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"Tis certain there is no question in philosophy 
more abstruse than that concerning identity, and the 
nature of the 1,.,mi ting' principle, which constitutes a 
person. So far from being able by our senses merely 

III 

to determine this Question, vIe must have reco'urse to 
the most profo'lmd riietaphysics to give a satisfactory 
answer to it. II (Hume, -A 'Treatise of Human Nature, p.189) 

"How the 'I' that thinks can be distinct from the 
'I' that intuits itself (for I can represent still other 
modes of intuition as at least possible), and yet, as 
being the same subject1 can be identical vIi th the 
latter; and how, therefore,.I can say: flI, as intelli
gence and thinking subject, Imow myself as an object 
that is thought, in so far as I am given to myself as 
something other or beyond that which is given to myself 
in intuition, and yet knOVl myself, like other phenomena, 
only as I appear to myself, not as I am to the under
standing" -- these are questions that raise no greater 
difficulty than hOllJ I can be an object to myself at all .••• 
(Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 167.) 

"The I, the I is what is deeply mvsterious." 
(Hi ttgenstein, Noteboots, 1914, pV. 80) 



PREFAT02Y NOTE 

, The present study seeks to shed some light on one 

bf the more obscure aspects of Wittgenstein~s early 

~hilosophy; 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 aim 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 

accurata interpretation of the Tractatus Logico-Philo-

sophicus, and so a word should be said about my use, at 

,times considerable, of. the ~otebooks,1914-1916 and the 
\ , 

retrospective parts of Zettel and Philoso-c,hi ca 1 Invest-" 

,igations. My justification is the usual one: nothing I 

say, I am satisfied, fails to fit the Tractatus. The 

other works have been used only to clarify and amplify 

interpretations that emerged originally from the Tractatus 

itself. 

At no point have I hesitated to deal at length with 

Wittgenstein's logical and lin[uistic doctrines, for just 

as his theory of the self is incomprehensible in isolation, 

so too are his logico-linguistic theol'ies wit~out the 

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

Wittgenstein's early thought. 
I 

References to works, other than those of Wittgenstein 

~re provided in full in the Notes, and references to 

Wittgensteir.'s writings are incorporated in the text, 

abbreviated as follows: 

(T) 

(N) 

R.F.lV!. 

P.I.(l) 

P.I.(2) 

z 

Tractatus Lo,gico-Phi1osoph1Qus; 
by proposition number, (usually unqualified). 

Notebooks 1914-1916; by date of 
entry (usually unqualified)or by page number. 
Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics; 
by section number. ' 

Philosophical Tnvesti,gations, Part One; 
by section number. 

Philosophical Tnvestigations, Part Two; 
by page number. 

Zettel; by section number. 

I 1Nish to acknowledge my indebtedness to Professor 

A. Shalom, who" though he would not agree· with everything 

in this thesis is nevertheless responsible in large part 

pot only for its existence but also for the form it has 

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

for his many astute criticisms and helpful suggestions, 

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

tracted discussions of Wittgenstein have proved invaluable. 
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A skeletal outline of Wittgenstein's approach to the 

problem of ~he 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 

practice conform to what his avowed theory would lead 

the reader to expect. The theory of the self is placed, 

prqvisionally, in context of the other theories of the 

Tractatus, which is here conceived as a Kantian work, 

whose problematic is: the transcendental conditions for 

the possibility 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 t fact t stat'e of affairs and 

object stand are examined. 

(3). Propositions, Pictures anc::. I':ame8 

The way names refer and the way propositions have , 

sense is examined, and the infamous pi-..ture of theory of 

language is outlined, showing that language constitutes 
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a "miY':::'o:r image H of reality. This is ir;;,portant i for the 

1 f" ..... .' se~. lS~ 1n a cer~aln sense: 
i 

iti tmc.ersta.r1c1s. 

The reasons for ',Httgenstein t s cornmenting on the 

existence of the empirical ego are given, viz: The threat -,-

to the principle of extensionali t:l offered by "intensional 

propositions". ~ittgenstein is led to conclude that the 

soul (or :mind) does not e'xist. 

other arguments are ;formulated for the non-existence 

of the empirical self, and a "no olmership It theory is 

pr·opolmded, though it is argued that this is not an ent-

irely appropriate label. ':['he conclusion is that there is .1'10 

(:3) The Thou,ght 

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

to be defective, and ~ittgenstein's alternative more accept-

able. The Tractarian acco~~ts of assertion, reference and 

sense are examined, snovling precisely hov} TJi ttgenstein is able 

to use Occam's razor to deny the existence of the thinking 

subject. Finally, the status of the ernririe:al self is outlined. 

It turns out to be no more than an aggregate of facts, 1,'1i th 

no principle of li:."1ity or identity. Comperisons are dra'wn 

between this and the Humean analysis of the self. 



(1) Introduotion 
I 
I 

VIII 

The distinction between what carl and. what cannot be 

said is drawn more finely than was possible initially, and 

the importance pf this distinction is emphasized. 

(2) The I:etanhvst,c:?l I 

The claim that the metaphysical I is "a limit of 

the v{orld II is examined, with particula,r reference to the 

K..a,.'1tiall parallel in the transcendental lmity of apperception 

- but vli th this difference: Vii ttgenstein' s Vlorld 'is not a 

phenomenal world. This leads to a:'1 analysis of the claim that 

the world and the self are identical. 

(3) Solipsism 

The sir~rplici ty' of 0"0 j ects, and the indefinability of 

primitive signs is ShOTlTn to lead to a radical linguistic 

sol ipSiSM ou+ oJ:' \"rhl·C11 ·.Ji+...t-;O"eY 'lR-7-o;n's mp-!-aD·f1\~-ical soli"'nsism _ ~ ~_, .v J. , ___ ,,_vve> .-'-"'-- ... ~v ,,--.'y~- - --1::' _ .1. 

grOV/S. The claim that solipsis'm and realism coincide is examined. 

(4) The Willing I 

The willing I is :perhaps the most important concept 

for an understar1cling of what Uittgenstein is trying to achieve 

in the lI'ractatus, for it is the willing I that gives sense to 

the vlorld. This section is subdi \ 5.,.3 ed 2.3 £0110VlS: 

(i) Gene:cali ty : ---- the metaph~isical 12.ctUlae in 

theory of ""0""ene1"a1i t'i Dro'Dounded in the 'I'1..'actaus are bridged 
v.J.;,J,.. • 
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by '':li tt.zenstein r s doctrine of "the mystical". 'rhis essentially 

i'nvolve s fI seeing the vlOrld aright", i. e. as "a limited v1hole". 

The world is limited by the willing self through the attitude 

which it adopts towards the world. 

(ii) Ethics: The attitude to the world which is the 

will is the source of all value. Ethics is seen to be, like 

logic, a traJlscendenta_l condition for the possioili ty of the 

Vlorld. The difference bet','leen a "happy world" and an "unhappy fl 

world" is explored. 

(iii) Personal Tdentity: The production of an 

adeqtiate principle of individuation for persons is not a 

task that Wi ttgenstein set h.iri1self in the Tractatus. The 

Notebooks, howeVer, contain hints w~ich can be developed into 

a theory that fits the 'Era.cta tus w~ll. The principle of indi v-

icluation'is the 'wo=rl d • This is explained, and it is shown 

that if this theory is accepted, a neVi interpretation of the 

Tractatus emerges. Despite its title; and the positivistic 

interpretations. to which it has fallen prey, the Tracta-=tus 

turns out to be a work 'whose primary intent is nei~her logical 

.nor tnetaphysical, but ethical. 1 

1 -.l- l..t:' . -'-, 1 ..... • .... l' . h . . , -'- - h ..:l • ..L v was on_y aJ.. "Ger vDe comp_e vlon OI. "G.llS "G. a'SlS "GDa v ..L .au 
access to the recently published Proto-'i'ractatus of ~'li ttgenstein; 
In the "~-iistorical Introduction" to that work is a uoted a letter 
that ';ii ttgenstein vr.cote to one Herr Ficker, It nicely bears out 
the conclusions reached in the present stl-.dy. ~:ri ttgenstei~'1. 
writes thus: 

•••••• it will probably be a help to you if I '~'lri te 
a few -'/lords about my book. You see,' I am quite sure 
that you VlOn' t get all that much out of reading it. 
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Because you won't understand it; its subject 
matter will seem quite alien to you. But it 
isn't really alien to you, because the book's 
noint is an ethical one. I once meant to include 
in the nreface ~ sehten;e which is not in fact 
there n~w but TIhich I will write out for you. 
'dhat I mea.l1.t to vlrite t then, 'Nas this: I,:y'work 
consists of two parts: the one presented here 
Dlus all that I have not ':lri tten. And it is 
precisely this second liart that is the important 
one. I,:y book drav1s limits to the sphere of the 
ethical from the inside as it 'Here, and I am 
convin,ced that this is tl1e GIlLY ri;::o""'ous Vlay 
of draviing those lini ts. In short 1 'oelieve 
that where many today are just£:assin?, I 
have managed to put everything firmly into 
place by being silent about it. 

V . d - -, • .J.....L. " P , '~\ .J...' D t 1 d ' 1. e: J....'i'iJ..t"t"gens-c;e1.n, ro"to-·'lract"a"'Gv.s, ~lOU _e ge 
Paul," 1971, pp. 15-16. The ,letter is undated, but 
probably vrri tten in 1918. 

& Kegan 
'was 
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of 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 hi~self 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 outline of Wittgenstein's theory of the 

self is as follows: First there are those propositions 
, ' 

about the self that are well-formed. These constitute the 

totality of meaningful assertions (true or fa~se) that 

can be made' about, the self, and embody all that can be 

knovin about it. They are empirical propositions, and 

consititute a part of natural science, for "the totality 

of true propositions is the whole of natural science," " 

)+ ~ 11.) Philosophy- f of course, is not one of the natural 

sciences, tIThe ,word 'philosophy' must mean something 

whose place is above or below the natural sciencesp not 

beside them" (4~111). 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 sa] d. abo'..tt the self will 

be of no philosophical interest, 

Secondly, there are those aspects of the self that 

are of philosophical interest; the transcendental, ethical 

and metaphysical aspects. But about these we can say 
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nothingg for we would be attempting to say what can only 

be shown 1 "What Q§.ll be ShOWTl cannot be said", (4.1212). 

And so the l'i~ustrating 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 p i.e. something that has~nothing 

to do with philosophy." (6 . .53) So runs the Iofficial 

theory I. 

In fact, however, Wittgenstein transgresses-his 

self imposed boundaries in two ways: he is drawn into 

saying a gre0t deal that is of philosophical interest about 

the empirical self, and he also contrives to say much 

about what is ineffable the transcendental self. 

I shall argue that it was as the result of cer~ain 

refractory consequences of his theory of meaning that 

Wittgenstein was -forced into commenting on the nature 

of the empirical self. These comments constitrte the only 

excursion into the empirical realm'that the author, of 

the Tractatus makes, for, like Kant and Husserl, Witt-

genstein was a transcendental philosopher, enquiring 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 .••• ? What are the 

necessc:,::::y conditions for the possibility of •..• ? We can 

perhaps characterize Wittgenstein's ultimate concern as 

a quest for tile necessary formal conditions of the 

possibility of a "meaningful" or "significant" world. 
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Or, to put it in his own more colloquial terminology, it 

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

life are o~e" (6.521) )In the Notebooks WittgenstBin out-

lined his' programme thus: 

My whole. task c'onsists 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. A21.l.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 v'1OY'ld ~ (5.4711 my italics) 

The programme is clear. The meaning of the world is 

to be discovered g not as Kant thought in.the categorical 

activity of the mind, but rather in "the essence of 

the proposition" II which is the essence of language ,1 

Language is nothing more than "the totality of propo'si tions" 

(4.001). Logic is the transcendental condition for the ~. 

possibility of meaningul language, and because language 

and reality share the same logical form, logic is also 

the transcendental condition for the possibil~ty of the 

world. As Wittgenstein phrases it: "Logic pervades the 
-

world; the limits of the world are also its limits." (5.61) 

ilLogic is transcendental", (6.13). 

~he loglco-linguistic doctrines propounded in the' 

1. By "languae;;e" Wittgenstein means: any language whatso
ever - i.e. any system of signs which has a deter
minate sense. 
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~racta3us have been well covered by the critical and 

exegetical literature that abounds on the subiect. But· 
I U 

~hey have been covered to the exclusion of other, e~ualli 
!important'theories contained in the Tractatus j 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 carmot J for example, 

understand why "Logic is transcendental" unless one also 

'understands why "Ethics is transcendental", (6.421). 

And one cannot grasp the relation between language and 

the world -- the so-called picturing relation -- unless 

one can account for· such remarks as ,"I am my world", "the 

world and life are one" and so on. The World I shall argue, 

is a far more problematic concept in the Tractatus than 

the usual, simplisttc aCC01.mt of the picture theory would 

lead us to believe. Logic limits the world, (5.61), but 

we must bot overlook the fact that the world is limited 

in other 'Nays, most notably by the self (5.632). Ind~ed, 

in the Noteboo~s Wittgenstein states explicitly that " •.• 

the subject is not a part of the world, but a pre·-

supposition of its existence" (2.8.16). Precisely how 

the self is a limit of the Vlorld, and what relations obtain 

between logic, ethics and the self'v,ill be the subject of 

the second part of this essay. In the first part I will 

examine Vii ttgenstein' s account of thE:. empirical self. 
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(2) Oojects f Facts, and states of Affairs 

I 
In this section and the next, I attempt some termin-

i 
plogical fencings and clearings, esp;cially with regard 

~o such crucial concepts as object, State of affairs, 

name and proposition. These terms are employed frequently 

in the subsequent sections of this thesis, a.YJ.d 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 

mentioned above, as they are used in the Tractatus. The 

problem is that in that work they are defined exclusively 

in terms of each other. A fact, for example, is what 

corresponds t.o a true proposition. An elementary proposition 

is composed entirely 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, ~hen, is to' show how the 

ontological conepts emerge from the semantic framework of 

the Tractatus and then, reversing the process, use the 

ontological theory to elucidate the semantic terminology. 

This may smack of cirularity b~t I tnink that in fact 

the meanings of the rele:'vant terms become clear in the 

process, t.hus pragma t1cally .rebut;ting -the charge. 

Wi ttgenstein f S ontolOs-J is gloriou$ly simple. He 
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a110':18 only two irreducible catef;ories oi things ~ ob,l ects 

Objects are actual, si~ple and 
I 

irhmutable, while states of affairs arp "complexes of 

objects", and are possible, complex and changeable. 

D. F. Pears has called ';li ttgenstein: s notion of an 

,object lithe darkness that lies at the heart of the Tractatus.tI 

It is the view of the present writer that this is the 

darkness of obscurity rather than profundity. No one, it 

would seem, (least of all the author of the Tractatus) is 

able to suggest a plausible actor to fill the role 

created by the notion of a~ object. , ..L. 2 There are argumen~s 

that prove that an ob j ect cal1, be neither sense da tU:ll, 

material point nor universal. "Our difficulty", wrote 

vii ttgenstein in his Notebool{s., "was that we 'kept on talking 

about sim.ple' objects, but Vlere unable to mention a single 

one. tt, (21.6.15) . 

Two passages worth quoting here. Both are from 

Wittgenstein's later writings. They reveal the philoso-

phic~l motivation that lies behind his earlier insistence 

on the' existence of simple objects: 

1. Facts, as we shall see, can be plausible treated as a 
sUb-class of states of affairs. 

2. 'The reader is referred to two exceJlent articles which 
deal Ivi th the problem of what: an oh~ect could possibly 
be for "Hi ttgenstein: "','littgenstein \ s Notion of, an, Ob j ect" , 
eThe Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 13, no.50, Janu2.ry 1963, 
pp. 3-15.) and "A l",;ew Interpretation of the Tractatus examined", 
(Phi~cSODhicc0- Review, vol. LXXIV, A:nril 1965), both by ;).Keyt. 
I do not intend to deal with this Droblem, but will content 
[Dyself, as does~';i ttgenstein, with· outlining the iorir:al 
~roperties which an objec~ must possess~ 



"A name signifies only what is 8'1 element 
of reality. What cannot be destroyed; what 
remains the same in all changes," -- but 
what is that? -- Why it swam before our 
minds as we said the senterice! This was the 
very expression of a quite particular image: 
of ~ 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 ansv.rer 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 d~fferent from 
anyone which exists?" - we should he inclined 
to answer: "No; the el'ements J individuals, 
must exist •••• " 
(Blue Book, ~.Jl) 

These quotations, while they adeqtiately expresS the· 

7 

picture which forced itself l;:.ppn' the young Wi ttgenstein, 

are nevertheless misleading in so far as they suggest 

that the ontological intuition which they. embody preceede.d 

or emerged independently of the semantic docitrines pro-

pounded by the Tractatus. Both chronologically and themat-

ically his concept of an object was subsequent,to, and 

dependent on his notion of a name. This, in its turn, was 

dependent upon Wittgenstein's logical ato~ism and his 

whole analytic programme. Hide Ishiguro, in her essay 
1 "Use and Referenoe of Names" , expresses what is perhaps 

1. Studies in the Philosouhy of Wittgenstein, 
ed. P.Winch p.21 
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the most sensible attitude to the prob\em of the object 

in 

I 
the ~ractatus: 

The objects of the ~ractatus 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 mariller. 

In other words it does not really matter what an object is,l 

as long as it poss~sses those characteristics which will 

enable its existence to guarantee (1) the independence of 

elementary propositions, (2) the determinate sense of all 

propositions, .and (.3) the possibility of logical analysis. 

We can begin with the demand ~hat analysis be possible. 

I think th~t we must acc~pt, as one of Wittgenstein's 

basic presuppositi~ns, that the propositions of every-day 

language can be analysed into their basic components; that 

the propositions of ordinary discourse, the meanings of 

which are implicit and complex, can be broken down into a 

series of propositions which are entirely explicit and whose 

components are logically simple. Wittgenstein nowhere argues 

in favour of this l' but merely presents it as an '''obvious'' 

demand. In the Notebooks, for example, he write~: 

But it is clear that components of 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 Hi ttgenstein J s theory of meaning, we 
cannot §Y. what an object is: "Objects can only be named. 
Signs are their representatives. I C<.ln only speak about 

. them: I cannot put the.m into words. ]?roposi tions can only 
say how things are, not what they are." (3.221) 
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~here is a process of analysis. ~9.5.15) 

And in -the Tractatus we read simply t~at "It is obvious 

that the analysis of propositions must bring us to 

e'lementary . propasi tions .. " (4.211, my italics). The 

criterian which Wittgenstein farmulates far the completian 

af a pracess af analysis is the prapasitian's being "just 

as complex as its reference", (9.5.15). Th~ analysed 

prapasitian will then have the same logical farm as the 

situatian which it represents, and this, Wittgenstein haped, 

would put an end to the pseuda-problems with which phil-

asaphy is plagued, and which arise fram the "claudy" nature 

af ardinary language. (cf. 4.002 & 4.0031). Analysis, it 

was haped, wauld pravide philasaphers with a pe~spicuaus 

natatian incapable af generating baseless philasaphical 
1 perplexity. 

Given that analysis is possible, Wittgenstein infers 

that :it must have a terminal paint. "It seems tame", he 

wrate i,n the Natebaoks, "that the idea af a simple is 

cantained in that af a camplex, and in the idea af analysis", 

(4.6.15). Earlier he. had vv'"ritten: 

If it is true that every defined sign signifies 
via its definitions, ~hen presumably the chain af 
definitians must sa:ne timehave an end. (9.5.15). 

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

1. Wittgenstein is insistent that this "perspicuaus 
noi;ation" will be philasophically implJrtant, but 
will in nb way challenge the status ar ardinarv 
language w.hich is t "j ust as it stands, in perfect 
lagical order" (5.5563). 
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then that end must be "the simple", fc.;.~ anything complex 

qan, 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 meanings, Wittgenstein argues, if language 

is to be possible at all. That is to say, they cannot 

signify indirectly, as does a description for example. 

An elementary proposition must be 17a truth-function of 

itself," for if it is not, then whether one propositioYl 

has sense will depend upon whether another proposition is 

true. (2.021) In other words, if an elementary propo-

sition iS'not a truth function of itself, if it does not 

tie onto realitj directly, indepBndently of the truth-

value of any other proposition, then'we become entangled 

in a vicious infi te regress." Suppose that El is an 

elementary proposition which, (per impossibile), contains 

an "irreducible complex", i.e. a sign whose meaning is 

not a simple object to which it directly refers, (e.g. a 

definite description). Wittgenstein argues that before 

El can be understood, another proposition J E2 , which 

asserts that the complex mentioned in El exist~, would 

have to be known to be true. But if ~2 alae contained an 

. irreducible complex, in order to understand it we would 

have to know the truth of another proposition EJ.' which 

would assert the existence of the complex mentioned in 



E2 •••• 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 

. combination. ", (4.211, myitalics). It is only by 

11 

having elementary propositions which are truth functions 

of themselves that this vicious regress can be avoided. 

We can demand, then,that at some point in Yhe process of 

analysis there emerge logically proper names, or primitive 

signs, which signify by standing proxy for some element 

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

because they are the meanings of the .primi ti ve signs, and 

if they were complex, the primitive signs would be capable 

of further analysis. "The requiremer-t that simple signs be 

possible is the requirement that sense be determinate" 

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

Notebooks he had written: "The demand for simple things 

IS the demand for definiteness of sense", (18.6.15). They 

are one and the 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 without material qualities 

if elementary propositions are to be independent, (or, 

what comes to the same thing: names must have no sense). 

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 ths visual field has two different colours at 
the same time is a contradiction. (6.3751) 
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Incidentally: objects are colourless. (2.0232) 

Q~lali tie·sare only produced "by the configuration of 
I 

dbjects" (2.0231), and can only be represented by prop-

ositions. Names have neither sense nor connotation, 

(cf. 3.221, 3.203, 3.144). 

Though objects do not possess aualities, (e.g. 

temporal duration~ colour, size, movement or whatever), 

they do, however, possess -oropertiesj both internal and 

external properties. To explain how this comes about, we 

must make the transition from objects to the second 

ontological category: states of affairs. A state of affairs 

is no more than a possible "com-olex of ob,iects." Wittgenstein 

says that in a state of ~:rfairs "Objects hang in one 

one another like links in a chain" (2.03). I take this 

metaphor to mean that no third thing is involved in 

transforming objects into states of affairs. Relations ·are 

not ob j ects 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 that §:. 
stands to b in the relation R," but rather: 
"That I a' stands to. 'b I 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 consist entirely of 

names in immediate k:ombination, Wittgenstein concludes 

that states of affairs are composed entirely of sim-ole 



objects which are immediatel:L combined. "The config-

uration of objects in a situation corresponds to the 

c,lonfigura tion of simple signs in the propositional 

sign" (3.21). In other words l, "aRb" could not be an 
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elementary proposition, for the sign "R" is not a name, 

it does not denote what is an element in reality. 

A state of affairs, then J is what corresponds to 

an elementary proposition, if it is true, (cf. 4.0141). 

But what if it is false? Exactly the same holds for a 

false 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 elefuentary proposition is false, 

then the state of affairs does not exist." (4.25~ And 

so a state of affairs is not a fact, it do~s not necess-

arily exist. I't is rather a possible "situation". In 

short, then,Wittgenstein analyses both the meaningfulness 

and the truth-value of elementary propositions in terms 

of the existence of corresponding non-liguistic entities. 

Possession of meaning implies that the objects, named by 

the primitive signs which compose the elementary proposition, 

exist. The truth-value, on the other hand, depends upon the 

existence 6r non-existence of the relations which, the 

proposition asserts, exist between these objects. Suppose 

'that "abc" is an elementary proposition; it is true only 

if there is an existent state of affairs constituted by 

objE;;cts §O, band 2., standing to each 'other in the relations 



that "abc" says that they are. 1 "abe ll is false if these 

~elations 'do not exist. But if either ~, b or c does not 
I 

JXist, the proposition is not simply false but meaningless. 

To, return now to the nature of objects and their 

internal and external properties; objects are simple and 

unchanging, they possess no material qualities, 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 Wittgenstein, "It is essential to things that they 

be possible constituents of states of affairs" (2.0121 & 

2.011). The external properties of an object are those 

relations which it does have to other objects, and its 

internal (dr ~ssential) properties ar~ those which it 

,might have. 

If a name is to attach uniquely to an object then 

there must be what P.T.Geach has somewhere called a 

"nominal essence" of that object, otherwise all names 

would be interchangeable. 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. Ob~ects are simple, unchanging, 

1. Given, of course, a rule of projec~lon, cf. 4.0141, 
and see below; Section 3 of this Introduction. 



15 

without qualities, and if they are to be uniquely 

nameable their nominal essence can only be their 

internal properties. Thlis is the point that Wi ttgenstein 

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 affairs", it is 

safe to assume that "(sum of) internal properties", 

lI"essence" and "possible occurrences in states of affairs" 

are synonymous, when used with reference to objects. We 

are also told that ""The possibility of its occurring 

in states of affairs ,is the form of an object."l (2 .. 0141). 

There is one ontological term that I have so far 

avoided using, viz: "fact". It is defined thu,s by 

Wittgenstein: '''What is the case --"a fact -- is the 

existence of states of affairs" (2.01). Later he modifies 

this definition to read: 

The existence and non-existence of states of 
affairs is reality. (W~ also call the existence 
of states of ~ffairs a positive fact, and the 
non-existence of states of affairs a negative 
fact) (2.06). 

This seems clear enough: A fact is a similar sort of 

thing to a state of affairs, but'with the difference that 

the latter is merely possible, while the former act~all~ 

1. The synonymi ty of "essence", "form" arJ.d "sum of 
internal properties" is relevant to arguments"advanced 
in Part 'l1','10 of this thesis, and will be referred to 
again therein. 
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exists. It would appear that a (positive) fact is a 

whole whose parts are existing Ftates 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, Wittgenstein's usage of 
, I" ' 

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, II! sometimes "an existing state 

of affairs", sometimes "existing states of affairs," and 

yet agaiYl:J "existing and non-existing states of affairs. If 

Even more li..nfortunate ~s the fact that wittgenstein's 

whole theory of facts s~ems to be fundamentally incoh~rent, 
. . 

over and above mere terminological inexactitude. I shall 

briefly outline wherein I think this incoherence lies, 

define (rather indeterminately) the sense of "fact" 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 

wrote: 

What is the difference 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 crQcial diffi6ulty, an~ one which this quotation 
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highlights, is the nature of tIle relation that facts 

bear to states of affairs. Supp0se that a, b, and c 

are simple objects. The complex: abc will then be a 

state of" affairs, and "abc" will be the corresponding 

elementary proposition. Now, developing the hint given 

by Wittgenstein in the above quoted letter, we can posit 

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

would correspond a noh elementary proposition: "abc & 

def & ghi. " (The presence of truth functional connectives 

is enough to ensure that this proposition is not element-

ary, (4. 5J12 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 "&" 

st6pd for some ele~ent in reality, but Wittgenstein calls 

it his "fundamental idea" that the logical constants do 

not ;r-epr.esent, (4. OJ12) ). An analogy might help to make this 

clear. Instead of "object", "state of affairs" and "fact" 

let us consider respectively: "flower", "bunch" and 

"bouquet". 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 bQ~ch of bunches. A bouquet 
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is thus a whole of the same type as its parts, whereas 

there is a categorical differenc8 between a flower and 

a bunch. (A bunch is not a sort of flower, but a bouquet 

is a sort 6f 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 we 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 qualities are absent from elementary pro

positions but present in ordinary proposition~, then the 

relation of states of affairs to facts is not the 

simple 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 colourless and odourless, but 'when two 

'or more bunches are ~dded together, they suddenly and 

inexplicably burst into riotous bloom. 

I have specified how the terms ~'ob j BCts" and 
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"state of affairs". are employed, both in the Tractatus 

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

fact. I shall nevertheless continue to talk of facts 

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

"existing state of affairs". The questions that the 

indeterminacy of this definition begs are not questions 

that need concern us in the remainder of this thesis. 

(3) Names, ProDositions and Pictures 

Any philosopher who would enquire 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: ProDosition, 

sentence, eXDression, statement, sign, symbol~ name, 

meaning, sense, reference and assertion. Wittgenstein 

employs all of these, and in addition he' creates a nw'11ber 

of new terms, and uses others in a new or extended sense, 

e.g. el~mentar:v DroDosition, Dicture, sa:v, show, and 

~roto-Dicture. It is well beyond the scope and aim of 

this section to give an adequate analysis of all of these 

ierms, a~d I will restict my examination to the more 

central and more problematic of them, in particulars 

"Satz" and "Name", (usually, but not always translated 

"proposi tion" and "name ,. respectively.) 

At 3.34 Wittgenstein distinguishes between the 

accidental and the essential features of any sign: 
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Accidental features are those tfla t result 
from the particular way in which the propositional 
sign is produced. Essential features are those 
~~thout which the proposition could not express 
lvS sense. 

This quotation concerns the essential and accidental 

features of propositions, but the principle it embodies 

can easily be modified to fit other linguistic units. In 

the Notebooks Wittgenstein makes the same distinction 

with regard to names: 

The simple sign is essentially simple 
It functions as a simple object. (What does 
that mean?) 
Its compsition becomes completely indifferent. 
It disappears from view. (21.6.15.) 

A name. or primi ti ve sign may therefor'e have parts f but 

these parts are Haccidental" to it, qua name. Its 

function is to stand proxy for a simple object, and as 

far as concerns its adequately performihg this function, 

it might as well be simple. Wittgenstein's names a~e 

logically proper names:they denote a simple object and 

have neither sense nor connotation. 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 co~diti6r.s for something's 

.being a picture of something else? In the first place 

1. I shall continue for the moment to e~ploy the standard 
translation of "Satz" - though I enquire, below, into 
the aptness of this translation. 
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tha.t which is to picture must exist, arld in· the second, 
, 
it must be logically complex. It is, in other words, 
I 
~y 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.lL~4). Frege had 

construed propositions as complex names, but Wittgenstein 

objected that if this were the case, then a flase 
.P 

proposition v!Quld 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 meaningless propo~itions. Wittgenstein's repeated 

insiste~ce that a state of affairs can be described but 

not named, that propositions are not names but pictures, 

having sense but not reference, results at least in 

·part from his desire to avoid the difficulties of Frege:s 

position. as he saw them. 

A necessary dondition. for something's being a 

picture, then, ·is that that I1 some thing" 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 of? 

Because of the restrictions plac~d by Wittgenstein 

on names and naming, only a state of affairs can be 

pictured, (assuming, as I am,tt3t facts from a sub-class 

.of states of affairs). In order for a fact to be a picture 

of a state .of affairs, two conditions ~ust be fulfilled~ 

(1) there must bea one-to-one correlati6n between the 



elements of the picturing fact and the pictured state 

of affiars; and (2) their respective forms must be 
i 

~dentical, given a rule of projectio~l. A rule of 

22 

projectiori 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 u..YJ.derstood that these conditions are 

in no way intended to be an analysis of what is normaily 

implied by one thing's being a picture of another. They 

are a highly technical specification of the conditions 

necessary for the determinateness of s~nse which Wittgenstein 

demands of all propositions (both elementary and molecular). 

As such, the· first condition is, I think, intui ti v.ely 

obvious. If one picture element could stand for two or 

more objects, then the relati6ns between objects would be 

. unspecified, and the. sense o·f the' picture would be 

indeterminate with. respect to these relations. The 

second condition is a demand·that picturing fact and 

pictured state of affairs have the same·fo:r;m. "Form" 

is defined by Wittgenstein as "the possibility· 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 prirT-itive signs), 

then, corresponding to the prop~sitior "2~b". (if it is 

. true) will be a structure: "§:.-in-a-certain-relation-to-b". 

There will also correspond a form: "sorl1ething in that 

same relation to something else". Form is the possibility 
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.-----.. 
of .objl?cts in general being related a.s they ~ in 

fact ara, or as it is claimed by a proposition that 
I they are. To put it briefly, "aRb" shows a structure, 

and "xRy" 'a form. 1 A structure is 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 stru.ctures. As 

Wittgenstein uses the term, no two complexes can have 

the same structure; if 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 obtaining between elements of the picture 

(propositional sign) must be the same as those obtaining 

between the simple objects in the state of affairs of 

which it is a picture, given a rule of uiojection. 

The notion of a rule of projectiDn is obsbure in 

the Tractatus. There is only one referents to it, at 

4.0141. 

A. gramaphone record, the musical idea, the written 
notes, 8.nd the sound...,waves, all stand to one 
another in the same internal relation of depicting 
that holds between language and the world. (4,,014) 

There is a general rule by means of which the 
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, t.o derive the score again. 
That is what constitutes ~~e in~er 3imila~ity 

1. That "aRb" etc. are not elementary propositions is 
irrelevant to the present argument. nut it is worth 

. pointing out J for it explains why "R" in "aRb If. is not 
transformed into a variable. "R" would not occur in an 
elementary proposition as it is not a name. 



aetv;een these things which seems to be constructed 
~n such entirely different ways. And that rule is 
t~1e law of projection ,O'I:l. which projects the 
symphony into the language of musical notation. 
It is the rule for 'translating this language 
intQ the language of gramaphone records. (4.0141) 

One of the difficulties which faced Wittge~stein 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 proposi~ion is going 

to be indeterminate, and this, he thought, was impossible. 

If, (1) they are composed entirely of names, then, prima 

facie, it seems impossible that they can sav anything. 

(This point h~s perhaps struck the reader on this thesis, 

at those points where I hive referred to an elementary 

proposition: "abc "~ The obvious question is: How can "abc II 

say anything?' It i"s just a list of names.) The notion of 

a rule of projection is, at least in part, I suspect, des-

igned to resolve this contradiction. V-Ji ttgenstein is 

committed by the arguments we examined earlier, to "the 

first alternative, and so he mu.st find some way of 'allowing 

that a series of names can say something. Wittgenstein's 

first move is to deny that "a proposit~on is a mere jumble 

of words", (5.415). A propositional sign, in other 'Words, 

is c6mposed 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 cour~, names or primitive 

signs. So it follows ,that "abc", our put~tive elementary 
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proposition, is not, despite appearances to the contrary, 

cj. mere list, (or jumble or class or string) of names. It 
I 
is a fact. The names starid in specific PBlations to 

~ach 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 aggregate 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 ob j ects vlhich constitute the sense of 

the proposition. A simple example of a rule .Of projection 
1 ' 

might be as follm~s. In the elementary proposition "abc" 

that "a" is to the'left of both "b" and "c", implies 

that a is to the left of both b anc c in the state of 

affairs comprised by objectF3 a, band £. And so we see 

that, even' though an elementary propo"sition consists 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 over two hundred of the 

nl.unbered remarks (or "Satze·" as \ll~ ttgens'tein calls them), 

of the German text of the Tractatus. 1here are, in addition 

1. Wittgenstein provide~ more.complicaSed examples at 
4.0141, cf. also 3.1432. 
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numerous occurrances of derivative and :-:ognate expressions, 
I 

such as "Elementarsatz,", "Satzzeichen", "Satz2:efuge" and 

t,lsatzvariable". "Sa tz" is usually tr3.rls1a ted as t~proposi tion" • 1 

Acccirding 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 can say that "Caesar 

loved Cleopatra" is the same sentence type as, but different 

sentence token to "Caesar loved Cleopatra". The sentence 

in question, considered both as type and as token, consists 

of thr.ee words, begins with the letter "C'\ and so on. It.: 

is, in other words, describable in what I . shall call 

Itsemantically neutral terminology". It is simply what appears 

between the inverted commas. The corresponding proposition, 

in sharp contrast., does n'ot suffer from type/token ambiguity, 

is not describable in semantically neutral terminology, and 

is an altogether more nebulous sort of entity. As I am 

employing. the term, that Caesar loved Cleopatra 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. I"A sign" 1".e w::::,ites at 3,.)2 . 

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 i,9 describable in semantically 

neutral language, it suffers from type/token ambiguity 

(cf. 3.32t), but a necessary conditi6n of its being a 

sign is that it is already a symbol. In the same way a 

necessary condition for somethingts being a sentence is 

that it is a well-formed and complete linguistic unit. 

Criteria for completeness must, I think, ultimately rely 

on semantic considerations. And so, while a sentence must 

h~ve 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 qua sentence. This is partly the point that 

Wittgenstein makes at 3.431: 

The essence of a propositional sign is very 
clearly seen .if we imagine one composed of 
spatial objects, (such as tables, chairs and 
books), inst'ead of written signs. 

The"complex of spatial objects" could be described in 

semantically neutral language: as if it were a non-

Significant fact. But, of course, it is not a non-

significant fact, and a necessary condition of the 

description of the spatial complex being the description 

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

A Wittgensteinian propositional sign, (Satzzeichen), 

can plausible be taken to correspond to a sentence, as I 

have employed the term, and thus stands in contrast to 

a symbol or p~coposi tion. The question still remains, 
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howevpr, as to what symbols or propos~tions are. Wittgenstein 

partly defines a proposition as a "propositional sign in its 

projective relation to the world" (3.12). This "projective 

~elation'r 'is the relation that holds between 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 neut~al terminology; 

mention must be made of its sense. Indeed Wittgenstein seems 

to think that in order to state identity conditions, 

r'eference need only be made to its sense, Compare the 

following: 

A proposition has one and only one complete an~lysis. 
(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 ::neans to kn'ow vlhat is 
the case,if it is true. (4.022) 

A proposition is completely understood if its sense is 

known, and its sense is the state of affairs which it 

represents. Since each proposition has a u..n.ique sense, 

it would seem that identity of sense is a necessary and 

sufficient condition for propos~tional identity. 

~' 

But this is not, of course to say that a proposition 

,is identical to its sense. Indeed this is impossible, for 

"a proposition does' not actt1ali~.r cont2 i!1 its sense". 

"A proposition includes all ,that ,the projection includes, 

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

yet answered the question: What is a proposition? We have 

.,--. 



29 

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 sentence savs; 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 true or false 

only in virtue of being a picture of 'reality" (4.06). 

This is not, hOv'lever, a sufficient c'ondi tion of the 

pD~session of a truth value. If a propdsition were merely 

a picture of a possible state of affairs, then it would 

'not say anything, t,hough it would have' a sense. The sense 

of a proposition is nothing more than a possible "complex 

of objects". A book iying on a table which is next to 

a chair, (following the hint at 3.1431), is'simply not 

the sort of thing that can possible be either true or 

false, yet this is the sense of a proposition. This is, 

another reason for denying that a proposition. is identical 

with its sense or meaning. 1 That it has a sense is a 

necessary condition of its being a proposition; and a 

suff~cient 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 con~incin~ly argued: .but in more 
general context by R. Cartvlright. Vide : "'Propositions" 
in R.J .Butler (Ed.) Analytic Philosonhy pp. 81-103 
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comes down off the fence, commits itsElf to one of two 

~ossibi~ities, and so lays itself open to empirical 
I 
I 

tefutation. A proposition says that ~hai it means exists, 

(v"hich 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 whi.ch it pictures, a 

Satz also makes an assertion about the existence, (or in t.he 

case of a .negative pro~osition: the non-existence) of what 

it pictures. A proposition is identical with this assertion. 

• • 8 • • • • • • • t • • • 0 • • • • • • • • • • • • 



WHAT CAlT BE SAID: 



VIHA 'I' .C;::,.::..::A..:..:N--::::B~E=--:::S A I D 

J;. THE SOUL. 
i 

The first remarks on 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 psychology, 

(5.5421 & 5.641), and is that which "beli&ves", "has the 

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

better translated "mind", for this is clearly what 

Wittgenstein meant by the word in all its occurences, 

except f possi"bly, 6. 4 321. I shall however, continue to 

follow the established convention, merely pointing out 

that the word "soul" is employed shorn 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 Vii ttgenstein feel the need to comment on 

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

conoern was with formal conditions for the possibility of 

the world? The following considerations, I believe, make 

. such an excursion imperative. 

"A proposition is a truth~function of eleme::ltary 

propositions" (5), and oO::lversely: "Elementary propositions 

are the truth arguments of propositioEs", (5.01). This is 

the kernel of Wittgenstein's logical atomism. Ordinary 

propositions, if they are to have the determinate sense 

that Wittgenstein demands, (3.23) must be built up out of 
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el~mentiry propositions, because it is only at the level 

of the elementary proposition that language "hooks onto 
I 
the world directly." The rules governing the building up 

of elementary into molecular propositions are the rules 

of truth-functi oDal logic s outlined at 5.101. 'rhi s doctrine 

is generally referred to as the urinclule of extensionality, 

which was stated by Russell as follows: 1 • 

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

II. The. truth-value of any function of a function 
depends only on the extension of the function, 
i.e. if whenever fx is true, gx is true, and 
vlce versa, then any sentence about the function 
f remains true or false, as the case may be, if 
g is substituted for f. 

In the ~;ractatus this is summarized thus: "propositions 

occur in other propositions onh as the bases of truth 

operations", ( ,- c.. i I 
.:;),.-J-r'. See also 4.41, 4.51, 5.501, 5. 2J4 & ~.J). 

In other words, one proposition cannot occur in another 

proposition without its determining the truth-value of the 

latter. 

Ilo,:;.! there is a certain class of propositions which I 

, 11 ] 1 . -'- . 1 . t' 2,. h . f . sna ca. ln~enslo0a_ U~ODOSl lO~S, wnlC. prove, prlma aCle, 

refractory to this type of trut?1-Lmctio::;s,1 Cl.;12.1:/8':"3. 

1. B. Russell, Inquirv intd Meaning and Truth, p.2ll 

2. This name is ~uite arbitrary~ and is merely meant to 
stand in contrast to the term "extension2.1". The 
distinction between "inte~,sional" and "intentional" is 
not relevant here. 
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Int·ens.l onal proposi tiO~lS contain corr:ponent propositions, 

and ths truth value of the former is independent of that of 
i 

the latter. Consider the statement: til believe it is 

raining", let us call it "P". P contains the component 

proposition 11it is raining", call it "p", The truth 

value of P is independent of the truth value of Ps for I 

can believe that.it is raining even though 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 heari of 

Wittgenstein's whole theory, for if we allow that intens-

ional proposi:"·tions constitute a bona fide exception to the 

principle of extensionality, 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 obje6ts~ the definiteness of sense of alJ. 

propositions, and so on.) It is therefore incumbent upon 

Wittgenstein to provide some alternative account of 

intensional propositions, showing that they do not consti-

tute a threat to the principle of extensionality. This he 

does in sections 5.541 to 5.5421, and it is here that he 

is drawn into commenting on the nature of the soul. 

The paradigmatic form of intensional statements is: 

A fls (that) "D, where "A" refers "to or :uames an individual, 

"f" is a verb such as "believes", "asserts", "denies~' 

"thinks", etc., and "p", any proposition. We see:n, in 

fact, to have a proposition which asserts the obtaining 



of ~ r21ation between an idividual~ AI and a complex, p, 

and this was indeed the way that Russell had analysed 

{ntensional statements. 1 Now, quite ~part from truth 

functional considerations, this vvay of construing these 

propositions was not open to Wittgenstein, who repeatedly 

insists on the categorical difference between facts and 

things, (it is the vefy first distinction he draws in the 
'" 

Tractatus, see 1.1). His whole theory of meaning depends 

upon his successfully distinguishing things, (nam'es or objects) 

from factss (prop~sitions 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 u, 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 

the internal logic of the Tractatl.l...§., he was also explicitly 

criticizing Russell's theory of judgement, (5.5422), and 

offering a more consistent, though far from intuitively 

obvious alternative. Russell stated his theory of judgement 

2 as follows: 

Let us consider a complex object composed of two 
parts, ~ and ~, standing to each other in the 
relation 8... The complex object u§:.-in-the-relation
R-to ... b" may be capable of being ~E:rc33_ved; when 

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

loc ci-c. 2. • 



perceived 9 it is perceiv~d as one object. 
Attention may reveal that it is complex; we 
then ,jud...'"~s. that §l and Q. stand i.n the relation 
R. This judgement of perception p considered 
as an actual occurrence, is a relation of four 
terms, namely ~ and Q. and R and the percipient. 

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

of June, 1913 . 

..•• 1 can now express my objection to your theory of 
judgement exactly: I believe it is obvious that 
from the proposition itA judges that (say) a is 
in a relation R to b" II if correctly analyse"d l, 

the proposition: "aRb VIII aRb " must follov'1 "without 
the use of any other premise. This condition is 
not fulfilled by your theory. 

<. 

Russell seems to have found this a valid objection1 for a 

month la.ter Wittgenstein wrote: "I am sorry to hear that my 

objection" to your theory of judgement paralyses you". This 

same paralysing objection makes its appearance in the 

~r~ctatus at 5.5422. Though the remark is rather cryptic 

. t· f t' If· d· th Ii., L· 111 1" lS ur ner amp le ln e ~otes on OglC," written two 

months after the above quoted letter: 

Every right theory of judgement must make it 
impossible for me to 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 propositions must fulfill the following 

requirements: 

1) Intensional proposi t.Lons must be shown to be J on 

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

1. N., p.96 



2) There mUSG be no recourse to the possibility of 

objects entering into relations with facts. 

3) It must be impossible for a piece of nonsense to be 

a judgement. 

4) The deficiences of the Fregean, Bradelian and Russellian 

theories must be overcome. 

The required an~lysis of intensional statements is 

provided at 5.542. It is short and, as J.O.Urmson has 

remarked, "it is a passage of almost impenetrable obscurity"l 

It is clear that "A believes that p"t "A has 
the thought p" and "A says p" are of the form 
" 'p' says p ": and this does not involve a 
correlition 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 logicai form of judgement 

fulfils. the four conditions liste4 above, and so is both 

consistent and adequate within the terms of the Tractatus. 

What concerns us here, however, are the implications which 

Wittgenstein d~aws from this analysis. These implications 

are stated in the succeeding proposition: 

This shows that there is no such thing as 
the soul the subject etcc as it is 
conceived in the superficial psychologyr of 
the present day. Indeed a composite soul 
would no longer be a soul. (5.5421) 

The 'obvious' interpretation 9f 5.5421 runs something 

like ·this: "Wittg8nstein is here talking about the soul or 

1. J. O. Urmson, Philosouhica l Analvsis, Oxford, 1967 
Oxford Univvrsity Press. p. 133 
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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 a contra-

diction in terms. The soul must ivherefore be simple. tr 

Some credibility is given to this reading by the remark 

at 5.641 : "the philosophical self is not the human body, 

or the soul with which psychology deals, hut rather the 

metaphysical sub j ect, the limit of the world." Obviously, 

then, the soul is not a philosophical concept, but belongs 

to the natural sciences even if they do misconceive 

it. 

But here the "obvious interpretation" breaks dOVln, 

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 is incapable of picturing, thinking, 

believing or what have you. If on the other hand it is 

a fact it is necessarily complex, and hence "no longer a 

soul". One alternative leaves us with an object picturing 

·.a fact, an I impossibili ty t 'Nhich the theory was precisely 

designed to avoid, while the other, Wittgenstein flatly 

asserts, "ein Unding ist". 1 

. The con·:.;lnsion seems to be at this point that the 

soul does not exist at all. Psychology does not merely 

1. Again Kant comes close to maintaining the same doctrine J 

.and for the $ame reasons; Vide: second :?a.t'alogismj on 
the simplicity of the soul. "Al tho').gi! the lNhole of the 
thought cou;Ld be divided and dis-f;:::-ibuted among many 
subjects, the subjective "I" can never be thus divided 
and distributed, and it is this "I" which we presuppose 
in all thinking." Critioue of Pure Reason, trans, Kemp 
Sciith, London: Macmillan, 1933 (A 354) . 
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misconceive the soul through its superficiality, it 

is rather, J-n 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 we have examined "the thinking I", 

which is the soul under a different guise. 

2. The Thinking I 

The considerations rehearsed in the preceding 

section lead to the conclusion which Wittgenstein states, 

only apparently dogmatically, at 5.631: "There is no 

sv.ch thing as'· the subject that thinks or entertains 

ideas." Wit1;genstein 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 'II think" we ought to say "It thinksl" 

(~trbeing used, as he said, as 'Es' is used in 'Es 

bli tzet,)".1 "Now it is becoming clear", VIi ttgenstein 

wrote in the ):{QJ;gQ.Qok.s, "why I thought that thinking 

a~d language were the same. For thinking is a kind of 

language. For a thought too is a logical picture of the 

proposition~ 8.nd therefore just is a kind of proposition" 

(12.9.16). 

1. G. E. Moore, Philosophical Papers,London: George Allen 
and Unwin, 1938, p. 309. 
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This is the only solution open to Wittgenstein 

commensurate with the ontology outlined in the opening 

proposi tione of the rrractatus, for if the "world is }the 

totality of facts p not of things", and "each can be the 

case or not the case ~hile 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 sOs what ever the subject is it cannot 

be the 'possessor' of thoughts or experiences, or the 

'medium' in which these occur. P.F.Strawson has called 
1 

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

as Wittgenstein's analysis of the empirical self is 

concerned, this is fiot an inappropriate label. If one 

were to furnish a complete list of eve~ything in the world, 

then thoughts would appear o~ this list, being.facts, But 

to-e 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 fact (5.5421)9 so it does not exist "in the world": 

Where in 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 IIno-ownership doctrine" to the 

Tractari.an thE:c:.:'y as a whole, however, is nothing short 

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

1 •. P. F. Stravvson, 1IPersons", Minn8 sot8. St lidies in the 
Philosophv of SCl ence, 'fol II, 19..5::f---· 



possessors no l" only of all experience, but of the vlOrld 

itself. 

This ~s to anticipate, however, and at the moment 

our concern is with the empirical self, and the reasons 

for the" ·belief in its existence being "mere superstition" fI 
, 

(4.8.16). Yet another 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 ~ractice: its point is that unnecessary units in a 

·sign language mean nothing." (5.47321). It would seem 

that the sign; "soul" is one of these; and that this:> is 

the case can be shown by demonstrating that there is no 

role for the soul i? 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 Tractatus 

and (2) to those, the standard interpretation of which 

demands the existence of an empirical self. 

3) The Thought (i) Assertion. 

In "{.Phe Thought" Frege distinguished the following: 1 

1. The apprehension of a thought -- thinking. 
2. The recogr.ition of the truth of a thought 

judgement. 
3. The manifestation of this judgement 

asser·tion. 

1. G. Frege, '"1he Thoup.:ht: Ii. lOE:ical Ina uia", in 
P. F. Strawson (Ed.) PhilosoDhical~~r;r:ic, p.22 



41 

In ~ll ~hree cases, the Thought,. i.e, that which is 

thO\J.ghtf jud.ged; as::;erted etc., may be the same, e.g. 
i 

that p is th§3ase. The Thought is tr.e sense of a 

proposition that can be true or false. It is objective 
1 

and atemporal.- In Frege's theory of judgement, th8refore,} 

there exists a radical dichotomy betv'leen the Thought and 

thinking. j'lhereas one. is. ob j ecti ve and ete;rnal, the other 
." is a temporal subjective mental process, Because of this 

Frege introduced signs into his Begriffschrift to indicate 

whether a particular proposition, (Thought), was to be 

asserted, j u~.ged or merely entertained. 

Wi ttgenstein saw that this whole a:9::;)l~oach led to 

insuperable difficulties. If it is WE who do the. asserting, 

then the thought itself does not assert anything, In which 

case it is difficult to see how a mental act can be true 

or false. (I do not know whether Frege regarded the act 

of assertion as a mental act, like intending, or as a 

Qb.vsical act like uttering a sentence, -- In fact it 

doesn't matter. The important point is that, for him 

asserting, judging, thinking are all things WE do with 

propositions (or Thoughts), and 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 the lea1ing r~le to the thinking 

I. 

1. I am employing "the Thought" in a technical sense, 
and will capitalize it to avoid confusjon. 



Th~ deficiencies of Frege's accG~nt of Thought 

~nd th5nking are overcome by Wittgenstein in two simple 
I 
I 

but profoundly important 'steps: 

(1) incorporate all assertive force within the Thought 

itself, and (2), identify the Thought with the proposition: 

A thought i§. a proposition wit:--t a sense (4) 
A proposition shows how things stand if it is 
true. And it says that they do so stand. (4.022). 
~y italics.) ~ 

And it is precisely this double move that enables 

Wittgenstein to dispense with the services of the thinking 

I. If the thought asserts itselfs there is no need for an 

asserter. And if the thought just is a pro~oosi tioYl '1 it is 

a non-psychological entity and consequently is not dependent 

for its existence upon a thinker, or mind. We must see 

exactly how this is worked out in detail. 

Fr. G. Colombo, as a comment on Wi ttger~stein f s 

picture theory, has asked why we should not regard the 

state of affairs as a picture of the proposition that VTould 

normally be said to describe it. Or, more shortly: Why is 
1 

not the world a picture of language?- IIIis,s Anscombe has 

tried to answer this question, and the gist of her answer 

is that, there is basically, (logically), no reason why 

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

She simply points out that as a matt~r of fact it is not 

usually so regarded" "All the internal features" she 

1. Vide G. E. Nl. Anscombe, An Introduction to 'iii tte:enstein t s 
rrractatus. London, Hutchinsol1" 1959. p. 67. 



writes~. "are supposed to be identical in the proposition 

(or describing fact) and the described fact. 111 

This, nowever, is a badly mistaken interpretation, 

and one t6 which someone who has elsewhere written so 

sensibly about asser-cion 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" 

(Jyicture", "describe" or "show" a certain state of affairs, 

i:t.-Mso asserts that that state of affairs exists: "A 

proposition ShO'NS how things stand if true. And it says 

that they do so stand," (4.022). And moreover it is the 

proposition, qua proposition, that does the asserting, and 

not (Dace 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 it is itself all that is the case, 

there is nothing left which it could assert to exist!) 

I have long felt that the terms lTdescription" and 

'1picturing" are misleading when used to epitomize the 

semantic theory of the Tractatus, for while language is 

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

1. Vide G. E. M. Anscombe, An Introduction to Witteenstein.s 
Tractatus, London, Hutchlnso~, 1959. p.67 

2. OD. cit., p.llJ et seq, 



the assertive function of language, dilficulties are 

engende~ed, (like Fr. Colombo's perplexity,) which are 

not endemic to the Tract~tu~. 

There are tVlO arguments in favour of the inter-

pretation I have offered: one of them is Wittgenstein'sg 

though it does not appear in the Tractatus. In the 

Notebooks he wrote; 

Can one negate a I?Jcture? No, And in this 
lies the difference between a picture and 
a proposition. The picture can serve as a 
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 ~ffairs, it cannot be true or false. 

A picture of an impossible state of affairs is impossible', 

a::'1d so all pictures would be logically 0::'1 a par.: 'Nhat 

they picture miRht exist. It is only becauSe Wittgenst~inian 

pictures claim that what they picture actually exists, 

that they are potentially right or wrong, true or false. 

As D. S. Schwayder has remar3:ed: "Wittgenstein is more to 

be criticized for his linguistic theory of pictures than 

1 ·fbr his picture theory of language." 

Besides these &rguments, there is a certain aT:10unt 

of evidence that this was Wittgenstein's considered opinion, 

in his trea trrlent of Frege f s assertion sign. II J- ".. ~rhis. sign 

1. D. S. Schvlayder, "On the picture thsory of languaGe", 
in I.i'II.Copi and R.W.3earcl~ Essa'/s onditt8.:enstein's 
Tractatu~ p. 305. 



meant that the ensuing p:c:oposi tion was to be "asserted 

as true". Ar.d what-ever else it 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 ccntains an 
assertion. And ~his question must be answered 
in the negative, if the requisite seriousness 
is lacking. ~ 

Wittgenstein was contemptuous of this whole apprqach, both 

because of its logical shortcomings, (e.g. difficulties 

over negative propositions and false propositions), and 

also because of its incipient psychologism. "Frege It s 

judgement stroke: '1- '.11 he vtrites, "is logically quite 

.meaningless" , (4.442). It is meaningless because it is· 

.useless: it does not distinguish "anything from anything 

else. It is otiose, because there can be no' such thing 

as an unasserted proposition; propositions a.re assertions. 

And so the sign 11- I falls prey to Occam's razor. It is 

not you or I that says that "0, 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-existe~ce of the empirical ego. 

( .. ) 
\ lJ. Meaning 

"Mear:i.""g" if' a potentially dangerous term to employ 

with reference to the Tractatus, for it has in that context 

2. Ope Cit., p.22 



8. number of dlfferent meanings. The three I wish to 

concentrate lJ.pon are: 

(a) ::;:0 mean; something a person does, (cf ,. intend) 

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

(c) Sense: something a proposition has, (Sinn) 

While it is imperative 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 mAan lOt (5 '5422 cf4) - , . '" , 
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 to be answered: To what extent, 

if any, are (c) and (b) dependent on (a)? Wittgenstein~s 

theory of the self is internally inconsistent tf ·there is 

any sort of dependence here, for this 'llould furnish the 

empirical ego with an inescapable metaphysical role. 

Conspicuous by its absence 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. ~his 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 :"A believes that Pt" says: 

What w~ areffiserting, to summarize t is (a) 
that a certain proposi tional sign lip" (which 
is a fact) occurs in A's m~nd, and, (b) that 
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there also occurs in A's mJnd an act of intention, 
whereby the objects constituting the mental 
propositional sign are correlated with the objects 
constituting the fact in the world .•.. which A's 
thought is of. 1 

1hat at some point Wi~tgenstein must have recourse to some 

"act of intention" in the setting up of tne co.rrelations 

between name-things and named-things is a particularly 

widespread misinterpretation. According to Miss Anscombe, 

for -example: "The correlating is not something the picture 
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 
ffi$aningless is that there is no property called 
"identical": 'The proposition is r..cnsensical 
because WE have failed to make an arbitrary 
determination, and -not because the sy~bol in 
i tssl f wO'J_ld b-2 i llegi tir.:e:!se 0 (5.473. I,:y italic s). 

One of these "arbitrary determination", ::..t- might be argued, 

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'p 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 only occurs in pro-

positional contexts. But surely -, . 
""C!1l S is the reason why the 

Anscombe-Pitcher account of the so-ca:c.l'3d "act of corre-

lation" must be rejected, for such an 2,ctivity is hr:~)Qssible. 

1. G. Pitcher, The Philosophy of Wittgenstein, p.15l, 
my italics. 

2. OPt cit., p.68 



outside a proposition, and within 

a propcaition it has, so to speakf a~ready been done. 
I 
As was pointed out above, reference is a prerequisite 
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of sense and sense is a prerequisite of reference. The 

two things must therefore be simultaneous, corning 

together in a well formed proposition as if by magic. 

(Later in life Wittge~stein did in fact characterize this 
J" 

whole account of reference as "occult" and "hocus-po~us")~ 

For the Anscoillbe-Pitcher act of correlation to be possible, 

it would have to be possible to refer to, pick out or 

name objects ~n isolation, i.e. objects considered inde-

pendently of the states of affairs of which they are 

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

though they do have "internal" and "external" properties: 

"If I know an object, though I need not know all its 

external prop~rties~ I must know its internal properties~, 

(2.01231). This must not, however, be taken to mean that 

an object can be know independently of the possibilities 

of its occurring in states of affairs, fo:::, the interr:al 

properties of an object are none other than these 

possibilities: 

Things are independent in so far as they can 
occur in all possible situations, but this 
form of independence, is a form of cO:'lnexion 
with states of affairs; a form cf dS;3ndence. 
(2.0122) • 
If I can imagine objects combined in 'states 
of affairs, I cannot ima~i~e them excluded from 
the Dossi bi 1 i t~J of such combinatl,,0ns. (2.0121) 

loP. I. (2) Xl 



It.is ~his impossibility of isolating qn object, and 

hence of giving a meaning to a primitive sign or name 
! 
outside the proposition,' that leads 'vO the impenetrable 

logical circle that lies at the heart of the Tractatu~, 

vitiating most of the doctrines contained therein, This 

is how Wittgenstein formulates it: 

The meanings o~ 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 sig:.r'1s are alreCl.dy know. (3.263) •. 

On the one hand Wi ttgenstein '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 the objects which are the meanings 

of these primitive signs, outside a propositional context 

(3.:3, 4.23). But the proposition mu'st be lomderstood, before, 

the individual referents can be known, (3.263).1 

That there are great, almost certainly insuperable 

difficulties here, I do not wish for a moment to deny. 

Wittgenstein himself has done more than anyone to criticise 

and demolish this "occult" account of refe!'ence, (which 

is, incidentallu , the essence of a "nri vat o langua,ae") rJ + ...... I::>' 

But, despite the "hocus-pocus" at the centre of this 

theory, that no "act of correlation" is involved I am 

sure was Wittgenstein's consideced op~ni0n. The possibility 

of such an act would have broken the logical circle of 

1. This ques"tlon is examined in greater detail in the 
section on solipsism, see below. 
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"'" ') /' ") m' t th' i -'-:i . ..t..' .~', h o~ ~.0G • Ina . lS paraGOX s~an(s, vl,~la~lng so muc. 

of the Tractarian semantic is strong testament to ~ittgenstein!s 

he sire to rid the Tractatus of peopl:;, And that thl~ whole 

process is nothing short of miraculous is no reason for 

believing that ;.vi ttgenstein did not subscribe to it at this 

-'- . l"lme. 

So far we have .seen that Tili ttgenstein I s accou.nt of 
,t> 

the way propositions assert, (which I believe to be correct), 

and the way names refer, (which I believe to be manifestly 

absurd)p involve no act of assertion or act of correlation 

on the part ?f any speaker, thinker or language user. I come 

now to the most difficult problem: Is the sense of a proposition 

something it has de jure, by virtue of its being a proposition 

and because of its internal features, or de facto, because 

~ have given it one? In other words, is the l:J.eaning .of 

language intrinsic to language, or is it, either immediately 

or ultimately, dependent on an extrinsic significanqe- endov'ling 

act or activity_ On the whole, Wittgenstein's answers to these 

questions would S6em to be that language, like logic, fu..l'1ctions 

impersonally ~l'1d autonomously, solely by virtue of its 

internal features, (at least at the empirical level, to \\'hich 

I am for the moment restricting myself). The diffic~ul ty is to 

reconcile this vieit; Vi th such apparently contradictory remarks 

as: "A propositional sign, 8.D"01 i.Q.?, aYl,.Ur.,ou2;ht out, is a 

thought. II (). 5 Ey italics), and :"Ne use the perceptible 

sign of a proposition as the projectior: of a possible state 

of affairs. The method is to think the sense of the 
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proposition." (3.11, my italics). These two quotations 

would seem to suggest that language cannot tlave sense in 

complete irdependence of the significance given to it by 

people who use it. G.Hallet has expressed this interpretation 

(somewhat unsubtlely) in these wor'ds.: "It is the act of 

meaning which makes our sentence a picture of reality (4.021). 

To become a thought, a proposition, (4), the propositional 

sign must be applied and thought out, (3.~). So the problem 

of discrepancies between signs and meaning is solved in 

a similar fashion in both Tractatus and Notebooks [no ref

ere0ces given]: by the connecting act of meaning the signs 0 ,,1 

This interpretatio~ has as its basis a certain meta-

physical formula, viz; symbol - sign = meaning, or, meanigg 

sign, which is a brute. (non-significant) fact, and we endow 

it with meaning, so that it becomes a symbol, Ther,e is some 

evidence that Wittgenstein occasionally lapsed into this 

lazy way of characterizing the difference between sign and 

symbol. (Compare, for example 3.1431 with the remark in the 

Notebooks: "Things acquire significance only through their 

relation to my will", (15.l0.l6.)J.The essence of Hallet's 

~iew is that a sign is a mere physical.thing which is made 

meaningful by an act of intention. The 1,'/hole J sign·-plus-

act-of-intention II. is a symbol. 

1. G. Halletts S. J., Wittgenstein's Defini~ion of ~eaning 
~s Use, p.30 Bronx: Fordham University Pr~ss, 1967 
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Wi ttgenstein, hOVlever, characterize s the differel1('e 

between a Sig,.'1 and a sym.bol in this way: "A sign is what can 

be perceived of a symbol ,; (3.32). A sign is therefore, and 

Hallet wouln agree, 'a physical thing, (marks on paper, 

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

~r"li ttgenstein does not say: "A sign is something that can 

be perceived", rather he says it is "what can be perceived 
"I \\ • • of a symbo-L. A 'l'l.eces-sary candl tlon, therefore t of something's 

being a sign is that it is alread~L a symbol , it already has 

significance. The phrase "a meaningless sign" iS'a self 

contradiction. It follows therefore that there 1s neither 

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

up and transform it into 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 1,vrong sense. rr Not only does a 

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

it is not necessary to consider this sense if vre are talking 

about the sign qua sign.) That every sign has a unique sense 

is borne out by the remark at 3.25: "a proposition has one and 

only one complete analysis," If any fact was potentially a 

symbol, merely waiting for the appropriate act of intention 

to transform it, then there would be no 'reason why a propositional 

sign should not have an indefinite nunber of analyses, 

corresp0.i.1ding ~o the indefinite nl:l.rnber of different acts of 

intention vli th which it might be endowed with significance. 

The mistake that Pitcher and Hallett make is to as::;ume that 
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in order fo:c one to be able to treat something.§:.§.. "simIlly X", 

it lnust 2.!l. simply X. But we can treat a symbol as a Sigll~ 

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 quite literally 
p 

·'iIi ttgenstein' s totally impersonal account of the way language 

works: 

One name stands for one thing, another for another 
thing, and they are combined with one anothE!r. In 
this way the v:hole group - lik~ a tableaJ?-vivaDt, 
presents a state of affairs ~ (t.}. OJll) . 

At this point it only remains·to establish ex.actly 

what Wittgenstein meant by: "A propositional sign, applied 

and thought out, is a thought", for we have ruled out what 

must be the obvious interpretation. Once it is acknowledged 

that, for ',Vi ttgenstein, even.a concept like "thought" has 

been divested of all psychological and epistemological 

connotations, the apparent contradictions disappear. A 

thought is nothi.ng more than a well formed proposition, (L~). 

And here Wittgenstein follows Frege. But unlike Frege) 

Wittgenstein does not need an act of thinking, (judging, 

asserting etc.) to Ir1s.ke it 11 come alive 11. "Doe s not my study 

of sign languages" he as};:s s "correspond to the study of 

thought processes, which philosophers used to consider so 

essential to the philosophy of logic?".Yes. And it is because 

lang·uage, and la.Dguage alone refers, narw=, 8 , means, asserts 



and pictures s that he is able to do this. D.F.Pea.rs, in a 

recent'study of Wittgenstein,J. has referred to the "l'Lmar 

lcmdscape of the rrracta~us II, a,ld this description is apt $ 

if only because the Tractatus is almost totally unin.ll.abi ted. 

The doctrines propounded therein are meant, at least at the· 

empirical level u to flmction without human intervention. 

And, indeed, so they must for "There is,no such thing as the 

soul". (5.631 & 5.5421) 0 

On this point, however, Wittgenstein can justly be 

accused of an overstatement which is potentially misleading. 

His conclusion ought to have be-en that, in acert""in sense, 

there is no -'such thing. as the soul or thinking subject. And 

even if v'le admit that this is the most important sense, still 

the qualification 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 thinking subje.ct. ~:his - . 

conclusion is incompatible with· the formulation that 'i'li ttgenstein 

gives at 5.5421 and 5.631. It is a conclusion, hQ',liever, that 

his theory as a whole allows and invites us to draw. 

The analysis of the lo·gical form of intensional 

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

the 'subject." It does this by showing that when an intensi{)nal 

proposition - whithin which there seems to OCC'Llr reference 

to an individual or a mind - is analysed, all reference t0 9 

or mention of this individual disappears. UA believes p" 

1. D. F. Pears~ "ilittgenstein, ·p.85 
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becomes II 'p r says p" The mind of the individual is reduced 

to the propositional sign "p" in just those casesv'ihere vihat 

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

thing that A believes 1 hopes, intends, wishes, denies$ asserts 

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

nothing but a bu.."1dle or totality of propositional signs. As 

we saw earlier, a propositional sign is a proposition regarded 

'" 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 facts. Are they the same 

as the objec~s consitituting the rest of the world g or is there 

a separate species of psychical object? To put this in more 

traditional terminology: Is Wittgenstein's theory basically 

materialistic or dualistic? This question was of no interest 

t ""tt ..L.' o III genSl,.eln, who thought that it was.a matter for the 

natural sciences to settle (cf. 5.61). This is how Wittgen.stein 

replied to a question of Russell's about the. nature of the 

objects which constitute a thought: 

I don I t know what the constituents of a thoUi!2:ht are, 
but I know that it must have such constituents which 
correspond to the words of language. Again, the kind 
of relation of the thought and the perceived fact is 
irrelevant. It would be a matter of psychology to 
find out. (N. p.129). 

Later in the same letter he wrote: 

Does a Gedanke consist of words?" NO! But of psychical 
constituents that have the same relation to reali~y 
as words. Vlhat these constituents are I don't know. 
(N. p.130). 

The 1 · tha.t the' ml' nd is nothing more than an conc USlon 

ag,;reGate ai' bundle of pro}:osi tional signs is a somewhat 



.56 

counter-intuitive notion~ but I think that some sense can 

be rnade" of it: especially if the equivalent Humean analysis 

is borne in mind. For a fact to be regarded as a propositional 
1 sign, as we have seen p it must already have a sense~ in 

other words it must already be a proposition. But g 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 su..ll total of thoughts that would , .. normally :, and 

misleadingly, be said to occur therein. What he is denying 

is that there is any principle of u.t1i ty to be found at the 

,empirical levels which would tie together this bundle of 

propositions; making them 'distinctively the products of one 

mind. As facts, th01~ghts take their place as components of 

the vlOrld', and so anyone "can be the case or not the 'case, 

while everything else remains the same" (1 .. 21). ThE~ '''fact'', 

th2.t certain thoughts are mY.. thoughts is not, on 'iTittgenstein' s 

analysis, a fact at all. It is not an existent complex of 

ob j ects. (The thought itself' is an existent comple}: of 

ob j ects, and so is a fact; but that it i?.:..1!lY.: thought is 

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

on solipsism, all thoughts are my thoughts. This is yet 

another consequence of the limits which Wittgenstein places 

on the possibility of commu-",1ication at 3.263.) 

One of the most peculiar consequences of the foregoing 

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

1. See above 1 ,Jl'1t,coduction 5 Section 3. 
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is to state a necessary truth, (Wittgenstein d.enied~ of course~ 

that a necessary truth could b~ stated, but if one is to 

write about the Tract~tus it is necessary to proceed as if 

such things caD be said.) The expression" 'p' says p ", as 

it occurs in the analysis of intensional propositions, has 

therefore the peculiar status of a "transcendental tautology". 

It is one of these s~atements which would be true - if only 

they could be asserted at all. The truth~f this proposition, 

how·ever, is something that cannot be said but cap only be shown. 

As Wittgenstein remarks in the concluding paragraphs of the 

Tractatus: 

6. 54 r~y propositions serve as elucidations in the 
following 'Nay: anyone who. understa:nds me event;ually 
recognizes them as nonsensical s . when he has used 
them - as st~ps - to climb up beyond them. (He must, 
so to speak, throwaway the ladder after he has 
climbed up it.) . 

The "proposition fI: 'p ~says-12. is one of these elucidations. 

And so it does not consititute an exception to the thesis 

of extensionality, because it iS 1 after all, not a well-formed 

sentence in the first place. 1 

The conclusion 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 lcey. ·Hv.me said that whenever he looked into 

1. Miss Anscombe has offered a different aDalysis of the logical 
status of " 'pI says pll. She claims that it is an empirical 
proposition, because it is a contingent matter that lip" says 
p. Unfortunately her aCCQW1t is contY.'adicted by 2,.174, 2.221, 
3.332, 4.21, ~nd others. But the most basic objection to her 
account is that p given her analysis, intensional propositions 
stil] prove an exception to the thesi~of ·extensionality. If 
it is logic3.11y possible for" 'pI says ptl to .be false, then 
it is -possible for HA believes pI! to be false,. in which case 
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himself he nsver found himself without a perception, and 

he never found anything but the perception. He concluded ·chat 

the self VlaS mere 1y a "bundle" of the se perceptions" For 

Wittgenstein a perception or a thought 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. :aut a tho.·l1.ght is a proposition, and so the mind 

becomes a totality of propositions, i.e. a'tota1ity of facts 

that picture states of affairs. But the world too is the 

totality of facts, and it is this symm9try between the world 

and the self which leads to some of Wittgenstein's most 

peculiar conclusions about the self. These will be our concern 

in the next part of this thesis • 

•••.• cont'd 
the truth value of irA believes pI' is not determinecL by the 
t::-uth value of its con}JOJ18nt propos iti en......; : the truth of p is 
irrelevant to whether or not A believes that p. (See G.E:U. \ 
Anscor;'lbe, An Introduction to '\'iitt.g81J.ste~D: J S ;i'ractatus pp. 87-97). 



PART TWO 

WHA'fl CANNO'lf BE SA TD: 'fHE 'rRANSCE1WEirIAL ASPECTS OF THE. SELF 
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(1) INTRODUCTTO~ 

Before proceeding to an examination of the truths about 

the self \-vhieh cannot be stated , it will be well to delineate 

more finely the distinction, which was earlier introduced 

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 summed up in the follO'.ving words: what can be said at all 

can be said clearly, and what we cannot talk about we must 

pass, over in silence." (Page J), This point was further 

emphasized in" a letter to Russell: '1 

Now I'm afraid that you havn't really got hold of 
my main contention, to which the whole business of 
logical propositions is only a cor,ollary. ':rhe main' 
point is the theory of what can be expressed by 
propositions, i.e. by la~guage, (and what comes to 
the same thing - what can be thOUg~1t), and what cannot 
be expressed by propositions but only shown; which, 
I be ll8'v'2, is the ca!'dinal problem of philosophy. 

Wittgenstein~s doctrine about the meaning of names can 

be summarized in the following six propositions: 

(i) Names only occur in el'ementary propositions. (4.2J) . 

( ~ . \ .... l) Only names OCC1..lr in elementary propositions. (L~.22) • 

(iii), Names only have meaning in the context of an'elementary 

proposition, never in isolation. (J.)). 

(iv) 'rhe meani]'),£; of a name is its bearer. (J.20.3). 

(,v) The bearer must be a simple object. ().211). 

(vi) A name cannot be defined. (3.26). 

1. Quoted by G,E.;'LAnscombe, An Tntroduction to Wittgenstein's 
':rract8.'Cu,,, 1 P .161' London, Hutchinson, 1959,' 

I 
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These six propositions form th9 nucleus of what must be the 

purest: example of the " f Fido J ~ Fido " the ory of rneaninfT on 
'-' 

record. In later life Wittgenstein himself referred to it as 

"the theory that points: Here the word; rrhere the meaning." 

However s as he says in the Investigations: 

NQth5ng has so far been done when a thing has been 
named. Naming is so far not a move in the language
game, any more than putting a piece in its place 
on the boaid is a.move in chess. It has not even 
got a name, except in the language-game. This is 
what Frege meant when he said 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 propositions have sense. Only in the nexus of a 

proposition d"oes a name have meaning, (Bedeutung)," (3.3). 

So names refer, but have no sense, (if they did they could 

be defined), Propositions 6n the other hand, have sense but 

do n6t refer, (if they did s then a false propo~ition would be 

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

elementary proposition is art irreducible ~oncatenation of 

names, and has therefore two facets: (i) its content, Le. 

the names, and (ii) its form, i.e. the "concatenation" of the 

names, for while an eiementary proposition is composed 

entirely 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 such it 

has a determinate structure. An elementary proposition is 

thus a "nexus", a tlconcatenation", its elements are "artic"ll.lat"?d" 

or "logically segmented". It has, in other words, "logical 

form", and·this it is which enables it to be a picture of a 
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possible state of 

and 

What ariY picture I of what:: Vel" form, must have 
in common with reality, in order to depict it -
correctly or inccrrectly - in any way at all, 
is logical form, i.e. the form of reality. (2.18) 

\Vhat any picture must have in common with rea.li ty, 
in order to be able to depict it - correctly or 
incorrectly - in the way that it does, is pictoria.l 
form. (2.17) 

Form is the possibility of structure, and ~structure~ is "the 

way elements hand togetherll, "the connexion of elements". So 

pictorial form is the possibility of the elements of the 

picture (i. e. the names) being combined as they arE:. It is 

what is left over, so to speak, when all the actual pictorial 

elements have been replaced by variables. Wittgenstein's 

thinking on this matter car. be summarized schematically .thus: 

(1) possession of logical form means that th~re arE~ (unspecit'ied) 

relations' subsisting between (unspecified) e:ements. (2) Poss-

essian of pictorial form means that there are.these relations 

subsisting between the elements (unspecified). (3) Pictorial 

struct1",lre is the obtaining of these relations, betvleen these 

elements. What makes an elementary proposition a picture of 

reality is that the pictorial form is identical to the form 

of a possible state of affairs. 'rhus there is 8. onE~ -one 

correlation between the pictorial elements and the objects 

constituting the projected state of affairs. Moreover, the 

relations subsisting between these objects will be identical 

to those subsisting between the pictorial elements, give a 

.rule of proj"'c'tion. This is the essence of the picture theory, 
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the theory concerning, and del~miting, what can be said. Any 

proposition that does not conf(Yc'Irl to this pattern is rr.alfori],(;d; 

what it is trying to say cannot be said, and so it will be 

meaningless. This is the doctrine that the positvists extracted 

from the Tr8.ctat\)s~ and, taken in isolation, it is a positivistic 

doctrine. But 1;'/hen read with its corollary, the doctrine of 

showingj the picture theory loses all its positivistic 

tendencies. As D.F.Pears has argued, the ~icture theory, far 

from being intended to outlaw as meaningless or inaccesible 

the truths of religion, art morality and rr.etaphysics, was meant 

precisely to protect these. "Such propositions" he writes p 

". 

"are nonsense because they lack factual sense. But to make this 

point is not to condenm ttemas unintelligible, it is to take 

the first· step towards understanding them". 1 31).c11 truths are 

shown, but cannot be said. 

What has been given in the preceeding paragraphs and in 

part J of the Tntroduction~ is the mechanics of saying. ~her~ 

is no equivalent account to be given of "the meche,nics of 

showing". There is no way of unpacking or. explicating the 

concept of showing. Wittgenstein seems to feel that thi~ is 

a shortcoming, 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 language, language cannot represent. What 
expresses 'ts~lf in language, we cannot express 
by means of language. 
Propositions shoVl the logical form of .reality, 

1. D. F. P~drsi Wittgenstein, p.57 



rrhey display it. 
:ilhat C8.n be shown ~ canrwt be said. (L~ .121 & 4.1212) 

',r' 1-. , t b h t b ., 1 'I~e can, nO',llever, say Y!...!lY... WJ1a can e sown canno ~~ SalQ. 

In order for a proposition to be capable of describing reality, 

it must have something in common with reality~ (4.12, 2.18), 

and this "something" is logical form. "Propositions can represent 

the whole of reality, but they cannot represent what they 

must have in common wi~h reality in order to be able to 
,.. 

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

we would have to be able to "station ourselves, with propositions 

somewhere outside logic, i.e. outside the world." (4.12). 

In other word~ the propositions with which we would intend to 

describe logical form would need to .have something 

in common with logical form, which was not iself logical form. 

This, of course, is impossible, for a propositiop is a fact, 

and all facts have, by definition, logical form; the form of 

reality! And so they must, for reality is composed entirely 

of facts, (1.2). \'ihat is shovm is not, therefore i d'2pend e"nt 

upon logic in the same way that what can be said is. Indeed 

logic itself is precisely one of the thfngs which gets shown: 

"II:Y fundamental idea is that the 'logical constants' are not 

repres,entatives i that there can be no representativl=s of the 

logic of facts." (4.0312). 

1. CF. Kant· s Immark in Foundations of the' r!jetanhysics 0_:::" 
%orals, n.B) trans. L.W.B~ck, New Y6rk: Bobbs-~errill, 1959. 
"And so ~Ne do not indeed comprehend the [categorical 
imperative); yet 'we do comp.rehend· itt> il\comprehensibili ty, 
which is all that can fairly be demanded of a philosophy 
which in its principles strives to reach the limits of 
human reason," 
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There a.re indeed things tLHt cannot be put into 
words f they make thernsel ve s manifest. 'They are 
Wl13.t is mystical. (6.522) 

Logic: we have seen, is one of these "things", perhaps the 

most important 0 But the transcendental role of the self is 

another~ and this wilJ. be our concern in the remainder of this 

study. 
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1.:;;11ike the SOUl: '/.'hich, did it e:;.:ist, would exist in 

tjhe v/orld, the metaphysical I is a "J imit of the world," 

(5.631 &, 5.633). Vihat does 'dittgcenstein mean by "limit" or 

"boundry" ~ (Grenze)? ~Ihe ans'ser that emerges from. his use of 

the relev2.nt terms is that "form", "essence" ar,d "limit" are 

synonymous. 1 Compare, _for instance: 

with 

It is essential to things that they ~hould be 
possible constituents of states of affairs. (2.011) 

The possibility.of its occurring in states of affairs 
is the form of an object. (2.0141) 

At 5.471 we are told that the general form of the proposition 

is the; essence of a proposition and, with 6.001: a.Dd 4.51, this 

means it is also what limits language. Again, at 4.03, we 

learn that in orde~ to depict a situation a proposition must 

be "e ssentially connected " with that situation < As 't,'e have 

already seen this connection is an identity of form, and it 

is this condition which limits intelligible·. disco1..:rse. (1.; .• 12) . 

But it is not from terminological usage alone t~at 

this triple identity can be inferred. It can' be proved to 

be a necessary consequence of SOtie of the most fundamental 

tenets of the T::.'8ctatus. The structure of a complex is defined 

as "the connexion of its elE:'non.l-<:;,u (? l5;\ "0'o';~c' T~' ..... 1 ........ .!. V !oJ ....... _ f V c: 'J ... .; hang in 

one another like 1" • __ lnKS lD a cha in. II f2 0')\ 
\ '10' .).1 • In order to specify 

the structure of a complex, mention must be made of both the 

,. t . - 1 .. :~ "...1-' """ oOJec S lnifO veu, ana ~n~ relations ·subsisting bet~'le8r. them. 

1. cf. Conclusion reac~9d below, p. I~ 
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Form is "the possibility of stJ..-:,~cture" (2.033). Form is 

the pos~ibility that things (in general) can be thus related. 

Form can thus be regarded as the limits within which 

structure may vary, So w·:; can re'Nri te: "Empirical reality 

is liwited by the totality of objects" (5.5561)9 to read: 

the limits within which empirical reality may vary are 

deterrLined by the totality of objects. But "objects constitute 

the substance of the world" (2.021) and "the substance of the 

world can only de~ermine a form", 'Nhence it follows that 

form is the same as limit, for "objects contain the possibilities 

of all situations" (2.104), and the possibility of all 

situations iithe limit of the world: the logico-ontological 

limit. 

This same limit is met in language, in the general form 

of the proposition, anc1 this we can call the logico-lin~;uistic 

Ij".mi t. The connexion betvieen these is provided by Wi ttgenste in 

at 2.18: "What any picture must pave in common with real~ty, 

in order to depict it •••• is logical form, i.e. the form of 

reality." L2.ne;t.Lage and the world are thus "essentially" the 

same; they have the same form aqd the same limits. The world 

has only one limit; if it could have more than one limit, 

it could have more than one essence. This, however would mean 

that there was more than one world, which contravenes the 

ontology outlined in the opening S'?OtiOl1S of the Tractatus. 

There can only be one "tota1ity of facts". 

A picture represents a possible situation in logical 

space (2.02). J,G2;ical space is none other than the general 
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form of the proposition5 which .is the essence of a proposition~ 

(5.471), but this is also the e~S9nce bf reality, or the limit 

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 dornain g its sine 9];).8. non. 

The question now to be answered is: What sense does it 

make to talk about the self as a "limit of the world."? In the 

first place it is 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 ~re the 

following: 

5.63 
5.62 
5.431 
6.43 

I am my 'Horld, 
What the solipsist means is quite cDrrect •••• 
At death the world ••• comes to an end. 
'1'he world of the happy is quite 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 is the first 
and only world. (2.9.16) 
Now is it true that my character is expressed only 
in the build of ®::. body 8...l"1d brain - and not equally 
in the build of the whole of the rest of the world? 
This cO:'ltail1S -a salient poin~!(15.10.16) ------

Though Wittgenstein is clos~r to Schopenhauer in his 

treatment of the willing I, his treatment of the metaphysical 

lowes much to Kant. Kant wrote about the transcendental unity 

..L. • -'-h 1 of apperCepGlOn GUS: 

1 • 

••••••• in the transcendental synthesis OI~ the mani:t"cld 
of representations in general~ and therefore in the 
synthetic original unity of apperception~ I a::n 

I. Kant, B 157 
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conscious of myself, not as I appear to myself, 
nor as I am in myself~ bu-t only that I am. 

And later: 1 

Although my existence is not appearance, the 
determination of my existence 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 to myself. 

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

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

we can know f and the unknowable, transcendental self of 

philosophy. Wittgenstein follows him in this, maihtaining 

that there is on the one hand the "worldly" self whioh is an 

oqject of study for the natural sciences. This self is~ 

however, merely a bundle of facts, and consequently does not 

deserve to be ca1led a "selfll at all. On the other hano., 

there is the self of philosophy; which is llnknowabl!~, and 

does not exist in. the world, but is a condition oftne 

world's existence. 
" 

But Wittgenstein's world, it ~ight be objected? is not 

like kant's, a uhenomenal world. The Wittgensteinian wOrld 

is paradigmatically objective, almost nomnenal, being the 

totality of ?acts, all that is the case, etc •• How then do 

we reach the apparently contrary assertion that "the world 

is my world"? Briefly the answer is this: by the elimination 

of the thinking sub j ect. 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. Kant~ Critique of Pure .::\88.S0n, B. 158 
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YJ1o'iile::":.ge are facts ~ and hence part of the world. "All 

e:Xperie~iceis world, and does not ne81 a subject" (9.11.16) 
i . 

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

leaving behind only the metaphysical I which· is a limit of 

the vlOrld t (see 5.64). (Here Kant and 'ili ttgenstein come very 

close. Compare, for example Kant's remark: "The abiditlg and 

unchanging I (pv.re apperception) forms the correlate of all 
# 

my representations ,,1, with "ili ttgenstein! s: "The self shrinks 

to a point without extension, and there remains only the 

reality co-orclinated with it." (5.64) ). 

Iioy'! it is easy , at least in outline, to see vlhy the 

fl1 think" of Kant is a condition of the possibility of the 

world. Al though Kant IS 'lvorld ~s thoroughly ob j ectivE;, its 

ontological status. is nonetheless phenomenal, and so 

dependent upon the subject that perceives .+ 
l v 0: The phenomenal/ 

nourr,enal distinction is not applicable to the ?ract::Lt·1..~S, and 

so the question still remains; How is the metaphysical I 

a limit of the world, a limit of the totality of facts? 

Tl-:.e world is a tota1i ty of facts (1.1), and. lcr.ngtl.age 

is the totality of propositions (4.001 & J.Ol). Because 

language and reality stand in a direct one-one . (mirroring) 

relation, the limits of one are the limits of the other. This 
• ., 1-" ":. ., ,-; / is half the ~hougn"v OenlnQ JOO: "The limits of my language 

means the limits of my world i'. This carJ. 08 rephrased somewhat 
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more perspicuously thus: Because language and reality share 

the saUl:] logical form$ <:',nything vihich I can think~ describe 

or imGgine is possible. And anythinG that it is impossible 

logically for me to describe, amulot possibly exist. Thus 

language and the world have the same limits. This does not, 

however: explain why ~;ittgenstein insists with such emphasis 

on its being mY lan.gu~ge which limits illY world: 

The world is my world l this is maniIest in thl8 
fact that the limits of lan~uage (of the only 
language which I u.rlderstand) mean the liml t~ of 
my world. (5.62) 

The answer to this problem 12e s in the na tuX'e of Vlittgenstein I s 

linguistic soiipsism, out of which his metaphysical solipsism 

gro·ws. 



71 

P.t the 1I108t fU{j(~arr:<?.nt8.1 level: the level of the 

ele~9.nt~ry proposition, language hoo!~~ onto reality directly. 
i . 
i 

In Vlittgenstein's words: "it reaches right au'\; to it" (2:1511). 

Each pl'i~;:i ti ve sign goes proxy for a simple ob j ect, e .. nd the 

configu~ation of the signs mirrors the configuration of the 

objects. l·et us concentrate on the mee.nings of the :pri:-nitive 

signs for a moment. The meaning of a primij~i ve sign is the 

object which it denotes, names or refers to. These objects 

"can onl;v" be named" (3.221), for they are "so to speak, 

colourle S5" (2.0232).1 Ho'i'! then are we to learn the meanings 

of these primitive signs? ','Jittgenstein!s 2.nswer is that 

"the meanings of simple signs must be explained to us if we 

are to lJ..nderst2.nd them." (4.026) ".a. proposition Dust use old 

'..L.. • l- ,. ", n':l) ex:preSSlons vO COmm1..m.lca-..,e a new sense' \ L} ...... J • Now this is 

all very well if we already" tJ.tlderstand the meanings of the 

. 1 . slmp_8 slgns; then indeed a new proposi tior: will expl'72ss a 

new and intelligible sense. But sup~08e that we do not 

ti.'1derstand some or all of the signs appeari:'1g in a ' ..... ' :propOSll,.lOn, 

how can we ascertain to what th0y refer? The primitive Si~lS 

are indefinable, jl).st as the objects to 'Nhich they refer 

are "colDurless",. (3.26 & 2.0232), and they only have :rr:e.a:1.ing 

in the ccntext of a proposition, 1-, ?\ 
\).~) which means; simply, 

that primitive signs can only be used ~ never n:sntion".."j. And 

so: 

1 , 

m,,:;, 
..L..!.l. ....... meanings of primitive signs C2.n be 

.....---_._---_._-_ ... 
cf. also Ph~'osonhical Tnves-l::s;ations ~ 

explained 

52 and 
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by means of elucidations. Elucidations are 
propositions that contain the primitive signs. (3.263) 

This would seem to be a straight"!"'orward amplification of 

3.262, which reads: "what signs fail to express their 

application shows". The last sentence of 3.263, however, 

throws this whole interpretation into confusion. Wittgenstein 

INri tes: "So they [i. e. the elucidations] can only bE: understood 

if one already underst-ands the rr,eanings of those signs". In 
p 

other words, if one does not understand to what a primitive 

si~'1 refers, then one is going to run up against exactly the 

same problem of incomprehension over the attempted elucidation, 

o.s over any and every other proposition that containsthis 

primitive sign. These signs are not definable, and so it would 

seem if on.e does not already u...""'1derstand a primi ti\B sign, then 

one never will. And to understand a primitive sign is to know 

the object to which it refers. (This must be, to use a 

distinction current at the time the Tractatus was be.ing written, 

k.YJ.owledge by aq uaintance, rather than knowledge by de scrip-.t~on. 

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 follows: "The references 

of primitive signs can be made clear by means of elucidations. 

Elucidations are propositions that contain the primitive signs. 

So they can only be understood if one is already aquainte(: with 

the referents of these 
. 1 

C'1· erns II ) C" b}" • 

1. G. E. M. A:1sc;ombe, An Introduc~ion to Wittgenstein's Tr_act8.:.t .... V.§.. 
p. 26. 
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:, he result is an iml)en.etrable linguistic soli:psism, 

or '''pri"liate laYlguage" as it has more recently been called. 

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

very first remark in the Tra.ctatus: "Per-haps this book will 

be understood only by someone who has himself already had 

the thoughts expressed in it." (Preface, p.3). 

This, then is the train of thought which lies behind 

such remarks as "the lirr.i ts of my language.. Dean the limits 

of my v,'orld, II and the even stronger claim: "I am my world." 

Once the existence of the thinl;:ing subject as an empirical 

entity is denied, then all distinctions between the I and 

the not=I collapse: "The self of solipsism shrinks to a 

point without extension, and there remains only the reality 

coordinated Vii th ; t". The only language that I "U...""1derstand, 

we have seen, is that language which depicts states of affairs 1 

the constituents of which I am acquainted with. Btit the limits 

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

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

which I am not "acq uainted" is an imp08sibili ty. Nov!, since 

thoughts are propositions (4), 811d proposj.tions are facts, 

and the world is the totality of facts, and since I am, as 

..J-1· ,. ~.. • d -'-1." C ~ T r,· -1-~ a ~n~nK1.ng oe1.ng. 1. en0 a~ A_0lt the totality of propositions 

that are meaningful for me, (the conclusion reached at the 

end of Part One), it follows that "I 8.m my world" and that 

"the world and life are one" in the most literal of senses. 

Another direct conseqw3!nce of this position, a 

,. , . , m t; t 1· t· .C" h " d consequ~mce VUHCfl -cne ~9-=-~2. ,1...S 1.8 no or1.0US .Lor. aVlng ravm, 
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is that solipsism and realism coincide, (5.64). Because 

there is no thinking subject there is no distinction to "'..;8 

drawn between consciousness and reality; between subj ecti 'le 

and objective; between the I and the not-I. This is how 

\'1i ttgenstein summariz.es his position in the I"'10t~.900};,sL: 

This is the way I have travelled: Idealism singles 
men out froTa the world as U:'l.iq ue, solipsism singles 
me out alone s and at last I see that I too belong 
with the rest of the world, and so on the one side 
nothing is left over, and on the outer side, as unique s 
the world. (5.10.16) 

All experience is I,vorld, and does not need a slJ.bject. 
(9.11.16) 

The metaphysical I, of course, is nota subject: but an 

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

the exi~tence of the world, (2.8.16). This is the case because 

the world is my v.[Orld, vlhich follows from the fact that the 

only language I understand is "my language". There are 

however, other lines of reasoning which result in the fore-

mentioned assertions of the identity of the self and the. 

1,vorld. They concern the so-called It'willing I ", to which I noVT 

turn. 



75 .~ 

T~e insistence that the only necessity is logical 

necessity (6.37 & 6.375), leads ·to th~ assertion that atomic 

facts are independent, (1.12). This entails a denial of a causal 

nexus (5.1361) which entails a denial of the efficacy of the 

will (6.373). The v,ill is impotent be cause, simply, "there is 

no lozical connexion between the will and the world." (6.374). 

And so the pessimistic conclusion is that ~all that ha~Dens 

and is the case is accidental" (6.41). 

Although this conclusion is the logical culmination of 

a nurrJ.oer of theme s running through the 'rracta tus, it is not 

a conclusion that Vii ttgenstein is prepared to embrace, just 

as it stands. It is, in fact; immediately followed by this 

peculiar :cetraction: "'iihat m2.Y:es it not accidental cannot lie 

within the world, since if it did, it too would be accidental. 

It must lie without the world," (6,41, my italics) In other 

'-Nards ~ it would appear that in' SOiue vray "all that ha~Dens and 
-'- -

1S the case" is not t after all., accid9n.tal. 

But to start at the beginning: it is possible that 

Wittgenstein was not a little disturbed by the world he had 

created in the r.rrpctatu~ .• This world has after all two 

d 
. -" ......., . 

omlna~~ cnarac~erlS~lCSp neither of which accords well with 

wha'c we }~now of ';:i ttgenstein as a man! it is valueless and it 

is impersonal. It is a world in whicl:, ~~ historical .fact, 

th 1 . 1 ~!~~i·!C·tc could .l~eel at 'noT."~. :.·1·1·++o~et1.~.+el·r1's . e oglca pOS.lv~/.lu u _ v "_ _vv. ~v 

doctrine of the ~illing It it see~s to ~e, is specifically 

designed. to rectify these two deficiencies. It provides an 
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ethical (or value) theory, and 2. theory of personal identity, 

and these two theories combinet:;o form the backbone of what 

Wi ttgenstein referred to as "das .rV:ystische ". The importance 

of this concept has only recently come to be acknowledged, 

(especially since the publication of ;lii ttgenstein' s correspondence 

with P. Engelman, in 1967.) 

The willing I i~ the subject of ethical attributes, and 

so 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 J objects 

and lim; t. The limit of a domain is the form or eSSE~nce of 

that dpmain. But, as neither form nor limit nor essence is a 

fact, these aspects of reality are linguistically inaccessible. 

The conceut of limit, for Wittgenstein is the same as the . ~ .' 

Kantian notion of a transcendental condition. This needs ··to 

be argued for, however, as it is by no means a univE~rsally 

a'ccepted interpretation. 

'rhe Kantian notion of a "transcendental condition for 

the P?ssibility of .~ •• " stands in contrast, on the one side, 

to that which is imrrnnent, 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 distinction between what 'can be said and 
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what (''-'.n only be shov!D t which was examined earlier. For 

pre~ent purposes, the status of those things that lie within 

~he vlorld is unproblematic. They are facts, composed entirely 
I 

of concatenated simple objects. But what of the things that 

lie outside or beyond the world? ~hat is the status of these 

"things"? There would seem to be three alternatives: (1) with 

the posi ti vist 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 of the idea of either the transendent 

or a, transcendental realm. (2) Amongst others) F.Ramsey, E.Stenius 

and reElad: have subscribed to a "transcendent interpretation" , 

maintaining that there is something "out there", so to speak, 

beyond the world - though they acknowledge tha,t nothing can 

be said abo1..l.t this. "something'''. ~amsey writes thus: ,"The 

mystical feeling is the feeling that the world is not everythingt 

that there is something outside it u1 ~ax Black, commenting 

on 6.45 says: "fo 'limit' anything is to contrast it with 

something else, as when, in dra\'ling a bound'ary, -"'1e contrast 

. J . '. th h -'-. -,-. r'l ·'t ,,2 A d.f:'· 11 what is' inslde the .lne Wl ". WI a v lS au vSl_e l. i,\.n.L ln2. y 

. th· k t' .... '\I. t ' ,. 1 d .... 'h ' StenlUS says: "1 In _ nav 'Ill ,-cgens"teln wou_ rav_ .. ~r nave 

said 'Ethics is transcendent' if he had adopted the above 

(Kantian) distinction between 1:.3 "transcendent' and 'transcenderltal'. 

1. F. PI Ramsey, The Foundations oT);:8.:'ch8rr:':l~tics, p.286 (n:y it'alics) 

2. ~. 3lack, A Companion to ~ittgenstein's Tractatus, p.375 

3. E. stenius, Wittgenstein's Tractatu~, p.222 
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(3) There is, finally, the transcendental interpretation; 

for which I am concerned to argue. 

That Wittgenstein was not a positivist is a thesis that 

hardly needs defending today, and I shall say no more about it. 

It has been finally qiscredited 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 Wi ttgenstein "embraced, or at least 

inclined towards such a theory. This is manifest by certain 

remakrs in the Notebooks, for example the explicit statement 

that' "Ethics is transcendent" (30.7.16).1 (This was changed to' 

"transcendental" in the Tractatus, (6.421) ). And earlier in 

the Notebooks Wi ttgenstein had asked: "Is there no clomain 

outside the facts?" (27.5.15); leaving the reader with the 

distinct impression that he thought there was. rhis view, 

however, is ultimately untenable; it fails to fit 'the 'r-;'actatus. 

The mystical impulse is not towards that which lies beyond ~r 

outside the world, it is rather feeling the world i1self as a 

limited whole (cf. 6.45). 'rhis involves recognizing that the 

world is "all that is the case", but ip a much -stronger sense 

of "all" than a mere enumeration of atomic facts would provide. 

It is to "view the world sub specie aeterni" (6.45). It is 

important to establish the precise nature of the transcendental 

for Wittgenst'3in, 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 Noteboot:s; cf. pp. 79 and 7ge. 
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the ',vorld. The 'best vvay to approach this is via an analYEns 

of Wittgenstein's theory of generality. 

'1'he ubiquity of such concepts as all, §.Y.e.ry, ~~otality, 

whol~, etc. has not espaped the notice of writers on the 

Tractat'L1.s. As Tliiss Anscombe so aptly puts it: "The conept all 

is all-pervasive nl Much has been written about the 'theory , 

of generality r which fitlds explicit statemeht in .... ' vne Tractatus • 

But the crucial role of generality, as the link between logic 

and mysticism i ,as, indeed, t:he "transcendental clue 11 to the 

understanding of the viorld, has been ignored. 

The analysis of a particular proposition, P, (e.g. "this 

chair is brown") results ultimately in a number of elementary 

propositions: e1 , e2 , e3, ell ••••••••• e , and both the truth _ . n 

value and the sense of P depend upon the truth-values and senses 

of el ••••••• en • In the case of a generalized proposition, G, 

(e.g.:: (x). fx), there is no possibility of breaking it dO'.l'm into 

·component elementary propositions, for G has no component elementary 

propositions. It is mer~ly a form, a "proto-picture fl
, (3.24, 3.315). 

'rhis follov.;s from the fact that (1), i0, a gneralized proposition 

no names are correlated with objects, (nWecan describe the world 

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

without first correlating any name with a particular object'! (5.526), 

,in conjunctiol" with the fact that (2), only names occur in 

elementary propositions (4.22). But if G cannot be a.nalysed, 

how can it be a truth-function; wha.t can it be a truth-function 

Of'? Wi ttgenste'in sign.als the distincti,.o.r.. that must be made here 

1 • Anscombe, G.E. [vI ~ f An Introductior.. to VIi ttgenstein l S Tracta tus 

p.11+5. 



80 

by saying: 111 dissocis. te the concept B.ll from truth func-t;ions." 

(5.521). This is misleading, however, for generalized propositions 

iL-.1'e tru-th functJ..°onal. only not J..°n thp way -'-n' t ..... 0 1 _ , • __ L. a par loJ..CU a.r 

propositions are. Wittgenstein explained the theory in a letter 

to Russell, (The English is Wittgenstein's): 

I suppose you didn I t l..L'1.derstand the 'Nay how I 
separate in the old notation of generality, what 
is in it truth functional and what is purely 
generality. A general proposition is a truth 
function of all uropositions of a certain form. 
(N. pa~e 1)0) •• -

So, in the case 'iNhere G is "(x).fx", G will be a truth function 

of all propositions of the form: fx, (i.e. fa, fb,' fe, ••••• 

and so on, where "a", "b", "c" etc. are names). In other words 

the truth arguments for G are specified not by analysis, as is 

the case with P, bl,1t by sUbstitution for the variables that 

occur in .G. Ramsey give s an excellent summary of thi:3: 'File can 

distinguish first the element of generality, which comes in 

specifying the truth arguments, which are not, as before, 

enu"llerated, but determined as all the values of a certain" 

propositional function; and secondly the truth functional 

element which is the logical product."l 

So far so good; n(x).fx" can convincingly be construed 

as a function of all the possible values of fx, i.e. fa, IO, 

fc, •••••• and so on - that is until one begins to enquire about 

the precise meaning of the dots$ and "and so on". How, for 

example 1 are w·e to lmow 'when the process of substitution is 

complete? Hmv are we to know when the "and so on" has come to 

an end? Surely ,fe must be given the fact (?) that these and 

only these are the substitutions pOs81.ble, given. certain variables. 

1. Ramsey, F.P., The Foundations of r::ath2natics, p.15J 



31 

'l'his at least was P,ussell' G reaction, and he wrote to 'Si -t;"I.gel1stein 

as~;:ing him abo"u.t . -'-
1 v: nIs it necessary also to be given the 

proposition that all elementary propositions are given?", to 

which Wi ttgenstein replied: "This is not necessary bE?cause it 

is even impossible. There is no such proposition. That all 

elementary propositions are given is shovm by there being none 

having an elementary sense which is not given". (N. page 130). 

Now because the limits of language are also,: ;:;.nd for· the same 

reasons, the limits of thought and knowledge, it fo110ws that we 

can never know when the real totality has been reach,::;d. This is 

in many ways an unsatisfactory doctrine. ~;Iore precisely it is 

an unsatisfying doctrine. It makes the world somehow incomplete 
. 1 

and open-ended. 

But if we can never kc'"lO"l'l that the errumeration in question, 

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

attitude can be one that would be appropriate if it were 

complete: 

Feeling the world as a limited whole, tha~ is 
the mystical. (6.45) 

The urge towards the mystical comes from the 
non-satisfaction of our: ';'lishes by science. We 
feel that even if all possible $cientific questions 
were answered, our problem is still not touched 
at all. (25.5.15) 

NOVI science is the totality true of propositions,. so the 2.bove 

quotation can be paraphrassf to read: EVen when ~ll propositicns 

have be':..·n for i!lu18.i;ed, 2nd even vihen l;·;"e lL.i.OW which are true and 

. h .t:' 1 ..l-. 11 ','.,'o1uld"", 10+- ; , . ., '~-1-.' Wh2C are..l. a se, 8,,2_ we _ v KnOW vme""Gner or WIlY vney are' 

1. cf. "it would .:lot be satisfying ••••• " (6.53) and also 
"The urge tov!ards the mystical :.:OI'1.88 from the non-satisfaction 
of our wishes oy science." (25.5.15). 
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all the propos':' -cions. The viOrld considered. as, say, "the logical 

p_'l"oa.°u_~t o I'=" al-1 +'11e -..l."'ac+s tf (c-f 1 1) l" S an l" 'n+'l"l" n<"'l" ('all--_ ~ '" v _ • • _ , " v_ >;) ~ ::/ 

U.IlsC).tisfying world; it leaves too many questions -unanswered, or 

rather, it leaves one with a feeling that there is more to be 

said. Of course there 'are no questions to be asked here, for 

W,'/hen the anSVler cannot be put into vlords , neither can the 

question be put into vvrDrds. The riddle does not exist. If a 

question can.be framed at all, then it is also possible to 

a..rlsVler it, tT (6.5) .So this lli"lsatisfying vlorld, the"VlOrld of 
II 

the logical product, must be cOL1pleted in some way .iVe must 

acknowledge that the 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 uni tv or v:Thole as it occurs in aesthetics. In Remarks 
" 

0.11 the FOlEldations.of NatheT:~ati cs, ':Ii ttgenstein himself 

implicity draws this distinction between two types of 

g'enerali ty : 

..... it is as if there is something attached to 
to word "all" ••• sODething with which a 
different use could not be combined, namely the 
meaning: "all s1...lrely means ALL! 11 (R. F. ;'-'1.10) 

I will, "follm7ing this hint ~ distinguish be ~'Neen thE~ nl1li'ldane 

"alIt! of enumeration and logical product, and the mystical "ALL" 

. h" I" . -'- d l' " m' f" 't1· t -'- . 'whlc lmp les lITn vy an comp_e-Clon. ln8 lrs-!;; - .1lng 0 no (.olce 

is that both Itall'" and tIALL" have the same extension, they both 

include the same things, no more no less. What then is the 

difference bet~'leen 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 o.f the vdlJ.i.ng I. It is thE~ willing I, 
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the subject of ethical attributes, 'which effects this ch:'L'1.ge from 

all to ALL. Alid to' effect this change is, precisely, to "see the 

vlOrld aright!!. 

To see the world as merely all that is the cases is 

either to distort reality in the man.ner of a positivist, by 

denying what is Tlhigher" , or like the transcendent philosopher, 

to search for something beyond the world, a search that is destined 

to end in frustration-and failure, because there is nothing beyond 

the vlOrld; it is, after all, defined as all that ie: the casel The 

differences aetvleen these tvlO senses of the tmiversal quantifier 

can best DE! expressed in tabular 'form. In the left hand column 

occur the key concepts involved in the 'I'ractarian theory of 

generality, and on the right are those sa:ne c'oncepts ·tra.nsformed 

by the viilling I through its having adopted the rif.2:ht attitude 

towards them. (There can be no doubt about ~iti ttgenstein' s normative 

intentions here). The colu:nns' to the right contain references 

to· central passages in Notebooks and r.i:ractatus. res:pectively. 

all ALL : notebooks rri"acta t1.1S , 

i 
I 
I 

The world Life ; 24.7.16 5.621 I 
I 

i Reality 
i The .• 1 " 5 '1 6.45 ! r I mys"C1.ca ... : 27. .-5 

f I' , 8.7.16 6.44 I 
I 

/S.cience and the j Eth5.cs , the ;25.5.15 6.521 
, 

t.C 

I· !empirical. transcen'l~al 6.522 
I 

I i 1 K"1.0Vl 1 edge I Feeling :21.7.16 6.45 
r 1 

i i 

said 'ilhat only 6.522 i (.lhat can be can 

I 1 be shown 4 .. 1211 
1 

~T}1e vlOrld as "all The vlorld as u"" 
\7.10.16 6.45 a. 

tthat is the case II limited 1I.'hole; seen I 

I "sub specie aeternin~ J 
I 

:29.7.16 6.43 I lfjlhe Unhappy vlorld The Happy viOrld j-- , 
! I 1 
IThe "alII! of The .·t~·vlhole !1 of I 

I enumeration and 
! 

1"/1 7 I" I aesthetics :':;:"'"""i"'.' • 0 6.421 
Ilogical product. I 6.45 i, 
! I 
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(ii) 

The follow ing .q uo-ca tions,. gle aned from throughout 

WittgensteirlE early writings contain the essence of his theory 

of the willing subject. I will simply present them, and then 

iR:'y to show how they cohere into an astoundingly homogenous 

and original theory. 

The will is an attitude of the subject to the world. 
the subject is the willing subject • .(4.11.16) 

It is true that the kno·,'/ing subject is not in the world, 
that there is no knovving s1):bject, (20elO~16 cf. 5.631) 

Things aquire "significance" only through their relation 
to my will (15.10.16). 

The ·work of art is the ob j ect seen sub s~oecie. aeterni tatis, 
and the good life is the vlorld seen sub §Beci§.. aeter:-n.i tatis; 
this is the conn-exion between art and ethics. (7.10.16). 

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

Good and evil enter thro·ugh the subject. (2.8.16). 

The world of the happy is a h~ppy world (29.7.l6, cf. 6.43). 

The world and life are one (5.621). 

T' '1" . ~ ...t-. De Wl ~ as pnenomenon, l.e. as a ~ac0, "is of interest 

only to psychology It, and as the sub j ect of ethical attribute s 

it is impossible to say anythin.g about ,it (6.423) • The vvill, 

as a fact, m:ust be ultimately independent of all ether facts, 

and so it follm'ls that the will can alter no thine in the world: 

"The world is indenendent of my will" (6.373). The will can, . . 
hmvever '3..1ter the limits of the vlorld, (6.43), and in s.o doing, 

of course, makes it into a totally different world, for, as we 

saw eal~lier: HJi..mit tt means the same as "essence". ''In short 

the effect must be that it becomes aT: altogether different 

vlorld", (6.43). 
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The denial of any necessity other than logical nec038sity 

presents certain :oroblems for any prospective philosophy of the 

vlill, especiaLly for any accoU:'1.t of the relation of the w~ll 

to what would normally be regarded as the ensuing action. 

Wittgenstein considered various alternatives: 
, . 

Th ' ..... , '..1.. t' t' t T '1 en lS l-fie Sll-Ua lon na -'- mere.:..y accompany 
my actions with my vlill? But in that case how' 
can I predict - as hi 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 inesCaDabl).T eX"OY'esses. And so, like 

Spinoza, VIi ttgenst::;in is lead to distinguishing betv'Teen willing 

and wishing. 

Even if all that we wish fbr were to happen, 
still this would be nothing more than a favour 
granted by fate 1 so ,to speak; for there is no 
logical connexion between the will and the 
world. (6.374) " 

~ 

Wishing is not acting. But willing is acting. (4.11.16) • 

.Because of this, .Wittgenstein develops what E. 2emach has 

t
. 1. . 

called "a tautological system of e hlCS II There 1:S no cornleXlon 

between th'8 will (as traditionally conceived) and action, or 

bet ... veen action and its effects ,and so ::littgenstein concludes 

that "ethics can have nothing to do with plmishment and reward 

in the usual sense of the terms f1
, (6.422). An action must be its 

ovril revmr¢i, if it is good J and its O'Nn u1.mishment if .it is evil. ... 

"It is clear that the reward must he something pleasant and 

the 

1. 

uunishment something unpleasant" .c So the startlingly 

2emach, E., "\'1i ttg'enstein 1 s Philosophy of the I'/:y:stical tI, 
Rev; ew ,of f:ata,,Phvsics',, 18 (1964) J p .42 
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simple conclusion is that to be happy is to be good, and to be 

unhappy is to be evil. "Happil?-ess" and Hmiseryfl, (their synonyms 

"good" and l1evilll) do not refer to facts or objects in the~worlj. 

What they try to express however, is shown by. there being a 

difference between the world of the happy and that of the 'LL.'1happy, 

(6.43). Ho;,',' does this come about? In the first place, to S2.y of 

someone that they are good or evil, happy or 1Ll'lhappy, is to make 

a value judgem.ent about them 9 or in 'ilittgenstein' s terminology 

it would be tc;:> frame an ethical proposition. But flit is impossible 

for there to be propositions of ethics'l, (6.42). The will which 

is identified with action, is an attitude of the subject to the 

world as a \',h6le, so happiness and misery are things which attach, 

via the willing subjects to the world as a whole. '1he happy world 

is the world seen ·as ALL that is the case, whiJ~e the u.nhappy 1f.lorld 

is the world that is seen as merely all that is the case. This is 

the sense that lies behind. the obs·cure and eliptical remarks at 

If the good or bad exercise of the will does alter 
the world J it can only alter the limits of the 
world, hot the facts, not what can be·expr~ssed in 
by means of language. . 
In short the effect must be that it becomes an 
altogether different world. It m~st, so to speik, 
wax and Ivane as a whole. .< 

,The ·world of the happy man is a different on~ from 
that of the unhappy man. 

Perhpas we can expand this enigmatic statement, in a moderately 

free paraphrase: The will is not some shadowy entity which preceeris 

. t'o~ it is the action itself, or rather an or accompanles an ac 1 L., 

aspect of that action; its meanin~. Whenever we perform an 

action, no matt'2.c how trivial, we implicitly take up an attitude 

tovlards the ·Norld. It might be an attitude of defiance, fear, 
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suspicion. or acceptance. This a~ ci tude is sho'8n by an action 

quite 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, it ought to be the one 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 roeach a goa1 1 or 

realize an in'tention will have only an even chance of success, 

(cf. 5.152}. P..:nd so either one fails, (which is statistically 

as likely as succeeding,) or one succeeds: but even victory is 

hollow, being nothing more tha'n a "favour granted by fate" (6.374). 

"The only life that is happy" ','littgenstein concludes, "is the 

life that can renounce the amenities of the viOrld S! (13.8.16). 

This renunciation has two stages; the first is to accept "the 

life of knovlledge", (13.8.16), and the second is to "see the 

world aright" (6.54). 

The life of ,knovifledge involve s be coming aq uainted vri th 

as many facts as possib:.e j in coming to know the world. But the 

knower, in as far as it is possible to speak of one, and as we 

saw in the first part of this paper, is nothing more than a 

totalitv of nrouositions. As the world is exulicitly identified v ~ ~ • 

with God in the Notebooks, I do not think that it is taking 

things too far to suggest that Wittgenstein here comes close 

to the JUdaic-Christian doctrine of atonement, cr at-one-mertt. 

If the self is, at one level, nothing mo~e than a totality of 

facts, i. e. a totality of propositions, and the w'orld is the 

sum total of all facts, then the "life of lmoWledge" 'liould 
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lead to a being at one witll the world in a quite literal sense. 

But even if one were to bscome aquainted with all the facts, 

there is still the possibility that the world they constitute Dight 

be an unhappy world, for one might feel that "even though all the 

questions of science had been answered, (\vhich I tak(;: to be the 

goal of lithe Ilfe of knowledge I] , yet still the problem of life 

remains untouched", (6.52). It is at this point that the Tractatus 

is designed to in-servene and lead the reader to "see the world 

aright", and this involves seeing it as ALL that is the case; as 

lIa vlhole, a limited 'whole". And this involves the admission that 

there 'ar'e no doubts or perplexities that cannot be ansviered by 

"the life of Y .. :rlOwledge IT • 

The solution of the problem of life is s~e.n in 
the :v-anishing of the problem. (6.521). 

for 

Of course there are no questions left, 
itself is the answe:r. (6.5.2) 

and .l..' • 
vDJ .. S 

The answer is to sacrifice a mu..l'ldane vision of the world, .which 

sees it as all that is the case, in favour of a mystical vision, 

which feels the world to be ALL that is the qa~e. The willing I 

is the agent which can accomplish this.qhange in i3.ttitude - indeed 

it is this attitude, for as the subject of ethical attributes (6.423) 

it is the willing I which is good or evil. But for "good" and "evil" 

we can read t'happy" and "unhappy" (6.422). The subject and the 

vrorld are one 2Dd the same C5. 621 & 5.63), and this produces a 

happy or 1.mhappy world as the case may be. 

(iii) Personal Tdentity 

One of "the hardest problems confronting any theory of 

the self that aims at completeness and this was Viittgenstein's 
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aim in all fields of philosophie;s.l. enCluiry, cf. Preface pp • .3-4 

- is the problem of personal identity; the furnishing of a'1'"\ 

adeCluate principle of indi '\liduation for persons. This is 

especially difficult for ~ittgenstein, given the doctrines 

propo1..U1ded in the Tr8.ctatus which we have examined thus far, 

because none of the traditional criteria for personal identity, 

( t · -'- 1 ...... , -'-) ., 1 .... memory, spa lo-~empora con~lnul~y, e~c. are POSSlO e lor 

him. Such things cannot be criteria for Wit~genstein because 

they are facts, and as such "can be the case or not the case 

while 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 that is happy or Ullhappy, is 

an idiosyncratic ar:ld Wlique ,'Norld, for acts of will c:an transform 

it so that ;Lt becomes "an altogether different world III (6.4.3) 

and it is here that a principle of individuation is to be J0U11d. 

As ethical beings, i.e. as 'beings.for whom the world has 

signif~cance or value, Vie inhaoi tour ovm different v;·orlds. 

There is a SUbstratum ·which is COTllr:10n to all possible worlds J 
" 

anmely the totality of ob j ects, (2.0124), but t,ne facts vd th vvhich 

we are aquainted, and more importantly the significance with 

which we endow these facts, vary from person to person. This 

provides an'interesting new angle' on the impossibility of 

communication outside the world of facts. Linguistic and logical 

reasons have been given for th~ necessary nonsensicality of all 

would-be propos':' tions of aesthetics, religion, 'ethics and 
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and metaphysics - but here, I think, we can catch a glimpse 

of the limit from the other side, so to speak. As ethical 

beings our vvorlds have nothing "in common" that ·would make 

com:rnlmica tion 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 failure 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 
life became clear to them have been i~able 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 Wittg$nstein with 

the nucleus of a theory of personal identity. 

This theory is, however, entirely.absent from (though 

consistent. with) the 'i'ractatus, and indeed makes only inchoate 

and epigramatic appeara.">1ces in the Hotebooks, mOqt notably in 

the following remarks: 

.. Only from the consciousness of the ·un i queness. 
of mY life arises religion - science - art. . 

'And this consciousness is life itself.- (1.8.16) 

Remember that lithe vlorld and life are one" C.5.621) 

Nmv is it true ••• that my character is expressed 
only in the build of my body or ,brain, and not 
equally .in the build of the v/hole of the rest 
of the world? This contains a salient poi-nt! 

and finally, and most explicitly: 

What kind of reas<:m is there for the assumption 
of a vdlling subject? Is not my world adequate 
for individtiation? (19.11.16) 

Vihat makes me unique is not anything specifically about me as 

a "r\t:\Y'snn 'out about the world ·1 inhabit. This theor-y- m. i,ght be .t-'~- ~-, ~ 

more a:r:t1y called "a theory of personal indi viduali ty", rather 
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than Ol~ personal identity, for Vii ttgenstein denied that the 

concept identity had any rr.e8ning. Identity statements are 

""'e:-(' 0 1'1 "Oyuea' ~ e-""+~ l··n u-,~c>",on+a+1' on" (1.1 ?42) .i.h 1_ - v _ ..... ..s. ...... .LJ. VCI ... ..!- -~...... V. V - \ ...... and a~e "pseudo-

propositions" (5.535) which v/ould disappear ~o:mpletely in a 

perspicuous notation. s:'hat two things are really identical 

\"1ill show itself, bU.t will be unsayable. And this accords 

nicely with the above theory of personal identity, o::c 

individuali ty. "<'ie have specified the origin."" and nature of the 

uniqyeness or" the individll.al; and 1:1is identity over a period 

of time (or under a num.ber of different descriptions) vvill 

"manlfest i tself". Thtl.S VIi ttgenstein I s theory of personal 

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

There are indeed things that cannot···be put 
into Vlords s they make themselves manifest. 
They are viha't is mystical. 

Feeling the world as a limited whole, it is this 
that is r::ystical. (6.522 & 6. l!--5) 

As I have attempted .J.. • 
1.,0 snow, i'littgenstein's doctrine of the 

self coincides with and compliments all points his linguistic, 

logical 8.-fld ontological doctrines ; it is indeed the culmination 

of these, for it is in his treatment of'the self and its'attitude 

to the worlds that the "solution to the problem of life" is to 

be fotmd. Accepta.nce of this theory of the self is the last step 

to sel f kno~;lled.ge, and haUl); ness. And this, I take 
...... 
1 u, is what 

the Trac~atus is all about. 
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