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analysed and it§ place be taken by words which name simples. It will
be reasonable to call these words the real names.

40. Let us first discuss #bis point of the argument: thaf a word has
no meaning if nothing corresponds to it.—It is important to note
that the word “meaning” is being-used illicitly if it is used to signify
the thing that ‘corresponds’ to the word. That is to confound the
meaning of a name with the bearer of the name. When Mr. N. N. dies
one says that the bearer of the name dies, not that the meaning dies.
And it would be nonsensical to say that, for if the name ceased to
have meaning it woild make fio sense to say “Mz. N. N. is dead.”

41. In §15 we introduced proper, narne:s into language (8). Now
suppose that the tool with the name “N” is broken. Not knowing

.this; A gives.B the sign “N”. Has this sign meaning now or not?—
4 g g g g

What is B to do,when he is given it>—~We have not settled anything
about this. One might ask: what wi// he do? Well, perhaps he will
stand there at a loss, or shew A the pieces. Here one might say: “N”
has become meaningless; and this expression’ would mean that the

-sign “N” no lofiger had a use in our’language-game (unless we gave ita

new ofie). “N’ might also become meaningless because, for whatever
reason, the tool was given another name and the sign'“N” no longer
used in the language-game.—But we could also imagine a convention
whereby B has to shake his head in reply if A gives him the sign
belonging to,a tool that is broken.<In this way the command “N”
might be said‘to be given a place in the language-game even when the
tool no longer eists, and the sign “N” to-have meaning even when
its bearer ceases to-exist.

42. But has.for instance a.name which has never been used for.a
tool also got a ‘meaning in that game?P——Let us assume that “X” is
sich a sign and that A gives this sign to B=—well, even such signs could
be given a place in the language-game,-and B might have, say, to
answer them too with a shake of the head. (One could imagine this
as a sort’of joke between them.)” ' "
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43. For a large class of casgs—though not for all—in which we

employ the word “meaning” it can be defined thus: the meaning of a

word is its use in the language.
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And the meaning of a name is sometimes explained by pointing to its
bearer.

44. We said that the sentence “Excalibur has a sharp blade” ‘made
sense even when Bxcalibur was broken in pieces. Now this is so
because in this language-game a name is also used in the absence of
its bearer. But we can imagine a language-game with names (that is,
with signs which we should cettainly include among names) in which
they are used only in the presence of the bearer; and so could d/ways be
replaced by a demonstrative pronoun and the gesture of pointing.

45. The demonstrative “this” can never be without a bearer. It
might be said: “so long as there is a #4is, the word ‘this” has a meaning
too, whether #his is simple or complex.”——But that does not make
the wotd into a name. On the conttary: for a name is not used with,
but only explained by means of, the gesture of pointing.

46. What lies behind the idea that names really signify simples?—

Soctates says in the Theaetetus: “If I make no mistake, I have heard
some people say this: thete is no definition of the primary elements—
50 to speak—out of which we and everything else are composed; for
everything that exists! in its own right can only be mamed, no other
determination is possible, neither that it is nor that it is mot . . . . . But
what exists! in its own right hastobe . . ... named without any other
determination. In consequence it is jmpossible to give an account of
any primary element; for it, nothing is possible but the bare name;
its name is all it has. But just as what consists of these primary elements
is itself complex, so the names of the elements become descriptive
language by being compounded together. For the essence of speech
is the composition of names.”

Both Russell’s ‘individuals’ and my ‘objects’ (Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus) were such primary elements.

47. But what are the simple constituent parts of which reality is
composed?>—What are the simple constituent parts of a chair?—The
bits of wood of which it is made? Or the molecules, or the atoms?—
“Simple” means: not composite. And here the point is: in what sense
‘composite’® It makes no sense at all to speak absolutely of the ‘simple
parts of a chair’.

17 have translated the German translation which Wittgenstein used rather thaa the
otiginal, Tr.
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Againr Does fny visual image-of this tree,-of this chair, ¢onsist of
parts"’ And what are its simple component, parts? Multi-colouredness
is one. kind. of complexity; another is, for example that of a broken
outline compdsed of straight bits. Anda cutve can be said to be com-
posed of an ascending 4nd a descending segment.

If I tell someoge. w1thout any further explanation: “What I see before
me now, is, cornposue” ‘he will-have the right to ask: “What do you
mean by comp031te’> For there are. all sorts of things that that can
mean!”—The, yquestion “Is yvhat you see "composnc?” makes good
sense if it is already established what kind of complexity—that is,
which particular use of the word—is in question. If it had been laid
down that‘the visual image of a ttee was to be called “compositc.” if
one saw not ]ust a’single trunk, but also branches, then the question
“Is the visual image of this ‘tree simple ot composite?”, and the
question “What até its simple component parts?”, would have a clear
sense—a clear use. And of course the dnsweg to the second question
is -not “Thé branches” (that would be an atdswer to the grammatical
question: “What'are here called ‘simple component parts’»”) but rather
a descnptlon of the individual*branches. #

But «sn’t a - cﬁessboard ‘for instance, obviously, and absolutely,
composite?—You are probably thinking of the composition out of
thirty-two white and thlrty—two black squares. *But could we not-also
say, for instance, that it was'composed of the colours black and white
and the’ schema of squares° And if there are quite’ different ways of
looking at it, do you still want to say that the‘chessboard is absolutely
composue’?’——Askmg “TIs this ob]ect cdmposlte?’” ontside a particular
lahiguage- game 'i¢ like what a boy once did, Who had to say whether
the verbs in certain sentences were in the active ‘or passive voice, and
who racked his brains over the questlon whether the verb “to sleep”
meant something active or passive.

We use the word “composite” (and therefore the word “simple”)
in an ‘enormous namber of different ‘and: differently ‘related ways.
(Is the colouir of a squate on a chessboard simple, or does it consist
of pure white and pure yellow? And is white simple, or does it consist
of the colours of the rainbow?—Is this lengtlf of 2 criy. simple, or does
it consist .of two parts, each 1 cm. long? But why not of one bit
3 cm. long, and one bit 1 cm. long measured in the-opposite direction?)

To the pbz/o:opﬁzml question: “Is the visual image of this tree
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composite, and what are its component parts?” the-correct answer is:
“That depends on what you understand by ‘composite’.” (And that is.
of course not an-answer but a rejection of the question.)

%
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48. Let us apply the method of §z to the account in the Thegesetus.
Let us consider a language-game for which this account is really valid.
The language serves to- describe combinations of coloured s uares
on a surface. The squares form a complex like a chessboard. Thete
are red, green, white and black squates. The words of the language are
(correspondingly) “R”, “G”,"“W”, “B”, and 2 sentence is a series of
these words. They describe an attangemeit of squares in the order:
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And so for instance °the sentence “RRBGGGRWW” describes an
arrangement of this sort:

i it iy

s

Here the sentence is 2 complex of names, to which corresponds a
complex of elements. The primary élements are the coloured squares:
“But are these simple?”’—1I do not know what else you would have me
call “the simples”, what would be more natural in this language-game,
' But under other circymstanges I should call 2 monochrome square
- “composite”, consisting pethaps of two rectangles,, or of the elements
* colour and shape: But the concept of complexity might also be so
extended that a smaller area was said-to be ‘composed’ of a-gteater
area and another one subtracted from it. Compare the ‘composition of
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forces’, the ‘division’ of a line by a point outside it; these expressions
shew that we are sometimes even.inclined to conceive the smaller
as the result of 2 composition of greater parts, and the greater as the
result of a division of the smaller.

But I do not know whether to'say that the figure described by our
séntence consists of four or of nine elements! Well, does the sentence
consist of fout letters or of nine?—And which are i#s elements, the
types of letter, or the letters?® ‘Does it matter which we say, so long as
we avoid misundesstandings in any particular case?

49. But what does it mean to say that we cannot define (that is,
descibe) these elements, but only name them? This might mean, for
instance, that when in a limiting case a complex consists of only one
square, its description is simply the name of the coloured square.

Here we might say—though this easily leads to all kinds of philo-
sophical superstition—that a sign “R” or “B”, etc. may be sometimes
a word and sometimes a proposition. But whether it ‘is a word or a
proposition’ depends on the situation in which it is uttered or written.
For instance, if A has to describe complexes of coloured squares to B
and he uses the word “R” alone, we shall be able to say that the word
is a description—a proposition. But if he is memorizing the words
and their meanings, ot if he is teaching someone else the use of the
words and uttering them in the course of ostensive teaching, we shall
not say that they are propositions. In this situation the word “R”,
for instance, is not a description; it names an element——but it would be
queer to make that a reason for saying that an element can only be
named! For naming and describing do not stand on the same
level: naming is a preparation for description. Naming is so far not a
move in the language-game—any more than putting a piece in its place
on the board is a move in chess. We may say: nothing has so far been
done, when a thing has been named. It has not even go# 2 name except
in the language-game. This was what, Frege meant too, when he said
that 2 word had meaning only as part of a seatence.

s0. What does it mean to say that we can attribute neither being nor
non-being to elements?—One might say: if everything that we call
“being” and “non-being” consists in the existence and non-existence of
<onncsions Between clements, it makes no sense to speak of an element’s
being (non-being); just as when everything that we call “destruction”
lies ‘in the separation of elements, it makes no sense to speak.of the
destruction of an element.
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One.would, however, like to say: existence cannot be attributed to
an element, for if it did not exis#, one could not even name it and so
one could say nothing at all of it.—But let us consider an analogous
case. There is one thing of which-one can say neither that it is one
metre long, nor that it is not one metre long, and that is the standard l
metre in Paris.—But this is, of course, not to ascribe any extraordinary
propetty to it, but only to mark its peculiar role in the language-game
of measuring with a metre-rule.—Let us Imagine samples of colour
being preserved in Paris like the'standard metre. We define: “sepia”
means the colour of the standard sepia which is there kept hermetically
sealed. Then it will make no sense to say of this sample either that
it is of this colour or that it is not.

We can put it like this: This sample is an instrument of the language
used in ascriptions of colour. In this language-game it is not some-j
thing that is represented, but is a means of representation.—An:

just this goes for an element in language-game (48 |Ii hen we name i

by uttering the word “R>: this gives this object ¢ our language-
game; it is now a_means of representation. And 1o say “If it-did not
exist, it could havé no name” is to say as much and as little as: if this
thing did not exist, we could not use it in our language-game.—What
looks as if it bad to exist, is part of the language. Itis a paradigm in our
language-game; something with which comparison is made. And this
may be an important observation; but it is none the less an observation
concerning our language-game—our method of representation.

s1. In describing language-game (48) I said that the words “R”,
“B”, etc. corresponded to the colours of the squares. But what does
this correspondence consist in; in what sense can one say that certain
colours of squares correspond to these signs? For the account in (48)
merely set up a connexion between those signs and certain words of
our language (the names of colours).—Well, it was presupposed that
the use of the signs in the languige-game would be taught in a different
way, in particular by pointing to paradigms. Very well; but what
does it mean to say that in the fechnique of using the language certain
elements correspond to the signs?—Is it that the person who is describ-
ing the complexes of coloured squates always says “R” where there is a
red square; “B” when there is a black one, and so on? But what if he
goes wrong in the description and mistakenly says “R” whete he sees a
black square——what is the critetion by which this is a mistaker—
Or does “R”s standing for a red square consist in this, that when the




