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There is some regularity te this,in that whenever rabbits appear
the  ecame oy and o owe might  padvely  figure  that "BEvagmi ©
translates as Fabbit. However tuine teils us that we cannot he
sure gfor It maEy Jush be a colfdcidence et the  word ‘gavagai”’
will  occur whereever ‘rabbit would,in owr teongue go and it may
lze Lhat these do not esan the same. Ta explain,e points us
toward suwch possibilities as these: that "gavagai ©  might  mean
something more a&kin to ‘undetached rabbit part’ such  that
whensver & rabbil wouwld appesr ,so oo wenld  vardions wndet ached
ralybhit pairheg that “gavagat nedght b i
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exrocl amation "toyrabbi thood  ofor these people @might have "an
ontoloyy” different to oyre and might nobt yse Lhe neas equivalent
e Crakkitt oas e ceount noun but o se a sase term,each that  whenever
what  we would dndividuate as a rabbit would manifest, for them a
partion of rabbithood would reveal iteelf. Whatever the merits
af  fuine’s  arguments,that  anyone could think  them akin to
Wittgenstedin s is  astond aebying. ginceytheuglh  they dpparentlyv

dogwe will ey to give as canvincing demonstration Lhat thay  are

dust abowt as far from Wittgenstein as ite possible teo getb.

Ervbenr kb phe.,

M late,Baul Kriphke''s sccount od Wittgensebtein on rules  and

meaning has gained eyech attentiongpublicity and notoriety. e
eeseree of  Mediple's  argument ds that  Witltgenstein gives &
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considerations already assembled won "t do they imagine that more
are called for. Thus,Wittgensiain patisntly tries to show us not
Elat thiemrs s room  for  sheptical deoubt about anather ‘s
meandng  but that there is no room for skeptical doubt,snd that
al 1 owe need reacognise g the Famt that a parson used a word in &
certain way is to use it with that meaning. We need no fur ther
£act to establish that they used it thus,and with that
meaningybhe conviction +that we do being another philosophical
delusion, Tt is pot Wittgeostein,but Hripke, who thinks that
certainty aboul someone’s meaning can only be assured £ we cap
print  te some  further {fact  abont  them to  shaw  that  they
diel pindesd  attend  that meandng. Pt than  Wittgensibein has
persistently  ried to peint ws te the fact that (so to  speak)
what an indiwvidual can mean by a word has nothing to doo with that
individual ‘s intentiong,but with the place of their utterances in
e speaking of the language, A person does nol o get o a ward Lo
mean & celtain thing,for example by intending that eeaning, bt
simply by speaking that word in the context of the conventions of
oy languages. Similarly,s hearer does not divine the meanings
and intentions of a speaker by investigating the l1ife and higstory
of that pareon bult by simply seeing that the other speaks 10 Lhe
wordes  of their language,and by construing those expressions  in
aceprd with the conventions of the langueage.

Mittgenstein gets us to wonder abowl someone whe  weltes &

letiear o a friend called Tomybut who has,ds it happens,two
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