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A READING OF THE LINGUISTIC TURN
THROUGH L. WITTGENSTEIN’S PHILOSOPHY

The article examines the role and place of L. Wittgenstein’s ideas in the formation of the linguistic turn in philosophy in terms
of representative and communicative dimensions. There are contradictions in the explanation of the history of the development
of the linguistic turn, unlike in the analysis of another important intellectual event of European philosophy — the Copernican
turn. Some researchers interpret the linguistic turn in a representative way, and some — in a communicative way. Nothing
of the sort arises in the case of the analysis of the Copernican turn where everything is clear. According to the authors, this
situation is due to the nature of the philosophy that had an impact on both events. In the first case, we are dealing with a clear
and holistic concept of 1. Kant, in the second — with two contradictory theories of L. Wittgenstein.

In this interpretation, L. Wittgenstein appears as the main founder of the linguistic turn. This imposes an obligation on
the authors to reveal the content of both of his fundamental books and to show their correspondence to the representative
and communicative vector of the development of the linguistic turn.

The main methods used in the research are historical-philosophical and structural-functional. The article is divided into
four parts: 1) analysis of the history of interpretations of the development of the linguistic turn; 2) the metaphysical nature
of L. Wittgenstein’s first book and the anti-metaphysical nature of the second; 3) the representative dimension in the “Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicus”; 4) the communicative dimension in “Philosophical Investigations’.

The authors concluded that the linguistic turn should be perceived as a holistic phenomenon, and the communicative turn
following it can be considered as a convergence of trends laid down by L. Wittgenstein.

Key words: L. Wittgenstein, the linguistic turn, communicative turn, representation, communication, reference theory
of meaning, ordinary language, ideal language, relativism, language game, rules of language game.
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IMPOUYUTAHHS JIHIBICTUYHOTO HIOBOPOTY B PO3PI3I
PLJIOCOPCHKUX IAEN JI. BITTEHIITAHA

V crarTi JochipKyeThes ponb Ta Micue ineit JI. Bitrenmraiina y ¢gopmyBaHHi JIIHIBICTHYHOTO TIOBOPOTY Y (ino-
coii B KOHTEKCTI perpe3eHTaTHBHOTO Ta KOMYHIKATHBHOTO BUMIpiB.
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V nosicHeHHi icTOpii pO3BUTKY JIHTBICTHYHOTO TIOBOPOTY 1CHYIOTH CYNEPEUHOCTI, SIKUX HEMA€E, HAPUKIA, IPU
aHami3i iHmoi BaroMoi iHTenekTyansHol Mofii eBponelchkoi Binocodii — KONepHUKaHCHKOTO MOBOPOTY. YacTiHa
JOCTIJIHUKIB TIyMadaTh JIHBICTUYHUI MOBOPOT B PENPE3CHTATUBHOMY KIIOWi, YACTHHA — B KOMYHIKaTHBHOMY.
Hivoro moxiOHOro He BMHHMKA€E Y BUMAJAKY aHaJi3y KONMEPHUKAHCHKOTO MOBOPOTY, [e BCe OAHO3HAYHO. Ha mymky
aBTOpIB, TaKa CUTYyaIlisl 3yMOBJIEHa XapakTepoM (irocodii, 10 cTasa MPUUMHOI0 000X NOiH. Y MepIoMy BUIIa Ky
Ma€eMO CIpaBy 3 YiTKOIO LilicHOIO KoHuenuieto [. Kanra, B ipyromy — 3 1BoMa cynepeunnBUMH Teopisimu JI. Bit-
TCHIITalHA.

V takomy TpaktyBanHi JI. BiTrenmraiin mocrae ronoBHIM OCHOBOIOJIOKHUKOM JIHTBICTHYHOTO MOBOPOTY. Lle
HaKJa/1ae 3000B’s13aHHS Ha aBTOPIB PO3KPHUTH 3MicT 000X Horo GyHIaMeHTaNIbHUX TBOPIB, MOKA3aTH X BiIIOBiA-
HICTb PENPe3eHTaTUBHOMY Ta KOMYHIKaTHBHOMY BEKTOPY PO3BUTKY JIIHIBICTHYHOTO TIOBOPOTY.

OCHOBHMMH METOJaMH, BUKOPHCTAHUMHU Y JAOCITIIKEHHI, € 1CTOPUKO-(P1T0cO(ChKUiL, 3MICTOBHHI Ta CTPYKTYp-
HO-(yHKIIoHATBHUKA. CTaTTs MOJiIeHa HAa YOTHPW YaCTHHU, TPUCBAYCHi: 1) aHami3y icTopii iHTepnpeTauii pos-
BUTKY JIIHTBICTHYHOTO TIOBOPOTY; 2) MeTa(iznuHOMY XapakTtepy nepuioro TBopy JI. Bitrenmraiina i antumeradi-
3UYHOMY — APYyToro; 3) pemnpe3eHTaTuBHOMY BuMipy y «Jloriko-dinocopcbkomy Tpakrari»; 4) KOMyHIKATHBHOMY
BUMIpY Y «Di10cO)CHKUX TOCITIHKEHHIX.

VY BHCHOBKax aBTOpH AIMLLIA TYMKH, LIO JIHTBICTUYHHN MOBOPOT CNiA CHPHUHAMATH SIK LITICHHH (heHOMEH,
a HACTYITHUH TiCJISl HbOTO KOMYHIKaTUBHHUI TIOBOPOT MOKHA PO3IISIATH SIK KOHBEPTEeHIIII0 TeHACHIIIH, 3aKIaIeHIX
JI. BitrenmraitHoMm.

Kumouosi cioBa: JI. Bitrenraiin, TiHrBiCTHYHUI TOBOPOT, KOMYHIKaTHBHUH TOBOPOT, PEMPEe3eHTallis, KOMYHi-
Kaisi, pedepenuiiia Teopis 3HaYEHHS, OpANHAPHA MOBA, iJieallbHa MOBA, PEJISTUBI3M, MOBHA TPa, IPaBHIa MOBHOT

TpH.

Introduction. The linguistic turn became a sig-
nificant intellectual event in the 20th century, radi-
cally shifting the attention of philosophers from
subject-object issues to the analysis of language.
In terms of its scale, it is only slightly inferior to
the Copernican turn carried out by I. Kant. How-
ever, if the Copernican turn is associated with
the name of the founder of German classical phi-
losophy then in the second case there is no such
ambiguity. Such a state of affairs is hardly fair,
considering the impact of L. Wittgenstein’s philo-
sophical ideas in its emergence.

The contradiction between the representative
and communicative vector of development in
the history of the linguistic turn creates difficul-
ties in its interpretation. Nothing of the sort arises
in the case of the analysis of the Copernican turn.
In our opinion, this situation is due to the nature
of the philosophy that caused both events. In
the first case, we are dealing with Kant’s clear
and coherent concept, and in the second — with
Wittgenstein’s two contradictory theories.

The aim and objectives of the article. The arti-
cle aims to reveal the representative and communi-
cative specifics of the history of the development
of the linguistic turn through a meaningful analysis
of L. Wittgenstein’s philosophy.

Research results. 1. Linguistic turn and inter-
pretations of its emergence. 1.1. Structural and lin-
guistic. J- M. Rabati notes that the emergence of new
technical means of transmitting and receiving

messages ensured the interest of 20th-century sci-
entists in the problems of language. It was this
wave of interest that made the humanities that tra-
ditionally dealt with language and communication,
i.e., philosophy, semiotics, sociology, philology,
psychology, and the most important among them —
linguistics, relevant.

According to the analyst, the so-called “lin-
guistic turn” in philosophy and social theory
is connected. This connection ultimately led to
the beginning of the most ambitious project in
the humanities, known as structuralism (Rabaté,
2003). Due to structuralists, such linguists as F. de
Saussure and R. Jacobson turned into philosophers
and theorists of culture. One of the key features
of structuralism, later adopted by other philosophi-
cal trends, was the attempt to philosophize philol-
ogy, literary theory, linguistics, and other disci-
plines related to the study of language. Linguistic
and philological terms, i.e., lexeme, phoneme,
metaphor, metonymy, syntagma, binary opposi-
tion, narrative, and discourse, have become com-
mon elements in philosophical texts.

1.2. Descriptive metaphysics. A. Synytsia in
“Linguistic Turn in Philosophy: a Critical Analy-
sis” connects this event with P. Strawson’s contribu-
tion. The scientist substantiates this interpretation
with the conclusion of the American philosopher
G. Bergman which he makes in “Strawson’s
Ontology” (Bergmann, 1960). G. Bergman, ana-
lyzing P. Strawson’s work “Individuals: An Essay
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of Descriptive Metaphysics” (Strawson, 1959),
proposed the term “linguistic turn” (Synytsia,
2017, p. 100). Of course, the appearance of a term
does not give an idea of its meaning. H. Bergman
believed that the essence of the turn lies in the “reha-
bilitation of metaphysical issues ... the deep struc-
tures of everyday language are revealed
the demonstration that language has an ontologi-
cal dimension” (Synytsia, 2017, p. 100). Note
that L. Wittgenstein was, according to O. Filipov-
ich, the first to think about the existence of “deep
and superficial structures of ordinary language. At
the end of the first part of the book “Philosophi-
cal Investigations” he puts forward an important
position that allows us to get an idea of the con-
cept of language in Wittgenstein’s later works:
in the use of words, one can distinguish between
“surface grammar” and “deep grammar” — what
Wittgenstein used to call “logical form” (Filipov-
ich, 2002, p. 1167).

1.3. Representative and communicative dimen-
sions. O. Filipovych’s analysis was based on
the division of the linguistic turn into two concep-
tual parts (Filipovych, 2002, p. 553). The first is
connected with the transition of the philosophical
mainstream from the problem of consciousness
to the problem of language. A significant role in
this transition is played by the first fundamen-
tal work of L. Wittgenstein, as well as the works
of M. Husserl, M. Heidegger, and neo-positivist
philosophers. At this stage, scientists abstracted
from the pragmatic aspects of language use. Their
attention focused on the representative func-
tion of language, which reached absolute values
within the limits of logical positivism. Accord-
ing to O. Filipovych, “Such an approach can be
called the metaphysics of language, as it preserves
the basic guidelines of the New Age, which start-
ing with Descartes put forward various projects to
improve language” (Filipovych, 2002, p. 553).

The second part of the linguistic turn became
relevant due to L.Wittgenstein’s Philosophi-
cal Investigations. This part of history is con-
nected with the strengthening of the positions
of pragmatism, the theory of ordinary language,
and the rejection of emphasis on the representa-
tive function of language: “language improvement
projects are replaced by the study and description
of different types of language in their ordinary use.
...Late Wittgenstein, as well as Sellars and Quine,
developed a pragmatic conception of meaning,
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according to which the primary importance was
given to the communicative function of language,
and the function of representation was understood
only as derived from it” (Filipovych, 2002, 553).
Therefore, according to O. Filipovych, the linguis-
tic turn owes its progression to L. Wittgenstein.

2. Metaphysical and anti-metaphysical mood
of L.Wittgenstein’s ideas. Wittgenstein became
famous for the fact that, despite the small num-
ber of written works, he became the founder
of two opposing research trends in the philosophy
of language. One can be called classical, based on
the desire to bring the language to a formal ideal
(“Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus” (1922)). The
second, based on the opposition to this aspiration,
is the result of considerations about the possibili-
ties of ordinary language (“Philosophical Investi-
gations” (1953)) (Gryaznov, 2010, p. 408).

In the first book “the traditional metaphysical
instructions were determined by the referential
theory of meaning” (Filipovich, 2002, p. 561).
In the second “ordinary language and its applica-
tion becomes the subject of research” (Filipovich,
2002, p. 1159). Therefore, the purpose of his later
work was the opposite, one might say — anti-meta-
physical.

3. Representative dimension. Tractatus is con-
ditioned by the referential theory of meaning. This
is what makes the concept of early Wittgenstein
representative. O. Filipovych equates the reference
theory with the correspondence theory of truth,
which “passes through all currents of Western phi-
losophy and acquires special importance in modern
philosophy” (Filipovych, 2002, p. 561). According
to M. David (David, 2007), this theory begins with
Aristotle’s words about “essence”, written by him in
“Metaphysics™: “To say of what is that it is not, or
of what is not that it is, is false, while to say of what
is that it is, and of what is not that it is not, is true”
(Aristotle, 1976, p. 141). M. David defines the theory
as follows: “Strictly speaking, the correspondence
theory of truth is a position in which truth is a corre-
spondence with fact, that is, this is the view that Rus-
sell and Moore held in the early 20th century” (David,
2007, p. 147). Therefore, it is not surprising that this
theory of truth determined the mood of L. Wittgen-
stein’s first book. M.David notes the connection
of the theory with “metaphysical realism” as well as
Plato’s teaching (David, 2007, p. 148).

The next thing that deserves attention is
the specifics of L. Wittgenstein’s use of the concept
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of “fact” in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. In
philosophy and science, the concept of “fact” is
usually associated with an empirical context. But
L. Wittgenstein abstracts from the empirical idea
of a fact already in the first aphorism of his Trac-
tatus, declaring that “The world is facts in logical
space” (Wittgenstein, 1994, p. 5). O. Filipovych
draws attention to the fact that “this intention
of Wittgenstein is ignored by the positivist inter-
pretations of Tractatus, which consider his concept
as a kind of scientific empiricism that deals with
physical objects” (Filipovych, 2002, p. 560).

What is a fact according to L. Wittgenstein? The
first expression with which the Tractatus begins is
“The world is everything that happens” (Wittgen-
stein, 1994, p. 5). It suggests that a fact is equated
with an event. The second aphorism confirms this:
“What happens is a fact, the existence of actions.”
So, the facts determine everything that is — hap-
pens or exists. The difference between them can be
perceived through the relation to the object. Fact in
action is a “negative or positive reaction’ to the fact
as an event. A fact in action is atomic (singular),
and a fact as an event is contextual (multiple).
Together, they are combined into some structure
that has a certain content/meaning. A structure was
similar to the scheme of [.Kant’s “transcendental
synthesis of apperception” emerges but in some
hidden, implicit form.

The action per se is not thought of in isolation
from reality which is made up of “objects” which
are “logical-semantic formations not related to
physical bodies ... logical atoms, the limit of pos-
sible analysis of reality” (Filipovich, 2002, p. 560).
L. Wittgenstein writes about the object as “objects-
things” (Wittgenstein, 1994, p. 5) which creates
difficulties in the empirical perception of what is
usually considered an object. It is precisely because
of this decision that his ideas are also connected
with Aristotle’s theory of coherent truth: “Aristo-
tle ... talks about the “underlying things” that make
statements true, and means that these “things”
(pragmatic. — trans.) are logically structured situa-
tions and facts” (David, 2007, p. 148).

L.Wittgenstein in  “Philosophical Investi-
gations” equates objects to the first elements
(arche — Ancient Greek “apyn™): “These first ele-
ments were both Russell’s “individuals” and also
my “objects” (Gegenstidnde. — trans.)” (Wittgen-
stein, 1994, p. 100). L. Wittgenstein’s objects can
be compared with Plato’s ideas but cautiously,

given the specificity of English realism which is
debated with idealism (Hegelian monism). The
appropriateness of the comparison with Plato’s
idea is given by the scientist’s quote, taken by him
from the dialogue “Theaetetus”: “it is impossible to
speak about any primary element in an explanatory
way because it has nothing at its disposal except
the name as such, the name is all that he possesses
.. what is obtained by combining these primary
elements — even in a vague form, is complex, then
the names of these elements in their combinations
with each other become the language of descrip-
tion. Because the essence of language is the com-
bination of names” (Wittgenstein, 1994, p. 100).
It turns out that the first element (idea or object)
cannot be known by itself, even if you give it
a name, but it can be known through the combi-
nation of names, for example, in discourse. The
representation of Plato is not at all the same as
the representation of the positivists, since The-
aetetus was a work depicting the futility of sensu-
alism on the way to knowledge. L. Wittgenstein
repeats Plato but without claiming to create a the-
ory of knowledge — his first work was designed to
give some basic picture of the world, and not a way
of knowing. (Filipovych, 2002, p. 562).

In the preface to the Tractatus Logico-Philo-
sophicus, he notes: “The purpose of the book is to
draw the line of thinking or, rather, not of think-
ing, but of the expression of thought: after all, to
draw the line of thinking, we would have to have
the ability to think from both sides of this line (that
is, we would have the ability to think the unthink-
able). Therefore, such a limit can be drawn only in
language, and what lies beyond it becomes simply
nonsense” (Wittgenstein, 1994, p. 3). The desire
to establish boundaries and analyze the expres-
sion of thought is what unites L. Wittgenstein with
Kantian idealism. Another thing is that the subject
of L. Wittgenstein’s research is a language which
was not the main goal for I. Kant. He introduced
the dichotomy between analytic and synthetic judg-
ments, meaning almost the same as L. Wittgen-
stein when he distinguished fact as “the name (act)
of a thing” and fact as “the act of a thing.” This is
actually what the Austrian philosopher considered
to be the primary problem of philosophy — when
the fact (name) as an action does not coincide with
the fact as an action, a different reading occurs.
O. Filipovych describes this problem as follows:
“The name has no meaning, but it has meaning: it
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presents an object, that is, the simplest unit of lan-
guage corresponds to the simplest unit of reality.
Due to the tight connection between the elements
of language and reality, a proposition can be ana-
lytically dismembered in only one way...there is
a possibility of a complete analysis of language to
bring it into line with the requirements of logic.
The need for such a step is since in ordinary lan-
guage words are used in various ways that hide
the connection between the name and the object,
thereby causing fundamental philosophical prob-
lems” (Filipovich, 2002, p. 560-561). It is not sur-
prising that in the binary context of the referential
theory of the sign, L.Wittgenstein takes steps that
are logical for him — he declares the opposition
of the “world of ideas” and the “world of shad-
ows” — a formally verified ideal language capable
of forever solving the problem of truth, and ordi-
nary language filled with various nonsense.

It appears that ordinary language is a subject
of criticism in Tractatus. Its drawback is that simi-
lar to Plato’s shadows or I. Kant’s synthetic judg-
ments rest on the sensory world — it is “a sensory
shell of thought, which in many cases hides both
the structure of thought and the logic of language
itself” (Filipovich, 2002, p. 561). L. Wittgenstein
notes: “Ordinary language is a part of the human
system and it is no less complex than it. People
are unable to directly extract the logic of language
from it. Language disguises thoughts. Moreover,
so much so that the external form of clothing does
not allow us to judge the form of thought dressed
in it” (Wittgenstein, 1994, p. 18).

4. Communicative dimension. The main
innovation of “Philosophical Investigations” is
the transition from the referential theory of the sign
to meaning through “application”. O. Filipovych
emphasizes that “the subject of research is ordi-
nary language and its application connected with
the emergence of various paradoxes” (Filipovych,
2002, p. 1159). She further clarifies “Applica-
tion” is a concept that Wittgenstein puts forward
instead of “meaning” which played a key role in
neopositivism”, — therefore, O. Filipovych con-
cludes, — “The identification of meaning with use
means the rejection of the concept of meaning
since the use of language is a process, not a static
object or state” (Filypovych, 2002, p. 1159-1161).
Such a transition in L. Wittgenstein’s philosophy
is reminiscent of the transition from the geneal-
ogy of Parmenides with his “light and darkness”
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to the genealogical dialectic of Heraclitus with his
thesis of flux (Martynenko, 2021).

The factor of dynamics always changes the situ-
ation with stable forms in the direction of variabil-
ity, therefore, the thesis of relativism is quite fair
for evaluating the late stage of the philosopher’s
work. “The name of the modern Austrian thinker
Ludwig Wittgenstein is often mentioned in discus-
sions about relativism. The project of linguistic
philosophy developed by him is now perceived as
an important source of the formation of the relativ-
istic program, which spread widely in the second
half of the 20th century in anthropological studies”
(Medvedev, 2018, p. 71).

It is difficult to call L. Wittgenstein a postmod-
ernist, but it was his innovations in the field of lan-
guage research that led to the strengthening of crisis
moments in modern culture and the actualization
of postmodernism. This applies both to the concept
of “death of the subject” and the concept of “empty
sign” with its attributes of infinity. It made the idea
of reference in the postmodern era only as a simu-
lation possible (Mozheyko, 2001, p. 642). “Under
such conditions, the final “destruction of the last
traces of belief in referentiality” is assessed ... as
the only possible “path to the truth” (Mozheyko,
2001, p. 642). Thus, Philosophical Investigations
opened the way to relativism (atomic pluralism).

The next pair of key concepts which make up
the backbone of a philosopher’s understanding
of the problems of ordinary language in Philo-
sophical Investigations is the “language game”
and “rules of the language game”. L. Wittgenstein
defines the first as follows: “I will also call a single
whole: language and the actions with which it is
intertwined” (Wittgenstein, 1994, p. 83). Actions
in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus were facts,
therefore, meaning and the game itself is a context
that defines itself. The definition of meaning occurs
due to the rules of the language game. Regard-
ing the latter, the philosopher notes the inextri-
cable connection between the game and the rules
(Wittgenstein, 1994, p. 83) — one cannot exist
without the other. If there is a game, then it must
have rules. It turns out that even a “game without
rules” is already a game with rules, because there is
a rule “without rules” (Wittgenstein, 1994, p. 112).
Therefore, understanding in communication is
achieved by following the rules of this commu-
nication, just as the outcome of a game is made
possible by the dedication of the participants to its



dinocodis

rules. You need to know the rules of using a partic-
ular word in a particular context (language game)
to get the meaning. This is probably why the val-
ues obtained as a result of following the rules are
“correct”. From this generalization of “language
and action”, “rules and games” L. Wittgenstein
move to the idea that all forms of experience
and activity, even those that do not traditionally
belong to language, are manifestations and are
impossible outside of it. Therefore, Wittgenstein
notes: “the term “language game” is intended to
emphasize that speaking a language is a compo-
nent of the activity or a form of life” (Wittgenstein,
1994, p. 90). Therefore, “Language is a set of lan-
guage games that combines a more global context
of the activity, practice, and life” (Filipovych,
2002, p. 1159).

Conclusions. Nowadays, the conceptual differ-
ence between the representative and communica-
tive functions of language actualized in the two
books of the philosopher is most evident. Although
L. Wittgenstein focused attention on the problem
of language and linguistics in the Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus it was not related to communica-
tion. In Philosophical Investigations the thinker

focuses on ordinary language. Linguistic situations
in which meaning is constituted analyze a differ-
ent matter. A communicative situation or language
game has turned into a conceptual unit that can
be generalized and used to understand the logic
of human communication.

The dualistic approach in the meaningful analy-
sis of the linguistic turn explains the integral con-
ditioning that exists in the seemingly contradictory
intentions of the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus
and Philosophical Investigations. Both books
show signs of a synthesis of ideal and ordinary
language. Even though formalism is preferred in
the first, and context in the second, there is still
a synthetic link that connects one to another. One
gets the impression that L. Wittgenstein intended
another book devoted to the problems of synthesis
which was not published only because of his death.

Therefore, the linguistic turn should be per-
ceived dualistically as a holistic phenomenon. In
this case, the next communicative turn can be con-
sidered as a convergence of tendencies laid down
by L. Wittgenstein. That is, not only as a continu-
ation of communicative intention but also a repre-
sentative one.
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