LECTURES ON AESTHETICS

I

1. The subject (Aesthetics} is very big and eatirely mis-
understood as far as [ can see. The use of such a word as “beautiful’
is even more apt to be misunderstood if you look at the linguistic
form of senteaces in which it occurs than most other words.
‘Beautiful’ fand ‘good™—R] is an adjective, so you are inclined
to say: “This has a certain quality, that of being beautiful”.

2, We are going from one subject-matter of philosophy to
another, from one group of words to another group of wotds,

3. An intelligent way of dividing up 2 book on philosophy
would be into parts of speech, kinds of words. Where in fact
you would have to distinguish far more parts of speech than an
ordinary grammar does. You would talk for hours and hours on
the wverbs ‘seeing’, ‘feeling’, etc, verbs describing personal
experience. We get a peculiar kind of confusion or confusions
which comes up with all these words.) You would have another
chapter on numerals -here thete would be another kind of
confusion; 2 chaprer on ‘all’, ‘any’, ‘some’, etc,—another kind of
confusion: a chapter on ‘you’, ‘T, etc. - another kind; a chapter
on ‘beautiful’, ‘good’—another kind. We get into a new group of
confusions; language plays us entirely new tricks.

4, Thave often compared language to 4 tool chest, containing
a hammer, chisel, matches, nails, screws, glue. It is not 2 chance
that all these things have been put together—but there are import-
ant differences between the different tools—they are used in a
family of ways—though nothing could be more different than
glue and a chisel. There is constant surprise at the new tricks
language plays on us when we get into a new field,

5. One thing we always do when discussing a word is to
ask how we were taught it. Doing this on the one hand destroys
a variety of misconceptions, on the other haad gives you a
primitive language in which the word is used. Although this
language is not what you talk when you are twenty, you get z

1 Here we find sitmilurities—we find peculiar sotts of confusion which come up
with #f/ these words—R.
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rough approximation to what kind of language game is going to
be played. Cf. How did we learn 1 dreamt so and so’? The
interesting point is that we didn’t learn it by being shown a
dream. If you ask yourself how a child learns ‘beautiful’, “ine’,
etc., you find it learns them roughly as interjections. (‘Beautiful’
is an odd word to talk about because it’s hardly ever used.) A
child generally applies 4 word like ‘good’ first to food. One
thing that is immensely important in teaching is exaggerated
gestures and facial expressions. The word is taught as 2 substitute
for 4 facial expression or a gesture, The gestutes, tones of voice,
etc., in this case are expressions of approval. What makes the
word an interjection of approval?* It is the game it appears in,
not the form of words. (If I had to say what is the main mistake
made by philosophers of the present gencration, including
Moore, I would say that it is that when language is looked at,
what is looked at is a form of wortds and not the use made of the
form of words.) Language is a characteristic part of a large group
of activities- -talking, writing, travelling on a bus, meeting a
man, ete.? We are concentrating, not on the words ‘good’ or
‘beautiful’, which are entirely uncharacteristic, generally just
subject and predicate (“This is beautiful'), but on the occasions on
which they are said---on the enormously complicated situation in
which the aesthetic expression has a place, in which the expression
itself has almost a negligible place.

6. If you came to a foreign tribe, whose language you didn’t
know at all and you wished to know what words cotresponded to
‘good’, ‘fine’, ete., what would you look for? You would look
for smiles, gestures, food, toys. {{Reply to objection:] If you went
to Mars and men were spheres with sticks coming out, you
wouldn't know what to look for. Or if you went 1o a tribe
where noises made with the mouth were just breathing or making
music, and language was made with the ears, Cf, “When you see
trees swaying about they are talking to one another.” (“Every-

L And not of disapproval or of surprise, for example?

{The child eoderstands the gestures which you use in teaching him. Ifhe did
not, he conld vnderstand nothing.}—R.

* When we build houses, we talk and weite, When 1 ke » bus, I say to the
conductor: “Threepentyy.” We are concentrating not just on the wotd of thesentence
i which it is used—which is highly ancharacteristic—but on the ocession on which
it iz sid: the framework in which (nots benc) the actual sesthetic judgment s
practically nothing «t all—R.
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thing has a soul.””} You compare the branches with arms, Cer-
tainly we must interpret the gestures of the tribe on the analogy
of outs,) How far this takes us from normal aesthetics [and
ethics—T]. We don’t start from certain words, but from certain
occasions or activities,

7. A characteristic thing about our language is that 2 large
number of words used under these circumstances are adjectives
-—*fine’, ‘lovely’, etc. But you see that this is by no means
necessary. You saw that they were first used as interjections.
Would it matter if instead of saying “This is lovely”, I just said
“Ahl” and smiled, or just rubbed my stomach? As far as these
primitive languages go, problems about what these words are
about, what their real subject is, [which is called *beautiful® or
‘good’ —R.J* don’t come up at all,

8. Itis remarkable that in real life, when aesthetic judgements
are made, aesthetic adjectives such as *beautiful’, ‘fine’, etc., play
hardly any role at all. Are aesthetic adjectives used in 2 musical
criticism? You say: “Look at this transition”,? or [Rhees] “The
passage here is incoherent”. Or you say, in a poetical criticism,
{Taylor]: “His use of images is precise”. The words you use are
mote akin to ‘right’ and ‘correct’ (s these words are used in
ordinary speech) than to ‘beautiful’ and ‘lovely’.?

9. Words such as “lovely’ are first used as intetjections.
Later they are used on very few oceasions. We might say of a
piece of music that it is lovely, by this not praising it but giving
it 2 character. (A lot of people, of course, who can’t express
themselves properly use the word very frequently. As they use it,
it is used as an interjection.) I might ask: “For what melody
would I most like to use the word ‘lovely’ ?” 1 might choose
between calling a melody ‘lovely” and calling it ‘youthful’. Itis
stupid to call a piece of music ‘Spring Melody’ or ‘Spring Sym-
phony’, But the word ‘springy’ wouldn’t be absurd at all, any
more than ‘stately’ ot ‘pompous’.

* What the thing that is really good je—T.

¥ *The transition was made in the right way. T,

e wou’llz‘i be better to use lovely’ descriptively, on a level with "stately”, ‘pomp-
ous,” ere,—T,
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10. JfI were 2 good draughtsman, ¥ could convey an innum-
erable number of expressions by four strokes—

©,

Such words as ‘pompous’ and “stately’ could be expressed by
faces. Doing this, our descriptions would be much more flexible
and various than they are as expressed by adjectives. If I say of a
piece of Schubert’s that it is melancholy, that is like giving it a
face (I don’t express approval or disapproval). I could instead
use gestures or [Rhees] dancing. In fact, if we want to be exact,
we do use a gesture or a facial expression,

11, [Réees: What sule are we using or referring to when we
say: “This 15 the correct way”? If a music teacher says 2 piece
shouid be played this way and plays it, what is he appealing to ?

12. Take the question: “How should poetry be read? What
is the cotrect way of reading it?” If you are talking about blank
verse the right way of reading it might be stressing it correctly—
you discuss how far you should stress the rhythm and how far
you should hide it, A rman says it ought to be read #ir way and
reads it out to you. You say; “Oh yes. Now it makes sensc.”
Thete are cases of poetry which should almost be scanned—
where the metre is as clear as crystal—others where the metre is
entirely in the background. I had an experience with the 18th
century poet Klopstock.? X found that the way to read him was to
stress his metre abnormally. Klopstock put w—o (ete)) in front
of his poems. When I read his poems in this new way, I said:
“Ab-ba, now I know why he did this.” What had happened? I
had read this kind of stuff and had been moderately bored, but
when I read it in this particalar way, intensely, I smiled, said:
“This s grand,” ctc. But I might not have said anything. The
important fact was that I read it again and again. When I read
these poems I made gestures and facial expressions which were
what would be called gestures of approval. But the important

1 Friedtich Gottlieb Klopstock (1724-1803). Wittgenstein is seferring to the
Ovdes, (Gesammnlte Werke, Stuttgart, 1886-7), Klopstock helisved that poetic diction
wag distinet from popilar language. le refected thyme as yulgar and introduced
instead the metres of ancient lirerature,—Ed.



LFCTURES ON AESTHETICS 5

thing was that I read the poems entirely differently, more intensely,
and said to others: “Loock! This is how they should be read.”™
Aesthetic adjectives played hardly any role,

13. What does a person who knows a good suit say when
trying on a suit at the tailor’s? “That’s the right length”, “That’s
too short”, “That’s too narrow”. Words of approval play no
r8le, although he will look pleased when the coat suits him.
Instead of ““That’s too short” I might say “Look!” or instead of
“Right’”” I might say “Leave it as it s, A good cutter may not
use any words at ail, but just make 2 chalk mark and Jater alter
it. How do I show my approval of a suit? Chiefly by wearing it
often, liking it when it is seen, ete,

14, (I£I give you the light and shadow on 2 body in & picture
I can thereby give you the shape of it, But if I give you the high-
lights in a picture you don’t know what the shape is.}

15. In the case of the word “correct’ you have a vatiety of
related cases, Thete is first the case in which you learn the rles.
The cutter Jearns how long a coat is to be,how wide the sleeve
must be, ete, He learns rules—he is drilled—as in music you are
drilled in harmony and counterpoint. Suppose 1 weat in for
tailoring and I first learnt all the rules, I might have, on the whole,
two sorts of attitude. (1) Lewy says: “This is too short.” 1 say:
“No. It is right. It is according to the rules.” {2) I develop a
feeling for the rules. 1 interpret the rules, I might say: “No. It
iso’t tight, It isn’t according to the rules.”? Iere I would be
making an aesthetic judgement about the thing which is according
to the rules in sense (1). On the other hand, if 1 hadn’t learnt the
rules, I wouldn’t be able to make the aesthetic judgement. In
learning the rules you get a more and more refined judgement.
Learning the rules actually changes your judgement. (Although,
if you haven’t learnt Harmony and haven’t 2 good ear, you may
nevertheless detect any disharmony in a sequence of chords.)

16. You could regard the rules laid down for the measure-
ment of a coat as an expression of what certain people want.?
People separated on the point of what a coat should measure:

LIf we apeak of the right way 1o read a piece of poctry—approval entets, but it
plays 2 fairly small role in the sitwation.—R,

**Don't you sce that If we made it broades,it isn’t right and it isn’t according to
the mles’—R,

¥ These may be extremely explicit and tanght, or not formulated at all—-T,
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there were some who didn’t care if it was broad or narrow, etc.;
thete were others who cared an enormous lot) The rules of
harmony, you can say, expressed the way people waated chords
to follow— their wishes crystallized in these rules (the word
‘wishes’ is much too vague.)® All the greatest composers wrote in
accordance with them. {{Reply to objection:] You can say that
every composer changed the rules, but the variation was very
slight; not all the rules were changed. The music was still good
by a great many of the old rules.—This though shouldn’t come in
here.)

17. ln what we call the Arts a person who has judgement
develops. (A person who has a judgement doesn’t mean a person
who says ‘Marvelloust at certain things.)® If we talk of acsthetic
judgements, we think, among -2 thousand things, of the Arts,
When we make an aesthetic judgement about a thing, we do not
just gape 4t it and say: “Ohl How marvellous!” We dis-
tinguish between a person who knows what he js talking about
and a person who doesn’t.* If a person is to admire English
poetty, he must know Foglish, Suppose that a Russian who
doesn’t know English is overwhelmed by a sonnet admitted to be
good. We would say that he does not know what is in it at all.
Similarly, of 2 person who doesn’t know metres but who is
overwhelmed, we would say that he doesn’t know what's in it.
In music this is more pronounced. Suppose there is a person
who admires and cnjoys what is admitted to be good but can’t
remember the simplest tunes, docsn’t kaow when the bass comes
in, etc. We say he hasn’t seen what's in it. We use the phrase
‘A man is musical’ not so as to call 2 man musical if he says “An!”
when a piece of music is played, any more than we call a dog
musical if it wags its tail when music is played.®

1 Bue~it is just s fact that people have laid down such and such rules, We say
*people’ but in fact it was a pardeular clase. . . . When we say ‘people’, these were

Fome X;oPlc._R.

YAnd aithough we have walked of *wishes® here, the fact is just that these rules
were laid down.—R.

¥ In what we call the urts there developed what we call » Yjudge’—Le. ong who
hes fudgesnent. This does not mean just semcone who admites of does not admite,
We have an entirely new clement.-R.
" $ He z_ni'nst teact in a consistent way over s long period. Must kaow st sorts of

ags.—T.

# Cf the person who likes hearing musie but cannot tslk about it at alf, snd fa
quite anintclligent on the subject. ‘He is oousical’, We do not say this if he is just
happy when he heats tusic and the other things aren't present,—T.
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18, The word we ought to talk about is “appreciated’. What
does appreciation consist in ?

19. If 4 man goes through an endless number of patterns in
a tailor’s, [and] says: “No. This is slightly too dark. This is
slightly too loud”, etc., he is what we call an appreciator of
material. That he is an appreciator is not shown by the inter-
jections he uses, but by the way he chooses, selects, ete. Similarly
in music: “Does this harmonize? No. The bass is not quite loud
enough, Here I just want something different. , . ,” This is what
we call an appreciation.

20. It is not only difficult to describe what appreciation
consists in, but impossible. To describe what it consists in we
would have to describe the whole environment,

21. 1 know exactly what happens when a person who knows
a2 Jot about suits goes to the tailor, also I know what happens
when a person who knows nothing about suits goes—what he
says, how he acts, etc! There is an extraordinary number of
different cases of appreciation. And, of course, what I know is
nothing compared to what one could know. I would have—to
say what appreciation is—e.g. to explain such an enormous wart
as arts and crafts, such a particular kind of disease. Also I would
have to explain what our photographers do today—and why it is
impossible to get a decent picture of your friend even if you pay
£1,000. :

22. You can get a picture of what you may call a very high
cuingre, ¢.g. German music in the last century and the centuty
before, and what happens when this deteriorates. A picture of
what happens in Architecture whea you get imitations—or when
thousands of people are interested in the minntest details. A
picture of what happens when a dining-room table is chosen more
ot less at random, when no one knows where it came from.2

23, We talked of correctness. A good cutter won't use any
words except words like “T'oo long’, “‘All right”. When we talk of

: &@W%&m 1 craft deteriorates. A period in which sverythi
is fixed and cxtrw are is Iayithed o cettain details; and @ period in which
everything is copied and pothing iz thought sbout.—T.

A great n of people are highly interested In & detadl of a dining-room
chair. And then there is a period when a dining-room chair is in the drawing-room

and 0o one ktiows where this came from or that people had once given cnotmons
thought in ordet to know how to design it—R.
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a Symphony of Beethoven we don’t talk of correctness. Entirely
different things enter. One wouldn’t talk of appreciating the
ivemendoss things in Art. In certain styles in Architecture 2 door
is correct, and the thing is you appreciate it. But in the case of 2
Gothic Cathedral what we do is not at all to find it correct—it
plays an entirely different role with us,! The entire game is differ-
ent. It is as different as to judge a human being and on the one
hand to say ‘He behaves well’ and on the other hand ‘He made a
great impression on me’.

24, ‘*Correctly’, *charmingly’, ‘finely’, etc. play an entirely
different role. Cf. the famous address of Buffon— 2 tetrific man
—on style in writing; making ever so many distinctions which 1
only understand vaguely but which he didn’t mean vaguely—all
kinds of nuances like ‘grand’, “charming’, “nice’.2

25, 'The words we call expressions of sesthetic judgement
play 2 very complicated role, but a very definite role, in what we
call 2 culture of 2 period. To describe their use or to describe
what you mean by 2 cultured taste, you have to describe a culture.®
What we now call 2 cultured taste perhaps didn’t exist in the
Middle Ages. An entirely different game is played in different
ages,
26. What belongs to a languvage game is a2 whole cultare.
In describing musical taste you have to describe whether children
give concerts, whether women do or whether men only give
them, etc., etc.d In aristocratic circles in Vienna people had [such
and such] a taste, then it came into bourgeois circles and women
joined choirs, etc. This is an example of tradition in music,

27. [Rbees: Is there tradition in Negroart? Could 2 European
appreciate Negro art?]

28. What would tradition in Negro Art be? That women
wear cut-grass skirts? etc,, etc. I don’t know. Idon’t know how
Frank Dobson’s appreciation of Negto Art compares with an

t Here there is no guestion of degree—R.
2 Dieconrs swr Je sfyle: the address on his reception into L'Academie Frangaise,

3 ”I;(édw’lqibc 2 set of aesthetic rules fully means really to describe the culture of
s period.—T.

* That children are taught by adults who go to concetts, etc., that the schools
are like they are, stc.—R.
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educated Negro's.! If you say he appreciates it, I don’t yet know
what this means.¥ He may fill his room with objects of Negro
Art. Does he just say: “Ahl”? Or does he do what the best-
Negro musicians do? Or does he agtee or disagree with so and
50 about it? You may call this appreciation. Entirely different
to an educated Negro’s. Though an educated Negro may also
have Negro objects of art in his room. The Negro’s and Rrank
Dobson’s are different appreciations altogether. You do some-
thing different with them. Suppose Negroes dress in their own
way and I say I appreciate 2 good Negro tunic—does this mean
T would have one made, or that T would say (as at the tailor’s):
*No,..this is too long”, or does it mean I say: “How charming”?

29. Suppose Lewy has what is called a cultured taste in
painting. This is something entirely different to what was called
a cultured taste in the fifteenth century, An entirely different
game was played. He does something entirely different with it to
what & man did then,

30. 'There are lots of people, well-offish, who have been to
good schools, who can afford to travel about and see the Louvre,
etc., and who know 2 ot about and can talk finently about dozens
of painters. There is another person who has seen very few
paintings, but who looks intensely at one or two paintings which
make @ profound impression on him® Another person who is
broad, neither deep nor wide. Ancther person who is very
narrow, concentrated and circumscribed. Are these different
kinds of appreciation? They may all be called ‘appreciation’.

31, You talk in entirely different terms of the Coronation
robe of BEdward II and of a dress suit4 What did zbey do and say
about Coronation robes? Was the Coronation tobe made by 2
tailor? Pethaps it was designed by Italian artists who had their
own traditions; never seen by Hdward II until he put it on.
Questions like “What standards were there?’, etc, are all relevent

! Frank Dobson (1888-1963) painter and sculptor; way the firgt o h:inﬁ‘mﬁngimd
the interest in African and Asian sculptare which charscterized the work of Picasso
and the other Cubists during the years immediately preceeding and following the
S oo o maveme soacle what by Negto Art" clear—T,
ere ver't W, 0 et by “appteciste * —T.
‘Som:oyg:who hunotttsveﬁgdbut wmgmmmmwhich
i st i veny decoe s e yors sould B yous e Doy e BB 00
in you e ' % it—
¢ Edwnrdv;?m.—u'r. # 7
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to the question ‘Could you criticize the robe as they critized
it?’. You appreciate it in an entirely different way; your attitude
to it is entirely different to that of a person living at the time it
was designed. On the other hand “This is 4 fine Coronation robe !
might have been said by a man at the time in exactly the same
W2y a8 4 man says it now.

32. I draw your attention to differences and say: “Look how
different these differences are!” “Look what is in common to the
different cases”, “Look what is common to Aesthetic judge-
ments”. An imemensely complicated family of cases is left, with
the highlight—the expression of admiration, a smile or a gesture,
ete.

33, [Rhees asked Wittgenstein some question about his
‘theory’ of deterioration.

Do you think I bave 4 theory? Do you think I’'m saying what
deterioration is? What I do is describe different things called
deterioration. 1 might approve deterioration—“All very well
your fine musical colture; I’'m very glad children don’t learn
harmony now.” [Réees: Doesa’t what you say imply a preference
for using ‘deterioration” in certain ways?] All right, if you like,
but this by the way--no, it is no matter. My example of dererior-
ation is an example of something I know, perhaps something I
dislike—I don’t know. ‘Deterioration’ applies to a tiny bit 1
may kaow.

34, Our dress is in a way simpler than dress in the 18th
century and more a dress adapted to certain violent activitics,
such as bicycling, walking, etc. Suppose we notice a similar
change in Atchitecture and in hairdressing, etc. Suppose I
talked of the detetioration of the style of living? If someone
asks: “What do you mean by deterioration?” I describe, give
examples. You use ‘deterioration’ on the one band to describe a
particular kind of development, on the other hand to express
disapproval: I may join it up with the things I like; you with the
things you dislike. But the word may be used without any
affective element; you use it ta describe a particular kind of thing
that happened.? It was more like using a technical term—possibly,

1 Detetiomtion of style snd of living—R.
* ‘Deterioration’ gota ita sense from the exumples I can give, “That's a deterior-
ation,” may be an expression of disapproval or & desciption,
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though not at all necessarily, with a derogatory element in it.
You may say in protest, when I talk of deterioration: “But this
was very good.” 1 say: “All right. But this waso’t what I was
talkmg about. I uscd it to describe a particular kind of develop-
ment.”

35. In order to get clear about gesthetic words you have to
describe ways of living,! We think we have to talk about aesthetic
judgements like “This is beautiful’, but we find that if we have to
talk about aesthetic judgements we don’t find these wozds at all,
but a2 word used something like a gesture, accompanying a
caomplicated activity.?

36. [Lewy: If my landlady says a picture is lovely and I say
it is hideous, we don’t contradict one another.}

In a sense [and it ceriain examples—R] you do contradict one
another. She dusts it carefully, looks at it often, ctc. You want
to throw it in the fire. This is just the stupid kind of example
which is given in philosophy, as if things like “This is hideous’,
“I'his is lovely’ were the only kinds of things ever said. Buat it is
only one thing amongst a vast realm of other things—one special
case, Suppose the landlady says: “This is hideous”, and you
say: “This is lovely”—all right, that’s that,

11

1. One interesting thing is the idea that people have of 2
kind of science of Aesthetics, I would almost like to talk of what
could be meant by Aesthetics.

2. You might think Aesthetics is a science telling us what's
beautiful-—almost too ridiculous for words. I suppose it ought to
include also what sort of coffee tastes well.?

3. 1 seeroughly this—there is a realm of utterance of delight,
when you taste pleasant food or smell a pleasant smell, etc., then
there is the realm of Art which is quite different, though often you

1 Cf. *This is a fine dress.”—R.

!The judgment is a gesture sccompacying a vastmmureufmm oot
cxpressed by one j —R.

“This is fine’ Is on  level with a gesture, abmost—comnnected with il sorts of
Sther gestures and sctions sod a whols situstion and a culture, In Aesthetics just sa
in the arts what we called expletives plsya very stall part, ‘The sdjectives used in
these are cloger related to “correct’,—

* It is hard to find boundarics.— R



12 LECTURES AND CONVERSATIONS

may make the same face when you hear a piece of music as when
you taste good food. (Though you may cry at something you
like very much,)

4. Supposing you meet someone in the strect and he tells
you he has lost his greatest friend, in 2 voice extremely expressive
of his emotion.! You might say: “It was extraordinarily beautiful,
the way he expressed himself” Supposing you then asked:
“What similarity has my admiring this person with my eating
vanilla ice and liking it?** "To compare them seems almost dis-
gusting., (But you can connect them by intermediate cases.)
Suppose someone said: “But this is a quite different kind of
delight.” But did you learn two meanings of ‘delight’? You use
the same word on both occasions.? There is some connection
between these delights. Although in the first case the emotion
of delight would in our judgement hardly count.®

5. It is like saying: “I classify works of Art in this way: at
some I look up and at some Ilook down.” This way of classifying
might be interesting. We might discover all sorts of connections
between looking up or down at works of Art and looking up ot
down at other things. If we found, perhaps, that eating vanilla
ice made ws look up, we might not attach great importance to
looking up. There may be a realm, a small realm of expetiences
which may make me lock up or down whete I can infer a lot
from the fact that I looked up or down; another realm of expeti-
ences where tiothing can be inferred from my looking up or
down® Cf wearing blue or green trousers may in a certain socicty
mean 2 lot, but in another society it may not mean anything,

6. What are expressions of liking something? Is it only
what we say or intetjections we use ot faces we make? Obviously
not. It is, often, how often I read something or how often I wear
a suit, Perhaps I won't even say: “It's fine”, but wear ir often
and look at it8

t Someone . . . who tells you he has lost his friend, in a rcstratned way.—R.

¥ But notiec that you use the skme word aad not in the same chance way yon
usgr the sarne word ‘bank’ for two things [like ‘tlver baok” and ‘money bank™—R.]

) '}ﬁthough in the first case the gesture or exprossion of delight may be most

Dﬂhn%)ttmt in & way.—T,
£ You might discover further characters of things which make us look up—.R,
* Some one might &xa te the impottance of the type of indication.—T.

*If I like a suit ] may buy it, or wear it often—without interjections or making
faces,—R. I may never amile ar it.—T.
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7. Suppose we build houses and we give doors and windows
certain dimensions. Does the fact that we #&¢ these dimensions
necessarily show in anything we say? Is what we like necessarily
shown by an expression of /iking?! [For instance—R] suppose our
children draw windows and when they draw them in the wrong
way we punish them. Ot when someone builds 4 certain house
we refuse to live it it or run away. :

8. Take the vase of fashions, How does a fashion come
about? Say, we wear lapels broader than last year. Does this
mean that the tailors like them better broader? No, not neces-
sarily, He cuts it like this and this year he makes it broades.
Perhaps this year he finds it too narrow and makes it wider,
Perhaps no expression [of delight—R] is used at all.2

9. You design a door and look at it and say: “Higher,
higher, higher . . . ah, all right”? (Gesture} What is this? Is it
an expression of content?

10. Perhaps the most important thing in connection with
aesthetics is what may be called aesthetic reactions, e.g. dis-
content, disgust, discomfort. The expression of discontent is not
the same as the expression of discomfort. The expression of
discontent says: “Make it higher . . . too low! . , . do something
to this.”

11, Is what I call an expression of discontent something
like an expression of discomfort plwr knowing the cause of the
discomfort and asking for it to be removed? If I say: “This doot
is too low. Make it higher”, should we say I know the cause of
my discomfort?

12, “Cause’ is used in very many different ways, ¢.g.

(1) “What is the cause of unemployment?” "“What is the
cause of this expression?”

(2) *“What was the cause of your jumping ?”” “That noise.”

(3) “What was the cause of that wheel poing round?”
You trace a mechanism,*

1 Our preferring these shows itself in all sorts of ways.—T.

* But the tailor does not say: “This is nice’ Helis s good curter. He is just
contented—R. If vou mean *this year he cuts it broader’ then you cxn say this,
This way we are contented, the other not,—T.

30 L there thank God’—R. ', . . yes, that's dght"T,

¢ Cause: (1) Experiment and statistics.

{2} Reason.
{3) Methaniam,—T.
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13. [Bedpath: “Making the door higher removes your dis-
content.”]

Wittgeostein asked: “Why is this a bad way of putting it?"
It is in the wrong form because it presupposes *—removes—',

14, Saying you know the cause of your discomfort could
mean two things.

(1) I predict correctly that if you lower the door, I will be
satisfied.

(2) But that when in fact Isay: “T'oo high!” ‘Teohigh!’ is
in this case not conjecture. Is “Too high” comparable with
‘I think I had too many tomatoes today’?

15. IfTask: “If I make it lower will your discomfort cease?”,
you may say: “T'm swre it will” The important thing is that I
say: “Too high!” It is a reaction analogous to my takiog my
band away from a hot plate—which may ot relieve my discom-
fort. The reaction peculiar to this discomtort is saying ‘Too
high’ or whatever it is.

16. To say: “I feel discomfort and know the cause”, Is
entirely misleading because ‘know the cause’ normally means
something quite different. How misleading itisdepends onwhether
when you said: *“I know the cause”, you meant it to be an explan-
ation or not, ‘T feel discomfort and know the cause’ makes it
sound as if there were two things going on in my soul—discom-
fort and knowing the cause.

17. In these cases the word ‘cause’ is hardly ever used at all,
You use “why?" and ‘because’, but not ‘cause’.!

18, We have here a kind of discomfort which you may call
‘directed’, e.g. if I am afraid of you, my discomfort is directed.®
Saying ‘I know the cause’ brings in mind the case of statistics or
tracing a mechanism, If I say: “I know the cause”, it looks as if
1 had analysed the feelings (as I analyse the feeling of hearing my
own vaice and, at the same time, rubbing my hands) which, of
course, I haven’t done, We have given, as it were, a grammatical
explanation [in saying, the feeling is ‘directed’].

19, There is 2 “Why? to aesthetic discomfort not a ‘cause’ to
it, The expression of discomfort takes the form of a criticism

1 Why are you disgusted? Becguse It is too high,—R.
 What Is the advantage of "My feeling of fear is dirvcted’ as opposed to *1 know
the cause’ 7—R,
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and not *My mind is not at rest’ or something, It might take the
form of looking at a picture and saying: “What's wrong with
it2”1

20. It’s all very well to say: “Can’t we get rid of this
analogy ?” Well, we cannot. I we think of discomfort—cause,
pain—cause of pain naturally suggests itself.

21, The cause, in the sense of the object it is directed to is
also the cause in other senses. When you remove it, the discomfort
ceases and what not.

22. If onc says: “Can we be immediately aware of the
cause?”, the first thing that comes into our mind is not statistics
[{as in ‘the cause of the rise in unemployment”)—R], but tracing
& mechanism, It has so very often been said that if something
has been caused by something else this is only a matter of con-
comitance. Isn’t this very queer? Very queer, ‘It’s only con-
comitance’ shows you think it can be something else.? It conld
be an experiential proposition, but then I don’t know what it
would be, Saying this shows you know of something different,
ie. connection, What ate they denying when they say: “There
is no necessary connection™ ?

23, You say constantly in philosophy things like: “People
say there is a super-mechanism, but there isn’t.” But no one
knows what 2 super-mechanism is.

24, (The idea of a super-mechanism doesn’t really come in
here. What comes in is the idea of a mechanism.}

25, We have the idea of a super-mechanism when we talk of
logical necessity, e.g. physics tried as an ideal to reduce things to
mechanisms or something hitting something else,

26. We say that people condemn a man to death and then
we say the Law conderns him to death. “Although the Jury can

*1f 1 look at & picture and say: "What's wrong with this®, then it is better to
gay that my fecling has directlon, and not that my feeling has 2 cange and I don’t
know what it is. Otherwise we snggest an analogy with ‘pain’ and ‘cause of pain®—
i.c. what you have eaten. ‘This is wrong or mislesding, because, sithough we do use
the word "eanse’ In the sense of “what it is directed o’ ("What made you juop ?"—
‘Sedn? him appear in the dootway’), we often use it in other seates also.—R.

*1f you say: *Ta spesk of the cause of some development is only to sprak of the
concomitants’—'cause is m a questlon of concomitants’—then | m put “only’,
you are admitting thet it coaid be something else, Tt means that you know of some-
thing entirely different—R.

' You want to say: “Surcly there is a conneetion’ But what Is 4 connection?
Well, levers, chains, mgwhejs. These are connections, snd here we bave them.
but here what we ought to explain is ‘tuper”—R,



16 LECTURES AND CONVERSATIONS

pardon [acquit?] him, the Law can’t,” (This mey mean the Law

can’t take bribes, ete.} The idea of something super-strict, some-

thing stricter than any Judge can be,! super-rigidity. The point

being, you are inclined to ask: “Do we have a picture of some-

thing more tigorons?” Hardly. But we are inclined to express

ourselves in the form of a superlative,
27,

Cf. a lever-fulerum. The idea of a super-hardness. “The
geometrical lever is harder than any lever can be. It can’t bend.”
Here you have the case of logical necessity, “Logic is a mechanism
made of an infinitely hard matetizl. Logic cannot bend.’® (Well,
no mote it can.) This is the way we atrive at a super-something.
This is the way certain superlatives come about, how they are
used, e.g. the infinite,

28, Prople would say that ¢ven in the case of tracing a
mechanism there is also concomitance. But need there be? 1
just follow the string to the person at the other end.

29. Suppose there was a super-mechanism in the sense that
there was a mechanism inside the string. Even if there was sucha
mechanism, it would do no good. You do recognize tracing the
mechanism as tracing 4 peculiar kind of causal reaction.

30. You wish to get rid of the idea of connection altogether.
‘*"This is also only concomitance.” Then there is nothing more
to be said.® You would have to specify what is a case you wouldn’t

! Something that cannot be swaged, —R.

* Suppose we treat of kinematics. Give the distance of the lever from the
point, and caiculare the distance of the arc,

But then we say? *If the lever is mude of metal, however hard, it will bend =
little, and the ﬁim will not come just thare,” And 30 we have the idea of 2 super-
tigidity: the idea of & geometrical lever which canmot bend. Here we have the idea of
Iogic;?nocasity: a mechaniam of infinitely hard materisl—R.

If someone ssys: “You mustn’t think that logic is made of an infinjtely hard
materisl’, you must gek; “What musta’t I thiok P —T.

$What we call ‘explonasion’ is a form of mmction, And we wish to get tid of
coancction altogether, We wish to ﬁct rid of the potion of mechanism, and say:
‘It's all concomitaare.' Why 'all’ 7-—R.
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tall concomitance. “Tracing a mechanism is only finding con-
comitance, In the end it can all be reduced to concomitance.”
It might be proved that people never traced a mechanism unless
they had had a lot of experience of a certain sort. This could be
put in the way: “It all reduces to congomitance.”

31, Cf, “Physics doesn’t explain anything. It just describes
cases of concomitance.”

32. You could mean by “There is no super-mechanism’,
‘Don’t imagine mechanisms between the atoms in the case of 2
lever. There aren’t any mechanisms there’.l {You are taking for
granted the atomistic picture.® What does this come to? We are
so used to this picture that it’s as though we had all seen atoms.
Every educated eight-year old child knows that things are made
of atoms. We would think it lack of education if a person didn’c
think of a rod as being made of atoms.)

33. (You can look on the mechanism as a set of concomitant
causal phenomena. You don’t, of course.) You say: “Well, this
maoves this, this this, this this, and so on.”

34, Tracing 4 mechanism is one way of finding the cause;
we speak of ‘the cause’ in this case. But if cases of wheels made
of butter and looking like steel were frequent we might say: “This
(“this wheel”) is not the only canse at all. This may only look like
a mechanism,”?

35. People often say that aesthetics is a branch of psychology.
The idea is that once we are more advanced, everything—all the
mysteries of Art—will be understood by psychological expeti-
ments. Exceedingly stupid as the idea is, this is roughly it.

36, Aesthetic questions have nothing to do with psycho-
logical experiments, but are answered in an entirely different way.*

I You reduce the actual mechanism to 2 mare complicated stomicmechanis m,
but don't go on,—T.

1 We might have 2 ptimittve mechanism. Then we have the picture of its all
being formed of particles—atoms, ete. And we might then want to ssy: ‘Don't go
on to think of atoms between these atoms,' Hers we take for granted the atomic
pleture—swhich is 2 queer business. If we had to say what # super-nechaoism was,
we miglh c;. sniit was one which did not consist of atois: bits of the mechanism were
just —AR.

* We are constantly inclined taredmtmmothuﬂmgx' . So exelted by
ﬁn%ing that it's sometitnes concomimnce, we wish to say it's all refly concomitance.

¢ T wish to make it clear that the important problems in sesthetics are aot settled
by ps cal research—T,
problems are answered in a different way—more in the form "What s in
my mind when I say 80 and so?-—R.
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37. “What is in my mind when I say so and so?”1 I writc 2
sentence, One word isn’t the one I need. T find the right word.
“What is it T want to say? Oh yes, that is what 1 wanted.” The
answer in these cases is the one that satisfied you, e.g. someone
says {as we often say in philosophy): “T will tell you what is at the
back of your mind: . . .”

“Oh yes, quite 50.”

The criterion for it being the one that was in your mind is
that when I tell you, you agree. This is not what is called a
psychological experiment. An example of a psychological experi-
ment is: you have twelve subjects, put same question to each and
the result is that each says such and such, i.e, the result is some-
thing statistical.

38. You could say: “An aesthetic explanation is not a
causal explanation.”®

39, Cf. Preud: Wir and the Unconscions. Freud wrote about
jokes. You might call the explanation Frend gives a causal
explanation. “If it is not causal, how do you know it’s correct?”
You say: “Yes, that’s right,”* Freud transforms the joke into a
different form which is recognized by us as an expression of the
chain of ideas which led us from one end to another of a joke. An
entirely new account of a correct explanation. Not one agreeing
with experience, but one accepted. You have to give the explana-
tion that is accepted. This is the whole point of the explanation.

40, Cf, “Why do I say “Higher!”?” with “Why do I say I
have a pain” "

* Compare; “What people really want to say is so and s0.’—R,

¥ Is thus a nartowing of the senge of peychtsogwal sxperiment 1%

# It is true that "psychology” is used in very different ways. We could say that
aesthetic explanation is ot cavael explanation. Or that it is causal explanation of
this sort: that the person who agrees with you sess the cause at once.—R,

b s Alldw:e t{:{m suy is that if it is prestnted to you, you say “Yes, that's what
ppened,’—R,

f?"ha vnrest when you ask: *Why?' in this sort of case is similar to the uatest
In the case of “Why 2’ when you fook for the mechanism. *Explanadon’ bere is on
the level of utterance, In some cct on z level, €f, the two games with *He's in
pain.’ CF the two games with “Ife’s in pain™-T.

Here ‘explanation’ i on the same level a5 an utterance—whero the utterunce
when you say that you have pain, for instance) is the sole criterion. Explanation
ere i tike an uiterance supplicd by another person—Jike teaching bim 2o r:z{;ng’l‘his

takes the surprisingness away from the fact that the whole point of an explanation

Is_that it is sccepted. There are corresponding to these cxplanations utterances
which look Jike this; just 3s there are uttcrunces which look like assertions.)—R.
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1. One asks such 2 question as “What does this remind me of ?”
or one says of & piece of music: “This is like some sentence, but
what sentence is it like?”! Various things are suggested: one
thing, as you say, clicks. What does it mean, it ‘clicks’? Does it

~do anything you can compate to the noise of a click? Is there the
tinging of & bell, or something comparable?®

2, It is as though you needed some criterion, namely the
clicking, to know the right thing has happened.?

3. The comparison is, that some on¢ particular phenomenon
happened other than my saying: “That’s right.,” You say: *“That
explanation is the right one which clicks.” Suppose someone
said: “The empo of that song will be all right when I can hear
distinctly such and such’* I have pointed to a phenomenon
which, if it is the case, will make me satisfied.

4. You might say the clicking is that I'm satisfied. Take 2
pointer moving into place opposite another one. You are satisfled
when the two pointers are opposite one ariother.d And you could
have said this in advance.®

5. We are again and again using this simile of something
clicking or fitting, when really there is nothing thar clicks or
that fits anything.

6. I should like to talk of the sort of explanation one longs
for when one talks about an aesthetic impression,

7. People still have the idea that psychology is one day
going to explain all our aesthetic judgements, and they mean
experimental psychology. This is very funny—very funny
indeed. There doesn’t seem any connection between what
psychologists do and any judgement about 2 work of art. We

* There may bean cx?hmt:on in the form of et answer to a quiestion like *Whar

does thmthnﬂnd me of ¥, In 2 piece of music there may be a thetne of which I
By,

* Dixs it click in: anv senge? So that, for instance, you say: "Now it bas made

that noise’? Of course not. What do we compare the cﬁckmg with here? "Witha

fcalmg, ‘So you have g feeling?" Do you have ¢ sign that it has fallen into place?

‘ Is thete any neceasary celterion for this happening?—T.

£ 1€ it is sung slowly. . —R. pi ytdzdcgzm&s o T

§ (Sornething mkl&:iong aciteu dicks when it fults into place.) —T.

* But why not s clicking is just that I am satisfied? Wheress it mighe
ook s clmking wete something else, which I wait for, and when it comes
I am satisfied. In some ciroumstances yon cowld point to such 2 phenomenoo.—R.
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might examine what sort of thing we would call an explanation
of an aesthetic judgezm-nt

8. Supposing it was found that all our ;udgemcms proceeded
from our brain. We discovered particular kinds of mechanism in
the brain, formulated general laws, ete. One could show that
this sequence of notes produces this particular kind of reaction;
makes 2 man smile and say: “Oh, how wonderful.”! {(Mechanism
for English language, etc.)® Suppose this were done, it might
enable us to predict what 2 particular person would like and
dislike. We could calculate these things. The question is whether
this is the sort of explanation we should like to have when we are
puzzled about zcsthetic impressions, e.g. thete is 2 puzzle —“Why
do these bars give me such a peculiar impression?” Obvicusly
it isn’t this, i.e. a calculation, an account of reactions, etc., we
want—apart from the obvious impossibility of the thing.

9. As far as one can see the puzzlement I am talking about
ean be cured only by peculiar kinds of comparisons, e.g. by an

t of certain musical figures, comparing their effect on

us.® “If we put in this chord it does not have that effect; if we
put in this chord it does.” You could bave a sentence and say
«This sentence sounds queer somehow”. You could point what’s
queet, What would be the criterion that you had pointed out the
right thing ? Suppose & poen sounded old-fashioned, what would
be the criterion that you had found out what was old-fashioned
in it? One criterion would be that when something was pointed
out you were satisfied. And another criterion: “No-one would use
that word today™™*; here you might refer to a dictionary, ask other
people, etc.8 T coudd point out the wrong thing and yet you would
still be satisfied,

10, Suppose someone heard syncopated music of Brahms
played and asked: “What is the queer rhythm which makes me
wobble?”® “It is the 3 against 4.” One could play certain phrases

‘i you knew the mechanism of molecules there, and then knew the acquence of
mtcsm:hemus&:,mmﬂdnhowthat. —R.
’Ththanyutm&nghahmdmtm?mchwmﬂdahoheuphlmdbythe
fact that something is exbodied in bis brain: we could sce the diffetences. —R.
'Whm:hewnmnmmmthspkycdmmspmdmthml{mny .T.
"Itinthiawmd,youaec. No ene todey would sy 80 and »0."
muyouukcd t “What is it that sounds American sbout this sentencc? But
find out whether the word was an americanier or got, for instance;

oﬁcmﬂewm-ghmobonwthumk
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and he would say: “Yes, It’s this peculiat thythm I meant.” On
the other hand, if he didn’t agree, this wouldn’t be the explanation,

11. The sort of explanation one is looking for when one 1s
puzzled by an aesthetic impression is not a cansal explanation,
not one corroborated by experience or hy statistics as to how
people react.’ One of the curious [characteristic—R] things about
psychological experiments is that they have to be made on a
number of subjects. It is the agreements of Smith, Jones and
Robinson which allows you to give an explanation—in this sense
of explanation, ¢.g. you can try out a piece of music in a psycho-
logical laboratory and get the result that the music acts in such
and such a way under such and such a drug.? This is not what
one means or what one i8 driving at by an investigation into
acsthetics,

1Z. 'This is connected with the diffetence between cause and
motive. In a law-court you are asked the motive of your action
and you are supposed to know it. Unless you lie you are supposed
to be able to tell the motive of your action. You are not supposed
to know the laws by which your body and mind are governed.
Why do they suppose you know it? Because you've had such a
lot of experience with yourself? People sometimes say: “No-
one can see inside you, but you can see inside yourself”, as though
being so near yourself, being yourself, yon know your own
mechanism.? But is it like that? “Surely he must know why he
did it or why he said such and such.”

13. One case is, where you give the reason for your doing
something.t “Why did you write 6249 under the line?” You give
the multiplication you had done. 1 arrived at it by this multi-
plication.” This is comparable to giving a mechanism., One
might call it giving & motive for writing down the numbers. It
means, I passed through such and such a process of reasoning.’

R 1 You cannot arrive at the explanatian by means of psychological expesiment—

oronpeopecte otlxlil:gm; yith youe having observed often,
iously o 1o do w o yourself so
(O&mwedommn:.ggmmmwygmzamwyowf,mm
see what happened. ‘This is like knowing your own mechanism.y—R.

4 ‘There is one thing here that could be compared with koowing a mechsaism—
“Surcly be roust know why he did it, or why he said 30 and s0." But how do you
know why you did it? it one kind of cuse where the angwer ix to give the
punson: are writing out & rmultiplication, and I ask. . .—R.

1 pive u reqson in this sense, . . —R.
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Here “Why did you do it ?* means *How did you get there?”. You
give a reason, the road you went,

14. If he tells us 2 peculiar process by which he arrived at the
thing, this inclines us 1o say: “Only he knows the process which
led to it.”

15. Giving a reason sometimes means ‘I actually went this
way’, sometimes ‘I could have pone this way’, ie. sometimes
what we say acts as a justification, not as a report of what was
done, ¢.g. L remember the answer to a question; when asked why 1
give this answer, I gave 4 process leading to it, though I didn’t
go through this process.?

16. “Why did you do it?” Answer: “T said to myself such
and such . ..” In many cases the motive is just what we give on
being asked.?

17. When you ask: “Why did you do it?”, in an enormous
nurber of cases people give an answer—apodictic—and are
unshakable about it, and in an enormous number of cases we
accept the answer given. There are other cases where people say
they have forgotten their motive. Other cases where you are
puzzled immediately after you have done something and ask:
“Why did I do this?”® Suppose Taylor was in this state and I
said: *“Look here, Taylor. The molecules in the sofa attract the
molecules in your bmin, etc. . .and so, . .

18. Suppose Taylor and I ate walking along the siver and
Taylor stretches out his hand and pushes me in the river, When
1 ask why he did this he says: "I was poiating out something to
you”, whereas the psycho-analyst says that Taylor subconsciously
hated me.* Suppose e.g. it often happened that whern two people
were walking along a river:

(1) they were talking amicably;

} We miay give the process which led ro it before. Or it may be what we now see
would lustity it.—R.

{It is pot & natural mage of “otive’.) You might say: 'He knows what he was
doing, nobody clse does.—'T,

+Thus ‘reason’ docs not always mean the same thing. And similarly with
‘motive’. “Why did you do it? Cne sometimes saswers: “Well, I said 1o myself:
“I mmat gg¢ him heeguse he is ill* "—actnally semembering having #aid things to

oneself, Or again, in many cases the motive is the justification we give on being
asked—just thar—R,

% Byt in it cleac why ane should be puzzled?—R.

‘A ot of confirm this, At the same time a paycho-analyst has another
cxplmatiog:—T. ¢ might hive evidence that the psycho-analysts explanation is
Correct— : :
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{2} one was obviously pointing out something and pushed the
other in the river;

(3) the person pushed in had 2 similatity with the father of
the other person.

Here we have two explanations:

(1) He subconsciously hated the other man.

(2) He was pointing at something.

19. Both explanations may be correct. When would we say
that Taylor’s explanation was correct? When he had never
shown any unfriendly feelings, when a church-steeple and I were
in his field of vision, and Taylor was known to be truthful.
But, under the same circumstances, the psycho-analyst’s
explanation may also be correct.! Here there are two motives—
conscious and unconscious. The games played with the two
motives are uttecly different.? The explanations could in a sense
be contradictory and yet both be cortect. (Love and Hate.)®

20. This connects up with somerhing that Freud does.
Freud does something which seems to me immensely wrong. He
gives what he calls an interpretation of dreams, In his book The
Interpretation of Direams he describes one dreain which he calls 2
‘bezutiful dream’ [‘Ein schoner Traum’--R}4 A patient, after
saying that she had had a beautiful dream, described a dream in
which she descended from a height, saw flowers and shrubs, broke
off the branch of a tree, etc, Freud shows what he calls the
‘meaning” of the dream. The coarsest sexual stuff, bawdy of the
worst kind—if you wish to call it that—bawdy from A o Z, We
know what we mean by bawdy. A remark sounds to the unini-
tiated harmless, but the initiated, say, chuckle when they hear it.
Freud says the dream is bawdy. Ir it bawdy? He shows relations
between the dream images and certain objects of a sexual nature,
The relation he establishes is roughly this, By a chain of associ-
ations which comes naturally under certain circumstances, this

1 He hated me heesuse I zeminded him of something, And the psychoanslyst’s
statement is then corroborated. Hoew corroborated 7—R,

* Utteely diffierent things are done with the statement of conscious motive and
with the statement of unconscious motive—R.

¥ One could be love and one couvld be hateed—R.

*Freud’s ‘Ein schoner Tranm’ (Dér Traoumdenisng Frankfort: Fischer Biicherei,
1861, p. 240) does not contain the fearures of the beautiful dream’ deseribed here,
But the dreatn which docs contain them {the *flowery dream’—'Blumentraum®—p.
28Y9; ix in fact described as ‘besutiful’ or ‘pretty’ (‘schéne’): ‘Der schdne Traum

te der Triumerin nach der Deutung gar nieht mehr gefallen.'—Ed4d.
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leads to that, eter Does this prove that the dream is what is
talled bawdy? Obviously not. Ifa person talks bawdy he doesn’t
say something which seems to him harmless, and is then psycho-
analysed.? Freud called this dream ‘beantiful’, putting “beautiful’
in ioverted commas. But wair'# the dream beautiful? I would
say to the patient: “Do these associations make the dream not
beautiful? It was beautiful® Why shouldn’t it be?” I would
say Freud had cheated the patient. Cf. scents made of things
baving intolerable smells. Could we therefore say: “The ‘best’
scent is really all sulphuric acid?™ Why did Freud give this
explanation at all? Two things people might say:

(1) He wishes to explain everything nice in a nasty way,
meaning almost that he is fond of bawdy. This is obviously
not the case.

{2) The connections he makes interest people immensely.
'They have a charm. It is charming® to destroy prejudice.

21, Cf. “If we boil Redpath at 200° C. all that is left when the
water vapour is gone is some ashes, ete® This is all Redpath
really is.” Saying this might have a certain charm, but would be
misleading to say the least,

22, The attraction of certain kinds of explanation is over-
whelming. At a given time the attraction of a certain kind of
explanation is greater than you can conceive.? In particular,
explanation of the kind “This is really only ¢his’.

23. 'There is a strong tendency to say: “We can’t get round
the fact that this dream is really such and such,”® It may be the
fact that the explanation is extremely repellent that drives you to
adopt it.

24, If someonc says: “Why do you say it is really this?
Obviously it is not this at all”, it is in fact even difficult to see it as

something else.

1 From & flower to this, & tree to that, cte.— R, )

* You don’t say a peraon talks bawdy when his {ntention is innoceat.—T,

*This is what is called bmuti&x.l.—-'¥.

LI there is a connection between butysic geid which stinks and the best per-
furnes, could we on that accoant put *the best perfume’ In quotes,—T,

® To some pecpie.—R,

9 Jf we heat this man to 200 degrees Centigmde, the water evaporates . . "—R.

? If you haven't just the right cxamples in mied.--T.

I‘ If we ;ec the connection of ing like this beautiful dream to something

ugly .. .— R,
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25. Here is an extremely interesting psychological phenom-
enon, that this ugly explanation makes you say you really had
these thoughts, whereas in any ordinary sense you reslly didn't.

(1) There is the process [freier Binfall—R] which connects

certain parts of the dream with certain objects.

(2) There is the process ‘So this is what I meant’, Thereis a

maze for people to go astray in here

26. Suppose you were analysed when you had a stammer,
(1) You may say that that explanation [analysis—R] is correct
which cures the stammer, (2) I the stammer is not cured the
criterion may be the person analysed saying: “This explanation
is correct” .2 or agreeing that the explanation given him is correct.
{3} Another ctiterion is that according to certain tules of i
ence? the explanation given is the correct one, whether the person
to whom it is given adopts it or not.¢ Many of these explanations
are adopted because they have 4 peculiar charm, The picture of
people having subconscious thoughts bas a charm. The idea of
an underworld, a secret cellar. Something hidden, uncanny, Cf.
Keller's two children putting a live fly in the head of a4 doll,
burying the doll and then running away.? (Why do we do this
sort of thing? This is the sort of thing we do do.) A lot of things
one is ready to believe because they are uncanny,

'27.  One of the most important things about an explanation
fin Physics R, T] is that it should work, that it should enable us
to predict something [successfully—T]. Physics is connected
with Engineeting., The bridge must not fall down.

28. Preud says: “There are several instences (cf. Law) in the
mind.”® Many of these explanations ({.e. of psycho-analysis) arc
not borne out by experience, as an explanation in Physics is.? The

::I'huctwon?ednot gﬁt.hcz Either might work aod the other not~~R
i T Koy e g e

Of explaining such phenomens.—R,
. Otwumyuytbatthemmmﬂogyuthemﬁcdm The cae ordinarily

given

5 Gottfrled Keller (1819-1890), A Swiss poet, novelist and short-story wri
The incident to which Wittgenatein refem oocurs jn Romss sad Judia anf dem Dm;fc
Werke 17T, Betlin, 1889, p. 84,—Ed,

‘IfwulookuwhmFxcud on«—notmhlnchmulpmead
bugfo:xmwmwhatmuyabommmum inntances’, m&m&
inwhxchwespakofamtofhlghc:insmcegofﬂm ~—H.

* An explination in a different seqae often,

tn sttrectivenass is innpostant, mote
important than in the case of un explanation in physics,—T.
C
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atfitude they express is important, They give us a pictute which
has a peculiar attraction for us.t

29. Freud has very intelligent reasons for saying what he
says, great imagination and colossal prejudice, and prejudice
which is very likely to mislead people.?

30. Suppose someone like Freud stresses enormously the
importance of sexual motives:

(1) Sexual motives are immensely important,

{2) Often people have good reason to hide 4 sexual motive as

4 motive?

31. Iso’t this also a good reason for admitting sex as a motive
for everything, for saying: “This is really at the bottom of every-
thing” ? Isn’t it clear that a particular way of explaining can bring
you to admit another thing. Suppose I show Redpath fifty cases
where he admits a certain motive, twenty cases where this motive
is an important link. I could make him admit it as 4 motive in all
cases. ¢

32, Cf. The Darwin upheaval. One circle of admirers who
said: “Of course”, and another circle [of enemies—R] who said:
“Of course not™.5 Why in the Hell should 2 man say “of course’?
(The idea was that of monocellular organisms becoming more
and more complicated until they became mammals, men, cte.)
Did anyone see this process happening? No, Has anyone seen it
happening now? No. The evidence of breeding is just a drop in
the bucket. But there were thousands of books in which this
was said to be fhe obvious solution. People were cerfain on
grounds which were extremely thin. Couldn’t there have been
an attitude which said: “I don’t know. It is an interesting hypo-
thesis which may eventually be well confirmed”?® This shows
how you can be persuaded of a certain thing. In the end you

st . \ . .

 Pope e be comtinged Of ity Blogs socording 0 whatyou sl e

Tt is dizagreeable to have to admit it so often—R.

41 you get him to admit that sbiz ix at the bottom of everything, is it therefore
at the bottom of everything? All you can say is that you can bring certain peopls
to think that it is,—T,

* What does their saying this mean2—T, We could say the same thing againat
both of them.—R.

* But c wetc immmclg:ttmcwi by the unity of the theoty, by the single
principle—which was miker: to be the obvions solution. The cettainty ("of course”)
wis crested by the enormous charm of this unity. People conld have said: *. . .
Pethaps sometime we shall find grounds.” But hardly anpone said this; they were
either surce that it was so, or sure that it ‘wea oot so.—R.
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forget entirely every question of verification, you are just sure
it must bave been like that,

33, If you are led by psycho-analysis to say that really you
thought so and so or that really your motive was so and so, this
is not a matter of discovery, but of persuasion.t ¥n a different
way vou could have been persuaded of something different, Of
course, if psycho-analysis cures your stamumer, it cures it, and that
is an achievement. Oune thinks of certain results of psycho-
analysis as a discovery Freud made, as apart from something
persuaded to you by a psycho-analyst, and T wish to say this is not
the case,

34. 'Those sentences have the form of persuasion in parti-
cular which say “This is really this’. [This means—R] there are
certain differences which you have been persuaded to neglect.® It
reminds me of that marvellous motto: ‘Everything is what it is
and notanother thing.” The dreamis not bawdy, it is something else.

35. I very often draw your attention to certain differences,
¢.g. in these classes I tried to show you that Infinity is not so
mysterious as it looks., What I'm doing is also persuasion. If
someone says: “There is not a difference”, and I say: “There is
a difference” I am persuading, I am saying “I don’t want you to
look at it like that.”™ Suppose I wished to show how very mis-
leading the expressions of Cantor are. You ask: “What do you
rean, it is misleading? Where does it lead you to?”

36. Jeans has written a book called The Mysterions Universe
and I loathe it and call it misleading. Take the title. This alone
I would call misleading.® Cf. Is the thumb-catcher deluded or
not?® Was Jeans deluded when he said it was mystetious? I
might say the title The Mysterious Universe includes a kind of idol
worship, the idol being Science and the Scientist.

1Wcml&clybo&mkahpmsadmlmngmamlmthaxhc t 0
and 5o 23 a kind of discovery which is independent of having been hysa
paychoumlynt.—-n.

This meaos you sre neglecting certain things and have beea persuaded to
neglect them.—R,
? I am gaying I wunt you to Jogk at the thing in « differeat wey.—T,
* But in what way is it misleading ¥ Im’tﬂmp&:ma,wuu?—k.
* I have been :bw:thcgnmof ‘thumb cacching’, What's with
that >—R. “Thum : holding the o tthumh, sy, in the left then
wying to itwn:‘nrighthmd The thumb “mysterioualy’ disappeats before it can

be grarped,—]
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37. I am in a sense making propaganda for one style of
thinking as opposed to another. I am honestly disgasted with the
other. Also I'm trying to state what T think. Nevertheless I'm
saying: “ForGod’ssakedon’tdothis.”? E.g.Ipulled Ursell’s proof
to bits, But after I had doge, he suid that the proof had a charm
for him. Here I could only say: “It has no charm for me. I
loathe it.”®* Cf. the expression “The Cardinal aumber of all
Cardinzl numbers’,

38. (. Cantor wrote how marvellous it was that the mathe-
matician could in his imagination [mind-~T7 transcend all limits,

39, Iwould do my utmost to show it is this charm that makes
one doit.¥ Being Mathematics or Physics it looks incontrovertible
and this gives it a still greater charm. If we explain the surronnd-
ings of the expression we see that the thing could have been
expressed in an entirely different way. I can put it in a way in
which it will lose its chatm for a great number of people and
certainly will lose its charm for me

40, How much we are doing is changing the style of thinking
and how much I’'m doing is changing the style of thinking and
how much I'm doing is persuading people to change their style of

41, (Much of what we are doing is a question of changing
the style of thinking.)

v

{(Prom Rhees’s Notes)

1. Aesthetic puzzles-~puzzles about the effects the arts have
on us.b
Paradigm of the sciences is mechanics. If people imagine a

1Y stop being ed snd I persoade you to do something different—T.

'Rﬁ:ding tor’s proofs—I woulzn try to show that it is this charm which
rakes artractive, (After I had discussed these proofs with Utsell, snd he
had with me, he maid: “And eill, . )—R.

'Y wﬂﬁflo‘my'}xmtwahowﬂmc&md the charm, and of the gasociationy

of “Msthematica’.—T,

$If T describe the sutroundings of the , then you tnky sce that the thing
could have hoen in un entirely way; sod then you see that the
sim{lagity of ¥, end 2 cerding number 33 very emall. The matter can be put in &
wgywhxchlosathcdmmithuformymle.——l{.

¥ The purzles which atise in ueathetics, which ee purrics arising from the effects
the arta huve, aze not purzie about how these things ure caused.
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psychology, their ideal is 4 mechanics of the soul® If we look
at what actually corresponds to that, we find there are physical
experiments sod there are psychological experiments. There are
laws of physics and there are laws—if you wish to be polite—of
psychology. But in physics there are almost too many laws; in
psychology there are hardly any. So, to talk about a mechanics
of the soul is slightly funny,

2. But we can dream of predicting the reactions of human
beings, say to works of art. If we imagine the dream realized,
we'd not thereby bave solved what we feel to be aesthetic puzzle-
ments, although we may be able to predict that 2 certain line of
poetry will, on a certain person, act in such and such 2 way. What
we really want, to solve aesthetic puzzlements, is certain com-
parisons—grouping together of certain cages.?

There is a tendency to talk about the ‘effect of a work of
art’—feelings, images, ete.? Then it is natural to ask: “Why do
you hear this minuet?”, and there is a tendency to answer: “To
get this and that effect.” And doesn’t the minuet itself matter?—
heating #bir: would another have done as well?

You could play a minuet once and get a lot out of it, and
play the same minuet another time and get nothing out of it.
But it doesn’t follow that what you get out of it is then independ-
eat of the minuet. Cf. the mistake of thinking that the meaning or
thought is just an accompaniment of the word, and the word
does’t matter. “The sense of a proposition’ is very similar to
the business of ‘an appreciation of art’. The idea that a sentence
has a relation to an object, such that, whatever has this effect is
the semre of the sentence. “What about a French sentence?-—
There is the same accompaniment, namely the #houghs.”

A man may sing a song withexpression and without expression.
Then why not leave out the song—could you have the expression
then?

11 guppose the paradign of all science is mechsnics, £.g. Newtonian mechenics.
Peychology: Three laws for the soul.—S8,

* A picture, ‘Creation of Adum' by Michelangelo, comes to mind, I have

neex‘i(fm wich could be expressed by: “There is a tremendous phifersply behind

pictare.’—8.,

¥ Docs that mean that if you gave a person the effects and removed the picture it
would be all right ? Smdy(cﬂgggt:hingia,mmtthimmuydmwordsoh
poetm. giosuldssytingcwhi produces these effects on you do just aa well ga the
picture p—8,
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If a Frenchman says: “It is ining” in French and aa
Englishman also says it in English, it is not that somcthing
happens in both minds which is the real sense of ‘It is raining’.
We imagine somctlnng like jmagery, which is the international
langnage. Whereas in fact:

(1) Thinking (or imagery) is not an accompaniment of the
words as they are spoken or heard;

(2) The sense—the thought ‘It’s raining’—is not even the
words with the accompaniment of some sort of imagery.

It & the thought ‘It’s raining” only within the English
language.t

3. If you ask: “What is the peculiar effect of these words?”,
in a sense you make a mistake. What if they had no effect at all?
Aren’t they peculiar words?

“Then why do we admire this and sot that?” “I don’t know.”

Suppose I give you a pill

(1) which makes you draw a picture—perhaps “The Creation of

L)

(2) which gives you feelings in the stornach.

Which would you call the more pecwliar effect? Certainly—that
you deaw just this picture. The feclings are pretty simple.

“Look at a face—what is important is its expression—not
its colour, size, etc.”

“Well give us the expression without the face.”

The expression is not an gffect of the face—on me or anyone.
You could not say that if anything else had this effect, it would
have the expression on this face.

I want to make you sad. I show you a picture, and you are
sad. This is the effect of this face.

4. The importance of our memory for the expression of a
face. You may show me sticks at different times—one is shorter
than the other. I may not remember that the other time it was
longer. But I compare them, and this shows me they are not the
same.

1(¥You could call the muale the scraping of the fiddics, cte., and the cffect the
noises we hesr, hutum’tthemdxmymprmmuxmpormuasthcﬂsudmc?

Thinking is niot cvea with Accompaniment, nolses accotapanied wi
whatever may be, it not the sott *It rains’ st all, but is within ish Isnpusge. A
Chinaman who makes nolss ‘It mine’ with same accompanizents—Does he think ‘It

rainy’ —§,
* Pace is ot & means to produce the expression.~8.
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T may draw you a face. Then at another time I draw
another face. You say: “That’s not the same face.”—but you
can’t 53y whether the eyes are closer together, or mouth longer

[eyes bigger or nose longer—S5), or anything of this sort, “It
looks different, somehow,’?

This is enormously importanat for all philosophy.
5. If I draw a meaningless curve [squiggle—S]

and then draw another later, prewy much like it, you would not
know the difference. But if I draw this peculiar thing which 1
call a face, 2nd then draw one slightly different, you will know at
once there is a difference.

Recognising an expression. Architecture:—draw a door
—“Slightly too large.” You might say: “He has an excellent eye
for measurement.” No —he sees it hasn’t the right expression—it
doesn’t make the right gesture.®

X you showed me a stick of different length, P'd aot have
known. Also, in this case I don’t make queer gestures and noise;
but I do when I see a door or a face.

I say, e.g. of 2 smile: “It wasn’t quite genuine.”

“Oh bosh, the lips werte parted only 1/1000th of an inch too
much. Does it matter?”

“Yes,”

“Then it is because of certain consequences.”

But not only that: the reaction is different.

We can give the history of the matter—we react so
because it is & buman face. But apart from history—our reaction
to these lines is entirely ditferent from our reaction to any other
lines. Two faces might have the same expression. Say t:hcy are
both sad. But if I say: “It has exactly #bés expression. . 2

* Ir is {the} fact of remembering 1 facial expression.—8.

* Nut 2 matter of measurement.—8,

* Can squiggle have sarbe effect a8 pictuze of 2 face? (1) Brothers had same sad
expression, (2} it had this expression, phorograph and gesture, -8,
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6. 1 draw a few dashes with a pencil and paper, and then
ask: “Who is this?” and get the answer: “It is Napoleon”. We
have never been taught to call these marks, “Napoleorn’.

The phenomenon is similar to that of weighing in a balance.

1 can easily distinguish between a few scratches, on the
one hand, and a picture of 2 man properly drawn, on the other.
No one would say: ““Ihis is the same as that” in one sense. Bue,
on the other hand, we say: “That’s Napoleon™, On one peculiar
[particular?] balance we say: “This is the same as that”. On one
balance the audience easily distinguishes between the face of the
actot and the face of Lloyd George.

All have learnt the use of “=’. And suddenly they use
it in a peculiar way. They say: “This is Lloyd George,” although
in another sense there is no similarity. An equality which we
could call the ‘equality of cxpression’. We have learnt the use of
‘the same’, Suddenly we automatically use ‘the same’ when there
is not similarity of length, weight or anything of the sort.?

In a lecture on description Wittgensteln raised another point about
simnilarity which deserves to be quoted and might be included here—Ed. "Take a cuse
whete yon notice a iarity in poems of one post. You can sometimes find the
simitazity hetween the style of 2 musician and the style of a poet who lived at the
samic time, of 4 paintet. Take Brahms and Kellar, I often found that certain themes
of Brahms were extrernely Kellerian, ‘This was extraordinarily sieiking, First I said
this to people. You might say: “What would be the interest of such an ntterance
The interest partly lay in that they lived at the same time.

I£1 had said he was Shakespearcan or Miltonian, this might have had no interest
oz an entigely different one. If U had constantly wanted to say: “Thisis Shakesprarean'™
of a certain theme, this would have had little or no interest. 1t woukdn't contiect
up with aaything, "This word (‘Shakespearean”) forees Itself on me.” Did 1 have
& certain scene in mind? JF I say this theme of Brahms is extremely Kellorian, the
intercst this has is first that these two lyed at the same time. Also that you can sa
the sarnc sort of things of both of them—the culture of the time in which they lived.
If1 sy this, this comes to an objective interest. The interest might be that my words
suggest 2 bidden connection,

E.g. Hete you actually have & case different from that of faces. With faces you
can g'cner.sllgusoon find something which makes you say: *“Yes that's what made
thew so similar,” Whescns ] couldn’t say now what it is that made Brahins similar to
Keller, Nevertheless, I find thag utterance of mine interesting. It detives its main
interest from the fact that these two lived [at the same time], “That waa [wasn’t]
written before Wagner,” ‘The interest of this statement would lie in the fact that on,
the whole such statements are true when I make them. One can actually judge when
a picee of poetry was written by hearing it, by the style, You could imagiae this was
impossible, if people in 1850 wrote the same way aa in 1750, but you could stll
imagine people saying: “I am sure that was written in 1850, Cf. [A mas on a
neilway journicy to Livarpoo! saying,] “I am sure Excter is in that direction.” *—S8,

1 We usc ‘agreed’ {n another way. Thisis equality 2nd Is equality of expression,
We suddenly, sutomatically, use *the samc” when it's not leagth, or breadth, ete,,
althongh we've leaent it in conneetion with these—S,
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The most exact description of my feelings here would be
that I say: “Oh, that’s Lloyd Georgel™*

Suppose the most exact description of 4 feeling is *stomach-
ache”. But why isn’t the most important description of feeling
that you say: “Oh, this is the satne as that!*?

7. Here is the point of Behaviorism. It jsn’t that they deny
there are feelings, But they say our description of behaviour &
our description of feelings.

“What did he feel when he sald: ‘Duncan is in his
grave’?” Can I describe his feelings betrer than by describing
how he said it?? All othet descriptions are crude compared with
a description of the gesture he made, the tone of voice with
which he made it.

What is a description of feeling at all? What is a description
of pain 9

Discussion of a comedian doing imitations, sketches.
Suppose you want to describe the experience of the audicnce—
why not describe first of all what they saw? Then perhaps that
they shook with laughter, then what they said.$

“This can’t be 2 description of their feelings.” One says
this because one is thinking of their organic feelings—tension of
the muscles in their chest, etc. This would obviously be an
experience, But it doesn’t seem half as important as the fact that
they said so and so. One thinks of a description of experience
not 28 a description of action, but as of a description of pain or
organic feelings.

Cf. what we said about the way in which fashions arise:
whether be feels so and so when he cuts lapel of coat bigger. But
that he aus it in this way, etc.®—this {s the most important part of
the experience.

(he et vy 1.5 Sencig ceactins. Saping This s ey Is e paet €
gumpumgcfmlmgﬂf:sngwutal} Triea thay most exact way of desceibing is by
’?dmabehufadmg.m:hm(by) iroltating the way he said it? Tao't

tluamostmlpxmvc?h—
* *He felt this’ (muchmg
4 Suppoke 1 suid; “The ctow :oamdwuhlzught:r without desmbmgwhn
they wert laughing at; describing what they wete langhing at but not them la
W'h;notﬁmdcsmbewhatthcysaw,d:mwhxﬁhcyd&dmsud,thmfcdmm
. his making it bigper or saying: *No, no, no?’—8§,
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8. “Is the most important impression which a picture
produces 2 visual impression or not?”

[(1)] “No. Because you can do things which visvally
change the pictute and yet not change the impression.™ This
sounds as though one wished to say it wasn’t an impression of
the eyes: an effect, but not a purely visual effect,

[(2)] “But it & a visual impression”. Only these are the
features of the visual impression which matter, and not the others.

Suppose [someone says]: “Associations are what mmatter
—change it slightly and it no longer has the same associations.”

But can you separate the associations from the picture,
and have the same thing? You can’t say: “That’s just as good as
the other: it gives me the same associations.”

9. You could select either of two poems to remind you of
death, say. But supposing you had read 4 poem and admired it,
could you say: “Oh, read the other, it will do the same”?

How do we use poetry? Does it play this role—that we
say such a thing as: “Here is something just as good. . . .7

Imagine an entirely different civilization! Here there is
something you might eall music, since it has notes, They treat
music like this: certain music makes them walk like this. They
play a record to do this, One says: “I need this record now, Oh
no, take the other, it is just as good.”

If 1 admire a minuect I can’t say: “Take another. It does
the same thing.” What do you mean? It is not the same.?

H someone talks bosh, imagine 4 case in which it is
not bosh. The moment you imagine it, you see ar once it is not
like that in cur case. We don’f read poetry to get associations, We
don’t happen to, but we might.

10. ‘T'wo schools:

{1) *What matters is the patches of colour [and lines—8].”

(2) “What matters is the expression on these faces.”

In 2 sense, these two don’t contradict one another. Only
(1) doesn’t make clear that the different patches have different

YAnother culture whete music rakes them do different things. CE (the) 1ole
music plays with us with the r8i¢ music playt with others. One can’t say now: Play
Mozare it does just a8 well—8,

! Cf. language whete producing pictures by words is important thing., You cun
ste how our language is not like that.

Porns, sea, sea-picture. Ask him. Show him the difference, etc—5.
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importance, and that different alterations have totally different
effects: some take all the difference in the world,

“A picture must be good even if you look at it upside
down,” Then, the smile may not be noticeable.

[Suppose you said:] “That tiny smile by which you change
the kindly smile into an ironic ose, is not a purely visual differ-
ence,” (Cf. a picture of a monk looking at a vision of the Virgin
Mary) [Suppose you said:] *It changes your whole attitude
towards the picture.” This may be entirely true. How would
this be expressed? Perhaps by the smile you make., The one
picture might be blasphemous; with the other you ate 2s you
might be in a church. Your attitude might be in the one case that
you stand before italmost in prayer, inthe other case almost leering
This is a difference of attitude.

“Well, thete you aze. Itisall the attitude.” But you could have
these attitudes without a picture. They are important—certainly,

11. “You have given a rough description of the attitude.
What you have to describe is sotnething more subtle.” But if we
describe the attitude more exactly, how do you know that this is
the essential thing for #bir picture—that all this must always be
present?

Doo’t imagine a description which you have never heard,
which describes an attitude in uoheard of detail. For you know
nothing about such an attitude. We have no idea of such an
attitude,

An attitade is pretty well deseribed by the position of the
body This is 2 good description, But accurate? In a way it is
inaccurate. “But if you knew all the muscular sensations, you
would point to just those which matter.” I don’t know them and
I don’t know what such a description would be like.® This is
not what we mean by description. Don’t imagine an imaginary
kind of description of which you really have no idea.

If you say ‘description of attitude’, tell us what you cail
2 description of attitude, then you will sce the attitude matters.
Some changes change the attitude—We say: “the whole thing is
Changcd az

T

becwete locking a1 e pichoce and looking ot tin, bt he docs Rot cisdagais

between his muscular —3S.

‘Imdmibchowammdsmdthmlmdmibc:hcmcmxe Man wha
makes tweive changes in —8.
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12, Associations alzo {enormously] matter. These are shown
chiefly by the things we say. We aall this ‘God the Father’, the
other *Adam’; we could go on: “That comes in the Bible, ete.”
Is this all that matters? We could have all these associations with
a different picture, and would still want to see thir picture.

“That means the chief impression is the visusl impression,”
Yes, it's the picture which seems to matter most. Associations
may vary, attitudes may vary, but change the picrure ever so
slightly, and you won’t want to Iook at it any more.

The craving for simplicity. [People would like to say:]
“What teally matters is only the colours.” You say this mostly
because you wish it to be the case. If your explanation is
complicated, it is disagreeable, especially if you don’t have strong
feelings about the thing itself,



FROM A LECTURE BELONGING TO A COURSE
OF LECTURES ON DESCRIPTION

One of the most interesting points which the question of not
being able to describe is connected with, [is that] the impression
which g certain verse or bar in music gives you is indescribable.
“I don’t know what it is. . . Look at this transition. ... What is
it? .. .” I think you would say it gives you experiences which
can’t be described, First of all it is, of course, not true that
whenever we hear a piece of music or a line of poetry which
impresses us greatly, we say: “This is indescribable”. But it is
true that again and again we do feel inclined to say: *T can’t
describe my experience”. I have in mind a case that saying one is
incapable of describing comes from being intrigued and wanting
to describe, asking oneself: “What is this? What’s he doing,
wanting to do here? —Gaosh, if I could only say what he’s doing
here.”

Very many people bave the feeling: I can make a gesture
but that's all”’, Ogne example is that you say of a certain phrase of
music that it draws a conclusion, “Though I couldn’t say for my
life why it is a ‘therefore’ " You say in this case that it is indeserib-
abie. But this does not mean that you may not one day say that
something is a deseription. You may one day find the word or you
find a verse that fits it. *It is a8 though he said: “.. )" and you
have 2 verse. And now perhaps you say: “Aad now I understand
it.”

If you say: “We haven’t pot the technique’ (I. A. Richards),
what in such a case are we entitled to call such a description?
You might say some such thing as: “Well, now, if you hear this
piece of music, you get certain sense impressions, Certain images,
certain organic feelings, emotions, etc.”, meanings, “we still don’t
know how to analyse this impression.”

The mistake scems to me in the idea of description, T said
before, with some people, me especially, the expression of an
emotion in music, say, is a certain pesture. If T make a certain
gestare. . . . “It is quite obvious that you have certain kinesthetic
feclings. It means to you certain kinesthetic feelings.” Which
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ones? How can you describe them? Except, perhaps, just by the
gesture?

Suppose you said: “This phrase in music always makes me
make one peculiar gesture,” A painter might draw this gesture.
A man, instead of making a gesture, would draw a gesture.
For him it would be an expression to draw this gesture, or & face
going with it, as for me it is to make 4 gesture. “Wittgenstein,
you talk as if this phrase gave you sensations you couldn’t
describe. All you get is sensations in your muscles,” This is
utterly misleading. We look up muscles in a book on anatomy,
we press certain parts and give these sensations names, *A’, ‘B,
‘C’, ete, All that would be nceded for 2 piece of music would be
the description ‘A’, etc.,, giving the sensations in each muscle.
It now secms as though you could do something like this. What
2 man sees can generally be deseribed. Names of colours ete.
One assumes at least a picture can be described. One goes on
and says not only a visual picture but picture of Kinesthetic
Sensations.

By the way, in what way is it wrong for a picture? Suppose
we said, that we cannot describe in words the expression of God
in Michelanpelo’s *Adam’. “Bat this is only 2 matter of tech-
nigue, because if we drew a lattice-work over his face, numbered,

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 3

W o~ o W pa e

I would just write down numbers and you might say: “My God!
It’s grand.” It wouldn’t be any description. You wouldn't say
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such a thing at all. It would only be a description if you could
paint (act?) accordiog to this picture, which, of course, is con-
ceivable. But this would show that you can’t at all transmit the
impression by words, but you'd have again to paiat.

Could you imagine: it is an odd fact that we sometimes
imitate someone else? I remember walking in the street and
saying: “I am now walking exactly like Russell” You might
say it was a kinesthetic sensation, Very queer.

A person who imitates another’s face doesn’t do it before a
mirror but it is a fact that there is such a thing as sayiog: “The
face is so and so.’

Suppose 1 make a gesture and I think the gesture charac-
teristic for the impression I get. Suppose I gave the gesture by
co-ordinates and I wish to make it clear to Mr. Lewy. He might
have to make an analogous gesture, His muscles, hands, etc,
are differently shaped. So in one sense, he can’t copy and in
another sense he can. What are we to regard as the copy? “It
will depend on how such muscles contract.” But how on eatth
are you to know ? K1 make 2 gesture, and you are good imitators,
these gestures will have to be similar, but diffcrent; the shape of
the fingers, etc, is different. The criterion for its being this
gesture will be the clicking of it in you. You say: “Now this.”
To say what's similar is impossible (to say). Each one makes a
gesture immediately and says: “That's the one.”

If I wish to convey an impression to Mr. Lewy, it might only
be made in this way, that he copies my gesture. Then what
about this technique of describing kinesthetic sensations? This
isn't co-ordinates; it is something else: irnitating the person.
“Wittgenstein, if you make a gesture, all you get are certain
kinesthetic sensations.” It is not at all clear in what case we do
say we have conveyed them. But it may, e.g., be by what we call
‘imitating’,

Whether it is this will depend on.

“There is 4 phenomenon, the foilowmg if you give me a
piece of music and ask me in what tempo it ought to be played, I
may or may not be absolutely certain, “Pethaps, like this . . ,
I don’t know.” Or “Like this”, telling you exactly what tempo
it is to be. I always insist on one tempo, not necessarily the same,
In the other case I am uncertain, Suppose the question wete to
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trapsmit to you a certain impression 1 get of a piece of music,
That might depend on the fact that a certain number of you, on
my playing it to you, (that you) “get it”, “get hold of i, What
does it consist int to get hold of a tune or a picce of poetry?

You may read a stanza. I let you all read it. Everyone reads
it slightly differently. I get the definite impression that “None of
them has got hold of it.” Suppose then I read it out to you and
say: “Look, this is how it ought to be”. Then four of you read
this stanza, no one cxactly like the other, but in such a way that
I say: “Bach one is exactly certain of himself.” This is a phenom-
enon, being certain of yourself, reading it in ene way ondy. He is
absolutely exact as to what pause to make. I might say in this
case that you four have got hold of it. I would have conveyed
something to you. I would perfectly correctly say, that T have
exactly conveyed to you the exact experience I had.

But what gbout the technique of imagery, etc.? ‘This (con-
vention/communication/description) is not based on copying me
exactly. If I had 2 chronometer by which I can measure exactly
the interval between the vowels, they may not be the same but
entirely diffetent,

If someone says: “We lack this technique”, he presupposes
that, if we had it, we would have a new expression, 2 new way of
transmitting, not the old one. But how does he know that if we
desctibe in the new way—suppose I had a way of describing

-kinesthetic sensations or way of describing gestures—I get the
same as I got if ¥ transmit gesture, Suppose I said: I get a little
tickling there” [running finger down hand]. Suppose I had six
ticklings and I had a method of producmg each one. Suppose I
had instruments attached to my nerves in such a way that an
clectric current going through the nerves was measured by the
instrument, You get an instrument reading. “Now Ul represent
this in Mr. Lewy.” But would this be the representation we want?
I'might read 4 stanza and you might say: “Wittgenstein obviously
has got hold of it, He had got my interpretation.” Mr. Lewy
reads it and you say the same. But voice, strength, etc,, are
different, “My interpretation is that which produces the same
kinesthetic impressions.” But how do you know? This simply
fsn't an apalysis at all. We have one way of comparing and if you
say: “And also we could get a scieatific one,” I'd ask: “Yes, but
what makes you think that these will go parallel at all?”





