Wittgenstein and Hermeneutics…………………………...….………..Walid Atari

Wittgenstein and Hermeneutics

Received: 19/5/2004                       Accepted: 1/12/2004
Walid Atari*


	Jordan University
	*



Introduction:

      The quest for clarity and distinctness in our philosophical discourses started in the Renaissance Period with Descartes' radical challenge of traditional philosophy. Descartes attempted to put into doubt, as a starting point of critical analysis, anything and everything that we hold dearly. Separating myths from reality, obscurity of philosophical claims to the light of reason becomes the strong points of Cartesian obsession. However Descartes attempt to reconstruct philosophy with the hope of resuscitating reason fell short of methodological precision. From the practice of looking authority as the ultimate source of truth he sought dependence on a priority, solves the problem of rescuing philosophical ideas from the realm of obscurity to the light of reason. A priori ideas lack concreteness in our apprehension of reality. 

      Husserl, overwhelmed by mathematics like his predecessor, tried to put life once again on the quest for rigorous philosophy. Philosophical discourses must be established on solid grounds changing old styles of philosophizing capitalizing on metaphysical concepts but betray concrete reality. His famous battle cry was to 'go back to things themselves'. This idea captivates the interest of his time that suffered from a long drought of philosophical clarity. Phenomenology was used as a method to attain this purpose. But Husserl's sudden turn to transcendental phenomenology created discontent among his followers. The concept of transcendental ego, which he hopes to secure a clear and distinct idea, crumbles under persistent attack on the issue of inter-subjectivity. Since then and until the advent of logical atomism a new light gradually developed. Wittgenstein's philosophy of language aims to clarify philosophical propositions as our access to reality. He believes that problems in philosophy are nothing but grammatical in content. Ignorance of grammar makes our claims unclear. 

      The philosophical work of Ludwig Wittgenstein can easily be divided into two periods because of a break of some ten years, during which he suspended his philosophical activities. The impression of discontinuity is strengthened by the conspicuous difference in presentation and content of his major work in each period, i.e. Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (TLP) and Philosophical Investigations (PI) respectively. This difference is so comprehensive that his work was often treated as comprising two separate philosophies.
      The philosophy of Ludwig Wittgenstein may seem at first to have little to do with the hermeneutical thinkers of the existentialist school, in as much as he is often mistakenly labeled as part of the Logical Positivist movement. Although his earlier work was hailed by the Vienna Circle,Wittgenstein never felt they understood him and was hesitant to ally himself with this movement. In his later work, Philosophical Investigations, he further distanced himself from this group. In this later writing, Wittgenstein launches an attack on his former allies, the positivists, and abandons his own epoch-making Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. In comparing the Tractatus with his later position, one might say that Wittgenstein has changed his mind as radically as he has changed his style. His approach to the subject of language is more cautious and empirical in his latter writings than it was in Tractatus. If we want to know what meaning is and how our words acquire meaning, we must start by seeing how words are actually used in ordinary discourse. It is this "ordinary discourse" in the latter philosophy of Wittgenstein, which seems to bring his concept of language into close relation to hermeneutics. Obviously, in criticizing his early work and his own return to ordinary language, Wittgenstein is criticizing the very same thing which Gadamer's hermeneutic theory places in question: language as precise designation.
      In the course of this paper I would like to give a preliminary indication of the overlap of Wittgenstein's ordinary language philosophy with hermeneutics, the overlap on which, I suggest, a valid merging of horizons might be established.

Wittgenstein's Language Theory
      Recent commentators on Literary Theory and Hermeneutics invariably quote from Philosophical Investigations and compare his thought favorably with that of Heidegger and Gadamer. And there has been a sustained effort recently to graft Wittgenstein's thought into the tree from which the modern hermeneutical discussion blossoms(
). 
      To begin this discussion it is necessary to briefly sketch some elements of Wittgenstein’s language theory. He approaches both philosophy and language from a descriptive standpoint and to this end I believe his language theory can be divided into two primary parts. First, language is for Wittgenstein functional or pragmatic in that he posits a "use theory" of language. For Wittgenstein language is what it does. There is no essence to language. It is a system of conventional signs. Second, language has a social foundation. What he calls "forms of life" are what undergird his language theory. It follows from this that public criterion is essential to a language and conversely, that there can be no purely private language games. I will elaborate on these ideas in what follows. 

"Usage Theory" of language:

      Wittgenstein demonstrates his pragmatic approach to language throughout the Investigations. In one of the more celebrated quotes he says,” For philosophical problems arise when language goes on holiday"(
).
      By "goes on holiday" I take him to mean that when language is "idle". When 

it is not functioning is when we have the most difficulty with language because without a functional dimension language is nonsensical. For Wittgenstein language is always practical. It is intended to do something. The very idea of intending presupposes a purpose. He says, "without language we could not communicate with one another" but for sure: without language we cannot influence other people in such-and-such ways; cannot build roads and machines, etc."(
). For Wittgenstein language is a tool which may be used in any number of ways some of which are legitimate and some are not. He likens a sentence to an instrument and it’s meaning, the employment we give it. As such our language is a large toolbox with many instruments at our disposal and these instruments have various uses(
).
      From this general approach Wittgenstein's "Usage Theory" of language arises. Again his approach is seen to be descriptive. He maintains that in most cases, "the meaning of a word is its use in the language"(
). In other words, we do not ascribe definitions to words in a hierarchical fashion; instead their meaning is determined by their usage, by the conventions of the language users. Thus it is essential in determining meaning. "Let the use of words teach you their meaning."(
). And because language is conventional, because the meaning of a word is determined by its use in the language, it is a constantly changing phenomenon. Wittgenstein compares language to a-city with old streets and new, with decrepit sections and developing suburbs(
). "And this multiplicity is not something fixed, given once for all; but new types of language, new language-games, as we may say, come into existence, and others become obsolete and get forgotten"(
). Because there is not a fixed, determined essence of language that has been given once for all, there is potentially an infinite number of language games.
      The idea of "language game" (Sprachspiel) is possibly the best-known aspect of Wittgenstein's thought. By language game Wittgenstein means an independent set of linguistic symbols with their corresponding - actions used by a group of people possibly as large as a nation or as small as two. A builder and his assistant may have their own peculiar language game which, though it is independent, overlaps other language games(
). The language of science and the language of religion, while they may share some words and actions, are different language games with different purposes as well as different "kinds" of certainty. This does not mean that the scientist and the religious adherent cannot communicate and interact, they can. But the purpose of each one's language game differs even though they overlap. Words bear "family resemblances" as they are interrelated phenomena. We could just as well say that language games also bear these resemblances. Each word bears a relationship to other words in this language game as well as to other language games depending on the conventions employed. 

      Because words are used by convention, there is then certain arbitrariness to the symbols (written and verbal) that are associated with concepts in our world. Here the linguistic ontology of Western philosophy since the time of Plato comes under attack and modern philosophy has not been the same since. Wittgenstein's theory of language is anti-essentialist. He says, "We are under the illusion that what is peculiar, profound, and essential in our investigation, resides in its trying to grasp the incomparable essence of language.... Whereas, of course, if the words 'language', 'experience', 'world', have a use, it must be as humble a one as that of the words 'table', 'lamp', 'door"(
). There is no metaphysical nature of language. There is no single fibre running through the entire thread. 

      Why do we call something a 'number': Well, perhaps because it has a direct relationship with several things that have hitherto been called number; and this can be said to give it an indirect relationship to other in spinning a thread we twist fibre on fibre. And the things we call the same name. And we extend our concept of number as strength of the thread does not reside in the fact that some one fibre runs through its whole length, but in the overlapping of the fibres(
).

      When Wittgenstein says that there is no metaphysical nature of language, however, he does not mean, as the logical positivists supposed and the post-moderns affirm, that there is no such thing as a metaphysical realm. Even in the Tractatus, Wittgenstein would say that it might be there; it is just the kind of thing of which we cannot speak. 

Forms of Life:

      The second aspect of Wittgenstein's language theory, which is inexorably connected with the first, is that language has a social foundation. Language games for him are not a disconnected web of symbols but have their grounding in what he refers to as "forms of life." Nicholas F. Gier says that it is clearly a mistake to identify "Lebensformen and language games" as has often been done(
). Because the importance of this point cannot be minimized I will therefore demonstrate it by a number of references to his later works. Continuing section 23 cited earlier from Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein elaborates, "Here the term 'language-game' is meant to bring into prominence the fact that the speaking of language is part of an activity, or of a form of life." He says that a language game is a part of, though not equal to, a form of life. The words we exchange and the use we put them to is dependant on the life context in which we operate. A "form of life" is an activity, a pattern of related and similar types of practice. A "language-game" is part of such an activity and the use of a given type of language, or the applicability of a given linguistic category, may be one of the things, which constitutes and individuates this form of life. The 'patterns' implied by "form of life" imply regularity and recurrence and the possibility of language and communications rests on the fact that human life displays such regularities. 

      In his typically enigmatic fashion, Wittgenstein says, "Thought is surrounded by a halo. Its essence, logic, presents an order, in fact the a priori order of the world: that is, the order of possibilities, which must be common to both world and thought"(
). Wittgenstein is maintaining that there is a correspondence between the given world and the thought or language we employ to act upon it, otherwise thought, communication, and action in the world would be impossible. The Investigations does not maintain, in arguing against the Tractatus, that there is no correspondence between language and the world as Derrida might argue, only that the correspondence is different than that of the picture theory. But this given's of language games is not a logo centric, nor a meta_linguistic idea. Wittgenstein would contend that the center of language is the constantly shifting and dynamic "forms of life." 

      "What has to be accepted, the given, is-so one could say-forms of life"(
). We live in a common world and that commonality allows us to communicate about the world. Again, he maintains in On Certainty " An empirical proposition can be tested" (we say). But how? and through what? What counts as its test?-"But is this an adequate test? And, if so, must it not be recognizable as such in logic?"-As if giving grounds did not come to an end sometime. But the end is not an ungrounded presupposition: it is an ungrounded way of acting"(
). Grounds do come to an end, as doubting does. The end it comes to is our way of acting or our "forms of life." The forms of life are the apriori, the given. And these forms of life differ depending on time and place and consequently the language games reflect this changing nature. When Wittgenstein takes this principle regarding language, he observed that although social practices of given communities do indeed provide a background which contextually shapes concepts and meanings, overlapping and interpretation also offer certain criss-crossing which constitute trans-contextual bridges. Sufficient bridging can occur for Wittgenstein to suggest that in many cases a trans-contextual frame of reference for meanings can be found in "the common behaviors of mankind"(
).

Public Criterion and Private Languages:

      Under the general classification that language has its foundation in a social context or form of life, are two closely related ideas, that of the public criterion and the argument against private languages. Wittgenstein argues against the idea that there can be a language of one. And because languages are based on forms of life, they must relate to the external world.
      The problem with the hypothetical "private language" is that it cannot conform to "forms of life." It cannot conform itself to the external world for the very reason that it is private. And anything that is to be called a language must be demonstrable in the external world. In other words, something must be observable for us to be able to verify that we are all speaking of the same phenomenon. "An 'inner process' stands in need of outward criteria(
). The difficulty with the private language idea is that there exists no external phenomenon by which we can measure the inner sensation. 
      We might apply this idea to the concept of authorial intent. We simply cannot get inside another's mind to demonstrate or show what that person's intention is. And here Wittgenstein has shown philosophers the way out of the fly bottle. It is not a matter of seeing into someone, but rather seeing what is public. "An 'inner process' stands in need of outward criteria"(
). The inner process, "meaning" is in need of the public criteria of text. But Wittgenstein goes further than just asserting the necessity for an explicit expression of intent. "Thus the most explicit expression of intention is by itself insufficient evidence of intention."Footnote108. Wittgenstein claims that the utterance or text and the act, which went with it, its context, are sufficient outward criteria to demonstrate intention. Intention moves out of the jurisdiction of the private language critique when associated with outward criteria that is with actions and utterances and texts. 

      Wittgenstein's "way out" of his own paradox of meaning is to take seriously the idea that language is a social act. What a word means is determined by the patterned or regular manner in which the members of the relevant speech-community use that word. The "rules of use" (criteria) are their rules. In learning language children acquire that pattern of use, and Wittgenstein stressed the embedded_ ness of such patterns in the larger weave of interpersonal activities or "forms of life". For example, essential to learning to use the number words is becoming acquainted with activities of counting, reckoning, sorting by size, etc. Wittgenstein argued that words have meaning only within the functioning of "language_ games" of various speech communities. Sense meaning is a matter of criteria or rules within forms of life, there is no way to compare and contrast functioning of language games with some extra linguistic reality (and here Wittgenstein is very close to Kant, Heidegger and Gadamer). Language-games neither need nor are capable of justification(
). 
      Suppose now that we regard the institution of poetry as a language-game, defined by the implicit rules of its participants: the writers, readers, publishers, and critics of poetry. What the word "poems" means, or "sonnet ","ode," and so on is set down by implicit agreement within the speech community of poets and their various audiences. Outside of this community there is no such thing as a poem, nor is there is such a thing the meaning of a poem. i.e., the meaning which a poem has qua poem is not something it derives from the fact that it is made up of meaningful words and sentences, nor solely from the poets intention to say x rather than y. It has the meaning it has because of the special way it and other such texts are read, discussed, criticized, etc., within the literary community.

      In effect the Wittgensteinian paradox and the Wittgensteinian resolution of it disable at ground level most of the extant philosophic approaches to the question of the author's authority. E.D.Hirsch for example, derives his intentionalism from Husserl's notion of meaning, according to which (as Hirsch sees it) 'textual meaning is determined by the psychic acts of an author"(
). It is not indeed, these act which the literary interpreter must resurrect, but rather their content. To perform this task, however, is conceived by Hirsch in terms of recreating "the author's mental and experiential world(
). If we can manage this task, then on Hirsch's view we will have uncovered "the author's meaning" and therewith "the meaning of the text". Understanding a poetic text is thus a task that is in principle completable, because the meaning of the text is the product of an in principal determinable act of the text's author.

      It should be obvious that Hirsch's conception of "authors meaning", conceived as it is in terms of the individual authors intending or willing a certain meaning, falls easy prey to Wittgenstein's paradox. Gadamer of course rejects the idea of the fixed meaning of a text and its correlate, an "exclusively acceptable" interpretation for such notions ignore what he calls" an ontological, structural aspect of understanding". This approach has seemed relativistic to many readers, as indeed it would be if taken as applying to all texts (much less all utterances whatsoever). But at least in the case of literary interpretation Gadamer is on firm ground, and the language game approach helps us to see why. On the Wittgensteinian view it is not for philosophers to say a priori what poetic meaning is or whether poems can be given a final, uniquely correct interpretation. Such question must be addressed to the practice of the literary community. Adequately describing the practice of that community is a major task in its own right, along the lines of which Wittgenstein would look for a solution of the vexed question of the author's authority. In everyday cases when we ask what intention is being carried by a particular utterance (e.g. when the neighbor says to me, "Poor old fellow", is she sympathizing with me, or mocking me, or both?), there is in principle a final court of appeal: the candid declaration of the speaker. In other words, the process of interpreting such an utterance can be definitively completed. With a poem, however, this is not the case. If the intention of the poet were regarded as the measure of correct interpretation, we could spare ourselves the entire de facto unending critical procedure just by" asking the author", as we do in the game of riddles. As in griddle our own literary critics have access to interpretations of their colleagues, and the number of critical schools continues to grow. Just the same, critics try to formulate generally acceptable interpretations, even while acknowledging the possibility of ever-new interpretations.

      If something like Wittgenstein's argument sketched here is correct, then something like a language game approach to philosophical disputes is necessary for their dissolution: how are the disputed concepts in fact used in the realm of real life discourse in which they are at home? In the case of "the meaning of a poem", the facts of usage do not support intentionalist. Hence on this point Gadamer and Wittgenstein approach are in substantial agreement.

      But over and beyond this, the result points to a more profound similarity. In the thought of Gadamer we have an outstanding phenomenological achievement, one that owes much to Heidegger. Wittgenstein, on the other hand, developed a trenchant critique of traditional philosophy's claim to be an arbiter of other areas of culture (literature and the arts, science, religion, etc.). Is his agreement with Gadamer here (and elsewhere) perhaps less an accident than the result of deeper agreement, especially on the essential point that philosophy itself is purely descriptive? Descriptive of what? For Wittgenstein, linguistic usage of course; for Gadamer, being itself: "My actual claim, however, was and is philosophical: what is at issue is not what we do nor what we should do, but rather what happens to us above and beyond our willing and doing"(
). Applied to our present case this would seem to mean: What happens to us when we read poetry (Wittgenstein would talk of what we say about the poetry we read).Do we not find both two philosophers doing the same, to wit listening carefully, critically, synoptically?
Wittgenstein Relation to Hermeneutics
Language- games, rules and interpretation:
      Wittgenstein criticism of his early work and his own return to ordinary language seems to bring his concept of language into close relation to hermeneutics. In the Trctatus Wittgenstein had maintained that "the ultimate constituents of the world are a unique set of atomic facts whose combinations are pictured or mirrored in the relations among symbols in a logically perfect language" and that the "world can be described completely by knowing all these atomic propositions" and that "there is one basic use of language: to convey information". As a consequence, "all language which conveys information is exact and determinate"(
). Obviously, in criticizing this view, as Wittgenstein does in his Philosophical Investigations, he is criticizing the very same thing which Gadamer's hermeneutic theory places in question: language as precise designation.
      Gadamer, whose sense of history is far greater than Wittgenstein's, traces the informational concept of language to what he believes to be its origin in Plato's attempt to combat Sophistic rhetoric by overcoming the power of names, which the latter so skillfully exploited. It seemed to Plato that words had an almost demonic potential for asserting themselves in the place of that which they name. Accordingly, he becomes the first in a tradition which seeks to get at the things in themselves apart from the distortions and inaccuracies of language as it is spoken, a tradition which develops through Leibniz's projected ideal of a universal notation to precisely the sort of endeavor to which Wittgenstein's Tractatus is committed. The task in this tradition has always been a double one. First, there is the critical task of displaying the insufficiency of language as it is spoken ordinarily, the vagueness of its correspondence to what is, or worse, and its lack of correspondence to anything at all. (Metaphysical talk is the Sophism at which Wittgenstein takes aim.) Second, there is the positive task of replacing ordinary language with an invented sign-system, which will precisely correspond to the structure of what is. Beginning with Plato the paradigm for this project becomes the 'language' of mathematics: "Thus the word just as the number becomes the mere sign of a well defined and, accordingly, pre-known reality"(
). Now, though Wittgenstein does not concern himself with the origins of it, it is precisely this theory of language, which his own self-criticism leads him to reject. 
      The change in Wittgenstein's position apparently resulted from the intrusion of certain 'linguistic' phenomena, which the tidy theory of the Tractatus was unable to account for. Gestures, curses, greetings, exclamations such as Water! Help! All these must be counted as language, yet none can be accounted for in terms of a theory which tells us that language should be precise designation of some sort of reality ' in itself.' Thus it became evident that a false expectation was perhaps blocking the phenomenological investigation of the subject matter. Wittgenstein now calls for an unprejudiced examination of the phenomenon of language: " Don't say: ' There must '... but look and see"(
).

      Significantly for our purposes, what he sees is what Gadamer sees: language as it is spoken, live language in the context of human activity or die Lebenswelt. That is not a perfected exact system of invented signs, but something quite different: ordinary language, inherited, traditional language.

      Our language can be seen as an ancient city: a maze of little streets and squares, of old and new houses, of houses with additions from various periods; and this surrounded by a multitude of new boroughs with straight regular streets and uniform houses(
). The modern additions are the languages of the sciences. Wittgenstein's-primary concern now, however, is with the irregular diversity of the inner city.

      What is the language that is found there? It is language in the context of the human world, the world of buying things, building things, playing games, singing, joking. "The speaking of language is part of an activity, or a form of life"(
). It follows then, just as it does in Gadamer's hermeneutic theory, that understanding something which has been said is possible only within the context within which it was said, i.e., within a world or a form of life"And to imagine a language means to imagine a form of life"(
).

      There are other implications of the insight, which Wittgenstein reaches here: First, it becomes clear that there are what Gadamer calls an inner unity between the word and the world. As a form of life language forms life, shapes it, constitutes the world of the things we deal with. Wittgenstein's way of putting this same thing is in terms of language frames. The world of things among which we live is seen as it is because it is framed in the language we speak. Secondly, and as a consequence, our relationship to language cannot be that of a reflective consciousness devising signs or termini for a world, which we wish to dispose over. It cannot be that of subject to object, for I do not so much invent language as I find myself underway within it. I don't create language; I learn it. It is always there already like the city in which I was born and in which I dwell.
      Now this implication is not fully comprehended by Wittgenstein, though I think it ought to be a conclusion drawn from the standpoint, which the Philosophical Investigations attains. In this respect Gadamer is more consistent and deeper. Ultimately, in fact, it is his hermeneutically oriented philosophy of human finitude, which alone can provide the ontological and linguistic legitimization for any would-be ordinary language philosophy.

      How Gadamer and Wittgenstein differ here can best be elucidated by reference to the model to which both of them advert continually: das Spiel, i. e., game or play. In Wittgenstein the contextuality of language is to be made clear in terms of Sprachspiele or language games. Whatever form of life I am involved in, building a house, buying apples and so on, is an activity based on language and therefore it could be said that it is ' played ' according to the rules of that particular language game. To act in the language-constituted world I must know the language and that means knowing how it is ' played ' under the circumstances. To use Wittgenstein's expression, understanding means knowing the rules and thereby knowing "how to go on " when someone has said something to me. It means knowing what behavior, linguistic or otherwise, is called for in response to what has been said. Further, it is essential to note that the game aspect of spoken language shows how it exceeds the limits of any informational sign language. As part of life or activity it does not purport to represent reality and therefore its utterances are not properly spoken of as true or false, but as Austin points out, as felicitous or infelicitous. That means that they either fit the game or are out of place in it. The judge who begins the trial proceedings with "Batter up!" has said nothing true or false though he has said something, which could be meaningful in another context. Language then is to be understood in its proper application in the circumstances. It’s meaning is not some thing, which it describes, but its use and this, the conceptuality of language, is what the ' game ' metaphor is meant to indicate.
      Certainly there is a great deal here which corresponds to the theory of language underlying Gadamer's hermeneutics. For Gadamer hermeneutics, taken in his sense of interpretation of written texts, implies, as we know, a Rückverwandlung in Sprache. The dead letter, that means, is to be restored to life by converting it back into speech, the spoken word. Only in this way can the task of hermeneutics be accomplished, the understanding of meaning (verstehen von Sinn) be brought about. Now Gadamer too sees all verstehen as part of a process, part of an activity, or to use Wittgenstein's expression, part of a Lebensform. Gadamer's way of putting this same thing is to say that verstehen is sich-verständigen with another person in a situation. All live language is dialogue, is Gespräch. Thus the hermeneutical task of reviving what lies dead in the written text means restoring it to the context in which it was said to someone. And it means as well that I as one who would understand must be enabled to stand in the position of the one who is spoken to by the text(
). To use the example given above, if the text says " Batter up! ", I must know how to go on in the life form or language game in which that is said. It is the task of hermeneutics to extend the part of the city of language in which I am active and with which I am familiar to the part in which the language of the text is spoken. That would hold as well if the text spoke of: one must reach an understanding (sich verständigen} within the "live meaning of words as they are spoken" and that, as Gadamer puts it, means knowing how they are to be applied(
): In understanding, he says, "there is always some sort of application of the text to be understood to the situation of the interpreter"(
). To put it in Wittgenstein's terms that means that the language games I play must be brought to overlap with the game played in the text, i. e., that the text speaks to me as one who is addressed and that I respond to it within contexts, mine and its, which have become continuous with one another.

      The example, which Gadamer uses to make this very Wittgensteinian point clear, is that of the command(
). A command, as he points out, can only exist where someone is there who should obey it and Understanding a command means knowing how to apply it [follow it] in the situation in which it is given. Thus, Gadamer continues, if a historian finds a command in a text and wishes to understand it, he must go through the same process which the one to whom it was originally addressed completed before the latter carried it out: he must grasp how it applies in the given context or ' game'; he must see how to go on.This example, like that of the curse, which Gadamer also uses(
), makes clear that he, just as much as Wittgenstein, has gotten beyond the traditional conceptions of understanding and meaning which prevailed as long as philosophy had devoted itself exclusively to language as the logos the statement, true or false, corresponding to and representing states-of-affairs. Like Wittgenstein's 'language game' Gadamer's hermeneutics shows that the proposition or statement (Satz) is an abstraction if it is considered out of the context in which it is uttered. The full meaning of any statement can be understood only if the reason why it is said is grasped as the setting for the 'constative' meaning. For Gadamer that holds not only for curses and commands, but for the statements of speculative philosophy as well:
       “…The speculative statement is not a judgment restricted in the content of what it asserts any more than a single word without a context or a communicative utterance torn from its context is a self-contained unit of meaning. The words which someone utters are tied to the continuum in which people come to understand each other, the continuum which determines the word to such an extent that it can even be ' taken back.' Similarly, the speculative statement points to an entirety of truth, without being this entirety or stating it" (
).
      However though there is this close correspondence between Wittgenstein's use of Spiel and Gadamer's hermeneutical intentions, there is a point at which the two thinkers diverge, and that precisely in regard to what the Spiel metaphor makes visible about the language event underlying all understanding. What does Gadamer tell us of language_game, Sprachspiele? It might be said that in his case it is the ' play ' traits of the family whose resemblances make up Spiel which concern him and not the ' game ' traits. Why do we enjoy play? Because authentic playing, not competitive sport to be sure, but, say, playing the violin, playing a part in a play, dancing, is egoless. Playing, if it comes off, releases us from the constrictions and inhibitions of self-consciousness. In play we are not aware of ourselves. Now it is this feature of play which Gadamer seizes upon: "The players are not the subjects of play," he says," instead play merely reaches presentation through the players"(
). Thus we say that something is played out (sich abspielt) or that some thing is in play (im Spiele ist)(
). Language games are that in which we as learners and when do we cease to be that? Are raised to an understanding of world. Thus we can refer here once again to what we established about the nature of play, namely, that the relationship of the players to the play cannot be understood as a relationship of subjectivity [to its object], since, on the contrary, it is the play that plays in that it draws the players into itself and thus becomes itself the actual subject of the play.The mode of being of play, as Gadamer says," does not allow the player to behave towards play as if it were an object. The player knows very well what play is, and that what he is doing is' only a game'; but he does not know what exactly he 'knows' in knowing that"(
). Here the primacy of play over the consciousness of the player is fundamentally acknowledged. Play obviously represents an order in which the to_ and _fro motion of play follows of itself. Thus Gadamer says, "The structure of play absorbs the player into itself, and thus takes from him the burden of the initiative, which constitutes the actual strain of existence(
). 
      That brings to light something, which Wittgenstein did not see. To be sure, he maintains that language must be understood in reference to how it occurs in a context, but he does not grasp what that means in regard to the subject-object model of speaking; Wittgenstein gets caught in the surface grammar of "I play a game" and he extends that mistake into his analysis of language games. For him the playing of a Language game is still seen as something, which I do and consequently, as something which fits within a subject-object structure. For Gadamer the play character of language makes clear that I am not so much an agent as a participant. But that is missed by Wittgenstein, who sees the-human being as the center; man remains for him the speaking subject with words of all kinds there for him to employ.In short Wittgenstein's vision of philosophy as therapeutic critique prevents his escape from the subject-object conception of language(
). It is this critical intention, I think, which keeps Wittgenstein and those who followed him in the tradition of language analysis from hearing the double sense of the 'language usage'. To them it sounds so reasonable that language usage is how we employ, use words. But it also means custom and this last comes much closer to showing us how language actually works. Insofar as language is a custom, we do not invent it, but rather find ourselves always already underway within it, and making use of language would not be so much employing it, " doing something with words," as conforming to it. Proper usage is not invented by individuals except in the extreme case of artificial languages, the regularized suburbs of the city of language. Proper usage is customary in ordinary language and that means that we play according to its rules, not ours. Here, in contrast to what Wittgenstein suggests(
), We cannot "make up the rules as we go along.

      In contrast, Gadamer, whose intention is hermeneutical rather than critical, is able to see what eludes Wittgenstein: our embedded ness in language. It is not as though there were a world of things and opposite that a self which knew them before formulating and communicating its knowledge in language. For language is there first as that which makes knower and world possible in the first place(
). Thus the speaking of a language is not picking up a tool when I need it, for I never find myself first in a languageless condition in which I then reach for a word to communicate something I know:

      "Learning to speak does not mean learning to use a preexistent tool for the designating a world already somehow familiar to us; it means acquiring a familiarity and acquaintance with the world itself and how it confronts us"(
).

      We grow up; we learn to know the world, to know people and ultimately ourselves in that we learn to speak. Consequently, Gadamer does not seek to free us from, but to free us for the power of language. It is quite literally more correct to say that language speaks us than that we speak it" (
)and the hermeneutical task is to hear what it says. The whole emphasis in hermeneutics is not on getting or having something at our disposal, but on yielding and fitting in. The language event "is not our doing something to the thing [language], but the doing of the thing itself". To understand we must give in. All understanding takes place within the universal medium of language, Gadamer tells us. That means that no vorstellen of language is possible, no getting it around in front of us at our disposal.

Historicity of language:

      What Gadamer and Wittgenstein share in common, therefore, is the affirmation of the unity of linguisticality and institutionalized, intersubjectively valid ways of seeing. Furthermore, and more significantly, both of them stress that the rules of language games are discovered only by observing its concrete use in interpersonal communication. For both the concrete meaning of a piece of language therefore involves as an essential element how others respond to the words spoken to them. This dimension of use transcends a merely formal logic and in effect introduces a kind of hermeneutics into the clarification of language. In Wittgenstein's case, however, the development of this hermeneutical aspect is hampered by his understanding of the task of philosophy as well as by certain features of his conception of language games themselves. For Wittgenstein, the multifarious uses that we discover in analyzing ordinary language are irreducible. Because their rules are immanent, the clarification of a language game must be made "from within" rather than "from without". There are indeed "family resemblances" between language games, but there is no common structure that philosophical analysis can uncover and employ as a basis for mediating between these various games, which consequently stand in apparent isolation from each other. To protest against this seeming fragmentation of language and to argue that there must be such universal factors is to "think" and not to "look". Such metaphysics of language would be another game, and one with a queer grammar(
). Because Wittgenstein does not allow for mediation between language games, he is left with a multitude of hermeneutically sealed usages and corresponding life forms. The horizons of the user, and analyzer, of language are closed. Wittgenstein seems to regard any mediation that breaks down the absolute autonomy of the grammar of individual language games as a return to the transcendental rules of a universal language. His worry about the autonomy of language games and his desire to avoid a transcendental position from which the plurality of games might be reduced to the rules of one transcendental game led him to overlook precisely the assimilative power of language as a constant mediation and translation. Wittgenstein never clarifies the position occupied by the one who views various games in their autonomy and uncovers their rules. Ironically, this lack of clarification leads to a dilemma similar to that of romantic hermeneutics, which believed the one who understands abandons his own horizons and simply steps into the historical horizons of his subject matter(
). Gadamer’s critique of this hermeneutic approach to understanding sought to show that the present hermeneutical situations always involved so that the achievement of understanding has an essentially mediating character, transcending the old horizons marked out by the text and the interpreter's own initial position. The analyzer of language games himself is involved in an integration or fusing language games in the form of an insight into how language games grow and absorb each other. 

      The inadequacy of Wittgenstein's isolation of language games also becomes apparent when we consider language games in their immediate use, for the integrative task of philosophy is a reflection of what Gadamer takes to be the self_ transcending character of language itself. Consider, for example, the question of how we learn new language games. For Wittgenstein, to learn a language is to be able to participate in the form of life the language depends on and is itself instrumental in specifying. "The learning of a language," he declares, "is no explanation, but training"(
).We cannot learn a language by reference to an ideal grammar but rather by actual use, that is by recalling the situation of training in which we learned the language. Accordingly, to learn a new language game, one must virtually repeat the socialization process of the persons who use it. We must ask, however, if one ever undergoes more than once training or socialization such as children undergo, has he to undergo a new socialization in learning new languages? Learning our first language and learning subsequent ones is not the same thing. In learning the first language, we acquire the bases for altering it and fusing it with other language games.In the learning of the first language we learn not only its particular grammar but also the way to make other languages intelligible. This is the hermeneutical dimension of language that Wittgenstein ignores: with the learning of our native language we have at the same time learned how one learns language in general. Thus, we can never again undergo training in the original sense. We already possess all other language games in principle, not by new socialization, but through mediation, translation. For Gadamer, we bring our native language along, so that learning is not a new socialization, but an expansion of the horizons with which we began. To know a language is to have horizons from which we enter into a subject matter that broadens those very horizons (
). The relationship between current language-games and those of the past goes on constantly, not as a new: training" that abandons our present game and places us "within" the new game (and form of life), but as a mediation of the new with the old.

      With Gadamer, therefore, the idea of the linguistic horizon comes to prominence. Every language-user occupies a unique horizon, or situation, within language. The horizon is acquired through socialization, which enriches on entry to the given, already interpreted and structured, socio-linguistic world, where the individual develops through primary, formative encounters with language. Something like this horizon is implicit in the later Wittgenstein; he, too, sees the language-user embedded in language through the socialized forces of training and the regularity of use. Yet for Wittgenstein, every time alternative language-games are entered into, unfamiliar horizons are opened up, creating a multiplicity of possible perspectives, giving the sense that the horizons are both arbitrary and voluntarily entered into. What is missing is a sense of continuity through horizons, one that does not lapse into pure subjectivity, and acknowledges the historical dimension to the given. Consideration of the language-user’s earliest encounters with speech brings out the crucial difference between the two positions. For Wittgenstein, every time the learner enters into a new language-game he or she must undergo a specific training. When forgetting how a language-game is used, Wittgenstein exhorts the perplexed to think back, implausibly, to the original conditions of learning:

      In such a difficulty (that is, when confused about how to continue in a language-game) always ask yourself: How did we learn the meaning of this word (‘good’ for instance)? From what sort of examples? In what language games? Then it will be easier for you to see that the words must have a family of meanings(
). 

      The formative experiences of language are not gained by passive repetition of the rules or their uses. In learning the rules, one at the same time learns the condition of all possible usage. There is no internalizing of a set of rules for particular language-games, one is not merely socialized into the specifics of language but is brought into linguisticality itself. In learning the initial language-games one at the same time develops the capacity to apply the games in new contexts and in relation to new games. Gadamer makes this point when he claims:

      "In fact, the accumulation of vocabulary and the rules of its application establishes only the outline for that which in this way actually builds the structure of a language, namely, the continuing growth of expressions into new realms of application"(
).

      All linguistic understanding takes place from within the horizon. In the first instance, the horizon is strictly regulated by convention and agreement (the given). Wittgenstein never advances beyond this elementary stage of linguistic appropriation: the mature use of language is modeled upon early training and never takes into account the complex transformations undergone both by the speaker and by language itself. Gadamer’s insight into the ways language-acquisition and language use advance, how horizons extend, not by simple repetition of adult (socialized) language, but through features of language that ceaselessly transcend the rules and keep them in play, that is, dialogue and conversation, is important. To accommodate another horizon, be it another language-user or a text, the speaker ceaselessly interrogates and interprets what is being said. Ultimately, for Gadamer, all authentic use of language involves interpretation as one both seeks to understand and be understood. Interpretation (and translation) is not reproductive acts; they are productive and hence creative. There can be no standing outside the historically given horizon. The horizon offers the conditions of possibility for understanding what another is seeking to say. This involves translating something initially ‘foreign’ (that is, outside the individual’s horizon) into something familiar. The rules grounding the horizon are modified unnoticed by the individual language-user as the range of linguistic application extends.

      These observations do not diminish the substantial affinities between Wittgenstein's later philosophy and the view of language Gadamer sets forth, but they do point to a Hegelian influence on Gadamer that is missing in Wittgenstein. This influence is evident in Gadamer's refusal to leave language games in unmediated isolation from each other. Thus Gadamer rejects any absolutizing of the horizons that distinguish the present from the past. The concept of language as something within which men are boned and frozen is an illusion, because it contains only half of the truth. Whoever has language, Gadamr says, "has" the world and thus is open to the truth of every linguistic world(
). Wittgenstein’s service to contemporary thought is to make us aware of the embedded ness of language. However, only by situating language-games within the broader ambit of tradition it becomes possible to uncover the richness of language’s interpretive dimensions, its ability to embrace the old and the new. And by this way the other world that stands over against us does not have its own truth simply for itself but also its truth for us.

Conclusion

      As we have observed, there is an obvious proximity between Wittgenstein and Gadamer. However, converging around the issue of everyday language, Gadamer and Wittgenstein radically disagree vis_à_vis fundamental characteristics of language itself. The movement 

Away from a logic-driven picture theory of meaning (in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus) to the more informal, loosely textured, pragmatics of language (in the Philosophical Investigations), represents hostility to philosophical abstraction and an appreciation of the “rough ground” of ordinary, philologically speaking, “living,” language. What should we say of the literary and historic dimensions of language, which are significant dimensions to “living” language? The ability of the language games to change, the capacity of language to transform itself and work in new uncharted regions-about these Wittgenstein is largely silent. Gadamer's concern with the essential historicality that forms of linguistic agreement presuppose shows how many of these questions might be addressed from within another philosophical tradition(
). 
      In his review of Truth and Method, Jürgen Habermas contrasts Gadamer’s hermeneutics with Wittgenstein’s pragmatics of language. Although Habermas takes up a critical attitude to Gadamer in the remainder of the review, his initial sympathies are with the general anti_positivism of philosophical hermeneutics. According to Habermas, a residual commitment to "formalized languages"(
). is sustained by Wittgenstein throughout his later work. Gadamer has the edge over Wittgenstein insofar as ‘hermeneutic self-reflection goes beyond the socio-linguistic stage of language analysis’(
). Habermas continues:

      When the transcendental construction of a pure language was shattered, language gained a new dimension through the pluralism of language_games... [b]ut Wittgenstein still conceived of application too narrowly. He saw only invariant linkage of symbols and activities and failed to appreciate that the application of rules includes their interpretation and further development(
).

      In considering some of the implications of Wittgenstein’s failure, Habermas makes the following penetrating criticism:

      Language spheres are not nomadically sealed off but are inwardly as well as outwardly porous. The grammar of language cannot contain a rigid designation for its application. Whoever has learned to apply its rules has not only learned to express himself but also to interpret expressions in this language. Both translation (outwardly) and tradition (inwardly) must be possible in principle. Along with their possible application, grammatical rules simultaneously imply the necessity of interpretation. Wittgenstein failed to see this; as a consequence he conceived the practice of language games unhistorically(
).
      According to Gadamer, the practical contexts of language, the lifeblood of language games and the cultural space within which they are enacted, are part of a wider historical picture. Wittgenstein’s service to contemporary thought is to make us aware of the embedded ness of language. However, only by situating language-games within the broader ambit of tradition is it possible to uncover the richness of language’s interpretive dimensions, its ability to embrace the old and the new. Gadamer’s hermeneutical vision of language as essentially historical and continuous runs against the idea of the language-games as both fragmented and discontinuous.
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ملخص


      تحاول هذه ا لدراسة أن توضح وجهة نظر فتجنشتين المتأخرة حول اللغة وعلاقتها بالهيرمينيوطيقا. ومن الواضح أن "خطاب اللغة العادية"، في فلسفته المتأخرة، هو الذي يقرب مفهوم اللغة عند فتجنشتين من العلاقة بالهيرمينيوطيقا. إن فتجنشتين، في نقده لفلسفته المبكرة وعودته إلى اللغة العادية، إنما ينقد الشيء نفسه الذي تضعه نظرية غادامر في الهيرمينيوطيقا موضع تساؤل: اللغة كدلالة محددة. ومع ذلك فإن فتجنشتين وغادامر، وبرغم تقاربهما من موضوع اللغة اليومية، يختلفان إزاء خصائص أساسية للغة نفسها. فقد تجاهل فتجنشتين أسئلة هامة كتلك التي تتعلق باللغة في أبعادها التاريخية والأدبية ومقدرتها على التغير وتجاوز نفسها لتعمل في مجالات غير محددة. غير أن اهتمام غادامر بالتاريخية، التي تشكل أساس كل اتفاق لغوي، يُظهر أن تناول كثير من الأسئلة السابقة إنما يندرج في تقاليد فلسفية أخرى. وهكذا فإن البحث يمضي على النحو التالي. أولاً: تحليل نظرية فتجنشتين في اللغة: مفهومي ألعاب اللغة وأنماط الحياة. ثانياَ: علاقة فتجنشتين بالهيرمينيوطيقا. وأخيراً حاولت أن أبين أن اللغة، في سياقاتها العملية وفي ألعابها اللغوبة التي تحدث في إطار ثقافي، هي جزء لا يتجزء من صوره تاريخية أوسع. إن فضل فتجنشتين، في الفكر المعاصر، أنه عرفنا بأهمية اللغة وتجًذرها. غير أن الكشف عن ثراء اللغة، في أبعادها التأويلية ومقدرتها على إحتواء القديم والجديد، لا يكون ممكنا إلا بوضع ألعاب اللغة ضمن الإطار الأوسع للتقاليد. ومن هنا فإن وصف غادامر الهيرمينيوطيقي للغة بالتاريخية والاستمرارية، هو المقابل المختلف لفكرة وصف ألعاب اللغة بالفردانية و العزلة.


Abstract


      This paper attempts to explore Wittegenstein’s later perspective of language and its relation to hermeneutics. Obviously, It is the "ordinary language discourse" in the latter philosophy of Wittgenstein which seems to bring his concept of language into close relation to hermeneutics. In criticizing his early work and his own return to ordinary language, Wittgenstein is criticizing the





very same thing which Gadamer's hermeneutic theory places in question: language as precise designation. However, converging around the issue of everyday language, Gadamer and Wittgenstein radically disagree vis-à-vis fundamental characteristics of language itself. What should we say of the literary and historic dimensions to language, themselves significant dimensions to “living” language? The ability of the language games to change, the capacity of language to transform itself and work in new uncharted regions - about these Wittgenstein is largely silent. Gadamer's concern with the essential historicality, that forms of linguistic agreement presuppose, shows how many of these questions might be addressed from within another philosophical tradition. The investigation proceeds as follows. Firstly, the analysis of Wittgenstein's language theory: language games, forms of life. Secondly, Wittgenstein's relation to hermeneutics. It is argued as a conclusion, that the practical contexts of language, the lifeblood of language games and the cultural space within which they are enacted, are part of a wider historical picture. Wittgenstein’s service to contemporary thought is to make us aware of the embedded ness of language. However, only by situating language - games within the broader ambit of tradition is it possible to uncover the richness of language’s interpretive dimensions, its ability to embrace the old and the new. Gadamer’s hermeneutical vision of language as essentially historical and continuous runs against the idea of the language-games as both fragmented and discontinuous.
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