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Relativien is & continuing prec

uppation in the phil

the social

and & central issue in arguments  abowt bl

possibility of & sociology of krnowl edoge and BRI E Thowagh theres

wasn & btime wh the tide ran quite strongly for relativiem it is

e ranriding against it v o, Thi s

cul o oty owever e balken fad than many of

el Pt sl @l sed ence

I certainly  should not be regarded as an  indication  that  the

problens  of  relativism have b él o e

thewroughily air

el wedd ITri this and s Aimng papers we will G Ve AT
I :

isgaues dnvolved in relabivis aivigthough (we hope) from  a

vl &

reasanalily fresh point of view., We will begin with an

af the  way Wittty ints philosophy might be applied to the

ardd i sl

gopuent papers ook, from the  point of

gl dn the first one discussiorns  of tbves

"¢

socialogy of knowledge and science. The main aim of

CALUT EET O LG

i o undsrmine relativiem,bul mobt i a way tThalt Ffavouwrs  ceallsm

i any ot the obher positions

that put  themselves  forward

atii vi sm. e i ricl i

against

Wittgenstein's late philosophy,that the trouble  with prosi bl ores

Tike realid olutism,emnpiricisn,idealisn and all the

Facpe 1 wiimehid
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ather  philosophical i and lsme is nobt that they are

that they are superflucus.

Thowgh o

gome way theough the jungle of claims which are made on

the  so-called strong Pprogramme dn the soolology of

gome  of  the root suppositions of ar cruimeri b

Wit

"wo philosophy -~ at

applied to the social scienc

shrong support

arc detenders of Wity

co o e

ot one that we Find

gnvincingly be :

notable that though Wittgenstein and Winch have e

attention in the philosophy of s

o the supposition that it is guite to see  what

getting  abt,and  just as

that. Wittgenstein s philos

never found the cowrse of Winch's argument

ais will  be seen - do owe Find it atraightforward Lo

Freaw y @il how  Far,Winch s witings provide a  tran:
Wittgenstein's thoughts into remarks on the social

We  take it that Winoh oe

cLhough not e

.l-.

Ly yrmor in the most suitable way,ex [ g

of Wittgenstein s

Pmplications

But,insofar as he does so,then be
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Fownd  that  the only way to work through them was to go

pphd 1 osapity caf srlience ,especially Lo ties asstmpti

i the form in whi

iwvedd

i Ly el the

fon the sooial

wWrarg  but

in an attempt to Find

eshal$  of

e h

atidvism,. This is & view which both

to them.

=t

slence W
back to
in  epistemology  and

Tyt tiat

it wasn

FPeter Winch ~ gives direct  and

il o

snsteln and Winch are apt to take,bul it is

It diws

lot ¢

Pt
=

beern g oven

they  are

Py is notoriously opague and

Forl 1w,

what die right or  weong  with

we Pas

s e

way  just

1oactd o of
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not say the things

e

ot tlves

i e

that  he

iy mot
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Ayl nidbewl ek G0 .1 jeches Wit + 0 cleces eyl
think that  Winch either pul® - the a Frogumsntes  or deraws the

conclusions regularly atteributed to bim. Given that this series

is about relativisn we develop the discussion of  Wineh

around  the central claim that neither Wittgenstein nor Winch are

relativists. Given  that they a ally  wunderstood to  be

relativists,and rather obviously so,it iz an interesting challenges

to omake owr claim stand up.

s@ dw,in @

SERITCIED &

Lmple one,though it is

@iy

\

complicated in pre

st at o, Bimply,we say that relativism is a

philosophical theory and that Wittgensteiln chewed the making of

i le

phical theories. If his early work was designed to i ole

the culmination of the main +

lition of philosophy,then his 1ater
wiritings  were meant to make a complete break with the @arly  ones
el with the tradition that  they had appararitly ful$illed.
Wittgenstein sought to put an end Lo PRl lasophy. The  laters
Wittgenstein,on  the strength of bis own argumernts, could not bave
Beern  a relativist any more than he could have taken up arny ather
Ford 1 e

stardaurd  philce ki

al position. Insofar as Winch  do

s line then he cannot,either,take it in a relativied

Th

o Loy aprarant , thowgh , i f Cary et s

Wittgenstein and Winch as working againet metaphysics rather  than

working within it.

The  reasponse of many social scientis Wirmoch s argument

Fag  confirmed  ome of  his centeal contentions, that they are

erngrossecd in istenology rather than soience. He

maintaine  that sociologists,under the impression that they  are

transfoarming them from philosophical into scientific problemns, take
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o it apaly ard

Pily bhey are  apl  to

Wirch s argunents as being  pitoched

thedir own and meant to di

smame  level Wi Tk thesin

o vt IRV sogfor example, it they want,as many af th

clez, bo bake

2

& Simaterrdald et

arce thiey  want bo that reality ism

fltimately) material,and correctly perceive that Winch o

go el org with thi 1

tomer that i he doss  nob

pt that reaility is

el T

Bt what

coulad this b

(e of the standard philosophical alternabive

materd alism ts,0f Couwr gy arc L i Winoh ds saving

that i not material then he could well warbing  to

ingist thet it comnsists in ideas - arict that supposition is  ouite

s L

b with one way of reading many of the things that  Winch
W0 bk & « Shuadurdl (eadus Shakeqy | N pret quugly wailecs IS wa

502 ov audlen s7le (ullsr Uoon locha IS tas whonl” TFobuflig difhs cllu Uiy
liwve 5 S,

B o by e thes

el

ot B

woelance,al tarmatl ve

il That

ililities oo not get canva

Winoh can be read sas an §deal: as sufticient reazon Lo

interpret  him that way,and the guestion of whether he has  to

e e oot usual ly varty Far . For o onoce, though,we aiom

prhenme Lhvis al

dbrildaty Fully.

Tt is routine for- The Idea of a Social Science to bie roac

@ ol smowssion of t.

rature of soocial real ity

prabl em whioh woudd ostenisbly int

3 am Winoh sas
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cof ki o

il i e, true that this topic is

the  one whioh Winoh s However  the argunent  is

actual ly  focus

mueh more wpon the guestion of what kind  of  a

fre-exka ) em “the nature of siad

ity reprs

s e, an

peart of an

argument about the natuwre of philosophy. Tles i

wer of  Thhe mnatuwre

r
£

] cver o o dnstantiate this main theme.

sorial real ity

of the bhook are

iplicitly about  the

ratiore  of  the philos

by wand it ods hers that the freat

¥ty R HINE

iwm  generate

" Wi vk e @ oumeril s, we
accepl yowe mich to Wittgenstein,but the Way i owhich the former s

Claims abouwt the nature of il osophy relate to the latter s ia

arnything  but oclesr anvd strealghtforward. Indeed, there  are  many

i owhich the cone

yUL e aveowed by Winoh

that which Wittgenstein disowned.

I

B later weitings,thought that the orueial

thing  in philosophy was methodology. The solution to  problemns

wag ot o be found din developing mew and b

theonri e

but  in _changing the entire way in which philosophy is

done. Thid invol vess

giving  wp g csophi el i

altogether, The recessl Ty Sl o s cloac e d mes s

dal i smy, i Lism eto. to answer the

ol tesel
el e ﬁﬁmﬁw@ﬁ%&thﬁ vard outs oo

spabiy 1w

b WET:CY e e tuiat e

Coru it

gyt to clesar bhen wp. The way Lo of the

pacab lems  of  philosophy Loy reconsider  them altogether , ta

e from Jodning the arguament orn dts own terms and o avoid

g Forced  dnto taking sides  in prhvi Levsopabiy g I wouw  find

WCIAFT S5 6 )

hyynothing left to do but to choose one oF

5 wiinchi?
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the other of some pair of phile opfiical alternative then you oan

f
"einL“ that something has

brer wure - oy smo Witbgens already

way  ton ensure that it will g W

Ly owronig ., and bhe

L.

i philosophy

st of thing that

is thal phila wWorchs Feom o

such as krowle

Je g mino, teuthy real iy,

aril attemnpt to give them a special metaphysical uase,such that  (For

ool The Trubkh with

R R ) wer o wart o tad Ditals,as though

by wesk e somethiing more than anod s Slative to  bthe  ordinaey
# Y

truths  of  which we might speak in the et oo, oL asseaom s

cbher places of ow practical lives. Im trvimg to institute thes

prhii de b

et ap byl oal wavea o i

tlventggh o ke Lirng for The Wltimate and Fimal  Tewbh

the right answar to Lo of whie worn e

ratbier Ly

A3 at Wincartorn,  they are on oa mu arnd  wmore  preofound

of us bot - = they are

1 Fv e b

CRAE

Bing chimeras,born of Sheir mi sunderstanding of the way we use

thie cordivary words Like “tewkh ', Tmind’ g r Lity " eto,and  nurbue

are cornfusions thal grow out of those  misunders dings. Aot e

i ri that  go WG oy Eo again Wittgenstein - e that

tecl by grammatiocal el arces,

phd losophers are of ben

i

patlng sayvings which lave wvery different natur

they were very much alike because they have & certaln superdioial

By the tendancy  of

This i enoourac

o the oircunstances

i whiioh

i owe were to ey to

¢ wWinch?




ol ot ariel

Levers might oo by comparing them with ea

thinking that b Look very much alike they mue falay the

samies sort of roleyan dnpe sdoor owe showld ave to e i we maw

the  way din whioch they fithted into the very different machineries

irto which they can be inc

oo act e,

ne  of  the consequences of these things goes  weong  was o -

oryso Wittgenstein ~ that philosophers cone to think that thieon i e
are needed  when  they are nob. For example,they think it is

incuwnbent  on them to give a general account of “the  natuwre  of

kgl e

P

I trubh,tl W iw

redther meed for nor realistic promeibhility of suoh theord

dge ", bt say what it is that people can and do Frieaa, @

it dw possible for them to koow th thin

We  can say here something which we showld e e G PTLUMEF L8

shel s is

paints  dn the  argunent ,which is that whether Wi &b

credille in his claims is rnot here the issue, immecdiate

gquestion  is  which views may mosh adequately  and usefully be

grieo Lo Wittt zire and Winch and how tF

may  hest
urcler stood , O each and every point,it must be emphasi saed, we are
awareg  that Wittgenstein s views are neithor wasily  believed nor

Glowi oasly prdogpiit y F o Wittgenstein i msel £ arcpaesd

intricately,painstakingly  and  in rumerows  different weays  F o
poaints which,here,we advance in & line or fwo. We coanstantly £l

b Mow  cdoes

acroass  continents of complication,as we doon c:iw, teor &

Wittgensbein [ e

(o abywi ate tbien pry ekl ez cif

privi 1o

aphy genabling us  to 1o

e oL craving forr phi losophioal

theori

By removing the capitals,is one part of the argswer and  the

'
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ne which is particularly cogent here. He aime to discowrage the

attempt  to give words from ows ordinary Language  any ial

aning ydoing this by bringing them back into  their

homely contexts  of bheir eoubines wse, theretsy reminding wus  that

they are as humble workaday as any obther woro - reality i

P mere dmportant & werrd bhan Ttable  Lamp T, OfF  cour

3y ATy

ders will think is must be, but that is just the r st o

which Wittgenstein’'s work is intended as therapy.

Whether Wittgenstein really stuck to his own steat 3y g wWhiest b

Pree ool pe

ibhly have done so,and whether ~ 04 it was possilkle -

could have the e Lts ernvi el For it e ald

1

apen questions,but what cann

b doubted is that  Wittgenstei

method was meant Lo work by erosion rather than rerfutati on, digging
up the foundations rather than storming the  walls., The whole
way  of  working involved the dismantling,not the bBaad laing up,of

theories and doctrines,cbviating the desire for "theories  of

Emowl ecdge  ,remnoving the capitals from words
) ot

ity and

taking away the project of epilatenol agy.

vEry  waly abiout how vouw s

gquestions,he  advised.

Mataphysics gets mach of ites hold on us becavse we appeaar Lo be

king ouestions  about how P

yanes whioch

gay what Reality in general is,but the

smantd

only loock like they ask for a Gheory., I reality,they are,savs

Wittgenstein,guestions of the sort he calls ‘grammatical .

We carm ask

a guestion Like “what is the natwe of the cesretd o
code?”  and  be given a lot of inforsation about the findings of

kad caes Fyesimd

by yabiout chemicales 1ike DNA and FRNS gabout their role

pams
i




ot s fwbiat o ds bhe

ratitre  of konowledge? appescs very like this,and if it is  1like

shove answer whiockh will tell wus

Lhyme deuabt sl ile are i o

gk ) ) to kricw

it the  things that people know,how they

thidr However , i F bhe

o e wals wvery bl ke

bhe  first,in fact,or,so Wittgenstein,it isn t. Though it might

1 Tike we n

@ theory of knowledge to answer tha cpeEstion wWe

o *t thi s, ot showld ~ instead - ook at  the

anyhbtiing 1i sy bl wmhowd o -

way A owhich the word “krowledge” operates in the 1angu

This s the point ab which Wittger Pl

whog b, o, mo many ordhi Me dis,they sav,asking us to give up
¥ ki 3 4 E i B p

inguiry  dnto the Matwes  of Feality dnto

anetbieg Far 1

conslderable, mamely the meaning of  (m

Wil It ds,smurely,a

From e

cl

Lo oo hids pareh that owe could ever

yirg  somethir

alroul the g

aririg of words to saying anyvthing about the Nature of

i v HMersssenr , it A R

Tweopodnt that the 11 1usion

that  there is anything to bhe said about the Mature of B

ot the ways dn which  words ke

generated by confusion ak

“krowl ede ar Thad

wality’  and  others work in the langua

there is nothing el about (in philosophy) than about

The s of  worecis. et e b

Bel ieve it or  notywhether they

Lilses it o ok thio Wi @ For @

e Enowledge  real ly

warnt yneed  and can only have an account of fthe role that the wored

kel edoge T (and coginate me) have in bthe language.

Wittt

eristeln  appreciated  only  too well how  stubbors the

cornviotion ieoa project for metapbyvsicos can be and that

eovercoming it would  be an dmmense,probeact aredl wontinuing

7 Wi ek

ey e
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& bhiat a stion Thow i

byao we do not suppo

“ting that the gue

the word "knowledge” used? dis likely to convinee doubters that it

% the effective equivalent of ‘what Bothe NMatwre of  FHhowle

Thouwgh the two questions are (we sayv) gouivalent ,the formner is Lo

be  prefers insofar  as it makes more  perspicunus  what it

sywhiilat  the latter may be taken for asking  about  something

other  than “the mere mear rick gl

words © bthough it

cCarrot . The point dis not,though,to justify the case for claiming
this equivalence,but  to pul us in & position to  mateh Wineh s

I st el g,

tion of philosophy against Wittt

That Wiroch devot whiat b

Wi 1l ST 6 B #
Tdidsproporti onately large portion of  this  book’ (a2 to

retlection  on the natwe of philos

Wby dos

pul arly  freguently

disregarded,no  doubt on the understandalble agssumpticn that those

whion  are involved in  the social scienc

want  to get to  the

cdisoussior

FyWithout having to be long detained by the

Tpel il e e ., P oonme do

pay attention to tho

then  one  will be long  detained, for thay  do mnot make Thies

urderstanding of the book any

ier ., Taker seriously, they

matters more difficult - at the  wnod  of the oiscu

as bto what Winch has rediescted but much

sty one may b

clear as to what is to take its place. If arne is not clear

whiat

parts of the book and certainly  cannob

OO many -

“wE the argunents there with the £irmne -

Wirnch de

B odrvoke Wittgenstelin s work at important pointe but Pot

ir & way pystematical ly relate

conception of philc

apabiy
I ”
Fage 10 U“’Dh '

W



o Wittgenstein .

oy vy

Wirmoch "

ot prid L ormophy ] i3

ey megat i vely, it ie opposed to bwo  obhers Lo, both

33,

e

of whioch  may  acquire thelr relevance they ool

plhilosophy essentially in relation to science,the differentiation

ot

ience From phiilosophy being the whole theme of  the bDook.

=t e

Orie,bthe “ma ientist’ view is that in which ‘philosophy is in

clire competition  with science and  &ims  at constructing  or

=

refuting  scientific theori by purely apriori reasoning’ (a7

The other,the “underlabourer’ view makes philosophy ‘parasitic  on

other  discipline it has not problems of its  own bot  is  a

technigue  for  solving problems Thown up in the cowrse of  none

philosophical dnvestigations’ (p.d4).

s, Winch offers a philosophy which is  autonomous

ancd which may be saild to conduct  dirnguirie into

1t

ricat ioval lence. Thyes

ality by apriori means ard

great  difficulty in carrying this point home iz in effecting the

Lence that i

thewr ol ol pciation between  philosophy and  sc

el e, The difficulty  aris

b

ratime oFf  an {illegitimate)’

supposi tion that the inguiri

of science are the primary,if  not

sole, eseoplars  of “ipw igations into the nature of  eFeality’

such  that i f that  philosophy,too, “irvestigat Tbves

matwre  of reality’ one will be understood b waving  that it

venry  mueh i ke what science oo Wirnoch wants  to

way  Lhat philosopby is oo less entitled than natural

e to

£

describe  dtself as inguiring into “the natw e of Feality”  though

what it do is wholly unlike what the sciencg

cloy arrel wi thenat ary

wWinghs




Lationship to that. Soedenoce i e kind of edsero
[

which “dimguiring into the natuwre of e

Libty can be applied,but it

i oonly one of &4 guite heteregenous variety of such s

ausae of the illegitimate tendenoy

PRl e S 2ot )

frolos suoh an 1 oplace in owe

by

v cefined relative to

'th@ affort to dissociate phile

akiy

From  eoience altl @i Wi 1] nonethes

it

through & contes af philo Elis  is what

Winch  attempts,in e way 13 seience  ds  concerned  with

-

ot particular

uricler i g

things and pro arnesct Wi th AT

ratuwre  of  reality as such and in oodpa 8y andsor 2 the

woientist  mals gmppdrd cal dnguiei whi let bl

g A

fal g2

srtital o = the former tells us facts about raality  whils

e latter elucidalbes

the concept of 1itywy, Rather than

standing  on the same Tevel qtharn,phi losaphy and  science  are on

cuid te i Fferent ones. Philosophy being & reflective el se whioh

ot

—

3 A e the whole rar el motivitles

Cinmoluding it

which can be collected under that k vitable heading TArpird es

W IN] to

into  the matwse of -

Lity’ must of LA

dience but does not thereby have any exceptional relationship Lo

it any more  than it do o other forms of  dnguiry  into “bhes

matwre of reality’ such as religilon o [rovetey . AlL are grist  bo

thie phidlosophd il

Tt would  be a bold,even @

Ty | e ey wonld thinik bhey

coldd

Just how the demarcaticorn Winoch is timving to make

W |- ot . Cirver thing is ol el o

SR AL TNV His account is

Wil kR




~ Thl 0 etrmcely dowia. (bl Gl Cleple) b o L.

clon what

et v tharn @ and cluiad

cantiot ywhioh dis provide obher

Four me

[l caphrysics and epilstemology  within philc § Thies

LA

aviot do bthd s becaw

pr b abiowrer conceptior ol vy

claim  that “the proablems of the fabvi bovsophy of o Tohie

Pt osophy of ek odgd oy bl

@ b bosophy of art angd se

[ I T ¥ S Y

ience,religlion,art elbo’ (i w 7oard that i ves

pard Lo frivy by s

e o owhiat s

geothe peoab ) emns e @l

l Pategirammes  of  dnguiry,eplstencl ogy and  me aphryai cs., Wik by

tr

these Lo prod

thye

g T EVT

ot the  dntellig as bhis  is

w3 Ao ey

prevestry el il

Wirch s pioture of philos g eatbher diFFerent Freom

ars bo retain as a 1hal feratiire

s tein s, sing

Winoch appe

theat e@xered vk by

PFowe are right - thinks is  an

.

gmparly ouve, wioE, of dnguiring  into Tthe  pature  of rezad ol by,

Howeeesr , 4 F Tk

are bhe appearanc triey  may e by

wlsewhere,misleading, for we have indiceated that Wikt mstain TE owe

wes ] L

phi lasophy could  as

i Yhroudring dinto the

nature  of  reality’ o dnho o krom ] e af  the nature  of

ad ity ag ot ,s0 long as it is correctly understood how these

headings are being used. They are belng o
r et e

et is oand i

i bhe tredoky and

bally confusing way which allows us Tein

gk, e denirigy phid Lo

by A

T by that s pefl

Lons ariginate in the problesms  and

pruaz el that have mobival

ek kil

ek theorising, bhut  be

ot daiog philosophy in that the naturse of his e

arcise  Pardly

g e J ]
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Loy beane amba L ey e s Naod taken

ariy 1 tor whiat abther philosop

rcar T af o

the naburse  of T

] )

iwmfactions soag it From it Iri the same way, one

and epistemology  in

of Wittgerstein doing me WY

it

Tlhat e iong traditionally rais Ll

those headings,but  instead of te Ling them as occasions  fore

thecwd sing, e fi b thaem into exercolses

i Tepammat i cal

i o N Tu

Wivich s

of philosophy is not perhaps so far from
[{ .
Jg@ﬁtt Wirch may

Wit

i

"woas firet sight might s

Erva L osopiny

arcl as Tinopud ey

into the natuwes  of  ouwe o bBecawse for  him,as + o

Wit gyenr

sboed rey Lo

mame  thing. Ories

G @ (in philosophy) A RTE

carytherefore,read Winch s proposal as podnting tows il osophy

as  the  lind  of ‘granmatical inguiry  Far whidoh o Wit tge 2i

calledywhich would respond to calls for an account of “the Fréatue e

of ality " by giving a desceiption of the role of  the word

reality.

I+ this dis wight,then it will Jus A misleading to

Winch as putting argumernts which,in ary traditional metaphysical
e about the Matwre of M

Aw*ﬂt?
i this  way, &t bhoblh are Fairly persistently

ality as it wouwld to

shd Cir . Matweally  enowgh, the

drterprelead

outeomns of such readings is to assign them to one or obther of the

traditional  philosophical catecoriss — idealist  and relativi

are  pepalar chaode sl s ds,then,to  read

stedn anc Winoch in order to e

by
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cakid e old FFd clen toward const

Fucting any metaphysios

arly  as an inconvenience that  makes 1o ing  his

that  mueh Baecer, The option  that is  off

y crf

tirying  to read  these things in a way  that  divests  Lhem of

arct  that ¢

i the

inclination  isg seldom Laken , which is all e monre

for dt to b

Ainring with the refusal to

0l

Lreal o

feom  of

Ayl cal

irvestigation.

e e el

Lakd orr ket

Findicg  oub
about reality and

as claims which are  to

within philosophy and showld presr by s

acdd  that we took some pains to do this in the Mope af  making it

pladrn that these are sltood as olaims about the nature of

philosophy ratbieor thar as any kind of general claim about ‘the

nature of realitv.”

arer, Lhat  ds,way af sEyYLng that

falvi 1

Lela grammatioal

sgcriptd ons, but bhe

clieald i i e

nature of

discourited and they are uswally wund

aim aboul Tthe Matuwre of Fealit v oowueh

mi bt b expected Feom

a braditional metaphysios. Thus, there is plenty of pr cleerit, o

wlimg Wittty ircaned Winch s telling us that the  MNMabure

at. least in part. It iw in

legitimate ©to

i drr el ther Sor terms., Either the nature of res

Tity  diwm

independent of  owr  concepts or of  reality is  nob

Al e wlert of o i v it muast b axd b CHTER CaFT thren
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other, thaen  everyone  must conform to elther one opindon o the

b e, Consequentlyv, Wittgenstein and Winch must too. Wi okl sice

toal

Feerm e that they

T hiesy

might disacow any desire to do it,they would o oapt for bhe

i ol 18 .

Li by

which says - ot dndependent of  owe

If showever Wittgenstein  and Wirch object to the question

biezi iy Vike that,it dis hardly fair to translate their

comslaint

the question ifedeo an answer to it. We might

this more clearly if we © their arguments as obiecting to  our

i fying all guestions as iFf they were of two binde, "guestions

about language  and Topasstd one aboul . Giiwving ci e ] v

only these alternatives we shall find that somne fuestions will fit

themsel ve comfortably dnto them,but that obthers will prcrve rat e

more problematic and we shall find that they do n @asily 9o into

i ther  one. tricted  owselw to  a

(A ETwIN| %] ] oy W E Fravve oo

gification invalving only two kinds of guiesticrms we will al o

Favve cantin

[RCTNLS L 1

dves dn respect of whal we oan way aboul bhe

difFficulti that we then encounter.

@ oalre  guestions

which  could as well go in eith forr sBome  red

e oalled Tuestions  aboul rFeality’ and cthers termed

Sioorne about angua we might then be o]y pted Lo

@i

gay  there is no difference between guestions aboub Language

g about realdty. From there,it is no great distance to

is ono difference bhetwoer

saying  thalt the

Language and  reality.

Whilat there may well be i losophers who want to make

and  Winch  as

transitions, it iw ouite wong to r Wi b gens

clod rigg The kg ved Fdomation of

tion to putting up  a

Lé wWinohe




g of two kinds is not one designed to erode  the
difference bDbetwesn themn such thalt one can way  Cfor esample) thak

there i

na diFference helwe RN

ioauestions of meaning and  gue

of fact . The objection is,rather,to proposing such a simplified

ard Lirtmatural préioe ot al ternative M i+t they condd el
mpprmpriﬁtmly,@Hhauﬁtivﬁly categarise the great and varied Frare) e

of o ol FF

ent kinds of guestions that we can ask sach  other. bty

suppoase that this counting all questions as either of these T

imds LF  &ny  more s e b ey

Ful that counting them as
stions which do nob?

cpuresstd cns

Thee e for bthinking  that  the pradeding

bions about reality? s a  cogent

s

tions about language /s

s

CHL

way  of olassifyving  and the

AN E

soaE whiok orrdgdna

philosophy where the puszlement about the relation of Largua

obhtains  but though philosophers may want  to have all

\

Frratives, it doss not follow  that

m sl i
~

guestions allocal

itication has b atl all

the switability of such & ola

considered relative to the things it is meant to contain,  namely

the gquestions that we ask one another. A this is the oracial

paint:  Wittgenstein thinks that if we trouble to examine the Way &

of Lanmguage we speak we shall Find (alme invariablyy  that

the philosophical ly prepared scob saification of ouwr

E e winp:-A EniT e

wor ke wp without  any organi sed inspection  of  the range  and

ions they are intended to capture.

Resistance to counting gquestions as being of these two  kinds

i mol o

igned to erode the difference bebtwesn them so that  we

Fage 17 winohiz



Carn say  Gwith Buine) that there is no difference betwesn cluleEstd o

neaning and gquestions of faot. Ttods intended,rather,bto cast

suspioian on the way the situation ke 3 g 0 toupysach that  an

unnatuwral yuncle

armel wvastly  wimplified pair  of apti ors i

el el itior

withirn which p

must e taken,so maoh

that  even the attempt to decline the off af these options will

e construed i thei

S <3l 111 Why suppose that all g

i, or

L ifded

@VE ey many of  them, car Fully and effectively he clas

icrs about

L

Lity and ou siewis about 1 anguages

vy MR G2

thar they can he Fully classified into guestions  about  Joke

Huxcyis arel

Carel

wherae would that gquestion and this £it into such a s lieimes P )

Thes e air ey of COLUT sy g o "

5O + car ailoptirg tles

al termnativ

yreasang which originate in philosophy ‘s tradition and

i oy malier il

din that guestions must be of one sort  of  the

athar but th tion

ara reasons which do not acise feom the §nsg

it Tlhie we cliversity of thinogs we call ou L O, T ¢ if BV R
? L b}

those  which arhaps oo ap ar best filt  the alternabtives on

offer,can really  be counted as guestions about lLanguage ™ o

T e evert a smal l

tiong about real ity . I

Bt wvari i of

ire bhimks,we will

Becons intensely awars of artificiality and inapplicability of

the  esffort to alloocate them into either o6 thie two ol into

whi cleyal Tegedl v, they m LI The effa

wilt, is ot b
e 4

S w Tk vl into new conclusions abowt relaltdon of

choon conclusions

al ity (like Quine ) but to get us to hold b

al toget yhto o reconsider  the way in which phii losophic

Fage 18 winrnchi?



theows  up the confus that it then steaggl

the problem thal i mad Fowrmed , not Ju thie carcdidate

The argument  will  twist and tuen WE AN Ve e

corf i cernt that we have s

HITY cular chidfdiculty bebind s, and

there  will  be +the §e not Gust to o make & partiowlar sirit

R

plain bt to

it dim o smight  bhroughout. The e

i g

T o f

the problem of tirving to relate oue te o B ity bt mok by

eafFering  a solution  to it,mot by sayving  anything about how

D do Lo real ity . SBaving  this,thouwgh,will not

H
il

pre s et marny  raacls from trying bto o extract the  kind i

g

Hooowhat WAL T

e that we say cannot be deawns

R R T w1

that  reality is interpal to language,that  language
B ndihy Hont A AT wthiar A ey gnidl,

ity?" At the most,whalt is being

I €

that " language and

Treal ity are  Doth words i owe Language  and thal SGONTIER

e i of the part they play the R O S T T - I+ we

urndertake b

B

tall bhe led away from warnting

e the relationship of riet bronaghit ola

turm it

the answer bo thal gue indo an

arvswer Lrto & posi bl ve alyowt how Language connects  with

ol b uncler s

Tity will i ancing of it fundamentally.

Wit b genst

Ly sl o Ly dndierect method of wedting

Pred effe of precluding positive philosophical

cornterntions, but Winok wei in s mueh more direct manmer anod s

a ol oo ele

Tl arct prrodil ematic

al @ T 4t [EER A W )

thie point of view. His way of weiting much more oirs

1 WL

1% Wi ek




abion.

and allows metapliyvg A

Flay &  orucial  role in

o e g i
Gy

[y

EART reality’ Gy the attempt to i wlose

cordunctuwee natueral

by dnviting characterisation of the discows

R OER 0N Ehie el

il of  concepts Lo r BT g

dysmaving  something  about conc

ats and reality  will  disp

many readers to look  for a  metaphysi summatian of thiea

arrgument yand  they will find it — inevitah) W

arel

el ativi

If one save that the iw na difference hetbween

TR

o Tatter

pbs e reality,b carmot be dndpendent  of

S

TIPS
the  former, then  one will soon be saving that h%ﬁiﬁva old o F e e

people  have  diffe

L Lhey st Mrave different

remal qbd

Lf reality _is the same as people s ideas a

ot d by hbat

atrout real ity are not the same,then  one frersor s

veality  cannot be the same as another, Futting sorguunesrt alzonat

e Tcomceptual Ly dependent  natwre of e ality doss have the

godng  against  more  realist views it things.

cowrse,want to hold that how things are  is entirely

indeperncdant freel i ef @

abowt them.  People

e aricl raeal ity

though they can cimes coincide,in the

Ak
%‘::;ﬁ‘ {?r are i te

o 7 that  some  people can have the right ddea about how

e RN S a =
alit W 3o

Bat i+ p

sople have different ide

s bhen only some of bthem o Fravs s

ideas which do correspond with how realit y o ods (iF any of them do)d.

bl em

-~

1, T

3otell which i€ arny. The solution at one level is

grctigh . Wez i

compare ol fferent Qg wi b e

ity to

vl ek CHYE

(id &) ol

Jrrespond with o it Thie Lriohy
£

Bty though,is  to find a way of doing  this  withoat leatting
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atdoed mm dn. After  all,if  we want  to  compare

Wi th

reality,it can be argued that what this comes Lo is,aftber all yoanly

WES i¢les

with another,treating one

ag iF we could e swe,to start with,that they did correspond  to

realiltys  hence science is often taken as the et il

bl tell  ws how r ity dsa A it dw this

prroclivity that Winch prot #er vaol ferousl v, e L&l 1y

papar TUnderstanding e Primitive Bociety.

Ll me il stance and review these matters  from

e ks
the vantage point we have tried to develop in the earlier fravt of

royone which dees nol tery to twern Winch s discussion  into

i bdve statemns The Matw s of FReality and i

to Ouwr Concepts,but which,instead, tries to understand it as &

caommentary  on the way we fornulate ouwr problems. I£  Winch,in

ek againet the attempt to use ‘science’ as the yvardstick of

Just what it

Fealdty  says Youw cant do that!’ let us tiry to s

is about this that he is prot Cing against Imstead of junping

to the comnclusion b

at. he ds denyving that we can compaere people s

icle

with an independent reality,and thus denying that we can oo

sUch  things as we ordinaily Find owes able to do let ws  at

least consider the possibility that he is re

isting metaphysical

i cles

aboul “relating Conce

by Reality.,’

Iri lirme with all we have satd,then, let us decline to

Winch as saying There is no Independent Real it y©oand thus putting

Forward Ris own metaphysi madpoint viz. that Feality axi

anly T The Mind. Instead,let us follow his argument as privervioding

objdections  to Just  thalt way of talking,a complaint  abouwt  the
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Tor md el

rovbential that this el Thus,and it is & it bt

il oh Wiz Pasve Al al 1l @ mil s ter  tall about

s st

SRirmdirig out about raal ity oas iF it invol ves alwayvs Lhe

of e s iF oall tho

things we can (int

1ligibly) describe

SRinding out abiount raal ity were att to find out  about

the same thing,viz The Nature of Realitvy.

b we oo dmagine  that  any pecplea  whio

coovnmon oy

describable  as trying to find out about the nature of Fexal ity

i Finding  owt about  the

Aame LRLrg, then tbres

alis arcd relativist will 1

bresfcnme s, Either

knmwlmdgm& o

some  ways of finding out about that thing must be s

ther than obhers and we must pfore ailm bto determine whick

i which  or owe  mi ary that  any  way  of  finding  out  iws

irnteinsical ly tter thar ary other,cannot ultimately

g i or and that we must therefore acc

Lhat arny way of finding

ot i as o arry obhe .,

Against  this  thowgh,it  is e el o that  the

clessmord pld on Finding  owt about r

ality’” does nob  ddentify  a

collection of dnguieis all of which a oliw tomauel @ conmon

viective but sesking it in their oifferant Wi 5 5 The  wvarious

things that we call ‘ways of finding out about reality’ rict

chiffarent  wave of  inw

tigating the same things, ot ways  of

rvestdge

vary different matters. We are freeparecd Lo ol

them each as ‘ways of finding out about Feal ity oot because

e ok et i ve , but b

[ W T

aligse Lhedr way in whioh 4

about their aobiviti

hibvits & particulae § L

Marry of Winch s critics object to Mis L TR LT =

Wi e




the difference baebwe “how  we think,

think,it obliterat

things are’ and "how they really are,regardl of whal we say  orF

Sl ooked whal e centeral to Wirmoh s

thimk ™ but  they have o

.

ol g of  Tthe concept "reality". The general role  of

that concept,on Winch s accowunt A S L v oo demarcate  Betee

that  which is,say,mere supposing,and that which is  a dally the

3 Mo someons s

e, ayE things are and how they a sl 1y

arrae and it dis this which gives to the various exercises we can By

Find out about reality’ their very character as dorvepd e d

proarsui e o iplined by given conditions. Thus,one can grossly

tall: alicat

1.

@anedercise in finding out  about  real ity

Drscause 1b that the cor itution of matter, the movemes

of  the heavenly bodiss,the development of the animal specd s an

e ous other phenomena are regulated by intrinsic prrinciples, and

e bk about religion too,on the same gross  Level

i the

same  berms,becaunse the

thare Fuimearn imvention aF

main intractable o) Fuwman irmoguiri

Enown by (though it may re

Much  now depends on how bl me  concept t ds taken.

aimhs out

Agairn,it s wseful to be reminded of Wittgenstein.

that words from the ordinary Language

talern wp din

i Thhe  same

arguiment ,and  one of tha g wmame . The sspre

prloasys

(1] - S ALV cwmpm%&?ivﬁ Fole,and it can he

mul titude of comparis

5, However , the specific role that it prl ey

vends upon the particwlar compariscon in which it is invelved aricd

the relevance and standards that that

amppar i son involkes., = e

wOME  parposes two  things  may  count  as "t ey anc + e

e
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