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"Tig certain there is no guestion in philosophy
more absiruse than that concerning identity, and the
nature of she Uﬂlblng DrlnClDle, which constitutes a
person. So far from being able by our senses merely
To determine this gquestion, we must have recourse to
the most profound metaphysics to give a satic?acﬁory
answer to it." (Hume, A Treatige of Human Hature, p.189)

>

"How the 'I' that thipﬁs can be distinct from the
'T' that intuits itself (for can represent still other '
modes of intuition as at leaSu possible), and yet, as
being the same subject, can be identical with the
latter; and how, thefefowe,.l can say: "I, as intelli-
gence and thinking SuOJOCb, know myself as zn object
Tthat ig thought, in so far as I am given Ho myself as
something other or beyond That which is given to myself
in intuition, and yeu know myself, like other phenomena,
only as I appear to myselfl, not as I am to the under-
standing® -- these are qvostions that raise no greater
difficulty than how I can be an objecwt uO myself at all....
(Kant, Critique of Pure Deason, p. 167.)

"The I, the I is what is deeply mysteriousg.,”
(Wittgenstein, Notebooks, 1914, p,80)
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PREFATORY NOTE

; The present study seeks to shed some light on one

gf the more obscure aspects of Wittgenstein's early
philosophy; his views about the self. That these views
(1), from a coherent whole, (2), are philosophically

of the greatest interest and important and, (3) are an
indespensable part of the whole Tractarian account of
logic, language and the world, it is the ;im of this
essay to demonstrate. (Additional incentive derives

from the fact that every critic and commentator to date
has either ignored or, more usually, misinterpreted these

views,)

My concern throughout has been to provide an

accuraté interpretation of the Tractatus Logico-Philo-
sophicus, and so a word should be szid about my use, at

times considerable, of the Notebéoks,lQlu-lQlé and the

fetfospective parts of Zettel and Philosophical Invest-~"
,igations. My Jjustification 1s the usual one: nothing I
say, I am satisfied, fails to fit the Trazctatus. The

other works have been used only to clarify and amplify
interpretations that emerged originally from the Tractatus
itself. .

At no point have T hesitated to deal at length with
Wittgenstein's logical and linguistic decirines, for just
as his theory of the self is incomprehehsible'in isolation,
so too are his IOgico—linguistié Theories Without the

theory of the self, Indeed, the most impressive thing to
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emerge from this study is the unity and consistency of

Wittgenstein's early thought.

|
! References

are provided in

to works. other than those of Wittgenstein

full in the Notes, and references to

Wittgenstein's writings are incorporated in the text,

abbreviafed as follows:

(T)

(N)
R.F.M,
P.I.(1)

P.I.(2)

Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus;
by proposition number, (usually unqualified).

Notebooks 1914-1916; by date of
entry (usually ungualified)or by page number,'

Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics;
by section number,

Philosophical Investigations, Part One;
by section number,

Philosophical Investigations, Part Two;
by page number,

Zettel; by section number,

I wish to acknowledge my indebiedness to Professor

A, Shalom, who, though he would not agree with everything

in this thesis is nevertheless responsible in large part

- not only for its existence but also for the form it has

taken., My gratitude is also due to Professor N. L. Wilson,

for his many astute criticisms and helpful suggestions,
Y &

and to Professor I. G. Weeks, with whom fregent and pro-

tracted discussicns of Wittgenstein have proved inValuable.
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ANATYTIC TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFATORY NOTE
f Statement of intention, list of abbreviations,
acknowledgments.,

INTRODUCTION

(1), "The I, the I is what is deeply mysterious.,"

A skeletal ocutline of Wittgenstein's approach to the
problem of the self is provided, based on'the distinction
betweenwhat can legitimately be said, and what can only
be shown, It is argued that Wittgenstein did not in
praétice conform to what his‘avowed theory would lezad
the reader to éxpecﬁ. The theory of the self is placed,

provisionally, in context of the other theories of the

Tractatus, which 1s here conceived as a Kantian work,

 whose problematic is: the transcendental conditions for
the poéSibility of the world. The thesis to be defended
in the present study is that the self is one, perhaps the

most important of these conditions.

(2), Facts, Objects and States of Affairs
Some terminological fencing and clearing is effected

in this section and the next. The relations in which such

ontological terms as world, fact, state of affairs and

obiect stand are examined.

(3). Propositions, Pictures and liames

The way names refer and the way propositions have
sense is examined, and the infamous picture of theory of

language is outlined, showing that language constitutes



a "mirror image® of reality. This is important, for the

gelf ig, in a certain sense, identical to the langusgse
:

The reasons for Wittgenstein”s oomLenting on the
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propositions”, Wittgenstein is led to conclude that the

"thinkinz¥, but only "thoughts®,

(3) The Thought

rege's notion of "the Thought" is examined, and shown

tc be defective, and Hittgenstein's alternative more accept-
able, The Tractarian accounts of assertion, reference and

sense are examined, showing precisely how
to use Cccam's razor to deny the sxis
subject. Finally, the status of the ewrirical self is outlined,
It turns outv to be no more tThan an aggregz

no principle of unity or identity. Comparisons are drawn

between this and the Humean analysis of the self,



PART TW0O: WHAT CANNOT BE SAID

The distinction between what can and what cannot be

sald is drawn more Tfinely than was possible initially, and

The c¢laim that the metaphysical I is "a limit of

"

the world" is examined, with particular reference to the

)

Kantian parallel in the transcendentzal unity of apperception

. ..

ein's world is nowt a

- but with this difference: Witltgenst
phenomenal world. This leads to an analysis of ths claim that

the world and the self are identical,

primitive signs is shovwn to lead to a radical linguis

solipsism, ou

grows., The claim tThat solipsism and realism coincide is examined,

(4) The Willinz T

The willing I is perhaps the most important concept
for an understanding of what Wittgenstein is trying to achieve
in the Tractatus, for it is the willing I thet gives sense o

the world., This section is subdivided as fecllows:
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I ‘
by Wittzenstein's doctrine of "the mystical®, This essentially
involves "seeing the world aright™, i.e. as “a limited whole",

The world 1s limited by the willing self through the attitude
h

ck

he world which is the

[
|.:.
F

(D

will is The source of 21l valus, BEthics is seen to be,
logic, a transcendental condition for the possipility of the
world. The difference between a "happy world"” and an “unhappy"

world" is explored.

(iii) Personal Identitv: The production of

adequate principle of individuation for persons is no

<t
j3y]

task that Wittgenstein set himself in the Tractatus, The
Notebooks, however, contain hints wi hich can ve developed inwto
a theory that fits the Iractatus WRTl. The princivle of indiv

duation is the world, -This is explained, and it is shown

Je

this theory is accepted, a new interpretation of the

!

that 1
Tractatus emerges., Desgpite its title. and the positivistic

- interpretations to which 1%

turns out to be a work whose primary intent is nsither logical

. L " 4 1 T 2 1
nor hetaphysical, dbut ethical.

1. It was onTJ after The completion of this thesis that I had :
access to The recently published Iroto-rrazctatus of fitigenstein, .
In the "Historical Introduction®™ to that work 1s guoted a letter
that Wittgenstein wrote to one Herr Ficker, It nicely bears out
the conclusions reached in the present studyry,. Titbgeqstclq

writes thus:

esesvait will probably be a help To you if I write
a few words zbout my book, You see, I am guidte sure
that you won't get all that much out of reading it.



Eecause you won't understand it; its subject
maﬁtor will seem guite allen o you. 3But it
i1sn't really alien To you, because The book's
point ig an ethical one, I once meant To include
in the vreface a sentence which 1s not in fact
there now but which I will write out for you.
What I meant To write, Then, was this: Iy work
consists of tw ~ts: the one presented here
plus all That gve not written, And it is
precisely this second part that is the important
ons. Ly book draws 1imits To The sphere of the
ethical from tThe inside as it were, and I am
T s 1is
T

o
o]

convinced that ©Thi the COHIY rizorous way
of drawing those limits. In short I’believe
That where na any today are Jjustv gassging, T
have managed to put everything firmly into
place by being silent about it.

Vide: I.Wittzenstein, Proto-Tractatus, Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1971, pp. 15-16, The .letter is undated, but was
probably written in 1918,




_ INTRODUCTION |
1. The I, the I is what is deeply mysterious (N, 5.8,16)

It is fortunate that Wittgenstein's treatment
pf this subject manifests that discrepancy between avowed

intent and actual practice which characterizes so much of

‘both the Tractatus and the Investigations. Fortunate,
because had he taken himself at his word, had he done
what he claimed to be doing, it seems unlikely that he
would ever have put pen to paper.

The broad outliine of Wittgenstein's theory of the
gelf is as follows: First there are those propositiohs
about the self that are well-formed, These constitute the
totality of meaningful assertions (trﬁe or false) that
can be made about the self, and embody all that can be
known about it, They are empirical propositions, and
consititute a part Qf natural science; for "the totality
of true propositions is the whole of naturai science, " .
Q%.ll.) Phiiosophy, of course, is not one of the natural
sciences, "The word 'philosophy' must mean something
whose place is above or below the natural sciences, not
beside ﬁhem"\(@;lll). So whatever can be thought,known
or said about the self will have to be considered as a
part of psychology, physiology, anthropology, sociology.
Anything that can legitimately be said about the self will
be of no philosophical interest.,

Secondly, there are those aspects of the self that
gig of philosophical iﬁterest; the transcendental, ethical

and metaphysical‘aspects. But about these we can say
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nothing, for we would be attempting to say what can only
be shown:; "What can be shown cannot be said", (4.,1212),
And so the 1vustrating conclusion is this: "The correct
method in philosophy would really be the following: to
say nothing except what can be said, i.e. the propositions
of natural science, 1.e. something that has nothing
to do with philosophy." (6.53) So runs the ‘official

»
theory'.

In fact,; however, Wittgenstein transgresses-his
self imposed boundaries in two ways: he is drawn into
saying a great deal that is of philosophical interest about
the empirical self, and he also contrives Tto say much
about what is ineffable -- the transcendental self.

I shall argue that it was as the result of certain
refractory conseguences of his theory of meaning that
Wittgenstein was forced into commenting on the natur
of the empirical self, These comments constitde the only
excursion into the empirical realm that the duthor of
the Tractatus makes, for, like Kant and Husserl, Witt-
genstein was a transcendental philosopher, enguiring into
the ground and limits of experience and the world,
Wittgenstein's problematic was entirely Kantian, being
of the form: How is it possible that .,..7? What are the
necessary conditions for the possibility of .,..7? We can
perhaps characterize Wittgenstein's ultimate concern és
a quest for tie necessary formal conditions of the

41

possibility of a "meaningful" or "significant" world,
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Cr, to put i* in his own more colloquial terminology, it

is a quest for the meaning of life, (for "the world and

life are ore" (6,521) )JIn the Notebooks Wittgenstein out-
lined his programme thus:

My whole task consists in explaining the

essence of the proposition.

That is in giving the essence of the fact,
whose picture the proposition is.

In giving the essence of all Being, {21.1.15
my italics.)

This was modified in the Tractatus to read:

To give the essence of a proposition means to
give the essence of all description, and thus
the essence of the world., (5.%711 my italics)

The programme is clear, The meaning of the world is
to be disqovered” not as Kant thought in.the categorical
activity .of the mind, but rather in "the essence of
the proposition", Which‘is the essence of language,l
Language 1s nothing more than "the totality of pfopésitions"
(4,001), Logic is the transcendental conditiénlfor the
possibility of meaningul language, and because language
and reality share the same logical form, iogic is also
the transceﬁdehtal condition fér the possibility of the
world, As Wittgenstein phrases it: "Logic pervades the
world; the limits of the world are also its limits," (5.615
"Logic is transcendental", (6,13).

The logico-linguistic doctrines propounded in the

1. By "language" Wittgenstein means: any language whatso-
ever - i.,e. any system of signs which has a deter-
minate sense, ‘ '
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Iractatus have been well covered by the critical and
ergetioal literature that abounds on the subject., But
&hey have been covered to the exclusion of other, édually
;important'theories contained in the Tractatus; for
example: Wittgenstein's mysticism, his ethical theory
and his theory of the self. Nor are the remarks on these
topics mere arbitrary adjuncts to a central body of doctine
that could stand without them. One cannof}‘for example,
understand why "Logic 1is transcendental" unleés one also
‘understands why "Ethics is transcendental®, (6.421),
And one cannct grasp the relation beiween language and
the world -- the so-called picturing relation -- unless
one can éooount for'such remarks as ﬁI_ém my Qorld","the
World and 1ife are one" and so on, The ¥World I shall argue,
is a far more préblematic concept in the Trécﬁatus than
the usual, simplisktic account of the picture theory would
lead us to believe, Logic limits the world, (5.61), but |
we must not o#erlook the fact that the wbrld is limited
in other ways, most notably by the self (5.632), Indeed,
in the Notebooks Wittgenstein states explicitly that ...
the sﬁbject is not a part of the world, but é pre-~-
supposition of its existence" (2.8,16)., Precisely how
the self is a limit of the world, and what relations obtain
between logic, ethics and the sclf will be the subject of
the second part of this essay. In the first part I will

examine Wittgenstein's account of the empirical self,
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(2) Objiects, Facls, and States of Affairs
In this section and the next, I attempt some termin-

logical fencings and clearings, esp=cially with régard

e

to such crucial concepts as object, State of affairs,

name and proposition., These terms are employed frequently

in The subsequent sections of this thesis, and it is
incumbent upon me to say, albeit briefly, how I under-
stand them. -

There is an almost insuperable difficulty which faces
anyone who would elucidate systematically the concepts
menfioned above, as they are used in the Tractatus, The
problem is tﬁat in that work they are defined exclusively
in terms of each other. A fact, for exaﬁple, is what
corresponds to a true proposition, An elementary proposition
is composed entirély of names, and a name is that linguistic
entity whose meaning is a simple object. A state of affairs
is what an elementary proposition pictures, and so on, -
Ontological and semantic terminologies are inextricably
~intertwined. They are mutually. self supporting. The best
that one can hope to do, then, is to show how the
ontological conepts emerge from the semantic framework of
the Tractatusg aﬁd then, re#ersing the process, use the
ontological theory to elucidate the semantic terminology.
This may smack of cirulafity - vt I think that in fact
the meanings of the relevant terms become clear in the
process, thus pragmatically‘rebutting *he charge.

'WittgenStein's.ontology is gloriously simple., He
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allows only two irreducible categories of things: objects
o s 1 S .
and states of affasirs. ObjectTs are actual, simple and

\
o

immutable, while states of affairs are "complexes of
objects", and are possible, complex and changeable.
| D.F.Pears has called Tittgensteint®s notion of an
object "the darkness that lies at the heart of the Tractatus.™
It is Tthe view of the present writer that this is the
darkness of obscurity rather than profundify. No one, it
would seem, (least of all the author of the Tractatusg) is
able to suggest a plausible actor to fill the rdle
created by the notion of an object. There are argumentsg

that prove that an object can be nesither sense datum,

material point nor universal. “Qur difficulty”, wrote
Wittgenstein in his Notebooks, "was that we kepton talking

about simple objects, but were unable to mention a single
one." (21.6.15).

Two passages worth quoting here, 3Both are fronm -
Wittgenstein's later rltl gs. They reveal the philoso-

phical motivation that lies behind his earlier insistence

e

on the existence of simple obje

S

1., Facts, as we shall see, can be plausible treated as a
sub-clzags of states of affalrs.

2. The reader is referred to two excellent arvicles which
deal with the problem of what an ohject could possibly
be for Wittgenstein: “?1utgen3teln s Notlion 0n<anAOb3ec§",
(The Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 13, no.50, January 1963,
Pp.3-15.) and "A kew Interpretation of the Iractatus examined®,
Philosophical Review, vol, IXXIV, arril 1985), both by D.Keyt.
J
I do not intend to deal with this problem, bdbut will content
"ysel¢, as does Wittgenstein, with outlln;ng the formal
properties which an obgecx TUSU possess




"A name signifies only what is am element

: of reality. What cannot be destroyved; what

1 remains the same in all changes." -- but
what is that? -- Why it swam before our
minds as we said the sentence! This was the
very expression of a quite particular imesge:

f of a particular picture which we want to see.

’ For certainly experience does not show us
these elements, We see component parts of
something composite. (...) We also see a
whole which changes, (is destroyed) while its
component parts remain unchanged, These are
the elements from which we construct that
picture of reality. (P.I.(1),59). .

. Earlier, Wittgenstein had written:

Supposing we ask: "How can one imagine what

does not exist?" The answer seems to be: "If

we do, we imagine non-existent combinations

of existing elements." A centaur does not

exist; but a man's head and torso and arms |

and a horses legs do exist. "But can't we

imagine an object utterly different from

anyone which exists?" - we should be inclined

to answer: "No; the elements, individuals,

must exist ...."

(Blue Book, p.31)
These quotations, while they adequately express the.
picture which forced itself upon the young Wittgenstein,
are nevertheless misleading in so far as they suggest
that the ontological intuition which'they_embody preceeded
or emerged independently of the semantic docitrines pro-
pounded by the Iractatus. Both chronologically and themat-
ically his concept of an obiect was subseguent to, and
dependent on his notion of a nazme. This, in its turn, was

D name

dependent upon Wittgenstein's logical atomism and his

whole analytic programme, Hide IShiguro, in her essay

- 1 \ .
"Use and Reference of Names" , expresses what 1s perhaps

1., Studies in the Philosophy of Wittgenstein,
ed, P.Winch p.21




the most sensible attitude to the problem of the object

‘ The objects of the Tractatus are not particular

: entities in any normal sense, but entities

! invoked to fit into a semantic theory, so,

‘ when Wittgenstein later rejected the independ-
ence of elementary propositions he was able to
rid himself of this particular notion of objects
as well, without altering his theory of names
or reference in any fundamental manner.

In other words it does not really matter what an object is,1
as long as it possésses those characteristics which will
enable its existence to guarantee (1) the independence of
élementary propositions, (2) the determinate sense of all
propositions, and (3) the possibility of logiczl analysis.,
We can begin with the demand that analysis be possible,

I think that we must accept, as one of Wittgenstein's
basic presuppositipns, that the propositions of every-day
language can be analysed into their basic components; that
tﬁe propdsitions of ordinary discourse, the meanings of
which are implicit and complex, can be broken down into ;
series of propositions which are entirely explicit and whose
components are logiéally simple. Wittgenstein hoWhere argues
in favour of this,; but merely presents it as an‘fobvious"
demand, In the Notebooks, for example, he writes:

But it _is clear that components 6f our propositions

can be analysed by means of a definition, and

must be if we want to approximate to the real
structure of the proposition. At any rate, then,

1, Of course, given Wittgenstein's theory of meaning, we

cannot say what an object is: "0Objects can only be named,
Signs are their representatives. I cuan only speak about
“them: I cannot put them into words. Propositions can only
say how things are, not what they are,™ (3.221)




+there is a process of analysis, (9.5.15)

And in the Tractatus we read simply that "It is obvious

tLat the analysis of propositions must bring us to
eiementary'propositions.." (4.211, my italics). The
criterion which Wittgenstein formulates for the completion
of a process of analysis is the proposition's being "just
as complex as its‘reference", (9.5.15), The analysed
proposition will then have the same logical form as the
situation which it represents, and this, Wittgenstein hoped,
would put an end to the pseudo-problems with which phil-
osophy is plagued, and which arise from the "cloudy" nature
of ordinary language. (cf. 4.002 & 4,0031), Analysis, it
was hoped, would provide philosophers with a perspicuous
notation incapable of generating béseless philosophical
perplexity. | |

Givgn that’analysis is possible, Wittgenstein infers

-~

that it must have a Terminal point. "It seems to me", he

wrote 1in the Notébooks, "that the 1dea of a simple is
contained in that of a complex, and in the iaea of analysis",
(4.6.15)., Earlier he had written: |

If it is true that every defined sign signifies

via its definitions, then presumably the chain of

definitions must somz time have an end. (9.5.15).

"But if we agree that analysis is possible, and has an end,

1. Wittgenstein is insistent That this "perspicuous
notation” will be philosophically important, but
will in no way challenge the status or ordinary
language which is, "just as 1t stands, in perfect
logical order" (5.5563).
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then that end must be "the simple”, fcr anyfhing complex

can, ex hypothesi, be further analysed,

|

Ordinary propositions are analysed into elementary
propositions which are composed entirely of these
"simples”, i.e., primitive signs or names. These names

must be related immediately to the elements of reality

which are their méanings, Wittgenstein argues, if language
is to be possible at all. That is %o say,’%hey cannof
signify indirectly, as does a description for example.

An e;ementary proposition must be "a truth-function of
itself," for if it is not, then whether one proposition
has sense will depend upon whether another preposition is
true, (2,021) In other words; if én elementary propo-
sition is not a truth function of itself, if it does not
tie onto reality directly, independently of tho truth-
value of any other proposition, then'we become entangled'

in a2 vicious infite regress,. Supprose that El is an

elementary proposition which, (per imposgsibile), contains

an "irreducible complex", i.e. a2 sign whose meaning is
not a simple object to which it directly refers, (e.g. a
definite description). Wittgenstein argues that before

E, can be understood, another proposition, Ez, which

1
asserts that the complex mentioned in El exists, would
have to be known to be ftrue. But if EZ alzo contained an
“irreducible complex, in order to understand it we would

have to know the truth of another proposition EB’ which

would assert the existence of the complex mentioned in
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Eé c... and so on, And so:"It is obvious that the
analysis of propositions must bring us to elementary
propositions, which consist of names in immediate
.combinatioh.", (4,211, myitalice). It is only by

~having elementary propositions which are truth functions
of themselves that this viclous regress can be avoided,

We can demand, thén,that at some point in_ﬁhe process of
analysis there emerge logically proper names, or primitive
signs, which signify by standing proxy for some element

df reality. These elements of reality must also be simple,

because they are the meanings of the primitive signs, and

if they were complex, the primitive signs would be capable

of further analysis. "The requirement that simplé signs be
possible is the requirement that sense be determinate”

Wittgenstein writes in the Tractatus, (3.23), but in fhe

Notebooks he had written: "The demand for simple things
IS the demand for definiteness of sénse", (18,6,15), The§
are one and fhe same demand., |
So far then, it would appear that objects must
exist, and that they must be simple, But there is more
to be said. Objects must also be withoﬁt material gqualities
if élementary propositions are to be independent; (of,
what comes To the same fhing: names must have no'sensé).
Wittgenstein only makes this point in passing:
It is clear that the logical product of two
elementary propositions can neither be a tautology
nor a contradiction. The statement that a point

in the visuval field has two different colours at
the same time is a contradiction. (6.3751) ’
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Incidentally: objects are colourless.'(2.0232)
Qhalitiesare only produced "by the cenfiguration of
ijects" (2,0231), and can only be represented by prop-
ositions. Names have nelither sense nor connotation,
(ef. 3.221, 3.203, 3.144),

Though objects do not possess gualitiss, (e.g.
temporal durationg colour, size, movement or whatever),

they do, however, possess properties; both internal and

external properties. To explain how this comes about, we

must make the transition from obijiects to the second

ontoiogical category: states of affairs., A state of affairs

is no more than a possible "comvlex of objects," Wittgenstein

says thét in a state of affairs "Objects hang in one
one another like links in a.chain" (2.03)., I take this
metaphor to mean that no third thing is involVod in
Itransforming objects into states of affairs, Relations'are
- not objects or "subsistent entities”, which participate -
with the objects-proper in forming states of affairs{
This point is made again at 3,1432

Not: "The complex sign 'aRb' says thatl a

stands to b in the relation R," but rather:

"That 'a' stands to 'b' in a certain relation

says that aRb."
And so it would appear that neither properties nor
relations appear in elementary propositions. From the
fact that elementary propositions consis® éntirely of

names in immediate kombination, Wittgenstein concludes

that states of affairs are composed entirely of simple



objects which are immediately combined. "Thes config-

ﬁration of objects in a situation corresponds to the
| e . . B .

configuration of simple signs in the propositional
sign" (3.21). In other words, "aRb" could not be an
. elementary proposition, for the sign "R" is not a name,
it does not denote what is an element in reality.

A state‘of éffairs, then, is what corresponds to
an elementary proposition, if it is true, (ef., 4.0141),
But what if it is false? Exactly the same holds for a
falsg elementary proposition as for one that is true:
both picture a state of affairs., The difference is this:
"If an elementary proposition is true, then the state of
affairs exists; if an elementary proposition is false,
then the state of gffairs does not exist.” (4.25), And
=fo) a‘state of affairs is not a fact, it does not necess-
arily exist. It is rather a possible "situation", In |
short, then, Wittgenstein analyses both the meaningfulnesé
Aand.the truth-value of elementary propositiocons. in terms
of the existence of corresponding non-liguistic entities,
Possession of meaning implies that the objects, named by
the primitive éigns which compose the elementary proposition,
exist, The truth-value,on the other haﬁd, depends upon the

existence or non-existence of the relations which, the

¥

proposition asserts, exist beiween theze objects, Suppose
that "abc” is an elementary proposition; it is true only’
if there is an existent state of affairs constituted by

objects a, b and ¢, standing to each other in the relations



that "abc" says that they are.1 "abc® is false if thess

relations 'do not exist., But if either z, b or ¢ does not
]

éxist, the proposition 1s not simply false but meaningless.

To. return now to the nature of objects and their
internal and external properties; objects are simple and
ﬁnchanging, They possess no material gualities, and in
isolation cannot even be considered part of the world, (1.1).
An object only comes to life, so to'speak;’in its relations,
both possible and actual, with other objects., "If I can
imagine objects combined in states of affairs, I cannot
imagine them excluded from the possibility of such combinations',
writes Witfgeﬁstein, "It is gssential to things that they
be possible éonstituents of states of affairs” (2.0121 &
2.011)., The external properties of an object are those
relations which it.gggg have to other objects, and its
internal (or essential) properties are those which it
might have.‘

If a name is to attachmuniquely to an object then
there must be what P.T.Geach has somewhere called a
"nominal essence"” of that object, otherwiéé all names
would be.ihterchangeable. As an elementary proposition
is composed entirely of names, the absence of a nominal

essence would have the effect of making all propositions

synonymous i,e. meaningless. Objects are simple, unchanging,

1. Given, of course, a rule of projection, cf, 4.,0141,
and see below, Section 3 of this Introduction,
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without qualities, and if they are to be uniquely
nameable their nominal essence can only be their
internal properties. This is the point that Wittgenstein
makes at 2.01231: "If I am to know an object,-though

I need not know its external properties, I must know

its internal properties.” (my italics). Now, from
2.0123, which reads: "If I know an object I also know
its possible occurrences in states of aff;irs", it is
safe to assume that "(sum of) internal properties”,
"essence" and "possible occurrences in states of affairs”
are.synonymous, when used with reference fo objects.'We
are also told that "The possibility of its occurring

Yz 0181).

in states of affairs is the form of an object.”

There is one ontological term that I have so far
avoided using, viz: "fact". It is defined thus by
Wittgenstein: "What is the case ---a fact -- is the
existance of states of affairs” (2.01). Later he modifies
this definition to read:'

The existence and non-existence of states of

affairs is reality. (We also call the existence

of states of affairs a positive fact, and the

non-gxistence of states of affairs a negative.

. fact) (2.08).

This seems clear enough: A fact is a similar sort of
fhing to a state of affairs, but with the difference that

the latter is merely possible, while the former actually

1, The synonymity of "essence", "form" and "sum of .
_internal prorerties"” is relevant to arguments advanced
in Part Twe of this thesis, and will be referresd to

again therein,



exists., It would appear that a (positive) fact is a

whole whose parts are existing states of affairs. If

this is the case it should be impossible for Wittgenstein
to talk’of "non-existent facts"™, and, indeed, he does

not do so, though he can, and does, talk of "non-
existent states of affairs". (e.g. 2.06).

Unfortunately, however, Wittgensteiﬁfs usage of
ther term “"fact" is far from consistent. He employs the
term in a number of senses which the present writer is
incapable of rendering univocal, Sometimes a fact is
merely a "state of affairs," sometimes "an existing state
of affairs", sometimes "existing states of affairs,” and
yet again, "existing and non-existing states of affairs,"
Even more unfortunate is the féCt_that Wittgenstein;s
whole theory of facts seems to be fundamentally incoherent,
over and above mere terminological inexactitude, I shall
briefly outline wherein I think this.inéoherence lies, ’
define (rather indeterminately) the sense of "faét" that
will be employed in the remainder of this thesis, and
thereafter use the term as infrequently as possible,

In.a letter to Russell, dated 19.8,19, Wittgenstein
wréte:

What is the diffefence between Tatsache and

Sachverhalt?" Sachverhalt is, what corresponds

to an Elementarsatz if it is true. Tatsache is

what corresponds to the logical product of

elementary props when this product is true.

(N, page 129) :

The most crucial diffiéulty, and one which this quotation
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highlights, is the nature of the relation that facts
bear to states of arifairs. Suppuse that a, b, and ¢

are simple objects., The complex: abc will then be a
state of éffairs, and "abc" will be the corresponding
elementary proposition. Now, developing the hint given
by Wittgenstein in the above guoted letter, we can posit

a number of states of affairs: abc, def, ghi. To these

would correspond a non elementary proposition: "abec &

def & ghi. " (The presence of truth functional connectives
ié enough to ensure that this proposition is not element-
ary, (4.5312 with 4,22)), According to the above letter,

the complex : abc def ghi.is a fact and not a state of

affairs. And so it would seem that a fact is a synthesis

of like parts which form a whole which is of the name type -

as the parts. only larger. (This would not be so if "&"

stood for somé element in reality, but Wittgenstein calls
it his "fundamental idea" that the logical constants doﬂ
not represent, (4.0312)),An analoéy might help to make this
clear, Instead of "object", "state of affairs” and "faét"
let us consider respectively: "flower”, “bunch" and
"bouguet". A flower by itself, (or indeed any number of
flowers), cannot be considered to be a bunch, unless
certain conditions are fulfilled; In the first place,
there has to be more than one flower, and in the second,
. the flowers must stand in a certain relation to each
'other. A bunch, however, consists entirely of flowers,

A bouquet we can define as a bunch of bunches, A bouguet
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is thus a whole of the same type aé its parts, whereas
there is a categorical difference betweenba flower and

a bunch. (A bunch is not a sort of flower, but a bouquet
is a sort of bunch). And analogously for objects, states
of affairs and facts,

Difficulties begin to emerge, however, when we
remember that elementary propositions must be truth-
functionally independent. This means, as Q; have seen,
that they cannot represent material qualities. Yet
ordinary propositions are analysable, without remainder,
into.elementary propositions, and it is obvious that
material qualities can be represented at the level of
ordinary language. So where do they disappear to? At
what point, and how, do they emerge? Two things are
certain: If gualities are absent from elementary pro-
positions but present in ordinary propositions, then the
relation of states of affairs to facts is not the -
gsimple relation we have been examining, and the relation
between elementary and ordinary propositions is one for
which simple truth-functional connectives are incapable
of accounting. This I feel is one of the points at
which the Tractarian system breaks down completely. It
is as if, on the analogue considered above, both flowers
and bunches are colourlessland odourless, but when two -
“or more bunches are added toéether, they suddenly and
inexplicably burst into riotoﬂs'bloom.

I have specified how the terms "objects" and
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"state of affairs" are employed, both in the Tractatus

énd in this thesis, and I have tried to show that ultimately
no coherent account can be given of a Wittgensteinian

fact. I shall nevertheless continue to talk of facts

where this is unavoldable, and I shall mean by "fact":

"existing state of affairs"”, The questions that the

indeterminacy of this definition begs are not gquestions

that need concern us in the remainder of this thesis.

(3) Names, Propositions and Pictures

’ Any philosopher who would enguire into the nature

of language, or the relation of language to reality has

at his disposal a plethora of terms from which to construct

a working vocabulary. Among these terms are: Proposition,

gsentence, expression, statement, sign, svmbol, nane,

meaning, sense, reference and assertion, Wittgenstein
employs all of these, and in addition he creates a number
of new terms, and uses otThers in a new or exbtended sense,

e.g. elementary proposition, picture, say, show, and

proto-picture, It is well beyond the scope and aim of

this section to give an adequate analysis of all of These
terﬁs, and I will restict my examination to the more
central and more problematic of them,'in particulafa
"Satz" and "Name", (usually, but not always translated
"proposition” and "name" respeciively.,)

At 3.34 Wittgenstein distinguishes between the

accidental and the essential features of any sign:
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Accidental features are those tnat result
1 from the particular way in which the propositional
; sign is produced. Essential featurés are those
| without Wh%ch the proposition could not express
its sense.

This quotation concerns the essential and accidental
features of propositions,; but the principle it embodies
can easily be modifiled to fit other linguistic units. In

the Notebooks Wittgenstein makes the same distinction

rd

with regard to names:

The simple sign 1is essentially simple ,
It functions as a simple object., (What does

that mean?)
Its compsition becomes completely indifferent,

1t disappears from view, (21,6.15,)

A name or priﬁitive sign may therefore have parts, but
these parts are Paccidental" to it, gua name, Its
function is to stand proxy for a simple object, and as
far as concerns ifs'adequately performing this function,
it might as well be simplé. Wittgenstein'’s names are
logically proper ﬁames:they denote a simple object and -~
have neither sense nor connotatlon. They come together
in.an elementary proposition, which, in contrast, is
essentially complex and has sense but does not refer,
The sense of an elementary proposition is the state of
affairs which it pictures, and which, rightly or wrongly,
it asserts to exist, (4.21), |

What are the necessary cconditicrs for something's

_being a picture of something else? In the first place

1. I shall continue for the moment fTo ewnploy the standard
translation of "Satz" - though I enguire, below, into
the aptness of this translation. ‘
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that which is to picture must exist, and in the second,
it must be logically complex. It is, in other words,

| .
ﬂy definition, a fact. (see 2.14, cf. 3.14, 3.141),

Only a fact can be a picture, The corollary of this is
that situations cannot be given names (3.144), Frege had
construed propositions as complex names, but Wittgenstein

objected that if this were the case, Then a flase
proposition would seem to name nothing. A name that names
nothing, however, is not a name at all, and so Frege's
construal seems to result in the assimilation of false

to ﬁeaningless propositions, Wittgenstein's repeated
insistence that a state of affairs can be described but
not named, that propositions are not names but pic%ures,
having sense but not reference, resuiﬁs at least in

part from his desire to avoid the difficulties;of FregeES
position. as he saw them.

A necessary COndition.for.somethinv's being a. -
picture, then, is that that "something” be a fact. But
not all facts are pictures, What then are the sufficient
conditions of a fact's being a picture? And what is it |
a picture o0f?

Because of tThe restrictions placed by Wittgenstein
on names and naming, only a state of affairs can bé
pictured, (assuming, as I am,that facts from a sub-class
. of states of affairs). In order for a fact to be a picture
of avstate‘of affairs, two conditions nust be fulfilled:

(1) there must be a one-to-one correlation between the



elements of the picturing fact and the pictﬁred state
qf affiars; and (2) their respective forms must be
identical, given a rule of projection, A rule of
projectidn sanctions the transfer from one form to the
other, (i.e.'from language to reality or from one
notation to another, (4,0141)).

It must be understood that these conditions are
in no way intended to be an analysis of wﬂét is normally
implied by one thing's being a picture of another. They
are a highly technical specification of the conditions
neceésary for the determinateness of sense which Wittgenstein
demands of all propositions (both elementary and molecular),
As such, fhe first condition is, I fhink, intuitively
obvious. If one'piéture elemenﬁ cbuld stand for tﬁo‘or
more objects, théﬁ.the relations between objects would be
‘unspecified, and the sense of the picture would be
indeterminate with respect to theée relations.‘The
second condition is a deﬁand'that picturing fact and
pictured state of affairs have the same form, "Form"
is defined by Wittgenstein as "the possivility of
structure” (2.033). The contrast intended by these two
terms can be elucidated as follows: if a and b are two
simple objects, (and "a" and "b" two primitive signs),
then, corresponding to the propcsitior "a22b", (if it is
-true) will be a structure: "a-in-a-certain-relation~to-b",
There will also correspond a form: "something in fhat

+
L

same relation to something else”, Form is the possibility
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of objects in general being related ac theyyagg\in

ﬁact ara, or as it 1s claimed by a proposition that

they are. To put it briefly, "aRb" shows a structure,

and "xRy" a form.jL A structure 1s transformed into a

form when variables are substituted for names in an

elementary proposition, aRb, and cRd, have the same

form (xRy), but they are different structures, As

Wittgenstein uses the term, no two complexes can have

the same structure; 1f they did, they would be identical,
Form is what one thing must have in common with

another, if one is to be a picture of the other, (2,161),

The relations obtainiﬁg between elements of the picture

(propositional sign) must be the same as those obtaining

between the simple objects in the.stgte of affairs of

which it is a picture, given a rule of projection,

The notion of a rule of projection is obscure in
the Tractatus. There is only one referentce to it, at
b,oik1,

A gramaphone record, the musical idea, the written
notes, and the sound-waves, z2ll stand to one
another in the same intermnal relation of depicting
that holds between language and the world., (4,014)
There is a general rule by means. of which tThe
musician can obtain the symphony from the score,
and which makes it possible to drive the symphony
form the groove on the gramophone record, and,
using the first rule, fto derive the score again.
That is what constitutes ithe inrer similarity

1. That "aRb" etc. are not elementary propositions is
irrelevant %o the present argument. 3ut it is worth
"pointing out, for it explains why "R” in "aRb" is not
transformed into a wvariable. "R" would not occur in an
elementary proposition as it is not a name,
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between these things which seems to be constructed
in such entirely different ways. And that rule is

the law of projection om which projects the

- symphony into the language of musical noftation.

‘ It is the rule for translating this language

into the language of gramaphone records, (4.0141)

One of the difficulties which faced Wittgenstein we
can formulate as a dilemma: either (1) propositions are
composed entirely of names, or (2) they are not. If, (2).
they are not, then the sense of a proposition is going
fo be indeterminate, and this, he thought, was impossible,
If, (1) they are composed entirely of names, then, prima
facie, it seems impéssible that they cah say anything.
(This point has perhaps struck the reader on this thesis,
at those points where I have referred to an elementary
proposition: "abc' The ofvious Question is: How can "abc"

—d

say anything? It is just a list of names,) The notion of

, des-

ct

a rule of projection is, at least in ﬁart, I suspec
igned to resolve this contradiction} Wittgenstein is -
committed by the arguments we examined earlier, to the
first alternative, and so he must find some way of allowing
that a series of names can say something. Wittgenstein's
first move is to deny that "a proposition is a mere jumble
of words", (5.415). A propositional sign, in other words,
is composed of elements which stand to each other in
determinate relationships. The totality of these relation-
. ships is the logical form of the propositional sign,

The elements themselves are; of cours: names or primitive

signs, So it follows . that "abec", our putative elementary
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?roposition, is not; despite appearances to‘the contrary,
4 mere list (or jumble or class or string) of names. It
is a fact, The names stand in specific relations to

cach other, (e.g. "a" is to the left of "b" which is to
the left of "c¢", and so on).

This still, of course, does not explain how a complex
of names can say anything - even granted @hat it is not
merely an aggregaté of names, It is here that rules of
projection are called for, A rule of projection sanctions
the.translation of the relations existing between the
pictorial elements (names) into the relations'existing
between the simple objects which constitute the sense of
the proposition, A.simple example of a rule of projection
might be as follows.1 Iﬁ the elementary proposition "abe™”
that "a" is to the left of both "b" and %"c", implies
that a is to the left of both b anc ¢ in the state of
affairs comprised by objects &, b and ¢, And so we éee )
thazt, even'though.ah elementary.propdsition coﬁsists only
of names (i.e. contains no verb, no predicates etc.) yet
it is none the less capable. of having a sense, It is, in

other words, a proposition.

The word "Satz" occurs in ovetr two hundred of the
numbered remarks (or "Satze" as Wittgenstein calls them),

of the Cerman text of the Tractatus., There are, in addition

1, Wittgenstein provides more complicaied examples at
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numerous occurrances ofderivative and ~ognate expressions,
|

such as "Elementarsatz,", "Satzzeichen", "Satzgefuge" and

?Satzvariable". "Satz" is usually translated as "proposition",
According to one widely held view, to every well-
formed sentence, corresponds a proposition. To the sentencce:
"Caesar loved Cleopatra" for example, there corresponds the

proposition that Caesar loved Cleopatra., Employing C.S.Peirce's
distinction between type and token, we caé say that "Cazesar
loved Cleopatra" 1s the same sentence type as, but different
sentence token to "éaesar loved Cleopatra*. The sentence
in question, considered both as type and as token, consists
of three words, begins with the letter "CY%, and so on. It.
is, in other words,_describable in what I shall call
*semantically neutral terminology". It is simply what appears
between the inverted commas. The corresponding proposition,
in sharp contrast, does not suffer from ﬁype/token ambiguity,
is not describable in semantically neutral terminology, and
is an zlfogether more nebulous sort of entity. As I am
employing. the Tterm, that Caesar loved Clecpatra is the
same proposition as that Cleopatra was loved by Caesar,
or as that it is not the case that Cleopatra was unloved
by Caesar.,

Wittgenstein uses the two terms "sign" and "symbol”

to signal this distinction. "A sign" re writes at 3.32

1. Professor N.L.Wilson has suggested, in conversation,
that perhaps "sentence" would be a better translation.
I do not agree, for reasons that will emerge as we
proceed, :
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"is what can be perceived of a symbol". As something
"that can be perceived", it is describable in semantically
neutral language, it suffers from type/token ambiguity
(ef. 3.321), but a necessary condition of its being a
sign is that it 1s already a symbol., In the same way a
necessary condition for something's being a sentence is
That it isva well~formed and complete linguistic unit,
Criteria for completeness must, I think, &ltimately rely
on semantic considerations, And so; while a sentence must
have a meaning if it is to be a sentence and not, for
example, a mere jumble of letters or words, it is not
necessary to take account of what that meaning is when it
is considered gua sentence, This is partly the point that
Wittgenstein makes at 3.431:

The essencé of a propositional sign is very

clearly seen if we imagine one composed of

spatial objects, (such as tables, chairs and

books), instead of written signs.
The "complex of spatial objects" could be described in
semantically neutral language, as if it were a2 nbn—
significant fact. But, of course, it 1is not a non-
significant fact, and a necessary condition of thé
descfipfion of the spatial complex being the description

of a sign, is that the complex alrezdy has a sense.

A Wittgensteinian propositional sign, (Satzzeichen),
can plausible be taken to correspond te a sentence, as I
have employed the term, and thus stands in contrast to

a symbol dr proposition, The question still remains,
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however, as to what symbols or propositioné are, Wittgenstein
partly‘defines a proposition as a "propqsitional sign in its
ﬁrojective relation to the world" (2.12). This “projective
felation":is the relation that holds betwesn The elements

of the propositional sign and the elements of the state(s)

of affairs which is (are) its meaning, A proposition is not
therefore describable in semantically neutral terminology;
mention must te made of its sense. Indeed Wittgenstein seems
to think that in order to state identity conditions,
reference need only be made to its sense, Compare the

following:

A proposition has one and only one complete analysis,

(3.25.)

Instead of "This proposition has such and such a
sense”, we can say "This proposition represents
such and such a situation"., (4,031)

To understand a proposition means to know what is
the case if it is true. (4.022)

~

A proposition is completely undefstood.if its sense is
known, and its sense is the stzte of affairs which it
represehté. Since each proposition has a unique sense,
it would seem that identity Qf sense 1is a necéssary and
sufficient condition for propositional identity.

But this is not, of course to say that a proyosition
-is identical to its sense. Indsed this is impossible, for
"a proposition does not actually contein its sense”,

"A proposition includes all that .thes projection includes,

3]

but not what is projected." (3.13)., Ana so we have not as

vet answered the gquestion: What is a proposition? We have
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said what it isn't; (sign, token, sentence-type, meaning),
and we have provided identity conditions. So what is a
Wittgensteinian proposition? Roughly, to begin with, it is

what a seritence says; it is that which can be either true

or false., Now a necessary condition of the possible truth
or falsity of a proposition is that it is a picture of

a state of affairs: "A proposition can be ftrue or false
only in virtue of being a picture of'reality“ (4,06),
This is not, however, a sufficient condition of the
possession of a truth value, If a proposition were merely
a picture of a possible state of affairs, then it would

. not say. anything, thoﬁgh it would have a sense., The sense
of a proposition is nothing more than a possible "complex
of objecté". A book lying on a table which is next to.

a chair, (following the hint at 3.1431), ié'simply not
the sort of thing that can possible be either trﬁe or
false, yet this 1s the sense of a proposition. This is -~
‘another reason for denying that a pro@osi%ion_is identical
with its sense or meaning.1 That it has a sense is é
necessary condition of its being a proposition; and a
sufficient condition is that it asserts that this sense
(i.e, the state of affairs in question) exists, or does

not exist. By asserting the existence of the unique

situation which it depicts, a proposition, so to speak.

"1, This point has been convincingly argued, but in more
general context by R.Cartwright, Vide: ™Propositions”
. in R.J.Butler {Ed.) Analytic Philosovphv pp. 81-103




30

éomes down off the fence, commits itself to'one of'two
Hossibjlities, and. so lays itself open to empirical
r‘;;’efutationc A proposition says that what it mesans exists,
(which is by no means the same thing as saying that it
“has a meaning, cf 3.332).

In conclusion, then, we wish to maintain the

following, concerning Wittgenstein's terminological usage:

»~

A Tatsache (fact) is an existing Sachverhalt (sate of affairs).

A Satzzeichen (propositional sign, sentence) is a Tatsache

and is obtained by describing a Satz (proposition,assertion)

in semantically neutral language. A Satz is a Symbol, it

has a unique sense which is the Sachverhalt which it depicts,

But, in addition to the Sachverhalt which it pictures, a

Satz also makes an assertion about the existence, (or in the
case of a negative proposition: the non-existence) of what

it pictures. A proposition is identical with this assertion.
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PART T1: WHAT CAN BE SAID

The Tirst remarks dn the nature of the self occur

at 5.541 - 5.422, and they concern the empirical self

or "soul", as the standard English translation has it.

As the soul is the proper object of study of psycholégy,

(5,542 & 5,641), and-is that which "believes", "has the

thought..." etc, the German "die Seele" would have been

better translated "mind", for this is clearly whaé

Wittgenstein meant by the word in all its occurences,

except, possibly, 6.4321. I shall however, continue to

follow the established convention, merely pointing out

that the word "soul” is employed shérn of all religious

connotations, The soul is simply that which thinks, intends,

believes and so on, And, as we shall see, it does not exist.
Why does Wiftgenstein feel the need to comment on

the existence of The soul,.when, as we have seen, his

concern was with formal conditions for the possibility of

the world? The following considerations, I believe, make

".such an excursion imperative.

“"A proposition 1s a trﬁthefunction of elementary
propositions” (5), and conversely: "Elementary propositions
are the Truth arguments of propositions", (5,01). This is
the kernel of Wittgenstein“s logical atomism. Ordinery
propositions,; if they are to have the determinate sense

that Wittgenstein demands, (3.23) must be built up out of



elementary propositions,; because 1t 1s only at the level

?f the elementéry proposition that language "hooks onto

%he world directly."” The.rules governing the building up

bf elementary into molecular propositions are the rules

of truth-functional logic, outlined at 5.101. This doctrine

is generally referred to as the princivple of extensionality,

which was stated by Russell as follows:l -

I. The truth-value of any function of a proposition
depends only upon the truth valus of the argument,
i.e. 1f p and g are both truve or both false, then
any sentence containing p remalns true or false,
as the case may be, if q is substituted for p,

I1I. The. truth-value of any function of a function
depends only on the extension of the function,
i.e. 1T whenever fx 1s true, gx is true, and
vice versa, then any sentence about the function
f remains true or false, as the case may be, if

o

g is substituted for f.

In the Zractatus this is summarized thus: "propositions
occur in other propositiohs onlv as the bases of truth
operations", (5,54. See also 4,41, 4,51, 5.501, 5,234 % 5.3).
In other words, one proposition cannot occur in another |
proposition without its determining the truth-valus of the
latter.

Mow there is a certain class of propositions which I

. . s 2 . . .
shall call intensional vrovositions, which prove, prima facie,

-
!

refractory to this type of truth-functionzl analys’ s,

A

1. B. Russell, Inguiry into Meaning and Truth, p.211

2, This name is guite arblitrary; and is merely meant to
stand in conitrast to the term "extensionsl", The
distinction betwesn Yintensional® and "intentional" is

not relievant here.
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Intensional propositions contain component propositions,

and the truth value of the former is independent of that of
|

1

the latter. Consider the statement: "I helieve it is
faining”,'let us call it "P"., P contains the component
proposition it is raining", call it "p". The truth

value of P is independent of the truth value of p, for I
can believe that. it is raining even thoug% it is not, and
it can be false that I so'believe, even though it is in
fact raining. Now this strikes right to the heart of
Wittgenstein's whole theory, fof if we allow that intens-

ional propositions constitute a bona fide exception to the

S

princirle of extenslonality, then many of the must funda-

mental tenets of the Tractarian system will have to be
abandoned, (e.g. the whole analytic programme, the
independence of elementary propositions, the necessary
existence of objects, the definiteness of sénse of all
propositions, and so on,) It is therefore incumbent uponp

Wittgenstein to provide some alternative account of

ntensional propositions, showing that they do not consti-

fe

a threat to the principle of extensionality. This he

ct
[

-.tu
does in sections 5.541 to 5.5421, and it is here that he
is drawn into commenting on the naturevof the soul.

The paradigmatic form of intensional statements is:

A f's (that) p, where "A'" refers to or names an individual,

"f" is a verdb such as "believes", "asserts"”, "denies}
"thinks", etc., and “p", any proposition, We seem, in

fact, to have a proposition which asserts the obtaining



of a rzlation between an idividuwal, A, and a complex, D,

and thisc was indeed the way that Russell had analysed

|
. . 1. . -
intensional statements,” Now, gquite «part from truth

functional considerations, this way of construing these
propositions was not open to Wittgenstein, who repeatedly
insists on the categorical difference between facts and

things, (it is the very first distinction}he draws in the
Tractatus, see 1.1). His whole theory of meaning depends

upon his successfully distinguishing things, (names or objects)
from facts, (provpositions or states of affairs). Only by

doing this can he avoid Frege's disastrous assertion that
propositions are composite names (4.431). And so, when the

intensional statement: A believes that v, is fully analysed,

there can be no reference to an individual, A, Wittgenstein's
theory of judgement must make no reference to a judge!

Wittgenstein was not only following the dictates of
criticizing Russell's theory of judgement, (5,5422), and
offering a more consistent, though far from intuitively
. obviocus alternative. Russell stated his theory of judgement

2

as follows:

Let us consider a complex object composed of two

parts, a and b, standing to each other in the

relation R. The complex object "a-in-the-relation-
R-to-b" may be capable of being mnerc:ived; when

1. B. Russell, Principia lMathematica, 2nd Ed., Vol. I, p.43

2, loc, cit.



perceived, 1t is perceived as one object,
Attention may reveal that it is complex; we
then judge that a and b stand in the relation
R. This judgement of perception, considered

as an actual occurrence, is a relation of four
terms, namely a and b and R and the percipient.

Wittgenstein objected to the Russellian account, an
objection which he communicated to Russell in a letter

of June, 1913.

.¢e:l can now express my objection ®o your theory of
judgement exactly: I believe it is obvious that

from the proposition "A judges that (say) a is

in a relation R to b", if correctly analysed,
. the proposition: "aRb v~aRb" must follow without

tThe use of any other premise, This condition is

not fulfilled by your theory.

Russell seems 1o have found this a valid objection, for a
‘month later Wittgenstein wrote: "I am sorry to hear that my
objection to your theory of judgement paralyses you", This

same peralysing objection makes its appearance in the
Tractatus at 5.5422. Though the remark is rather cryptic
it is further amplfied in the “Notes on Logicﬁ; written two
months after the above quoted letter:
Every right theory of judgement must make it
impossible for me tTo judge that "this table
penholders the book",... the structure of the

proposition must be recognized, and then the
rest is easy,

‘In summary we can say that Wittgenstein's analysis
of intensional prepositions must fulfill the following
requirements:

1) Intensional propositions must be shown to be, on

analysis, either truth-functional, or mal-formed.

1¢ N.’ P'96



2) There muss be no recourse to the possibility of
objects entering into relations with facts,
3) It must be impossible for a piece of nonsense %o be
a judgemeht.
L) The deficiences of %he Fregean, Bradelian and Russellian
theories must.be overcome,
The reguired analysis of intensiona% statements is
provided at 5.542, It is short and, as J.0.Urmson has

remarked, "it 1s a passage of almost impenetrable'obscurity”1

It is clear that "A believes that p", "A has
the thought p" and "A says p" are of the form
" 'p' says p ": and this does not involve a
correlation of a fact with an object, but
rather a correlation of facts by means of the
correlation of their objects. :

Now in fact this analysis of the logical form of judgement
fulfils the four conditions listed above, and so is both
consistent and adegquate within the terms of the Tractatus.
What concerns us here, however, are the implications which
Wittgenstein draws from this analysis, These implications
are stated in the succeeding propositicn:

This shows that there is no such thing as

the soul -~ <The subject etc. as it is

conceived in the superficial psychology of

the present day. Indeed a composite soul

would no longer be a soul. (5.5421)

The 'obvious' interpretation of 5.3421 runs something

4N W

like ‘this: "Wittgenstein i1s here talking sbout the soul or

1. J. 0. Urmson, Philosophical Analvsis, Oxford, 1967
Oxford Univ.rsity Press. p. 133 :




mind. He says that it exists, but not as conceived by
contemporary psychology. The psychologist conceives the
soul as complex, and a complex soul would be & contra-
diction in terms. The soul must %herefore be simple."
Some credibility i1s given to this reading by the remark
at 5.641: "the philosophical self is not the human body,
or the soul with whicﬁ psychology deals, bat rather the
metaphysical subject, the limit of the world." Obviously,
then, the soul is not a philosophical concept, bu% belongs
to the natural sciences =~ even if they do misconceive
it, )
But here the "obvious interpretation” breaks down,
for it leads to this dilemma: as an empirical entity the
soul can only be one of two things; either it is an object,
and simple, or it is a fact, and complex, If it is an.object
and simple, it 1s incapable of picturing, thinking,
believing or what have you. If on the other hand it is
a fact it is necessafily complex, and hence_”no longer a
soul”. One alternative leaves us with an object picturing
".a fact, an 'impossibility' which the theory was precisely
désigned to avoid, while the other, Wittgenstein flatly
asserts, "ein Unding is’c“.1
The conclusion seems to be at this point that the

soul does not exist at all, Psychology does not merely

1, Azain Kant comes close to maintaining the same doctrine,

- .and for the same reasons; Vide: second Pzaralcogism; on
The simplicity of the soul. "Althougi the whole of the
thought could be divided and distributed among many
subjects, the subjective "1I" can never be thus divided
and distributed, and it is this "I" which we presuppose
in 21l thinking." Criticue of Pure Reason, trans. Kemp
Smith, London: Macmillan, 1933 (A 354) ‘ ’




misconceive the soul through its superficiality, it

is rather, in its entirety a misconception -- it is

trying to study something that does not exist. That

this was in fact Wittgenstein's considered position will
become clearer when Qe have examined "the thinking I",
which is the soul under a different guise,

2. The Thinking I

E

The considerations rehearsed in the pfeceding
section lead to the conclusion which Wittgenstein.states,
only apparently dogmatically, at 5.,631: "There is no
such {hing as' the subject %hat thinks or entertains
ideas.” Witigenstein is not denying that thinking occurs,
but merely that there is a subject that does the
thinking, There exist,; in other words, only thoughts.

In his lectures (as recorded by G. E. Moore), Wittgenstein
"quoted with apparent'approval Lictenbergs saying:
'Instead of "I think” we ough®t to say "It thinks!®

(It being used, as he szid, s 'Es' is used in 'Es
blitzet')",l”Now it is becoming clear", Wittgenstein .
wrote in the‘ngghgokﬁg "why I thought that thinking

and language were the same, For thinking is =a kihd of
language. For a thought too is a logiczal picture of the
proposition, and therefore just 1s a kind of proposition"

(12,9.16).

1. G. E, Moore, Philosovhical Papers,london: George Allen
and Unwin, 1938, p. 309.




Thig is the only solution open to Wittgenstein
commensurate with the ontology outlined in the opening
propositions of the Tractatus, for if the “"world is Khe
Totality of facts, not of things", and "each can be the
case or not the case while everything else remains the
same", then it follows that a thought, which is a fact,
cannot be; in the last analysis, logically dependent upon

»
any other fact. Thought cannot be dependent upon a subject
To think it. And so, what ever the subject isg it cannot
be the ‘'possessor' of thoughts or experiences, or the
'medium® in which these cccur. P.F.Strawson has called

Tthis "the no-ownership theory of the self",” and as far

as Wittgenstein's analysis of the empirical self is

concerned,; this is not an inappropriate label, If one
wére to furnish a Qomplete list af everyuhing in tﬁe world,
then thoughts would appear on this list, being facts. But
the subject who had these thoughts could not be itemized
(see 5.631), because no such subject exists as an empirical
entity. "The I is not an object" (8.8.16) and-it is not |
a faect (5.5421), so it does not exist "in the world":
| Where ig.the world is the subject to be found?

The subject does not belong in the world: rather

it is a limit of the world, (5.632 - 5,633)
To apply the phrase "no-ownership doctrine” to the
Tractarian thecry as a whole, however, 1is nothing shor?®

of inept. The willing I and the metaphysical I are the

F ta_Studles in the

1,-P. F. Strawson, "Persons”, Minneso
Philosophy of Science, Vol II, 1953
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prossessors nouv only of all experience, but of the world
itself,

This is to anticipate, however; and at the moment
our concefn is with the empirical self, and the reasonsg
for the belief in its existence being Fmere superstition”,
(L,8.16)., Yet ancther approach, leading to the denial of
the existence of the soul involves the liberal use of

»
Occam's razor., "Occam's maxim is, of course, not an

arbitrary rule; nor one that is justified by its ‘success

in practice: its point is that unnecessary units in a

‘sign language meén nothing." (5.47321). It would seem

that the sign; “soul” is one of ﬁhese;'and that this is
the case can be shown by demonstrating that there is no
rdle for the soul in any of the doctrines propounded in
the Tractatus, They are meant to function without human
intervention, so to speak, I shall restrict my
examination, (1) to the central doctrines of the Eyactafﬁs
and (2) to those, the standard interpretation of which

demands the existence of an empirical self.

3) The Thought (i) Assertion,

In "The Thought" Frege distinguished the following:1

1, The apprehension of a thought -- thinking.

2, The recognition of the truth of a thought --
judgement.

The msnifestation of this judgement -~
asservion,

1. G. Frege, "The Thousghf: A Togical Incuiry", in
P, F. Strawson (Ed.,) Philosovhical Ingic, p.22




In all Th:?e cases, the Thought,. i.e. that which is

rted etc., may be the same, e.g.

that p is the case, The Thought is the sense of a
b

proposition that can be trus or false, It is objective

et

and atemporal.” In Frege's theory of judgement, therefore,;
there exists a radical dichotomy between the Thought and
thinking. Vhereas one.is objective and eternal, the other
is a temporal subjective mental process. Because of this

-

Frege introduced signs into his Begriffschrift Tto indicate
L)

Th

o]

—~

whether a particular prOﬂO‘i tion, ught), was to be
assér%ed, judged or merely entertained.

Wittgenstein saw that this whole gporoach led to
insuperabls difficulties, If 1t is WE who do the asserting,
then the thought itself does not éssert anything. In which
case it 1is difficult to see how a mental act can be Trus
or false, (I do not know whether Frege regardsd the act
of assertion as a mentzl act, like intending, or as a
physical act like uttering a sentence,; -= in fact it
doesn't matter. The important point is that, for him
assertin judging, thinking are all things WE do with
. prOﬂosiﬁions (or Thoughts), dnd not something they do
themselves,.) As was seen at the end of the last section,
Wittgenstein is obliged to offer a different analysis,
one which does not give tThe leading r.le to The thinking

1.

1. I am employing "the Thou ‘ht"” in a technical sense,
and will capitalize it %to avoid confusion,



The deficiencies of

and thinking are overcome by Wittgensliein in two simple

put profoundly important steps:
(1) incorperate all assertive force within the Thought
itself, and (2), identify the Thought with the proposition:
A thought is a proposition with a sense (4)
A proposition shows how things stand if it i

true. And 1t savs that thev do so stand. (4.022).
my italics.) *

And it is precisely this double move that enables
Wittgenstein to dispense with the services of the thinking

I. If the thought asserts itself;, There is no need for an

3

s 1T is

1=

asserter, And if the thought just 1s a propositior

a non-psychological entity and consequently is not depesndent
for iis existence upon a thinker, or mind, We must see
exactly how this is worked out in detail.

Fr, G, Colombo, as a comment on Wittgenstein's

N

picture theory, has asked why we should not regard the
state of affairs as a picture of the proposition that would
normally be said to describe it. Or, mores shortly: Why is
not the world a piciture of language?  liss Anscombe has
tried to answer this guestion, and the gist of her answer
is that, there is basically, (logically), no reason why

the world should not be regarded as a plciure of language.

She simply points out that as a mattzr of Fact it is not

Y,

usually so regarded, "All the internal features" she

1., Vide G, E. M., Anscombe, An Introduction to Wittzenstein's

<

rzctatus., London, Hutechinson, 1959, ». 67,



writes,,”afe supposed to be 1ldentical in the propositior

(or describing fact) and the described fact."l
This, nowever, is a badly mistaken interpretation,

and one to which someone who has elsewhere written so

sensibly about assertion ought to have been wise,2 A

proposition, for Wittgenstein, did two things, and not

one as the standard interpretation of the picture theory

»

would have us believe. Not only does a proposition “mirror"

“Picture", "describe” or "show" a certain state of affairs,

it also asserts that that state of gffairs exists: "A
proposition shows how things stand if true., And it says
that they do so stand.," (4.,022). And moreover it is the
proposition, gua proposition, that does the asserting, and
not (pace Anscombe, Colombo, Pitcher et al.) we who use a
proposition to assert. The world cannot therefore have
The same status as language, because the world does not
assert that any thing is the case, (Nor indeed could it
for other reasons; as 1t is itself zll that is the case,
there is nothing left which it could assert to exist!)

I have long felt that the Terms "description” and
"picturing"” are misleading when used to epitomize the

'semantic theory of Tthe Tractatus, for while language is

descriptive, this is not all that it is, By ignoring

1. Vide G. E. M. Anscombe, &n Introductlion to Witteensitein.s

Tractatus, London, Hutchinson, 1959, p.67

2, 0p. cit., p.113 et seq.



the asssrtive function of language, dilficulties are

engendeved, (like Fr. Colombo's perplexity,) which are

not endemic to the Tractatus.

here are two arguments in favour of the inter-

l‘;!
s

pretation I have offered: one of Tthem is Wittgenstein's,
though it does not appear in the Tractatus. In the
- P Pronciirmnrcs ol ool St
Notebooks he wrote:
»

Can one negate a picture? No, And in this

lies the difference betwssn a plciture and

2. proposition. The picture can serve as g

proposition. But in that case something

gets added to it which brings it about that

it now says something, (26.11.14)
In the second place; if a proposition is merely a picture
of a possible state of affairs, it cannot be true or false
A picture of an impossible state of affairs is impossible,
and so all pictures would be logically on a par,: what
they picture might exist, It is only beczuse Wittgensteinian
pictures claim that what they picture aciually exists,
that thsy are potentially right or wrong, Itrue or Talse.
As D, S, Schwayder has remarxed: "Wittgensteln is more to
be criticized for his linguistic theory of pictures than
‘for his picture theory of language."

Besides these zrguments, tThere 1s a certain amount

tein's considered opinion,

0

of evidence tThat this was Wittgen

in his treatment of Frege's assertion sign., "k ", This sign

1. D. S. Schwayder; "On the picture theory of languages",
in I.i.Copi and R.W.3eard, Essays on #ittgenstezin's
Tractatus p. 305,
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meant that the ensuing proposition was to be "asserted
as true". Arnd what-ever else 1t may have been, this
asserting was something we, as the users of language do:

As stage thunder is only apparent thunder...

so stage assertion is only apparent assertion.

««» Therefore it must still always be asked

about what is presented in the form of an indic-

ative sentence whether it really centains an

assertion. And this question must be answered

in the negafive, if the requisite seriousness

is lacking. *
Wittgenstein was contemptuous of this whole approcach, both
because of its logical shortcomings, (e.g. difficulties
over negative propositions and false propositions), and
also because of its incipient psychologism, "Frege's
judgement stroke: 'k '" he writes, "is logically quite
meaningless®, (4,442), It is meaningless because it is-
.useless: 1t does not distinguish anything from anything
else, It is otiose, because there can be no such thing
as an unasserted proposition; propositions are assertions.
And so the sign 'k ' falls prey to Occam's razor, It is
not you or I that says that », it is " 'p' says p ", (5.542)

I turn now from an examination of assertion to an
examination of meaning, (both sense and reference,) and
its relation to the non-existence of the empirical ego.
(ii) leanin

"Meanirg" isg a potentially dangerous term to employ

with reference to the Tractatus, for 1t has in that context

2. Op. Cit., p.22
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a2 number of different meanings. The three I wish to
concentrate upon are:

{a) To mean; something a person does. (cf. intend)

(b)' Reference; something a name has (Bedeutung)

(c) Sense: ' something a proposition has, (Sinn)
While it is ihperative that we distinguish these three
meanings of "meaning", they are not metaphysically inde-

-

pendent, for only if names have references can a proposition
have sense, (6.53, and 3,211 with 3.381), and only if a
proposition has sense can we mean it, (5.5422, c.f, 4),
and, finally. names only have reference in the context of
a ‘proposition, (3.3). So (b) and {(c) are mutually dependent,
while (a) is dependent upon (b) and hence indirectly upon
(c). |

The question is now toc be answered: To what extent,
if any, are (c) and (b) dependent on (a)? Wittgenstein's
theory of the self is internally inconsistent if there is
any sort of dependence here, for this would furnish the
empirical ego with an inescapable metaphysical rdle,

Conspilcuous by'its avsence from the Tractarian
account of the workings of language is any mention of a
speaker or hearer; someone who will think the thoughts,
entertain the propositions, compare them with reality
and so on. this omission I believe, was entirely
intentional on Wittgenstein's part, though this is a
disputed thesis. G. Pitcher, for example, writing about

Wittgenstein's analysis of intensional propositions,



like :"4 believes that p," says:

What we are ssserting, To summarize, is (a)

| that a certain propositional sign "p" (wnich
‘ is a fact) occurs in A's mind, and, (b) that

there algc occursg in A's mind an act of intention,
whereby tThe objects constituting the mental
propositional sign are correlated with the objects
constituting the fact in the world.... which A's
thought is of,

That at some point Wittgenstein must have recourse 1o some
"act of intention” in the setting up of tHe correlations
between name-things and named-things is a particularly

widespread misinterpretation., According to liiss Anscombe,

>

for example: "The correlating 1s not something the pilcture
2

does, it is something we do." Now one passage in favour

of this interpretation might be the following:

The reason why "Socrates is identical" is
meaningless 1s that there is no property called
"identical”, The proposition is ncnsensiczal
because WE have failed to make arn 2rbitrarv
determinztion, and not bacause the sywbol in
itself would be illegitimate ' v italics).

One of thess "arbitrary determinatior % might be argﬁed,

is the correlating of name with object -~ or rather: of

'a certain picture element’ with 'a certain simple constituent
of a possible state of affairs',; for a name can only be a

name in the context of a proposition, (4.23)., We can never
simply refer to an object, reference ohly occurs in pro-
positional contexts. But surely this is the reason why the
Anscombe~Pitcher account of the so-cailzad "act of corre-

lation" mus®t be rejected, for such an zctivity is imvossible.

i. G. Pitcher, The Philosopnhy of Wittgenstein, p.l151,
my italics.

2. Op, cit., p.68




It-is impossible outside a proposition, and within
propc¢sition 1t has, so to speak, already been done.

s was pointed out above, reference 1s 2 prereguisite

of sense and sense 1s a preresguisite of reference, The
two things must therefore be simultaneous, coming
together in a well formed proposition as if by magic.

(Later in life Wittgenstein did in fact characterize this

|

whole account of reference as "occult” and "hocus—poéus").
For the Anscombe-Pitcher act of correlation to be possible,
it would have to be pessible to refer to, pick out or

name objects “in isolation, i.e. objects considered inde-

pendently of the states of affairs of which they are

possible constituents. Objects, however, are simple, (2.02),

}.._l
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though they do have "internal” and "externa
"If I know an object, though I need not know all its

external properties, I must know 1ts internal properiies?,
(2.01231). This must not, however, be taken "

an ovbject can be know independently of Ths possibilities

of its occurring in siates of affairs, for The internal

1}

r Lhan these

propertiss of an object are none oth

possibilities:

Things are independent in so far as they can
occur in all possible situations, but this
form of independence, is a form of connsxion
with states of affairs; a form cf derzzndence,
(2,0122).

If I can imagine cobjects combined in 'states
of affairs, I cannot imagine them excluded from
the vossibilitv of such cembinatinns, (2,0121)

1751, (2) %3



It.is this impoésibility of isolating =n object, and
hence of giving a meaning to a primitive sign or name
éutside the proposition, that leads o the impenetirable
logical circle that lies at the heart of the Tractatus,
vitiating most of the doctrines contained therein, This
is how Wittgenstein formulates it;

The meanings of- primitive signs can be made

clear by means of elucidations, Elueidations are

propositions that contain the primitive signs,

So they can only be understood if the meanings

of those signs are already know, (3.263).
On the one hand Witigenstein wants to say that "The
meanings of primitve signs must be explained to us if
we are to understand them" (4.,026), while on the other, he
cannot allow reference to Tthe objects which are the meanings
of these primitive signs, outside a propositional context
(3.3, 4.23). But the proposition must be undersitood, before.
the individual referents can be known, (3,263).1

That there are great, almost certainly insuperablé
difficulties here, I do not wish for a moment to deny,
Wittgenstein himself has done more than anyone to criticisge
and demolish this "occult" account of reference, (which
is, incidentally, the essence of a “"private language"),
But, despite the "hocus-pocus" at the‘centre of this
theory, that no "act of correlation” is involved I am
sure was'Wittgenstein's considered opiniuvn, The possibility

of such an act would have broken the logical circle of

1. This guestion 1s examined in greater detaill in the
section on sovlipsism, see below,
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of 3.5 3, That this paradox stands, vitiating so much
of the Tractarian semantic is stro ong testament to Wittgenstein's

'

desire 1o rid the Tractatus of peoplz, And that the whole
process is nothing short of miraculous is no reason for

believing that Wittgenstein did not subscribe to it at this

So far we have .seen that Wittgenstein's account of
the way propositions assert, (which I belgeve to be'correct)p
and the way names refer, (which I believe to be manifestly
absurd), involve no act of assertion or act of correlation
on the part of any speaker, thinker or language user. I come
now to the most difficul®t problem: Is the sense of a proposiﬁion
something it has de jure, by virtue of its being a proposition
.and because of its internal featﬁres, or de facto, because
we have given it one? In other words, is the medning of
language intrinsic to language, or is 1it, either immediately
or ultimately, dependent on an extrinéic'significanqe——endowing
act or activity. On the whole, Wittgenstein's answers to these
queétions would ssem To be that language,'like logic, functions.
impersonally and autonomously, solely by virtue of its
internal features, (at least at the empirical_level, to which

I am for the moment resitricting myself),

The difficulty is to

reconcile this view vith such apparently contradictory remarks

-

‘as: “A propositional sign, zoplied ana thought out, is a

le

o’

thought.” (3.5 My italices), and: "We use the perceptil

sign of a provosition as the projectiorn of a possible state

of affairs. The method is to think the senss of the
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proposition.” (3.11, my italics). These two quotations
would seem to suggest that language cannot have sense in
complete independence of the significance given to it by
people who use it. G.Hallet has expressed this interpretation
(somewhat‘unsubtlely) in these words: "It is the act of
meaning wnich makes our sentence a pilcture of reality (4.021).
To become a thought, a proposition, (4), the propositional
sign must be applied-and thought out, (3.5). So the problem
of discrepancies between signs and meaning is solved in
2 similar fashion in both Tractatus and Notebooks [no ref-

erences given): by the ccnnecting act of meaning the signs.™

This interpretation has as iits basis a certain meta-

physical formula, viz; symbol n'sign = meaning, or, meaning
+ gign = symbol. In other words we take the propositional
sign, which is a brute {(non-significant) fact, and we endow
it with meaning, so that it becomes a symbol, There is some
evidence that Wittgenstein occasionally lapsed into this
lazy way of characterizing ths difference between sign and
symbol. (Compare, for example 3,1431 with the remark in the
Notebooks: "Things acquire significance oaly through their
relation to my will", (15.10.16.)).The essence of Hallel's
view is that a sign is a mere physical thing which is made

4

meaningful by an act of intention. The whole ’sign-plus-

)

act-of-intention’ is a symboi,

i, ¢. Hallett, S. J., Wittzenstein's Definition of leaning
as Use, p.30 Bronx: Fordham University Press, 1967
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Wittgenstein, however, characterizes the differeiice

hY

between a sign and a symbol in this way: "A sign is what can
be perceived of a symvol"” (3.32). A sign is therefore, and
Hallet woula agree, '‘a physical thing, (marks on parper,

vibrations in the air, etc.), but this is not all it is.

Wittgenstein does not say: "A sign is something that can
be perceived", rather he says it is "what can be perceived

W . . .
of a symbol., A necesgsary conditicn, therefore, of something's

»

being a sign is that it 1s already a symbol, it alreadv has

significance. The phrase "a meaningless sign" is-a self

D
'!,.J-

contradiction. It follows therefore that ther s neither

the possibility, of, nor a fortiori the need to take the sign

up and transform it intd a symbol by an act of intention. If
it is a sign then it already has meaning, i.e., is a symbol,
This explains the otherwise incomprehensible remark at 5.4732:
"We cannot give a sign the wrong sense.” Not only does a

sign already have a sense, it has a unique sense - (though

it is not necessary to consider this sense if we are talking
about the sign gua sign.) That every sign has a unigue sense
is borne out by The remark at 3.25: "a proposition has one and
only one complete analysis." If any fact‘was votentially =a
symbol, merely waiting for the appropriate act of intention

to transform it, then there woﬁld be no reason why a propositional
sign should not have an indefinite number of analyses,
correspunding to the indefinite number of different acts of
intention with which it might be endowed with significance,

2

The mistake that Pitcher and Hallet®t make is %o assume that
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in order for one to be able to treat something as "simply X",
it muét be simply X. But we can treat a symbol as a sigiie
i,e. as hav.ng no significance, even though it does in fact
"have a sense. A sign must be a symbol, otherwise it is not
even a sign.

So now it is possible To dispense with the whole
business of "acts of .intention" and interpret gquite literally
Wittgenstein's totally impersonal sccount of the way language

works:

One name stands for one thing, another for another
thing, and they are combined with one another. In
this way the whole group -~ like a tableau-vivant,
preserits a state of affairs. (4,0311) -

At This point it only remains to establish exactly

l..n

what Wittgenstein meant by:"A propositional sign, applied
and thought out, is a thought”, for we have ruled out what
must be the obvious interprétation, Once it is acknowledged
that, for Wittgenstein, even a concept like "thought" has
been divestéd of all psychological and epistemological ”
connotations, the avpparent contradictions disappeafw A
thought is nothing more than a well formed proposition, (4).
And here Wittgenstein follows Frege. But unlike Frege,
Wittgenstein does not need an act of thinking, (judging,

A

asserting etc,) to make it Ycome alive", "Does not my study
of sign languages™ he asks; "correspond ©T0 the study of
thought processes, which philosophers used To consider so
essential ©vo the philosophy of logic?%.,Yes. And it 1is Dbecause

language, and language alone refers, namss, means, asserts



and pictures,; that he is able to do this., D.F.Pears, in a
recent study of Wittgenstein,i has referred to the "lunar
landscape of the Iractatus", aud this description is apt,

if only because the Tractatus is almost totally uninhabited,
The doctfines propounded therein are meant, at ieast at the-
empirical level, to function without human intervention.
And; indeed; so They must for "There is. no such thing as the
soul®. (5.631 & 5.5421), .
On this point,; however, Wittgenstein can justly be

accused of an overstatement which is potentially misleading.

His conclusion ought to have been that, in_a ceritain sense,

there 1s no "such thing as the soul or thinking subject. And

3

even if we admit that this is the most important sense, still

the gqualification needs to be made, for it allows us to

conclude,; as I Think we should, that in a certain sense there

is such a thing as the soul or thlnklnv subject. This

conclusion is incompatible with tne formulauwon that Wittgenstein

ad

gives at 5.,5421 and 5.631. It is a conclusion, however, that

his theory as a whole allows and invites us‘to draw.,
The analysis of the logical form of intensional

statements shows that "there is no such thing as the soul -

the subject." It does this by showing that when an intensional

seems tc occur reference

[0

proposition - whithin which ther
to an indiwvidual or a mind - is analysed, all reference to,

or mention of this individual disappears. "A believes p"

i

i. D. P, Pears. uittgenstein, .85
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becomes ¥ 'p' says p ". The mind of the individual is reduced

to the propositional sign "p" in Jjust those cases where what

is believed is proposition p. This analysis holds for every-

thing

that A believes, hopes, intends, wishes, denies, asserts

or thinks. A, as a thinking conscious being is therefore

nothing but a bundle or totality of propositional signs. As

we saw earlier, 3 propositional sign is a proposition regarded

e

»
as a (non-significant) fact, and a fact is a complex of objects.

Now one might well wish to know at this point what sort of

objects constitute these psychical T
as the objects consitituting the res

a sepa

cts, Are they the sane

o

4
L

of Tthe world, or is there

ratespecies of psychical object? To put this in more

2

ional terminoclogy: Is Wittgensteln's theory basically

materiszlistic or dualistic? This question was of no interest

to Wittgenstein, who thought that it was. a matter for the

natural sciences to settle (cf. 5.61), This is how Wittgenstein

replied %o a question of Russell's about the nature of the

objects which constitute a thought:

Iater

but I know that it must have such constituents which
correspond to the words of language. Agalin, the kind
of relation of the thought and the perceived fact is
irrelevant. It would be a matter of psychology 1o
find out. (N. ».129),

I don't know what the constituents of a Thought are,

in the same letter he wrote:

Does 2. Gedanke consist of words?" NO{ But of psychical
constituents that have the same relatlion to reality

as words. What these constituents are I don't know,
(I\‘Is palBO)u

The conclusion that the mind is nothing more than an

agcrezate or bundle of propositional signs 1s a somewhat
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counter-intuitive notion, but I think That some senses can
be made of it, especially if the equivalent Humean analysis

:

is berne in mind. For a fact Teo be regarded as a propogitional

sign, as we have seenl, it must already have a sense, in
other words it must already be a proposition., But, at 4, we
are told that a proposition is simply a thought. What
Wittgenstein is asserting is that the mind is nothing more
than the sum total of-thoughts that wouldenormally, and
misleadingly, be said to occur therein. What he is denying
ig that there is any principle of unity to be foﬁnd at the
-empirical level, which would tie together this bundle of
propositions: making them distinctively the products of one
mind., As facts, thoughts take their place as components of
the worlid, andé so any one "can be the case or not the case,
while everything else remains the same”™ (1.,21), The “"fact®
thet certain thoughts are my thoﬁghts is not, on Wittgenstein's
anelysis, a fact at a2ll. It is not an existent écmplex of
objects. (The thought itself is an existent complex of

objects, and so is a fact; but that it ig my Thought is

something that cannot be said. As we shall see in the section

yet

on solipsism, 2ll thoughts are my thoughis. This is
anotﬁer consequence of the limits which Wittgenstein places
on the possibility of communication at 3.263.)

One of the most peculiar consequences of the foregoing

is that to say of a certain person that he has a ceritain thought

!. See avove, Introduction, Section 3.
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is to state a necessary truth. {(Wittgenstein denled of course,
that a necessary truth could be stated, but if one is to

write about the Tractatus it 1s necessary to proceed ag if

such things can be said.) The expression " 'p' says p ", as
it occurs in the analysis of intensional probosi ions, has
therefore the peculiar status of a "transcendental tautology".
It is one of these statements which would be true - if only
they could be asserted at all. The truth 'of this proposition
however, 1s something that cannot be said but can only be shown.
As Wittgenstein remarks in the concluding paragravhs of the
Tractatus:

6. 54 uy propositions serve as elucidations in the

following way: anyone who. understands me eventually

recognizes them ag nonsensical, when he has used

them -~ as steps - to climb up beyond them, (He must,

so to speak, throw away tThe laddar aftew he has

climbed up it.
The "pronositlon"~ 'p! says p is one of these elucidations.
And so it does not con51t1~uue an exoe tion to the thesis
of extensionality, because it is, after all, not a well;formed
_sentence in the first place,1

The conclusgion which Wittgenstein reaches, as regards
the empirical ego or mind is thus the same as Hume's
conclusion, but transposed from an epistemological to a

logico-linguistic key. Hume said that wnenever hD looked into

1, DMiss Anscombe has offered a different analysis of the logical
status of " 'p' says p"., She claims that it isg an empirical
proposition, because 1t is a contingent matter that "p" says
p. Unfortunately her account is contradicted by 2.174, 2.2273,
3,332, 4,21, end others. Butb the most basic objection to her
account is Lhat, given her analysis, intensional propositions
still prove an exception to the thesis of extensionality. If
it is logically possible for " 'p' says p" to be false, then
it is possivle for "A Dbelieves p" To be false, in which case



58 -
himself The never found himselfl without a perception, and
he nevér‘found anything but the perception. He concluded that
the self was merely a "bundle"” of these perceptions., For
Wittgenstein a perception or a thougnht was a fact that was
correlated in certain ways with a state of affairs. The mind
disintegrates into the totality of these thoughts and
perceptions. But a thought is a proposition, and so the mind
becomes 2 totality of propositions; i.e. a”totality of facts
that picture states of affairs. But the world too is the
totality of facts, and 1t is this symmetry between the world
and the self which leads to some of Wittgenstein's most

eculiar conclusions about the self. These will be our concern
e

in the next part of this thesis.

esesscOnt'd

the Truth value of "4 believes p" is not deternined by the
truth value of its component proposlticns: the truth of p is
irrelevaat to whether or not A belleves that », (See G.E.il .
Ansgcombe, An Introduction To 'Wittgenstein's Tractatus pp.87-97)
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Before proceeding to an examination of the truths about

the self which cannot be stated, it will be well %o delinezate

more finely the distinction, which was earlier introcduced

provisionally, between what can legitimately be said, and

~ .

what can only be shown. In many ways this is the most important

distinction drawn in the Tractatus. As Wittgenstein himself

insisted in the Preface: "The whole sense pf the book might

be summsd up in the following words: what can be said at all
can be said clearly, and what we cannot talk about we must

‘pass. over in silence." {(Page 3). This point was further
ey ! o 1

emphasized in g letter to Russell:

Now I'm afraid that you havn't really got hold of

my main contention, to which the whole business of
logical propositicns is only a corollary. The main:
point is the theory of what can be expressed bv .
propositions, i.e. by language, (and what comes %o

the same Thing = what can be b?ovgﬂu), and what canno®
be ex Dvessed by propositions but only shown; which,

I belie®, 1s the cardinal problem of philesophy.

Wittegenstein®s doctrine about the meaning of names can
fan} O

be summarized in the following six propositions:

opositions, (&4.23),

b

) Names only occur in elementary p

]

Only names cccur in elementary propositions. (4.22)

Fe
},J .
g

(i

(

(iii) Names only have meaning in the context of én-élementary
proposition, never in isolation. (3.3).

(iv) The mesaning of a name is its bearer. (3. 203

(v) The bearer must be a simple object. (3.211),.

(vi) A name cannot be defined, (3.28).

1. Quotcd by C B,.¥.Anscombe, An Introduction to Withtgenstein's
Tractsztus, p.161  London, Hutchinson, 1959.
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These six propositions form thz nucleus of what must be the

purest example of the " 'Fido', Pido * theory of meaning on

[

record. In later life Wittgenstein himself referred to it zs
"the Lh@ory that points: Here the word; There the meaning.”

However, as he says in the Investigations:

Nothing has so far been done when a thing has been
named. Maming is so far not a move in the language-
game, any more than putting a plilece in 1ts place

on the board is a2 move in chess. It has not even
got a name, except in the language-game. This is
what Frege meant when he sald that a word had
meaning only as a part of a sentence. (P.I. (1), 49)

And,we can add, it is what Wittgenstein meant when he said:
"Only propositibns have sense, Only in the nexus of a
proposition dbes a name have meaning; (Bedeutung)," (3.3).

So names refer, but have no sense, (if they d4id they could
be def} nod) Propositions On‘the other hand, have sense but
do not refer, (if they did, then a false proposition would be

=

meaningless; cf. Frege's difficulties on this point).

s s

tion is an irreducible concatenation of

P

elementafy propos
names, and has therefore two facets: (i) its content, i.e.

the names, and (ii) its form, i}e. The "conzcatenation” of the
nzmes, for while an slementary propos;tion is‘composed

Aentirely of names, it is, as we have seen, not a mere aggregate
or class of names, it is a fact {3.14 & 3.31) and =as éuch it
has.a determinate struclture. An elementary propeosition is

thus a “nexus”, a "concatenation“, its elements are "articulated“
or "logically segmented”, It has, in other words, "logical

form", and +this it 1s which enables it to be a picture of a
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possible gtate of affairs:

Wnat any picture; of whatsver form, must have

in common with reality, in order to depict it -

correctly or anorﬂeﬂtWJ - in any way at all,

is logical form, i.e, the form of reality. (2.18)
and

What any picture must have in common with reality,

in crder t¢ be able to depict it - correctly or

incorrectly = in the way that it does, is pictorial
form. (2.17)

Form is the possibility of structure,; and "structure is "the
way elements hand together”, "the connexion of elements”, So
pictorial form is The possivility of the elements of the

icture (i.e. the names) being combined as they are, It is
what is left‘bverg so to speak, when all the actual pictorial
elements have been replaced by variables., Wittgenstein's
thinking on this mauter can be summarized schematical y Thus:

(1) possession of logical form means that there are (unspecified)

relations subsisting between (unspecified) elements, (2)Posg-

ession of pictorial form means that ithere are these relations

‘,..1

subsisting between the elements (unspecified). (3) Pictoria
‘structure is the obtaining of these relations, between These
elements. What makes an elementary proposition a picture of
reallty is that the pictorial form is identical to the form
of a posslole state of affairs. Thus there is a one-one
correlation between the pictorial elements and the objects
constituting the projected state of affairs., loreover, The
relations subsisting between these objects will be identical
to those subsisting betwsen the pictorial elements, give a

5

rule of projescilon, This is the essence of the picture thesory,
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what it is trying to say cannot be said, and so it will be
meaningless. This 1s the doctrine that the positvists extracted
from the Tractatbus, and, taken in isolation, it is a positivistic
doctrine. But when read with its corollary, the doctrine of
showing; the pilcture theory loses all its positivistic
tendencies. As D.F.Pears has argued, the picture theory, far
from being intended to outlaw as meaningless c¢r inaccesible
the truthe of religion, art morallty and metaphysics, was meant
precisely to protect these. "Such propositions” he writes,
Yare nonsensé because they lack factual sense., But to‘make this
point is not to condemn them as uninfelligible, it is to take
the First step towards understanding them”.l Such truths are
shown, but cannct be said. |

What has been given in the preceeding paragrarhs and in

part 3 of the Iniroduction, is the mechanics of saying. There

is no equivalent account to te given of "the mechanics of

showing". There 1s no way of unpacking or explicating the

concept of showing. Wittgenstein seems to feel that this is
a shoritcoming, and as a compensation offers this sequence of
dogmatic assertions:

Propositions cannot represent logical form; it
is mirrored in them. What finds its reflection
in languabe, language cannot represent. Wnhat
eypreqses itself in language,; we cannot express
by means ci language.

Propositions show the logical form oz.reallty,

1. D. F. Pears, ¥Wittgenstein, p.57




They dis ylay it.
What can be shown, cannct be said, (b,121 & 4,1212)

We can,lhowever, say why what can be shown cannot be saida1

In order for a proposiltion to be capable of descriving reality,
it must have something in common with reality, (4.12, 2,18),

and this "something" is logical form. "Propositionsg can represent
the whole of reality, but they cannot represent what they

2

must have in common with rezlity in order to be able to

represent it". In order to be able to repr;sent logical form,

we would have to be able to "station ourselves, with propositions
somewhere outside logic; i.e, outside the world.™ (4.12).

In ofher words the propositions with which we would intend to
Gescribe loglcal form would need to have something

in common with logical form, which was not iself logical form,
This, of course, is im 0531ole, for a proposition is a fact,
and all facts have, by definition, logical form; the form of
reality, And so they must, for reality 1is composed entirely
of facts, (1.2). What is shown 1s not, therefore, dependent
upon loglc in the same way that what can be szid is, Indeed
logic itself is precisely one of the things which gpt° shown:
;"My fundamental idea 1is that the 'loglca7 conszants' are notb.

representatives; that there can be no representatives of the

logic of facts.” (4,0312).

1. CPF. Kant's rwemark in Foundations of the Metaphvsics ol
Moralg, p.383 Trens, L.W.Beck, New York: Bobbs-lerrill, 1959.
"And g0 we do no% ndee comprehend the [categorical
1mneratlye]; yet we do conprehend' _himcomnrehen51b111ty,
which is all that can Iawrly De oem»ndpd of a2 philosophy

“which in its principles strives to reach the limits of

human reason.”
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most i
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There are indeed things that cannot be put into
words, they make themselves manifest. They are

wnat is mystical. (6.,522)
we have seen,; 1s one of these "Things™, perhaps the

mportant. But the transcendental role of the self is

anocther, and this will be our concern in the remainder of this

study .
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snlike the soul, which, did it exis®, would exist in
he world, the metaphysical I is a "Jimit of the world,

(5,631 & 5.,633). What dces Wittgenstein mean by "limit® or

"boundry ", (Grenze)? The answer that emerges from his use of
the relevant terms is that "form', "essencs” and "limit" are

synonymous.~ Compare, for instance:

It is essential to things that they ‘should be
possible constituents of states of affairs, (2.011)
with
The possibility of its occurring in states of affairs
ig the form of an object. (2.0141)
5.471 we are told that the general form of % e proposition

is the essence of a proposition and, with 6.001 and 4,51, this

learn that in order %o depict a situation a propositicn must

be "essentizally connected” with that situa

is this condition which limits intelligible discourse, (4,12),
But it is not from terminological usage alone that

this triple identity can be inferred. It can be proved to
be a necessary consequence of some of the most fundamental
tenets of the Irechatus. The siruc ture of a complex is defined
as "the connexion of its elements" (2,15), "Obiscts hang in

one another like links in a chain.” {2.03), In order to specify
the structure of a complex, mention must be made of both the

objects involved; and the relations suvsisting between them.
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Form is "the possibility of structufe” (2.033), Form is
the possibility that things (in general) can be thus related.
Form can thus‘be regarded as the limits within which

structure may vary, So we can rewrite: "Empirical reality

is liwmited by the totality of objects" (5.5561), to read:

ﬁhe limite within which empirical reality may vary are
determined by the totality of objJects. But "objects consiitutbe
the substance of the world" (2,021) and "the substance of the
world can only determine a form", whence 1t follows that

form is the same as limit; for "objects contain the possibilities
of all situations® (2,1004), and the possibility of all

-

situations is the 1limit of the world: the logico-ontological

1imit,

ct

s met in language, in th eneral form

'.J-
D
oy

This same limit

ot

e logl

g
Q

of the proposition, and this we can call t o-linguistic
limitn The connexion between these is provided by Wittgenstein
at 2,18: “"What any picture must have in common with reality,
in order to depict it .... is logical form, i.e. the form of
reality,” language and the world are thus "essentially" the
same; they have the same form and the szme limits. The world
has only one limit; if it could have more tThan one limit, |
it could have more than one essence., This, however would mean
that there was more than one world, which contravenes the

-

he Tractatus,

o

ontology outlined in the opening sections of 1
There can only be one "totality of facts”.

A picture represents a possible situation in logical

l.Jl

space (2.02). JTogical space is none other than the general
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form of the propositiony which is the essence of a proposition,

(5.@?1); but this is also the essence of reality, or the limit

““
o

of reality. A limit, to summarize, specifies a domain in terms
of the possibility of that domain. It is the form or essence

of that domain, its sine gua non.

The question now to be answered 1s: What sense does it
make to talk about the self as a "limit of the world"? In the
first place it 1s worth pointing out that #Wittgenstein meant
this assertion literally, and was not afraid to draw any of
the consequences that result from it, among which are the
following:

5.63 I am my world, : :

5,62 What the solipsist means is quite correct....

5,431 At death the world ... comes to an end.

6.43 The world of the happy is guite other than

" that of The unhappy.
In the Notebooks this line of thought is stated in even

stronger terms:

What has history to do with me? Mine 1s the first
and only world. (2.9.15)

Now is it true that my character 1s expressed only
in the build of my body and brain - and not equally
in the build of the whole of %the rest of th X

7

Q

This coatains a salieht poinvi(15,10,1
Though Wittgenstein is closér to Schopenhauer in his
treatment of the willing I, his treatment of the metaphysical
I owes much to Kant. Kant wrote asbout the transcendental unity
w1 RSN &
of appercsption thus:
sasesscinn the Transcendental synthesis of the maniiclid

of representations in general, and therefore in the
synthetic original unity of apperception, I am

1, I. Kant, Criiigue of Pure




conscious of myself, not as I appear to myself,
nor as I am in myself, but onlv that I am,

1

And later:
Although my existence is not appearance, the
determination of my existentce can take place
only in conformity with the forms of inner sense,
Accordingly I have no knowledge of myself as I
am, but merely as I appear Lo myself,

Kant maintains that there are two selves, (or two aspects

of the self), the self of psychology and introspection which

» ,

we can know,; and the unknowzable, Transcendental self of

philosophy. Wittgenstein follows him in this, maihtaining

that there is on the one hand the "worldly" self which is an
object of study for the natural sciences. This self is,
however, merely a bundle of facts,; and consequently does notb
deserve to be called a "self" at all. On the other hand,
there is the self of philosophy, which is unknowable; and
does not exist in the world, but is a condition ofvth
world's existence,

But Wittgenstein's world, it might be objected, is not

like Kant's, a phenomenal world. The Wittgensiteinian world

is paradigmatically ovjective, almost noumenal, being the
totality of facts, all that is the case, etc,. How then de
we reach the apparently contrary assertion that "the world
is myv world"? Briefly the answer is this: by the elimination
of the thinking‘subject, Once we have dispensed with the
thinking subject, there can no longer be any dichotomy

between phenomenal and noumenal spheres; between the world

1. I. Kan%, Critigue of Pure 2eason, B, 1358
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nt and

73]
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it is in i¥self and the world as I know it. Thou;

Ly

facts, and hence part of the world. "All

@

Knowlelge ar
experience is world, and does not need a subject” (9,11,18)

The self, at one level has been absorbed into the world,

L

leaving behind only the mebtaphysical I which is a limit of
the world, (see 5.08). (Here Kant and Wittgenstein come very
close, Compare, for example Kant's remark: "The abiding and
unchanging I (pure apperception) forms the correlate of all

1 T . R
s with dittgenstein's: "The self shrinks

my representations"
to a point without extension, and there remains only the
realify co-ordinated with it." (5.64) ).

llow it is easy, at least in outline, to see why the
"I think™ of Kant 1is a condition of the possibility of the

world, Although Kant's world is thoroughly objective, its

ontological status is nonetheless phenomenal, and so

Q

dependent upon the subject that perceives it., The phenomenzl/

noumenal distinction is not applicable o the Tragtatus, and
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more perspicuously thus: Because language and reality share
the game lozieal form, snything which I can think, describe

1
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or imzgine is possible. An
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logically for me to descri

language and the world have the szme limits. This does not,
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however, explain why
on its being my langusge which limits my world:

The world is my world: this is ﬂaﬂlip st in the
fact that the limits of langusge (of the pjv
language which I undﬂfataﬂc) mean the limits of
my world., (5.62)
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The answer to this problem lies in the nature of Witt

=

linguistic solipsism, out of which his metaphysical solipsism

Zrows .
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At Tthe most fundamental

e;em—haa“y proposition, langusge hooks onto reality directly.

1

o

n Wittgenstein's words: "1t reaches rignht out to it® (21511),

Each primitive sign goe roxy for a simple object; and the

0]
3

configuration of the signs mirrors the configuration of the
objects. Let us concentrate on the meanings of the primitive
signs for a moment. The meaning of a primifive sign is the

object which 1t denotes, names or refers to, These objects

"can only be named” (3.221), for they are "so to speak,

s How then are we to learn the meanings
of these primitive signs? Wittgenstein's znswer is tha
"the me;nwngs of simple signs must be exﬁlained to us if we
are tc understand them." (&4.,026) "A proposition nmust use old
éxpressions {o communicate a new sense® (4,03), Now this is

all very well if we already understand the mesgnings of the

how can we asceritzin to whet thsy refer? The primivtive signs

are indefinable, just as the objec

are "colourless", (3,26 & 2.0232), and they only have meaning
in the context of a proposition, (3.3) which means, simply,
that primitive signs can only be used. never mentionsd, And
S0
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by means of elucidations. Elucidations are
propositions that conraln +he primitive signs. (3. 263)

This would seem to be a straighit®orward amplification of
3,262, which reads: "what signs fall to express their
application shows", The last sentence of 3.263, however,
throws this whole interbretation into confusion. Wittgenstein
writes: "So they [i e, the elucldat1oné} can only be understood
if one already understands the meanings of those signs". In

-
other words, 1if one does not understand to what a primitive
sign refers, then one 1s going to run up against éxactly the
séme problem of incomprehension over the attempted elucidation,
as over any and every other proposition that containsthis
primitive sign. These signs are not definable, and so it would
seem if one does not alrezadyv understand a primitiwe sign, then
cne nhever will., And to undersitand a pr Tive sigh ig to know
the object to which it refers. (This must be, to use a
distinction current at the time the Tractatus was being written,
knowledge by agualntance, rather than knowledge by desc‘rj:p'_tionc
The latter is impossible., The description of an object would |
be equivalent to a definition of the primitive sign whose
. meaning it was, (c.f. 3.26). Miss Anscombe's translation brings
out this fact. She renders 3.263 as followsg: "The references .
of pfimitive signs can be made clear by means c¢f elucidations,
Elucidations are propOsifions thé% contain the primitive signs.

-

So they can only be understood if one is already aguainted with

'._L

the referents of these signs".)

nstein's Tractatus.

o

1, C. E. M. Anscembe, An Introduction to Witig

- 8

p. 26.
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he result is an impenetrable linguistic solipsism,

o

or "private language" as 1t has more recently been called,

(0]

That this was Vittgenstein's position is borne out by th

only by someone who has himself already had
the thoughts expressed in it." (Preface, p.3).

12 train of thought which lies behind

such remarks as "the limits of my language mean the limits
of my world," and the even stronger claim: "I am my world."
Once tThe exisvence of the fhinking subject as an émpirical
entity is denied, Tthen &l1l distinctions between the I and
the not=I collapse: "The self of solipsism shrinks to a~

point withou

P

extension, and thers remains onlvy the rezlitv

very first remark in the Tractatus: "Perhaps this book will

coordinated with it", The only language that I undersiand,

we have seen, is that language which depicts states of affairs

the constituents of which I am acguainted with. But the limits

of my language mean the limits of my world and so realit

1<<‘

too ig a solipsistic reality: the existence of a world with

.

which I am not "acquainted" is an impossibd

[

’_.I-

ity. Now, since

g

thoughts are propositions (), and proposit

Xe
l...n
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ong are facts,
and the world is the totality of facts, and since I am, as
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(the conclusion reached
end of Part One), it follows that "I zm my world" and that
“the world and life ars one” in the most literal of senses,

o~
v

Another direct conseguance of

IS |‘
e

hi

n
o]

vosition, a

conseguence which the Tractatus is notorious for having drawn,

hinking being, identical with the totality of propositions

3
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s that solipsism and realism coincide, (5.64). Because

e

there is nco thinking subject there is no distinetion to e
drawn between consclousness and reality; between subjective

5

S I

1.

¢

—

and objective; between Tthe I and the not-~I. This 0

r

-t
(=3

fittgenstein summaerizes his position in the No

ot

ebooks

OQ

f

This is the way I have travelled: Idealism singles

men out from The world as unigue, solipsism singles

me ous alone9 and at last I see that I tooc belong

with the rest of the world, and so on the one side
nothing is left over, and on the other side, as unique;

the world. (5.10,16)

All experience is world, and does not need a subject.

(9.11.16)

The metaphysical I, of course, 1s not a subject, but an

-

"extensionless point” which, however, is a presupposition of

Ny

the exigtence of the worlid, (2.8.16). This is the case because

the world is my world, which followsg from the fact that tThe
only language I understand is "my 1anguage“. There are
however, other lines of reasoning which result in the fore-

and the.
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mentioned assertions of the id

world, Thev concern the so-called "willing I", to which I now
y

TUTN,



~J
LAY
AY

1
T

£

nexus (5.1361) which entails a denisl of the efficacy of the
will (6.373). The will is impotent because, simply, "there is

no logical connexion between the will and the world,® (6.374),

And so the pessimistic conclusion is that %211 that happens
and is the case is accidental® (6.41),
Although this conclusion 1s the logical culmination of

a numoer of themes running through the Tractatus, it is not

-~

a conclusion that Wittgenstein is prevared to embrace, just

accidental cannot lile

within the world, gince if it did, it too would ve accidental,

It must lie without the world." (46,41, my italics) In other
.t

words, it would appear that in some way "all
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is The case" 1
But to shart at the beginning: 1t is possi

by The world he had
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created in the Tractatus. This world has after all two
dominant characteristics, neither of which accords well with
what we xnow of Wittgenstein as a man; 1t 1s valueless and it

is impesrsonzl. It is a world in which.

he logical positivists could feel at homsz, Wi
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ethical (or wvalue) theory, and 2 theory of personal identity,
and these two theoriles combine to form the backbone of what
Wittgenstein referred to as "das Mystische”. The importance
of this concept has only recently come %o be acknowledged,
(especially since the publication of Wittgenstein's correspondence
with P. Engelman, in 1967.)

The willing I is the subject of ethical attributes, and
§0 cannot be a part of the furniture of the world, because "the
world divides into facts” (1.2). It must, therefore, be a
limit of the world, for as we Have seen, Wittgenstein allows
only three irreducible categories in terms of which reality

(in the very broadest sense) can be broken up: facts, objects

~and limit, The 1imit of a domain is the form or essence of
that domain. But, as neither form nor limit nor essence is a
fact, these aspects of reality are linguistically inaccessible,

The concept of limit, for Wittgenstein is the same as the

Kantian notion of a transcendental condition. This needs-to
be argued for, however, as it 1is by no means 2 universally
acceplted interpretation, 4

The Kantian notion of a "transcendental condition for
the possibility ofr.,.." stands in coritrast, on the one side,

to that which 1s immanent, and on the other to that which is

transcendent. Wittgenstein replaces this tripartite ontology

with the simple distinction between things that lie "within”
the world and things that lie "without” it. That this is a
vital distinction is apparent once it is realized that it is

identical to The distinctlion between what can be said and
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wnat can only be shown, which was examined earlier, For
present purposes; the status of those things that lie within
ﬁhe world is unproblematic. They are facts, composed entirely

‘ .
of concatenated simple objects. But what of the things that

iie outside or beyond the world? What is the status of these
"things"? There would seem %o be three alternatives: (1) with

the positivist we could insist that "the world is the totality

of facts” and that is-the end of the matter. The "urge towards

the mystical™ is an entirely misdirected and spurious urge,
because no sense can be made 0f the 1dea of either the transendent
or a.transcendental realm, (2) Amongst others, F,Ramsey, E.Stenius
and M.Black have subscrived to a "transcendent interpretation”,
maintaining that there is something "ouﬁ there", so to speak,
beyond the world - though they acknowledge that nothing can

be said about this "something®., Ramsey writes thus: "The

mystical feeling is the feeling that the world is not everything;
Y , .

that there is something outside 1it"" [lax Black, commenting
on 6.45 says: "To 'limit' anything is to contrast it with
something else, as when, in drawing a boundszsry, we contrast

what is inside the line with what is outside i1t,"

And finally
Stenius says: "I think that Wittgenstein would rather have

Pl

aid 'Ethics is transcendent' 1f he had adocpted the above

0]

‘)

(Kantian) distinction between 'transcsendent' and 'transcendental’.,”

N

1. F. P. Ramsey, The Foundations of &

atheratics, p.288 (my italics)

2. %, 3lack, A Companion to Wittgens
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(3) There is, finally, the transcendental interpretation,
for which I am concerned to argue.

Thaf Wittgenstein was not a positivist is a thesis that
hardly needs defending today, and I shall say no more abouf it.
It has been finally discredited by the many commentators who
have written on the Tractatus in the last thirty years. The
second alternative, however, is more plausible, and it must
be admitted that at one time Wittgensteln ‘embraced, or at least
inclined toﬁards such a theory. This 1s manifest by certain

remakrs in the Notebooks, for example the explicit statement

that "Ethics is transcendent"” (3037.16).1 (This was changed to’
"trahscendental” in the Tractatus, (6.4%21) )., iAnd earlier in
.the Notebooks Wittgenstelin had asked: "Is there no domain
ocutside the facts?" (27.5.15); leaving the reader with the
distinct impreséion that he thought there was, This view,
however, is ultimately untenable; i fails to fit the Tractatus,
"The mystical impulse is not towards that which lies beyond or

outside the world, it 1s rather feeling the world itself as a

limited whole (cf. 6.45). This involves recognizing that the
world is "all that is the case™, but in a much stronger sense
of "all” than a mere enumeration of atomic facts would provide,

It is to "view the world sub specie asterni” (6,45), It is

important to establish the precise nature of the {ranscendental
for Wittgenstein, as the self is one,; perhaps the most

important, transcendental condition for the possibility of

1. This remark is wrongly translated in the English edition
of the Notebocks; ci, pp. 79 and 79%e,.
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the world. The best way Tto apprcach this is via an analysis
ot n7tbGeWSb9Lﬂ s theory of generality.

A
[

(1) Generali

The uwbiquity of such concepts as all, every, totality,

-

whols, etc, has not escaped the notice of writers on the

oS

Tractatus. As lMiss Anscombe so aphtly puts it: “"The conept all

\—-J

is all—pervasive“l liuch has been written about the 'theor
of generality' which finds explicit statement in
But The cruciél role of generality, as the link between logic
and mysticism; as, indeed, the "transcendental clue" to
undérétanding of the world, has been ignored,

The analysis of a particular proposition; P, (e.g., "this
chair is brown") results ultimately in a number of elementa:y
propositions: ey, ey, €35 8 serrreanaSy and both the truth

value and the sense of P depend upon he truth~values and senses

of Eecereasl o In the case of a generalized proposition, G,

e,g.2(x). fx), there is no possibility of dreak

Hn

ng it down into

component elementary propositions, for G has no component elementary

propositions. It is merely a form, a "proto-picture”, (3.28, 3.313).

=
5

¥
follows from the fact that (1), in a gneralized proposition

no names are correlated with ovjects, {"Je can describs the world

. .

completely by means of ths fully gneralized proposition: i.e.

L

without first correlating any name with a particular object” (5.526),
'in conjunction with the fact that (2), only names occur_in
elementary propositions (4.22), But.if G cannot be analysed,

how can it be a truth~function; what can it be a truth-function

of? W tgenSueln S;gnaWS the dw tinction that must be made here

1. Anscombe, G.E.¥., An Introduction to Wittgenstein's Tractatus

p.145,



80 .

by saying: "I dissociate The concept all from truth functions, *
(5.521). This is misleading, however, for generalized propositions
are btruth functianal, only not in the way that particulaf
propositions are., Wittgenstein explained the theory in a letter
to Russell, (The English is Wittgenstein's):

I suppose you didn't understand the way how I

separate in the old notation of generality, what

is in it truth functional znd what is purely

generality. A general proposition is a truth

function of all propositiocns of a certain form,

(N. page 130).
So, in the casz where G is "(x).fx", G will be a truth function
of all propositions of the form: fx, (i.e. fa, b, fCrvsae.
and sé on, where "a®, Yo", "c¢" etc. are'names). in othef words
the truth arguments for G are specified not by analysis, as is
the case with P, but by substitutioﬁ for the variables that
occuf.in.G. Ramsey gives an excellent summary of this: e can
distinguish first the element of generality, which comes in
specifying the truth arguments, which are not, as before,
enumerated, bdut determined as all the values of a certain”
propositional function; and secondly the truth functilonal
element which is the logical product."l

So far so good; "(x).fx" can convincingly be construed
as a function of zll the possible values of fx, i,e. fa,'fb,
fCyeaesss and so on - that is until one begins to enguire about
the precise meaning of the dots, and "and so on", How, for
example, are we to Xnow when the process of substitution is
conplete? How are we to ¥now when the "and so on" has come to
an end? Surely we must be given the factv(?).that these and

only these are the substitutions possible, given certain variables,

1. Ramsey, F.P., The Foundations of Mathsmatics, p.153
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This at leas®t was Russell's reaction, and he wrote To Witigens
asxing him about it:; ¥Is it necessary also to be given the
proposition that zll elementary propositions are given?", To
which Wittgenstein replied: "This is not necessary because it
is even impossible, There is no such proposition. That all
'elementary_propositions are given is ghown by there being none
having an elementary sense which is not given”., (N. page 130).
Now Dbecause tThe limits-of language are also, and for the same
reasons, the limits of thought and knowledge, it follows that we
can never Xxnow when the real totaiity has been reached, This is
in many ways an unsatisfactory doctrine., lMore precisely it is

an unsatisfyving doctrine. It makes Tthe world somehow incomplete
.

and open-~ended.
But if we can never know that the enumeration in question,

whatever it may be of, is complete, we can fesl that it is; our

attitude can be one that would be appropriate if it were

Feeling the world as a limited whole, that is
the mySulcaL,.(6 43)

The urge towards the mystical comes from the
non-satisfaction of our wishes by science, Ve

feel that even if all possible scientific questions
were answerzd, our problem is still not touched

at 211, (25.,5,15) '

E.Jt

Now science is the totality true of propositions,.so the above

(

uotation can be paraphrased to read: Even when all propositicns
hzve bewn formulaTad, and sven when we know which are true and

o

which are false, £till we would not know whether or whv chey are

1. cof. "it would not be satisfying....." (6.33) and also
"The urge tovia rus The mystical Comes from the non-sgatisfaction
of our wishes by science.” (25.5.13).
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all the propesitions. The world considered as, say, "the logical
product of all the facts" (cf. 1.1), is an intrinsically

sfying world; it leaves too many questions unanswered, or

c_;.
Fal)

unsea
rather, 1t leaves one with a feeling that there is more To be
said. Of course there are no guestiggg to be asgked here, for
"iihen the answer cannot be put into words, neither can the
question be put into words. The riddle does not exist, If a

»

uestion can be framesd at 2ll, then it is also possible to
q Llole

answer it," (6.5). So this unsatisfying world, the™world of
the logical product) must be completed in some way. We must
acknowledge that Tthe world is the Totality of facts, in a
much stronger sense than is given by the theory of generality,

This "stronger sense” will be something akin To the.concept

of a unitv or whole as it occurs in aesgthetics, In Remarks

on_the Foundations of Mathematics, Vittgenstein himself

impiicity draws this distinction between two types of

eesesit 18 as if there is something attached to
to word "a21l1l" ..., sometvhing with which a
different use could not be combined, namely the
meaning: "all surely means ALL!*" (R.¥.M.10)

I will, following this hint, distingulsh between the mundane
rall" of enumeration and logical product, and the mystical “ALL"

which implies unity and completion. The first thing to notice

-3

is that both "all" and "ALL" have The same extension, they both
include the same things, no more no less, Yhat then is the
6ifference bgtween them, and what has all this to do with
Wittgenstein's theory of the self? The difference is a difference

of attitude on the part of the wiliing I, It is the willing I,
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s

the subject of ethical attributes, which effects this change from

2ll ©vo ALL., And to effect this change is, precisely, to “see the
X ¥

world aright®.

on
5
&

To see the world as merely all That is the case, isg
-]

-

e to distort reality in the manner of a positivist, by

denying what is "higher®, or like the transcendent philosopher,

to search for something bevond the world, a search that is destined
to end in frustration and failure, because there is nothing beyond
e world; it is; after all, defined as gall That is the case! The
di?ferences between these two senses of The universal gquantifier
can best be expressed in tabular form. In the left hand column

occur the key concepts involved in the Tractarian theory of

generality, and on the right are those same concents transformed

by the willing I through its having adopted the right attitude
towards them. (There can be no doubt about Wititgenstein's normative
intentions here). The columns to the right contain references

to- central passages in Notebooks and Tractatus respectively.

all g AL ‘ ‘lotebooks '  Tractatus .
. . ‘ ‘ %
i The world Life [2k,7.16 . 5.621
| Reality The mystical £ 127.5.15 1 6,45
: o - B,7.16 S W
Science and the Ethics & tThe 125+5.15 6 521
empirical, ] transcenTaT ; 6,522
- " ] “ ‘ : .
Knowledge Feeling , t21,7.16 ' 6.bks
What can be said | What can only j . 6,522
; i be shown i Do k,1211
i ; ' ; ;
iThe world as "all ; The world as "a 2 10.16 L gL
that is the case® | limited whole; geen 57' ‘ } +5
' ! "sub specle aeterni”, i
; oy ' 3 : ‘ ! I
The Unhappy world : The Happy world 129.7.16 P 6,43
i A v 5 . 4 . .
- ' 1 v
The "all® of The "whole" of | :
enumeration and aesth etlcs 24,7.,16 i b.b21
{logical product. ! Y 6,.hs




')

(ii) ZEthics

r

The following .guotations, gleaned from throughout

Wittgensteirle early writings contain the essence of his theory

a1,

of <The iling suogect I will simply present them, and then

try to show how they cohere into an astoundingly homogenous

and original theory.

The will is an attitude of the subgecn to the world,
the subject is the willing subject, (4.11.16)

It is true that the knowing subject is not in the world,
that there is no knowing subject, (20.10.186 cf, 5.631)

Things aguire "s1gnifi ance” only through their relation
to my will (15.10.16).

The work of art is the object seen sub sgvecie acternitatis
and the good 1life 1g the world seen gub specie asternitat
this is the connexion between art and ethics. (7.10,16),

Sy
1353

Ethics and aesthetics are one and the same,
Ethics is transcendental. (6.421),

Good and evil enter throush the subject. (2.8.156),

g

The world of the happy is a happy world (29.7.16, cf. 6.43),

The world end life are ocne (5.621),

da

The will as phenomenon, l.e, as a fact, "is of interest
only to psychology™, and as the subject of ethical attributes
it is impossible to say anythingz about it (6.423)., The will,

as a fact, must be ultimately independent of all cther facts,

-

and so it follows that the will ¢

%

alt er nothing in the world:

o /

"The world is independent of my will® (6+373)., The will can,
(6

I

however. 2lter the 1limits of the world, L3), and in so doing,

ent worlid, for, as we

y-
(D
~
©
I

of course, makes it into a totally 4iff
saw earlier, ®*1imit" means the same as "essence”", "In short

»

the effect must be that it becomes an altogether different

world", (6.43).



The denial of any nedes

[6)1

ity other than logical necsass ity
presents certain problems for any prospective philosophy of the
Vill, especially for any account of the relation of the will
would normally be regarded as the ensuing action,
Wittgenstein considered various aliernatives:

Then is the situation that I merely accompany
my actlons with my will? Sut in that case how
can I predict - as in some sense I surely can -
that I shall raise my arm in five minutes time?
(4.11.16) '

»

He eventually reaches the conclusion that the will is not the
cause of the action, nor something which preceeds or accompanies

the action; it is the action, (4.11.16). To be more precise:

- - -

it is what the action inescavably exvresses. And so, like

Spinoza, Wittgenstein is lead to distinguishing between willing
and wishing

Even if all that we wish for were to happen,

still this would be nothing more than a favour

granted by fate, so To speak; for there is no

logical conneclon between the w1ll and the

world., (6.374)

Wishing is not acting, But willing is acting, (4.,11,18).

Because of this, Wit
" called"a tautological system of ethics®™ There is no connexion
between the will (as traditionally conceived) and action, or
vetween action and its effects, and so Vittgenstein concludes
that "ethics can have nothing to do with punishment and reward

in the usual sense of the term~", (6.,422), An action must be its

it is evil,

-y

shment 1

’_J‘

own reward if it is good, and its own pun
"It is clear that the reward must be someth hing pleasant and

O

the punishment something unpleasant® (6.422). So the startlingly

miittgenstein's Philosophy of the Nystical®,

1. Zemach, E., 5
£ e TEDQVSlC:, 18 (1964), p.bh2z

Review ©
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t to be happy is
"Happiness" and "misery”,
"good" and "evil®) do not refer to facts or objects
wever,

What they try to express ho

difference between the world of the happy and that of

(6.,43), How does this come about? In the first plac

1Y €,
someone that they are good or evil, happy or unhappy,
a value judgement about them, or in Witig

it would be o frame an ethical

for there to be propositions of ethics”, (6.42). The

A

is identified with action, is an abtlbUmV of the

world as_z whole, so happiness and misery are thin

via the willing subject, ?

world seen 'as AILL that is

world that is seen as merely all that is the

he obscure and eliptical

If the good or
the world,
world,

o

efTer mubb be
altoumtnar alfferenu worid,
wax and wane as a whole,

that
It must,

ml.—lc ’

S0

appy man 1ls a different one

. The world of tThe ha
Py Man.

that of the unhap

Perhpas we can expand this enigmatic statement, in a

free paraphrase: The will is not some shadowy entity

it is the action itself,

,_)

or accompanies an actior

aspect of that action; its meaning. Whenever we perf

'.L'i

action, no metizr how trivial, we implici

towards the world. It might be an attitude

to be good, and

in

is ghown by there being

subject to
To The world as a whole. The

case,

bacomes an
To spezak,

orm
tly take up an

of deTlanuv,
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to be

(their synonymg

tThe- world,

a

[§12]

-7,

vne U_Z‘lflaTJ'O_/ v

which attach,

happy world

the case, while the unhappy world

38

‘_..Il

This

emarks at

w11l does alter’
T the
expressed

in

from

moderately
which preceeds

or rather an
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suspicion or acceptance. Tli atiitude is shown by an action
guite independently of our conscious wishes or intentions,

for the will, in a more traditional sense, is impotent, Which
attitude ought we to adopt? According to the tautological theory
of ethics, 1t ought to be the on2 that produces the happy world.
The attitude will therefore be one of acceptance, aquiescence
and passivity, for the independence of the world from the will
(as phenomenon) means that any attempt to reach a goal, or
realize an intention will have only aﬂ even chance of success,
(ef, 5.,1523. And so either one fails,‘(which is statistically
as likely as succeeding,) or one succeeds; but even vietory is
hollow, being nothing more than a "favour granted by fate" (6.374).
"The only life thatlis happy " Wittgénstein concludes, "is the

rorld” (13.8.16),

-t

1ife that can renounce the amenities of the

k)

This renunciation has two stages; the T

ct

fe

s to acceptT "The

‘_Jo

rs
life of knowledge", (13.8.1%), and the second is to "see the
world aright” (6.54), i
The 1life of knowledge involvés Yecoming aquainted Vi
.as many facts as possibleg in coning to know the world. But the
kﬁower, in as far as 1t is possible to speak of one, and as we
gaw in the first ﬁart of this paper ié nothing more than a
totality of propositions, As the world is explicitly identified
. : .

with Cod in the Netebooks, I do not

things too far to suggest that Wittgenstein here comes close
to the Judaic-Christian doctrine of atoniement, or at-one-ment,
If the self is, at one level,-nofhing more than a totality of
facts, l.e. a totality of propositions, and the world is the

sum total of all facts, then the "life of knowledge" would



a2t one with the world in a quite literazl sense.

goal of ¥the 1life of knowledge?}, yvet still the problem of life
remaing untouched”, (6.52). It is at this point that the Tractatus

is desgigned to intervene and lead the reader to "see the world

"g whole, a limited whole". And this involves the admission that

-

there ‘are no doubts or perblexities that cannot be answered by

“the 1ife of knowledge",

The solution of the problem of 1life 1s seen in
the vanishing of the problem. (6.521)

for
0f course there are no gu this

gue
itself is the answer., (8.5
The znswer is to sacrifice a mund

seesg 1t as all

which feels the world To be ALL that is the case, The willing I

is the =z2gent which can accomplish this .change in attitude =~ indeed
it is this attitude, for as the subject of ethical attrivutes (6.423)
it is the willing I which is good or evil, But for "good™ and "evil™

|
[y
w
s:-l
O
e,
(@}
cl

we can read "happy" and "unhappy" (6.422). and the

[o N

world are one end the same (5,621 & 5,63), and this produceé a

R

happy or unhappy world as the case may bDe,

<

iii) Personal Identity

One of The hardest problems confronting any theory of

the self that ainms at completeness -~ and This was Wittgenstein's
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o 1

aim in 21l fields of philosophictl enquiry, cf, Preface pp.3-% ,

th

‘.Jo

~ is the problem of personal identity furnishing of an

()

adequate principle of individuation for persons. This is

i
,_h

especially difficult for Wittgenstein, given the doctrines

B

propounded in the Trazctatus which we have examined thus far,
becauge none of the traditional criteria for personal identity,

(memory, spatio-temporal continuity, etc,) are ssible for

a3
(e}

P N

him, Such things cannot be criteria for Witkgenstein because
they are facts, and as such "can be the case or not the case

wnile everything else remains the same®" (1,21). No solution to

the problem of personal identity is open to Wittgenstein in the
world of facts. The only alternative, therefore, is in the limits

of the world,
The ethical world the world Tthat 1s happy or urnhappy, is
an idiosyncratic and unique world, for acts of will can transfornm

> -

it so that it becomes "an altogether different world®™ (6,43)

H-

and it is here that a principle of individuation is to be Ffound.

As ethical beings, i.e. as‘beings_for whom the world has

significance or value, we inhabd our own different worlds.

‘\._h

There is a substratum which is common to all possible worlds,

‘anmely the totality of objects, (2.0124), but the facts with whic

=

we are aquainted, and nmore importantly the significance with

!.Jo

ich we endow these facts, vary from persocn to person. Th

provides an interesting new angle on the impossibility of

.

-

communication outside the world of facts, Lin guistic and logical
reascns have been given for thée necessary nonsensicality of all

would-be propositions of aesthetics, religion, ethics and

h
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-

but here, I think, we can catch a glimpse

the 1imit from the other side; so to speak. As ethical

and metaphysics -
beings our worlds have nothing "in common® that would make
communication possible at this "higher" level, (cf.2.161).
But that our worlds are, in this "higher" sense different, will
show itself, if only in our fallure to communicate at this level,

Is this not the reason why those who have found

after a long period of doubt that the sense of

1life became clear to Tthem have been nable to

say what constituted that sense? (6,521),
It is because I am my world that the world, (my world), can be
the principle of individuation that furnishes Wittgenstein with
the nucleus of a Theory of.personal identity,

This theory is, however, entirely .zbsent from (though
consistent with) the Tractatus, énd indeed mzkes only inchozte
and epigramatic appeérangés in the Notebooks, most notably in

the following remarks:

om the copsc1ousness of the unigueness
fe arisges rellglon - sclence - art,

And this consciousness is 1ife itself, (1.8. lo)
R

emember that "*he world and 1life are one" (35,621)

Now is 1t true ... that my character is expressed
only in the build of my oody or brain, and not
equally in the build of the whole of the rest

the world? This contains a sallent pointl

and finally, and most explicltly

t kind of reason is there for the assumption

of a willing subject? Is no, ny_world adeqvaue

for individuation? (19.11.16)

What makes me unigue 1g not anything specifically about me as
a person, but about the world I inhabit. This theory might be

more apily called "a theory of persopaW individuality™, rather



than of
concépt identity had any meaning, Identity e
m%rely vexpedients in (resenbation" (L,2b2) and are "pseudo-
p;opbsitions" (5.535) which would disappear zomplately in a
pérspiouous notation. That two things are rezlly identical
will show itsel;, put will be unsaysble., And this accords
nicely with the above theory of personal identity, or
individuality. e have specified the origig’énd nature of the
unigueness of the individuals; and his identity over a period

of time (or under a number of differen

identity, like his whole theory of Tthe self, is a part of

Thers are indeed things that canmot ' be put

into words, they make themselves manifest.

They are what is mystical,

Feeling the world as a limited whole, it is this
. P - by

that is mystical., (6.522 & 6.435)

be found. Acceptance of this theory of the self is the last step
h

t0 gelf knowledsge, and hapoinesgs. And this; I take it, 1is what

Tractatus is =211 about.

ct
[y
()]

]
ct
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