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PREFACE

This is an addition to the glut that has accumulated on an aspect
of philosophical palaeontology. It was scribbled in 1961, when
I was a research scholar at the University of Saugor. No
attempt has been made to prune it properly as I am not a
necrophilist ; a shift in interest contributed to this. But few
withered leaves are plucked (still there are many) and new
stakes are given (but it needs more). I had to bring it under
hard covers for the only alternative left to me was to perish.

Due to typographical difficulties I used ‘#’ to mean ‘not =’.
And as a book is seldom complete without an appendix and
an erratum, I made a provision for them. Appendix 4 appeared
in the Journal of Philosophical Association and is incorporated
with permission.

Santiniketan A. P. Rao
January, 1965
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«...We cannot make our philosophy into
an ordered progress to a goal, but have
to take our problems as a whole and
jump to a simultaneous solution ; which
will have something of the nature of
hypothesis...”

—F. P. RAMsEY






INTRODUCTION

‘Meaning’ is the most important concept which has impressed
the philosophical mind of this century and is a dominant theme
of contemporary philosophical thought. But, why and how
are the twentieth century philosophers so much preoccupied
with the problem of meaning? As the /how and the why of a
problem will lead to an historical study, historical data of the
chief trends of contemporary thought will provide an answer
to this question. What is aimed at, in this essay, is far from
tracing the roots and giving a complete history of the problem.
1t does not offer even a new definition of the concept. Its aim
is a more limited one, namely to show how Wittgenstein reflec-
ted on the problem, clarify some concepts and eliminate some
conceptual confusions involved in understanding his thought.
It also offers a new interpretation of it. After all, logical clarifi-
cation being the object of philosophical activity, ‘“a philosophical
work consists essentially of elucidations”. So, this essay docs
not make any philosophical assertion but limits itself to making
such assertions clear.

Wittgenstein’s work has been, for a number of years, a
favourite quarry for interpreters and analysts. Russell’s intro-
duction to the Tractatus (1922) can be considered as the beginning
of the extensive research work that has been done in this field.
But, the first important study of it was that of Ramsey (1923).
This was followed by Weinberg’s thirteen years later. During
this period the Tractatus exercised a great influence practically
on almost all the writers on this subject, in one way or another.
Unfortunately, the post-war period saw adverse attacks on this
classic, and still more unfortunately, Wittgenstein’s own later
thought has been supposed to be one of them. This tendency
continued until, very recently, a new generation of Wittgenstei-
nians drew attention to the enormous number of errors such
attacks contained. Anscombe’s analysis of the Tractatus came
in 1959 and this was followed by Stenius’s exposition of its main
lines of thought in 1960. In the following year, Maslow publi-
shed his study of the Tractatus, twenty eight years after the
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draft was made ready for publication. And since 1953, Wittgen-
stein’s works, relating to the second phase of his thought, are
being published. In 1958, an attempt at a systematic interpreta-
tion of these was made by Pole. But, he neither conceived nor
clarified anything. Meanwhile, almost all the leading philoso-
phical journals, issue after issue, carried articles and discussion
notes on Wittgenstein’s work, by distinguished academicians—
to name some, Wisdom, Bergmann, Evans, Black, Copi, Feyra-
bend, Strawson, Hintikka and Dummet.

Such is, in outline, the research work that has been done till
BOW, in this field. In spite of these studies nearly everything is
still to be done in this domain. Some of the interpretations
offered previously are confined to the first phase of Wittgenstein’s
thought and some others show that even the texts are not studied
Properly. So everything which has been interpreted and clari-
fied till now, will have to be re-interpreted and re-stated. It
1S not claimed that this interpretation is invulnerable to criticism
Or exhaustive in the sense that it cannot be further clarified or
analysed. But, it perhaps could claim to be consistent and
Soherent. Nodoubt, the fate of Wittgenstein is the fate of all
Ereat thinkers and their fate is to be misunderstood. Wittgens-
tein was misunderstood during his own life time. Having seen

'S ideas being ‘more or less mangled’ he gave some directions
according to which he wanted the understanding of his thought
shoulq Proceed. The present essay is based on these directions.
¢ limitations of space precluded the discussion of anything
Which hag p, direct bearing on the main theme, and many
‘Mportant concepts are left untouched, as deliberations about
hii{(ndare b‘eyond its scope. Some (important) points are just
essae at either due to obviousness or due to the fear that the

Y Would be unduly lengthy.



SECTION 1

I. THE PICTURE THEORY

The picture theory of sentential meaning maintains that the
world and language are totalities of the pictured and the picturing
facts respectively. Facts in logical space are the world, and lan-
guage presents facts in logical space. So there must be something
common between the world and language ; and that which is
common to them is the logical form. Form is the possibility
of structure, that is, the possibility of the definite ways in which
the components of facts are combined in logical space. By
virtue of this identical form, language represents the world.
It stands in a projective relation to the world and hence is a
picture of it.

In his exposition of this theory Wittgenstein uses a number
of concepts, for example, fact, logical space, logical form, struc-
ture and representation. He does not offer any explanation
of these concepts as he believes that they will be understood only
by those “who have themselves already thought the thoughts which
are expressed” in the Tractatus. As a result, the basic concepts
of his thought remain unclear and are confused by most of his
interpreters. In this section an attempt is made to clarify some
of these concepts and to eliminate the confusionsi nvolved in
understanding them.

II. THE CONCEPT OF FACT

According to the first proposition of the Tractatus the world is
everything that is the case. That is, it is everything that is the
situation. Let us suppose that in a given world there are three
entities A, B and C ; and these are all the entities of that world
and that they occur in the following combinations

[AB], [BC]

(Throughout the monograph capital letters will be used to refer
to constituent entities of facts which are components of the world
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and small letters will be used to refer to linguistic entities. So,
this discussion may be considered as meta-linguistic, as the voca-
bulary here, is of the (n-+1)th order if n is taken to be the order
of linguistic symbols—in the ordinary sense).

[AB] and [BC] are all the combinations of the given worlfi ;
and if there is any other combination it is identical either with
[AB] or with [BC] or not a combination in the given world.

Proposition 1.1 of the Tractatus equates the world with the
cotality of facts, Facts are either simple or complex. Complex
facts can pe analysed or split into atomic facts or simple facts.
A‘tqmic facts are Combinations of things which cannot be further
Shvided. 1t i e given world a diadic relation holds between
the qiﬁereﬂt entities or objects, namely, between A, B and C,
tl}at 'S if they are combined in such a way that each combination
BIVes an ordereq Pair, then we have the following combinations :

[AA] [BA] [CA]
[AB] [BB] [CB]
[AC] [BC] [CC]

Combination of entities is a fact, [AA], [BA]. etc,
hey are simple facts as they cannot be further divided,
[CB]), [[AC] [BA]] are complex facts. A:ccordl.ng
POsition 1.1 of the Tractatus this given world is totality
x ! h Nine Combinations mentioned earlier, but not of three
€ntitjeg € world is the totality of simple combinations or
¢ diadic relatjon here is supposed to hold between the
to be ¢ 14 1ot between their combinati?ns. If the lattle(; \ta)v:r:
demy © Case, ingteaq of nine combinat.lons.:, there woul | e
argy, rera Y infinjte number of combinations. It might |
numgd that th;g world is the totality of such denumerably mﬁ.mte
of inﬁer‘ 0 Combinatjons, But, this is unt.enable as the axiom
na v:hty contradicts it and does not permit any suf:h assertl;)né
finite COmailling only a finite number of atomic facts, tha
ion of poer Would be the greatest possible number for a collec-
clags T > 33 accord; ti the axiom of infinity, the universal
class of ; Widualg i o ilar to the proper sub-class of itself.
(HOW Wittgenstein c: Smtn Z’gle conclusion that the world is tl.le
totality of facts and Ln:t gf things is not relevant to the main
theme.  Soin ¢ € present discussion it should be left out. But

AS any
are facts,
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it is a very important issue. Perhaps it can be related to a similar
radical change in the outlook of the physicists of the twentieth
century. The shift from property physics to field physics corres-
ponds to the shift from the view of the world as the totality of
things to the view that it is the totality of facts. It might be even
related to the development of logic during the last hundred years.
The type of logic we use in our discourse determines the structurc
of the world. When logic of terms is accepted one has to main-
tain that the world is made of things and when logic of judgments
is accepted one has to maintain that the world is a cobweb of
complex and mentally constructed relations. These two types
of logic have been discorded by the twentieth century logicians,
to accept the logic of propositions (or sentences). The inevitable
corrolary is the view that the world is the totality of facts and
not either of things or of relations).

What then, is the import of the Wittgensteinian assertion :
‘the world is everything that is the case’? A case is the existence
of an atomic fact. To say that [AB] is a case is to say that A
and B are combined in a definite way and that this combination
actually exists or [AB] holds in this world. But, it is the way
in which A and B are combined so as to result in [AB] that makes
it a fact. In the example we have taken, it is possible to combine
the given entities in nine ways. That means nine combinations
are logically possible. But, in the empirical world or the actual
world certain combinations occur and certain others do not.
For instance, in the world which has been taken as an example
[AB] and [BC] hold and [BA], [CA] do not hold. The facts
which actually hold in a given world are the cases of that world.
But, the totality of the given world being the totality of all the
nine possible combinations, the totality of these combinations
determines facts which are cases as well as facts which are not
cases, because both of them are constituents of that totality.
That means the inference form

(aa) . (ab) . (ac) . (ba) . (bb) . (bc) . (ca) . (cb) . (cc)
s, (ab). (bc)

is valid.
Facts being combinations of objects, the way in which objects
are combined determines what are facts, as well as what are
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not facts. Every case is a fact, but every fact need not necessarily
be a case. That is, if ‘fx’ is taken to mean ‘ is a fact’ and ‘cx’

is taken to mean ‘x is a case’ the two following principles can
be asserted :

1) () (cxDfx)

@) [@x) (fx) # (@x) (cx) = X)]

That the totality of facts, though every fact is not a case,
determines what are not cases follows from the rules of combinz}-
tion itself, But, this is possible only when an interpretation is
given to the rules of combination. For example, if the diadic
relation, supposed to be held between the entities of the given
Wworld is interpreted in such a way that [AB] means ‘A’ is to .the
left of ‘B’ and so on ; and if A, B and C are different points
On a straight line it can be stated that the combinations [AB]
and [BC] are possible while the combinations [CA] and [AC]
aTe not possible. Or, supposing 1, 2, 3, and 4 are all the facts
of a world, ¢ the class of all those facts, 1 the case of that world,
¥ the class of the cases of that world, it can be stated that

L.23,4cy). qcy. (¥ C¢) and (gn) (n CH=((n=1)v
(n S ). Here ‘v’ is used in the exclusive sense. That means,
() (x=n)5 @CyY)DEC). FCHIXAECY v ECP)

Thus fact and case are different, though prima facie they
m to pe identical, Propositions 1 and 1.1 of the Tractatus
Presupp()se Such a distinction ; therefore in these propositions
fact 21d ‘case’ should not be taken as synonymous terms and
Substituteq one for the other.
‘. F,a‘c ts are Spatial sequences and it is in this sense the term
r;(;t Ny USed in the Tractatus. The notion 9f space to which a
not ll.en?e IS made in the preceeding sentence is physncal' space and
is theogwa1 SPace. Palmieri’s interpretation that a fa<.:t is whatever
cannOtazse IS erroneous, because in that case sentential sequences
Confy .be facts ; and Wittgenstien says that they are fa?ts:
Sing the concept of ‘fact’ with the concept of ‘case’ Palmieri
come's to the conclusion : “By facts Wittgenstein means the
’IOIl-Imguis,ic complex beca'use of which one proposition is true
and another false.” (Synthese. p. 72 Vol. XIL. No. 1). This
statement Contradicts the proposition 2.141 of the Tractatus.

see
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The picture is a fact. Wittgenstein is using the term ‘fact’
to refer not only to the non-linguistic complexes, but linguistic
complexes as well. [AB] as well as (ab) are facts as they are
spatial sequences. The definition of ‘fact’ should then be
restated so that it may comprehend the spoken language too.
A fact, then, is a spatio-temporal sequence. This shows that
it is possible to define ‘fact’ without any circularity and dis-
poses off the doubts of Weinberg and Russell about the
possibility of a definition of the term without circularity.

It might be pointed out that this definition of ‘fact,” as it
is confined to physical space, is not in consonance with the
Wittgensteinian assertion that facts in logical space are the world.
Prima facie, it is so. But, this definition is consistent with the
notion of the world as facts in logical space, as what Wittgenstein
means by ‘world’ here, is ‘the possible world’. Spatio-temporal
sequences arranged in physical space constitute the actual world
or the physical world, which is a part of the possible world. This
point will be discussed in a separate section below.

Facts are mutually independent and this distinguishes them
from cases. They are independent in the sense that a fact can
either be or not be a case, without reference to any other fact.
Correspondingly, sentential facts are independent as the truth-
value of a given sentence does not depend upon any other sentence,
if that sentence is atomic. That means the following schema
~is valid :

((ab))D (ab)). ((((ac) v ~ ((ac))D (ab)).
(((bc) v ~ (bc)D (ab).

Wittgenstein uses ‘the world’ in two senses. This is evident
from his equating this term with ‘the totality of facts’ as well as
‘the totality of cases’. He accepts that the class of all cases
and the class of all facts are not identical or equinumeral, because
the one-one correlation cannot be established between them.
If ‘the world’ in proposition 1 and ‘the world’ in proposition
1.3 of the Tractatus are synonyms, then it can be proved that,
identity being a transitive relation, these two classes are identical.
So ‘the world’ in 1.13 means the possible world, (that is, facts
arranged in logical space) and in 1 it means the actual world
(that is, facts arranged in physical space). The actual world
is a part of the possible world, The universal class of cases of
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a finite world is a sub-set of the universal class of facts of that
finite world. It is not only a sub-set, but a proper sub-set as the
actual cannot be actual unless it is possible.

. TWO SENSES OF ‘THE WORLD’

A sentence pictures a fact when the constituent elements of that
sentence correspond to the elements of the pictured fact and
when it shows the structure of the fact. Stuctural identity
between the sentence and the fact is necessary for the sentence
to be a picture of the fact. The elements of the sentence, which
is the picturing fact, can be coordinated with the elements of
the pictured fact. The sentence is a picture due to this coordina-
tion. Coordination is the representing relation which is an
essential feature of a picture. The elements of a sentence corres-
pond to the elements of the fact which it pictures and the ele-
ments of a sentence are “combined in a definite way”. This
combination-in-a-definite-way is the structure of a fact and the
possibility of the elements of fact to be combined in a definite
way is the form of that fact. A simple illustration can make
this clear. Suppose that the figure given below in the picture

of the sky on a certain night.

X ot
xx @

In this there are four pentagraphs and a black circle. The four
pentagraphs stand for (that is, function as names of) the four
stars of the sky, and the black circle stands for the moon (that
1s, stands as a name for the moon). In this figure the four penta-
graphs and the black circle stand in a definite relation to each
other, just as the four stars and the moon which are the nominata
or the denotata of these names, stand in a definite relation to
each other in the sky. The ways in which the entities in the
figure and the entities of their nominata stand together is identical
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(or the same). That is to say, the moon and (its name) the
black circle stand right to the group of stars, and the group of
pentagraphs, and the four stars are arranged in such a way that
by joining them we get something like a square. In the picturing
fact, the way in which the elements of the pictured fact are com-
bined is represented. That means, the picturing fact stands
in a representing relation to the pictured fact.

Linguistic facts (or sentences) stand in a representing relation
to the facts they picture ; and by virtue of this relation sentences
cxpress their meaning. A sentence must have the form of
representation in common with the fact it represents and then
only it will be able to ‘“represent after its manner—rightly or
falsely”. Here, the word ‘falsely’ is misleading, because it may
raise the issue, whether a false picture is a picture at all. The
notion of false proposition is closely connected with the notion
of the negative fact. Wittgenstein, perhaps under the impact of
Platonism, holds that a negative fact is an unrealised fact—in
contrast with the realised or the actual fact. A negative fact
is not an impossible combination of entities, but is an unrealised
combination, or to be more clear that which does not hold in
a given world. (But he does not maintain degrees of realisation
or degrees of picturing). If it were to be an impossible combina-
tion, we cannot, even think aboutit. By ‘possibility’ and ‘impos-
sibility’ Wittgenstein means ‘logical possibility’ and ‘logical
impossibility’ and this should be distinguished from ‘psychological
possibility’ and ‘psychological impossibility’ on the one hand and
‘physical possibility’ and ‘physical impossibility’ on the other.
This distinction is presupposed in the assertion that the actual
(physical) world is the totality of cases only.

Further, it should be pointed out that negative facts do not
present or picture what are not-facts. This statement cannot
be denied without commiting an explicit contradiction, for
such a denial amounts to saying that what is non-existent is
existent. Negative facts show the combinations that do not
hold in the actual world. Negative facts do not cease to be facts,
but remain just unrealised facts. Suppose that a sketch of a
beautiful girl is drawn and then an attempt is made to see to
whom it corresponds, and also suppose that no girl is found
in this world to whom the sketch corresponds. Then does the
sketch cease to be a picture? Or, suppose that a picture of a
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unicorn is drawn and the attempt to find an object with which
1t can correspond resulted in vain. Even then it remains a picture.
May be unicorns, as a species , have become extinct in the course
of ?vo!ution, and natural history as yet has not explained this
Iea)l(ttlnctwn. Or, they may come into existence a million years
er.
Moreover, pictures can be classified as either realised pictures
&5 unrealised pictures, only with reference to the actual world.
su?}?i tdl}e 'real.m of discourse is conﬁngd to thc? possible world
that ‘ts ciSt{nctlol} cannot be drawn. Wltt.genstem., when he says
sible wo lsdu'l IOgl?a} space are the world’, is refex:rmg to the pos-
relati()nr T,hand it 1s.to this that language star}ds ina reprgscntmg
COnstitu:( . e .p0551b1<? w.orld. together with .lmgulstlc facts
but § § reality. This view is held not only in the Tractatus
An the Remarks too (part 1. 125).
ties eitﬂ}-ei I\;«;orld is the totality of facts and objects and proper-
e of the o the World as coTnponc.:nts of .those fa'cts, the struc-
Perties are (‘:’Orld_ is thc? way in which various objects and pro-
combinabls (Pmblned (in the case.of the actual world) anq are
do stang thaltn'the case of the possible world). How the objects
really th; cas 1s, the actual state of affairs, is spmethmg t!1at is
way in Whiche' b!3ut, the structure of the possible world is the
the way in Wh'ohJeCtS and properties can be ar'ranged and not
for them to b ich they are found arrgnged. It is not necessary
found arran y arranged in that particular way. That they are
their arrangeg ed In such and such way is indisputable. But
IS can a4 we?lleﬁt 18 Contlpgent or purely.acci.dental. “Wll?.t
logic, as it treat ¢ Othel'W.lS(‘f..” But, nothmg is flccidental in
us, given tWs eve.ry possibility and “‘all possibilities are facts”.
Objects gpg 0 objects, and two properties the world of these
combinationsp;?pemes will be‘ .the totality of all the possible
of these object these four entities. Let p and q be the names
a deSCl‘ip tion osf and r and s the names of these properties. Then
that world can be given as follows :

@) . @) . (@ . ~@)
@) . s . (@@ . (qs))
@) . () . ~@a) . (a)
((pr) . Ds) . ~(an) . ~(q9)
@) .~ . @ . ()

LA
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6. ((pr) . ~(Ms) . (@ . ~(qs)
7. ((pr) . ~@s) . ~(a) . (@9)
8. ((pr) . ~(ps) . ~(ar) . ~(qs)
9. (~(r) . (@) . (@ . (a)
10. (~(r) . (@) . (@@ . ~(qgs)

1. (~@r) . (ps) . ~(@r) . (g9)
12. (~(pr) . (ps) . ~(ar) . ~(qs)

13. (~(@r) . ~(s) - (@ . (g9)
14, (~(s) . ~(s) - (@) . ~(q9)
15. (~(pr) . ~(ps) . ~(ar) . (q9)

16. (~(pr) . ~(ps) . ~(ar) . ~(qs)

(In this description, dots are used between atomic combina-
tions. But they do not have denotata, that is, there can be no
entities in the given world to which these dots refer. The same
is the case with the sign ‘~’. The signs of conjunction and
negation, are linguistic devices and are relevent to the notation
used, that is, accidental features of the symbolic-structure by
which the given world is presented here).

What is given in the sequences 1 to 16 is a complete descrip-
tion of the world of the two objects and two properties mentioned
earlier. That means, the combinations of these objects and
properties are shown as arranged in logical space. There are
sixteen ways of combining them and all the sixteen combinations
are pictures of the constituent facts of the world. When all of
them, as a unit, are taken into consideration, any one combina-
tion cannot be distinguished from the others. That is, when the
realm of discourse is confined to the possible world, all of them
stand on the same level. But, when the description of the possi-
ble world is seen in relation to a given (actual) world, when an
interpretation is provided to the symbols occuring in the des-
description (1-16), it will be evident that some combinations do
and some do not have counterparts in the actual world. What
the sequences 1 to 16 together give is “a complete description
of a possible state of universe of individuals with respect to all
properties and relations expressed by predicates of the system”
(Carnap : Meaning and Necessity. p. 9) ; and this is what Witt-
genstein means by possible state of affairs. For example, if the
actual world consists of two objects of which p and q are names
and that these objects are triangular and circular respectively
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in shape, this world can be described as ((ps) . (qr)). But,
this is not a complete picture of it, because it does not show
what other combinations are excluded from this world. That
is why the notion of negation has to be brought into discussion.
‘((ps) . (ar))’ shows the combinations which actually hold in this
world, that is the cases in this world. It does not show the
combinations which are not the cases in this world. In order
to make provision for these too, the sequence describing this
world should be reformulated with the help of negation.
Weinberg relates the use of the sign of negation to the incom-
pleteness of human knowledge. “If knowledge were complete”,
he writes, “there would be no false proposition and hence no
use for the negation sign” (4n Examination of Logical Positivism
P. 58). This is exactly the opposite of what Wittgenstein holds.
Wen_lberg’s assumption that Wittgenstein holds the view which
he himself holds is baseless. Moreover, he never makes it clear
asto Whaﬁ he means by the term ‘false proposition’.
led As this world is everything that are the cases in it our know-
tha%e of the cases tl}at are constituents of it, determines the cases
of k;re 1n°t constituents of it. Every picture is an expression
So a g::' edge. “The logical picture of facts is the thought.
and t omplete. picture should show both, those which are cases
complimse Wh‘Ch_ are not cases. Hence, a supplementary or
COrrespoelgary Plctm':e showing that pr and gs do not have any
50 that tﬁ Ing cases in the.world should be add-ed to ((ps)- (qr)
Picture wi?l ilven world might be completely pictured. Such a
1 (09, @), e~
entities ; ang ¢ of the sixteen possible ‘con.lbmatlons of t}lese
But the;, ot all the other fifteen con;bmatxons are um'c?allsed.
this comp; anc'l to the possible world in the same rel:.m?n as
logicalty nen ation does. It shopld also be noted that it is not
in thig pangessary for thosta Ob_]CC.tS: and properties to be related
In thijs comfula_r way. It is emplrlf:ally 50 in jche actual w01:1d.
“suppose th ection Keyt raises an interesting issue. He writes
i5, T write adt T draw up a list of all possible atomic facts. That
also that I gy Own all the elementary Dropositions......suppose
time | writeag up a second list of all existent at.o.mlc facts. This
question 1 v, own all tl}e elementary propositions. Now the
first list thay aélt to ask is this: can a name appear on th'e
0es not appear on the second?”’ (p. 19). His
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answer is that it cannot, as he thinks that “if there were no
existent atomic facts, there could be no possible atomic facts
either.” (ibid).

If there were to be n number of objects and a diadic relation
holding between them, it is possible to anticipate 2" number of
facts. So far n objects with a diadic relation, there will be 2°

possible facts. The possible combinations of these facts will be
n

K2"=3 (). This presents the possible world of »n number
v=0

of objects. Now think that there are only (1—1) objects in the
world of experience and that a diadic relation is foun.d to be
holding between them. Then the constituent facts of this world

will be (=—1)2 . The total possible combinations of these facts
2(n—=1)

will be K(n—1)2=3 (y*-!), This presents the world of (1—1)
=0

number of objects. eryt’s argument holds good in the case of
this world. But he is on the wrong when he thinks that it holds
in the case of the world of n objects. His argument is based
on the assumption that objects are existent. This is what a strict
nominalist maintains. But neither Wittgenstein is a strict
nominalist nor he is using object in the usual sense. As, accor-
ding to him, objects are transcendental it makes no sense to
say either that they are existent or that they are not existent
(see section 2). As a logician he is interested only in what logic
can anticipate and it does not anticipate existence of objects.
That is why, it is possible to think of the possible world without
knowing the actual world. Keyt’s argument cannot affect
our distinction between the possible world and the actual world.

IV. THE STRUCTURE SHOWS ITSELF

If a sentence is a picture of a fact, then the elements of that
sentence should represent the elements of the fact of which it
is a picture, and the arrangement of the elements in the sentence
should show the arrangement of the elements of the pictured
fact. This has great import as neither the world is just a conca-
tenation of things, nor language mere collection of words.

1.1 The world is the totality of facts.
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3.141 The proposition is not a mixture of words (just as the
musical theme is not a mixture of tones). The proposition
is articulate.

3.142 Only facts can express sense, a class of names cannot.

Syntax corresponds to the relations which holds between
the objects of the world. So it shows them. But, show in what
sense? The concept of showing is connected with the concept
of understanding. Sentential facts are understood without any
explanation. This is because a “‘sentence shows how things stand

if it is true. And it saps they do stand” as if it is a picture of a

fact. This can be explained as follows :

@

This figure will serve the purpose of a sentential fact. What
does any person see when he looks at (2)? He sees a dotted
patch of triangular shape in the centre and three black patches
of similar shape atta