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Wittgenstein’s Knight’s Move: 
Hacker on Wittgenstein’s Influence on Analytic Philosophy
1.
Elucidation and Explanation
My title is based on the knight’s move in chess, a metaphor that Victor Shklovsky, the illustrious literary scholar, made famous. Philosophical influence moves the way the knight moves in chess, partly forward and partly sideways. Wittgenstein’s influence in philosophy is rarely straightforward—hence my title. In my essay, I would like to reflect on the notion of philosophical influence by viewing and reviewing Peter Hacker’s account of Wittgenstein’s influence on twentieth-century analytic philosophy. My suspicion is that Wittgenstein had more presence in philosophy than influence on philosophy. There are those who put Wittgenstein in the Pantheon, and those who put him in the Pandemonium. But he leaves no one indifferent: all find him impressive. Yet being impressive is not the same as having influence.

Peter Hacker served successfully as apprentice to the master-craftsman Wittgenstein, as attested by his book Insights and Illusions. He then spent many years as a journeyman, at the end of which he submitted to the guild a masterpiece in four volumes dedicated to the work of the master. For Hacker, Wittgenstein is the Hans Sachs of the philosophical guild who discovered, when he was about to join the great masters, that not much of the guild was left from the golden days at Oxford. To commemorate the guild and its great master from Cambridge, Hacker wrote a book that sings the praises of the great guild and highlights the great role his master played in shaping it.
The book is called Wittgenstein’s Place in Twentieth-Century Analytic Philosophy. It comprises two elements: a comparison of Wittgenstein’s philosophy to other analytic philosophies of the twentieth century, and an account of Wittgenstein’s influence on analytic philosophy. In comparing, one is committed to presenting the “true” Wittgenstein, while in tracing influence one must be concerned with how Wittgenstein was perceived by others, be it the true Wittgenstein or a false one. It is not easy to keep these two elements apart. After all, if Hacker believes that someone gets Wittgenstein very wrong, how can he tell that it was Wittgenstein who influenced that thinker rather than a Wittgenstein-dummy? 
There is, however, a much deeper tension between the two elements: a tension between causal explanation (influence) on the one hand and elucidation (comparison) on the other. Indeed, this very tension is at the heart of Wittgenstein’s own philosophy. It is central to his effort to keep philosophy from turning into an ideology of science, namely scientism. He calls for a sharp division of labor: science is the realm of explanation and causality, whereas philosophy is the realm of elucidation and understanding. The conflation of the two is bad for science. It may be good for scientism, but then scientism is no good.  
However, when it comes to the history of ideas we need both elements: causal explanation and conceptual elucidation. Influence is a causal concept, whereas comparison of ideas, based on similarities and differences, is elucidation. Explanation and elucidation yield two different methodologies in history: interpretative history, which has to do with understanding the meaning of human actions in history, and scientific history, which concentrates on the causal effects of historical actions. I believe that the history of ideas should include both explanation and elucidation. For a good history of ideas, one has to understand both the content of the ideas and their influence.
2.
The History of Analytic Philosophy

The recent outpouring of literature devoted to the history of analytic philosophy is a puzzling phenomenon. For many years, analytic philosophy was perceived as a school (or schools) of thought that viewed itself not in historical terms, but as perennial philosophy. True, some analytic philosophers, especially at Oxford, were keenly interested in the history of philosophy. The number of books written by analytic philosophers on philosophers of the past is considerable. What is new in the recent trend is that analytic philosophy itself is viewed as a proper subject for historical investigation. This new tendency might be regarded as a sign of decay, along the lines of Hegel’s famous dictum: “The owl of Minerva takes its flight only when the shades of night are gathering.” (2001, p.20)
Historical accounts come at dusk, not at dawn. Hacker is very troubled by what he believes is the decline of analytic philosophy. His lamentation appears as the last chapter in the book. For him the decline is due to failure of nerve and not because of anything wrong in analytic philosophy properly conducted, namely, conducted under the tutelage of Wittgenstein.
My role here is neither to praise analytic philosophy nor to bury it. Hacker is in danger of doing both. My interest is in Hacker’s account of Wittgenstein’s influence on analytic philosophy. My suspicion is that Wittgenstein’s influence, like the presence of air, is everywhere, but not in our grasp.
Hacker, however, tries to get Wittgenstein in his grasp. His picture of Wittgenstein’s influence is not atmospheric, but hydraulic: “The influence of individual thinkers upon the stream of philosophy may be likened to that of tributaries that pour into it. Some may flow quietly into the running waters, adding their volume and creating eddies in the persistent flow. Others may burst into the mainstream as a great fall erupts into the river, moving the very riverbed, shifting the sandbanks, creating powerful new currents and undercurrents, and sweeping away familiar landmark along the banks by their torrent and turbulence. It is then only many miles downstream that the waters of the river subside and flow calmly again. By then it may be barely possible, and perhaps of little interest, to determine which water originated in which tributary” (1996, p. 3).
This is a refreshing simile. But it is not clear whether Hacker abides by his river picture, for he believes that he is standing miles downstream and yet he still finds it possible and important to determine the source of the river—and the source is Wittgenstein. Hacker’s rivers are the Cam and the Isis, metonymies for the Cambridge of Russell, Moore, and Wittgenstein and for the Oxford of Ryle, Austin, and Strawson. There are no true waterfalls in these two rather placid rivers. Yet it is clear that, for Hacker, Wittgenstein is a waterfall of Niagara proportions, and so Hacker turns to another river: “The stream of philosophy that flowed from Cambridge does not compare in volume with the torrent of the Vienna Circle” (1996, p. 87).  
Hacker’s idea is that Wittgenstein’s early philosophy, the philosophy of the Tractatus, exerted tremendous influence on logical positivism, a leading trend of thought in the twentieth century that had its origin in the Vienna Circle, and that Wittgenstein’s later philosophy exerted immense influence first in Cambridge, among his disciples, and then in Oxford. The influence in Oxford was exerted via the samizdat lecture notes as well as the semi-authorized Blue and the Brown Books, later followed by the Philosophical Investigations. I believe however that the Wittgenstein who had an influence on analytic philosophy, in its “golden age,” is neither the early Wittgenstein of the Tractatus nor the late Wittgenstein of the Investigations but the intermediary Wittgenstein of The Blue and the Brown Books.    
One sobering way to evaluate Wittgenstein’s alleged influence is to take a central figure in each philosophical trend, say Rudolf Carnap of the Vienna Circle and Peter Strawson of Oxford, and to see in what sense if any Wittgenstein influenced them. The choice is not accidental, for both claimed that Wittgenstein had influenced them and both are major philosophers in their own right. In later sections of this essay, I shall try to see whether it is true or, rather, in what sense it is true that Wittgenstein influenced them.
There are of course philosophers on whom Wittgenstein’s influence is straightforward. Elizabeth Anscombe is a case in point. Her 1957 book Intentions is a clear example of Wittgenstein’s influence in the sense that it could have passed as Wittgenstein’s own piece of writing. Anscombe was a pupil in Wittgenstein’s studio in Cambridge like Ferdinand Bol was a pupil in Rembrandt’s studio; and Anscombe’s book could have passed as Wittgenstein’s like Bol’s portrait of Elizabeth Bas passed for many years as Rembrandt’s. This is not to say that Anscombe’s ideas in her truly important book are not hers, any more than Bol’s portrait is not very much his: but in both cases, the influence is clear.
Hacker’s choice of analytic philosophers—Carnap, Ryle, Strawson, Quine, and Austin—is a good selection. But it is a good selection for comparison with Wittgenstein, and not a terribly good selection to attest to Wittgenstein’s influence. The exception is Gilbert Ryle, who is a good candidate for exemplifying both comparison and influence. But then I remember Peter Hacker telling me that Ryle was once asked if he was influenced by Wittgenstein, and his reply was: “Influenced never, but I learned a great deal from him.” This is an important distinction. To learn a great deal from someone does not automatically mean being influenced by him or her. This is quite evident in learning a skill, say logic. Yet learning a certain style of exercising a skill may manifest influence. 
If Ryle can serve equally as an object of comparison and as a subject to the influence of Wittgenstein, Quine can serve only as object of comparison. Hacker’s comparison of Wittgenstein and Quine is a skillful one, except that he gives all the good shots to Wittgenstein. Hacker recognizes the radical element in Quine’s philosophy—and calls it “apostasy.” Indeed, Quine contested all the dichotomies cherished by Carnap and Wittgenstein, much as Hegel contested all the dichotomies cherished by Kant.
Wittgenstein and Quine both share a deep suspicion of the concept of meaning, as it is employed in philosophy. Their attack on the concept of meaning is like the economists’ attack on viewing the value of paper money as essentially dependent on the value of gold. The latter attack is anchored in the claim that the value of paper money lies not in any metal behind it, but in the fact that it gains currency through its use in transactions. Because paper money is accepted it has value—and, similarly, because words are used they have meaning. What is required is to reverse the order of explanation. 
Quine’s doctrine of the indeterminacy of translation is an attack on the illusory notion of meaning. He finds an elective affinity between his stand and Wittgenstein’s—an affinity, not an influence. He writes, “Perhaps the doctrine of indeterminacy of translation will have little air of paradox for readers familiar with Wittgenstein’s latter-day remarks on meaning” (1960, p. 77). I believe that Quine is right. Yet, I also believe that the deep connections between Wittgenstein's “rules paradox” and Quine’s "indeterminacy of translations," as well as Goodman’s "grue paradox" (understood as a problem of meaning rather than as a problem of induction), were exposed by Kripke in Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language. But Hacker will have none of it. He believes that Kripke’s account has little to do with the true Wittgenstein, and that even this little is wrong. Hacker and I once quarreled about Kripke’s account and I am in no mood to pick this fight all over again, for the sole reason that my concern in this essay is with Hacker’s claims about influence and not with his elucidatory comparison. We both agree that Quine is a good object of comparison with Wittgenstein and not a good example of Wittgenstein’s influence.
Hacker makes an explicit comparison between Wittgenstein’s influence on philosophy and Picasso’s influence on art. I am very sympathetic to analogies between the history of art and the history of philosophy. The history of art is more like the history of philosophy than like the history of science: for one thing, there is no cumulative knowledge in philosophy and art, but in science there is. Influence in art is felt in the way of doing things (technique) and in the way of seeing things. Caravaggio and Picasso were most influential on both counts. Hacker would have us believe that Wittgenstein is the Picasso of philosophy. I am not convinced. But then again I am not convinced of the opposite.
I divide the sequel into two parts: the sections of the first part deal with Wittgenstein’s influence. The second part deals with Wittgenstein’s own attitude to influence.  
3.
Senses of Influence

Naked power is for anyone to see. Influence is not. It works its wonders in ways not readily observable. Influence is inferred from its effects. This is a major reason for the elusive nature of influence. 
Influence does not require an intention to influence on the part of influencer. Nor, for that matter, is an intention to be influenced required from the one who is influenced. Influence does not require knowledge or awareness: one can be influenced without knowing it. Moreover, one may be more prone to being influenced, the less one is aware of the possibility of being influenced.  
In general, correct attribution of influence is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for influence. One may be under the illusion of being influenced by the great minds, whereas in fact only minor ones influenced him. Minor philosophers are neither foxes that see many little things, nor hedgehogs that see one big thing. They are woodpeckers that see one little thing – but what they see they may see clearly. 

Since influence is known by its effects, it is easier to deal with influence from the perspective of the influenced than from the perspective of the influencer. “Being influenced” is a generic term that takes many forms: one can be “shaped” by Wittgenstein or be “molded,” “transformed,” “inspired,” “triggered,” “enchanted,” or “towered over” by him. Each of these terms suggests a different subtle nuance. 
Hacker refers to Wittgenstein’s “impact” in addition to his “influence.” “Impact,” unlike “influence,” conveys a sense of directness. “Impact” can be used to suggest a direct and strong influence, but it can also suggest a direct and strong impression. Strong impression in turn may end up suggesting admiration, or even veneration, but it does not necessarily mean influence in the cognitive sense of affecting content or method.

One important nuance taps on the difference between being impressed and being influenced. Peter Strawson was immensely impressed by Wittgenstein but hardly, I believe, influenced by him. Strawson was influenced by Kant and Hume as well as by Austin and Grice. He responded polemically to Carnap, Russell, and Quine, but he was not influenced by Wittgenstein in any straightforward sense. True, Strawson wrote an early review of Wittgenstein’s Investigations, a review that for a while set the tone for the way in which the book was received. But writing an influential review is not a sign of being influenced.
Hacker purports to attest to the influence of Wittgenstein on Ryle and his peers by quoting the following passage from Ryle: “It comes natural to us now—as it did not thirty years ago—to differentiate logic from science much as Wittgenstein did; it comes natural to us not to class philosophers as scientists or a fortiori as super-scientists.” (1996, p. 139) Yet Ryle is not attributing his and his peers’ attitude to science and philosophy to Wittgenstein’s influence. He is only saying that the author of the Philosophical Investigations “has his finger on the pulse of philosophical activity.” 

The philosophers of the “golden age” at Oxford had very little training in science, and did not view themselves as scientists or for that matter as super-scientists; many however were well trained in classical philology. They were experts in the art of “reading slowly,” to use Nietzsche’s apt description, and attuned to fine distinctions among words. The attentiveness to the use of language did not come to Austin, Grice, or Ryle from Wittgenstein, but from glossing Greek texts. Even Ayer, the village logical positivist, was hardly a fanatic science worshiper, nor one to promote scientism in philosophy. Ayer felt more at ease with Hume’s induction than with Goedel’s numbers or Einstein’s simultaneity.
Hacker, to his credit, is very tentative in describing Wittgenstein’s influence on Strawson. “Where, if at all, can one discern a Wittgenstein influence or, if not influence, then a convergence of view?” he asks. My answer is that Strawson was impressed and inspired by Wittgenstein, rather than influenced by him. Influence has to do with content or with method, whereas being impressed and inspired does not. The question is, does the influence of Wittgenstein on Strawson manifest itself in method rather than in content? Was Strawson’s method of “connective analysis” influenced by Wittgenstein’s method of Ubersicht, namely, scanning various uses of relevant words and presenting them in perspicuous presentation? I doubt it and I shall air my doubt later. 
Can one be influenced without being impressed? This is tricky. It is possible to be impressed by a thought without being impressed by the originator of the thought. Great philosophers have on occasion been influenced by minor philosophers without being impressed by them. Moreover, it is this situation of the great mind being influenced by a thought of an unimpressive minor mind that makes it hard for the former to admit the influence of the latter. 'Influence' seems to retain, in a metaphorical way, its astrological etymology of emanation from the stars. In astrology, stars influence living creatures, whereas living creatures do not have an effect on the stars. Yet the astrological picture of influence as emanation from the stars, when applied to the history of philosophy, is misleading, for it conveys the idea that only stellar philosophers exert influence.
Being impressed, unlike being influenced, has a passive quality to it. One may be impressed without being moved to act. In contrast, being influenced has an active quality: one is moved to act, either physically or mentally. Being inspired, too, unlike being impressed, is not a passive attitude: it fills one with a high level of enthusiasm and readiness to act. Being inspired may bring new ideas to mind, but not necessarily ideas connected to those that inspired them. Inspiration may for example lead one to “think big,” to be bold and free, without the inspirer and the inspired having any thoughts in common.
Wittgenstein, the tormented genius, captured the imagination of many who aspired “to do philosophy.” However, inspiration should not be conflated with influence. I repeat: influence in the realm of ideas requires some relation of content, or method, or both, between the ideas of the influencer and the ideas of the influenced. Inspiration is an indication of strong presence, but not necessarily of strong influence.
The expression 'Wittgenstein’s inspiration' is of course ambiguous as to whether he inspired others or was inspired by others. Regarding the latter, Wittgenstein left a strong impression that he was inspired by divine agency. Even someone as coolheaded as Carnap talks about Wittgenstein “as if insight came to him as through a divine inspiration, so that we could not help feeling that any sober rational comment or analysis of it would be a profanation” (1963, p. 26 ). I think that this impression that Wittgenstein conveyed, of having access to “revealed philosophy,” contributed greatly to his presence but not necessarily to his influence. It is not clear how to grapple with revealed philosophy. I shall come back to Wittgenstein’s inspiration at the end, when I address his role as an esoteric teacher. But let me stay longer with Carnap’s account of Wittgenstein’s influence on him—influence rather than inspiration.

4.
Carnap’s Testimony
Rudolf Carnap writes that he always found Wittgenstein’s ideas stimulating, and I believe Carnap meant 'stimulating' in the serious sense of provoking further thought and not in the polite, noncommittal sense conveyed by “thank you for your stimulating talk,” addressed to an indifferent lecturer. Carnap mentions Wittgenstein, along with Frege and Russell, as the philosophers who influenced him most. This, if true, is very important testimony. It helps assess Wittgenstein’s influence on analytic philosophy, since Carnap’s own influence on logical positivism needs no documentation. I do not assume that, as a rule, influence is a transitive relation. But it can be assumed in this particular case. Yet, when Carnap describes the influence of Wittgenstein on his thought in detail, this influence does not amount to much, at least not in terms of doctrine. He writes, reverently, about Wittgenstein’s influential insight “that many philosophical sentences, and especially in traditional metaphysics, are pseudo-sentences, devoid of cognitive content” (1963, p. 25). Then he adds, “I found Wittgenstein’s view on this point close to the one I had previously developed under the influence of anti-metaphysical scientists and philosophers.”
So we might say that Wittgenstein’s influence on Carnap was in strengthening and radicalizing his anti-metaphysical views. But even this is far from clear, since Carnap did not find Wittgenstein’s anti-metaphysical attitude radical and consistent enough. He writes, “When Schlick, on another occasion, made a critical remark about a metaphysical statement by a classical philosopher (I think it was Schopenhauer), Wittgenstein surprisingly turned against Schlick and defended the philosopher and his work” (1963, pp. 26–27). Carnap has an elaborate account of the inner tension and ambivalence in Wittgenstein’s attitude to metaphysics, in contrast to Schlick and his attitude, which spares “no love for metaphysics or metaphysical theology.”
My conclusion is that Carnap and his friends did not need Wittgenstein for their anti-metaphysical attitude nor did they need him for enhancing its intensity. If Wittgenstein had an influence in that regard it should be located not in his anti-metaphysical attitude but in his theory of the sources of metaphysical illusions (what Kant dubs “dialectics”), and in his principle of verification according to which metaphysical statements are nonsense.
On Carnap’s account, metaphysical illusions are a product of “the material mode of speech,” which is a particular “transposed mode of speech” (where, in order to assert something about A, something corresponding is asserted about B, which stands in a certain specified relation to A). Metaphors or analogies that are recognized as such are examples of the transposed mode of speech. “The origin of a transposed mode of speech can sometimes be explained psychologically by the fact that the conception of the substituted object b is for some reason more vivid and striking, stronger in feeling and tone, than the conception of the original object a” (1959, p. 309). In the material mode of speech, the use of universal words can “very easily lead to pseudo-problems” (1959, p. 310). Universal words are words such as “number” and “space.” They lead us to ask whether numbers are real or whether space is real. 

I consider what Gustav Bergmann called “the linguistic turn” in analytic philosophy to have arisen from the belief that metaphysical illusions are by-products of the use of language. On my understanding, the linguistic turn is mainly due to a negative doctrine, according to which metaphysical illusions are essential by-products of the use of language, and to a lesser extent to the positive doctrine of turning to language to account for what thoughts are. The linguistic turn is perhaps the most characteristic feature of analytic philosophy.
In the history of philosophy, we can discern two types of theories of errors: motivational and cognitive. Descartes’ account of error is clearly motivational: our will—our wishful thinking—stands in the way of our cognitive “natural light” to grasp the truth. Kant’s account is clearly cognitive: metaphysical errors are an essential by-product of the structure of our ability to know, in the way that optical illusions are a by-product of our very ability to see. On Wittgenstein’s account, our metaphysical illusions are a by-product both of the surface structure of language (early Wittgenstein) and of its use (later Wittgenstein). This means that our errors are cognitive, but the remedy is motivational. We can avoid being under a metaphysical illusion only by exercising our will. Detecting an error cognitively is not enough.
Wittgenstein had an influence on the linguistic turn in analytic philosophy not so much because of the “six different respects” that Hacker mentions, but because he diagnoses the disease and finds the cure for the metaphysical malaise in language. On Carnap’s testimony, Wittgenstein influenced the anti-metaphysical move by introducing what he calls “Wittgenstein’s principle of verifiability.” This principle was adopted by the Vienna Circle as a tool for disqualifying metaphysical sentences as “meaningless” in not being verifiable in principle. Verification is what gives a sentence its meaning. 
The truth is that Wittgenstein had little patience with the Vienna Circle’s “boastfulness” about its “renunciation of metaphysics.” There was nothing new in that, he claimed. There is no question that William James and John Dewey prefigured the use of the verification principle as a criterion for meaningfulness and as a weapon against a certain kind of metaphysics. But it is most likely that, rather than James and Dewey it was Wittgenstein – passing through Friedrich Waismann – who influenced the Circle. In any case, Wittgenstein’s anti-metaphysical influence was influence with respect to method (the verification principle) rather than with respect to doctrine.
Nietzsche, in his Twilight of the Idols, or How to philosophize with a Hammer, suggests two methods for dealing with metaphysical illusions (for which he borrows Francis Bacon’s term “idols”): a crude method he calls a “hammer,” and a refined method he calls a “tuning fork.” Wittgenstein also suggested a hammer (the verification method) and a tuning fork (Ubersicht, or a fine-tuned description of the uses of relevant philosophical words). My contention is that while Wittgenstein’s hammer was influential, his tuning fork was not. 
Carnap mentions another one of Wittgenstein’s influences on him: “The most important insight I gained from his work was the conception that the truth of logical statements is based only on their logical structure and on the meaning of the terms. Logical statements are true under all conceivable circumstances: thus, their truth is independent of the contingent facts of the world. On the other hand, it follows that these statements do not say anything about the world and thus have no factual content.”
Hacker quite rightly points out that the idea of logical truths, which are based on the meaning of logical operators as defined by truth tables, is far from Wittgenstein’s idea of using T/F notation to eliminate logical connectives. He thinks that Carnap “arguably” created a catastrophic modification of Wittgenstein’s position. Catastrophic or not, it is not clear what the influence of Wittgenstein on Carnap’s conception of logic amounts to. 

On top of all of this, Wittgenstein and Carnap had such utterly different philosophical temperaments (Carnap, the man of the enlightenment, versus Wittgenstein, the man of the counter-enlightenment) that even when their positions look the same, they are quite different. One good example of their phony similarity is in the way the two handled the issue of color exclusion. 
Hacker has made, in the past, a powerful case for the claim that Wittgenstein abandoned his early philosophy of the Tractatus, mostly because of his inability to handle the issue of color exclusion. Color exclusion posed an intractable difficulty to Wittgenstein’s view that the only kind of defensible notion of necessity is logical necessity. The question was how to analyze within the frame of the Tractatus frame the proposition “A is red and A is blue” as incompatibility, so as to exclude from any state of affairs the possibility of including two independent elementary propositions: 'A is red' and 'A is blue'. This seems to be a minor technical problem but Hacker is right in writing, “Just as a great scientific theory may in special circumstances be confirmed or falsified by one single crucial kind of observation (e.g. relativity theory and the precession of the perihelion of Mercury) so Wittgenstein’s first philosophy collapsed over its inability to solve one problem—color exclusion.” (1975, p. 86)
Carnap faced a structurally very similar problem. His semantics, based on state-descriptions, is composed of conjunctions and negations of elementary statements.

The sole notion of necessity in his semantics was that of L-true, true in all state descriptions. But then, Yehoshua Bar-Hill and John Kemeny, independently, raised the difficulty that color exclusion poses for Carnap’s account of state descriptions: color terms cannot appear as primitive predicates in elementary propositions, for a state of affairs in which A is red is, by necessity, incompatible with 'A is blue.' Yet the incompatibility is quite clearly due to the descriptive meaning of the color terms (“blue” and “red”) and not to the logical connectives (“and,” “or,” and “not”).
Necessity as L-true is an idea that Carnap “developed” from Wittgenstein’s Tractatus (1962, p. 83). Carnap, unlike Wittgenstein, was unruffled by the color exclusion problem and treated it as a mere technical problem to be solved by adding meaning postulates to his system, postulates such as “If A is blue then A is not red.” A state description that includes “A is both red and blue” violates that meaning postulate and should be ruled out. Wittgenstein’s late philosophy has no “meaning” rules but it has something equivalent, namely rules of grammar that guide, among other things, the use of color terms whereby “A cannot be both red and blue” is a rule that governs the use of  both “red” and “blue.” In short, the problem of color exclusion and its solution looks very similar in the philosophies of Wittgenstein and Carnap. Nevertheless, the attitude of the two to the problem of color exclusion is radically different: what Carnap regards as a mere technical problem that calls for mere technical amendment strikes Wittgenstein as a difficulty that calls for a radical change in his whole philosophy.  
Pascal refers to the fact that the most famous dictum in philosophy, “cogito ergo sum,” occurred in Augustine long before it was made famous by Descartes. Yet he comments that someone who made this dictum the cornerstone of his philosophy cannot be compared with someone for whom it was a passing remark. Something similar could be said about Wittgenstein and Carnap in their attitude to color exclusion. 

5.
Influence: Agenda and Method
Another clear sense of influence is that of setting the philosophical agenda. Philosophers exert an influence if they have the power to make their philosophical concern the concern of others. This does not necessarily mean that the others accept the position of the agenda setter, but it does mean that they think about and wrestle with what the agenda setters made them think about. 
It seems that a glaring example of Wittgenstein’s influence as an agenda setter is his concern with the possibility of a private language and of a private rule, namely, with a language and a rule that in principle cannot be shared with others. It seems to be a good example, given that Wittgenstein's topic of private language came to dominate the philosophical scene. The possibility, or rather impossibility, of such a language became, as we all know, a keen concern for many philosophers. But even in this purportedly clear case, we are left with a historical query: was the saddling of philosophy with the issue of private language due to Wittgenstein’s direct influence, or was it to a large extent due to the famous intervention of Saul Kripke? Put metaphorically, was the setting of the philosophical agenda with the private language argument a rook’s move or was it, as I suspect, a knight’s move? Whatever it is, I think that, on the whole, the most promising place to look for Wittgenstein’s influence is in his setting of the agenda. Still, we also have to try to detect his influence on doctrine and on method. 
Let me return to influence on method, namely, on the systematic way of doing philosophy. I have already mentioned “Wittgenstein’s principle of verification” as a case of influence on method. A related notion of Wittgenstein's from the intermediary period between the Tractatus and the Investigations is the notion of criterion: the requirement for a special kind of evidence to settle a dispute over the question whether something satisfies a concept. A prominent example is the issue of other minds: do creatures other than me satisfy the concept of having a mind? The issue is understood by Wittgenstein as a matter of criterion and not as a matter to be settled like an empirical hypothesis. In any case, Wittgenstein’s notion of criterion looms large in such disputes.

I have already said that if one wants to locate a real influence of Wittgenstein on method, one should look at the Wittgenstein of the intermediary period: the Wittgenstein who advanced the methods of verification and criteria. One reason is that verification and criteria are clear methods, relative to the method of the logical atomistic analysis of the Tractatus, and to the Ubersicht method of the Investigations. We may say that these are crude methods (“hammers” in Nietzsche’s language), but crudity is no argument against influence. Crude, or “vulgar,” Marxism is the Marxism that had true influence, while refined Marxism, with all its clever epicycles and calculated hedges, had but little influence. 

Abraham Kaplan introduced the idea of “the law of the instrument.” He formulated it thus: “Give a small boy a hammer and he will find that everything he encounters needs pounding” (1964, p. 28). Criterion and verification can be useful tools. Wittgenstein, I believe, believed it when he said that there is no one method in philosophy, but methods, in the plural (PI, 133). Each, I would add, has a limited scope and a limited use. But Wittgenstein was often understood in the light of the law of the hammer: every problem is a philosophical nail only to be pounded by the hammer. Wittgenstein's notion of criterion was taken as such hammer.
Good bureaucrats work with criteria. Criteria serve as a social institution with limited use such as enrollments in universities, entitlements for subsidies, and certified drugs. The idea that every concept has criteria for settling its applicability is an analogical overextension of the bureaucratic use. It may serve on occasion as a suggestive way to look at language, but believing that almost every use of a word has criteria (with the exception of avowals and a few other cases) strikes me as a case of using analogy without recognizing that it is nothing but analogy. It is exactly the danger Wittgenstein constantly warns us against. 

The bureaucratic picture of language is not the only picture of language that Wittgenstein helped entrench. He also formed a schoolmasterly picture of language.

It is a picture that suggests that in acquiring language we are guided by special kinds of explanations, which he calls “meaning explanations.” Indeed, he thinks that by scanning such explanations we can glean criteria for the use of words and reveal the grammatical rules that guide their use. This picture, I believe, is fine for chess and misleading for language. 

There is a story about the great chess master Raul Capablanca. According to the story, no one ever taught Raul the rules of the game. He figured them out by observing others playing the game. The child Raul could not glean from what he observed a distinction between bad moves in chess and illegitimate moves. 
It is quite possible that by watching adults playing, he never observed an illegitimate move in his life. 

This way of learning the game, if it ever happened, is very unusual. But it is the commonest way in which humans acquire language. The only exception perhaps is the way middle-class kids in the West acquire their language by explicit explanations from ambitious and anxious parents and schoolmasters. These kids are taught language not unlike the way most of us were taught chess. 

What I just described holds true, not only for language acquisition, but also for language criticism. Throughout life we are rebuked for what we say in such an undifferentiated manner that the belief that we can systematically sort out a grammatical ground for criticism—in Wittgenstein’s eccentric sense of grammatical—strikes me as odd. Yet, I find it very odd to be told that it is a grammatical mistake to say “The dog believes that his master will return in a week,” whereas it is grammatically correct and factually false to say of a one-year-old baby that she believes that her mother will return in a week. 
There are of course activities for which we have well-defined rules of representation, such as rules for drawing the equator and other auxiliary lines on a globe. To try to find an auxiliary line on the ground is to conflate the model with the modeled. To take a broom in order to mop the equator, as in Erich Kaestner’s Thirty Fifth of May, is to misunderstand what the equator is due to a conflation of the rules of representation and reality. But to expand the analogy of rules of representation to language as a whole, expecting to be able to sort out among the uses of language what is truly descriptive and what is part of the representation, is, I believe, to expand the analogy beyond belief.
“Criteria,” “rules,” “games,” and “grammar,” in Wittgenstein’s extended use, are analogies; when not recognized as such they are misleading pictures. We are left with dogmas and not with methods of doing philosophy. Wittgenstein was rather tentative about his methods. He stressed, for example, the constant fluctuations between criteria and symptoms. This means that there is no workable second-order criterion to decide when we face a criterion and when we face a symptom. 
Wittgenstein had an influence on methods that are used in analytic philosophy. Not all of it has been good influence, because some of the methods adopted from Wittgenstein are more in the service of dogmatism than in the service of illumination. On my understanding of the “true” Wittgenstein, who is very tentative in his attitude to method, this should not have happened, but it did. 
6.
Connective Analysis

Peter Hacker writes, “Under the influence of Wittgenstein in Cambridge (and later of his posthumous publications), analytic philosophy became more syncretic, and entered yet another phase. Reductive and constructive analyses were repudiated. Connective analysis, exemplified in various forms in Oxford after the Second World War, emerged, and with it, therapeutic analysis” (1996, p. 4). Hacker means by analytic philosophy “mainstream Anglophone, and for a while Viennese, philosophy in this century” (1996, p. 4).

I shall characterize analytic philosopher recursively: an analytic philosopher is a disciple of an analytic philosopher. The recursion goes back to the first analytic philosophers who are postulated as such: Frege, Russell and Moore. (Bernard Bolzano on my account should be viewed as a proto-analytic philosopher, for he had no immediate followers.) Analytic philosophy is what analytic philosophers produce qua philosophers. 

Hacker accepts Strawson’s distinction between reductive analysis (decomposing concepts to their elementary constituents) and connective analysis (elucidating concepts by their relations to other concepts, which are not more elementary). Carnap’s Aufbau is a glaring example of reductive analysis. Concepts are constructed out of total moments of basic experience, the Elementarerlebnisse. Defining knowledge by justified true belief is an example of connective analysis: 'justification,' 'belief,' and 'truth' are not more elementary than 'knowledge.'    
Strawson’s notion of connective analysis does not do justice to an important distinction between two types of connective analysis: formal and informal.
Wittgenstein had no influence on formal connective analysis; the question is whether he had an influence on informal connective analysis.
Tarski’s analysis of truth is a good example of formal connective analysis. Truth, on Tarski’s account, is not analyzed in terms that are better understood or have better status in the explicatory order of things. Reference and satisfaction are no better than truth. What Tarski succeeded in doing was giving a rich structure to the notion of truth through its connective relations to notions such as satisfaction. 
Carnap’s notion of explication is close to the idea of formal connective analysis. When he mentions some forerunners of his notion of explication he mentions Husserl, Langford (explicating Moore), and Kant; but he does not mention Wittgenstein.
It is clear that Wittgenstein had no influence on the method of formal connective analysis. It is less clear but nevertheless true that he had little influence on informal connective analysis at Oxford. Here is what Strawson had to say about it at the end of his chapter “Reduction or Connection” in his Analysis and Metaphysics. “In the course of my first chapter I contrasted the positive conception of analysis, illustrated by the analogy of grammar, with the negative or anti-theoretical conception, favoured by the extreme adherents—if there are any—of the analogy of therapy. Evidently, the latter can be expected to look with a fairly cold eye on the project of bringing to the light underlying conceptual structure. For the message is: don’t look for anything underlying. Look at concepts which puzzle you actually in use in various human concerns ('forms of life' in Wittgenstein’s phrase), which give them their whole significance. Get a clear view of that—admittedly not an easy thing to do—and then you will be free. Don’t try for a general theory. That is the message.” (1992, p. 27)
Strawson does not regard Wittgenstein as being engaged in connective analysis.

Instead, he thinks that Wittgenstein is suggesting a competing idea: therapeutic treatment. He doubts that anyone seriously subscribed to the therapeutic view of philosophy. Well, Wisdom (at Cambridge) and Waismann (for a while at Oxford) took an oath of loyalty to Wittgenstein’s therapeutic analogy. But I think that only 
Gordon Baker recognized the full sway of the therapeutic method. For one thing,
the therapeutic method is directed at a particular individual who suffers from philosophical anxiety. A philosophical problem is not an outcome of an impersonal use of common language. It is the outcome of the use and the misuse of a particular idiolect, the idiolect of the philosophical patient.

Whatever we think of Baker’s understanding of the therapeutic method as an account of the true Wittgenstein, one thing is clear: this method was not shared by anyone except Baker, and even he adopted it only toward the end of his life. 
7.
Wittgenstein on Influence
In 1929 Wittgenstein congratulates himself: “It’s a good thing I don’t allow myself to be influenced!” (C&V, 1e) In 1931 he laments: “I don’t believe I have ever invented a line of thinking, I have always taken one over from someone else. I have simply straightaway seized on it with enthusiasm for my work of clarification. That is how Boltzmann, Herz, Schopenhauer, Frege, Russell, Kraus, Loos, Weininger, Spengler, Sraffa have influenced me. Can one take the case of Breuer and Freud as an example of Jewish reproductivness? – What I invent are new similes.” (C&V, 19e) Properly understood, there is no real contradiction between the self-congratulation and the lamentation. Wittgenstein is not influenced in his project of philosophical clarification. Clarification is clarification of old lines of thinking, and no new line of thinking is added by making old thoughts clear. Clarity may inspire new thoughts but it does not add new ones. 
Wittgenstein upholds the nonsense about the parasitic nature of the Jewish mind. 
He imputes to himself the parasitic Jewish mind, a mind capable of understanding someone else’s work better than that someone understands it himself. Yet the parasitic mind is incapable of producing anything original, not “even the tiniest of flowers.” Instead of creating a flower it draws a flower “that grows in another’s mind and puts it in a comprehensive picture” (C&V, 19e). 
Wittgenstein makes the distinction between the productive mind and the reproductive mind, between creation and clarification, in a telling episode from his own life. At the time when he was working as an architect on his sister’s house in Vienna, he took up sculpting and visited the studio of his friend the sculptor Michael Drobil. Once Wittgenstein criticized a work of Drobil, and, to make his point, he modeled the bust of a young girl. Referring to this incident he writes: “At the time I modeled the head for Drobil too the stimulus was essentially a work of Drobil’s and my contribution once again was really clarification. What I do think essential is carrying out the work of clarification with courage: otherwise it becomes just a clever game” (C&V, 19e). 
Even though he and Drobil were seemingly engaged in producing a sculpture, their intentions were very different: Wittgenstein’s bust was a commentary on Drobil’s work, a clarifying comment. One cannot detect the point of the work by merely looking at it. The point of Drobil was to create an object of original art. The point of Wittgenstein was to criticize Drobil’s art. The distinction between creative work and clarificatory work lies in the intention of the artist and in the use of the work, and not in the object. 

Wittgenstein’s conception of philosophy as a “Jewish” project of clarification (as in drawing a flower rather than creating a flower) is an expression of a picture – the picture of a parasite living off the creation of others. This wretched picture of the Jews as parasites was accompanied by the idea that Jews are only capable of artificial civilization but not of organic culture: Jews are cultural peddlers in the same way that they have the role of middlemen in economic life. It is tragically ironic that Wittgenstein, whose business was to free us from the grip of misleading pictures fostering prejudice, was himself in the grip of a most pernicious picture. What is wrong in this picture is not only what it tells us about Jews, but also what it tells us about the mind, namely, that there is a natural division of labor between creation and clarification. 
The self-abasing nature of Wittgenstein’s confession of his Jewish reproductive mind (C&V, 19e) is misleading. It should be read in a passive-aggressive tone of voice: we “Jews of the mind,” are not creative (passive tone), but we understand what you creative thinkers are doing better than you yourselves do (aggressive tone). This double tone can be harmless, unless the passive one believes that she is entitled to tell the creators what they should create. My pronoun “she” in the last sentence is not meant to be understood in the polite, politically correct use of the language. The use of “she” here is substantial. The Jewish mind in Wittgenstein’s thought is a female mind. It has the creativity of the soil, in contrast to the creativity of the seed (C&V, 36e). This dreadful nonsense is a variation on Otto Weininger’s contrast between the passive nature of the female and the creative, productive nature of the male. On this picture, the Jew is made out of feminine substance. Like a woman, the Jew can only be a matchmaker who finds the right connections among things, but never a masculine genius who can create things. 
8.
Bourgeois Philosophy and Radical Philosophy

In addition to the Jewish parasitic thinker, Wittgenstein constructed another type of thinker: the bourgeois thinker. “Ramsey was a bourgeois thinker. I.e., he thought with the aim of clearing up his affairs of some particular community. He did not reflect on the essence of the state—or at least he did not like doing so—but on how this state might reasonably be organized. The idea that this state might not be the only possible one in part disquieted him and in part bored him. He wanted to get down as quickly as possible to reflecting on the foundations—of this state. This was what he was good at and what really interested him; whereas real philosophical reflection disturbed him until he put its result (if it had one) to one side and declared it trivial” (C&V, 17e).
The irony is that when Hacker spells out Wittgenstein’s philosophical project, the most convincing account is the one based on Ramsey’s philosophical maxim. Ramsey’s idea is that when there is a dispute in philosophy that goes on forever, and the positions upheld in the dispute are “extremely unsatisfactory to anyone with real curiosity about such a fundamental question. In such cases it is a heuristic maxim that the truth lies not in one of the two disputed views but in some third possibility which has not yet been thought of, which  we can only discover by rejecting something assumed as obvious by both the disputants.” (1960, pp. 115-16)
Hacker in turn writes, “I do not know whether Wittgenstein ever read this remark, but his practice in philosophy conforms with striking fidelity to Ramsey’s maxim.” Hacker demonstrates Wittgenstein’s fidelity to Ramsey’s practice by the following example: in the dispute about the relation between language and reality, all sides to the dispute agreed that words represent reality. The dispute is about the nature of the connection between the two. Wittgenstein, according to Hacker, denies what the two sides to the dispute agree on, namely that “in the relevant sense invoked, words are not connected with the world at all.” Hacker sums it up by saying: “Given this disposition to reject the shared presuppositions of the traditional debates on the central questions of philosophy, it is no wonder that Wittgenstein’s philosophical stance on these central questions of philosophy has so often been misunderstood.” 

I believe, with Hacker, that Wittgenstein indeed followed the radical maxim of the bourgeois Ramsey, but unlike Hacker, I do not believe that he followed it with fidelity: in denying a shared presupposition, he did not opt for a “third possibility.” Wittgenstein regards a shared, uncontested presupposition underlying an unending dispute as a symptom that the disputants are in the grip of a picture. A strong indication that one is in the grip of a picture is one's feeling that the presupposition must be right, for “how else can things be?” 
The denial of a shared presupposition is not meant to force us to adopt its negation, but rather to indicate that there is nothing compelling in the “how else.” There are other possibilities. Wittgenstein does not necessarily side with those other possibilities, for the alternative possibilities do not necessarily suggest a better picture. But viewing alternatives might weaken the grip of a picture: what Wittgenstein denies is not so much the shared presupposition, but its necessity and its air of obviousness.
Had Wittgenstein clung to Ramsey’s maxim, as Hacker claims he did, he would not have been so misunderstood. What makes the maxim in the hands of Wittgenstein so confusing is that Wittgenstein does not subscribe to any position in the dispute, not even to the one expressed by the denial of a shared presupposition.
9.
Wittgenstein’s Esotericism
Esotericism is based on the idea that certain knowledge and certain practices should be confined to the initiated. They are the only ones attuned to the message and capable of understanding its deep significance. Esotericism is based on a crucial divide between a deep and concealed meaning of the teaching and an overt and shallow understanding of it. What makes the deep meaning deep, in the life of those who can understand it, is its redemptive force for those who can understand it. 
Moshe Halbertal, in his new book Concealment and Revelation on esotericism in the Jewish tradition, insightfully writes, “We might say that what is common to all types of esotericists is the metaphor of the 'key.' Esotericists do not understand, interpret, and explain; rather, they open, decipher, liberate, or expose.” (2007, p.) 
In the aftermath of the fallout between Wittgenstein and two of his disciples, Ayer and Wisdom, Hacker mentions a telling remark by Wittgenstein: “Some philosophers make much of the keys they have stolen (Ayer and Wisdom), but it does not matter: they cannot open any lock with them” (1996, p. 306, note 24). Elsewhere Wittgenstein writes, “Yes, a key can lie forever in the place where the locksmith left it, and never be used to open the lock the master forged for it” (C &V, 54e). There is nothing new, then, in the rift between a paranoid master and his disciples, suspected of revealing esoteric teachings to the public.

On the face of it, Wittgenstein’s late philosophy seems to be a negation of esotericism. Philosophy puts everything before us; it has no interest whatsoever in what is hidden: "For what is hidden, for example, is of no interest for us." (PI, 126) But this is misleading: “The aspects of things that are most important for us are hidden because of their simplicity and familiarity” (PI, 129). The two elements of esotericism are present in Wittgenstein’s account: the important and the hidden. But the twist is that the important is hidden not deep down but on the surface. We do not see the hidden, much as the fish does not see the water. This idea is not new. Shklovsky (1990) advocated an artistic method of estrangement, presenting the familiar in an unfamiliar way so as to let us notice the familiar and recognize its great significance. Wittgenstein severed the relation between the deep and the hidden and also between the deep and the important. But he did not give up on the important as hidden.
In tractate Hagiga of the Mishna (the first written codification of the Jewish oral law, from the first and second centuries), there is an effort to regulate the study of esoteric knowledge. It proscribes that the highest esoteric teaching should be taught one on one. Esoteric knowledge is limited to a sage who alone can understand it, by his own light. The esoteric teacher does not teach something unknown to the student. Teaching is nothing but identifying an elective affinity between teacher and student; both have the same, or similar, thoughts. Compare this to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus: “Perhaps this book will be understood only by someone who has already had the thoughts that are expressed in it—or at least similar thoughts. – So it is not a textbook. – Its purpose would be achieved if it gave pleasure to one person who read and understood it.” (Tractatus, p. 3) The joy of esoteric teaching is not in transmitting knowledge, but in recognizing others as sharing the same unusual thoughts and experiences. 
An esoteric sect, like a war cabinet, is terrified of leaks. The fear of leaks is in many instances a primary reason for publishing oral esoteric knowledge in written form:  it drives out of circulation “bad versions” of the esoteric knowledge and practice. Thus Wittgenstein: “Up to a short time ago I had really given up the idea of publishing my work in my lifetime; it used, indeed, to be revived from time to time: mainly because I was obliged to learn that my results (which I had communicated in lectures, typescripts, and discussion), variously misunderstood, more or less mangled or watered down, were in circulation.” (Preface to PI, p. ix) But then of course there is also the fear that Wittgenstein expresses in his preparatory notes for the preface of the Philosophical Investigations that the book will fall into the wrong hands: “It is not without reluctance that I deliver this book to the public. It will fall into hands which are not for the most part those in which I like to imagine it” (C&V, 66e). The anxiety Wittgenstein indicates is not the anxiety of being influential but the anxiety of having the wrong sort of influence, such as the influence of watered-down versions of his thoughts.
Wittgenstein was a meddler in the lives of his friends and disciples, telling them what they should do and learn, sometimes with tragic consequences. But Wittgenstein’s principled position, in his esoteric and therapeutic teaching, was against the idea of having influence on philosophy. The philosopher is a Socratic midwife: he can help to deliver what is already there. Helping is not influencing. 

“A teacher may get good, even astounding, results from his pupils while he is teaching them and yet not be a good teacher; because it may be that, while his pupils are directly under his influence, he raises them to a height which is not natural to them, without fostering their capacities for work at this level, so that they immediately decline again as soon as the teacher leaves the classroom. Perhaps this is how it is with me: I have sometimes thought so. (When Mahler himself conducted his students in training sessions he obtained excellent performances; the orchestra seemed to deteriorate at once when was not conducting it himself.)" (C&V, 38e) 
Was Wittgenstein a Picasso or a Mahler? For me, unlike for Peter Hacker, it is still an open question.  
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