

  

    

      

    

  




I offer Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations: Identity as Paradox, a work in which I propose that Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations overturns traditional philosophy. Traditional philosophy takes the laws of thought to ground in identity law, which law states of identity that it is itself. This takes an identity to be a one-fold case of consistency, signified by it, reflexively by itself, and with the is functioning as a copula. My proposal is that Wittgenstein’s thesis as an identity case is not a monistic consistency case signified by it, but is a paradox case signified by is. I have taken some 500 of Wittgenstein’s language games in Investigations to evidence the identity-as-paradox thesis versus key philosophers of the western tradition, and have re-interpreted the games talk of each in terms of the identity-as-paradox thesis. I submit that philosophers find the Investigations baffling due to their thinking in terms of consistency logic rather than in terms of paradox grammar.




Wittgenstein’s
Philosophical Investigations:




  IDENTITY AS PARADOX










  Bart Keegan






WITTGENSTEIN'S PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS: IDENTITY AS PARADOX


© 2025 Bart Keegan




trabkeegan@talktalk.net






ISBN (hardcover): 978-1-7364497-9-0


ISBN (paperback): 978-1-7364497-3-8


ISBN (ebook, all formats): 978-1-7364497-8-3




PUBLISHED BY:


B10 Mediaworx


P.O. Box 1233


Liberty, MO 64069


U.S.A.




All rights reserved. Without limiting the rights under copyright reserved above, no part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in or introduced into a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form, or by any means (electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise) without the prior written permission of both the copyright owners and the above publisher of this book.










  eab:20250618




  WORKS








	

      


        	A

        	Diary of Atonement:
The case for good and evil



      




      

			A

			Poems & Prose of Atonement

      






      

			A

			Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations:
Identity as Paradox

      








    

  







  CONTENTS








Introduction


PI 201 – PI 693


Bibliography


About the Author




INTRODUCTION




This book targets philosophers and their students, not the ordinary reader.




The present volume will be referred to as the IAP work – the Identity as Paradox work. IAP treats with Remarks 201-693 inclusive in Part 1 of Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations (PI) work. IAP offers the perspective that the PI thesis is this: that, concerning the law of identity signed by A = A, and contrary to monistic tradition whereby the law is of identity as a onefold-only sense of consistency signed by A as itself, the law is instead of a threefold sense of identity-as-paradox (signed by ‘ = ’) and identical paradox faces (signed by the A/A cases); hence, per this thesis, where the law states of identity that it is itself, identity is signified neither by it nor by itself but by is cf. Remark 216. By implication of such thesis, western philosophy is to be re-written – its entire thinking to be understood anew.




Throughout IAP, frequent reference is made to a Remark locating outside the 201-693 corpus, viz., PI 43 which remarks that the meaning of a word is its use in a language.




For IAP, identity-as-paradox is spoken of as the rule, the law of which is spoken of as the grammar – it is the threefold case of paradox + faces (and variants) i.e. paradox + its mutually eclipsing opposite cases. In this regard, two analogies are offered: the drabbit + duck/rabbit faces case (see at PI 201), also the ladder + its way-up/way-down aspects case.




The PI work nowhere states identity law to be other than threefold in its being paradox + faces qua threefold as neither member of paired opposites + paired opposites. From which, per the IAP perspective, for Jones to ask “Who or what am I?” would be to answer “I am as the weather – betimes or always either in storm or in sunshine”. Here, in variant terms, one would live either objectively happily or objectively unhappily but in either case would be to live objectively. It is, so to say, in objectivity that one soars aloft as freedom.




IAP presents in terms of each PI remark being italicised and attended underneath it be a non-italicised Comment followed by a non-italicised Games talk whereby assorted language games are offered, each of which bespeaks the IAP thesis. The entirety of each of the near-500 PI texts thus presented is given clear and crisply brief treatment.




Philosophical Investigations




201. This was our paradox: no course of action could be determined by a rule, because every course of action can be brought into accord with the rule. The answer was: if every course of action can be brought into accord with the rule, then it can also be brought into conflict with it. And so there would be neither accord nor conflict here.




That there is a misunderstanding here is shown by the mere fact that in this chain of reasoning we place one interpretation behind another, as if each one contented us at least for a moment, until we thought of yet another lying behind it. For what we thereby show is that there is a way of grasping a rule which is not an interpretation, but which, from case to case of application, is exhibited in what we call “following the rule” and “going against it”.




That’s why there is an inclination to say: every action according to a rule is an interpretation. But one should speak of interpretation only when one expression of a rule is substituted for another.










drabbit




rule, identity, paradox






A




duck              rabbit









Proposal: PI 201 serves as the thesis of the Investigations philosophy, the thesis that identity is paradox.




Comment. Per PI 201: no course of action (rule-interpretation, paradox face) can be decisively the case (not because competing interpretations are contradictories but) because competing cases eclipse and are eclipsed by one another (are accordant and conflicting, or are substituting-for and substituted-by, or are rule-following and going-against-the-rule, with respect to one another); hence, identity-as-paradox, here as rule, is neither of its competing aspects but as their coincidence exists by turns as each.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations (courses of action); mutual eclipse + mutually eclipsing participants; per identity law, stating of identity that it is itself, is + it/itself cases; per PI 216, identity + identical cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




202. That’s why ‘following a rule’ is a practice. And to think one is following a rule is not to follow a rule. And that’s why it’s not possible to follow a rule ‘privately’; otherwise, thinking one was following a rule would be the same thing as following it.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 202: the text reads grammatically (lawfully) as follows; by PI 201, a course of action (here, thinking, a private case) is rule-accordant, also rule-discordant; it cannot be the one twin alone; as grammatically (not logically, not empirically) both twins, it is rule-accordant and rule-discordant but not instead of rule-accordant but as well as rule accordant.




Games: paradox + (mutually eclipsing) faces; practice + practice/practice, verb-sense/noun-sense, practising/practised – cases; per PI 43, word + meaning/use – cf. thinking/speaking – courses of action; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




203. Language is a labyrinth of paths. You approach from one side and know your way about; you approach the same place from another side and no longer know your way about.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 203: a metaphor for language is labyrinth; the labyrinth comprises two side-approaches, not one-only side-approach; the two paths lead to a same place; one approach is familiar, the other unfamiliar; from which, paradox (in a grammar qua law) is to faces; as same-place (in a labyrinth) is to unfamiliar/familiar approaches; as per PI 43, word (in a language) is to meaning/use – cf. private/public – cases.




Games: paradox + faces; same place + approaches; word (language) + meaning/use (private/public) cases; per PI 215, sameness + same/same cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




204. As things are, I can, for example, invent a game that is never played by anyone. – But would the following be possible too: mankind has never played any games; once though, someone invented a game – which, however, was never played?




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 204: grammatically (lawfully), the gaming case is to its private/public, invented/customary, cases; as the humankind case is to its gaming/non-gaming cases; as a paradox is to its faces.




Games: paradox + faces; gaming case + inventor/populace cases; humankind + gaming/non-gaming – inventor/otherwise – cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/abbot faces.




205. “But that is just what is remarkable about intention, about the mental process, that the existence of a custom, of a technique, is not necessary to it. That, for example, it is imaginable that two people should play a game of chess, or even only the beginning of a game of chess, in a world in which otherwise no games existed – and then be interrupted.”




But isn’t chess defined by its rules? And how are these rules present in the mind of someone who intends to play chess?




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 205: whatsoever the logical or empirical sense of (say) chess as an intention case, it is grammatically (lawfully) it meaning as paradoxically its play, its intending aspect as paradoxically its intended aspect.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + courses of action; intention + intending/intended – intentional/move-played, mind/behaviour – cases; gaming + verb/noun senses; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




206. Following a rule is analogous to obeying an order. One is trained to do so, and one reacts to an order in a particular way. But what if one person reacts to the order and training thus, and another otherwise? Who is right, then?




Suppose you came as an explorer to an unknown country with a language quite unknown to you. In what circumstances would you say that the people there gave orders, understood them, obeyed them, rebelled against them, and so on?




Shared human behaviour is the system of reference by means of which we interpret an unknown language.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 206: the logical and empirical talk translates grammatically (lawfully) as follows; rule + interpretations; paradox + faces; order + reactions; human behaviour + cultures; whatever the threefold language game, the paradox-face cases are mutually eclipsing – right-or-wrong/wrong-or-right – cases.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations; order + reactions; per PI 43, word + meaning/use cases; life + language/deed cases; human language + cultures; per analogies, ladder + up/down ways, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




207. Let’s imagine that the people in that country carried on usual human activities and in the course of them employed, apparently, an articulate language. If we watch their activities, we find them intelligible, they seem ‘logical’. But when we try to learn their language, we find it impossible to do so. For there is no regular connection between what they say, the sounds they make, and their activities; but still these sounds are not superfluous, for if, for example, we gag one of these people, this has the same consequences as with us: without those sounds their actions fall into confusion – as I feel like putting it.




Are we to say that these people have a language: orders, reports, and so on?




There is not enough regularity for us to call it “language”.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 207: by the threefold grammar (law), paradox is to faces; as human life is to language/deed cases; as per PI 43, language (word) is to meaning/use cases; from which, the meaning/use cases, like the language/deed cases, are) connected regularly qua paradoxically, not regularly qua logically necessarily (see PI 208 next, on regularity as paradox).




Games: paradox + faces cf. regularity + regularly connected cases; human culture + language/activities cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




208. Then am I explaining what “order” and “rule” mean in terms of “regularity”? – How do I explain the meaning of “regular”, “uniform”, “same” to anyone? – I’ll explain these words to someone who, say, speaks only French by means of the corresponding French words. But if a person has not yet got the concepts, I’ll teach him to use the words by means of examples and by exercises. – And when I do this, I do not communicate less to him than I know myself.




In the course of this teaching, I’ll show him the same colours, the same lengths, the same shapes; I’ll make him find them and produce them; and so on. For example, I’ll teach him to continue an ornamental pattern ‘uniformly’ when told to do so. – And also, to continue progressions. That is, for example, when given: … to go on: … …… ………




I do it, he does it after me; and I influence him by expressions of agreement, rejection, expectation, encouragement. I let him go his way, or hold him back; and so on.




Imagine witnessing such teaching. None of the words would be explained by means of itself; there would be no logical circle.




The expressions “and so on”, “and so on ad infinitum”, are also explained in this teaching. A gesture, among other things, might serve this purpose. The gesture that means “go on like this” or “and so on” has a function comparable to that of pointing to an object or a place.




A distinction is to be drawn between the “and so on” which is and the “and so on” which is not an abbreviated notation. “And so on ad inf.” is not such an abbreviation. The fact that we cannot write down all the digits of π is not a human shortcoming, as mathematicians sometimes think.




Teaching which is not meant to apply to anything but the examples given is different from that which ‘points beyond’ them.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 208: paradox = identity = rule = order = regularity = sameness = uniformity; these cases are grammatical (lawful) equivalents, featuring in assorted language games; for examples, paradox is to faces; as and-so-one ad infinitum is to and-so-one examples; as reach-beyond is to reaching-beyond/reached-beyond cases.




Games: per grammar i.e. by law, assorted games play out as follows; paradox + faces; identity + identical cases (see PI 216); rule + interpretations; order + reactions; regularity + regularly connected cases; sameness + same/same cases (see PI 215) cf. pert analogy, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces; uniformity + uniform/uniform – cf. same/same – cases; teaching qua training + teacher-qua-trainer/learner-qua-trainee cases; language + exemplifying/practice – cf. thinking/practice and pre-conceptual demonstrating/copying – cases; per PI 43, word + meaning/use cases; and-so-one ad infinitum  + and-so-one examples; reach-beyond + reaching-beyond/reached-beyond cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




209. “But then doesn’t our understanding reach beyond all examples?” – A very curious expression, and a quite natural one!




But is that all? Isn’t there a deeper explanation; or at least, mustn’t the understanding of the explanation be deeper? – Well, have I myself a deeper understanding? Have I got more than I give in the explanation? – But then, whence the feeling that I have more?




Is it like the case where I interpret what is not limited as a length that reaches beyond every length?




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 209: from PI 208, the and-so-one ad infinitum case is to and-so-one examples; as the reach-beyond case is to reaching-beyond/reached-beyond – cf. deep/surface, not-limited/limited – cases; from which, nothing is problematical, mysterious, deep, passing beyond all ken other than it being paradoxically opposite cf. per PI 43, meaning is paradoxically use, language is paradoxically deed cf. per PI 304 whereby nothing is to Nothing/Something, as paradox is to faces; in sum, such are assorted language games qua grammar cases qua cases of law.




Games: paradox + faces; reach-beyond + reaching-beyond/reached-beyond – depth/surface, unlimited-length/every-length – cases; mutual understanding + teacher/learner cases of understanding; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




210. “But do you really explain to the other person what you yourself understand? Don't you leave it to him to guess the essential thing? You give him examples – but he has to guess their drift, to guess your intention.” – Every explanation which I can give myself I give to him too. – “He guesses what I intend” would amount to: “various interpretations of my explanation come to his mind, and he picks one of them”. So in this case he could ask; and I could and would answer him.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 210: grammatically (lawfully, hence neither logically nor empirically), the text translates as follow; teacher-understanding/learner-understanding cases are connected not accidentally by guesswork but grammatically as mutually eclipsing paradox faces, with understanding as the paradox case.




Games: paradox + faces; understanding + teacher/learner cases cf. question/answer cases; understanding (teacher or learner) + verb/noun senses; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




211. “No matter how you instruct him in continuing the ornamental pattern, how can he know how he is to continue it by himself?” – Well, how do I know? – If that means “Have I reasons?”, the answer is: my reasons will soon give out. And then I shall act, without reasons.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 211: reading the text grammatically (lawfully), knowing is doing cf. duck face is rabbit face; one knows how to perform by performing; here, paradox is to faces; as knowing is to verb/noun senses; as knowledge is to knowing-how/know-how cases.




Games: paradox + faces; task + know-how/enactment cases cf. per PI 43, word + meaning/use cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




212. When someone of whom I am afraid orders me to continue a series, I act quickly, with perfect assurance, and the lack of reasons does not trouble me.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 212: a fright case (here, an order) as a paradox case has for its faces the fearing/reaction cases; here, grammatically (lawfully), the faces bond with immediacy cf. per analogy, the up/down aspects of a ladder; per grammar sense, the fear and reason cases occur as distinct assorted games-talk cases, each bespeaking identity as paradox (see Games, next).




Games: paradox + faces; order + fear-factor/behavioural-reaction cases; fear + verb/noun senses; reason + verb/noun senses; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




213. “But this initial segment of a series could obviously be variously interpreted (for example, by means of algebraic expressions), so you must first have chosen one such interpretation.” – Not at all! A doubt was possible in certain circumstances. But that is not to say that I did doubt, or even could doubt. (What is to be said about the psychological ‘atmosphere’ of a process is connected with that.)




Only intuition could have removed this doubt? – If intuition is an inner voice – how do I know how I am to follow it? And how do I know that it doesn’t mislead me? For if it can guide me right, it can also guide me wrong.




( (Intuition an unnecessary evasion.) )




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 213: doubt pertains to logic or empiricism (cf. psychology, intuition), not to grammar qua law other than as raw material for grammatical rendering.




Games: paradox + faces (each face as its right/wrong, eclipsing/eclipsed, accordant/discordant, functions); rule + interpretations; initial segment + knowing-how/enactment cases; choice + verb/noun senses; intuition + inner – intuiting/outer-intuited cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




214. If an intuition is necessary for continuing the series 1234 …, then also for continuing the series 2222 …




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 214: grammatically (lawfully), hence neither logically not empirically, and in terms of a threefold intuition/intuition/intuition grammar as a threefold face/paradox/face grammar, if the inner voice of intuition is necessary for the enactment of one of the text’s series, it thereby is so for the other series.




Games: paradox + faces; either of the text’s series as an intuition case + intuition/intuition – inner-voice/enactment – cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




215. But isn’t at least the same the same?




For identity we seem to have an infallible paradigm: namely, in the identity of a thing with itself. I feel like saying: “Here at any rate there can’t be different interpretations. If someone sees a thing, he sees identity too.”




Then are two things the same when they are what one thing is? And how am I to apply what the one thing shows me to the case of two things?




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 215: from PI 208, sameness talk is paradox talk; sameness is to same/same cases; as, per analogy, ladder is to up/down cases; as paradox is to faces; by which, grammatically qua lawfully, per each threefold game, the three members live in one another.




Games: paradox + faces; sameness + same/same cases; unity qua sameness + difference qua different or distinct same/same cases; one thing qua coincidence + two things qua coincidental distinct cases; per PI 216 (see next), identity qua identicality or coincidence + identical cases, per analogies, ladder + up/down ways, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




216. “A thing is identical with itself.” – There is no finer example of a useless sentence, which nevertheless is connected with a certain play of the imagination. It is as if in our imagination we put a thing into its own shape and saw that it fitted.




We might also say: “Every thing fits into itself.” – Or again: “Every thing fits into its own shape.” While saying this, one looks at a thing and imagines that there was a space left for it and that now it fits into it exactly.




Does this spot ▲ ‘fit’ into its white surrounding? – But that is just how it would look if there had at first been a hole in its place and it then fitted into the hole. So when we say “it fits”, we are describing not simply this picture, not simply this situation.




“Every coloured patch fits exactly into its surrounding” is a somewhat specialized form of the law of identity.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per 216: picture talk is identity-as-paradox talk; per PI 216, also per identity law stating of an identity that it is itself, a thing – an it – is identical with itself (cf. per imagination, an it, a spot, a colour patch – poured into its own shape, space, surrounding, hole, and fitting exactly cf. per analogy drabbit + duck/rabbit faces).




Games: identity-as-paradox + identical paradox faces (and imaginative-talk parallel cases; per identity law, is + it/itself cases cf. per PI 215, sameness + same/same cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




217. “How am I able to follow a rule?” – If this is not a question about causes, then it is about the justification for my acting in this way in complying with the rule.




Once I have exhausted the justifications, I have reached bedrock, and my spade is turned. Then I am inclined to say: “This is simply what I do.”




(Remember that we sometimes demand explanations for the sake not of their content, but of their form. Our requirement is an architectural one; the explanation a kind of sham corbel that supports nothing.)




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 217: from PI 201, per grammar qua law, each paradox face is rule following (eclipsing), also not rule following (eclipsed); by which, a face is paradoxically a counterpart face; logic is action; thinking is doing; a this-way case is a that-way case; whatever the games-talk case, each of the paired opposites justifies qua warrants the other being the case in that the pair are each other cf. per analogy, the up/down ladder aspects; either of the pair in the absence of a counterpart is sham, ungrammatical, unlawful.




Games: paradox + faces; rule  + interpretations; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




218. Whence the idea that the beginning of a series is a visible section of rails invisibly laid to infinity? Well, we might imagine rails instead of a rule. And infinitely long rails correspond to the unlimited application of a rule.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 218: grammatically (lawfully), per paradox, face is to counterpart face; as per rule, application is to variant application; as per series or rail-track, finite and visible is to infinite and invisible; as per PI 43, word (language) is to use/meaning (public/private) cases.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + applications; mutual-eclipse activity + mutually eclipsing participants; series or rail-track + beginning/ongoing – cf. finite/infinite, visible/invisible – cases; word (language) + use/meaning (public/private) cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




219. “All the steps are really already taken” means: I no longer have any choice. The rule, once stamped with a particular meaning, traces the lines along which it is to be followed through the whole of space. – But if something of this sort really were the case, how would it help me?




No; my description made sense only if it was to be understood symbolically. – I should say: This is how it strikes me.




When I follow the rule, I do not choose.




I follow the rule blindly.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 219: it is not grammatically (lawfully) the case that identity as the rule cf. drabbit is onefold, offering no choice but to be understood blindly as categorical; rather, however, it only appears (strikes on as being) a consistently monistic identity; symbolically understood, its grammar is indeed that of a onefold case but this as a rule-interpretation case qua paradox face only, functioning as a rule-accordant or paradox-face-eclipsing case cf. drabbit is not really a duck but merely appears to be a duck.




Games: paradox + face i.e. rule + courses-of-action – each face (action) as symbolically drabbit (rule); per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




220. But what is the purpose of that symbolical sentence? It was supposed to highlight a difference between causal and logical dependence.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 220: PI 219 employed logical talk to imply rule following to be necessitated by the rule as a onefold identity of consistency as well as employed empirical talk of this idea of monistic identity as psychologically impacting; the symbolic talk is grammatical talk by which rule following pertains to the rule qua an identity as paradox, with rule following as a paradox face, a rule interpretation.




Games: paradox + faces; per PI 43, word + meaning/use – cf. logical/empirical – cases; per analogies, ladder + up/done aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




221. My symbolical expression was really a mythological description of the use of a rule.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 221: further to PI 220, and as grammatical qua lawful talk, word-use as paradoxically word-meaning thereby is the case of a symbol qua mythological description qua face-only (interpretation-only) of identity-as-paradox (identity-as-rule), hence is not the identity itself, the rule itself.




Games: paradox + faces; per PI 43, word + meaning/use cases; rule + interpretations; per analogies, ladder + up/done aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




222. “The line intimates to me the way I am to go.” – But that is, of course, only a picture. And if I judged that it intimated this or that, as it were, irresponsibly, I wouldn’t say that I was following it like a rule.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 222: pertaining to grammar (law), line qua intimation is to this/that – intimating/intimated – cases; as paradox is to faces; as rule is to interpretations; as picture is to out-pictures; from which variant threefold games, each paradox-face case is eclipsing (responsible rule following), also eclipsed (irresponsible non-rule-following).




Games: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations; picture + out-pictures; intimation + this/that – intimating/intimated – cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




223. One does not feel that one has always got to wait upon the nod (the prompt) of the rule. On the contrary, we are not on tenterhooks about what it will tell us next, but it always tells us the same, and we do what it tells us.




One might say to the person one was training: “Look, I always do the same thing: I …”




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 223: from PI 215, considered grammatically (lawfully), the case of paradox + faces, like the case of rule + interpretations, is the case of a sameness + different same/same cases cf. the up/down ladder aspects; to teach the case of a rule is to teach the case of a sameness; whatever the threefold language game, its three members interrelate with immediacy in that all three reside in one another cf. drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




Games: paradox + faces; sameness + same/same cases; rule-as-paradox + telling/doing cases cf. PI 43, word + meaning/use cases; task-performance + teacher/learner cases; coincidence qua immediacy of connection + distinct coincidental cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




224. The word “accord” and the word “rule” are related to one another; they are cousins. If I teach anyone the use of the one word, he learns the use of the other with it.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 224: grammatically (lawfully), paradox is to faces, each face as an eclipsing/eclipsed functionality; as rule is to interpretations (courses of action), each as accordant/discordant functionality; from which, the rule/accord cases are indirectly co-referenced – by metaphor, cousins.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + actions; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




225. The use of the word “rule” and the use of the word “same” are interwoven. (As are the use of “proposition” and the use of “true”.)




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 225: in terms of grammar (law), the meaning of a word (rule, same, proposition, true) is its use; by which, the word-uses are interwoven, each within its own threefold language game with the other two members of that game, also interwoven each with the others as parallel-sense word-uses locating in parallel-sense assorted games, each game bespeaking identity as paradox.




Games: paradox + faces; word + meaning/use cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




226. Suppose someone continues the sequence 1, 3, 5, 7, … in expanding the series 2x − 1. And now he asks himself, “But am I always doing the same thing, or something different every time?”




If, from one day to the next, someone promises: “Tomorrow I’ll come to see you” – is he saying the same thing every day, or every day something different?




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 226: grammatically (lawfully), from PI 215, sameness is to different same/same cases; as (per analogy) ladder is to up/down ways; as paradox is to faces; as rule is to actions; as same formula – like same promise – is to repeated performances.




Games: paradox + faces; sameness + difference qua different same/same cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




227. Would it make sense to say: “If he did something different every time, we wouldn’t say he was following a rule”? That makes no sense.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 227: here, the case of it being sound sense to say that same is difference is warranted by the threefold games talk of paradox + faces, and variants; hence, it makes sound grammatical (lawful) sense – not consistency sense – to say that same is difference, and vice versa. So, see PI 226.




Games: paradox + faces; per PI 215, sameness + different qua distinct same/same cases cf. ladder + up/down ways; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




228. “A series presents us with one face!” – All right, but which one? Well, surely, the algebraic one, with a segment of the expansion. Or does it have yet another face? – “But surely everything is already contained in this one!” – But that is not an observation about the segment of the series, or about anything that we notice in it; it gives expression to the fact that all we do is read the lips of the rule and act, without appealing to anything else for guidance.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 228: continuing the theme of rule + course of action qua paradox + faces qua sameness + difference, the PI 228 talk is of any one-face + all-contained-faces cf. the analogy of drabbet’s eclipsing face + all other faces hidden therein; whatever the threefold language game, it suffices as the entirety of the grammar qua law of an identity-as-paradox qua rule by which meaning is paradoxically its employment.




Games: paradox + faces; rule-as-paradox + interpretations; per PI 43, word + meaning/use cases; per PI 215, sameness + different cases; series + segments; rule-as-paradox + lip-reading/action – understanding/enactment – cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




229. I believe that I faintly perceive a pattern in the segment of the series, a characteristic feature, which needs only an “and so on” in order to reach to infinity.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 229: the threefold cases of grammar (law) are these; a series of pattern segments is to a series of paradox faces; as the faintly perceived pattern qua characteristic feature locating in the segments is to the indirectly evidenced paradox case locating in the faces; as the and-so-on activity to repeat in the segments to infinity is to the endless mutual-eclipse activity of the faces.




Games: paradox + faces; pattern + segments; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




230. “The line intimates to me the way I’m to go” is only a paraphrase of: it is my final court of appeal for the way I’m to go.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 230: the grammar talk (law talk) is of intimation + intimating/intimated cases; to rehearse: whatever the threefold language game, it suffices as – is the final court of appeal for – the grammar of identity as paradox whereby meaning is paradoxically its enactment.




Games: paradox + faces; line + directions; intimation + intimating/intimated cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




231. “But surely you can see …!” That’s precisely the characteristic exclamation of someone who is compelled by a rule.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 231: the logical-sense talk, like the empirical-sense talk, translates grammatically (lawfully) as follows; the surely seen case is to the unsurely seen case; as compulsion is to none; as characteristic exclamation is to none; as paradox eclipsing face is to counterpart eclipsed face.




Games: paradox + eclipsing/eclipsed faces; rule + accordant/conflicting interpretations; what-is-the-case + surely-seen/unsurely-seen cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




232. Suppose that a rule intimates to me how I’m to follow it; that is, as my eye travels along the line, an inner voice tells me “Draw this way!” – What’s the difference between this process of following a kind of inspiration and that of following a rule? For they surely aren’t the same. In the case of inspiration, I await direction. I won’t be able to teach anyone else my ‘technique’ of following the line. Unless, indeed, I teach him some way of listening, some kind of receptivity. But then, of course, I can’t expect him to follow the line in the same way as I do.




These aren’t the experiences I have gained from acting from inspiration and from acting according to a rule; they’re grammatical remarks.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 232: in terms of converting logical talk or empirical talk to grammatical (lawful) talk, the threefold case of inspiration  + guidance/enactment temporal cases are the threefold case of paradox + faces qua rule + interpretations.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations; inspiration + inner-inspiring/inspired cases; intimation + intimating/intimated cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down ways, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




233. One might also imagine such instruction in a certain kind of arithmetic. Children could then calculate, each in their own way – as long as they listened to their inner voice and followed it. Calculating in this way would resemble a sort of composing.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 233: grammatically (lawfully), the threefold case of paradox + faces is that of composition cf. inspiration + inner-voice/outer-enactment cases, also calculation by common agreement + calculating/calculated cases i.e. agreement + agreeing/agreed cases.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations; calculation + private-guidance/public-expression cases cf. per PI 43, word (language) + meaning/use (private/public) cases; music + inspiration/playing case i.e. composing/composed cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




234. Wouldn’t it be possible for us, however, to calculate as we actually do (all agreeing, and so on), and still at every step to have a feeling of being guided by the rules as by a spell, astonished perhaps at the fact that we agreed? (Perhaps giving thanks to the Deity for this agreement.)




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. PI 234: for its grammar (law) the text presents assorted language games, viz., calculation + calculating/calculated cases, enchantment + spellbound/activity cases, inspiration + divine-guiding/guided-human cases.




Gomes: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations; calculation + private/public cases cf. per PI 43, word (language) + meaning/use (private/public) cases; agreement + agreed cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




235. From this you can see how much there is to the physiognomy of what we call “following a rule” in everyday life.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 235: grammatically (lawfully), an eclipsing/eclipsed – rule-following/going-against-the-rule – paradox face is by analogy a physiognomy qua case of changing facial features.




Games: paradox + faces – each face eclipsing/eclipsed in function; rule + interpretations – each interpretation accordant/discordant in function; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




236. Calculating prodigies who arrive at the correct result but can’t say how. Are we to say that they do not calculate? (A family of cases.)




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 236: grammatically (lawfully), whether the empirical case is that of a prodigy or not, calculation is to its verb/noun senses; as paradox is to faces.




Games: paradox + faces; calculation + calculating/calculated cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




237. Imagine someone following a line that serves him as a rule in this way: he holds a pair of compasses, and guides one of its points along the line that is the ‘rule’, while the other one draws the line that follows the rule. And while he moves along the rule, he alters the opening of the compasses, apparently with great precision, looking at the rule the whole time as if it determined what he did. And watching him, we see no regularity of any kind in this opening and shutting of the compasses. We can’t learn his way of following the line from him. Here perhaps we really would say: “The original seems to intimate to him how he has to go. But it is not a rule.”




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 237: the grammar sense (law sense) is this; line qua rule qua paradox is to segments qua interpretations qua faces; as intimation is to verb/noun senses; as original case is to ways to go; as per PI 208, regularity is to different regular/regular cases i.e. irregularity cases; as per PI 215, sameness is to different same/same cases cf. drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations; line + segments; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects; drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




238. The rule can only seem to me to produce all its consequences in advance if I draw them as a matter of course. As much as it is a matter of course for me to call this colour “blue”. (Criteria for ‘its being a matter of course’ for me.)




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 238: the case of a matter of course qua case of the threefold grammar (law) is exemplified by paradox + faces qua rule + consequences as the threefold case of blue + calling/expression cases – cf. per PI 43, word + meaning/use cases.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations; blue + calling/expression cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




239. How is he to know what colour he is to pick out when he hears “red”? – Quite simple: he is to take the colour whose image occurs to him when he hears the word. – But how is he to know which colour it is ‘whose image occurs to him’? Is a further criterion needed for that? (There is indeed such a procedure as choosing the colour which occurs to one when one hears the word “…”.)




“‘Red’ means the colour that occurs to me when I hear the word ‘red’” – would be a definition. Not an explanation of what signifying something by a word essentially is.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 239: knowing the heard-word ‘red’ is paradoxically pointing to it; its meaning as a knowing case (or as an imaging or as a mentally-occurring case) is paradoxically its enactment case as a pointed-at case; all such talk is grammar talk qua law talk as descriptive talk, not logical or empirical talk as definitional or explanatory talk.




Games: paradox + faces; per PI 43, red as a word + meaning/use – essence/expression, knowing/selecting, mental-process/natural-expression – cases; knowledge + knowing-how/enactment cases; par analogies, ladder + up/down ways, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




240. Disputes do not break out (among mathematicians, say) over the question of whether or not a rule has been followed. People don’t come to blows over it, for example. This belongs to the scaffolding from which our language operates (for example, yields descriptions).




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 240: this text grammatically qua lawfully translates thus; paradoxical cases are not contradictories (for they are complementary mutually eclipsing faces of paradox); the threefold scaffolding is the language game, games talk, or grammar talk qua law talk, or description talk, of identity-as-paradox + identical faces cf. drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




Games: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations; agreement + verb/noun senses; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




241. “So you are saying that human agreement decides what is true and what is false?” – What is true or false is what human beings say; and it is in their language that human beings agree. This is agreement not in opinions, but rather in form of life.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 241: the true/false cases, also the case of that which is true or false, belong to the threefold paradox + faces grammar (law) of identity + identical cases – where the identity case is the human form of life; concerning agreement, it is not a matter of opinion that – per analogy – the way-up/way-down rungs of a ladder agree (coincide); rather the coincidence cannot be otherwise than grammatical (lawful).




Games: paradox + faces; rule + interpretations; agreement + agreeing/agreed cases; per PI 43, word (language) + meaning/use cases; that which is true or false + true/false cases; per human life, coincidence + saying/doing cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




242. It is not only agreement in definitions, but also (odd as it may sound) agreement in judgements that is required for communication by means of language. This seems to abolish logic, but does not do so. – It is one thing to describe methods of measurement, and another to obtain and state results of measurement. But what we call “measuring” is in part determined by a certain constancy in results of measurement.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 242: grammatical (lawful) equivalents are these: paradox = judgement = agreement = communication = sameness; for these (and added) cases, see Games, next.




Games: paradox + faces; agreement + agreeing/agreed cases; per PI 43, word + meaning/use cases; judgement + judgement/judgement – logical/empirical, definition/practice – cases; measurement + measuring/measured – obtaining/stating – cases; per PI 215, sameness + same/same – consistency/consistency, correct/correct, constancy/constancy – cases; language + thinking/speaking cases; communication + communicating-to/communicated-to cases; culture + language/deed cases; life + culture/culture cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




243. A human being can encourage himself, give himself orders, obey, blame and punish himself; he can ask himself a question and answer it. So one could imagine human beings who spoke only in monologue, who accompanied their activities by talking to themselves. – An explorer who watched them and listened to their talk might succeed in translating their language into ours. (This would enable him to predict these people’s actions correctly, for he also hears them making resolutions and decisions.)




But is it also conceivable that there be a language in which a person could write down or give voice to his inner experiences – his feelings, moods, and so on – for his own use? – Well, can’t we do so in our ordinary language? – But that is not what I mean. The words of this language are to refer to what only the speaker can know – to his immediate private sensations. So another person cannot understand the language.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 243: for language to be either a private case or a public case grammatically qua lawfully requires that they be referenced to one another for they are paradox-face cases, where language is the paradox case; the man who seemingly talks to himself but not in any way referenced to a public language is not involving in any private language – his is an ungrammatical case cf. per analogy, a one way ladder – such case is not that of a ladder.




Games: paradox + faces; per PI 43, word (language) + meaning/use (private/public) cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces. cases.




244. How do words refer to sensations? – There doesn’t seem to be any problem here; don’t we talk about sensations every day, and name them? But how is the connection between the name and the thing named set up? This question is the same as: How does a human being learn the meaning of names of sensations? For example, of the word “pain”. Here is one possibility: words are connected with the primitive, natural, expressions of sensation and used in their place. A child has hurt himself and he cries; then adults talk to him and teach him exclamations and, later, sentences. They teach the child new pain-behaviour.




“So, you are saying that the word ‘pain’ really means crying?” – On the contrary: the verbal expression of pain replaces crying; it does not describe it.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 244: the variant threefold grammar cases (law cases) are as follows; sensation is to sensation/sensation – sensing/sensed – cases; as pain is to pain/pain – feeling/felt – cases; as paradox is to faces; as word is to meaning/use cases; as refer-to (reference-to) is to referring-to/referred-to (referencing-to/referenced-to) cases; as cry-out is to crying-out/cried-out cases.




Games: paradox + faces; per PI 43, word + meaning/use cases; sense (like pain, like cry, like refer) + verb/noun cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces. cases.




245. How can I even attempt to interpose language between the expression of pain and the pain?




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 245: grammatically (lawfully), a paradox case is interposed between its corresponding paradox-face cases; as a word is between its meaning and use cases; as the word ‘pain’ is interposed between its feeling case and its expression case; as drabbit is interposed between its duck and rabbit faces.




Games: paradox + faces; per PI 43, word + meaning/use cases; pain + feeling/expression cases; coincidence + coincidental distinct cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




246. In what sense are my sensations private? – Well, only I can know whether I am really in pain; another person can only surmise it. – In one way this is false, and in another nonsense. If we are using the word “know” as it is normally used (and how else are we to use it?), then other people very often know if I’m in pain. – Yes, but all the same, not with the certainty with which I know it myself! – It can’t be said of me at all (except perhaps as a joke) that I know I’m in pain. What is it supposed to mean – except perhaps that I am in pain?




Other people cannot be said to learn of my sensations only from my behaviour – for I cannot be said to learn of them. I have them.




This much is true: it makes sense to say about other people that they doubt whether I am in pain; but not to say it about myself.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Come. Per PI 246: to say that the private case of feeling/felt pain is contradictorily distinct from the public case of witnessed/surmised case is grammatically (lawfully) as falser as it is foolish unless the cases are complementary distinct cases as paradox faces where the paradox case as their coincidence is the pain language case.




Games: paradox + faces; per PI 43, word (say, pain) + meaning/use cases; pain language + private/public cases; pain + feeling/felt – feeling/behaviour – cases; pain + witnessing/surmised – cf. learning/learned, knowing/known, doubting/doubted – cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




247. “Only you can know if you had that intention.” One might tell someone this when explaining the meaning of the word “intention” to him. For then it means: that is how we use it.




(And here “know” means that the expression of uncertainty is senseless.)




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 247: the threefold case of paradox + faces, as the threefold case of (per PI 43) word + meaning/use cases, and here as the intention + intending/intended case, is the case of threefold grammar (law) where all three members of the case coincide – compare the threefold case of ladder + up/down ways; such coincidence leaves no room for doubting the existence of any of the three members per threefold case, given that one is the case, the others thereby are the case.; all three members per grammar case are inter-connected as the identity-grammar case; such no-uncertainty talk is accounted knowledge talk.




Games: paradox + faces; intention as a word case + meaning/use cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




248. The sentence “Sensations are private” is comparable to “One plays patience by oneself”.




To rehearse. The (PI 201) thesis of the Investigations is that identity is paradox, called the rule, as neither of opposite cases + existing as both qua either.




Comment. Per PI 248: the playing aspect personalised as the player aspect of the patience game is the player-behaviour aspect cf. PI 43, the meaning of the word is its use; the feeling aspect of a sensation is its natural expression; the private aspect of language is its public aspect; such is the grammar qua law of identity-as-paradox.




Games: paradox + faces; language + private/public cases; sensation + feeling/expression – feeling/felt, feeling/behaviour – cases; word + meaning/use cases; patience + thinking/enactment cases; per analogies, ladder + up/down aspects, drabbit + duck/rabbit faces.




249. Are we perhaps over-hasty in our assumption that the smile of a baby is not pretence? – And on what experience is our assumption based?
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