

“The real philsophical discovery”:   
A reply to Jolley’s “Philosophical Investigations 133: Wittgenstein and the End of Philosophy?”  Philosophical Investigations 16:4 (Oct. ‘93) 327-332  [henceforth ‘Jolley’]. My thanks to Tobyn de Marco and Cora Diamond for encouraging comments on an earlier draft of this Reply to Jolley. 


	Kelly Dean Jolley’s close reading of para.133 of Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations (PI) performs several useful services. For instance, it highlights the connection of para.109 with para.133, and the precise ambiguity of the former (Is (ordinary) language what bewitches us or what enables us to escape bewitchment? Surely both). This point been specified in print before, however; S. Hilmy comes close on p.95 of his “ ‘Tormenting Questions’ in Philosophical Investigations section 133” (in Arrington and Glock (eds.) Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations (London: Routledge, 1991); and Harry Redner is quite explicit in his The End of Philosophy  [[give full ref.]]. It makes a provocative and fairly compelling connection between Wittgenstein’s remark that “...series of examples can be broken off...” and his methodology particularly as declared in the Preface to PI (viz. that his thoughts had to proceed from one to another with some breaks). The reading amounts to an accenting in some detail of how to respond to the claim that Wittgenstein is an ‘end-of-philosophy philosopher’ by means of re-interpreting the passage in the Investigations that most plausibly may make that claim. And, most obviously, it achieves the latter end by rebutting J. Genova’s sub-Pragmatist reading of 133, J.Genova, “A Map of the Philosophical Investigations”, in Shanker (ed.) Ludwig Wittgenstein: A Critical Assessment, Vol.2 (London: Croom Helm, 1986). It is sub-Pragmatist in the sense that it reads like a caricature of James or Rorty: a serious Pragmatist need not, I think, differ with the reading of para.133 that Jolley gives (or that I give). Unfortunately, Genova’s mistake is by no means unique among interpreters of Wittgenstein’s conception of philosophy. which involves the almost-sophomoric exegesis of that paragraph as philosophically licensing one to stop philosophising when one pleases.
	But what of Jolley’s express point of agreement with Genova, on 133 being “...the concluding remark of...‘Investigation 1’, i.e. ... para.133 is the final remark in Wittgenstein’s explicit critique of the Tractatus”? Jolley, p.328. Does Jolley believe, as possibly hinted in the opening paragraph of her paper, Ibid., p.327: “I am simply unconvinced that Wittgenstein ever believed (except, perhaps, for a short time after completing the Tractatus) that he had brought philosophy to an end...”. Cf. also p.330. that Wittgenstein repudiated in the later work the conception of philosophy he had earlier developed? Such a belief may account for a blind spot in her reading, one potentially of enormous significance. I wish to contend that Jolley has missed the heart (‘the spirit’) of para.133, on what desire or hope we may reasonably have for philosophy, and thus that she has missed a signal element of Wittgenstein’s conception of philosophy throughout his life’s work.
	In explaining this, I follow and build upon the ground-breaking work of Cora Diamond and James Conant, writers who have most efficaciously shown  Particularly in: Diamond’s “Throwing away the ladder”, in her The Realistic Spirit (Cambridge MA: MIT Press, 1991); and “Ethics, Imagination and the method of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus”, in Heinrich and Vetter (ed.s), Bilder der Philosophie: Reflexionen uber das Bildliche und die Phantasie (Munich, Germany: Oldenbourg, 1991); and Conant’s “Throwing away the top of the ladder”, The Yale Review 79:3, 328-364. how the Tractatus is best read as not as stating or exposing or even gesturing at profound, unutterable truths, but rather as engaging our temptation(s) to utter nonsense, whether humdrum or philosophical (and whether profound or merely falsical); and as committed to there being no philosophically relevant difference between these purported types of nonsense. To anticipate:  I sketch below considerations to the effect that this point of central importance was carried through into Wittgenstein’s subsequent philosophical work. Compare particularly the following passage from p.4 of M.MacDonald’s notes on Wittgenstein’s Lectures on Personal Experience, Michaelmas 1935 (ed. Diamond, unpublished): “Though it is nonsense to say “I feel his pain”, this is different from inserting into an English sentence a meaningless word, say “abracadabra”... . Every word in this sentence is English, and we shall be inclined to say that the sentence has a meaning. ...The task will be to show that there is in fact no difference between these two cases of nonsense, though there is a psychological distinction, in that we are inclined to say the one and be puzzled by it and not the other.” If this is right, the urgent question these writers raise is in what respects, if any, this conception was altered in Wittgenstein’s later work(s). Does he move to “the only strictly correct method” as recommended in Tractatus 6.53? Or does he break completely with the ‘Tractarian’ approach? Or do the committment and engagement just mentioned continue, in simply a more piecemeal (and consistent) and less grandiose form?
	A difficulty for the third possibility is presented by the apparent consideration (in PI 133) of this piecemeal method contiguously with the very ideas of “the real philosophical discovery”, and of the end of philosophy. Let us turn again to 133:

	   ...[T]he clarity that we are aiming at is certainly a complete clarity. But this just means that the philosophical problems should completely disappear.
	   The real discovery is the one that makes me capable of breaking off philosophising when I want to.--The one that gives philosophy peace, so that it is no longer tormented by questions which bring itself in question.--But now we demonstrate a method by examples, and the series of examples can be broken off.---Problems are solved (difficulties eliminated), not a single Problem. My translation, largely modelled on Anscombe’s. It is peculiar that, given that her argument partially hinges on quite particular understandings of the particular words (e.g. “discovery”) used in 133, Jolley completely omits to consider the adequacy of Anscombe’s translation. The original German runs as follows: “Wir wollen nicht das Regelsystem für die Verwendung unserer Worte in unerhörter Weise verfeinern oder vervollständigen. // Denn die Klarheit, die wir anstreben, ist allerdings eine vollkommene. Aber das heißt nur, daß die philosophischen Probleme vollkommen verschwinden sollen. // Die eigentliche Entdeckung ist die, die mich fähig macht, das Philosophieren abzubrechen, wann ich will.--Die die Philosophie zur Ruhe bringt, sodaß sie nicht mehr von Fragen gepeitscht wird, die sie selbst in Frage stellen.--Sondern es wird nun an Beispielen eine Methode gezeigt, und die Reihe dieser Beispiele kann man abbrechen.---Es werden Probleme gelöst (Schweierigkeiten beseitigt), nicht ein Problem. // Es gibt nicht eine Methode der Philosophie, wohl aber gibt es Methoden, gleichsam verscheidene Therapien.” My variant translation actually helps Jolley at one point, strengthening her claim about the “breaks” in Wittgenstein’s thought and writings.  


Now, Jolley claims that “Wittgenstein ...seems to have had an idea of what it would be like to have reached philosophy’s end. Wittgenstein thought he could accomplish this feat simply by making what he called ‘the real philosophical discovery.’”  Jolley, pp.327-8. Jolley omits to consider the wealth of circumstantial evidence surrounding the ‘history’ in Wittgenstein’s manuscripts of the sentences that became para.133; this evidence mostly counts strongly against her postulation of “the real philosophical discovery” as conceivably a  means of ending philosophy. See, for example, the earlier version cited in A.Kenny’s “Wittgenstein on the nature of philosophy” (on p.46), in his The legacy of Wittgenstein (Oxford: Blackwell, 1984). However, surprisingly, she imperturbably leaves entirely open what “the real philosophical discovery” is or could possibly be, only claiming that “...Wittgenstein did not think he had made the real philosophical discovery.”  Ibid., p.330. But, not having been given an idea of what the content of such a discovery would be (as opposed to merely considering in the abstract its role in ‘ending philosophy’), why ought we think that (according to Wittgenstein) there is or could be any such thing, any more than there is one singular philosophical problem? The possibility opened up for us by Diamond et al is that even here, at what others have called the close of the ‘chapter’ of PI on Philosophy, or of ‘Investigations 1’, Wittgenstein is still dealing with a logical temptation. That is, is it at all clear that the implied author of PI is counselling us unreservedly to aim at complete clarity and so forth? Might it not be rather that one’s right aim can best -- or even only -- be realized by means of appreciating that a third way is possible, one that does not simply buy into the ‘correct’, ‘conceptual clarificatory’ mode of proceeding; even as it sees clearly the errors of interlocutorial voices that would counsel scientism, or counsel deliberate unclarity? For, after all, most of the preceding 50 paragraphs or more clearly engage critically such temptations both away from and toward clarity, logic. Why not here too? That is to say, if we can agree that the “sublimity” and non-vagueness of logic, the “hidden essence” of language, the ideal of “crystalline purity”; if we can agree that these conceptions are never allowed to masquerade as well-formed by the implied author of PI, even when they seem absolutely to press themselves upon one, should we not be similarly willing to entertain the thought that the conceptions of “complete clarity”, of the complete disappearance of philosophical problems, of “the real discovery”, even of “[giving] philosophy peace”, may well themselves be similarly - thoroughly - problematic? As it were, the best that one can say for the content of Jolley’s 133 is that “we should yield to the temptation to use this picture, but then investigate how the application of the picture goes” (PI para.374; and cf. para.424).
	To argue thus is not to be committed to a totalistically dialogical/dialectical model of PI in the sense of holding that there are no moments or passages in the text that we can provisionally identify as being closer to Wittgenstein’s implied ‘view’ than any others. But this is only because, roughly speaking, the ‘correct’ voice would as it were be fully correct, would in all probability be Wittgenstein’s view, were that all there is to it, were we still able simply to engage in old-fashioned philosophical debate with more or less misguided interlocutors. We might call this the “conditional correctness of the later Wittgenstein’s philosophical position”. We want to say that it would be correct (that e.g. we could hope to make “the real philosophical discovery”) were it statable  (But this is not to imply that there actually is something which is not statable which it ideally would be). The problem is, that once we have perhaps grasped the highly unconventional (and even ‘anti-philosophical’) philosophical position that Wittgenstein can be read as putting forth, we must -- to elucidate Wittgenstein -- go beyond this ‘correct’ view, the ‘correct’ voice, too, and not keep seeking for a philsophical position, of whatever kind. We must seek to understand where we already are, and what is “in plain view”, while appreciating that even these very terms exert a problematic hold on us, and at best serve to point up their own perniciousness along with that of the philosophical pictures they were seemingly designed directly to combat.
	Let us back up a little. For it might be objected that there are conceivable candidates for the content of “the real philosophical discovery”, which Jolley could have considered had she been so minded. And surely there are: there are the kinds of discoveries made by Russell, Gödel, ‘the author of the Tractatus’. But these, Wittgenstein repudiated; according to the Diamondian reading, the possibility of making fundamental philosophic discoveries was actually repudiated by Wittgenstein in the Tractatus itself, by 6.53.  Although ‘the later Wittgenstein’ found it hard to see things this way:  “In my former book the solution of problems was still far too little presented in a plain manner. It still appeared too much as though discoveries were necessary in order to solve our problems and everything was still too little conveyed in the form of the grammatically obvious in ordinary language. Everything still appeared too much like discoveries.” MS 109, pp.212-3, cited by Hilmy on p.211 of his The later Wittgenstein (Oxford: Blackwell, 1987). It should I trust be obvious that it is to some extent Wittgenstein himself, and - much more accentuatedly - Jolley, Hilmy (compare pp.61-3 and p.211f. of his book), and others, who have dichotomised Wittgenstein’s later methodology from his earlier one. I reject such formulations of a dichotomy, again following Diamond and Conant. I am thus committed to the claim that Wittgenstein misinterpreted ‘his early philosophy’ in later years. I offer support for this claim elsewhere (e.g. in “Goodman’s Hume”, forthcoming).  
 	Are there any candidates that for “the real philosophical discovery” that  Wittgenstein did not repudiate? Hilmy tries to put some flesh on Jolleyian bones: in his paper on PI para.133 he argues that the discovery in question is how ordinary language operates. Cf. his “‘Tormenting questions’...” (op.cit.), pp.96-9. This is at least a substantive contention that we can assess, the only such proposal for the content of “the real philsophical discovery” that I am aware of; however, assessing it doesn’t take very long. For one cannot accurately be said to discover the nature of some particular linguistic terrain; and even if one could, this would still not amount to there being such a thing as “the [singular] real philosophical discovery”, only lots of little such ‘discoveries’ (and again, we should note that it is the dissolution of various particular confusions and problems that Wittgenstein mentions with approval at the close of para.133).
	Here is my central contention in a nutshell: that there is no indication in Wittgenstein’s oeuvre that he thought the notion of the “real discovery” mentioned in 133 to be other than chimerical. If one reads PI after the fashion of Diamond et al, then one thinks that Wittgenstein not only did not think he had made or could make “the real philosophical discovery”, but wanted us thoroughgoingly to question why such conceptions and apparent aims hold any attraction for us, while understanding that they do. I would issue this challenge to Jolley: show us a textual source for the thesis that there could possibly be such a thing as making “the real philosophical discovery.” Otherwise, we shall be licensed to conclude that -- here, just as (more demonstratively) in the preceding paragraphs of PI (and elsewhere) -- Wittgenstein is engaging our latent desire to mire ourselves in nonsense.
	An objection might be made at this point: that a reading of PI after the fashion of Diamond et al has not with any completeness been given. And this is true. Despite scattered fragments and hints as to how it would go from the likes of Cavell (particularly), “The availability of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy”, Phil.Review 71: 67-93; The Claim of Reason (New York: OUP, 1979). Diamond, Op.cit. .  And compare also “Realism and the Realistic Spirit”, in The Realistic Spirit, op.cit. . Conant, Op.cit. . And compare “The Search for Logically Alien Thought”  in Philosophical Topics 20:1 (1992) 115-180. Winch, See particularly his “Persuasion”, in French, Uehling, and Wettstein (ed.s) Midwest Studies in Philosophy XVII: The Wittgenstein Legacy (Notre Dame, IN: U.Notre Dame Press, 1992). Putnam, In the Mason Gross Lectures, Rutgers U. NJ, Nov. 30 - Dec. 2, 1992; and in his remarks in response to Conant (op.cit.) in ‘The Philosophy of Hilary Putnam’, Philosophical Topics  20:1 (1992) 374-7. Minar, Philosophical Investigations 185-202: Wittgenstein’s treatment of following a rule (New York: Garland, 1990). Guetti, “Idling rules”, in Philosophical Investigations 16:3 (July ‘93) 179-197; and a forthcoming paper entitled “Acting from rules: ‘Internal relations’”, written jointly with myself. Guetti’s “idling” vs. “working” language distinction can be applied directly to Wittgenstein’s ‘metaphilosophical’ remarks: there are no good grounds for finding the propositions in PI any more working than those of the Tractatus. Even humdrum ‘grammatical remarks’ and ‘language-games’ mislead us if we do not appreciate that “the rough ground” is bracketed as soon as one engages in philosophical reflection. (Compare also Stephen Cade-Hetherington’s argument concerning “epistemic pre-occupation” in Epistemology’s Paradox (Savage, Maryland: Rowman and Littlefield, 1992)) Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism (Minneapolis: U.Minnesota, 1981), particularly for Wittgenstein’s emphasis on stage-setting, re-emphasised by Rorty as the heart of Wittgenstein’s deflationary project. and von Savigny, I have in mind E.von Savigny’s “No chapter ‘On Philosophy’ in the Philosophical Investigations” (Metaphilosophy 22:4 (Oct. ‘91) 307-321), which can be read as - in a rather back-handed way - emphasising the peculiar and non-assertoric character of Wittgenstein’s philosophy (as opposed sometimes to the voices we hear speaking in the text of PI), not just of his purported ‘meta-philosophy’. no-one has yet more than begun to develop such a (practicable way of) reading. That is, (of) the Investigations in earnest, in toto, from such an angle  (Whereas e.g. Baker and Hacker have at least given a very complete reading of the ‘correct voice’ beating down its interlocutor(s) throughout PI. They take about as far as one can the project of demonstrating the philosophical correctness and virtuousity of ‘Wittgenstein’s position’; only they necessarily make Wittgenstein sound sometimes much like any other philosopher with theses to support and an over-arching position to argue for).
	So there is much work to be done to substantively form such an interpretation of (‘the later’) Wittgenstein. But what I hope to have shown is this: that one of the passages in Wittgenstein’s work that can appear most strongly to resist the Diamond/Cavell manner of availing oneself of Wittgenstein’s philosophy can be read without difficulty as explicating or, better, exemplifying it. One problem that surely remains is this: 
	Consider PI para.133 one more time: “The real discovery is the one that makes me capable of stopping doing philosophy ... [t]he one that gives philosophy peace, so that it is no longer tormented by questions which bring itself in question.” If “the real discovery” is chimerical, then, despite the importance of Wittgenstein’s remarks on the not-necessarily-problematic character of philosophising about philosophy (there being no need for a “second-order philosophy”), there remains not only a sense in which Wittgenstein’s later work must run the same risks as the Tractatus  (philosophy will always be bringing itself in question This is one point at which the dynamic of reading and employing Wittgenstein is clearly structurally similar to that of the line running through Nietszche, Heidegger, Derrida et al, and in a fuller presentation we should investigate this. Part of the problem is that any philosophic vocabulary, but most particularly any novel set of terms or phrases, risks a re-reification of philosophical categories. See for instance Rorty’s “Deconstruction and Circumvention”, (Critical Inquiry 11 (1984) 1-23), and Guetti and Read (op.cit.).Even if Philosophy is ended, philosophising cannot bring itself to an end. Philosophical activity is a process of self-questioning and re-clarification (if we are still wise to use the latter term) of potentially indefinite dimension, a highly demanding and potentially quite unrewarding exercise, even though conjoined with the hope that the activity will constitute and ‘yield’ a practical, cognitive, and ethical harvest. ); there is also scope for the serious Pragmatist question to be raised: is this kind of activity worth the time and effort? What makes it so vital (and in what sense “vital”; or “signal”, or “urgent”, or “of enormous significance”?) to get Wittgenstein right, if the ethical point of his philosophy (or life) or of ours is probably achievable with more facility through other means than through pursuing philosophy? Compare the closing sentences of Conant’s “Throwing away the ladder” (op.cit.). 

