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INTRODUCTION

Hippy if we can unite the boundaries of the
diffcrent species of philosophy by reconciling
profound enanuiry with clearness, and truth with
novelty:! And still more happy, if, ressoning.in
this easy manner we can undermine the foundetions
of an abtruse philosophy which seems to have
hitherto served only zs a shelter to superstition
and & cover to absurdéity and error. 1
Thus heralded Hume, apparcntly very optimistic
about the future of philosophy once all these metaphysical
works of superstition and absurdity had been burnt on the
bonfire of the enlightenment. And Kant too, awakened by
Huwne from his 'dogmatie:. slumbers' showed & similar ontimisme.
He believed his Critigue to hold the key to the solution
of all philosophical problems, and at the end of this work
asks whether it may not be possible: "to achieve before
the end of the presgsent coentury what many centuries have nod

been able to wccomplish: viz. to secwre for human reason

complete satisfaction in regard to that which it has all’

along so eapgerly occupied itself, tho' hitherto in vain."'?

This surely was optimism and expectancy .

1 Hue, Bnquiry conccrning Human U, derstanding.
Section 1, p.25. Library of Liberal Arts. Bobbs-Merrill
edit.

2 Kant Critigue of Pure Re:cson , edit. Norman Kemp
Smith. London, kcliillan Book Co. Ltd. 1963.
- Transcendental doctrine of HMethod,Chap.IVpp.5668-9




But I30 years later, by the time of Wittgenstein's

Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus , this ‘complete satisfaction’
had not yet been attained, for philosophers evidently |
believed that probleﬁé still existed. But were these genuine
problems ¥ Apparently not, for Wittgenstein asserts that the
reason why these problems are posed 1is = not because they
concern fundamental issues, nor becsuse no-one huas yet been
able to givé satisfactory answers , but = because the logic
of our lznguzge is misunderstood. In fact we learn from him
that "Most of the propositions and ques%ions to be found in
philosophical works are not false but nonsensical.
Consequently we cannot give any answer to questions of this
kind, but can only establish that they are nonsensical." 3
So Wittgeﬁstein too believed himself to have found
"on all essential points, the final solutions of the problems"
But the promise of excitement and great achievement we were
given by iHume and Kant is shattered, @s the author of the
Tractatus concludes on the sad note :"Anéd if I am not
mistaken in this belief, then the second thing in which the
value of this work consists is that it shows how little is

uL\L

achieved when these problems are solved.

Wittgenstein : Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus l.003
(Internationsl Library of Philosophy and Scientific kiethod. Ldit.
A.J. Ayer. London, Routledge and Kegan Paul 1961) German text
with trans. by Pears and lMcGuinness.

I, Trzctatus, Author's Preface p.5 ‘
References to the Tractatus will now follow the gquotation in
the body of the text. and will be identified by giving the

number of the proposition - e.g ( 5:z5)




The earlier Wittgenstein himself seemed to be a man
torn in two ways.He showed a sensitivity towsrds metaphysical
\\\and religious assertions ~ Carnap witnesses to the 'internal
struggle which seemed to take place in h1m.5 And yet he held
a firm convigtion that these statements were meaningless =
mere uttevrances, without cognitive content. This same
conviction gﬁqatly influenced the Logical Positivists of the
Vienna Circle; who adopted and developed what they claimed
&as Wittgensteiﬁ's theory of meaning, whilst rejecting the
mutapnys1ca1 spatus of his work. lluch of what they did seens
totoe an attempt at carrying out the prescription made by
Wittgenstein at the end of the Tractatus :
"The correct method in philosophy would really be the
following : to say nothing except what can be said - i.c.
propositions of natural science - i.e. something that has
nothing to do with philosophy - and then, whenever someone
else wanted to say something metaphysical, to demonstirate to

him that he hzad failed to give a meaning to certain signs in

5 Carnap's autobiography in The Philosophy of Rudolf

QEEEEB. Library of Living Philsophers - edit. Schilpp. pp 25-6.
Carnap also describes an occasion on which Schlick made a
critical remark about a metaphysical statement of a classical
philosopher - gpparently Schopenhauer -—-and Wittgenstein turned

sgainst Schlick, defending the other philosopher.
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his propositionse. Although it would not be 'satisfying to the

other person - he would not have the feeling that we were
teaching him philosophy - this method would be the only
strictly correct one." ( 6.53)

What I propose to do in this thesis is to examine the
concept of meaning in Wittgenstein's Tractatus and in Schlick's
article "Meaning and Verification", and this will involve an
uncovering of the presuppositions of each. Fundamental to the
Tractatus is Wittgenstein's concept of logic, and this underlies
the necessity for‘the existence of simple oObjects, the status
of elementary propositions, and the relationship between
language and the world. All necessity becomes logical necessity,
the only possibility of any significance becomes logical
possipbility, and the common element between propositions and

facts is logical form. For in the Tractatus Wittgenstein is

examining this relationship between the structure of the world
and the structure of languaege, but in doing so he is doing the
(logically) impossible. The common element, this logical form,
cannot be expressed but only shown forth. There can be no
statements about logic, for all that can be said is within the
realm of logic and is conditioned by logic. Thus the Tructatus
is a unigue book: the statements expressed within it can be
expressed only once. For once they have been expressed they
stipulate & condition which rules out the possibility of their
expression. That is why at the end of thc book Wittgenstein

admits that anyone who understands the Tractatus recognizes
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his stutenents as meaningless: as nonscnsical, expressing the
'inexpvessible.

I hope to contrast this with Schlick's position in
"Meaning‘and Verification" which was an article written in
ireply' to an attack on Logical Positivism by Professor C.I.
1Lewis.6 e shail examine the case which he states for the
iPositivist position, and the way in which hc answers the
§objections brouéht by Professor Lewis. In this article
feaning' is inextricably tied to Wverifigbility', which for
him is the 'pog}g;;sbility of verification'. There are many
interesting co@?grisons with Wittgenstein's position, and
many importantﬁgivergences also. One feels that he has rejected
the 'metaphysicé' of Wittgenstein’s position - and yet
assuaed the cogélusions to which Wittgenstein came as a
result of his metsphysics. One of the most significant changes
I feel, is in the rejection of the inherent meaningfulness

o

of é propositiqn. lieening is connected with logical possibility

|
of verificatioﬁ, and yet this logical possibility is sone-
thing which we ourselves impose: it is no longer part of
the nature or the essence of reality.

iy eriticisms of Schlick's position will also apply

to the Vienna Circle as a whole, insofar as this is a
statément of Logical Positivism. I hope to show very briefly
that his account of meaning and verification does indeed

have much in common with the reduction of all meaningful

propositions to protocol statements, which we find in Carnap

6 "Experience and Meaning", Philosophical Review
March 1934, Vol.43 pp




and DNeuwrath. The possibility of this reduction, and in fact
the possibility of the formulation of any criterion of
meaningfulness will e challenged in the final chapter.

The question of its efficiency in eliminating metaphysics
and estublishing a sound basis for scientific statements,
even assuming that such a principle could be formulated,

is also one Wﬂich should concern us, I hope to investigate

these problems'much further when Schlick's article is

examined.



CHAPTER I. WITTGENSTEIN'S TRACTATUS

g said earlier that in the Tractatus philosophy
constituted the search for the relationship befween the
stFucture of pr0pos1tlons, and the structure Qf reality
Wh&ﬁh they re@#esent. This was not of course the correct
method of phllosophy, as stated in the Tractatus. According
to the correct method, philosophy would “signify what cannot
be said, by prgsenting clearly what can be said" (L4.11L4) and

ultimately, asfhas been mentioned, none of the philosophical

statements of the Tractatus can be said. Nevertheless, the

quest is pursued for that in common between the proposition
which pictures,; and the fact which is pictured;for the
relationship between the logical constants and the worlde. I
hope to show in what follows how Wittgenstein's understanding
of this relationship‘is rooted in his concept of logic. In
order to show this, and to realize that in fact this concept
of logic underlies and permeates the whole of the teachings

of the Tractatus, I propose to examine two basic doctrines
found there. An investigation, then, into the picture theory of
meaning , and the doctrine of 'showing forth' will be adequate
to illustrate this. It will be seen how the very concepts

involved in these doctrines are themselves fundamentally
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necessary because of Wittgenstein's view of logic. For examﬁle,
although simple objects are indescribable and impercepiible,
they are logically necessary to form the substance of the
world. Likewise, 'logical form' which is inexpressible and
somehow mysteriously 'shouwn forth' is logically necessary as
the possibility of structure. If we ask why these are logically
necegsary, the énswer is because the only necessity which exists
is logical necessity. Logic pervades the world: logic is
prior to every experience. Nevertheless, when we have
examined these doctrines we shall be justified in asking in

what sense, if any, is this view of logic itself NECESSArY o

The Picture Theory of HMeaning

A proposition communicates a situation to us, so it
must be essentially connected with the situation.

And the connection is precisely that it is its logical
picture.

A proposition states something only in so far as it is
a picture. (L.03)

This is the central claim of the Picture Theory of
Meaﬁingo A proposition is a picture of reslity.(L.021) It
pictures a possible state of affalrs. And so if we understand
a proposition we also know the state of affairs it is picturing.:
There are two main elements then, involved in this theory.

One is the proposition which effects the picturing, and the
other is the state of affairs which is pictured . The theory
extends to the whole of the world, and to the whole oif language
for the totality of facts is the world, and the totality of

propositions is language. So it would seem that if we knew

the totality of propositions then we would know every



possible situation which could be represented.
We are told then that a proposition pictures a fact;

but before we could understand the significance of this

we would have to know what is a proposition. One unswer we

are given is that "A proposition is a itruth-function of
elementary propositions .(An elementary proposition is a
truth-function of itself.)" (5.) Of courée this necessitates
the further queétion: what is an elementary prdposition ?

And this question is important since the concept of an
elementary proposition is essential to the Tractatus.
Wittgenstein's answer is that"4n elementary pfoposition
consists of names . It is a nexus, a concatenation of

names." (4.22) It is his contention then that an analysis of
propositions will bring us back to elementary propositions
consisting of these names. Yet if the proposition is to have
any. sense each name must be a name of something, and this
'éomething' is an objecte. Just as an elementary proposition
needs to cons;st of names, so a state of affairs needs to be
composed of simple objectse What follows from this is thet the
nsme, which Wittgenste®n calls a 'simple sign' represents

the object in the proposition. This is in fact its function.
But then Wittgenstein says that the"name mesns the object .
The object is its meuning." (3.203) We cannot taoke 'mesning’
to imply the identification of name and object -~ although this
particular text certainly lends itself to this interpretation.
But it would be easy to show that the meaﬁing of a word cannot

be an object. We can predicate many things of 'cheir' ( e.g.
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'thgt it has Tive letters) which cannot be predicated of an

Il
actual chair. Wittgenstein himself in the Investigations

no longer held this view,,éven if he did actually hold it in
the Tractatus. In this later work when he asks: "What is the
relation between name and thing named 2" it would appear
that the answer is in our use of the name: when A calls out
'slab', 'block!, 'pillar','beam', B brings the stone which
he has learnt to bring at such = call:7This is by no means
the same as ideﬁtifying the name'slab' with the stone slab.
But even if there is some confusion on this point, it is
nevertheless important to realize that although Wititgenstein
says a name means an object, he also says that it only has
meaning in the nexus of a proposition, for only a proposition
cen have sense.( 3.3)

So far we have discovered thzt a proposition
pictures a fect, and that in an elementsry proposition nsmes
represeént simple objects. Now in a picture there must Dbe a
one~ to -one correspondance between the eclements o1 &
pilcture anc thnose or the thing pictured, and since a DProposition
1s also & pleture this same correspondance must hold. I think
however, thet this can only be meinteined for elementary
propositions, for only these appesr to consist entirely of
names which represcnt®objects. However, as we saw, the thesis
is that all propositions are wnalyzable into elementary

prosositions. we shull congider this claim in greater detail

7 Philosophical Investigations Sect. 37, p.IBé
German «nd English, Trans. Anscombe. Uxford, Blackwell, I963
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later, for it bears marked similarity to the claim made by
Carnap that all meuningful propositions can be reduced to
protocol statements; although at the same time there is
certainly a difference between the elementary statements of

the Tractatus, and the protocol statements of The Unity of

Science.8 But for the moment, if we see a proposition as
being essentially the truth function of elementary
propositions, we can understand that i1t also is a picture
of the situatiqp it describes.

This correspondance hetween the elements of a
proposiion ané the elements of a state of affairs is
expressed wheanittgenSfein says:

One name stands for one thing, another for another

thing, and they are combined with one another. In this

way the whole group -~ like a tableau vivant - presents
& state of affairs. (L4.0311)

Therefore to say a prdposition has a sense is to say that =2
proposition represents, or pictures a certain situation.:
But a guestion which has been lurking in the ghadows 21l
along, thrusis itself forward at this point and demends an
answer. How can & series of names , which is all that
constitutes an elementary proposition, have a sense ? How
can this picture any fect 7 This indeed seems strange.

If we took a series of any ordinary names : '"Harry, Charles,

Karmaduke, Georgeq we would not want t0 say that this pictured

any fact, or thet it said anything which could be true

8 Psyche miniatures. London, Kegan Paul, Trench,
Trubner & Co. 1934 . See pp. L2-52
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falge. Even if we were more lenient and allowed a more
e}aLtic interpretation of the term 'name', we still could
not say that such a sﬁring-éf ﬁords as 'George, Marmaduke,
Chevrolet, driving, McMaster' pictured any msituation. We
might say instead that in its present form it has no sense:
it tells us nothing, pictures nothing, and can be neither
true nor false. The names might certainly have reference to
certain objects; but they can hardly be said¢ to be in the
nexus of a propdsition. And of course, no elementary
proposition would consist of such'names'as these, and yet it
is difficult to see how any list of names.could be seid to
be & picture. However, this difficulty cannot really be
expressed unless we are sure what it 1s to be a picture,
and what it is for a picture to represent a situation. Consider:
"A picture is & model of reality" (2.12)

"A picture is a fact." (2.141)

If a picture is a model of reality, then it would seem that
a group of marks thrown together hsphazesrdly on canvas, with
no geterminate relation between them would not constitute a
picture. Or certainly, it would not constitute a picture of
any situation. It scems doubtful whether Wittgenstein would
ever think in terms of abstract art when he thought of picturing

reslity. If my young colsin draws a '

picture’ consisting of
dirty marks rubbed over o page, and then clains this as a
picture of his'mummy ', we would hardly take the claim of

likeness too seriously. S0 even though the intention of the
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painter wus to paint a picture, this itself does not make the

marks on the page into a picture of any situation. If
Wittgenstein's position is”ﬁot to involve him in solipsism
then there must be some public recognition that what we see
on the canvas is a picture of_ that situation: or, in terms
of propositions, that the proposition uttered by A is

publicly recognizable as representing that state of affairs.

It would seem tﬁat Witigenstein is thinking more in terms of

photogravhing, ﬁhan painting when he talks of'picturing’.

If we are to represent the situation in a wey in which it is
recognizable as that situation to anyonevwho sees the
representation, then this is more likely to reguire an
accurate photograph of that situation rather than an
impressionistic painting. This does mean too to some extent
that we must intend it to be a picture of that situation.

We do not take a photograph of ' intending it to be a picturé
of'y'. We can of course try to pass it off as 'y', but if we
understand what the phOtograph is we know it is a picture of
| |

X', and we are trying to pull the wool over our friends’

eyes. In the same way we would not use ( if we could use) an

elementary proposition which pictures the atomic fact 'a’

to picture the atomic fact 'bf. We could lie about the picture:
but in a sense we could not be mistaken. If we undei-stood

a proposition we would know -the situation that it represented.
(4.021) When we compared this situation with reality we would

£ind either that it did obtain or that it ¢id not..-So the
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proposition could be true or false: But this is nothing to
do with its having mesning: it has meaning simply by being
able to picture a (possible) state of affairs. So a picture
is % picture simply Pecause iﬁ can be compared to reality;
thgé is, because there is a very definite arrangement of
marks on a page constitufiné what people woulcd recognise as
a picture. And this picture would be a picture of somethinge.
Furthernore; it 'is not the marks which make the picture, dbut -
the fact that they are arranged in such and such a manner.

However, we do need this correspondance between the
elements of & picture and the elements of a fact, and as we
saw, this correlation is that the elements of the picture
represent the objects in a state of affairs: "The fact that
the elements of a picture are related to one another in a
determinate way represents that things are related to one
snother in the same way." (2.15 ) The fact that its elements
are relafed in a determinate way thus constitutes a picture,
«nd what maekes it a picture of a specific situaﬁion is that
this determinate relation represents a similar determinate
relation in the situation represented.

All this may perhaps throw some light on to our
problem as to how a series of names can Dbe sald to be a
picture. It 1s not merely that the names represent objects,
but it is also the case that the arrangement of the names
represcnts the way the ohjects are arranged in the actual

state of affeirs. It i% important to realize too that an
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¢lementary proposition cannot be simply a series of names.

Otherwise we could make no sense of either of these two
‘statements by Wittgenstein:

"OQFV facts can express a sense, a set of names csnnot."(3.142)
"A %roposition is not a medley of words." (3.141z)

By 'concatenation', then, he ddes not mean an
indeterminate series: he means a very definite combination.
It is this very%fact thaf the combination of names represents
the combination of objects’in a situation which nakes it a
Picture of the situation. If the names were arranged in any
other order they would not be a picture of that particular
situction, even if the same names were being used. It is
obvious that if I paint a picture of a field with cows to the
left, trees to the right and the farmer in the middle, then
it is only a picture of a fieid where the cows are to the
left, the trees to the right, and the farmer in the middle.
If I paint the cows in a different position, and the farmer
up a tree- it is no longer picturing that situation, even
though the elements of the picture are the same. 8o, in this
Way, it is the determinate relation of the names to one
another which makes a proposition a picture of this
situation and not that. In fact it is only this determinate
relation of the names which makes it a picture at alls
So our problem seems almost resolved. We can say that a
series of nsmes pictures a state of affairs becauge it is

. » . Q - . 3 3
not meresly an indefinite series, but a specific concatenation.



16

The wery fact of this concatenation makes the series of
names into a picture, and%“a proposition states something
only in so far as it is a picture." (L4.03d) Therefore,
insofar as 1t constitutes a picture, the concatenation of
names - the proposition - ean be true or false by being
compared with rezlitys by examining the correlation.

However, this really does raise a problem which is
not so easily solvedy nor is it so easilj ;rticulated. But
the problem concérns this very notion of correlation.
Wittgenstein says on this point:

That is how a picture is attached to reality; it reaches
right out to it. (2.1511) ‘
It is laid against reality like a measure. (2.1512)
The pictorialtreiationéhié cénsists of the correlations
of the picturds elements with things. (5.1514)
These correlsations are, as it were. the feelers of the
pictures elements with which the pidture touches
reality. (2.1515)
Yet the problem of how the picture is>to be correlated.
with redlity is a real one. For who is to do the correlating ?
Presumably it is the agent which pictures. But it seems that
before we can say that he must compare a picture with reality,
we must first have solved the epistemological problems involved.
Indeed, how is he to know what reality is ? How is he able
to recognise this as a representation of that situation ?
It presupposes that all human beings understand the world
already, and thus they are now able to compare the reality
which they know , and which is self-evident, with propositions

picturing various situations. Thus the epistemologieal questions

are -left unanswered, or regardcd as irrelevant or meaningless.
]
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Epistemology, for Wittgenstein, is the philosophy ‘of
psychology, and "Psychology is no more closely related to
philosophy than any other natural science." (4.1121) Thus
therc is no emphasis upon the subject that thinks: in fact
there is a definite denial of any such subject.(5.631) -
This point is made too when he says:
It is clear .. that 'A believes that p','A has the thought
', and 'A:says p' are of the form '"p" says p': ané this
goes not 1nv01ve a correlation of a fact w1th an object,
but rather the correlation of facts by means of the
correlation of their objects. (5. 54.2) ‘
This shows too that there is no such thlng as the sal-
the suhject, etc.- as it is conceived in the superficial
psychology of the present day. (5.5421)
S50 to be concerned with epistemological problems is, for
Wittgenstein, to misunderstand the nature &f philosophy
end the nature of reality. Such problems cannot be stated:
the self does not belong to the world. "What brings the self
into philosophy is the fact that ‘the world is my worid'."
(5.641) So just as we cannot discuss beyond the limits of the
world, or the limits of language, we can neither discuss the
self which is also the limit of the world. "I am my world"
(5.63) and "'the world is my world'", but nevertheless, we
do not discuss the 'I' but the'world'. Wittgenstein's
position is stated beautifully when he says:
Here it can be seen that uolipolsm, when its ilmnlicaticns
ere followed out strictly, coincides with pure realism.
The self of solipcism shrinks to a point without
extension, and there remazins the reality co-ordinated

with it. (5.64)

8o 1if we accept this position then it is no longer relevant

5
il
|
i
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to ask how we do the correlating. Questions concerning how
we can understand reality, or how we recognice a picture as
representing that situation, are spurious. The answer is
that we can recognize it by comparing it, and the deeper
question of how we are able to compare it with the situation,
is really not a gquestion at all. If we accept the Picture
Theory, then this must éatisfy us. No other questions can
be asked, for ény such questions must be essentially
noﬁsensical.'

I wouléd like to raise onc f£inal point about
correlation, and this can be done by considering two

statements in the Tractatus

In & proposition a thought cacn be expresscd in such =

way that the elements of the propositional sign correspond
to the ohjects of the thought. (3.2)

The configuration of objects in a situstion corresponds

to the configuration of simple signs in the propositional
sign. (3.21

Ne”see here the Introduction of a term which has not yet
Veen explained: the term 'sign'. And I would now like to
investigate this term, In the Lrsctstus Wittsenstein uses
'sign' both to express a proposition, and to represent
objects in the proposition. These latter are, as we have
already secn, ‘simple signs' or 'primitive signs'. These
are not the same as ‘propositional signs':
I call the sign with which we express a thought a
propositional sign.- And a proposition is a
propositional sign in its projective relation to
the world. (3.12) o

What I would like to sk is : is the propositionszl sign =

<
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Picture % There seems to be no evidence in the Trazctatus
thet it is; in fact it seems instead that it might be
Possible for the propositional sign itself to pe pictured.

For "A propositional sign is a fact." It seems fairly

certain that a propositional sign is not a picture -~ any

more than the marks we splash on a page can be called a picture.
The marks can be used to produce a picture, and possibly

then the propésitionﬁ_ sign can be usced to produce a

picture. But i? we think again about the marks, we can

imagine paintiﬁg a picture, and saying: 'This is a picture

of those marks on that page.' Similarly, since a

propositional sign is a fact, could we not produce a picture

A

to represent the propositional sign ¥ Could I not take a

photograph of a proposition written out in a manuscript

- and say 'This is a picture of a propositional sign.' Yet I

should also be using a propositional sign to express thst
proposition. And could I then go further and paint a
picture of that propositional sign ¥ Because a picture is
also a fact, and a propositional sign is also a fact, we

could perhaps become involved 1n an infinite regress of
pictures of pictures. This however, is not very important

and does not substantially afre¢ét the results of the

Picture Theory of Heaning. What is more important when
cﬁnsidering Jittgenstein's use of ‘'sign' is to understand

it to refer to the perceptivle part of a symbol, or to put

it more exsctly : "what can be perceived of a symbol.'(3.32)

And it is as referring to, or representing an cbiject that
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a simple sign is used. With this in mind let us look

agaln at the statement retferred to earlier as the prescription .
for Positivism:
'The correct method in philosop:y would reall, be
the following: to say nothing except what can be said,
l.e. propositions of natural science-i.e. something that
has nothing to do with philosophy - and then, whenever
someone wanted to say something metaphysical, to
desonstrate to him that he had failed to give a meaning
to certain signs in his propositions. (6.53)
What does ‘signg' mean here ? Obviously not 'propositional
signs', nor prqbably 'simple signs' since these could only
be used in an elementary proposigion. But if we accept that
all propositions are truth-~-functions of elementary propositions
then ultimately it would mean that in the elementary
pooposition the'simple signs' had no refercnce. But this is
not the same as the Po;itivist claim that the metephysiclan
is uttering the non-empirically testable, or an assertion
which cannét in principle be verified. Wittgehstein is
rather ssying that there is no object tu correspond to the
sign, the name; the words have no reference, and thus no
fact is being pictured. So the fact that metaphysics has
no meaning depends upon his metaphysical theory.
I have discussed the actuél‘picturing“ aspects of
tne Picture ‘theory of meéning, and tried to indicate how
Wittgenstein meects the possiple objections recgarding

elementary propositions and correlation. But 1 would now like

to concentrate on one aspect of the theory which 1 have

not yet given much attention. This is the notion of an ‘object’
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Simple Objects -

We learnt that the world was the totality of facts,
not of things (1.1)and yet a state of affairs - a fact - is a
combination of things. These'things' are 'objects', and the
way in which they combine yields a particular state of affairs.
Now the point.of interest here is why particular states of
affairs obtaiﬁ and not others. What permits the objects to
combine in certain ways,and not in other ways? For obviously
‘there must be éome restraining factor, since if all these
objects simply combined at random, then the most incredible
states of affairs might result. However, if we are asking
'why are there some faéts and not others ?' then this
guestion has no sense. To what does 'others' refer ? To
other facts ¢ Then what are these other facts ? Are they
possible facts which have never been reslized in actuality, or
are they impossible facts- in which case they cannot be
called 'facte' at all ? If , on the other hand, we restrict
ourselves to asking the question -‘why can objects combine
in certain ways only-?°' -—-then this is legitimate, and is
answered in the Tractatus .

As we might perhaps expect, the appeal is to logic.
"In logic nothing is accidental: if a thing can occur in a
state of afflairs, the possibility of that state of affairs
must be written into the thing itself. (2.012 ) In this
way the future of the object is decided from the Deginning.

According to its nature it is 1ogica11y predestined not
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to enter certain combinations, whilst the logical
possibility of certain other combinations is written into
the objecﬁ. However, the stétes of affairs which actuslly
obtain are not decided. Logic'is prior to the question

'How ?', not to the question ‘What?'." (5.552) And yet what
actually obtains is still limited by what can obtain,- s0O
there is no'suqh thing as coincidence or chance. Nothing
goes beyond thénprovince of logic. "If things can occur in
states of affaiqs, this possibility must be in them from the
beginning."(Z.Olél b) Prom this it follows that "If I know
an object I also know all its possible occurrences in
states of affeirs. " (2.0123 a)

But now the problem arises as to what Wittgensteiln

'can mean by “know an object". It seems obvious that he cannot

mean knowledge by acguaintance as it would e if I talked
about knowing my great aunt, or knowing my pet goldf'ish.
Nor would it be knowledge about a state of affairs, l.e.
knowing that something is the case (e.g. that my great sunt
has a blue hat, or that my pet goldfish is swimming in its
powle) It is hardly likely either, to be knowledge Dby
description as it wourd be if I said I 'know' my friend's
grest aunt who loves in Australis. How, then is Jittgcnstein
using this word "know' ? He says : "If I am to know an
objgct, though I need not know its external properties,
I‘must know all its internai‘properties." So how could I
know the internal properties of an object ? Perhaps here

the accent is more upon 'if' than upon the ‘'know', and this is
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the point. Otherwise,the only meaning we can give to 'knowing
an object' seems to be'knowing that it exists.' But this
presénts enormous difficulties, for 'object' is a'formal
concept'in the Tractatus_ - not a proper concept-word. Here
Wittgenstein argues that all formal concepts ( eg . 'number’,
'fact','function' ) are repiresented by variables, and whenever
the words are used wrongly , as proper concept-words, then
nonsensical psgudo—propositions resulte. (4.1272) Therefore he
asserts, it istimpossibie to say "There are objects"( L.1272)
This would in fact be an example of a pseudo-proposition

in the same way thatv'x is an object' would tall under this
category. The point here 1is that when the variable is
replaced by a name,neming én objecty tnq'expression 'x is an
objeét' shoulid giye an elementary proposition. But in an

e lementery proposition an atomic state of affairs must be
pictured, and what picture would ‘a 1s an object' provide ¥
What state of affairs 1s being described here ¥ Tne answer

is none, for the so~called proposition contains only the

name oi an object, and this 1s not a state of afiairs.éAn
atomic fact is a combination of objects, Jjust as an elementafy
proposition is a concatenation of names. So it is as
‘nonsensical to say'x is an oObject' as it is to say merely ‘x'.
Equally, 'There are numbers', or 'There are facts' or 'There
are 100 objects' would all be nonsensicali. *I is a number’

1s not the sign of a genuine function: the replacement of

‘ 3 . - » )
'T by a name would not yield a genuine proposition. Therefore:
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"To ask whether a formal concept exists is nonsensical.
For no proposition can be the answer to such a question."
(4.1272) So to say "If I know an object" mesns "If I know
9

" is also nonsensical <

an object exists..
But if existence cannot be predicated of objects
what can it mean to talk of 'knowing' an object ? It seems
indeed that the possibility of 'knowing' thesc objects in
tﬂe ordinary sense of the word 'know' is ruled out. From
all we have scen it would appear that the only way in
which one could know an.object would be in its
occurrence in a particular state of affairs. I could never
say 'I know an object' without stating the situation in
which this objcct occurs. And then it would not be true to
say I know the ohject itself, but only that I know the
state of affairs (i.e. the fact that...) . I would thus
have to infer from the state of affairs to the existence
of such an object. So thig is all that Wittgenstein can
" mean when he says 'If I know an objecte..' namely,'if I
infer ..' But I think we would be justified in asking
for a reascn for making such an inference.
There are tﬁo guestions to bé distinguished here:
'What is an object?' and 'How can I know an object?' We
Have been considering the latter, but this is an
epistemological problem which cannot be Investigated

anywaye The former is far more important. One basic teaching

ig that they are simple and irreducible entities forming

9 Por a good.summary of Wittgenstein's argument

here see "Wittgenstein's Notion of an Object" by D.Keyt,
fhilosophical quarterly Vol 13, 1963 pp-13-25
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the substance of the world. But this raises a problem, In
what way do these objects form the substance or the world ?
One feels that it i1is 1mportant to Kknow whether Wittgenstein
i1s reitying his ‘objects' - whether he regards them as having
an actual existence 1in tvhe empirical worlde. It coﬁld be argued
however that when Wittgenstein uses the word ‘weorlid' ne 1is
not talking éoout the physicad or em@irlcai world - pbut this
is‘mereiy a tgrm "designating the subject matter of logical
anaysis.vlt 1s.mean1ngless to ask Wnetner_tnefworid is real
Oor noj; or Wnetﬁer the objects are real or no. In this cease

it 1s a futile deoate as to Wnetner“tnlngs‘ gre’things' = 1n
tne way that & realist regards chairs and goldtish bowls as
‘things' =.0r whetner ‘things' are merely logical postulatese.
Since ne 1s not talking about the physical world the guestion
simply does not arise. If however one does maintain that
Wittgenstein 1s talking about the world in which we 1ive,
then one has a problem regarding the ontological status of
his objects.

Yet if we accept objects merely as theoretical
ﬁostulames, the problem is not entirely dismissed, for the
question may still be asked :why are they postulated, and to
what extent are they necessary ? The answer to this guestion
will lead us back to review the whole of Wittgenstein's position
regarding logic.

We are given no description or the gualities OI
objects = ror they nave none. Copil was thererore correct o

argue tnat Wittgenstein's objects are "bare particulars having
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no material properties whatsoever."*% But the accent here
st be on the word'material'. It is true that no qualities
can be predlcated of objects. They are colourless, spaceless
timeless 11 and it 1s not unreasonable to deducc that they
are also tastcless,shapeless, motionless and without size
or smell. They_have absolutely no resemblance to things
which we %ould céll 'objects'-tables,chaiﬁs,goldfish bowls.
Ffor Wittgenstein of course, these arc nots objects at =2l11.
They are rather configuration of objects :they arc facts,
and these facté are pictured by the proposition.
For it is only by meéﬁﬂ off propositions that material
Jpropverties arc represented - only vy the configuration
of objects that they are produced., (2.0231)
And yet. it would‘be'wrong to say that thcy are without
propertiss altogether, for Wittgenstein mnentions that A
they have Dboth internsl and external propertics. The
internal properties seem to be this possibility of their
combining to forwu certain states of affairs. Bach of these
possibilities is part of the nature of the objects, and
if all objects are given then all possible states of
affairs arc also given.(2.012L) The external properties
then, could proovably be understood as theilr actual. occurance
in states of affairs.

1 f

But now,. grantcd thet the 'objects’ arc

theorctical postulates,of which we cannot predicate

, 10 Copi : "Objocts,Propertics and kclations in
the Tractatus ", Lind April 1958 p.163.

11 Wittgenstein does not talk of objects beilng
spaceless and timelcss, butr I think this is what :ust
be understood by taking 2.0252 with 2.0251.
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which we can s«ttribute no matcrial pronerties, the question
ariges - what, if anything, is the relation betwcen these
theoretical postulations and our m terial objects ? Or, in
other words, what is the relation between Wittgenstein's
'things' and our 'goldfish bowls' : or betwveen his objects
and his states of alfairs 2 (for as we have seen, what we
regard ac 'objects' are rezlly combinations of pbjocts -
‘facts'-in the lenguwm e of the Tructatus .) If a state of
affairs is only 2 configuration of objcctssall of which heave
no material properties, then how do these properties arise
in the state of affairs ? To understand this we must take
into account two further terms, viz, 'structure' and ‘form'.ie
have scen that in a state of affairs the objects stand in
& determinate relation to one énothef; and this dcterminate

12But "Porm

relation is the structure of the state of affairs.
is the possibility of structure."(2.033) The possibility of
an object occurring in a state of afTairs 1s the form of the
object. So it is through this '"form' that the 'structure'
teker place, and through this ‘form' that maiterial cualities
are produced vhen objeccts combine. "Spuce, time colour (being
coloured) are forus of objects."(2.0251)S0 these colours or
spatio-timporal rclationships so not obtain in objects by
themselves; they obtaineonly in configurations of objects: in

stutes of affairs. Only the possibility of all this is part

of the neturc of an object."A gpcck in the visual field,though

it need not be red must have some colour:it is so to sneak surrounded

12 G2 2.0%3-2.032
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Dy cdlour space. Notes must have some ﬁitch, objects of the
sense of touch some degree of hardness and so on." (2.0131)
So: "Objects contain the possibility of all situations."(2.014)

A problem arises with regard to this 'form'. Wittgenstein
clearly did not see this in the way that Kant saw it : nanely
that we impose the space. and time upon objects through our
pure intuitions. He presupposed that the ‘'forms' were
essentially connected with the objects, not with the perceiver.
This follows naturally when we think back upon his dictum
concerning the self. Bpt we are now in a state of perplexity
regarding these 'objects'. They are stripped of everything
Which would make them intelligible to us, and the only way
in which any material properties obtain is through these
‘forms'. But where do these'forms‘'reside ? Or is there no
sense in asking this cuestion ? I think the only way in
which we can understand Wittgenstein's notion of 'form' is
°

by saying it is simply the possibility of structure, But this

in itself is perhaps not entirely saﬂiSfactoryo

The whole idea of objects remains mystifying. In
spite of having nothing we would recognise as proﬁérties,
and in spite of being bound up with the equally mystifying
notion of ‘'form' we are left with the statement that they
neverthelesc make up the substance of the world. But even the
word 'substance' seems to have been deprived of all its usual

connotations. Berkeley rejected tHe Lockean substance- something
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"I know not what"lds redundantlu. Berkeley rightly argucd

that rather than postulate agm@rar-ucnsory world 'behind'

the world we perceive, onc could reject the notion of a
materisl world altogether. And in his famous division of.
vprimary and secondary qualities Locke did indeed argue that

" the 'sccondary qualities' (touch, taste, colour etc.) 'belonged’
;to the perceivér, but nevertheless he postulated the 'primary
Equalities' as somehow inherent in the objects themselves.15

It is true that Locke's'suhstence' was mysterious and

UnNece ssary, yetlin go Tar as it formed & basis for his
'primary ' qualities,an srgument for it could be maintzined.
However, with Jittgenstein's ‘substunce' there are no primary
gualities or any other qualities Wﬂicn can be predlicated of
it. All we know oI it is that it "subsists independently of
what is the case.'" (2.024) Yhat is to say, it all the present
states of affeairs did not exist,this 'substance’ would
som@how still be subsisting, and there would still be the

possibility thet these stutes of affairs might obtain. But

if the Locliean substance was redundant, how can we claim
anything more of the Wittgensteinian substance, which; it
anything, is nore mysterious and¢ incredible than anything
Iocke held. There secms at first to be no reason why

Wittgenstein should meintain this theory of substance and

13 Locke: Essay Concerning Human Understinding Bk 2
Chap. X£I1I Sect. XIV-KX (p. 216 London, wWard Lock & Co.)

14 Berkeley: Principles of Human Knowledge Pt. I
Sect. 16-24 (p. %6 London, Brown and Sons, 1937

I5 Locke: Essay Chap VIII ,Sect 3 pp. 85fF
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simple objécts, particularly since all we previously
undepstoodiby'substance' occurs .only in states of affairs.
If we took sﬁhstance in this earlier sense we could ask
why Wittgenstein goes further than the atomic states of
affairs and try to reduce these still more. If we took any
Particular fact as an example and reduced it to its basic
elements we should see the redundsnce of any of,the former
’notion of substance. If we took a goldfish bowl and broke
i
it down to its basic particles, we would st11l not find these
j'simple objects' For what is 'substence' other than the
bhysical atons which compose a particular thing ? Are
Wittgenstein's objects any more respectable than Locke's
Something "I-know-not -what " ? Is Wittgenstein really
maintaining the existence of some metaphysical entity
bencath the physical, numerical, spatial, and kinematic
components of a particular bthing ?.

I think it must be meintained that he is not.
At least, not in the same sense in which Locke asserted his |
substance. For Wittgenstein's ‘simple objects' were not
‘phyé?cal, but 1ogica1 components. He arrived at them through
the process of inference. And yet, at the same time one
caanot deny that these were definitely metaphysical, for
once we hove analyzed = e.g.—~ a goldfish bowl - into 1ts
physical particles, into its size, shape, number, possible
encrgy, there is little left which can be'substance' . On

this +heory of 'physicsl substance' it would indeed be very

16 Locke's Essay -note 13
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difficult to imagine what these ‘'ohjeccts' could be, out of

which the state of affairs-known as a 'goldfish bowl' emerges.
One feels Justified in concluding that tﬁey are not any thing
at all. Yet, ﬁe shall see that on Wittgenstein's basis thej
are absolutely necessary.

: Obje¢ts arc unalterable and subsistent: it is their
configuration, the states of affairs they make up, which is
changing and unsteble. One is reminded of the éld Greek
search for the "ﬁhysis“ of things: the stable and permament
nature amid the flux. In a scnse, Wittgenstein's 'objects
have much the same character as Thales' 'water' or Anaximenes'
‘air'. Yet we must not over-simplify the position of the
Tructatus » Admittedly . the unalterable form of the world

2

is constituted by 'objects' , but more than that, these objects

are completely essential for the meaningfulness of any
proposition. "If the world had no substunce, then whcther a
proposition had meaning would depend on whether anéther
proposition wee true." (2.0211) and, most crucially: "In
thet case we could not sketch out any picture of the world
(true or false)."(2.0212)

e can perhaps begin to see the need for the logicel

E o7

maize stutes of afairs: they are necded for names 1O

represcent then in elementery propositicns; they are needed
essentslly for the Picture Theory of keaning. But in cach

cuge the  exlstence of any onc of these is logically dependent

upon the existence of the others. If we hold up the elementary
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proposition #s the reason why we need simple objects (i.e.
in order that the 'nmames' in the proposition will have 'meaning')
then we must say why the elementary propositions are necéssary.
We may claim.that it is Dbecuause théy must picture the facts,
and thesc facts must be configurations of objeccts. But for
this no other argwient is given it is accepted z priori.
It is quite true that because of his theory simple objects
are necessary, yegzthere is no reason why this theory is

|
itself necessary. e does state that it would be impossible

ror & god to “creste a world in which the proposition 'p'
wes true without creating &1l its objects." (5.123) But this
is' no argument. He says also "If we know on purely logical
‘grounds thet there must be elementzry propositions, then
everyone who understands propositions in their unanzlyzed
form must know it. " (5.5%62) However, do we know this on
‘purely logiczl grounds'? It seems highly dubious. We still
do not know whai an elementary proposition could be. I szid
our problem was glmost solved, but there remains perhaps a
slight feeling of unessiness. We arc told : "Blementary
propositions consist of names. Since; however, we are unzble
to give the number of names with different meanings, we are
zlso unable to give the composition of elementary propositiohs.”
( 5-52l) The 6nly ‘purely logical grounds ' for the
neceségty of elementary propositions is that they arc
neeced to plcture states of,affairs.\But what 1s required

in picturing states of affairs is that the nemes
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in the concatenations known as elementary propogitions must
correspond to the simple objects in the atomic facts. Yet we
have seen that the only logical necessity for simple objects

is that the world must have substance, for which the only
!

groinds are that the elementeary propositions can picture
states of affairs. Thusbthéf has been a revolution of 360°
and we have turncd once more for the 'purely logical grounds'
for our knowledge that therce must be elementzry propnositions.
So each element of Wittgenstein's system is very intricately
interwoven. His terms are all inter-definsble and all have
meaning within the system. But if we try to abstract them
from the whole system, which is what 1 believe the Positivists
did, then the meaning which they had no longer holds. One
cannot really criticise Wittgenstein for the tightness of his
system: aglthough one mey wmnt to criticise him if one cannot
‘cash' the terﬁs he uses. But azs it stends Wittgenstein's
systen is extremely well worked out, and each proposition
entails the rest, in terms of the whole. Therefore zny final
criticism we give must be criticism of the whole,

The notion‘of a simple object is therefore essential
to the Picture Theory of Meaning, and this theory is
fundementel to the Tradtatus. According to the Tractatus to
heve sense meant to picture a possible state of affairs .This
possibility, as we saw, was prescribed by logic, and the
possible configurations in which it could occur were written
into the nature of the %hing itself,It did not natter for the

'sense' of the pronosition whether the 'state of af’airs actually

-
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existed or not : if the possibility was there, and if the
names in the elementary proposition corresponded to the objects
forming the possible configuration then the proposition had
moaning. When no meaning could be given to the vearious signs
in the proposition : if the names named nothing : then it
was logically impossible for the proposition to picturc
anything, and the proposition was nonscnsical. No experience
is necessary in deciding whether or not a proposition has
mcaning in theiﬁraétatus. Experience tells us whether a
state of affairs actually exists or not, and thercfore whether
it is true or false. And this presupposec it has a sense.(l.06l)
vBut whe'ther or not a proposition has a meaning is a purcly
logical matter : this is asking whether a picture is
possible, whether the situation it claims to picture can
exist. The possibility of this object occuring in that state
of affairs is & fact of logic : "Logic deals with cvery
possibility &and 211 possibilities arg_its facts."(2.0121D)

| There are however two classes of egxpressions which
are not nonsensical, and yet still have no meaning. These
are tautologies and contradictions. They are not pictures
of facts (L.462) They dd not represent any one possible
situation for the former admits all situations and the latter
none. (4.46l) They are the two extreme cases amongst.
the possible groups of truth conditions. (L.46) The

proposition stands mid-way; "A tautology's truth is ccrtain, a
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proposition's possible, a contradiction's impossible.“(u.u6u)
This has often been expressed by using the terms 'necesseily
true' for tautologies, and 'necessarily false' fpr
contradictions. And this necessity is logical necessity,
Just as the possibility of a proposition's being true is
logicel possibility. Logic is the determining factor in
each casc. Logic prescribes the limit of meaning. Logic
prescribes the limits of what can be thought or said.A
proposition cannot hove senze unless what it pictures-is
logically possible.

Ultimately, then,we must investigate this.whole
concept of logic. The Picture Theory of Meaning is certuinly
dependent upon this concept of logic , but therec is another
vitel issue in the Tractutus to be examined, which will
indicate still further how logic becomes the'metaphysical
basis of the work. I am referring to the docirine of
fshowing forth's This is connected with his picture theory
in that although propositions describe a situation they

cennot describe their own meaning.

Doctrine of'Showing Forth'

A proposition says - this is how things stand: and
if it is true, it shows how they .stand.(4.022) The sense of
the proposition cannot be pictured, but musf be shown forthe
And what can be shown cannot be said. (4.1212) This is the
doctrine in bricf, and we sce it as the crux of the Picture
Tﬁbory. But it is yet more fundamental thun this. Earlier

in the thesis it was said that Witlgenstein was concerned to
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establish wﬁat language and the world had in common. There
are two ide@s here: that which a picture has in cémmon with
what it depigts, and that which a proposition has:in common
with what it ﬁictures. ‘'hese are of course closely inter-
woven since alproposition is a picture. (4.01) The
guestion here then is not : how do we know that this
proposition i§ a picture of that situation ?‘W@-have
already seen’faat Wittgenstein does not recognise ‘
'epistemological' cuestions us having scnse. The answer to
such a question can only pe : we know thaet it 18 a picture
of 'x' by comparing'it with'x'.(2.223) Nor is the gquestion
here about the elements in a picture corresponding to thoe
elements of a fzct. We are not asking what elements of the
propositional sign cor%espond to the objects of the
thought. The answer to this would be that "in a picture
the elements of a picture are the representatives of
objects"(2.131) or that in a proposition names deputise
Tor objects.

What in fact we are secarching for is thet which is
in common between any compléte situation and the picture
or proposition which truly piétures it; for that which 1is
in common between the totality of situations and the totality
of pronositicns ; for that which is in common, then, between
the world and language. Wittgenstein tells us definitely:'There

must De something identical in a picture and what it deplcts
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to enable the one to be a picture of the other at all."
(2.161) Propositions must have something in commoén with
reality in order to‘bs able to picture it, It seems obvious
now that what we ure searching for cannot be aﬁ element
within a proposition,or within a state of affairs. It

must be something to do with the structure of a picture,

a proposition, and a fact. The structure of a picture is
the connection of its elements(2.15) and the possibility

of this struciture is the pictorial form of the picture.

And it is fhmjwhich a picture must have in common with
reality to be able to picture it (2.17) "A& picture has
logico pictorial form in common with what it depicts(2.2)
It is by means of the pictorial form that it represents
what it does represent - independent of its correstness
or incorrectness. In the same way a proposition - a

picture- has logical form in common with the reality it

pictures. (4.12)

Now that we have discovered this common form
we may return to see the full significance of the doctrine
of showing. Por in being shown the sense of a proposition,
we are being shown its logical form-its common element
with the situation it represents. A proposition is
powerless to Qictungnthis form. The form must show itself.
This is why Wittgenstein seys "A picture cannot however
depict its pictorial form : it displays it."(2.172) a

picture represents its subject from its representational
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i:‘.E'orm--i.e. from a pos ition outside it. It cannot however
place itself outside its representational Cform. (2.173 -4)
In fhe same way :

Propocitions can represent the whole of reality, put
they cannot represent what they must have in common with
reclity in order to be zble to represent it -
logical form. (L4.12)
This logical form must ghow itselfi it nmust express itself
in language. We, must £ind its reflection in propositions.
This is why "Pﬁépositions show the logical form of reality."
(L.121) h
| It is npw possible to sce that we have arvived at
thélroot of théiTractatus. The Picture Theorylof licaning is
indeed crucial; «nd so are the concepts of simple objects,
atomic facts and elenmentary propositions. But sll these
find their importance and necessity in Wittgenstein's
concept of logic. We saw in the Picture Theory that for
a proposition to have sense it had to picture a possible
state of affairs, which was a configuration of simple
objects. Alsg that these objects were necessary to give
point to the nbiions of elementary propositions, atomic
feets and the Picture Theory of Meaning. But the only
reason why objccts should combine in certsin ways to produce
states of affairs seemed to be thet they had the ‘possibility’
of this combination written into their nature. It was
discovered that this ‘possibility’' depended upon logic,

which determined every possibility , and every
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necessity. In the 'doctrine of showing' we saw next that a
proposition can represent the whole of reality, but not the
'logical form' which it has in common with it. Everything
is constructed according to this self- displaying form:

A gremophone record, the musical idea, the written
notes, the sound waves, all stand to one another in
the same inteinal relationship of depicting that
holds between language ané the world.

They are ail constructed according to a cqmmon
logical pattern. (L.1l4, italics mine.)

Is Logic a priori 9

It is now our duty to ask why logic has such a
force in the Tractatus. Logic, we are told, pervades the
world ; the limits of Bhe world are also its limitse. (5.61)
We cannot stand outside the world and ssy"'the world has
this in it, and this, but not that.'" (5.61) Logic is
prior to every experience. (5.552) In logic there are no
surprises.(1.251) In 1ogic nothing is accidental. (2.012)
Thought can never be of anything illogical . It is
impossible to represent in language anything that contradicts
logic .(5.4731) We cannot meke mistakes in logic .(5.&73)'

"Logic is not a body of doctrine but a mirror image of the
world.Logic is transcendental."( 6.13) There can thus be

no statements about logic ( except those of the
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Tractatus which, as the author admitted, worc meaningless.)
Logic prescribes the possibility oi strvcture , the
possibility of states ol affairs, the necessity for simple
objects, the necessity for logical form. We cannot represent
logical form - for in ordcr to do so we ghould have to
station ourselves with propositions somewhere outside logic,
i.e. outside the world . And that is impossible - logically
impossible. ngic thus provides the metaphysical basis of
the Tractatus; The whole work finds its root in aﬁd takes
its meaning tfrom this one concept of logic. But what
.justificgtion can Wittgenstein give for holding this view
of logic * Why does logic pervade the world ? dWhy isc 1t
prior to every experience ¥ Witt@enstein gives ug this
reason : "What makes logic a pridri is the impossibilitjl
of illogical thought." (5.4371)

On the surface this seems plausible :- when we
exainine the statement, however, it is almost tautologous.
wWhat sort of'impossibility' does Jittgenstein mean ¢ He
can only mesn the "logicel 'impossibility of illogical
t@ought.‘ What is being said then ¥ It would make as good

| v
,sénse to say that the reason for the(logical) impossibility
of illogical thought 1s that logic is a priori. So in fact
dittgenstein is not giving a reason at all . The (logical)
necessity oi logical thougnt devends upon the a priori
character of logic, and the apriori charactcr ol logic

cepends upon the .logleal) nccessity off logical thoughts
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And we realize that rno reason can be given. Logic cannot
prove i1tself to be a priori. The whole debate must theref'ore
stop at this point. The only Justification that Wittgensteiln
can give tfor maintainting this view is to say ' Well, this

is how things appear to me. ' Yet he does more than this.

He appeals tq us and claims that if we understand our everyday

language then we must see the ilnevitabllity of elementary
propositions. What is more we must assent to his thesis

that 'logical. form - the structure of reality - does
show itselt'. But if we decide to be gceptical , and insist
that we are neither aware of this so-called logical f'orm

being displayed in our languege , nor arc aware of any need

for elcmentary propositions which cannot be formulated, then

there 1s no further srgument which Wittgenstcin can prodéuce
to show tnat ﬁcese things must be so0. All he can say is that
the sceptic cannot see tne world aright; he does not really
undérstand the propositions he. is uttering. The sceptic
would be trying to raise doubts where no questions can be

asked (».51), and this would not worry Jittgenstein. e

realized that meny would not understand the Tractatus but was

not conccrned about this. The purpose of “the book would be
achicved "if 1t gave pleasurc to one person who rcad and
L1/

understood it o If this 1s so0 then wc can ask

what cualirications then must a recader have to undcrstand

17 Tract. Author's Preface p.3
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it ? It seems he must be someone "who has himselr already

hsad the thoughts that are expressed in 1t—- or at least
18
similar thoughts." 1

And for the rest v It does not matter. Hor those who

1
3

hare Wittgenstein's faith the book 1s understandaple and

- W

acceptabnle. Fbr those Wno'have not yet heen converted it

wiil present dniy problems and misunderstandings. The

concept oi iogic - the metaphysical basis of the book can
only be cccepted a priori. And yet the author himselr is
Taced with a puaradoxical problem at the end of Ghe DOOK =
naicely, what to do with the propogitions 1t contains. On
thelr own conditiuvn they are meaningless. Thus Wittgenstein
admits they are so0 - yet retvracts novne ol themsd they musty

be used as & ladder to clilmb Up O what 1s peyond. Unce

these propositions heve been transcended, one can see the
Worlc arighte. the Iractatus 1s thererore unique..lt expresses
tne 1nexpressipie, and yet does SO 1in vrder wnat 1n future
only the expressiple Willi pe expressed. Lt beglns wWitn &a
theory apout reallty, consStructs a system pased on thilis
theory,and eveniually réjects all the proposaitions used to
express this system as nonsenslical. And there 1s stilll no
hint from the author that he might be mistaken. lndeed
Wittgenstein clezlus "The truth or the thoughts that are
herc set r'orth seems to me unassaliable and definitive»"l9

Therc 1is nothing more to pe said. -

18 Author's Preface p.3
19 lpid P-5
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This fascinating and profound work has greatly
influenced western philosophy since its publication. It
merked a turning point in British philosophy, and gave anv
impetus to the positivism which was being formuated in Vienna
aad Berlin. G.E.Moor@ had reacted earlier, and so had
Bertrand Russell, but the consistency of Wittgenstein's
tight system, dad the amazing way in which he appeared to
dissolve 41 philosophical problems strikes one as particularly.
outstanding. It marked a sweeping away of the wild
speculation of the later nineteenth cenitury, and a turn
towards a desire for gre.ter clarity and a distrust of
metuphysical verbiage. And this is good. But the grestesdt
fault then of the Tractatus was its own metaphysica standpoint,
which could not meet its own criterion for meaningfulness.
So, the grectest fault of the Vienn:s Cirecle wigo that, whilst
they rejected the metephysical nature of the work they
misunderstood meny of the »noints which Wittgenstein made,
cnd toolk 1t instead lorgely as & trectise on Positivion:' .
With their anti-metashysical fervour they believed that
though Wittgenstein said his work was nonwsensical, they
could nevertheless formulate a principle to rid philosophy
of metaphysics- a prianciple which rules out the possibility
of its own exbréssion - and still maintéined that their work
had sense. They lackecd both Wittgenstein's consistency, znd
his philcgophical honesty. When we turn to Schlick's article
we shell notice cspeclally the former. But whether he

succeeded in doing what he claimed we shall now discovere
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CHAPTHER IT

THE PCSITIVIST CONCEPT OF MEANING.

L 3

In this chapter I shall be discussing th¢ concept
of meaning in!the Logical Positivists, as exemplified by
Schlick's article "Meaning and Verification".2? But first
I would 1like tQ examine briefly the background and
historical setféng of the Logical Positivist movement,
and to indicaté the influence of the Tractatus and the
divergence from it. Then it ﬁill e possible to fit Schlick's

article into this framework, and understand it better in

the context of its philosophical sttinge.

The Vienna Circle

The Vienna Circle came into existence during the
third decade of this century, when Moritz Schlick became
professor of ?hilosophy at the University of Vienna. He
hed come into philosophy from physics, and wuas thoroughly
imbued with the scientific way of thinking. The Circle had
far reaching implications in that ﬁot only did it contain
many leading philosophers among its members (eog- Schlick,
Carnap, rfeigl, Waismenn, Kraft, eyco) but it was composed
too of sociologists, economists, mathematicians w«nd

physicists (e.g. Hans Hahn, Philipp Frank, Menger, GSdel)

20 In Philosophical Review Vol. 45, 1936 pp.339-
36%. All references to this article will-be given in the
body of the text. Paragraphs will be identified by 'i',%° etec.:




L5
All members had some first hand experience in some field
of science, For several years it was not an organised
movement, but remained a group of philosophers united by
their common interest in, and similar approach to certain
problems. Carnap says about their approach:
We tried to avoid the terms of traditionzl philosophy
. &nd to use instcud those of logic, maths and empirical
science - or of that part of the ordinary langucge,which,
?hgugh more vague, still is %E principle translatable
into & scilentific language.
| The forhal organization of the Circle waes not until
1928, and in the following yesr the 'manifesto’ -
"Wisc.nschaftiche Jeltauffassung - Der Wiener Kreis" was
published. This gave a brief account of the general
philosophical position and principle aims of the group.
The aims vwere to provide a sccure foundation for the scicences
and to demonstrate the mesninglessness of all metaphysics.
Popper argues that the anti-metaphysical fenaticism of the
Logical Positivists did in fabt spoil much oi their scientiiic
tninxlngfgwhis zeal which Ayer later calls “the missionary
spirit of the Circle" 1led to the organization ot international
congresses and such publications as LrKkenntnis, and the

International Encyclonaedia of unified science . lhe whodle

ldea of a unitriled science expressed in the langusg e or physics’
% which was propogated by varnap and Neurath was constantly
attecked by ropper. He himsell was never a meuber or tuthe
Circle, and would not ¢p.reciate the label 'positivisth

mowever, even as late as LlYo3 Carnap vas still mairtoining

81 Phijosophy of Rudolf Carnop e€dite. Schlipp, p.<i
22 Ibid. "Demsrcation between Scicnce and iletaphysics"
Pp 183-226. Popper .Sece p.l196 para iv
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; that Popper exaggerated their philosophical differences .

Wittgenstein also , was never himself a member of the
Cifcle, but he was in close contact with several of its
leading members; particularly with Carnap, Schlick and
Waismann. Carnap describes these earlier meetings which took
plece shortly after he himself had joined the Circle in I926.
There was no normal kind of discussion : Wittgenstein talked
and the otherstlistened - and only when elucidgtions were
absolutely necessary would they cautiously ask him to explain
things furthergéin 1928 Wittgenstein insisted that he no longer
Wiéped Carnap éo be present, and the meetings continued with
only Schlick and Wsismann. -Schlick however, was very influenced
by Wittgenstein - both personzlly and philosophically.

The Vienna Circle formed an 'alliance' with the
Warsaw group, the Polish logicians and philosophers, of whom
Terski immediately comes to mind. There were also very close
affiliations with Reichenbsch's Berlin Circle. The movement
grew enormously in strength throughtut the 30s,; A.d.Ayer
began attending the meetings in 1933, and the tradition had
spread to Britain and the United States. But the Viennese
Circle itself was disintegrating. Carnap sccepted a chair at
the University of Prague in 1931, and Hahn died in 1934, two
years before Schlick wes murdered by a student whose thesis

23

he had apparently failed. Although the members of the

23 This incident has often earned Schlick the title of
""5econd martyr for philosophy™ next to Socrates. Although the
German govenment did not itself execute Schlick, it nevertheless
was very lenient towards his assassin, and very hostile in its
orbituarics, slmost inplying, as Ayer puts it:"that Iogical
Positivists desBcrved to be murdered by their pupils." !
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Circle, with the exception of Neurath, had not been
noticeably active in politics, they provoked Nazl suspicion
because of their critical and scientific temper and most of
th%m were forced into exile. The Berlin Circle faced similar
0p50sition, and the Warsaw group disintegrated because of
the war. Neur%th was how iﬂ Holland, and attempted to continue
the movement, but he died not many years later and the Circle
as such endcd.>However, Logical rositivism as a whole continued
to exert en influence for many more years. Even today it is
not unfair to say that the general scientific outlook is
highly positivistic.

Although the Vienna Circle had ceased, the Logical
Positivist movement had gripped much of the United States
and Europe. Carnap lectured in America, along with Tarski,
Juine, Goodman, Godel and Hempel. He was not however very
happy about the position there, particularly in Chicago.ZLL
In England the movement was represented by Ayer and Waismann,
but over the last decade or more Positivism in Bratain has
given weay to linguistic analysis, largely pecause of the

influence of Wittgenstein's later work- Philosophical

Investigations. The work of Wisdom and Austin has also

further stimulated this approach., The initial claim is
much the same as that made by the positivist: that no
philosophy is being pursued any longer, but only analysise.
This is carried fubther than by the Positivists however,

We see now that the metaphysician is no longer a

2ly See his autobiogruphy ppll-3
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criminal, but a patient, with the philosopher as his
therapeutist. The contemporary slogan is "The meaning is
the use" and language games and categories are all part of
this new method. A philosophical problem has the form "I
don't know ny way about" 254nd "the results of philosophy
are the uncovcring of onc another piece of plain nonsense
and of bumps @hat the understanding has got by running its
nead up againsﬁ*the limits of language." 26Nothing is hidden
any longer, an@ if it is hidden , then it is of no interest
to use. s

But fé? nezrly a quarter of a century Logical
Positivism m&ﬁ§ its presence strongly felt. ln'he Vienna
Circle -~ Its %Qientlflc Cutlook" the authorslset out a
list of whom téey regarded es their main ;recursors. These
came to a formédable list, but it was only with a few aspects
of the works oé these men that the Circle alligned itself.
The logicsal, séientific, empiricistic, or positivistic
attitudes of tgese philosophers was approved, but the
metephysics in:each case was rejected,Carnap even distinguishes
between the position of the Circle and the older Positivism,
and says:"It is important to realize thet our doctrine has

nothing whatever to do with the theses of the Rezlity or
v 27

25 wWitigenstein Philosophical Investigations Sect 123

26 Investigations Sect. 119 (Blackwell 2nd edit.
transleted Dy Hisc ANScombe. )

27 Cezrnap Philosophy and Logical Syntax p.22. Psyche
Series. London-Routledge and Kegan Paul. 1951

Unreality of unything whotever.'
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n We see here that though Carnap acknowledges the
indebtedness of the Vienna Circle to some aspects of
previous philosophy he nevertheless claims that they are
making a very significant bresk with the pvast. shat is the
precise nature of this uniqucness they claim ? It is that

they do not practise philosophy. "e are not = philosophical
n28

school.‘.we put forward no philosophical theses whatever.
Philosophy must be purged of all metaphysical and unscientific
elements; the psychological gquestions and all other questions
belonging to the empirical scicnces must zlso bhe removed

ané placed in their proper domains. Then apart from the
guestions of the individual sciences all that remains in

the rea%?/of mcaningfulness are the guestions of the

'1ogica1 znalysis' of science: analyzing its s.ntences,

terns, concepis, etc. In this way "the logic of science

takes the place of the inextricable tangle of probvlems

which is known as philosophy."29 This then is the claim:

that the Vienna Cireéle is putting forward no doctrines,

but is pursuing the only genuine task of philosophys which

lII

. PR |
1sl logical analysis .

' The cuestion is reised now, how far is this a
departure from the Jractatus ? In what weys do the aims
and outlook of the Positivists differ from those of

Wittgenstein? The Tractatus wus resd out and discussed

28 Carnap
25 Carnap Logical Syntax of Lengu:ze Chap V p.279
Humenities rres: slbondon - Routledge and ncgan Peul. LYBL
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sentence by sentence in the meetings of the Vienna Circle,
but it would seem that the Positivists had already thoughnt
out the basis of their position, and it was into this
already accepted schema that Wittgenstein's woik was reed.
Carnap admits that they learnt much from their discussipns
of the hook_aﬁd accepted many views, out he also adds "as
Tar as we could assinilate them to our basic cpnceptions-"3o
And it might séem that this was in fact further than they
could be ussimilated. Because the Tractatus was recd into

L positivistic framework Wittgenstein's sensitivity

towards the Mystical was ignored . Carnap writes that
"traditional theology is a remncnt of earlier times, and
entirely out of line with the scientific way of thinking

in the present century,"31 Schlick too held this view, that
religion belonged to the childhood phase of humsnity and
would slowly diseppear in the course of cultural develon-
ment. But Schlick and Witigenstein agreed that the doctrines
of religion in their various forms had no theoreticai
content, but Wittgensitein did not then attribute them to

the ‘childhood phuse'. He had a 'feeling' for the Mystical.
We cannot think or speak gbout it: it is °‘memningless’
because it goes beyond langusge and beyond the world.(Tract. i
b 32-0.00) And yet the mystical is nonetheless important.
At one point #ittgenstein assoclates it with "feeling the
world as & linited whole"(o.4%) He says "We feel thet even

when all possivle scilentific guestions heve been answered,

30 Carnep's autobiography. Phil.of hudolf Cernen p.ol
31 zutobiog. p.d

MILLS MEMORIAL LIBRARY.
McMASTER UNIVERSITY,
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the problems of life remain untouched.'"(6.52) as if tne

problems of life are guite remote and distinct from any

' possible scientific guestions. But then he adds:"Of course

gthere are then no questions let't, and this itself is the

enswer." And yet we sense that it is not the answer. But

all the questibns have heen asked, all the answersg have been
given; we haveltraveiled to the 1limit of logical thought,of

langusge, of the world. And here we must stope. Indeed, there
is no further to go...yet, there are things which cannot be

put into words.'"They make themselves manifest. They are what

is mystical" (6.522)
This 'feeling' for the kystical is no part of

Positiviesm. On this point Wittgenstein seems to have been
i
thofoughly misunderstood. Indeed, Carnap admits:
Barlier when we were reading wWitugenstein's book in the
Circle 1 head erroneously beliecved that his attitude
towerds metaphysics wag similar to ourse. I had not paid
sufficient attention to the stateuents in his book about
the mystical, because his feelings_gnd thoughts in this
area were too divergent from mine.

It would seem that there was an equally big divergence
betwéen the aims of the Positivists and Wittgenstein. For
the Positivists, maths and empirical science were takeén to
represent knowledge at its best, wheress Wittgenstein betrays
a mueh less enthusiastic attitude towsrds this scientific

outlook. Tie anti-metaphysical drive of the rositivists was

lacking in hime. True, he came to the same conclusions =zs the
Positivists, that metaphysical statements are without

cognitive content, out he did so reluctantly and painfully
32 Carnap's autobiography p.27
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"as if he were compelled to admit a weaknesc in a beloved
person."33 How influencisgl then was the Iractatus once the
metaphysical basis was rejected ? 1 think the answer les

in Carnap's statement.is to the most important insight he
gained from the Tractatus :'"The conception that the truth

of logical statements is based only on their logical structure
and on the Lesning of their terms.”?g second important
insight weas thh realization that metaphysical statements

are cevoid orf éognitive content, and that many of them
originate in & misuse of language and a violatio. of logilce.
And so the criterion of meaning, if we can attribute this

to wWittgenstein, was retained and developed by the Circle.
wWe shall sec as we.examine Schlick's article that the notion
of contradictions and tautologies, the anzlytic-synthetic
dichotomy (begun by Hume and Kant, but given more precise
formulation in Wittgenstein) and the emphasis upon reducible
statements were all adopted from the Tractatus.

.One final point must now be made. All these notions
adopted from the Iractaetus (the 'criterion of meaning, the
meaningless of metaphysics,the truth-functions of
propositions) were based upon a very definite metaphysical
theorys the theory of elementary propositions pichuring
atomic facts composed of simple objects= And this was based
on an even deener and more a priori theory that logic pervades
the world. In selecting the teachihgs of which ihey could
make use, Schlick and the Positivists have withdrawn them

from the Treactatus schema, and deprived them of their context.
35 loid. peef 3l 1bid. p.25
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They neglected to see then that these conclusions came gbhout
simply as a result of a metaphysical position. In the next
section of this chapter 1 hope that this will Dbecone more

evident. .

Schlick, "Meaning and Verification"

Having briefly outlined the rise and development

gof the Vienna Circle, indicated its main doctrines, and the

difference in outlook between most of its members and
Wittgenstein, I.Would like to turn to examine a particular
example of a positivistic thesis; on the concept of meaning.
In this article Schlick both.gives a summary of his own
position, and answers the criticisms levelled against
Positivism by Professor C.l.lewis. Schlick's indebtedness
to the Tractatus is appesrent in this article, as well as
his divergence from the Tractatus position. After his
in%?ial remarks about meaning and proposifions he himself
acfﬁally claims:
If* the preceding remarks about meaning are ag correct as
I am convinced they are, this will to a large measure
be due to conversations with Witteenstein which have
greatly inf'luenced my own views on these matters.l can
hardly exaggerate my indebtcdness to this philosopher.(p341)
In this chapter I therei'ore propose to examine Schlick's
own position, and the answers he provides to some of
Professor Lewis's objections, and then vo raise some other
objections which might also be raised. In doing this I hope

to uncovér again, as in Wittgeénstein, the fundamental

assumptions which Schlick is meking in order to arrive at
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these conclusions. 1 think we shall £ind a grcat similarity
in the concept of meaning of each of these philosophers,
and yet at the same time there are very detfinite differences.
I have indicated already what these might be, and as we now
vxamine Schlick's article we may perhaps be ablc té see
them more clearly.

The title of the article suggests that Schlick's
concept of meaping is bound up with the idea Qf
verification. éﬁd ffom the opening paragraph is is obvious
too that 'meani;g' concerns language aend in particular
propositions.jépt it 1s important first, as it was with
wittgenstein, Fb examine what Schlick means by a proposition{
Initially it mﬁst be distinguished from.a sentence: from a’
“series of wofgs which we are unable to handle", "a mere

scyuel of sounds or a mere row aof marks on paper.’

(p.339iii)
This differentiation beiween a sentence and a proposition
overcomes the first di}ficulty concerned with nmeaning. For
he wants to maintain both that it is "the very nature and
purpose of every proposition to express its own meaning"

and also that we can legitimately ask for the mezning of a
statement which we do not understand. So by calling this
latter statement (which is as yet'simply a complex ¢of signs
without mezning") a sentence this difficulty is solved.

Now we can ask ror the meaning of the sentence, and for an

answeir we ave glven the proposition-which the sente:nce

expresses, or the "logical rules which will make a proposition
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out of the sentence, i.e.will tell exactly in what
circumstances the sentence 1s to be used." (p340i) Either
of these methods transform the suntence into a propositinon
within a definite language, and therefore give it a meaning:
“"the first method represents the simplest kind of
ordinary ‘translation'; the second one affords a
deepcr insight into the nature of meaning, and will
have to be used in order to owercome philosophical
difficultics connected with the undcrstanding of
sentences. _ -
Although Schlick does not actually state what are

thecee 'philosgophical difficuliies’' he does indicate their
source, na:iely the mis-handling of our Wérds. His ergument
is that any word can. only be properly understood, i.e. can
only have a meaning, within a def'inite context already
sgreed uUpon. in any new contcxt new rules must be provided.
So it is gulte mistaken tb think that Wé know the meaning
of a suentence simnly because we are faullliar with the words
occurring in it. Before we speak or write at all we need

to zgree upon a definite logical gresmmar to constitute the

Fal

significance of our terms. New rules must be applied if a
word occurring in a new context is to have meaning. These
rules can however be applied airbitrarily, and Schlick
111ustrate€ this by the example of his friend's nonsensical
wishe Hig friend asks to be tuken to a country where the sky
ig three¢ tices as bilue as it is in England. This request
has no meaning because'blue"is being used in a way not

provided for by the existent rules. But if wchlick's friend

defines what hc means by 'threes tines as blue' in terms of
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the sercnity of the sky, then the wish becomes meaningful to
Schlick. From this it follows that if we ask for the meaning
of a sentencc we are asking for the circumstances in which
it ‘can be used,'Ior conditions under which it will be true,
and under which it will be false. So
Stating the meaning of a sentcnce amounts to stating the
rules according to which the sentence is to be used, and
tihhis is the sume us stating the way it can be veriried
(or falsified). The mesning of a proposition is the nethod
of its verifiication. (p- 3&1111)

It is neceasary now to zsk for the nature of these
rules. Schlick tells us that they consist of ordinary
defintions, and ‘'ostensive’ defintions, the simblest form of
which is a pointing gesture accompanying the word. But usuzlly
of course the procedure is mure complicated as very many Words
cannot be ostensively defined. However, schlick recogniscs
that for wny defintion to pe comprehensible we nmust understand
the ¢xXplaining words beforehand, and here he cleims that there
is no vway of understending ony meaning without final recourse
to ostensive definitions, adding: "and this means in an
obvious sense, refercnce to'experience' or ‘possibility of
verification'"( p.3u2 iﬁ) He denies that he is expounding a
theory about meaning, but insists that this is the criterion
of coinron sense and scientifiq nrocedure. He clal..s in fact
that this criterion of meaning has alwayce peen employed in
the past, using an example from Einstein to support his point .

This then is Schlick's own position which he statics

in the first scctiovn of ais ocrticle, and which he acknowledges
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as "the basis of the whole philosorhy of whathas been called
tne 'logical positivism of the Viennesc Circle'" (p.343ii)
This basis is referred to by FProfessor lewis as the ‘empirical
~meaning requirement' and is criticised as inadequate

because it limits 'significant philosophic discussion'.
Schlick now takes Lewis's objections and attempts to answer
them one by one with argument s derived fro. his statcuents
in the first scction. Lewis claims that the emﬁirical—
meaning reguirement demands that any concept or propesition
shall oe intelligible not only verbally and logically
but in the fuirther sense that one can specify thosc
empiricsl items which would detersine the applicability
of' the concept or constitute the verification of the
proposition «35
Schlick denies that there is any Jjustificstion for the words
‘but in the further sense' . Quite the opposite: Positivism
asserts that the 'verbal «nd logical under-standing'of =a
proposition mezns knowing how it could be verified, In other
words that "knowledge of how a nropositionis verified is
not enything over and above its verbal and logical understanding
but is identical with it." (ps3L4i)

Professor Lewis requests an explanation of the
significance of the phrases 'methods of testing' and
'verifiability® , and Schlick thus sets out to decfine these.
He quickly dismisses one of Lewis's chief objections, the

¢

‘here and now predicament' by pointing ouuv that when the

| 55 C.llewis "Experience and Meaning" fhilosovhical
Review, arch 1934. p.l1l25

o,
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Positivist says that a proposition has meaning only if it is

verifizble, they do not mean if it is verified. Not actual

verification, but the possibility of verification is the

criterion of mcaningfulnesc. He takes this further by
exanining a statecment by Lewis:
Suppose it meintained that no issue is meaningful
unless it can be put to the test of decisive verification.
Ané no verification can take place except in the
immediate prssent experience of the subject.
Then nothing can be meant except what is actually
present in the experience in which that meaning is
¢ntertained. @ 36
Here he claims that lewis's conclusion Follows from neither
the first nor the sccond premiss. It does not follow from
tne Uirst because tnis is maintaining that no issue is
meaningful unless it can be verified. So it is false to
conclude trom that that verification must take place in the
present, for the premiss implies that veritication need not
take place at all. 4&s for the second premiss, this has no
meaning. Verifying an act, according to Schlick, is like

recling bored, and it is ridiculous to say that one can

only feel vored in the present moment. So it is not

ver%fication now which gives & sentence meaning, nor is it
act&al verification at sll. It is possibility of verifieastion.
50, with stayﬁents abvout future events the method of
verification would be wailting for the events to happen.

It is qguite false to say that such statements assert only

the present existence of certain expectations.

36 "Experience and Meaning" p.131
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Verifiability, then,means possibility of verification.

But to say this is not enough, for we have not yet defined
what 1s meant by 'possibility'. Schlick now distinguishes
between'empirical'and'logical'possibility, and shows that
only the latter is involved in verification.Bmnirical
possihiiity'is to mean ‘compatipbility with natural laws',
(p-347) but here we are not told how we arrive at these
‘natural laws' , or what status they have. We are told that
we cannot have cdmplete knowledge of them, although it is
assumec¢ that we can have some knoWledge of them. Schlick
demonstrates how we can talk of the decgrees of (empirical)
possipility. He asks "Is it possible for me to 1lift this
book ? Surely:- This table ¢ I think so ¢ - This billiard
tsble ¢ I don't think so ! - This asutomobile ¢ Certainly not!"
(p,BA&i) From this we see that judgemernts about empirical
possibility are based on past experience, and are of'ten un-—
certain with no sharp boundary between possibility and
impossibility. Therefore this cannot be tiae possibility
relevant to meaning. The empirical circums?ances are
important to know if the proposition is true, but not if it
has meaning. Otherwise no sharp or Tinal decision could
ever be obtained:'"Might not future efforts disclose a
mesning which/were unable to find before 9" But Schlick's
whole argument is that meaning is not inherent in a sentence,
waiting to be discovered, but must be bestowed upon it oy

applying the rules of logical grammare It is necessary to
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have already agreed upon these rules, and to understand thems
Otherwise thc persons speaking are not communicating at. all.
They are not uttering any propositions,and so "there is
nothing they could try to verify, because you can't verity

or falsify a mere row of words.'" This is to show that it
cannot be empirical poseibility which is relevant to meanings:
verifieblility is necessary before the empirical circumstances
can pe considered.

Our investigation is not yet over. We still need to
know what it is for a fact to be 'logically possible', since
‘verifiability' means 'logical possibility of verifiadtion'.
Or, to put it more accurately, what it is for something to be
a fact'. Schlick says "I call a fact or'process ‘logically

possible !

if it can be described, is.e., 1if the sentence
which is supposcd to describe it obeys the rules of grammar
we have stipulated for our language."(p.349i11) This, as
Schlick realizes,does not make very good sensce: for 1if a

fact could not be described, or if it was not logically
possible , it would not be a fact at all according to the
Vienns Circle. Therefore when Schlick appeals to us by saying
"Yut I think my meaning will be understood. " this is of course
illegitimate. He has argued strongly that ‘meaning' is not

"s kind of entity inherent in a sentence and hidden in it
like a nut in its shell" , yet here he admits that the

sentence he has uscd does not mean what he wants 1t fo mean.

So it might seem that here at least he does think'meaning'ls
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" a kind of entity inherent in a sentence and hidden’ in it.
Schlick now brings forward several examples of

statements representing logical impossibilities. Two of them
are : "ly friend died the day after tomorrow." and

"The lady wore a dark red dress which was bright green'.
These sentences are meaningless because the rule governing
the use of the Wprds in the sentence 1is violate€¢ .And this

.1

5,
. ! . . . . . .
is wnat logical 1imp0ossibility means:'a discrepency between

tne‘definitions éf our terms—and the way in which we use them".
1t is therefore ﬁéry importﬁnt to distinguish between this
approech and the Y1ew which sees logical princinles ss laws
governing the psyghological process of thinking. Schlick
oelievgs the latgﬁr to be entirely mistaken, and claims that
the criterion fop meaning is not our 2bility to think about or
imagine a situatipn. A sentence 1is meaningless simply

because the ruleé of our langusge havé not providéd for the
words in it to g used in such a way. Now Schlick says we
could change %heﬁe rules, and allow the use of ‘both red and
green', arranginé a ﬁeaning for them. So thc onus is on us.

The result of our considerations is this: Veritiability,
whicn is the sufficient and necessary condition of

eaning, is a possibility of the logical order; it is
creatcd by constructing the sentence in accordance

with the rules py which its terms are defined. The

only case in which verification is (logically) )
impossible is the case where you have mazde it impossible

by not setting any rules for its verification.

Grammatical rules are not found anywhere in nature, but

are made by men and are, in princivie, arbitrary; so

you cannot give meaning to a sentence by discovering a
method or verifying it, but only by stipulating how

it shall be cone. Thus logical possibility or impossibllity
or verification is ¢lweys self-imposed, If we utter a
sentence without meaning it is always our own rzult.(p 351.)
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This then is a summury oif Schlick's whole position,
and we see how far he has moved from the Tractatus. Propositions
have no inherent meaning : logical rules are not laid down in
the very nature of reality - but we iMPQ§e meaning, we decide
upon the logical rules. This is a great weakening of Wittgenstein's
position , and we experience a dissatisfaction about thev
arbitrariness with which a proposition can have meaning or
no meaning, dgpendlng upon whe ther ﬂg'allow it .

However , we are concerned at the moment with understanding

what Schlick ggys, not with criticisms of his position. This

criterion forlﬁhe meaningfulness of assertions applies also
to guestions; Of thc guestions we cannot answer, some_mignt
‘be meaningfu} and some nonsensical. The inmpossibility of
finding an aﬁﬁwer may be empirical or logical : if it is
empirical, tﬁen theie 1is alweys hope for future gonerations,
for with bettér facilities , stronger'mental powers' the
problemimightlbe solved. In any case 1t could not be said to
be impossiblé. But if it is logically impossibvle to find

an answer, such problems would always r.maein insoluble. ror
the question itself would not be genuine and it would be

"a mere row of words with a gquestion mark at the end".(p.3525i)
How do we know then whether a question is meaningful, i.e.
whether or not it is logically possible to f£ind én answer
Schlick says that we know 2 question is meaningful if we

it

can understand it - i’ we are able to decide for any given

propogition whether , if true, it would be an answer to our

gquestion." If the guestion is genuine, an answer is always
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logically possible. If no answer can be given , then
nothing was being asked ! The dividing line Dbetween
logical possibility and impossibility is sharp and
distinct. In the case of empirical possibility there
was a gfadual transition from what was pousible to
whet waé impossible. But there is no gradual transition
between’meaning and nonsense. kleaning is entirely
indopenfent of the'laws of nesture', whereas empirical
possibility is determined by these . For this reason
Schlick says the proposition 'Rivers flow uphill' is

meaningful, but false, because it contradicts the laws

of nature.

The zuthor foresees the possible objection that if
meaning is a matter of experience, how can it be & matter
. . - . . ]
of definition and logic ¥ Yet he insists that the.e 1s no 1
contradiction here.
The possibility of verirfication does not rest on any
'experiential truth' , on a law of natu.e or any other
true general proposition, but is determined solely by
our defintions - by the rules which have becen fixed for
our lengusre, or which we can £ix arbitrarily at any
mouient. (p.353)
Now, claims Schlick, all these rules ultimately point to
ostengive dcfinitions, and through these verifiability is
linked to experience. The rules of lenguage are rules of
the epplication of language, so there must be something to
which it can be anplicd. Thus, expressibility and

verifiability are one: "Not only can the logician be an

“ » - 3 » - T Y -
empiricist at the same time; he must be one if he wants to
i
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understand what he himself is doing." (1.353)

In the nuxt section Schlick takes specif'ic examples
to illustrate thc points he has been making. He considers
the case of the reality of the other side of the moon, and
scys the guestion : 'dWhat is the other side of the moon
like ?' couléd be answered by a description of what could
be ?een or touched by a person located somewhere behind the
mooﬂ. Just as it is still meaningful to say ‘Rivers run
uph1ll® - although it contradicts the laws of nature, it is
also meaningful to talk about tie other side of the moon
even 1f 1t were shown thet an actual examination was
impossible. How would we verify statements about the other
side of the moon % Mirgt of ©ll Schlick suggests that the
meaning-vegulrcment would be fulrilled if we were able to
“imegine ( picture mentally) situstions which would verify
our proposition! (p.355i) But he 2lgo cautions against
sccepnting the ' psychological 'explanation of verifiability’'.
1he thoughts we entertain, or the imaginations we form have
no relevence for verification, as it was gsid carlier.

The question of meaning has nothing to ¢o with the

psychological guestions as to the mentel processes

of which en asct of thought mey consist. (P.355i1)
These sentiuvente are echoed by Carnep:

Wite gives thaeoretical mesning to a propositivun is nat

atitondent images or thoughts, but the possipility of

deducing frou 1t percepntive pronositions, in other
words, the possipnility of veriflication. 37

37 Cernap £hilosophy and Logical Syntax pell
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Schlick then seems to be maintaining here:

a) In some cases ( although we do not really know the
criterion for deciding which cases) 'imaginability ' serves
as o sufficient basis for verification.

b) We¢ nevertheless do not need to be able to inagine a
situation in order to verify a proposition. In other words,
'imaginability' is & sort of ‘optional extra’.

In the last section 8chlick claiued that veritisbility
ves linked to experience throuch ostensive definitionse. in
the exw . ple here,he says thet a proposition abait the other
side of the noon wonld be a nroposition about physicel
substunee being at & ceritain place. B0 this would have
meaning if we indicated the circumstances under which a
proposition of the form 'this place is filled with natter'
would be true or falsc. But, he continues, it is ewvsy to
sec how such a propositiuvn about physical propertics and

spatial relations is connccted with ‘sense-data’ (i.e.

i . . . . oo ..
Yexperience') by ostensive cufinitions. Yet he claims:

This connection...is not such as to c¢ntitle us to say
that physical substance is 'a mere construction put
upon sensc-data', or that a physical body is'a complex
of scnse-data'=~ unlecss we interwnret theve phrases as
rather inadeguatc abbreviations of the asscrtion th?t
all propositions contzining thé term ‘physical body
require for their verification the presence of scnse-
data. And this is certainly an excecedingly trivial
stuebonment. (po.354ii) '

But I fecl that there are many important points to be reised

in conncetion with «ll this, which 1 shall bring up later.
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" Although he tells us here what this connection is not , he

faills to say what the connectiuvn is. And in ract it would
seem that no other possibilities are open.

The final example I want to discuss is the .
I

verification of the 'immortality thesis'. Professor Lewis
claiins that we can certainl& understand what would verify
the hypothesis of life after ‘death, And Schlick agrees,
provided we regard it as aﬁ cmpirical hypothesis possessing
logical verifiability and n;t as a metephysical problem.

As with the verification of any future statements, Schlick
suggests the 'waiting' method : "It could be verified by
following the prescription: 'Wait until you die §'" (p.356iii)
Professor Schilick's powers of procrastinati.n are surn.ssed
only by his powers of imagination, for he claims he can
easlily imegine secing the funeral of his own body, and
continuing to exist without = body: Professor Lewis'thinks
that walting until he dies is scientifically unsatifactory
"It could hardly be verified by scicnce; the?iis no observation
or experiment which science could make, the negative result
of which would <dlsprove it."‘3%t might ce:itainly appear

that such a method isvincapable of general proof, and would
apply only %o fhe experiencing person himself. But Schlick
disagrees and would find it easy " to describe expericnces
such that the hypothecsis of an invisible existence of human
beings after their bodily‘death woulé be the most accepitanle

explanation of the phcnbmena observed.” (p. 5571)

%8 "Experience and deaning" p. 1L3.
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It would be nccessary to define such terms as 'supercelestial
épace' in such a way that the imposcibility of reaching it
or perceiving‘anything in it would ﬁe merely empiribal, and
not logical. So the conclusion stands:

i
ﬂThe hypothesis of immortality is an empirical
statément which owes its mesning to its verifiability,
and has no nmeaning beyond the possibility of
verification. (p.357ii)

But we can see now that the 'possibili?y of
verification' has‘acquired such a2 breadth zs to make the
verification criterion almost redundant. Trué, Schlick is
still talking.about 'experience' , but we can see that this
is no longer 'experienceR in the sense of perceiving the
given. It is delinitely ‘experience+ induction', and if we
were to investigate this further we should realize that all
'experience® involved in verification is experience + induction.
And the latter cannot be ‘'logically’ justified.

However, this is Schlick's position concerning
meening. Heaning is esscntially bound up with'verifiability,'
which is the 'logical possibility of verification' .Unlike
the teaching of the Tractatus we ourselves impose logical
possibility on the world, through the rules which we
formulate for the use of language. Thig seems to indicate
that Schlick might well become involved in a solipsist position,
but in a luter section of his article he maintains that this
is not so. The kelf' is not a bagic property of experience,
vut is itself a fact of experience. Thus, he claims, 'experience’

[
which is stressed s0 much in Positivism, does not in its
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original, primitive form belong to anyone. It is absolutely
neutral; immediate data  “have no owner".(p.359ii) In this
way he hopes to avoid the accusation that the reduction of
all propodtions to ‘'protocol statements', or all expericnce
to ’sense—datg', and all defintions to 'ostensive definitions'
involves him in the ego-centric predicament.

But it'is time to examine in more detail the
statements which Schlick makes concerning his position, und
to uneasrth the presuppositions forming the basis of his
srticlee First of all we cannot take too seriougly the
claim that there 1s no theory involved in this article; that
this is really ohly,a "simple statement of the way in which
meaning is gctually assigned to propositions, both in
everyday life and science." (p.342) It seems almost
unnecessafy to point out that in fact this is a theory,
founded upon a vevry definite hypothesis about the nature
of meaning. Another immediate problem which strikes us
concerns the nature of the verification criterion. Schlick
asserts “"The meaning of a proposition is the method of its
verification."and his reader exhibits the usual signs which
denote puzzlement. For what does this mean ? Is Schlick
identifying the 'meaning’ with the ‘method’ ? 1t secms so.
But because it is correct for Schlick to say that stating
the mesning of & proposition amounts to stating the way in
which 1t can be verified, 1t does not follow that the

meaning is equivalent to the method, or that the meaning
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means the method. For example, if I ask = how do I know the
meaning of the scntencc 'It is raining outside' ? ~ then it
would be/é;der to give in reply, rules for the use of this
sentence:viz. it means that if I go to theowindow now I
shall se¢ raindrops falling, or if I go outside without my
raincoat and umbrella L shall get wet. But to equate the
nesning of the sentence 'It is raining outside' with the
nethod of verifying it, i.e. going to the window and looking
out, or going into the street and getting wet, is obvious
nonsense. The meaning is not my standing out in the rain
and getting wet. And ochlick of course could not have
intendel t0 mean this, but merely that to give the neaning
of a sentence would be to give the rules for its use.
But there are real difficulties apart from this. For if what i
Schlick intends the criterion to state is true, then it is :
self- applicable. And one must ask then, what is the meaning
of that sentcnce. What would be the method of verifying such
an assertion ? Is it reslly a meaningful statement, or does
it fall into the same category which Wittgenstein clained
for the statements of the Tractatus ? It seems difficult to
know how Schlick could avoid this: how he could say that this
assertion was any more than "a complex of signs'without
neaning '

This is probably the most fundamental difficulty with
any criterion of meaning, and certainly applies in the case of

Logical Positivism. Yet this is by no means the only problem,
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There are problems too involved with the idea of ‘reduction’
and one other real and fundamental difficulty concerns the
whole notion of defining a word. One can appeal to thé idea
of un 'ostensive definition' as if this resolves all

1
i

philosophicai difficultics; as if once we get down to
pointing to 'k' then all our problems disappear in a flash.

But, apart from the fact that very many words cannot be
ostensively de?ined, before we can use oStensive definition
at all the whole lecarning pro€ess has been presupposede.

If I ask "#hat is'red'?" and in order to osctensively define
whaet 'red' means you point to the mail-box and say 'That is
red.' - what help is this to me 2 How am I © know that

what you are referring to is the colour and not the shape

of the mail-box 2(Though, of course, I would not lknow

whet 'colour' or 'shape' meant unless these had already becn
defined.) In order to clarify me further you might point

to a red car cnd say 'Well, that is red'. I would probably
notice now that the shape and size of the car were guite
different from those of the mail-box, but it could occur

to me that when I ranngy fingers over the top of the mail-box
and the car, I felt a similar sort of resistent hard mctal.
So porheps ‘red' is the name for the touch of this hard
metal 7 Now you point to a book which o men 1s carrxing and
say 'Look, that is red'.I watch the man post a letter in the
nail-box, climb in the car and drive cway - and I deduce that
'red' somchow denotcs sthe property of being uscd by the msn 4

In ceoperation you point to your wzllet ond insist "But thet
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is red :" Ah, now I see it s the wallet céntains money, the
mgil-box contains letters, the book contains words, and pages,
and the car contains prople = so'red' means ‘a container'.

Of course it would take someome o0f incredible stupidity
not to have guessed by now that the 'red‘’ being retrerred to,
designated the colour of these objects. Nevertheless, in order
to understand s word through ostensive def'inition , one would
already have to understand the words 'mail-box', ‘car', 'wallet'
'book', 'shape', 'size', 'colour' -~ and = thousand others. There
is really no such thing as a 'pure' ostensive definition. In
order to define 'a' by pointing out ‘b','ct,'d' etc. ~ one needs
first to have defined 'b'y,'c','d’, in terms of ‘e',‘'f','g', and
S0 on. Lventuelly we shall Jjust have a heap ot undefined words,
which are in fuact ostensively indefinable, except by reference
to each other. Wittgenstein expresses this argument in one
short phrase in the Investigations: "How do I know that this

Y

colour is red ? It would be an answer to say ‘I have learnt

English‘,“?95ﬁd.how does one learn English - or any other
language ? By ‘ostensive definitions' ? Hardly. It seems
that ostensive detrinitions are only possible af'ter the language
has been lesrnt. And then they are no longer needed, for we
have slresdy discovered what 'red’' meanse

So it is simply not true to say that all defintions

ultimately resolve themselves in ostensive definitions. 1T, in

39 rhilosophical Investigations g 381
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order to .define 'hippopotamus' you point to that snimal over
there, this is no help to me unless I know +that 'hippopotamus’
refers to that wnimgl over there, and not to its colour, or

its shape, or the size of its mouths that is, unless I have
alrewdy learnt the word 'hippopotamus'. And then, what is

now the purposc in pointing it out to me ? How in fact we

do learn a langusge is however a very big question,and one which
certainlj[cannot be shrugcoed off so lightly. But I feel

i‘for the feasons that I heve steted that the appeal to
‘ostensive definitions® is not entircly satisfactory.

Another issue which I feel presents problems for

the icea of verification is Schlick's constant urge to 'wait'.
This Pickwickean apneal is inadequate for several reasons.
"Waiting' might be a legitimatc methd for the verification

of such pro,ositions as "the sun will rise tomorrow'; we

know how to verify it - by waiting until tomorrow morning.

But when we sre dealing with hypotﬁeses there e&re more
gifficulties. On the Pogitivist criterion such hypothescs as
"1 o+2=4 tomorrow, I shall go out' present no trouble, ior

the jphrace Zt+i=L adds notning to the mneaning of the proposition.

T

'It.ié the sume as saying'l shall go out tomorrow's. Now, 'it

the sun rises tomorrow I shall go out ¥ apperently has more

ifficultics, for although it is pruectically certain that tha

. . " . . ! - § .
sun will risc tomorrow, 1t 1s nOT *logicslly necessary’ 1in
. - . [
the wey thet'2+e=L* is held to be 'logically necessary .But
consider 'If the sun shincsg tomor.sow I ghcoll go out'. There is no

e

ccrteainty here. 5o if the sun shines tomorrow, and I o out
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it will be true, and if 1 stay indoors it will be Pfalse. Now,
‘to verify' a proposition‘'means 'to state the conditions under
which it can be true or false'. So if the sun does not shine I
have no means of knowing whether 'If the sun shines tomorrow I
shall go out' will bc true or false. Which means I have no
means oI verifying it, unless one claims that it can be
verified by examining my 'intention' when I utter the statement,
But Schlick explicitly denies that a proposition?about the
future asserts only the present expectations of a person. And
in any case the only way to verify an 'intention' on the
behaviouristic schema of the Positivists would be by watching
my actions following the assertiony and if the sun does not
shine, my actions are irrelevant. So a strange paradox occurse
The statement 'If the sun shines tomorrow I shall go out' has
meaning in one context (if the sun shines tomorrow), but no
meaning in another (if the sun does not shine) Yet it is the
same sentence and purports to express the same proposition S0
the statement at the same is both meaningful, and non-meaningful
What then is to be done about these hypotheses 7 Are we
to say they form a special category which lies outside the
vepitfication criterion ? Problems about ‘waiting' arise too
with any undated statement about the futurec. When I say ' The
sun will rise tomorrow..' I am making this statement today -
August 10th, znd predicting an event concerning tomorrow - Aug
lith. And here, waiting untidl the'morning is my method of

verifying it according to Schlick. But if I simply say 'The
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sun will rise every morning', then this ié not one specific
future event which we can verify by 'waiting', for no amount
of waiting will yield us & final conclusion.l should huve
to wait until the end of the world when the sun had riscen for
the last timc, cnd the last morning had ended. Then I would
scy that the statement ¢ mecning, end wee in Tact falsc,
for the sun had now ceased to rige. 3ut then it might be
objcected that the last morning had also ended sO the statement
wug true,‘as if the conccpt of 'morning' somehow involved
the concept of the rising of +the sun. So the statement:
'"The sun will rise cvery morning' would would now become
ﬂecessw?ily true, analytic.

This opcns up two cuestions which I shsell discuss
in relation to Wittgenstein. The one followins directly on
fron the sbove contrusts the icea of meening end truth being
depencdent upon our arbitrarily stipulated rules (@s in Schlick)
with the idea of mewning being inherent in propositions Dbecause
they piciturc ronlity‘(as oT coursc in dittgenstein). The
other cucstion concerns the problem of "reduction’. Hore we
sec a correspondance betwecn Nittg@ﬁstéin‘s thesis that zll
Do psitions sre truth-functions of elementony pronositions,
Carnep's theris that «ll significant stetements are rocucible
to pqotocol statgmcnts, and Schlick's contention what
snatémcnts about physlcel objects al'. connected Wilti sense-

dave tnrougun ostensive definitions. We wlill Teke€ Tnls latier

pI'O blem Tirste
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As we saw, Wittg?nsteln's reasons r'or malintaining |
the view that all propositions were truth-runctions or . ;
elemnentary propositions were deflnitel& '‘metaphysical'’.To
heve a meaning it wae necessary tfor a proposition to picture
a fact. Atomic facts were composed or siuple obaecté‘ﬁaxlng
up the supstence or tne wortid, and tiese objects were
represcnted by the 'names in an elementary pronosition. £0
the very notion ol meening hinged upon the Picture theory,
and upon the idea Of the elementary propositions. So from
this it ioglcaiiy'foliows thaet 1f ony proposition is to have
mewuning it must be rcducible to elementary ﬁroyositions.

But with Carnasp and Schlick the position scems to be diffcrent.
for them the protocol st cment, or the ogitensive definition

does not 'picture' sny 'atomic fact'. It is not the final

sroduct of logicel infercence. It is rather the ultinste
exprescion of the imnmedictely given experience. Thic rceminds

' then

onc ..uch nmore of Ruszell'es theory of ‘particulirs
Wittgenstein's Coctrine of gcimple objectse. Protocol stztements
arc importent for Cernap becesuce they assert ny imnmediate

' etce, znd so

expericnce : "joy now', 'rcd circle there
primitive protocols are unmistuke:bly true; they necd no
verification. weurath objects to this conclusion, but the
inportant point herc is that protocols and estencive defirditions
s concerned with experience, aend in this they differ fron
Witigenstein's elementury propositions. Let us now cremine,

- G

then,thc position as stoted in sehlick's articlo.
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.. The cliim in . brief is that propositions .are linked to
sensc-data by osténsive definitions. But we are not told
exactly what a'sense-datum' is. Is he using it to refer to fthe

given'~ i.e. the object or complex, or part of object, which I

' see in front of me, or is he using it in the sense of an

intermediary 'be%ween' me and the object ? The so-called
problem of perception is much involved in this theory. The
guestion is ask d: when I see a goldfish in s blue light,what
do I see? It appeasrs to be a green goldfishe. But I know that
under dormal conditions (which need to ne specit'ied) the gold-
ficn is gold. So I say I am having gréen sensations, or that I
am perceiving green ‘sense-~data' . In the same way, when I look
up at the moon during the first guarter I see something t'ar
different from the astronaut out in space. Yet we are both seeing
the sane object,.but s 1t is claimed, we are both sensing
different sense-data. S0 these metaphysical entities are
postu%ated to £111 the gap between the object and my perception.
And a‘host of problems inevitapbly follows Do sense-data really
exist - what ontological status have they ? How long do they
last ? Do we ever perceive actual objects ? What happens to the
"external world' ? Do sense-data have any properties ? And -

are they private ? These problems have all been investigated,
and it‘is not the purpose of this thesis to discuse themn
further‘—but simply to point out that until he clarities what
sense-data are, Schlick's contention that ‘assertions about

physical properties and spatial relatiorns are connected with
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sense-data by ostensive def'initions" hold little significance
for use. Yet let us try to consider the claim he is makinge

We might make a statement: "The black animal standing in that
dirty water is a hippopotamus." This is an assertion about
physicel properties = the blacx hippopotamus, and the dirty
water - and apout spatial relationships -i.e the black
hippopotamus being in the dirty water. This can be reduced to
a so-called '‘ostensiwve' definition - "black hippo there' -
which still shows this relationship, but which we can imagine
accompanying a gesture of the hand. But accepting that we have
Just ostensively defined "black hippo" (which we have not,
according to the earlier argument) we can still ask how this
connects the assertion about physical properties and spatial
relations with sense~data. For "black hippo" is not a sense-
Gatum, but still a physical object. Now if I say "Black there"
this might well be accepted as a sense-~data statement - a
'protocol' statement. But we have left the hippopotamus Tar
behind. How do we move from a sense-datum expression to an
assertion apout plysical properties, except by saying that "a
physical body is a complex of sense-data" which Schlick expressly
denies he is saying ¢ He insists thereis a connection, which is
not such as to entitle us to say that physical substance 1is a
mere consiruction put upon sense-data. But He fails to say ihen
what this connection is. Indeed, there seems to be little else

which it can De.
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So we see the difficulties involved with this sort of
reduction-hypothesis. But when we turn to the final problem
which I propose to investigate we shall see perhaps yet more
how weakened the position is by the move away from the tight
system of the Tractatus. As I indicated , this problem is
tied up with the notion of rules, and verification, and logical
possibility. It was very striking theat the neaning of a
proposition had suddenly become dependent upon our rules and
definitions. & staternent could he false, but yet if we wished
to redefine the terms within it, then it could becone true.
This is obvious. But we went further than that. A sentence
could be mesningless, and yct if we rcdefined the terms within
it , then it could have mcaning. Meaning depcnds upon the
logical possibility of verification , which as we¢ remember
"is deterained solely by our. definitions - Dby the rules
which have been fixcd for our lsngusge, or which we cean fix
 arbitrarily at eny moment."(p.353) This arbitrariness is
expresscd by Neurath:

“ihen a new sentence is presented to us we compare it
- with the system at our dispossl and delermine whether or
' not it conflicts with that system. If the sentence does
conflict with the system, we may discard it as uscless
or falsc) &s c.g. would be done with 'In Africa lions
sing only in major scales'.One may on the other hand
accept the sentence and so chenge the system that 1t
remsins consistent even after the adjunct of the new
sentence. The sentence....would then be called true. LD
But we need not stop here. Not only can our revision of rules
change =z falsce stebement into a true one, out 1t can also
trensform @ nonsensical utterance into a significant pronosition.

L0 Neurath Protocol sentences . Logicsl Positivism
collected esseys edite Ayer. Free Press Glencoe 1959 p.203
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Now this must surely pley havoc with the whole notion of
verification. The dividing linc Dbetween 1ogiqa1 possibility
and impossibility is not co sharp and distinct as we had
luagincd. For we con nove thig line wr wo plecnc by sgrecing
upon o new cet of rules. marlier Schlick hed s: id thust a
qu@stion which dis' now empirically impossible to ans.er

always left hopc for following generctions, but onc which

-t

vas lorically impocgible to enevcer would remein insoluble
uwnder =1l imcginceble clrcunstanccs: would confront us with

& definite nopeless Ignorehinus - But can thiu e maintained

alongsidc the thesis that we stipulste the rules for
meaning, and logical vossibility is deternined solely by our
definitions ? It would hardly seem so. The Loglitivists
secm to want the tightnes: of Wittrenstein's position, without
having to pay the cost that cones with it - the ledder
paradox. As it is, they sccm to have nonc of the completeness
which the Truactatus gives, and nore of the intervwovencss
?and.satisfaction whic'. comeg with this position, snd yet
they still sre in difficulties about the status of their own
&statuments.

wueh of the conclusion to this thesis hes alieady
been stited or indicated. Nevertheless, I propose to spend
o Tew nore psragraphs in uncovering  the presuppositions of
Logicel Positivism, as excuplified by Schlick's article,

o

Areving a finel comparison with wWittgestein, and attenpting

Y

to give soiw eveluation of the position aw a whole.
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CONCLUSION

How start again frow the beginning since
you have missed the mark this time. La

Socrates‘ questioner's advice could be applied go
often in the histbry of philosophy. In fact one wonders if
the mark is ever Hit. Andé yet, what mark sre we talking about
What mark arc phi?bsophers trying to hit ? What is philosophy
all about ? Is it really an snalysis of language ? What
heappened to the pursuver of truth, the lover of wisdom, the
system -builder ?

The snswer to these questions is not to be fuund in
tpis thegis.I am afraid. My task is to exemine the concept
of meening in Wittgenstein and behlick; but insofar as they
throw any 1light on these pfoblems we can see what possihle
ahswers might be offered. What mark was Wittgenstein trying
to hit ? His aim in the Tractatus is to set a limit to the
expression of thought, to what can bg saids and this he surely
succeeds in doing. IHis other ain is to show why the problems
of philosophy are posed , namely, becasuse the logic bf our
langusge is misunderstood. And if we accept the system of the
Trzctatus we will have to admit that he succeeds here too.
And yet it 1s importent to see how Wittgenstein rcaches his
mark. For he does so by Dbullding upon a number of theories

b L1 Plato:
{

Q9



‘ 81
about reality, all of which find their root in his one,

all-—cmbracingT all-limiting, all-conditimning concept of
1ogicf This thgory of logic he helé firmly, and if We may say
S0, dogmatically, throughout the Tractatus. It was his great
a priori committment upon which his system was built. The
Picture Theory of leaning must be understood in the context
of Wittgenstein's concept of logic, as must thé doctrine of
'showing forth'. In fact without this basis the philosophy
of the.Tructatus would be pointless.

But what of Schlick's article ? Did he reach his meark ?
Let us remind ourselves sgain of the simsof the Vienna
Circle. They were 1o establish a sound Foundation for science,
and to demonstrate the meaninglessness of &ll metaphysics.
And the immediate way of going about these tasks was by
attempting to formulate a criterion of meaning. But can we
honestly say that Schlick achieved what he set out to do ?

We mey clain that there were three fundamental
assumptions running through "Meaning and Verificatiun"»
One is referred to by <uine as one of the "dogmas of
empiricism" : viz. the logical-empirical, snalytic-synthetic
¢ichotomy. This dichotomy can Dbe tracea back to Hume and
Kent =nd is found too of course in Wittgenstein. The next
sssumption 1s closely bound up with this ~ the primﬁ&y of the
Yogical'. Logical possibility becomesthe precondition for

empirical possibility : situations are dismisced as ‘merely
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i

empirically iﬁpossible', meaning that they are not impossible
'in principle"’ and therefore not impossible at all. Analytic
truth is absolutely necessary truth, wheréas empirical
truthVis only probable:'synthetic ' statements can be true

or ﬁaise. But I feel that this diétinction petwecen the 'logical'
and the 'empirical', and the‘mﬁre—eminence given to the
'logic&l' is not satisfactory. The border line between them
is not so definite as the rositivists would have us beliéve,
'Analyticity' cventually comec to mean that we decide to
define 'a word in ﬁ@is Wéy...,.. For example,.'Rivers un
uphill’ ig'accord;ﬁg to bchlic%’a meaningful proposition,which
is neither analy?ic, nor self—bontnadictony, but false.
However, we stipﬁlame the rules for its use, we give the terns
definition, so we can define a 'river to mesn ' a copioﬁs
stresm of water flowing downwards to lake,marsh or sea's Bo
now the statement ‘Rivers flow downhill' is no longer
imparting uny imformation, for if we know what it is for x

t0 e = river, we understand that x flows downhill. This
statement is now asnalytic, logically true. So 'Rivers flow
uphill' is no longer simply false. but contradictory, for

the concept 'flowing downhill' is contained in the concept

of ‘river'. And when Schlick now says it is logicdly

possible for a river to flow uphill he is wrong. This position
is rather absurd, but I feel it is bound to result when the
notion of logical posgibility is bound up with the notion of

greammatical rules, and thlen the claim made that we ourselves
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stipulate these rules arbitrarily.

I said there were three basic assumptions of Schlick's
article. The third concerns’ the nature of meening and the
nature of propositions. Only propositions have sense: only
of propositions can it”bé szid that they have mesning. Thus
it is meaningless to talk zbout the 'meaning’ of life,
or the’meaning'of youth, or the 'meaning} of happiness.
'Mesning' is then a term appliceble in the strict sense to
proPOSitions alone. Pilate's question would have received a
sharp enswer from the Positivists. '"Truth'is simply’true
propositions’. What else could it be ?

Thepe assumptions are ih fact the sassumptions of
modern empiricism, and the.reasons for holding them are =
and can only Ee - metaphysical; Popper shpws in his article
on the demarcation between science and philosophy., that
the notions which go along with the verificationist
criterion of meazning can only be held on a pdorli grounds.
He challenges the whole idea of a criterion of meazning ,
>and sees any such criterion as spurious. His thesis is
that while metaphysics certainly is not scilence, 11 need not
be meaningless, and his attenpt at showing this meets,. I
feel, with great success. Popper's criticism of the
verifiability principle in brief is that "It did not

exclude obvious metanhysical stgfiements, but it 4l

L

exclude the most important and interesting of 21l scienntific
stsfements. that is te say, the scientific theories- the

wniversal laws of nsture o
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S0 has Schlick reached his mark ? Has the criterion
0f meaning succeeded in egtablishing a sound basis for the
sciences, and ridding philosophy of metaphysics ? Let us
look again at ?he fwo positions of Wittgenstein and Schlicke.
Schlick and the Vienna Circle claimed to take their notion
of verifisbility from Wittgenstein. And we saw that in fact

this was gbstracted from the rest of Wittgenstein's

metaphysicse. The criterion was taken over,held g priori,
and wielded enthusiastically against unsuspecting
metaphysicians and non-positivistic scientists. Wittgenstein
came to the conclusion that metuphysicd statements were
nonsensicalsas a result of accepting the idea that logic
pervades the world, that logical form is the connecting
element between languege and réality, and that elementary
propositions must picture atomic factse But the Vienna Cirle.. .?
They rejected the metephysical bagis, but acc.epted the
conclusion ¢ It is like looking at an argument, rejecting the
premisses, but holding the resulte.

'All Frenchmen are interesting’

tSome Frenchmen are handsome

'Some handsome men are interesting.’
Here the Logical Positivists would be accepting the conclusion,
but rejecting the premisses. This of course 1s permissables
but then another argument must be established for the
conclusion. And the Positivists fail to do this. But what is
more, they claim to tske from Wittgenstein the conclusion.

This would be like saying I am taking the conclusion of the
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above syllogism. But if I am rejecting the premisses, how
can I say this ? I am not taking the conclusion at sl]l =
and if I do not establish any other argument, I am not
taking qu_conelusion at all: I am simply making a dogmatic
asseé&ion that 'Some handsome men are interesting'. Of course
if éomeone asks ﬁe to prove it I can scy - 'Well, look at Joe,
he's handsome , and I talkea to him yesterday and he's very

' If someone then pointed out that this was

interesting.
because 'Joe' was a Frenchman, it might prove more than the
conclusiopn, it might substentiate perhaps one of the premissess
However, . assuming that ‘Joe’ is not a Frenchman, I would still
have given a reason for making my statement. But irf I said
- 'What do you mean"prove it® ? I'm not saying anything which
hus to be proved. This is just common knowledge'- then one
might feel dissatisfied, and wonder if I can really g€ive a
rezson, particularly if one happens to be of a different
opinion oneself. But Schlick is going yet further than thise.
For the verification criterion is mot something which is
simply held a priori - it is still more than that. It is a
principle which aims to establish a criterion by which we
can judge the mesningfulness of language. #And Tinally 44
therefore rules out the possibility of its own formulation.

Caﬁ we honestly say that Bchlick has succeeded in
doing even what he himself £ t out to do ? Really I think

we cannot. I feel that the whole concept of meaning in the

Vienna Circle was the fruit of an anti-metaphysical bias
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which was clung to passionately ,even though it eliminated

too a large part of sciencc. In that they diverged from the
position of the Tractatus they left behind the tightness of
the system; in that they accepted some of the Tractatus
Feachings, they are subject to the same criticisms as
Wittgenstein made of his own statements - that they were
nonsensical. And in either case, the a pPiori character of
ﬁoth arting points must be accepted on faithe.

| Therefore I feel that Popper must be given the final
word when he says of the Positivists:

The anti-metaphysical bias is a kind of philosophical

(or metaphysical) prejudice which prevented the
system bullders from carrying out their work

properly. L7

42 Popper "The demarcation bectween Science and
letaphysics" The Philosophy of Rudolf Carnap edit. Schillp,
pe21l
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