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" Michael Dummett has noted the possibility of distinguishing the two sorts of negation 

here proposed; cf. "Truth" in Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Vol. 59 (1958-59), 
p. 156. I wish to thank Professor George Pitcher of Princeton University for calling my 
attention to this passage. 

Ryle on "Use," "Usage," and ??Utility" 

by RICHARD M. GALE, C. DOUGLAS McGEE, 

and FRANK A. TILLMAN 

VASSAR COLLEGE 

To distinguish the practice of linguistic analysis from the practice of gram- 
marians and philologists the philosopher must make clear the relations 
among use, usage, and utility. Ryle's attempt' to distinguish sharply among 
these concepts is brilliantly metaphorical, rich in suggestive analogies, and 
finally succeeds in obscuring the distinctions it sets out to illuminate. Central 
to Ryle's discussion is an analogy between words and tools, an analogy on 
which he most depends where it is weak, and which he neglects where it is 
strong. The analogy fails when Ryle attempts to make a distinction between 
use and usage. The analogy holds in a way he disregards when he distin- 
guishes use and utility. We shall show that his exploitation of the analogy 
destroys the distinction he prizes and that its aptness is destructive to his 
conception of analysis. 

Ryle makes a sharp distinction between use and usage. He writes: "A 
usage is a custom, practice, fashion or vogue. It can be local or widespread, 
obsolete or current, rural or urban, vulgar or academic . . . The methods 
of discovering linguistic usages are the methods of philologists. By contrast, 
a way of operating with a razor blade, a word, a traveller's cheque or a canoe- 
paddle is a technique, knack or method. Learning it is learning how to do 
the thing; it is not finding out sociological generalities."2 Thus to know how 
to use a word or tool one need know nothing about customary usage, i.e., 
linguistic regularities. Unfortunately, there is a crucial disanalogy between 
words and tools in that words, unlike tools, are characteristically used in 
communication. To use a word correctly, the speaker must use it in con- 
formity with linguistic custom; the use of a tool requires no such consonance 
with the customary usage of a group. With tools, use may indeed be inde- 
pendent of usage; a tool can function successfully even if not used in a cus- 
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tomary way: one can use a canoe paddle to discipline one's children. One 
can use a razor for chipping paint or cutting linoleum: a tool will likely have 
a regular use, but the purpose of a tool is not such that it must be governed 
by customary rules of usage. Paint and linoleum seldom talk back. Of course 
a tool can be well or poorly chosen for the job on hand, and a tool can be 
mismanaged, but a tool cannot be misused in the way a word can: there are 
customs which govern the uses of words, and a word in ordinary language is 
misused if its use does not accord with customary usage. Here the conse- 
quence of misuse is failure: one fails to achieve the peculiar purposes for 
which words are used, i.e., to communicate. This is not to say that neologisms 
can never be successful: they can be when they are recognizable deviations 
from some recognized core of custom. 

Ryle may have overlooked the disanalogy between words and tools through 
a failure to distinguish two questions: (1) Can one use a word correctly even 
though unable to describe the informal rules controlling its use? (2) Can one 
analyze the use of a word without reference to usage? It is true that knowing 
how to use a word is not the same as knowing that there are just such-and- 
so rules governing its use, but it does not follow that analysis of the use of a 
term can be accomplished without reference to the usage of the group which 
uses the term. It is true that a person learning how to use a term need not be 
explicitly informed of sociological facts about linguistic regularities or usage: 
this is because teacher and student implicitly assume that the use taught 
conforms with the facts of usage. If the teacher is not guided by usage then 
the trick taught, however faithfully followed, will be useless to the student 
who would use the language to communicate. Since Ryle's distinction be- 
tween use and usage is dependent upon his analogy between words and 
tools, when the analogy fails, so does his distinction. 

If Ryle overlooks a significant disanalogy between words and tools, he 
also fails to see one significant analogy between them. Ryle makes a sharp 
distinction between the use of an expression and its utility, between "how 
questions" and "what-for questions." He claims that an answer to the ques- 
tion about how an expression is used does not require any reference to its 
utility or usefulness. But here Ryle is mistaken, for if a person asks us how a 
tool is used, we cannot answer without mentioning its purpose, that for 
which it is used. I can scarcely tell how a razor is used without saying what 
kind of a job it does, i.e., it is used to shave off hair. To explain how a tool 
is used one must refer to some features of the context in which it is used. 
Analogously, to answer the question how a word is used one must go beyond 
Ryle's sentence-frame analysis3-an analysis which confines itself to telling 
the sentential contexts in which a word can be employed and those in which 
it cannot-to show how the sentence in which the word is used is itself in 
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turn used in a larger extra-linguistic context. To comprehend the use of a 
word we must go beyond its immediate linguistic context to consider the 
function of its proprietary sentences in behavioral contexts. As Toulmin 
has pointed out, sentence-frame analysis "provides no way, other than forci- 
ble reiteration, of arguing with a man who professes to find congruous some 
expression which we find incongruous or vice-versa . . . Congruities and 
incongruities are to be explained in terms of the point of the behavior-pat- 
tern in question: seeing them against this behavioral background enables 
one to understand, and so to agree on them."4 Our language does have in- 
formal rules for the types of sentence-frames in which a word can be used; 
to understand why it has these particular rules, we must look to the be- 
havioral context in which the sentences are used, we must try to see what 
changes in behavior their use is intended to effect. An analysis of the use of 
a term in ordinary language cannot remain purely syntactical, but must show 
the utility of the sentence in which the term is employed. 

The word "utility" here is ambiguous. To speak of the utility of a sen- 
tence may be to refer to its function-fact-stating, performatory, storytelling, 
etc.-within some behavioral context: this sense of "utility" we can call 
"Function." But it is also possible by the "utility of a sentence" to refer to 
some human value fulfilled by the sentence having the function it has within 
some behavioral context: this wider sense we can call "Value." Ryle does not 
make clear which sense of "utility" he is referring to when he sharply dis- 
tinguishes between use and utility. "Questions about the use of an expres- 
sion are often, though not always, questions about the way to operate with 
it; not questions about what the employer of it needs it for. They are How- 
questions, not "What-for questions."5 If by this Ryle intends to claim that 
a Function-analysis of sentences employing a word is irrelevant to the anal- 
ysis of the use of this word, he is wrong. If instead he means to affirm the 
irrelevance of questions of Value to the analysis of the use of a word (or 
sentence), he is right. 

For example, I can ask for the customs which govern the use of "promise" 
in different types of sentence-frames, but I may also want to know the dis- 
tinctive function which these sentences using "promise" have in their extra- 
linguistic context. I might discover that a certain type of sentence containing 
"promise," when employed in a certain type of behavioral context, has a 
performatory function: this would be its Function. It is also possible, 
though not necessary, to go on to ask the Value of sentences with tllis 
Function. We might try to show the human and social ends which are served 
by sentences beginning "I promise," where the function of "I promise" is 
performative: this would refer to the social value of mutual trust, and finally 
to the ends of communal life. It is one thing to describe how a language- 
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game is played and another to ask whether we ought to play it, the latter 
raising a question as to its Value. 

It may be suggestive to try to think of a kind of "language" to which 
Ryle's word-tool analogy, as he uses it, is peculiarly appropriate. We have 
seen that Ryle's misreading of its strength and weakness confuses the ex- 
position he would give of the use of "use" in the analysis of ordinary lan- 
guage. On the other hand, his analogy, as he uses it, is appropriate to the 
distinctions one can make in explaining a logical calculus. So long as ques- 
tions of extrasystematic interpretation, of Value, are excluded, analysis of a 
formal system can remain purely syntactic: this usual and useful exclusion 
makes it superfluous to distinguish Value from Function. Questions of 
Function, if they could as such be asked, could only be answered and be fullv 
answered in terms of intra-systematic convenience. Questions of usage would 
be irrelevant. Ryle's suggestion that analysis confine itself to what can be 
learned from consideration of informal syntactic rules-and insistence on the 
sentence-frame technique amounts to this-leads us to suspect that the 
model of language with which he here unconsciously operates is that of a 
formal system, a calculus.6 There is a ghost in Ryle's concept of ordinary 
language, which has yet to be exorcised. 
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NOTES 
Ryle, "Ordinary Language," Philosophical Review, 62:167-86 (19 5 3). 

2 Ibid., pp. 174-75. 
3 Cf. Ryle's "Categories," reprinted in Logic and Language, second series, edited by A. 

Flew (Oxford: Blackwell, 1953), pp. 65-81, especially 76ff. 
'S. Toulmin, "Concept-Formation in Philosophy and Psychology," in Dimensions of 

Mind, edited by S. Hook (New York: New York University Press, 1960), pp. 212-13. 
6 Ryle, "Ordinary Language," p. 174. 
'For a more complete discussion of this see Frank A. Tillman, "Truth and Meaning: 

Two Concepts at Issue in Contemporary Anglo-American Philosophy" (Ph.D. Disserta- 
tion, Columbia University, 1958). 

Particulars Re-Clothed 
by V. C. CHAPPELL 

UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 

IN HIS paper "Bare Particulars" Allaire seeks to reconcile what he calls the 
"individual-character analysis," or later the "realistic analysis," of things like 
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