do not make it a sign. It becomes a sign only

-4-



when the sense data acquire symbolic significance and the sign has

something to point to.3 There is no difficulty over the exist.ence of

sign provided one accepts the evidence of the senses. Difficulties

arise when a sign is taken to signify a symbol for something e1se,

particularly something rea1. If I contend that a certain sign is a

symbol carrying referential meaning, I have to prove the contention by

showing what it does mean. Direct access to the referent is impossible;

I can approach it only through l"nguug".4 All that I can be sure about,

with philosophical trepidation to the extenL that Ï am relying on the

notoriously unreliable evidence of the senses, is the sign. I sha11

take ?educatj-onr to be a sign which has potential significance as a

symbol; I sha11 not assume anything about the status of the symbol. The

problem then resolves itself into finding a way of linking the putative

symbol with what it symbolises.

1.1.5 0n the face of it, the concepL of education seems to

offer a way of linking symbol (concept) and symbolised (education).

It is not, however, an approach which I feel it would be profitable to

attempt. In trying to analyse the concept of education I anÈicipate

insurmountable difficulties with both conceptual analysis in general

and the concept of education in particular.l It seems to me that any

concept which is definitive and therefore valuable for the purpose of

elucidation is by definition unanalysable; and any concept which is

analysable is not definitive and therefore not elucidatory. Conceptual

analysis leads to an infinite regress unless Èhe regress is blocked by

a barrier of nonspeculative concepts. This implies that tconceptt ís

not definitive. Such is Frege's view:

The word I concept t is used in various r.{ays; its sense is sometimes

-5-



psychological, sonetimes logical, and sometimes perhaps a confused
mixture of both. Since this licence exists, it is natural to
restrict it by requiring that when once a usage is adopted it
shal1 be maintained. (Frege lll 42)

Frege adopts a purely logical use according to which a concept is

1ogical1y simple, capable of being neither analysed nor defined.2 It is

noteworthy that, according to Frege, a concept needs elucidating; it

does not elucidate:

lrJhat is simple cannot be decomposed, and what is 1ogica1ly simple
cannot have a proper definition... there is nothing for it but Lo
lead the reader or hearer, by means of hints, to understand the
words as is inLended. (Frege lIl 42-ß)J

Education is neither a logical simple in Frege's sense nor, by looser

criteria, sufficiently determinate to generate an unambi-guous, hence

elucidatory, concept. The concept of education seems to belong in the

first of Fregers categories since different people support different

versions of it. Soltis develops this point:

h/e are, in fact, 1itera11y bombarded with a multitude of competing
definitions which tempt us to choose among them, to mix an eclectic
set of fragments from Èhem, or even, rejecting them all, to find
the "rea1" definition of education for ourselves. (Soltis 2)

Soltis raises the possibility that in attempting to Lrack down this

elusive beast v/e are emulating a centaur hunter rather than an elephant

hunter; the quarry might not exist. However one deals \ntíth Soltis?s

problem, it is a matLer of logic that one has the concept of education

only when one has it. It is equally a matter of logic that one cannot

analyse something one does not have. I do not have the concept of

education; therefore I cannot analyse it. All that I might succeed in

doing ís synthesÍse my personal concept of educati-on out of whatever

fragments I might thj-nk fit to adduce for the purpose.

1.1.6 It seems to me that in subscribing to the notion that the

concept of education could reveal what education was, I should be

-6-



putting the cart before the horse. The concept cannot identify its

object until it has itself been established by some means - an object,

perhaps, or the j-nductive process advocated by Frege. I donrt have the

concept'horsetunless I can recognise the object horse; I dontt have

the concept reducationr until I know what education j-s. Moreover, for

the purpose of identifying education, the concept approach not merely

lacks utility but might well be misleading - specifically because

talking about education as a concept might encourage me to assume that

there is such a thing as education and even that I know what iL is, and

generally because talk of concepts gives credence to there being concePts.

Austin is far from convinced that there are:

tconceptst, rabstract ideast, and so on are fictitious
entities, which $/e ov/e in part to asking questions about'the
meaning of a word'. (Austin [3] 28)

Nevertheless he is prepared to concede that:

To say something about 'concepLst is sometimes a convenient way

of saying something complicated about sensa (or even about other
objects of acquaintance, if there are any), including symbols
anã irn.ges, and about our use of them. (Austin t2] B)

The most unhelpful aspect of concepts, it seems to me, is that they are

totally uninformative. They might appear to be a device, as Austin

suggests, for avoiding periphrasi-s, but they can be shorthand only for

existing longhand; a concept never provides new information. Concepts

might help me to formulate the problem; they have nothing to contribute

towards the solution. They don't even offer an alternative to what

I was proposing to do in anY case:

It seems c1ear, then, that to ask rwhether rnre possess a certain
concept?t is the same as to ask whether a certain word - or rather 

'
sentences in which it occurs - has any meaning. (Austin [2] 12)

1.I.7 Reserving the question whether it is anythì-ng else, a

concept is words. Llithout clear words I cannot have a clear concept.

-7-



I say advisedly ta concept is wordsf not ta concept is expressed in

words t :

In saying this I am denying that thoughL expressible in words is
first in some peculiar mental medium whose elements are concepts
or propositions - as if what was first in concepts is then
translated into words for the sake of communication. That seems
to me to be a completely unjustifiable c1aim. (Hirst 71)

If a concept was a thought expressed in words other than the words of

the concept, the words of the thought would be in no different case from

the original words of the concept in that they would either be self-

validating or need to be validated in other words before they could

correlate with the words of the concept; the validating words would need

to be validated and I should be embarked on an infinite regress. To

avoid the regress, according to Ayer, it has to be admitted that sorne

things can be directly identified (Ayer [3] 56). In the present context

that implies, if T am not to lose contact with education, that I must be

able Lo identify directly the referent of the words ascribed to the

concept of education, and, moreover, know that they are correctly

ascribed. I cannot do that unless I first know what, education is; I

might have words which refer clearly enough in themselves but between

which and education no nexus has been substanLiated.

1.1.8 Philosophical inquiry, according to Quine, should begin

k/ith clear words, not, as the medieval nominalists and British

ernpírici-sts maintained, with clear ideas.l It could not begin with

clear ideas because:

ideas without words would have come to little in any event.
I^/e think mostly in words and we report our Lhoughts who11y in
words. (Quine [3] 155)

I should be happy to begin my inquiry into feducationr with clear words

but I do not know where I might find clear words about education. I am

-8-



inclined to amend Quinets precept to: Philosophical inquÍry should

begin by clarifying words. If llittgenstein is right, I might find it

necessary Lo add: ... and will end once the words are clarified. I am

not, however, sanguine about the possibility of so positive an outcome.

I sha1l be happy to settle for cTearer words about education.

-9-



r.2 rBducation in Lexicon and in Grammar

I.2.1, Reference to a dict.ionary is the conmonsense way of

settling questions about the meanings of words. It is clear, however,

that even if the lexicographer takes the view that the neaning of a word

is whatever it refers to in the real world, he is in no position to

support his view by direct comparison between word and objecÈ. The

dictionary never reveals what a word means if the nexus between word

and referent is intrinsic to meaning. The dictionary deals only in

symbols, defining or refining the sense of a symbol in terms of other

symbols. The user must stil1 make the link wiEh reality for himself.

The lexi-cographer has no authority to decide that this meaning of a word

is right and that ostensible meaning is wrong. All that the dictionary

can do is offer guidance on what, in the opinion of the lexicographer,

the word is taken to mean by those who use it, taking account of the

constant mutability of the forms and the senses of words.l

I .2.2 lrlith many variables and in the absence of a def initive

meaning for a word, dictionary definitions are always to some extent

conditional. Conditions include the size and scope of the dictíonary;

its age; its country of origin (particularly with English dictionaries);

the predilections of the cornpilers (reporting is inevitably selecÈive

and therefore subjective to some extent). The entries under 'education'

in the Oxford Englì-sh DicLionary (OED) together with its supplement

(OEDS) and in Webster's Third International Dict,ionary (InrEB) present two

sets of meanings which agree in some respects and differ in others.

Both OED and trrlEB offer definitj-ons which seek to be comprehensi-ve rather

-10-



than discriminatory. Neither offers the ful1 range of meanings offered

by the other. By collating the two, paraphrasing, breakj-ng down omnibus

definitions into discrete elemenÈs, and adding where it seemed appropriate

a not.e of explanation or of summary, I have attempted to produce a fairly

comprehensive list of dictionary meanings of 'educationr. To the

resultant list of fifteen I have added another five common enough in my

view to meri-t inclusion:1

t hrEB 1(b): the act or process of providing with knowledge, skil1,
competence, or usu. desirable qualities of behaviour or
character, especially by a formal course of study,
instruction or training
(key word - 'teaching')

2 WEB 1(b): the act or process of being so provided
(key word - 'learning')

3 OED 3: the systemaLic instruction, schooling or training given to
the young (or, by extension, to adults) in preparation for
the work of life
(key word - fcurriculum')

6 WEB 2(b): a system of formal education as a whole
(teducationt as a synonym for reducation systemt)

4 I,IEB 2(a) z

5 I{rEB 2(a):

7 OED 3:

B OED 4:

a process or course of learni-ng, instructi-on or training,
especially a formal course of instruction or training
offered by an institution
(key word - 'syllabus')

ibid. often used with a modifier specifying the type or
field of instruction or training e.g. physical education;
health education; driver education

the whole course of scholastic instruction which a person
has received
(key word - 'schoolitg')

culture or development of powers, formatj-on of characLer,
as contrasted with the imparting of mere knowledge or
ski1l
(key words - 'nob1e aims of educati-on')

the totality of the knowledge, skill, competence or
qualities of character gained by education
(key word - reducatedneãs')

9 !ùEB 3:

-11-



10 OED 2:

11 IdEB 4:

72 OED 5:

13 lrrEB 1(c) :

L4 OED 3(c):

the process of 'bringing up' (young persons); the manner
in which a person has been fbrought upr; with reference
to social staLion, kind of manners and habits acquired,
calling or employment prepared for, etc.
(obsolete except with notion of 'schooling')

the field of study that concerns itself primarily with
the principles and methods of teaching or of learning,
especially in formal education

atlrib. & Comb.
('education' used adjectivally or in combinations e.g.
teducation systemt ; tEducation Departmentr )

a conditioning, strengthening or disciplining especially
of the mind or faculties e.g. fthe education of an
audience to appreciate modern musicf

figurative e.g. rthe education of circumstancest; tthe
educaLion of the worldt

1s OED 3(b):

16 EFT:

17 EFT:

the training of animals

schools etc. as insLit.utions or as physical entities, wiÈh
particular reference to whatever can be bought - real
estate; hardware; software; staff - e.g. tmore should be
spent on educationr

attendance at a school or other educational institution;
often with a modifier e.g. rstudents in higher educationr

18 EFT: what schools etc . do, whatever it is that they do

19 EFT: non-differentiated sense; any or all of these meanings
combined but not specified

20 EFT: the 'truet meaning of reducationf whatever it is;
expressed always implicitly or explicitly as a question

I.2.3 rEducationr is one of a group of cognate words which

possess a common stem and obviously belong to the same gramrnatical

family. Combining OED, OEDS and l'/EB produces the following list of the

cognates of reducationr :

-12-



educability
educable
educand
educatability
educatable
educate
educated
educatee
educating
education

(educationable)
educational
educationally
educationalist
educationary
educationist

(educationize )
( educationized )
educative
educator
educatory
educatress

OED

OED

LIEB

WEB

WEB

I^JEB

l'lEB
IIIEB

I^iEB

\4rEB

I,{EB

IÀIEB

WEB

I^TEB

I^IEB

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OED

OEDS

OEDS

OEDS

OEDS

OEDS

OEDS

1

f

A'

$

I4IEB

I4rEB

\^IEB

!,IEB

I.2.4 To me these words vary widely in familiarity. some r use

or see used frequently; some I do not recall ever seeing used. The

words in brackets are considered rare by OED; LIEB apparently concurs by

omitting them. I should add 'educationaryt and teducatresst to the rare

category, claiming suPport from their omission by hrEB; also 'educaLory'

which ü/EB notes as 'chiefly Brit.' and equates with 'educativer.

Dictionaries do not necessarily agree on the degree of rarity of a word:

OED considers teducateet a tnonce wordt i.e. a word coined for a

particular occasion; I^/EB treats it as a st,andard member of the family.

I find it indispensable, being able to think of no acceptable substitute

in the contexts in which I need it.

I.2.5 hlith three exceptions the words listed in 51 -2.3 are

formed by the addition of varj-ous endings to Lhe stem educat- which is

the perfect participte passive stem of the Latin verb teducaret. The
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first three words in the list lack the t- stem, being derived from Lhe

infinitive stem educ- of the same verb. It would not be incorrect to

regard every member of the list as an inflection on the stern educ-.

But that would lose the familiar appearance of the educat- stem and

there is another stem educ- from the Lati-n verb teduceret. Confusing

'educeret and teducare'is the cause of a popular fallacy in the theory

of education (see 51.2.13). I propose therefore to Èake note of the

three exceptions but to regard the whole set as educat- words.

1.2.6 As morphological phenomena the educat- words differ

merely in their inflections. Each inflection denotes, generally

speaking, a particular part of speech; what function the word is 1ike1y

to perform in a sentence (bearing in mind that English converts one part

of speech into another with astonishing freedom - the nounreducation?

used adjectivally is an apposite example).1 The question arises whether

that is a1l thaL it does. If the only difference between one educat-

word and another is how it functions in a sentence, then in order to

classify the meanings of the entire educat- family it is necessary

merely to identify the meanings of the educat- stem. This is in fact

what happens both in everyday language and in specialised educational
2discourse.' It is assurned Èhat the meaning, whatever it is, is carried

by the stem and the inflection takes care of the syntax. That is to say,

all the educat- signs signify the same symbol, a complex and multi-

faceted symbol to be sure, but not a symbol which varies as Lhe sign

varies. In oLher words, it is commonly assumed that it is permissible

to inflect educat- (he/she educates; they educate; they are educated

people, employed in the education of children; they are educators,

concerned with the educa(ta)bility of the educatÍonal1y disadvantaged)

!

{

+

I
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and affect only the syntax, not the meaning. Thi-s asSumption is of

fundamental importance. It underpins both the concept of educaÈion and

the philosophy of education; both depend for their raison d'être on the

integrity of educat-.

L.2.7 The point is important enough to bear a little labouring.

Syntax largely determines what inflection a word carries. If an educat-

word is called upon to function as a noun it will have an appropriate

noun ending - teducationt or teduCatingt or perhaps reducatedness', a

word which figures in neiLher OED nor llEB but which has acquired a

certain currency; as a verb, one of the verb endings -'educater,
IeducaÈest, 'educati-ngt, Ieducatedt. Syntax indicates whether 'educati-ngt,

for example, is operating as a verb or a noun but is not normally thought

to imply any change of meanì-ng in the stem. If a change of rneaning did

perhaps accompany a change of inflection, far-reaching consequences

would fo11ow.

1.2.8 The stem would lose any claim to integrity of meaning;

the whole word, stem plus ending, would have to be looked at as a unit.

But looking at the word would not reveal its meaning. Since the

inflection had a part to play and since the inflection would depend

largely on syntax, the meaning of a word would be revealed only by a

context. The sentence, not the word, would be the minimum carrier of

meaning - as indeed Frege and more recently Austin, among others,

insi_sted that it was. For Austin, one of the consequences of talk about

I concepts t or t universals t was:

t.he error of taking a single word or tern, insLead of a
sentence, as that which 'has meani.tg'... (Austin l2l 9)

Nevertheless there would sti11 be things to be said about words,

I
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particularly as they related to other words. Specifically, ânY claim

which 'education' might have had to epitomise the meaning of its cognates

would be undermined and the word left as merely the courtesy title of

the class. By the same token, the choice of teducationt rather than

one, or perhaps more than one, of its cognates as the object of

philosophical inquiry is ca11ed in question. llhy did I select

teducation'as the object of my inquiry? The answer might be that I did

so on the unquestioning assumption that teducationr is the generic name

of a class of which its cognates are merely members. Llhat they have in

common, I might have argued, is the stem educat- which derives its

meaning from the chief of the clan, reducation'. There are, however,

semanÈic and etymological objections to this vier¿.

I.2.9 The notion that 'educaLion' gives meani-ng to its cognates

is based on two false premisses:

(i) 'educationt carri-es the root meaning and the other

educat- words are derived from it;

(ii) the difference between the words so derived has everyÈhing

to do with accidence and nothing to do with semantics.

These principles generally work well enough in the language. The

meaning of a simple transitive verb, for example, survives the change of

voice from active t.o passive. Polonius is at supper, says Hamlet:

Not where he eats, but where he is eaLen; a certain
convocation of politic v/orms are e'en at him.

(Hamlet IV iii 21)

If Polonius had been fortunate enough to be doing the eating himself,

it would be inconceivable that what he ate was not eaLen. The language-

picture of what happens is tautological: The eater eats what he is

eating; when he has eaten it, it is eaten. The meaning of 'eatt

I

III
I

I

I
ì

I

I
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survives both accidence and syntax. 0f particular significance are the

two phrases the has eatent, rit is eatenr. tEaLent, the past parLiciple

of the verb t to eatt , functions equally well in its primary role as a

part of the verb and'in its derived role as an adjective signifying in

a compressed form tin a state such that the eater has eaten itf.

I.2.7O hlhen the same sort of thing is attempted with the verb

tto educate', something odd happens: The educator educaLes those whom

he is educating; when he has educated them, they are educated. It is

clear to any proficient user of the English language that the sense is

now broken by a non sequitur: tEducatedtin the has educatedt does not

have the same sense as feducatedt intthey are educatedt. The adjecLive

carries a wealth of connotation that the past participle does not. It

would be remarkable indeed if an educaLed person resulted from the

efforts of a single educator, but it is sufficient for my argument that

the state of being educated need not depend on an educator au a11.1 The

state of being eaten depends necessarily on there being an eater; the

link between teatt and 'eatenr is both grammatlcal and semantic. There

is no such link beLween teducatet and reducatedr. It is inconceivable

that anything could be eaten without an eater or that an eater could

perform without something being eaten; it is perfectly possible (i-n

ordinary usage at least; 1ogica1ly there might be problems) for an

educator, specifically so-called or understood so to be, to perform for

all he or she is worth without anybody being educated, and for a person

to become educated without the assistance of an educator.2

I.2.LI

dichotomy.

Etymology offers an explanation of the educated/educated

Et.ymologically, the stem educat- is essentially passive in
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meaning, being deríved from the Latin 'educatusr which is the perfect

parLiciple passive of the active verb 'educaret. llhen English required

a verb wiLh a meaning corresponding to that of 'educaret it created it

by back-formation from the stem educat-. So we acquired a verb with

acÈive force from a stem with residually passive meaning. Being an

analytic language, English tends to form tenses by means of auxiliary

verbs plus participles. Accordingly the verb 'to educate' formed its

participles in the normal manner and added auxiliaries to them in order

to form compound tenses such as the is educatingr; the has educatedr.

The collision between the has educatedt and the is educaLedt was

inevitable. There is no alternative t.o accepting that they are two

different symbols r¡hich happen to share a common, but not of course the

same, sign:

it is... simply false that we use the sarne name for different
things: tgrey'and'gr"yt are not the same, they are Èwo similar
symbols (tokens). . . (Austin l2l 7)

fn modern English we have, therefore, two symbols denoted by teducated',

one an adjective which carries the same grammatical weighÈ as the

original Latin perfect parti-ciple passive t educatus I , which was likewise

an adjective, plus a heavy latter-day semantic accretion; the other the

past participle active of the verbtto educatet, usable only in compound

tenses coupled to the auxiliary verb tto havet and possessing no sense

wíthout it. 'He is educated' goes straighL into Latin (begging the

question of equivalence of meaninB) asteducatus estt; the has educatedl

rates a standard Latin synthetic tense formation reducavitt. I conclude

that educat- is noL one multifaceted symbol but at. least two quite

distinct symbols. I,lhat the educator is engaged in is called 'education'

and what the educatee gets is also called feducation'. But clearly each

is discretely what it is, neither is the oan.. and there is no necessary
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connection between them.

L.2.I2 The changing meaning of words is a central phenomenon of

natural languages. Educat- words mean whatever they currently mean in

English. It would be rash to draw inferences from the meaning of the

Latin root; it might nevertheless be interesting and possibly

i-lluminating to consider what it was. In Latin'educare'did not carry

the normative connotations of reducate' in English. It symbolised the

process of rearing, bringing up, nurturing, in so neutral a manner aS to

be applicable to anything in nature. Ovid has a reference to:

quod pontus, quod terra, quod educat aer

whatever the sea, the land or the air brings forth
(Metamorphoses 8, 832)

In Catullus:

imber florem educat

the shower nurtures the flower
(62, 4r)

The primary meaning is, however, to raise chÍ1dren. Quintillian refers

to:

Romulus educatus a luPa

Romulus fostered bY the she-wolf
(Institutiones Oratoriae 3, 7, 5)

Livy notes a sequence of events:

caelum quo natus educatusque essen

the sky beneath which I was born and brought up

(5, 54, 3)

Cicero follows the same sequence in inveighing against a crime committed

by one Quintus Apronius:

homine in dedecore naLo, ad turpitudinem educato

a man born in shame, brought up to infamy

(de Finibus 3, 17, 57)
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Cicero offers an interestingly literal interpretation of rmother tongue':

filios non tam in gremio educatos quam in sermone matris

sons raised not so much in their motherts 1ap, more in
her command of speech

(Brutus 211)

I.2.I3 The attempt is sometimes made to trace feducationr back

to the Latin'educere'= e* (out) + ducere (lead; draw). Education is,

therefore, it is argued, a drawing-out not a putting-in.1 Certaínly

teducerethas left its mark on English, buÈ in the verb teducet and the

noun teducÈiont, both cognate with other derivations from tduceret

notably 'deduce; deductionr and 'induce; inductionf. In their Latin

form - tduceret; tdeduceret; tinduceret - these verbs display the e-

stem typical of a verb of the 3rd. conjugation; the'e'is lost in the

perfect participle passive e.g. 'inductus'. Nowhere does the a- SLem

of 'educare; educatus', which typifies verbs of the first conjugation,

put in an appearance. The verbs teduceretand teducaret are, in fact,

siblings from a common Indo-European parent {-deuko; both have 'educot

as the first person singular of the present tense. Neither is derived

from the other and it is particularly important to note that teducare;

educaLus? was already operative in Lat.in. To seek support in the Latin

for a theory of education based on deriving educat- from ex*ducere is to

rely on spurious etymology.2 Incidentally, the first recorded use of

both'educere'and 'educare'is in Plautus (?254 - ?I84 B.C.). The noun

I educatio' which develops the education- stem in oblique cases appears

first around a century later i-n Varro (116 - 27 B.C.) and then in Cicero

(106 - 43 B.C.); the noun'educator'appears first in Cicero. Both are

derived from the educat- stem of Èhe verb, so it makes no significant

difference, particularly since both retain the same sense as the verb,
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whether the English educat- stem is traced back to 'educarer direct or

via Èhe intervening nouns.

I.2.14 None of Lhe above is intended to suggest that. the

distinction of meaning between teduceret and teducaret was clear-cut in

LaLin. The uses of'educere' spilled over from the literal'1ead out'

into 'raise up' (1iteral1y) and 'raise' (figuraLively; a child, for

example) - another argument against Lhe educate = dra\^/ out theory.

Neither implied any value judgement however. Educat- acquired its

normative overtones at a much later stage of development, creating

thereby our present dichotomy of symbolisrn. As far as the Latin origins

are concerned, the last word can comfortably rest with Varro. He has a

splendid sentence, quoted by Nonius a 4th. cenLury A.D. lexicographer

and grammarian, which sums the whole thing up:

educit obstetrix' educat nutrix, i-nstituiÈ paedagoru", 
t

docet magister

the midwife delivers, the nurse rears, the child-minder instructs,
the master Leaches

(Nonius 447, 53)

I.2.L5 It is clear that neither dictionary nor grarunar clarifies

adequately lor my purpose the meaning of the word teducationt. Both are

primarily descriptive of the status quo in language, dictionary purely so,

in intention at least. To the extent that granmar analyses language, it

is more concerned with the forms of words and the formal relations

between words than with the meanings of words. Both are useful, it

seems to me, for illuminating the problem of meaning. They do not offer

a solution; if they did the problem would not have arisen. Both are

concerned primarily with signs; I am concerned to elucidate a symbol.

The problem is that symbols as they stand do not necessarily reveal
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hrhat they symbolise. It seems that I need some means of processing a

synrbol into a form which elucidates its referent. The principle, though

not the practice, of such a process is a central concern of

hlitLgenstein t s Ttactatus.
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2 'Education' and hlitt ensLeint s Tractatus
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2.1 ANote on l'h'e Tractatus

2.1.1 l,tittgenstein's Logisch-PhiTosophische AbhandTung was

firsr published in I92L. An English translation by C.K. Ogden assisted

by F.P. Ramsey appeared the following year under the title by which the

work has since generally been known even to German speakers:

Tractatus Logico-PhiTosophicus - Tractatus for short. According to Flew,

Moore suggested the title by analogy with spinozat s Tractatus

TheoTogico-PoTiticus - an inspired suggestion, according to Flew. I am

not so sure; the pretentious Latin title adds a gratuitous flavour which

a straight translation inLo English - 'Logical-Philosophical Treatise' -

would have lacked and does nothing to reduce the apparenL inaccessibility

of the work. A translation by D.F. Pears and B.F. McGuinness was

published in 1961 and again in I9T4frevised in the light of

hlittgenstein's own suggestions and comments in his correspondence with

Ogden about the first Lranslationr. Both translations carried the same

introduction by Bertrand Russell; I refer to them as CKO and PMG

respectively. Both were reprinted in 19Bl and these are the edj-tions

whlch I have used.

2.L.2 The Tractatus is not well served by its translators.

Passmore says of CKO:

The translation, one should add, is extraordinarily bad.
(Passmore [1] 578)

According to de Laguna:

The translation is slavishly 1itera1, which was perhaps prudent.
There are many petty errors; and there is also one of the first
magnitude, for which, appareñtly, Mr Russell is responsible.

(de Laguna 26)
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PMG has not been generally accepted as markedly superior to CKO.

Flew suggests that CKO has in general the merits and demerits of the

Authorised Version of the Bible as compared with the later Revised

Version represented by PMG (Flew 411). The analogy is presumably

intended to do no more than illuminate the relat,ionship between the two

versions but by association iL succeeds in grossly flattering both CKO

and PMG. Flew chooses to quote from CKO rslightly revised by me'; Kenny

follows PMG, toccasionally preferring my own translationr. In my

opinion there are enough inaccuracies and infelicities ín both versions

to add the risk of misinterpretation to the conbiderable difficulties of

interpretation unavoidably posed by htittgenstein's gnomic utterances.

I have therefore worked from the German text printed on the facing pages

to CKO. Direct translations I offer as quotations with Llittgenstein's

paragraph numbers in parenthesis. Where these numbers appear in the

body of my text, it can be assumed Lhat I have added at least an element

of paraphrase or interpretation.

2.I.3 hlittgenstein's complicated system of paragraph numbering

facilitates precise reference to his text. Beyond that I do noÈ know

what value it has. He claims (fooLnote to T 1) that his decimal numbers

signify the logical importance of his paragraphs (Sätze); the importance

which he intends them comparatively to carry. That this claim is not

evidently justified is shown by the fact that various corünentators have

thought fit to offer interpretations of his scheme. These range widely

in content and in tone. Finch produces an extraordinarily detailed

analysis complete with diagrams which traces in the j-nterrelation of the

numbers what amounts to a sub-p1ot running paral1el to the main argument.

Favrholdt, on the other hand, finds it very mi-sleading to adhere to
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ltlittgenstein's decimal system as a principle of interpretation.

Stcnius, somewhere in between, takes a comparatively sympathetic view of

the numbering system but concludes that the closesL one can come to what

it shows is a kind of rhythm of emphasis. Black finds the device so

misleading as to suggest a private joke at the readerts expense. For

de Laguna, following the numbers is a consÈant distraction from the sense;

he notes that i,/iÈLgenstein himself sometimes gets mixed up. It seems to

me that there is no logical relationship between the sequence of the

numbers and the sequence of the text; Èhere is no necessity for the

paragraphs to be ordered as'they are and no consequent necessity for

paragraphs so ordered to be numbered as they are.

2.L.4 One or two points concerning the Èranslation of

particularly important terms call for special mention. According to the

Tractatus, objects carry in themselves the possibility of linking so as

to form any state of affairs (Sachlage; T 2.014). The simplest 1eve1 at

which they concatenate is in what lrJittgenstein ca1ls a 'Sachverhalt'.

Dietrich quotes the dictionary of the brothers Grimm as explicating

tSachverhaltt by the Latin phrase rstatus rerumt which signifies, he

suggests, not the things themselves but their situation in relation one

to the other, what links or separates Èhem, for example (Dietrich 20-2i).

For an English rendering of 'Sachverhalt', Langenscheidt's EncycTopaedic

Dictionary suggests 'circumstance(s)' or (especially in 1ega1 contexts)

rstate of affairst , t circumstances t , I facLs of the case' ; Cassellts

Gernan Dictionary suggests tcircumstances', rstate of the caset. CKO

translates, after Russe11, as 'atomic factr; PMG asrstate of affairst.

Ayer is inclined to regard the latter as the more accurat.e translation

(Ayer [4] 111); I agree, but in my view it has an unfortunate
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consequence: hlittgenstein uses tSachlage' when he wishes to signify

fstate of affairs'in general; having used rstate of affairs'for

'Sachverhalt', PMG is reduced to Èhe now regrettably debased fsituationr

for tSachlaget. tElementary state of affairst would be better, I

suggest, for 'Sachverhalt' but is unwieldy. CKO's imputing the

connotation of tfactt to tSachverhaltf encourages wide-ranging problems

of interpretation (see below). Dj-etrich, untroubled by problems of

translation, expresses himself unequivocally on this point:

Sachverhalte sind keine Tatsachen. (Dietrich 20)

Sachverhalte are not facts.

Taking the hint fron Langenscheidt, I propose to translate 'Sachverhaltr

as tcircumstancet, intending the slightly unorthodox use of the singular

noun to underlíne the technical nature of the term in the context of the

Tractatus. A circumstance is, in l,t/ittgensteinian terms, the simplest

bit of realíty that can exist. Circumstances (Sachverhalte) in any

degree of complexity then go Lo make up a state of affairs (Sachlage)

and srates of affairs (Sachlagen) make up total reality (Wirklichkeit)

which equates with the world (l,Ielt). Skipping the inÈermediate stages,

the world is the totality of existent circumstances (T 2.04).

2.I.5 'SaEzr, which is the standard German for rsentencet (and

a host of other things), poses problems for the translator. Both CKO

and PMG render it throughout as tproposi-tiont. I prefer tsentencet on

the grounds that the existence and ontological status of propositions

are matters of controversy for modern logicians. Ayer answers the

questi-on whether there are propositions by admitting to using

the term tproposition' freely, because it is a convenient
way of referring to what is true not only of some particular
sentence 'St but of any sentence to which tSt is equivalent
in meaning. (Ayer [3] 208)
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He denies, however, t.hat to say that a sentence expresses a proposition

provides any acceptable account of its meaning. He notes that some

philosophers consider it objectionable even to talk of proposit,ions as a

concise way of talking about equivalent sent.ences. He doubts, however,

whether their preference for ascribing Èruth to sentences makes much

difference since it necessitates considering sentences not merely as

audible or visible signs but as signs which are given meanings. Ayer's

view would need to be modified if, as Quine asserts, there is no

equivalence of meaning and, therefore, no such thing as a proposition.

Either view strengthens my argument for preferring rsentencet as the

usual translation of tSatzt 
.

2.r.6 rt is interesting that in the Tractatus wittgenstein

anticipates the line followed by Ayer. He dist.inguishes specifically

between tsignt and tsign with meaningt. A sentence expresses a thought

in a manner perceptible to the senses (T 3.1). The sign perceptible to

the senses which is used for this purpose is cal1ed by l,r/iLtgenstein the

tsentence-sign' (Satzzeichen). A sentence is a sentence-sign projected

in relation ro reality (T 3.12). The sentence itself and any part of it
which characterises its sense hlittgenstein ca1ls an texpressiont or a

'symbol' (T 3.31). rt is possible to vary the sentence-sign (the sign

is arbitrary - T 3.322) and retain the symbol, producing thereby a class

of sentences (T 3.315; equivalent sentences in Ayer's terminology). But

Wittgenstein stresses that what varj-es is only the description of the

symbol i.e. the sign, not the symbol itself i.e. the proposition

(T 3.377). CKO and PMG produce, therefore, two contradictions in terms

by rendering rSatzzeichent as tpropositional signt and 'Satzvariablet as

I propositi-ona1 vari-able t .
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2.1-7 Completely analysed (T 3.201) the sentence ceases to be

variable. This stage is reached with the Elementarsatz, a concatenat.ion

of names which reveals from a dj-rect comparison with the concatenation

of objects in the circumstance which corresPonds to it whether it is

true or fa1se. I'iith an ElemenLaîsaLz there is no possibility of

equivalent sentences since it is logically autonomous and consequently

its propositional status is aL best doubtful. It would not do to argue

that relementary proposition' might be justified if different languages

were to be used to express the same proposition. hlittgensteinrs

Elementarsatz is a logical projection beyond the possible equivalences

of natural languages to a stage at which Lhere would be in effect only

one language. Clearly, the appropriate t.ranslation is relement.ary

sentencer. Having decided that in three key cases rSatzt should be

translated by t sentencer , I should regard it as misleading to use

tpropositionr on any other of the frequent occasions when ülittgenstein

uses , SaEz, . To do so would imply that l,littgenstein also uses two

distinct terms. In any case, to attempt to discriminate between

'sentencet and tproposiÈion' on each of many occasions would involve

intensive and for my purposes unprofitable philosophical speculation

which can quite sirnply be avoided by avoiding the contentious

tpropositiont. There might nevertheless be occasions rn¡hen 'SaEzr would

be more appropriately translated by, for example, tparagrapht or

tstatementr . I shall identify any such occasion by including the German

in brackets after the English rendering.

2.1.8 T 2.0232 and T 5.5303, in translating which both CKO and

PMG seem to me to be in error, are interesting for the psychology of the

Tractatusz
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Beiläufig gesprochen: Die Gegenstände sind farblos. (T 2-0232)

Roughly speaking: objects are colourless. (CKO)

In a manner of speaking, objects are colourless. (PMG)

Beiläufig gesprochen: Yon zwei Dingen zu sagen. -. (T 5.5303)

Roughly speaking: to say of truo things... (CKO)

Roughly speaking, to say of. two things... (PMG)

I don't think that either translator has grasped what l,/ittgenstein is

saying. It seems to me that he has sinply spoken (gesprochen) in

passing (Ueiläufig) i.e. he is making an incj-dental observation:

By the way, objects are colourless.

Incidentally, to say of two things...

It might be thought odd that l4littgenstein should think it proper in a

well-considered logical-philosophical treatise to make any remark in

passing and in particular to offer as mere asides observations of

philosophical significance. They read more like sudden thoughts jotted

down in an early draft pending proper integraLion at a later stage into

the body of the work. They are, however, not untypical of

Wittgensteints approach throughout the Tractatus. The rvhole work reads

to me like a series of unedited, semi-connected jot.tings; a sketch

rather than a polished piece of literary craftsmanship. There is no

connected line of thought; not even any attempt to edit obvious

non-sequiturs into their approprj-ate location. For example, T 2.02I

follows T 2.O2 in thought but T 2.O2OI intervenes with the first. mention

of complexes which are then ignored until they are taken up again,

spasmodically, in T 3.1432 f.f.. DeliberaLe obscurantism would accord i11

with Llittgenstein's integrity of purpose and can surely be discounted as

a reason for the apparently arbitrary construction of the Tractatus -

though Quinton suggests that \{ittgenstein made the way into his
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philosophy deliberately difficult as a method of disÈancing himself

from the 'bourgeois academic philosophy' which he detested (Magee [1] 105).

Quintonts suggestion does not strike me as convincing if only because,

if that was his objective, lrlittgenstein set about it in a peculiarly

rough and ready manner. In my view his sins, if any, are sins of

omission, not commission.

2.I.g A more plausible explanation emerges from Flew's

comparison of I'Iittgenstein with spinoza and his ascription to

\,rtittgenstein of rthe sort of temperament that could be called religious' .

Flew sees the TractaËus as ta piece of high and systematic rnetaphysics'

('systemati-c' refers presumably to the philosophical rather than the

literary method of the work) and quotes Carnap as declaring that

irlittgenstein tolerated no critical examination by others once the

insight had been gained by an act of inspiration (Flew 4LI-4I2).

possibly the others from whom hlittgenstein tolerated no criticism

included his own later alter ego. This would explain why he allowed

later rrevisedt versions of his work to sÈand. Allowing inspiration to

dominate craftsmanship would give grounds for Russellrs somewhat acid

comment:

iriittgenstein announces aphorisms and leaves the reader to estimate
theii profundity as best he may. (Russe11 [2] 126)

The reader might well judge that ü/ittgenstein's aphorisms are indeed

profound. Their philosophical profundity and their aphoristic quality

are independent of the literary craftsmanship displayed by the work as a

whole; it is only the latter that I am questioning. It might be that the

conditions under which Ehe Tractatus l^/as written (l,littgenstein was on

active s.ervice with the Austrian army and later a prisoner of war in

Italy) would explain its episodic construction. Another possible

explanation emerges from Black's comments on hlittgensteints numbering
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scheme:

In later life, llittgenstein proposed more in earnest than in jest
to arrange the sentences of a philosophical book in alphabetical
order: he always thought it harmful to force philosophical
thoughÈs into linear deductive order... I4littgenstein would have
dismissed as idle pedantry an effort to impose the strait-jacket
of conventional exposition. (Black 2)

Even more revealing is l^/ittgensteints own precept, quoted by Black:

Don't hrorry about what you have already writ.ten. Just keep on
beginning to think afresh as if nothing at all had happened yet.

(l^/ittgenstein [1] 30, 6)

I have the impression that in the ?ractaÈus hlitLgenstein has taken his

own medicine. I arn not convinced by Blackrs statement that nevertheless

the organic unity of the whole and its freedom from all
but occasional inconsistency are impressive. (B1ack 2-3)

It must be said, however, t.hat mine j-s not an orLhodox opinion - though

it is mild compared with Mundlets, for example. The commoner view,

Èaken by Wittgensteinrs courtiers, is that the emperor is ful1y and

resplendenÈ1y clothed.

2.1.10 A major inconsisLency in the work is revealed by what

de Laguna ca11s CKO's'error of the first magnituder. This is to treat

Sachverhalt as a simple fact and Tatsache as a compound fact,

translating the first by'atomic fact'and the second by'fact'.

De Laguna points out that t.his is not by any means the whole difference

affairs, which
act, is the
f . 2.06). This
perfect,

De Laguna is a 1itt1e hard on Russell in blamíng him for CKOrs 'error'

and much too easy on l,lì-ttgenstein who signally fails to maintain a

coherenL view of fact (Tatsache) and its relationship to circumstance

between Èhem:

A Sachverha-Zt is a 1ogical1y possible condition of
may or may not exist in reality. A Tatsache, or f
exisLence (or non-existence) of. SachverhaTte (2; c
distinction is maintained with general, though not
consistency. (de Laguna 26)
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(Sachverhalt). Fact, being closely connected wit,h truth, provides a

perennial bone of contention for philosophers, a notable recent occasion

of relevance to the problems of the lracËatus being the long-runní-ng

altercation between Austin and Strawson in the 1940s and 1950s.1 For

Strawson the only referents of a statement are Èhe things, persons and

events to which by convention it refers; their properties, however

factual Èhey may appear to be, are not separate things in the world:

hlhat tmakes t.he st.atementr thaL the cat has mange 'truet, is not.
the cat, but the condition of the cat, i.e. the fact that the cat,
has mange. The only plausible candidate for the position of what
(in the world) makes the statement true is the fact it states;
but the fact it sÈates is not sornething in the world.

(Strawson [4] 135)

For Austin a true statement is one which corresponds t.o something in the

world which he ca11s variously rfactr; rsituatj-onr; rstate of affairsr.

The mangy condition of the cat is a fact and ís something in the world;

therefore a fact is something in the wor1d. C1early, there are t',/o ways

of looking at fact, one as belonging Èo reality and the other to

language. They are obviously incompatible in that the symbol cannot be

what it symbolises. I,rlittgenstein mighÈ reasonably have supported one or

Lhe other. What he cannot 1ogical1y do, but what he attempts to do, is

hold both points of view at once; this he does apparently without being

a\¡/are of the dichotomy - certainly with no evidence that he is conscious

of it. One view is typified by his equating fact (Tatsache) with what

is the case in the world (vari-ously Sachverhalt and Sachlage) and the

totaliÈy of facts with Lhe totality of reality which is the world; the

other by his claiming that a fact is the existence or nonexistence of

circumstances (Sachverhalte). That a certain circumstance ho1ds,

lrlittgenstein cal1s a positive fact; that it does not hold, a negative

fact (T 2.06). Clearly the fact is not the circumstance; moreover

'fact that... t is a metaphysical notion and cannot, therefore, by
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Þl,Jittgenstein's own rules be depicted. But we do create píctures of

facLs (T 2.1). t'le can do this because a picture is a model of reality

(T 2.12) and total reality is the world (1 2.063) and the world is the

total of facts, not of things (T 1.1). However, the world is also the

totaliÈy of existent circumstances; therefore, since the tist is

obviously an equation sign and not Lhe mere copula, the totality of

existent circumstances equals the totality of facts and, unless there

are to be fractions of circumstances or of facts, a circumstance is a

fact and a facE i-s a circumsLance. This is not possible, however,

because facts are composed of circumstances (T 4.22II) and any given

fact might consist of an infinite number of circumstances. The created

picrure is a fact (T 2.141); but a fact is also a picture (T 2.16). In

order to be a picture, a fact musL have something in common with what is

pictured; obviously the tv/o cannot have both a mere common element and

comrnon identity - in any case, common identity is a nonsensical notion

(T 5.5303). The only reason why I can pícture facts is that picture and

pictured share the same logical form (T 2.18). In a language picture,

to be specific, objetts are represented by names and the relationship

between the objects is revealed (not depicted) by the logical form of

the statement (T 2.L3 - 2.I5; 2.172)z

My basic idea is that the flogical consLantst don't represent
anything. That Lhe logic of the facts cannot be represented.

(1 4.0312)

lrlhatever l,r/ittgenstein means by 'logical constantst (see Kenny 29), the

logic of a fact musÈ be a necessary Property of a fact (if it is not I

am left with the ÏJittgensteinian impossibilities of Ii] freestanding

objects [ii] facts lacking intrinsi-c logic i.e. facts which could not be

expressed in words, cf. T 3.03, 3.031,3.032); so I cannot express a

logical fact in words. But I cannot express an illogical fact either

J

I

I

I

$
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(T 3.031); it appears, therefore, that I cannot say anything. ltiith

1 4.1272 the metaphysical, hence unpicturable, nature of fact becomes

evident. rFacLr signifies a formal concept which is identified by an

object which falls under it (cf. Frege [I] 42-44) and by the same t,oken

is barred from being such an object.

2.I.II There is ample evidence here, it might be thought, to

support hlittgenstein's claim at the end of Ehe Tractatus that what he

has been saying is nonsense (T 6.54). I suggest that there is, however,

a simple explanation, capable of dj-ssolving the paradoxes, which might

have saved many a wordy exegesis and which shows how it is that:

after all, Mr. \^littgenstein manages to say a good deal about
what cannot be said... (Russell [6] CKO 22; PMG xxi)

Wittgenstein has simply corrunitted the error which he says is common in

philosophy, that of using one sign to signify more than one symbol. He

uses Lhe one sign rfact' to signify three disparate symbols:

(i) the concept 'fact'

(ii) any indivídual fact which esLablishes the concept but

which belongs to the language

(iii) a circumstance or state of affairs which belongs to

reality.

Problems arise because he fails Lo distinguish one from another and, i-n

particular, because he ascribes to one properties inherent only in

another. For example, he follows Frege in insisting that fact as

concept - or for that matter as language - cannot be described but only

shown (cf. 51.1.5). But there is no reason why fact as circumstance

should not be described, even to its logical structure. ïf it could not

the language would be fu11 of unintelligible holes:

'Relations are not sensedr. This dogma, held by a very great

I
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number and variety of philosophers, seems to me so odd that...
I find it difficult to discover arguments. If I sayrthis dot
is to the right of that dot' , is it not quaint to say that I
am sensing the two dots but not sensing the to the right of?

I sense what in English is described by means of two
demonstrative pronouns and an adverbial phrase. To look for
an isolable entity corresponding to the latter is a bad habit
encouraged by talk about 'concepts'. Austi-n [2] 18)

2.1.12 0n balance, h/ittgenstein seems to favour the notion of

fact as reality. This is the simplest explanation which will make sense

of, for example:

The world is determined by the facts and by their beÍng af-l the
facts. (T 1.11)

For the totality of the facts determines what is the case and also
whatever is not the case. (T L.lz)

This is cart before horse in commonsense terms. Commonsensically the

physical nature of the world determines what the facts of the world are,

not vice versa. An alternatÍve interpretation might be that world is,

for Wittgenstein, a subordinate construct of thought i.e. of language

(cf. Black 35) and moreover a construct of the indi-vidual thínker/

speaker (T 5.6; 5.6I;5.62)z

The world of the fortunate man is another world than that
of the unfortunate. (T 6.43)

The evidence suggests that for Llittgenstein there are two classes of

world: One with a single member consists of the Lotality of

circumstances or pari passu of t.he totality of facts; the other has as

many members as there are specimens of homo sapiens and each consists of

the totality of the individualrs potentially language-expressed facts of

the world. Ir might be that Wit.tgenstein intended afl along to project

by means of his different sorts of facts this dual view of the world -

the totality of what is and the totality of what is said to be - but iL

seems reasonable to suppose that if this had been his intention he would

have pointed it out. Inadequate editing and collaLing of his rich flood

Í
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Þ,"of ideas seems to me the more likely explanation.

2.1.13 In any case, in going for fact as reality Èhere seems

little doubt that l/ittgenstein chose the less tenable alternative. I

have no doubt thatStawson's is the more sustainable point of view and

that he got the better of the argument with Austin. Austin never

succeeded in giving a convincing account of a fact as soneLhing real;

as Strawson pointed out, one cannot spill coffee on a fact. A

hypothetíca1 solution is needed, therefore, to the problem of fact in

the ?ractatus. Plochmann and Lawsón propose rprime factt for
tSachverhalt' and rderivative factt for rTatsachet and suggest fFactlr

and tFact2r as alternatives. They accept that I¡littgenstein says Èhat

Tatsachen are composed of Sachverhalte but see the relationship as

functional rather than that of whole and parts (Plochmann & Lawson

37-39; 131-i32). But this will not suffice to solve the problem because

ü/ittgenstein ascribes incompatible properties to Tatsache alone. Factl

and f.act2 might more feasibly represent Tatsache as reality and Tatsache

as second-order view of reality. But the double confusion inherent in

Tatsache on one hand and in its relation to Sachverhalt on Lhe other

would remain to plague the ínterpretation. I feel the need for a more

radical solution and see the possibility of deriving one from Quine's

view of fact. Quine 
t s view accords with Strawsonts, sufficient reason it

might be thought, in the lighL of their fundamental disagreement

elsewhere over the nature of philosophl, to treat it with r"spect.1

For Quine, objects are concret.e, facts are not.; the claim that true

propositions are those that state facts is spurious in that facts face

the same identity problems as propositions; in ordinary usage 'Èrue

senLence carries as much weight as tfactt; facts cannot be supposed to

¡
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help us to explain truth; 'the fact'can be useful in supporting the

conjunction tthatt and tthat factr can obviaÈe repetiti-on:

Now so far as these uses go there is no call to posit facts,
certainly not over and above propositions, nor any difficulty
in absorbing or paraphrasing away the word. Nor have the
peculiarly philosophical appeals to fact impressed us '

(Quine l1'l 248)

I propose to follow Quine and adopt a two-part solution to the problem

of fact in the Tractatusz

(i) 'Factr has no part to play in accounts of reality. If it

equates with Sachverhalt (or any other of lrlittgensteinrs symbols for

stages of reality) it is redundant. I sha1l simply omit any reference

to fact (Tatsache) and take as l,rlittgenstein's view of reality hi-s

sequence of stages of increasing complexity:

Gegenstand ) Sachverhalt ) Sachverhalte ) Sachlage ) Sachlagen )

I^Iirklichkeit ) hlelt

Object ) circumstance ) circumstances ) state of affairs ) states of

affairs ) realitY ) world

(ii) Tatsache asrfact that...

it can be excluded by grammatical means;

expression which do not emPloY it.

t serves no useful purpose.

by devising equivalent forms of

2.L 14 If we read 'world' (a sadly corrupted word) as theavens

and earthr, talk of facts, situations and states of
affairs as tincluded int or tparts oft the world is, obviously,
metaphorical. The world is the totality of things, not of facts.

(Strawson [4] 139)

All talk, all language, is metaphor. I cannot prise the world off my

symbols. I must approach the world through language - but this is

precisely what l/ittgenstein proposes to do. It is only because he

allows fact to intervene between language and reality that problems such

as those that. I have been reviewing arise. 0f course, as Strah/son says'

to introduce circumstance and the rest is to shift from realiÈy to
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symbol. But here the symbol is at only one remove from reality; a proxy

for realiÈy. To introduce fact is to shift two stages ahlay from reãlity;

to symbolise a symbol of reality. lrrittgenstein's method viewed simply

and without gratuitous complícation is simple. He iroposes to use

language to process language into a form in which its relationship to

reality is directly revealed, thereby revealing reality itself. He is

not interested in any practical outcome from his method, buL I am. I am

more interested in the possible application of hlittgensteinrs philosophy

to the philosophy of education than in elucidating the subtleties of the

philosophy itself. There is merit, therefore, it seems to me, in trying

to read hliÈtgenstein simply, particularly since no interpretation of his

work by another ever seemed to find favour with him:

He always vehemently repudiated expositions of his doctrines by
others even when those others were ardent disciples.

(Russell [2] LI2)

lrihat precisely \tlittgenstein meant on any given occasion is evidently

contentious though some at least of the travail of the coÍìrnentators

takes on the character of self-inflicted wounds - when, for example,

they fo11ow CKO into the minefield of. facL/atomic fact. But what he

meant in broad terms is less contentious. Ayer claims that the main

theses of the Tractatus, taken at their face va1ue, can be very briefly

summarised and proceeds to do so in a single page of text (Ayer [4]

111-112). Fortunately from my point of view, the main theses of the

Tractatus are the more relevant to the philosophy of education as I

approach it. It should be possible, therefore, to read WittgensÈein

simply, at least in the sense of avoiding the more problematical of his

views, and sti11 extract frorn him a useful contribution towards the

elucidatíon of reducationr. I sha1l follow Ayer who, looking back to

his youthful enthusiasm for the Tractatus, records that:
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In the intervening years I have come to find nuch of it obscure
and to disagree on many points with what it appears to be saying,
but I then took what I wanted from it and did not mind the rest.

(Ayer [4] 111)

I shall take whaË f want from the Tractatus and ignore' or fail to

understand, the rest. If I am right in my belief thaÈ irlittgensteinrs

possible contribution to the philosophy of education has been minimally

canvassed, compared to the influence he has exerted on nainstream

1philosophy,'iL might indeed be wise to base an initial attempt to

redress the balance on as straightforward a reading as possible of

l,littgensteints own texts.
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2.2 Sign, Symbol and Reality

2.2.I In a sentence, I'iittgenstein declares in Ehe Tractatus, a

thought. can be so expressed that elements of the sentence which expresses

it correspond to the objects being thought about (T 3.2). l,Iittgenstein

ca1ls these elements of the sentence'simple signst and the simple signs

he ca1ls 'names' (T 3.20L; 3.202). A name means the object which it

names and the object is the meaning of the name (T 3.203). A name, he

insists, cannoL be dissected further, cannot be defined. It is a

primitive sign (T 3.26). The reason for this is that it names an object

which is itself íncapable of being analysed further. This must be so if

there is to be any possibility of meaning (T 3.23). The possibility of

ambiguity would preclude the possibility of determinate meaning. If

there is any indeterminateness about any elemenL in a senLence, it can

be assumed that the element signifi-es a complex, not a simple object

(T 3.24). By indeterminaLeness I,rlittgenstein means that the meaning of

the sentence-element is noL evj-dent without further elucidation. Any

statement about. a complex needs, therefore, to be analysed into

statements about its constituent parts by means of sentences which fu11y

describe the complex (T 2.O2OI).

2.2.2 A sentence the elements of which are expressed by simple

signs is considered by ú/ittgenstein to be ffu1ly analysed' (T 3.201).

One name stands for one thing, another name for another thing and they

are all linked one with another so that the whole sentence presents a

living picture of a slice of reality (T 4.0311)..'It is ro be noÈed thar

trrlittgenstein adopts a naively realistic view of realit.y, accepting the
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validity of what Moore sees as the commonsense nature of the world

(see Ayer [3] 57). hlhat the sentence-picture depicts is its sense

(T 2.221). The truth or falsíty of the senLence is given by the

agreement or disagreement of its sense with reality (T 2.222). IL is,

therefore, possible for a sentence to make perfectly good sense and be

untrue. If the sense of a sentence could under no circumstances be

either true or untrue - if, for example, iÈ purported to depict something

outside the real or any logically imaginable world - it would simply be

meaningless. Into the meaningless caLegory l^littgenstein deposits

ethics, aesthetics and the whole of tradi.tj.onal philosophy including his

own sLatements in the Tractatus; in short, anything metaphysical. All

that language can do is depict reality, truly or falsely.

2.2.3 For Wittgenstein, a sentence is a picture or model of

reality as \.{e think it is (T 4.01). A thought is a logical picture of

reality (T 3). rl,ogical'does not mean that the Lhought is necessarily

true but that it could in logic be true even if it appears in a

conventional sense to be physically impossible that it could be true;

the thought carries the logical possibility that what is thought is

true (T 3.02). In order to know whether our thought-picture is true or

false, we must compare it with reality (T 2.223). There are no pictures

that are true a priori (T 2.225). hle use a sign perceptible to the

senses, for example the spoken or written word, as a projection of the

possible state of affairs pictured by the t.hought (T 3.11). The sign

by means of which r{e express a thought is ca11ed by tr'Jittgenstein a

fsentence-sign' (T 3 .12).

Any element of a sentence or the sentence itself which2.2.4
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characterises the sense of the sentence is an rexpressiont or tsymbolt

(T 3.31). A sign is the perceptible part of a symbol (T 3.32). Language

in general syrnbolises realiLy and the problem for the language user is

to ensure that it symbolises it accurately. In everyday language it

happens with extraordi-nary frequency that Èhe same word signifies in

more than one liay and therefore represents different synbols (T 3.323).

As a consequence the most fundamental confusions easily aríse; the whole

of philosophy is fu11 of them (T 3.324; cf. 52.1.11). If we are ro

avoid such confusi-ons we must employ a sign-language which does not use

the same sign for different symbols; a sign-language which obeys logical

grammar, logical syntax (T 3.325). If we want to be able to recognise

a symbol by its sign, the sign must conform to the operational sense of

the symbol (T 3.326). A sign assumes a logi-ca1 form only if it is given

a logico-syntactical application; that is to say, whatever ís the case

in reality has only one logical form and can, therefore, be correctly

depicted by only one symbol. There is in consequence only one language

as far as l,/ittgensteln is concerned and he has no interest in the

creation of artificial rlogicalr languages:

Mr. h/i-ttgenstein is concerned with the conditions for a 1ogica1ly
perfect 1anguage... (Russe11 [6] CKO 8; PMG x)

Thus Russell wishes upon h/ittgenstein his own interest in creating such

a language.

))q, For Wittgenstein there must be something identical in

both picLure and what is pictured for the one to be a picture of the

other at all (T 2.i61):

hlhat every picture, of whatever form, must have in common with
reality in order to be able to depict it at all - whether
correcLly or incorrectly - is logical form, that is Èo say the
form of reality. (T 2.I8)
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This assumed logical relaLionship between language and reality is the

foundation on which Llittgenstein builds his cosmography. He argues from

language to reality on the premiss that it is only by means of language

that we have any conscious knowledge of reality:

A senÈence constructs a world with the help of a logical
scaffolding so that we can acLually see from the sentence if
it is true how everything relates 1ogically. (T 4.023)

To understand a sentence is to understand what is the case if it is true

(T 4.024). I^le can therefore understand a sentence without knowing

whether it is true or not. An untrue senLence is not useless;

conclusions can be drawn from it (T 4.023). The efficacy of the process

depends on knowing what is the case. If it is not clear fron the

sentence itself whether it is a true picture of reality, it must be

analysed into simpler sentences and these i-nto sti1l simpler sentences

if necessary until the relationship with reality becomes self-evídent.

I,rlittgensLein calls the ultimate stage of analysed simplici-ty an

telementary sentencer (Elementarsatz). An elementary senLence i-s a

concatenation of names and pictures a circumstance (Sachverhalt) which

is a concatenation of objects.

2.2.6 If reality is analysed into its component parts, it is

1ogical1y necessary, ü/ittgenstein argues, that eventually there remain

bits which cannot be split up any further. Such a bit he ca11s an

tobjectr (Gegenstand); he fai1s, however, to give a clear account of it

The first time it appears (T 2.01), he equates it parenÈhetically with

tSachet and tDingt, two words for rthingt the difference between which

is noL readily expressible in English: 'Sacher implies a lifeless

object; 'Ding' can imply a living creature and mì.ght be used jocularly

of a person. Both are, however, corporeal and that is precisely what a
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htittgensteinian object is suppose not to be. Objects acquire material

properties only when they are linked to other objects in circumstances

and acquire at the same time the possibility of being depicted in

elementary sentences (T 2.0237). Circunstances' in cornmon with all

states of affairs in the world, are conLingent. There has to be

something beyond whaL is the case that can gj-ve a stable base to reality.

This is the substance, the form of the world, which consists of the

non-material objects:

Stability, constancy and objecL are one and the same thing.
(r 2.027)

Objects are stable and constant.; configurations are mutable and

transient. (T 2.O27L)

Nevertheless, v/e are invited in due course to consider spatial objecLs

such as tables, chairs and books (T 3.1431). The nature of a sentence-

sign will be made clear, WitLgensLein suggests, if we imagine it as made

up of such spatial objects rather than verbal signs. But at the sense

data level at which it is reasonable to talk about such as objects, it

is surely unreasonable to describe objects as colourless (T 2.0232).

Objects seem perhaps not unlike universals (cf. Ayer [4] 1i5): For

example, space, Èime and colour are forms of object (1 2-025I); two

shades of blue are separate objects.

2.2.7 A l,rlittgensteinian object does noÈ, however, seem to me

Èo be a universal in the traditional sense. A universal has no

existence in itself; it is a theoretical extrapolation from the same

phenomenon repeated. The property which on the evidence of repeated

occurrence goes to identify a universal is not a property of objects

but a neurophysiological operation within the brain of the perceiver.

In the dark all cats are grey. A rose is red only to the beholder;
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rose as Platonic Form or I'rlittgensteinian object or what Russell cal1s a

'physical object in physical space' is colourless (Russell [5] 13ff.).

Repeated red roses plus red other-objects, though they may vary as to

the intensity and the wavelength of the red, stimulate the brain via

the optic nerves in a way which, by definition, is the same on each

occasion; or has at leasL enough sameness on each occasion within the

degrees of discriminatíon of which the brain is capable for the so-

called tuniversalr red to be identified. In any case, the phenomenon

is internal to the perceiver; it seems to me necessary, therefore, to

speak of a universal in terms of the same phenomenon repeated. It must,

I think, be tsamet and not ridenticalt. I do not carry a colour chart

in my mind with which to identify by comparison each new specimen of red

which comes my way. I recognise red directly; thaÈ is to say, the same

neurons, or whatever, are activated on each occasion. Any problem with

tsamet arises from interpretating universals as properties of objects

(cf . Ayer [3] 56-57; 206-2O7). A l,rrittgensteinian object is also a

theoretical extrapolation, but as an object in its own right (T 2.OI22).

But, paradoxicalLy, when it exists as an individual object it has no

more than the possibility of existence. In order to exist, it must have

external properties and the simple object cannot have exÈernal

properties because it has no body on which to hang them and no location

which it might occupy. Everythíng has goÈ to be somewhere; space might

conceivably be empty but it is inconceivable that a thing (Ding) should

be nowhere (1 2.0123). So too with other properties: A speck in the

field of vision does not have Lo be any particular colour but it must

have some sort of colour - it is, so to speak, enclosed in colour-space.

A sound must have a pitch; an object that is touched must have a degree

of hardness and so on (T 2.013i). So everything has got to be both'
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something and somewhere, but what i-ts properties specifically are does

not become manifest until an object concatenates with another object and

together t.hey create a circumstance. Then I can perceive and describe

the external properties with which each object is now endowed.

2.2.8 However, I now face a major anomaly in I'littgensLein's

account of object. In order Lo know the object its external properties

do not have to be known but its internal properties do. A property is

internal if it is unthinkable that its objecÈ does not possess it

(T 4.123). For example, the two shades of blue stand in the internal

relationship of lighter and darker one to the other; it is unthinkable

that they should not. It seems logical enough that the properties which

an object necessarily has should distinguish it from another that does

not have them. I,r/ittgenstein does not, however, make plain how an object

pared down by definition to the logical minj-mum could retain any non-

essential, external, contingent properties. Uncompromisingly, objects

are simple (T 2.O2). They are, as it were, the simple building blocks

out of whích the world is made, but a curious sort of non-material

block. \,r/ittgenstein insists that the world does not consist of objects.

That is because in his view objects have no material properties; they

have no maLerial properties because they are the substance of the world

and the substance of the world can have only form without material

properties. Substance persists irrespective of what happens to be the

case in the world (T 1; 1.1; 2.024). Logically, therefore, I cannot

know objects pure and simple because they have no physical form that

would make them perceptible to the senses. All they have is logical

form i.e. they must be there for the world to exist but they are in any

realistic sense inconceivable. Yet reality is what trrlittgenstein is
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ostensibly concerned with. His reality is, however, a logical projection

beyond the limits of sense data; it cannot be tested empirically, buÈ at

the same time he accepts conmonsense reality which can. Wittgensteints

1ogica1ly conceived objects have no material properties but

paradoxically he also talks about objects which are perceptible to the

senses. He seems indeed to conflate what Russell calls 'physical

objects in physical space'and tsense data in private space' (Russe1l

t5] 13-18). 0bjects in physical space are colourless; and also

tasteless, smell-less, touch-less and any other sense-data-less. If by

tobjectt hlittgenstein means such an object or even an object in

metaphysical space - as it v/ere, a Kantian Ding-an-sich; a noumenon -

then he is correct to announce in passing that objects are colourless.

But he also assumes the exístence of spatial objects (räumlichen

Gegenständen) (T 3.1431) - as it \.{Iere, Kantian phenomena; Russell's

sense data in private space - and these are the antithesis of colourless

etc. Sensations are all we know of such objects; such objects are sense

data.

2.2.9 Either some means must be found of rationally unifying

the two kinds of object or ln/ittgensLein again stands accused of

perpetrating the error of applying one sign to more than one symbol

(cf. 52.1.11). This time there is an explanaLlon which would absolve

\,rlittgenstein from the charge of inconsisËency though iÈ is not one that

I have seen canvassed by any of the conmentators. The commonly held

view is that examples of lr/ittgensteinian objecLs cannot be produced;

that ordinary objecLs are complexes which must be reduced to simples

before they can be named (see, for example, HarÈnack 13; Black 28).

It seems to me that, once embarked upon, this road leads to the
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sub-atomic particl-es; to questions of what the physical world ultimately

consists of; to the demise of philosophy and the absorption of the

corpse into scien.".1 Any stopping place along Lhis road depends on

what Wittgenstein expressly precludes, i.e. an arbitrary determination

of reality by means of language:

If the world had no substance, whether a sentence had sense
would depend on whether another sentence was true. (T 2.O2II)

That would, of course, lead to an infinite regress. Sentences which

might halt the regress are those which, by common assent, direcLly link

language and reality. They are standard sentences of the language, not

I,/ittgensteinian elementary sentences made up of simple signs. Such are

the sentences ca1led by Quine tobservation sentencest:

They are expressions that we have learned to associate with
publicly observable concurrent circumstances... it is in the
observat.ional vocabulary that language makes its principal
contact with experience. It is this part of language that we

first learn to app1y, and to which we retreat when a check
point is needed. (Quine [3] 157-158)

Objects specified by observational vocabulary must, it seems t.o me, be

a combination of both internal and external properties - the sort of

object which hlittgenstein in fact. postulates. Internal properLies

categorise an object; external properties identify a specimen which

falls withj-n the category as that particular specimen and no other.

No object can possess so1e1y internal or so1ely external properties.

So it makes sense to Lalk about spatial objects such as tables, chairs

and books, as I,tlittgenstein does in T 3.1431. A chair is identifiable

as a chair by its chairness - its internal characteristics - no matter

what it is made of. It is possible to have two chairs which have no

constituent material in conmon - as one moulded in plastic and the other

constructed of wood, fabric and glue; I recognise them boLh as chairs.

But to recognise one as a particular chair, it is not enough to know
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that it is an object called'chair'. This aspect of its existence, its

tchairnesst, lies - in a curiously real sense because the chair would

not be a chair without it - beyond the limits of realíty. I cannot know

a chair as an independent object suspended in logical space; I can know

a chair only when it is juxtaposed with other objects in a circumstance

and I know that it is a particular chair by its external properties, the

features which distinguish that chair from all other chairs.

2.2.IO 0n this interpretation there is, I suggest, no

inconsistency in triittgenstein's account of objecÈ. An object needs

different simulÈaneous levels of existence in order to be a physical

object. In seeking to apply hlittgenstej-nrs philosophy Èo problems of

reality, I shall not be concerned with subliminal states of existence.

I can note that his reduction of existence to objects and of language to

names operates this side of the threshold and try to use it as a tool to

clarify my thinking about education. That lt/iLtgenstein's stipulations

concerning the nature of an object do operate this side of the Èhreshold

cf reality can easily be shown. Its lnternal properties are v¡hat make a

chair a chair; I can analyse a chair down t.o its chairness but I cannot

analyse it any further and retain the object called fchair'. 'Chairt

appears in fact to be an unanalysable prì-mitive sign. hlittgenstein

nowhere stipulates that simples are to be destroyed by analysis - on

the contrary the object of analysis is to reveal simples; once the

simples have been revealed, further analysis is not so much improper

as impossible. Every combination is contingent (T 2.O2I). If objects

were complex, they would be contingent agglomerations of simples and

therefore impossible to identify. To say that a chair is not a simple

because it is an agglomeration of simpler bits and pieces is to miss the
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point. Chair is simple as chair; there are no simpler chairnesses into

which it might be dÍvided. A chair can be analysed into its constituent

parLs - wood, fabric, glue, for example - and each of these can be

considered for treatment as an object i-n its own right and analysed into

its simpler constituents; but none of them is a chair and Èaken all

together they need not make a chair. Only its internal properties make

a chair a chair and they manifest themselves in the real world.

2.2.11 0f course I do not need to take a chair to bits in order

to establish the principle or demonstrate a particular case. I can

carry out the process by proxy of language. Any chair has external

properÈies describable in words. The chair on which I am now sitting

consists of a plastÍc moulding and metal tubes held together by metal

screh/s. I could take the description further with details of colour,

dimensions, shape; if I had the knowledge, I could go on to stipulate

compositi-on of the materials and methods of forming them. But at the

very beginning of the descriptive process I losL contact with chair.
rChairtis rny unanalysable primitive sign; chair the symbol and via the

symbol the object which it signifies. Thj-s example demonstrates the

three stages of sign, symbol and reality. I must retain the sign which

signifies the syrnbol; otherwise I am talking about something e1se. The

object anchors the symbol and ensures that it does not drift away

somewhere else, but only as long as the object is under consideration -
physically or symbolica1ly. The final stage of language before the

simple disappears is glven by a sentence such as: rThis is a chairr or

simply 'Chair' accompanied by an ost.ensive gesture. It night appear

that I am back with Frege and have identified the concept rchair' and

that in so doing I have parted company wj-th h/ittgenstein by naming an
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object in isolation. But I have, of course, identified the concept only

because I have named an object ¡vhich fa1ls under it and llittgenstein

agrees with Frege over the propriety of doing this. hlittgenstein is by

no means averse Eo naming an object in isolation; that is a function

which language is quite capable of performing. hlhat he does reject is

the possibility of an objectrs exisÈjng in isolation. It is, therefore

in order for me to identify ny chair or any chair by its concept name'

by applying the appropriate predicate-term to it, provided that my

purpose is so1e1y to distinguish it from an object of any other kind.

If the concept reducation' can be given by an object, I now have a means

of identifying it. If it cannot be given by an object it is unknowable

in t,erms of the Tractatus.
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a.) Education as \^Iitt qens teinian 0biect

2.3.I No object'that I am al¡/are of is directly named by

teducationt. Obviously teducation' names a complex if it names anything.

But, according to the Tractatus, only simples can be named. The

ambiguity of 'education' in both everyday and specialised discourse

íllustrates the point (cf. S2.2.i). I am faced therefore with the

problem of extracting an unambiguous simple fron the complex.

irtittgenstein offers no guidance on how to do this; he is not interested

in empirical methods of testing his theories. He thinks he knows as a

maLter of logical necessity that even if the world is infinitely complex

it must ultimately analyse into circumstances and objects (T 4.22II).

My goal is clear enough: teducationr as a primitive sign; the name of

an object in the world. It is clear that i-f there is such a name, it

must be an educat- word. If I analyse beyond educat-, 'educationt and

its cognates disappear; a nonexistent word has no meaning. From rny

argument in 51.2.6ff. it emerges that feducationr is merely the titular

head of the educat- clan. The problem now is to identify which educat-

word is the true head; which carries the logical meaning; which is the

logical simple identifyi-ng the concept 'educaLionr by naming an object

which fa1ls under it.

2.3.2 The most striking example of an educat- sign designating

incompatibly different symbols is I educated' j-n its dual role of

adjective and past participle (see 51.2.gff.). If the other educat-

words happened to share the same semantic distínction it might be

possible to divide them into t'$io corresponding classes. It might seem
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odd to use an adjective and a past parLiciple as the names of classes.

In order to avoid Èhis, each can be extrapolated nominally as

feducationf. I propose to designate the education that the educatee has

by virtue of being educated 'EE' and the education in which the educator

has engaged by virtue of his having educated 'ET'. EB and ET can then

be used as the titles of two classes inLo which t.he educat- words can be

sorted:

educated
educatee

educability
educable
educand
educatability
educatable
educate
educated

education
educating
education
educationable
educational
educationally
educationary
educationise
educationised
educative
educator
educatory
educatress

2.3.3 I am aware that in identifying two apparently equivalent

classes I might seem to be running the risk of committing a category

mistake in that the two classes might not be logically equivalent

(cf . Ryle llf.f..). One might., for example, be dependent on the other

for its existence, If, however, t.here is no causal nexus between ET and

EE, either can perfectly well exist in its own right without reference

to the other (and do in fact frequently so exist).l But this is to deny

a logically necessary, or possibly any, extra-linguistic referent for a

ETEE

(educational)
(educationally)
( educationary )
(educationise)
(educationised)
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Èv/ord and is more PhiTosophicaT Investigations than Tractatus. In 52.3.2

I am feeling my way into an analysis of the complex reducation' into

simples or comparative simples. My point at this sLage is not so much

that EE or ET has any partj-cular characteristic as that neither is the

other. I am not sure about the words in brackets. They exist

morphologically as cognates of reducationf but what their semantic

relation to reducateermight be, I canrt imagine. If it transpires that

reducationt cannot exist without them or that, conversely, they are

1ogica11y necessary derivatives from reducation' (or, properly speaking,

the corresponding symbols are, the sign being arbitrary), it may be that

doubÈ r,¡i11 be cast on t.he presence of 'educaLionr in the EE column.

Perhaps the logical home forreducation'is solely in the ET list. This

is an attractive idea which might be worth looking at.2 It would

dispose of the logical difficulty of regarding'education'as an objecÈ

which the educatee possessed; it might with less difficulty be regarded

as an activity in which the educator engages. Logically the educatee

has nothing but, if anything, is something, namely educated. The net

result is to reduce the EE list to teducateet and teducaEedt. fn any

case, the symbols represented by the other signs nominally in the EE

column owe Lheir existence to EE and take their meaning, if any, fron

EE. They are, therefore, of no great discrete signi-ficance. hlhat is of

fundamental importance is that the only sign unique to EE is teducateer.

As the only unambíguous sign in the list it must play the central role

in a logical analysis of EE; it is merely conventional to cast

reducatj-on' for this parÈ. Difficult as it is to break a lifelong habit,

I must stop thinking ofteducationr as a sign essential to EE. It is no

more than a labe1 and a label never says what is in the container.

I

,t

t

t

l
ìl',

p
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2.3.4 'Educable' derives directly from the educ- stem of the

Latin'educare' (see 51.2.5); likewiseteducandrwhich is a pure Latin

gerundive minus inflections. This suggests a useful distinction in

English: reducatee' - one who is educated i.e. has thê attributes

(which need to be identified) appropriaLe Èo being considered educated;

'educand'- one who is to be educated i.e. subjected to the process of

education (ET). The meaning of 'educare', âs I tried Eo show in

s1.2.I2f.1., \¡/as, in a quite neutral sense, to bring up children. There

is no logical reason why this should not have continued with reducatet.

BuL meanings are not deternined by logic and teducatetis no longer

neutral. The normative overtones which educat- has acquired in modern

English are the reason for the EE/ET dichotomy. If reducate'was as

neuLral as reat' (cf. 51.2.9), syntax not semanLics would decide whether

teducatedt was past participle or adjecti-ve. Problems arise because Èhe

normative outcomes implied by reducatedt are not applicable in

anticipation of the event and figure in teducatet only as the expression

of good intentions. Nevertheless they do figure, and figure ímportanÈly,

and underline the need, in specialised discourse at 1east, for non-

arbitrary, unambiguous terminology. In a natural language both sign and

symbol are matters of convention. But the results of convention are not

necessarily beneficial; they might be ameliorated in appropriate

contexts by an infusion of 1ogic. Atlogicalr return to a neutral

reducate'is not, however, one of the options on offer. That is because

educated (EE) and educated (ET) would retain different senses even if

they were both normatively neutral. They are simply different symbols

because they have different, non-conflatable referents. It would have

been advantageous if they had been signified distinctively, but they are

not. The immedÍate question is, theref ore: I,tlhich has the stronger

,
è-

I
.t,

t

-56-



logical claim to the use of the sign'educated'? The answer is obvious:

EE has a direct link with reality; ET is subordinate to EE; EE could

perfectly well exist hrithout ET but ET could not 1ogica1ly exist without

EE. In looking for a logical base for educat- symbolism, I feel

justified, therefore, in ignoring an approach through ET. ET must

1ogica1ly bring me sooner or later to EE so I might just as well start

there inmysearch for the object which carries the label'education'.

2.3.5 I have already decided that the only sign unique to EE is

'educatee' . It is unambiguous in its designation of symbol. Its fe11ow

members of the EE 1ist, teducatedr and teducationt participate

ambiguously as signs in the ET list a1so. Even if they were granted for

the sake of argument discrete EE symbolism which might have been

signified otherwise and unambiguously, that symbolisn would nevertheless

be subordinate to the symbolism of reducaLee' for the logical reason

that properties must be dependent on what possesses them. So the

logical sine qua non of EE and therefore of educat- is 'educatee'.

Educatee 1s the nearest to a l,ilittgensteinian object that the educat-

symbolism can take me. As far as the Tractatus is concerned, the

meaning of reducationf is the meaning of reducatee'. But to say so is

to say noLhing useful about the world because I sti11 don't know what

the meaning of reducaLee'is or what an educatee is other than that each

is the other (T 3.203).

2.3.6 According to the Tractatus, staLements made by the

generality of sentences are ei-ther Lrue or false depending on their

concurrence with reality. There are two special cases, however, that

lr/ittgenstein calls ttautologies? and rcontradictions' respectively.

;
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È¡A tauÈology is true for all the truth-possibilities of elementary

sentences; it is unconditionally true. A contradiction is false for all

the truth-possibilities of elementary sentences; on no condition is it

true (T 4.46; 4.461,). Tautology and contradiction are not pictures of

reality. They represent no possible state of affairs for the former

admits every possible state of affairs and the latter none (T 4'462)'

They are without sense but they are not nonsensical; they belong to the

synbolism in the same I4Iay as 0 belongs to the symbolism of arithmeLic

(T 4.4611):

The truth of a tautology is certain, of a sentence Possible,
of a contradiction impossible. (T 4'464)

My statement that educatee is the logical meaning of'educaLion'is a

Èautology. It gives me no information about either educatee or

education beyond whaL is contained in the statement, namely that each is

the other and that they are, therefore, the same thing (cf. T 5'5303) '

2.3.7 It is a basj_c principle f or tr'/ittgenstein that any

question answerable by logic contains in itself all the elements

necessary to the ansh/er. If I find rnyself in a situation where I have

to look to the world for an answer to a logical problem' I am on the

virong track (T 5.551). I do not understand logic by experiencing that

something behaves in such and such a manner. Logic precedes experience

and says that something is so (T 5.552).

It is the distinguishing feature of logical statements (Sätze)
that they can be seen to be true from the symbol alone and this
fact encompasses the whole of the phi-losophy of logic'

(r 6.113)

\t/ittgenstein is, of course, not unique in this; his view of logic is

consonant with that of any philosophe.r who is concerned more with the

validity of an argument than with its content. But is a tautology, as

t'
¡

I
tr

I
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Llittgenstein sees iL, complete in itself or does it comply with his

generalj-sation that complex statements are truth functions of elementary

sentences? Fogelin takes the view that:

Tautologies and contradictions are truLh functions of significant
proposiiions... The truths of logic do not, then, simply depend

upon the pure i-nÈeraction of logical terms. That there are truths
of logic ultimately depends upon there being truths that are not
truthã of logic, i.e. elementary propositions. (Fogelin 39-41)

It would facilitate my argument greatly if Fogelin v/as correct. I could

look for an interpretation of teducation equals educateetin the state

of the world. But Fogelin seems to me to be rnisinterpreting

lr/ittgenstein and. confusing tautology and the expression of tautology.

Of course the expression of tautology depends upon there being a language

capable of expressing it; but its existence does not so depend. There is

no ambi-guity in ir/ittgenstein's expression of this point:

To be sure the signs are stil1 linked to each other even in
tautology and contradiction i.e. they maintain relations with
one another, but these relations are meaninglesS, inessential
Èo the synboT. (T 4.466I)

Fogelin suggests that out of it is raining' which does depend for its

truth on the staLe of the world, a tautology'it is raining or it is not

raining t can be constructed which does not depend for its truth on the

state of the world. But surely the truth or falsity of it is rainingr

as evidenced by the state of the world is irrelevant to the timeless and

stateless tautology constructed out of it which does not even require

that traint be given its conventional meaning. rThe mome raths are

outgribing' is neither true nor false but - referentíally - meaningless,

no matter how evocative the language of Jabberwocky mighL be (Carroll

2O2) . Out of it I construct the tautology 'either the rnome raths are

outgribing or the mome raths are not ouLgribingr which does, it. seems to

ffie, simply depend on the pure lnteraction of logical terms (Fogelin 41).
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2.3.8 Even if rit is raining' does depend for its truth on the

state of the world, it does noL so depend for iÈs sense; if it did,

fictional and historical accounts would be impossible. Having been

given a conventional signification through a link with reality, Èhe sign

'it is raining'can thereafter sever the link and operate so1ely at the

level of symbol. There is no need to agonise as Russell did over tthe

present king of France is bald' (Russell [4]) and seek a solution either

with Meinong in some curious kind of nonexistent entity or by

substituting after Russell a logically proper description of the subject

of the sentence. Reality and with it any question of referential

meaning need not come under consideration. It is necessary merely to

distinguish, as Frege does and after him trrlittgenstein, between sense

(Sinn) and (referentíal) meaning (Bedeutung) for the argument to be

confinable to the symbolic plu.r..1 According to the Tractatus, hle use

¡he sense-perceptible sentence-sign as a projection of a possib-1e state

of affairs (T 3.i1). A sentence has sense by virtue of being a sentence

(T 3.L44); in order to find out whether it has meaning hte have to

compare it with reality (T 4.021ff.). To understand a sentence is to

know what is the case if it is true but not necessarily whether it is

true or not (T 4.024). In what could be interpreted as a remarkable

anticipation of his later philosophy, hlittgensLein announces:

If a sign is not used it is meaningless (bedeutungslos). (T 3.328)

In the current context, however, I take l,rlittgenstein to be saying that

a sign is meaningless if it is not used as a sign is properly used i.e.

to name an object or to depict a circumstance; it is not necessarily

without significance (sinnlos). T 3.328 is tautological in terms of

both the Tractatus (equalling'if a sign does not refer it does not

refer') and lJne PhiTosophicaT Investigations (equalling 'if a sign is
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not used it is not used')

2.3,g Tautology is of central importance for my thesi-s on two

counts:

(i) If reducatee' is the 1ogical1y necessary form of educat-

then, according to the Tractatus, it will be tautologically so and I

cannot look to draw inferences from it about any state of affairs in the

world. I am told nothing about educat- in general and education in

particular.

(ii) Statements which purport to be about education might be

no more than symbols with no grounding in reality.

In order to establish the concept reducation'I have sti1l got to be

able to say on some occasion with knowledge: tThis ís an educateer. But

I cannot say Lhis until I know what an educatee is. I can say: 'This

is a horset and expecL to meet with general agreement because, although

there is no logical reason why the sign 'horse' should signify as it

does, there is general agreement on how it is to be taken to signify.

I cannot expect sinilar agreement with teducatee'and in any case I am

trying to find out what it necessarily symbolises, remembering that it

is the logical referent of the symbol, not of the sign, that I am

seeking. The logical i.e. tautological referent of any sign ís its

symbol - it is what it ís. I,rlittgenstein insísts thaÈ the sign is

arbitrary in that any other sign mighL have been chosen instead, but he

tends in his use of terms to conflate sign and symbol in common

opposition to reality. It seems to me important to maintain the

distinction in order to avoid the trap of regarding the educatee and the

education which 'educateer and teducationt respectívely signify as any

more than language symbols; as a priori bits of reality. It may well be
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that the tautological equation of educatee and education is as far as

the ?ractatus can take me in the direction of the elucidation of logical

symbolism unless I can break the irnpasse by invoking the contingent

state of the world which is logical in that it is whaÈ it is; not what

it necessarily is. I am aware of a double peril in proposing this:

(i) To imply that educatee has necessary external properties

suggests that it is not after all a simple l,riittgensteinian object

identifiable by its internal properties.

(ii) hlittgenstein denies the possibility of logical

conclusions from contingent premisses; any conclusions which are truly

logical will have no connection with the contingent world.

But logical conclusions are tautological and tell me nothing about the

wor1d. Clearly the circularity of the argument remains unbroken and

must remaín 7ogically unbreakable according to the Tractatus. It night

appear that there is a possible escape route through the depiction of

circumstances which are admittedly contingent but can nevertheless be

seen to hold because the elementary sentences which depict them are

true. But this is no less circular than the logical argument.

Circumstances and elementary sentences have no means of support apart

from each other. The metaphysi-cs of the Tractatus runs into the sand,

as hlittgenstein admits that it does, and he leaves me, as in spite of

his denials he left the logical positivists, with the empirical as

the only possible approach to the world:

The correct meLhod of philosophy would properly speaking be

this: To say nothing except what adnits of being said,
scientific staLements (Sátze) therefore - something therefore
that has nothing to do with philosophy - and whenever someone

else had a mind to say something metaphysical to point out to
him that he had given no meaning to certain signs in his
statements (Sätze). (T 6.53)
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2.4 The Educatee Anatomised

2.4.I Educatee is not a conventíonal notion. It is perhaps of

no great significance that Lhe logically essential element of education

is not identified and named in common parlance but it is distinctly odd

Èhat the same applies to specialist discourse. Not one of the

philosophies of educati-on listed in my bibliography indexes 'educatee'

or any synonyn for it. The reason is clear enough: Since education is

commonly equated with schooling, what the language is ca11ed upon to do

is distinguish teacher and taught.; for the latter whatever is the

currently fashionable name suffices. None of these equates with

teducateet. tChild'begs crucial questions about the age,for education;

'pupil t introduces an element of subordination no doubt in order as far

as schooling is concerned but 1ogical1y antithetic to educatj-on;

'studentr implies a discrete activity, although in Australian English it

is the standard term for school pupils as well as post-school

participants in educational activities; tscholart, the obvi-ous cognat.e

of 'schoolt and what I was ca11ed when I first went. to school, nou¡ tends

to be reserved, in its ti-me-honoured sense, for one who is learned

rather than for one who has learned or is learning at a conparatively

early stage (cf. is educated/has educated); 'learner' has appropriately

broader connotations than these other terms but shares their prohibitive

disadvantage: There is between any of them and educat- no evident

logical nexus; what Quine ca11s the tanchor liner of the observation

sentence has broken and the topic of discourse has drifted away fron

education. tEducaLed manr, a term favoured by philosophers of

education, mainLains the necessary link with educat- but is not an
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equivalent substl-tute for reducateer since it belongs' on logical,

granmatical and semantic grounds, in a differenL category. The

perceived necessity nowadays to take account of other than objecLively

educational criteria, typified by the demand for its replacement by

teducated person', reveals an inherent vulnerabílity and instability in

the term. ffiducated man' (pari passu reducated womant or reducated

persont)is not a synonym for reducatee'j-n that it is applicable only

selectively, to some but not to others, and only when specified

normative criteria have been met. The educated man cannot be a

Wittgensteinian object because it is not an unalysable simple. Clearly,

it is a complex of at least two elements, denoted grammatically by a

noun and an adjective. If Èhe adjective is interpreted as the past

participle of the verb fto educatet, reducated manr (or at least the

?educatedr part of it) belongs with ET, not EE. 'Pupil', rstudentr,

tchildt, are, in my interpreLation of h/ittgensteinrs category, primitive

signs; analysed, they disappear. tEducated mant is obviously not a

primitive sign; analysed, it splits initially into 'educated' and 'man'.

'l¡Jhat is a man?t is irrelevant to my current concerns; rwhat is

educated?' cannot be answered, if the Tractatus is to be followed, as a

set of contingent properties. tEducated mant implies:

(i) The possession of contingenL, possibly debatable,

properties, hov/ever they are acquired - whether, for example' as a

result of social process or personal activity

(ii) The dichotomy educated man/uneducated man. I'Jhat 1abe1

is to be attached to those who have been educated but are not educated?

I want to avoid the dichotomy by postulating a neutral educatee. By my

argument, the dichotomy educatee/non-educatee is impossible because

everybody from cradle to grave (and even pre-natally?) is an educatee -
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but certainly not an educated man (or educated woman).

Neither popular nor speciallst discourse offers a term for the

universal, neutral, grarffnatically passive, subjecÈ of rLo educatet. I

find the idea impossible to articulate using any of the conimonly used

cognates of teducationt and if I go to some other stem than educat- I

lose contact with any referent 'educationr might have. I find

'educaÈeet indispensable and can think of no alternative to it.

2.4.2 I have suggested that reducatee' names a hlittgensteinian

object. l,Ihat I must do in order to substantiate my claim is identify

the internal properties of educatee, Èhe properties which distinguish

educatee from anything else and which it is inconceivable any educatee

should be without. In attempting to do this, I do not start with a

clean slate. tEducateet is not a word Èo which I can attach any sort of

meaning at all. The sign'educaLee'is an item of reality (cf. T 3.14)

and needs to be treated as such - although I should claim thaL its

unconventionality allows wider degrees of freedom than could be exercised

with some of its cognates. There are empì-rically observable occasions

on which it j-s comparatively appropriate to utter the relevant sound or

inscribe the relevant marks. This is because the symbol designated by

reducatee' has some sense however vague and however one might seek to

delimit it - not so much perhaps, in view of its limited range, by way

of distinguishing between rcentral and peripheral usages of the termt

(Peters lll 24); more, perhaps, by way of fitting it into the category

of wordsineveryday use which have no ttrue meaningt but have what might

usefully be called a 'core meaning' (Co1lins English Di-ctionary xxxiv).

Stil1 hankerj-ng after a logical meaning, or at least a ratiocinated

meaning (1ogica1 in the diluted sense of Hirst and Peters, for example,
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rather than in Llittgenstein's uncompromisingly rigid sense of

Lautological), I should like to see it identifying one of the unchanging

concepts which belong to the 'massive central core of human thinking

whi-ch has no hisÈory' (Strawson [3]'10). To this end I need a referent,

or elemenLs of a referent, identifiable as a posLeriori necessary in

that it is what it is because:

(i) it is not otherwise

(ii) it is inconceivable that it has been otherwise at any time

during the history of homo saPiens

(iii) j-t is inconceivable that it should ever be oLherwise.

2.4.3 These stipulations sti11 leave a wide fíe1d of

possibilities. hiittgenstein contrasts looking for the method of

trisecting the ang1e, which cannot exist, wit.h looking for a unicorn,

which does not exist (see Hallett 490 on PI 463). The educatee might

exist, as a unicorn in a sense exists, as an imagined composite of

empì-rically observable parts extrapolated from extant animals. l I sti11

need to anchor my postulated educatee in reality by pointing to a known

specimen. But I cannot point Lo one until I know how to idenLify it; my

immediate need is, therefore, for empirically identifíable properties of

the educatee. lrlhat appears to be the f irst and most obvi-ous property,

that the educatee is a human being, is, however, neiLher a matter of

necessity nor of the observation of educatees but of an arbitrary

decision as to the way in which the termreducatee' is to be applied.

Educat- signs are conventionally taken to refer to human bei-ngs though a

subsidiary usage covers animals.2 There are, therefore, no grounds for
3

assuming that the educatee is human; my doing so arbiLrarily restricts

the symbolism and closes the door definitively on the logical approach.
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At the same time it determines my way ahead: I must look for properties

of human beings which characterise them as educatees. An obvious

sEarting point presents itself: It is a matter of observation that all

human beings change; it is a maLLer of observation that the core meaning

of educat- symbols has to do in some way with change and that the

grammatical form of teducateet, in particular, indicates that the

referent is changing in an intransit.ive not a transiLiv" "".t"".4 Part

of the change experienced by every human being is the physical

metamorphosis common to all living things. Part is the accompanying

mental development. But part takes place because human beings learn to

be different.

learning is logica11y necessary to education...
(Hirst and Peters 77)

I have argued that educatee and education are logical equivalents. Tf

both these propositions are true, learning is logica11y necessary to

educatee. I have burnt my boats against navigating by tr^/ittgensLeinian

logic - l^littgenstein himself insists that it is inapplicable to the

contingent world - but there is ample buoyancy in the notion that

education is unthinkable without learning. That is because the educatee

is unthinkable without learning and that in turn is because any speci-men

of homo sapiens who failed to learn would soon cease to be either

sapiens ot ho*o.5 Because he is a human being, t.he educatee is a

learner - I do not say tnecessarily a learnert in deference to

I,rlittgenstein's insistence that the only necessity is logical necessity

(r 6.37):

That the sun will rise tomorrow is a hypothesis; that is to say,
we don't know that it will rise. (T 6.36311)

I don'E know Lhat the educatee is a learner but I am satisfied that Ï

have sufficient reason to hypothesise that Lhe educatee is a learner.
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To be a trearner is one of the internal properties which identify the

object called reducatee' because it is unthinkable that the educatee

should not be a learner (cf. T 4.L23). This is far from being an

absolute criterion; it rests on my finding it unÈhinkable that anybody

could find a non-learning educatee not unLhinkable, but it seems to be

the only one T have. ï certainly could not say what a non-learnlng

educatee would be like and lJittgenstein finds that a potent argument in

the context in which he uses it:

Once upon a time it was said that God could create anything with
the single exception of what was contrary to the laws of 1ogic.
In fact it is we who could not say what an i11ogica1 world would
look like. (T 3.031)

If I can now list properties of the learner I should have a hypothesis

covering some at least of uhe properties of the educatee.

2.4.4 Properties which it seems to me unthinkable the learner

should not have can be listed without di-fficulty:

- The learner is an individual by virtue of being a human being;

every human bei-ng becomes an individual by virtue of being separated

from his mother at bÍrth.1

- Only the j-ndividual can learn; tcommunity educationt as the end

product of learning is the sum of individual learnings, not a discrete

entity; Èhe community mind does not exist.

- Every learner differs from every other learner - this, I think,

is tautological. i{i-ttgenstein puts the point the other way round:

to say of two things that they are identical is
a nonsense... (T 5.5303)

- h/hat is learned i.e. what is selected for learning out of the

total available for learning is peguliar to the individual learner.

- !r/haÈ has been learned is peculiar to the individual learner -
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hence in an education system which rewards performance, the need to

assess differing levels of absorption of a common syllabus. This point

and the previous point are tautological: The learner learns what he

learns; the learner has learned what he has learned'

- I,,rhat needs to be learned is peculiar to the individual learner

since it depends on what has and has not been learned already as well as

on the predilections of the individual; I accept that the latter is

theory but the former is true for the tautological reason that x-yr*1r=x'

- The learner learns anywhere; special environmenLs such as schools

are not necessary.

- The learner necessarily has an age but is of no particular age;

cf. Michelangelo's (apocryphal?) last words: Ancora impêro - I am stil1

learning.

- I¡lhat is learned cannot be predetermined; in schooling, f or

example, Lhe correlation between syllabus and what is learned is

fortuitous - if it was manifest cause and effect there would be no need

of assessment.

- Learning is open-ended; what it will lead to and what it will be

applied to cannoL be foretold.

- It is logically necessary that the learner learns; if he does not

he ceases to be a learner.

2.4.5 Since the educatee is a learner, these properties of

learner are properties of educatee also. They may be sufficient for

learner; they are not sufficient for educatee unless educatee i-s to

equate with learner and lose or fail to acquire seParate existence. I

need now to add to the list properties specific to educatee. Accepting

Wittgenstein's rejection of the synthetic a priori, there is
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nevertheless something of the consequential, if not of the necessarily

consequential, about the properLies of the learner. It. might be argued

that some are necessary even on lrlittgensteints stringent grounds of

logical necessity. I should like to think that the properLies which I

propose to ascribe to educatee are likewise consequential or necessary

but because of the comparaLive unconventionality of the notion I sha11

put them forward initially as a hypothesis which needs more substantial

proof than the hypothesis that the educatee is a learner. The principal

difference, it seems to me, between learner and educatee is that the

learner ceases.to be when learning ceases; the educatee I see as the

learner extrapolated into a continuing state terminable only physically,

continuing in some way which needs to be delineated to draw more or less

effectively on his accumulating total of learni-ng in his interaction

with the world. A learner is for the time being a learner on the

strength of a single act of learning irrespective of whether what is

learned is later forgotten or remembered. The educatee is changed

permanently and as a whole as a result of learning. Not that any item

of learning necessarily exerts a direct and discrete effect. It, must,

however, contribute directly or indirectly to the educateers permanent

capacity to interact with the world. If it does not; if it fades away

without Lrace, it makes no contribution to the educateers educatedness.

A learner might learn what it is predetermined by others he should learn

- as in a course of training, for example. hlhat he thereby learns might

be applicable in a wider context; what the educatee learns is applicable

without predetermined limits as a condition of its contributing to his

educatedness. Educatedness includes the capacity of the educatee to

respond to his environment and initiate action towards it - not

necessarily how he is seen to respond and initiate action; he might
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project a deliberately misleading form of behaviour. Educatedness is

not assessable either by the educatee or by anybody else. In order to

assess the educatee it would be necessary to view his limits from both

sides before they could be known to be limits (cf.'T 5.61) but neither

an objective internal nor an objective exLernal view is available. The

educatee is 1ogical1y what he is but what he is is unknowable - not

1ogically unknowable but as a synthetic a priori consequence of his

contingent indivídualitY.

2.4.6 Since the educatee always has the capacity to change,

educateeness is not a terminal state. The concept of the educated man

makes no sense logically besides being disagreeably reminiscent

ethically of Browning's 'finished and finite clods, untroubled by a

spark' (Rabbi Ben Ezra III). Unless the educatee puts up the shutters

and vegetaLes once he is educated, in which case he is not educated, he

goes on becoming more educated, in which case he was not educated in the

first p1ace. If educated can expand into more educated it can also

contract into less educated and unless arbitrary cutoff points are

determined - what could Lhey conceivably be? - 'educated' is a

meaningless term if it purports to name a determinate state. The answer,

I suggest, in opposition to the more usual analyses of the concept of

the educated man (see, for example, Hirst and Peters 19-25), i-s to treat

educated as value free;l "rr".y human being has a fluid state of

education which is what it is in each case but is nej-ther desirably nor

possibly assessable. The educaLee is an autonomous individual, always

what he is but always becoming something else.

So educatee is both state and flux and the question2.4.7
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arises how this can be so. I have meL this problem before in a

different form as that traditional philosophicaL p:uzzle, the paradox of

Zeno' s arrou/. Zeno of Elea, a 5th. century B.C. philosopher' as

reported by Aristotle, argued as one of four paradoxes (of'which the

athlete and the tortoise is the most famous) that an arrow in flight

must be at rest because it occupies a particular place during a given

momenL of time. Ayer concedes that, in a sense, Zeno was right:

The arrow could be said to be always at rest if whaE is meant by
this is that there is a one to one correlation between the places
which iL occupies and the times at which it occupies them.

(Ayer [3] I7-I9)

He was wrong only in assuming that this was incompatible with its being

in flight:

The answer is that íts being in flight simply consists in the fact
that over a continuous period of time it occupies a conLinuous
series of places. If we are asked how it geLs from one place to
another our ans\¡/er must again be that its getting from one place
to another simply consists in the fact that iL occupies some
intermediate place at any given intermediate time. (Ibid.)

This, I think, is the ans!/er to my problem. The state of educatee is

what it is during any arbiLrarily chosen segment of time and can

therefore quiLe happily be considered to be a state. But over a

conti-nuous f low of time it assumes a continuous series of st.at.es. I can

without paradox treat it as sLate or flux - whichever j-s the more

relevant.

2.4.8 As a I,rlittgensteinian object the educatee cannot exist

alone in logical space. Clearly he does not; he necessarj-1y stands in

relation to other objects and to the world i-n general. It seems to me

that as a human being - though not necessarily expressly as educatee -

the educatee relates to the world on two 1evels, the physiological and

the mental. I am not saying that body and mind are separate enLit.ies.
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I accept that mental phenomena are manifestations of the neurophysiology

of the brain and do not have a separate existence or a seParate source.

But no physiological attri-bute distinguishes the educatee from the other

fauna which pullulate on this planet. Since mental phenomena are

manifestations of a physical brain, mental phenomena per se dontt

disti-nguish him either since other animals have a physical brain which,

in some of them at least, manifests itself in ways comparable to the

human. But no other species of animal is capable of doing what the

educatee is capable of doing - ratiocinating his relationship to the

world by means of the symbolism of language. I am not suggesting that

such ratiocination exists in itself; clearly it has no existence aPart

from the language symbols which carry it. So we rely on them for our

thinking relationship to the world:

hle cannot think what we cannoÈ think; neither can vle say
therefore what we cannot think. (T 5.61)

It makes no difference whether we regard ourselves as thinking animals

or as talking animals:

A sentence-sign thought out and applied is a thought. (T 3.5)

A thought is a sentence with sense. (T 4)

So thinking/talking is necessary to homo sapiens but not sufficient, in

my view, to distinguish him as educatee.

2.4.9 According to Llittgenstein, language pictures reality.

Elementary sentences picture circumstances; complex statenents picture

states of aff.aj'rs; the totality of language pictures the totality of

whatever is the case i.e. the world. It follows that the limits of

language are the limits of the world; more precisely:

The Tinits of ny Tanguage mean the limits of my world.
(r s.6)
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Since world and language are co-extensive, I extend the dimensions of my

world if I extend the dimensions of my language. There are problems,

however, it seems to me, in identifying appropriately extendable

dimensions for language. 'Dimensions' is a misleading term if it is

taken as analogous to the spatial dimensions of length, breadth, height,

area, volume. These have only a metaphorical application Lo language'

Time might seem to be a dimension j-ntrinsic to language but it is a

dimension of sign, not of symbol. Sign is perceived sequentially by the

appropriate sense, never all at once. Generally speaking, symbol in

English correlates with sign, the sense unfolding as the sign proceeds:

tDog bites manr but tman bites dogt changes the sense. But this does

not happen with a language which, unlike English, retains syntax-

revealing accidence; in Latin, for example, any of the six possible

arrangements of tcanis mordet virum' means the same Èhing. 0n1y

inflections can change the sense: rcanem mordet virr and so on' But

whether word order or accidence plays the dominant role in the

organisation of sign, symbol is a function of the sentence as a whole'

This was Frege's position; Quine has gone further and denied to any

single sentence the possibili-ty of determinate meaning. Clearly time in

the sense of progression or sequence is not a dimension of symbol; the

symbol must logica1ly be grasped as a unit - otherwise it becomes a

different sYmbol.

2.4.IO I am not at present concerned, however, with the

possibility that language might have spatial or temporal dimensions. Ït

is not the limits of the language iLself which are under consideration

but the limits of what I can do with the language. l{ittgenstein insists

that there is nothing wrong with the language itself as far as its
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physical ordering is concerned; there cannot be, otherwise any given

sentence-sign would have the potential to be different from what it is,

and that is a logical impossibility:1

Every sentence of our everyday language is in fact ordered
(geordnet) entirely logically just as it is. (T 5.5563)

My aim - the aim of philosophy according to l,Iittgenstein (T 4.112) -

should be to improve my thinking, not the language. Language disguises

thought as clothing disguises the body (T 4.OO2). hlhat has to be done

is not reconstruct the language but clarify the thought by revealing the

logical neaning beneath the surface meaning of the language (T 4.112).

2.4.LL Accordi-ng to the Tractatus, at the centre of language

lies its capacity to picture reality. So what can be pictured is

limited by the total of the possible concatenations of objects which

make up reality. Language can pi-cture correctly or incorrectly. 0n two

counts, therefore, it seems to me, the infinite capacity already

available and the possibility of error, the primary aim should be to

seek to extend, not the picturing capacity of language in general, but

the precision of the thought carried by the language of the individual.

To extend my language means to clarify my thinking so that my language

becomes more effective in operating on the possibilities of reality.

Language does not create reality but the result of its application Èo it

will be a version of reality that is essentially mine - more limi-ted,

inevitably, than reality but ideally no less accurate. There are,

therefore, two sorts of reality as far as the Tractatus is concerned:

(i) my world which is co-extensive with my language and

consists of those states of affairs which I am capable of depicting in

language;

(ii) the total possible world consisting of the totality of

i
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Þ¡the circumstances which actually hold.

hlittgenstein distinguishes these two by naming them differently, the

first as 'Realitätt and the second as th/irklichkeit'. Realität is

empirical (T 5.5561); hrirklichkeit is the objective world (T 2'.063).

Realität is mentioned only in T 5.5561 and T 5.64 but its implicaLions

are far-reaching. The difference between Realität and L/irklichkeit is

lost in boLh CKO and PMG, though the latter does index the difference.

Black makes nothing of the difference, noting merely the two occurrences

of RealitäC with the comment that ülittgenstein usually employs

'l'lirklichkeitr. Plochmann and Lawson successfully distinguish one sign

from the other by means of'reality'and tactualityr without making the

synbolism any clearer. In order to avoid periphrasis and gratuitous

controversy, I think it best to retain the German words.

2.4.12 My Realitat is logically whatever it is at a given moment

but with the potential for change as my experience develops. It is not

the same as anybody elsets; even if it had all its properties in common

it would not be the same as anybody else'" (T 5.5303). It is rny

Realität, ny world which my thinking/language creates for me:

What solipsism neans is of course qui-te correct, only it doesntt
allow of being said though it becomes apparent.
That the world is ny world becomes apparent through the limits of
language (the only language I understand) meaning the linits of
rny world. (T 5.62)

Yet I stand outside and am not a part of the world which I experience.

I who do the experiencing am not the experienced - like the field of

vision in which there is no ínkling that j-t is seen by an eye (T 5.633;

5.6331). So the I of solipsism has no dimensions; it is the

metaphysical, not the physical or the psychological f, the limit not a

part of the world (T 5.641):

I
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È,..Now it can be seen that solipsism strictly implemented coincides
with pure realism (Realismus). The I of solipsisrn shrinks into
an extensionless point and there remains the Realitat
coordinated with it. (T 5.64)

so, I speculate, I have the potential to widen my experience of the

wor1d, to extend my Realität, wj-thout at. the same time exÈending myself.

I remain a dimensionless, metaphysical - what? I suggest: A

Wittgensteinian object to which I propose to attach the label

'educatee'. The self extending its Realität:-s probably as close as Èhe

Tractatus unaided will take me Lo the logical meaning of educat-, though

I can see the possibility of prompting from other sources filling out

and more sharply delineating the picture. As a hypothesis based on the

Tractatus I take Èhe educatee to be homo sapiens in his projective

relationship to the world; his Realität in relation to the hlirklichkeit

of the world. The limits of his language mean his limiLs as educatee -

in a sense this swings my argument vertiginously back to where the

conventional educational debate was forty or fifty years ago: Every

teacher is a teacher of Eng1ish...

2.4.13 l,rlittgenstein does not offer any clarification of the

expression rempirische Realität' (T 5.5561) and it remains ambiguous.

Since it is empirical, Realität is amenable to extension through new

experience. To talk of extending my Realität might imply that I either

add new elernents of hlirklichkeit to the world or extend my grasp of

existing \¡/irklichkeit. I see no reason why these should be mutually

exclusive and in a sense to do either is to do the other also since new

knowledge on my part is an extension to the staÈe of the world - even if

my knowledge is false; reality consists of those circumstances which do

not hold as well as of those that do (T 2.06). hlhat prevents the world

being swamped in an infinite mass of non-circumstances is the necessity

I
I
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for any circumstance or non-circumstance to have the backing of an

elementary sentence (T 2.0231). l{ittgenstein has no use for a world

devoid of human consciousness, that is to say, a world not interpreted

by, in a sense irot created by, the individual thinker/language user

(T 6.43); not for him Berkeley's recourse to a divine consciousness

(T 6. 432). I speculate that lr/ittgenstein is noL averse to the duality

wj-thin Realität and between it and I'lirklichkeit because the monistic

result of a merger would not be to his taste. His single reference to

idealism in the Tractatus disparages the idealist's attempt to unify the

mulripliciry of sparial relations (T 4.O4I2). From my point of view'

rhe dualiry of Realität/\^lirklichkeiÈ illuminates helpfully the duality

of educatee/potential-buÈ-unachievable-educatedness; omniscience has

never had more than Realität as its target - only ignorance of the

complexity of lrlì-rklichkeit could ever have suggested otherwise '

2.4.!4 There is a more serious problem with Realität: It is

empirical; consequently it is consistent with \tli-ttgenstein's view that

language cannot express the metaphysical and that the limits of

discourse are the limits of whatever is the case in the world' Moreover

the limits of the world are given by the limits of the educatee's own

language. It appears, therefore, that the educatee 1s barred from

secondhand accounts of the world - from the near totality of a

conventional school sy11abus, for example; that only what he experiences

at first hand can go towards hjs Realität. This view is remlniscent of

the theories of schooling which call for relevance and for learning by

doing. These are nevertheless required to draw the line in practi-ce;

otherwise, for example, the casualty rate among pupils learning about

death would be unacceptably high. lrlittgenstein perhaps takes too

I
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It-sanguine a view of the possibility of our knowing, hence saying, how

things are. After several millennia of philosophising the link between

syrnbol and reality remains tenuous - inevitably so perhaps, since

language can never be what it symbolises even if what it symbolises is

known. Nevertheless, to out-1^/ittgenstein hlittgenstein by dumping

Realität into the inexpressible basket along with the metaphysícal would

clearly be self-defeating. Obviously, the possibility that nothing can

be said has to be conceded but equally obviously the effort has to be

made to say something. h/ittgenstein's notion of empirical Realität,

vague and constricting as it is, suggests a v/ay of at leasÈ starting to

say something about educatee which might lead to fresh insights. I do

not think, however, that it is capable of going very far unaided. T

sha1l continue to reserve the quesÈion of how it might be supplemented

(cf . 52 .4.12) .

2.4.15 A more pressing problem is that I have still no more than

a theory of educatee which needs to be anchored in reality (cf. 52.4.3).

A possible approach towards doing so is via what Austin refers to as the

theory that a word, x, can only have meaning provided that I
can know, on at least. one occasion, that tthi-s is an xr, where
'thisr denotes something sensib1e... The brigin of a concept' is
commonly admitted to be found when an occasion is found on which
I can say, with knowledge, tthis is an x'.

(Austin [2] 15)

Characteristically, Austin is speaking tongue in cheek. lr/ittgenstein,

writing Lwenty years earlier, taking the view that the meaning of a word

is the object which it names and following Frege on concept, says much

the same thing but sans arrière pensée:

The formal concept is at once given with an object which fa11s
under ir. (T 4.12721)

So I need one object of which I can say with knowledge: This is an

I

it

I

I
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cducatee. rl^Iith knowledge' is a stumbling block since it implies that

I am doing no more than find an example to match an existing definition,

whereas what I am ín fact doing is concoct my own definition and then

produce to match it an example which I have had in mind all along.

Nevertheless this disingenuous procedure does produce an example of

educatee - myself. T see myself as educaLee in my receptive and

projective relationship to the world; my changeable, subjective Realität

relating to objective hlirklichkeit. These are the internal properties

which I have in common with every educatee; which determine that I am an

educatee. I assume that there are other human beings and therefore

other educatees besides myself; if there are not ' the validity of my

argument is the leasL of my worries. If the properties whieh I identify

as those of educatee are properties of others besides myself, then they

will manifest themselves in mental states similar to my own, such mental

states being the only available means of ratiocinating the relationship

between Realität and \^/irklichkeit:

the theory that other people besides oneself have mental states
is one that has no serious riva1. . . 0f course none of this puts the
sceptic out of court. If he is able to persuade himself Èhat he

has been cast into a world in which only he is conscious, there is
no Lray in which he can be refuted. . . Alf I can say is that this is
not a theory which I myself find it necessary or useful to adopt,
and if anyone else adopts it with regard to himself, my possession
of my own experiences enables me to know that it is false.

(Ayer [3] 134f.)

I have identified myself as educaLee by the internal properties which I

have in common with any educatee. I have ignored the empirically

observable external properties which, according to my theory, should

have distinguished me from any other educatee. My overt excuse ís that

f am not at the moment interested in distinguishing myself from other

educatees but only in establishing the concept reducatee' through the

identification of one object which fa1ls under it. It míght reasonably

I
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be objected thaÈ if I donrt identify *y specific properLies as educatee,

I cantt identify *y general properties either for the conclusive reason

that without specific properties I don't exist, âtrY more than I could

identify 'chair' without invoking a particular chair. lr/ittgenstein

comes to the rescue with the rule that I don't have to identify the

external properties of an object in order to recognise it (T 2.01231).

I think that I know in a vague general way sufficient of my external

properties as educatee Èo distinguish myself from other educaLees and

this I claim is sufficienL for my purpose. If I appear to dismiss

somewhat cavalierly the notion of describing in detail my individual

educateeness, my motívation is, I believe, more the practical than the

logical impossibì-lity of doing any such thing. Logically, I must have

acquired and must continue to acquire as long as I live my ov/n mutable

Realität but I am sure I shall never be able to say what it j-s for the

ü/ittgensteinian reason that in order to see myself whole I should have

to step outside myself and that nobody who is outside can see the inner

me. I see no alternative to its being a 1ogì-ca1 projection,

exístentially necessary though contingent in form, since al1 reality is

contingent. So my knowledge that I am án educatee does not rely on

my knowing anything sensible; not on any properties empirically

verifiable; more on direct introspection of my mental states. I place

more reliance on the authenticity of rny observation in that I claim to

know that certain circumstances are not so: I know that I am not yet

finished and finit.e; I know that I do not know all there j-s to know and

that what I do knor¿ has varied down the years and will continue to vary.

It is a logical impossibility to prove a positive hypothesis; a single

negative instance, agaj-nst which there can be no assurance, would be

sufficient to disprove it, accepting, of course, that the negative

instance would itself be subject to proof. l Similarly a single positive
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instance would disprove any of my negative hypotheses. I should need to

show that my intellectual development has come to an end or that I know

everything or that my knowledge has always been and will always be

finite. Paradoxically, to prove any one of these hypotheses r¡oulã

disprove it and all the others. I conclude that they are incapable of

being refuted. I know this of myself; I assume that it is the same for

others. I propose to name myself and any other in this context

teducateer.
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2.5 The IS the tus

2.5.lToanatomiseeducatee,equateeducationwiththeRealitat

of the educatee and identify an educatee, establishes educaLion firmly

in the world and therefore within the reach of language. The world in

which it is established turns out to be, after all of \tlittgenstein's

,high and sysÈematic metaphysics' (cf. s2.1.9)' a reassuringly common-

sense sort of place. The world is whatever happens contingently to be

the case (T 1). hlhat in general is the case is that circumstances hold

(T 2) and a circumstance is a concatenation of things - conmonsense

Sachen and Dinge as well as Gegenstände (T 2.01). So the world is

composed of things, in spite of I'littgenstein's denial (T i'1; cf ' s2'1'14)'

Inlittgenstein attempts to get round the problem of prising the world off

ourconceptsbyinsistingthattheexpressionofcomplexstatesof

affairs needs to be broken down into the expression of their constituent

circumstances, at which stage the state of the world becomes self-

evident. common sense seems to me to favour this approach. Not every

state of affaírs presents an equivalent difficulty of comprehension;

some either are or approximate to circumstances and are conspi-cuously

plain. I know a hawk from a handsaw whether the wind is southerly or

north-northwesterly and whether the symbolism is twentieth century or

Shakespeari-an.Mostpeople,Idaresay'couldtellahawkfroma

handsaw if both objects were tools; mosL if one l/as a bird and the other

a tool; fewer, but sti11 a large number, if both were birds. They would

do so by direct comparison of word and object and of object and object'

A mortar board clearly differs in its internal proPerties from a tooth-

edged too1. Language is not necessary to the comparison of object with
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object; vulnerable birds will set up a great clamour aÈ the sight of a

hawk overhead and remain indifferent to a heron'

2.5.2lttemaywellask,lihatcausesinduceustobeTievein
theexistenceofbody?butitisinvaintoask'

whether there be body or not? That is a point which \¡¡e must

take for granted in a1l our reasonings'
(Hume Part IV Section IT)

\,r/ittgenstein does not ask the second of Hume's questions; he takes f or

granted the existence of the physical world but notes nevertheless that

ít is not how the world is but that it is which constitutes the mystical

(T 6.44). He does not bother to ask the first of Hume's questions

(cf. T 6.5) but ansr4/ers it by: The evidence of the senses. Realität is

empirical, but it ís also personal, so that solipsisn equates with

realism (T 5.64). According to hlittgenstein's peculiar brand of

solipsism, objects concatenated remain circumstances in the physical

world; they are not figments of the irnagination. It is not they which

occupy no space in the wor1d, but the metaphysical subject observing the

world from ourside the world (T 5.631ff. Cf. s2.4.L2). Nevertheless, I

cannot prise the world off my concePts; the circumstances which I

experience are symbolised in language. I cannot know what I cannoL

think and I cannot think what I cannot say. so I cannot know what I

cannot say; the limits of my language mean the limits of my world- The

limits of language in general set the limits of the knowable world - the

lùirklichkeit of which my Realität is the part known to me through

experience (Erfahrung); no part of what I experience ís a priori:

Everything we see might as well be otherwise'
Everythlng that r¡/e can describe at all might as. well be otherwise.
There is no order of thi-ngs a priori' (T 5'634)

Knowing what I do know as a result of experience gets rne2.5 .3
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as far as I can go, but that might not be very far. That things are as

they are is part of the problem not the solution to the problem (T 6'4321)

\,rlhatever is known belongs to the worl-d and the world is Èhe problem; not

how it is - that is determined by whatever is the case - but that iÈ is '

I cannot account for the mystical because the mystical is not expressible

in language and is therefore unknowable. so the deepest problems,

according to lJittgenstein, 1ie beyond language and are insoluble:

The solution to the riddle of life in space and time lies
outside space and time. (T 6'4312)

wittgenstein sees the solution to the problem of life as the

disappearance of the problem (T 6.521), a notion which he later develops

in the PhiTosophicaT Investigations into a guiding principle of his

philosophical method. The problem disappears because there is no

possible ansv/er to it; if a question cannot be answered it cannot be

asked (T 6.5). Problems of reali-ty.within the framework of space and

time are in principle solvable' Accordingly, my problems with

,educationt and, for that matter, with education' can in princíple be

solved if they can be resolved into clarifying what is and what is not

the case. But it is pointless for me to look for solutions beyond

states of affairs expressible in language. They might well lie there,

but if they do they are unknowable along with anything else metaphysical'

Nothing need stop me speculating about a metaphysíca1 basis for education

but I can't pretend on the authority of the Tractatus to be talking

abouÈ anything I can know.

2.5.4 In particular, questions of value in education as in

anything else are unanswerable because there is no value in the world:

The meani-ng (Sinn) of the world must lie outside the world. In the
world everything is as it is and everything happens as it does

happen. In it there is no value - and if there were it would have
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no value.

If there is a value which has value, it must lie outside all
happening and being-so. For all happening and being-so is
contingent. (T 6.41)

Education is, therefore, whatever education is - not a transcendental

something beyond reality. By my argument it equates with the educatee

and is whaLever the educatee is. There are countless educatees and

there are consequently countless educations, each of which is what it is

and none of which is other than what it is. Education is a state of

affairs, not an aspiration. In itself this is not a particularly

momentous conclusion. It merely says that, for example, if the alumni

of Fagin's school for pickpockets have acquired certain skills then they

have acquired those skills. I do not say that education is a matter of

acquiring skills but merely that skil1s are acquired to the extent that

they are acquired. To prejudge on the basis of perceived values what

should or must be learned or how it should or must be learned is a

matLer sole1y for the educaLor' not for the educatee.l The educator

might think that he knows best but it is no use offering the purest

water to a horse which cantt or wontt drink. Manifestly, what the

educatee is not cannot be educatedness; as always the educator proposes

but the educatee disposes. Each educatee is developed to the extent

that he is developed; that is tautological and necessarily true. The

tautology has, however, an implication which is far-reaching.

2.5.5 According to the Tractatus, ethics cannot be expressed in

language. Ethical consideraLions have no part to play in education,

therefore, for the simple reason that they are not available.

h/ittgenstein implies that ethics exists on a higher plane but doing so

is beyond the reach of language (T 6.42)z

It is clear that ethics allows of no expression
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Ethics is transcendenÈal. (T 6'421)

There is, therefore, no ethical block to Faginrs training his students

to thieve; nor to the 8th. commandmentfs insisting: Thou shalt not

steal. Both are equivalent ethically in that neither has eÈhica1

backing or ethical proscription. The implementation of either is a

different matter entirely. The 8th. commandment has not eradicated

stealing; it has doubtless put the idea into some thief's head. An

apprentice pickpocket might well acquire a revulsion for the practice -

as Montaj-gne wished young men to choose the good from knowledge rather

than from ignorance of evi-l. I have never been trained to pick pockets

but I have been trained to do what might reasonably be considered far

worse'ethically'- kí1l people. If I had exercised my skil1s in

certain directions, I could have expected commendation from Lhe

comrnunity; in others, condemnation. There is in the world no absolute:

Thou shalt not ki1l. Idittgenstein is surely right over this:

One's first thought in response to the decreeing of an ethical
law of the form ithou shalt... 'is: Suppose I don'L, what then?

It is clear, however, that ethics has nothing to do with puni-shment

and reward in the usual sense... Admittedly there must be some

sort of ethical reward and ethical punishment but these must 1ie
in the deed itself. (T 6-422)

Obviously, values are, in hiittgensteints view, as contingent as anything

else in the world. That does not mean there are none; iÈ does mean that

they have to be worked out on the human plane:

How E:he world is is a matter of total indifference to the Almighty.
God does not reveal himself jn the world. (T 6'432)

This seems to ne gain not loss since reliance on supernatural sanctions

has not mitigated mants inhumanity to man - quite the reverse in fact'

Nor has the modern tendency to replace religious with scientific myth:

The whole modern l,Ieltanschauung is based on the illusion that the
so-called laws of naLure are explanations of natural phenomena.

(r 6.371)
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So people balk at natural laws as aL something taboo, as Èheir

"tt.è"tot" 
did at God and fate. (T 6.372)

Agreed Lhe omens are not good for an optimistic view of the chances of

a human solution and trtittgensteints essentially pessimistic prognosis

might be irrefutable:

Even if everything we wish were to happen it would be only, so to
speak, as a iauoui on the part of fate, for there is no logical
connecLion between will and world Lhat would guarantee iL and we

could not. in any case ourselves will a repeaÈ of the assumed

physical connection. (T 6.374)

But h/ittgenstein stresses that, just as the only necessity is logical

necessity, the only impossibility is logical impossibility (T 6.375).

Obviously a contingent world is not devoid of hope; nor is doubt to be

regarded with dismay:

For doubt can stand only where a question sÈands; a question only
where an ans\¡/er stands and the latter only where something can be

said. (T 6.51)

If I propose to apply the Tractatus to the philosophy of education, Ï

must, therefore, confine my efforts to what can be said - to discourse

concerning what is and what is not the case - and keep quiet about what

cannot be said - about anything metaphysical. By Wittgensteinfs

definition Lhis is tautological and accordingly I have no choice. 'I

should be deluding myself if I thought that any of my ostensibly

metaphysical utterances were indeed metaphysical. Both temporally and

spatially this is the only world in which I can hope to find a

philosophy of education. Immortality is not merely not guaranteed, it

would not deliver what it was supposed to deliver:

\^ii11 a riddle be solved by my living for ever? Is not this
eternal life as much of a riddle as the present one?

(T 6.4312)

2.5.6 Limiting the field of debate to a contingent humanism

promises, in my view, liberat.ion not confinement for education.
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Excluding the metaphysical, particularly in ethics' means that reasons

for things have to be justified, not assumed. The debate on whether it

is possible to derive an 'oughtr from an tist seems, as far as I have

followed iL, to have been based on absolute criLeria for roughtr - with

the (inevitable?) !,littgensteinian conclusíon that it is not possible.l

If the field of debate was confined to this world, there might be no

reason why an tist should not entail an'oughtt if users of the language

felt drawn towards that form of symbolism - a contingent toughtt, to be

sure, but one more conducive Lo the general good if it is observable and

observed than an absolute rmustt totally rejected. The Tractatus seems

to me to have a great deal to offer to the educational debate aÈ this

leve1 - more, of course, in the adumbration of principle than in the

implementation of the details of practice.

2.5.7 Wittgenstein's views on metaphysics in general and ethics

in particular are essentially negative in character. If Ï want positive

guidance from the Tractatus in elucidating ?education?, I must continue

to look where my inquiry has been mostly directed - the nexus beLween

language and reality. My inclinaÈion, motivated by the usages of

everyday English, has been to look for a state describable as'educated'

and applicable to the person so described. T have suggested that an

answer might lie in what l,littgenstein ca1ls the empirical Realität

coordinated with the metaphysical subject. Ayer pours scorn on this

idea of \tlittgenstein's:

To suggest that 'my world' is the world of a metaphysical subject
makes no sense at all. (Ayer l4l 12O)

My sympathies remain sufficiently with LlittgensLein, however, for me to

persevere with the idea, if only because what Ayer offers as an

alternative strikes me as no less solipsistic and equally metaphysical:
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And here the owner of whoeverts experiences are in question is
the human being. (Ibid.)

If I ask rwhich human being?', the answer has to be tany human beingr.

'Any human being' is a meUaphysical noËion; every human being has his

own Realität:

... any knowledge of the world which anyone acquires is bound to
be based upon his o\^/n experiences. (Ayer [3] 98-99)

This does not imply, according Lo Ayer, any idealist corollary such as

FichLers 'the world is my idea':

... there are t\^/o vital points of difference. The first and most
important is that the observer is not permitted to conceive of the
data with which he works as private to hj-mself. . . The second is
that the observer is not identified either with myself or with
any other person. (Ibid.)

If I take hiittgenstein's tmetaphysical subjectr as a metaphor for Ayer's

tobserver' , there does noL seem to be a great deal of difference between

them. Both work with public data; neither is identified with a

particular person; each acquires a specific view of general states of

affairs; both rely on sense-perception but neither ís a merely physical

bei-ng.

2.5.8 There remains the problem of what it is that

I{ittgenstei-n's subject operates on and how it does the operating. In a

sense, 'empirische Realität' is a contradiction in terms. If it is

empirical, it is part of the experience of the observer; if it is reaI,

it is part of the total l,rlirklichkeit of the world. Ït cannot

straightforwardly be both. lr/ittgenstein appears to be in two minds

about this. Realität, being empirical, is limited by the totality of

objects (T 5.5561). Granted the premiss, the conclusion is j-nevitable.

Wittgensteinian objects can exist only as the building blocks of what is

the case and empirical methods can operate only on what is the case.
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But empirical methods can operate only if there is someone to operate

them. According to T 5.64, the solipsisÈic I which would be doing the

operaÈing shrinks into nothingness, leaving only the Reafität behind. It

looks as though !,liÈtgenstein canlt make up his mind whether to regard

Realität as reality or as that part of experienced reality which makes

up the observer and which exists therefore as concepts. I cantt prise

the world off my concepts but it would not make sense to claim that my

concepts are the only ones there are - not even Berkeley claimed Èhat,

though he did think it necessary to invoke supernatural conceptualising'

If Realität \.{as concepts, everybody!s concepts would have to be the sane;

even if they were, there would be an insuperable difficulty in its being

conmon knowledge that they h/ere. I identified myself as educatee by

introspection. If T look at others, the properties which I identified

as internal to the educatee are not apparent. They might manifest

themselves as observable behaviour but they need not do so:

If I report moods, feelings, emotj-ons, sentiments, thoughts, images,

dreams, etc., that I experience, I am not referring to my behavi-or,
be it actually occurring or likely to occur under specified
conditions. i am referring to those states or processes of my

direct experience rvhich I live through (enjoy or suffer), to the
traw feeli' of my awareness. These fraw feelst are accessible to
other persons only indirectly by inference - but it is øyself who

has them. ^, .1(Feigl 34)

It might seem suffici-ent to postulaLe true concepts and then the

conceptualiser can be immaterial in both the standard and the

Wittgensteinian sense. But true concepts of true Realität are unusable

because they are unobtainable. My symbolised Realität can be no more

than my concept of the true Realität to which it seeks to refer. There

ís no I capable of seeing the true Realität, but that does not cause it

not to exisÈ; it must exist as Part of l^lirklichkeit. Approaching the

probiem from a different direction, I note that the limits of
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tlirklichkeit and the limits of potential Realität are the same - the

totality of the circumstances which make up the world. That Part of the

world of which I have knowledge forms my Realität. If my knowledge is

fa1se, the corresponding bits of putative Realität simply do not exist.

So my Realität consists of those circumstances of which I have true

knowledge. I don't have to know what they are or Èhat they are true.

It is sufficient - and Ayer is hoist with his own petard - to know how

rhe trurh mighr, in principle, be verified (see Ayer [1] Chap. I).

2.5.g It seems to me that l4/ittgenstein's naive approach to

realíty founders on this question of Realität, and age-o1d ontological

and epistemological problems catch up r{ith him. He makes no attempt to

prove a perfect correlation between what is the case and what empirical

inquiry might suggest is Èhe case. I am left with an ambiguous Realität

- with two different Realitäten in fact - and, as I anticipated in

SS2.4.I2 Eo 2.4.14, I now find it necessary to theorise beyond the

Tractatus in my search for a firm foundation for educatee. I sha11

reserve'Realität' for reality and not apply it Lo symbol. Then to each

educatee corresponds his Realität, that part of the world of which he

has empirical experience. I assume that he has no means of experiencing

l,lirklichkeit other than his senses, and that those parts of l,rlirklichkeit

of which he has sensory experience make up his Realität. It does not

matter for my theory how real reality is provided that it is real enough

to generate sense data. Sense data I take to be the Property of the

educatee and the external world starts with whatever generates the sense

data; thi-s, without prejudice to its true nature, I sha11 callrobjectst.

Since Realität is external to the educatee it cannot constitute his

educatedness. But the objects of Wirklichkeit on which his Realität is
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based must play some part in his educatedness. They do this, I suggest,

through what Brentano calls their tintentional inexistencer, a notion

which he traces back through the mediaeval Scholastics to Aristotle who

spoke of the sensed object as being, minus its matter, within the

sensing subject:

Every mental phenomenon includes something as object within itself,
althôugh t.hey do not all do so in the same way. In presentation
something is presented, in judgement something is affirmed or
denied, in love loved, in hate hated, in desire desired and so on.

This intentional inexistence is characteristic exclusively of
mental phenomena. No physical phenomenon exhibits anything like
it. hle can, therefore, define mental phenomena by sayi-ng that
they are those phenomena which contain an object intentionally
within themselves. (Brentano 88-89)

Other characteristics of mental phenomena according to Brentano are that

they are apprehended solely by inner perception and their perception is

directly and immediately evident (cf. Feigl on raw feels, quoted in

s2.5.8). He goes further: Externally perceived phenomena cannot be

proved true and real, and consequently so-called external perception is

not perception; mental phenomena are the only phenomena of which

perception in the strict sense is possible:

we could just as well say that they are those phenomena which
alone possess real existence as well as intentional existence.
Knowledge, ioy and desire really exist.. Color, sound and
warmth have only a phenomenal and intentional existence.

(Brentano 92)

Recently Searle has taken up the notion of intentionality as the key

element in the structure of behaviour. He agrees wi-th Brentano that an

intentional mental state has characteristically two components: I'ihat it

is about and its psychological mode or type which together serve to

relate it to the world:

That after all is why we have minds with mental states: to
represent the world to ourselves; to represent how it is, how we

would like it to be, how we fear it may turn out, what we intend
to do about it and so on.

(Searle [1] 60)
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2.5.LO Intentionality seems to me to be the key Lo an

understanding of educateeness as I have been trying to develop it,

clarifying the relationship between empirical Realität and its

intentional (mental) counterpart; adding the necessary element of

intervention by the educatee to Wittgenstein's essentially passive

account of a neutral third party looking in at the world from outside.

Searle outlines half of educatedness. I'lhat needs to be added is that

the mental states which he postulaLes are not static. They have

developed from past states and will develop into future states. At any

given moment his intentionality constitutes Lhe educatedness of the

educatee - that is to say, the state of his intentionality i-s his

educatedness; his intentionality in principle is his educateeness. His

intentionality inevitably changes, being relative to the compounded

effects of his mentality and his experience of the world. The educateers

Realität would change even if his capacity to respond remained the same,

so that in a sense his educatedness might r"gr""".1 Criteria might be

postulated for assessing educatedness (or education) as state of

intentionality, but they would have to be criteria for human

intentionality in general. The intentionality of the individual is

never observable, even when it is apparently revealed by behaviour; it

can never be formulated or i-n any realistic sense known. This might

seem paradoxical since, according to my interpretation of I'rlittgenstein,

the individualrs Realität at least is immanent in l^iirklichkeit, and we

al1 have access to Wirklichkeit, in principle at least.. There seems to

be a necessary antithesis here: hlhen educatee is metaphysical (a pure

trrlittgensteinian object; Ayer's human being), its Realität is inherent in

the world, in hlirklichkeit. It is something, a discrete something' even

if what it is cannot be said. I,lhen educatee is a corporeal specimen of
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homo sapiens (a lrlittgensteinian object this side of the threshold in my

interpretation Isee 52.2.9Lf.]; Ayer's human being as Ayer evidently

intends him to be seen), his Realität is a logical projection, necessary

but metaphysical;'dÍstinctive to each educatee and therefore not

identifiable in terms of reality because different in each case.

2.5.n There are interesting possibilities in Lhis theory. It

gives me a concept of educatee - the metaphysical, solipsistic (ín

h/ittgensteints special sense) I, but it also gives me a concept of

education perhaps closer to conventional views of education as something

acquired - the intentionally inexistent Realität acquired by the educatee

as a result ofoperiencing the world, including, of course, experiencing

the educator. I don't think, however, that this definition of education

will stand. Certainly, this intentionally inexistent Realj-tät has the

properly educational capacity to change but it is inconceivable thaÈ it

could \¡/ax or wane independenrly of the rest of the educatee I s

intentionality, particularly those mental phenomena of which a1one,

according to Brentano, perception is possible because they really exist.

Education as intentionally inexistent Realität is an impossible noLion,

as education conceived as any sort of determinate activity or process

inevitably is, because there is no way in which it can be granted

immunity from the intentional cross-referencing which goes on during the

rest of the educateers waking and sleepì-ng hours. Intentionality is

consciously a non-divisible process - though to be sure the more

consciously allusive the mental processes can be made, the better

integrated the organism seems 1ike1y to become.

The concept of educatee manifests itself in individual2.5.r2
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human beings. I sense them but only as physical entities; I do not

sense their educateeness, their intentionality, as such - Èhough I might

well sense circumstances which contribute to both their and my

intentlonal Realität. Such are the circumstances which I experience in

common with any other given educatee and which in common we symboli-se in

language. But in none of this do I directly sense educatee. I do noÈ

even sense myself as educatee; I go direct to my thoughts, my language

symbols. But I should delude myself if f thought that there v/as a

separate I who could stand outside my thoughts and assess them:

There is no such thing as the thinking, imagining, subject.
(r s.631)

So in statements of the type'A thinks p'it is an illusion that there

is an object'At to which the sentencetpt stands in a sorÈ of relation:

It is, however, clear that rA believes that pr, 'A thinks pt,
'A says p' are of the form "'p" says p'. (T 5.542)

fn other words, there is norghost in the machinet, only the workings of

the machine - a point developed by Searle: All mental phenomena are

occurrences wiÈhin the neurophysiology of the brain (see Searle [1] l8ff.).

2.5.L3 It appears that I do not sense educatee in myself any

more than in others because:

(i) There is no separate I to do the sensing;

(ii) No objects are involved that I might sense.

I might add also the dilemma with which Hume ends the Appendix to

A Treatise of Human Naturez

In short, there are two principles which I cannot render
consistent, nor is it in my pov/er to renounce either of
them, vtz. that a77 our distinct perceptions are distinct
existences, ar^d that the nind never perceives any real
connection anong distinct existences.

(Hume 331)
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Þ,
Ayer tries to solve the problem of a connection between distinct

perceptions by suggesting that:

Llhat unites them in the main is that eiLher they are experienced
together, or if they occur at different times, they are separated
'by a stream of experience which is felt to be continuous.

(Ayer [3] 1ls)

Gaps in consciousness can be taken care of by postulating a continuity

of physical existence. But now it seems to me that Ayer is mixing two

categories which do not share an alternative or end-on relationship.

The body does noL stop when perception takes over or start to function

only when perceptions cease. Ayer's problem might be solved by agreeing

with Searle that perceptions are caused by processes in the brain

(Searle [1] 1B). All the perceptions of any given human organism are

therefore physically linked and the philosophical problem of identifying

the perceiving individual disappears. However, to suggest that this

takes care of.Hume's problem seems Lo me to commit another category

mistake. Clearly, the provenance of the perceptions has been clarified

but not the perceptions themselves. The source of the perceptions is

not the perceptions; a unitary source does not imply a solitary

perception and I am sti11 faced with the problem of producing a

coordinated lleltanschauung - or a coordinated, introspective view of an

educatee. Moreover, the staÈes of affairs which make up the I which

exists as a complex in the real world include those which the pseudo Ï

v/as proposi-ng to identify as specifically educatee states of affairs.

My intention was to go direct to rny thoughts, my language symbols, and

identify educatee as a logical extrapolation from a selectíon of mental

phenomena, though not a phenomenological extrapolation in Husserlts

sense, since I had no intenÈion of rbracketingr the external world;

Realität,. even if no more than intentionally existent, would play an

essential part. But it begins to look as though I can do no such thing

I
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according to lrlittgenstein. Agreed, I am a cont,ingent complex of

physical circumstances plus their concomitant mental phenomena;

certainly that complex can change, but if it does it changes as a whole.

If it changes, I become a different I. The change Lhat I am posLulating

as essential to educat,ee will resulÈ in a different I, not a different

educatee. I cannot chop myself in two - educatee states of affairs and

non-educatee states of affairs. I have to be, or develop, completely as

I am; otherwise I cease to be what I am. It appears that I have no

alternative to rejectingteducateeras Èhe name for a part of either the

corporeal or the metaphysical I (the latter, having no extension, is

1ogical1y indivisible). It is all or nothing; I might aPpear Èo have an

element of choice, but I think it will turn out to be illusory.

2.5.14 For example, I rnight suggest that 'education' narnes Lhe

intentionalíty of the individual homo sapiens. This will be different

and mutable in each case (each educatee) though the generality (homo

sapiens) remains unitary. In other words, homo sapiens is the concept

and educatee is the individual sPecimen. But why then do I need

teducatee'? tHorset serves perfectly well for the concept and the

object; so would'homo sapiens'. 0r I mlght suggest that educatee is

indì-stinguishable from homo sapiens both universally and individually

and that it is necessary to homo sapiens that his intentionality

develops in relation to the wor1d. The individual's educatedness then

consists of that part of l^lirklichkeit which makes up his Realität. But

this wontt do: Educatedness in this sense is non-definable because to

define it would necessitate prising the world off the individualrs

concepts. Thj-s cannoL be done because the individual has no means other

than language of knowíng the world. In any case the world is total

I
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¡.-.!,lirklichkeir (T 2.063) even if it is ny world (T 5.62). It is not

divisible into educatee and non-educatee circumstances. If the world is

changed as, being contingent, it Can be, then it changes as a whole.

The world is independent of my will but if it did happen that willing

could change the world, it would change the world as a whole, not a part

of it - as it were the educatee Part:

In short, the world must then become thereby a totally different
wor1d. It must, so to speak' wax or v/ane as a who1e.

The fortunate man's world is a different world from the
unfortunate's. (T 6.43)

I am 1eft, it seems, with the equation of educatee and homo sapiens;

that being so, it might appear that T have argued educatee out of

existence. I think, however, that I can see a chink through which I

rnight sti11 escape.

2.5.ß A l,/ittgensteinian object i-s a metaphysical projection

beyond the linits of reality. An object cannot enter the world alone

but only concatenated with other objects. I canrt poinL Èo the

chairness of a chair but only to a particular chair associaLed wiLh other

mundane objects and the chairness of the chair is thereby revealed, not

expressed in language. f canrt point Lo myself or to another as

educatee but only as a particular specimen of homo sapiens (begging for

the sake of argument the question of the efficacy of osLensive

definiti-on). Every chair must carry the chairness of chair and be

recognised by it. Every man carries educateeness by my argument but is

he recognised by it? I should like to argue: Yes; what makes homo

sapiens is his educateeness, his intentj-onality. hlithout intentj-onality

he would be some other species of primate. Intentionality equals

educateeness and it is the rnetaphysical (because variable) educateeness

which dist.inguishes any educatee/homo sapiens from any other. It might

I
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now be objected thaf I have finally undermined my own argument by

providing a synonym to replace feducatee'. I donrt think that this is

the case. I am not saying any more than that intentionality is necessary

and suffícient for sapiens; it. is clearly not sufficient for homo.

Physiology and in particular the neurophysiology of the brain seem to me

to have no part in educatee - only the mental phenomena which are

manifestations of the latter. I might appear to be arguing that such

mental phenomena exist in their own right as the manifestations of a mind

separate from the body. I do not mean to project a dualistic point of

view. I arn convinced that no mental phenomenon could exist wit.hout a

corresponding physical phenomenon in the brain - that the former is a

manifestation of the latter. But I am also convinced that the process

can proceed without sensory stimulus; Èhat i-t can live as it were off

its store of intentionally inexistent objects and previ-ous1y processed

phenomena and that it is this autonomous ratiocination which

preeminently characterises homo as sapiens - to this extent the process

is non-physiological in content though necessarily physiologícal in iÈs

machinery.

2.5.76 If educatee equates with sapiens, anything that homo

sapiens does or does not do is a manifestation of his education - with

the exception of physiological functions over which he has no control.

Even anti-social tendencies are a measure of education and are seen to

be so when they are implemented - but this is so even on a conventional

interpretation of education; lack of education ís a measure of education

This conclusion has some interesting implicatíons, not least the

assimilation of educator into educatee. My educatee remains in general

a logical abstraction, as a Witt.gensteinian object necessarily is.
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There has to be the ultimately simple educatee, according to the

Tractatus, if educatee exists at all. tr{ith the conclusion that Èhe

educatee is homo viewed as sapiens I am inclined to think that I have

gone as far as the'Tractatus can take me towards the elucidation of

'educationr, perhaps further than I need have gone for practical

purposes. I should have settled for educatee as a mundane object. Ït

appears, however, that educatee might be nearer to a hlittgensteinian

Gegenstand than I had expecEed, though the lack of any example of a

GegensLand from l,/j-ttgenstein, other than mundane objects and mundane

phenomena, undermines the solidity of any argument based upon iL.

2.5.L7 My argument has a1so, as I suggested in 52.4.2, a

resident mo1e. It is one thing to idenLify an object in terms of the

Tractatus; it is quite another to name that object reducateer.

According to the Tractatus, the sign is arbitrary; it is whaL it is

conventionally decided it should be and it has meaning thereafter as a

consequence of naming its object. If I identified an object for which

there u/as no known name, I should have to give it a name, in

consultation with others if the object was to figure in public discourse,

and from then on continue to link that name with that object. But I have

not done this; I have taken an existing word, reducateer, assumed that

it is a name and sought to identify Èhe object which it necessarí7y/

1ogical1y names by attempting Lo forge a link between a symbol and what

it symbolises. The link between symbol and symbolised is logical1y

unbreakable; if j-t appears not to hold it is because the partners have

been incorrectly identified. So success or failure in my attempting to

link the symbol which I have called ?educateerwiÈh the object which I

have cal1ed t educateet depends on whether I have identified a true state
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of affairs. hlhaf I have no justification for is to claim as logical my

use of the sign reducatee?as the name of either or both. According to

E]ne Tractatus, no sign has a logical significati n. I need some iniÈia1

justification for linking the sign 'educatee? with a particular symbol

and a particular object. I don't think that I have any other than the

commonsensically powerful but logically feeble accretion of meani-ng

around educat- in the colloquial language. This inhibits my clearing my

mind of all previous associaÈions of educat-. I have noL starÈed with

the conceptual blank demanded by logic:

Logic antedates all experience - that something is so '(r s.ss2)

Logic has not told me what educatee is but on1y, i-f anything at all,

what something is that I have decided to call'educatee'. My inquiry

has not been truly logical because it started in contingency. I do not

have \riittgensteints authority for claiming as'1ogica1 a conclusion based

on contingent premisses (T 4.465). But I need not, even in Lerms of the

Tractatus, re ject a solution merely because it is conti-ngent. I^Jhether

he was being disingenuous or not, hlittgenstein does say in the

penultimate paragraph of the ?ractatus that anybody who understands him

will recognise that what he has been saying is absurd (unsinnig =

nonsensical; not sinnlos = sense-less i-.e. without sense/meaning). I

should use his staLements as a ladder up which to climb to a clearer

view of the world; whe that has been achieved the ladder can be

discarded (T 6.54). The sort of nonsense that Llittgenstein has in mind

might be that his logical approach reveals a contingent wor1d. The

world is whatever it happens contingently to be, not what it necessarily

is. So that if a word, a phenomenon of the world, insists on trailing

clouds of meaning, I either attempt to peer through the clouds or T

engage in the nonsensical pursuit of a cloud-free word.
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2.5.18 I can readily concede, as the later l,/ittgenstein does,

that to seek a crystal-c1ear meaning for a word is to embark on a

wildgoose chase. But having followed this trail further than I perhaps

need have done, I can at least retreat with comparative ease to a more

comfortable position from which reducaLiont might sti11 be observed in

a clearer light and which might still represent progress towards

elucidating the word to a useful extent for practical purposes. And

Ir/ittgenstein makes the point, which I find illuminating in this context,

that in order to recognise the limit as the limiL it is necessary to go

beyond the límit and see it from both sides. Stepping back, therefore,

from a position which has already taken me beyond the limits of the

Tractatus, I speculate that. there might be ways of clarifying the

meaning of a word other than anatomising language. The need for

unambiguous syrnbolism mighÈ readily be conceded to hlittgenstein without

necessarily agreeing with his proposed method of achieving it. Both he

and Russell in their various forms of logical atomism too readily

assume, it seems Lo me, that meaning will be clarified by analysíng

complex expressions into simple signs operatj-ng in accordance with

logical syntax. It might, but it need noE. As the 1aÈer l^/ittgenstein

comes to realise, a morpheme can be of any length (philosophically if

noL linguistically) and to analyse it is to destroY it, not clarify it.

2.5.I9

do not come

for meaning

of meaning,

sentence of

meanings of

But the minimum meaningful elements in a natural language

1ogical1y into existence in the first place. The same goes

in general, and this undermines the tenability of any theory

such as that of Ehe Tractatus, which takes the meaning of a

the everyday language to be a complex function of the

elementary sentences. Meanings just grow; they are not
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logical constructs to be logically analysed. The normative connotations

which have grown around educat- in modern English are the reason for the

EE/ET dichotomy. If'educate'was as neutral as teat' (cf. 51-2.9),

syntax, not semantics, would decide whether teducatedr was past

participle or adjective. Problems arise because the normative outcomes

implied by'educated' (EE) are not applicable in anticipation of the

event and figure inreducate'only as the expression of good intentions.

Nevertheless, they do figure, imporLantly, and underline the need, in

specialist discourse aL 1east, for unambiguous terminology. In a

natural language both sign and symbol are matters of convention, but the

results of convention are not necessarily beneficial; they might be

ameliorated in appropriate contexts by an infusion of logic - this I

take to be the message of the Tractatus as far as the philosophy of

education is concerned. The solution does not 1ie in attempting to

revert to a neutral ?educater with a neutral past participle/adjective

teducatedr. tEducatedt and teducatedt could both be normatively neutral

and sti1l have different senses. They are different symbols because

they have different non-conflatable referents. It would have been

advantageous if Lhey had been signified differently, but they are not.

It is not logical to ignore what is the case. To accept that teducateet

designates the logical essence of educat- does not remove the rest of

Lhe educat- words from the language. The Tractatus begins with the

uncompromising statement that the world is whatever is the case. It is

manifestly the case that educat- words are used in English. Any

philosophical method which purports to argue rnost of them ouÈ of

existence must be logically flawed. Judged by its own lights, the

Tractatus has shot its bolt once it has been used to give an account of

the objective subsLance at the hearL of educat-. irihat is now needed is
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an account. of the rest of the body, if there is one, and an account of

the rest of the symbolism in any case.
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3 'Education' and l'/it einrs PhiToso icaT ïnvest tions
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3.1 A Note on the PhiToso oh cal InvestiøationsL

3 . 1 . 1 PhiTosophische [Jntersuchungen/ PhiTosophicaT Investigations

was first published, in a bilingual German/English edition, in 1953, two

years after \t/ittgenstein's death. Any reader of l,rlittgenstein faces the

problem of interpreting what he meant. The reader of the PhiTosophicaT

Investigations faces the added problem of knowing what he said.

triittgenstein did not write the PhilosophicaT Investigations; he wrote

PhiTosophische [Jntersuchungen. Lrlhether the former can adequately stand

for the latter depends on two factors:

(i) Llhether translation is possible at all;

(ii) hlhether the standard (sole?) English translati-on,

G.E.M. Anscombets PhiTosophical Investigations (which I refer to as GEMA)

is an adequate translation of PhiTosophische Untersuchungen.

As far as (i) is concerned, the views of, for example, llittgenstein on

language as a r¡/ay of life and of Quine on 'the indeterminacy of radical

translationr might lead to the conclusion that whaL a given sentence

means is never a matter of fact and thaÈ consequently translation is

impossible. Such views might be agreed wiÈh in principle but have to be

discounted in practice if a reader limited to one language is not to be

denied all access to a writer in another. Accepting the ímpossibility

of perfection still leaves a wide range of possibilitÍes for better or

worse and raises the question in the present case whether GEMA is as

good a translation as it might be.

3.I.2 I find myself in some difficulty over expressing an

opinion on this. Miss Anscombe is a post-lditt.gensteinian Cambridge
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philosopher ín her own right. She carries the authority of long and

close association with hlittgenstein and is one of his literary

executors. Mehta attributes'to Ayer the judgement that Miss Anscombers

brilliant translatíons of his (\^h-ttgensteints) German works
would have been enough in themselves to earn her a place in the
English pantheon of philosophy. (Mehta 74)

GEMA is prefaced by a translator's note acknowledging the assistance of

seven named distinguished scholars in inÈerpreting the German and

improving the English. Nevertheless I find myself disagreeing quite

frequently with either the accuracy or the felicity of the translation.

I admit that it seems unlikely that I am right and GEI'IA !/rong; the

scales must be tipped against me by the sheer weight of authority. An

alternative translation - as in the case of the Tractatus - would have

been useful for reference and comparison but in the absence of such I

shal1 stick to my guns, though I do so with trepidation, and endeavour

to interpret PhiTosophische Untersuchungen for myself. I sha11 use the

Suhrkamp Taschenbuch l{issenschaft edition (Suhrkamp Verlag,

Frankfurt am Main L9B2), referring to it as ST[rl; any quotation from it

or reference to it will be my own translation, indicated by PI plus

hlittgenstein's paragraph number, unless otherwise noted. My copy of

GEMA is the 1983 reprint of the Third Edition (Basil Blackwell, Oxford)

3.1.3 A major consideraLion in translaLing PhiTosophische

Untersuchungen is that hlittgensteints style is never formal and ranges

generally between horneliness and buttonholing matiness. Much of the

text takes the form of dialogue, often one-sided, wit.h an imaginary

interlocutor whom Wittgenstein addresses familiarly as 'du' (thou) and

who replies j-n kind when he is allowed to reply. 'l/as ist dein ZieI Ln

der Philosophie??he is made to ask, paving the way for Wittgenstein's
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homespun aphorism:

Der Fliege den Ausweg aus dem Fliegenglas zeigen.

To show the fly the way out from the flytrap. (PI 309)1

Modern standard English does not countenance rl'rlhat is thy aim in

philosophy?' . Its lack of an acceptable rendering of the second person

singular loses this important nuance, which typifies trrlittgenstein's

expressed intention to use everyday speech for philosophical discourse

(PI 116), and the contrast between it and the polite mode of address

which, in German as in English, makes use of the grammatical plura1.

Partly because of this, GEMA tends to sound more formal than the

original. The translation does display sorne ingenuity in anglicising

German expressions but is 1ax, I think, in not adding a note of

explanation when the j-diom of the translation diverges widely from that

of lrlittgensteinrs text. tMr. Scot is not a Scott is a neat enough

rendering of tHerr Schweizer ist kein Schweizert, though a purist might

object that the unorthodox spelling of the proper name detracts from its

felicity; it works because the sense of a complete sentence is

translated (PI II ii; GEMA 176; STl^l 281). I am less sure about the

propriety or the necessity of converÈing the sword tNothungt ínto the

sword'Excalibur' (PI 39i 44) in principle because a proper name by

definition does not translate and specifically because rtranslatingr the

name alone results in inappropriate cultural associations and the

inappropriate attribution of properties. The original Excalibur is a

genuine antique; it smacks of cultural vandalism to make him stand in

for Nothuûg, â nineteenth century fake. Admittedly Tennysonrs, the best-

known account, adds a wealth of Victorian embellishment to Excalibur,

but the effect is to consolidate an even more inviolable image in the

cultural conscience, an essential element in which is a magic sword
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returned intact to the lake from which Arthur had received him:

So flash'd and fell the brand Excalibur:
But ere he dipt the surface, rose an arm
Clothed in white samite, mystic, wonderful,
And caught him by the hilt, and brandishrd him
Three times, and drew him under i-n the mere.

(Tennyson , Morte D'Arthur)

This is language-games with a vengeance; only someone who had never been

moved one way or another by Tennysonts coruscating language' and who had

in addition failed to take to heart Wittgensteints teaching that the

basic semantic solecism is to transpose a word from its native language-

game into an alien environment, could have thought fit to use Excalibur

as the exemplar of a sword broken in pieces. Moreover, tExcaliburris

the name of a class of swords, not of a single sword: Gawainrs in the

earliest legends emerging mistily from the dark ages; the kíngts in the

Ar¡hurian Legend; subsequent literary versions including Sír Thomas

Malory's, Tennyson's principal source. The multiplicity of Excaliburs

vitiates the very point that \t/ittgenstein is trying to make, which

depends for its validity on uniqueness of reference. It makes no

difference that Nothung doesn't have it either (see 53.2.9) or that the

suggestion of Excalibur apparently came originally from Wittgenstein

himself (see Baker and Hacker l7l 247). His error of judgement does not

excuse GEMA's compounding it.

3.I.4 The substitution of 'Excalibur' for rNothung' is perhaps

of no great significance in itself but it is disturbing in principle

because there is no way of telling from the English text alone whether

it represents an isolated example or whether the translator has permitted

herself símilar licence on other occasions. In PI II xi, for example,

t.he idiom of a paragraph is rebuilt around the idea of 'march' which
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does not appear in the original. The German has rweicher which' as an

adjective means tsoftt, ttendert, and as the imperative of a verb means

'move!', rshift!'. ilittgenstein is concerned with the different flavour

of the'same'word when it is used as different parts of speech.

Polonius makes lrtittgensLein's point in his dismissal of Ophelia's plea

that Hamlet has made many 'tenders of his affectionf:

you have taren these tenders for true pay,
I,r/hich are not sterling. Tender yourself rnore dearly;
Or - not to crack the wind of the poor phrase,
Running it thus - you'll tender me a fool-

(Hamlet I iii 100)

On occasions such as this, a note of explanation, perhaps coupled with

the quoLation of the original would be helpful. Significantly, Lhe

First, Second and Third Editions of GEMA were all originally bi-1ingua1.

It was l,rlittgenstein's wi-sh that his German text should always be made

available to the reader of his work.1 Th" English-on1y reprint.s of GEMA

do rather leave the text wiLhout visible means of support.2

3.1.5 Disagreement between my interpretation and GEMA's will

either be mentioned in context or will be apparent from a comparison of

our respective versions. One problem calls for special mention,

however, because it concerns a concept of central and recurring

significance in l,iittgenstein's thought: 'Erklärung' (noun) and

'erklären' (verb). The root of both is -klar- = clear, plain, and the

sense of erklär- is, therefore, making c1ear, explaining, elucidating,

in the last two of which the GermanÍc root -klar- is directly matched by

the Romance roots -plan- (leve1; clear) and -luc- (1ight). In an

appropriate context, erklär- can have the sense of define. But tdefine'

and 'explain' are not arbitrarily interchangeable. I have examined 134

occurrences of erklär- ín PhiTosophische Untersuchungen and can discover
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no rationale for GEMA's choice of 78'explains', 44 rdefj-nes'and 12

miscellaneous other renderings. Some of the versions are so odd that

one feels there must be some reason for them, however obscure. For

example, in PI 31 'Worterklärungt = rexplanation of a word' (in this

case fking?, a chessman) Ís translated tdefinitionr withouL reference to

twordt; in the same paragraph five previous uses of erklär- are rendered

by four explan- and one 'tellt. In PI 38 (footnote) 'Worterklärung'

becomes rexplanation of the words'; in this context both the definite

article and the plural noun are solecisms. I hesitate to suggest that

GEMA has confused the singular 'Vlortr and the plural tl^lörter' and read

rl,lörter-k1ärung' instead of rl,/ort-erklärung' , particularly since the

words to which h/ittgenstein is referring are connected in sense, in

which case the plural 'I,t/orte' would be appropriate; '\^/örter' designates

discreLe words, as in tWörterbucht = tdictionaryt. In PI 71 texplain'

in one sentence becomes'define' in the next; in PI 208 the shift is the

other way round; in PI 444'explain'becomes'definer wj-thin the same

sentence.

3.1.6 In this note I am concerned more with the principle of

accurate translation than with the effect on l,tiittgenstein's intentions

of GEMA's choice of vocabulary. Specifi-cally, l^Iittgenstein has the

choice of 'Erklärung; erklären' and 'Definition; definieren' and uses

both in Philosophische tJntersuchungen. The translator should, in my

view, respect his choice, selecL an apPropriate English equivalent to

terklären' - texplaint and telucidatet are obvious candidaLes - and

stick to it throughout. I see no difficulty over this and cannot

understand why GElr4A makes such heavy weather of it. Possibly the

translator thought that l^littgenstein regarded terklärent and rdefinieren'
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as equivalent alternatives, a diagnosis supporLed by the rendering of a

passage in PI 6:

Dies will ich nicht 'hinweisende Erklärung' , oder 'Definition',
nennen, weil ja das Kind noch nicht nach der Benennung fragen
kann. 'Ich will es 'hinweisende Lehren der ülörterr nennen.

I am not going to call this rostensive explanationt or
'definitión' becans" of course the child can't yet ask about
Èhe naming. I am going to call it rostensive Leaching of
wordst.

I do not want Lo call this rostensive definitiont, because the
child cannot as yet ask what the name is. I will call it
?ostensive teaching of words'. (GEMA 4)

GEMAts unconvincing rendering of the two occurrences of tich willt,

individually and in relation to each other, ca1ls for separate comment.

Clearly, they are in apposition, however remote, and need to be treated

alike whatever translation is chosen. tI want toti-s a standard versi-on

of ,l ich wi1lt , but, as GElulA obviously senses, to use it f or the second

tich willt results in nonsense. (For that maLLer, iL results in

nonsense the f irst time round. Iaiittgenstei-n has no need to express

reluctance, being under no pressure to select any particular wording).

I take GEMA's'I will' to be either a solecism for 'T shall' or an

expression of resolution afÈer the initial reluctance. But this is to

apply an uncalled-for gloss onto \r/ittgensteinrs straíghtforward usage.

The modal auxiliary verb twollent is used in German to form, inÈer a1ia,

a future tense expressing immediate intention: tto be going to... t;

tto be about to... ', and this Seems Lo me to be the sense here.

3.L.7 There remains the first horn of the dilemma and there is

no r4ray of avoiding this. Even when it is perf ectly clear what

I,rlittgenstein said, and Lhere is no doubt about the adequacy of the

translation, it can stil1 remain far from clear what tie meant by what he
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said. In such cases I sometimes find it expedient to apply to

hlittgenstein the approach recommended to Romeo by Mercutio when Romeo

finds one of his friend's conceits too outrageously paradoxical to be

accepted:

Take our good meaning, for our judgement sits
Five times in that ere once in our five wits'

(Romeo and JulieÈ I iv 46)

Not that it is always easy to extract even so much as lliÈtgenstein's

'good meaning' . It is sometimes particularly difficult - with that

phase of his argument, for example, which develops around PI 79 and

extends at least as far as PI 120. PI 97 and PI 98, which represent

some sort of a climax, exemplify a peculiarity of style which renders

the content even more difficult to interpret than iL would have been in

any case. They aîe a tangle of flashbacks to Lhe Tractatus and

contributions to the currently' proceeding argument. The reader is left

to decide from ínternal contextual evidence which is which; grammar is

no help - the chronological shift j-s not even indicated by a consistent

change of tense. Generally in this passage, l{ittgenstein is concerned

to revise or repudiate his earlier view: PT 97 sets up at length the

Aunt Sally of tgrasping the unique essence of languaget in order to

knock it down in the last sentence; but PI 98 takes T 5.5563 and

develops any residual ambiguity out of it. l,littgenstein's final

position seems to be that not merely is every sentence in the language

logically in order because it is what it is and not a different

sentence, but its use i.e. its meaning is what it is. A senLence is

incapable of performing any function other than those it is capable of

performing. This is Lautological but by no means necessarily

uninformative (cf. T 4.4611). It raises a question which the reader of

the Philo sophicaT Investigations must continually have in mind and which
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echoes the doubt which constantly plagued hlittgenstein himself: He

consistently equates language and thought (T 4; PI 329, for example); if

every sentence is in order, is not every thought in order? If iÈ is,

then philosophy, which aims to clarify thought (T 4.112) by exorcising

the spel1 of language (PI 109) must be out of order.l
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3.2 The IndeterminacY of Meanfu

3.2.1 From the very beginning of the PhiTosophicaT

Investigations, l.littgenstej-n seeks to dj-stance himself from his Tractatus

position according to which the meaning of a word is the object which it

names. He quotes a passage from the Confessions in which Augustine

describes learning how to name Lhings by following the ostensive

demonstrations of his elders and how to combine the names to form

sentences. This gives us, hlittgenstein suggests, a particular picture

of the essence of human language: I^/ords name objecLs and sentences are

combinations of such names. This picture is based on the idea that:

(i) Every word has a meanlng;

(if) This meaning is correlated with the word;

(iii) The meaning is the object for which the word stands.

Augustine says nothing about any difference between kinds of words. To

describe language in these terms is to think, I'iittgenstein suggests,

primarily of the nouns which stand for simple objects and of the names

of people; only secondarily of the names of particular activities and'

properties; not at a1l of the remaining sorts of words- He considers

this a primitive notion of a more primitive language than ours. It i-s

not, however, in spite of hlittgensteinrs implying thaÈ it is, the view

of language which he projects in the Tractatus. That is anything but

prinitive and the language of which he attempts to give an account is

not a simple Augustinian kind but our colloquial language

(Umgangssprache) which

is a part of, and no less complicated than, the human organism.
(r 4.002)

Certainly it is fundamental to the Tractatus view that a word names an
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object. hlittgenstein's notion of object is ambivalenÈ. In theory he

intends it to be a logical projection beyond the complex objects of

reality; in practice he admits mundane objects and it is with these

exclusively that he now concerns himself in the Philosophical

Investigations.

3.2.2 As an illustration of the simple Augustinian view of

language, he imagines a builder building with various shapes and sizes

of stone, the name for each of which he ca1ls ouL as both a means of

identification and an instruction to his labourer to bring one of that

sort. hlittgenstein invítes us to visualise this as a complete primitive

language. Augustine, we might say, does describe a system of

communication but thi-s system does not cover everything that we call

language (PI 3). That does not preclude its being serviceable, but if

it is serviceable it is so only within a narrowly circumscribed fie1d,

not over the whole range of the functions of language. It is as if one

were to explain what games are by saying that games consj-st in pushing

things about on a surface in accordance with certain ru1es. Clearly

this description does not cover all the sorts of games there are; it

could be legitimised only by li-miting it expressly to certain kinds of

game (PI 3).

3.2.3 The belief that words name things cloaks the functioning

of language in a irraze which makes it impossible to see clearly how it

does function (PI 5). The haze can be dispersed by sÈudying linguistic

phenomena as they appear in primitive forms of language; in these it is

possible to overview (übersehen) the purpose and the functioning of

words. The language of the builder and his labourer might be imagined
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¡lto be the language of a whole tribe. Its children will be brought up to

perform these activi-ties, use Lhe appropriate words as they do so and

react appropriately to the words of another. An important part of the

instruction will consist of the teácher pointing to an object, drawing

the attention of the child to it and at the same time pronouncj-ng a word

This is ostensive teaching of words, not ostensive explanation or

ostensive definition, because the child lacks the linguist.ic skills

necessary to make either viable (PI 6i cf. 53.1.6).

3.2.4 It is already clear that h/ittgenstein regards the

ostensive method not as a straightforward and definitive linking of word

and object, buL as an exercise involving both activity and elucidation

by means of language. Such elucidation is necessary in order to reduce

the risk of misunderstanding. The aim of the exercise j-s not to produce

an association between word and object but to generate a behavioural

response, though there are various possibilities, depending on the

purpose of the drill, for the way in which the learner is required to

perform. The various proceedings are like Èhe games played by children

as aids to learning their native language. itlittgenstein proposes to

call such games tlanguage-gamest and the complex activity consisting of

language and its associated activities 'the language-game' (PI 7):

the term (I^lort) 'language-gane' is i-ntended to emphasise that
speaking language is a part of an activity or of a h'ay of life.

(Pr 23)1

3.2.5 hiittgenstein proceeds to develop and generalise his idea

of language-game. Naming objects is only one form of language-game;

there are many others. Games are rule-controlled activities. The rules

of one of the simplest language-games direct that words mean things.

t
lt
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But aÈ even a slightly less simple level, these rules don't apply. They

donrt work with numerals, for example, where the word tfivet does not

name an object (PI 1). I^le can to some extent homogenise our

descriptions of the use of words by saying that a word 'signifies' an

object or a number. But in so doing we have affected only our

description; the kinds of use that the words have remain as unlike as

ever (PI 10). The functions of words are as di-sparate as the functions

of tools in a toolbox. hle should not be put off by any apparent

uniformity in the appearance of words in speech or in print but should

look at how they are applied. One such applicaLion is to name things;

to name something is rather like sticking a label on it. Obviously the

labels - the signs - attached to objects whether physically or

figuratively, belong to the language. The same applies, though less

obviously, to other forms of labelling - the colour samples, for example,

used in the ostensive definition of colours:

It is most natural and causes least confusion if we counL samples
among the tools of language. (PI 16)

3.2.6 Words can be grouped according to their function, but how

v/e group them will depend on our purpose and our inclination (PI 17);

there is no predetermined categorisation. üle should not worry about the

incompleteness of any language-game. Our native language is incomplete;

new words, new language-games, are constantly being added to it and o1d

ones dispensed with. The process resembles the organic growth of an

ancient into a modern city (PI 1B). There is no predetermined form for

a sentence either. A single sign can function as a word or as a

sentence, depending on how it is used in a context. The speaker with a

mastery of the language simply uses the sign forhis intended purpose.

He is not conscious of his mastery; he does not compare the form of his

I
ìi', r
5ì

P

-119-



utterance with a mental image of what the form of his utterance ought to

be. A one-word sentence is not elliptical because it leaves something

out that we intend when we say it but because it is shortened in

comparison with a particular grammatical mode1. It might be objected

that. if the normal and the elliptical sentences have the same sense,

this sense should be expressible in words. BuL ilittgenstein insists

that the sense is not a separate entity; the two sentences have the same

sense because they have the same use (PI 20). There are countless kinds

of sentence and countless possible language-games, each of which is

played in accordance with the rules in accordance with which it is

played - rules which are not codified but which involve both the language

and the social context in which it is used (PI 23; 24).

3.2.7 One reason.why learning a language is not just a matter

of giving names to objects is that when an object has been named, nothing

has been achieved. Attaching a 1abel to a thing is a preparation for

the next stage but does not reveal what the next stage is. The name can

be used in a wide variety of sentence patterns (PI 27). Nor is naming

an object the simple operation it appears to be. Asking the name of an

object is a language-game in its own right. It can be played only by

someone who already has a certain command of the language. All sorts of

things including a proper name, a colour word, the name of a material,

a numeral, a point of the compass, can be osLensively defined but in

every case the ostensive definition can be interpreted in a variety of

ways (PI 2B). It does not help to say, for example: This number is

ca1led 'two'. 'Numbert then needs to be explained; similarly, so do

tcolourt, tlength' and so on. Such further explanations take the form

of words which also need explaining. ü/ittgenstein seems to think that
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the succession of explanations will end somewhere (PI 29), but I can see

no reason why there should be any end of the line in this directi-on,

only the prospect of an infinife regress. Certainly explanations have

to come to an end sometime (PI 1) when the language is being used for

practical purposes, but the end of the line seems to me likelier to come

in the other direction, in ostensive definition supported by verbal

1

explanation.l But whether the ostensive definition fulfils its purpose

depends on circumstances other than the definition itself:

It might be put like this: Ostensive definition explains the
use - the meani-ng - of a word if it is already clear what part
the word is supposed ín general to play in the language'

(Pr 30)

Only someone who already knows how to do something with the name can

make sense of asking for a thing to be named (PI 31).

3.2.8 But no method of elucidating the meaning of a word will

eradicate the possibility of nisunderstanding; any explanation can be

misunderstood. llhether the explanation has succeeded is shown by the

way in which the person to whom it has been directed uses the word

(PI 29) z

The signpost is in order if, under normal circumstances, it
fulfj-1s its purpose. (PI 87)

obviously, it might reasonably be thought, the signpost is not the

object towards which it points; nevertheless, the attempt has been made

to see it as such:

the only words one does use as names in the logical sense
are words like'thj-s' or rthatr. (Russell, Logic and Know7edge20l,

quoted at h/arnock 76)

The attempt to treat tthistas the only genuine name is, according to

\,rlittgenstein, an example of a philosophical problem and philosophical

¡
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t¿-.problems arise when language is allowed to idle instead of doing useful

work (PI 38). 'This'is used as a substitute for a name' not as a nane;

it belongs to the explaining, not to the object being explained (PI 45).

3.2.g The inclination to labe1 an object 'thisr arises,

htittgenstein suggests, from the sense that philosophically a word should

name a simple object. Someone who takes this view might be expected to

argue as follows: The word tNothungt is an example of what usually

passes for a proper name. The sentence tNothung has a sharp edget

makes sense whether the sword is sti11 whole or is already shaLtered -

that is to say when there is nothing to be named and therefore no name.

There must consequently be words which name simples into which 'Nothungr

can be analysed in order to keep the sense alive and these are the real

names. However, the example which he puts into the mouth of the

imaginary proponent of 1ogically proper names fails to make

hlittgensteints point because it would not have made the otherrs either,

for two reasons:

(i) Nothung never existed and could not, therefore, cease to

exist. Any problem with the name \^Ias inherent i-n the naning and did noÈ

arise as a consequence of the destruction of the object named.

(ii) Accepting, for the sake of argument, the existence of a

real sword does not rescue the point because there are two Nothungs and

tNothungt lacks in consequence the necessary uniqueness of reference.

tNothung' is Lhe name created by V'/agner for two swords which figure in

Der Ring des NibeTungen: Siegmund's which was shattered on ü/otanrs

spear in the encounÈer which cost Si-egmund his life; his son Siegfried's

which Siegfried forged from the melted down fragments of his fatherfs

sword.

I
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I,riittgenstein is being disingenuous if he intends his own theory of

logical simples to be included in his strictures; in the ?ractatus he

offers an explanation why tNothung has a sharp edget makes sense, an

explanation which his later exposition neither impro.res nor

significantly amends: A sentence is by definition an arrangement of

words which makes sense. Even in the Tractatus, sense does not depend

on reference but only on the logical possibility of reference.

fNothung has a sharp edge'describes a thinkable state of affairs and

therefore makes sense; the question of its referential truth does not

arise. In short, sense attaches to symbol; but that is to say no more

than that there is symbol. There cannot be two separate things, symbol

and the sense of the symbol; the symbol is its or^/n sense which, in

Inlittgenstein's current terms, equaLes with its use (Pr 20). ff sense

\¡/as separate f rom symbol, Lhere would be no possibility of ref erent.ial

meaning; as a by-product we should have neither history nor literature.

A weakness of l,riittgensteinrs argument, it seems to me, is that in the

Tractatus he never identifies or exemplifies the logi-ca11y simple object

which a word is to name, leavi-ng himself with no position from which to

retreat. He now claims (PI 40) that the wordrmeaning'is used

anti-linguistically (sprachwidrig) if ir is taken ro signify rhe rhing

which corresponds to the name. This is to confuse the meaning of the

name with the bearer of the name and to say that the rneaning of a name

dies when the bearer of Èhe name dies. This, according Èo Wittgenstein,

is manifest nonsense.

3.2.IO It appears to be nonsense, I suggest, only because

l{ittgenstein artificially sets up a non sequitur. His surely

disingenuous argument depends for its validity on the very contention
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that he is seeking to discrediL - that a word in everyday speech has, or

should have, a single determinate meaning. He does not clain this even

in the Tractatus where an unanalysed word can designate a complex and

where, following Frege, he makes a distinction, which would solve his

present problem, between referential meaning and symbolic meaning

(sense). ]f a word has a number of connotations' one of which is to

designate when accompanied by an ostensive gesture a particular living

being, there is no difficulty over one meaning dying and the rest living

on. This, surely, is what happens; hli-ttgenstein is a case in point.

l,/hen hlittgenstein was a1ive, his name meant at least two separaEe things:

(i) Ludwig Wittgenstein the physical being;

(ii) A Ludwig lrlittgenstein of the type 'by their fruits ye

sha11 know themt.

I,rthen l^Jittgenstein died, meaning (i) died htith him; meaning (ii) continued

and took on a life of its own with the potentíal for waxing and waning

as l^littgensteints works waxed or waned in public esteem. I can

resurrect a ghost of (i) in a senLence such as: Ludwig I'r/ittgenstein

died of cancer. But it would be nonsense to suggest that 'Ludwig

ü/ittgensteint in this sentence has the same meaning as in the sentence

tThis is Ludwig I'littgenstein' uttered during his lifeEime as an

accompanimenÈ to an ostensive gesture by someone introducing him to

another person. tr^¡rhen \tlittgenstein died, his name as an accompaniment to

an ostensi-ve gesture ceased to have either reference or use and became

meaningless, therefore, in terms of both Ehe Tractatus and the

PhilosophicaT Investigations. But not, of course, senseless; it could

sti1l be used in, for example, a play in which a character called

'Ludwig irlittgenstein' appeared.l
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3.2.II As he later tacitly admits (PI 43), hlittgenstein has no

justification for claiming that the bearer of a name is not the meaning

of the name. By his own argumenL, if that is how the word is used, then

that is what it means. This meaning does noÈ prevent the word meaning

whatever else it is used to mean. The main difference between his old

and new positions is thaÈ he now a11ows a word to name a complex. Even

this is no more than a formal acceptance of his informal position in the

Tractatus where on occasion he speaks of ordinary things as objects. It

is worth noting as an illustration of liittgensteints views on ostensive

definiÈion t,hat the name in the sentence 'This is Ludwig l^littgensÈeinr

would convey the intended meaning only to someone who already knew about

\,r/ittgenstein and lacked only the ability to recognise his physical

presence. The converse is that Lo me, who never met ülittgenstein, the

name could never be a proper name. I believe that there was such a

person as Ludwig ü/ittgenstein the philosopher and that he wrote certain

books (I claim the support of Quine for not believing that he wrote the

English translations of his works) but I have no grounds for saying that

I know so. 'I^/ittgenstein' is not a proper name for me because I have

nothing to apply it to; it is a sign which signifies a multifaceted

symbol. I know him or of him generally as an agglomeration of symbols

and specifically as the putative source of whatever propositions Ï

ascribe or another ascribes to him on a given occasion. The word

'l,littgenstei-nr is a labe1 for a mass of data which might or might not,

in whole or in part, bear some sort of relationship to a man who died

thirty-odd years ago. But in l'hat symbols precisely must anything be

symbolised for there to be general agreement on a concept of it? If

your concept of l,r/ittgenstein dif f ers f rom mine, are l/e talking about the

same thing? How might what is essential to a definition be distinguished
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from what is of secondary importance? I'li-ttgenstein asks such questions

inPlTg,posingasanexampletheproblemofhowonemightsaywho

Moses was and concluding:

I am using the name 'N' without deterninate meaning. (But that
does its use as little harm as it does a table to stand on four
legs instead of three and consequently wobble under certain
ciicumstances). (PT 79)

3,2.12ThenotionofindeterminacyofmeaningisofcenLral

importance in the PhiTosophicaT Investigations. It seems to me to make

the break with the Tractatus far more decisively than the noti-on that

meaning is use, of which between his early and hís later work

\,rlittgenstein might be said to do little more than change the grammar '

In the Tractatus meaning is use in that there is no meaning without use:

If a sign is not used it i-s meaningless' (T 3'328)

But use is not'sufficient for meaning; in a sense it represents a hurdle

on the way towards meaning. Analysis of the apparent meaning must be

undertaken before the underlying determinate meaning can be revealed

through Èhe direct association of language and referent. In the

PhiTosophicaT Investigations l^littgenstein abandons the determinacy and

ostensibly the reference but retains the use:

Tn a large class of cases in which the word tmeaningt is used -
even if not in a-1-1 cases - this word can be explained as follows:
The meaning of a word is its use in the language'
And the neáning of a name is sometimes explained by pointing to
íLs bearer. (PI 43)

On \^littgensteinrs insislence' the rider must be added that only the

preparatory stage has been covered when the name has been applied to its

bearer. Only use in a language-game will reveal what the name means;

a thing doesn't even have a name except in a language-gane (PI 49).

It is clear that the t large classr comprises uses of the3.2.L3
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word tmeaningr; not words or the uses of words. üIitÈgenstein is not

saying that the meaning of many words is their use and the meaning of

the rest is something other than their use. He is saying that the

meaníng of every word is in many cases iÈs use; he does not, ho\^Iever,

explain what. exceptions he has in mind. Any exception must, of course,

represent a different meaning for 'meaning'. He might be thinking of

holders of meaning other than a word; they are possible in German in

just. the same way as they are in such English expressions as 'the

meaning of a dreamt; tthe significance of a ceremonyt; tthose clouds

mean raj-n'. Another possibility is that lùittgenstein has in mind the

secondary meaning to which he refers in Part IÏ of the PåilosophicaT

Investigations (PI II xi; GEMA 216; STI/ 347). Use is the primary and

general meaning of a word; secondary meaning is in evidence when the

word carries an extra charge of signifÍcance for the person using it.

In irlittgensteints example: tthe vowel rrert appears ye1low to met, the

wordtyellowt is not intended 1n a metaphorical sense because its

meaning is expressible only by means of the concept 'yellowr. The

secondary meaning is in a sense an extension of the primary meaning

because only a speaker for whom the word carries the primary meaning can

use it with a personal secondary meaning. Nevertheless he does use iÈ,

and difficult questíons for l^littgenstein's general thesis arise, it

seems to me, over the matter of tuse by whom?t; difficult questions also

concerning his rejection of private language and perhaps even his view

of metaphor and, consequently, of 1ínguistic symbolism in general.

Presumably he speaks of secondary meaning because a single word carries

the extra charge. But he might just as well have considered it a

secondary use and identified, sây, tgeneral uset andtpersonal uset of a

word. We do indeed talk about a particular writerts use of a word,
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hlittgenstein is notorious in this respect. Passmore notes:

'Grammar' is here a technical expression; there are others in the
PhiTosophical Investigations, like tlanguage-gamet and tcriterionf .

His readers - and still more his expositors - are disconcerted
because lrlittgenstein does not pause to explain how he,is using
these expressions. (Passmore ll-l 426)

It appears that the meaning is sti1l the use, but that is no solution to

the problem of meaning if the use is, and the meaning therefore remains,

problematical. In a footnote Passmore quotes Moorers commen¡:

I stil1 think he was not using the phrase rules of grammar in
any ordinary sense, and I am sti1l unable to form any clear idea
as to how he was using it. (Ibid.)

I^iittgenstein's failure t,o quote examples of the exceptions to his theory

of meaning illustrates the point and strengthens the case for ascribing

definitively to him the slogan 'meaning is use'.

3.2.14 To name a thing remains a possible use for a word. But

what is this thing whi-ch is to be named? I,,iittgenstein examines at some

length the question of the 'simple constituent parts of which reality is

composedr - what he ca11ed ?objects' i-n the Tractatus - and comes to the

conclusion that iÈ makes no sense to talk absolutely about the simple

parts of a chair, for example. The reason for this is thattsimplet

means fnot compositet and j-t is the composite that causes the problen as

much as the simPle:

h/e use the word 'compositet (and therefore the wordtsimplet) in
an infinity (Unzahl) of different and differently interrelated
h'ays... To the philosophicaT question: 'Is the visual image of
this tree composite and what are its constituent parts? t the
correct answer is: tThat depends on what you mean by ttcompositet'.

(And that is of course no ans\¡/er but a rejection of the
question). (Pl 47)

Such a conclusion is, in my view, implicit in trrlittgensteints approach to

objects in the Tractatus (see 52.2.9f.f .). It is not possible to talk

only about its parts and at the same time talk about a chair. A chair
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is a complex state of affairs which needs to be languaged and can be

languaged only as a complex. Analysis does not elucidate the complex;

it destroys it. It would be nonsensical to claim either that the word

tchairt has no meaning or that the meaning of the wordtchairt exi-sts

apart from the word itself. Certainly the meaning of any word might be

questioned and precision of meaning be unobtainable, but this might mean

no more than that, as Quine has pointed out, no word is precisely

replacèable by any other. It does not mean that words are unusable'

The important thi-ng, l^Jittgenstein now argues, is not to seek absolute

clarity but to avoid misunderstanding in any particular case (PI 48).

3.2.15 The implications for my search for the meaning of the

word teducationt are far-reaching. It now appears that there is no such

thing as the meaning of a word and it 1s a pointless exercise to look

for one. Nor is j-t legitimate to look to examples of the use of a word

to reveal the reality to which they refer. Examples used in explanations

belong to the language not reality. hlithin its language-game, an example

is a means of representation, not what is represented (PI 50). There are

all sorts of language-game and the meaning of a word is given by how it

is used in a particular game. It is a faLLacy Èo think that the meaning

of a word in a given language-game will reveal what iÈ means in any

other. But what is Lhe essence of language-game and hence of language?

I,rlittgenstein is adamant that there is none:

Instead of suggesting something common Lo all that we call
language, I am suggesting that there is no one thing common to
all the phenomena to which we apply the same word - but they
are all related to one another in many different ways.

(Pr 6s)

llitLgenstein draws an analogy with games. l'/e recognise a game as a game

although games overall have no conmon distinguishing feature. Instead
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v/e see a complicated nethrork of similarities which overlap and intersect

both in general and in detail: I

I can think of no better term to characterise these similarities
than rfamily likenesses'; lor it is the same as the way Ín which
the various likenesses overlap and intersect which persist among

the members of a family: build, facial features, colour of eyes,
gai-t, temperament etc. etc. And I shal1 say: 'Ganest
ãonstitutè a farnilY. (PI 67)
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3.3 Lanquage-Games

3.3.1 h/ittgenstein has been much criticised for his games

meLaphor, tYPicallY on two counts:

(i) Games must have some conmon distinguishing feature in

order to be recognisable as games.

(ii) Language in general and linguisuic philosophy in

particular are trivialised by associating them with the playing of games.

0n the first count, Hirst and Peters, for example, doubt

... whether i'Iittgenstein was even righÈ about this particular
concept. For how should we know which samples to 1ay out in
order to look for Èhe similariÈies?

(Hirst and Peters 6)

It is not I^littgenstein's fault that Hirst and Peters have put his cart

before the horse. He takes pains to make it plain thaL we recognise a

game post hoc, when it happens to come our hlay. He nowhere advocates

formulating a preconception of what a game should be and then looking

for examples to fit it. Hirst and Peters go some way towards meeting

l,Iittgenstein by suggesting that the common feature of games need not be

a simple observable property; it might be how we conceive the activities

which we call games. Their preference is, however, for a clear-cut

concept in keeping with thej-r consistent view that essence in the for¡n

of concept precedes exisÈence in the form of examples:

A necessary condition of calling something a game is, surely, Èhat
it must be an activity which is indulged in non-seriously.

(rbid. )

Dearden takes up and develops this theme. He rejects as a signpost into

an impasse \^/ittgenstein's injunction not to think but to look and see

whether games have anything in conmon (PI 66). His search for a conmon

factor leads hirn to a conclusion similar to thaÈ of Hirst and Peters:

-131-



PIay, then, is a non-serious and self-contained activity which

"" ãngug" in just for the satisfaction involved in it" '
(Dearden l2l 84)

3.3.2 This perceived lack of seriousness in games is the basis

for the second count on which hlittgensÈein has been taken to task for

his games metaphor. Magee in conversation with Quinton generalises this

point of view:

this metaphor has been extremely unfortunate. From the fact
that l^/ittgenstein is always talking about language games, and

talking about the use of language as a kind of game, a 1ot of
people have concluded that he sonehow regarded all utEerance as

irivolous. It has been used to confirm the prejudice so many

people have had about linguistic philosophy, that 'itts all just
pfuyi"g with words'. (Magee [1] 110)

Quinton replies, mildly enough, that Èhat was certainly not Wittgensteinrs

intention, but he agrees that the games analogy might seem to carry with

it the suggestion that the various sorts of language activity are just

fun, pastimes. It strikes me as unjust to blame lr/ittgenstein for the

ingrained prejudices of others, particularly when their perceptions are

based on nothing more substanti-al than a simplistic assumption. The

weight of evidence from both scholarly studies and everyday experience

fa11s preponderantly on the side of treating play as a serious element

in human affairs. Huizinga, as his title Hono Ludens implies, sees all

that man undertakes by virtue of being tsapienst as permeated also by

his being 'ludens':

The spirit of playful competition is, as a social impulse, older
than culture i¡self and pervades all life like a veritable
ferment. Ritual greh¡ uP in sacred play; poetry was born in play
and nourished on play; music and dancing \^'ere pure p1ay. ftlisdom

and philosophy found expression in words and forms derived from
religious contests. The rules of warfare, the conventions of
noble living were built up on play-patterns. h/e have to conclude,
therefore, Lhat civilisation is, in its earliest phases, played.
It does not come fron play like a babe deÈaching itself from the
womb: it arises in and as play, and never leaves it.

(Huizinga 198)
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Huizinga has been criticised (by, for example, George Steiner in his

introduction to the book) for taking too restricted a view of play;

in particular for underestimating the importance of play in early

learning (I am astonished that Dearden as a primary educationist should

thi-nk play non-serious) and for ignoring contemporary developments in

games theory (Neumann and Morgenstern, Theory of Ganes and Econonic

Behaviour appeared in 1944, the same year as Lhe German edition of

Hono Ludens from which the English edition was prepared). Huizinga

works at the macrolevel of man as social animal, ignoring nevertheless

such universal insights into homo sapi-ens as psychology and

psychoanalysis might. provide (as Steiner points out, Freud doesn't even

get a mention in the book). There are, therefore, certain affinities

between his approach and that of l,tlittgenstein to language in general.

?he language-game, the complex of human speech and the activities

associated with it, is the medium through which homo sapiens largely

plays out and essentially interprets his role as homo ludens.

3.3.3 Berne anatomises games at the rnicrolevel at which the

individual speaker/hearer engages in language-games. He sees the games

people play as making up the bulk of social activity, which does not

imply that the activities are necessarily trivial or that people are not

seriously engaged in what they are doing. Conventional athletic games

share with gambling and other forms of 'p1"yr the potential for being

very serious i-ndeed and possibly even fatal. He points out that some

authors include even cannibal feasts under rplayt:

Hence calling such tragic behaviour as suicide, alcohol and drug
addiction, criminality or schizophrenia rplaying games' is not
irresponsible, facetious or barbaric. The essential characterÍstic
of human play is not that the emotions are spurious but that they.
are regulated. (Berne 17)
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It is clear that the games people play according to Berne are language-

games in that language is the medium through which they unfold - with

accompanying or consequential behaviour, of course. l^/ithout

conceptualisation the behaviour would mean nothing; would not even

exist. Not that the conceptualisation need be conscious; sometimes it

is, as in the ploys of a confidence trickster or the manoeuvres of an

insurance salesman, but for the rnost part it is not, that is to say when

it plays its part in

the unconscious games played by innocent people engaged in
duplex transactions of which they are not fu1ly alrare, and which
form the most important part of social life all over the world.

(Berne 45)

3.3.4 It seems hardly necessary, however, to take the

sledgehammer of Huizinga or Berne to crack the trivialistsr nut. The

view that games are not serÍous is not merely currently untenable in

these days of big-business sport, but has been (ignoring the ancient

Olympics and the Roman circus which were hardly frivolous) at least

since l,laterloo \¡/as h¡on on the playing fields of Eton, opposing troops

played football in no-man's-land in Flanders (and risked court marti-al

for breaking the rules of the war-game they were supposed to be playing)

and relations between England and Australia were strained by the

bodyline conEu/ersy. The seriousness or t.rivialíty of games is in any

case irrelevant to lr/ittgensteinrs thesis, according to whichtgamet is a

word and its meaning j-s its use. It is a matter of simple observation

that it is used to denote activitj-es as trivial as 'the game of ludo' ,

as physically energetic and as financially committed as 'the game of

tennisr , as inÈellectual1y demanding as tthe game of chesst , as

duplicitous as tthe game of politicsr, as grim as tthe game of war'

and as all-embracing as tthe game of Iifer.
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3.3.5 The trivialists do not argue a case; Èhey merely assume

that a game has certain properties of necessity and then make their

definition of game correct by restricting it to those properties

(cf. PI 3):

No game is of vital importance; it is least of all a'form of 1

lifã', but is rather an unessential activity, lacking a serious
purpose... Thus one can hardly imagine a more inappropriate
iinii.rg of terms than the one incorporaËed ín the phrase
tlanguãge-game'. Instead of serving any useful or enlightening
p,_rrpó"", it can only tend to conf usion and obscurity.

(Smart 233)

It is understandable that Peters would feel uncomfortable with the

notion of teducationt language-games. He ís reluctant'to call a process

'educational' which does not have the character of a task (Peters t2] 1Ð.

His theory does not, however, explain how the striving for perfection

of the dedicated player of any game could be free of the element of task

- whether self-imposed or dictated by a teacher. To treat even a

trivial pursuit seriously is to treat i-t seriously. No pursuit

evaluates iÈs own value; it is evaluated by the way in which it is
)treated.¿ This perhaps explains the trivialistrs psychology: He

assumes that he can prise games as a bÍt of the world off the concepts

of games which the public language supports and which would not exist

but for the public language. The trivialist has his private (or at

least restricted) concepÈtgamer which he regards not as a concept but

as a staÈe of affairs and which inhibits his seeing that the word 'game'

is used in a wide variety of ways. To the extent that these uses

coalesce into usages, WiÈtgenstein would consider them language-games'

but there is no need to agree with him over this to see that the word

'gametmeans whatever it is used to mean. Preconceptions about how a

word should be used and reluctance Lo Took and see how it is used

characteri-se the approach of the trivialist Èo games. Preconceptions
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even lead Peters to suggest that:

... it would seem highly arbitrary to rule out as reducation'

some of the very harsh things practised in institutions as a

result of which very cultured and sensitive gentlemen
eventually emerged. (Peters [1] 37)

It is surely naive to assume that in this case post hoc necessarily

implies propÈer hoc. It might as plausibly be argued that desirable

results were achieved in spite of the harsh pracLices - possibly because

their effects were mitigated by the influence of cultured homes. And,

of course, the games f or which these insLitutions \'\rere at leasL as

famous as they were for culture would make their non-serious

contribution to those most civilised aLtributes of the sensitive

gentleman - the sense of fair play and the determination come what may

to play the game.3

3.3.6 For al1 his talk of language-games, of samples used in

the elucidation of philosophical problems belonging to language and not

to reality, of concocting 'reality' for philosophical purposes'

irtittgenstein is generally thought to take a naively realistic view of

reality. As Ayer puts it, linking Wittgenstein with Ryle:

They both accept the validity of what Moore ca1led the common

sense view of the world; and seem to assume that there is no

point ín asking how it can be justífied. 
-(Ayer [3] s7)

It may be true that Wittgenstein takes a naively realistic view of

objects but his approach to objects is not the usual direct sensory

perception of the naive realist. Language stil1 dominates his approach

to reality, as indeed it did in the Tractatus, but now the nexus is not

the logical connection between elementary sentence and circumstance; it

is the conceptualising potrer of language which creates our view of the

world. Such ontological knowledge as we have is of an objectivity
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constituted by language:

Das Iy'esen ist in der Grammatik ausgesprochen.

Existence is articulated in grammar.
(Pr 371)

trr/hatever Wittgenstein means by 'grammar' (cf . 53.2.L3) - I suggest

trule-governed language usagest i.e. language-games. Paraphrasing

Berkeley, PI 371 might be rendered 'being is sayingr. trr/ittgenstein

seems to support this interpretation:

hleche Art von Gegenstand etwas ist, sagt die Grammatik.
(Theologie als Grammatik).

Grammar says what sort of object something is.
. (Theology in the guise of grammar).

Mants words do not create things; they say what things are as far as man

is concerned. In a sense this is to create things since we cannot. prise

the world off our concepts and have no other means of making ontology

manifest than some form of symbolism. But the reality thus articulated

is not finite; it can be expanded or developed or amended through

empirical inquiry. But that, I+littgenstein insists, is science.

Philosophy looks to the language part of the process, seeking to ensure

that the medium on which the ontological message ultimately depends does

not confuse the issue.

3.3.7 To the extent that games form part of reality they would,

in the normal course of hlittgensteinian events, be subject Lo empirical

inquiry. This is clearly true of, for example, the games played by

young animals in which they practise in a nodified form and in accordance

with instinctively understood rules (e.g. no serious biting) the parts

they will play in earnest when they are mature. It is not true, because

there is not necessarily any overt behaviour to be observed empirically,

of the games played by humans in whi-ch i-nstinct is metamorphosed by

-r37-



consciousness operating, not necessarily consciously, through linguistic

symbolism. I surmise that no human game could exist without language

because there would be no medium through which rules, whether explicit

or implicit, could be carried from person to person. It seems to me

that the games played by humans are unequivocally creations of language,

since any behaviour is concomitant to symbol, not vice versa. To

suggest that the language merely conments on the behaviour is to imply

that the behaviour antedated the corresponding mental states; such

behaviour would of necessity be anarchic since there would be no mutually

understood or accepted control over it. Football was doubtless played

before rules u/ere formulated or set down, but not before rules were

understood - otherwíse there could have been no conmunal playing of a

game. Animal instinct would not do as the controlling factor, even if

the purpose of playing football was determined by insti-nct, because it

lacks the potential of human intentionality which i-s capable of, for

example, affectíng the outcome of any particular game as an event in

space and time and intervening deliberately or spontaneously in the

development of a game or of games overa1l. There is a difference

between Macbeth murdering Duncan or t.he sniper shooting Nelson and a

lion killing her PreY:

If a lion knew how to speak we should not know what he meant.
(PI II xi)

Language is a way of life, according to hiittgenstein; therefore

language-games are a way of 1ife. All human games, whích means much

of human activity, are language-games i-n hlittgenstein's sense of

language plus concomitant behaviour. The only games which are not

language-games are those which are played in a reality which has been

prised off our concepLs (i.e. off our language) - that is to say, there

are none.
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È3.3.8 The apparent all-pervasiveness of games in human affairs

throws a ne!/ light on hlittgensteinrs notion of language-game. It begins

to look as though it might not be a metaphor after all but an account of

what is the'case. The behaviour could not proceed without the language

but the language can readily proceed without the behavÍour. I do not

mean Èo imply by this that a glance at the sPorts pages of a newspaper

will demonstrate games, conventionally understood, proceeding in the

form of language. The millions of words which have been written about

cricket are not Lhe game of cricket; not even the language-game of

cricket. They represenÈ other forms of language-game - as it might be

the name-dropping game; the character-assassination game; the toadying

to the public game; the pot-boiling game; the see-how-clever-1-am game.

|he game of cricket, curiously, is never played; it is a symbol minus

reality, a concept - just asthorset is a concept; one never rides

thorset but only a horse, though the concept language-game permits one

to say: tThe horse is a domesticaÈed animalr. Similarly, one might say:

'The game of cricket is played in Australia', though no game of cricket

need be in the Process of being played. The game of cricket is being

played only when a game of cricket is being played, whether by two or

three half-naked figures on a beach or a couple of dozen 'flannel1ed

f ools at the wickett . \¡ihat constitutes playing i-s that cerLain

activities are in train which are recognisable by the initiated as the

ritualised activity known as tcricket' - recognisable, it must be

stressed, whether the ritual is being comprehensively or merely

minimally observed; whether the conceptual framework is manifest or

tacit. The game of cricket is a pure language-game in which the

behaviour is symbolised; a game of cricket is a language-garne in which

the behaviour is physically manifest. They both fo11ow rules; they are

!'
i{''

{i
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Þ-speech habits (Jespersen [2] 29) - if they were noL, they would have to

be thought out afresh on every occasion. They are' moreover, communal

speech habits - if they were not they would be incomprehensible. They

are in any case comprehensible only to those who have acquired the

habit. The two principal games spawn a host of subsidiary games -

subsidiary only in origin' not in status; they become autonomous once

they have been established - if a game is played then it is played-

There is a language-game the sole rule of which is that the rules of

cricket sha11 be called 'laws' ; the 'thatrs not crickett game depends

for its meaning on its use (of course) depending on which a competent

player might play it as a straight-negation game (football is not

cricket) or a moral-judgement game (j-t is not cricket to kick the

goalkeeper). A student of English Literature would be confusing two

symbols if he deduced that cricket was a game played by the fireside in

winter. To play 'cricket' language-games properly ca11s for initiation

into the way of life of a select few nations, parLicularly as participant

in or observer of certain ritualísed activities.

3.3.g There are, however, innumerable degrees of proficiency in

the playing of rcricket' language-games. In spite of having codified

laws, cricket is not a precisely delineated concept. Cricket did not,

of course, originate as words. Sense-perceptible activitj-es were needed

at some stage to establish the concept, but once esLablished the

symbolic state became freestanding, even to the point of a formal

linguistic codifying of the rules which are to govern Èhe behaviour

on occasions when it is intended formally to observe the ritual. Symbol

ensures the continuance of the possibility of the recurrence of the

ritual from one occasion of its observance to the next. l,Iithout symbol
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È--the ritual would die; symbol ensures that the next time a game of

cricket is played it does not appear as a game of f ootball. I'ilithout the

communally understood symbol there could be neither participanÈs nor

spectators. It strikes me as highly significant that, for the greater

part of the time, even a game such as cricket, whích has a readily

recognisable behavioural element, is a pure language-game without

concomitant behaviour. The behaviour is an optional and transítory

extra, necessary on at least one occasion in Èhe past in order to

establish the concept - as rugby football is said to have originated on

some occasion when a player picked up the ball and ran with iL;

repeat performances are embroidery, undertaken for ulterior moÈives.1

A fortunate chance indeed, if cricket. had depended for its conti-nuing

existence on being played, that the discovery of Australia circumvented

the English winter.

3.3.10 Games such as cricket have the advantage that publicly-

sensible manifestations readily underpin their language-games. The

possi-bility has to be faced that for language-games which are played

with a word such as teducationr, the Philosophical Investigations has

ultimately no ontological message to deliver; that there is no way

through from symbol to reality; that it is all merelY, âs Hamlet said:

i,jords, words, words . Language-games might leave Vlittgenstei-n with a

more intractable solipsism than that of the Tractatus, which did at

least look to an exLernal Realität and could fa1l back on a bold attempt

Uo link it to language. But what success my application of thì-s approach

might have had in the casè of reducatee' v¡as at the expense of the rest

of the educat- family which, unwanted or not, does exist and with which

language-games are played. trÙhether any other than l^littgensteinrs two
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approaches might be ontologicall-y more successful remains an open

question. The problem might lie in language Ítself, not in

hlittgensteinfs approach to it; there might be no ontological message to

be delivered. lÙittgenstein, i-t might transpire, has simply encountered

tradiUional intractable philosophical questions, and has come ful1 circle

to a position indistinguishable fron his TractaÈus position: It is the

job of the scientist to ans'$/er ontological questions; the philosopher

concerns himself with sorting out the symbols which will of necessity be

used, inter a1ia, to carry the ontological message. For the philosopher

the medium is the mes'sage. Obviously, Llittgenstein is correct to the

extent that a muddy medium is unlikely to carry a clear message; the

medium has to be clarified before it can be seen whether it carries a

message at all.
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3.4 The Concep t of the Out of Focus Concept

3.4.1 An importanL element in clarifying the medlum is to

determine, in general terms at 1east, what the limits of clarification

are. According to hlittgenstein, the concept tgamet has no boundary. LIe

can if we like draw a boundary for a special purpose - as it were for a

particular language-game - buÈ the boundary is not prerequisite to the

use of the concept (PI 68; 69). I,r/e might say that Lhe concept 'game' is

a concept with out of focus edges. It is no use objecting that an out

of focus concept is no concept at all. An indistinct picture might be

jusL what is wanted for a particular purpose. And in any case, this is

how we do play the language-game with the word 'game' (PI 71)- It is

pointless, \,rtittgenstein argues, to seek to delimit a language-game by

looking for characteristics conmon to every sample of it; pointless

because v/e can perfectly well recognise a sample for what it is even

though it shares no conmon characteristic with other samples of the same

thing. What is common to all shapes of leaf, for example, or to all

shades of green? (PI 73). It is perfectly .possible to know what

something is and be unable to saY it:

Compare z knowing and saYingz

how many meÈres high Mont Blanc is -
how the word tgame' is used -
how a clarinet sounds.

Anyone who is surprised that it is possible to know and not be able
to say is thinking perhaps of a case like the firsÈ. Certainly not
of one like the third. (PI 78)

3.4.2 If someone else wanted to draw a sharp boundary around a

concept, t.here would be no need to prefer his version. His concept

would not be the same as mine but rnight be relaLed to it. It is like
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comparing a picture with vague contours and one \{iÈh sharp'contours'

The relarionship is just as undeniable as the difference (PI 76) ' In

Somecasesitmightbepossibletosharpenupablurredimageby

replacing vague elemenÈs with precise ones' In extreme cases' however'

there are no distinguishable elemenLs amenable to finer resolutíon'

Everythì-ng merges into everything else (I think of a Turner landscape);

anything - and nothing - matches:

Faced with this dj-fficultY ' a

How then did we Tearn the mea

what sort of examPles; in whi
will more easilY see that the
meanings) (PI 77)

3.4.3 Conventionally, rinexactt is a reprimand and 'exactr is

praise on the assumption that our purposes are better served by what is

exact. But rexactt \rlittgenstein points out, true to his engineering

training, is not an absolute quality. There is no such thing as ideal

precision, only precision appropriate to purpose' Inexact does not mean

unusable (PI BB). It is the same with language: we feel constraj-ned to

analyse Ianguage so as to arrive at the ultimate stage of logical

precision, grasp the absolute crystal-clear essence of language' This

isillusory;languagemusthaveauseatthehumbleeverydayleveland

if it is usable it nust be precise enough and if it is precise enough'

then it is precíse. In the Tractatus \,rlittgenstein declared:

As a maÈter of f.act, every sentence of our colloquial language

is logica11v perfectlv orde'"a jfitsiirä51"t'nu"'

That is because every sentence is a truth function of the elementary

sentences of which it is compounded. He sti11 stands by his preceptl

but it is now not so much the logic as the sufficient precision of

everyday speech that holds his interest:
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On one hand it is clear that every sentence of our language tis in
order as it ist. That is to say, we are not striving after an

ideal, as if our ordinary vague sentences lacked as yet any
immaculate sense and a perfecL language had sti1l to be consLrucÈed
by us. On the other hand it seems clear: Llherever there is sense
there must be perfect order - therefore perfect order must þe

implarited in the vaguest sentence.
(Pr e8)

h/ittgensÈein does not explain what he means bytsenset; whether, in

particular, it is carried by language before or after the ministrations

of the philosopher. One might think that it must be the latter, since

otherwise there would be no point in philosophising, but it might well

be the former, si-nce ldittgenstein had grave doubts about the value of

philosophising and the sense of the passage requires it to be the

former. Unequivocally, a sentence is in order by virtue of being a

sentence. IL must, therefore, be the sense which is varlable (though

tr^/ittgensteÍn elsewhere denies autonomy Lo sense) and we are enjoined to

seek adequacy but not perfection. If a thing is worth doÍng at all, it

is worth doing badly because, as h/ittgenstein goes on to insist, that is

the only way our language a11ows us to do it.

3.4.4 In the Tractatus, h/ittgenstein draws a distinction

beÈween sign and symbol. Symbol is the picture which language presents

of a possible reality; sign is the sensible medium through which it does

so. A given sign might designate more than one symbol and accordingly

have a number of senses; it is the job of the philosopher to clarify the

resultant confusion. In Llne PhiTosophical Investigations, tr'/ittgenstein

has no use for symbol in the Tractatus sense because he has no use for

referenL in the Tractatus sense; the meaning of a word is its use jn the

language, noL the object which it names. Sign and symbol are now

conflated and the language is its own symbol; the sign not merely tel1s

us what the language means, the sign is what the language means. The
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medium has become the message'

3.4.5 Wittgenstein insists that the medium is our everyday

language. He v/arns expressly against bestowing on tsignt a.ty properties

more subLle than those it possesses in ordinary speech:

If we think we have to find order and perfection in real language

we become discontented with what is called tsentencet, twordt,

'sign' in ordinarY life.
The sentence, the word, with which logic deals is supposed to be

something pure and clear-cut. And we rack our brains over the
nature of the real sign - is it perhaps the concept of the sign?

or the concept at the present moment?
(Pr los)

tlittgenstein extends his insistence on ordinary usage into even more

homely reaches of metaphor. I,riords are tools and the functions of words

are as diverse as the functions of too1s. lrle are confused by the

apparent unformity of words when we see them or hear them. That is

because their application is less evidenË than their appearance' It is

as pointless to look for a conmon use of words as it is to look for a

common use of too1s. l{ittgenstein insists that he is not postulating

perfect sense along with his perfect order. The sense of a sentence

might leave elemenLs open to interpretation but the sentence must have

some sort of sense in order to be a sentence. He still does not explain

how we can change the sense without changing the sentence and,

consequently, why it should be necessary or possible to change the

sentence when it is already in order. hlittgensteints good meaning

(cf. 53.1.7) seems to be that we do not have to go to the other extreme

on a wild-goose chase after perfection. lrle have to see:

that we must stay with the things that we think about daily
so as not to be sidetracked into the ostensible necessity of
describing ultimate niceties; which we could not do in any case

with the means at our disposal . It is as if we l4tere supPosed to
repair a damaged Spider's web with our fingers.

(Pr io6)
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3.4.6 The more we examine language as it rea11y is, the more

intense becomes the conflict between it and the idealised picture of

language demanded by 1ogic. The resolution of the problem lies in

removing logic from its position as an assumed prerequisiÈe to the study

of language and replacing it with colloquial language usage:

I,rre are talking about the spatial and temporal phenomenon of
language; not about a non-spatial, non-temporal figment of the
imagination. (PI 108)

I,r/ittgenstein accepts that there are various ways of being interested in

a phenomenon, but we should talk about the phenomenon of language as t/e

should talk about chessmen if we were giving an account of the rules of

the game, not describing the physical properties of the pieces. To ask

what a word is is analogous to asking what a chessman is (PI 108). If

h/e v/ere giving an account of the rules of chess our aim would be to

describe something extant, not to apply empirical methods in the pursuit

of new knowledge. Our philosophical approach to language should be of

t.he same order:

And we may not advance any kind of theory. There may not be
anything hypothetical in our deliberations. All expTaining
must go and describing alone take j-ts place. And this
describing gets its illumination i. e. its purpose from the
phílosophical problems involved. These are to be sure not of
an empirical kind but are solved by looking into the workings
of our language, recognising indeed that we do so in defiance of
an urge to misunderstand t.hem. These problems are solved, not
by adducing new evidence, but by collating what has long since
been known. Philosophy is a struggle against the way our
language bewitches our wits. (PI i09)

3.4.7 To regard language or thought as something unique is an

effect of the spe1l; a manifestation of supersLition which is itself

evoked by delusions about the way language "o.ks.1 lrle become

emotionally involved with these delusions and their concomitant problems

(PI 110). The resultant disquiet is as deeply rooted in us as the very
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forms of our language. hl-e have a sense of unease when, for example, a

metaphor, supposed dead, stirs wiLh life and casts a misleading light

over its context.2 A source of disquiet is the contradiction between

what we see to be the case and what we think ought to be the case in

language. hlittgensteints earlier view was that the surface of language

cloaked the deep, the logical meaning; the essence of the thing might be

brought into focus if one concentrated one' s gaze with suffícient

intensity (PI 113). He quotes against himself his attempt to state the

general form of a sentence (T 4.5). It is no use pretending, he now

thinks, that such efforts geL us Lowards the nature of things. hle do no

more than retrace a pattern which we have superimposed upon nature

(Pr 114):

Ã picture held us captive. And we could not escape from it for it
\./as i-ncumbent in our language and language seemed merely to
reiterate it inexorably to us. (PT 115)

I understand hlittgenstein to be saying that not only did he limit the

function of language to producing a picÈure of realitY, he created for

himself a picture of language which preoccupied his thinking. He now

suggests that the therapy for the philosopher's obsession with grasping

the essence of meanì-ng is to ask wheLher a word is in fact. used in that

way in its native context:

[y'e reduce words from their metaphysical to their everyday
application. (PI 116)

3.4.8 To ascribe meaning to a word is to put the cart before

the horse. To say to someone: rYou know the meaning of this word?

I^Jell, then, use it with the meaning that you knowt implies that meaning

is a penumbra around a word which it carries over into any sort of use

(PI 117). It implies that meaning is somehow separate from the word.

But we canrt talk about meaning apart from words and words, i-n the form
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of our everyday language, are what we must use for the purpose (PÏ 120).

The reason why r{e must use our everyday language is that it is the only

.1
one v/etve got.^ We cannot look any deeper into language than language

itself allows. hlittgenstein denies that any structure of importance

will be lost if i./e reject all but everyday language. hle sha1I destroy

nothing but casUles in the air, though even that is a useful linguistic

ground-clearing "*"t.ise2 
(PI 118):

The results of philosophy are the revelation of this or that piece
of sheer nonsense, togeLher with the bruises which the intellect
has suffered from ramning its head against the barriers of
language. (PI 119)
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3.5 Reminders for a PurDose

3.5.1 There is no one method of philosophy, though there are
indeed methods, various Èherapies as it were.

(Pr 133)

A therapy fulfils its purpose if it eradicates the disorder it is

intended to treat. If the therapy is successful there is nothing to

show for it because the therapy and the pathological staÈe cancel each

other out. According to the PhilosophicaT Investigations, this is hot+

philosophy works (PI 255). In the lractatus, philosophy was an activity

which sought the logical clarification of thought. In the PhiTosophical

Investigations, philosophy is stil1 an activiÈy; its purpose is still

not to produce docÈrine but to clarify thought through clarifying

language. But Wittgenstein has turned his back on the crystal clarity

of thought which he sought in the Tractatus. The object of the exercise

is sti11 to establish order in our knowledge of language usage, but it

is now an order for a particular purpose' one of many possible orders,

not the one and only order. The aim is not to reform language. Limited

reform for practical purposes, for example the improvement of particular

terminology, is certainly possible, but Wittgensteints real i-nterest

lies elsewhere - ín the confusions which arise when the language machine

is idling instead of doing useful work (PI L32). He has no intention of

subjecting the present code of language usage to j-nnovatory refinement

or reform. His aj-m is indeed complete clarity, buL it is the clarity

which results from the total disappearance of the philosophical problems

- their dissolution, not their solution:

The real discovery is the one which makes me capable of dropping
philosophising whenever I want to - the one which gives philosophy
peace, so that i-t is no longer scourged by questions which call
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philosophy itseTf into question.
(Pr 133)

3.5.2 A philosophical problem takes the form: I don't know

which way to turn (PI I23). Wittgenstein's therapy for the mental block

is to indicate the direction in which to proceed. It is likely to be

the same route but in the opposite direction from the one which 1ed into

the trap:

hlhat is your aim in philosophy? To show the fly the way out
from the flytrap. (PI 309)

The net result is that the thinker is back where he was, with no

solution to his problem but with no problem either.l Philosophical

problems are self-inflicted wounds, caused by misunderstanding and

seeking to misapply the forms of language. It is not the business of

philosophy to solve contradictions, for example, but to throw light on

the state of play before the contradictions are solved. Contradictions

are not natural phenomena but arise because we formulate and implement

rules which then produce unintended contradictions. We become ensnared

in problems of our own making and need to become al¡/are that we are the

cause of our problems. There would be no such thing as contradiction

if we used language properly. Philosophy does away with contradiction;

if contradict.ion is present then philosophy is absent. If theses were

to be advanced in philosophy, they would never reach the stage of

discussion because everybody would be in agreement with them.

Philosophy works by merely settíng everything out and explaining and

inferring nothing. Since everything is on open display, there is

nothing to explain; philosophy has no interest in what is secret or in

innovation - philosophy might be described as what is possible before

any ne\^r discovery or invention. In pursuit of its aims, philosophy uses
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existing forms of language; its function is to clarify what language

does say, not make it say something e1se. This injunction is based on

necessity, not on choice. Philosophy cannot interfere in any way with

the acÉual use of language and can ultimately only describe it. It

cannot even gÍve it a foundation; it leaves everything as it is2

(PI I24 - I2B)z

The philosopher's work results in a compilation of reminders
for a specified PurPose. (PT I27)

3.5.3 The most important aspects of things are hidden from us

just because they are so símple and mundane; we dontt see them because

rre are constantly looking at them. So we fail to be struck by what,

once seen, is most striking and most powerful (Pl 729). The plain and

simple language-games which lrlittgenstein recommends us to play are not

preparatory studies for a future sophistì-cation of language but criteria

for operating the language as it is; their function i-s to throw light on

language relationships through the comparison of one wi-th another. l{e

should avoid the dogmatism into which philosophy so easily slips by not

setting up a model of language to which we expect reality to conform

(PI 130; I31). As an example, hlittgenstein imagines philosophers

inventing a spurious entity which they call'the possi-ble motionr of a

machine and visualise existing before the machine moves; they then rack

their brains over its relationship to the actual motion.l Thi" i" u

language problem, according to hiittgenstein; i-t arises from

misinterpreting the mode of expression r¡e use to describe such things:

\^Ihen we philosophise we are like savages, primitive people, who

hear the way civilised people express themselves, misinterpret it
and then draw the most peculiar conclusions from their
interpretation. (PI 194)

The problem exists only in the symbol, not in the reality which the
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symbol purports to symbolise. Language does not need to be matched by

reality; an expression appears peculiar only if we think it into a

different language-game from the one which is in fact being played with

ir (Pr 195):

The uncomprehended use of a word is thought of as the expression
of a pecuiiut o..urrence. (As time is imagined to be a peculiar
medium, the soul a Peculiar being)

(Pr 1e6)

ltlittgenstein does not deny that we mi-ght have a sense of grasping the

meaning of a word isolated from a context. But he does deny any

justification for thinking that a causal connection exists between our

present grasp and the future use of the word. A word takes its rneaning

from its past, not its future use. A signpost works only because there

is an established use, a custom, for signposts. Rules work only because

they are customarily accepted to be rules (PI 197; 198):

To follow a rule, Lo pass on information, give an order, play a

game of chess are customs (usages, institutions)'
(Pr 19e)

3.5.4Ifmypurposeinattemptingtoclarifythemeani-ngof
reducationr is to improve terminology so as to avoid misunderstandings

when the word is used for practical Purposes, lrlittgenstein might appear

Lo pass by on the other side. He readily admits the feasibiliCy of an

undertaking of this nature but denies that such cases are the concern

of philosophy. They are malfunctions which occur when the language

machi-ne is doing useful work; philosophical problems arise when it is

idling and rhese are the problems which interest him (PI I32). I find

myself faced with something of a philosophical problem, therefore' over

deciding whether I am engaged in would-be reform of terminology for

practical purposes or in the dissolution of a philosophical problem.

This is more hopeful, since my dilemma does not look like a practical
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question and I might properly look to irlittgenstein for assistance in

explaining it away. Iüittgensteín's therapy is not at all obscure:

Philosophical problems are self-inflicted; they are the resulÈ of asking

questions there is no need to ask and which steer the enquirer into a

trap of hís own making. So retracing my steps out of the flyCrap and

standing once more on comparatively firm ground, I conclude tha¡ my

tentative interpretation of my problem as a non-PhiTosophical

Investigations problem does not necessarily make it a non-philosophical

problem. It does not even vitiate the use of hlittgensteinian methods,

the effícacy of which owes nothing to predetermining the uses to which

their results are to be put. lr/ittgenstein himself demands that I do not

prejudge, but look and see. If an analysis of reducation'according to

the precepts of the PhilosophicaT Investigations proves efficacious for

a practical or for any purpose, then it is efficacious. l,Iittgenstein

might turn in his grave, but that would be in principle no different a

reacLion from his habitual response in life to interpretations of his

philosophy by others.

3.5.5 In any case, if termínology. is to be improved so as to

avoid misunderstandings in practical contexts, the improvement must be

carried out in accordance with certaj-n principles. If, for example, the

various meanings of educat- words were to be classified for the purpose

of clarification, the procedure would necessarily follow lines closer to

the Philosophical Investigations than to luhe Tractatus. The Tractatus

leads into an impasse through its insisLence on the unambiguous naming

of a logical simple. The PhilosophicaT Investigations fol1or¿s an open-

ended and potenti-ally more productive approach to the extent that

educat- r¿ords are used in English. hlhether their meaning is defined as

-t54-



their use or not is irrelevant to sorting out their use for practical

purposes. As usua1, Wittgenstein does not explain what he means by

'practical purposesr (praktische Zwecke; Pf 132) but it matters less in

this case since use is by nature practical and the elucidation of use

promises, therefore, a paradigm of practical use and for practical

purposes.

3.5.6 Following Ehe Tractatus, I thought that I might find a

logical meaning for reducation' in the object educatee. I^iittgenstei-n

does not now deny the possibility that I might under certain

circumstances point to an object and say correctly: tThis is an

educateet. He does, however, remind me that there are other educat-

words, including teducationr, which I was perhaps too ready to discard

as lacking logical justification or to treat as complexes in need of

analysis into simples. I arn now reminded particularly and properly that

'education' is a word which is used in English. If my purpose is to use

it in accordance with its meaning, I need a compilation of reminders of

how the language-game is played with the word 'educationr. 0r if, as I

suspect, reducation?is the name of a family of language-games, I need a

compilatíon of compilations of reminders of how language-games are

pTayed with the word 'educationr.

3.5.7 This does not strike me immediately as a potentially

fruitful insight since the uses that I sample might be incorrect - or,

if tincorrectt is not a legitimate description, might require further

elucidation. But I do not know what criterion of correctness or of

elucidation it is proper for me to app1y. Even if there is no such

thing as incorrect use, there might well be incorrect reminders. I

-155-



might be out of order in feeling a conventional need for a criterion of

correctness of use (;-f rneaning is use' meaning is use) but I need a

criterion of correctness of reminding. The correctness does not lie in

the reminding but in the object of the reminding; I cannot assess the

reminders without some means of assessing what they are reminding me

about or for. I sense the assumption on irlittgensteinrs part of some

sort of norm. In PI I he declares thaL explanations must come to an end

somewhere - though there is a hint that this mi-ght be the result of

exhaustion as much as success in elucidation. But when the explanations

end, what then? In the Tractatus explanations ended, hypothetically at

least, in a definition of the meaning of a word; in a primitive sign

which named an object. In terms of the PhiTosophicaT Investigations,

the search for a definition of education, particularly the search for an

a priori concept of education in which educaÈion as a phenomenon of the

real world reveals itself as ment.al phenomena expressed in language, is

an exercise of the cart before horse variety. Language users create

their own concepts of education; there are any number of them' any

number of 'educationr language-games' none of which has a claím to

ascendancy over any other or to be valued in any way differently from

any other. value is simply not in contention; if a particular game is

played with 'education' then that game is pTayed. That is how the word

is used and that is what the word means. If I seek to say what the r+ord

ought to mean, my search lies in some realm other than phj-losophy, for

philosophy may in no way interfere with how words are used.

3.5.BTotheexLentthateducationisaconcept,itmightwell

be, Ínterms of the PhilosophicaT Investigations, an ouÈ of focus

concept; a concept with blurred edges, varying with place and time -
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certainly not an a priori concept since the a priori by definition

precedes experience. hlittgenstein might appear by now to have fu1ly

parted company with the Tractatus, but I think Lhe appearance will prove

to be deceptive. \,rihat things are in Ehe Tractatus is contingent but

part of the real world - but on1y, tautologically, if they are part of

the real world and not merely language symbols expressing possible but

not necessarily actual states of affairs. In the PhilosophicaT

Investigations, the syrnbol assumes the dominant role; education is a

phenomenon of language and its nature has to be elucidated in language.

I,r/ittgenstein i-nsists that the samples to be used in the elucidation

belong to gramrnar, not reali-ty (PI 50). But they have to be samples of

something and it is clear that !ì/ittgenstein does not regard the

something as further symbols; explanations have to come to an end

somewhere and L/ittgenstein obviously assumes that they end sooner or

later in reality, naively interpreted. Neverlheless, the samples appear

to be expected to carry unaided Lhe whole burden of the elucidation;

explanation is proscribed as a philosophical method (PI 109). Not for

the f irst ti-me, l,rlittgenstein appears to be contradicting himself ;

elsewhere he sees describing, which according to PI 109 is to replace

explaining, as a method of explaining (PI 69, for example). Once again

I take In/ittgenstein's good meaning (see 53.1.7), the accumulated

instances of which lead me inevitably towards doing as Wittgenstein does,

not as he says should be done. I shal1 find that, not even theorising is

out of order and sooner or later, it see¡ns Èo me, a theory ís going to

be necessary.

3.5.9 lrJhat in particular detracts f rom the utility of

\,l/ì-ttgenstei-n's approach as I have tried to expound it so far, is the
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iìlack of any criterion of legitimacy of use. It seems to me not enough

to declare that meaning is use and that the use of teducationt

consÈituÈe a family of interrelated uses. Language, according to

irlittgenstein, is a way of lifei so, I should like to add, are the social

customs which determine the legitimacy or illegitimacy of members of a

family. I^iittgenstein seems to think that this principle applies also to

fundarnental intra-language relationships:

The social status of contradiction or its status in the community:
that is the philosophical problem.

(Pr 12s)

It is a philosophical problem because language is a social activity and

philosophical problems arise when language is idling i.e. when social

activity is not directe towards a useful end. Contradiction is in

\a/ittgenstein's view the prime example of language idling; whether it is

socially acceptable or not is, therefore, the philosophical probl"t.1

The educat- family is f 11 of contradictions. Wittgenstein says that if

I describe all the reducation' language-games fully, leaving nothing

undisclosed, contradict ons will vanish. It se ms to me that I sha11

sti1l need some means of overcoming the obstacle of t this game is

playedt. And the problem remains, assuming the rejection of any

definitive criterion of meaning, what alternative might set some limit

to the otherwise limitless genealogy of educat-.

3.5. 10 lriittgenstein's method of identif ying a game is simple:

Don't theorise; look and see (PI 66). hlhat I shal1 look for in

identifying language-games is any contextual use of language

identifiable as a type of use i.e. a usage distinct from other usages.

I take it that not every use is a language-game since uses might be

examples of the same game repeated, alt.hough every use will be known by

)
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Þ-the name of the game - as every game of cricket is called rcricketr.

Meaning is use, agreed, but it is usage which identifies the language-

game. Any identifiable usage of a word ís a language-game. Any

phrase, senÈence or larger slice of language identifiable as a usage is

a language-game. The whole of a language is a language-game. Language

itself, plus its concomitant activities, ís the language-game. The

distinguishing feature of a language-game is that it operates in

accordance with its own code of rules which need not be in any sense

formulated but which will be honoured when that particular game is being

played correctly; if they are not honoured, it is just not being played.

Philosophical error arises from drawing false analogies between the way

a word works in one game and the way it works in anoÈher. A common

error is to extrapolate from the particular use to the general and strive

to grasp Lhe essence of the thing. Those of us who have been initiated

i-nto the way of life that is cricket can play the 'cricket' language-

game well enough, but only according to our own lights. None of us

could say what the essence of cricket is. Perhaps its essence, being a

metaphysical notion, lies beyond the limits of language and is

inexpressible in words.

3.5.11 One everyday use, one usage, ofteducationt is as a label.

It is used to label two things:

(i) A field of interest which covers whatever it is used to

cover by those who participate in it;

(ii) The family of language-games played wíth iL and its

cognates.

The first stands to the second in the relationship of putative referent

to generally unacknowledged symbol. The everyday interpretation of the
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relationship is that the second is Èhe name of the first, so that when

the second is used the first is meant - directly, without Èhe

intervenÈion of language (cf.Sl.1.1). The use of 'education' to 1abe1

the first might now be considered a philosophical problem as an example

of a word idling instead of doing useful work and I should have found

the answer to ny question in 53.5.4. Any arbitrary labe1, once accepted,

would fulfil the same purpose since a 1abe1 never conveys infornation;

it is either a tautology (what it labels is what it labels) or a

contradiction (what it labels is not what it labels). A philosophical

error with potentially dire practical consequences arises from

interpreting a contradiction game as a tautology game. The 1abe1 never

says which game it is playing, as people have discovered to their cost

on using petrol from a container labelled 'kerosener or drinking

paraquat from a bottle 1abe11ed 'lemonade' . The rules of the 1abe11ing

language-game are, as with every language-game, a matter of social

custom; of the way people live i.e. what they do. Petrol could be

labe11ed 'kerosenet, if that was the custom, just as kerosene is

labelled 'pétrole' in France. A 1abel is trustworthy only if it is

known from evidence other than the 1abe1 itself to be trustworthy

(cf. Russell's Theory of Types and hlittgenstein's comment on it in

T 3.332). Such evidence is readily available in the case of rpetrolr

and tpétrolet in the form of empirical tests of what.ever degree of

sophistication is thought desirable. How might the coincidental

correlaLion of reducationr and education be verified? this was Dewey's

problem to which, by the age of 75 at 1east, he had found no anst/er:

the fundamental issue is not of new versus o1d education nor
of progressj-ve against traditional education but a question of
what anything whatever must be to be worthy of the name education,

(Dewey [2] 90)
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3.5.r2 If the question-begging 'worthy' is discounted, the

question remains: l,Ihat must anything whaLever be to have the name

'educationt applied to it? This was the principle underlying my search

for the \tlitÈgensteinian object catle¿ 'education'' It now seems clear

to me that, no matter how the question is phrased, it cannot be given an

explanatory ans]Àrer. The argument remains inevitably circular:

rEducationt is used correctly as a label when it labels education;

education is correctly labe11ed when it bears the 1abel 'education'.

The label does not reveal what education is but, paradoxically, it is

impossible to identify education without the 1abel' I have tried to

show Lhat, if'education?labels anything 1ogica11y, it labels the state

of the individual educatee's intentionality. I see this as a

llittgensteinian object which needs to be named. But it need not be

named by ?educationr; any other arbitrarily chosen labe1 would serve

equally we1l. The criterion for the success of its use would be

acceptance by its users, not logical correlation between name and

object. 'Educati-ont, in common with every other label, has no logical

meaning; i-t means whatever it is used to mean. There is nothing more to

the name than this. Juliet's rhetorical question is particularly

apposite in the case of education which is a difficult topic to approach

rationally because of its accretions of sentiment. To question education

is commonly considered to be on a par with questíoning motherhood, and

for cognate reasons. One of the many curious paradoxes which underly the

education system is that the foundation of the most basic ski1l of all -

the ability to understand and to use the mother (sic) tongue - is

entrusted to amateurs. Children learn, or fail to 1earn, to listen and

to speak effectively from their parents, particularly their mothers, and

the education system thereafter devotes much time and energy and
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resources to grading the quality of the parental educational input and

rewarding those children who had the good sense to be born to supportive

parents. Equality of educational opportunity is a myth. Privilege in

schooling is an'effect, not a cause; the cause is the commitment and

competence of parents. This is an aspect of the theory of education

which, in my opinion, has had nothing like the attention it deserves.

one reason is that. professionals tend to disparage the efforts of the

uncertificated; another is that education is generally regarded by

professional and lay people alike as what happens in school. A third

reason might be the impossibility of formulating a coherent view of so

incoherent a sphere of activity. Peters, for example, is reluctant to

tcall such goings on processes of educationr because of the difficulty

of conceiving them tas tasks either on the part of the teacher or of the

learner' (petersf2] l1f.). In all these cases 'education' means what

the user is using it to mean, applying a concept restricted for the

purpose. It is not that reducati-onr is not definitive enough as a

1abe1; it is no less and no more satisfactory in this resPect than any

other label; that. is to say, it gives no j-nformation whatever about what

it is labelling. In another respect it is less satisfactory than the

usual run of 1abe1s, âny one of which might coincidentally name contents

correctly. 'Education? can never 1abe1 correctly because there is no

criterion of correctness of contents; what it is ostensibly to 1abe1 has

not been conventionally delimited:

l,/e dontt know the boundaries because none have been drawn. As ltve
already said, h/e can draw a boundary for a particular purpose. Do

we make the concept usable only by doing that? Absolutely not !

Except for this special purpose. (PI 69)

3.5. 13

paradoxica1TY,

'Educationt labelling education is the common usage;

there is nothing for it to labe1 and the word goes Proxy

I
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for the putati-ve object with its users secure in Èhe knowledge, Í-f the

circumstance occurs to them at all, that they will not be called to

account for their use by producing an example of the object ostensibly

being named. 'Educationr 1abel1ing the family of 'education' language-

games is not the common usage; paradoxically there is now a 1oÈ for it

to label because the contents are not a hypothetical object but the

manifold and manifest usages of a family of words. 'Educatj-onr acts as

the head of the family but as a labe1 it cannot be more than the nominal

head. It is not a parent of the family and is in no sense to be

regarded as the keeper of its brothers and sisters. hle have done nothing

when we have attached a 1abe1; \tlittgenstein insists that attaching a

1abe1 i-s no more than a preparation for doing something. In this case,

doing something entails demonstrating by means of a sufficient number of

perspicuous examples the existence of the family of teducationr language

-games. 'Suffici-ent'is an ad hoc magnitude; the totality of the family

cannot be demonstrated because, apart from any practj-ca1 difficulty in

doing so, it does not exist. New members of the family are born and o1d

ones die - a metaphor for the constant mutability of a natural language.

The metaphor is strengthened by the ease with which the uses of words

can be born or die; the birth or death of a priori entities which words

merely named would be a much more difficult process either to conceive

of or, barring divine intervention, to execute. As lrlittgenstein points

out, if our concepts \{ere a priori and not contingent we should be

studying Èheir sources in naLure, not studying the language within which

they are formed (PI II xii).

3.5.14 Th'e PhiTosophicaT Investigations rejects the naming

function as the prime use of u "ot¿; to act as a labe1 is no more than
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one possible use of a word. If teducationt v/as merely a labef it would

be devoid of meaning. But it has uses other than to 1abel which occur'

paradoxically, when i-È is used ostensibly to name something; since there

isnothingtoname,theseusesmustbesomethingotherthantolabel.

The same applies to its cognates; they too must have their meaning if

theyhavetheiruse.Theyexistaswordsintheiro\4/nright;their

integríty cannot be of a lower order than that of'educationr' It is

clear that any educat- word must catry in itself the undifferentiated

potential to express as many identifiably discrete symbols as there are

usages of the word, bearing in mind thaÈ the number is not and can never

be finite. Tf meaning is use, meaning comes only with use' Yet it

cannot be use alone which distinguishes one educat- word from another;

otherwiseitwouldnotbedistinguishedinalist,forexample.

Technically, each word is distinguished by its inflection, but clearly

an inflection must be something more than a mere technicality since it

determines use and use determines meaning:

Ifsomebodysaystomee.g.theword'dice',Iknowwhatitmeans.
But can tirä totaf use of the word hover before me if I understand

it in this waY? (PI 139)

\,r/ittgenstein argues the degree of use and understanding but he has

already conceded my point: A word in lsolation can calry at least some

meaning.Sothatwhenfseethewordteducatort,forexample,enough

still adheres to it from the occasions when I have seen it in use for me

to identify it as a freestanding term with meaning. In particular, I do

not confuse it with'educateet, though the only difference between them

is the inflection. c1ear1y, it is not possible to maintain the semantic

purì-ty of educat-. In addition to the threat posed by inflection,

tsemanLic purity' offers a very unstable base in a hlittgensteÍnian

context. It is not as though use bestowed anything like a real meaning
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on a word. It could be misleading to say Èhat a word acquires meaning

from use Ín a context. It might be more accurate to say tacquires

discrete meaningr or 'the particular meaning of a word is identifíed''

Nevertheless, common sense suggests that the meaning, ânY possible

meaning , of a word is endemic in Lhe word itself and it is no more than

the particular meaning which is activated and distinguished from the

general by the context. Otherwise feducation' would have no meaning and

would merely elicit meaning frorn the conLext. The word would be like a

catalysL which plays no part in a chemical reaction but enables the

reaction to take place. This might appear, at first sight, to be an

impossible notion; surely, the only possible source of meaning in a

statement lies in the words of which it. is composed?

Like Frege and Russell I take a sentence to be a function of the

expressions contained in it' (T 3'318)

However, in the PhiTosophicaT Investigations I'rlittgenstein rejects

Fregets calculus theory of meaning. The meaning of a statement is

carried by semantic units larger than a word, from its use in which the

word acquires meaning; perhaps from the sentence qua sentence (accepting

that a one-word sentence is merely syntactically a single word); perhaps

from the sentence plus a wider linguistic context; certainly from

whatever units of language in fact carry or generate the neaning' I

should like to use the term rmorphemet for'the minimum syntactical slice

carrying holistic, indivisible meaning rather than, as standard usage

has it, the least morphological element carrying meaning. The latter is

liab1e to carry, depending on whether one looks at it through the eyes

of the early or the laLer Wittgenstein, polyvalent meaning or no meaning

at all. There is, therefore, I admit, no such thing as a morpherne as my

hypothetical defínition would have it since language is never free of

ambiguity. But a compromise might be reached along the lines of
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lrlittgenstein's out of focus concept which might a1low a closer

approximation to the expression of minimum meaning than lexicographical

snippets can.

3.5.15 It would have been tempting to take a short cut past

these arguments by saying that educat- has, of course' no meaning in

itself because it has no use. But this would not be true; I have used

educat- frequently and developed a language-game which I aÈLempt to play

consistently in accordance with its unarticulated ru1es. This game is

not, however, anteducationrlanguage-game; it is a gramrnatical game to

be played in the language used to talk about playing, not to play,

reducation' language-games. Educat- is useless in teducationt language-

games because it carries no meaning - or antithetical meanings, which

amounts to the same thing. The stem requires an ending before it can be

used to generate some sort of ?educationt meaning. There is no

alternative, therefore, to looking at how cognate derivaÈives on educat-

actually function in a context or, more accurately, to looking at the

context in which each functions. It might then be possible to decide

whether two or more cognates on educat- could be treated for any purpose

thought desirable as semantícally the same i.e. carrying a common

meaning for educat- and differing merely granrmtically. The suggestion

might appear non-htittgensteinian in that the use of a word is its use,

not the use of a quasi-parent or a sibling. !'Jhether there would be any

merit in such a procedure j-s another question. A possible object might

be to retain some sort of traditional meaning for reducationt, perhaps

as a kind of titular head of the c1an, useful as a labe1 for a topic of

discourse - as it is indeed used already, but justifying, rationalising

and generally legitimising the use. But there is no need, as far as

hlittgenstein is concerned, to attempt to legitimise usage; use is use.
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It is sufficient, if one thinks it desirable, merely to continue to use

reducationf as a 1abe1. It is then so used and that is then the meaning-

less meaning of that reducation'; the language-game that is played with

it, the rules of which dó noÈ apply to any other game played with the

word. It would be erroneous to infer than any given usage of

'educationr necessarily sets a seal on any other. The proper procedure,

following the later l/ittgenstein, is to describe after the evenL, not

prescribe before it. The philosopherrs task is to produce a descriptive

compilation of reminders of how teducaÈiont language-games are played.

3.5.16 The problem with reminders is that, ostensj-bly, they can

operate only on what has already been known and, Presumably, more or

less forgotten. 0n the face of it, this would prohibit the passing on

of new information. This does not, however, appear to be h/ittgensteints

intention. Certainly, the philosopher j-s not to adduce new empirical

evidence in compiling his reminders; he is to collate what has long been

known. But known by whom is not specified; nor is any definition of

tknownt. I^/haL the philosopher has known might not have been known to

others; his reminders might well contain material new to someone else.

It could not be otherwise: Knowledge is neither common nor universal

and the philosopher is more likely not to know than to know what another

needed reminding about. It must be what the philosopher has himself

long known that he is to collate as a memorandum for a purpose which he

has identified. Anyone else might then use it as a check list for his

own thinking on that topic. This interpretation rests on a wider

connotation for tErinnerung t than a mere rremindert and this appears,

fortunately, to be:

(i) a11owab1e by the language-games played in German;
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rErinnerungt Can mean fadmOnitiOnr, rerinnernt Can mean tpOint OUtr,

fmentionr;

(ii) hlittgensÈeinIs intention:

' I,rlhat effect then did my argument have? It made us aI4/are (reminded
us) [Es nachte darauf aufmerksam (erinnerte uns daran)] that we

should be prepared under certain circumstances to call another
procedure as well 'using the picture of the dicet and not just the
one we had originally in mind. (PI 140)

Making aware is positively interventionist compared with reminding but

I,riittgenstein is apparently not averse to equating the two. Making

ah/are might, it seems to me, take any of three forms:

(i) Recalling to the conscious memory what has become

submerged in the unconscious.

(ii) Making consciously or coherently known what has been

subconsciously or disjointedly known.

(iii) Passing on information known to the informant but not Èo

the recipient of the information.

This offers a more positive and potentially profitable basis for an

account not merely of the teducationr language-games which are generally

played and might readily be seen to be played, but also of those which,

1j-ke the games analysed by Berne' are played unwittingly.
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3.6 A Puroose for Reminders

3.6.1 Ostensibly it is not possible, in terms of the

PhilosophicaT Investigations to expfajn the meaning of 'education'. It

can only be shown - as indeed it could according to the Tractatus. The

difference, it seems Lo me, is that Vlittgenstein has now ceased to

insist on the ana1ysis of complexes into simples as a prerequisite for

the revelation of meaning through the direct comparison of statement and

circumstance. The samples of language now appear in their everyday

cloÈhes, not in their philosophical Sunday best (PI 116). lr/hat might be

thought a properly Llj-ttgensteinian method of presenting examples is,

however, open to various interpretations. There can be little doubt

about the foundation of the method: Examples are to be collected -

hlittgenstein does not stipulate how many; sufficiency for purpose

appears Èo be the aim (PI 133). The examples as they are collected are

the fini-shed form; they are not Èo be regarded as trial runs or as

models for some future sophistication of language (PI 130). Explanation

is proscribed and description alone is to be practised (PI 109). Doubt

arises, however, because of a certain incoherence in ltlittgensteinrs

account, whether these examples are already the reminders of which the

philosopher is to make a compilation or whether they need some form of

processing before they become capable of making ah/are as well as merely

reminding how specifi-ed language games are to be played. The ansv/er

might 1ie in determining more clearly the purpose for which the

reminders are to be compiled. This might be achieved through exploring

where the cutoff point comes between the compilatj-on of reminders and

the purpose for which it is to be made. It seems to me that two
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questions are central to this:

(i) hlhose is the purpose? It might be the philosopher's own;

he is then reminding himself or making himself av/are of what he must

bear in mind as he works towards fulfilling his purpose. It might be

someone elsets, in whi-ch case there is a hiatus between the reminders

and the purpose; the reminders will need to take a freestanding' a more

codified form;

(ii) Llhen is the specified purpose achieved? If the purpose

is the philosopher's own, it might never be achieved in spite of

lfittgensteints injuncti-on that explanations must end somewhere; or it

might be achieved as one step in a series of steps of indeterminate

length. If the purpose is someone else's, the purpose of the philosopher

is to produce a compilat.ion of reminders processed to a stage at which

the other can make effective use of it.

3.6.2 The key to both these questions lies, I suggest, in what

lr/ittgenstein means by 'übersichtliche Darstellung', the concept of which

he claims Èo be of fundamental importance to his philosophy (PI 122).

It characterises his philosophical aims and methods - and characterises

presumably, therefore, both the compilation of reminders and the purpose

for which it is to be made:

The notion of 'Übersichtlichkeit' is prominent in all
l/ittgenstein's later philosophy and is of paramounÈ importance...
and is a key to his conception of philosophy...
Notoriously, there is no truppy way of translating 'Übersicht' and

its cognates into English... His translators... have been unable
to find a successful solution to the problem. h/orse still, they
have been unable to adopt a consisten| one, thus obscuring the
centrality of the idea in hlittgensLein's works.

(Baker and Hacker [.1] 531)

Baker and Hacker review various renderings suggested by commentators and

conclude:
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hihile agreeing that there is no hapPy solution,..l" 1?y. sone store
by consist"n.! (as it were in the interests of Übersichtlichkeit),
urrd *1lt eithãr use the German word itself, or some cognate of
tsurveyt (including the archaic noun tsurviewt)'

(rbi_d. )

tSurviewr strikes me as so irretrievably archaic that I am encouraged to

advance the claims of another archaic word not mentioned by Baker and

Hacker or by any commentator whom I have read but which has undergone

something of a resurrection in recent years. The word is toverviewr,

current in Shakespeare's day and used by him, according to Bartlettrs

Conplete Concordance, on one occasion. QED gives the meaning of the

verb as: 'to look (a thing) over or all through; to examine; inspect;

peruset and of the noun as: tsurvey; inspection; supervision;

overlookingt, but notes that both noun and verb are obsolete' However'

OEDS of IgB2, with examples as laLe as 1975, instructs the reader to

tdelete Obs. & add later examples' for the verb, and for the noun:

rRestrict Obs. to sense in Dict. and add: 2. orig. U.S. A survey,

Surunary or comprehensive review of facts or ideas; a concise statement

or outline of a subject? . The original and now revived meaning of the

verb and the new meaning of the noun seem to me to translate with

remarkable accuracy the German verb tübersehen' and the noun tÜbersicht'.

problems arise.with compounds; OED offers no derivative of toverviewt

that would serve for 'übersichtlich' or 'Übersichtlichkeitr.

tOverviewablet and rovervisibler are not Engli-sh; neither is

'overviewability' or 'overvisibility'. These might serve as what OED

cal1s 'nonce-wordst - words coined for a particular need. They perhaps

have a use in explaining the German, but I should not feel comfortable

about using them in contexts in which their eccentricity might detract

from LheÍr intended message. To go to a different stem for compounds

('conspectus' is not bad for 'Übersichtlichkeit') loses the centrality
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of 'Übersicht' in Wi-ttgenstein's vocabulary. A1so, the problem is

lurking a short distance ahead of finding a suitable adjective to go

with a suitable translation of 'Darstellung'.

3.6.3 Baker and Hacker note that hliÈtgenstein himself felt the

difficulty of translating 'Übersicht' and its cognates. A pre-war

translation by R. Rhees goes as far as PI 107 and is extensively

corrected in l,rlittgenstein's hand. 'Übersichtlich' in PI 92 (ii'al-icised

in STtr{; GEMA omits the italics and renders 'surveyable') is paraphrased

by Wittgenstein as tbecomes transparent. I mean capable of being seen

all at a glance'. It would be interesting to know which of the two

versions Wittgenstein would finally have settled for, since they are not

equivalenÈ alternatives. To see through a thing is not to see it whole

or, índeed, necessarily at all. I am aware of a window pane by virtue

of its imperfections and surface accreLions, not its transparency as

g1ass. Obviously, GEMA can claim some support from l,littgenstein for the

choice of 'perspicuous' inPT I22, though the inconsistency with PI 92

might be thought regrettable. I should claim at least equal support for

the notion of totality of view, and the feel of the German seems to me

to tip the balance decisively in this direction. Wittgensteints

tcapable of being seen all at a glance' suggests that he wants a

compressed view. Accordingly I suggest 'synoptic' as the key word,

encouraged to do so by Cassell's Dictionary which gives for tsynopsis'

'die Übersicht, Synopsis' and for 'synoptic(al)' 'synoptisch,

übersichtlich'.

3.6.4 There remains the choice of a suitable translation of

tDarstellungt, another concept of central importance, common to both the
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Tractatus and the PhiTosophicaT Investigations. The ?ractatus is based

on Èhe idea of language being a bildliche Darstellung - a pictorial

representation - of the world. But it is essential to note that it is

wê, the users of the language, who creaLe the pictorial representation:

I^Iir machen uns Bilder der Tatsachen.
(r 2. 1)

The notion of naking pictures of facts for ourselves sounds odd in

English (the reason why PMG suppresses it' perhaps), but not in German'

where tBildt can name a three-dimensional representation (a statue, for

example) as happily as a two. The notion of 'making' is essential to an

understanding of 'Darstellung'. A Darstellung is something man-made; it

contrasts with a Vorstellung which, if we create' v/e create only as an

idea, a concept (cf. Schopenhauer, Die tile7t a7s Wi77e und VorsteTTung).

liith a Darstellung there is an end product, which I am reluctant to go

on calling a 'representation' since it might well be non-representational

in the artistic sense. This is particularly true of a word picture of

reality. The 'bildliche Darstellung' of the Tractatus becomes the

'übersi-chtliche Darstellung' of the PhiTosophicaT Investigations but the

medium remains the same - language. I need a word which will cover the

abstract form of representation that is language. lrlittgenstein suggests

'mode1', by analogy perhaps with the mathematical models of Hertz by

whom, as a young theoretical engineer, he is said to have been much

influenced and for whom he retained a lifelong admiration:1

Das Bild ist ein Modell der hlirklichkeit.
(r 2.L2)

In the PhiTosophicaL lnvestigations language is no longer said to be a

model of reality. The end product is now, ostensibly at 1east, a model

of the language itself; an übersichtliche Darstellung - a synoptic model

- of the way we use our words. I have doubts about the morphological
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flexibility of this phrase, but with its assistance I feel that I might

attempt a translation of PT 7222

Es ist eine Haupt.qlJelle unseres unverständnisses, daß wir den

Gebrauch unserer Wórter nicht übersehen. - Unserer Grammatik fehlt
es an Übersichtlichkeit. - Die übersichtliche' Darstellung
vermittelt das Verständnis, welches eben darin besteht, daß wir
die )Zusammenhänge sehen(. Daher die VJichtigkeit des Findens und

des Erfindens von ZwischengTiedetn.

Der Begriff der übersichtlichen Darstellung ist für uns von
grundlãgender Bedeutung. Er bezeichnet unsere Darstellungsform,
ãi" .qtt, wie wir die Dinge sehen. (Ist dies eine )Weltanschauung(?)

A principal source of our lack of understanding is that we do not
view the use of our words synopticaTTy. Our grammar lacks
synopticallity. The synoptic model facilitates that understanding
which consists precisely in our tseeing associationst. Hence the
importance of finding and inventing connecting 7inks.

The concept. of the synoptic model is of fundamental significance
for us. It characterises the form of our models, the way we see

things. (Is this a 'LlelLanschauung'?).

(oED does not support my use of'synopticallity'; I claim it as a

reasonable nonce-word, to be preferred to semantically restrictive

periphrases such as tsynoptic qualityr; tsynoptic senset; rsynoptic

dimensiont ; tthe synoPtic viewt ).

3.6.5 I do not claim that this translation gives - or,

persuaded by Quíne, that any translation could give - a definitive

version of what l,/ittgenstein meant to say in PI I22. As always, there

are two main sorts of problem: I¡lhat the German means as German and rvhat

the German means as English. A problem from the former category turns

on whether hlittgenstein was using the tsame' substantive in different

senses i-n'übersichtliche Darstellung' and'Darstellungsform'. The

grammar allows that he is, requiring it to be the concept of the

übersichtlichen Darstellung and not of Übersicht or Übersichtlichkeit

which characterises his Darstellungsform. So in essenòe, a Darstellung

characterises a Darstellung; this is either an unhelpful tautology or
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the use of two different symbols sharing a common sign. These are the

polite explanations; the real explanation, it seems Lo me, is that

hlittgenstein has been careless in his use of language and his good

meaning is to the effect that synopsis (Übersicht) characterises the way

he presents things (unsere Darstellungsform).

3.6.6 There remains the major problem of translation that with

'synoptic model' I might be accused of trying to squeeze out of

tübersichtliche Darstellungr more juice than it contains. A Darstellung

is any one of many possible forms of representation and ca11s for a

neutral rendering in the absence of explicit guidance from the author.

It might be objected that with 'synoptic model' I am postulating the

applicati-on of some sorÈ of theory for which I do not have

I,r/ittgenstein's authority; a theory of the relationship between the

representation and what is represented. This objection might be met by

diluting tsynopsist to toverviewt and tmodelt to trepresentationr. The

passage might then read:

A principal source of our lack of understanding is that we do not
overview the use of our words. The dimension of overview is
missing from our grammar. Representation by overview is a means
to that understanding which consisÈs precisely in our t seeing
associationst. Hence the inportance of finding and inventing
connecting 7inks.
The notion of representation by overview is of fundamental
significance for us. It characterises the forrn of our represent-
ations, the v/ay l4re see things. (Is this a flr/eltanschauung'?).

This version still implies whatever elernent of interpretation is

inherent in 'overview'. Still further dilution of 'Übersicht' could be

envisaged until the stage is reached of tolerating no comment

whatsoever. It might be argued that this is what lriíttgenst.ein has had

in mind all along with his proscription of explanation and his

insistence that it be replaced by description alone. 'Panorama' might
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be a sufficiently neutral term to describe the results of a survey

undertaken without comment. Agreed, it rnight seem to imply too

extensive a view to be rcapable of being seen all at a glancer. But

tlittgenstein canrt have it boLh ttays at once; he must choose between

intervention and indeterminacy. Either of the other t\tlo approaches

might produce a deliberately reduced view, if that is what he wants.

A view that is not preemptively delimited in any way is implied by the

indetermi-nate series of examples which he proposes in PI 133. A

panorama has at least one more dimension than a series, but shares its

essential property of indeterminacy. The problem'of deciding which of

the Èhree versions most closely matches l,Iittgenstein's intenLions I can

leave to be settled empirically by looking at the results of following

each of them in turn, regarding them as possible stages in a single

process rather than mutually exclusive alternative processes.
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3.7 A Panoramlc View of 'Education'

3.T.IApanoramicviewof'education'ismoreeasilyand

convincingly undertaken Lhan a panoramic view of education' Educat-

signs are conmon and manifest. It can be assumed that they designate

symbols - otherwise they would not be there. I'lhether anything is

symbolised is irrelevant to surveying, by looking at an indeterminate

number of examples of educat- words being used' teducationt ostensibly

as synbol but undeniably as sign. Nevertheless, the production of a

panoramic view of teducation' could in no Sense be an exact undertaking'

A total view would be impossible to achieve for both logistical and

logical reasons: It could not practically be done and in any case it

simply does not exist. The concept is indeterminate at any given moment

and 1iab1e to be different at any succeeding moment. I^ihatever degree of

completenessl^¡asachievableorachieved,apanoramicviewwouldinclude'

however, both the spoken and the written word. The spoken word is the

primary and commoner form of the l.rrgu"gu.l If meaning is use' meanÍng

includes the speaker t s nuances of speech which determine radically the

message the hearer is intended to receive. Presumably for reasons of

inaccessibility, the spoken word rarely figures in discourse concerning

'education'. The lack of a text necessarily inhibits a traditional kind

of search for the meaning of a word. Speech has Lraditionally been

considered too volatile for studious contemplation and the possibilities

inherent in the tape recorder do not appear to have been much exploited

as yet. A prerequisite would be the acceptance of hlittgenstein's aim of

reducing words from their philosophical to their everyday use. The

general drift in educational discourse is still in the opposite
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direction. The analysis of education Èends, therefore, to find both its

subject natter and its modus operandi in ad hoc wriLten texts couched in

more or less technical language.

3.7 .2 Indeterminacy and incompleteness are not necessarily

Ínhibiting factors in an approach which looks to the Philosophical

Investigations for guidance. l,rlittgenstein insists on both the

inevitability and the usability of an indeterminate concept; precision

and totality are neither accessible nor necessarily desirable. The

attempt to clarify meaning is nevertheless worthwhile and the resultant

panorama, even if iL is misty, better than no view at all. An out of

focus view might, paradoxically, be precisely what is wanted. The

reason why words need to be reduced to their everyday use is that they

are incapable of meeting the metaphysical demands laid upon them by

philosophers, the results of which are nonsense and a mental battering

for the user. Better to work from the start with our commonplace vague

sentences (PI 9B). I need, therefore, a source of examples of the use

of educat- words couched in everyday language. I suggest that

ne\¡/spapers provide such a source. Newspaper language has something of

the occasional and transitory quality of speech, and by definition

reflects at least one aspect of everyday usage. Judging by the

frequency with which it appears, education is a topic of constant and

abiding int.erest. to Lhe readers of newspapers.

3.7 .3 Appendix I is a collection of samples of the use of

educat- words, drawn from newspapers published in Australia and the

United Kingdom during the period I9B2 to 1987. The samples appear in

context as photocopies of the original text. I have not attempted to
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Þprovide any extraneous ascription of samples to sources. In my view,

such an attempt krould tend to negate the essenÈial character of use.

Either the contexÈ reveals the source, which consequently contributes to

the meaning, or the use is so clear that ä source is irrelevant. A use

is not legitimised by a source; a use is a use. Any use which happens

to be idiosyncratically incomprehensible remains a use but remains also

incomprehensible and therefore, from the point of view of a user who

wishes to communicate, self-defeating. Such a use would involve words

which needed to be brought back to their ordinary use. It might then be

made plain that they did noL mean what the user intended them to mean;

more appropriate words might then be found and the communication problem

not resolved but dissolved - revealed by a therapeutic process to be a

non-problem i.e. a philosophical problem of words idling instead of

doing a useful job.

3.7.4 I make the naive assumption, sj-nce I know of no way to

reject it without also rejecting the assumption that language works as a

means of communication, that the sanples which I quote are accurately

reported. The words are, of course, the words of someone other than the

original user - the reporter ostensibly or the typesetter pedantically.l

The problen is endemic in all written communication - and for that

matter in oral communication too, since what is said depends upon what

is heard and no two hearers hear a1ike. I^/ittgenstein covers this point

with his insistence that communication through language is necessarily

ì-mprecise. In any case, ít should be of no significance in a

PhiTosophicaT Investigations context since what is said is of no

consequence. How it is said, the language-game being played, is

lrtittgensteint s sole concern.
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3.7.5 Bearing in mind l,rlittgenstein's insistence that samples

belong Lo grarffnar, not to reality, there remains Lhe problem of a

criterion for assessing the efficacy of the samples chosen. Having

collected an indeterminate number of samples, whaË rnore might I do with

them in order Lo reveal the meaning of reducationr? An uncompromising

reading of llittgensLein would suggest: Nothing; these samples exemplify

the use of the word and exemplify, therefore, its meaning. They are not

a complete account of the meaning of the word since a complete account

is not possible, but as far as they go they are manifestly examples of

how the word is used - more accurately, has been used - in particular

contexts and that is all that can be done without looking for a rule for

the use of the word or, indeed, a rule for the collection of samples:

'How do I know how to follow a rule?r - if that is not a question
about my original moti-vation it is a question about my

' justification for doing what I do in following it.
But when my grounds are exhausted I strike bedrock and my spade is
turned. I am then inclined to say: 'I just do it?.

(Pr 217)

Fogelin notes l,/ittgensteints insistence that explanation has to come to

an end somewhere, that at some point reasons give out, and comments that

for him reasons seem to give out very quickly. It seems that the spade

is turned after barely scratching the surface (Fogelin I47). Fogelin

quotes a passage from the ZetteT which expresses this attitude very

clearly:

Here we come up against a remarkable and characteristic phenomenon
in philosophical investigation: the difficulty - I might say - is
not that of finding the solution but rather that of recognising as
the solution something that looks as if it were only a preliminary
to it. 'Vle have already said everything. - Not anything that
follows from this, no Ëhis itself is the soluÈion!r

This is connected, I believe, with our wrongly expecting an
explanation whereas the solutÍon of the difficulty is a description
if we give iL the right place in our considerations. If we dwell
upon it and do not try to get beyond it. The difficulty here is:
to stop. (ZeLteI 3I4)
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In support of Llittgenstein it might be argued thaË he is merely being

consistent, or at most making a virLue of necessity. He is not

arguing, it seems Lo me, that we should decide arbitrarily to turn over

the topsoil and Lhen call it a day. The reason why we can't get into

the bedrock j-s that we have only the spade of our everyday language.

All that our everyday language can do is quote examples. Norma11y,

examples are taken to be exarnples of something; one might start with

examples and seek to deduce the generality which they represent. For

hlictgenstein, however, examples appear to be the be-all and the end-all;

they represent nothing but themselves. If one wants to explain what a

garne is:

One gives examples and r¿ants them to be understood in a certain
sense. But by this expression I don't mean that the other should
no\^/ see in these examples the generality which I - for whatever
reason - could not express. But that he should now use these
examples in a particular way. Here exemplifying is noL an
indirect means of explanation - for want of a better. For even
any general explanation can be misunderstood. It is just Èhat
Èhjs is how we do play the game (I mean the language-game with the
word 'game') . (PI 71)

3.7.6 This is an inLeresting passage as much for what it does

not say, but necessarily implies, as for what it does say. A certaj-n

ambivalence seems to have clouded the purity of lrlittgensteints precepts.

He gives examples: How are they chosen? He wants his examples to be

used: In accordance with what principles? lr/ittgenstein must have a

theory of choice and of use in mind, but he does not divulge it. It

seems to me that in the absence of a theory, the randorn collection of

however many examples of the use of educat- words is a useless exercise

for Èhrowing light on the meaning of 'education'. All it does is

demonstraLe conclusively the absence of 1ight. I am left with a

nebulous mass of four hundred-odd examples which illustrate what I
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already knew - that the uses of educat- are many and varied but its

meaning is far from evident. All I have done i.s produce a formalised

illustration of the state of mind which motivated my inquiry. Clearly,

a panorama of uses is not an übersichtliche Darstellung. Meaning might

sti11 be use, but examples of use need some sort of processing before

they can be seen to be elucidatorY.
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3.8 An Overview of fEducationt s

I

3.8.1 The time has come to do as hlittgenstein does and take

with a pinch of salt what he says to do:

And we may not advance any kind of theory. There may not be

anything hypothetical in our deliberations.
(Pr 109)

Yet hlittgenstein has already advanced his theories of language-games and

word fanilies and is about to develop his theory of the impossibility

of a private language. His thinking throughout the PhilosophicaT

Investigations is conditioned by the theory that language is a way of

life; 'meaning is use' is a theory. The whole book is a theory, an

incomplete but none the less deliberate l,rleltanschauung. In 53.4.6,

attempting to interpret l,litLgenstein sympathetically, I tried to avoid

the blatant contradiction of precept and practice by equivocally

translati-ng Erklärung' by'explaining' rather than rexplanationr and

tBeschreibungt by tdescribingt rather than rdescriptiont. l,littgenstein

might be implying, I wanted to suggest, that describing was a legitimate

approach to the desired goal of elucidation whereas explaini-ng was not,

particularly in view of the overtones of defining which 'erklären'

carries. The desired goal must surely be elucídation; explanation? If

not, what on earth is the point of philosophical invesLigaÈion? But

this attempt to rescue l^littgenstein will not work; the German is

uncompromising:

Ã7Le ErkTärung muß forÈ, und nur Beschreibung an ihre Stel1e
treten.
AIL expTanation must go and description alone take its p1ace.

(Pr 10e)

0n numerous other occasions, I'Jittgenstein flatly contradicts his

rejection of Erklärung. He has a great deal to say about hinweisende

l
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Erklärung (ostensive explanation), which he considers to be problematic

but necessary. His method of defining meaning is Erklärung durch

Beispiele (explanation by means of examples); e.g. PI 69-73; 208-2IO.

PT 75 is as unequivocal as PI 109:

Is not my knowledge, my concept of game, to¡ally expressed in the
explanations (Erklärungen) that I could give? Namely, in my

describing examples of games of various kinds; showing how by

analogy with these one mighL consLruct other games of all possible
kinds; saying that I should hardly call such and such a game;

and so on.

In this passage description is clearly an approach to explanation, not a

substitute for it. I can make sense of the dichotomy only by reading

erklär- on each of the many occasions when it occurs as one of two

possible concepts: Descriptive elucidation which is not merely

acceptable but essential; prescriptive definition which is to be

avoided. I,rlitt.genstein then stands accused tmerelyt of using words

loosely - a charge which rnight be levelled at him on many occasions

throughout the PhiTosophicaT Investigations, not least for his failure

often to make it clear who are Lhe participants in his imaginary

conversations and who is saying what (PI 71 is a recent example).

Alternatively, he might be using words precisely but in some secret way

known only to hirn which he does not boLher to explain or describe.

3.8.2 Remarkably, the paradoxes of PI 109 are not yet

exhausted:

And this descripLion gets its illumination, i.e. its purpose,
the philosophical problems involved. These are, to be sure'
empirical but are solved by looking into the workings of our
language, recognising indeed that we do so in defiance of an
urge to misunderstand them. (PI 109)

from
not

The problems might not be empirical (how can a problen be empirical?),

but the proposed solution certainly is:

i,rlhat is common to all these? - Dontt say: tThere musË be something
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common to them, otherwise they would no¡ be called ttgamesttr - but
Took and see whether there is anything common to them al-1...
As I've already said: Don't think but look and see!

(Pr 66)

To look and see is the epitome of empiricism. How can hlittgenstein' in

one paragraph, negate so many of the precepts he insists on elsewhere?

The effect is so curious that I have Èried to see it as deliberate;

perhaps as l,rlittgenstein playing devil's advocate - like Goethe I s

Mephistopheles who is der Geist des trtliderspruchs, the spirit of

contradiction.l Ia is not impossible that l,/ittgenstein is enjoying an

elaborate joke at the reader's expense. He might be setting us up for

the disquiet caused by misunderstanding the forms of our language which

he talks about in the nexÈ couple of paragraphs. He does \^Iarn us:

Let us ask ourselves: l/hy do we feel a gralilnatical joke to be
deep? (And that is surely philosophical depth).

(Pr i11)

Meaning is use and use can lead, he might be teaching us, to perfectly

proper but cont.radictory meanings. It ís up to us to ensure Lhat we are

not 1ed astray by the surface of words. LIe must not assume thaL because

a word has a parti-cular meaning in one language-game, it necessarily has

the same meaning in anot.her. I am almost convinced by this argument and

fu11y convinced by its conôlusion. It certainly gives added point to:

Philosophy is a struggle against the way our language bewitches
our wirs. (PI 109)

3.8.3 Becoming aware that different uses of erklär- are not

mutually exclusive and can exist happily and simultaneously provided

they are kept apart in different language-games has immediately a

pronounced therapeutic effect and in the long term profound implications

for my approach to educat-. Inlittgenstein has consisLently warned me

against attempting Lo circumscribe or prejudge the use of a word and
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cannot be blamed for my interpreting his use of a word in one context as

reflecting on its use in another. There is no point in accusing

Wittgenstein of opening the gate to the path which leads towards

indeterminacy of meaning à 1a Quine. 
l He set off down this path at the

beginning of the PhilosophicaT Investigations and has not looked back.

The meaning of a word is anchored sufficiently for any of the purposes

to which we might put it by the particular language-game Lhat is being

played with it. It is of no great significance that I remain unclear

what game l,r/ittgenstein is playing in PI 109. I have learned my

therapeutic lesson from it and must devise my ov/n way of going forward

with the words that are my special concern. The most promising route,

it seems to me, is to try to identify the teducation'language-games

which are being played in the samples ín Appendix I. As to what it is I

am to look for, hiittgenstei-n gives unusually clear guídance. It is

family likenesses between one language-game and another:

a complicated neLwork of likenesses which overlap and intersect.
Li-kenesses on both a large scale and a small.

(Pr 66)

It wil1, I think, be advantageous to apply a category 1abel to a sample,

rather than herd the samples into categories. Samples in different

categories but in the same context can then be sensibly dealt with; in

particular, they are not deprived of mutual support - which might indeed

be their chief determinant of meaning. I already have a list of

categories which will serve for this purpose - the 1íst of dictionary

meanings of teducaLiont in 51.2.2. These now emerge as language-games

that are pTayed with 'educationr; each occasion of playing an

identifiable game - each use of a usage - should be categorisable under

one of the twenty headings on the list. I shall include other educat-

words in the appropriate'education'category. I expect that it wil1 be
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a matter of opinion someÈirnes as to which game is being played' It

might be that the player is not sure or that I as spectator am not sure'

Any other spectator mighÈ have his own interpretation of what is going

on; he does not have to prefer mine, nor I his' I rnight find it

necessary to indicate in cases of doubt which game seems to me primarily

to be being played and which in an ancillary or related mode ' The

degree of agreement between the interpretations of different spectators

might serve as a criterion of the perspicuity of the original '

3.8.4 A properly lrlittgensteinian method of justifying the

categorisation of the samples and so producing an overview of reducation?

language-games is a problem. Any description necessarlly involves the

use of other words but elucidation of any kind is only second best to a

perspicuous original. clearly, the aim must be to depart as short a

distance as possible from the original, bearing in mind that not to

depart at all is unproductive and that my purpose is to elucidate the

educat- element, not the whole of the speakerfs utterance' It seems to

me that the least interventionist approach would be a paraphrase which

changedtheorigi-nalbythemini.mumnecessarytorevealwhich

teducationt language-game was being played. Obviously, the undertaking

is perilous from a l,littgensteinian point of view. It might turn out to

be non-lr/ittgensteinian if it transpires that I am defining, perhaps by

generalising, what a word means and consequently implying what it must

mean. If I do not understand how a word i-s being used on a given

occasion, am I already over the border into non-trnlittgensÈeinian

territory? I am not sure how to resolve a case in which intra-

linguistic evidence fails to make clear how a word is being used and,

therefore, what j-t means. It night be necessary to invoke extra-
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linguistic reference in order to resolve the impasse. It is

conventionally assumed that a word or an expression has meaning only if

it is seen to refer to something beyond itself. If there is nothing

beyond the words I am faced with the prospect of the death of meaning.

This was certainly not trlittgenstein's intention; on the contrary, his

aim was Lo clarify meaning. But to describe or explain meaning in other

words means inevitably, if explanations are to end somewhere, appealing

to a third-party criterion; to an arbiter of the accuracy of the

paraphrase. I see no other player for this role than cornmunally

sensible reality; another opinion is merely the gateway to an infinite

regress. But how might I judge the correlation of my opinion, my

paraphrase, with reality? Since I am attempting to follow l,rlittgenstein,

I see no reason why I should not do as he does and rely on naive realism

(cf.53.3.6). I see no alternative to doing so but I am conscious that

I am escaping from one flytrap by entering another. If I retrace my

steps out of that one, I might leave most of the Phjlosophical

Investigations behind. It might, of course, come to Èhat, but for the

moment I shall proceed circumspectly with paraphrasing the samples

numbered in Appendix I, in each case changing the wording by the minimum

necessary to elucidate the use and, therefore, the meaning of the

educat- word which figures in it.

3.8.5 The first conclusion that I draw frorn my attempt,

recorded in Appendix II, to Paraphrase the samples of teducationt

language-games, is that some of the educat- elements will noÈ paraphrase.

The educat- word is a member of a group of which the meaning is the

meaning of the group as a who1e, not the meanings of the separate words

addeå together. Jespersen distinguishes formulas and free expressions.

-188-



A forrnula (e.g. How do you do?) can be analysed and shown to consist of

several words but it is felt to be and is handled as a unit which may

mean something quite different from the meaning of its component words

taken separately. Nothing can be changed in a formula without

destroying the character of the formula. 'How did you do?' or rHow do

they do?' changes more than just the tense of the verb or the person of

the subject pronoun. A free expression is created on the spur of the

moment according to a certain patLern which has become imprinted on the

speakertS unconscious aS a result of recurrent linguistic experiences'

The sentence pattern is a speech habit; the speaker inserts into the

pattern words which meet his immediate need for expression. In general,

the grarnmatical contexts of the educat- samples seem to be free

expressions. Clearly, however' many of them have the character of

formula. They are unlike a Jespersen formula in that they are not

organic growths within the natural language. They have been created for

some ad hoc purpose - perhaPs as the name of an instilution or an

office. But once it has been created, the synthetic formula assumes the

characteristics of a natural formula. Its composition is inmutable;

meaning attaches to the formula as a whole and is not a function of the

separate words. It is particularly striking that the educat- word which

figures in it need carry no distinctively educat- connotation' The

formula as a whole names an i-dentifiable phenomenon of the real world

(naively interpreted) but what it names is not the sum of what its

constituent words name. The effect is pure Wittgenstein: The formula,

as context, bestows meaning on the educat- word used in iÈ, but only as

part of the total meaning of the formula; the formula acquires meaning

from the context in which it is used, not from the educat- word used in

it. The formula tthe education systemr is an instructive example. hle

-189-



talk about Lhe educatíon system of sÈates as disparate as Nazi Germany,

Soviet Russia, Scotland, Australia and Ancient Sparta, and the meaning

of 'education system' shifts with the context. Talk about education

systems takes the form of a family of language-games; error arlses from

assuming that the use of the word teducationt in one game is analogous

to its use in any other. Philosophical agonising over whether it is

proper to apply the term reducationt Èo what a totalitarian state does

to iÈs young citizens is a misconception of the cart before horse

variety. Intthe education system of... t the word reducationr is a

recipienL, not a donor, of meaning. There is no philosophical problem -

an archetypally triiLtgensteinian escape from Lhe flytrap. There is not

even a grammaticaL probTem, merely a grammatical usage.

3.8.6 Since a formula is an irreducible unit of meaning, it

might be thoughL appropríaÈe to designate it by the linguistic term

'morpheme' (cf. s2.5.18 & s3.5.14). But to llittgenstein all statements,

even free expressions, are in a Sense morphemes in that their meaning is

not divisible into the meanings of their constituent words. For this

reason I prefer to fo11ow Jespersents usage, bearing in mind the

distinction between an organically grov/n formula and the species

generated around an educat- word. Formulas belong typically to the

category of use identified by OED as 'attrib. and Comb.'. 'Attributive'

indicates that the educat- word is being used adjectivally; both

reducation? and teducationalt are commonly used in this role' although

in a formula it amounts to no more than a syntactical formality. A

truly adjectival role is revealed when the educat- word can be

paraphrased by means of some other adjective. I have tried to

distinguish the two roles in Appendix II by including all formula-type
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adjectival uses of educat-, together with uses in combinations, in

calegory !2, and distributing free expression-type uses among the other

categories as seems appropriate. Neither rattrib. t nor tComb. t

identifies any referential meaning for the educat- word. In a formula

it has no discrete meaning; iLs role is analogous to that of a letter in

a word.

3.8.7 The second conclusion which I draw from Appendix TI is

that educat- words i-n general and reducationr in particular are totally

expendable in the type of discourse represented by the examples in

Appendix I. They disappear in paraphrase and never have dj-screte

meani_ng in formula. In paraphrase there is evident.ly no difficulty over

finding free expressions with v/hich to replace them, generally with

clarificatj-on of the sense. In a formula the presence of an educat-

word is arbitrary in that it is the result of considerations other than

those inherent in the word itself. To take a couple of examples: It

makes no difference to the referent direcÈ1y or necessarily whether it

is styled tcollege of educationr or tteacher training colleget;

tphysical educationt or 'physical trainingr; treligious educationt or

'religious instruction'1. If one differs from another it is because the

one differs from the other, not because it is ca11ed something different.

0f course, perceptions might change with change of name and lead to

differences in procedure, but equally they might not, ârI more than

changing the labe1 on a box exerts any effect on the conÈents.2 The

1abe1 might be changed in the hope of encouraging others to change the

contents (so tsex instruction' became tsex educationt); or as a

euphemism because the existing label was felt to be derogatory (the

formulatspecial educationtmade not a whit of difference Èo the
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Lreatment accorded to the clients of 'education of the handicapped').

In any case, there is no titt that is education; there are only

activities in which people might engage or states which people might

assume, all of which need identifying labels so that they can be talked

about. If the activities cease or the staÈes fail to maÈerialise,

education ceases Lo exist - not that iL existed in the first place. The

label is not the thing itself, and since there is no thing the 1abel is

all we have. There is only the way v/e use Èhe word reducationr in the

English language, and it is a misnomer to call any of these uses a label

since Ehere is nothing to label, not even some mysterious pseudo-entity

of which we might have or acquire (or lose? cf. Austin [2] 10) a

concept. Wittgenstein is surely right: The meaning of 'educationr is

not what it refers to, because there is nothing for it to refer to, but

how it is used in the language. Not even the word is indispensable,

except in one case, when the word itself is being addressed: Llhat is

the meanÍng of the word teducationt?

3.8.8 It is interesting that Èhis indispensable use is, of all

uses, the least revelatory of the meaning of the word. The question has

no logical answer; that is to say, there is no ansÌ^/er intrinsic to the

question. It has no a pri-ori answer, or if it has we have no a priori

sense with which to perceive it. To answer that its meaning is iLs use

is not an ans$/er but another question: How is it used? In answering

that question, Lhe word becomes readily expendable - necessarily

expendable, since the one word of least use in explaining/describing how

it is used is the word itself. I can, therefore, leave open with

sceptical equanimity the question whether any other context might appear

in which'educaLionr was indispensable - any context, that is to say,
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which answered rather than posed or implied the question.l If one

should appear which identified an indisputable referent, then the true

meaning of reducationt would stand revealed. Such an outcome would' of

course, be lt/ittgensteinian of the Tractatus, not of the PhilosophicaT

Investigations. As far as the latter is concerned, education appears to

be one of the castles in the air (Luftgebäude, PI 118) due for

demolition in a linguistic ground-clearing exercise'

3.s.gMythirdmajorconclusionisthat'educatee'hasnopart

to play in the elucidation of the uses of educat- words. 'Educatee' did

not figure in Appendix I either, but judgement could reasonably be

postponed at Lhat stage since reducateer is not a word which is in

common use in the language. But when no synonymous expression appears

in Appendix TI, iÈ is time to raise again the question raised in 52 '4'l'

The one educat- word on which the existence of all the others depends -

semantically, of course, not grammatically - does not appear in the

samples in either their original form or in paraphrase. This does noÈ,

of course, imply that that it might not appear in a future continuaLíon

of the random sampling which 1ed to Appendix I, but I should be

disingenuous i-f I said I thought it likely. The 'education' language-

games sampled in Appendix 1 are, in the main, schooling language-games -

a reflection of the standard connotation of the word in common pur1tn.u.1

Any reference which might lead in the direction of reducatee'rvil1,

therefore, use terms appropriate to the recipj-ent of schooling e'g'

rstudent' (in an Australian context); 'pupi1' (if the context is one of

Lhe education systems of the United Kingdom); 'chi1d' (if a wider

connotation than formal instruction is intended) '
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3.8.10 It is clear that Appendix II supports hlittgensteinrs view

Èhat samples of usage are linguistic phenomena. This is plain from the

ease with which uses of educat- can be paraphrased or read as elements

in a formula. These arê linguistic activities as far as educat- is

concerned, though I must maintain, because I cannot see how to dispense

with every criterion, that I perform them against the assumption, at

however many removes, of some ultimate grounding i-n reality. Quine, if

I understand him correctly, would dispute this, relying on the rcognitive

equivalence' of different forms of words. I don't see how this would

work in the absence of a conmon something to have cognition of, and until

I do I sha11 contj-nue in the belief that an acceptance of reality is

necessarily invoked in order to elucidate meaning-in-oLher-words- I am

not, of course, claiming knowledge of education. The knowledge which

enables me to think, justifiably or not, that I can paraphrase educat-

is not knowledge of education but (assumed) knowledge of phenomena of

the real world, desc-ibable and described in language appropriate to them.

It is this language which carries the paraphrase of the'education'

usage. Nowhere in thi-s process does education come under consideration;

f am as far off as ever from knowing education. tEducatj-ont is a word;

the meaning of the word is its use jn the language, and thi-s use can be

expressed in other words. Either the whole process never moves beyond

the symbol or, to the extent that words can have a referential meaning,

the words which do so in my paraphrases are the paraphrasing, not the

paraphrased. The ostensibly complex unknown is described in terms of the

ostensibly simple known. Such simples are not the metaphysical simples

of the Tractatus, but certain objects (using the word in the widest

sense to denote any phenomenon perceptible to the senses) and their

lanluage symbols which, for the Purposes of a particular language-game'
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I assume require no further analysis - an explanation which does not

stop somewhere is no explanation. The net result is that reducationr is

either paraphrased out of existence or is left with a question mark -

the state in which it started.

3.8.11 One conclusion is, evidently, that 'education' is a

shorthand substitute for utterances that would otherwise necessitate

periphrasis. All teducatíonal' utterances' I might argue' are

expressible in other words. This could not be said of aff utterances;

some must consist of quasi-logical simples, otherwise communication

would be impossible. tChairt or tredt cannoL be paraphrased without

losing the sense which the word \¡/as created to carry; teducationr does

not carry such a definitive sense - hence i-t must be explained' In

short, teducationt has no meaning. The Same conclusion would be reached

via the purely ülittgensteinian approach of 'meaning is use'. If a

particular sample of use is perspicuous, paraphrase is not necessary'

but rneaning still resides in the use, not in a referenÈ. IE was not to

be expected that a method based on the PhiTosophicaT Investigations

would educe a freestanding meaning for teducationt. Philosophy leaves

everything as it is, and how things are is how the word is used in the

language. It is not for the philosopher to dig deeper than that' Once

I have turned over the topsoil I strike bedrock and with a mere spade

I cannot dig deeper. I might nevertheless, even in \t/ittgensteinian

terms, attempt to do sornething useful with the soil that I have turned

over; plantings suited to the terrain might bear fruit.
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4 'Education' be I^lit el-n
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4.1 An End to Exolanations

4.L.I In the Tractatus, l,rlittgenstein proposes the principle

that, in order to be able to recognise a limit' one must be able to go

beyond the limit and see it from both sides. Otherwise one does not

know that the limit has been reached (cf. 52.5.18). It seems to me that

I now need to apply this principle to my analysis of'educationrbased

on the PhilosophicaT Investigations. The question is whether the view of

philosophy projected in the PhilosophicaT Investigations has taken me as

far as it can; whether I have reached a limit of clarification of

'educationr whi-ch lriittgenstein would regard as the limit, bearing in

mind that lr/ittgensteÍn is, in the main, concerned with general

principles and that, when it comes to the application of those

principles, the limitof possible application seems to be reached

remarkably quickly (cf. 53.7.5). There appears to be no problem over

identifying a limit for the clarification of meaning according to the

phiTosophicaT Investigations. 'The meaning of a word is its use in the

language' imposes its own limit - the limits of language. The

ostensible disadvantage of accepting that thís is Lhe limit is that I

shall be unable to achieve my aim of clarifying what education is. For

that purpose, tmeaning is use' is sterile if it can offer no more than a

descriptive account of how words are used. All that can be achieved by

that route is clarification of the use. I shall not get beyond the word

and ít was with the word that I started. I claim no virtue for

Appendix II as it stands, but it does exemplify a method which mighL

clarify how the word 'educationr is used in English. It tells me

nothing about any referent that the word might have beyond the language,
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and seems, indeed, to deny that it has one, since the word itself

disappears before a referenL comes into view. The samples report how

the word has been used on occasion. It is clear that the use of the

word has taken place in the world. Its use, at least, is a phenornenon

of reality, naively interpreted, and its use, taking ülittgenstein's

point, belongs to a way of life, to social customs and conventions. But

the most that is implied about the world is that under certain

circumstances the word is used in certain h/ays by people, speakers of

English, using the language. I am told nothing about what the user is

referring to, or thinks he is referring to, when he uses the word. One

possible answer, bearing in mind the apparent dispensability of the word,

is: Nothing. There could be something only if an irreplaceable word

referred to something inexpressible in other words. But the maximum

value of the word in my examples appears to be as an element in

utLerances which have a use and therefore a meaning as a whole; the word

iLself has no meaning.

4.I.2 This account is, perhaps, plausible as far as it goes but

it seems to me that. it does not go far enough in either of two

directions:

(i) It underplays the importance of existing links between

the word and referents other than some putative, definitive referent

that has proved impossible Lo unearth, and does not exhaust the

possibility of other 1inks. I am prepared to concede that there is no

generic difference between taTk abottt unicorns and talk about

rhinoceroses. That does not mean that unicorns fa1l into the same

category as rhj-noceroses. To argue so would be to puÈ everything thaL

can be talked about into the one category - which it is certainly
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possible but quite unhelpful to do' This is akin to the Tractatus

principlethatlanguageasawholepicturestheworldasawholeandthe

limits of rational discourse set the limits of the world' There sti11

needs to be some method, for which the ?ractatus suggests one

possibility,oflinkingthedetailofthepicturewiththedetailof

what is pictured. The later lrlittgenstein thinks that no meLhod is

necessary, and consistently and naively links word and referent'

(ii)It.offersnoexplanationwhyaparticularworddid,or

cou1d, come to have an elemental use within a wider context of use in

free expressions. It implies that current use has no history' But the

wordhasnotsuddenlysprungfullyarmedfromthegroundanditwouldbe

nonsensetosuggestthatsomeotherwordwasbeingusedonanoccasion

when 'education' v¡as, ín fact, being used' tEducationt is used;

1

teducationt language-games ate pTayed'' The sign at least is a

phenomenon of the physical world and needs to be accounted for as such'

4.1.3Theword'education'hascomefromsomewhere;itsusehas

developed into what it is now but, indeterminate as it is, it has never

been totally incoherent or arbitr ary - if it had been it would not have

survived. The word carries a core, or at least a sufficient residue, of

referential or catalytic meaning, which enables me to make such sense as

r do make of utterances in which it figures - both my o\{n and other

people,s.Imightbemisledonanygivenoccasioninthinkíngthatthis

coremeaningisoperativebuthoweveroutoffocustheconceptof

education may be, it remains essentially selective and to that extenÈ

precise against the indeterminate background of language as a whole

(cf . PI 68ff .). 'EducaLion' narror¡Is the field of discourse; it must,

therefore, have some significance' However diffuse the uses of
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teducaLiontare, they do not have available to them the total spectrum

of the possible uses of all words. The word is limited in meaning

because the contexts in which it can sensibly be used are limited even

though Lhey are not clearly defined. The word does exhale an atmosphere

of meaning - which explains why its meanj-ng is both indeterminate and

undeniable. I,rrittgenstein accepts this (PI 139-142) and stresses that

meaning is a matter of social convention. An important element in how a

word is used is how its use has been learned (PI 77). A language-gane

is playable only because there is a socially accepted, socially acquired

rule for playing that game; that does not mean that there is in general

use a rule for playing a language-game with the core meaning of the word

or, on the other hand, that one could not be discovered or invented.

4.1.4 One way out of the flytrap might be to take WittgensteÍn

at his word; to agree that once the topsoil has been turned over and

bedrock struck, philosophy can do no more. That does not necessarily

imply that nothing more can be done. Philosophy can do no more than

exorcise the spe11 of language over thinking by clarifying the language

and, consequently, the thinking. I assume for the sake of argument that

my approach via Appendix II has clarified the educat- vocabulary to the

stage at which it no longer need bewitch my thinking about educalion.

The question then remains: \¡rlhat is this education that these examples

purport to be talking about? Can it be identified with - does it ever,

for example, label - any element in the physical wor1d, the existence

of which hlittgenstein not merely naively accepts but regards as an

indispensable basis for language? The answer, I might now infer, has

nothing to do with philosophy because philosophy, being confined to

language, has nothing further to contribute. I have reached the limit

{

¡
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Þ-of philosophy as llittgenstein sees it and to show that it is a limit I

sLep across and look at it from the other side. I can steP across any

limit only if there is somewhere to go on the other side; If I donft

know whether there is anything on the other side I can only fol1ow

Wittgenstein's precept and look and see'

4. 1 .5 lrthere the limit lies is plain enough in theory; it must

be the demarcation of language and reality. In the Tractatus, two such

limits are Postulated:

(i) The limit of language as a whole which is the limit of

rational discourse and the limit of the world beyond which lies what

cannot be expressed in language i.e. anything metaphysical such as

ethics, aesthetics, value judgements'

(ii) The limit between language reduced to elementary

sentences and the circumstances which they picture. Neither is the

other although they are logically related to each other. The boundary

between them resembles less a line of demarcation than a zone of

indeterminaLe nature lying beLween para11e1 tracks - perhaps like a

railway track the rails of which are at all times both linked and kept

apart by the logical framework of the sleepers but linked to some

purpose only whilst a train is using them.

Lirnit (:-) no longer applies under the PhilosophicaT Investigations. No

topic, metaphysical or not, is barred. If words are used in ethical

discourse, for example, then they are so used and their use is their

meaning. But, as I have seen, this concession does not amount to much

if it merely deposits me in the morass of language. It is clearly limit

(ii) that I need to transcend and j¡'order to do so I must leave

philosophy behínd and look for manifestations identifiable as education

I

t

t
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Þ.in the world.

4.L.6 The investigation of education becomes in consequence the

investigatíon of states of affairs. I am not suggesting thaÈ there are

educational states of affairs to be investigated; only that if there are

then there are and since I am taking l,Jittgenstein at his word, I should

look and see whether there are. There might be in this the makings of

an escape from the trap of use co-extensive with language. Either

educati-on is a purely linguistÍc phenomenon - j-n which case elucidation

along the lines of Appendix II might well be the end of the matter - or

'education'has a referent, or referenLs, in reality and my proper

course of acÈion is to try to say what it is or they are. There is no

impediment to this procedure in the PhilosophicaT Ïnvestigations.

htittgenstein assumes that it is perfectly proPer to investigate what

there is; he just thinks that such investigation is not philosophy. Ït

1s science (l/issenschaft), bearing in mind that tl,iiissenschaftt covers

knowledge of any kind and that the narro\,¡er use of tscience' in everyday

English i-s covered in German by rNaturwissenschaftt. The important

poì_nt is that l,rlittgenstein accepts the existence of the commonsense

world. He even admits to being interested in the correlation beLween

concepts and very general facts of nature - parLicularly those facts

which tend not to strike us because they are so general. But he

disclairns interest in the possible causes of concept-formation, giving

as his reason:

... \"/e are not pursuing natural science; not even natural history
- since we can, of course, even fabricate the natural-historical
to suit our purposes. (PI II xii)

There could be no clearer indication that \t/ittgenstein is interested,

not in what is said, but in how ít is said; for him the medium is the

I
¡l
1.

I

I

I
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message (cf. s3.4.4). AL the same ti-me he accepts the relevance for the

non-philosopher of investigating what there is' In short' the

clarification of what education is said to be ís philosophy; the

clarification of what it is is science"

4.I.7 l,lì-ttgenstein's acceptance of reality might not anount to

much if the only tool I Possess in order to dissect the reality of

educationislanguage.Isimplycomefullcirclebacktothe

dispensability and consequent meaninglessness of educat-' Unless Lhe

language-tool can be adapted to cut in a meta-PhilosophicaT

Investigations manner? one possibility might be to show that the

reducationr language family is not a true lJittgensteinian language

family. Extrapolating from l^iittgenstein's family of games, it might be

assumed that the members of the teducation' language family share

recurring traits but. nothing in common. But supposing they do have

somethi-ng in common, what might it be? Clearly' any such pervasive

element could not be the total of each meaning in the family of

meanings. Since discrete meanings do exist, it could be only an element'

By the same token I am not dealing with a traditional universal or

concepL. I am sti1l Í/ith \^littgenstein to the extent of accepting the

individuality of the members of the family; they are themselves, not

just f amily members. !'lhat I am looking f or is an element which is

intrinsic to every member of the educat- family and therefore to the

family as a whole. Accepting that it cannot be the totalj-ty of the

family, there is no reason why it should not be the totality of one

member of the family - as it \'/ere one particular use in a family of uses

such that, if that use did not exist, none of the others could either'

There might. be a hierarchy of uses based on necessity of use or perhaps

;

Þ'
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¡,-on the history of use. Looking for the head of this hierarchy might

equate wj-th looking for an occasion when it was necessary to use

reducationf rather than any other word. This would imply that the rules

of language-games are not of equal validity. I4lithin each game they are;

it is a fundamental tenet of the PhiTosophicaT Investgations that the

rules of one language-game do not apply in any oÈher. But might the

playing of one game be a rule for the playing of another? all the

others? To say v/ith llittgenstein 'game y is pTayedt is, perhaps, not

enough. I want to ask: How is it possible to play game y? Does its

playing depend on Lhe playing of game x? Does game x have to be played

as a precursor to every playing of game f? - as a coin-tossing game is

played as a precursor to a number of other games. 0r is game x perhaps

a criterion for testing whether some other game is being p1ayed,l 
"" 

u

game of cricket, or even a game of cards, cannot be played in default of

the rules of the'thatrs not cricket'game. Cheating is not playing the

game, or any game, unless cheating is one of the rules of the game -

v/ar, sãy, or politics. But the account' even of a dishonest game, must

be honest.

4.1.8 'Necessary game' threatens to be a flytrap which I should

do well to avoid. No game is necessary; no language-game is necessary,

since language itself is not necessary. I might try a differenL angle

of approach to the necessary element in teducationt language-games.

Wittgenstein's acceptance of reality colours a1l his thinking in the

PhiTosophicaT Investigations; it is not a concession which has to be

wrung out of him. IU is introduced in PI 1 with the story of the five

red apples and is thereafter never very far away. It is obvious that

there are no apples in the pages of his book; it is equally obvious that
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the words would have no meaning if I did not know what it was to

experience five red apples. lJhat gives the words 'five red applest

meaning is the possibility that on a given occasion they could refer to

a phenomenon perceptible to the senses. This is the Tractatus poSition

and lr/ittgenstein does not seem to have departed significantly from it.

Any difference lies in the 1evel at which the reference takes p1ace, not

in the principle of reference. The early lrlittgenstein states, the later

I,r/ittgenstein implies, that words name objects, though the former doesn't

know what an object is and the latter apparently disclaims the

responsibility of speculating. Even in the Tractatus a word which is

not used is described as meaningle="l 1T 3.328) and the concept is, of

course, a central theme of the PhilosophicaT Investigations.

Consequently, when trr/ittgenstein declares that as far as the meaning of

the word 'fiver is concerned:

No such thing was under discussion here; only how the word 'five'
is used. (PI 1)

it is clear that its use is to symbolise a phenomenon of reality. In

\r/ittgensÈein's example, the fiveness belongs to the group of apples,

whether they are real or merely intentionally existent (cf. 52-5.9), not

to.the language. Certainly the wordrfive'belongs to the symbol but it

would be nonsensical to maintain that the sense of five proceeds no

further than the symbol. If it does not, how can I detect the

difference between five apples and six apples or between either and no

apples at all? Putnam makes the point inelegantly but forcefully:

tmeaningst just aintt in the headl
(Putnam [1] 227)

Of course I can juggle with meanings 1n my head but I must have learned

the meanings first, perhaps by a suitable combination of ostension,

description and definition. It seems reasonable to suppose that, if the
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meanings are not clear, I might make some attempt to clarify Lhem in my

head. But I am not creating new meanings and even my clarified meanings

will be no use for comrnunicating with others until they have been

discussed in mutually agreed language and accorded some measure of public

validiLy.

4.I.g The point is developed explicitly by ülittgenstein as one

of the major themes of the PhilosophicaT Investigations. His aim is to

refute the possibility of a private language, of a set of symbols which

nobody else coufd 1earn. To know directly the contents of another's

mind is impossible. The only way \^/e can acquire such knowledge is

through communication by means of language. To communicate effectively,

language must have a criterion in commonly observable phenomena; these

can only be phenomena of the physical world. This is not to imply that

communication need be or ever could be precise. Ayer argues that the

problem involved in endowing any sign with meaning is no less in the

cases where the object for which the sign is supposed Èo stand is public

than in the cases where it is private (Ayer t6]). But problematical or

not, a relationship must hold betr¿een symbol and object symbolised; the

symbol cannot stand alone in perpetuity. The referent of the symbol need

not be a direct referent in reality; it might be another symbol or iÈ

might be putative reality, possible or not. But ultimately there must

be, as Ayer says and lr/ittgenstein agrees, something that ís directly

recognised - otherwise there will be no halt to explanations and a

descent inÈo an infinite regress (PI 1; Ayer 161 256). The recognition,

it seems to me, must be of a state of affairs; from the language point

of view, semantic, not syntactic. If only the syntax is honoured,

nonsense results.1
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4.1.10 Having establised, I hope, that feducationr language-

games must have referential meaning at however many removes in order to

have any meaning at all and that I am not abandoning hlittgenstein in

following this 1ine, I can return to the point which I rather left

hanging in $4.1.5. Is there a necessary element in the circumstances

covered by teducationt language-games which might serve as a departure

point for ordering them in some sort of hierarchy? In one sense of

tnecessaryt I have been here before: If tnecessaryr means rlogically

necessaryr, this is iuhe Tractatus approach; the sine qua non of

education is someone to be educated (EE not ET) - the educatee. In

anoLher sense of rnecessaryt I can take my stand on the Philosophical

Investigations: Meaning is not a property of objects but a matter of

social convention; but if an'educationt language-game is played then it

is p7ayed. l lt is a matter .of observation that someone to be educated

(either EE or ET) is assumed explicitly or implicitly in the'education'

language-games that are commonly played. The educatee does not have the

equivalent centrality of meaning in al1 of them, but that is my point:

There is a hierarchy of language-games based on the relative importance

of the role of reducateetin each. For exanple, teachers playing a

tlearningt language-game and teachers playing an rindustrial relationst

language-game are playing two socially recognised teducationr language-

games but it is a matter of fact that the former is more directly

influenced by the educatee than the latter - although the interests of

learners will no doubt be invoked in the latter for the purposes of

propaganda. The Phj-tosophicaT Investigations does not recognise

hierarchies of language-games. But it does recognise description of

language-games - insists upon it in fact. Description alone will reveal

the comparative weight of the educatee and other elements within the
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2
reference of any given language-game' It would then be perverse, in nY

view, not to describe reducationt language-games overall and a

comparison of one with another becomes unavoidable. In short, I dontt

have to choose between flittgenstein's early semantic logic and his later

grammati-cal 1ogic. They both tend in the same direcÈion, which happens

to be the direction in which I want Èo go - towards the elucidation of

the meaning of a word among words. In any case, if they really were as

different as they are commonly assumed to be, they would belong to

different categories and would be not merely not mutually exclusive but

would require both to be taken into account if a ful1 picture was to

emerge.

4.1.11 The drift of my argument is towards using the explicit

stance on reality of the Tractatus to underpin the implicit stance of

the Philosophical Investigations. If they were radically different,

either might need radical reshaping in order to accommodaLe the other '

In fact I anticipate 1itt1e difficulty; the relationship between the two,

it seems to me, is that of two viewpoints, not two views. In the

Tractatus Wittgenstein stands, as it \¡/ere, outside language and looks in;

in the PhiTosophical Investigations he stands inside language and looks

around. The result is variant perspectives on the same objecÈ. The

Tractatus clai-ms that language is part of and no less complicated than

the human organism; this is the biological version of hlittgensteinrs

later sociological view that language is a htay of life - the micro and

the macro vì-ew; the indivldual and society.l Nly Tractatus approach

seeks to add 'educateet language-games to the reducatort language-games

that are commonly played; together they might offer a more complete

picture of reducationr language-games. In effect I am postulating the
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Tractatus procedure of linking 1-anguage and realIty, lmplemented at the

1evel of the PhilosophicaT Investigations - that is to say, in the

language as it is, not in some fictitious concoction of elementary

sentences; accepting the playing of language-games but seeing them played

in and wit.h reality and using them to elucidate the reality implicated in

each. A key element in the procedure will be Lhe playing of the

reducatee' language-games which I learned to play through following the

Tractatus. It seems to me undeniable that I play these games and that

others can play them if they wish; they are not played in some private

language of my own. What remains debatable is whether others are

required to play them, 1ogica11y or sociologically, if they want to play

'education' language-games at all. The logic is synthetic a priori, not

tauLological , and must theref ore be discounted in a I,rlittgensteinían

context of an ostensibly Tractatus type - discounted, that is to say, as

far as the language is concerned. Even in Èhe Tractatus, l{ittgenstein

does not build his cosmography on tautology - the world is r¿hatever it

happens contingently to be. So it is in the Philosophical

Investigations also, and this explains why a synthesis of lr/ittgenstein's

early and later views of how the world is need do no violence to eiÈher.

What does ostensibly change is his view of how language relates to the

world. The later l,rlittgenstein sees no need to analyse language bef ore

its relation to circumstance becomes evident. Language-games are played;

logic then demands that if a language-garne is played, it is played.

Language is a way of life; language-games are social habits. Language-

games which are pTayed have, therefore, their niche in society, their

recognised role which bestows upon them their social status. tEducateet

language-games are parvenus; upstarts whose claim to recognition might

not be accepted in polite society. The key philosophical question which
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mightopenthedoortoasynthesisedviewofthetwolrlittgensLeinsis,

therefore'appropriatelyparaphrased,thequestionwhichl'Iittgensteín

asks in PI 125 (cf . s3.5.9): lr/hat is the social status of 'educatee'

language-games?
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4.2 To Follow a Rule

4.2.I According to the PhiTosophical Investigations, language

is a social activity. The community has its rules for using language

which are not consciously applied but go without saying

(selbstversrändlich; PI 238). They are habits,l ,r"ug"" (Gebräuche),

institutions (PI 199). Rules are followed blindly (PI 219); all I can

say by way of jusrifying rny obeying a rule is that I simply do it

(pI 217). A given language-game is pTayed (PI 654); iÈ is not a matter

of explaining a language-game empirically but of making it manifest that

it is played (PI 655).2 Nevertheless, no rule is either absolute or

eternal; old language-games die and nev/ ones are born (PI 1B).3 The

rules ofreducati-on' language-games can change4 - which is not to say

that they are changed or are changeable by any third party uni1atera11y.

The rules of an'educationt language-game' as of any language-game. are

not formulat.ed ad hoc. They emerge as social customs and change as

customs change. If it is not manifest, and cannoL be made manifest,

that teducateet language-games are played, then their social status is

questionable. If they are not played, if they are not social language

habits, they have no status in society. If they are played, even if

their playing is not mani-fest, they are played and their place in the

social scheme of things is secure as long as they continue to be played

4 .2.2 According to lalittgenstein, the rules of language-games

are never privatç. The social status of any language-game depends on

the availability of public criteria. There is no direct access to

minds; public criteria must be based on communally obse..rtbl. phenomena.
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ThisdoesnotÍmplyadeLerminateformforeveryspecimenofagiven

phenomenon:

}¿hatshadeistheþatterninmymind'ofthecolourgreen_of
that which is commãn to all shades of green?

(Pr 73)

Itseemstomethatl,Iittgensteinhascomefullcirclebacktohis

Tractatus view of objects - at least as I interpreted it in s2 '2'9rf '

,Leaf' or 'green' names a logical object which manifests itself as

mundaneobjects;eachneedstheother,thoughthefirstisnevermore

than symbol and the second never merely symbol but always symbol plus

symbolised. In terms of the PhilosophicaT Investigations, this is

language-gameandoccasionswhenthelanguage-gameisplayed

(cf.S3.3.Bff.).The'1eaf'language-gamehasÈhebacking'actualor

potential,oftheobjectleaf;itsruleisthepossibilityofreference

toanempiricallyobservableobjecL,themyriadmundanemanifestations

of which have in common only their common'logical objectivity as

specimens of leaf. so with educatee and the 'educateet language-game;

individual educatees can be as different one from the other as leaves '

but they musÈ all have educateeness in common and educateeness must be

commontoall.Clearly,educateenesscannotbewhatsomeeducateeis

not; since,educateetis logica11y necessary to educaE-, the same is

true of education and educatedness, the criteria for which nust be

applicabletoeveryeducatee.Thatiswhylidentifiededucateeness

with intentionalíty (see s2.5.9ff.) and educatedness with the state of

the educateers intentionality, criteria which are applicable to every

educatee.

-2r2-



4.2.3'Necessarygame'(cf.s4.1.8)isnowseennottobea

flytrap,atleastwithintheambitofleducationllanguage_games.

Educatee,Ihaveargued,isnecessarytosapiensevenifnottohomo;

homo sapiens is necessary to human society. tEducateet language-games

are, accordingly, assured of social status by the indispensability of

educaLees to society. Indispensability is no criterion of social rank'

however, or of exclusivi-ty, or even of survival beyond a niche in

hi-story. 'Educatiorf language-games are played which take lítt1e or no

account of the educatee - I suggest examples in due course - but they

could not no,ûI be played if teducatee' language-games had noL been played

originally. In turn, the playing of leducatee' language_games would not

have been possible if circumstances had not appeared in which educatee

the object v/as concatenated with other objects. tEducateer language-

games must still be the starting point for an account of teducationr

language-games, however, because teducateer remains the logica]- sine qua

non of educat- words; logic is not subject to history'l Also, some

explanation is called for as to how it is possible to play any nominally

education-based language-game which takes no accounL of the logical core

of the concept.

4.2.4 I owe the centrality of teducateet to the Tractatus;

continuing to follow its 1ead, I should look for tautological expressions

based on'educatee'and true by virtue of the interrelationshi-p of their

constituent terms. Such can be found e.g. tNo educatee is the same as

any other educatee'or, if tsame ast is thought to be too problematical'

tEvery educatee is what it is and not some other thingr ' This statement

is true and would still be true if educatee r^ras a symbol for cusLard pie

orRembrandtpainting.Ifitistakentobeasymbolforpupil,a
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propositionemergesoffar_reachingconsequenceforboththetheoryof

schoolingandthephilosophyofeducation.AsfarastheÈheoryof

schoolingisconcerned,itimpliesthatonemight,ifonesodesired,

seek to achieve compatibilíty with the individual pupil by

individualisingthecurriculum.Asfarasthephilosophyofeducation

isconcerned,itsaysthatonehasnochoiceinthematter.l,JhaLever

one does with the curriculum, its effect will be individualised by the

individualpupil.Aphilosophyofeducationcouldbebuiltonsucha

foundation but it would not necessarily take me beyondreducateet to the

otherlanguage_gamesthatarepTayedwitheducat-words.Iwentsome

way down this road with my attempt to analyse educatee as

hlittgensÈeinian object but abandoned the tautological approach because

ofitspretencethattheworlddoesnotexist.Sincelwasattempting

to follow tne Tractatus, this entailed also abandoning any pretension to

logically necessary meaning' I dontt think' however' that the

consequencesformyargumentaresevere.llittgensteindeniesthatthere

aresyntheticaprioritruÈhs'inKanttsterms;thattherecanbe

logicallynecessaryconseçluencesofacontingentpremiss.Thisisofa

piece with his contention that belief in the causal nexus is

superstition (T 5'1361)' I am happy to go along with Hume and look for

relations into which habitual experience persuades me that the educatee'

albeit not necessarilY, does enter:

Theideaofcauseandeffectisderivedfromexperience,which
presentinguswithcertainobjectsconstantlyconjoinedwitheach
other, p.ãau."s such a habit óf ",tr.r"ying 

them in that relaLlon,

thatwecannotwithoutasensibleviolencesurveytheminany
other. (Hume 175)

4.2.5 The relation between educatee and learner is the one

preeminently, I could not see rationally being severed' It seems
which,
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inconceivable to me that the educatee could faí1 to be a learner' The

educatee is more than a learner in that he maintains an active as well

as a passive relationship to the vorld, and the Lwo are' consequently,

not coterminous. But the educatee, whether necessarily or by definition

but in either case as a matter of fact, undergoes a cont.inual change of

state, physiologically as homo and intellectually as sapiens - though,

of course, the two are noÈ separate but are indissoluble aspects of the

one organism; there is no ghost in the machine. The teducationr

language-game in which educatee is spoken of as learner explicates in

the main how change of state comes about in the educatee' It does noÈ

explain why the educatee has an urge' which varies from one to another'

to seek a change of state through learning. I do not mean motivation to

learn in any particular instance but the general urge to develop,

through learnì-ng, a relationship with the wor1d. An explanation of this

might be a theory of what education, holistically, is. The trend of my

reasoning has been towards denying the possibility of treating education

holistically. C1ear1y, it is impossible to treat teducationr in any way

aSthedesignationofasinglesymbol.Butthatneednotpreclude

separating those language-games which treat of a putative object from

those which are incapable of other than symbolic reference and reserving

reducation'as the name of,one or the other. If the former was selected'

education could be given a solid base in manifestations of the physíca1

world such as teachers and pupils, bricks and mortar, hardware and

sofLware, but the choice would have to fal1 on the latter if tradiLional

notions of education were not to be lost sight of. A quasi-holistic

education might then begin to emerge, though I admiÈ that its existence

would be likely to be no more than grammatical. It might nevertheless

symbolise characteristics or properties which become manifestttrrough
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sense-perceptible phenomena. I might say: hlhat the educatee has by

vir¡ue of being educated is X; if I can suggest a value for X, I might

have a value for education. It has to be something which every educatee

has; any attribute which one has and another has not is excluded by

definition. Moreover, unless I intend to stipulate that educatees,

unlike learners, begin only at a certain age (what age could that

conceivably be?), it has to be possessed by every educatee from cradle

to grave and be capable of ernerging in as many mani-festations as there

are educatees.

4.2.6 I attempted to develop something along these lines in

S2.4.11ff. as the individual's Realität i-n its relation to the

Wirklichkeit of the world. I think that my development of the idea was

flawed by the necessity, ex hypothesi, to follow the Tractatus as

closely as possible. I had no real answer to the scorn poured by Ayer

on irlittgensteinrs metaphysícal I (S2.5,7). The scorn has nothing to

stick to if the ambience is not reality but a language-game. I cease to

talk about a real metaphysical I, which is a nonsense, and play a

language-game which attempÈs to explicate the inexplicable by means of

symbols. A change of vocabulary and I am playing the essentially

similar game of intentionality - the exLernalising of states of mind in,

for example, perception, judgement, approval or disapproval. Learning

can cover only the history of the educatee. IntenLionality covers his

future - not, of course, in descriptive or even in prescriptive terms,

buL to the extent thaÈ his future depends on his interaction with his

wor1d. Education which covers only the past is dead. Education which

covers both the educaLeets potential for reacting with his environment

and his potential for acting upon it has a living role to play until it
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too passes into history and is replaced by a new education. Education

as the intentionality of the individual is both state and flux

(cf. 52.4.7). To give an account of intentionality in its past, present

and future modes, a language-gane is needed which I call EE - education

of the educatee. There is, of course, no such thi-ng as EE. I am not

sure that there are even educatees. There are human beings who might

properly be called teducaLeest in the course of certain language-games.

But the game of EE does noÈ exist any more than the game of crj-cket

exists. There is only the playing of a game on a given occasion - of EE

as of cricket - and the playíng of any one is identifiable by the rules

which are being observed. In short, the teducateet language-game, for

all its apparent grounding in realiLy, turns out Lo be no more

substantial than any other language-game. The TractaÊus approach

clarifies language, as lrlittgenstein intended it should, but only through

clarÍfication within the language and not by forging a direct link

between language and reality. All that I can sensibly (in Hume's sense)

know is the human being. I then play language-ganes in order to

explicate my more or less rational surmises about human beings ' 0f

these language-games, EE played as intentionality seems to me to offer

the best possibility of a plausible account of educatee as the central

notion of educat-.

4.2.7 The educatedness of the educatee, whether it is viewed as

the state of his intentionality or otherwise, is necessarily forward-

looking as long as the educatee 1ives. It determines how the organism

will respond to and seek to control its environment; it is a determinant

of response to future experience and a contríbutor to future states of

educat.edness. The change of state in the educatee which has come about
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following the interaction of past states and past experiences is over

and done with as far as the process of change is concer.rud.l In order

to give an account of it I must play a different'educationr language-

game which I shall call EL. This is a necessary game, needed to cover

Lhe process, or whatever, which must have taken place for the educatee

to have undergone a change of state. The process is commonly recognised

in the language by the nameteducationt or, with more specific

implications, tlearning'. There is a tendency to confuse process and

product: learning with learnedness or educatednu"".2 There is also a

tendency to equate learning with change of behaviour in the learner ' T

wish to avoid these tendenci-es and see learning as no more than a

particular mode of linguistic symbolism; a language-game; what might be

ca11ed metaphorically a tlogical abstracÈionr from certain statements.

It is never anything more than an abstraction; tlearningthas no

objective referent. It is merely a form of words to say that learning

must have taken place because the educatee has changed - a convenient

form of words which I shall conLinue to use; a language-game which I

sha11 continue to play, mindful that there is no such thing as learning.

gne of the consequences of regarding learning as something substantial

is the tendency to split it up into separate chunks, any one of which

might be thought to exert a discrete, perhaps even an identifiable,

effect upon t.he educatee. This strikes me as an impossible notion;

learning never operates in a vacuum but only as an element added to the

educatee's current educational (EE) state. The learning that must have

taken place is, therefore, not identifiable. It mi-ght be thought that,

consequently, nothing can be said about it, but this is not so.

Learning necessarily implies a le.arner; there are a number of true

statements that can be made about the learner and therefore about
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learning. I made such of them as occurred to me in s2.4.4 by way of

identifying necessary characteristics of the educatee as learner, noti-ng

some of them for the sake of grammatical convenience as characteristics

of learning. The link betweentlearnert and tlearningt as far as EL is

concerned - though not necessari-ly in the games played in the language

at large - is grammatical, and the link between learner and educatee is

necessary bY definition.

4.2.8 It is clear that whatever language-game one plays' an

account of the learning that has taken place will logically exclude any

mention of the learning which might have but did not in fact Lake place'

I need an reducationr language-game in which to talk about the total

potential learning available to the learner out of which for some reason

and by some means the learner selected the learning which was achieved'

I shall call this game EA; like EL it is commonly called 'educationr and

like EL it deals only in logical abstractions. There has Èo be for any

educatee an expanding totality of potential learning experiences, though

iL could never be feasible to give an account of that totality since it

is both unknown and unknowable. By playing EA, some useful things can

nevertheless be said about it. It is not to be equated with the overt

curriculum of pedagogical institutions - nor yet with the hidden

curriculum, either. Both might well find a place in the totality

expressed in EA but so might any other conceivable learning experience.

lrihat distinguishes an EL from an EA experience is that the forner makes

(strictly, has made) a contribution to the educatedness of the educatee;

to the state of his intentionality. It seems nonsensical to me to claim

that the learning resulting from other than structured reducational'

- -----j ^^-nal- he c.lassed as 'education'.1 How is the educatee toexperiences cannot be classed a
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judge what experiences are properly educational and what are not?

Supposing he can learn to judge, how will he then unlearn what he should

not have learned in the first place? (He could not, of course, know

that a given experience was non-educational until he had experienced it).

It is quite impossible to ensure thaL learning from some undesirable

2
source does not tainL a pure teducationalf source' The fact of the

matter is that learning experiences from any source can make a

contribution to educatedness if they are EA and will already have done so

if they are EL. The problem is sociological not pedagogical. Society is

alrea{y educative, however remote the ideals of the Educative Society

might appear. Adult education might like to trace its origins back to

the Mechanicsr Institutes of the nineteenth century, but the education of

adults began in the Garden of Eden"

4.2.g The Book of Genesis offers an interesting paradigm of the

way in which EE, EL and EA interrelate. Frorn the total EA environment

a clearly episodic EL emerges which changes to an unprecedented and never

to be repeated degree the intentionality of the educatee. A new

language game is now played for the first time, and it is highly

significant that at this primal stage of human educati-on it is a r¡/oman

who plays it. In real time, ET has become one of the most commonly

played games in the whole family: Education of the educator; of

deliberate intervention in EA by any third party, particularly parent;

teacher; trainer; 'teaching' is the key word. It is to be noted that

the intervention is in EA, not EE as is commonly thought. Al1 that ET

can do is contribute to the total potential learning available. ET's

contributi-on to EA might convert into EL and so affect EE. But there is

no causal nexus between ET and EE. hlhatever ET attempts will be more or
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lessindividualisedbythetimeitreachesEE.Thiseffectisseen

Strikinglyinaclassofpupilsofwidelyvaryingability.ETmakesthe

SamecontributiontotheEAofeachofthepupilsbuttheELwhich

emergesowesasmuchtofeedbackfromEEasitdoestoinputfrornET.

The remoteness of BT from EE throws 1ight. on the educated/educated

dichotomy (see $1.2.11): 'educatedr in 'he has educated' designaÈes a

different symbol from teducatedt in the is educatedr' To see the

relationship between ET and EE as cause and effect is, quite apart from

anyphilosophicalproblemswiththecausalnexus'tocommitwhatRyle
'calls a ,category mistake'. ET is preeminently schooling; schooling is

commonlyregardedaseducatirolparexceTTence.Onlyitsdistancefrom

EE allows it to maintain this anomalous position' It is easy enough to

pourbucketsfulintothemainstreamofEAandhopethattheeffectwill

be noticeable in due course down river. It would be an undertaking of

quite a different order to demonstrate the effect beyond a temPorary

local staining - say beyond sessional or school-leaving examination" ' 
1

IfEEandETweredirectlyjuxtaposed,ETwouldhavetotakeaccountof

the necessary characteristics of the educatee as learner, if only

becauseit.wouldbeobviouswhetheritwasdoingSoornot.The

distance between them buffers the evident failure of ET under the

currentdispensationtodoso-perhapsunderanydispensationshortof

a utopian educative society; and perhaps not even then since sapiens is

ultimately an island whether homo is or not. As it is, contributory

failureonthepartofETisgenerallysubsumedunderwhateveris

substituted for EL/EE in the ?education' language-games that are

commonlyplayed.lr/ell-meaningattemptstomitigatethestigmaof

failure by tempering the academic winds Lo the inÈellectual1y-shorn

lambs,tendinmyexperiencetodenyinvigoratingbreezestothemore
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Þ,"robust members of the flock.

4,2.IO Such considerations apply only because ET persistently

confuses two codes of rules. The taik is of education, but the practice

is training; an inefficient training, moreover, since not enough account

is taken of what ET is reasonably capable of achieving or of the most

efficacious methods of achieving it. It is raLher like attempting to

play association football with a rugby ball; simply substituting a round

ball would result in improved direction and purpose and increased

satisfaction for the team and individual players alike. ET claims to

purvey education but education is not something that can be purveyed '

Education, as I have tried to show, is neutral; education is whatever

the state of the educatee is. This is the only logical state of the

educa¡ee; a not-educated educatee would be a nonexistent educatee.

Logico-semantic problems arise because under BT language-games are

played which conflate teducationt and 'trainingt. Education as

educatedness, the state of the educatee's intentionality, is open-ended;

nobody knows, because it is impossible to know, what it will lead to.

Much of what is done in schools is training, instruction leading to
1

preconceived assessable goals.' This is not Lo denigrate training;

trainers, or those whose agents they are' very properly 1ay down their

desired content and methods of training and stipulate criteria for

assessing its success. A trainee might properly succeed or fail either

absolutely or on a comparative scale. Success or failure in education

is not so much improper as impossible. The necessary characteristics of

the educatee are neither optionally nor comparatively to be observed.

They are not characteristics which, in pedagogical circles for example,

might be wei-ghed in the academic balance and found either to tip the
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,.ìscale or to be wanting. They cannot be shelved as inconvenient; they

will necessarily condition how the educatee responds to any potential

learning influence, whatever is thought or sought by others. Ïn spite

of appearances and popular perceptions, ET is an extremely complicated

and difficult game to p1ay. In my view the principal reason for this is

that the game of which it is commonly thought to give an account is at

least two games, probably more, the rules of which are incompatible'

The solution might lie in deciding which game schooling, as the

protagonist in ET, is best suited to play - or is the only feasible

candidate for playing - and arranging provision elsewhere and otherwise

for the other games. The currenL trend is towards the worst of all

possible worlds - schools attempting to do the job which a properly

caring society would do and nobody doing to proper advantage the job

which schools alone could be capable of doing.2

4.2.LI It is manifest that I have fa11en into the habit of

talking about EE, EL, EA and ET as though each was the name of a quasi-

object and not merely an teducationr language-game. ThÍs is a useful

shorthand, commonly used in discourse about games, and 1ike1y to become

invidious only if a further transference is made and the existence of a

real object is assumed. EE, EL and EA are, to some extent at least, of
1

my own creation. I do not think that they are games which are commonly

played - at least with the rules according to which f want to play them

- even though they are, in my viel^/, necessary games; games which have to

be played if educatee is to retain any referential meaning at all.

However, aS I move further away from EE, I come to feducationr language-

games which are pTayed, the first of which is ET. My object now is to

say how they are played, not how they must be played; to rnake manifest
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rhe rules according to which they are played (cf. 54.2'1)

4.2.12 The educatee and with the educatee all pretensions to

logical meaning for teducation' begin to look pretty remote with ES -

education of the education system; of organisations and institutions

establishedforthepurposesof,ortoleraLedby'thestate'The

purpose of ES is ostensibly to serve ET, but in effect ET is its

servant, not its master. The education system of a ufestern democracy -

I think of scotland as the example I know best - synthesises in its

origins and development three main sLreams of influence:

(i)Planning,executedpri-ncipallythroughimplementingthe

enactments of the staters central and 1oca1 legislative processes;

(ii)Evolution,manifestedinwhateverdegreeoforganic

development the political system, wheÈher by design or default, permits;

(iii) Entropy, the tendency for a system to run down;

inevitable in an organisation tinkered with from time to time but never

fundamentally renewed in response to changing circumstances -

particularly the transformation of the soci-al circumstances which

notivated its original creaLion'

The prime mover of the education system is government; government is

about politics, not education. It is not reasonable to suppose that any

government would seek through legislation to subvert its ov/n purposes '

It. can safely be assumed, therefore, that the planned intentj-ons of the

education system are to contribute to the political objectives of the

legislators through the performance of those functions which it is

considered most apt to perform. As to what those functions are, the

principal assumpLion is that the purpose of the system is to provide

schooling (at any level) which i-s to the taste of the government of the
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day. The polite fiction is maintained (or, perhaps, politicians do

believe) that this is achievable by legislative means - by, for example'

establishing by law a comprehensive rather than a selective form of

organisation for schools-

4.2.13 ES is only nominally an 'educationr language-game; no

state education system has, to my knowledge, been established on

educational principles, though educational objectives are commonly

adduced by the legislators - perhaps to lend respectability to measures

aimed at social engineering. In England, for example, the education

system was devised to meet the needs of an expanding industrial society

with an overseas empire. Its purposes were to teach cognitive skills to

the limited levelconsidered necessary for industrial machine-minders;

to grade young people for their roles in a comparatively static and

hierarchical society; to mind the growing numbers of children; to

?gentle the massesr. It still exercises these functions and finds them

increasingly in conflict with the changing educational needs of a

rapidly changing society. There is as yet no general demand for a new

code of rules for ES; the game continues to be played much as it has

been played since iLs inception. Politics seems to follow the line of

least resì-stance; in the case of ES the tendency is to tinker with the

internal worki-ngs of the machine rather than design a new one which

reflects the passing of the age of steam. rPermanent Educationt was

proposed by the council of Europe as long ago as I97O; it has made

little headway agai-nst the prevailing inoculation theory of education,

according to which a dose of schooling early in life affords lifelong

protection against the disease of j-gnorance. A national crisis seems to

be needed before j-nterest in reforming ES is aroused. Napoleonts
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victory aÈ Jena is credited with motivating the rise of the formidable

prussian schoolmaster. The Industrial Revolution created Èhe need for

universal primary schooling in England. Sputnik I led to a would-be

radical reappraisal of public education in the U.S.A. EE never seems to

initj-ate a sense of national crisi-s - except perhaps as one of the noble

ideals of the French Revolution. Even then the proposals of the 179I

Constitution, modestly restricted as they ',¡/ere to free, compulsory,

primary instruction, had Èo wait a hundred years to be j-mplemented'

4.2.14 These examples illustrate the ease with which ES becomes

a sociopolitical language-game. The connection between EI and education

is even more tenuous. Education is an industry; education is the

biggest or near-biggest-spending department of government. It goes

without saying Lhat the money is spent only on things on which money can

be spent; things which can be bought with money such as the services of

people, real estate, hardware and software, furni-ture and equipment of

nany kinds, even books. EE cannot be bought.; neither can EL or EA-

ET straddles the dividing line between what can and what cannot be

bought. Teaching can be bought in the sense that teachers can be paid

for their services but money is not the sole or even a direct

determinant of the quality of the teaching, 1et alone j-Ls contribution

to EA, and through EA to EL, and through EL to EE. 'More must be spent

on education' is a sentence from the EI language-game' not from EE.

ET might properly be immune to financial considerations but ES tends to

cast a shadow over ET and that shadow is partly financial since ES

depends absolutely on f Í-nance. Similarly EI casts its shadol^/ over ES;

the administrators, and more particularly their popularity-seeking

political masters, are not immune to the blandishmenÈs of salesmen and
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many a school cupboard is stuffed with the expensive white elephants of

educational technology. Industrial relations play an important part in

EI - even demarcation disputes between different teacherst unions. It

is not unknown for teachers to take industrial action - an interestingly

euphemistic language-game in any industrial context since inaction is

the rnedium chosen for its implementation. It is of particular interesL

in the case of teachers since they, unduly self-deprecatingly it might

be thoughL, tend to claim altruistic concern for the wellbeing of their

charges as the motivation for the withdrawal of their services'

Industrial action by ancillary staff can close schools' There have been

schools where what might be done with buíldings and equipment was

dictated by strong-minded janitors (caretakers) and cleaners' It is

ironical that EI, which has little or nothing to do with EE, should be

one of the most commonly played teducationt language-ganes; the reason

is, no doubt, the popular appeal of money. All the activities of which

EI gives an account are, literally, education within the meaning of the

act - certainly in the education systems of the United Kingdom, where

Education Acts of various dates charge statutory authorities wiLh making

provision for them. Their claim to the t.itle ofreducationr is 1-ike1y

to be reinforced by definition. A direcLor of education presumably

directs education; whatever he directs is presumably, therefore,

entitled to be called ?educationr. Since educatíon is an industry like

any other, it is not surprising that vested interests of one sort or

another provide strong motivation - perhaps in opposition to educational

idealism. There is, accordingly, no reason to think that the

expenditure of more money will necessarj-1y result in better education or

even in better teaching. It might conceivably do so if the highest

financial rewards hlere reserved for the best teachers' Paradoxically'
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it is traditional in the education industry for teachers who distinguish

themselves to be paid more to teach less and to be paid most not to

teach at all.

4.2 15 That there is a close correlation in education between

quality and expenditure is a popular perception on the part of those not

professionally involved in the system and professionals alike. There

are enough other perceptions and misconceptions for EP to be a readily

recognisable subfamily of language-games. Naturally, these perceptions,

misconceptions, expectations, tend to be held by those not in a position

to know better - principally pupils, parents and the public at large -

though some are held by professionals as wel1. They fall into two

categories, distinguished by the identification of educaLion with ET and

EE respectively; whether education is seen as cause or effect. hlithout

question, the most widely held in the ET category is the perception that

education equates with schooling. As a corollary, both are equated with

vocational preparation; the purpose of going to school and getting

educated is to get a good job. The current dearth of good jobs, or of

jobs of any kind for young people, leads ei-ther to a disenchantment with

schooling/education or to a demand for more education in the hope of

picking up one of the jobs of a better qualified type that are thought

still to be available. The perception of many employers is that the

skills which they would like their young recruj-ts to have are not being

adequately developed by the schools. 0n the other hand, teachers tend

to deny that it is the responsibility of the school to develop

vocational ski11s; the concern of the school is with the total

developrnent of the child as an integrated human being. This game is,

however, played with variant rules: One perception has it that anything
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which smacks of preparation for employment is improper in school and

must be weeded out of the curriculum; another admits that the state of

the individual's total development will largely determine career

prospects and that, to this extent at 1east, schooling is inevitably

vocational preparation. Displeasure with the behaviour of

schoolchildren on public transport or in the sLreet encourages the

current popular perception that the schools lack discipline. The

perception that there is a direct causal connection between teaching and

desirable modes of behaviour is part of the wider percepÈion that

children learn only what they are taught, and sees the schools made Èhe

scapegoat for the malfunctioning of other social agencies, particularly

the family. A misconcepLion held by many people and used by others as a

convenient way of shelving responsibility is that schools can

effectively mitigate the trauma inflicted on children by other operators

less inhibited by moral scruples. Ingenuously or disingenuously,

cognisance is not taken of the fact that the school could directly

influence its pupils, other fact.ors being equal, during less than one

third of their waking time; the other two thirds are not called

teducation' and are, therefore, noL education. Time i-s an absolute

determinant of what schools can do; consequently, they need a hierarchy

of the tasks which they propose to attempt. Efforts aimed at drafting

a hierarchy of tasks commonly come to grief in the implementation

because perceived desirability is allowed to dominate possibility
I

tempered by practicability. In my view, the ordinary human limitations

of teachers do not figure sufficiently in theories of schooling.

4.2.L6 The common perception of education as effect is that it

is intrinsically valuable, and therefore intrinsically desirable, to be
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educated. However, whaL it is to be educated is a matter of subjective

judgement; of perceptions influenced by which of a wide range of

possible factors the judge accepts as relevant. It is a matter of

aspiraLions towards a state, with the possibility' even the probability

if the aspirations are lofty, that the state will not be attained. Such

value judgements cannot logically belong, therefore, to discourse

concerning what the educatee is, to the language-game which I identify

as EE. If there is such a thing as educatee, it must be possible to

talk generally about all educatees and not just some educatees. By

definition EP does not relate to EE or to any aspect of reality.

Perceptions are symbols and nothing more; if they correlate to any

degree with reality, their doing so depends on factors other than those

inherent in the perceptions. The playing of any language-game is a

matter of perception in that reality is not involrr"d,1 only a

conceptualisation of reality expressed in language. EP is, however,

always one stage further removed from reality than any of the language-

games which 1ie between it and EE. It deals in perceptions of these

language-games; in percepLions of perceptions, therefore, not percepti-ons

of reality directly. It is not surprising that educaÈion, li-ke

I,riittgenstein's solipsistic subject (T 5.634), shrinks inÈo nothingness,

leaving only a perceived causal connecti-on between events in space and

time. For example, the belief in a nexus between education and

employment boils down into a belief that doing well at school, however

'well' is defined in theory and deLermined in practice, will lead to a

good job; education has, in the event, nothing to do with it and if the

word reducationt is used at all it is used merely as a synonym for

rschoolingr 
.
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4.2.17 Typically, perceptions of education are spoken of, not as

psychological states of the perceiver, but as properties of the

perceived. For examPle:

rEducation'... does have normative implications... It implies
thaÈ somethíng worth while is being or has been intentionally
transmitted in a morally acceptable manner... This is a purely
conceptual point. Such a connecLion between teducationf and

what is valuable does not irnply any particular commitment to
content... All that is implied is a commitment to what is
thought valuable. (Peters [1] 25)

Conceptual points are Èaken by the conceiver, not by what he conceives

to be the case. As Peters takes pains to make plain, a purely

conceptual point is normatively neutral. IÈ belongs to perceptions of

education, not to education itself. l'lhat these perceptions are amounts'

in Peters's view, to remarkably little - to nothing specific, in fact,

as to content and method. The one is to be worth while and the other

morally acceptable, but that this is so is a purely conceptual point.

It reveals or stipulates, depending on whether the logical nexus is

a priori or synthetic a priori - it does not matter which it is as far

as the end-product is concerned - that education has normative

implications; it does not, however, analyse the normative nature of

those implications. lrlhat they are in any given case depends on the

predilections of the perceiver, not on properties stipulated by the

concept of education:

That education must involve something of ethical value is... a

matter of logical necessity. There is, however' no logical
necessity abóut the particular values ascribed in particular
societies to the variable of 'being worthwhile'' The
justification of such values, too, must go beyond the realm of
-onceptual analysis into that of ethical theory'

(Peters [1] 91)

Analysing the concept of education wil1, therefore, throw no light on

any normative postulates that education might be perceived to have' I

agree with Peters over this conclusion, though I have come by a
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different route. I argue that educatee is the logical sine qua non of

education and that it is, consequently, a contradiction to postulate any

inLernal property (in the Tractatus sense) of educatee which some

educatee does no! have. Normative precludes by definition the

universally exístenÈ. Peters geLs round this problem by applying

normative criteria to both educatee and educator; to what-is-passed-on-

to and to what-is-passed-on-by in the name of education, and removing

the criteria for normative outside the ambit of education. I attempt to

get round it by asserting that neither educatee nor' consequently'

education, can be subject to normative criteria - they are what they are

- and that normative criteria are matters solely for the perception of

the educator (including Lhe educatee as self-educator). They issue as

the well-intentioned (pragmatically; there is no absolute good) playing

of ET language-games of an EA type - what might more conventionally be

called 'curriculum theoryr . I,r/hether there is a possibilty that the

educatee miglË be affected by curriculum theory depends primarily on

whether any attempt is made to turn it into curriculum practice. If the

atÈempt is made, ET language-games are played which might or might not

influence the educatee in ways which he or somebody else might or might

noL consider desirable but which, and on thj-s I agree with Peters, have

to be justified or assessed as to thei-r worth-\,/hileness by criteria

other than educational. I am thankful that, being concerned with what

is and not with what ought to be, I am not called upon to venture into

the morass of ethical theory in search of suitable criLeria. Such an

expedition could not possibly discover any criterion which would make

any educatee one iota different from rvhat he is. It rnight produce in

that vein different. ways of looking at the educatee and different

ierceptions of ttot itu ought to be - different EP games to play. But the
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playing of EP is irrelevant to the playing of EE. I must be able to

talk about the educatee as every educatee is; otherwise I have no

concept of educatee.l Every educatee is what he is and not something

different - that is tautologically true. Every educatee has properties

which identify him as educatee and properties which identify him as that

particular educatee (internal and external properties respectively, ín

Tractatus terms) - these are synthetic a priori truths si-nce they depend

on the contingent premiss that there are educatees. I am not competent

to judge whether any statements of ethics are logically true, either in

the tautological l,riittgensteinian sense or in the diluted synthetic

a priori sense allowed by Kant and favoured by Peters. The Tractatus

assures me that ethics is inexpressible and the PhilosophicaT

Investigations, in a single dismissi-ve reference, characterises ethics

as a matter of how we learn to play certain language-games. Such games

belong, in my scheme, to EP, not EE, because they are the expressions of

the value judgements of educators, not expressions of characteristics

common to educatees.

4.2.18 The perceptions that are given an airing in EP have a lot

of material to work on in thereducation?language-games which 1ie

between them and EE. There is still a connection, however tenuous, with

EE even when al1 connection with institutions is apparently lost and an

feducationt language-game is played which treats education,

indeterminate as to both theory and practice, as the cure for some

perceived social malaise - smoking, for example, or drinking and

driving. Beyond EP lies a miscellaneous scatter of teducation' language

-games which I propose to designate EInl for ease of reference, though it

is not one language-game but any number of discrete language-games each
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of which is played with reducation' but none of which has any connection

with EE. Into El,f goes the use of reducated'as aslmonym for rtrained'

when said of animals, and odd specialised uses such as that of

teducationrfor the rearing of silkworms and as a collective noun io,

silkworms. But the main membership of EI{ comprises those uses of

teducationt which, after Jespersen, I have characterised as tformulaer

in Appendix II (cf. S3.8.5ff.). These are pure PhiTosophicaT

Investigations language-games, untainted by any Tractatus logicality.

For example, it is unlikely that the Minister of Educationrs functions

differ si-gnificantly frorn those of his/her French or German counterpart.

tMinistert survives Lranslation but reducationt does noL: tMinistre de

ltlnstruction Publiquet is the French version, and the German concurs

with tUnterrichtsministert. Not that rministert is any more necessary

than 'education'; The Minister for Education and Science might sti11 be

called the President of the Board of Education, or his duties might be

taken over by the chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, without the

management-plan of the office being altered in the slighÈest. In other

reducationt language-games of the formula type, teducationt has been

known to appear without necessarily arnending the rules of the game.

There are numerous examples in which 'educationf has replaced ttraining'

or tinstructiont; post hoc practices might also have changed, but not

propter hoc. The influence of the new nomenclature might seep across

the language-game border into EP and new percepti-ons motivate new

practices. But what those perceptions and practices might be is

anybodyts guess and it remains a matter of personal perception whether

they are in the event worthy to be cal1ed'education' (cf. Dewey [2] 90).

The fallacy is to think thaÈ words will alter circumstances

(cf. PI I24). Technical education, fof example, is simply technical
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training carried out in an educational institution instead of at the

workplace.Trainingisimprovedwhenitisimproved,notwhenitis

given a fancy name; that is to prefer the shadow to the substance,

specifically to see teducationt as somehow propitious and ttrainingr as

somehow pejorative. Both are merely words and neither can begin to mean

anything until it is used in a language-game'

4.2.19hlithEl.{,Ishouldliketothink,myidentificationofa

family of feducationt language-games was complete. This account could

then be expanded to any lengÈh thought appropriate and the result would

be a first-order account of education - words about education'

Philosophy could then take over and, playing its own language-games'

produce the second-order account that, iÈ is generally he1d, it is the

funct.ion of philosophy to produce - words about words about educaLion'

The fallacy in this notion is that'education' language-games do not

present the facts of the matter about education. They are words about a

word, not words about an objecÈ, and teducationr is shorthand for a

multitude of words which might ultimately be seen to refer to states of

affairs-iftheyhaveanyreferentialmeaningatall.Sothe

philosophy of education is, at its most dírect, words about words about

words about states of alfairs and this remoteness explains the vagueness

which surrounds the concept of education. The way to tighten up the

vagueness is, I suggest, to cancel the last stage in this progression;

to accept that education is no more than a word, the meaning of which is

given by the use made of it in the language-games that are played with

it. rEducationt language-games are the nearest one can come to

education. Let them be accepted, therefore' as the first-order account

of education needed for the purposes of philosophy. Llith them the
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philosopher can then play his own language-game which must, by

definition, be a 'philosophy' language-game' not an reducationr language

-game, and accordingly be played following philosophical not educational

11u". 1 The method of the philosophy of education, i'e ' the rules of

the tphilosophy of education! language-game, must be authentically

philosophical if it is to be called 'philosophyr- But since the game is

to be played specifically with educat- words, it might be appropriate to

gíve it a distj-nctive appellation. In my scheme I shall call it EI"l, the

game the words of which encompass the words of all the other 'educa¡ion'

language-games and submit them individually and collectively to its

scrutinY.
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4.3 AS pt ic Model of Education

4.3.I Beginning in s2.5.15 I developed a view in which

teducateet v/as equated with fsapiensr, thereby denying in effect the

existence of homo sapiens other than as educatee. I sti11 think Lhis is

a Lenable hypothesis, supported by such evidence as Lhe development of a

human being to any sLage in the progression from hunter-gatherer to

technological genius, not as an evolutionary effect on every specimen of

the species, but as an achievement in principle available to any one

wíthin the span of a single lifetime. The leve1 reached by any

individual, his capacity to perform (including mental performance

invisible Èo an observer) represents, I should like to say, his

educatedness. If this could be conceptualised in a perfectly neutral

sense, free of any normative implication, I might have something like a

ülittgenst.einian object of which 'educationr is the name. There are then

three ways of dealing with other manifestations of the word teducationr:

(i) They are meaningless. rEducationr is a sign which

designates a number of symbols; its only true designation is educaLee.

The other symbols which feducaLiontpurports to designate, to the extent

that they symbolise objects, can be given or already have other sígns as

names, the use of which would obviate ambiguity.

(ri) The question of referential meaning does not arise.

rEducatee' is merely a language-game among the other language-games that

are played with educat-. All are of equal status, being socially

accepted speech habits; conventional aspects of a way of life.

(iii) Neither of these approaches te11s the whole story. The

logical meaning of educat- is of limited practical value in the common-
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Sense world unless it takes account of the conmonsense uses of words '

Likewise the commonsense uses of words are equally unsupportive unless

they take account of ratiocinative factors. Hence my thought of

explicating education through a synthesis of the Tractatus and the

PhiTosophicaL lnvestigations, accepting'educaLiont language-games

because they are played but informing them with some sort of valuation

based on their comparative distance from logical meaning.

4.3.2 In the event I found it necessary to di-verge from the

precepts of the PhilosophicaT Investigations less than I was prepared to

do following Wittgensteints ov/n precedents. My account of teducationt

language-games is more descriptive than explanatory; it says more about

how things are than why they are - in my subjective vi-ew, of course, bu!

anyone else is at liberty to offer. an alternative account ' I am not

sure that my purpose would be helped by delving more deeply into the

why:

Remember that we sometimes demand explanations not on account of
their content but on account of the form of the explanation. Ours

is an architectonic demand (unsere Forderung ist eine
architektonische); the explanation a kind of decorative cornice
which bears no load. (PI 2I7)

Llittgensteints pun on'architectoniC, whether intentional or not, makes

his point neatly. The kinds of explanation to which he is taking

exception are the cosmetic and Lhe classifi-catory; the cosmetic because

it nerely embroiders description without adding anyÈhing substantial to

it, and the classificatory because the members of a class need have no

distinguishing feature in common although they display family traits.

Clearly, !'/ittgenstein does not have in mind a patriarchal family, a1l

the members of which might be said to have a conmon feature - their

progenitor. My family of 'education' language-games is not patriarchal
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becausereducationt is no more than the courtesy title of the clan. If

the family had a progenitor, it would have to be reducatee' - an

interesting manifestation, if conventional connotations are applied, of

hlordsworth?s dictum that the child is father of the man.

4.3.3Mysolutiontotheproblemofensuringthatmyexplan-

ations are not merely classificatory or cosmetic but add something to my

account of education is to accept that all the uses of educat- are equal

in terms of the PhiTosophicaT Investigations but that, in terms of the

Tractatus, one is more equal than the others and will shed the light of

its inequality over the others in direct proportion to their proximity

to it. I can bring educatee into contention with the others by

withdrawing it from its extreme position as logical sine qua non of

educat- and treating i-t aS a use among uSeS' anreducaLionr language-

game which is played, retaining nevertheless as of right the uniqueness

of its ratiocinated position. The result is a family of language-games

assembled in hierarchj-cal order. I start necessarily with reducatee';

the rest fol1ow in a linked progression marked by increasingly tenuous

relations with 'educatee' until the concept shades into the linguístic

environment and is lost to view. I try to overcome the problem of

separat,ing nominally the various members of the family by developing the

simple notation which I first used in s2.3.2. There I distinguished

EE from ET; rny complete list now distinguishes nine 'education'

language-games, each characterised by its own basic rule the observance

of which determines that that particular game is being played.

4.3.4 The nine 'educationt language-games, listed and

characterised, create what I should like to think is a synoptic model

.t
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ì...(eine übersichtliche Darstellung; see 53.6.2ff.) of education:

EB - education of the educatee; educated/educatedness as the

individual educatee is, not as it might be considered desirable he

should be.

EL - education as learning; the learning that has made a

contribution to EE from whatever source.

EA - education as the total potential learni-ng ouL of which EL has

been and will continue to be selected.

ET - education of the educator; of deliberate inLervention in EA by

any third party, for example parent or teacher.

ES - educaLion of the system; provision made by or approved by the

staLe for the purposes of the state.

EI - education of the education industry; of buying and selling

whatever can be bought or sold in making provision for ES.

EP - education as it is perceived, whether by those with either a

direct or an indirect professional involvement or by those not profession

-al1y involved e.g. pupils, parents and the public-

EM - a miscellaneous collecti-on of language-games, principally of

the formula type, that are played with educat-.

EW - language-games played with 'educationr language-games;

second-order language-games; philosophising about education.

4.3.5 It is obvious that none of these is the name of an object

or an entity of any kind. The concept rlanguage-gamerexcludes no sort

of subject of discourse whatever - even subjects which Ehe Tractatus

classed as metaphysical and therefore beyond the reach of language -

though thi-s concession is granted only at what might be regarded as the

excessive cosL of removing referential meaning from the ambit of

¡
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philosophical concern. Even EE is not real; along with the others it is

the name of a language-game and gives no more than a general indication

of what the topic is when that game is being played. This is

nevertheless a great deal more j-nformation than is conveyed'when

'educationr is used in the conventional unqualified manner' The

hi-erarchical relationship between the various teducationt language-games

might be more accurately represented as a series of concentric circles;

a target with reducateer as the bullseye:

¡
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È4.3.6 An analogy might be drawn with the image of a point

source of light thrown by a lens. Since no lens is perfect, the image

takes the form of a circular patch of light.. As the lens is moved into

and out of focus, the patch decreases or increases in diameter. When

t.he patch is at its minimum diameter, indicati-ng that the lens is as

sharply focussed as its construction will allow, it is known as tthe

circle of least confusiont. If I imagine the ttruet meani-ng of

'educationr to be a point, I accept that my image of it will always be

ou¡ of focus to some extent; my object is to achieve Èhe circle of leasÈ

confusion conmensurate with the dimensions of the problem in hand. This

I do by discounting irrelevant outer circles. It is noL possible to

discount the circles which lie between the one under consideration and

the centre without severing the connection with the logical core of

educat- and thereby changing the topic to something other than education

If in any instance the educatee could not relevantly be brought into

consideration, the rules of the teducation' language-game are not being

followed; some other game is being played even though grammatically an

'education' language-game appears to be being played - as it might be

a tschoolingt language-game or a tpoliticst language-game. The educatee

represents the circle of least confusion attainable in practice in the

field of focus of educat-. This is not the absolute focus of educat-;

it is not even the ímage of a mundane object. The mundane object is the

human being from which the educatee is a metaphysical projection - a

nothing, therefore, in the eyes of the early lrlittgenstein but in the

eyes of the later a word wíth which language-games might readily be

played. Educatee as a Lrue Gegenstand is represented by the dimension-

less point which is the centre of the circle (cf. T 5.64).

t
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4.4 The ltlay Out from the Flvtrap

4.4.I I accept thaL my synoptic model of education is

simplistic - though less so, I should claim, than the usual holistic

view of an undifferentiated education which somehow manages to be the

effecL of itself as cause. In particular, each of my 'educationr

language-games is not a single game. Each represents, rather, a family

of games within the larger family of reducationr language-games' as

'footba11' , for example, does within the family of games played with a

ba1l. It might. be betLer to regard the family ofreducationt language-

games as a tribe within which there are any number of families. Tt is

no disadvantage, in tr'littgensteints view, if a concept is imprecisely

formulated, provided that it serves its purpose. Either the concept of

tribe or the concept of family could be a signpost to a view of the way

in which a part of the language works and a signpost is in order if,

under normal circumstances, it. fulfils its purpose (PI 87). However,

such a proliferation within indeterminate boundaries might be Èhought to

compound the difficulties with which I was faced at the beginning of my

inquiry and leave me with a correspondingly slenderer chance of escape

from the flytrap. My inquiry originated as a reaction to this very

diffuseness; the meaningless staLe of 'educaLion' induced by its

superfluíty of meanings. ü/ittgenstein has provided a philosophical

explanation of my problem but míght easily make it worse by denying that

there is a problem - this is simply how things are with the language.

T am not prepared to accept that I must learn to live with my problem;

I am sti11 looking for a reasoned account of education. The answer is,

I think, that the logical heart of the hierarchy is immune to either

¡-
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innovation or loss. tEducationr language-games as members of the

families within the tribe can be born or die or even whole families

mightdisappear-itisnotimpossiblethatEs,forexample,willbe

reduced to a histori-cal mode of operation as a result of sociological or

technological change. But tdithout EE no other 'education' language-

game could be played which would ultimately, after however many stages

of symbolism, make the 'educatee' link with reality which, according to

my argument, the nature of homo sapiens requires his language to make.

lJithout this tink to reality through educatee, the concept of education

would lose both its raison d'être and its social status, though the sign

teducatee'cou1d of course be used to designate some symbol unconnected

with educatee.

4.4.2Acceptingthenecessityofthelinkwithrealityleaves

untouched the problem of how the link is to be made. The later

I,iittgenstein accepLs commonsense empiricism so unquestioningly that he

does not raise the issue; according to Ehe Tractatus, a1so, Lhe link

between language and circumstance is self-evident, though complex

statements need analysing into elementary sentences before it appears so'

Paradoxically, it is with the early tr{ittgenstein that explanations of

the nexus come Lo an end; with the later they do not even start' In

both cases the result is the same, and I see no alternative to going

along r^rith llittgenstein's naively realistic approach, though the method

might be formalised somewhat and given a semblance of philosophical

respectability. Ayer suggests criteria for the assumptions involved in

characterising anything as a physical object:

It has to be accessible to more than one sense and to more than

one observer and it has to be capable of existing unperceived'
In addition, it has to occupy a position or series of positions
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in Lhree-dimensional space and to endure throughout a period
of time. (AYer [3] 80)

There is no difficulty, it seems to me, in educing from many reducaLion'

language-games a physical basis which complies with these criteri-a'

Ayerwouldpointoutthatmynaiveperceptions\^IereStillSusceptibleto

analysis and carried inferences which might need to be made explicit.

Common sense needs to be supported by reasoning and even then nothing is

cert.ain. I accept that I must go along with Ayer over Lhis; I claim

nevertheless that some things are less doubtful than others. Curiously,

these appear to be the phenomena with which the more remote reducation'

language-games are played. School buildings and equipment, teachers,

pupils, are real enough and the language-games whích are played around

them have so firm a foundation in reality that their status as rule-

governed, intra-language activities míght seem to be threatened.

Language-games might more obviously be seen to be played when direct

contact beLween stat.ement and observable application is lost; when one

or more stages of symbolic elucidation are called for before the nexus

with reality becomes manifest. Such reducationt language-games might

appear to have a stronger claim to the tit.1e since they are no more than

language. Those played \^/ith objects are still language, of course, but

language which depends directly on its accepted nexus with reality for

its survival. If this is so, T am drawn to the paradoxical conclusion

that the truer teducationt language-games are those based on the

Tractatus, and that ít is the PhiTosophicaT Investigations which forges

the direct link between language and reality. A further dimension to

Lhe paradox is that the truer the language-game, the better the hope it

offers of approaching the physical heart of the matter. Playing

'educatión' language-games purely in the spirit of the PhilosophicaT
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Investigations would absolve me from the tiresome necessity of

rationalising a link with reality, but only at the expense of losing any

practical application my ideas might have. It would be self-defeating

to concoct my own facts of educaLion as l'littgenstein suggests nalural

hisrory might be concocted for philosophical purposes (PI II xii) ' I

have accordingly sought a different way out from the flytrap through

playing 'education' language-games with the logical foundation advocated

in the Tractatus. If it is a matter of logical necessity that certain

language-games are played, the facts of the natLer can safely be left to

logical necessity. To express it like this is to put the cart before

the horse: There is no logical necessity for any language-game to be

played, of, indeed, for language to exist. BuL if there are states of

affairs in the wor1d, then the content of the language which expresses

those states of affairs is logically determined. All that I am ca11ed

upon to do is to reveal, by describing it, what is the case.

4.4.3Havingdescribedahierarchicalfamilyof?educationl

language-games with a foundation in logic (which, admittedly, hovers

somewhat uneasily around analytic and synthetic a priori); and having

attempted to meet lr/ittgenstein's expressed need for an übersichtliche

Darstellung by extracting from my account a sketch of a synoptic model

of education, what remains for me to say? ln theory l'/ittgenstein might

be expected to declare, with Hamlet: The rest is silence. Ï long ago

reached what should have been the bedrock according to tr'/ittgensteinian

principles and have since done a fair amounL of landscaping of the

topsoil. In practice, however, I,rlittgenstein manages in the Tractatus ,

as Russell points out, to say a good deal about what cannot be said and,

in the PhiTosophicaT Investigations, to say at some length what hís

theory of indeterminate concepts might suggest could as well, or as
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badly, be said briefly. Following hlittgenstein's practice rather than

his theory, and risking his disapproval by apparently making an

architecÈonic demand for an explanation, I still feel the need to

interpret my conclusion specifically in terms of the word teducationt,

the meaning of which is, formally at least, the subject of my inquiry.

Accordingly, from my ostensible first-order account of education I

extract tl\ro second-order hypotheses:

(i) Education is no more than a word; 'education? is a sign

which designates a symbol usable in contexts which make sense'

Education as symbol is interpretable as other symbols which, if they

have sense, are directly or indirectly verifiable by correspondence with

a socially accepted reality. rEducationr has no direct correspondence

with reality and is, therefore, referentially rneaningless.

(ii) Even as a symbol, education treated holistically is

self-contradictory and is, therefore, without sense. There is no

1ogica11y simple education-as-concept which could serve as an intra-

linguistic referent for the word reducaLionr. In order to engage in

rational discourse about education it is necessary to identify which of

the many possible symbols is intended on each occasion when the word is

used. 'Education' does not designate any particular symbol; it is

merely the title of an extended family of language-games.

For the sake of clarity I have recast these t','/o somewhat prolix

hypotheses as seven which I list on page vii as a summary of rny

conclusions. Coincidentally, my seven hypotheses equal in number the

seven principal divisions (Sätze) of hlittgensteints Tractatus. He

claimed that anyone who understood him would come to see his statements

(Sätze) as nonsensical (unsinnig) when they had been used as a ladder up

which to climb to a higher understanding; once this had been achieved,
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the ladder could be discarded. I should be disingenuous if I followed

hlittgenstein and claimed Lhe same for my conclusions, though I could

with equanimity see them rejected if they had contributed to the

appreciation of the need for a clearer'understanding of educati-on'

,Educationr is an important word and should, accordinglY, be a clear

word. The vernacular always has been and always will be a 1aw unto

itself. My hope is that the ostensibly careful discourse of those who

profess a commitment to education will reflect an awareness of the need

always to qualify the word explicitly or implicitly; to make plain on

each occasion when it is used what language-game is being played with

it. Awareness of the need to do this is the firsL of the two principal

contributions which hlittgenstein might make to the philosophy of

education. The second concerns the referent of the word. By its

apparenL unity and homogeneity, reducationr encourages the taking of a

holistic view of the very diverse field of which it is commonly assumed

to be the name. Atternpting a holistic conflation of the incompatible

elements within education as it is perceived, generates a host of

problerns. \^littgenstein shows that Lhe entrance is the way out f rom the

flytrap; there is no need to go into it in the first place. Educational

problems are pseudo-problems; they arise from treatíng education as a

problern-generating entity. There are no problems of education because

there is no education. That is not to say there are no problems; of

course there are, countless problems, but they are political, religious,

ethical, perceptual, pedagogical, motivational, vocational, professional,

industrial, lega1, demotic, historical, fj-nancial, 1ogistical. " in

general social or psychological, not educational. The primary

prerequisite for solving any problem is an appreciation of what it is'

As far as educaLion is concerned, there is only the word teducationrand
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the task of the philosopher is to compile memoranda for the playing of

the many language-games that are played v/ith it'
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APPENDIX I

A Panoramic View of tEducation'

(See 53.7.3ff.)
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the past decade has seen some fundamen- me¡rt levels have tisen- markedly, me-asured
tallcha^nges in the approach to education inr against staudards at the outsef of the.pro-
Àrtstiiiiã. rt,e.Sõtróois Cómmiffin5ltre giams. That proven bench-mark, reading
early 19?0s, encouraged experimentation ability, has -improve{ for a maiority of
andihe comparatively vast sums of Federal students, and so has their self-esteem. The
money availãble flowed into many projects sgd-ucal¡-O¡-a¡ ground has been gained
aimed at widening education perspectives,z througlt changes in curriculum and
stimulating students 'arul making schools methods, and greater involvelnent of stu-
more interãsting. Some ideas worked, some dents and their parents in school programs.
did not and some turned out to be frivolous
;;tîä'i;fii"wÏ".îiüð;;;;;bùilió'ñ rhe Prioritv Projects {orm one arm of a
õüi ffit *ìtheiéã áwav. , y,',lu.Jj1I#trf;* ,*t 

r*l.,,il1ilTi.-l,ii!,.i,i:åi;
ect run,'¡ ;isjil;

shbwinf positive benefits for students. The ac{c on¡{ ocni¡a}iar e inter-

Þrro¡itíf.oì.òti sõr,èniä, iniioãùceo i; rc?; ' iìliitflåìiiå!','X,iliiiÎ;ilì,ååifåi&åi:
to i' <ievelop special programs for under-
iîlu'ii.àéá'undl,i,ñlgiãñicÍiiãrén inrõwer ent approaches at different schools, in some

soclo-economlc areas, has received a most cases offering more links from school to

e¡.c;iiãs,"s asséssm'eni in sÀ. rn 1e?.4, åirililsåïiär,'"iãiffi,ft:'äx, iåli,l,iäil
m-qny children - and their parents - in ;õ.i.1;kiiË *äiú. acceptance of responsi-tl$se areas, considered schools irrelevant
and even alien institutions. Consequently, bility' That' too' has shown þositive iesults'

attitudes towards schooling. attendance The programs have eost money, mostly for
levels and achievements were poor. extra staff. But they do not draw excessively'Tiow, ln 113 SA schools supported by 8 nd in terms of educa-
Priprity Project funding, absenteeism has e lityofopporttnityfor
fallen, school work standards and attitudes it is money pioperly
have improvêd dramatically, and achieve- and well spent.

10

,, ;An o.dd thing about education is that so few
pëople profess to knõTTiTä-any exactness
what':,'it actually does to thosê who are
exposed to it.

ür ?'rir { i

This was evident this week when the

ll

altlectc{

ds must
they were

- that is em-

lh¡t:

E said that - etotof tne-ffi-n iu¡:ects.are
recently only a - in fairly restrictive subjèct disci-dentsstayedin 'iplines which have tended to
lQ. They did courses that were reflect the hinds of disciptine"heavi towards a¡eas that are related to traditio-studen niversity' nal university courses," he said.
and co

Tl¡e rest entered the workforce. ,. If there was no altemative to
rhe marricuration exam-oi trre llf,ìi äB.]r'åt''n*if,J #Ëåiå4 "

t^r!ån'Ëxtiö,?'.',,:ör,Ë{å!:#eittu'..-*'.tll"gsr,T,lffi 
-

8A next year) was "a selection
mechânism" to pick studenk for
higher education. r¿

as well as continue the role ofthe
PEB in preparing students who
wanted to enter hisher educa-tion. and beyond.
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%
TT¡ey såy, for example, that 53

p.c. of Federal educatlon money 19
iroes to prlvateEffiwhich i!
true.

ÌYbat they do not point out is
tùat 82 p.c. of all money spent on

æ educ¡liqlt in thls country comes
ññTEte governments which
get thelr money from thel¡ own
rcsou¡ces and hom tax ¡eim-
Þursemeuf grants.

The rcality is tåat 24 p.c. ol,
child¡en l¡r prlvate schools gpt
only 12 p.c. of the comblned
C¿mmonrpealfh and Stat¿ educa- 21

tion budsets,. ì:: "ì ---Fffi'e pËjuAice agaìnfiíÞrivate
schools by the Teachers Federa-
tlon is based partly on an anti-
religlous mentality of thelr poli-
cy-Eekers, partly on .the ln-
creased enrolments at private
schools which'th¡eat¿n the jobs
ln the public Eector, and partly
because the federation thinks
that thei¡ apprcach to educatlon 22
is the only rcasonable one.
_ Thaf sort of pollcy ls ñne if you
.think.thst education is lhe exþen- Z
!slon of the$-tc. But if e<iucation 24
'is the exþe¡sion of tñê-Ïãffi
then diversity of school systems
is essential to allow parents a
rtasonable choice as to the kind
of school they would like thei¡
childrcn to atfend. '

Both the ALP and the Liberal
Party support Stat¿ aid Co pri-
vate schools and the principle of
dlverslty and choice in primary
and secondary education. 25

I

v
dergarücn.

Everyone said it couldn't be
done, but a. leading infanl
educaülonallst has worked 35

with Àtarl bo.þroduce anglq :6
callonal .c¿me for infants
,Ïr-omffmõnchs to ühree years
of age.
Dr Lee Salk has wo¡ked in

eduôation for 35 years, and 37

like so meny other educabion- 3e
g!þþ was eager 'to see the
new video game fad turned to
rnore construcüive use than
ml¡dless exercise.
He apþroached Aùari, and

over a üwo-year Period
worked wlth üheir engineers
,to design a serie's of educa- æ
tional programs üo run on
tAtari co,mputers for infants.

soon give the go-ahead
change.in education

would
maJor

for a
27

8
He told the

"We-havc'seen the end of
the ,Spocc Inaader wave," says
Ferrand. "Programs are now
a lot more sophisticated and

40 educational as well as enter-
tairting." I

The main thrusù of the
hundreds of sofbware compa-
nies exhibiting in Chicago at
the.'1984 International Elec-

41 tronic Show wos educational.
A large numbeñiffiñ-

Danies have hired education-
42 âlists and abandõiFÏñè

galnes philosophy. The
programs are.purely educa-

43 tional and i¡rtended to coach
chlldreu at home in 'Weak
area"s of school curriculunl.

schools. ' t

, This statement is exPected,somq'
es An Educe-

D thõ-Gõñ¡ñ:
child aged

6 should be
subjects,

language,
physicalqr

uld take up
t!ç cl¡epl

ast l0'pèr
and 10 per

cent to maths.
the
blic

en

32 and
jobs;

PROPOSAI,S
'"But'we should not abandon the

tas
æof

w0
establish our goals, clearly, and
despite our current difficulties to
move towa.rds them in evqry way
we cen," he said.
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The school daY
should be lengthened, the Presi-
dent of the Australian Council
for Educational Standards,Pro' tß

ffian,says.
He wants this to ensure that þasic

literacy and numeracY skills are

lines such as
and history
of an emPh-

asls on tæaching social studies and
current affai¡s.

higher school-leaving a ge.

"That would give us the equiva-
lent of [ve Periqds each week to
teach the traditional education 47

skills," he said.
The extra time at school would

oïercome probiems arisi¡g f¡pm ih.e
ãñ'ounblõ^r idle time childreifõfièn
had between leaving scbool and
their parents re[urning Aom work.

Professor Chipman also main-
tained that education standat'ds 4g
had fallen anã-frffiiõÏFi¡-u-ãõ- -

ñ-u because of a lack of practical
training fo¡ leachers, and that some
teachers did not understand the
obiectives of education. 49

'ïwhen pupllõãf[ñey don't see
the .relevance of hisbdty or geogra-
phy some teachers will agree with
ühem, I don't doubt lhat they have a
genuine commitment to the puPils.
They believe that something with a
more i¡nmediabe application is in
the int¿resfs of thei¡ children," Pro-
fessor Chipman said.

He, raised the issues at Wollon-
gong University at the weekend
during a conference on educational 56
research. '

"The increasing demands made
rþon the school for ¡99þ!!a!!9¡! st
eôucation must be puññãSõil-ãE
price and that price is a reduction in
time spent on traditional objectives
of schooling," he said.

"This lras led some üo call for a
raising of the school-leaving age
even to 18, i¡ order that all of these
objectives can be accomplished.

"Such a step would be disas-
ürous," Professor Chipman said.

"In particular, it would do
nothing for the poorly motivated
pupil, but it would add enormously
to the problems of school discipline.
Instead, I believe we should look at
extending the school day, which in
most States is shorter than iü was
two decades ago."

He said he was most concerned
about the qualiLy of fraining for
secondary teachers, who would
need to be "better educatÆd and 5z
better trained and skillecl in
teaching" to deal, with expectæd
higher numbers of students con-
tinuing with secondaly education. 5e

But it must be remembered that Dot all
American academics place the blame rvholly
on television and radio. One who has found
other causes is Mr Paul Copperman, who at 32
wrote a controversial book with the title of
The Literaq Hoa.n:'Th¿ Decltne of Reading,
Writing ond Leoming in Public Schools or¿d
What We Can Do About lt. The symptoms of
dec.ay, he believes, are nranifestations of a
deeper malady, the breakdorvn of authority in

s¿ education, And he writes: "If it is not clear to
a child why he_ mus_t learn grammar ....

c< educatioral authoçity should comlnunicate
"- ÏîTTäTîy ah'd the conseque-nces. of not

äîquiä"g it, bttt aboue oll ir¿sist ít be Leonrcd'"

lnspector for 
x'

5t Business'Education

Salary tl8,468-Ê19,908
(inclusltre of 81,2U London Weighting
Alowance)

58 courses in the
ould possess an
nal qualification
I

Dttuils ond op¡licotion .forms l¡om the Edncotíon OlJicer
lL0/Estab 1il, Roottt 365,.Coun.tv Hull, Fnlffi
lPlease uclose a lttmped uddressed envelo¡til,

lDistrict Rank I

"Computers can be used in
the . teaching/learning situa-
tion; in managemenü tasks for
ühe student, the teacher, and
ihe school; in the home; and
in wider applications.
"The committee wishes to

@see all children educated in
this informationTõffiõlogy
area, and to have all têachers
responsible for promoting
au'areness of the compuber
¿nd for using it as a teaching
aid wherever practicable."
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¡re í,isirèo io-óoriiln-e tne uni

expansion of facilities for
hlgher or tertiary education in 6I
thè r96os as an õpS@to
remove responsibility for voca-
tional gþq!!q and service to 62
the com¡nunity from the uni-
versities, so they might con-
centrate wholly on research.

As chairman of the Austral-
ian Universities Commission,
Si¡ Leslle set out to remake
Australian uniiersiüies in the
image of the C¿vendish Labo-
ratory. He sought to turn
them inüo centres of research
and, at the same time, to
found new institutions to take
their place ln the provision of
vocational education and ser- 63
vice tothe.õññGiû.

This was the negative aspect
of,hls support for highei tech-
nical education. There was a 64
positlve side as well.

ILEA TEACHER

6s

67

feachers from any
ln 68

and
In¡pector
Mr P. L.

fo¡, @
B.

form¡ and other relevant

92b. County Hall, SEI
1983.

12 The SA Educatlon Depart-
ment and leading Australian
sport¡ng authorities have
produced a new pr¡mary
school phvsical educationprogram. 73

The developers of the program
claim it could be one of the major
curriculum shitts since the introduc-
tion of the new maths.

The program, which has been in-

74

Mosf schools previously devoted'about an hour a week t'o PE.
inbo 15
such as
mi¡utcs
e higher

At the end of primary school all
students r/ill have the baslc skills of
13 sports,

A small SA Christian fu¡rtlamen-
talist school has askcd for spëcial
leave to appeal to thc High Court
i¡r its continuing battle with Statc
law.

The school, mn by Grace Bible
Church Inc., of Pooraka, has r"'-
fused to seek registratiou as ib is
required to do under the SA Edttca-

75 tion Act to ensur€ satisfacbory
instruction and the "health, wel
fare and.safety" of child¡en.

The church says tlre school is
parl of the church and the church

. is controlled by ,God, and that
¡egistration would give the SbatÆ

:< rlow€r over the education of the'- ichool's childrenl-
In mid-July, the school failed in a

Srrpreme Court appeal afte¡ lwo
prosections in the Adeiaide À{agis-
t¡ates Court in the past 2k yearc.

In a ñve-point grounds-of-aPPeal
siatement included in the special
leave application, tlte church says
the Full Supreme Court er¡ed in
finding there was no inalienable
right to Aeedom of religious wor-
ship and expression; and in finding

- thal the SA Education Act did not" infrinee ó-n-Tñffiëiõi3ãìI-reli gious
freedom.

6

T'he fact is that behind the
'Eliza¡ìletlÏr House vocãbtrlary
of ohan'ge 'and teeonstru,ction,
Sir Keith JosePh's record
itself is a su'tion of whry
insecurity in
a conûinued
B.Ed qualifiçabion and a Par'
ticu'lai attack on r¡ublic'sector
teacher education provisi'on: 70ffi.

The syllabus says the course is not
'deslgned io convince students that
religion is true or false.

Some comrnitted Chrislians have
voiced concem about religious stu-
.dies along the lines proposed by tl¡e-syllabus.

78 An SA Anslican Church education
committee said

zsõññõñÍîehool
materials, which
existing primary and secondary
school subjects, and which look a
similar, if simpler, approach to the
new matriculation subject, led to
Christianiüy's being reduced üo the
status of "üribal riligions or ancient
religions."
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MELBOURNE - Educationg BHP, Westpac, IBM and Tete-
standards should be reviewed com, believe Ítoo little em-

@

oN

æü
E

175(). Ph.
s9f @.:t5.

O{ R. Br
K.

M. Ja

VOLVO F8¡
del¡very v
drivêñ Eb
ÞumÞs an(

aPet

r 382

t5, SUSPENSION SEATS. lsrl, to
suit most trucks. ,rôm f4 ñ1"'

Teêna gers should "think
again" if they were con-.
templati¡g not ¡e€nrol-
Iing in school next week,
the
ùfr.
day.

A new concept¡on of

acco
first head n¡strator

He said tn

no

diversity of students fn
and 12.i'Britai¡'s sJtstem of

and awa¡ds
an elite still

and

Sampson

- 
" fhe.aebate abouÏ the -continuing' dominance of the old-school-tie, Ox-
bridge crowd has b¡oadened inbo a
debate aboub whether the educatiôn
and experience of the FffiE'
class meet the needs of an industrial
nation.

,É

s

B

ts on
to the

eÍowing
Years 11

Ile said he urged
who had the option

youths
ofleav-

\o of SA's new Yeâr 12 examina-
tian author¡ty, Dr Graeme
Speedy.

6

N)
unt¡
I

ing school once
reached 15 to consider
education and trainine al-
tematives before opting
for a ñrll-time job hunt,
and risk the damaging
frustration of long periods
without worlc ;

At a time of record youth
unemploy¡¡ent, it was dis-
tu¡bing that schools werc'
not retaining students,
especially when those with
the least education and I
skills crere--éiFëäãncin g
the most diñculty in ñnd-
ing a job.

oN

TþËE WORKHR$'Ëffi[$ Ðru&f,J ATI{}ru
Ã maior prwvider ø{
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It ts hard to understand rvhy Sir Keith
on plunging schools
hat will ensire if this
o practice. lVe are

European country

?TT¡J},Ta ih;}.TÊI.
not preciPitate th'e

kind of classroom anarchy that the caners
claim woutd follow. Indeed, 74 @-
cation authorities in Britain have ool, s
¡anne¿ it-witir no evidence that teachers
have lost control as a result. The consulta'
tive document sa¡ns that the Government is
impressed by the strength of parental c-on'

viciion in favour of retaining the cane. But
what about the strength of parental feeling
0n the clecline in education standards, 99

charted recently again by the Schools

Inspectorate ? There is to be no consultative
paper about ways of mitigating the effects
õf 

-'expenditure 
cuts 0n -gduca!¡ql standards' lco

It seóms that Sir Keith is more concerned
about the rights of pupils to be beaten than
their rights to be properly educated. 101

of dollars.-ì'iã-r." 
õo..qsion' That-cosls

'us äboul 3 ôr 4 per ceát of
gross domestic Product each
year," he said.
"Ill health costs us about

twice thab.'We train about 100
medics and 450 paramedics in
Wesiern Australia each year,
but we don't ürain a single
corrosion scientist. A few may
drifb into the field, but thab is
it. That makes no sort of
sense. A lot of problems in
corrosion could be solved sim-

107 ply by gducation."

'Y(ru EG¡¡ thb A thin¡ b æc.
.. rhingRrbbittrr?l' ' 

' ibr, Bcyon. Hc'¡ clcrs, R¡bbl' b.l

104

I frrhing Raô{l'r l¡osr. Hr I '
qI thi¡l'--tc¡r¡ Pt¡lu DcreqÞ

lyr ..i - .

, 
'' Dotr't'ridBcgr.

. B¡oeci¡llvnoteboutæmplic¡t¡d
teeróns to ivoidthet¡nti-herq tho
Bear of Very SE¡ll Brain.

Some teacherï beüeve the US is
heading for a new era when children of
the new wave of Oriental and Asian

tionalist Chinese official, who earnso
about $100,000 a year and can afford t6ç
smile at Jokes about "yellow jou¡'.
nalism." -'ñ

the4n

#íü.
much,

reminded ofthe child¡en ofthe depress'
1G ion era who prÞed education higttly

and saw it as the number one priority."

The¡e are olher contrasts:
rows'of bleary eyes did nob
meet your scrutiny in years
past but neither did the stu-
dents of those days come from
.homes where both parents
worked, often on Shifts.
The social disruption of

ùelevision - it seemed llke
magic when lt began with the
Olympic Games in 1956 - had
not yet touched us. rñ/hether
Its dlstracting effect is the sole
cause of a change in students I
won't hazard; but distraction
is now a greal challenge to se-

1@ rious education. Theie is a
monum-õñEî-iãõk of concen-
tration ln many, a real fear of
uselessness on the emplo¡'-
ment market and a philosophy
of. "Iet's try it" which, while
not novel. leads to much more
damage than smoklng an Ar-
dath behind the toiìets.

105

tion for gifLed boys.
16
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'ffiere i¡ ¡ serious imbalancr in Britain today in the full ' knowledge. But it mu¡t also include the exercise of
process which is dcscribed by the two wordi 'gdgç3!¡oo'Uo ' creative skills, the competence to undertake and

and'uaining'. The idea ofthe icducatêd person' ii that ut complete tasks and the ability to cope with everyday lifc;

ofa scholarly individual who hãs becn neither educatcd ru snd also doing all these things in co'operation witb
nor,trained to exercise úseful skills; who is able to others.
understand but not to act. Young people in secondary or There exists in its own right a culture which is

highcr education increasingly spccialisc, and do so too t13 concerned with doing, making and orgnnising and the

often in ways which mcan that they arc taught to creative arts. This culture emphasises the day to day 
-

pnctise only the skills ofscholaiship and science. They nanagement of affairs, the formulation and solution o[
acquire knowledge of particirlar subjects, but are not problems and the dcsign, manufactu¡e and marketing of
equippcd to use knowlcdge ways in which arc relevant to goods end services. 

'

Ot wõrta qußide the eduiation system. 114 u6 Educators should spend more time preparing people
' This imbalance is harmful to individuals, to industry rrz Ín this way for a life outside the education svstsm. The
and to'society. À well-balanced education should, of tu country would benefit

,course, embrace analysis and the acquisition of ltg from what is here desc

- îhq -central lrony. ol all
the¡é'ì,;schemes, this . new
er¡lDhasls on trninlnE, ls of
course thst these lnitletlves'
arc tralnlng youngst¿rs for s
labour markêt th¡t ha¡ be¿n
eloded; Clere Short så1ry other
irônles. "The edueatofs whoug
constantly moãiñ-15õî[ thc
negle0t ôf tlìè most able, the
Kelth' Joseph¡ end Drvid
Youngsr are suddenly
despêrât6ly concerned about
the,bottoañ {0 pet cent,'l she
said, "

!'Thôy seem to'be s¡ylns
that this grouÞ le¡rns besi
ùy sork experience afld so

t back into the
whlch is the
ive coneluslon

- seying'let's
ìeå¡n to' be

ght on-broad'
youü91æ

shÖu¡d
n' for 

'

work ls less ¡elevant tÌ¡m it

¡nd emplo
¡eø1, jobs;
be found
industry, a
market ec

Why a¡è-so-many young male
drivers killed latc at night?

TÏtey have been out prowting
and, if they have been lucky, they
arc probably tircd, ,oo, And whab
of thei¡ behavior on the road? It is
all pa¡t of a sexual display. What of
thei¡ choice of zuch powerñrl and
noisy vehicles? Same reason. And
why drink so much? Showing ofi
again

The sad thing is that lt is all so
natu¡al. Can you eduCat€ yol¡¡ 125
tomcat not Co yowl añFroamiNot
without aì visit to the vet!

What is needed is not so much
fluoride in the wat¿r as bromide in
the beer, '!

In 1955, as one of three repre-
sentatives of the University of
Melbourne on a commlttee to
advlse the government on the
establlshment of àn Institute
oi University of Technolôgy in
Victoria, Sir Lcslle gave strong
support to the proposal'as thê'
means to supply tralned work.
ers for ùrdustry.

He told the committee: "The
exlsting university was con-
cerned vith finding new facls,
and people were needed to ln-
terpret these findings and
apply them in lndustry."
He made no provlslon for

126 vocational education of thls
trind witnll--ß de partmen t.
He said in an interview in

r27

- and, of course, there would
be the rump who would come
out as BScs and become teach-
ers and tum into engineers or
what have you."

He conside¡ed that it would
be betùer to traln these people
in institutions set up sÞecUt-
cally for these purposes. Not
onty did he conslder that ühis
would be more efficient, but
also that it would be i¡l ühe tn-
terests of tbe students.
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Gualn.
SaLelliles have the capacil,Y

to exterìd dist,a¡rce 9!!g!þI¡ t30
w¡lhin Australi¡ atld overseas

- for exatn¡rle, to Toltg¿ âlìd
l,he Cook Islands whiclr lravc
rìo utì¡versit,ies. TlteY could
also etlable networking ot sPc-
cialists lhrottglr satellile senì-
inars, confcretrces and itrfor-
màl exclìatlges of inforntatiolt

135 IS anything in glgfq ever
deciderl bY research ? '.Take
this business of the comPre'

hensive schools. According to

Lady Cox, the research

carried out bY the Nåtional
r36

schools,
Most statistieians do not

asree. TheY find the NCBS
research flarved and its con'
clusions invalid.'But what's that to LadY
Cóx ? Befole the research
rvas conltnissioned, she kne¿u

that grammat' and secondary
morlein got better results.
Having seèn the results, they
confirm her l¡elief.

Dr Pettman saYs that hav-
ing stutlents think for tbem-
selves sbout human rights
almost inevitablY' means
they wlll question tbe soclal
structure in which theY find
in school anil class,

"It þst tlePends whether
vou are a democrat or not as
io whether you think that is
a gooil thing," he saiil.

He belleves schools can
effectively organise' their
stutle¡ts observing buman

t

:
e

at otltls with the kind of
137 ealucation that evokes

atvareness.
r1Â "The wortl 'etludation'

comes from the Iffi
to leail out. You cau either
lmpose things ftom above or
you can Present iuformation
ânil creative opportunities
for iniliviituals to talle the
Dext step.
'' "r belleve it is the second
Drocess which creates a
irybole happy human being."

Tlelve local education auth-lsorities ¡n ïn'eäiã-ãd wales
and tt,yo ln ¡Scotland havealready ban{ed corDoral
punishment, A ftlrther. J0'have
set dates for abolition or a¡,e
investigating its merits.

The main target, he said'
should be exarninations. As
thev stood. they wet'e a tre'
-uteñdous. barfier.- tó the

,majofiity .of, rpupils. Having'removed them, he said, vlé'
ne€ded to take a cool look
at traditionaL subjects and
their usefulnèss and lntro'

¡ather than as a means to
¡ specific vocational end'
" We've kePt to the academic
mode for so'long because we
¡óe it ¡s thc only way ; t¡ut
¿ 19th, even l8tih century cur'
rlculum sim'ply doesn't f it
jnto a 20th century economy''In my S¡we got:
llcular a
walls of
or thre

. experience schemes, , not
'þecflse we thought it rortlld
'get'them jobs but ,because rrye

ranted ,that Bartlcul¡r dimen.
,.rlon to their educetlon,'¿ r3z

The Minister fdr Education,s@
cation lobbies and State

-governments 

nexi week to
outline the crlteria foi assess-
lng priùate schools into a new
l2-category system believed to
have Cabinet approval.

The review follon's legis'
lation proposed in Victor'
ia whichwould make Prin-

staff
unt-
ou¡l-

cils, and give councils
more say in who should be
appointed PrinciPals.

ll'

TY
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The Opposiüion's g¡þg!!q
snokesman, Senator Baume'
säta tne reported decislon to
freeze funds for some children
and ùo extend the "hit llst" bY
4 ''further 15 would have
"severe repercussions".

The headmaster of Trlnity
Grammar School in Sydney,
Mr Roderic West, defended
the rlght of all parenbs to gov-
ernment education funding
and said the independent
schools were "mortified" by
ieducülons in funding.

helP.

t49

They have a good chance of over'
coming these disabilities buü the

, eadierlhey are helped the better the
chances of success,"

141

r42

¡

I

t

{

Þ

I
li
P

employment.
More ideologically inspi¡ed oppo-

nents of State aid see the State as
the ñ.¡ndamental group unlt with
the rtght ùo determine wt¡at
approach shall þe taken to gluca- i¿s
tiou.-The fact ls, however, that parents
a¡e demanding the right to choose
for themselves what sort of school
thei¡ children will attend.

And in recent years tbey have
lncreasingly opted for ùrdependent
sctrools even though it costs them
mo¡e.

Since the family, in a democratic
soclety, is really the fundamental
8loüp ltnit of society¡ then govern-
inerrts ought to be responsive to the

lÈlshes of the electorate in making
the cholce of privatæ education t46
easler rather thÄn more dfficulf-

El o,raATIoN historian r¿z

.U/ ãñA auiñor,Ãlison Mack-
innon, came face-to-face last
week with some of the history of
which-she has been writing.

ür*ut a historic moment for the
hiuþrig,n. ì,,i

ui-ruaininnon met Mrs Beatrice Jolly,
Mlss DaisltlrHa¡rv a¡td Mrs Elsie Thorne, all .

ÒIdscholars of ihê edvanced School for.
Girls in Aäelaide, which is featured in Ms
Mackinnon's new book on girls' secondary
educatlon in SA. 148

'Tle Advanced School opened in 18?9 and
was absorbed in 190? to become parü of
Adelaide High School.

A. S. Neill used to er.ìm'

Þlain that he rças a Pt'oPhet
rvithout honottr in. hìs orvn
country - and indeed lris
prolific and revoìutionarY
writin,gs are far better known
and follorved abroad than at
home. IIis books no longer
feature in 1he sYllabus of
teacher - training courscs
here - yet little has haP.

150 Dened to BriJish SdUSAUgn
ilnce he first rvrotit-õTaFã
the books less t'elevant notv
than then. Eigltty Per cent
of British schools still cane
children.

CANBERRA - The Australian
Democrats havc callerl fo¡ an in-

15I crease in erlucation spcDding as part
rq,r of the party's education policy,

Rnno'un c in g Tñõ-p o t i-i cv ye ste rcf ay,
153 the Democrats' educatlon spokes-

man, Senator Macklln, said increased
spending was needed to overcome
unmet student demand, out-of-date
equipmenl and substandard accom-
modatlon.

"Necessary funds could be provided
by the Commonwealth if it retumed
,to 1979-80 fundlng levels," he sald.

"This wonid mean a fu¡ther 9430m
wor¡ld llave been spent by fhe Com-

154 monwealth on tqrtiary gg!q!þ4 this
flnancial year."

Senator Macklin said the Demo-
ú5 crats opposed any tertlary educqtion

fees.
He said the Govemment's experi-

¡nent rvlth the $250 adnrinistration fee
uitable
g t¿rti-

l% 
a. new\

Australlan Research Fouudation to
co-ordlnate all Fede¡al Govemmenf

rs-t fundinc to hlsher education,
they-calf -ÍôlTñEE-a¡lßhmentol

an open universify to improve the
DB delh'eff of hisher education to ex-

ternal students.
The Democrats favor a per caplta

Bxant for all students regardless of
which school they attend, as well as
special funding provisions for schools
with special needs,

"The Commouwealth has a respon-
. sibility to work with State govem-

ments to enhance the quaüty of
public schooling," Senator Macklln
said.

"A healthy public school sector is a
fundarnental ingredient for a healthy
democracy."
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THE term TAFE

larln . although it
has been in use for
several years in
obher States.

Late last year lhe Gov-
ernment changed the
name of ihe

rther

llrst on!

173

r59 inside a rveb
doxes ls being

L74

ssion. and the
dole qtteues.

160

161

on vocational training,
throuEh Governnlent initia'
tives - such as the Yorrth

increasing'
If youngsters and thetr

parents are desrpcratc, then
icaehers a're confusetl and
demolal'isetl. How relevant
are tra'ddtional . edtlc4tion,ll
ideas about the intl'insic
lvo¡th of leannin'g in the light
of mrass yout'h une.mPloY'
ment ? How rglevant, come
to th,at, are progtessive ideas
about 'work exPericnce rvhen
there is lirt'tlc work to be
eot ? Wh,at is education ?

i\''irat is a Job?Tñ'[fcriIY,
values 'and concepts that
were taken for gran¡t ed are
on tlre line,

The Deparlment of
TAFE ¡s the major Pro-
vidcroftertiarYeducalion 162

in this Slate, and is seen
bv lhe Industrial and
Cb¡nmercial'l'rainitrg
Commission as the maior
edueational training arm 163

õI-E-overrr¡¡rent.

The Department of
TAFE occupies a central
Dosition in ñlling the cle'
inands of our community
for t€chnically qualiited
manpowel' and for Provid'
ing training and rebrain'
ing for the new occupa'
tioìs and the changed
occunations \¡/lìich are aP-
oearins a.s a result of the
increa-sing rapidity of
technological change.

- 'UnlÙérsitY of
Leicester

SCHOOLOFEDUCATION L67

LectureshiPs in '

MATHEMATICS AND
Cãmputing Eilucation (2) ræ

175

r76

177

178

179

i
;{l

{t
TECHNOLOGY PolicY must

authorltarlan and remole, ac-

::Ë"'1"*"'rlr'ii*liieili':äFft 
r$

management.
"The c¿pacity for industry to

develop opportunlties depends
on lnvestment in research and
education. that is, appropriate
supplies of skills of hand and
braln, and the ability to make
adjustments to these to meet
new needs," he said.

"Management methods aÞ
propriate to an gdg@kfl labor
force must be much more op€n
than has been customary."
'sl" Btu." also critlclsed the
"appalling" level of knowledge
of technological chsnge, sey-
ing that we h&ve not yet
learned to make technlcal
change e smooth process.

The question of the balance
of technlc¿l change should
also b€ considered especially
durlng perlods of boom, when
blas was likely to develop.

t

Þ-.

¡

t
I

I,

I

I

I
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AUSTRALIAN educatlon is læ
ln crlsls..If you don't be[eve
me ask some Psrents.
To find out whaÈ is wrong

with the Australl¿n C$!¡C¿!þ¡I 181

svstem vou do not need to look
iãffivônd the militanc left-
wing Australian Teachers
Federatlon (ATÐ.
I can thtnk of few organisa-

üions thai h¿ve so harmed the
cause of their members or
done so much to dtmlnish the
professlonal standlng of what
was once a htghlY resPecüed
group wtthin the communitY.

Of course ùhere are some ex-
cellen
staffe
quaUf
are s
non-governmenù schools.
Buian lncreuslng number of

Australlans are concerned
wl0h falllng sbanderds in the
public educatlon svs,tem.. 182

The ATF ls anxlous lo ln-
crease fundlng for govern-
menb schools and ii recently
cornmissioned a surveY bY a
market, research company.

I guess the ATF expected the
rese&rch to show that govern-
ment schools are held in high
regard and, on the basis of
ühis, to argue for more tax-
payers' money to be sPent on .^^
äu-blic education. 183-Bur wTñJÉdreseerch was
completed lt reveeled what
virtually everyone (except the
trade unlon bosses in the ed!.I- 184

c¿iion system) kncw.
The survey results are ê

devasüatlng lndictment of the
public educsiion systeql.,- 185

SYDNEY University's Pro-
fessor of Australian Literature,
Dame Leonie Kramer, raised
eyebrows in Perth when she
launched an attack on egalita-

187 rianismin educationpolicy in a
lecture honouring one of
Australia's most illustrious Fa-
bian Socialists, Dr Herbert
Cole "Nugget" Coombs.

Dellvering the lnaugural Her-
bert Cole Coombs Lecture ai the

188

189

ology.

1Ð

ism, can be fait,"
ror "An educatlon ls falr only lf tt
"' brings out whatever is the best

ln students. not if lt pretends
that thelr capacities arè equal,"
Professor Kramer sald.

1ô. "If educatlon ls to ercourace
"' the sþT;i[iGterprtse, It muir

encourage falth ln the future
and preserve'dlvlne discontent'."

She drew a dlstlnction between
nge-
that
thv.
was

not convlnced educatlonal
prograrns either encouraged
faith ln the future or preserved
"dtvine dlscontent" - or that
ùhey even tried to imbue sLu-
dents wlth àny consclous sense
of purpose.

I

193

4,,
¡¡llïr
f,'

The incidence of teenagers rejecting
schools had promptcd a ¡eries of
fonrms in tJre past yea¡.
' The intellectual and soci:al handicap
of semi-literacy was a mqjor reason for
fhe alienation

M¡ Bteinle said he lnd therefore held
out "very strougl/' for money t'o be
devoted þo litcracy prog¡amswithln the
Commonwealth Govcrnment's new
participation and equity prog:am.
flltis is a major program airned at
keeping more sbudents ln çducqtþ4
beyönO- tne post-compulsoryTeafr'1.

lq+

lion ot lhc tvV'S. and L.B. Rob-
inson College aL Broken Hill
wireu tlre UnivcrsilY of NSW
etrds its involvellre¡lb aL thc
end o[ uexb Year.

UNS\M decided [o Phase oul
its ol)crations at Broken llill
because t,lle sn'rall enrolnlenl
nr¡rde it both fin¿ucially tttd

tqs educat,iouallv difficull lo sus-
tãÏn tÏffiäine Prosranr' The
use of Robi¡rson College as a

lì1ìs
Iate

r% Mr
186

I

Þ
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'A think-tank is being set uP

bjÈthe Minister of .Educatjon. 1et

Ivir ArnõII, to provide an alter-
M

Mario Griguol.
Mr Amold described the mernþer-

ship as mngtng from bbosc c;!-'r'j jn
mz the field of education lo t¡llr'-'rs ivlto^' provìtlëtfã-bffitllEõfvision valuable

^ in dealine with problems in cducation,
even though they were noL involvecl rn

2¡9 education on a day-to-day basis. They
would form a þody with which he
could share ideas and explore op[ions

210 on kev educafional issues.
"The committee's puçose is not as

a surrogate department or adminis0ra-
tive body," he said.

Mr Arnold said the deoartments oi
211 Education and TAFE had been i¡-

øre*afmme-nea oF the comrnittce
and now we¡e keen bo see the recorn-
mendations it would put to him.

The Opposition spokesman on g.dg-
212 cation, Mr Wilson, said he supportcd

lFoneept. The need for such boclies
ha.d arisen throughout Wesbent clemo-
cracies üo ease the growing preissun-l
on lltinisters by vocal interest $oups.

He hoped fhe Minister would meet
the committee regularly so its advice

,," inñltrated di¡ectly inbo the Education"- Department th¡bugh theTlñßFi#nln$eu.
Mr Erilson iaid he was surprisecl no

member of the csmmibtee carried a
2I4 more traditional view of education.

Such a person was needed b-b'alarrce
tlrose members of the committe e who

^,. represented a radical view of educa-tt' tión.

Teachers headquarlers
that enrolmcnts in the

Keeping the enti'ô State school systÆm had

te a c he r po pur a tion' ii g.f p¡f-{ ll.1:."Y,li:f 00'
ðiäíó.'i.nãóiJ-in recent tlre past seven vears'

I

223

He was comrnenting on
an ALP ctaim that the
iì'b.åi'cäîJäñ;t rlii cause these are slraitened

Iet nearlv eoo teacrifrË times"' he said'
posltions disappear slnce
l9?s.

224 Labor says in its educa--' tionpiãtioirn it wtuEffi
Eãõtring Positions liber-
ated from some a¡eas
throuch declining enrol-
iìiiis"'änã-ãäãun"el them misht sav lt was.devoting
iä-'i'tïf,toï-aièaJ. iucn as mole monev to-the slate
Ëirri-tiä. iriã[ã.e stiÍt too qvslem, the.ALP believed

225 HiråF'3å:f,.å"'.tlì3*:26 ióm ããor since 1g?9.

Mr. Allison told a public Mr' Allison ..said the
mãe¡inl-oi âùout''ioo at Libe¡als' cglca.tiglt policv229

ii";--ðï-l;¡iiuute or would be issued this week

I

ù-

nfr,ive source of atlvice from

n0r

er ab and the

Ms Sue Owens;

a student at the Ms Annette
Herbert; a di¡ector of the Education zø

A¡t SA school students will have
to lçarn two languagea if the SA
Gorcrnment adoptr the ¡ecomm€nd-
atioru of a mqior ¡eport.

The roport 216

Ilemocraov.'
fEclffiIsüi
ner, who said lt woulil be subþt to
publlc comment ¡nil rraction before a
fl¡sl declslon was maile on the
¡econmend¡tio¡s.

The report, prepareil by a task force
formed ln November to examine
multlculturallsm atrd education in SA, 217
says all stutlents shoutdiffi-a hnguage
other th¡n Engll:b. leachlng tbesc lan-
pages shoul 2rB
Ileu¡ttment
for the regis

I
t

tr,
t,

i
i

!

I

i

schools.
Ite report also recomnenils tbat:
OEach educatlon body In SA shoulil zt9

establlsh ã-ñítT-o act ai a focu¡ for the
dcvelopment of multlcultural pollcles.

I levels 220
ñ¡ll con-
atl¡S to

mqltlcultursUsm" !

O Members of mlnorlty etbnic com- |

appotnted to those
responsible for all 22r
levels of the ducs- n2
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':ì [fi it's Frenah or PhilosoglhY,
:]i cuolous and- archaic atti' Association of IletroPolitan

Autlrorities al'e not
rnaking progt'ess. Nor aIe
they likell' [o rtlrrle Ilt\f.
flustoms and Excise holtl to
the entrenched t'ietv tltat if
str¡rlents (lott leot¿trtls and
shorver a[tet'tt at'tls theit'
clrsst's must be for Pleasule
ruthcr than etlLtcatiult. 2:ß

Until recerrtlv tlrere rt'rs no

'tìror¡qht of iuruosing a lux otr
what- has bet'n reco!n isetl as

a Cinderella servict'. l'l(lrìcil:237
tion i.s gt'nct'allv excnlllte(l
f ro-ìñ VA1'. tsui tlre ttt72
ì¡inance Ar:t exclrrcles Il'oltr
the ext'mption g.$tcatio!- 0!æ8
a " spo¡'tirrg ol' rtfcl'eilt¡(tnal
natur'e." To the taxman clalts
suclr as silk-screen Plirrting
are rer't'eational, l'hilc litera-
tttrc is trot. tinrlellvirr''l this
clisclimination is lhe irqe-olcl
¡rrejtrtlice aglrinst etlutrrtiottrqg

.lude to education ls showingrT
in a piecemeal cam-

by HM Customs and

Excise to impose VAT on
In the

es
some

l'e
ga variety of
om car maln

ccntres in
.ilerFtakin
' dou t'ses f r'
'tcnance to

,. ltself
rpargn

criokery, keep fit
i'ånd self-defence are
,1yAT at 15 Pcl cent,

byshire LEA that " all q¡þ!9",
eilucation eourses excePt-
[Fose-n languages,, tYPing,
local history and GCE sub-
jects are taxahle." But Der'
byshire, along. witlr Kent,
Essex 'and 'vValsall, lras
resisted delnands in sPite of
the threat of back 1ax. (Tlrc
f35,000 which the coLtntv
council set aside to covcr
VAT if the worst came to
the worst rnust ltave nrade that
<leeision easier.) Ll¡'te in
1983, West Sussex was asked
to supply details of all its
adult education classes. 2i5

While difficult local decl'
sions are being tnade,
national negotiations between
IIi\{ Customs antl Dxt-ise and
the local authoritics' repre-
sentatives - the As.sociation
of County Councils and the

tive wolk which there is no
paitl staff to do. An amend'
nrt'nt to the VA'l Act 1983

all
257

29

I
Po.uline N¿shashibi is 99L"^

minitu Educotion oroaffilN
/or Norúh & West OrÍord'

payrng
while

,. othe rs attending similar
_cqurses
'miles a re not, But, 'wherever

within a couple of

you are, choose French, Phi-
- losopltY
".îou are

pottery and
from tax.

, 0r even
still safe

The Picture is uneven

nationwide. EarlY ln 1982

local tax officc¡s told Der'

plr,s; ils244 otlrelu'ise benrlfit, nor do
.sinß'frorn tlre¡' l¡l'ovitle 

- 
i'tlrrcatirrtral 249

e of tlre counselling. Iior LEA sttt'
m an untlor- tllnts tltc coursc [or lvlticlt

thr.v initiallç enrol is oIten
the'filst sti'p into an¡thirre
flom litetac-ç to highel edu-250
cati o n.

s[ [lrrir t.,vcs Iìt¡t ¡tt'l ltll¡rs the cl'itical

or keep Eit' ít's not

ít's educa
2n

ble to believe that the neces- cost-eflt'ctive." The volunteer
iitv to cut spending on con- input which it attracts mul'
linirine education was a254 tiplies thc value of the little
ñ;fi;i-iÏ-EãÏ'õî- to the ttrat is invested in it. To

has becomc
of the -l.944

il they Ãz+t
he Scctetal i'

of Siate at thc Tltrasttt'Y, l\4r

tion: i[ ít's eookePy

I

Govct'nmcnt, but can this be
so i[ a 15 per cent lax is

impose VAT not only means
a furthet increase in fees {or

to be added to cvet'-int'reas- students btlt aìso adds into.
lclable hout's oI administ¡a-

South Australia is moving in
the same direction. The Minis-
ter for Health, Dr John Corn-
wall, is gesturing in all direc-
tions in an anti-smoking cam-
paign of heroic dinrensions.- Hè has spelìb taxpayers'

'úr

declares in the face of ever¡'
i<nown world statistic, is "the
single most significanb cause
of prevenl¿ble illness".

l',arltcy tlaJhoe, to llr,l

" unfalr competition " for
t'ornmclci¿tl organisations?

Conlmittee, Councillor .Iohn
Clarke, is " the smallest Palt
of the budget and the most

l
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The lotest avalleble figures '
shôwed that l¡r June lasi Year
there were aboub 19,000 Prlvaüe
overseas süudents ln Aust'ralla,
plus about 3ffi0 who come here
under sporuiorshiP . schemes
through the AD^B. This com-
pares wlth ebout 95ü) Prtvate
overseas students ln 1918.
Of the 19,0fi) fhere were

about 14,500 t¡r formal educe- 262

tlon - about f0,500 ln tertiarY
õ-u¡ses and 4000 ln secondary
courses. Another 45{F sfudenbs
were here in other cstegories
of educsülon such as occupa- 263

ülonal trainees. :

Bjelke.-Pefersen. . . .

Whlle prlvate ove¡r¡eas stu-
dents have been enterlng Aus-
traüe slnce the 190os lt ls onlY
slnce the rnid-f9l0s they have
become a polttlcal lssue. The
abolltlon of unlve4sltY fees bY
the Whitlam . governmenb
meant that oversegs students,
llke local student's, could t¿ke
advantace of e free educatlon.
Howeve.] the Goverffiõñffiu
a ¡r¡Àrdmum quota of :10,000
prlvate overseas students
süudylng ln Australl¡ ai any
one tlme.

2U+

TìETER Karmel the
IÍeconomist probably
will be best remembered
as Peter Karmel the gdu-
cation Dlanner and265
administrator.

Yesterday he ¡etumed to the
lecture room where he once
taught at the Unlversity ofAdel-
alde but with a class very dlfer-
ent hom the buddlng econom-
l¡ts he spoke to 22 yea¡s ago.. He was then the unlversity's
professor of economics. Now,
having sbeered Flinders Univer-
slty in its fi¡st days as Vice.
Chancellor, chaired Federal' rsltY and' advlsorY 266

nd headed
Federal enquirts
it ts his thoughts 267

hat are valued. 2æ
at reason Profes-

sor 'Karmel, 60, and Vice-
Chancellor oi the Australian Na-
tional Universlty, Canberra, re-
tumed to speak at a conference
of senior administrators associ-
ated with SA's secondary and
tertia¡v education. 2@

The tffiilãy conference is
looklng
should

at what sort ofschooling
be provided for 15 fo

l8-year-olds al a ttme of massive

no

would continue to grow and
rcmething like fl¡ll emplo]¡ment
would contlnue.

As a result, ühe enquiry inüo
education in 8A in 19?1, which 27Iffiâftì, was concernód with
giving "more of the same," that
is, getting a
possible to
education b 272
more money 273
machine,

The assumptions about the
economy ¡emained in the 19?3
report of the intcrim committee
for the Commonwealth Schools
Commission for the Whitlam
Government which he also
chaired. But the stratega for
equality of educational oppor-278
tunity had become more zubtle,
going beyond equal resources
lor everybody. -- , ..:

The 10?3 réÞortiargued that
¡note resourcesjud-togq -Lq-ti¡s-
disailvantaged if they were to
have the same opportunities
bom education as others, ¿¡d 5e279
¿he 6ññõñtealrh Schoois

N+

N

disadvantaçd," Professor Kar' in the US.
mel says.

"we 
-are sttlt talking about

that reallv.
"What has chanæd is that

then we saw the disadvantaged
as béing people who would leave
school 

-and get jobs but they
would be poor jobs and they
would be handicapped þy t-heir
educational backcround for28t
[ñãffiõiftñ-g uves.r

"Now we recognise that there
is a large proportion of school-
Ieavers v¿hich do not get jobs
quickly and some of those will
be out of employment for a
¡ather long period.

"It would be bett¿r to devise
educational Drosmms to hold 282
fhem ln, tf they are no-t goinC to
get jobs, with a view of the
pro grams bein g worthwhile acti-

of the
an aidzæ

lirnlts and constralnts are: Most

fgc_t thaü the¡e are so many
ditrerenü variables which detei-
mine the way the world ls and

288we don't expect education to do
everything.'i

But there were more demands

to think of it as a worth wNle
activiby in itself," he says,
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The union ls keen on educa- Ð
tional reform, but oppoîõtiTo
the ad hoc committee which it
believes should have a wider
representaülon and be more
"grass-roobed". It is also
strongl
central Dl
where
trolled by Mombusho.

The assistant secretary-gen-
eral of the JTU, Mr Hachiriyo
Ueda, blames the high eco-
nomic growth of the 1960s for
many school problems.

"Education is the ürain con- 82
neäõ?î-to the locomotive of
hlgh economic growth policy,"
he says. "Buù educatlon should 293

not be subjugated to èconomic
policy - it should be to bring
out the personality."
Mr Nakasone also sees room

for lmprovement in the teach-
ing of English. Children can
study English for up'to six
years of high school, but gdll-
cationlsts are olarmed that ry
lõÇGilconverse in even a
¡imtt€d f¿shion.
The main fault has been

teaching mefhod - the use of
dlctionaries for endless trans-
lations, but wi0h little expo-
sure to conversation or native
speakers.

" If we hold PeoPIe for
longer and longer in Pttrsttit

rqz of ãeneral eduCatìonal value,-' wi'ie in TñãTî3iñ-ess o[
schooling!" he said. " Il You
sive them one exfrerienee
ivhich is attached to an iden'

value."-ÁJ for the Youtb Trainin'g

Ð

'wå ges.
frainlng lor vo¡k ls tmPor'

meet our targets end ve
haven't got timè to go roultd
helping these Youngsters to
lea rn,"

The denger ras, ìe ,sa-ld¡
that there would be a sPlit,

structuro and wouldn't fit in-

I

tensions withln the sclìools.agreed
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Teachers will have to come to
terms with the information re-
volution lust as $reavers had to
adapt tô the production llne,
accordlng to a universlty pro-
fessor of educatlon. rl

[For example, micro-compufers can
allow students to develop mathemati-
cal skills through programs ühat in-
struct them to perform exerciscs and
then indicate whether they are correct;
more advanced programs allow such
tlúngs as s¡mulatfon of biology experi-
ment^s.Ì

P¡ofessor Poc/er told ùhe conference,
held by the SA Institut¿ of Teachers,
that teachers would need a great deal of
help if they were to realise the possibili-
ties and strengths of the new tools and
be in a positlon critically to evaluate
thetr products.

"Unfortunately, educators have 3c/+
t¿nded to do llttle more than wait
passively for corporations to produce
video games and computer-based in-
structlonal packages rather that ac-
tively contúbuting to the realisation of

æ5 the- educational potcntiat of the new
têchnology," he said.

"As it is, the vast bulk of the educa.l¡ tional sofrware pmduced thus fãiFof

hchnology has
n7 the educationalitisTffi
S adapt creatively

Professor Pov¿er looked to ilre Com-' monwealth Schools Commission,
which carries out special Fr:deral Gov-

3¡gcmmenl education programs, to creabe
a contexFñ-lñäIi ihiJ coutd happen.

IJabies born wlth
'asound educatiin
PSYCfIOI,OCISTS have oc-

caslonally suggested that ou¡
llves may be colored by experl-
enèes before bl¡th.
But these üheories have

alÛays been confronted wtüh
3wo objectlons. What experi-
ènôes can we have, floating
securely ln the dark ln our
onlnloltc fluld? And supposing
suöh experiences are possible,
is lthe brain of the unborn
hfan! developed enough to
store memories and make
ssÅoclstlons?

Rcsearch reported ln Sci-
enbe, the Journal of the Arneri-
cs,n Associatlon for fhe
Advancement of Sclence,
shows that the unborn child
ceh lndeed remember and
m¡ke connections.
.{ team under Dr Anühony

Decasper, at the Unlversity of
NQrth Carolbra, studied the
posstbllity that unborn bables
coi¡ld remember sounds and
make associailons whlch they
could act on after blrth.

Before they could tackle
these problems, though, the
team hed io solve another -
how ùo get information from a
baby.

They developed a device that
connected a baby's þottle üo a
tape-recorder so the baby
could choose one or tcro recor-
ded sounds by ühe way it suck-
ed.

The scientlsts quickly found
chfldren prefened their moth-
ers' volce, compared wiüh anyt
other.
i The question.then rryas: had
ithey heard the voice in ùhe'

womb or was it ì.ttiv tt.
voice they heard fi¡sü and
most frequently slnce birth?

To testihis ör Decasper got
a number of men who had
been present when their chil-
dren tvere born io talk üo Ùheir
bables as much a-s possible
durlng the first couple'ot days
of llfe.
The children showed no

evidence of preferrlng their
fathers' voice to that of other
men, although their sucking
pattern showed they could dls-
tinguish between the voices.
To check posiilvely theü

bables heard and remembered
sounds in the womb, Dr
D-ecasper persuaded e group
of pregnant.women to rea¿ tò
their unborn babies from Dr
Seuss's The Cat i¡ the Haü.

Once born, the chlldren
showed e preference for thls
compare
another
thereby
children
heerd throûgh the amnlotic
fluid before birth.
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One of the Cfovernment's
moves whlch ls llkely to get
losü ln todays release ls ùhe

' dê.qtsfci¡i tà .adÞôþt R.ofessor.'
Peter Ka¡urel,-the ma¡¡ whose
l9?3'report shaped oür þre:'
sent "patt€rn"of Common
wealth school -: Tuniilng, io

ir_
r"' 

*

raltan Naülonal Universif;
and who ln the past decadé
has had l¡volvemenü wlth the
ùertlBry rather than school
system, wlll be a controversial
appotntment to the post.
That ls because 

-he ts on

In short, he belleves thaù

bers; ühat schools should be
dotng better wtth the fundtng
Ievels they already h¡ive.

a llttle nervous wlth whet a
1980s "Karmel Commltteê',
would come up wlth.

Carel Ea¡iêr's vlsion oiÞo.-
som'g unlvers¡il roboüs or Fob-
ert Heinlein's' conbept, of the
seml-hurnan computer',Mike"

long,

their

essential part of educatiorl 
m

Right now Tffilä is
experiencÍng a veriüable flood
of educational sofüware for a
wide variety of computers
'coming on to the market. i

Much of .it, is rubbish. Much
was prepared overseas and is,
not suitable for Australlan'
use. But some of it is superbly,
written to fit in precisely with
Australian educatlonal
requirements

The problem is that in most
schools there just are noù
enough computers ,io go
around to make use of ùhe
goôd progra¡ns. In nany
schools it is rare for a chiìd to
geù more than a few minutes a
week actually using a comput-
er. Which is a great pity be-
cause modern computer
prograûur can teech children
ùo cope wtth the modern world.

One pf the creat educational
problems is ã þneÌagæ'
.Logo, which ls now available
for a variety of macNnes. If
you have a chfld of school age
¿t some poinü you will be ex-
posed to Logo 

^nd 
its turtle so

It ls best if you are preparèd to
answer questions at least half-
way lntelligently.
. Logo is a painless ì¡/ay for
chlldren - and grown-ups - tolearn computer togic and
programming

': lL was ortginolly de5imB-d in

1968 by Seymour P¡Pert and a
group.:.of researchers at a
Cambrtdge, Massachuseùts,
consultingfirm-.. . _

He belleved computers were
ideal tools for creating a slim-
ulating educational envhon-
menü anil-for alll know he
m-s.v well be richt.- ¿ógo encourãgés the use ôf a
stnrctured approach to writ-
lng a program. Each step is
broken down into ils smallest
tasks. Flom the beglñning
Logo is teaching how to pro-
gxam in a, Proper and logical

'!

way.
However, because u/e are

scared stiff of words like
programming we do not use
thaü word with trogo. A set of
tasks is called a procedure.
(The fact that I think the word
procedure is even more fright-
ening than progÎamming
merely shows I have not had
the só¿ of education that I S

Should have hã¿tl--
I am willing to argue that

there is a need to educate our ts
children in the pro-ss of writ- €'

ing programs as well as using
them. This way they will truly
learn to control the computer
and not vice versa. Zogo ls a
major step forward in that,
di¡ecùlon.
If ever there was a reason for

buying a personal computer
for home use it is as an edgç&- Ë
tional aid. It is not jusl that
compuüer literacy is, in itself, a
good thing, but that a com-
puter can, nith the right
progralns, teach logical
thought ând can supplement
- not replace - a noñrirat çç¡g- Scstlon. Logo is B classic
example of such a program.

PROFESSOR Peter Kar-
mel thelman $,ho will heåd

- thê Federat Government's'
N major review of educational

quality, is probably the odlY

Ë educator to become a house-
hold name in this country.
That was through the lg13

Karmel Report which deter-
mined the paüüern for Com-
monwealth funding for pri-
vate and government schools
whlch remains today.

Nr
schools, set ldeal resource
levels, (known as the Karinel
targets), and put in tiein ln-
creased federal funding
through the Commonwealth
Schools Commisslon-
A decade later, Professor

Karmel, now Vice-Chancellor
of the Australian Natlonal
University, ha.s been called on
again by a Labor government'
bo reassess the school system.
Buü "K¿rmel revisited" ls

lreing conducted in a far dif-
u ferent oolitical and educa-
ù ¡ional cli¡nate.
uNo

Government is concerned that
desplte the overall increase in

H resources devoùed to 91!q.lÍ tion in the last decade, pro-
6lffis of quality remain.
In other words, the l(armel

tc¡geùs - se! -- r¡ E?!Ì--y-qr-g
reached six or seven Years ago
and resource standards have
continued to rise, yet many

. . are questionlng whether the
$ educatlonal outcomes are as

good as they should be.

(,
U
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The unprecedented meeting
ls 'designed to pressure the
Federal G'overnment to! allo-
cate increased funds to
en gineerin g deparùments.

The dean of engineering at
Adelaide University, Dr K.E.
Moxham, said the current
funding-demand situaüion was
regarded as a "crisis
situation".

"There has been a big up-
swing in the number of stu-
dents wanting to take engi-
neering, and at the same time
we have been faced with cuts
in funding," he said. "At
Adeleide, for example, one
branch of engineering is now
more difficulü to geü into than
medicine."

The other organiser, Mr J.H.
Brodie, of the University of
Tasmania, said from Hobart:
"The need for Australia to en-
hance ik technological base
has been stressed almost con-
tinuously for the past year.
Thls cannot take place unless
engineerins educabion is prop-¡æ
erly supported

AUSTRALIA must look
seriously at the rationale be-
hind the þresent funding
system for tertiary institu-
tions,. according to Dr
Gregor Ramsey, the new
chairman of the Advanced
Educatign Council. l3s
Listing a series of possibili_

ties, Dr Ramsey asked
whether it would:

government schools and
TAFE.

'ïn asking these questions I
want to encourage the serious
consideration of the rationale
for current financial suport of
our institutions," he said."I carì see that there could
come a time in Australia (no[
in the next decade perhaps)
wnen employers take on ilre
gducation of young people30
lrom an early age, and schools
are not publicly supported.

LOCAL communities should
have an input into tertiary

34ledqcation to avotd the-Edu-
342e!¡ng__&ilg' syndrome,

according to Dr Dennls Davis
of Macquarie University.
Dr Davls told a semlnar at

people vrere'taken out of their
communify context and lefÈ in
a culüure ihat was strange to
them.
This eventually made them

feel alienated l¡ their own
environment - a position simi-
lar to that of Rlta in the fitm

3l+S&ducatins Rita.
ur Davis proposed that,..uni-

versities wiühout walls', should
be set up ,!o help overcome
bofh motlvational a¡rd trans-
port problems, faced by stu-
dents in the wesüern suburbs
of Sydney.
The scheme would be for

"I propose that, facllitators
go to the western suburbs and
carefully select sbout 10

349PeoÞle with educaùional
problems,andwork-out-lñ@

39ucational package wiüõ
wouìd have three main ele.
ments,"DrDavissaid.. . -.

I

"The first, maln elelnent is
baslc 'skill courses such as
Ilteracy and numerâc]¡, Ehlch
ls a ba.sic remediel type work.

"Then there would 'be a
group of subjects taken from

151 existlng tertiary educatlon--- t¡rstltutlons suõffiffi;si:
ties, CAEs or TAFE. Buü I
would expect slx tlmes out ofl0 lt would be taken from
TAF'E.

"Flnally, there would be the
communlty-type subjects
whlch t¿ould draw from the
communlty background from
whlch a person comes."

AUSTRALIA'S educaûion witl 330
only become a viable exp-õilTf uni-
versities, TAFE colleges ._ and

331

Dr Peter McOawley, a member
of ühe Jackson Commi[tee on
overseas aid, told an Adelaide con-
ference at the weekend thab the
Federal Government and educa-
lional institutions would hiiffi 332
õ'moæ-Ïh-ãn mèrely lift Asian
studen! quotas if education was lo 333

, become a viable export.
He . said most tertiary courses

were designed.to suit the needs of
Australia, which was a highly
developed country in comparison
wlth Asia, so they would lrave to
be modified if they were to aütract
Jg{çi'cnstudcnts. .'.,*., -,_..-,ilDr 

McOawlêÍ, w¡ô isä seniòr re-
search fe
Nabional
two speak
oriented
addressed
of the Australian Institute of
Inüernâtional Affairs. The na-
tional president of the institute,
SIr Russel Madigan, also said the

capiüalise
to provide
for Asian æ4
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Dr llumphrey is director of
planning, research antl infor-
mation - the first woman to
have reached the thirrl tier of
TAFE .ailminlstration. The
Durpose of the Fulbright
Awartl is to provide oppor-
t¡nities for qualifietl .eiluca- 352

lg¡S to stuily the American
system, and is not ilesigned
for stuily towards sn acaalemic
.degree.
i "f am going to be looking at
Amerlcan college lecillties in
both rur¡l anil urb¡n areâs,"
sho s¡ld. "I am particularly
interested in the speciallsed,
hlgh-technology trainlng
eiluc¡tlon,". 353
Dr Humphrey will also learn

about informstlon systems
anil programs for tlisarlvan-
tageil groups.

She wlll looh at communiùy
relatlons and public eware-
ness ol eiluc¡tion. as well as 354
internal communications.

IT WAS the Fraser gove¡'nlìtent
which began the habit of blaming thc

361 education system for ever-rising levels
of youth unentployment, oI laurbasLing
schools for not pt'eparing students for
ilrc workplace.

Il. is a theme politicians find hard to
resist, an(l one which lhe Prinre
Nli¡ris[cr, Mr l{awke, retunted to, albeit
inclilcctly, yestcrday when he l.okl a
Ca¡rberra conference thaI with
increasing compel.ition [or jobs, schoo]s
had to provide students with the right
skills to move into the nlarket. IIe

362rloubted the education systenl was
equal to the task.

Mr Ilawke is not rvrong o[ cour.se to
3úquestion the erluca[ion rlroduct -

, ra[ional analysis of Lhe qualty of our
schools is essential for a country trying
to scramble up thc technology ladder
and rcstruc[ure its econon]y.

Ilut thc irnplication, horvever veiled,
lhat changes in curricula will somehow
provide chiltlt'en with a better chance
ol getting iobs is too glib an approach to
thc fact thaI wc no ìonger have cnough
jobs to go around.

'l'hat aside, the Govcr.¡rnlcnl's
:6¿i¡ltere.s[ in "edrrcational outcomes" is

vr.r'y much ju line with the approach it
seerns [0 be rleveloping ovcr funding.

'l'his is that after subsl"antiat
investment by State and fedet.al

36sSovernments in education it is time to
cto sorne sorr or cìIiIiñõiit anaiisii åi
it all and see whether we,re fetting
value for money.

The Government has alreacly
366appointed education's elder statesman,

Professor peter Karmel, tb head a
36Tcommittee reviewing educational

quality, and the professor is on recol.d
shouìd be doing

ing basic skill.s,
poured in during

There should be no quarrel witn such,
a review, but the Covernment must not
use it as a convenience for rerlucing the

3cegducaliqn budget - a move ahãady
feared by sorne in the State school
system, still angry at the favoritisnl
shown the pr.ivate, rather than the
State system, in the latesL funriing
allocations.

Morcover, in its search for rclevanl.
curricula the Governnlent musI be
careful not to shape the systern to nteet

DR ,. Blewet['s. comnlenLs
conôerning' the' tralrsfer oï
nurse education bo colleges 355of advãìiõãlecÍücaùion ráck
credibility. This so-called
"l'tistoric" decisioll. will prove
to be lrighly experrsive. lou,cr
the junior standard of nurs-

menLs, and uìe NSW
Governrnent, in particular,
cut back funding so drasti-
cally [o ìtr.rspiials that the
hospibals wcre forcecl to
ach,ise govcrtìlììcltls thât
lhey could no longcr afforcl
fo funcì ¡rurse eclucãlion. 356- To 

- - saJ-,ïlìa-[i:[lìê¡ãu rseõ
dclnanrled college educatiòn 357
is baloney. Dr ÞleGfr-ãñã
ühe bureaucrats demarided
it! Nurses.need to be train-
ed as.nurses, nol as doclors.
Each have ia separate and

_v_ital func0ioh to fulfit. ..,,....
:ts'Tp be a¡ie to'lTiñcliõ:
efficiently in the life and.
death situalions of a hospii-'
al requires experience at
"jus[ cÖping" on a rlay-to-
day ba$is and this is thè
val¡rablo training which will
be delq,yed for bhree years
while nursès achiäe a col-
lege edùcation. ':.r.¡;"' 358

LUNACY, in our e¿ucatibn gss

svsrem rs now Dersonr¡ffi
?ffis-an entry in the \üÊttle
Park Teachers Centre, Naturq
Education Centre's -lõñ:eo
õafalo güe-ls a 

-]Ïffig' 
or ganism

caìled the HUNTSPERSON
Spider would you believe? How
lònc before we have to call
s-pecimen specipersons?
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The direction of educat,ion3Ð r rvrr
towards "vocational"ffi j'.t w,,
presupposes in the directors tn 'Scn
some philosopby of what gfu-371 part-time
cation in itself should entaillf thousands
this is to exclude sLudy in dis- threatenedciplines which train
tndividuar - inro nu"rl,onllË meeting in
habits of thought, 'and somõ !.esterday'
acquaintance rvith the ethical
asp€cts of life, then we are wi!-
nessing a process of direction
which is very sinister indeed.

MOST Australian children
want to be gg!qgq!gg!.abou[ sex, 372
a study on Che sexual ühinking
of 5 to l5-year-olds has found.

The study, of how children in
North America, England, Aus-
tralia and Sweden perceive
sexuality, found 85 per cent of
?-year-olds, 97 per cenl of g-
year-olds and 100 per cent
of those over, 13 wanted sex
educatlon. - 313

I sciloöt s and teachers are
not' making the best use of
conputer technology. This is
thg view of Professor Alfred
Bo¡lç of the Educational Tech-
ndlogy Centre at the Univer-
sity of California, who \.vas a
keynote speaker at the ACEC
'84 conference held last week
at: Macquarie University in
syh,.y.

Professor Bork
of Lomputers ln

'.AUSTRALIA'S domesüic
satellite could be used lo ex-
tend teaching,¡esources." the

376

of the NSW Departmenb of
Technical and Further Educa- 377
tion newsletter.
Unfortunately it is hard to

take Susan seriously. The
headline on the arbicle reads:
"Edüctional use of satellites." 378

I CAN'T refute the asserlion
by sex educators Sol Gordon 3B2
and Wendy McCarthy that
parents should "tell children
everything, all the time" (28i B).
Maybe so, nìâybe not.

However, with so many of ilre
confident assertions by pro-
gressive educators over the 383
past decade proven wrong in
practice, parents could be for-
given for scepticism about
"experts."

We are under attack
again. It would appear that
those whose lives are based on
a literal interpretation of [he
events in the Bible would have
us all accept thei¡ inbellectual
feebleness as the -educational 384
standard for our youth.

A reporb shown on Channel
9's program Sunday (f6/9) indi-
cated that the Queensland
Minisber for Education has 385

ffiteriat
fiat that "Creationism" musí
stand on the same footing as
"The Theory of Evolution" in
Queensland schools.
tó- pr-etenO that a Private

interpiebation of a glorious
poem must stand beside:igor-
õus research in , the nañè õf
educational honesty. is to 386
debase gggcafion. æ7

TTIHAT is the noint of
YV education?
lVitl¡ the unemployment situ-

ation in Australia worsening,
nany people in their last two
ycars of school begin to wonder
whether all their years at school
have beén wortb while.

They cannot see the point of
continuiag wlth an educa.tion
which will probably noTþTTh-
a job. Very ofteu they simply givc
up and leave school.

Some stay on but make excus€s
to themselves for not studying.
One boy I know does no study at
all in a weak subþct because he
says it is "r¡s€less" and won't get
him ¡ þb.

On the other ha¡il there is a
group of students, especial ly first-
generation Australians, who
study phenomenally hard bec¡use
education is their only asset. They
Eõüîffi if they areïnemptoyeà
their whole families will live in
poverty,

3æ

389

regards
schools

lhc use
as vital

374

375education
teffiõTõ!Ï:

,.It is un.fortunate, to
say the least, that a state-
ment about the situation in

l':l'e
bya
Col-

vcml¡er 1). If ever Lår"NrT
develorr- __-

ocâted in J/9
adjacent
be it.-
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g - Eilucation csnnot expect to
-escape cuts in the next St¿te

,., Budget, according to the Minis-
Ë ter of Education. Mr Crafter.

"' He said yeste¡day that the community
faced the need for restraint and "sectlo

H nat ùrt¿rests withln çgþçg!!99 includ'@ ing t¿achers, cannot expect to avoict
thel¡ sha¡e".

Mr Cre-fter was responding to claims
. by the SA Institute of Teachers that

The SA.II prestdent, Mr R. W. Jeckson
sald an expected 4 p.c. cut "across the
boa¡d" would mean cuts of about $3ûn
to education and tùe axing of Jobs for
60dffi8æ

H

s

H

g
!

ttre nunbdr of zubject choices that'
could be offered by schools.

The meeting wlüh Ivfr Bannon had
been to determine the State Govem-

ÞU

A
N

English). I

Mr
cuts" â
tàe S
to pick up the tab for cuts in Federal
Goiernmént program¡¡ as it hâd done i¡
the past.

M! Jackson said that although exact
ñgu¡es were not given at the meeting'
"lfuormal departmental sources" calcu-
lated tNs u'òuld mean about 600 jobs
and a cut of S30m.

I

È

ters worse.

ä
seid.

"Tt¡e only way we may be able to get
tbe Premier to reconsider is to have a
joint parenLteacher debate with the
Govemment with people writing to him,
speaking to him and t€achers will want
to protest to hi-trL"

Mr Jackson said the SAIÎ Council
wor¡ld consider the lmplicatiorrs at its
meeting this Saturday. ì

' IN JulY 1983 the Hawke Gov-
ernment asked the Common-
weatth Schools Commission to

^ begin a major revieu/ of Aus-
H tralian education.

The aÏñ-was to bring about

A{

A
ar

for government and non-
government schooìs.
The commission consulted

SLate governments, govern-

A
ìó

tions in all States and terri-
tories in develoPing its
recomrnendations to the
Commonwealth.

Arising out of that consulta-
tion the Commonwealth qov-
ernment has decided on a new,
common basis for the finan-
cial support of all schools, both
government and non-govern-
ment, according to an eigh¿-
vear olan.

All primary and secondary
schools in Australla will con-
tinue to receive Common-
wealth funds to help meet
their running costs.
No school will receive less

money per student in' 1985
than it is receiving in 1984.
lfhe common basis for fun-

ding from 1985 will be the com-
munity sfandard - a measure
developed by the. Schools
Commission of the basic edu- È
cation resource needs of õ-acn o
sludent in a typical school.

The new Commonwealth ar-
rangements for the funding of
government and non-govern-
ment schools are based on the
following principles:
THE Commonwealth Gov-

ernmen¿ accepts that it sharesf985-86 education
about $98m fo¡ the

I Tlre Govemment did not conñmr or
deny tùe SAIf's predicted flgu¡es but
Mr Crafter sald there gas a clea.r need
for ¡estraint at Federal s¡d Stâte levelÁ
"at thls time of economlc .rlfFculty",

s

possible," he said-

"Tbe State Goverruoent has alrcady
- demonstrated
H ¿ducation bv

the Þene¡t o¡ s

ùf¡ Jackson said that following talks
with the Premier, Mr Bannon, on Fliday
the union expected a 4 p.c. cut "across
the board" in the next State BuCget.

* Such cuts
Þ decline in the- wor¡ld result

'roorrrs, and reductlons in facilities and

: (Tbe
. budget,

State's

I
N)
\j
ts
I

with Süate governments, non-
, government education authori- È
' tíes and parents a commu-
, nity responsibilily for the
I education of alt Austratian : Ð
ch-äciñ: ' N

GOVEBNMEMIS have a pri-
mary obligat,ion to the public s

. education sysùem. The Hawke õ
lsiF
I

sbances and needs. It will co-
operate with the State govern-
nìerìts to ensure tlìa[ the gov-
enrÍìen¿ schools operate
at the lrighest possible
standards.



APPENDIX II

An Overview of rBducationf

(To be read in conjunction with Appendix I)

Explanation of the Columns:

tll
l2l
t3l

t4l

Number of the examPle in APPendix I

Minimum wording identifiable as a semantic unit

Suggested dictionary meaning, numbered as in gl'2'2' pp' Il & 12

Suggested paraphrase; (other exPlanatory wording in brackets)
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tll Í21

1 education

2 education

3 education

4 educational

5 educauional

6 edrrcauional

7 SA Education DeParurent

8 education frnds

9 educational gairc

10 educaLion

11 education

12 educatíon

13

L4

15

t6

17

18

L9

n
2t

22

23

24

education

higher education

education

educaLion

C,oILege of advanced education

education

educaLion

eùrcation

education

education

education

education

t4l

schoofi¡g

curicubr

teactd¡g netiods
courses of i¡struction

pedagogical

lærnfug

fustnrctionâl
courses of i¡stnrction

(fonrn:la)

public roney allocated to schools etc'

higher Levels of adrievgrrent
ilprovarrents to the curricuh¡n

schooljng

teactring

tlre education sYstan
vftat is done in sdlools

teactd¡g

attendance at tentiary institutions

courses

studying

(fornnrla)

teadriry

for sctrools etc.

sctrools etc.

for sclrools etc.

eú:cation

brtu€ing up children '

bringing up ctriJ.dren

t3l

18

3

1

4

1

2

1

4

L2

16

9?

3?

7

I

6?

18?

1

T7

4

2

t2

I

16

16

t6

n
10

10
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25 education I7

26 The Mucation Secretary 12

27 educalion 3

2ß Norrh of England Rlucation Conference L2

n An Blucation Correspondent L2

30 religious educatiør 5

3l physical education 5

32 edrcation provision L6

33 tlre vÈro1e education service 6

Y educatlon 4

35 educatiornlist 11

% educational 1

37 educati-on 19

38 educationaLists

39 educational

4D educational

4I educational

42 educationalists

43 educational

44 education authority

45 education

46 Australi¿n Council. for &lucational
Standards

47 education

48 education st¿ndards had fall-en

attendance at sclrool

(forrn¡la)

tlre curricul¡n

(fonn'¡la)

(fornula)

(nane of school subject; forrnrla)

(nare of school subject; fornnria)

resources avail-able to sclnols

all- rùro operate L¡ithi¡ the systen

courses of instruction

theorist of teaching

i¡structional

sclrools etc. i¡ a nondifferentiated
seflse

theorists of education
teachens

i¡structional

instructive

concerned wit}t schools as conswens of
sofÈvare

tlreorists of education
teadrers

i¡stn¡ctional

(fornula)

school

(fonrula)

learning

pupils were learning (or were orpected
to learn) less

tlre crrr-icuh¡n

11

1

I

1

16

11

1

1

12

T6

T2

2

2

349 education
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50 educational

51 soci¿ÏsationeducaLion

52 educated

53 education

Y+ education

55 educational

% Education AuthoritY

57 B.:siness Education

58 busi¡ess education

59 Edrration Officer

æ educated

6I education

62 education

63 educati-on

U+ education

65 Cmtre for lfu1ti4:ltural &lucation

6 Institute of Education

67 education

68 kinøry, Secondary and Furrher
Education sectors

69 l,ú:1ti-etfuLic education

70 teadrer education provi.sion

7L education

72 klucationDeparurrent

73 physical education

74 physical education

75 SA Education Act

i¡to the principles and practice of
súoolirrg

(tautotogicat; I soci al i sation educationr
: rgssi¿fisationt)

acadønically qualified

attendance at school

schools

of teactrers

(fornula)

(nane of subject; fonrnrla)

(nare of srbject; fonrnna)

(fornn:la)

taugþt

i¡sti-tutions

training

training

courses

(fonn¡la)

(fonn:la)

schooling

primry schools, sc}rools and

fr:rther educaÈion colleges

(forrn¡la)
(courses of a parlicular type)

courses of training for teadrcrs

schooling

(fornula)

(nane of school subject; forruJa)

(nare of sctrool srbject; fornn:Ja)

(fornula)

11

10

7

17

16

1

T2

5

5

t2

1

16

7

7

4

12

I2

7

L6

t2?
5?

5

7

12

5

5

12

27'



76 edrration

77 SA Education Act

78 Anglican Church educatlon ccfimittee

79 religious education

80 edtration

81 educallon

82 education

83 e&rcation

U educational

85 education

86 education

87 eúrator

88 Minlster of Education

89 education

90 education

9I educaLion

92 education

93 senior secondary school education

10 upbrirying

LZ (fornul¿)

12 ( ad hoc forrula)

5 (nare of school subject; fornula)

I teaddng

18 vrtnt happens i¡ schcols etc.

3 curricular

2 learning
9 acb-ievsBnt

% sen-ior secondary sctrool education 1

concerned wiú the theory and pracLice
of teadring and leanLi¡g

of achievqrent

of i¡stn:ction

(typographical error/soleci.sn for
teductort; a sign wittout educat-
significance)

(forrnul¿)

courses
attendance at. sclrool

acadsnic qr:alifications

sclrools etc.

scirooling
upbringing including scttooling

(eitler tschooltor teducation' is
redrnda¡rt; = s.s. educaLion or
s.s. schooling)

(cf. No. 93; differs i¡ nnplYj¡g
learning ratler úan teachiry)

11

9

1

t2

4'?

t7?

9

16

7?

10?

3

95 colìsurler educalion

% hlorkers' Erlucational Association

97 ccrrnnLityeducation

98 educaLionautlrcrities

99 education

5 (nane of school subject; form.:Ja)

12 (fornnrla)

5 (nane of courses of a parEicuJar type)

12 (granratical plural of a formula)

18 in tlp achievsrrents of schools
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1m

101

LOz

103

104

105

106

L07

1æ

1æ

110

111

ILz

113

TI4

115

116

LI7

118

119

r20

t2L

L22

t23

edtrcation

educated

educational

education

tEducation! t

education

education

education

education

educaLion

'educatlont

teducated persont

educated

education

education systan

education

educators

education systsn

Education for CapabiÏtY

educators

education

educational

educalion

twetier educational systsn

18 of what schools do

I taught

3 cr:rricul¿r

9? educatedness

(oçletive; no educat- neaning)

7 schoolirrg (received)

3 schooLing (ga"en)

7 training

9 educatedness

2 learnirrg

(the sigr; no Embol.1-c neanfug)

- (sigr labefHry a concepL)

I taught

17 (ln attendance at) schools etc.

12 systøn of sctrools etc. (formula)

3 curriculun

1 teaclrers

12 (fornul¿)

12 (ad hoc fornn:1a)

6 administrators of the systsn

3 cr:rriculun

20 educati-orøl

20 edrcation

1 sysÈsn of teadring (not systøn of
schools since it isinpliedtlìat the tllo
tiers could exist within one school)

12 systsn of sctrools etc. (fonrula)

15 trai¡

7 traíning

I24 educallon systqn

L25 educate

L26 education

:2n-



r27

12ß

tn

130

131

r32

133

TY

135

136

I37

138

139

140

t4t

r42

Il+3

r44

r45

L46

r47

education

education

Ccrnrnnræalth Teruiary Blucation
Cormission

education

educate

education

The Mi¡-isten for &lucation

education

education

National Cornci-l for F¡lucaEicnal
Standards

education

reducationt

1oca1 education authoriLies

educationally

education

education

educalion

education

education

education

edration

3 curriculr¡n

1 teaching

12 (form¡la)

I teaúing

1 Leach

3 curricultrn

12 (forn¡¡la)

19 (edrcation j¡r any sense)

18 vhat schools do

12 (form¡la)

1 teadúlg

- (ttle uord; no refenentj¿l neardng)

12 (granrntical phral of a fornnrla)

3 for tlre curriculun

19 (education in any sense)

16 for schools etc.

20 education

20 education

7 schoofi4

17 attendance at school

6? ttre education systsn
16? schcols

16 schools

13 condition; nake ar¡are

6 the edtrcation systan

16 on schools etc.

6 for ttre education systsn

19 (education in a¡ry sense)

148 edtrcaLion

I49 edrrcate

150 education

151 education

I52 educati-on

153 education

-nu



ry
155

I%

r57

158

1s9

160

161

education

education

edr:cation

h-igher education

higner education

Te€hrúcal and Fr:rtlren fthrcation

Deparurent of Frrttren fthrcation

Deparurent of TechrLical and

Furrher ftlucation

terLiary educati-on

educational

education

edr:cator

education

Sdrool of Bducation

Ccnputing Blucation

Sdrool of fthrcation

education

edtrcation

education

the educalion r,orld

Deparure¡rt of F¡lucation

educational

educaLion

education

education

e&rcated

education

16 colleges etc.

L7 for attendance at...

16 collefles etc.

16 tertiary colleges etc.

5 (corrses of a paruicular tyæ; fornr¡la)

12 (fornula)

12 (forrmla)

162

163

L&

165

16

167

168

L69

170

t7l-

t72

t73

12

5

16

16

i9

20

t2

5

L2

3

J

3

19

(fonrul¿)

(corrses of a specified tYPe)

colleg+based

sóools and otlrer i¡stitutions

teaclrer? theorist? adminisErator?

educaLion

(forrn¡la)

(nare of zubject; fonrn:ta)

(fornula)

t]re ctr:-iculm

the curricul¡n

the crrricul¡n

people with a professional interest j¡
schooling, teadLing etc.

(fornula)

educational

edrrcation

wtrat sclnols etc. do

schools etc.

thinld¡g

the education sysEqn

174

175

176

r77

178

779

180

T2

n
n
18

16

9

6

¿7y

1

I

I
I
I

È

I



l8l education systsn

lU education systsn

183 education

education systøn

education systsn

educaLion

education

College of Adva¡rced Education

educational sysEsn

education

education

education

educational

College of Advanced Education

educationally

Minister for ErlucaÈion

lvti¡r-i,ster of RlucaLion

educating 1

DeparurenÈs of &lucaLion, or 12

Techrúcâl and Frrtlrer Education

educator 11

Mi¡-ister for ftlucation and

Youth Affairs 12

departrent of sociology and education 12

College of Advanced &lucation L2

Deparurent of Tectrrical and

Furttìer Frlucation 72

Rlucatj-on Deparurent L2

múticultural education 11

12 (fornrr.rla)

12 (fornn¡la)

16 sclrools etc.

12 (fornúa)

12 (fornula)

L7 attendance at school etc.

18 for uËnt sctrools do

12 (fornula)

12 (fornula; vari.ant of 'education systan')

18 for vñat schools do

curricul¡n

sctrooling

curricuiar

(fornula)

frcrn the teaching point of view

(fornnrla)

(forn"rula)

teaching

(fornn:lae; rdeparur'rent' understood
comrcn to both)

educational ttreorist

(form'.rla)

(fornn-rla)

(fonrula)

(forrnlla)

(fornnrla)

(branch of the theory of teaching
and learning)

I

ù-

I

I

t
'''

t,

I

!

I

i

184

185

186

187

188

189

190

191

L92

193

r94

195

I%

L97

1q3

I99

3

3

3

t2

1

12

12

å'

p

2æ

20t

n2

203

2A+

n5

26

-2æ-



Þ-.n7

2ffi

w
2ro

2rr

2t2

2L3

2r4

2I5

216

2t7

2TB

2r9

220

22r

222

223

224

2?5

226

227

228

2n

2T

23r

232

233

2y

field of educalion

education

education

educational

Deparurents of ftlucation and TAFE

education

Education DeparurenC

education

education

tRlucation for a Cultural Darncracyr

education

Rlucation Deparurent

education

educati-on

educaÈional

education

Mirlister of Education

education

special education

Aboriginal educalion

education

education had suffered

education

education

adult education

colleges of furrtrer education

adult education centres

adult educauion courses

theory of teadring and learnilg

schooliag

the education systsn

havi¡g to do with tlre systøn

(fornnrlae; cf. No. 199)

e.11 ¿spscts of schoolilg

(forna.rla)

education (úrat education is)

education (vfrnt education should be)

(ad hoc forrnul¿ used as a Iabel)

the curricul¡n

(fonrn:la)

concerned \^rith what sckrools do

curricular

(varìant of No. 219)

schooling

(fornnrla)

the education systsn

(ad hoc forrn:1a)

rhooling for Aborigines

anythi4 labelfed'educationf

less had been spent on schools etc.

for the education syston

educaLion

courses for adults

(fornrula)

(fornula)

courses of an adult education (fornula)
type

11

3

6

6

T2

T9

L2

20

20

12

3

T2

1B

3

18

3

12

6

12

5

79

16

6

20

5

12

T2

5

I
t,

t
i

I

I

+'

ì{,,
å:t

{r

-28r-



235

z:5

237

2ß

239

240

24t

242

243

244

245

246

247

248

249

zÐ

z5r

252

253

2Y+

255

25

257

2ß

259

2û

261

adult education classes 16

education 13

education 4

education 4

education 2

education 20

l944.Education Act 12

education 4

education 4

educational n

continuing education 12

education senr¡ice 6

education 2

education senrrice 6

educational 3

tr-igþer education 17

adult education 16

education 16

adult educarion 5

contìnuing education 16

edtration 16

contínuÍng education 12

adulu education 5

adult and cüIrmrdty education centres L2

education serrice 6

Ccrm.rLity Education Organiser f2

educational 13

provision nade for adults

nBntal disciplining

courses of i¡stnrction

courses

learnlng

education

(forrnrla)

courses

courses

educational

(fornuJa with ad hoc ÍEanjng)

education sysLsn

learning

education systsn

curricular

atÈsrdance at a terLiary i¡stitution

(resources/f irnnce irpfied)

schools etc.

courses for adults

provision for tcontinuing educationr
(forrula)

educational i¡stituLions

(fornnrla)

courses labelled tadult educationt

(fornula)

education systsn (fornula)

(forrnr¡la)

public<onditiordng

I
,l

Þ-

I

I

t

t
i

I

I
rl

I

Ii

H
I

Jß2_



¡
262

263

2&

265

26

26t

2æ

269

270

27r

272

273

274

275

276

277

278

279

2æ

2Bt

2ß2

283

2g+

2ß5

2ffi

2ß7

2ffi

fonrel e&rcation

education

education

education

tertiêry education

educati-on

educ¿tion

educaLion

educators

education

educaLion

education nachine

educaLional

Accelerated Glri.stian &lucation

education

edrcation in t¡e rhÌ1lerr sense of
the r,lord

educational

education

education

educational

educational Prograrc

educalional Prograns

education systsn

education

education

education

education

attenda¡rce at sclrools and colJ.eges

pedagogical i¡stitutions

attendance at a sdlool etc.

the edrration sYsEøn

(fornn:la 1abe1-Ling a sector of the
syston)

wtnt sdrools eLc. do

eúrcation

sectors of tlre sYsten

theorists and administrators

the education systsn

learning

sclrools etc.

educational

(ad hoc formula)

education

education Gn the tttruett sense of
t}re uord' ís tautological)

access to schools, colleges etc.

atte¡dance at sclrool etc.

teacldng

acadsnic record

courses (offered)

courses (tåken)

(forrrula)

education

schoolirg

educatedness

going to school
the education systsn

T7

16

T7

6

t2
6

18

20

6

11

6

2

16

20

t2

20

20

17

I7

l

1

7

4

4

t2

20

9

7

17?

6?

I

-2BT



w
N
29r

n2

293

2%

29s

2%

297

2%

z99

3m

æ1

T2

303

ru

305

ffi
T7

3æ

w
310

311

3r2

313

3r4

31s

316

eftrcation

edr¡cational

edtrcauion sYstøn

edrrcation

education

educationists

edrrcational

education

educational

education senvice

tlre educaÈicm systsn

education

educalion

education dePartrrent

education

educators

educational

educational

educational

educators

education

edr¡cation

edrrcation

education

education

edrrcatiorø.l

edr:cational

educational

16

6

12

16

3

11

n
3

20

6

12

20

11

72

L6

1

I

1

2

I

3

13

18

17

16

1

18

2

sc}rools etc.

of tìe systan

(forrn¡la)

thä provision of sctnols etc.

sóooli¡g

administrators (?)

edr¡cational

schoofi¡g

edtrariornl

operators of the education systsn

(forrula)

education

educaLion as a field of studY

(fornula)

schcols

teachers

pedagogical

í¡stnrctiorøl

learnfug

teadrers? administrators? researchers?

cr:rricular

conditíoning

r^tìat schools do

atLendance at sclool etc.

the equiprent of schools etc.

i¡structional

uhat sctrools do

learning
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317

318

319

320

32r

322

323

324

325

326

edrrcational

education

educate

educational

education

educational

educator

education

educational

Mi¡isten for Rlucation and

Youth affaÍrs

educatic,n

educational

engineering education

education

colleges of advanced education

educational i¡stitutions

edtrcation

educational sertrice^s

Advanced ftlucation Cor:ncil

hignen education i¡stitutions

tertj,arY educaLion

education

education

education

terClarY education

tEducating Ritatt

College of Advanced Education

tElucatilg Ritatt

2 conducive to learnirtg

7 schooling

1 train

2 learniry

7 schooli4

18 lJhat the schools do

11 educational t}reorist

18 vùnt sctrools do

11 (penceptions of education)

327

32ß

329

330

331

332

333

3y

335

336

337

338

339

Y40

yr

Y+2

yß

Yt4

T2

16

7

5

l7

T2

T6

17

4

12

T6

6

L7

17

3

1B

(forrula)

schools

súooling

(cor:rses of a spec.ified tYPe)

atte¡rdance at colleges etc.

(fornula)

schools, colleges etc.

attendance at colleges eÈc.

courses

(fornn:la)

tertjery colleges etc.

the Èer-Eiary sector of the sYsten

attendance at colleges etc.

attendance at colleges etc.

sclnoling

wtrat tentiary i¡stitutions do

(sigr with ad hoc sign:ifi.cance)

(fornula)

(sigr with ad hoc significance)

T2
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Y5 Muæting Rita

Y6 education systsn

Y+7 higher education credentials

YB education systsn

Y9 eûrcational

350 educational

351 ter-tj'arY education

352 educators

353 education

3Y education

355 education

3% nurse education

357 education

3.58 education

359 education sYSLqn

360 Nature Education Centre

361 education sYstøn

%2 education systsn

%3 education Product

W+ tteducational outccnesrt

's.5 education

ffi educationts

%7 educational

W educaÈion

%9 education

370 education

371 edtrcation

372 educated

(1abe1; no educat- significance)

(form¡la)

acadsnic qlalificatiors

atte¡dance at college etc.

learning

of courses

terEiary ('educationt is re&ndant)

operators of tlre systõn

courses

wtnt schools etc. do

training courses

(courses of a specified tYPe)

attendance (at college)

trainiry

(fonrul¿)

(forn¡¡la)

(fornrr,-:-1a)

(fonnula)

educatedness of school-leavens

the productivity of the schools

schools, equiprent, staffing etc.

the eúlcatic,n systonrs

lfiat is done i¡ schools

for sclrools etc.

educatedness

curricuh¡n

education

taugþt

12

7

17

2

4

16

6

4

18

4

5

17

7

72

t2

L2

12

9

9

76

6

1B

16

9

3

n
1
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373 edrration

374 Blucational TectrnologY

375 edtrcation

376 MinisÈen for Blucation

377 Deparurent of Techrrical and

Fr:rtlrer Education

378 &luctional

379 developrrent education

3æ education

381 edrration

ß2 sex educators

to learn about

(forr¡ula)

l{hat is done in sdlools

(fornula)

(fornnfa)

pedagogical (typograplaic€-l en:or,
presr-rmbly, for te&rcationalt)

(courses of a specified type; fornrula)

attendance

scfrcofing

(fornula; specialists in a specified
field)

tleorjst,s of sóoolÍng

of educatedness

(form¡la)

eùrcational

education

going to school

schooling

educatedness

sclrools etc.

(formrla)

the education sYstsn

(forrula)

sctrools etc.

sclrools etc.

2

12

18

12

t2

1

5

T7

7

L2

383

Y+

385

386

æ7

388

389

390

391

392

393

3%

39s

396

397

398

educators

educational

l,ti¡risten for Education

educational

education

education

edr.ration

education

education

Mirúster of Blucation

educatíon

education systsn

educaLion

education

Deparurcnt of Techrrical and

FT:rûrer Erlucation

edrration

L2 (fornn:la)

6 the education systsn

11

9

L2

n
20

T7

3

9

16

t2

6

12

16

16
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401

tß2

403

|1ry+

405

ttú

tÐ7

4æ

14æ

410

411

4r2

4r3

4r4

edr:cation

education

education

edtrcation

education

education

educaLion

education

education sYstøn

education

eúrcation authorities

educaLion

education autlrorities

education

education systãl

educalion systetl

6 the education systsn

1 teactnng

16 schools etc.

17 attendance at sctrool etc.

16 sctrools etc.

L6 purdrasable provi.sion

16 sct¡cols etc.

18 útat is done in schools etc.

LZ (fornula)

1 teadÉng

12 (forrnrl¿)

2 learning

12 (fornula)

3 sclrooling

LZ (fornn:la)

12 (fornula)
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NOTES

1.1.1

1 I follow Jespersen's usage of taking speaker/hearer to include

writer/reader unless there is a specific reason for distinguishing

one from the other. See Jespersen [2] 17'

2 I merely report the use of the termreducated mant; I do not

condone it. As I explain in due course, I have no use for the term

on philosophical grounds; it is for others, if they feel so inclined, to

argue against it as sexually discriminatory.

L.T.2

I This is consistently l^Iittgenstein's vi-ew. In the preface to the

Tractatus, he declares that philosophical problems resg on

misunderstanding the logic of language. The way to solve then is to

make the logic of language c1ear. In doi-ng so, philosophy does not

creaÈe its own doctrine; it merely clarifies the status of statements

laid before it (T 4.003; 4.II2). In the PhilosophicaT Ïnvestigations,

he takes a similar line. Philosophy is not concerned with explaining

the facts of the matter. Philosophical problems arise from misunder-

standing the forms òf our language and are dissolved (not solved) by

looking afresh at what has long been available''not by adducing new

evidence (pI 109). It is not that our everyday language is out of order

but that we need to distinguish what it is saying from what it might

appear to be saying, particularly when we attempt to interpret it
philosophically. Illustrations of the point, typically lacking in

wittgenstein, can be found in Jespersen [2] a'nd [3], the former

exhaustive, the latter brief but illuminating - it contains, for example,

wha¡ is surely a definitive dissolution (in the liittgensÈeinian sense)

of the age-old paradox of the liar. There is, in fact, no paradox:

. . . when \^re say that a person is a liar, the linguistic expression
does not preclude the possibility of his speaking the truth once
in a whíle. (JesPersen [3] 5)

Accordingly, Epimenides the Cretan can declare that all Cretans are

liars without his utterance causing any logical problems.
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1.1.3
1 The great variety of things, even incompatible things, which

education is spoken of as being, should be sufficient warning Èhat

it is unsafe to take expressions based on teducaLionf as proof of the

existence of education:

The argument fails not on1y... because the fact. that an expression
is used successfully leaves room for considerable disagreemenL as
to what it can legitimately be taken to refer to, but also because
expressions in cornmon use can be associated with t.heories that turn
out to be unacceptable. (Ayer [3] 42)

Ayer cit,es the case of witchcraft, concerning which expressions were at

one time accorded public acceptance. l'le all continue to use

successfully expressions which have the sun rising and sinking; that

does not invalidate the Coperni-can system. For our conmonsense Purposes

the moon \,úaxes and wanes and the earth is f 1at.

2 There is no diffi-culty about prising our concepts off the world.

The whole of fictional literature shows that language does not

requÍre a referent in reality in order to be significant. C1ear1y, the

syrnbol in thj-s case symbolises nothing beyond the language because there

is nothing beyond the language for it to symbolise and, in the case of

fantasy, it is impossible that there should be. Nevertheless, Hamlet

seens real to me - more real than many real people - and I readily

accept anthropomorphic animals from Aesop to 0rwe11 via La Fontaine and

Carro11. If the symbol is no more than a linguistic phenomenon in these

cases, \nrhy need it be anything more in any other? How can I tel1 when

what I am saying about education is not mere fiction? Any inclination
that I might have to argue that it would not matter if it was ís

inhj-bited by rny consciousness of Russell's stern disapproval of such

levity in a philosophical context:

Morally, a philosopher who uses his professional competence for
anything except a disinterested search for truth is guilty of a

kind of treachery... the true phllosopher is prepared to examine
afJ preconceptions. (Russell [1] 7BB)

The reason why we have no difficulty in prising our concepts off the

world is that it is their normal state to be separate. To have a

concept of anything - concrete or abstract - is not to have the thing

itself; it is not even to have the concept of the thing (if I had ¿he

concept of anything, what would anyone else have?). The problem - a

central problem of philosophy - is to link concept. and reality; thought
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and the puEaLive object thought about. My menÈal image of a unicorn is

no different in kind from my mental image of a rhinoceros. I can

conjure up a mental image and apply the word-label rrhinoceros' to it

and relaÈe it to a specimen of the beast located anywhere in space and

time. I can do the same with tunicornt but I could not now support my

thinking with the living presence of a real animal. I want to know

whether teducation' is a rhinoceros-type or a unicorn-type labe1' It is

no ans\^rer to say that it cannot be either since education is abstract'

I dontt know that educaLion is, or is not, abstract until I know what it

is. A non-corporeal unicorn is no less abstract than a non-corporeal

education; a nonexistent either is no different from the nonexistent

other. There cannot be different sorts of nothing. (cf. Ayer's

savageing of Heideggerts thesis that the proper object of rnetaphysics is

the exploration of Nothing; Ayer l4l 228-229) '

I might imagine education, just as I might imagine unicorn; that doesn't

make either of them real. But in the case of unicorn I can imagine the

sense data which would prove that its reality l¡/as on a par with that of

a rhinoceros and that would be sufficient to verify statements about it:

A proposiÈion... is verifiable in the weak sense, if i-t is possible
for experience to render it probable'

(Ayer [1] s0)

I,,lhat experience would enable me to say that a given propositi-on

concerning education \^Ias at least probably true? I cantt say' because I

dontt know what education is. Paradoxically, I know what a unicorn is,

because there is general agreement on what a unicorn is to be taken to

look like, and should recognise it instantly if I saw one.

3 Cf. Orwe11 , 7984, Penguin 1955 Reprint, 242:

. . . political and intellectual freedom no longer existed even as

concepts, and were therefore of necessiLy nameless... no word that
could be dispensed with was allowed to survive. Newspeak was

designed noL to extend but to dininish the range of thought, and

this purpose r^¡as indirectly assisted by cutting the choi-ce of words

down to a minimum.

I do not understand why Orwell says'indirectly'; reducing the choice of

words directly diminishes the range of thought '

1.1.4
1 the spoken and heard word is the primary form for language and

of far grãater importance than the secondary form used in writing
(printiig) and tuãd:-.tg. This is evidently true for the coun¡less
ages in "fri.it manki-nd had not yet invented the art of writing or
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made only a sparing use of it; but even in our modern newspaper-

ridden .o¡unrrrrities the vast majority of us speak infinitely more

than we write. (JesPersen [2] 17)

Jespersen was, of course, writing before radio and television added a

ceaseless gabble of spoken words to the environment.

Z T hope to be immune to Ayerrs cri-ticism of the stance adopted by

Moore when he sought to prove the existence of objects by holding up

his hands and declaring there is one handt and there is another handt:

the most that can be conceded to Moore is that when he said that
his hands existed, he was saying something that he had the right to
consider true, and this amounLs to very lit.tle until we can

determine what this something ï/as... it may have been no more than

that Moore \¡/aS having certain sensations, perhaps even no more than

that certain sensations \¡/ere occurring '
(Ayer l3l 42)

Ayer does not question that Moore uttered cerLain sounds which speakers

of English are wont to utter; nor does he hesitate to use the written

equivalent of such sounds. When I assume that words exist, I imply no

more than the sense-perceptible occurrence of such spoken and written

signs.

3 The sign is conventional in that no logical connection holds between

its sense data and íts significance and it has significance only for

the initiated. For example, it was reported in The Advertiser of

Adelaide for 15 March 1985 that shoes made in China had caused great

offence in Egypt because the anti-slip pattern on the soles formed by

chance the sign for God in Arabic. The lens of the eye has no

transcendental porÀ/ers; assuming no physical aberrations and a contiguous

viewpoint, the retinas of a Chinese and a literate Arab would car.ry a

similar image. only when nerve impulses generated by the image reached

the brain would there be differences in perception and different

culture-conditioned reactions. It appears that' as far as sign is

concerned, Berkeleyts dictum teSSe est percipit operates and sense data

acquire the sLatus of sign only when Èhey are perceived to signify' But

how far does the signifying have to proceed? Does any more need to be

said than that words are signs and that their signification stops with

the sign if the words are unintelligible? It might be argued that if

the words are unintelligible, the sense daLa cannot be a sign. But

unintelligible to whom? I cennot claim my own comprehension as the sole

arbiter of whether sense data are signs; the only reason why language
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works for me is that it works for others - I did not invent the English

language. (I,rlhether there could ever be a private language is a

different argument). If other people use language incomprehensible Èo

fl€, it follows that there are many words whích I percei-ve as sense data

and assume are signs even though I do noL know their significatÍon.
This happens with many words even in my native language. If in the

course of time any of them comes to have an identified significance, it
is clear that the sign has not changed, only my interpretation of it.
Sign appears to be a sort of halfway house between the audio /visual-/

tactile manifestations necessary for language to be a means of

communication beLween sentient beings and the symbolism of the words. I
conclude that words-as-signs are discrete entities, freestanding

elements in language, the physical existence of a word, or larger unit 
'

carrying no definitive implication of meaning.

4 The problem is to link language symbols and reality. There is no

problem in the case of tunícornt because unicorn is a creation of

symbol and remains nothing but symbol. There is no problern in the case

of t rhinoceros' because the partnership of nane and referenÈ is
generally understood and socially accepted. Quiners caveat over

'gavagai' is less inhibitive in the case where my interlocutor and I
share a common language. By supporting an ostensive explanation with

verbal explanation, it could be made comparatively plain if necessary

that the cornpleÈe animal was intended as the referenÈ and not merely a

rhinoceros stage or part (cf. Quine [1] 51ff.). There is thought to be

no problem in the case of 'education' (judging by the readiness with

which people use the word unqualified), but that is because the familiar
symbol creates a pseudo-rea1ity. But all Èhat is created is symbols,

and the problem remains of linking them with reality. There is nothing

in either the symbol or its ostensible referent to link the one

definitively with the other. Paradoxically, I need to know what is
symbolised in order to verify the symbol, but in the absence of evident

reality the only way I have of approaching reality is the symbol.

1.1.5
1 Peters suggests that:

...teducationf is a concept which is not very close to the ground.
By this I mean that it is not a concept like'red'which picks out
a simple quality, like'horserwhich picks out an object, or like
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trunningt or tsmilingr which pick out observable occurrences.
tEducationt... refers to no particular process; rather it
encapsulates criteria to which any one of a family of processes
must conform. (Peters t2] i)

2 Frege distinguishes absolutely between concept and object. A

concept is the meaning of a grarunatical predicate. A proper name

i_.e. the name of an object, cannoL be a grammatical predicate:

In the sentence tThe morning star is Venust, wê have two proper
names, tmorning Start and tVenust, for the same object, In the
sentence tThe morning star is a planett we have a proper name,
tthe morning start, and a concept-word, rplanett. So far as

language goes, no more has happened than that tVenust has been

replaced by 'a planet.r; but really the relation has become

wfrãtty different. An equation is reversible; an objectrs
falling under a concept is an irreversible relati-on.

(Frege lIl 44)

It appears then, applying Frege, that education is not absoluÈely a

concept; it is a concept only when it functions as a grammatical

predicate. In any other role in a sentence, it is the name of an object

of which anything one fancies might be predicated. This polyvalent

symbolism is not, however, anchored by 'educationrrs ever having been

used predicaLively as a logical simple and is not, therefore,

definitive. It is easy enough to use 'an educationr predicatively. I
have on occasion remarked that to drive through the slums of Calcutta is
an education. Do I have the concept of education? I have no doubt that

I have a concepL of education; one which meets Fregets grammatical

criterion, moreover:

the singular definite article always indj-cates an object,
whereas the indefinite article accompanies a concept-word.

(Frege [1] 45)

But my stalement awaits my explanation of what I mean by Jeducationr

before it can claim to convey any precise information - of, strictly
speaking, êry information at all; in the absence of external evidence to

the contrary, tan educationr might in this context mean tan assault on

the senses and the sensibilitiesr. As iL stands, tan educationr is
doubly vague: Both my concept of education and the concePt of education

are subject to a range of possible interpretations. Until teducaLiont

is anchored to some determinate referent, the concept of education must

remain uninformative.
I take Frege's use of the indefinite and definiÈe article to distinguish

concept and object to be a post hoc indication, not a preconditíon.

-294-



Otherwise, concepLs could not be expressed in Latin or Russian, for

example, which have no article. Perhaps they cannoL, and this would

support Austints view that there is no such thing. tEcce homothas to

rely on a context to distinguish between ta mant and rthe mant.

3 Typographical anomalies add gratuitously to the problems of the

concept approach. Frege's preferred usage would call for: the

concept education; others use: the concept teducationr; the concept of

feducationt; the concept of education. Passmore comments:

Anyone who wishes to think exactly, and to avoid philosophical
howlers, will have to acquire the habit of so using quotation marks'

or some other typographícal device, as to make it perfectly clear
whether he is using a concept (i.e.operating with it predicatively)
or taLking about a concept (i.e. representing it by an object)...
few conterporary philosophers use quotation marks without
misgiving (Passmore [1] 154-5)

passmore refers the reader to Geach, ttOn Names of Expressionstt ín l|ind

1950, for examples of the difficulti-es that arise. I find Geach's

article too technical to be of practical value and prefer to follow

Kenny's simple principle, suitably modified:

In philosophy it is important to be careful to employ quotation
marks when ,râlttg a word to refer to itself, instead of using it in
Lhe normal way. Obviously enough, Rome is a city, 'Romet is a

four-letter word... Carelessness about quotation - though great
philosophers, including Llittgenstein, have been guilty of it - can

lead to confusion of symbols with what they symbolise.
(Kenny 15)

I think that Kenny himself has confused the symbol with what it

symbolises and symbol with sign. In my view, rRomet is a sign; Rome is

the symbol designated by the sign; what Rome syrnbolises is a

mj-scellaneous collection of ideas and phenomena of space and time'

Accordingly, in my usage teducation' is the l{ord, the sign; education ís

the symbol, without prejudice to what it symbolises - Èo clarify what it

symbolises is the ostensible objecf of my exercise. The root cause of

problems in the philosophy of education is, in ny view, the assumption

that in talking about education one is talking about a phenomenon of

space and time.

Peters (and Hirst and Peters) favours: the concept of 'education''

This has Lhe unfortunate consequence thaL when he talks about reducation'

he can be misinterpreted as talking about the word:

In Ethics and EducaËion Peters asserts that the word teducation'

has Inormative implicaLionst. It has rthe criterion built into
[it] ttrat something worth while should be achieved''

(I^Ioods and Barrow 10)
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Peters does not assert this; on the contrary, he has been at pains in

the previous two pages to differentiate between coming to grips with the

concept and comprehending usages of the term I educationr; (see

Peters lll 23-24).

1.1.8

1 Quine attributes the innovatory shift of attention from ideas to

words to John Horne Tooke who in 1786 suggested that Locke's Essay

could be much irnproved by substituting the word twordt everywhere for

the word 'idea'. Quine laLer identifies Tooke's suggestion as the first

of "Five Milestones of Empiricismr' (Quine l2l 67ff.')'

T.2.7

I The AustraTian for the week beginning 17 February 1986 produced an

instructive example. A correspondent accused the editors of the

l"lacquarie Dictionary of tan apparent lapse of professional decorum and

intellectual integrity? in including Queensland among the referents of

the term 'banana republic'. A reply pointed out that lexicographers

merely report usages; they do not invent them. It seems, however, that

the age-old custom of blaming the bearer of bad news is still practised'

I.2.2
1 I decided against including in the list the use of the sign

'educationt without symbolic significance because it is not a

conventional dictionary meaning. It comes into its own as an exanple of

the later htittgensteints notion of meaning as use. For examples see

Appendix I Nos. 1O4,110, 138.

r .2.6
1 The process is most conmonly seen in the use of nouns as verbs or

adjectives but the converse j-s also common and no part of speech

seems to be immune. A few examples at random: house; garden; plant;

tool; motor; jet; mother; rabbit; ferret; dog; frame; tile; fish; run;

swim; brown; green; dark; outback; rubbish. The process became possible

when Middle English shed the system of syntactical inflection which

O1d English had inheriËed from Indo-European and which still survives in

German and French, for example. Shakespeare revelled in this new-found
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freedom and helped greatly to develop iÈ:

Grace me no grace, nor uncle me no uncle'
(King Richard II II iii 87)

I¡louldst thou be window'd in great Rome?
(Anthony and CleoPatra IV xii 72)

In the dead vast and middle of the night '
(Hamlet I ii 198)

See Potter 56ff. for an account of the process and further examples'

2 See, for example, Hirst and Peters 74 which has within the space of

two paragraphs teducatíonr, reducationalr, teducatingt, teducatet,

t educatedt .

1 .2. 10

1 Cf. Peters [1] 24-25:

education is associated with learning, not with a mysterious
maturation. But no specific type of actívity is required. A man

can do it himself in èolitary confinement or acquire it by constant
activity in a small group. He can be trained on his own by a tutor
or be inspíred by leãturàs given to 500... feducation'... pícks out

no particular activity or process'

2 My point is strengthened by the reluctance of English usage to

countenance the term reducatorf. The verb tto educatet is

manifestly active; the relation between it and the noun'educationris

gramrnatically c1ear. But when it is a matter of denoting the agent

implied by the verb or the operator of the process implied by the noun'

a proficient speaker of English would shy away from reducator' and use

tteacher' instead. The philosophical consequences could be far-reaching.

The question is not whether tto educatet could survive the physical loss

of the sign 'educator I ; there would be no problem over this, just as

there would be no problem over tto eatt surviving the loss of reater',

provided that the connotation reatert could be maintained in other

terms. I,rihat is threatened in the case of tto educatet is the

connotation of reducatort and that threatens the verb itself and any of

its cognates. In any case, iftteachert is adopted as a substitute for
teducatort, the nexus between the two needs to be argued against the

authoritative víew that there is none:

It may be a general empirical fact thaL most things are learnt more

rapidiy arrd ãore reliaÛly if the situation is explicitly structured
by a teacher. But it certainly is not a conceptual truth that
eíther tlearningt or'edircationI irnplies'teachingt''' learning is
logica1ly necessary to education, whereas teaching is not.

(Hirst and Peters 77)
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L.2.I3
1 For an archetypal, ostensibly fictional, account see Spark 36, and

for a mundane example Appendix I No' 138'

2 This is of course entirely without prejudice to any theory of

teaching founded on eductive or on inductive principles' It would,

however, be chronologically, geographically and linguistically anomalous

to ciLe the prirne historical example, Socratic Method, in support of the

educate ( educere argument. The etymology of an English word is

irrelevant to Socratesrs inducing Pythagorasts theorem into Menors

slave, or educing it out of him. His procedure resLs on its own

laurels, such as they are, as an example of teaching method:

Tutors who have attempted to follow Socrati-c method will have been

made aware of the importance of the fact that Plato was able to
script the answers as well as the questions'

(F1ew [2] 330)

r .2.L4

1 educit: 3rd. person singular present tense of teduceret; an

example in which the verb has the sense of ex + ducere =

bring forth.
paedagogus: a slave who accompanied children to and from school

and had charge of them at home. (casse1l's Latin Dictionary)

2.r.LO

I See Ausrin [4] and [5]; Chisholm 14-20; Furberg 136-155;

Graham 185-213.

2.1 .L3

I See Strawson [3]; Quine [1] on 'descriptive' versus 'revisionary'
metaphYsics.

2.1.L4
I In the philosophies of education listed in my bibliography, I have

noted a couple of dozen scattered references to l'/ittgenstein but no

evidence that any of the authors has either taken his philosophy to

heart or rejected it after due consideration. The references are'

almost without exception, to the PhilosophicaT Investigationsi they are

al1 incidental and tend to be perfunctory in manner; some are dismissive
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(cf. 53.3.1); few reveal any appreciative understanding and some display

a depth of misunderstanding that transcends the t,olerable limits of

subjective interPretation:
Just as there are separate rules for the games of cricket and go1f,
so there are different sets of rules for Èhe language used in
everyday life and language used as a means of communicating
philosophical ideas. (Schofield 13)

Any attempted definition of a word will include a list of criteria
for i-ts use. (Gribble 4)

It is only by virtue of the relationship that is created between
the symbois ând, in hlittgenstein's phrase, 'the form of life' that
the context presents, that there can be that objectivity of
judgement Lhat we call truth. (Hirst 160)

Of these three quotations, the first two ascri-be views to Wittgenstein

which would negate those he does express; the third concludes a bold

aLtempt by Hirst to interpret meaning and truth from a starting point in

In/ittgenstein's f the meaning is the use' (Hirst 157). Hirst reaches the

Tractatus-type conclusion that truth is the correlation between the

symbol and the'form of life'- the state of affairs - given by the

context; a true st.atement pictures whaÈ is the case. The later
I^littgenstein expressly turns his back on this view. According to the

PhilosophicaT Investigations, there is no relationship between symbol

and Lebensform - they are the same thing. Language is a way of life
(Lebensform) - a htay of social 1ife, moreover; the rules of language-

games are the unwritten rules of social habits:

True and false is what people say iE is; and they reach agreement
in Tanguage. This is not agreement in their opinions but in their
way of lif e. eT 241)

'The form of lifer is not lrlittgenstein's phrase; Hirst joins the ranks

of those who have been led astray by GEMA. (See S3.1.1ff. for general

comment on GEI{A and Note 3.2.4.1 for a comment specifically on'form of

life' ) .

'rto

1 Both Pears and Kenny, for example' seem to me to threaten

philosophy with this fate. Pears says that the assertion that his

watch is on the table impfÍesmany other propositions concerning, for

example, the mechanism inside the watch (Pears [1] 5B). Kenny speaks of

analysing the sentence 'My fork is to the left of my knife' into a
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Þseries of simpler statements which will end only with symbols which

denote non-complex objects (Kenny 6). Neither takes the point that at

an early stage of such an analysis all contact is lost with the

ostensible subject of the discourse. It was on such grounds that

Stebbing took the physicists to task for their improper use of ordinary

language to describe exLraordinary states of affairs. Eddington, one of

the chief culprits, describes, for example, stepping on a plank as rlike

stepping on a slüarm of f1Íesr because tthe plank has no solidity of

substancer. This denial of solidity is nonsensical because:

the common usage of language enables us Lo attribute a meaning

to the phrase tta solid planktt; but there is no conmon usage of
languagã that provides a meaning for the word "solid" that would
make sense to say that the plank on which I stand is not so7id.

(Stebbing 52)

The notion that sentences such as those quoted by Pears and by Kenny,

the meaning of which is already plain, need to be analysed into

elementary sentences before their meaning becomes p1ain, is nonsensical

because, as Stebbing shows, to do so is to destroy their meaning, not

make it p1ain. \tiit.tgenstein does not advocate such a procedure f or our

everyday sentences which are already perfectly ordered logica11y

(T 5.5563); he assumes that his own statements are capable of conveying

his meaning as they stand; he proposes spatial objects and their

relaÈionships as a paradigm of the sentence-sign (T 3.1431). In short,

his analysis of complexes into simples is intended as a theoretical

account of the way in which language works, not as a practical method of

processing it.

2.3.3
I I face the problem at this stage of my argument of being committed

to the Tractatus 1ine, although I am aware of flaws in it. The

coexist.ence of EE and ET takes Lhe form of uses of words, not of the

existence of objects. The resultant symbols need bear no relation to
reality or to other symbols. It is an error to look to a logical

connection or disconnection beLween EE and ET as a determinant of the

state of the world or even of the way in which words are used. The way

in which words ought to be used is determined subjectively, not

1ogica11y.

2 I find it attractive in that it neutralises the paradox inherent in

+
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Þ.conventional usage according to which education is the effect of itself

as cause. Nothing can cause iLself, arguments to the effect that God is

causa sui notwithstanding. If reducationr is kept for naming what the

educator engages in, no great loss is suffered by EE. It even benefits

from the removal of the temptation to regard education as something

which the educatee has. Usage does not a1low that the educatee has an

education, even though he has received one. tlrre TractaËus solves the

problem by denying the status of object to education; the PhiTosophicaT

Investigations changes the grarunar and dissolves the problem by

revealing it as a matter of words, not objects.

2.3.8
1 Cf. Strawson [2]: The meaning of a sentence is not whaÈ Ít refers

to but the rules for its correct use.

2.4.3
i

i
I

li,
ìr

Supposing we asked: fHow can one inagine what does not exist?r.
The answer seems to be: rIf we do, we imagine non-existent
combinatíons of existing elementsr. A centaur doesnrt exist, but
a mants head and torso and arms and a horsets legs do exist.
lBut cantt we imagine an object utterly different. from any one

which exists?'. We should be inclined to answer: rNo; the
elements, individuals, must exist. If redness, roundness and

sweetness did not exisL, we could not imagine Lhem'.
(\niittgenstein [4] 31)

See, for example, OED Educate 4 (b); Education 1(b); 3(b).

rArbitrarily' in the sense thaÈ I decide to do so for reasons of

expediency, not logic.

4 There is no proscription of change in l^littgenstein's view of

object. Any one of the mundane objects which he quotes as examples

might change its external properties and remain the same object. T see

no reason why change should not be an internal characteristic of an

object. It is inconceivable that any object, organic by definition,
should not change through decay. There are innumerable inorganic

objects of which change is an i-ntrinsic property. Change is inherent in

a universe characterised by entropy - but that is a scientific, not a

philosophical point. Because a given object changes, it does not follow

that Lhe concept which it exemplifies changes. 'One cannot step into

the same river twicet does not devalue the concept trj-vert. 0n the

I
å

p
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contrary ' an unchanging river \'\rou1d not be a river; an unchanging

educatee would not be an educatee.

5 The learning which characterises educatee has, for me, no normative

implication. It is what it is - or, rather, it has been what it
has been, since any learning which makes a last.ing contribution to

educatedness must, as learning, be over and done with. Normative

considerations belong to the educator, not to the educatee - except when

the educatee is operating as self-educator; even then aspirations do not

deLermine outcomes. hlhether normative considerations are operative, and

if so what they are, is contj-ngent. But change is not a contingent

property of a human being. Every specimen of horno sapiens' even a so-

called thuman vegetablet, has to change. The educatedness of a human

being regresses whose mental development remains static whilsL his

chronological age advances; that is sti11 a state of educatedness. To

see change as ever so1e1y mental or i-ntellectual is, in my view, to

subscribe to an untenable dualism.

2.4.4
1 This categorical staternent needs, perhaps, to be modified by the

case of Siamese twins, whose physical uniqueness is manifestly not

absoluÈe. Each needs, however, to be mentally unique as a condition of

being considered to be an individual and it is mental uniqueness which

characterises homo as sapiens - uniqueness as both species and specimen

of the species. From the ostensibly physical and cerLainly mental

uniqueness of the individual his spiritual uniqueness follows, if one is
drawn towards that form of symbolism - in which case one is 1ike1y to

claim that the third precedes and outlives the first two. Kierkegaard

develops this theme; his spiritualistic conclusions might be challenged

but not his premiss:

each and every one is an individual.
(Kierkegaard 102)

Each human being has infinite reality... The central point about
being human is that the unit'f is the highest; '1000r counts
for 1ess. (Ibid. 103)

This could be the point of departure for an existentialist approach to

education which might well end with the existence of the individual
educatee taki-ng precedence over the essence of the educaLed nan.

Authenticity for the educatee might consist in the development of his
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Þ-.inner tinfinite realityt. Any interaction between one organism and

another would necessarj-ly be aL the physical leve1; aÈ the leve1 of homo

not of sapiens. Sapiens would nevertheless manifest itself at the

physical level in the individual's capacity to perform, particularly in
his ability to decide his own course of action and the necessity for him

thereby to exercise his freedom of choice (cf. Sartrets remark to the

effect that he and his compatriols were never more free than under the

German occupation; in the absence of quasi-acceptable authority the

individual must choose hi-s own path to freedom). Affinities are readily

discernible between such an approach and one based on the Tractatus. It
is inÈeresting that on one occasion duri-ng the 1930s aL Cambridge,

L/ittgenstein declared :

Kierkegaard was by far the most profound thinker of the last
century. Kierkegaard \,,'as a saint. (Rhees l2l 87)

2.4.6
1 The answer to the question whether any sort of learning will do is
that any sort of learning is. The educatee learns what the educatee

learns; it is futile to wish otherwise. Normative outcomes for educaÈion

as process, formulated in anticipation of the event, are matters for the

subjective judgement of the educator, influenced by whatever factors he

sees as relevant - political, sociological, ethical, religious and so on.

Even if such normative stipulations for educatedness were ful1y met, the

resultant properties would not be those of a l¡/ittgensteinian object

because they would not characterise every educatee; they would not be

properties which it would be unthinkable the educatee should not have -
unless the concept 'educateet was to be restricted in its application to
those who did possess those properties. A term would then be needed for

those who had been subjected unsuccessfully to the process of education.

A term would also be needed for the embryonic educated man - that is to

sây, if education is truly a lifelong activity, for every one of us when

L/e are at the receiving end of the educational process i.e. whí1st we

are stí1l a1ive. Such anomalies can easily be avoided by postulating a

normaLively neutral educatee whose educatedness i-s simply what it is.
I am not saying that. it is desirable for the educatee to learn

undesirable things, or that undesirable outcomes are to be desired in
anticipation of the event; but if undesirable things are learnt then they

I
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are learnt, they make their contribution to the total educatedness of

the educatee and we need an education vocabulary capable of taking

account of the fact. This is, incident.ally, a much less difficult

undertaking than defining'desirable'.

2.4.rO
lrlittgenstein again takes up this point in the PhiTosophical

Investigations. See 53.4.3 and Note 3.4.3'l'

2.4.75

1 Cf. rhe accounrs of Popper in Magee l2l 22fr. and Ayer [3]
27-29; 157-158.

2.5.4
1 If the educatee does the prejudging, the educatee becomes the self-

educator. I might have lofty aspirations for my learning; that says

nothing about what, in the event, I 1earn. My educatedness is what it is

and not something different. I am trying to give an account of educatee-

ness as it logically is. The only logical state of educatedness is that

it is what it is in each case.

2.5.6
1 A telling argument, based on the Philosophical Investigations,

against t oughC statements being a priorí expressions of some

ethical law is that'ought'i-s a language-game played only by speakers

of English. It is not universal to human speech, being untranslatable

into, for example, French or German. tOughtt is a speech habit; a

formula, moreover, being immune to personal and Lemporal accidence. A

proficient speaker of English does not say'I have ought... ', 'they had

ought... t. The French user of tdevoir' or Lhe German user of tsollen'

has available a range of verb forms and a wealth of idiomatic

expressions. Significantly, both modify the auxiliary verb in order to

express a change of tense or of person:

he ought to do it they ought to have done it
il devrait 1e faire i1s auraient dû 1e faire
er sollte es tun sie hätten es tun so11en

!'/ittgenstein of Lhe Tractatus is dismissive of ethics. Expressions

t.--

1
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purporting to be statements of ethics have no meaning i he ignores the

fact that they are used. The later lrlittgenstein accounts for their use

by categorising them as language-games; socio-temporally accepted

usages. The proficient speaker does not, cannot, jusÈify his following

the'ought' rule; he just does it in verbalising certain social mores.

The ethical rule describes what is done; it is cart before horse to

interpret it as determining what is done - or even ought to be done,

whatever that might mean. It used to be socially acceptable to punish

the insane in order to drive out the devils possessing Èhem; ergo' the

insane ought to be punished. In more recent times and in western

societies it has become socially unacceptable to punish the insane; ergo'

the insane ought not to be punished. Right and wrong are what people

say they are (cf. PI 247) and ethics is what a community decides

pragmatically it is. There is no evidence that ethics is supernatural

in origín; the conduct of the proponents of divinely ordained codes of

behaviour is not uncommonly outrageously unethical by humane standards.

pragmatism issuing as enlightened self-interest is a safer guide: Do not

behave as you would wish others not to behave - in case they are given

the opportunity. As Macbeth - and Adolf Hitler - discovered, bloody

instructions which return to plague the inventor are counter-productive

to onets own best interests. The problem i-s, of course, to know where

oners own best interests 1ie in practi-ce; even altruism is in principle

self-interest - Èhe selection of the personally more comfortable course

of conduct. Even the martyr would rather die than live with his

offended conscience.

2.5.8
1 Feigl took the notion of traw feelst from Tolman, but not Tolman's

dismissive view of them:
traw feelst are by very definitionrprivatet and not capable of

scientific treatment. And we may leave the question as to whether
they exist, and what Lo do about them, if they do exist, to other
disciplines than psychology - e.g. to 1ogic, episÈemology and
metaphysics. (Tolman 253)

Tolmanfs interest is in 'behavioral psychologyt:

all hunan knowledge, including physics, purposive behaviorism
and our own present remarks, are but a resultant of, and limited by,
hurnan behavioral needs and human behavi-oral capacities.

(Tolman 430)
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It seems to me that Tolman is confusing the way something is learnt with

the way the learning subsequently manifests itself. It could be

conceded to him, whether it is true or not, that all human thought

processes originate in behaviour and are limited to the possible effects

of behaviour, without implying that they necessarily manifest themselves,

once acquired, in behaviour. hlittgenstein approaches the problem from a

slightly different angle and avoíds the dichotomy. He insists that

mental events need external criteria (PI 580) but he is equally

insistent that he does not mean to deny that we experi-ence mental events

(geistige Vorgänge) (PI 308). For me to deny that I experience mental

events, or ral\r f eels, ì-mposes upon me the tlogical necessity of

affecting general anaesthesiar (Ogden and Richards 23). Educatedness

can perfectly well manifest itself other than in behaviour. I claim

that mine not merely habitually manifests itself in raw feels but does

so necessarily because I am incapable of expressing my mental events

through behaviour, even if I wanted to do so. My mental events on

hearing a certain piece of music are real enough Lo me but inexpressible

through behaviour or any other medium; they are different moreover from

those motj-vated by different music, or by the tsametmusic on a

different hearing, or played by different musicians, or heard again in

my head whether obsessively, as sometimes happens, or as remotion

recollected in tranquillityr (ü/ordsworth). Perhaps the criterion of a

raw feel is that it is necessarily inexpressible; the effect of music,

poetry, the visual arts, any aesthetic experience - including, for
example, a proof in mathematics, an elegant scientific experiment, a

neat solution to a práctical problem - is therefore a raw fee1. If that

is the case, the encouragement of raw feels should dominate the

curriculum of every educati-onal institution. It has, I suspect, always

been so with institutions of quality, with the proviso that though the

feels may be raln/, their genesis is culture.

But to characterise such manifestations as metaphysical, as Tolman seems

inclined to do, is Lo drift towards dualism of mind and body. They are,

it seems to me, physical in that some area of the brain must be involved

- possibly those areas which identify physical sensations as pleasurable,

whether the stimulus takes the same route or a different, possibly more

direct, route. I might like to think that what I characterise as

intellectual pleasure is of a higher order than physical pleasure, but
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I must be deluding myself. I have only one body; not a separate mind,

and certainly noL a separate soul, to participate in purified
non-sensual pleasure.

I have used the term.rraw feelsr but I find the notion puzzling in that

Feiglts raw feels dontt seem in the least raw, but culture-cooked to a

high degree of sophistication. I doubt indeed whether there is such a

thing as a raw feel. If in a darkened room I walk into the edge of a

door, reality impinges upon me directly and produces what might be

characterised as a raw fee1. If the blow is light enough not to render

me unconscious, I symbolise the event in language, attempting lo
explicat,e what has happened and adding no doubt an expletory gloss to rny

would-be factual description. By now the feel is no longer raw; all
sorts of personal and sociological and interpretative factors have

inLervened to produce a sophisticated account of the event. 0n1y if the

blow is heavy enough Lo render me unconscious do Ï fail to language the

event because f am incapable of doing so. I have experienced, but

paradoxically do not fee1, a raw feel. For once in a way f have prised

the world off my concepts but only at the cost of forfeiting both world

and concepts.

2.5 .rc
1 Cf. the case of the adult whose reading age froze at the physical

age of, sây, nine or ten. He was then appropriately literate but

has now regressed and has become functionally illiterate.

3.1.3
1 I would like an illustration of a flybottle, which people describe

variously. (The word i-s not in the O.E.D., and for the German,
í.e. FTiegengTas, yoü have to go to the old Grimm.)
(Ha11 R. Review of PhiTosophical Investigations 3rd Erl. fhfl. Qu1y. )MII)

I have been able to meet Hallts request, thanks to the German settlers
of the Barossa Valley in South Australj-a. In addition to the examples

r¿hich I photographed for my frontispiece, I have seen three specimens in
the Birdr,¡ood Mi1l Museum.

Thanks to GEMA, rflybottler noh¡ appears in OEDS, together with Ha11rs

reference and a third reference to the Proceedings of the AristoteTian
Society, Supp1. Vol. XLIII 108.

Hal1 is not correct over the exclusivity of Grimm. The Muret-Sanders
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German/English dictionary of 1933 gives rFli-egenglas' and equates it

with 'Fliegenfänger', the meaning of which when it is used to denote a

utensil (Gerät) is given as 'fly-trap'. I don't know where GEMA gets

'flybottle' from; I don't like iL because 'trap' makes l^liLtgensteinrs

point much more decisively besides being the term used by those with

experience of the object, rGlast does not carry the connotation rbottler

and a bottle without a bottom is a curious sort of bottle.

The 1862 edition of the dictionary of the brothers Grimm gives for

Fliegenglas:
glas mit engen ha1se, in dem sich fliegen fangen

glass with narrow neck in which flies are caught

(my translation)

The Englishtare caughtt loses the sense of the Germantsich fangent=
, catch themselvesr . The use of the reflexive verb where English would

use the passive voice of the verb is a common German idiom. The self-

infliction implication of its sense might well have been stirring in

I,rtittgenstein's mind when he devised his metaphor for the philosopher

caught in a trap of his own making. I do not think it would be a case

of one of the dead metaphors to which WitUgenstein refers in PI 112

stirring wiLh life. It would be more the playing of the same (i.e.

labelled the same) language-game in two differenL contexts: Die Fliege

fängt sich. ..; der Philosoph fängt sich. .. No malign third party

intervenes to do the catching - f am not, of course, suggesting that

I,riittgenstein had such considerations consciously in mind (though it is

possible that he had) but rather that they are i-nherent in the German

speech habits in which his thoughts would be cast (wou1d cast

themselves ! ) .

htittgenstein's metaphor of the philosopher caught in a flytrap of his

own making is evidently not entirely an original flight of fancy on his

part. Grimm quotes a couple of examples of the figurative use of

'Fliegenglas' (mY translations) :

hätt er sich nicht in einem wirtshause in das fliegenglas der
werber zu tief verflogen

had he not in an inn flown too deeply into Lhe recruiting
sergeantsr flytrap

das zimmer, worin du siehst, präsentier ich dir als ein fliegenglas
vo11 hofbediente

the room into which you are looking I present to you as a flytrap
full of the court's lackeYs
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3.r.4
1 lrlhite, f or example, prinLs as an appendix at the request of

Irlittgensteinrs publishers the passages from PhiTosophische

[Jntersuchungen which he quotes in translation in his book.

2 Halt notes that in the perennial sÈream of articles in which the

debate on the PhiTosophicaT Investigations proceeds:

great weight is often put on the wording of passages of the
English translation. The present translation is the only one

auáilable, and therefore needs to be entirely reliable' as not
everyone can use the facing German original.

(Ha1l 362) (Phil. Quarterly XVII)

He considers it a pity that the opportunity was missed of making a

thorough overhaul of the English version for the third edition and goes

on to suggest a considerable number of amendments of a detailed naÈure,

commenLing that:
There must be a good many other alteraLions that need making, even
though Miss Anscombe is on the whole a good translator.

(Hal1 363)

3.r.7
1 Cf. Note 3.4.3.1

3.2.4
1 ülittgensteinians, whose fondness for the expression tform of life'

appears to be directly proportional to its degree of
preposterousness in a given context, sâY that acquiring the
customary use of such a word as ttiger' is coming to share a forrn
of 1ife. Llhat they miss, or at any rate fail to emphasise, is
that while the acquired dísposition may be sufficiently complex
and sufficiently interlinked with oLher complex dispositions to
\n/arrant special mention (though hardly the overblown phrase tform

of lifer), what triggers the di-sposition is often highly discrete -
e.g. a simple lexical definition frequently succeeds in conveying
a pretty good idea of how a word is used.

(Putnam 149)

To be fair to trrlittgenstein, he does say as much (PI 139). If
htittgensteinians are excessively fond of the expression tform of lifer
they join Putnam in being misled by GEMA. The primary meaning of

'Lebensform' is 'way of life' or tlife style'. Dictionaries which I
have consulted are unanimous on this; see' for example:

(i) Langenscheidt' s EncycTopaedic Gernan-EngTish Dictionary:

Lebensform 1. hiay of life 2. BioL. form of life, life-form
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(ii) Akademie der I'Iissenschaften der DDR, Worterbuch der deutschen

Gegenwartssprache, L97 3 z

Lebensform, die Einrichtung, Gestaltung des Lebens: eine
traditionelle , soziale , r.r¡irtschaf tliche , politische L. ; eine
persönliche L. wählen. pflegen; neue demokratische Lebensformen
herausbilden; die bürgerliche L. durch die sozialistische
ersetzen.

Lebensform: the organisation, pattern of life: a traditi-onal, social,
commercial, political L.; to choose, practise' a Personal L.; to
consÈruct new democratic LL.; to replace the bourgeois L. with Èhe

socialist L. (my translation)

(iii) Brockhaus l'/ahrig, Deutsches Wörterbuch, 19822

Lebensform 1. (al1g.) die Form, Art, sich sein Leben einzurichten,
gestalten 2. (Bio1.) ... Gruppe von Organismen unterschiedlicher
systematischer stellung. . .

Lebensform 1. (general) the shape, wâY, in which one organises one's
life 2. (biology) a group of organisms of distinct systematic
disposition... (mY translation)

Putnamts tacquiring the customary use oft words comes close to

Ialittgensteinrs notion that learning how to use words is acquiring a way

of 1ife. In/ittgenstein is saying what Jespersen said some thirty years

earlier (in 1922, the same year as Ogdent s Tractatus):

a language thus is seen to be one particular set of human

customs of a well-defined social character.
(Jespersen [1] B)

cf. Pr 199:

To fol1ow a rule,
chess are custons

convey information, give an order, play a game of
(usages IGebräuche], institutions).

3.2.1
1 Cf. Quine on what he cal1s tobservation sentencest:

They are expressions that we have learned to associaLe with
publicly observable concurrent circumstances... Earlíer I made

I,r/ittgenstein t s point: how public language anchors experience,
arresting drif t. Now I¡Ie are noting the converse: how public
experience anchors language. The observation sentence is the
anchor line. (Quj.ne [3] 157)

3. 2. 10

1 The use of the term would not be confined Lo a character in a play;

it could be used to designate whatever one fancied, as ¡nany tproper

namesthave come to designate objects. It need not be an object:
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A problem which is solved by an argument which proves that there is no

problem mighÈ one day be called a 'Ludwig l/ittgensteinr or
ttr'littgensteinr s Ghostr .

3.2.t5
1 The 'family-face' notion appears in embryo in the Tractatusz

An internal property of a fact can also be called a feature of that
fact. (In the ãense in which we speak of, sâf, facial features).

(T 4.122r)

'Facial features' (Gesichtszüge) appears in both T 4.I22I and PI 67.

3.3.5
Cf. Note 3.2.4.I.I

2 Cf . T 3.3322

No statement can express anything about itself, because the
senLence-sign cannot be contained wiÈhin iLself (that is what
the theory of types' is all about).

3 It is interesting in a L/it.tgensteinian context to note that German,

lackj-ng a native equivalent, has adopted the English expression

'Fair play', perhaps partially domesticating it to 'faires Spiel'.

'Fair' is now accepted usage, explained by the Brockhaus l,/ahrig

dictionary as: teinem Gegner eine Chance lassendt = 'a11owing an

opponent a chancet (*y translation). 'Chancet is pronounced more or

less as in French but its meaning is as in English or American (chance;

break) not as in French (luck; fortune).

3.3.9
I Hamlet's rwhat's Hecuba to him or he to Hecuba'might well be said

of any game and its player. The answer will be in terms of his

aspirations, not the gamets which j-s nothing and has none.

3.4.3
1 It should be noted, however, that h/ittgenstein misquotes himself and

subtly changes the sense of his earlier utterance accordi-ng to which

every sentence is tlogisch vollkommen geordneLr (not ti-n Ordnungt) i.e.
perfectly ordered (arranged; organised; put together) logically. That

is because (i) it is ex hypothesi a sentence (ii) its syntax is what it
is and not something different (iii) since it is a sentence its syntax

must be in order (iv) in order to be that sentence and not a different.
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sentence its syntax musÈ be both exactly what it is and 1ogica1ly in

order. The later liittgenstein is concerned with sense, not syntax' He

now declares that every sentence is tin Ordnung. wie er istt i.e. in

order as far as its sense is concerned. He claims that adequate sense

is perfect sense and on this I find it impossible to follow him' He

leads himself astray, in my opinion, with a monumental non sequitur in

implying thaL any improvement in our existing vague sentences must wait

for the construction of a perfect language. I see no reason why, even

within the confines of our existing ordínary vague sentences' sense

should not be better or worse made. I,rlittgenstein obviously agrees with

this point of view. If he rea11y believed that sense either is or is

not made, he would have said his say in a couple of paragraphs of

uninprovable vague sentences and not striven officiously to keep his

argument alive throughout several hundred pages of prose. cf. the

conclusion of S2.4.10 and 53.L.7.

3.4.4
1 In his account of the written word as one of the media which need

to be understood, Mcluhan sees the phonetic alphabet as of central

importance in creating many of the basic patLerns of the l^lestern way of

life:
This fact has nothing to do with the content of the
alphabetised words... (Mcluhan 93)

In contrast to pictographic and hieroglyphic writing:
the phonetic alphabet, by a few letters on1y, was able to

encompass al1 languages. such an achievement, however,
involved the separation of both signs and sounds from their
sernantic and dramatic meanings.

(Mcluhan 97-98)

The analogy with the later ltlittgenstein is clear. For him the content

of the language is of no philosophical interest; \ÀIe can create our own

content for the purposes of philosophy (PI II xii). It is not what is

said but how it is said that is of philosophical interest; not the

message but the medium. Clearly, lrtittgenstein has not changed his

stance since Ej¡e Tractatus where philosophy was not a matter of doctrine

but an activity the purpose of which was to clarify language/Èhought. To

my mind the analogy extends smoothly into the theory of schooling. It
ís axiomati-c that r¡/e can creaLe our ol4¡n syllabus and do so inevitably

to the extent that we must be selective. How I¡/e present the selected
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content determines its potential effectiveness in stimulating learning:
rThe medi-um is the messaget ... implies that the critical content
of any learning experience is the method or process through which

the learning occurs. (Postman & hleingartner 30)

According to Postman and trrleingartner, Mcluhan restates Deweyrs belief

that we learn what we do; Èhe way a classroom is organised carries the

burden of what people will learn from it; a rdiscipline' or arsubjectr

is a way of knowing something - in other words, a method (op' cit' 27-30)'

3.4.7
1 It is a common delusion that words have magical associations. One

of the commonest manifestations of the delusion is that certain

words, particularly certain words which carry a sexual connotation, are

socially taboo whereas other words r.¡hich have the same reference are not.

Since the referent is the same in both cases it can be only the word

which exhales a malign aura. See \tlilson 32-36'

Perhaps the most important way in which we are tempted by the
magicãl properties which we assign to words is our love for
,r=lrrg aUáträct nouns and pretending that they rsLand for thingsr .

(\^lilson 35)

The commonsense reification of education illustrates i'iilsonts point.

See Ogden and Richards Chap. II for an account of the influence of

symbols upon human life and thought; Freud [ 1 ] on taboos associated vrith

names and Freud [2] footnote for an inLeresting example: Freud quotes

Julius caesar III iii; the mob set upon cinna the poet because he has

the same name as Cinna the conspirator.

2 l,/ittgenstein gives no example of the kind of thing he has in mind-

Fowler quotes tthe sifting of evidencet as an example i-n which:

. .. the metaphor is so familiar that it is about equal chances
whether sifting or examination will be used, and that a sieve
is not present to the thought - unless indeed someone conjures
it up by saying '411 the evidence must first be sifted with acid
tests', or twith the microscope'-; under such a stimulus our m.

turns out to have been not dead but dormant.
(Modern English Usage 349)

3.4.8
I Cf. T 5.62. There has been controversy over whether hlittgenstein

meant tthe language which I alone understandr or t the only language

which I understand'. The first would now clash seriously with

Llittgenstein's views on the impossibility of a private language but
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there is no doubt., because of the exigencies of the grammar in the

German, that the second was what he meant. See Hintikka 157 and

Anscombe 167.

2 Perhaps the notion of clearing the ground by destroying castles in

the air (Luftgebäude) might serve as an example of a disquieting

metaphor. I certainly find it disquietingly mixed and can plead only

that it is htittgensteints own as far as the crucial fair' (Luft) is

concerned (Gebäude = buildings). I do not find GEMA's'houses of cards'

any more reassuring. Houses of cards, however flimsy' are (i) a

construct (ii) man-made. Castles in the air are (i) airy nothings

(ii) not a man-made anything therefore. Castles in the air cannot be

destroyed because they have never been built. In \tlittgensteinrs context

one clears the linguistic terrain of illusions, delusions, misconceptions

- the effects of the spe11s which language casts over the mind. The

metaphor is mixed but comprehensible; lrlittgensteints sentences are in

order as they stand and one takes his 'good meaningt - on his own

insistence one simply batters one's head against a waI1 by seeking to

inquire too deePlY into language.

a<a

1 The idea of solving a philosophical problem by dissolving it is

foreshadowed in iul:e Tractatus2

The solution to the problem of life is made evident by the
disappearance of the problem. (T 6.521)

2 Philosophy changes perceptions; that, according to hlittgenstein, is

its purpose. To change oners perceptions of a thing, or even of

language, i-s not to change the thing itself or even the language. Both

are left just as they were - unless one takes literally the Berkelei-an

view that to be is to be perceived and pushes it to Lhe extreme

solipsistic position of denying other than intentional existence to

anything. I accept that I cannot prise the world off my concePts but I

assume that there is a world which might be prised off my concepts. If

any of J.S. Mi1l's 'permanent possibilities of sensation' are realised

as sense data, it is not the perceiver who motivates the sense data. In

any case, as trriittgenstein points out in his tprivate language'argument,

talk of sense data doesntt make sense wi.thout some public criterion for

it. Even if I could change my private world or my private language by
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philosophising about them, I could not conceivably change the public

viorld or the public language. The lirnits of my language may be the

limits of my world, so Lhat by clarifying my language through

philosophising I can change my world, but clarifying my language does

not alter the physical circumstances of which the public world is

composed. I am, moreover, committing the Tractatus error of applying

one sign 'world' to two different symbols and the PhiTosophicaT

Investigations error (which is a metaphorical way of saying the same

thing) of conflating two different games which míght legitimately be

played separately with the word tworldt. In short, it does not seem to

me to maLter whether hiittgenstein's ambiguous 'it (philosophy) leaves

everything as it is' (PT I24) is intended to apply to the world, to

language or to both; it cannot alter how things are but only how they

are perceived.

3.5.3
I An engineer would be concerned with the motion of a machine in

theory - as Wittgenstein was, for example, at ManchesLer University

(see Granger for a reproduction of part of the machine drawing of an

aircraft reaction engine on which he worked there). I take

\a/ittgensteinrs point to be that the engineer would not, however,

conceptualise such fmotion in theoryt as ttheoretical motionr endowable

with properties in its own right. The engineer would be concerned with

the correlation of theory and practice, but he would not make the error,

ostensibly conceptual but in fact linguistic, of regarding theory and

practice as discrete enÈities. hlittgenstein accuses his hypothetical

philosopher of making such an error; that is why he is like a savage

(hiittgenstein does not say that he is a savage) who misinterprets the

modes of civilised sPeech.

3.5.9
I Alternatively: Since language is a social activity, the degree of

acceptability of usages reflects their acceptability in society

i.e. their social status. The philosopherfs task is, therefore, to

compile a descriptive account of language-games which puts them into

their positign in society. I attempÈ this exercise with 'education?

language-games in 54.2.If.f.. An important corollary is thaÈ agreement

between one person and another is not agreement in the expression of
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their opinions but agreement in their way of life (PI 241):

To communication by means of language belongs not merely agreement
over definitions but also (however odd this may sound) agreement
over judgements. (PT 242)

Normati-ve perceptions of educati-on are matters of value judgement

(ethical theory, according to Pecers [1] 91); they are therefore

variables and accordingly, as Peters points ouL' not justifiably to be

regarded as intrinsic to the concept of education. I develop this point

in 54.2.I7.

3.5.I2
1 Cf . Note 3.4.7.L

3.6.4
1 See Janik and Toulmin 29, L75, L79f., 225.

3.7 .I
1 Cf. Note 1.1.4.1

3.7 .4

1 If use bestows meaning, what is the staLus of typographical errors

or Freudian slips? Freud, of course, sees great significance in

them (see Freud l2l 79-BB), The use of the words in the following

letter to the editor of a newspaper is clear enough, but what is one Lo

make of the original, rePorted use?

Sir, - Twenty years ago you told us thaÈ Si-r Malcolm Sargent was a
master at coitrolling châirs. On June 4, at 1ast, lou have put the
record straight, by reporting that a choir had been thrown through
a window. - Yours etc. (Guardian 6/6/85)

perhaps the two cases in which rchairtand tchoir'were transposed mi-ght

be classed with the cases postulated by h/ittgenstein (PI 43) in which

meaning is something other than use - intended use possibly. But this

notion is fraughÈ with difficulties, particularly the implication that

meaning is inherent in the language as it is thought, noÈ as j-t is
uttered, and the corollary that language is always potentially private

and never evidently public. lrlittgenstein no doubt intends rmeaning is
use' to imply necessarily the social context, which Jespersen stresses'

of speaker and hearer, but there is no way of ensuring' even when the

sign emerges as the speaker intended, that the hearer will interpret it
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likewise. I,littgenstein knows this perfectly well, of course, as he

shows by his acceptance of the indeterminacy of meaning. He does not,

however, attempt to rescue meaning from its consequent fate of

meaninglessness by offering some sort of criterion for meaning'

cf. s 4.1.lff.

3.8.2
1 MephistoPheles saYS of himself:

StudierzimmerÏ
1399 )

I am that spirit which constantly negates !

(my translation)

Everything Lhat exists, declares Mephistopheles, is worthy only to be

destroyed. A line of thought might be traced from this through

Schopenhauer Lo hiittgenstein's own profound pessimism which led him at

t.imes to consider destroying himself. He had precedent enough: Three

of his elder brothers committed suicide, a u¡ay of death that was almost

a way of life in the fin de sjècfe Vienna to which lrlittgenstein was

born. Janik and Toulmin advance the thesis that lÙittgenstein and others

sought an antidote to corruption in society through a critique of the

accepted means of expression through which the corruption became

manifest. Language - in,politics, literature, the stage, society

generally - was notably corrupt in Habsburg Vienna. Such motivation

would adequat.ely explaín irlittgenstein's perennial complaints of lack of

understanding of his work - starting with Russell's introduction to the

Tractatus. Language as a part of the human organism or as a t¡¡ay of life

must have a profound effect on the way Íre live;- is' in a sense' the way

we líve. The antipathy to academic philosophy of lrlittgenstein the

would-be social reformer becomes readily comprehensible. The diversion

of some of the l,rlittgenstein-generated philosophical energy into the

channel of the philosophy of education might well have met with his

approval. His first resort after, as he thought, achievi-ng with the

Tractatus the final solution to the problems of philosophy and turning

his back on it' was to schoolteaching.

3.8.3

Ich bin der Geist, der stets verneint !

(Goethe , Faust I,

1 Perhaps the doctrine of indeterminacy of translation will have

littl; air of paradox for readers familiar with !üittgensteinrs
latter-day remãrks on meaning. (Quine ll) 77 footnote)
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3.8.7
1 In my granmar school in the early 1930s the subject was called

'divinity' and was taught by a member of the church militant with a

peculiarly literal view of suffering little children'

2 Cr.. s3. s . 11

3.8.8
1 The philosophy of education might be thought to be a more likely

source of a context in which teducationt is indispensable.

Accordingly, I have searched the philosophies of education listed in my

bibliography but have been unable to find such a context- There are

plenty of examples in which reducationr is indispensable but they are

wj-thout exception contexts in which the question is asked, explicitly or

implicitly: 'ltlhaL is education?'. I can find none which answers the

question and retains reducationt. tEducationt is always explained in

other words which consequently render teducationt dispensable. See, for

example, the explanation by Hirst and Peters of the concept of

'education' (see Note 1.1.5.3) which I quote in Note 4.2.I.4 (Hirst and

Peters 25). C1early, 'education' has a useful function to perform in

acting as shorthand for an explanation of this length (cf. Austin's view

of the value of concepts as a means of avoiding periphrasis, quoted i-n

51.1.6). But that is the only function of the word; it adds no

information on its own account. In the description offered by Hirst and

Peters - which represents a subjective view replaceable by any number of

others -reducation'is elucidated, not elucidatory; it 1abe1s a package

of indeterminate size but the contents of the package say what the label

means, not vice versa. Peters makes the shorthand function of
teducationt exPlicit:

specific achi-evements and staLes of mind which give contenL to
the formal notion oftthe educated manr which is a shorthand for
summarising our notion of a form of life which is worth-while
enough to deserve being handed on from generation to generation.

(Peters [2] 5f.)
Shorthand does not besLow meaning; it has meaning bestowed upon it by

concepts which approximate closely enough Èo logical simples with

soci-ally accepted meanings. If they do not,'they need clarifying in

simpler terms before they can be used in an elucidatory mode; the

possibility of ambiguity precludes the possibility of determinate
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meaning (cf. T 3.23; 3.24). (See also Frege on the non-definability of

concepts, quoted in 51.1.5 and Ayer on the indispensability of

universals as general terms than which there is nothj'ng simpler;

Ayer [ 3] 2O7). 'Education' is not a logical sj-mple or a universal and

needs elucidaLiön in other words, during which process it is paraphrased

out of existence. Education is, therefore' a pseudo-concept because

(i) it is never explanatory (ii) it. is always explained away' never

explained.

3.8.9
1 This reflects the commonest connotation of reducat,iont in everyday

usage but is of no significance for my argumenL. rEducaLeet does

not figure ín philosophies of education either. I have already argued

against ?educated manr as a synonym; see 52 '4'7'

4.r .2
1 The r^¡ord exerts a strong centripetal force, so that the headline on

an article in the newsletter of the NStrl DepartmenL of TAFE which

reads: 'Eductional Use of Satellitesr is likely Lo be read as it was

intended to appear (see Appendix I No. 378 but cf. Note 3.7.4.I). The

pull ofreducationf is too strong for the process to work in reverse.

An advertisement ín The Advertiser of Adelaide for 31 May 1986 offered

for sale a'Sewerage Educator' (see Appendix I No. 87). It was not until

another advertisement from the same firm appeared a couple of weeks

later that I realised that what !'¡as meant was a t Sewerage EducLorr , a

machine for extracting the contents of septic tanks. This episode,

incidentally, rej¡'rf orces my queasiness over teducation as a drawing-out'

(see 51.2.13). Only what is already in can be drawn out and manifestly

the results could be, under certain circumstances, somewhat unsavoury.

hthich is not to say that education as a putting-in would necessarily

produce more aLtractive results; as the infelicitous use of computers

convincingly demonstrates, putting rubbish in means getting rubbish out'

4.1 .7

Cf. Peters [1] 252

(Education)... picks out no parÈicular activity or process.
iather it lays down criteria to which activities or piocesses
must conform.

1
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4.1.8
1 l^Iird ein Zeichen nicht gebraucht, so ist es bedeutungslos.

(r 3.328)

If a sign is not used then it is meaningless.

CKO and PMG translate differently and, in my opinion, incorrecLly -
parÈicularly si-nce both agree that the sense of 'Gebrauch' in T 3.326 is
tuset.

4.I.9
1 This is the principal grammatical means by which Carroll achieves

his effects:
tI see nobody on the road,t said Alice.
tI only wish f had such eyes,' the King remarked in a fretful tone.
'To be able to see Nobody! And at that distance too! hlhy, it's as
much as I can do to see real people by this light ! I

(Carroll 286)

The sustained use of the same device in Jabberwocky creates the skeleton

of what has been ca11ed 'the greatest nonsense-poem in the English

languaget. To my mind, such a judgement creates a false categorísation
into tpoemt and 'nonsense-poemt with Lhe unjustifiable corollary that,
because a poem - or a statemenL -'is intended not to be nonsense, it
thereby succeeds in not being nonsense, and vice versa. It is much

safer to regard Jabberwocky as simply a great poem, in which capacity it
can comfortably hold hands with, sâI, l{ordsworthrs Ode on Intimations of
InnortaTity, inst.ead of being required to compete with it in accordance

with the criteria of tgreatesttand'nonsense'. There are two point.s in
this which underline the contj-nuing importance of Frege's crucial
disLinction between (symbolic) sense and (referential) meaning:

(i) Honouríng syntax results in grammatical sense which, with
an appropriat,e choice of vocabulary, can produce an aesthetic effect
true Lo itself. Carrollts and Wordsworth's nonsense makes excellent
sense; the meaning of their words is the use they make of them. There

is no reason why philosophy (of education) should not be poetry. The

Tractatus strikes me as a poem, perhaps a great poem; perhaps even,

accepting Wittgensteints own assessment, a nonsense-poem.

(ii) Truth to reality dernands, tautologically, that a

statement be true to reality. Fact.ual stat.ements about education, for
example, must honour the facts gf the matter; they must, therefore,
have third party verifi-cation since no statement. can express anything
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about itself (T 3.332; cf. Note 3'3'5'2)'
trlhat I want to t.each is: how to transf er f rom covert to overt
nonsense. (PI 464)

See Searle [ 1 ] 28ff. on what he sees as the inevitable restriction of

artificial intelligence to syntax'

4.1.10

1 These two views of necessary meaning are polarised in Putnam I I ]

2I5-27I and Ayer l4l 267-270. Putnam develops the idea of essential

meaning. hlater, for example, must have the microsLructure denoted by

the fornula HrO in order to be water. Anything with the commonsense

properties of the stuff called'waterrwhich did not have this structure

would not be \^/ater. Ayer attacks PuLnamtS argument with conmonsense

empiricism. tl{atert names what it would be taken Lo name by speakers of

English generally even if it has a different microstructure. Its

commonly understood properties are what make it r^/ater. I agree with

Ayer (and Stebbing; cf . Note 2.2.9.1) but propose, for the sake of

developing my argument, Lo steer a middle course between these two

positi-ons: Acceptance of the socially agreed uses of words tempered by

the possibility of a core use which conditions, to a greater or less

extent, some or all of the other members of the family of uses.

2 Cf. PI 126z

philosophy just sets everything out ba1d1y and explains and infers
nothing. 

-Since 
everything lies exposed, there isn'È even anything

to explain. For what is in any way hidden is of no interest to us'

'philãsophy' might even be the name given to what is possible
before any new discovery or invenLion'

Twice in this passage and on numerous other occasions, GEIt'lA f ails to

pick up the use of tauchr= feven', either omitting it and losing the

intended ernphasis or giving it its other comnon connotaLion of talsot

and changing the sense of the contexÈ. tFor examplet, âs a translation

of tetwa' (according to context =tperhaps'; 'indeedt; tin some wayt)

makes a nonsense of the third sentence in PI 126.

4.1.11

I Cf. the approach to language-games of Berne and Huizinga

. respectively; see 53.3.zff.
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È--4.2.r

I Cf. Jespersen [2] 292

language is not exactly what a one-sided occupation with
dictionaries and the usual grammars might lead us to think, but
a seÈ of habits, of habitual actions...

2 Nicht um die Erklärung eines Sprachspiels durch unsre Erlebnisse
handelt sichrs, sondern um die Feststellung eines Sprachspiels.

It is not a matter of explaining a language-game exPerientially
but of making a language-game manifest.

(Pr 6ss)

GElulA seems to me wide of the mark with 'noting' for rFeststellung'.

3 hle are currently seeing the rules of the tgenderr language-game

changing. As recently as 1979, the then new Collins EngTish

Dictionary could note as informal the use of tgendert to denote tthe

staLe of being ma1e, female or neuterr. Things have moved rapidly since

then and 'gendert is now used as a synonym for tsextin cont.exts as

formal as the titles of honours courses in university departments of

English and in official communications from the vice-chancellor of at

least one university. I hope this is not a case of not knowing better

on the part of those who, pre-eminently in my old-fashioned vj-ew, ought

to know better, but I doubt whether this particular usage falls into the

first of the categories identified by Fowler:

gender... is a grammatical term only. To talk of persons or
creatures of the nascuTine or feninine 9., meani-ng of the naTe
or fenaTe sex, is either a jocularity (permissible or not
according to context) or a blunder.

(Modern English Usage 211)

A third, and I think 1i-ke1y, possibility is that thetFowler' language-

game is no longer played by those whose predecessors in office were among

i-ts principal exponents. To agree with l/ittgenstein that language is
ultj-mately imprecise need not preclude a sense of loss when one sma11

possibility of greater rather than less precision is thrown away.
rEducation'j-s not in the same case; the problem there is to go the other

rvay - towards instilling a measure of precision into a plethora of

anomalous meanings.

Cf. Hirst and Peters 252

It looks, therefore, as if the concept of'educationris a very
fluid one. At one end of a continuum is the older and undifferent-
iated concept which refers just to any process of bringing up or
rearing... The more recent and more specific concept links such
processes with the development of states of a person that involve
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Þ-.
knowledge and understanding in depth and breadËh, and also suggests
that they are desirable.

4.2.3
I Cf. T 5.552: Logic antedates all experience'

4.2.7
1 As a corollary, the notion of education as an episode Ín life

terminating in what is ca11ed the teducated mant needs to be

revised. There is no terminal state of educatedness other Lhan death

which, as Vrlittgenstein points out, is not an episode in life (T 6.4311).

hlhere and how, in order to establish the concept, might one find an

educated man as postulated by Hirst and Peters, for example? And if a

certain proportion of the population (I7" 57" IO7"?) could be endowed with

the desired state of educatedness, what would happen to the lesser

breeds without the lore? Everybody is somebody; we musÈ have a

terminology of education which takes account of everybody other than by

the dichotomy educated/uneducated.

2 l- know of no l4ray in English of expressing 'educating' in the

passive voice, although in a sense I argue that ?educatedt is the

passive form of reducatingt since I take reducatee'to be both state and

flux - state aL any gì-ven moment and flux overall.

4.2.8
1 Peters makes Lhis claim. He distinguíshes between:

processes of education proper which can be viewed as a family
of tasks leading up to the achievement of being educaLed-

(Peters [2] 14)

and processes of 'picking up' things which might be as desj-rab1e as a

passion for poetry, as undesirable as bad manners and as trivial as

mannerisms:

My reluctance to call such goings-on processes of education is
not just due Èo the fact that what is passed on may be trivial or
undesirable, but to the difficulty of conceiving them as tasks
either on the part of the teacher or the learner.

(Peters [2] 11)

Peters is, of course, at liberty to restrict his use of the term
teducational processt in whatever h/ay he fancies; as long as he makes

iL clear how he is using it, I can understand what he is saying without

necessarily agreeing with him - I see no correlation whatever between
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[.ttaskt andreducational processt. But I do not say Èhat there is
anything nonsensical in Peters t s concept of educational process or in

his holding it.. ltlhat is nonsensical is to think that there could

possibly be any way of distinguishing before the event (or after it,
though for different reasons)'what is and what is not a process of

education. An educational process ís one which has had an educational

effect - educational by any definition including the one favoured by

peters. Peters subscribes to the polite fiction that there is something

magical in syllabus:
hlhat is forgotten is that activities like history, literary
appreciaLion, and philosophy, unlike Bingo and billiards, involve
forms of thought and awareness that can and should spi1l over into
things that go on outside, and transform them. For they are
concerned with the explanation, evaluation and imaginative
exploration of forms of 1ife.

(Peters t2l 8)

This is simply not true; none of the factivi-ties' listed by Peters is an

absolute. The educational (by Peters's own criteria) effect of any of

them depends on the effect it exerts and that, in a schooling context,

depends largely on the way in which it is presented. History, badly

taught, can be and frequent.ly is educaLionally disastrous; billíards,
appropriately presented, could provide a wealth of learning experiences

in mathematics, physics, philosophy (see Hume 341 - Appendix A to

A Treatise of Hunan Nature), aesthetics, sociology... The line taken by

Peters reinforces rny long-held view that syllabus is not essenLial to

schooling and is relevant only when it is made Lo be so, ê.9. for the

convenience of public examinaLions. In the words of the once-popular

song: It ain't what you do itts the way that you do it - Èhat's what

gets results. In latter-day terms, the medium is the message;

cf . Note 3.4.4.7

2 Attempts throughout history to do so have resulted in many of the

more spectacular manifestaLions of manrs inhumanity to man.

4.2.9
I T am talking only about demonstrating a lasting effect in
anticipati-on of the event, not whether schooling exerts or can exert

a lasting effect on educatedness. It would be foolish, and in my case

contradictory, to deny the potential contribuLion of schooling to

educatedness. I am conscious as I write, even to discrete instances, of

,l
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the ministrations of my teachers of fifÈy years ago.

4.2.t0
1 Peters, it seems to me, Lakes a similar view of education. The

. concept of the educated man is analysable in terms of predetermined

goals which are to be approached via tasks performed by teacher and

taught.

2 Nonetheless, he believes that it has not been established that
schools are really capable of doing anything other than teaching
academic subjects to bright children, and the more they try to do

other things the worse they are at their central task.

(The AustraTian of 31 July 1987, reporting the views of Alastair

Mackerras, the retiring Principal of Sydney Grammar School).

4.2.rL
I It is hardly likely thaL I have invented a neh¡ 'educationr

language-game; a use of educat- which has not previously been

thought of and which establishes an identifiable usage. If I have,

then what I am saying is likely not to be comprehended unless I succeed

in making manifest the language-game which I am playing (PI 655;

cf. S4.2.1 and Note 4.2.I.2). My reducatee' language-ganes míght be of

the type oftcentaurt language-games - constructed out of the bits of

other language-games as l,littgenstein suggests we might imagine a

nonexistent centaur as a combination of the known elements of existing

animals (see Note 2.4.3.I). They would rernain nonexistent for al1 that,

mere symbols of symbols - one stage further removed from reality than

any 'education' language-game already is. Alternatively, they might be

authentic reducationr language-games but overshadowed by their socially
more forward and more widely recognised fellows:

lrle do not become conscious of the inexpressible variety of all the
langlage-games which we play day i-n, day out (a1ler der
tagtäglichen Sprachspiele), because our language clothes them all
uniformly. (PI II xi)

However, there is no proscription of my introducing what I take to be a

new language-game. L/ittgenstein establishes the principle from the

starL of his account of language-games that the family is never complete.

New language-games are born and old ones die continually. Any new one,

it. seems to me, must of necessity be i-ntroduced by a single speaker;

there is no communal consciousness - as it l^¡ere a Greek Chorus - to
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generate a language-game in instantaneous unison. h/ittgenstein

approaches the question from the oLher end:

Anything new (spontaneous; 'specific') is always a language-game.
(rbid. )

l,Ihat else could it be? Lie cannot prise the world off our concepts and

thought is not separable from the language which carries it:
If I think in language, I dontt have tmeaningst hovering around
in addition to the linguistic expression; on the conÈrary, the
language itself is the vehicle for the thought.

(Pr 32e)

Clearly, as far as hlittgenstein is concerned, I need not feel inhibited

over introducing nev¡ teducationt language-games to socieÈy. lJhether

society is prepared to receive them is, of course, a different matter.

4.2.I5
1 Bloom's Taxonony of Educational Objectives is Ehe reductio ad

absurdum in this genre. Hirst and Peters put their finger on a

crucial failing:
it shows no av/areness of the fundamental' necessary

relationships between the various kinds of objectives that can
be distinguished. (Hirst and Peters 61)

Any attempt to implement such a progranme would inevitably be subverted

by the individualit.y of the educatee and the human fallibility of the

educator.

4.2.16
1 Except, of course, in the playing, which is real enough. At one

1evel this could be viewed as the answer to my tortuous search for

a link between teducation' and reality. tEducation' language-games are

played in the real world; they are a physical phenomenon - audible;

visible; tangible - perceptible to the senses and to nothing e1se. But

this is no solution to my problem; on the contrary, it is where I came

in: rEducation' is a word; a sign perceptible to the senses. The

symbol is not touched by the playing ofteducation' language-games; every

other sort of language-game that is played is also played - Lhat is to

say no more than that there is language. The tautology has its uses

however:

(i) It reminds me that I must not argue that reducationr

language-games are a paradigm for the existence of education.
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(ii) It absorbs whatever imputation of the reality of

education might be thought to lie in 'educationr language-games and

explains it away. I need feel no guilt over discounting the possibility

that the manifest existence of teducationf entails the existence of

education.

4 .2.r7
1 I accept that in interpreting educateeness as intentionality I am

playing an EP language-game. hlhat is not an EP language-game, in

my view, but an EE language-game, is the need to postulate

distinguishing properties for educatee. If there are none, there is no

such thing as educatee. This, as Peters would say, is a purely

conceptual point, but it entails the survival of educat- in anything

like a traditional sense.

4.2.r9
1 There is a danger in philosophy of education, as in any other

applied field, of polarization to one of two exLremes. The work

.ã"f¿ be practically relevant but philosophically feeble; or it
could be ptri-tosophitally sophisticated but remote from practical
problems. (Peters i-n Archambault x & Hirst vii)

In Peters's view, the aim should be to produce work which is both

practically relevant and philosophically competent. Passmore wants Lo

replace philosophy with science, ostensibly of education, though it is

clear that he subscribes to the conventional equation of education and

schooling:
Educational science stands to teaching as horticultural science
stands to gardening; it asks what goes on in our schools as

horticultural science asks what goes on in our gardens.
(Passmore [2] 56)

I have doubts about the felicity of the metaphor: The relationship

between teacher and pupil is not the same as that between gardener and

plant; questions would be asked it a teacher applied to a recalcitrant

pupil the sanctions available to a gardener with regard to a

recalcitrant plant. But the philosophical undertaking (of science or of

education) is misconceived. If Passmorets aim was achieved, an

empirical account of a collection of idiosyncratic schools would result.

If these could be collated objectively, a science of schools night

emerge which could then be extrapolated on some Proven theory inÈo a

science of schooli-ng. But that would not be science of education'
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I have every sympathy wi-th Passmore. He obviously feels the need for a

firsL-order account of education; a statemenL of the facts of the matter.

He wants to solve what Russell ca1ls:

the problem of using sentences so as to convey truth rather
than falsehood; this belongs to the special sciences dealing
with the subject-matter of the sentences in question'

(Russell [6] in CKO 7-8; PMG ix)

The philosophical problem would remain untouched i.e. what Passmore sees

as Lhe relationship between educational science and philosophy of

education and Russell characterises as the:

condj-tions for accurate Symbolism, i.e. for Symbolism in which
a sentence tmeans? something quite definite.

(Russell [6] in CKO B; PMG 10)

But Passmore is on a wild-goose chase for at least four reasons:

(i) Schooling is not education;

(ii) No two schools are alike except for the highest coffnon

factor of some sort of location plus teacher plus taught;

(iii) The objective observer who might give an objective

account of a school does not exist i-n this subjective, contingent world;

(iv) Scj-entific truth is the best available theory.

-328-



Ayer

t1l
l.2l
t3l
t4l
tsl

1l
2l
3l
4)
sl
6l
7l

Biblioeraphy

Anscombe G.E.M.
An Introduction to Wittgensteint s tTractatus'

Hutchinson University Library, London 1967

Archanbault R.D. ed.
PhilosophicaT analysis and Education

Routledge & Kegan Palut. 1972

Austin J.L
How to Do things with Words Oxford University Press 1962
"Are There A Priori Concepts?t' in Philosophical Papers OUP 1961

"The Meaning of a l^Jord" in PåilosophicaT Papers OUP 1961

"Unfair to Factsf' ín PhiTosophical Papers OUP 196I
"Truth" in Proceedings of the AristoteTian Society (Suppl,)24 1950

A. J.
Language, Truth and Logic Pelican 1971
The ProbTen of KnowTedge Pelican 1982 Reprint
The CentraT Questions of PhiTosophy Pelican 19BI Reprint
Philosophy in the Twentieth Century h/eidenfeld & Nicolson 1982
Metaphysics and Connon Sense Macmillan 1969
ttCan There Be a Private Language?tt in Pitcher
Russe-Z-l and Moore: The AnaTyticaT Heritage Macmillan 1973

Baker G.P. and Hacker P.M.S.
t1] Wittgenstein, Understanding and lúeaning B1ackwe11 1980
l2l Scepticisn, RuTes and Language B1ackwe11 1984
t3] Wittgenstein: Ru7es, Grannar and Necessity B1ackwe11 1985

Barrow R.
The PhiTosophy of SchooTing WheaLsheaf Books 1981

R. and Grant N.
A MythoTogy of British Education Panther Books 1974

Benn C. and Simon B.
Half tlay There: Report on the British Conprehensive SchooT Reforn

Penguin Books, Znd. Edition 197

Berne E.
Games PeopTe Play - The PsychoTogy of Hunan ReTationships

Penguin 1969 Reprint

Best E.
t'Common Confusions in Educational Theoryrt in Archambault

Black M.
A Conpanion to Vlittgenstein's 'Tractatusl

Cambridge University Press 1964

Be11

-329-



Brentano F.
PsychoTogy tron an EnpiricaT Standpoint

Routledge & Kegan Paul 1973

Bruner J.S.
tl] The Process of Education Vintage Books, New York 1960

12) The ReTevance of Education George Allen & Unwin, London 1972

Carroll L.
ATicets Adventures jn WonderTand & Through the Looking GTass

Puffin Books 1972 RePrint

Chappell V.C. ed.
The PhiTosoPhY of Mind Prentice HaLI 1962

Chisholm R.
ttAustin' s PhiTosophicaT Papers" in l"lind 1964

Copi I.M. and Beard R.l,/. ed.
Essays on I'ttittgenstein' s t Tractatusl

Routledge & Kegan Paul 1966

Costello N. and Richardson M.

Continuing Education for the Post-Industrial Society
The Open University L982

Council of Europe
Pernanent Education: The Basis and EssentiaTs

Council for Cultural Cooperation, Strasbourg L973

Dearden R.F.
t1] The PhiTosophy of Prinary Education Routledge & Kegan Paul 1970

12) "The Concept of Play" in Peters [2]

Dewey J.
t1] Denocracy and Education Macmillan Paperbacks, 3rd.
l2l Experience and Education Macmillan, Collier Books,

Printing 1964
18th. Print. I975

Dietrich R-A
Sprache und WirkTichkeit in Wittg_enstein-s 'Tractatus'

Max Niemeyer Verlag, Tübingen 1973

Dworkin M.S. ed.
Dewey on Education Columbia University 1959

Favrholdt D.
An Interpretation and Critique of Wittgensteints 'Tractatus'

Munksgaard, Copenhagen, 1964

Feigl H.
t'Mind-Body Not a Pseudoproblem" in Hook S.ed. Dinensions of Mind

Collier 1969
Finch H.L.

Wittgenstein - The EarTy Philosophy
Humanities Press, New York 1971

-330-



Flew A.
t1] An Introduction to Western Philosophy Thames and Hudson 1971

iZi ed. consultant, A Dictionary of PhiTosophy Pan Books 1984

Fogelin R.J.
Wittgenstein Routledge & Kegan Pau1, Paperback Edition 1980

Foot P. ed.
Theories of Ethics OUP 1970

Frankena W.K.
PhiTosophy of Education Macmillan, New York 1965

Frege G. see Geach & Black
t 1 ] "On Concept and Object"
l2l "On sense and Meaning"

K
L

aham
J

Gr

Freud S.

tl] Toten and Taboo Pelican 1942 Reprint
12) PsychopathoTogy of Everyday Life Pelican 1938

Furberg M.
Saying and Meaning: A líain Theme in J.L-

Basil Blackwell, Oxford 1971
Austints Philosophy

Geach P. and Black M.
TransTations fron the PhiTosophical Writings of GottTob Frege

Blackwell, 3rd. Edition 1980

Goodman P.
ConpuT sory l"liseducation Penguin 1972 Reprint

Austin: A Critique of Ordinary Language PhiTosophy
The Harvester Press 1977

Granger G-G
Ludwig l,littgenstein: Prêsentation, Choix de Textes, Bibliographie

Editions Seghers, Paris 1969

Gribble J.
Introduction to Philosophy of Education

Al1yn & Bacon, Boston, 10th. Printing 1976

Gross R. ed.
The Teacher and the Taught Delta Books, New York 1963

Hallett G.
A Conpanion to Wittgenstein's tPhiTosophicaT Investigations'

Cornell University Press 1977

Hartnack J.
hlittgenstein and Modern PhiTosophy Methuen 1965

Hervey H.
t'The Private Language Problem" in PhiTosophicaT QuarterTy YoL.7 1957

-331-



Hintikka J.
'rOn hlittgensteinrs rsolipsism"' in Copi and Beard

Hirst P.H.
KnowTedge and the CurricuTun Routledge & Kegan Pat1- I974

Hirst P.H. and Peters R.S.
The Logic of Education Routledge & Kegan Paul 1970

Hudson D.
Ludwig Wittgenstein LuÈterworth Press, London 1968

Huizinga J.
Hono Ludens, A Study of the PTay ETenent in CuTture

Paladin, London 1970

Hume D.
A Treatise of Human Nature col1ins, Fontana Edj-tion 1962

Illich I.
t1] DeschooTing Society

Calder & BoYars,
l2l et al. After DeschooTing,

London, 5th. Impression I974
What? Harper and Row, New York 1973

anJ ik A. and Toulmin S.
Wittgenstein's Vienna Simon and Schuster, New York 1973

Jespersen 0.
f1] Language, Its Nature, DeveTopnent and Origin

Allen & Unwin, London L922

l2l The PhiTosophy of Grannar Allen & Unwin, London 1924

t3] "Logic and Grammar" The Society for Pure English Tract No. XVI
Oxford UniversitY Press 1924

Kenny A.
Wittgenstein Pelican 1975

Kierkegaard S. see Rohde and Andersen

Laguna T de
t'Review of Tractatustt reprinted in Copi and Beard

Langford G.
PhiTosophy and Education Macmillan I972 Reprint

Mackie M.
PhiTosophy and SchooT Adninistration

University of Queensland Press 1977

Macklin M.
When SchooTs are Gone: A Projection of the Thought of Ivan I77ich

University of Queensland Press 1976

Mcluhan M.
IJnderstanding Media Sphere Books, London, I97l Reprint

-332-



Maclure J.S. ed.
EducationaT Docunents: England and WaTes 1816 - 1963

Chapman & Hal1, London 1965

Magee B.
til ed. Men of Ideas The Viking Press, New York 1979

l2l Popper Fontana/Collins 1973

Mehta V.
F7y and the F7Y-BottTe Pelican 1965

Moore G.E.
PhilosophicaT PaPers Allen & Unwin 1959

Mundle C.l^/.K.
A Critique of Linguistic PhiTosophy Clarendon Press, Oxford 1970

0'Connor D.J.
An Introduction to the PhiTosophy of Education

Routledge & Kegan Paul 9th Impression 1971

Ogden C.K. and Richards I.A.
The Meaning of Meaning Routledge & Kegan Paul 10th. Edition 1966

Passmore J.
tl] A Hundred Years of Philosophy Penguin l9B0 Reprínt
iZi rtAnalytical Criticisms of Traditional Philosophies of Education'?

ín MeTbourne Studies in Education 1965

Pears D.

I1] Wittgenstein Fontana/Co1lins, 7th. Impression 1981

l2l Questions in the PhiTosophy of Mind Duckworth, London 1975

t3] ed. RusseTT's LogicaT Atonisn Fontana/Col1ins 1972

Pete
t1l

rs R.S.
Ethics and Education A11en & Unwin, 4th. Impression I974
ed. The Concept of Education Routledge & Kegan Paul 1973
ed. Perspectives on PTowden Routledge & Kegan Paul 1969
t'Education as Initiationtt in Archambault
ed. The PhiTosophy of Education OUP 1975 Reprint

l2l
t3l
t4l
tsl

Pitcher G. ed.
trlittgenstein - The PhiTosophical Investigations Macmillan 1968

Plochman G.K. and Lawson J.B.
Terns in their Propositional Contexts in Wittgensteints

Southern Illinois University Press 1962

Postman N. and l^Jeingartner C.
Teaching as a Subversive Activity Penguin 1972 Reprint

Potter S.
Our Language Pelican 1966 Revised Edition

tTractatus'

-333-



Putnam H.
Mind, Language and ReaTity: PhilosophicaT Papers Vo7. ÏI

Cambridge UniversitY Press 1975

Quine \,tl.V.

itl \tord and Object The M.I.T. Press, Paperback Edition 1964

12) Theories and Things Harvard University Press 198I

t3] "FacLs of the Matter'r in Shahan R.ll. and Swoyer C. ed.
Essays on the PhiTosophy of W.V. Quine

University of Oklahoma 1979

t4] Fron a LogicaT Point of View Harper Torchbooks, New York 1963

Quint.on A.

"The Two Philosophies of lrtittgenstein" in Magee [1]

Reimer E.
SchooT is Dead Penguin 1973 Reprint

Richmond l/. K.
Education and Schooling Methuen 1975

Rhees R.

t1] I'Can There Be a Private Language?" in Pitcher
l2l ed. RecofTections of Wittgenstein OUP 1984

Rohde P.P. ed. and Andersen G.M. trans.
The Diary of Sóren Kierkegaard

Philosophical Library, New York 1960

Romanos G.D.
Quine and AnaTYtic PhiTosoPhY Bradford Books, M.I.T. Press 1984

Rosenthal R. ed.
McLuhan: Pro and Con Pelican 1969 Reprint

Russell B.

t1] A History of Western PhiTosophy
Unwin Paperbacks, Counterpoint Edition

l2l My PhiTosophicaT Development Allen & Unwin 1959

t3] "Rep1y to Criticisms" in P.A. Schilpp ed.
The PhiTosophy of Bertrand Russefl

Northwestern University, Evanston and Chicago 1944

"0n Denoting" in l(ind I9O5
The ProbTens of PhiTosophy OUP Paperback 1970 Reprint
Introduction to hlittgensteints Tractatus

Ryle G.

tl] The Concept of Mind Peregrine Books 1983 Reprint
l2l "Ludwig wittgenstein" in Analysis 1951; Reprinted i-n Copi & Beard

Schofield H.
The PhiTosophy of Education: an Ïntroduction

Allen & Unwin 3rd. Impression 1973

19B4

t4l
tsl
l6l

-334-



l2l
t3l
t4l
tsl

Searle J.R.
tl] Minds, Brains and Science

(Reith Lectures) British Broadcasting Corporation 1984

ed. The PhiTosophy of Language OUP 1972 Reprint
I'ir/hat is a Speech Act?f in Searle [2]
rrHow to Derive toughtr from rlsrtr in Phil . Review 1964; Rep. inFoot
"Proper Names" in Mind Vol. 67-8 1958-1959

Simon B.
"Education in Theory, Schooling in Practice'l

í¡ Mel-bourne Studies in Education 1982

Sluga H.D.
GottTob Frege Routledge & Kegan Pau1, London 1980

Smart H.R.
"Language-Games" in PhiTosophicaT Quarterly Yo1-. 7 1957

Solris J.F.
An Introduction to the AnaTysis of EducationaT Concepts

Addison-hlesley Pub. Coy., Reading, Massachusetts 1968

Spark M.
The Prine of I'liss Jean Brodie Penguin 1984 Reprint

Specht E.K.
The Foundations of Wittgenstein's Late Philosophy

Manchester University Press 1969

Stebbing L.S.
Philosophy and the Physicists Methuen 1937

SLenius E.
Wittgenstein's'Tractatus' Blackwell 1960

Strawson P.F
Introduction to LogicaT Theory Methuen 1964 Reprint
'lOn Referringt' in Mind I95O
IndividuaTs Methuen 1959
'fTruth" Proceedings of the AristoteTian Society Suppl. 24 1950

Sutherland G.
l(atthew ArnoTd on Education Penguin 1973

Tate T.
The PhiTosophy of Education or, The PrincipTes and Practice of

Teaching Kellogg & Co. New York 1BB5

Tolman E.C.
Purposive Behavior in AninaTs and Men

Univ. of California Press 1951

l,rlarnock G. J.
English Philosophy since 7900 OUP 1959 Reprint

tll
l2l
l3l
t4l

-335-



hlhite M.
The Age of AnaLYsis

I^ihitehead A.N.
The Ains of Education

Mentor Books, New York 1955

Ernest Benn, London 6th. Impression 1966

Methuen 1975

hlilsoir J.

Wisdom J.

hloods R.G. and Barrow R. StC.
An Introduction to PhiTosophy of Education

Language and the Pursuit of Truth Cambridge Univ. Press 1969 ReP.

'rlogical constructions" in Mind 40, 4I, 42 dated 1931 - 1933

l^Iitt.genstein L.
[1] fiotebooks 1914-1916 Blackwell 1961

Cfó Logisch-philosophische Abhandl ng/Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus
Geiman Text with English Translation by C'K' Ogden

Routledge & Kegan Paul, London 1981 Reprint in Paperback
pMG Tractatus Logico-ÞhiTosophicus trans. by D.F. Pears &8.F. McGuiness

Routledge & Kegan Pau1, London 1981 Reprint
t4] The BTue and Brown Books Blackwell 1958

ST\,1 PhiTosophische lJntersuchungen Suhrkamp, Frankfurt am Main 1982

GE\4A Phitosophical Investigations Lrans. G.E.M. Anscombe

Blackwell 1983 RePrint

Zemach E.
"l.littgensteinrs Philosophy of the Mystical 'r in Copi and Beard

-336-




