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Preface

Twentieth-century philosophy, more than that of any other
period, has become deeply and sharply conscious of the con-
nection between philosophical problems and language. No
one has contributed more to this new awareness than Ludwig
Wittgenstein, who died in 1951. To understand the con-
nection between philosophy and language is to understand
Wittgenstein; without understanding that one cannot under-
stand him. And precisely because Wittgenstein holds the
key to modern philosophical activity, there is an obvious
need for an exposition of his thought.

But however keenly it may be felt, this need is not one
that can be easily met; for what Wittgenstein says in his
very personal and often aphoristic way cannot simply be
restated; it must be interpreted, and interpretations, as often
as not, are controversial.

We now seem to have entered what might well be called
the Wittgensteinian ‘moment’ in philosophy. Books about his
work are becoming more numerous and interest in his
thought is becoming more widespread. The ‘moment’ dates
from the publication in 1922 of his first book, Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus, followed by the posthumous publication in 1953
of the work of his later years, Philosophical Investigations. In the
pages which follow, I have tried to give a general survey of
Wittgenstein’s thought, considering both the Tractatus and
the Philosophical Investigations, and also to give some account
of the influence which these two very different books have
exercised. My essay is thus to some extent an account

of what is not altogether correctly known as ‘analytical
ix



X Preface

philosophy’. In my last chapter I have hinted—but done no
more than hint—at something I believe to be of great import-
ance, namely that Wittgenstein’s later philosophy can throw
light on a very wide and diverse range of problems.



CHAPTER 1

Biographical Introduction

Who was Wittgenstein? It is no easy matter to answer this
question, for Wittgenstein is still so close to us, still so much
a figure of our own time, still so much talked about, exalted
and denounced, that an objective and balanced appraisal is
difficult to achieve. Posterity must determine his exact place
in the history of philosophy; but at any rate there can be no
doubt that he was a genius. This is not to say that he was the
only genius, or even the greatest genius, in twentieth-century
philosophy: indeed it scarcely matters whether he was or
was not: what doesmatteris that Wittgenstein’s work in philo-
sophy was passionate, intense, inspired. He dedicated him-
self to it; philosophy was his life. Every train of thought that
he might have followed with greater zeal, every problem that
he might have worked on with a fiercer determination, was
not, for him, something that he might have done better; it
was a betrayal of his real mission in life, treason against his
own existence, a sin. Such total commitment to philosophy
allows us to compare Wittgenstein with the greatest names
in the history of the subject: what was characteristic of
Socrates and Spinoza was characteristic also of him.
Because his whole being was so consumed with passionate
thought, Wittgenstein could not give lectures as other univer-
sity teachers do. To lecture in the ordinary way is to expound,
or repeat what has already been thought; and to repeat a
thought is not to think it, at any rate, not to think it with
Wittgenstein’s kind of intensity. So instead of giving conven-
tional lectures, Wittgenstein thought what he said as he spoke.
I
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He did not reproduce what he had prepared before. And it
was precisely because he went through this process of think-
ing in such a fresh, powerful and concentrated way, in the
presence of his students, that he earned their respect, and
even something approaching veneration.

Of course his lectures were not elegant in style or form;
they were a kind of research, which really serious students
— and only such attended Wittgenstein’s lectures — found
strangely inspiring; for them it was like being in the workshop
of a great master, where they could witness, and perhaps
even participate in, the creation of new and often exhilara-
ting thoughts.

A professor has his students and, if he is the founder of a
school, his followers: Wittgenstein had both, but he also had
disciples. It was perhaps not difficult to become his disciple
because of his magnetic and compelling personality, and be-
cause of the originality and depth and fervour of his thought.
Wlttgenstein was conscious of this, and regretted it. A dis-
ciple’s spiritual dependence on his master at best hinders in-
deffendcnt thought, and, at worst, prevents it. And a thought
which is not independent is a thought only half understood.
It COI}tains no personal truth.

This is the dilemma of anyone who wishes to transmit
%inowledge and learning to others. On the one hand to teach
15 10 pass on your own knowledge to the pupil, to introject

your own knowledge into him. On the other hand, learning
'S DOt mere receiving. For knowledge is not knowledge if it is
Wl.tho%u Insight and understanding; both must be there if any-
thing is learned, and neither can be received like a gift. Witt-
gl‘:nsteln’s belief recalls that of Plato, who in the Menon likens
the teacher’s role to that of the midwife. To teach is not to

lrfstil 2 true idea in the pupil, but to help him to think it
himself,
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Among those called Wittgenstein’s disciples were several
whohave proved themselves to beoriginal and gifted thinkers.
Several of the leading philosophers of the present generation,
not only in England and America, but even in places like
Finland, are men who studied under Wittgenstein. Admis-
sion to his lectures was always restricted: he would receive
only those students who would undertake to attend regularly
for at least one term. He insisted that his lectures were not
for tourists, but only for students who took philosophy
seriously and would apply themselves to the study of its
problems with something like his own devotion. There were
never more than fifteen students at his lectures, but most of
the men who heard them were marked by them indelibly.

Wittgenstein was not at all English, either by birth or tem-
perament, but as an Austrian Jew, living and working in
England, he became a British subject after Hitler’s annexa-
tion of Austria. He was born in Vienna in 1889, the son of a
rich engineer. After studying for two years at the School of
Engineering in Berlin, he went to the University of Man-
chester in 1908. His interest soon passed from engineering to
mathematics, and from mathematics to the principles of
mathematics. So he left Manchester for Cambridge to study
under the then leading British logician, Bertrand Russell, co-
author with Whitehead of Principia Mathematica, a revolution-
ary work in the history of logic and mathematics.

From 1911 to 1913 Wittgenstein remained in Cambridge.
‘Then, in order to think and work in solitude, he went to live
in a primitive dwelling near Bergen in Norway. On the out-
break of the first world war he enlisted in the Austrian Army,
was trained to be an officer, but taken prisoner by the Ital-
ians at the time of the Austrian débdcle. His first published
work appeared in an Austrian periodical Annalen der Natur-
philosophie in 1921, and was published in book-form in
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London in 1922 with the title Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. In
this book, there is an introduction by Russell, and also a trans-
lation into English printed on the right-hand pages, opposite
Wittgenstein’s own text on the left-hand pages. Wittgen-
stein’s work is difficult to translate, and he felt that the
English rendering did not correspond to what he was saying
in German. He was not satisfied either with this translation of
the Tractatus which appeared in 1922 or with Russell’s intro-
duction.

The Tractatus is written in an almost aphoristic form, and

its meaning is elusive. There is no general agreement as to
how it should be read. Nevertheless, it has had an enormous
influence among philosophers. Its influence was particularly
marked on the logical positivism that became so fashionable
in the years between the wars. Then interest in the 7Zractatus
diminished a little, chiefly because Wittgenstein himself re-
pudiated its central ideas and developed a new approach to
the basic problems of philosophy. More recently, however,
there has been a renewal of interest in the Tractatus, partly
because of the light which was thrown on the author’s in-
tentions by the manuscripts and notes which were found after
his death, and partly because of the contrast between the
Tractatus and Wittgenstein’s later teaching. I shall return to
this question in another chapter of this essay.

On the death of his father in 1912, Wittgenstein inherited a
considerable fortune, but he promptly gave this away and
earned his living in miscellaneous jobs; at one time he was a
village schoolmaster in Austria, at another, a gardener in a
monastery. However, in 1929 some Cambridge philosophers
persuaded him to return to that university, where he became
a Fellow of Trinity College. Ten years later he was elected to
one of the professorial chairs in philosophy on the retirement
of G. E. Moore, but the second war broke out before he could
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take up his duties. Wittgenstein found war-work as an orderly
in a London hospital, and later worked in a medical labora-
toryin Newcastle. Before theend of thewar he had returned to
Cambridge, but in 1947 he resigned his chair at the age of 58.

Wittgenstein disliked, indeed he loathed being a Cam-
bridge don, and not only because academic duties were bor-
ing and took up too much time, but for a moral reason. He
believed that being a professor jeopardized the intellectual
integrity of a philosopher. It is not easy to say why he took
this stern view. Certain passages in his published writings
confirm it, but none that I know of explains it. Conceivably
Wittgenstein felt that a man is a genuine philosopher only
when his mind is tormented by problems, so that his whole
being must be concentrated on their solution. His efforts to
solve them are in a sense efforts to safeguard his existence.
The effort required for teaching is quite different. To teach
philosophy is not to philosophize: thus a philosopher who
teaches is, as a teacher, no philosopher. I must emphasize
that this is only a conjecture, and quite possibly wrong. The
fact remains, however, that Wittgenstein did have a moral
objection to being a professor, and he left Cambridge in 1947.
Afterwards he lived for a time in solitude in a cottage on the
west coast of Ireland, and later stayed at a hotel in Dublin.
Then he was found to be suffering from cancer, and, in 1949,
he went back to live in Cambridge. He died there on April
29, 1951, three days after his sixty-second birthday.

The lectures he gave in Cambridge in the 1930’s revealed
a break with the ideas put forward in the Tractatus. Among
the manuscripts he left at his death was one Philosophische Un-
tersuchungen, which was later published, as Philosophical Investi-
gations, with, once more, Wittgenstein’s German text on the
left-hand pages and the English translation on the right-hand
pages. In essentials this book marks a new beginning. For
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this reason Wittgenstein occupies a singular place in the his-
tory of philosophy; having first at an early age written a work
which exercised a decisive influence on the philosophical
thought of his time, and then, in his mature years, rejecting
his early theory and producing a second theory which,.for
sheer originality, stature and influence, is even more im-
portant that the first. Many philosophers have enriched the
subject with more than one theory: some have progressed
from one point of view to another, so that a line of develop-
ment can be traced in their work. But what makes Wittgen-
stein unique is that he has produced two entirely distinct
Philosophical works of genius.

Apart from Philosophical Investigations, the chief post-
humously published works of Wittgenstein are Remarks on the
Foundations of Mathematics (1956), printed like the others with
an English translation opposite the author’s German text,
and a work in English called The Blue and Brown Books
(1958). These last were composed of notes dictated by Witt-
senstein, the Blue Book in 19334, the Brown Book in 1934-5.

.Y were dictated, that is to say, after Wittgenstein had
rejected the theory put forward in the Tractatus but before he

l}ad reached the standpoint elaborated in the Philosophical
nvestigations. Tt ig interesting to see that the editor of The
Blue gng B

St rown Books has given it the subtitle ‘Preliminary
udies for the Philosophical Investigations’. This latter work was
brobably begun in 1936 and finished in 1949.
sorf‘ailtittle has been published about Wittgenstein’s life'and per-
Wit ey‘ But one book which can be recommended is Ludwig
tainf :Sl';fm-' 4 Memoir by Norman Malcolm which also con-
Von W }Ographlfzal sketch by George Henrik Von Wright.
Scan di;:lg}'lt’ a Flr}n, was a pupil of Wittgenstein — his only
enter thawan pupil - and he appears to have been able to
© World of his teacher’s ideas more successfully than
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others. When Wittgenstein resigned his chair at Cambridge,
Von Wright was elected to succeed him, but he, in turn, re-
signed after a few years and became a professor at Helsinki.
Von Wright’s sketch of Wittgenstein is very readable as well
as objective and recliable; and the longer memoir by the
American profesor, Norman Malcolm, another pupil of Witt-
genstein, is also written with tact and skill.



CHAPTER II

‘The Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus

I

Language, according to one traditional notion, consists of
words, and each word possesses a meaning in so far as it stands
for something. One learns a language, on this view, by learn-
ng what each word refers to; words are names, and to know
a language is to know what all the words denote. Hence a
word which did not denote anything would not be a word at
all; it would be a mere sound; it would be meaningless.
Several philosophers have built theories on such a view of
language. The great Scots philosopher David Hume (1711~
1776) was one who held that only those words which stand for
objects have meaning.? On the basis of this theory of lan-
‘guage, Hume claimed that such words as ‘soul’, ‘self’ and
power’ are meaningless. We have never observed, nor shall
We ever be able to observe anything that could be called 2
soul, a self or 4 power; hence those words have no meaning.
Even $0, the notion that words are names was not thought
by Hume’s successors in the empiricist tradition to apply to
hels;{::}zc;? :)ir.minology, however, is ‘r?ot alwz}ys cle'fn'. Somczlirrzes
atever s o 1Jects, but more often of 1mpre5519ns’—1.e. sense ata.
or sense d:t elt, seen, he‘a.rd, smelled or tasted is a sense impression
1027, p. 22l3m1-{1n Enquzf'zes (S‘ect. I1, Ed. Selby-'Bigge, Second Ed.
Suspicion thet a u}ﬁe writes: wht'en we entertain, therefore, any
or idea (and & 1})a ltosphlfcal term is employed w1thout'any meam;lgt
impression i that suu to; . dre%ue‘n t‘)i; XZE?C(‘& but_ enquire, Jrom wha
any, this wil] Servﬁptose ) ea. erived: . .1f‘ 1t’ be impossible to assign
o confirm our suspicion.

8
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all words. Words like ‘dog’, ‘table, ‘tree’ were said to be
names; but not words which function as ‘logical constants’,
that is to say, words like ‘not’, ‘and’, ‘if’, ‘or’. It was not felt
to be a problem that such words could not be held in any
sense to be names. But there were other cases where con-
siderable logical expertness was needed to sustain the notion
that words were names.

If I say that the upper book to the left is red, then it might
seem obvious that ‘the upper book to the left’ refers to or
names that particular book, and what is being said about that
particular book is that it is red. This is summed up by saying
that the words ‘the upper book to the left’ is the subject, and
the words ‘is red’ is the predicate. But suppose I say “The
round square does not exist’> Can we say now that the ex-
pression ‘The round square’ is the subject? Can we say that
the words ‘The round square’ name the round square? Or
more precisely, can we say this and at the same time say that
no such object as the round square exists? What does not
exist cannot very well be named. To name is to name some-
thing, and when there is no ‘something’, there is nothing to
name.

Only two ways out of this dilemma seem possible. First, we
might follow the German philosopher Meinong! and claim
that since the expression ‘the round square’ must refer to
something, there must at least be a conceptual entity which
bears the name and to which the expression refers. Alterna-
tively, it could be argued that the expression ‘The round
square’ neither refers to nor names anything. But if this way is
chosen, it seems to entail—does it not?—the rejection of the

1 A. Meinong (1853-1920). See his Uber Gegenstandstheorie (p. 9):
‘The lover of paradoxical utterance might very well say: “Objects

do not exist of which it is said that such objects do not exist.””’
(trans.)
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notion that all words save logical constants are names, anfi
with it the notion that the meaning of a word‘ s what it
stands for. No one can deny that the statement .The round
square does not exist’ is true; thus 1o one can cla.um tgl at-:-hi(:
expression ‘The round square’ is without mearne; 02 lnor
had no meaning, the statement could be neither tfu nor
false. It follows that the expression ‘the round square’ me
something, but names nothing. . ;
i) wasg;nls tﬁa nks to Russgell’s brilliant SOll:Itlonl t}(l) thlf
problem that the name-theory of language survived. Th ; Z);s
pression ‘the round square’ is not a subject at all anc! : e’}he
no need to invoke, with Meinong, a n.lystlcal fantlty;h no
statement ‘The round square does not exist’ has, in tr'li le’ads
subject whatever. Its grammatical form is such that 1 re:
one to believe that it has a subject — i.e. the round squa t'
but it is the aim of philosophical analysis to find the correct,
or logical, form of this statement. Now what the Statemenh- h
tually says is that there is no subject: no subject about vdv 1cd
it would be possible to predicate that it was both roul(li 311:“
square, Thyg restated, the assertion contains only words chat
do name, or refer to, existing things, namely the prO}l:‘:hese
round and square, What the statement says is that bot

i ob-
Properties cannot be predicated about one and the same
ject.

Thus, accordi
Statement
thinking t
more or ]

ng to Russell, the grammatical form Of. tl:g
“The round square does not exist’ mislca.ds us 1n

hat it has the same logical form. And thlS‘ leads to
. €ss absurd metaphysical conjectures. What is ncedfzd
15 2 reformulation of the statement in such a way that its
Srammatical form gives a true image of its logical form. It
s the tagk of Philosophical analysis to reveal the logical f‘orm.
According to Russell, the logical form of the statement ‘The

! See his article ‘On Denoting’ in Mind, 1905.
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round square does not exist’ is “There is no entity which is
both round and square’. For the sake of completeness, it
should be added that he gave the statement the following
final form:?! ‘It is not true that there is an entity ¢ such that
the propositional function ‘““x is square and round’ is true, if
x is ¢ and otherwise false.’

If the logical form of statement is commonly distorted in
everyday language, then there would seem to be an urgent
need to construct a language in which the logical form is pre-
served. Such indeed was Russell’s own conclusion. ? But it was
not Wittgenstein’s. He did not think there was any need to
construct a new language because he held that there is only
one language. From a logical point of view, all languages are
one language, one language with respect to the logical con-

ditions they must satisfy. And it was these conditions that
were of interest to Wittgenstein.

2

In the Tractatus Wittgenstein argues that language is a picture
of reality. This means there must be a similarity of structure
between that which pictures and that which is pictured. The
form of language must be the same as that of reality. If the
structure is distorted, the result will be nonsense. In other
words, it is only possible to formulate meaningful statements
if the form of the language is in accordance with the structure -
of reality. This helps to explain Wittgenstein’s remark in the
Preface to the Tractatus, “The whole sense of the book might
be summed up in the following words: what can be said at all
can be said clearly and what we cannot talk about we must

! This needs to be modified. For Russell held that a proposition
was not accurately expressed unless it was in the symbolic language
of Principia Mathematica. (Intro., chap. II1, p. 66.)

2 See Russell’s remarks in My Philosophical Development, p. 165.
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consign to silence’. And equally his remarks towards the end
of the book ‘When the answer cannot be put into words,
neither can the question be put into words. The rddle does
not exist. If a question can be framed at all, it is possible to
answer it.”? Or again: ‘Scepticism is not irrefutable, but ob-
viously nonsensical, when it tries to raise doubts where no
questions can be asked. For doubt can exist only when a
question exists, a question only when an answer exists and
an answer only where something can be said.’3

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein sets out seven propositions.
To each he assigns a number, so that the first is 1, the second
2, and so on. Each proposition, except the last, is followed by
various comments. The comments on proposition 1 are num-
bered 1.1 and 1.2; on proposition 2 they are 2.1 and 2.2.
But there are also comments on the comments, each num-
bered on the same principle, so that comments to 1.1 are
numbered 1.11 and 1.12, comments to 3.2 are numbered
3.21, 3.22, 3.23, and so on.

The first proposition reads “The world is all that is the
case’.4 That which is the case he calls facts (Tatsachen). There-
for ‘the world is the totality of facts not of things’.® There is a
difference between a thing (or an object) and a fact. A thing
is bound up with the notion of a fact but it is not itself a fact.
It is a fact that my watch is lying on the table, but neither
the watch nor the table is a fact. The watch is a thing and the
table is a thing, whereas it is a fact that my watch is lying
on the table. This is what is meant by saying that the world
consists of facts and not things.

1 Tractatus p. 3. (All quotations from this work are taken from the
new translation by D. F. Pears and B. F. McGuinness; Routledge
and Kegan Paul, London, 1961.)

2 ibid. 6.5 (p. 149). 3 ibid. 6.51 (p. 149).

4ibid. 1 (p. 7). 8 ibid. 1.1 (p. 7).
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Now we come to a new expression. In his second proposi-
tion, Wittgenstein says: ‘What is the case — a fact — is the exis-
tence of states of affairs.’t A ‘state of affairs’ is a fact that in
itself does not consist of facts. Though it is a fact that I have
been in Edinburgh and in London, this does not make a state
of affairs, but only two facts, that I have been in Edinburgh
and that I have been in London. A state of affairs is a com-
bination of possible facts. Wittgenstein also speaks of things.
But things in this sense must not be identified with ordinary
objects like tables, stones, animals and plants. In Wittgen-
stein’s views such objects are complex objects, made up of
objects which are perhaps complex themselves, but re-
ducible ultimately to simple irreducible objects.

3

We come next to language. Language is a picture or model
of the facts.? Language, in other words, is not a picture of ob-
Jects but of the combination of objects that constitute a fact.
An object can be named, but to name is not to picture. To
describe an object would in a sense not be to describe an ob-
Jject at all, but to picture a fact. Suppose there is an object O.
A description might state that it is, for example, red. But
that O is red is a fact. This leads to the conclusion that ob-
Jects can only be named. We have only two choices: either to
name an object or picture a fact. More precisely, objects
must be named for facts to be pictured.3

1ibid. 2 (p. 7).

2 ‘We picture facts to ourselves.’ ibid. 2.1 (p. 15).

‘A picture is a model of reality.’ ibid. 2.12 (p. 15).

31 think that Wittgenstein does not distinguish clearly here

between the logical and ontological perspective. A substance can be

that about which something is predicated in a given statement. The
logical subject of a proposition names the thing (or substance) and
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Language consists of sentences, and sentences picturing a
state of affairs are elementary sentences. To say that an ele-
mentary sentence is a model or picture of a state of affairs is
to say, among other things, that a state of affairs exists. Thus
every sentence becomes a proposition — that is, a sentence by
means of which one asserts that something is or is not the case.
If an elementary sentence, or, better, an elementary proposi-
tion is true, then the state of affairs which is spoken of exists;
if the proposition is false, it does not exist.

To claim that language consists only of propositions is to
put a radical limitation on what language can do; and Witt-
genstein came in his later work to reject this limitation. Even
50, such a limitation is bound to follow from the analysis of
language as a picture of facts.? Another point worth noticing
is that one elementary proposition cannot contradict another
elementary proposition.? Unfortunately Wittgenstein pro-
vides no actual example of an elementary proposition. One
of the reasons for this may be that no sentence taken from

in this particular context it is therefore simple. Both ‘Denmark’ in
the statement ‘Denmark is 3 kingdom’ and ‘this stone’ in the state-
ment ‘this stone ig heavy’ are substances. In other contexts, they need
not be. Yet Wittgenstein also speaks as if he considered the sub-
stances as the essential and in all respects the simple objects of the
world, in which case neither ‘Denmark’ nor ‘this stone’ could in
any way qualify as substances. But as Wittgenstein says very little
on this question, I may well have misunderstood him.

* “The simplest kind of proposition, an elementary proposition,
asse.rts the existence of a state of affairs.’ ibid. 4.21 (p. 59); and
again “The sense of a proposition is its agreement and disagreement
f"’l_th possibilities of existence and non-existence of states of affairs.”
lbld.' 4:.2 (p, 59).

2. ibid. 4.211 (p. 59). Thus Wittgenstein writes: ‘It is clear that the
logical product of two elementary propositions can be neither a
tautology nor a contradiction’ (6.3751, p. 145). The logical product
of two propositions is a proposition formed by asserting both of
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ordinary language satisfies the demands that must be met for
it to qualify as an elementary proposition. These demands are
certainly very exacting. Behind these demands may lie the
following choice: one might hold that the world is as it is
because it is logically necessary, because it could not be ima-
gined to be otherwise than as it is, or alternatively one might
hold that the world is not necessarily what it is, but some-
thing contingent, a fact based on experience and not logical
necessity. Wittgenstein takes the second view. He also holds
that the constituent elements of the world, what he calls
‘states of affairs’ are logically independent of one another. It
follows from this that the corresponding true elementary
propositions are also logically independent of one another.
Hence, as Wittgenstein himself pointed out,? a proposition
that denies an elementary proposition is not itself an elemen-
tary proposition.

4

We come now to a crucial point. What is it about a picture of
a fact that makes it a picture of one? Ordinarily, when we
speak of a picture we mean something which has some re-
semblance to what it depicts. What is meant by saying that
something ‘resembles’ something else is clear enough in the

them. The logical product of the proposition ‘it is raining’ and the
proposition ‘it is cold’ is the proposition ‘it is raining and cold’.
A tautology is a proposition that cannot be other than true, e.g.
‘it is either snowing or not snowing’.

1 ‘States of affairs are independent of one another.’ ibid. 2.061
(p. 13). Again, ‘From the existence or non-existence of one state of
affairs, it is impossible to infer the existence or non-existence of
another.’ ibid. 2.062 (p. 13).

2 yide G. E. M. Anscombe, An Introduction to Witigenstein’s ‘ Tracta-
tus’, p. 34.
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case of drawings and paintings and statues. A painting re-
sembles (or does not resemble) the person (or the landscape) it
is supposed to depict. But how can a proposition resemble a
fact? A fact has no appearance. A painting may be square
and blue and white, but the fact that it is square and blue and
white is neither square nor blue and white. To suggest that it
were would be to talk nonsense.

A state of affairs, we have seen, is a combination of objects.
The picture of a state of affairs is a combination of names.
Every object has a corresponding name and every name a
corresponding object, which it designates. A statement’s be-
ing a picture of a state of affairs has nothing to do with the
spelling and pronunciation of the names, but it has something
to do with the way those names are put together.* The fact
is characterized by the objects being combined in a certain
manner, and a sentence is characterized by the names of the
objects being combined in a certain manner. In other words,
what makes the linguistic picture a picture of what it depicts
is the similarity of structure. The combination of names in a
sentence which makes it a picture (either true or false) of the
fact is called the logical form of the sentence.? The statement
and the fact have a similar logical form, or, more exactly, the
logical form of the statement and the logical form of the fact
are identical.3

1 ‘The fact that the elements of a picture are related to one another
in a determinate way represents that things are related to one another
in the same way.’ ibid. 2.15 (p. 1 5).

* ‘What any picture, of whatever form, must have in common with
feality, in order to be able to depict it — correctly or incorrectly —
In any way at all, is logical form, i.e. the form of reality.’ ibid. 2.18
(p. 17).

? “There must be something identical in a picture and what it
depicts, to enable the one to be a picture of the other at all.” ibid.
2.161 (p. 15). Compare the following: ‘A gramophone record, the
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What determines the logical form of a fact (the logical
form which is repeated so to speak in the sentence)? It is de-
termined by the kind of objects which constitute the fact.
Different kinds of facts are made possible by different kinds
of objects. The nature of the object governs the state of affairs
in which it may be found.* This does not mean that to know
the object is to know what is the case, what states of affairs
are true, or, what comes to the same thing, which elementary
propositions are true.

The nature of the object, or what Wittgenstein also calls
the form of the object only tells us what is possiblle, it tells us
nothing about what is actually true.? In other words, a pic-
ture is still a picture whether it depicts a truly existing fact or
only a possible fact. The words ‘possible fact’ do not mean
something that may possibly be the case (but about which we
are ignorant), but something that is logically possible (even
though we may know that it is physically impossible). It is for
instance a fact that cats have four legs. It is ‘possible’ that a
deformed cat may have five legs. And when I use the word
‘possible’ here I mean that, although I have never seen a cat

musical idea, the written notes, and the sound-waves, all stand to one
another in the same internal relation of depicting that holds between
language and the world. They are all constructed according to a
common logical plan. (Like the two youths in the fairy tale, their two
horses and their lilies. They are all in a certain sense one.)’ ibid.
4.014 (p. 39)-

1 ‘If I know an object, I also know all its possible occurences in
states of affairs. (Every one of these possibilities must be part of the
nature of the object.) A new possibility cannot be discovered later.’
ibid. 2.0123 (p. 9).

2 ‘In order to tell whether a picture is true or false we must com-
pare it with reality.’ ibid 2.223 (p. 19). Wittgenstein goes on to say:
‘It is impossible to tell from the picture alone whether it is true or
false.” ibid. 2.224 (p. 19). ‘“There are no pictures that are true a
priord.’ ibid. 2.225 (p. 19).
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with five legs, I do not rule out the possibility that such a cat
exists. But I should not say it was possible in the same sense of
‘possible’ that a cat with nine legs exists. Even so it is conceiv-
able that in another sense of ‘possible’ such a possibility does
exist. The statement that there is a cat with nine legs is in this
sense a picture of a possible fact as opposed to an actual fact.
Wittgenstein says that whether facts are possible depends
on the nature of the objects. To know the nature of an object
is to know its internal properties.! Internal properties are
those which an object must necessarily possess, propertics
which it is unthinkable that it should not possess.z Clearly this
isnota very precise criterion, for the borderline between the
thinkable and the unthinkable is obscure and controversial.
However, if T ask about the dimensions of the pencil on the
table, I cannot be told that it has no dimensions. The pro-
perty of having dimensions is a necessary one: it is unthink-
able that a pencil should be without dimensions and still be
a pencil. Thus elementary sentences which say something
about the dimensions of the pencil are pictures, although only
one of those pictures would be the true picture, namely that
which expressed the correct dimensions of the pencil. An-
_Other ir.lternal property is motion: the pencil must either be
'l motion or not in motion. A third is location: the pencil
must either be in one place or in another. On the other hand
the pencil itself cannot be a constituent of facts concerning,
for example, intelligence, kindness, or interest in music. The
assertion that a pencil is intelligent (or not intelligent) or
kind (or not kind) or interested (or not interested) in music —

1¢
ro IfI_ am to know an object, though I need not know its external
](JP gf):rues, I must know all its internal properties.’ ibid. 2.01231
2¢ ..
N A Property is internal if it is unthinkable that its object should
Ot possess it.’ jbid, 4.123 (p. 53).
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such an assertion is neither a picture nor indeed a statement,
it is just nonsense. If objects of a totally different kind from
pencils are being considered, their internal properties will
also be different. For example, if we speak of pleasure, we
can ask about its intensity and duration, but not about its
dimensions or colour.

Such examples are so simple and obvious that they may
seem naive and rather boring. But this question of logical
form leads to philosophical problems that are not so simple,
and which are of considerable interest. Wittgenstein argues,
however, that the traditional problems of philosophy are like
those questions about the intelligence of a pencil or the colour
of pleasure.? The historically developed language, which
Wittgenstein calls ‘everyday language’, is clothed in such a
way that its logical form is not immediately apparent; it is
veiled and the business of logico-philosophical analysis is to
unveil it.> Wittgenstein sees the outstanding example of such

1 ‘Most of the propositions and questions to be found in philoso-
phical works are not false but nonsensical. Consequently we cannot
give any answer to questions of this kind, but can only establish that
they are nonsensical. Most of the propositions and questions of
philosophers arise from our failure to understand the logic of our
language. (They belong to the same class as the question whether
the good is more or less identical than the beautiful.) And it is not
surprising that the deepest problems are in fact not problems at all.
ibid. 4.003 (p. 37).

2 ‘Man possesses the ability to construct languages capable of
expressing every sense, without having any idea how each word has
meaning or what its meaning is — just as people speak without know-
ing how the individual sounds are produced.

‘Everyday language is a part of the human organism and is no
less complicated than it.

‘It is not humanly possible to gather immediately from it what the
language of logic is.

‘Language disguises thought. So much so, that from the outward



20 Wittgenstein and Modern Philosophy

logico-philosophical analysis in Russell’s analysis of such pro-
positions as ‘The round square does not exist’.?

5

Another important characteristic of language — for Wittgen-
stein — lies in the distinction between what can be said and
what can be shown. Sometimes he seems to speak as if this
were his central point.2 Now a proposition asserts that a state
of affairs exists. This means that it must have the same logical
form as the facts. In other words, every proposition must have
a certain logical form and hence a sense if it is to be a pro-
position at all. To find out whether it is true or false we must
see whether it corresponds to reality; but we cannot do this
without understanding its sense. We cannot decide if a state-
ment is true unless we know what it means. This leads
Wittgenstein to say that every proposition, in so far as it is
a genuine proposition, already has a sense, already means
something.® Thus a proposition cannot state its own sense, it
cannot say anything about its own logical form. Suppose 1

form of the clothing it is impossible to infer the form of the thought
beneath it, because the outward form of the clothing is not designed
to reveal the form of the body, but for entirely different purposes.
“The tacit conventions on which the understanding of everyday
language depends are enormously complicated.’ ibid. 4.002 (pp.

-7)-

1‘All philosophy is a ‘“critique of language’ (though not in
Mauthner’s sense). It was Russell who performed the service of
showing that the apparent logical form of a proposition need not be
its real one.’ ibid. 4.0031 (p. 37).

2 pide Anscombe, op. cit. p. 161.

3 ‘Every proposition must already have a sense: it cannot be given
a sense by affirmation. Indeed its sense is just what is affirmed. And
the same applies to negation, etc.” Tractatus, 4.064 (p. 47).
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have a gramophone record of Beethoven’s fifth symphony.
I can in a certain sense say that the grooves on the record
are a ‘picture’ of the symphony, but I cannot reasonably say
that the grooves depict how the grooves depict the symphony.
To ask for the grooves to depict at the same time their own
‘picture’ of the symphony would be nonsensical. And ac-
cording to Wittgenstein it is just as meaningless to demand
that a proposition should state its own logical form.

On this point one can agree with Wittgenstein without mis-
givings. If this is all that is meant by his claim that ‘what can
be shown cannot be said ’ nobody will dissent.? But Wittgen-
stein is saying more than this. He claims not only that a pro-
position (p) cannot say anything about its own form; but also
that no proposition whatever can say anything about the form of
‘p’. No proposition can say anything about the logical form
of any proposition: the logical form can only be shown. Hence
it is the task of philosophy not to express the logical form of
propositions but to analyse them in such a way that their logi-
cal form is uncovered, revealed, displayed.? Here Wittgenstein
is not so easy to follow. It is hard to see why one proposition

1 ‘What can be shown cannot be said.’ ibid. 4.1212 (p. 51). And:
‘Propositions cannot represent logical form: it is mirrored in them.
What finds its reflection in language, language cannot represent.
What expresses itself in language, we cannot express by means of
language.

‘Propositions show the logical form of reality. They display it.’
ibid. 4.121 (p. 51).

2 ‘Philosophy aims at the logical clarification of thoughts. Philo-
sophy is not a body of doctrine but an activity. A philosophical work
consists essentially of elucidations. Philosophy does not result in
“philosophical propositions” but rather in the clarification of pro-
positions.

‘Without philosophy thoughts are, as it were, cloudy and indis-
tinct: its task is to make them clear and give them sharp boundaries.’
ibid. 4.112 (p. 49).

RA€y



22 Wittgenstein and Modern Philosophy

should not be able to state anything about the logical form
of another proposition. When Russell, for example, talks of
the logical form of the proposition ‘The round square does
not exist’ why should it be said that he is attempting the
impossible? Besides, the Tractatus itself is a book that deals
mainly with the logical form of propositions: thus a book
which does what it says cannot be done. It is hard to disagree
with Russell who, in his Introduction to the Tractatus, writes:
‘What causes hesitation is the fact that Mr Wittgenstein man-
ages to say a great deal about what cannot be said, thus sug-
gesting to a sceptical reader that possibly there may be some
loophole through a hierarchy of language or some other
exit.’* Wittgenstein himself admits that his book says what
cannot be said, but he thinks the book has a purpose even 50,
to be used and discarded. It is like a ladder; and one must
throw it away after one has climbed up it.?

If Wittgenstein persists in the belief that the logical form of
language can only be shown, this may be due to his view that
the function is not only to depict, but to depict in the same
way that curves and maps depict what they represent as
curves and maps.3 A fever chart, for example, shows the tem-
berature curve of the patient. But neither this nor any curve
can be a curve showing the method that is used to depict the
fever. This can, of course, be explained orally or in writing,

ibid. p. xxi.
an;;lr\l'ley“ﬁlrgpssitions serve as elucidations in tpc following way:

nderstands me eventually recognizes them as non-

:ﬁ?;:al(h when he has used them — as steps — to climb up beyond

. € must

climbed up it.) St, so to speak, throw away the ladder after he has

wo lde ™must transcend these propositions and then he will see the
ar ‘darlg!qt.s ibid. 6.54 (p. 151).

o 5?1 ¢ Gilbert Ryle, ‘Ludwig Wittgenstein’ in Analysis, XII, 1,
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but it cannot be shown on any curve. Nor can a map itself
show how the various signs represent various features of the
landscape. Of course, the legend may tell us that a cross desig-
nates a church, a green patch wooded country, and a brown
patch hilly terrain, and so forth, but one could not maintain
that these instructions about the meaning of the signs could
be given by the signs themselves.?

Perhaps one could modify a little Wittgenstein’s paradoxi-
cal remarks about his own theories. For what does it mean to
claim that something cannot be said? It does not mean it can-
not be uttered, nor does it mean — and this is the crucial
point — that it cannot be understood. Indeed, Wittgenstein
says explicitly that those who have understood him will see
that his propositions are nonsensical. To be nonsensical is not
to be incomprehensible. The point is that what is nonsensical
is neither true nor false: in other words, it is not a picture: it
depicts nothing, and therefore says nothing. Wittgenstein’s
propositions are like the oral or written instructions which ex-
plain how a map depicts a landscape or a chart depicts a
fever. Clearly, if one maintains that to say something is to de-
pict something, instructions of this kind, however useful or
necessary, say nothing. And since Wittgenstein does insist in
this way that saying is depicting, it follows that, on his view,
explanations of how the pictures depict the facts do not them-
selves say anything.

Another problem arises here. Wittgenstein, we have seen,

1 At one point Wittgenstein expresses this matter thus: ‘No
proposition can make a statement about itself, because a proposi-
tional sign cannot be contained in itself (that is the whole ‘“theory of
types”).” Tractatus, 3.332 (p. 31). The ‘theory of types’ is Russell’s.
Briefly, it states that a class and members of a class belong to different
logical categories. In this connection it became apparent that Russell’s
famous paradox ‘Is the class of classes not members of themselves

itself a member of itself?’ is based on a question that is illegitimate.
c
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believes that while the so-called logical unit of language is
the elementary proposition which depicts a state of affairs,
most of the propositions that are uttered in language are not
elementary propositions, but combinations of elementary
propositions. They are combinations in the sense that their
truth value - thatis, whether they are true or false — depends
entirely on the truth-value of the elementary propositions
of which they are made up. At the same time, Wittgen-
stein denies that any proposition can be more — or less — than
th9se elementary propositions of which it is composed. For
this reason, he calls such propositions ‘truth-functions’ — that
15, propositions whose truth-value depends on, or is a function
of, the truth-values of elementary propositions.

No doubt there are truth-functions. Take the proposition:
.The room is empty and the window is open.”’ The proposition
'S @ truth-function because its truth-value is a function of the
Eruth—vsﬂues of the two propositions “The room is empty’ and
‘The Wwindow is open’. ! Again, let us consider the proposition:

POSSI‘?IY Brown and Smith are present, but at least one of
:hem 1s here.” Thig proposition is also a truth-function; for its
D T e of o por
two Propositions i mith 1s present’. i e1 : er ¢ o
i $ 18 true then the truth-function is true. Or,
‘t’:f;e Precisely, the truth-function is false only if both these
PTopositions are false.

he point may seem a trivial one. But the difficulties that

' 1t might p o .
empty’ afd cheargued that the two propositions ‘The room is

But if these e Windo.uf is open’ are not elementary pr.opositions-
they are themselpr‘:’li’osmons are not elementary propositions then
Positions, and tl-:]es trut.h-functlons composed of elementary pro-

en their truth-value will determine the truth-
‘The room is empty’ and “The window is
uth-function ‘The room is empty and the

<



The “ Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus’ 25

arise in the analysis of so-called truth-functions reveal its
importance. Let us begin with the proposition: ‘All the in-
habitants of this house receive a pension’. If there are three
inhabitants, this proposition is a truth-function of the three
propositions ‘Smithreceives a pension’, ‘Brown receives a pen-
sion’ and ‘Robinson receives a pension’. Now, suppose instead
of speaking of a definitely limited class like that of the inhabi-
tants of the house, I spoke of an unlimited class. Suppose I
speak of the class of all snow. I may say: ‘All snow melts at 0°
Centigrade,’” or, rather less elaborately, ‘Snow melts at o°
Centigrade’. Of which proposition is this proposition a truth-
function? I could of course invent the proposition: ‘This snow
meltsat 0° C.” But such propositions would only be considered
as mere samples. No matter how many propositions of the form
“This snow melts at 0° C.” one had, their sum total would by
no means cover ‘all snow’, for this proposition refers not only
to all snow that has hitherto been observed, but to all snow
whenever or wherever it may be observed. Hence it is highly
questionable whether the proposition ‘All snow melts at 0° C.’
is a truth-function.?!

A further problem is raised by hypothetical propositions,
that is, those of the form ‘if such and such, then so and so’.
Suppose 1 say, ‘If this is snow, then it will melt at 0° C.” To
call this a truth-function is to indicate that its truth-value
will depend on the truth-value of the propositions ‘This
is snow’ and ‘it will melt at 0° C.”. The dependency, or the

1 There is a tendency to express such propositions in the form ‘if
something is snow, then it will melt at 0° C.” In other words, it is
not a proposition used to make a statement about something actually
in existencc In this form, the proposition does not say that there
is any snow, but only that if something is snow, then it will melt at
0° C. The proposition is used as an inference-licence. It licenses

us to pass from the fact, if and when it is ascertained, that there is
snow to the fact that it will melt at 0° C.
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functional relationship, will be such that the proposition ‘If
it is snow, then it will melt at 0° C.” will be true in al.l cases
except the one where the proposition “This is snow’ is true
and the proposition ‘it will melt at 0° C.” is false. Howe\.ze.r, if
this is all it comes to, a mere matter of general propositions
‘If p then @* (where ‘p’ and ‘q’ represent any assertion thlt:
ever) being true except in those cases where ‘p’ is true and ‘q
false, then it is hard to see why propositions like ‘Ifit is Thurs-
day today then Denmark is a kingdom’ should not also be
true. Thus it seems that more than the mere truth-values
of p and q must determine the truth-value of ‘If P th'cn
9. And all this shows that there are difficulties in maintain-
ing the view that all non-elementary propositions are truth-
functions of elementary propositions.

7
Wittgenstein claims, as we have seen, that there can be no
advance knowledge of whether a certain elementary proposi-
tion is true or false. This must be determined in each case by
¢Omparing the proposition with reality.? In other words, all
truth-functions are composed of elementary propositions and
the truth of these i empirically determined. This suggests that
t}.le. truth-value of all truth-functions must be ascertained em-
Piricall

Y- So we seem to have come to the following con-
clusions;_

(1) The truth-value of a truth-function depends entirely
on the tryth-

value of its elementary propositions.
(2) The ¢

o ruth-value of the elementary proposition is de-
€rmined empirically,
And from these two premises we reach this conclusion:
1
For ¢Xample, he writes, ‘In order to tell whether a picture is
true or fa]5e we

rust compare it with reality.” Tractatus, 2.223 (p. 19).
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(3) The truth-value of a truth-function is determined em-
pirically.

Now it is easy to see that this conclusion (3) is not always
the case. Consider the truth-function ‘Either it is raining or it
is not raining’. Obviously this proposition is always true re-
gardless of the truth-value of the elementary proposition. The
proposition ‘Either it is raining or it is not raining’ is true no
matter what the state of the weather may be. Wittgenstein
calls such truth-functions that cannot possess the truth-
value ‘false’ tautologies. The truth-value of a tautology is not
determined empirically because it does not deal with any-
thing empirical; it does not deal with reality at all. Neverthe-
less, a tautology is true; it is a necessary truth, true by logical
necessity. A tautology bears a clear relation to a contradic-
tion: it would always be false to say it is both raining and not
raining; and such a statement would not be a proposition
about the weather at all.

What Wittgenstein is saying is that propositions about
reality, his ‘pictures of facts’ are not necessarily true or false:
while propositions which are necessarily true or false are not
statements about reality. If anybody really doubted the truth
of the proposition ‘Either it is raining or it is not raining’ we
should try to convince him, not by showing him the weather,
but by explaining to him the meaning of the logical constants
‘either’, ‘or’ and ‘not’.

According to Wittgenstein, all propositions in logic are
tautologies. They are in a sense degenerate propositions. A
logically necessary proposition can be obtained only when
the conditions of agreement with reality cancel one another.?

1 ‘Tautologies and contradictions are not pictures of reality.

They do not represent any possible situations. For the former admit
all possible situations and the latter none.

‘In a tautology, the conditions of agreement with the world —



28 Wittgenstein and Modern Philosophy

When one proposition is held to be a logical consequence
of another, this, too, for Wittgenstein, is a form of tautology.
From the two truth-functions ‘Either it is raining or the sun
1s shining’ and ‘it is not raining’ we can derive the proposition
‘The sun is shining’. To call this a tautology is to say that
nothing new has been added to the truth-functions ‘Either it
is raining or the sun is shining’ and ‘it is not raining’ by add-
ing the conclusion ‘The sun is shining’. In other words, the
following truth-functions are true (or false) under exactly the
same conditions:

(1) ‘Either it is raining or the sun is shining. But it is not
raining.’

(2) ‘Either it is raining or the sun is shining. But itis not
raining and the sun is shining.’

One proposition deduced from another proposition does
not say any more about reality than the proposition from
which it is deduced. To deduce in this way is not to investi-
gate or discover any features of reality; it is to work on pro-
positions by virtue of the meaning ascribed to the logical
constants. In order to observe a logical consequence, it is
necessary to understand the meaning of the individual logical
constants. Logical necessity or logical impossibility are not
determined by the world, by what is ‘depicted’, but by what
‘depicts’, namely, the propositions.?

Yet, in a way, logic does tell us something about the world.

the representational relations — cancel one another, so that it does
not stand in any representational relation to reality.’ ibid. 4.462
(p- 69).

! “There is no compulsion making one thing happen because
anothc?r has happened. The only necessity that exists is logical
necessity.” ibid. 6.37 (p. 143). Or again, ‘Just as the only necessity
that ?xists is logical necessity, so too the only impossibility that exists
1s logical impossibility’. ibid. 6.375 (p. 145).
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A proposition and the fact it depicts have the same logical
structure. The proposition is able to depict the fact because it
shares its logical structure. On the other hand there is no
logical necessity about the logical structures that states of
affairs have. Their logical structures can be observed, but not
figured out by rational demonstration. Thus it can be said
that language by its logical form reveals the logical structure
of reality. Deciding whick propositions are tautologies — that
is propositions where the conditions for being in agreement
with reality cancel one another so that they pictlirc nothing —
depends on the logical properties of language and thus of the
world.* Wittgenstein thus argues that tautologies, and there-
fore logic, do disclose something about reality.?

* ‘The fact that the propositions of logic are tautologies shows
the formal — logical — properties of language and the world.

“The fact that a tautology is yielded by this particular way of con-
necting its constituents characterizes the logic of its constituents.

‘If propositions are to yield a tautology when they are connected
in a certain way, they must have certain structural properties. So
their yielding a tautology when combined in this way shows that
they possess these structural properties.’ ibid. 6.12 (pp. 121-3)-

2 “The propositions of logic describe the scaffolding of the world,
or rather they represent it. They have no “subject matter”. They
presuppose that names have meaning and elementary propositions
sense, and that is their connection with the world. It is clear that
something about the world must be indicated by the fact that certain
combinations of symbols — whose essence involves the possession of
a determinate character — are tautologies. This contains the decisive
point. We havesaid that some things are arbitrary in the symbols that
we use and that some things are not. In logic it is only the latter that
express: but this means that logic is not a field in which we express
what we will with the help of signs, but rather one in which the
nature of the natural and inevitable signs speaks for itself, If we know
the logical syntax of any sign language, then we have already been
given all the propositions of logic.’ ibid. 6.124 (p. 129).
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Language is characterized by its logical form: and in so far as
Propositions depict reality, the logical form ?f Iafllglua%e %s
governed by that of reality. Nothing can be said w;t ofl‘lt flfz:
pressing this form. Indeed, language is cap able only Ohai is
ing about — describing, expressing, Char.acwrlzmg —I}v out-
real, what js factually and logically possible. 'Wha(; 1e:.ibed
side the realm of the logically possible cannot be listc For a;
Not only can it not be described, it cannot be thought.
logical picture of 4 fact is a thought.? . -
By a logical picture of a fact Wittgenstein mealll?s It'}::‘lgeii?y
POsition that hag the same logical form as the fact. Oh is a
2 fact as such cannot be a thought. It is a fact t,hat t er:l A
book on the taple but its being there doesn’t depefl Oil_
whether somegpe t’hinks it is there. But can even a propos

* ‘A logical Picture of facts is a thought.

: n picture it
““Astate of affairs is thinkable” — this means that we can p
to ourselyes,

“The totality of trye thought is a picture of t!'lc w?rld. ¢ which it is

‘A thought contains the possibility of the situation o

the thought, What is thinkable is possible, too. £ it were, we
¢ Ought can neyer be anything illogical, since, 1 s

.0
s(hould have tq think illogically.’ ibid. g, g3.oo1, g.0I, 3.02, 3.03
P. 19).

5 e . . int: he calls it
If 1s worth Mentioning Ramsey’s criticism of this point
WPICally S

h

cholastic, He says it is like saying the ru.les ofa gar;se t;;‘x:n

as b’E‘dge Cannot be broken, on the grounds that if one brea Tations

%€ is o longer Playing bridge. See F. P. Ramsey, The Foun ¢ I

OfMathemati“a P- 269. I am not convinced by Ramsey’s argument .ht

Someone agyg Why the rules of bridge can’t be broken, we mlg'll
answer, of course a man can break them, but that if he does he W’,

EOt be p} aying bridge. And to someone who asks why lgnguagc can’t

bi:l ii‘i;lli?gically, We might say, of course he can do it if he wants to,

¢ does, he won’t be able to say anything - to depict
actual op Possible facts.
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tion be a thought? If by proposition I mean the series of
little black marks on the paper or series of sounds I produce
with the voice, then it would be absurd to maintain that a
proposition is the same as the thought. But ‘proposition’ can
also mean what is said by the utterance; in which case, it does
not depend on whether it is written or spoken. The proposi-
tion remains unchanged if instead of saying that the book is
on the table I write it down, or express it in deaf~and-dumb
language. The proposition is not dependent on its being for-
mulated in a more or less elegant or stylish way: this does not
matter, so long as it is unambiguous. The proposition can be
more or less concealed by the grammatical form of the sen-
tence. And a proposition will be most clearly expressed in a
sentence that can be completely analysed, that is, a sentence
so worded that its logical form is fully shown. So, in one sense,
a proposition is something linguistic; in another sense, some-
thing non-linguistic. It is non-linguistic in the sense that it
does not depend on whether it is in French, Danish, Swedish;
written in pen or pencil; spoken in a loud or soft voice. But it
is linguistic in the sense that it demands articulation. We
can speak of a proposition that has never been expressed,
only in the sense that we can speak of a thought that has
never been thought.

Just as the concept ‘thought’ is logically dependent on men
who can think, so the concept ‘proposition’ is logically de-
pendent on men who can use language. So the identification
of a proposition with a thought is not absurd. But the concept
‘thought’ must itself be understood correctly. For ‘thought’
may mean a complex of psychological factors, a phenomenon
of consciousness. It may be an image, or a representation, or
perhaps just a talking to oneself, but whatever it is, one could
not reasonably hold that a thought, in this sense of ‘thought’,
was a proposition. But if a thought is not understood
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psychologically, but taken rather as that which the thought
comprises, or, better still, proposes, then it becomes almost a
truism to say that a proposition is a thought. In other words,
Wittgenstein’s argument that a logical picture of a fact is a
thought is unexceptionable, provided it is agreed that ‘a logi-
cal picture of a fact’ is a proposition. This means that every-
thing that can be thought can be given linguistic expression.
And the classical problem of finding the conditions and limits
of thought, and so of knowledge, now turns into the prob.lcm
of determining the conditions and limits of what can be sald.—
and of what can no¢ he said. Thus the investigation of the log}-
cal structure of thought and knowledge becomes an investi-
gation of the logical structure of language.

Wittgenstein clajmg that the limits of language and Of tke
world coincide, The logical limits of language are the limits
both of what cap be said and what can be thought and there-
fore all that can be said to exist.
 Aclaim that something does not exist must rest on a factual
‘nvestigation, Ope can only deny the existence of somf?thmg
which coylq conceivably exist. For it would be imposmb%e to
base the denia] of the existence of something on the logic of
;agl;gi;;geh?one- .TO do this would be to commit 'thctcr::r
that Wh‘i'::h cch Wittgenstein repeatedly warns us: trying to say

. annot be sajd,1
It is only about facts that anything can be said. One can

1 The Uimits o
‘Logic pery. s my language mean the limits of my world

ades the : imi so its limits.
0 We canng Wworld: the limits of the world are al

not that,»
‘For that wou

tsay in logic, “The world has this in it, and this, but

certain possibyl; d appear to presuppose that we were excluding
quire that 1, “HUes, and this cannot be the case, since it would re-
i 8ic should 80 beyond the limits of the world; for only

in that w. L 4
ibid. 5.6 ¥ could it yie, those limits from the other side as well.
- 56, 5.61 (p. 115).
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say what is the case in one situation or another. One can de-
pict facts. But one can say nothing about the universe as a
whole, for the universe is the totality of facts, and it cannot
without paradox (cf. Russell’s theory of types) be maintained
that the totality of fact is itself a fact. Besides it would be to
set a limit to the thinkable and the boun dary beyond which
the unthinkable lies cannot be drawn_1

To say that no proposition can be about the universe as a
whole is the same as saying that no thought can be about the
universe as a whole, and to wish to think such a thought is to
wish to think what cannot be thought and to know what can-
not be known. Thus Wittgenstein concludes that the meta-
physician’s aspiration to know the universe as a whole is
doomed to disappointment.

It is here that Wittgenstein introduces the concept of the
mystical. He does not define it or explain it, but apparently
he means by the mystical that which it would be nonsensical
to discuss, describe or even to think because language cannot
logically be employed about it. On the other hand, the mysti-
cal is associated with feeling: something which can be revealed
but not put into words.? In this sense, Wittgenstein might be
called a mystic. And he is a mystic precisely because he rée-
jects metaphysics. If metaphysics means a philosophy of the
universe as a whole, or of the transcendental (that which
cannot be established in the same way as ordinary facts, but
has to be demonstrated by pure reason), then, of course, ac-
cording to Wittgenstein, metaphysics is impossible.? S0 the

1 See Wittgenstein’s remarks on this subject in the preface to the
Tractatus.

2 «To view the world Sub specie aeterni is to view it as a whole — 2
limited whole.

‘Feeling the world as a limited whole.’ ibid. 6.45 (p. 149)-

3 In accordance with this Wittgenstein says: ‘The correct method
in philosophy would really be the following: to say nothing except
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mystical is not an insight which language is powerless to ex-
press, nor is it an assertion or conjecture about it.

I shall end this short exposition of the Tractatus by quoting
some passages which indicate the sort of problem Wittgen-
stein considers to be beyond the limits of science (or of
thought or language) and so belonging to the mystical — that
which must be consigned to silence:

The sense of the world must lie outside the world. In the
world everything is as it is, and everything happens as it
does happen: iz it no value exists — and if it did, it would
have no value.

If there is any value that does have value, it must lie
outside the whole sphere of what happens and is the case.
For all that happens and is the case is accidental.

What makes it non-accidental cannot lie within the
world, since if it did it would itself be accidental.

It must lie outside the world.?

And so it is impossible for there to be propositions of
ethics.

Propositions can express nothing of what is higher.?

It is clear that ethics cannot be put into words.3

Death is not an event in life: we do not live to experience

death.
If we take eternity to mean not infinite temporal dura-

what can be said, i.e. the propositions of natural science - i.e. some-
thing that has nothing to do with philosophy — and then, whenever
someone else wanted to say something metaphysical, to demonstrate
to him that he had failed to give a meaning to certain signs in his
propositions. Although it would not be satisfying to the other person
— he would not have the feeling that we were teaching him philo-
sophy ~ this method would be the only strictly correct one’. ibid.
6.53. (p. 151).

* ibid. 6.41 (p. 145). 2 ibid. 6.42 (p. 145).

3 ibid. 6.421 (p. 147).
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tion but timelessness, the eternal life belongs to those who
live in the present.

Our life has no end in just the way in which our visual
field has no limits.?

Not only is there no guarantee of the temporal immortal-
ity of the human soul, that is to say of its eternal survival
after death; but in any case this assumption completely
fails to accomplish the purpose for which it has always
been intended. Or is some riddle solved by my surviving
for ever? Is not this eternal life as much a riddle as my
present life? The solution of the riddle of life and space and
time lies outside space and time.

(It is not the solution of any problem of natural
science that is required.)?

How things are in the world is a matter of complete in-
difference for what is higher. God does not reveal himself
in the world.?

It is not kow things are in the world that is mystical, but
that it exists.*

We feel that even when all possible scientific. questions
have been answered, the problems of life remain com-
pletely untouched. Of course there are then no questions
left, and this itself is the answer. %

The solution of the problem of life is seen in the vanish-
ing of the problem.

(Is not this the reason why those who have found after a
long period of doubt that the sense of life became clear to

them have then been unable to say what constituted that
sense?)®

1 ibid. 6.431 1( (p. 14)7). 2 ibid. 6.4312 (pp. 147-9).
3 ibid. 6.432 (p. 149). 4 ibid. 6.44 (p. 145).
5 jbid. 6.52 (p. 149). ¢ ibid. 6.521 (pp. 149-51).



CHAPTER III

The Tractatus and Logical Positivism

I

The Tractatus is a book of just over eighty pages, but it has
exercised a greater influence on twentieth-century philosophy
than almost any other single work. The dominant philosophi-
cal school in the years between the wars was that of Logical
Positivism. And although Logical Positivism derived some-
thing or other from a variety of sources, its decisive impulse
and central inspiration came from the T7actatus. Logical Posi-
tivism was formulated in Vienna in the 1920’s by a group of
P}.lilosophers generally known as the Wiener Kreis or ‘Vienna
Circle’. One of the works they studied together was the
Tractatus. The author was living in or near Vienna at this
tim? but he never attended the discussions or adhered to the
ftrfzs.. Strange as this aloofness may seem, it was very charac-
;:;ﬁtlc OfWittger'lstein. But through Moritz Schlick, the real
withegt of the W’e”ff {ffeis, Wittgfanstein h-ad some contact
ever it, and some indirect §hare in its deliberations. How-
of th’is :Vould be a great mistake t? assume on the stren.gth
POSitiv’istS s(c)’me have done, that Wittgenstein was a Logical
stands wl; Ec can see.t?;}t he was not one if one under-
the ideas ?t ogical Positivists believe. For although some of
tenets of LI; lfhel Tractatus may have become ﬁ.mda-mental
ments bemeeg;ctail PSSluvfsm, there are st%ll 'basm disagrec-
Now one of th atdoctrine and what is said 1n.t¥1<=: Tr(fctatus.
the task of philosz central points of I‘Joglcal P051-t1.v1sm is t.hat
phy, far frorrfli solving the traditional philo-
3
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SOphical problems or determining the truth of philosophical
Propositions, is simply to clarify the meaning of such prob-
lems and propositions. Thus philosophy does not lead to a
Collection of philosophical propositions, but it does lead to a
better understanding of the meaning of various propositions,
and - last, but not least — to a realization that certain meta-
Physical propositions are meaningless.? As to how the mean-
}ng of a proposition is to be ascertained, the answer is to
Invoke the famous verification principle — one of the key tenets
of Logical Positivism. According to this principle, one under-
Stands the meaning of a proposition if one knows what is re-
quired for it to be true, in other words, if one knows how it
could be verified. Any child knows the meaning of the propo-
sition ‘It is raining’ because any child is capable of deciding
when it is true and when it is not true: any child can verify
it. Logical positivism claims that if the conditions for the veri-
fication of a proposition are not known, then its meaning
cannot be known.

! In a lecture entitled “The Future of Philosophy’ Moritz Schlick
wrote: ‘In fact before I go any farther, let me state shortly and clearly
that I believe science should be defined as ““the pursuit of truth’ and
Philosophy as ‘“‘the pursuit of meaning”. Socrates has set the ex-
ample of the true philosophic method for all time.’ (First printed in
Publications on Philosophy, the College of the Pacific, U.S.A., 1932-
Reprinted in Basic Problems of Philosophy, Ed. by Bronstein, Krikorian
and Wiener, N.Y. 1947. The quotation is taken from this work,
P- 739.) Schlick also says: ‘Our conclusion is that philosophy was
misunderstood when it was thought that philosophical results could
be expressed in propositions, and that there could be a system of
Propositions which could represent the answers to “philosophical”
questions. There are no specific philosophical truths which would
contain the solution of specific “‘philosophical”’ problems, but
philosophy has the task of finding the meaning of all problems and
their solutions. It must be defined as the activity of finding mean-
ing.’ (op- cit. p- 743.)
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Of course it is of small importance if I, or any othexr
person, happen not to know the conditions for the verificatiora
f’f a certain proposition and therefore not to know its mean —
ing. But it is a matter of considerable importance and interes ¢
ifitis found that a particular proposition has no conditions for~
verification at all: for this is not a case of someone being jg—
norant, a case that can be remedied by suitable instruction =
in this case, the proposition has no meaning at all. It is nott_
flue to some shortcoming in me or anybody else that no mean—
ing can be found: there is none to find: nothing to be known
except that there is nothing to be known: the proposition ig
meaningless. Indeed it cannot properly be called a proposi-
tlor} at all, for a proposition is either true or false, and a pro-
Position that has no conditions for verification can be neither
true.nor false. Such sentences, which appear from their gram-
matical form to be propositions, which they are not, are
called pseudo-propositions by Logical Positivists.

) Empiﬁcal propositions are the only ones that L.ogical Posi-
E:]j?';egards as gcnuinfa,. f(?r they are the only kind that can
sitionlsqo;d. Loglcal. positivism admits, of course, the Propo-
cally e It‘nathe.matlcs a.nd logic, although these are empiri-
these aft Ly. lWlttgenste'u:l was supposed to }}ave prf)ved that
ing abzut 1;:1u ar propositions were tautologies, saying not}}-
tions are o etreal‘world. Logical and mathematical proposi-
true in the s: W’Iiﬁed, thc.zy. are demoz.zs.trated. They are not
are oalid, Onn:,g that empirical pr‘oposm(.)ns can be true: t}ley
Proposition. aree o.tllllcr hanq, .phllosophlcal or.metaphysmal
be neither VeI‘iﬁndext er empirical nor tautological : they can
nor valid: they s : nor demons.trated; they are nelther. true
for if they\ Wez’e : }4: S.lmply meaningless. They are nc?t empirical
Servation: ang thiselr truth-value c?uld be ascertained by 'ob-
Propositions. A cannot be do.ne in the case of r.netaphym.c:?.l

+ 4 proposition which could be verified empiri-
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cally would not belong to metaphysics but to the natural
sciences. And as metaphysical propositions have no truth-
conditions, they have nomeaning either. If,on theother hand,
they were tautologies, there could be no dispute about their
validity as there actually is among philosophers.

2

It is not difficult to detect a connection between the '.Tmctatus
and these central tenets of Logical Positivism. The view t.haft
philosophy cannot yield a series of propositions Put that it Is
an activity, the view that logical and mathematical proposi-
tions are tautologies and thus empirically empty and t.hat em-
pirical propositions cannot be true by logi02}1 fleces.sny, a.nd
the view that the meaning of a proposition is 1dent1ca} with
its truth-conditions: all these views are to be found in the
Tractatus. And yet, at least in regard to the last of these views,
Wittgenstein’s position is not altogether clear. At one Po_mt
in the Tractatus, he says that to understand a proposition
means to know what is the case if it is true.? And this looks
like a plain statement of the principle that the meaning of
a proposition is identical with its truth-conditions; there-
fore it also seems to say — at least to imply — that a proposi-
tion without truth-conditions is without meaning. But in
fact Wittgenstein refused to accept the universal application
of this principle of Logical Positivism. He wanted it to be
taken not as a firm principle but rather as a ‘rule of thumb?, 2

1 “‘Tounderstand a Proposition means to know what is the case if it is
true. (One can understand it, therefore, without knowing whether
it is true.) It is understood by anyone who understands its con-
stituents.” Tractatus 4.024 (p. 41). See also 4.063 (pp. 45-7).

2 See, for instance, G. E. Moore’s ‘Wittgenstein’s Lectures in
1930-33’ in Mind (LXIII, 249, p. 14): ‘Near the beginning of (I)

he made the famous statement ““The sense of a proposition is the way
D
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as he called it, not as a theoretical generalization but as a
piece of advice which might commonly be followed to ad-
vantage.? It must be admitted, however, that these reserva-
tions concerning the verification principle are not to be
found in the Tractatus: and therefore those who claim that
it was Wittgenstein who first put forward the verification
principle have done so not only in good faith, but also with
good reasons.? And again, even if the verification principle
is not explicitly formulated in the T7ractatus, there may still be
a case for saying that it is implicitly upheld in that treatise.

in which it is verified” but in (II) he said this only meant “You can
determine the meaning of a proposition by asking how it is verified’
and went on to say, “This is necessarily a mere rule of thumb
because ‘verification’ means different things, and because in some
cases, the question ‘How is it verified?’ makes no sense.” ’

! Wittgenstein is supposed once to have made the following
statement: ‘I used at one time to say that, in order to get clear how a
certain sentence is used, it was a good idea to ask oneself the question,
“How could one verify such an assertion.”” But this is just one way
among others of getting clear about the use of a word or a sentence.
For example another question which is often very useful to ask
oneself is, “How is this word learned? How would people set abou.t
teaching a child this word?”’ But some people have turned thl'S
suggestion about asking for the verification into a Dogma — as if
I’d been advancing a theory about meaning.’ (From ‘Ludwig Wl.tt-
genstein’ by D.A.T.G. and A.C.J., The Australasian Journal of Philo-
sophy, XXIX, 2, p. 79. ..
. ?See, for example, Rudolf Carnap, ‘The Old and New Loglf: ,
in Logical Positivism (ed. by A. J. Ayer), p. 146. See also Moritz
Schlick, ‘Meaning and Verification’, in Readings in Philosophical
Analysis (pp. 147 f1.). However G. J. Warnock argues that Schlick
misrepresents Wittgenstein’s views in this article. See Warnock’s

‘Verification and the use of Language’ in Revue Internationale de
Philosophie, 17-18, 1951, fax. 34, pp. 307 ff. The difference be-
tween the Tractatus and Schlick’s views is also stressed by G. E. M.
Anscombe in An Introduction to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus (pp- 152 fL.).
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For if every r{on-tautological proposition is either an ele-
mentary proposition or a truth-function of elementary pro-
positions, and if the truth-value is (as Wittgenstein says) not
the consequence of anything or derived from logical necessity,
then it follows that the truth-value of every non-tautological
proposition.must be (as Wittgenstein says, again) determined
by comparing it with reality.? Thus a proposition which
cannot be compared with reality is neither an elemen-
tary proposition nor a truth-function of elementary proposi-
tions, so it must either be a tautology or a meaningless
expression.

On the other hand, it must be admitted that Wittgen-
stein’s remark about the truth-value of an elementary pro-
position being determined by comparing it with reality is a
remark that can be — and has been — interpreted in different
ways. For example, there has been some controversy? as to
whether the truth-value should be understood to rest on
sensory observation and ostensive definitions. But perhaps it
is not so very important what Wittgenstein himself had in
mind. It is more important to admit that in spite of Wittgen-
stein’s failure to indicate more explicitly what is entailed by
the comparison of elementary propositions with reality, the
Logical Positivists were justified in concluding that it must
be sensory observations which determine whether a Pro-
position is true or false. If no conceivable sensory observa-
tions are relevant to the truth-value of a proposition, then it
isclearlyimpossible to decide the truth-value by a comparison
between the proposition and reality. In this case, it €an
be neither an elementary proposition nor a truth-function
of a proposition, and as on Wittgenstein’s analysis every

1 Tractatus 2.223 (p. 19).
2 See, amfmg others, the works by Schlick, Warnock and Ans-
combe mentioned in the footnote on p. 40.
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proposition must be either one or the other, it cannot the
fore be a genuine proposition and must be meaningless.
One thing, however, is certain: Wittgenstein’s idea of -
verification principle and its use differed from that of 1
Logical Positivists. It is arguable whether the Logical Pos:
Vists are right in drawing from the Tractatus conclusic
which Wittgenstein was unable or unwilling to draw,
whether the Logical Positivists have misunderstood the Tre
tatus and drawn conclusions that cannot be Jjustified. It is ;
most impossible to settle this matter because of the aphorist
style® of the Tractatus; though perhaps one could say th
nothing in the actual text contradicts the Logical Positivist
interpretation, no matter what Wittgenstein may have i,
tended to say. In any case, whether the Logical Positivis
have been right or wrong in their reading of the Tr.actatu,
this has no bearing on whether they are correct in their viey
of what constitutes the meaning of a proposition. EVCI.I if the:
are wrong in thinking that their principle of veriﬁcatl‘on wa
first Proposed by Wittgenstein, they may still be right i;

.

thinking th,¢ this principle is the only acceptable one.

3

on another Subject the difference between Wittgenstein and
the Logica] Positivists is more pronounced. This is the matter
o the Mystical. The propositions of language (Wittgenstein
S?Ys) are either elementary propositions or truth-functions of
fui?z?;ary Propositions. An elemefltary. proposition is a p_ic-
facts Sta’t‘? of affairs, Language is an instrument by which

*¥¢ depicted, And as the world is the totality of facts,
; RUssen once made this rather sarcastic observation: ‘Wittgen-

stein : .
Profu::il;ounces aphorisms and leaves the reader to estimate their
Y as best he may.” My Philosophical Development (p. 126).
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language depicts what is in the world. Language sets the
logical limit of my world.? What we cannot speak about we
must consign to silence; but Wittgenstein still holds that
what we cannot speak about exists.2 This is not what is
spoken in language, it is what is felt: it is the mystical. And it
is on this point that the Logical Positivists are sharply at
variance withWittgenstein. For them, what cannotbesaid, and
therefore cannot be thought, is not an expression of the limits
oflanguage. The reason for being silent is that there is nothing
to speak about.? Theanti-metaphysical attitude of the Logical
Positivists thus differs from that of Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein
believed metaphysics to be impossible because it was im-
possible to formulate metaphysical propositions, not because
such propositionswould beabout something that did not exist,
but because language cannot make metaphysical assertions.

However, Wittgenstein’s position is jeopardized by a cer-
tain inconsistency. The reader will recall that in the previ-
ous chapter I proposed to modify Wittgenstein’s paradoxical
statements in the Tractatus about propositions that cannot
be expressed by suggesting that what cannot be expressed can
nevertheless be understood.* But this interpretation is made

1 Tractatus 5.6 (p. 115).

2 jbid. 6.522 (p. 151).

3 One of the founders of Logical Positivism, Otto Neurath writes:
“The conclusion of the Tractatus ‘“whereof one cannot speak, thereof
one must be silent” is at least grammatically misleading. It sounds
as if there were a “something” of which we could not speak. We
should rather say, “If one really wishes to avoid the metaphysical
attitude entirely, then one will ‘be silent’ butnot ‘aboutsomething’.” ’
Quoted from ‘Sociology and Physicalism’ in Logical Positivism (ed.
A.J. Ayer), p. 284.

4 ¢My propositions serve as elucidations in the following way:
anyone who understands me eventually recognizes them as non-
sensical, when he has used them-as steps—to climb up beyond them.’
Tractatus 6.54 (p. 1571).
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difficult by the statements in the T7actatusin which Wittgen-
stein seems to identify a proposition with a thought.! Such an
identification leads to the conclusion that what cannot be
said, what cannot be a meaningful statement, cannot be a
thought, either. And when Wittgenstein says in this way that
something is unthinkable he is not talking psychology. He is
not saying it is psychologically impossible to think what can
not be a meaningful proposition; he is saying it is logically
impossible.

Now, one could reasonably hold that something which it is
psychologically impossible to think nevertheless exists. But
what sense does it make to say that something which it is
logically impossible to think nevertheless exists? Well, the
answer seems to be that it makes no sense. But to say that X
is logically impossible to think is to say that one does not
know what X is; what is known can also be -logically ex~
Pressed. And thus to say that one knows what X is and that it
is logically impossible to think, is to make two contradictory
Statements: it would be like saying that one had read about a
8ame that was logically impossible to play, fo.r no matter
what one did it would never be in accordance with the rules.
To have a game so complicated that it would be psychologic-
ally impossible for anyone to learn the rules might be said to
be rather futile, but it would be possible for such.a game to
?xist. But if in a game the rules are such that it is logically
!mpossible to obey them, then one could not claim that such
2 game exists. From this it follows that Wittgenstein could
Dot easily uphold his thesis that the inexpressible exists: and
1t follows also that the Logical Positivists have a good case for
t€garding such a thesis as absurd.

. Al “Alogical picture of facts is a thought.” ibid. 3 (p- 19). And again,
thought s 5 proposition with a sense.’ ibid. 4 (p- 35)-



The ‘ Tractatus’ and Logical Positivism 45

4

We have noticed more than once that Wittgenstein calls
language a picture of facts. Language, he says, depicts the
logical structure of facts. As each separate fact has only one
logical form, it follows that each fact can be correctly depicted
by only one proposition: and hence that there is only one
language. A language that does not depict facts is not a lan-
guage. And (as we have seen) language cannot depict its
own picturing of facts: its logical form can be shown but
not stated. I have already quoted Russell’s claim that it
should be possible to speak of the logical form of a language,
if not in that same language, then in another. The fact that
we (including Wittgenstein) do speak of the logical form of
language points to the existence of language in which such
statements can be made. We should have to speak of this
second language by means of a third language, and so forth.
Hence we are led to the idea of a hierarchy of languages.
And this argument of Russell’s was accepted by, among
others, the Logical Positivists,* who thus came to speak not of
language but of languages.

Rudolf Carnap, for example, spoke not only of a hierarchy

1 It is worth noticing that in spite of following Russell’s distinction
between an object language (the language talked about) and a meta-
language (in which the language is talked about), Rudolf Carnap was
able in nis Logical Syntax of Language (one of the key works of Logical
Positivism) to formulate the rules of a constructed mathematical
language by means of that language itself. However, semantic rules
as opposed to syntactical rules, that is rules about what things are
designated by the words as opposed to rules about the connection of
words with each other, must be formulated in a meta-language. See
Wittgenstein’s remark: ‘No proposition can make a statement about
itself, because a propositional sign cannot be contained in itself (that is
the whole “theory of types™).” Tractatus 3.332 (p. 31).
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of languages, but also of several languages on a more or less
equal footing. He expressed this by means of his celebrated
principle of tolerance. On this view, in order to be considered
a language, no conditions are demanded. There are no re-
strictions: the only requirement is that certain rules are estab.-
lished, and these rules then constitute the language in
question.! Everyone is free to construct his own language,
and consequently his own logic.?

On this matter Logical Positivism not only deviates from
the Tractatus, but is in conflict with one of its fundamental
assertions: that language is a picture of reality. Which parti-
cular language is chosen depends on practical considerations.
No one language is in itself more or less correct than any
other, but it may be more or less appropriate for a particular
Purpose. In the case of a scientific language, for example, it is
imperative that the propositions that follow the syntact{cal
rules of the language should be verifiable by means of. empiri-
cal observation, but it is not imperative for its propositions to
be pictures of facts or that its propositions should have the
Same logical form. Logical Positivists cease to speak of facts
having logical form. The task of philosophy is no longer to
seek the concealed logical form of a language that depicts the
logical form of the facts: rather it is to construct whatever
language will best suit different purposes for which language
13 needed, Among members of the Wiener Kreis interest cen-
tred on the construction of a language in which the languages
of the different sciences — physics, biology, psychology, soci-

* “It is not our business to set up prohibitions, but to arrive at
COrzl\:entions.’ Carnap, Logical Syntax of Languages, p. 51. ) )

In logic there are no morals. Everyone is at liberty to build up his
own logic, i.e. his own form of language, as he wishes. All that is
Tequired of him is that, if he wishes to discuss it, he must state his
method clearly, and give syntactical rules instead of philosophical

arguments,’ jhid. P. 52.



The ‘Tractatus’ and Logical Positivism 47

ology and so on — could be unified. They wanted to construct
2 common scientific language. There might be a constructed
language of this kind if its logical syntactical rules were such
that all the propositions of all the sciences could be derived
from them.

Yet, despite this departure of Logical Positivism from the
teaching of the T7ractatus, the fact remains that, without the
Tractatus, without Wittgenstein’s deep insight into the nature
of logic and language, Logical Positivism would have lacked
the rational foundations and the rational force which it has
undoubtedly possessed. To a large extent the Tractatus gave
Logical Positivism both its material and its tools. Whether
Wittgenstein or Carnap is right on the question where they
differ is not our present subject:’ a further analysis would
probably show that they are both partly right, partly wrong.
Certainly Wittgenstein’s thesis about the inexpressible is un-
convincing, while Carnap’s principle of tolerance must lead
to absurdities.! As for the verification principle, time has
turned against the Logical Positivists, and, to some extent,
against Wittgenstein — to the extent that he can be said to
have upheld or even formulated the verification principle.
But it is worth noting that if time has turned against it, this
is very largely due to Wittgenstein’s own more mature
philosophy, which is not only controversial but decidedly at
variance with what is said by the author of the Tractatus. SO
we shall now turn to what is often called, ‘the later Witt-
genstein’.

1 G. H. von Wright has this to say about the tolerance principle:
‘In the tolerance here under discussion I can see nothing but an
expression of weakness and resignation or perhaps more correctly

lack of interest in the problems of philosophy. That kind of liberalism
is dangerously misguided.’ Logik, Filosofi och Sprak, p. 176-7.



CHAPTER 1V

The Philosophical Investigations

I

According to the Tractatus language is a picture of reality:
language depicts the logical structure of facts. Wittgenstein’s
repudiation of this view is one characteristic difference be-
tween his earlier and later work, between the T7ractatus and
the Philosophical Investigations. Naturally there was a period of
transition, a period when Wittgenstein was moving away
from the ideas in the Z7actatus before decisively rejecting
them, a period when the ideas in the Philosophical Investiga-
tions were beginning to take shape. This period is said to ha}ve
fallen within the years 1930 to 1934. The story of how Wlt!l-
genstein came to doubt and then reject the picture theory is
this. A Cambridge colleague was the Italian economist
Piero Sraffa with whom Wittgenstein often discussed ph.ilo-
sophy.? One day when Wittgenstein was defending his view
that a proposition has the same logical form as the fact it
depicts, Sraffa made a gesture used by Neapolitans to ex-
press contempt and asked Wittgenstein what the logical form
*In the preface to Philosophical Investigations (after mentioning
Ramsey’s influence on the shaping of the ideas in their work)
Wittgenstein writes: ‘Even more than to this — always certain and
forcible — criticism, I am indebted to that which a teacher of this
university, Mr. P, Sraffa, for many years unceasingly practised on my
!:houghts. I am indebted to #his stimulus for the most consequential
ideas of this book.” Philosophical Investigations (Second Edition. Ox-
ford. 1963). p. xe. (All quotations from Philosophical Investigations are

taken from this second, corrected, edition.)
48
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of that was. According to Wittgenstein’s own recollection, it
was this question which made him realize that his belief that
a fact could have a logical form was untenable.?

The repudiation of this belief had far-reaching implications
for the whole theory expounded in the T7actatus: for the pic-
ture theory is a basic one, and, without it, none of the central
points of the argument could be sustained. No unbroken line
leads from the Tractatus to the Philosophical Investigations; there
is no logical sequence between the two books, but rather a
logical gap. The thought of the later work is a negation of the
thought of the earlier. But of course the Philosophical Investi-
gations is much more than a repudiation of the Tractatus — it
is that only incidentally — what gives the second book its
importance is that it contains the mature philosophy of the
later Wittgenstein. The Philosophical Investigations introduces
a new chapter in the history of philosophy. It is not just a
continuation or development of the thought of others. It is
something wholly original.?

2

We have spoken of the well-established idea that a word has
meaning in being the name of something. A word, on this
view, represents, or refers to something, and to ask what a
word means is to ask what it stands for. The word ‘apple’ is

1 See Malcolm’s Ludwig Wittgenstein: A Memoir (p. 6g). It should
be observed (as mentioned in a footnote) that Malcolm and Von
Wright differ in their accounts of this story.

2 “Wittgenstein’s later philosophy is, so far as I can see, entirely
outside any philosophical tradition and without literary sources of
influence. For this very reason it is exceedingly difficult to under-
stand and characterize. The author of the T7actatus learned from
Frege and Russell. His problems grew out of theirs. The author of
the Philosophical Investigations has no ancestor in philosophy.” Von
Wright. op. cit. p. 15
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the name of the fruit that grows on the apple tree, and this
fruit is what the word ‘apple’ means. In the same way the
word ‘red’ is understood to represent the red colour which is
seen in various places. No great difficulties are raised by say-
ing that ‘a red apple’ refers to, and therefore means, a red
apple. It becomes more difficult if instead of ‘a red apple’ I
say ‘five red apples’. For what does the word ‘five’ refer to?
This is much harder to answer. I can point to an apple and a
red coloured patch, but I cannot point to the number five.
According to Wittgenstein it would be a mistake to ask what
the word ‘five’ means if it is taken as a question about what
the word ‘five’ names or refers to. Suppose, says Wittgenstein,
that I send someone shopping and give him a slip marked
‘five red apples’. To the shop-keeper it has the fOHOWil:lg
meaning: he goes to the box marked ‘Apples’ and opens it;
he then looks up the word ‘red’ in a colour Chal:t and finds a
colour sample beside it; then he recites the cardinal numbers
up to the number 5 and for each number he takes from the
box an apple of the colour which corresponds to th.e san.1ple.
The test of the shop-keeper’s understanding what is written
on the slip is that he acts as he does. That he understar.lds
‘five’ is shown by his counting from one to five and stopping
(after taking an apple for each number) when he h‘as reached
‘five’. If “four’ or ‘six’ had been written on the slip and he,
still in good faith, had acted as he did, it would prove that he
had not understood the meaning of these cardinal numbers,
What is decisive is how the word ‘“five’ is used. If one asks
what the word “five’ names, the question is based on a mis-
understanding; the appropriate question is to ask, how the
word ‘five’ is used.!
) ! ‘But what is the meaning of the word ““five’’? — No such thing was
In question here, only how the word “five” is used.” Philosophical
Irzvestigatz’ons, §1 (p. 39).
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Now it is possible to imagine a primitive language-situa-
tion or language-form — what Wittgenstein calls a language-
game — where there would be some reason for maintaining
that the meaning of a word is the thing to which it refers. It
is conceivable that the conversation between a skilled work-
man and his mate might consist of names only, that is, the
names of the tools needed by the workman and handed to
him by his mate every time that he mentions one of them.
Such a language — or a language-game — consists of names
only, and in order to master the language one must learn
what the individual names refer to.

Wittgenstein suggests that this language-game comes close
to what he calls the Augustinian conception of language.
Wittgenstein quotes a remark of St Augustine in his Con-
fessions that he had learned to understand the speech of his
elders by understanding which objects were signified by the
different words. St Augustine fancied, according to Wittgen-
stein, that he had discovered what was essential to all lan-
guages (or language-games), namely that all words should
have a meaning and that the meaning of each was what it
stood for. But this, says Wittgenstein, is true of only one
special language-game, and is not true of all language-games.
To suppose it is is like someone trying to explain the word
‘game’ by saying that it means moving objects in a certain
order about a board; and this of course would be true only of
board games, and not of the many other kinds of game there
are.!

But let us examine the Augustinian language-game a little
more closely. Augustine conceived of it as a naming-game, that
is, as a language mastered by learning the names of the dif-
ferent things. The mastery will be complete when one has
learned what all the things are called. Each name is learned

1ibid. § 3 (p. 3°).
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by ostensive definition — that is by pointing to a thing and at the
same time speaking its name. Often such a definition is the
only possible one: or so it is said. If I have to explain the
meaning of the word ‘red’ to someone, how can I do it better
than by pointing to a patch of red colour and saying, ‘This
colour is called red’?

Consider the situation between the workman and his mate.
Has the mate learned this language-game as soon as he knows
the names of the tools? Certainly not. He knows, for instance,
that this particular thing is called 2 hammer. But what does
he suppose the workman means when he says: ‘Hammer.’
Does it mean that he is repeating the name to himself? Or
is he uncertain, and asking the mate to reassure him that this
is really a hammer? Or does it mean that he wants the mate to
give him the hammer? Or does it have some further and com-
Pletely different meaning? The mate who knows only w%lat
the word hammer stands for has no way of understanding
what the workman means when he says: ‘Hammer.” He has
not learned the language-game simply by knowing what the
words name, In this particular game ‘hammer’ means more
than a particular tool: it means that this particular tool must
be handed to the workman. And the same holds true of
the language-game described by St Augustine. Although St
Augustine had learned what the various words named, he had
N0t yet learned how to use them. Therefore he had not yet
learned to give or understand orders, to make or understand
T€quests, to ask or understand questions, and so on. Just as
learning the names of playing-cards or of the pieces in a
chess-set is not learning to play bridge or play chess, so to
know the names in a language is less than learning how to
SPeak it. A language has been learned only when one can
Play the various language-games that make up the language
€oncerned; that is to say when one has learned how to use the



The ‘Philosophical Investigations’ 53

words for such purposes as asking questions, describing things
and events, giving orders, making requests and promises,
evaluating, condemning or naming.

The language-games found in a particular language are
expressions of a people’s form of life. So a language which can
do nothing but command — which has this language-game
only — expresses a simpler form of life than a language in
which it is possible both to give commands and to ask ques-
tions. If in a language one cannot make requests, describe
or ask questions, it means that these human activities do not
exist there. We should not find the same form of life as we
should in cases where the language can be used to do all these
things.?

1 have mentioned among the different kinds of language-
game that of naming, that of assigning names to things and
memorizing them. It might well be supposed, in the Augus-
tinian fashion, that to give and learn names — the naming-
language-game — was the logical basis of the other language-
games, just as learning to know the cards is a basis for learn-
ing to play the various card-games. This amounts to saying
that one can learn to speak only by giving and memorizing
names. And teaching or learning names is done by ostensive
definition. But is it logically necessary to begin with such defi-
nitions? According to Wittgenstein the answer must be no,
since ostensive definitions already presuppose a certain know-
ledge of language.

Suppose, for instance, I want to give an ostensive definition

14Tt is easy to imagine a language consisting only of orders and
reports in battle. — Or a language consisting only of questions and ex-
pressions for answering yes and no. And innumerable others. — And
to imagine a language means to imagine a form of life.’ ibid. §19
(p- 8°9). Elsewhere Wittgenstein writes: ‘Here the term ‘“language-
game” is meant to bring into prominence the fact that speaking of
language is part of an activity, or a form of life.” ibid. § 23 (p. 11¢).
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of the word ‘red’. Pointing to a red object, I say ‘This is red’,
or ‘This colour is red’, or just ‘Red’. This definition will be
understoad by someone Who knows what the word ‘colour®
means, Otherwise he will be none the wiser. He may believe
with equal justification that ‘it is red’ means that the shape of
the object is what is referred to as red, or that this kind of
object is called ‘red’; or perhaps that ‘red’ is the name of this
particular object (as ‘John’ is the name of this particular
man); or he may think that it means something about the aes-
thetic qualities of the object. But if he does not know the
meaning of any of the words ‘colour’, ‘common name’, ‘pro-
per name’, or ‘aesthetic’, and is therefore unfamiliar with any
of these concepts, it is logically impossible for him to under-
stand the word ‘red’ in any of the ways mentioned. If, for
example, he cannot yet talk at all, but is just beginning to
learn, then starting his instruction with an ostensive defini-
tion of ‘red’ (speaking the word while pointing to the red
colour) will tell him nothing. This is not because of his
limited skill, but because it is a logical impossibility. This is
the basis of Wittgenstein’s assertion that ostensive definition
Presupposes a certain knowledge of the language; hence that
the naming-languagc-game cannot be a basis for other lan-
guage-games, but, on the contrary, itself presupposes other
language-games, One has to know the language in order to
be able tq name.1
mela;sigg?x_]e ;’ﬂight say: the ostensive definition explains thcrgs?n— :ll:z
language isoclthe word .when the overall role of the :)ocxplain c
COIOur-wOrd tear. Thus if I kr.low that' s.omfi?ne m?anslled -
will help g t0 me, the ostensive deﬁmt‘;‘ond That is ca s s flong
as you dq nOtofunderstamd the word. — I]?)] you can ;ai’o the words
“to knoyw? o “Orget that ’all sorts of problems attac
to be clear”.

to 12“: has already to know (or to be able to do) something in order
3Pable of asking 4 thing’s name.” ibid. § 30 (pp. 14°-15°).
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What we have so far argued is this: there can be no definite
limit to the possibility of constructing language-games. It is
only with regard to particular language-games that it can be
said that language consists of names. And even in the case of
such languages it is a mistake to think they can be learned
through ostensive definitions, which only work with people
who already have some knowledge of the language. The
meaning of a word is learned by discovering its use. And if its
use has been learned, its meaning has been learned, too.?
This also implies that what the word names cannot be its
meaning, something which is manifestly evident in the case
of proper names. The name ‘Peter’ is the name of a person,
but this person is not what the name ‘Peter’ means. When
Peter dies it is the bearer of the name ‘Peter’ who dies and
not the meaning of the name ‘Peter’. Bearers of proper names
live and die: meanings can do neither.2 Proper names are

‘We may say: only someone who already knows how to do some-
thing with it can significantly ask a name.’ ibid. § 31 (p. 15¢).

And finally: ‘Someone coming into a strange country will some-
times learn the language of the inhabitants from the ostensive defini-
tions that they give him; and he will often have to guess the meanings
of those definitions, and he will guess sometimes right, sometimes
wrong.

‘And now I think we can say: Augustine describes the learning of
human language as if a child came into a strange country and did
not understand the language of the country; that is, as if he already
had a language, only not this one. Or again as if the child could
already think, only not yet speak. And ‘“‘think’> would here mean
something like “‘talk to oneself”.’ ibid. § 32 (pp. 15¢-16¢).

1¢For a large class of cases — though not for all —in which we
employ the word “meaning” it can be defined thus: the meaning of
a word is its use in the language.’ ibid. § 43 (p. 20¢).

2 ‘Let us first discuss this point of the argument: that a word has
no meaning if nothing corresponds to it. — It is important to notice

that the word ‘“‘meaning’’ is being used illicitly if it is used to signify
B
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names par excellence, and in fact one never asks what proper
names mean. We do not ask ‘What does “Peter”” mean?’ but
‘Who is “Peter”’?’ It would be absurd to say to anyone who
did ask what Peter means that it meant a person standing by
the window. One might, however, answer that Peter meant
‘rock’. But there is a difference in this sense of the word
‘meaning’: the difference between saying that rouge means the
colour at which I am now pointing and saying that ‘rouge’

means ‘red’.

3

We have come a long way from the doctrine of the T7actatus.
In the Tractatus a meaningful proposition was said to be one
made up of the names of objects, and to serve as a pictureof a
fact; language depicted the world. In the Philosophical Investi-
gations language is no longer said to act like this. Picturing or
depicting the world is discarded as a meaningless notion:
there are many different language-games, some of which
serve to describe, to assert, to report. The countless other
language-games that do not describe, assert or report are still
languages; and the countless other sentences that do not des-
cribe, assert or report are still sentences.! In the Tractatus a

the thing that “‘corresponds” to the word. That is to confound the
meaning of a name with the bearer of a name. When Mr N. N. dies
one says that the bearer of the name dies, not that the meaning dies.
And it would be nonsensical to say that, for if the name ceased to
!mve meaning, it would make no sense to say “Mr. N. N. is dead”.’
ibid. § 40 (p. 20°).

) ! ‘But how many kinds of sentence are there? Say assertion, ques-
tion, and command? — There are countless kinds, countless different
klnd§ of use of what we call ‘symbols’, ‘words’, ‘sentences’. And this
multiplicity is not something fixed, given once for all; but new types
of language, new language-games as we may say, come into exis-
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word is meaningful if, and only if, it is a name. In the Philo-
sophical Investigations, a word is not a name; a word can be used
asaname, but it can be used in numerous other ways as well.

Now if a language is no longer to be understood as a pic-
ture of the world, how else is it to be defined? What do the
different language-games have in common that entitles them
to be called a language?? Wittgenstein’s answer is simple;
they have nothing in common. No one definite element, no
one distinctive property must be possessed by them all in
order for each to qualify for recognition as a language.

tence, and others become obsolete and get forgotten. (We can get a
rough picture of this from the changes in mathematics.)’ Philosophical
Investigations. § 23 (p. 11¢).

1 ¢““We name thingsand thenwe can talkabout them: we can refer
to them in talk.” — As if what we did next were given with the mere
act of naming. As if there were only a thing called ““talking about a
thing”. Whereas in fact we do the most various things with our sen-
tences. Think of exclamations alone, with their completely different
functions.

Water!

Away!

Ow!

Help!

Fine!

No!
Are you still inclined to call these words “names of objects”?’
ibid. §27 (p. 13°).

2 ‘Here we come up against the great question that lies behind all
these considerations. — For someone might object against me: “You
take the easy way out. You talk about all sorts of language-games,
but have nowhere said what the essence of a language-game, and
hence of language, is: what is common to all these activities, and
what makes them into language, or parts of language. So you let
yourself off the very part of the investigation that once gave yow
yourself most headache, the part about the general form of propositions
and of language.”” ’ ibid. § 65 (p. 31¢).
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This kind of answer runs against a long tradition. It seems
to be good philosophical common sense to insist that if any-
thing is to be named as something or other, classified in one
way or another, then this must be done in virtue of some
property which entitles it to be so named or classified. Mem-
bers of the class of all red things have in common the colour
‘red’, and members of the class of triangles have in common
the characteristic of being geometric figures of a certain type.
But according to Wittgenstein the members of the class of all
language-games have no such property in common. This
means that the concept of ‘language’ cannot be defined. A
triangle can be defined as a figure having three angles and
three straight lines and ‘red’ can be defined ostensively — ‘the
colour that looks like this’. But nothing of this sort can be said
about a language: it has no defining property.*

Wittgenstein defends this assertion by comparing lan-
guage-games with games in general. What have b:al!-games,
card-games and board-games in common? He says 1t 1S n0 use
assuming that because they are classified as games they must
have a property in common. They have not. What happens
if we look at these games?? We find there is no simple property
common to all games, but similar properties. If we compare a
number of games we find the first one has a similar property
to the second, and the second another — different — similarity
to the third, and so on. Perhaps the first and third also have
some points of similarity, but these may be different from the

It is arguable that no concept of philosophical interest can be
defined. See, for example, F. Waismann, ‘Synthctic—Anal}'hc I,
Analysis, December 1950, and G. H. von Wright, Logik, Filosofi och
Sprak, PP. 240 ff.

* ‘Don’t say: “There must be something common or they would
not be called ‘games’ » — but look and see whether there is anything
common to all, , . . To repeat: don’t think, but look! Philosophical

Invesligalions, § 66 (p. 31°).
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points of similarity between the first and second and between
the second and the third. So all members of the class of
‘game’ ha\.ze instead of a common defining property what
Wittgenstein calls a ‘family resemblance’ .1

Consider the resemblances found inside a family. Peter and
Paul look similar in profile but not in facial expression, while
Paul and John resemble each other in facial expression but
not in profile. Peter and John bear no resemblance in facial
expression or profile, but have a similar way of speaking.
Peter, Paul and John have a ‘family resemblance’ but they
have no one specific feature in common.

The word ‘language’ is not the name of a single phenome-
non (as itis said to be in the T7actatus, where indeed the asser-
tion is a crucial one); it is the name of the class of an indefinite
number of language-games. To talk about language as a single
and unambiguous phenomenon would be like talking about
the game, as if there were only one game.

Different language-games show a family-resemblance and
the number of different language-games is indefinite. Inde-
finite not only because one can imagine new language-games
appearing, but also because the borderline of what can be
called a language-game is blurred and indistinct: there is no
hard edge. The man who stops me by saying ‘No Admittance’
is using a language-game. We should hardly hesitate to say
that there is a ‘family resemblance’ between his speaking this

1 Wittgenstein sums up his point thus: ‘And the result of this
examination is: we see a complicated network of similarities over-
lapping and criss-crossing: sometimes similarities of detail.” ibid.
§ 66 (p- 32¢). He goes on in the next paragraph: ‘I can think of no
better expression to characterize these similarities than ‘‘family
resemblances”’; for the various resemblances between members of a
family: build, features, colour of eyes, gait, temperament, etc., €tc.,
overlap and criss-cross in the same way. — And I shall say, games form
a family.’ ibid. § 67 (p. 32°).
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and the board which has the words ‘No Admittance’ painted
onit. And a ‘family resemblance’ between both and a police-
man holding up his arm in a gesture made familiar by cus-
tom. But what are we to say about a traffic light that changes
to red? Or about a barbed-wire fence? Or a white line in the
middle of a road? Here we are in the indefinite borderland.
No sharp frontier can be discerned between what is and what
1S not language.

The difference between the theory of language presented
in the Philosophical Investigations and that of the Tractatus
80¢s together with a difference of teaching on another
question. Inthe Tractatus there is only one language, because
language is said to consist of elementary propositions or truth-
functiong of elementary propositions; and since each. of these
elementary Propositions is a picture of a state of affairs, each
hgs the same logical form as the state of affairs eoncerned.
Since each state of affairs is unique (as it must be 1n orc.le.r to
fl?re a stal.te of aﬁ‘airs), there can be only one tru; prz)'}:)}f)s;tlon;

om a logy . . itions about the same
State of a%;?jspglnt of view, two pr0p051t.1§;1151 e sense of

) ust be the same proposi

having the Same logical form. To discover the logiCZ‘:1 form of
the varigyg Propositions is to discover the true logical form
o}‘ the Yaﬁous states of affairs. Philosophy reveals the authen-
:m logica] Structure of the world: its task is to an-’fll_}’.Se Sén-
enees So that it can unveil the elementary propositions of
;vsllmih they are truth-functions; and when elementary pro-
logic;clﬂ;‘z Teveal their logical form they revezfl thert.iby the
ment i ;:1 of the corresponding states of aH‘al‘rs. :ThlS ;I:gu-
as we havep udlated' in the P/zilosop/z.zcal Investzgatwﬂ}:-t flI'St,
can have 5 lseefl, Wittgenstein repudiates the view t ; a;’ts
view that stgtglcal form: Seconelly, he rejects as n.‘nsta en the
by the word, 0‘;5 Of: affairs consist of ob_]e.c.ts — objects named
Which elementary propositions are composed.
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In the Tractatus such objects are conceived of as simple
or non-composite. Now he holds that whether a thing is
composite or non-composite is not in itself an absolute, but
something that depends on the language-game.! Outside a
language-game, apart from a specific linguistic context, it
makes no sense to discuss whether an object is or isn’t com-
posite.

Imagine a chessboard. In a certain context, one can say
that it is made up of black and white squares and that each
square is simple. In another context, one can say that it is
made up of black and white colours. These two assertions
differ: the word ‘square’ doesn’t mean what is meant by the
word ‘colour’. Which is the correct assertion? This will de-
pend on the context. Neither statement in itself is more cor-
rect than the other.2 If I say that the chessboard is made up
of coloured squares, it doesn’t follow that in appropriate con-
texts, a coloured square is simple. In one context, it may be
said that each square is made up of colour and shape; in
another that it consists of two rectangles. So Wittgenstein
asks: Could we not imagine a situation in which the chess-
board itself could properly be called a simple object? Now
if the idea of absolutely simple objects is forsaken, one must at
the same time abandon the idea that there are simple states
of affairswhich have a certain logical form. (Itwill be remem-
bered that a state of affairs was supposed to consist of simple
objects and that the logical form was supposed to be deter-
mined by the relation between these objects.)

1 Philosophical Investigations, § 47 (p- 21¢©).

2 ‘Asking “‘Is this object composite?” outside a particular language-
game is like what a boy once did who had to say whether the verbs
in certain sentences were in the active or passive voice, and who
racked his brains over the question, whether the verb ‘“to sleep”
meant something active or passive.’ ibid. § 47 (p. 22¢°).
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This leads us to a third notable difference between the
teaching of Wittgenstein’s two books. Language, no longer a
picture of reality, is now seen as a tool, and a tool with a rich
variety of uses. Different words are like different tools in the
toolbox. And just as there is no one single use which is the

essential use of all tools, there is no one essential use for words
and sentences.?!

4
Allin all, the Philosophical Investigations gives a radically differ-
ent account of what philosophy is and does from that which
the Tractatus gives. The analysis of propositions to set out their
correct logical form is no longer relevant, if there is no longer
any correct form. The idea of a correct form of a proposition
is tied to the idea of its depicting a fact. And when there is no
longer any logical form of a fact to depict, then there is no
standard or norm to establish the correct form of a proposi-
tion; in other words, the concept ‘correct form’ has lost its
meaning. Every sentence is, as Wittgenstein puts it, ‘in order
as it is’.2 The philosopher’s task is not to correct the proposi-
tion, but to understand it. And to understand it means to know
not what it pictures, but what it does, what function it has,
what purpose it serves, what work it performs. According to
the Tractatus a proposition does only one thing: it depicts a
fact; but according to Philosophical Investigations, sentences do
innumerable jobs. It is not easy to say exactly what job a

Yibid. § 11 (p. 6¢).

2 ‘On the one hand, it is clear that every sentence in our language
is “in order as it is”’. That is to say we are not striving after an ideal,
as if our ordinary vague sentences had not yet got a quite unexcep-
tional sense, and a perfect language awaited construction by us.
— On the other hand, it seems clear that where there is sense there

must be perfect order. — So there must be perfect order even in the
vaguest sentence.’ ibid. § 98 (p. 45¢).
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particular sentence does; and perhaps very easy to misunder-
stand what it is. This is partly because one tends to have in
one’s mind a prior image of how a particular sentence func-
tions, and it 1s almost impossible to get rid of this image.
Such then is the difference between the teaching on this
subject of the Tractatus and the Philosophical Investigations: ac-
cording to the earlier work, a proposition may be in a correct
or an incorrect form, according to the later work, a proposi-
tion has neither a correct nor an incorrect form: it can only
be understood or not understood. This may be illustrated by
reference to Russell’s attempt to translate the statement (1),
“The golden mountain does not exist’ into the statement (2),
‘It is false that there is an entity ¢ such that the propositional
function “X is a mountain and of gold” is true if X is ¢ and
otherwise false.” In the Tractatus, Russell’s reformulation was
regarded as a correction. Only statement (2) depicts the logi-
cal form of reality and thus only statement (2) is correct.
Now according to the Logical Investigations it is wrong to think
of statement (2) as a correction of statement (1), for statement
(1)isnotincorrectinformand doesnotneed correction. On the
other hand, Wittgenstein will admit that statement (1) could
be misunderstood, indeed that it has been misunderstood.
It is worth remembering that Meinong, among others, re-
jected the statement, ‘The golden mountain does not exist’,
as a proposition with a logical subject and a logical predicate.
Such theorists fancied it to be analogous to a proposition
such as (3) “The golden mountain is 3,000 feet high.” And
about this last proposition (3), it can be said that the predi-
cate ‘3,000 feet high’ is apropos not of the expression ‘the
golden mountain’ but of the subject, the golden mountainitself.
Wittgenstein now holds that Russell’s reformulation of
statement (1) is not a correction, but an aid fo a better under-
standing of that statement; Russell does this by comparing (1)
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with (2), by showing that (1) has the same logical form as (2).
Of course, Russell himself did not think of (2) as a fully ac-
curate translation of (1); he thought such a rendering could
only be provided by using the symbolic language of Principia
Mathematica. Wittgenstein, however, will not agree that even
the symbolic language of Principia Mathematica yields a correct
translation. According to Wittgenstein any proposition that
serves as a basis of comparison with (1) and so throws light
on it, has its place in the philosophical investigations of (1).
And for this purpose, Russell’s statement (2) is not the only
useful one. Many other propositions, including less elabor-
ately phrased ones, may serve this end: not only statements
showing similarity but also those showing dissimilarity.?

What gives point to philosophy is this very fact that pro-
positions and other utterances can be misunderstood. If there
were no possibility of misunderstanding there would be no
philosophy. If, like intellectual supermen, we could never
misunderstand language, could never go wrong about the
job that different sentences do in different contexts, and
never mistook one language-game for another, the philoso-
phical problem would be unknown.

Even if we take this claim of Wittgenstein’s with some re-
serve, we may be ready to admit that logical misunder-
standings that lead us into philosophical problems can arise
from confusing one language-game with another, from sup-
posing that different language-games are one and the same
language-game, or from regarding some games (or even one

1‘Our clear and simple language-games are not preparatory
studies for a future regularization of language —as it were first
approximations, ignoring friction and air resistance. The language-
games are rather set up as objects of comparison which are meant to
throw light on the facts of our language by way not only of similarities
but also of dissimilarities.” ibid. § 130 (p. 50¢).
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single game, as Wittgenstein himself did in the Tractatus) as
the only legitimate kind.

Such confusions and over-simplifications, Wittgenstein
suggests, are so deeply rooted in our habits of thought that
they are not even noticed.® The presence of a philosophical
problem is symptomatic of a misunderstanding of the logic of
language. This is not to say that the philosophical problem is
of itself a misunderstanding. Indeed, paradoxically, it is, in a
sense, a sign of understanding. Philosophical understanding
is needed to see the problem caused by a misunderstanding of
language. Philosophical problems are bound to arise when
one language-game is falsely assumed to be analogous to an-
other language-game: but this is not to say that everybody
will see that these problems will arise.

Besides, misunderstandings of the logic of language are not
misunderstandings in the ordinary sense of the word. They
are not the mistakes that are made on Mondays and Wednes-
days but not on Thursdays and Fridays, not the mistakes that
we make only when we are tired, or that people of lesser in-
telligence make more often than those of greater intelligence.
They are misunderstandings that originate in the very forms
of our language, and which would never be discovered if no-
body were able to see the philosophical problems involved.?

t “The aspects of things that are most important for us are hidden
because of their simplicity and familiarity. (One is unable to notice
something — because it is always before one’s eyes.) The real founda-
tions of his enquiry do not strike a man at all. Unless that fact has
at some time struck him. — And this means: we fail to be struck by
what, once seen, is most striking and most powerful.’ ibid. § 129
(p- 50°).

2 ‘One cannot guess how a word functions. One has to look at its
use and learn from that.

‘But the difficulty is to remove the prejudice which stands in the
way of doing this. It is not a stupid prejudice.’ ibid. § 340 (p. 109¢).
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In games like chess and bridge there are rules about what is
correct and permissible, and there arc rules, again, in deduc-
tive systems like mathematics and logic; but language is not
in the same situation. There are no analogous rules by which
we can determine the use of a word or a sentence in any
given context. We know that in logic p and notf p is a con-
tradiction, and that wecan deduce from a contradiction what-
ever we like. As the field of deduction is limited, it is no con-
tradiction to say in answer to the question ‘Is he efficient?’ —
‘Both yes and no’. No one can reasonably reproach me for
such an answer on the grounds that one is either efficient or
not efficient, that it is impossible to be both efficient and not
efficient. Such an answer as mine does not involve me in any
ruinous contradiction: it will generally and without difficulty
be understood as it should be understood. Only if it was taken
asbeing thesame language-game asadeductivelogical system,
only if I maintained both p and not p, only then would a
reproach be in order. Again, if someone took my answer to
be correct, and assumed that I was playing such a deductive
logical game, we should end up with metaphysical problems;
‘the law of contradiction does not apply to human beings’.

Thus the way to the solution of a philosophical problem
lies in discovering how and why the logic of language has
been misunderstood. The philosophical problem is a symp-
tom of something being wrong, and the philosopher’s job is
to find out what is wrong.? The philosophical problem ap-
pears to be a problem without a solution precisely because it
is not an empirical problem but a problem about the logic of
language. One seems to be led to saying something that can-
not be right.?

! “The philosopher’s treatment of a question is like the treatment
of an illness.” ibid. § 255 (p. g1e).
? ‘A simile that has been absorbed into the forms of our language
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The solution of a philosophical problem is reached through
a deeper insight into the real function of the sentences under
scrutiny, through an understanding of the language-game
which is actually being used; hence the task of philosophy
becomes purely descriptive, descriptive in the sense that it
states (or ascertains) how various sentences function.?

The kind of misunderstandings which give rise to philo-
sophical problems are, as we have seen, deeply rooted in
ordinary thinking; these are features which are hidden not
because they are unfamiliar but precisely because they are too
familiar. New and unusual things are noticed: everyday oc-
currences are not. Hence a philosophical discovery does not,
as a scientific one so often does, point out something novel
and singular (and often meet with scepticism on that ac-
count); it points out something which, once seen, seems
obvious. For this reason, a philosophical argument is not so
often regarded with scepticism and mistrust but treated
rather as a mere truism.?

produces a false appearance and this disquiets us. “But this isn’t how
it is!”’ we say. Yet this is how it has to be.”” *ibid. § 112 (p. 47°).

‘A philosophical problem has the form: “I don’t know my way
about.” ’ ibid. § 123 (p. 49°).

1 ‘Philosophy may in no way interfere with the actual use of
language; it can in the end only describe it. For it cannot give any
foundation either. It leaves everything as it is.” ibid. § 124 (p. 49¢).

‘When philosophers use a word “knowledge”, ‘being”, “‘object”,
“I”, “proposition”, ‘“name” —and try to grasp the essence of the
thing, one must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually used in
this way in the language-game which is its original home? -

‘What we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical to
their everyday use.’ ibid. § 116 (p. 48¢).

2 ‘Tt was true to say that our considerations could not be scientific
ones. It was not of any possible interest to us to find out empirically
“that, contrary to our preconceived ideas, it is possible to think
such-and-such” - whatever that may mean. (The conception of
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The aim of philosophical reasoning is what Wittgenstein
calls complete clarity. It is characteristic of his whole con-
ception of the nature of a philosophical problem, that this
complete clarity does not lead to the solution of the problem,
but to its disappearance. And to say that it disappears instead
of being solved, is to emphasize that the origin of the philoso-
phical perplexity is an error, or rather a misunderstanding —
a misunderstanding of the logical grammar of the sentences
concerned. When the misunderstanding has been healed, the
source of the problem has not been ‘solved’, it has_vanished.
Wittgenstein says the problem is like a fly in a fly-bottle; and
thephilosopher’sjobistoshow the fly theway outof the bottle.?

thought as a gaseous medium). And we may not advance any kind of
theory. There must not be anything hypothetical in our considera-
tions. We must do away with all explanation, and description alone
must take its place. And this description gets its light, that is to say,
its purpose, from the philosophical problems. These are, of course,
not empirical problems; they are solved, rather, by looking into the
workings of our language, and that in such a way as to make us
recognize those workings: in despite of an urge to misunderstand them.

The pl:oblems are solved, not by giving new information, but by

arranging what we have always known. Philosophy is a battle

against the bewitchmen