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Preface

Diversity of perspective, whether it be social, cultural, historical, or interpersonal in nature, poses serious challenges to any philosophy of language, which hopes to accommodate the notion that linguistic meanings can be objective (and so sustain important distinctions between correctness and incorrectness, truth and falsity), while also accounting for successful communication across contexts of utterance. Suppose that two speakers exhibit significant disagreement with regards to their respective assessments of what amounts to the meaning and so correct application of a word, for instance. Then, any substantive notion of objectivity would apparently require that at most one of those assessments can be correct. To work with a simple example, suppose two speakers disagree with regards to the meaning and so correct application of the common noun “casualty.” Suppose that one of them thinks it means and so applies to “any member of an armed force lost through death, wounds, sickness, or other calamity.” Suppose the other thinks it means and so applies only to “any member of an armed force killed in combat.” In such a case, it would seem obvious that only one of these assessments of the meaning and so correct application of the word “casualty” can ultimately be right (presuming, at least, the two speakers are each to be regarded as using it in accord with the same semantic norm). If the meaning of a particular linguistic item (e.g., “casualty”) allows for two distinct, idiosyncratically preferred but mutually incompatible courses of application to count as correct, by contrast, it would be difficult to think of it as objectively determining any course of application whatsoever. On such an assumption, for instance, how many “casualties” were incurred by the Canadian Armed forces in World War II? Or by the American forces in Iraq? The best notion of “correctness” to be gleaned from such a conception of meaning would, one might reasonably argue, be a purely subjective or relativistic one according to which whatever course of application a particular participant takes to be correct is “correct for them,” regardless of any rational scrutiny emanating from, or ostensible incongruity with, other participants in the practice. Whether such a notion of “correctness” is even a coherent one is a separate and dubious proposition. Semantic objectivity, in any case, would seem to require that only one of our two disputant parties could conceivably be employing the term “casualty” either to successfully communicate a semantic content, or to make a true statement. The other one (or potentially both) must inevitably have simply mis-deployed or misunderstood the linguistic item. Important further questions would then remain as to which if either of the two disputant parties is correct in their assessment, and in virtue of what are they to be so regarded. But it seems true in any case that an objective meaning, or semantic norm, must be in this sense selective. It must, that is, determine some particular course or range of application as permissible, while simultaneously excluding applications that diverge from or are incompatible with that course or range.

On the other hand, if ostensibly incongruous assessments of the meaning and so correct application of a word are to be treated as successful in supporting either the communication of semantic content or the rendering of a true judgment, then objectivity would seem to demand that what is expressed by each speaker be a distinct content. It must, that is, be that the two apparently discordant parties are in fact using a superficially similar linguistic item to express what ultimately amount to two distinct semantic contents. In this case, their assessments and so practice could be reconciled with substantive objectivity only insofar as they are not really disagreeing, but are instead simply according with mutually distinct, but equally objective, semantic norms. In the case outlined above, for instance, if we treat the two disputant speakers as simply following different norms, then their respective claims involving the word “casualty” must also be treated as having distinct contents and so truth conditions. Their disagreement about claims such as “wounded soldiers are casualties” will then be trivially semantic rather than epistemologically substantive. 

However, people just do, it might then reasonably be rejoined, often in fact successfully use sentences, proper names, and concepts to communicate identical contents across socially, culturally, and temporally distinct contexts, despite significant disagreement with regards to both the meanings of words and the correct way to apply those words. It seems eminently possible to employ the term “marriage,” for instance, to communicate an identical content across several distinct social, cultural, or interpersonal contexts, despite significant disparities in the definition and so application of the term “marriage” within the respective sociolects or idiolects characteristic of such contexts. For example, a speaker from the United Kingdom (where same sex marriage is legal) might report that “Elton John is married to David Furnish,” to a speaker in Michigan (where same sex marriage is illegal). Successful reports of this kind would seem to be commonplace, in spite of significant discordances in the definition of marriage which characterize the sociolects or idiolects of the speakers involved.

As a matter of brute fact we just do, furthermore, exhibit a preparedness to subject speaker’s claims to objective norms of semantic and inferential propriety, while simultaneously granting first-person authority to those speakers over the content of what they communicate. But, in light of the diversity and fallibility of speaker’s beliefs, these two commitments could easily seem to come into conflict. So suppose that Henry Kissinger mistakenly believes (perhaps age has diminished his cognitive capacities) that George W. Bush was the 41st American president. Suppose he also believes that George W. Bush will be remembered as a seminal 21st century leader. Would it be true or false, in such a scenario, to report Kissinger as believing that the 43rd American president will be remembered as a seminal 21st century leader? It seems true in the sense that Kissinger believes of the 43rd American president that he will be remembered as a seminal 21st century leader, given that George W. Bush was the 43rd American president. However, it seems false in the sense that Kissinger would not, at least on the assumption that he believes George W. Bush to be the 41st president, be prepared to sincerely assent to the truth of the statement “The 43rd American president will be remembered as a seminal 21st century leader.” Exactly how, then, can the seeming propriety of inferences involving objectively co-referential singular terms be reconciled with the intuition that what is said by a speaker, or subsequently reported as said by him, is ordinarily something that the speaker intends to convey, that is, a propositional content that he would readily acknowledge himself to have asserted or claimed? 

Suppose, moreover, that Kissinger believes both that the number of American soldiers killed in Iraq was not excessive, given the foreign policy objectives, but that too many soldiers returned home wounded (thus placing an undue burden on military hospitals). Suppose he also mistakenly thinks that the term “casualties” means and so denotes “fatalities occurring in the midst of warfare.” Would it be true or false, in such a case, to report Kissinger’s belief as being that the number of American casualties in Iraq was not excessive, given the foreign policy objectives? If he were to express his view by asserting that “American casualties in Iraq remained at acceptable levels,” furthermore, has he succeeded in communicating a propositional content? If so, what precisely has he communicated? Has he communicated a content he would not acknowledge being committed to? Has he communicated a content he would acknowledge being committed to while employing the word “casualty” according to a purely subjective or relativistic semantic standard? Or has he simply failed to communicate anything? None of these options seems particularly attractive. Earlier, we noted that in cases of dispute with regards to the meaning and so correct application of a linguistic item, objectivity seems to demand that only one of two or more mutually incompatible courses of application can be correct. Given semantic objectivity, at least one of two or more discordant parties must have mis-deployed or misunderstood, we surmised, the meaning of the linguistic item in question (in this case it would be Kissinger). But then, stated now in general terms, how can one misunderstand what one means or mis-deploy one’s own words in light of the prima facie authority speakers enjoy over the content of what they communicate, an authority readily manifest in the intuitive accountability, alluded to above, of third-party content ascriptions to speaker intentions? Supposing we grant this first-personal authority over the meanings of our words and content of our communicated claims (i.e., Kissinger just means something distinct and subjective by the term “casualty”), however, what then of the seeming objectivity characteristic of semantic and inferential norms?

In light of these sorts of challenges, my goal in this book will be to assess the respective prospects of two competing methodological approaches to the study of meaning and communication, as well as truth and inference, each figuring prominently within the analytic tradition of philosophy of language. The first of the two approaches, which I refer to as the “logistical” approach, is characterized by the employment of technical, function-theoretic, logical analysis designed to resolve semantic puzzles, which emerge in association with a set of broadly “classical realist” metaphysical and semantic assumptions. Such assumptions would include that, for example, the meanings of words and/or sentences are to be identified with cognitive, external, or abstract Platonic objects. The principal proponents of this approach, as we shall see, are the three great early analytic philosophers (i.e., Frege, Russell, and the early Wittgenstein), each of which to whom a chapter is devoted. The second of these two approaches, which I term the “phenomenological” approach, instead advocates careful inspection and detailed description of our actual linguistic practices, along with reflection upon general features of the ordinary circumstances and lived experiences in which they are situated. The aim of such description is then to dissolve the aforementioned puzzles by showing them to derive from key misunderstandings of these practices and circumstances (including those emblematic of “classical realism” and alluded to above). The principal proponent here is the later Wittgenstein. In addition to tracing and explicating the historical development of the “logistical” and “phenomenological” approaches, I will argue that considerations pertaining to the nature of following a rule, and concerning the impossibility of private languages, decisively recommend the latter “phenomenological” methodology over the former “logistical” one.

Demonstrating this thesis, notably, will involve attributing an implicit metaphysical and semantic position1 to Wittgenstein, adherence to which places him firmly within a broader phenomenological tradition of questioning, typically undertaken in connection with reflection upon lived human experience or the lived human body. While the implicit position in question involves several diverse and interrelated elements, and deals extensively with the social, natural historical, and perspectival dimensions of our epistemic, linguistic, and inferential practices, at its center is a radical re-conception, relative to Wittgenstein’s earlier views, of both the human body in particular and of subjectivity more generally. In his early work, as we shall see, Wittgenstein defends a transcendental conception of the subject, influenced by Frege’s and Russell’s roughly Cartesian bi-furcation between the subject and the body. In the later work, by contrast, and in consort with an implicit characterization of reality and truth in terms of intentionally directed perspective, and intentionally directed appearance,2 the subject is instead characterized as identical with the living human body, but nevertheless as “showing up” in various qualitatively discernible ways. Just how it shows up may depend, for instance, upon the attitude toward, perspective upon, or interest taken in the body. But according to this later viewpoint, it will also depend, and even more crucially, upon whether the body in question is or is not one’s own.

In so far as it centrally involves reflection of this sort on the living human being or body, Wittgenstein’s later position is associated with, and in an integral sense leads toward, a broader set of phenomenological problems concerning, for instance, the relations of instrumental to fundamental ontology, of ontology to phenomenology, of truth to time and history, and of subjectivity to existence and to alterity, which are unfortunately beyond the scope of this book to probe in very great detail (though it will touch on these themes at various points). Likewise, to the extent it is developed herein, Wittgenstein’s position will leave several important questions unexplored or at least under-explored, such as those concerning the broader framework in which we might reconcile his apparent repudiation of causal determinism, with his objections to the traditional characterization of the will as a psychological faculty.3 These qualifications aside, what I will undertake to accomplish are two principal and interrelated goals. First, I will endeavor to develop a thorough and detailed account of the manner in which Wittgenstein’s key methodological, metaphysical, and semantic insights emerge as responses to early analytic philosophy. Second, and in turn, I will employ and expand upon these insights in undertaking a therapeutic treatment of an interrelated set of problems within traditional and contemporary philosophical semantics, focusing in particular upon issues concerning singular terms, concepts, propositions, content ascriptions, semantic normativity, and truth. 

Questions addressed will include: what is the meaning of a proper name? What is a proposition? What is a concept? How can we best account for the apparent opacity phenomena manifest in content ascriptions and other contexts? How is it possible for people with significantly distinct doxastic and semantic profiles to communicate with one another, or to mean the very same thing by a particular utterance? What is the nature of the relation between what a word means and what a speaker understands? Whence semantic and other forms of normativity, that is, how is normativity possible and what does it look like? What is truth and how can it be objective? In addition to delineating the positive and integrated position I see Wittgenstein as formulating in response to this set of questions, I will also expand on this position in key areas where his remarks, though suggestive, are not explicit. I will, for instance, attempt to give a “dissolution” of the classic puzzle about propositional attitude ascriptions in sections 4.3–4.5, on the basis of a descriptivist semantics for singular terms inspired by Wittgenstein’s remarks in PI §79. 

The book is divided into two main phases or parts. In the first part, entitled “The Semantic Problematic of Early Analytic Philosophy,” I attempt to show how the “logistical” methodological approach characteristic of early analytic philosophy was both forged and refined against the background of key theoretical anomalies, which emerged initially in connection with the project of attempting to reduce mathematics to logic, and subsequently through the application of tools developed in the context of that project, to various issues in semantics and epistemology. Though there doubtless exists room for reasonable disagreement about the exact dates, and crucial thinkers characteristic of the early analytic period, for the purposes of clarity and manageability, I will simply define the early analytic tradition, as I mean it, to refer to a philosophical movement, which begins with Frege’s publication of the Begriffsschrift in 1879 and ends with the publication of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus in English in 1922. Since this is a book about Wittgenstein and early analytic semantics, moreover, its focus will be on Wittgenstein and those philosophers who had a primary influence on him. The book’s scope will thus be confined primarily to the work of the three great early analytic thinkers: Frege, Russell, and Wittgenstein.

Along the path tread by the early analysts, I will argue, are several lost opportunities to recognize the inherent limitations of their anti-psychologistic and function-theoretic approach to logic, meaning, and knowledge. These limitations typically stem from the fact that psychological and empirical contingencies, properly understood, inevitably play a role in the constitution and application of our various and diverse, linguistic, epistemic, and inferential practices. The results that gesture toward these contingencies are, however, persistently misapprehended by the early analysts against the background of certain problematical assumptions of a classical realist provenance. As mentioned, one chapter each is devoted to the three principal early analytic thinkers (Chapter 1: “Frege: Logicism and the Laws of Truth,” Chapter 2: “Russell: From the Principles of Mathematics to the Theory of Knowledge,” and Chapter 3: “Normativity and Method in Wittgenstein’s Tractatus”), and in particular to their unique but interrelated contributions to early analytic philosophy’s semantic “problematic.” 

In the second part of the book, entitled “Normativity and Method in Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations,” I then attempt to show how Wittgenstein’s later “phenomenological” methodological approach emerges in connection with a critique of early analytic semantics and metaphysics (treated in Chapter 4: “Wittgenstein’s Critique of Early Analytic Semantics”), at the heart of which are powerful reflections upon the nature of rule-following and the impossibility of private language (treated in Chapter 5: “Wittgenstein on Private Language and Following a Rule”). Notably, I argue that successfully grounding this later methodological approach requires attributing a more robust, if implicit, metaphysical and semantic position to Wittgenstein than that which he has often been characterized as holding. Along with the detailed development of a factualist narrative about semantic content, and as mentioned, it is claimed that Wittgenstein also provides a radical re-conception, relative to his earlier philosophy, of both the human body in particular and of subjectivity more generally. This re-conception of subjectivity, along with the role it plays within Wittgenstein’s later philosophy, are the focus of Chapter 6 (entitled: “Subjectivity and the Living Human Body”). 

Before moving forward, however, it may be helpful in the interest of avoiding confusion, to briefly clarify my intended usage of certain key terms and ideas, since they sometimes depart in relevant ways from alternative usages. This is true in particular, for instance, with regards to the key term “phenomenological,” which is used in a variety of related but discernible ways by members of both the continental and analytic traditions. In so far as Husserl,4 for instance, sought to disclose apodictic truths regarding the structure of human consciousness, conceiving of the later, in turn, on the model of transcendental subjectivity, it might seem that Wittgenstein’s later position, as I shall present it, is in discordance with the phenomenological tradition, or at least its founder, on certain core issues. However, the fact that both thinkers were apt to encourage the suspension of certain philosophical presuppositions, and to emphasize significant distinctions between material and living bodies, might instead seem to indicate significant points of concordance between Wittgenstein’s thought and that of mainstream or traditional phenomenology. 

Fortunately, in light of the potential for confusion contained in the various affinities and discrepancies of this sort, in some sense, I am merely following Wittgenstein in characterizing the approach employed and defended by him as “phenemenological,” given a propensity, particularly in his middle period, to both refer to and describe his preferred method in these terms. In the opening lines of his Philosophical Remarks (1930), for example, he speaks of a former time in which the construction of a “phenomenological language” was the goal of his philosophy. This refers to work done in and around the period in which he composed the paper “Some Remarks on Logical Form” (1929). In that paper, and in light of criticism emanating from Frank Ramsey regarding the “color-exclusion problem,”5 Wittgenstein defends both the abandonment a purely a priori method in philosophy, and also the construction of logico-mathematically adequate sentence systems on the basis of what he calls “the logical analysis of phenomena.” The latter he conceives as consisting in an analytic a posteriori investigation (see Monk 2014)6 into those facts or features of reality that are both logically prior to and presupposed by theoretical scientific explanation or representation. He then goes on, in the opening lines of Philosophical Remarks, to contrast this former goal with a new sort of methodology, involving a bifurcation between explanation and description, where the former is proper to the physical sciences, and the latter is proper to what he calls “phenomenology”: 

Physics differs from phenomenology in that it is concerned to establish laws. Phenomenology only establishes possibilities. Thus phenomenology would be the grammar of the description of those facts upon which physics builds its theories. To explain is more than to describe; but every explanation contains a description. (Wittgenstein 1975, 51)

Upon his return to Cambridge in 1929, Wittgenstein thus made an almost immediate concession in Russell’s direction when, in light of the difficulties raised by the color-exclusion problem, he abandoned his earlier adherence to a purely a priori method in philosophy, opting instead for analytic a posteriori investigation into the most basic forms or features of facts presupposed by meaningful representation. This concession to Russell was tempered, however, by a continued unwillingness to grant that philosophical investigation was continuous with that of theoretical empirical science. While Russell, for instance, was often apt to characterize philosophy as differing from science primarily in terms of its generality or universality, Wittgenstein, by contrast, was at no point in his philosophical career prepared to grant the underlying unity of philosophy and science. Indeed, the motto of his later Philosophical Investigations: “It is in the nature of all progress that it appears to be much greater than it actually is,” (from Nestroy’s play The Protégé) constitutes, in part, a critical comment upon the spirit of technological and scientific progress which he thought both informed and dominated the age in which he lived and wrote (compare Wittgenstein 1975, 7). The methodological approach that emerged out of the middle period, which he initially called “the logical investigation of phenomena,” and later simply “phenomenology,” thus differed fundamentally from Russell’s in terms of the way in which it conceived the nature of the relationship between philosophical investigation and empirical scientific explanation. Philosophy was supposed to differ from science not, as Russell had thought, in terms of its generality or universality, but was rather marked by differences of a more categorical sort. In particular, philosophy was to henceforth to be construed (at least in large part), as an analytic a posteriori investigation into those basic phenomenal, and later, phenomenological features of reality which were logically prior to and presupposed by theoretical scientific explanation. The latter, furthermore, he thought of as simply one kind of linguistic practice, or “language game,” among others. 

In a word, then, the phenomenological character of Wittgenstein’s later method consists in his attempting to describe those most basic and primitive features of the ordinary circumstances, and lived experiences in which our various and diverse linguistic, epistemic, and inferential practices, are finally and ultimately grounded. Though he saw these primitive features as contingent and evolving, and characterized them as consisting in, among other things, “extremely general facts of nature,” (PI, 48) he nonetheless thought that insofar as they are primitive, they could not be further philosophically understood, via reductive logical analyses or scientific explanations. This is because any attempt to do so would simply, and fallaciously, presuppose the very phenomenon to be reductively explained.7 Wittgenstein’s phenomenological maxim, “Don’t think, but look” (PI §66) is thus an invitation to “bracket” certain preconceptions, such as our preference for Merkmale definitions, and reductive explanations, in favor of an inspection of the phenomena themselves as they show up in our ordinary, pre-theoretic and practical experience.

One unfortunate consequence, I would submit, of Wittgenstein’s subsequent adoption of the term “description” in lieu of “phenomenology” has been the covering over of important connections between his approach to philosophical problems and a broader tradition of phenomenological investigation such as that undertaken by Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty.8 Among these important connections is that each of these thinkers can, in their own way, be seen as posing a challenge to the universal validity of the modern scientific world-view, and doing so in part by exposing certain basic philosophical misunderstandings of our familiar or everyday experience. While for Heidegger this takes the form of a “confrontation” with the technological interpretation of reality he thinks of as informing western history and metaphysics, and an existential analysis of Dasein in terms of its “average everydayness,” for Merleau-Ponty it takes the form of various arguments to the effect that reductive empirical explanations of bodily phenomena, such as perception, presuppose the very phenomena they are attempting to reductively explain. Such reductive explanations thus erroneously present phenomena, such as perception, as transcending the way that they appear to us in our naïve, pre-theoretic, experience (see Dwyer 1990). While Wittgenstein’s methodology and conclusions do, it must be conceded, and as mentioned above, differ in certain important respects from those emerging out of and more closely aligned to that of Husserl, they thus also bear highly significant affinities to the work of thinkers, such as Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty, who though of course influenced by Husserl, nevertheless, depart from him in certain crucial ways. Indeed, at the core of Wittgenstein’s philosophical development, as we shall see, is a trajectory of self-realization, which is in an important sense analogous to the movement undertaken by Heidegger vis-à-vis his mentor Husserl,9 away from a transcendental conception of the subject, and instead toward an alternative conception of the subject as socially and historically situated within the “lived” human context and experience characteristic of what he calls Lebensformen (forms of life).10 

Finally, and in the interest of clarity, it is important to note some relevant distinctions with regards to the manner in which I will be employing the expressions “intentionality,” “intentional directedness,” “intentionally directed perspective,” “intentionally directed appearance,” and “intentionally directed self-showing.” Following Brentano, it is common to employ the term “intentionality” to connote an apparent “about-ness” thought to be characteristic either of mental states in general, or of some mental states in contrast with others. I will sometimes use the word in this sense, and in those cases, either I or the context will make the usage in question explicit. However, I will also sometimes use the term in a broader sense in which it is meant to connote a more general notion of “directedness,” “mode,” or “form,” that, though characteristic of mental states, is also characteristic of many other phenomena such as organic bodies and their behavior, inorganic physical bodies and systems, as well as works of art and architecture. The “intentionality” or “intentional directedness” of a being, understood in this sense, is simply its mode of existence or, to use Heidegger’s phrase, its way of “being in the world.” I will also, and as mentioned, sometimes talk about a being’s “intentionally directed perspective” or its “intentionally directed appearance,” and more specifically of Wittgenstein’s position as involving the implicit identification of intentionally directed perspective, and intentionally directed appearance, as fundamental, ontological features of beings encountered in our lived experience. What this means is simply that, according to the aforementioned characterization, existing things are both perceived and appear in certain ways, modes, manners, or configurations (Gestalten), as a function both of their own mode of existence or “intentionality,” as well as that of the being by which they are perceived. An “intentionally directed perspective,” then, is simply a perspective characterized by a certain mode or “intentionality,” and a being’s “intentionally directed appearance” is simply the way, manner, mode or configuration (Gestalt) in which, given its own intentionality as well as that of the being by which it is perceived or apprehended, it “shows itself” or “shows up.” 

“Showing” is thus a notion that plays an integral role not only, as is usually acknowledged, within Wittgenstein’s early philosophy. “Showing,” and especially what I call “intentionally directed self-showing,” are integral themes and concepts within Wittgenstein’s later philosophy as well, as we shall see. Indeed, Wittgenstein’s later conception of the self as an intentionally directed self-showing, developed principally though not exclusively within those passages of Philosophically Investigations traditionally referred to as the “private language argument” (i.e., PI §243ff) is at the core of a positive metaphysical and semantic position with reference to which Wittgenstein endeavors to dissolve a host of traditional, philosophical problems. To refer to a being as an “intentionally directed self-showing,” finally, is simply to say that it exhibits various, discernable, intentionally directed appearances, over which it is capable of exercising a significant, though not unlimited degree of power, design, planning, and control.

Notes

1. The manner in which the position should be understood as “implicit” will be explained in more detail in the introduction to Part II. However, at a first blush, the idea is supposed to be that the position is presupposed in various ways, or revealed by Wittgenstein’s methodological maneuvers, despite his occasional, and ostensible antipathy to substantive assertions of a metaphysical nature.

2. The terms of art “intentionally directed perspective,” and “intentionally directed appearance” are further discussed and clarified in this Preface, below.

3. For a more thorough and illuminating discussion of this issue, and of others related to Wittgenstein’s reflections on voluntary action, see Schroeder (2006, 219–33).

4. For a detailed and accessible discussion of both Husserl’s development, and his principal philosophical innovations, see Moran (2000, 60–191).

5. The color-exclusion problem, along with the role it plays in the transition from Wittgenstein’s early to his later philosophy, is discussed in more detail in the introduction to Part II of this book.

6. Monk is convincing both in his critique of Gier’s (1981) characterization of Wittgenstein’s phenomenological investigations as synthetic a priori, and in his demonstration that Wittgenstein abandoned a Husserlian mode of phenomenological investigation in the fall of 1929. Yet, Monk is nevertheless prepared to concede “(t)hat Wittgenstein’s later work can, in some sense, be correctly described as “phenomenological”—if not as “phenomenology”—is something about which there is fairly general agreement. It is certainly something upon which Wittgenstein himself insisted on many occasions.” (2014, 315) 

7. For an illuminating discussion of Wittgenstein’s frequent identification of this “presupposition” fallacy, along with a correlated “transcendence” fallacy, in undertaking a critique of “objectivist” accounts of language and mind, see Dwyer (1990).

8. For an illuminating discussion of various affinities between Wittgenstein and existential phenomenology, see Gier (1981).

9. For a thorough, detailed, and accessible account of this movement, see Moran (2000).

10.	The characterization of Wittgenstein’s method as phenomenological, despite its discordance with certain prominent features of Husserl’s philosophy, is thus in concordance with Paul Ricoeur’s description of phenomenology as “the story of . . . deviations from Husserl . . .(or) the history of Husserlian heresies.” Moran (2000, 3) It is likewise consistent with Husserl’s own later and ironic characterization of himself as the greatest enemy of the “Husserlian Phenomenological Movement,” and as “a leader without followers.” (Moran 2000, 90) 
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