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despair resulting from this structure of the self to the sexes, pronouncing
“in despair to will to be oneself” as the predominantly male form, and “in
despair not to will to be oneself” as the predominantly female form.
Nordmann makes the case for this interpretation of the remark: “The
Sleepy Philosopher,” 16g.

“(Ethical artistry is something I perform for others, or even only for my-
self, in order 1o demonstrate of what I am capable.)” Denkbewegungen,
125,

. See Denkbewegungen, 153f., where Wittgenstein considers himself a slave

rather than a free man because he is afraid of ridicule, and 177ff., where he
discusses his inability to follow his intition and give away his new sweater,
and the possibility that he may feel that he has to burn his writings.
Chamisso’s text is discussed at some length by Ouo Rank in his classical
psychoanalytic study of 1914, Der Doppelgdnger. Eine psychoanalytische Studie.
Freud’s article “The Uncanny” (see Standard Edition, vol. 17, 21g-52) first
appeared in 1919, and was republished in 1924. Wittgenstein’s reference
to the etymology of the name, the details of which form a long footnote
in Rank (58}, as well as his interpretation, suggest — though obviously
cannot prove — that he knew the text(s).

Whether or not he becomes entangled in the type of meta-moves that
Sass mentions when trying to distinguish between “ethical artistry” and
“authentic decency” is difficult to decide. On the whole, the diaries seem
to display hyper-alertness to states of consciousness — an intense focusing
on his own mental states — rather than hyper-reflexivity and cascades of
meta-reflections.

Wilhelm Anz, “Kierkegaard on Death and Dying,” in Jonathan Rée and
Jane Chamberlain, eds., Kierkegaard: A Gritical Reader, Oxford: Blackwell,
1998, 39-52, p. 40. _

This is one reason why the Doppelginger causes fear. Weininger suggests
another in his Taschenbuch, the Doppelpdnger as a collection of all evil
properties: “The Doppelgdnger is the ensemble of all evil properties of the
self. Any specific fear is only part of this fear, the fear of the Doppelginger.”
Likewise, the criminal must murder all witnesses of his crimes: “They all
are his Doppelginger.” Geschlecht und Charakter, 611 and 625,

See Norman Malcolm: Wittgenstein: A Religious Point of View, London:
Roudedge, 19g3. See also Philip R. Shields, Logic and Sin in the Writ-
tngs of Ludwig Witigenstein, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1993
(esp. “Writing to the Glory of God,” 87-114). Wittgenstein, according to
Shields, may have been looking “for a resting place, for thoughts that are
at peace,” but “remained troubled by the effects of our alienation, by the
discrepancy between his religious vision and our own restless lives” {106).

Weininger and smﬂ_..mosmﬁnms on “Animal
Psychology”

David G. Stern

Introducton

In November 1916, when Wittgenstein was serving in the Austro-
Hungarian army, his oldest sister, Hermine, wrote to him that “1 =m<..w
taken your Weininger with me and am very happy with this book; it
replaces you for me, a little.”™ It is not clear which Weininger _woow
Hermine was referring to, but in another letter to her brother, written
in 1931, she playfully refers to On Last Things: “1 believe Weininger
maintained that milk is the only innocent food, because it destroys no
seed ... " The passage in question is part of the collection of apho-
risms that makes up the second chapter of that book:

The vegetarians are just as wrong as their opponents. Anyone who does not
wish to contribute to the killing of living things may only drink milk, for
anyone who eats fruit or eggs still kills embryos. That is perhaps why milk is
the healthiest food, because it is the most ethical ?

At first sight, one might take the pointof Weininger’s aphorism to be to
make fun of those whose logical consistency drives them to take up po-
sitions that cannot, in practice, be maintained. However, his rejection
of both sides in this dispute closely parallels his own substantive ethical
outlook, which also sets an impossibly high standard by which to judge
human action. For Weininger maintains that to live a virtuous life one
must not only reject immorality but also conventional mores, devoting
oneself wholeheartedly to a life of celibacy and extreme self-denial.
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Furthermore, as in the case of Weininger’s discussion of vegetarians
and meat-eaters, the depiction of a higher ideal turns, to a remarkable
extent, on a morbid fascination with the failings of the positions he
Opposes.

Weininger was certainly on Wittgenstein’s mind in 1916 and 1931;
Weininger’s influence on the composition of the Tractatus can be dated
to the second half of 1916, and it was in 1951 that Wittgenstein in-
cluded Weininger on a short list of writers who had influenced him.4
In 1966, in his first conversation with Allan Janik, Onoﬂw Henrik von
Wright drew Janik’s attention to Wittgenstein's very serious interest in
Weininger's On Last Things, and said that Wittgenstein spoke highly
of the section entitled “Animal Psychology” late in his life.5 In that
text, Weininger maintains that “each species of animal has a single
character common to all its members, but which among humans is
possessed only by a certain few.” In other words, he maintains that a
given species, or breed of dog, has certain essential traits, constituting
a character that corresponds to a distinctive personality type among
humans. Most of the discussion is devoted to the case for seeing dogs as
exemplifying a set of character traits common to human criminals, with
particular breeds of dog corresponding to different types of criminal.
Toward the end, Weininger begins to sketch a typology of animal char-
acteristics, maintaining that people with an inclination to immoral-
ity take on these animal physiognomies more and more as they get
older:

The dog, as criminal, is related to the wolf (the wolf is a symbol of greed,
but perhaps also of something else), and the wolf is surely criminal. The
horse is a symboi of insanity, the donkey of stupidity. (The donkey is above all
wilful, obstinate, and selfsatisfied stupidity. It is the caricature of piety. Accord-
ingly, this image, like piety, is also missing from the Jews. There is no Jewish
donkey.)?

The goose, the dove, the hen, the parrot, the magpie, the crow, the duck —
one finds them all represented, physiologically and characterologically, among
human females, The males of these birds are henpecked husbands {with the
exception of the rooster; wmb,oﬂ.uvm

According to Peter Geach, Witigenstein would classify his friends in
Cambridge according to Weininger’s specific classification of animal
types; Barry Smith, who reports this story, also maintains that the chap-
ter on animal psychology had a special importance for Wittgenstein.?
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Lichtenberg: “Wherever We Look, We See Only Ourselves.”

This paper looks at the role of the notion of “animal psychology” in
Weininger and Wittgenstein, and the question of what we can learn
from considering their attitudes to animals. ] take as the point of de-
parture for my discussion of Wittgenstein’s interest in Weininger on
“animal psychology” two passages from Lichtenberg’s “waste books.”
There, he proposes that any observation or interpretation is ultimately
a selfinterpretation. These ideas play an important role in Weininger'’s
metaphysics and “animal psychology™; following this Lichtenbergian
leitmotif in Weininger and Wittgenstein will help us to see the connec-
tions between Wittgenstein’s and Weininger’s remarks about under-
standing animals. While both authors certainly read and appreciated
Lichtenberg, I do not claim that he directly influenced them on this
point.’® Rather, the passages that follow are intended as striking
illustrations of a particular train of thought that repeatedly arises in
post-Kantian philosophy, a train of thought to which Weininger and
Wittgenstein both respond.

Certainly experiment and reflection enable us to introduce a significance into
what is not legible, either to us or at all: thus we see faces or landscapes in the
sand, though they are certainly not there. The introduction of symmetries
belongs here too, silhouettes in inkblots, etc. Likewise the gradations we es-
tablish in the order of creatures: all this is not in the things but in us. In general
we cannot remember too often that when we observe nature, and especially
the ordering of nature, it is always ourselves alone we are observing."

In the preface to the second. .. edition of Kant's Critigue. . . many singular
things appear that [ have often thought but never said. We discover no cause in
things but notice only that which corresponds to something within ourselves.
Wherever we look, we see only ourselves.®

The first remark from Lichtenberg sets out a central theme of
Weininger’s metaphysics: the structure of the world around us 1s ul-
timately a structure that we project onto it. Weininger’s only refer-
ence to Lichtenberg is in connection with Lichtenberg’s famous claim
that to start from “I think” is to already presume more than we know
from experience, and that we ought instead to say “it thinks,”? How-
ever, the passage he quotes from Lichtenberg in his footnote be-
gins with a sentence that raises a more general question, the very
question under discussion here — namely, how, and whether, we can
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distinguish what we contribute to our experience from that which is
independent of us: “We are conscious of certain ideas that do not de-
pend on us; others, we believe at least, depend on us; where is the
boundaryr '+

Lichtenberg’s second remark applies the idea that “wherever we
look, we see only ourselves” to philosophical texts. The philosophers
we read — not just our choice of philosophical heroes, but also the
philosophies of the heroes we choose — are products of our own order-
ing activity. Such ideas teeter on the brink of an extreme relativism.
If Lichtenberg avoids the relativism implicit in this Protagorean view,
it is because he holds that the “ordering of nature” is not simply up
to us: how we order nature — the kind of ordering that had been the
traditional concern of metaphysics, and that informs Kant’s theory of
the categories — is determined by human psychology and the structure
of the language we speak.

Wittgenstein’s and Weininger’s approaches to “animal psychol-
ogy” can be seen as two related and connected developments of this
Lichtenbergian topic.'s Neither of them accepts Lichtenberg’s psy-
chologism, however; both are closer to Kant in their emphasis on the
role of logic in structuring our thought, and their insistence that logic
and ethics are independent from merely empirical psychology. How-
ever, both of them are acutely aware that what we take to be abso-
lutely fixed, seemingly a matter of logical necessity, may later prove
to be a product of our desire to find an objective order in the world.
Weininger’s idealist response to the Lichtenbergian question about
the boundary between those ideas that depend on us and those that
do not is to push that boundary out to its logical extreme, so that
all ideas depend on us. Wittgenstein not only rejects this Weininge-
rian hyperbole, but also responds to Weininger by reflecting on the
way our expectations inform how we lock at, and talk about, other
creatures,

In Chapter 4 of On Last Things, Weininger opens a discussion of sym-
bolism, time, and motion by raising just this question about the nature
and extent of our contribution to what we experience in connection
with a discussion of the significance of symbols:

People have perceived many symbols of a higher reality in geometrical forms.
We may leave undecided the question whether the reason for this phe-
nomenon simply lies in the fact that what we are rediscovering in them is an
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a priori function of our own intuition, and no less, therefore, than something
which bas the properties and the value of the a priori, as Eant taught, or
whether, on the contrary, we are only discovering in those laws those of our
own imagination, and thus something that is rather more suitable for stripping
them of all transcendental symbolism. Neither of the two answers really settles
the question simply and in general.'®

Thus, Weininger briefly mentions both the a priori Kantian approach
and the a posteriori psychologistic response, only to put both of them
to one side, claiming that neither of them can settle the question.
Instead, he turns to a rambling, seemingly anecdotal, discussion of
the significance of particular symbols, a discussion that leads up to
farreaching conclusions about the nature of time, morality, and the
meaning of life. In the course of this discussion he begins to articu-
late a conception of symbolism that owes something to both Kant's
conception of the a priori and a psychologistic reliance on empiri-
cal and introspective observation of particular mental processes. This
question about the nature of symbols and our contribution to their sig-
nificance is also a principal concern in the next chapter of his book,
which contains the section on “animal psychology.”

Weininger's “Animal Psychology”

Chapter 5 of Weininger's Last Things is entitled “Metaphysics,” but he
begins by warning the reader that what he sets forth “diverges from
the usual notions™ it is not about being and not-being, but “symbol-
ism, universal symbolism.™7 Weininger’s conception of “symbolism”
diverges from the usual philosophical notions of a theory of symbols,
100. What he claims to do is to specify the ultimate symbolic signifi-
cance of each type of thing in the world. Drawing on an “introspective-
psychological” method, he aims to uncover what “the sea, what iron,
what ants, what the Chinese mean, the idea which they _.n%qnmnsﬁ.:m
In the most general terms, what he aims to do is to state “the meaning
of everything particular in the totality.”*® The method is underwritten in
part by the idea of the human being as a microcosm: because every-
thing we know is interpreted through our psychological categories, to
say what everything in the world symbolizes is ultimately to talk about
human characteristics.
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Although the chapter is less than twenty pages long, and trails off
into a long list of examples of symbolist interpretations of particular
types of plants and things, the author clearly conceived of it as the first
chapter of a book draft:

The fundamental thought and the presupposition of the book, the basis on
which rests aif that follows, is the theory of the human being as microcosm.>®
Because the human being stands in relation to all the things in the world, so
ail these things must surely exist in him. This thought about the microcosm is
being taken seriously for the first time in this book: according to it, the system of the
weorld is identical with the system of humankind. Every form of existence in nature
corresponds to a characteristic in human beings, every possibility in humans
corresponds to something in nature. Thus nature...is interpreted through

the psychological categories in humans, and is regarded only as a symbol for
E@E.u— -

However, while this makes Weininger’s philosophy a form of idealism,
he departs from the usual idealist view that both mental and physical
phenomena are only appearances. Guided by what he calls “moral-
theoretical considerations,” he maintains that the mental has “more
reality,”**

Weininger’s most well worked out example of a symbol’s signif-
icance is his account of the dog, which he maintains is a symbol
of a criminal.?® Characteristically, his defense of this view depends
on a detailed exposition of the “essence of the criminal,”** most of
which will be familiar to the reader of Sex and Character: the crimi-
nal has no will, no judgment, no autonomy, continually commits sins,
is only concerned with his pleasure, and lacks unity of conscious-
ness. Unable to transcend the causal nexus, or the spatio-temporal
present, he or she is bound to both things and people, either as
master or as servant. Dimly aware of his potential for transcendence,
the criminal is driven to negate everything that exists, to Lill, to de-
stroy, and to screw around (“From Don Juan to murderer is. .. only a
step”).?s

Turning to “The Dog,” Weininger finds all these traits writ large in
the canine physiognomy. The evidence he offers is anecdotal, and is
perhaps best understood as an invitation to interpret our experience
of dogs in the light of the nexus of criminal traits just described. Char-
acteristic canine behavior is construed as exemplifying Weiningerian
criminality: “the dog's barking is decisive; it is the absolutely
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negative expressive movement. It proves that the dog is the symbol
of the criminal.”*® “The dog’s importunity, its jumping up on peo-
ple, is the functionalism of the slave.™7 “The dog’s tailwagging sig-
nifies that it recognizes every other thing as more valuable than itself"*®
“The dog’s faithfulness [is] a symbol of baseness: the slave mentality
(there is no merit in coming back after a beating).™® “The sniff
ing of the dog .. .indicates an inability for apperception ... passively
attracted by individual objects, without his knowing why... he sim-
ply has no freedom. The dog breeds with any bitch whatever, and
this randomness also expresses that he has altogether given up
choice.™°

At first sight, Weininger’s “animal psychology” provides us with an
extremely personal philosophical pathology, a romantic metaphysics
that objectifies his vision of good and evil as the structure of the world.
If we are to take Weininger at his word, he asks us to believe that every-
thing — not only animals, but ultimately also plants and even inorganic
nature — is a symbol of a Manichzan conflict between mundane evil
and the transcendent goodness that can only be achieved by the ex-
traordinary genijus.3!

How are we to make sense of this extraordinary claim? Whenever a
philosopher makes a claim that appears implausible, the usual inter-
pretive strategies are either to defend the claim, perhaps by reinter-
preting it or finding further support for it, or to concede that the claim

" is indefensible, and to provide an explanation as to why the philoso-

pher was attracted to it. Defenders of Weininger's views on “animal
psychology” have argued that they are best understood as a dramatic
presentation of his conception of the nature of evil, and must be seen
as complementary to his overall ethical views about the nature of hu-
man flourishing. Weininger’s harshest critics have contended that his
unrelentingly harsh treatment of animals is not just a natural exten-
sion of the misogyny, homophobia and anti-Semitism that pervades
his work, but are a symptom of his extreme mental instability. Let us
look briefly at each of these responses to Weininger's treatment of
animality.

For Freud, Weininger was a perfect example of his psychoanalytic
theories about the relation of circumcision to castration, Jewishness
and femininity. Sander Gilman observes that “Weininger serves Freud
as a touchstone for the definition of the diseased Jew...For Freud,
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Weininger's disease is his self-hate, both as a Jew and a homosexual,;
the proof of his disease is his suicide.”* Freud contends that because
small boys unconsciously believe a mythical account of the nature of
sexual difference, they fear that they could lose their penis and so
become a woman, a fear of castration that can also manifest itself
in the behavior of the adult neurotic. In a footnote to his seminal
discussion of “Littdle Hans,” Freud links anxiety about castration to anti-
Semitism;

The castration complex is the deepest unconscious root of anti-Semitism; for
even in the nursery litde boys hear that a Jew has something cut off his penis —
a piece of his penis, they think — and this gives them a right to despise Jews.
And there is no stronger unconscious root for the sense of superiority over
women. Weininger (the young philosopher who, highly gifted but sexually
deranged, committed suicide after producing his remarkable book, Geschlechi
und Charakter), in a chapter that attracted much attention, treated Jews and
women with equal hostility and overwhelmed them with the same insults.
Being a neurotic, Weininger was completely under the sway of his infantile
complexes; and from that standpoint what is common to Jews and women is
their relation 1o the castration complex.33

One consequence of this view of the matter is that Weininger'’s beliefs
are caused by his disease, and so the problem of whether one can give
a rational explanation or justification for them fails away. Gilman, fit-
tingly, spends most of the essay just cited showing how Freud’s beliefs
about Weininger have their origins in the ethnopsychological theories
of the time, which held that there is a close causal relaton between
different ethnic body types and psychic constitution. From a Freudian
standpoint, the more interesting question is the precise nature of the
connection between Weininger’s fears and his psychic condition.
There is a close connection between the fear of the Jewish, the femi-
nine, and the animal in Weininger’s psychic economy. While Jews and
women amount to human incarnations of the irrational for Weininger,
it is animals, and especially dogs, precisely because they are not hu-
man, yet take on a certain human character, that symbolize his greatest
fear of ail. This would hardly have surprised Freud; Little Hans’s
anxieties first presented themselves as a fear of horses. Artur Ger-
ber, a close friend of Weininger’s, related the story of a night in
November 1goz, when he talked Weininger out of killing himself.
Ultimately, “in a voice as sinister, as icy cold, as desperate, and without
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hope as I have ever heard from a human being,” he told Gerber the
following:

I know that I am a born criminal: T am a born murderer. ... T spent a night in
2 hotel room in Munich once. I could not sleep. Then I heard a barking dog.
1 have never heard a dog bark in such a terrifying way. It must have been a
black dog. [t was the evil spirit. I fought with it, 1 fought with it for my soul. In
sheer terror I bit the sheets to shreds that night. Since that time [ have known
that T am a murderer. That is why I must kill myselfl’s>

It is unclear how reliable this memoir, published seventeen years
after the event, actually is. Abrahamsen rehearses this issue at some
wmﬁmnr pointing out that the account given by Gerber scems to tele-
scope two separate events related by Weininger near the beginning of
the discussion of “The Dog™:3%

“The dog has a remarkably deep relation to death. Months before the dog

became problematic for me, I was sitting at five o’clock one afternoon in a
room of the hotel in Munich where I was staying, and reflecting cn various
things. SuddenlyI heard & dog barkingin a most peculiar and piercing way that
was new to me, and simultaneously [ had the irresistible feeling that exactly at
that moment someone was dying.

Months later, on the most dreadful night of my life, although I was not
ill I was literally wrestling with death — for there is no spiritual death without
physical death for great men, because life and death are for them the possi-
bilities which confront one another most powerfully and intensively. Justas 1
was thinking of succumbing, I heard a dog bark three times in the same way as
that time in Munich. This dog barked the whole night, but these three times
were different. [ noticed that at this moment I bit into the bed sheet with my
teeth, like a dying man.%?

While the Freudian account can help us to see the tight nexus of
associations linking these events in Weininger’s life and thought, and
the connections between his fear of death, dogs, Woman, and Jew,
it does so at the price of treating his views as entirely explicable in
terms of symptoms of mental illness. As Abrahamsen puts it, “his terror
became clearer and clearer, and we may believe that out of necessity
he gradually filled it with rationalistic content. "33

We should not, however, dismiss Weininger's views as only symp-
toms of a struggle with insanity before we consider whether or not
they can be rationally understood.?d From such a perspective, his
imaginative vision of how dogs symbolize evil is best understood as
a further development of his reading of Ibsen’s Peer Gynt, where the
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Boyg and the Troll King epitomize the role of the subhuman and
evil being. Allan Janik has recently provided an excellent exposition
of Weininger’s reading of Peer Gynt, and his conception of animality,
along just these lines. Janik maintains that the point of Weininger’s
“proto-phenomenological description” of the Criminal is to give us a
model of “what it is to be immoral in itself,” with the aim of pressing his
reader “to reflect upon happiness and the good life by giving us the
negative example of a life in which guilt and the idea of human limita-
tion play no role whatsoever. . . . the polar opposite of Kant’s autonomous
human being."#°

Consequently, Janik construes the “Metaphysics” chapter of Last
Things as a commentary on the issues raised by Weininger’s discus-
sion of Peer Gynt in the first chapter of that book, a discussion that
brings out the central place in that play of the relationship between
the human and the animal, reason and instinct, and autonomy and
heteronomy:

Like Peer, the Criminal does not notice that he is actually the unhappiest of
men despite his outwardly happy, hedonistic life and, like Peer seeking the cen-
ter of the onion by peeling off its layers, he in fact destroys himself in rejecting
both logic and ethics in his superficial search for self-fulfillment. However,
Weininger recasts Ibsen’s contrast between human and the sub-human trolls
in Peer Gynt as a contrast between the Kantian autonomous rational agent
and the fully heteronomous, self-willed, instinct-driven animal, which is only
human in appearance. . .. Trolls lose themselves by being entirely selfserving,
humans attain selfhood by overcoming selfishness.!

In short, Janik proposes that on a Weiningerian reading, Peer Gynt
is “a drama of redemption, whose real hero is none other than hu-
manity itself.”#* However, “humanity” turns out to mean those very
few people who can live up to Weininger’s inhuman ideals of deny-
ing everything in this world in order to strive for one’s own salva-
tion, a salvation that turns on dwelling on the dangers of damnation.
Janik praises Weininger as rejecting modernist narcissism in favor of
rigorous moral ideals, without sufficiently acknowledging that those
ideals, which find their fullest expression in Weininger’s reflections
on animality, are curiously bifurcated. On the one hand, as Janik
correctly stresses, Weininger’s ethical outlook presents itself as noth-
ing more than an unequivocal recovery of Kantian autonomy and
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traditional Christian duties. On the other hand, those very ideals are
not presented as the deliverances of Reason or Revelation, butrather as
arising outof the author’s characteristically post-Kantian reflections on
what is given to his consciousness, and his “theory of the human being
as microcosm.™3 As aresult, those ideals are an unstable product of what
Sass, following Foucault, has called “transcendental narcissism.™* For
the very notions that underwrite Weininger’s vision of moral redemp-
tion — the freedom of consciousness, its self-constituting character,
and its status as the authoritative source of truth — can, with just a
slight shift in perspective, be recognized as flawed and constrained.
For consciousness has its limits and limitations: aspects of the macro-
cosm will always elude the grasp of the microcosm, and even within
the microcosm, consciousness is not always transparent to itself. What
is characteristic of Foucauldian “transcendental narcissism” is an os-
cillation between these two standpoints: the “solipsistic grandiosity” of
the perspective of consciousness, and the “felt impotence and igno-
rance” that results from recognizing the limitations of transcendental
reflection.*5 Janik’s focus on Weininger’s ethical doctrine helps us see
how Weininger understcod himself, but fails to do justice to the extent
that his fears were intertwined with his hopes. The animal symbolizes
not only our moral failings, but also the limitations of the transcen-

dental perspective itself.

Wittgenstein's “Animal Psychology”

What did Wittgenstein see in the sketch of an extraordinarily
speculative metaphysics that we find articulated in Weininger's ca-
nine characterology? To put the question a litdle more carefully,
why did Wittgensiein so admire Weininger’s vilification of those
servile and craven, but also frightening and uncanny character traits
that Weininger identifies as essentially canine? Was he attracted to
Weininger's antimodernist moral vision, as Janik proposes? Or did he
see it as a philosophical joke, an extreme example of the excesses
that metaphysical speculation can yield? (Wittgenstein once said to
Norman Malcolm that a philosophical book could be written that con-
sisted entirely of jokes.) Perhaps the truth lies somewhere between
these extremes; he may have been attracted to Weininger's Lichten-
bergian insights into the ways we project ourselves onto our world,
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even as he was repulsed by the depth of Weininger’s hatred for “man’s
best friend.”

T suggest that the key to understanding the appeal for Wittgenstein
of Weininger’s shaggy dog story is to attend to Wittgenstein’s discus-
sion of the questions about both the differences and the similarities
between humans and animals in the Philosophical Investigations.®® Here,
I will only be able to consider some of the leading concerns that con-
nect the opening paragraphs of Parts I and II of that book, and the way
they inform Wittgenstein’s response to Weininger's view of animals.

The expression “animal psychology” occurs only once in the
Wittgenstein Nachlass. The passage in question is part of of an ex-
tended critical discussion of the idea that one’s knowledge of others’
“states of consciousness” is a matter of an analogical inference. Its tar-
get is the idea that I infer what another thinks on the basis of observing
the other’s physiognomy, relying on what I know of my physiognomy
when I am in certain mental states. Wittgenstein’s narrator is driven
to tell his interlocutor that he “must learn to think completely differ-
ently about the use of words.” This is followed by a rather compressed
example of the kind of change he is trying to bring about: “Animal
psychology. Does a dog gnaw a bone involuntarily? Does he hunt game
involuntarily? And what do we know of his kinaesthetic sensations? 47

If one thinks of what a dog does by analogy with our own lives,
then one will be inclined to say, under certain circumstances, that a
dog chooses to gnaw on a bone — perhaps when it lazily reaches over
for one when it is tired and well-ed — and in other, equally imaginable
circumstances, thatit could not help itself. Similarly, sometimes a dog’s
owner may drag it away from the fire on a cold winter dayto go hunting,
and, on other occasions, it may eagerly go hunting. And one will think
of the dog’s sense of muscular effort that accompanies a voluntary
motion on its part on the model of one’s own first-person experience
of such efforts.

In October 116, in the context of an extended discussion of a num-
ber of Weiningerian themes, Wittgenstein had explored and criticized
just this conception of psycho-physical parallelism as the basis for our
knowledge of other minds. There he rejected it because he could find
no suitable connection between one’s psychic processes and a physi-
ognomy, thus undermining the first step in the inference from knowl-
edge of one’s own mental states to knowledge of another’s.%®
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In the Philosophical Investigations, Witigenstein presents two leading
objections to this anthropomorphic approach to animal psychology.
Fixst, it fails to do justice to the fundamental differences between our-
selves and other animals, including dogs. Because they don't speak,
it isn’t appropriate to speak of them in ways that presuppose their
mastery of a language, such as saying that they do something involun-
tarily. Although the passage just quoted provides no further support
for the view that saying a creature does something involuntarily pre-
supposes that the creature can speak a language, Wittgenstein does
propose that attributing certain propositional attitudes to an animal
presupposes that the creature can speak a language, and so it makes
no sense to attribute such attitudes to creatures that cannot speak.
The same goes for “voluntary” and “involuntary.” Consequently, it is
nonsense to say that the dog’s behavior is “involuntary,” for the term
is only applicable to creatures that can use language.

On the Cartesian view of the nature of thought and the priority
of inner mental processes over their linguistic expression, it is our
capacity for thought that is the crucial distinction between us and

_ other creatures. This naturally leads to 2 conception of mind in which

each person knows what a mind is like from first-person experience,
and then infers, on the evidence of others’ actions, that they too are
conscious. On this view, there need be no basic difference between
one’s grounds for attributing thoughts to other humans, and to dogs.

We can find an interlocutory statement of this anthropomorphic
view of animal thought in a manuscript of Wittgenstein's from 1933,
followed first by a challenge, then a brief exposition of the train of
argument just discussed:

“If a dog wags its tail, it means something by it.” How could one justify that?

If a crocodile approaches a person with open jaws, we would hardly ask if it
meant something by it. And we would explain: the crocodile can’t think and
so there isn’t any question of meaning here.4®

Wittgenstein is not challenging the view that the dog’s tail-wagging
is significant, or meaningful — he considers it undeniable that the
stereotypical signs of a happy dog are, under normal circumstances,
signs that the dog is happy. What he does question is whether the dog
means something, something propositional or linguistic, by the tail-
wagging. Witigenstein then reminds us that we would hardly ask the
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parallel question about a crocodile’s approaching a person with jaws
open, because we will all agree that a crocodile doesn’t think, and so
can’t mean anything by its actions. (Zettel, ss. 52 1—2) A later version of
this passage makes the point somewhat clearer by adding the following
words to the first paragraph: “Does one also say: ‘By drooping its leaves,
the plant means that it needs water’?” The anthropomorphic dog-lover
will, in all likelihood, reject the analogy, insisting that while plants, flies,
and maybe even crocodiles can’t think, dogs can. But here the tail 1s
wagging the dog: what reasons do the defenders of animal thought
have for this insistence?

Sex and Characterand Philosophical Investigations both offer the same
simple answer to this question: thought, propositional thought, pre-
supposes talk, or at least the ability to talk. The narrator of the Philo-
sophical Investigations tells us:

It is sometimes said that animals do not talk because they lack the mental
capacity. And this means: “they do not think, and that is why they do not talk.”
But — they simply do not talk. Or to put it better: they do not use language —
if we except the most primitive forms of language.®®

In other words, it is talk, not thought, that comes first. No language use,
no thought. And the same goes for any other activity that depends on
a grasp of language. “There is nothing astonishing about certain con-
cepts only being applicable to abeing that e.g. possessesa language.™'
Near the end of Philosophical Investigations, we are told that babies and
animals cannot lie, or be sincere, for these are part of our linguistic
form of life: “A child has much to learn before it can pretend. (A
dog cannot be a hypocrite, but neither can it be honest.) * Likewise,
Weininger says in Sex and Character that animals “do not speak, and
consequently do not lie.”™3

In a discussion of language, privacy, and our knowledge of others’
experience in Part 1 of the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein’s in-
terlocutor raises the question of whether our assumption that the smile
of asmall baby is not a pretense might be over-hasty. If a baby did have a
private language, why couldn’tit have the resources needed to deceive
another? Just as in the case of the dog’s wagging tail, Wittgenstein’s
narrator immediately asks how we know: “ - And on what experience
is our assumption based? (Lying is a language-game that needs to be
Jearned like any other one.)™ In the next remark, the conversation
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turns to the case of a dog’s faking being in pain, and gives a closely
parallel answer.

250. Why can’t a dog pretend he’s in pain? Is he too honest? Could one teach
a dog to pretend he’s in pain? Perhaps it is possible to teach him to howl
on particular occasions as if he were in pain, even when he is not. But the
surroundings that are necessary for this behaviour to be real pretence are
missing.55

If one does succeed in imagining that the dog has a mental life
much like one’s own, then one may be struck by the fact that dogs don’t
pretend, and look for an answer. Weininger thinks one can bestunder-
stand oneself and one’s world by seeing human nature writ large in the
world around us; Wittgenstein offers the complementary approach of
allowing us to accede to that temptation, only to remind us of the dif-
ferences between animals and ourselves.5® Weininger, as we have seen,
expresses an extreme skepticism about dogs’ friendly behavior, seeing
it as evidence of dissimulation, concealing craven evil. Wittgenstein,
on the other hand, maintains that this is nonsense. However, because
animals do not have language, and so are not capable of those forms
of deception that depend on a grasp of language, animal psychology
is simpler than human psychology. Wittgenstein is often said to hold
an “expressive” theory about mental states; perhaps the place where
he comes closest to articulating such a view is in his discussion of the
case of creatures that cannot speak.

Our pursuit of the connections between Weininger and Wittgen-
stein on animal psychology has led us to themes that figure promi-
nently in the openings of both Part I and Part II of the Philosophical
Investigations. Part 1, section 1, of the Philosophical Investigations Opens
with a quotation from Augustine’s Confessions in which he describes
how he learned to speak. Augustine begins by telling us that he learned
the names of objects by watching his elders make sounds and move
towards particular objects. Witigenstein's narrator takes the passage to
give us a “particular picture of the essence of human language”: words
name objects, and sentences arc combinations of such names. In this
picture of language, he maintains, “we find the roots” of the idea that:
“Every word has a meaning. This meaning is correlated with the word.,
It is the object for which the word stands.”’ In section 2, he asks us
to imagine a language for which the description given by Augustine is
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correct, the “builders’ language”™: Builder A has four words, “block,”
:m_w_u_a “beam,” and “pillar,” and his assistant B’s job is to pass them to
A in the order called out.

The story of the builders can seem quite simple until we consider
the final sentence: “Conceive this as a complete primitive language.”
Can we really do this? We seem to face a dilemma. On the one hand,
we have no trouble imagining what the scenario described in section 2
looks like; on the other hand, itis very hard, perhaps impossible, to fill
itin fully, to imagine what life would be like for people whose language
is so limited. The point of Wittgenstein's instruction, (“Conceive ... "),
like many of his questions, is not to lead us to an obvious answer, but
to encourage us to stop and think about our grasp of language, by
considering imaginary people who only share an extremely rudimen-
tary language, a single language game. Part of the problem is that we
are asked to imagine that these people think, and at first sight, that
seems intelligible. Yet they are clearly unable to think as we do.5® The
- builders’ language, like the dog’s beliefs, are what Wittgenstein calls
“objects of comparison™:59 his aim in telling these stories is to get us
to think about cur grasp of language by reflecting on the similarities
and differences between our lives and the lives of creatures without
language, or with only the most rudimentary ability to respond to a
few words. |

Wittgenstein brings these concerns together in a striking passage
from his later writings on the philosophy of psychology, where an inter-
locutory voice contends that we have more in common with dogs than
beings like the builders: “A dog ismore like a human being than abeing
endowed with a human form, but which behaved ‘mechanically’."®°
This leads to a series of reflections on the variability, complexity and
interwovenness of our lives, and the way in which any given behavior
will be seen in terms of “its background within human life, and this
background is not monochrome, but we might picture it as a very com-
plicated filigree pattern, which, to be sure, we can’t copy, but which we
can recognize from the general impression it makes.™ Subsequently,
Wittgenstein explicitly extends the metaphor of the pattern of life to
the case of a dog’s deceiving us:

Only in a quite specific context can something be an expression of pain;
but only in a much more extensively determinate context can there be the
pretence of pain.
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For pretence is a (determinate) pattern within the weave of life. It is re-
peated in never-ending variations.

A dog can’t pretend to be in pain, because his life is too simple for that. It
doesn't have the joints necessary for such movements.%*

Part 11 of the Philosophical Investigations begins by drawing our atten-
tion to just these questions about animals and language. The opening
words revisit many of the themes just touched on, once again raising
the question of the limits of animal psychology:

One can imagine an animal angry, frightened, unhappy, happy, startled. But
hopeful? And why not?

A dog believes his master is at the door. But can he also believe his master
will come the day after tomorrow? — And what can he not do here? —- How do
Ido it? - How am I supposed to answer this?

Can only those hope who can talk? Only those who have mastered the use
of a language. That is to say, the phenomena of hope are modes of this com-
plicated form of life. {If a concept refers to a character of human handwriting,
it has no application to beings that do not write.)%

Here, Wittgenstein's narrator clearly does expect us to agree with him
that a dog cannot hope, and gives us a reason: only “those who have
mastered the use of a language” can hope. In other words: “the phe-
nomena of hope are modes of this complicated form of life.”4 Like-
wise, Weininger draws a sharp distinction between those capacities that
are part of animal forms of life, and those, such as hope and memory,
that are characteristically human, although his exposition is in terms
of differences in mental complexity, rather than linguistic ability:

If we now, in conclusion, ask the question whether organisms other than man
possess a similar capacity for remembering carlier moments of their lives,
reviving them again in their entirety, then the most probable answer must be
in the negative. Animals could not remain, as they do, for hours at a time,
motionless and peaceful on one spot, if they were capable of thinking back
about their past or of looking ahead to the future. Animals have a sense of
familiarity and feelings of expectation (that of the dog greeting his returning
master after twenty years away; the pigs at the staughterhouse door, led to the
appointment by a mare); but they pessess 0o memory and no hope. They are
capable of recognition (thanks to familiarity), but they have no memory.®s

Witigenstein’s first objection to the idea of animal thought,
then, is that it underestimates the differences between us and crea-
tures that cannot speak a language. His second objection to the
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anthropomorphic approach to animal psychology is that it fails to do
justice to the similarities between curselves and dogs. For what we say,
both about animal psychology and human psychology, is not ordinarily
based on an inference from observed behavior to unobserved mental
states, but rather is based on what we see.

Wittgenstein is not simply replacing the classical humanist idea that
the mind of another is an unseen, inner realm by the bald naturalist
conception of the mind as analyzable into behavior, and dispositions
to behavior.®® Nor should he be read as replacing this hoary false
dilemma, often described as the choice between a “Cartesian” or a
“behaviorist” view of the mind, with the “Wittgensteinian” criterial
view that there is an internal relation between behavior and mental
states that underwrites a refutation of skepticism about other minds.
The core of the alternative approach that Wittgenstein elaborates is his
idea that my grasp of an animal’s, or a person’s, psychology is a matter
of my seeing what they do in a certain way, a form of response that
we already take for granted in our everyday lives, but fail to properly
appreciate.%” Characteristically, we attend to the face, or the gestures
of a person, or an animal, and see how they feel.5® In a remark com-
posed in December 1933 that occurs with minor variations in several
places in the Nachlass, including source typescripts for the Philosophical
Investigations, Wittgenstein writes:

If I say this face has the expression of kindness, goodness, or cowardice, then
I don’t just seem to mean that we associate such and such feelings with the
look of the face, rather, I'm tempted to say that the face is itself an aspect of
cowardice, goodness, etc. (Compare, e.g. Weininger.) %

This is not only a rejection of Weiningerian psycho-physical paral-
lelism, but also an expression of Wittgenstein’s attraction to the di-
ametrically opposed view, that the friendliness or goodness is present
in the face itself, although Wittgenstein expresses unease about the
best way of putting this point. A passage written shorty afterward,
that makes strikingly un-Weiningerian use of Weininger’s technical
term, “symbol,” makes the opposition to Weininger’s views even more
explicit:

One can say: the dog's friendly eye, friendly mouth, wagging tail, for instance,
are primary — and independent — symbols of friendliness. I mean by that: they
are parts of the phenomenon one calls friendliness. If one wants to conceive of
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other appearances as expressions of friendliness then one sees those symbols
in them.”™

The friendliness is not inferred, a further object lying behind the
appearance, but is actually scen in the dog’s comportment. The rela-
tionship between the rejection of a conception of thought as a hidden
inner process and the soul as the receptacle within which those pro-
cesses occur is particularly clear in an exchange in the Philosophical
Investigations, where Wittgenstein's narrator asserts that “We don’t say
that possibly a dog talks to itself.”* His interlocutor, assuming that such
assurance could only be justified if we had direct access to the dog’s
inner states, replies “Is that because we're so minutely acquainted with
its soul?™7? Wittgenstein’s narrator responds by offering us a different
way of looking at things: “Well, one might say this: If one sees the
behaviour of a living being, one sees its soul.”3

This way of responding to Weiningerian animal psychology is a
significant step away from the Kantian, and Lichtenbergian, way of
putting the problem of delimiting the boundary between those aspects
of the world that depend on us, and those that do not. For it involves
rejecting the false dilemma that either the friendliness is something
objective, the result of an inference from what is seen to another’s
mental state, or it is something subjective, the result of the observer’s
spreading his or her inner states onto the observed object. On the
approach Witigenstein begins to articulate here, the friendliness is
objective, in that it is present in the face of the friendly creature, yetit
also has a subjective aspect, in that it takes a suitably equipped observer
to attend to that aspect of what is seen. What I see in the other’s face
is not something I can choose at will, but that I see it is partly due to
my abilities. Nor is there anything about this way of conceiving of the
other creature that requires him or her to be human; we can also see
happiness in a dog’s face.

Conclusion: Looking, and Seeing Differences

The broad outline of Wittgenstein's approach to the principal similar-
ities and differences between dogs and ourselves has much to recom-
mend it. It provides a basis for a principled critique of Weiningerian
anthropocentrism and the false dilemma on which the only available
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positions appear to be a baldly naturalist conception of human be-
havior as nothing but behavior, and the classical humanist conviction
that the mind is something behind the behavior. It also begins to do
justice to the character of our awareness of others’ psychology, both
animal and human. However, it is surely too schematic and simple, if
taken by itself, to do justice to the full extent of those similarities and
differences.

The further similarities between ourselves and dogs have to do with
the complexity of the ways in which dogs’ lives and our own can be
intexwoven. For while dogs can only respond to certain quite limited
aspects of human language, they do share people’s lives in ways that
create a richly significant fabric, a background against which a dog’s
behavior can express a subtle grasp of its circumstances. Here is an
example of the kind of “being with dogs” that I have in mind:

There is (what I definitely want to call) a game [ used to play with my mother’s
dog Sophie, in which we would run around a small pond. My aim was to catch
her; hers to avoid being caught. Sometimes we would find ourselves facing
each other, almost motionless, on either side of the pond, each of us waiching
the other for movements indicating a direction of pursuit or flight. [ would
try faking 2 movement; starting to the left but running to my right. Sophie
would sometimes be foxed, but would always correct her run when she saw me
coming the other way.

Sophie has a lot of Collie in her and I never caught her. But one day while
we [we] were playing this game I slipped as I tried to change direction too
quickly on damp grass. Aimost immediately Sophie ran straight up to me. 1
was unhurt, but she licked my face anyway.

I do not see why this cannot be counted as a case of “mutual intelligibility.”
The dog could see my distress, and I could see her sympathy.’+

Part of the appeal of this story is that it is such a good example of
the extent of the mutual sympathy that can arise between human and
animal, the interwoven pattern of activity within which the other crea-
ture enters our lives, yet it does not ventrilogquize a voice for Sophie,
or place a thought bubble over her head.

The other side of the story is that it also hints at the ways animals
escape our grasp: Sophie always avoided being caught. The further dif-
ferences between animals and ourselves have to do with the extent to
which their lives are quite different from our own, an aspect of our re-
lationship to animals that the discussion so far has barely touched on.
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Guido Frongia reads some of Wittgenstein's later remarks on animals
as suggesting the following line of thought concerning the radical
otherness of animals’ lives. If as we take the mastery of language not
only as a necessary condition for full personhood, but also as the
yardstick by which we measure the significance of other creatures, then
animals will only take on significance in relation to ourselves, as a
means of one kind or another. But Wittgenstein also emphasizes the
difficulties involved in applying our concepts to what animals do, espe-
cially if the animals in question have their own system of communica-
tion, such as birds do, or are sufficiently alien to us — such as a crocodile
or a fly. The danger here is of taking our own concepts as the only pos-
sible yardstick by which to judge animal behavior. Wittgenstein is often
taken to be arguing that we have no alternative, butin fact, in stressing
the need for the philosopher to “regard man here as an animal,”?® he
does develop just such an alternative. For we not only reason about
whether animals have certain feelings, weighing the analogies and
disanalogies with our own case; we also experience instinctive and un-
reflective responses to animals’ feelings. These include not only the
familiar case in which we see the dog’s happiness, butalso the more un-
settling case where we feel an instinctive uncertainty about an animal’s
psychology, precisely because it is so different from us.

Think of the uncertainty about whether animals, particularly lower animals,
such as flies, feel pain.

The uncertainty whether a fly feels pain is philosophical; but couldn’t it
also be instinctive? And how would that show itself?

Indeed, aren’t we really uncertain in our behavior towards animals? One
6

doesn’t know: Is he being cruel or not.”

Indeed, it is this kind of uncertainty about the significance of the
suffering of pain in species very different from our own, and the dif-
ferences between people as to their “spontaneous sympathy™77 for an-
imals that is partly responsible for the deep disagreements between
vegetarians and meat caters. Frongia proposes that in asking us to see
the use of language as only one form of interaction between humans
and other animals, Wittgenstein's later writings open up the possibility
of “considering every living being (to whatever species it may belong)
not onlyas ameans, but alsoas an end in itself. They tend to give us back
the sense of a radical diversity of the various species of animals which
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surround us, a diversity which the use of (human) language does tend
to make uniform.”®

We have come a long way from our starting point, the Weiningerian
proposal that we understand animals entirely in terms of the extent
to which they express characteristically hurnan concerns. Weininger's
basic idea is that their real significance is an ethical one, because they
are a means of human selfimprovement: they provide a vivid typology
of human ethical failings. Wittgenstein, on the other hand, provides a
perspective from which the ethical significance of our relationship to
animals is that they help us to see the dangers in taking man to be the
measure of all things.
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differences” as a motto for the Philosophical Investigations.
For further discussion of Philosophical Investigations 5.1 and the sections
that follow, see Stern 2004, ch. 4.
See Wittgenstein, Zettel, 5.99 and 5.390; Remarks on the Philosaphy of Psychol-
oy, 11, s.623. See also Stern 2004, ch. 4, and Schulte (forthcoming).
Philosophical Investigations, 5.130.
Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology, II, 5.623.
Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology, II, 3.624.
Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology, ss.861—2.
Philosophical Investigations, 11, 174. The second paragraph echoes s.650,
where a similar question is raised, but not answered: “We say a dog is
afraid his master will beat him; but not, he is afraid his master will beat
him to-morrow. Why not?”
For some further discussion of the issues raised by this cryptic but sug-
gestive final sentence, see Hacker 1993a, ch. 4, and 1993b, 26—46, 5.3;
Garver 1994, ch. 15, 5.3, and Stern 1995, ch. 6,5.4.
Weininger 1980, 186; my translation. Weininger 1906, 145. This leads
Weininger to maintain that memory is essentially human, and closely
related to both logic and ethics.
“Bald naturalism™ is taken from McDowell 1994, and “classical humanism”
from Glendinning 19g8.
Mulligan (1g81) provides a complementary perspective on Wittgen-
stein’s break with the subject/object distinction, and its relationship to
Weininger's treatment of animals.
Allan Janik has drawn my attention to Spengler’s discussion of dogs, lan-
guage, and the primacy of ponverbal communication as a source of this
train of thought: “He who would penetrate into the essence of language
should begin by putting aside all the philologist's apparatus and observe
how a hunter speaks to his dog.” Spengler 1939, vol. g, ch. 5, partiv, 131
Wittgenstein, Wittgenstein’s Nachlass, MS 115 234, Wittgenstein, Philosoph-
ical Grammar, p. 176. For later versions of this passage, se¢ Wittgenstein’s
Nachiass, MS 146, 82; MS 228 117, and MS 230, p. 18 5.65. The topic is
discussed at length in the Brown Book, pp. 162—180 and in Philosophical
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Fnuestigations 11 xi. See also Szabados's essay in this volume. Compare this

to Wittgenstein's question in Notebooks 1
ste gr14~1916, B4: “Is, e.g., an an,
face ts iti iri ected ad
face m””w.w in itself or merely because it is empirically connected with bad
70, Wittgenstein, Wittgenstein’s Nachlass, MS 11 i
. 3 , 25-6. See also P 7
Grammar, 178 and Zettel, 5.506. i aleo Philophicat
71 Philpsophical Investigations, 5.357.
72. Philosophical Investigations, 5.3 57. See also Philosophi igali
: ,5.857. i i
73. Philosophical Investigations, 5.357. i
74. Glendinning 1998, 142.
75. On Certainty, 5.4'75.
76. Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology, I1, 5.654.
77. Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology, 11, 5.699.
78. Frongia 1995, 352.
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