+PHILOSQPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS I 810

It is.not possible that there should have been only one occasion on
which someone obeyed a rule. It is nat possible that there should have
been only one occasion on which a report was made, an.order giv::n or
understood; and so on.—To obey a rule, to ‘make a report,.to give an
order, tG play a game of chess, are a{.rtopz.r (uses, institutions).

To understand a sentence means to understand a language To
‘understand a language méans to be master of a techmque.

»

200. It is, of course, imaginable that two people belonging to a
tribe unacquainted with games should sit at a chess-boa:d and go
through the moves of 2 game of chess, and even with all the appropriate
mental accompaniments, And if we were to see it we should say they
were playing. chess. But now imagine a game .of .chess translated
according to certain rules into a series of actions which we do'not
ordinarily associate with a game—say into.yells and stamping of feet.
And now suppose those two people to yell and stamp instead of play-
ing’ the “fortn of chess that we are used to; and this in such’ a way
that their procedure is translatable by suitable rules into a game of
chess. Should we still‘be incliried to _say they were plagmg a garne?
WhHat right would one have to say so?

-2d1. This was our paradox: no course of action could be deter-
mined. by a cule, because every course of actiod cin be. made out to
accord with the rule. The answer was: if everything’can be made cut
to accord with the rule, then.if can also be made out to conflict with it.
And so there would be neither ac¢ord nor conflict here.

It can be seen that there-is a rmsunderstanc}mg here from the mere fact
that in the course of our aggument we give one,interpretation after
another; as if each one contented, us at least for a moment, until we
thought of yet another standing behind it. What this shcws is -that
there is 3 way of grasping a rule which is nof an interpretation, but which
is exhibifed in what we call “obeying, the rule” and “going against it”
in actual cases.

Hence there is an inclination o say: every,actiog, accordlng to the
rule is an interpretation. But we ought to restrict the termy “mterpreta—

tion?” to the substitution of one expression of the rule for another.
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202.  And hence also ‘obeying a rule’ is a practice. And to think one

is obeying a rule is not to obey a rule. Hence it is ntot possible #' obey
a rule ‘privately’: otherwise thinking oge was obeying a:rule would be
the same, thing as aobeying it. v




