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ABSTRACT



LANGUAGE AND REALITY : A STUDY IN THE
METAPHYSICS OF WITTGENSTEIN' s TR2CTATUS

wittgenstein's Tractatus has played a crucial
role in twentieth century Anglo-American philosophy. The
Logical Positivists in the beginning of this century
treated the book as their Bible., It inspired the posi-
tivistic movement in philosophy. This book ushered in
a new era in philosophy. Surprisingly, the positivists
who were influenced by this work were anti-metaphysicians
whereas the Tractatus itself is a metaphysical treatise
par excellence. If one is asked to name a work of meta-
physics of high rank, at once wittgenstein's Tractatus

Logico - Philosophicus comes to mind.

Though Wittgenstein wrote two important books,
it is commonly believed that there are two Wittgensteins,
namely, the early and the later wittgenstein, yet it can
be shown that in a very deep sense there is a continuity
between the two Wittgensteins. 1In both the works,
wittgenstein was concerned with finding out the relatione-
ship between language and reality. However, in my work
I have not spelt out the nature of relationship between
the two works except cursory reference to the later work.
I have concentrated only on the metaphysics contained

in the Tractatus,



The dissertation consists of nine chapters. In
the first chapter, I have spelt out in detail, the nature
of metaphysics. The English word ‘metaphysics*' origi-
nated from the Greek words 'meta ta physika®. It was
coined by the librarian who was trying to classify the
works of Aristotle., There was a work of Aristotle which
was unnamed, The librarian wanted to classify it. Out
of disgust he threw the book and accidentally it fell
after Aristotle®’s work on physics. Since it came after
physics the librarian named it metaphysics. Though the
coinage of the term owes its origin to an accident, the
title 1is suggestive of the subject-matter contained in
the work of Aristotle. Metaphysics literally means a
discipline which comes after physics. Physics here
stands for all sciences including mathematical and formal
ones. Different sciences employ certain categories,
concepts and methods of their investigations of reality.
Metaphysics seeks to examine critically these categories
and conceptsS. According to Aristotle, metaphysics is the
‘First Philosophy'. It studies the basic assumptions and
concepts used in different sciences. That is why
Aristotle defined metaphysics as the study of 'Being qua
Being'*. Aristotle was very much ambivalent on the distinc-
tion between philosophy, metaphysics and ontology.

Strawson has classified metaphysics into two types -



(1) descriptive metaphysics and (ii) revisionary
metaphysics. Descriptive metaphysics seeks to describe
the actual structure of thought, Kant and Aristotle
may be regarded as descriptive metaphysicians, 1In the

Critique of Pure Reason Kant was concerned with unear-

thing the structure of human thought. In other words,
descriptive metaphysics concerns itse}f with description
of actual structure of thought, Revisionary metaphysics,
on the other hand, seeks to propound a better structure,
In other words, revisionary metaphysics seeks to revise
or modify the structure, Hume, Leibnitz and Hegel may
be treated as revisionary metaphysicians, However, both
the types of metaphysics present before us a vision or

a total picture of reality. Metaphysics is concerned
with a vision, Descriptive metaphysics presents before
us a vision of the actmal structure of thought, Revisionaty
metaphysics presents before us a revised vision or a
picture, In this respect, metaphysics resembles poetry
or literature as a whole., A poet sometimes presents
before us a vision of reality, The only difference
bétween metaphysics and poetry is this: a metaphysician
gives us arguments in support of his theory, whereas the
poet presents his vision with the help of similies and

metaphors, In this connection, I wish to mention that

wittgenstein's metaphysics is a unique type in itself.



It does not lend itself either to the category of

descriptive or revisionary metaphysics,.

The second chapter is entitled "Methods of
Metaephysics's, In this chapter, I have discussed in
detail the methods of science and those of metaphysics.

I have argued that broadly speaking, the method of science
is hypothetico~-deductive in nature, whereas the method
of metaphysics is always a priori in nature. /;his means
that the method of metaphysics or philosophy in general
is always conceptual and not empirical. Different
Sciences except mathematics depend on observation and
experiment, whereas metaphysics does not take resort to
either observation or experiment. 1In this chapter,

I have shown how Wittgenstein has arrived at his meta-
physics through philosophical study of language. Language
is a means of communication. Wittgenstein probably
thought that the best method of studying reality is
through the study of language. He accepted the exten-
sional or truth-functional analysis of language as

envisioned in the Principia Mathematica of Russell and

whitehead. A truth-function is a compound proposition
whose truth-value is determined by the truth.value of
its constituent propositions. Ultimately one reaches,

in the process of analysis, elementary propositions.



All these elementary propositions are the pictures of
fact, I have pointed out that this is a novel way of
philosophysing, Metaphysical conclusions have been

arrived at through an analysis of language.

The third chapter is entitled *The World as the
Totality of Facts's 1In this chapter, an attempt has
been made to spell out in detail Wittgenstein®s view of
the world _as the totality of facts, In this connection,
I have elaborated certain key concépts such as *'world‘',
‘object’, 'fact' and *thing®. According to Wittgenstein,
the world is the totality of facts. A fact consists of
objects. In other words, a fact is a concatenation of
objects, This might look strange to say that the world
consists of facts. On the level of commonsense, we
believe that the world consists not of facts but of
things in general., The world consists of human beings,
animals and plants. But contrary to commonsense belief
wittgenstein believes that the world consists of facts,
The ontology of facts is derived from his extensional
view of language. According to Wittgenstein, the descrip-
£ion of the world in terms of facts can only present a
complete picture of the world., I have shown that by
describing the world as the totality of facts and not

of things, wWittgenstein has drawn attention to an



unnoticed feature about the world. A metaphysician
sometimes presents before us, draws our attention to
unnoticed aspects of the world. 1In this sense, the
philosopher or the metaphysician resembles a poet. I
have shown in this chapter that the concepts fworld‘',

*fact’® and 'object' are metaphysical entities,

The fourth chapter is entitled *'Sentence and
FProposition®. 1In this chapter, I have spelt out in
detail, the distinction between sentence and propositione.
A sentence 1is language-bound, whereas a proposition is
not language-bound. The same proposition can be expres-
sed by means of different sentences belonging to diffe-
rent languages. I have critically examined, in this
chapter, the nature of an elementary proposition. Ele-
mentary propositions have been treated as the building
blocks of human thought by Wittgenstein. They are the
limiting cases of propositions. Iﬁ other words, they
are the rock bottom of propositional thinking. But
what are they? why did wittgenstein believe in such
entities? In what sense such entities are possible? 1In
answer to such questions I have suggested that the
elementary propositions were demands of a particular
type of analysis. An eiementary proposition is not the

result of a discovery but the result of a particular



philosophical demand. If one applies the truth-func-
tional analysis of language one will come across three
types of molecular propositions. They are tautologies
contradictions and contingents. A tautology is true

in all possible cases. A contradiction is false in all
possible cases. A contingent proposition is sometimes
true and sometimes false. In other words, the truth-
value in the main line of a tautology is all 'Ts*. The
truth-value of a contradictory proposition in the main
line is all *Fs*, wWhereas the truth-value for a con-
tingent proposition in the main line are some 'Ts* and
some 'Fs', To be consistent, Wittgenstein should have
treated the constituent propositions of both tautology,
contfadictory and contingent as elementary ones. On
the othef hand, he gave the status of elementary porpo-
sition only to the constituents of the contingent one.
I have also argued in this chapter that the elementary
proposition cannot be treated as proposition worth the
name., An alementary propbsition has been defined by
wittgenstein as consisting of mere names cannot work as
a proposition. Theoretically speaking a proposition
must have some descriptive content. An elementary pro-
position does not have any descriptive content. Ipso
facto an elementary proposition cannot be treated as a

genuine proposition.



The fifth chapter is entitled ‘'Names and
Meaning'. In this chapter, I have spelt out in detail
Wwittgenstein's views on names and meaning. In this
connection, I have distinguished between a grammatical
proper name and a logica} proper name. A grammatical
proper name is not a name in the strict sense of the
‘term, On this point, wittgenstein agrees with Russell.
Both of them argued that grammatical proper names have
descriptive content, whereas logical proper names are
only indicators. A logical proper name is just like a
Eucledeain point in geometry. B logical proper name
only indicates but does not describe. An elementary
proposition consists of names. These names have meanings.
The meaning of a name is the object. Propositions do
not have meaning. They have only sense. I have argued
in this chapter that Wittgenstein has used both name
and meaning in a strange sense. I have shown that the
extensional view of language togebher with elementary
propositions forced him to such a view of name and
meaning. If an elementary proposition consists of names
and if names are mere indicators then meanings cannot be

more than designations.

The sixth chapter is entitled °*Rebation of

Language to Reality'. In this chapter, an attempt has



been made to discuss in detail the picture theory of

language as envisaged in the Tractatus. Language

has been treated as picture by Wittgenstein. It is a
logical picture not a physical one. I have argued

in this chapter that a picture theory of language was

a necessary outcome of his extensional view of language.
The extensional analysis of language ultimately ends up
in an elementary proposition. These elementary propo-
sitions consist of logical proper names. Names are
mere indicators. They do not have any descriptive
content. If at this stage one asks the question what
is the relationship between language and reality, in
answer to this it can be said that it is a kind of
picturing. Elementary propositions at this stage can
be said to be picturing it. This picturing is a type
of showing. Language at this stage does not say, does

not describe. It indicates, designates or pictures.

The seventh chapter is entitled °*Limits of the
World*. In this chapter, an attempt has been made to
describe in detail the idea of sayable and showable
with reference to both Kant and Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein
claimed that there is a limit to thought. This limit is
set by our language. That is why he asked us to remain

silent where we cannot speak. Whereas one cannot speak
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thereof one must be silent. This dictum of Wittgenstein
has puzzled subsequent commentators. Some of them dis-
covered mystical element in the Tractatus. I have
argued that the extensional analysis of language commits
him to such a position. The elementary propositions are
the limiting cases of human thought and they are consti-
tuted by logical proper names. A proposition consisting
of pure names cannot be used in linguistic communication.
A proposition in order to be used in linguistic communi-
cation must have some descriptive element howsocever
minimal it may be. This ultimately compelled wittgenstein
to take resort to silence. vggere linguistic communica-
tion fails all communication fails. Therefore, one has
to take resort to silence. On the other hand, for Kant
when we transgress the boundariés of phenomena we end up
in antinomies. But there is a sense in which both Kant
and wittgenstein can be said to Be dealing with the same
subject. Both of them were concerned with exploring

and delimiting the conditions of Thought. Kant made
a distinction between the phenomena and the noumena.
we can talk about phenomena. But noumena is unknown
ané unknowable. For Wittgenstein, only compound pro-
positions canube talked about, whereas elementary pro-

positions cannot be put to any use.
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The eighth chapter is entitled *Language, wWorld
and value'. 1In this chapter, I have spelt out in detail
wittgenstein's views on value. In this respect,
wittgenstein resembles Kant. As Kant put value in the
spte re of noumena, similarly wittgenstein put values
beyond the world. The phenomenon of Kant is the world
for Wwittgenstein, Wittgenstein claimed that values can-
not be put into words. Ethics and aesthetic fall beyond
the world. I wish to point out that Wittgenstein is not
a naturalist. He does not want to reduce ardexplain
values in terms of fact. Both Kant and wittgenstein are —
opposed to this. This might have inspired the logical
positivists to treat value judgements as a varilety of
emotive expressions. Value judgements are not pictorial.
There are no elementary porpositions in the sphere of =
values. This is fgct-vaIUe dichotomy. The fact-value
dichotomy is endemic to western thought. Truth-functional

or extensional analysis does not apply to value judgements.

The ninth chapter is entitled ‘'Conclusion'., 1In
this chapter I have tried to summerise the findings of
different chapters. Besides, I have pointed out that
Kant and Wittggnstein concern themselves with finding out

the nature of the world. Both of them tried to delimit
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the bounds of language, thought and communication. For
Kant, the world is intelligible in terms of categories.,

We describe the world, talk about the world by means of
these categories. The categories are given to us. They
constitute the ultimate building blocks of human thought.,
For Kant, whatever is can be described, can be talked
about. Whatever cannot be talked about belongs to noumena,
That is why Kant claims that the noumenon is unknowlable.
If by knowability it means application of thought, cate-
gories, the noumena cannot be known. But Kant was
ambivalent on this point. On the one hand, he maintains
that noumenon is unknowable. On the other hand, he puts
values in the world of noumena. As we have already said
the phenomenon of Kant is the world of Wittgenstein, but
with a difference. At the core the world is indescribable.
Wwe cannot talk about it. According to Wittgenstein, our
categories of Thought ultimately fails to describe the
world. This indescribability of the world springs from
his extensional view of language. Wittgenstein mistakenly
thought that language is a truth-function, particularly
the éescriptive language. Moreover, his nagging obsession
with clarity forced on him such a conclusion. This he
partly owes to the influence of Russell, Both of them

at a certain stage of their philosophical career were

amazed by precision, exactitude and non-equivocation in
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mathematical reasoning. This made them think that

there is a,method of exact description of the world.
Wittgenstein proceeded in the direction of elementary
proposition. Both Kant and wWittgenstein were m;taphysicans
par excellence in the sense that they were concerned with
totality. Both of them tried to present a synthetic
vision of reality. Kant succeeded in describing the
ultimate nature of the world. He unearthed ghe basic
categories that underlie the basic structure of thought.
Kant was not obsessed with mathematical precision. On
the other hand, Eathematical precision and clarity landed
wittgenstein in elementary propositions, names and objects.
As the Eucledian world consists of geometrical points,
similarly wittgenstein's world consists of points and
pointers. 1In the level of Thought the ultimate consti-
tuents are logical proper names. In the level of the
world the ultimate constituents are the objects. Both
language and reality meet at this stage. Their structure
is isomorphic. Language cannot be treated as picture.

As I have already pointed out this was not a discovery

by wittgenstein about the world, rather it was a demand
of a particular type of analgsis of language. The truth-
functional and the extensional view of language can be
accepted only with certain conditions. May be, in formal

logic where we are interested to f£ind out truth-values
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of propositions we may accept the truth-functional
analysis as a suitable method. But this does not tell

us whatsoever about the ultimate nature of language or
world. I wish to point out that wittgenstein surely

went wrong on this point. He thought mistakenly that
truth-functional analysis throws light on the ultimate
nature of both language and reality. I wish to maintain
that it does neither. Though both Kant and wittgenstein
were concerned with the world yet both of them have
different axe to grind. Kant wanted to give a metaphysical
defence to the Newtonian world view and ultimately to
Newtonian mechanics. For Kant, the world is not only
describable by means of categories but can be explored and
investigated with the help of Newtonian mechanics. Kant's
method heralds the limitless possibility of scientific
exploration. On the other hand, Wittgenstein (knowing%,
or unknowingly) tried to give a defence to truth-functional
logic, and thereby treating the world as indescribable.
Both Kant and wittgenstein were metaphysicians. Kant

can be treated as a descriptive metaphysician. But it is
difficult to categorise wittgenstein. However, it can

be shown that he has leaning towards revisionary metaphysics

It is sometimes argued that wittgenstein first

had his view of the world as consisting of facts and then
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applied truth-functional analysis of language to justify
it, I can only point out the following in this connection.
What came first and what came last is of no philosophical
importance. But the point remains that the view that

the world is the totality of facts and the view that the
descriptive language ultimately consists of elementary
propositions are complementary to each other. If one
starts from the extensional view of language one will end

up in facts and vice versa.
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FREFACE

Ludwig wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico-philosophicus

is a unique product in the history of philosophy. It
reflects his profound reasoning and brilliant imagina-
tion. The ideas of the Tractatus are so deep and cone
cealed that it is very difficult to comprehend them. It
was published over sixty years ago. But the interest in
it seems to be increasing day by day. This is due to
the fact that it had enormous impact on the philosophi-
cal thought during the last half century. The Tractatus
profoundly influenced the major contemporary philosophi-
cal movements like logical atomism, logical positivism
and the ordinary language philosophy. Even the analytic
philosophers who remained apart from these groups have
been greatly influenced by the ideas of the Tractatus.

Just after the beginning of this century the Tractatus
was written. In it one gets a clear account of the
position that wittgenstein reached in logic, theory of
knowledge and metaphysics. He was strongly influenced
by the ideas of Russell and there are many points of
affinity with Russell's philosophy of logical atomism.
Later on Wwittgenstein abandoned many assumptions on
which the Tractatus was based. His two works, the
Tractatus and the Philosophical Investigations mark an
important Stage in the development of his philosophy
and indeed in the philosophy of twentieth century. It
is indisputable that in this century no other philoso-
pher has contributed more in the realm of philosophy
than wittgenstein did. It remains to be seen what the
appraisal of posterity will be concerning the value of
the Tractatus. But the spirit of the Tractatus pervades
the current philosophical thought. There can be no
doubt that it will continue to exert its influence for
many years to come.

since the Tractatus forms a milestone in the history of
philosophical thought, a critical. study of it is philo-
sophically worth-rewarding. Therefore, I have chosen
this topic for my dissertation. In this I have made: a
humble attempt to dig out the metaphysical foundation
of the Tractatus.



it

The dissertation consists of nine chapters including
introduction and conclusion. Briefly, each chapter
runs as follows :

In the Introductory Chapter, an attempt has been made

to delineate, in brief, the nature of metaphysics. The
possibility of alternative types of metaphysics has been
discussed. All these discussions are necessary to
determine wittgenstein's place as a metaphysicdian.

The Second Chapter is entitled 'Methods of Metaphysics'.
In this chapter, the distinction between the methods

of science and that of metaphysics has been discussed
in detail. The bearing of extensional view of language
on Wittgenstein®s metaphysics has also been discussed.
on this point, I have compared Wittgenstein's method
with that of Russell's. In sum, wittgestein's method
has been distinguished from his classical counterpart.

The Third Chapter is entitled 'The world as the Totality
of Facts', In this chapter, an attempt has been made

to spell out, in detail, wittgenstein's view of the
world as the totality of facts. In this connection, I
have tried to elaborate the nature of "fact;-certain key
concepts such as 'world', *object', 'fact® and *'thing',
have been discussed and examined in detail. I tried

to explain how Wittgenstein used his key terms,

and supply the basis for understanding his thought.

The Fourth Chapter is entitled 'Sentence and Proposition'.
In this chapter, different views relating to the nature
of sentence and proposition have been discussed. More-
over, Wittgenstein's views on the nature of elementary
proposition have been critically examined. Because
elementary propositions play a crucial role in wittgen-
stein's metaphysics.

The Fifth Chapter is entitled 'Names and Meaning'. 1In
this chapter, wWwittgenstein®'s views on names and meaning
have been discussed and examined in detail. Hig views
on meaning and metaphysics are interconnected.

The Sixth Cchapter is entitled *‘Relation of Language to
Reality'. 1In this Chapter, Wittgenstein's picture theory
of language has been discussed in detail., An attempt



iii

has been made to bring out the bearing of the picture
theory on wittgenstein's metaphysics.

The Seventh Chapter is entitled *Limits of the world'.
In this chapter, Wittgenstein's views on ®'sayable*' and
'unsayable' have been discussed and examined. 1In this
connection, an attempt has been made to compare and
contrast different views on the limits of the world.

The Eighth Chapter is entitled *Language, World and
value', In this chapter, I have discussed Wittgenstein's
view that ethics and religion fall outside the world,

The fact-value dichotomy as envisaged by Wittgenstein in
the Tractatus has been examlned in detail.

The Ninth Chapter is entitled 'Conclusiont*. 1In this
chapter, I have summed up my findings. In other words,
my objective throughout the dissertation has been to
highlight the mutual connection between his views of
Language and the World.

My study is selective in the sense that I have concen-
trated solely on wittgenstein's philosophy of language
and reality. 1In exploring the metaphysical foundation
of the Tractatus I have almost ignored those parts of

it which deal with the technical prbblems of logic and
the philosophy of mathematics. My principal endeavour
has been to demonstrate the continuity of Wittgenstein's
thought. In doing so I have hoped to avoid superfluity.

In writing this dissertation, I am indebted to many
people for their generous help without which it would
have been an extremely difficult task for me.

I am exceptionally grateful to my guide Dr. N. Malla,
Reader and Head of the Department of Philosophy, North-
Eastern Hill University, Shillong for his searching
comments and invaluable guidance at every step of my
work. For first suggesting the idea of writing a thesis,
I am indebted to my cousin sister Late Srimati Sukriti
pas in whose memory the work is dedicated. I owe an
enormous debt of thanks to my colleague-friends Dr. G.
Kumar, Sri J.K. Borkakoti, Sri Alemba and Sri C. Khalong
for their constant encouragement and anxious enguiries
about the thesis.



I wish to express my respectful gratitude to my
brother-in-low sri Radkesh Das for providing me with
an ideal and friendly setting for writing and thinking
during my stay at shillong. I am deeply indebted to
him for his unfailing love and affection for me. To
Sri I Yanger, Principal, Fazl Ali college, Mokokchung,
I am grateful for kindly granting occasional leave of
absence during my study.
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CHAPTER - I



INTRODUCTION

It is very difficult to suggest any clear and
precise definition of the term *metaphysics'. It has

been used in a varlety of senses.

The term ’'metaphysics' is derived from the
Greek words *meta ta physika' which literally means
‘after the things of nature'. It is an expression used
by the Hellenistic and later cemmentators to refer to
aristotle's untitled group of texts. Aristotle himgelf
called the subject of these texts 'first philosophy*®,
theology and sometimes wisdom. The phrase ‘ta meta
physika biblia' which literally means 'the books after
the books on nature' was not used by Aristotle himself.
It was actually the librarian who classified and cate-
gorised Aristotle®’s works apparently introduced the

phrase.

Aristotle‘'s caception of *first philosophy' is
very difficult to ascertain. Adronicus Rhodes who
edited Aristotle's writings @pproximately 70 B.C.)decided
to place the treatises dealing with *'first philosophy’

tafter the physics'. As a result the term '‘metaphysics®



meaning *after physics' came into being as a synonym

for 'first philosophy'. Aristotle made frequent con-
trast of things ‘'prior and better known to us' with
things 'prior and better known in themselves®. 1In order
to explain why the treatise on'‘first philosophy' should
come 'after the books on physics' the later classical
and medieval philosopkers took this title to mean that
the subject discussed in the metaphysics came 'after the
things of nature'. And because the subjects discussed
in metaphysics were further removed from sense percep-

tion they are more difficult to understand,

Thus the term 'metaphysics’ signifies many
things. In the medieval and modern philosophy it has
been taken to mean the study of things transcending
nature, It is a study of thing or things which exist
separately from nature. This particular conception of
metaphysics gave to 'meta' a philosophical meaning
which it did not have in classical Greek. Since Kant
metaphysics has come to mean a priori speculation which
cannot be answered by scientific observation and experi-
ment. That it is anything abstruse and highly theore-
tical was a popular and common notion of metaphysics
in the eighteenth century. In Hume's terminology,

metaphysics means anything ‘excessively subtle'. The



association of metaphysics with the spiritual, the
religious and even with the occult has also been a

popular notion of metaphysics.

In modern philosophy, the term *metaphysics’
has often been taken to mean that it generally deals
with questions about the kinds of things that there are
and about their modes of being. The subject-matter of
metaphysics not only includes the concepts of existence,
things, property, event:; but it also includes the
distinctions between the particulars and universals,
individuals and classes. It also includes the nature
of relation, change, cause; and the nature of mind,
matter, space and time. In the last two centuries, the
subject-matter of metaphysics mainly includes questions
about the reality of the external word; the existence
of other mind, the possibility of & priori knowledge,
and the nature of sensation, memory, abstraction and
so on. In recent philosophical usage, however, these

are included in epistemology or theory of knowledge.

The very word metaphysics generates a lot of
controversy, and almost all the problems discussed in
metaphysics are controversial. It is, therefore, quite

natural that there is little agreement among the



metaphysicians in regard to their aim and purpose.

Metaphysics claims to tell us what the real
nature of thing is or what really exists, A metaphy-
sician is preoccupied with 'reality' as opposed to:
mere 'appearance’. In the language of Bradley, meta=-
physics is,

an attempt to know ‘reality' as against

mere 'appearance' or the sgtudy of the

first principles or ultimate truths, or

again the efforts to comprehend the uni-

verse not simply piecemeal or by frag-

ments, but somehow as a whole.

The interest of the metaphysicians in these concepts
springs from two sources. First, it springs from the
reflection that the surface-show of things very often
lends misinterpretating to them. As a result, we are
led to determine their real constitution as opposed to
their apparent constitution. seccondly, thedr interests
spring from the need to specify what different kinds
of things are there in the world. It is a need which
presses itself upon our attention when we wonder whether,
for example, minds or numbers are independent existents.
The first of these tasks seems to belong to the scien-
tists. For, science also makes constant use of the
distinction between the apparent and the real. But the

me taphysicians do not accept this proposal to minimise



their labours.

Metaphysics is commonly presenteé as the most
fundamental and also the most comprehensive of all the
branches of study. It is fundamental because the
gquestion about what there is and about the ultimate
nature of things underlie all particular enquiries. For
example, if we want to assess the results of mathematical
investigations it is necessary to determine the ontological
status of mathematical object. And accordingly, this
leads to discussions in which the metaphysician may
take interest. The claim that metaphysics is to be
comprehensive, follows from the reflection that ques-
tions about existence and reality, about actual and
potential being and also about causation cut across
the boundaries of particular sciences. Such kind of
reflection arises in connection with every sort of
subject matter. The point of view of science being
selective it neglects what it does not select. Hence
its knowledge is not full and ccmplete. Our environ-
ment is such that its different aspects cannot be
separated from one another. Facts criss-cross the
field of one science to that of another science. Thus,
they transcend the limits of any given science. This

character of science points to a more comprehensive



knowledge of the world from all possible points of

view. By combining the resultg of all sciences we
get a synthetic view of the world which is the task
of the metaphysicians. Thus metaphysics is compre-

hensive just because of its vast generality.

The claim that metaphysics is comprehensive
can be justified in another way. It is customary to
say that sciences like physics, chemistry, mathematics,
etc. are departmental studies. Each of them deal only
with a part or a particular aspect of reality. Each
particular science investigates into a definite portion
or a cross-section of reality. It looks at the world
of facts from a particular angle of vision. But meta-
physics by contrast, is concerned with the world as a
whole. This is the reason why the metaphysicians are
unwilling to accept the suggestion that the scientist
must be left to determine the real nature of things.
For example, a scientific theory may, no doubt, explain
the real constitution of matter or the fundamental
mechanisms of the human body. But it cannot draw a
distinction between appearance and reality in an entirely
general way. Moreover, the scientfic theory cannot
give us an instance whether matter is the ultimate
reality as materialist supposes or whether it is itsgelf

a manifestation of spirit as Hegel tried to argue.

~
-~



The contrast between science and metaphysics
is sometimes developed yet in another way. It is
popularly said that the particular sciences are carried
out under certain assumptions. Aand it is the business
of metaphysics to make these assumptions explicit in
order to gustify them or to correct them. It is also
sald that whereas particular sciences are in part cre-
dulous, metaphysics is itself criticdl. Metaphysics
is self-critical because it proceeds without assumptions.
The reason for making this contrast between science and
metaphysics is that the results of all the sciences
taken together cannot satisfy human intellect. The
various reports given by different sciences must be
co-ordinated and harmonised with each other. Metaphysics
is a critical reflection on sciences. It seeks to

harmonise the conflicting results of the sciences.

Further, all sciences make certain assumptions
in common. . For example, human reason can truly com-
prehend the world of facts and their causal relations
in nature, the discovery of which is the end of scien-
tific explanation. Again, they assume the existence
of some fundamental realities such as, mind, matter,
time, space, etc.. But though for science the assump-

tions are necessary it itself cannot justify these



assumptions. Metaphysics submits the assumptions of
the sciences to a critical examination and enquiries

into their rationality.

Since metaphysics claims to be uniquely self-
critical, its propositions must be free from intelle~
ctual challenges. Metaphysics leaves nothing unques-
tionable.

"The only propositions with which a meta-
physician could properly be content were
propositions whose truth could not be
denied, or whose truth was seen to be .,
involved in their own attempted denial.

Particular sciences, on the other hand, are not self
critical, since their propositions are not free from
intellectual challenge. The findings of all other

sciences are regarded as provisional as they are in need

of revision and rectification by the metaphysicians,

Descartes tried to offer a demonstration in order
to provide a guarantee for the findings of the sciences
which wvare open to doubts. For Descartes, the truths of
metaphysical propositions were guaranteed, by their
connection with the cogito which could not be intelle-
ctually questioned. Thusg, according to Descartes, since

metaphysical propositions are intellectually impregnable



they contrast with the beliefs of common~sense. The
metaphysical propositions also contrast with the pro-
nouncements & the sciences when these are considered
as devoild of metaphysical guarantee., The metaphysical
propositions being the products of reason derive their
unique certainty when the faculty of reason is put to
work in the fullest and freest way. Thus, according
to Descartes, metaphysics is not only fundamental of
all enquires, it also relies on reason alone for its

results,

But whatever claims metaphysics may have the
reaction against it is also not less important. Many
critics of metaphysics are of the opinion that the
above mentioned claims of metaphysicians could be
justified if metaphysics were a factual science provi-
ding us with knowledge of things or aspects of reality,
which lie beyond the purview of senses. Such know-
ledge can be had only on the strength of national
insight. This view is supported by practising meta-
physicians. Plato made a distinction between *things
seen' and 'things unseen'. He maintains that the only
' things unseen' are the proper object of knowledge.
From his time a strong tendency has developed to

identify the province of metaphysician with that of
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supersensible or the realm of the intellect. Aristotle
also drew a contrast between sensible and insensible
substance and he assigned the investigation of the
insensible substance to the ' first philosophy' or meta-
physics. Since then many of meddeval and early modern
philosophers conceived of God, the being of being, as
an entity without bodily extension. Popularly it is
believed that behind the phenomena which present theme-
selvesg in day to @ay experience, there are realities
whose nature and existence can be established only by
the intellect. These realities can be described as
noumena of intelligible objects. According to their
view, the proper concern of metaphysics is to give us
knowledge about the noumena. Plato thought that by the
exerclise of our rational faculty we can know the

reality without the help of sense perception.

The study of being or existence as such is
known as ontology. Metaphysics, according to Aristotle,
is the science of being and of the first-principlee.
Metaphysics or ontology starts with the reflective
distinction between appearance and reality. Our reflee-
tion shows that things are not always what they seen
to be. Thus, we mean by !'appearance’, objects as they

are given in our immediate experience. By reality we
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mean objects apart from and independent of our expe-
rience of them. Ordinary science can give us only
the knowledge of the characters of existent facts but
not of their existence or reality itself. Natural
sciences tell us what a thing is or how it is rebated

to other things.

But once we make this distinction between
appearance and reality we cannot but invite troubles.
If the objects of sense experience are appearances or
phenomena then they cannot be regarded as things in
themselves or reality. The distinction between things
as appear to us and things as they are in themselves
seems to be inevitable. In our experience things may
appear to our perceptions as very different from what
they are in themselves. If this is the case, then
whatever character appears to our sense perception is
an appearance. Yet sense appearances must be appearance
of some reality or other which is given to our sense-
perception. But since reality must be different from
what it appears to be, we have no means to know the
reality as it is in itself which is independent of
sense~-perception. Now, if we have no means to know
things directly except thpough the sense experience,

then it is quite possible that reality or noumenon,
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being supersensible runs the risk of being unknown and
unknowable. If by metaphysics we mean the knowledge of
things as they are in themselves, and if such knowledge
is not possible, then the very possibility of metaphysics
as a sclence of pure being will be at stake. So it
must be abandoned.

"The rejection of metaphysics as such is

not a new phenomenon which occured for

the first time in the present century.

Even in the ancient world the sceptics

and the empericists had considered the

gaining of metaphysical knowledge to be

iInpOSSible eeo I-'3
It was in the eighteenth century that the classical
criticisms of the claims of metaphysics were first deve-
loped by Hume and Kant. Since then much ingenuity has
been displayed in showing the untenability of their
position. The motive behind the many attacks on meta-
physics which were developed by these thinkers and

others were various.

Hume, who believed that all knowledge of facts
are derived from sense-perception and Kant who also
took sense-perception to be the basic though not the
whole of human knowledge, rejected the possibility of
metaphysics outright. Hume said. that all books written
on the nature and character of supersensuous realities

like God, soul or immortality must be committed to
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flames for such books contain nothing but "sophistry

and illusion."4 Kant was not so thoroughe-going in

his rejection of metaphysics. He held that metaphysical
speculation about the supersensible is only natural to
human reason. This is because all true knowledge,
based on sense-perception, is confined within the world
of actual and possible appearances. And our reason
naturally forces us t; speculate about the realities
that appear in these sensible appearances. In Kant's
opinion, no true knowledge of the supersensous thing-in-
itself is possible. Because such knowledge can never
be based on sense-perception. It is impossible to come
to any decision as to the proper nature of the things-
in-themselves for their being supersensuous. And
nothing can be proved or demonstrated about them which
leaves no scope for déubt. Hence metaphysics as the

science of the supersensible is impossible,

The contention that there might be science
which is at the same time factual and purely intellectual
has always been supported by metaphysics. Hume was of
the opinion that the sole concern of mathematics is
only with the relation of ideas but not with matters
of fact. His concern is to make explicit what is

implicitly there in the premises. Mathematical
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propositions are no doubt necessary, but they fail to
give us any information about the world. If any inquiry
is to be pronounced on matters of fact its method must
be emp;rical. It cannot be comreptual. And the results
of such inquiry can possibly be impregnable. This is
because anything established on the basis of experience
may be aﬁended or may be withdrawn in the light of
further experience. Thus there ca;nnot be any final

empirical truth,.

In reply to this argument it can be suggested
that even 1if every factual engquiry must begin with
experience it is not necessary that it should necessarily
terminate in experience. And if so, then it is not
unreasonable on the part of metaphysicians to argue
from the charactetistics and nature of things sensible
to the existence and the nature of things supersensible,
Kant was . very much concerned with the question why
should not the metaphysician argue from the characteri-
stics of thiﬁgs sensible to the existence and nature of
things supersensible. ‘Here he seemed to show more
sympathy with the metaphysicians than with the empiri-
cist. According to Kant, such concepts as cause and
substance, as figure primarily in the inference from

the phenomenal to the noumenal , have a necessary



character. In Kantian language, they are a priori, as
opposed to empirical concepts. But at the same time

he denied that they can be used to carry us beyond the
range of possible experience. The question 'what brought
them about' is a necessary question, It is such a
gquestion which we cannot rationally refuse to agk. But
the answer to such question must not always be sought
within experience. If we try to maintain that there
must be first cause, we fall to attach any clear meaning
to the concept of cause. For it is an essential ideas
on the part of a cause that a cause precedes its effect.
we can talk about cause so long as we are in the tem-
poral sphere. But once we step outside the sphere of
temporal, the concept of cause loses its significance
or its determinate character. And what is true of
cause here is also true of substance. The concept of
substance gets meaning if it is understood as something
permanent which persists through change. But if the
reference to time is eliminated from the concept of
substance we get only the logical notion of that which
is always a subject and never a predicate. And in that
case we shall be left with an idea which in its pure

form is too indeterminate to be put to metaphysical .uge.

Kant actually did not reject metaphysics as such-
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what he really condemned is transcendental metaphysics
which claims that knowledge of the super~-sensuous

reality or noumenon is possible.,

The most serious attack on metaphysics as the
supposed science of intelligible reality was made by the
logical positivists. Wittgenstein was the source of
inspiration to modern logical positivists. The positi-
vists' criticism of metaphysics had a tremendous effect
on philosophical thinking in the years before and imme-
diately after the second world war. If a metaphysician
claims to tell us that what really exists is not chair
or leaves but as for instance, monads, then no test will
be available to determine the truth of his statement.
Such a statement can never be encountered within expe~
rience even if the monads are defined as entities. Even
their premises will not have particular empirical con-
sequences. But the premises about electrons and other
similar unobservable entities which are postulated by
the natural scientists are” supposed to have particular
empirical conseggences, Thus metaphysical pronounce-~
ments will be compatible with any state of affairs
what~so~ever just like the propositions of logic and
mathematics. But in that case it will not be possible

on the part of a metaphysician to maintain that



17

metaphysics supplies us with the information about the
world, even the unseen world. The positivist thesis

is that if metaphysical pronouncements are to make sense,
they must, in some way be related to every day expe-
rience. But metaphysics is unable to satisfy this test.
And the regult is that the news it claims to bring is

really a news from nowhere.

The positivist attacks against metaphysics have
missed the target and metaphysics is not as despicable
as they seem to say. Oficourse, a knowledge of the
super-sensible behind the sensible reality will take
the form of a mystic insight and controversy in the
field will naturally be chronic. But that cannot be
the sufficient ground for rejecting metaphysics outright.
one must consider carefully what the metaphysicians have

to say before one rejects them.

In short, metaphysicians want to say that their
propositions possess a peculiar certainty and that they
are also significant, as purely analytic propositions
are not. In Kantian terminology they pretend ;¢ the
status of synthetic a priori truths. Against this
many critics of metaphysics have made the assumption

that a proposition can bé gynthetic a priori only 1f it
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at once states a truth of fact and can be established
by conceptual means alone. But the combination of
both is impossible. For, facts must be established
empirically. And pure thinking can lead us to the
knowledge only of analytic truths. But if we examine
carefully Kant's alleged synthetic a priori judgements
we find that they make no claims to state facts, not
even general facts. The principle of causality is not
a very wide empirical truth. It is known in a non-
empirical way. And at the same time it is the expres-
sion of a rule of procedure which does not tell us
what propertiéss things have. Rather it serves to tell
us how to interpret them. According to Kant, the
principle of this sort has a special kind of necessity,
though they do not have the logical necessity. 1In
Kant's opinion)they owe this to the fact that they are
prescribed by the human mind as principles specifying
what is to count as obgective in our experience. Thus
we take the principle to be a feature of what is
objectively‘phere that no quality is present except in
a determinate.degree, that nothing ever goes entirely
out of existence, that nothing happens except for a

reason and so One.

Kant intended his doctrine to have limited
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application. Kant 1is of the opinion that the principles
of understanding prescribe the form of the phenomenal
worlde. But according to Kant, there are other aspects
of experience also. For example, the activities of the
moral agents in regard to which the principles of
understanding do not have legislative force. But it is
possible to extend the doctrine of Kant. And we can
imagine a set of principles which would prescribe the
form not of this or that department of experience, but
of experience as a whole. This set of principles will
tell us how to organise the materials of our expepience.
And in this way we shall be in a position to give a
unitary account of them. The concepts of these sort
will hot only resolve the apparent inconsistencies of
science and common-sense, it will also resolve the
conflicts between science and religion, and science and
morality. Wwe then have a synoptic view of the world.

we also have the concepts which will enable us to
distinguish the real nature of the world from the

surface show of it.

It is an undeniable fact that many of the
classical metaphysical systems conform to this sort of
scheme. Thus we see in Aristotle's system, they key

concepts are teleological and their articulation is
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found in the doctrine of four causes. Arigtotle's
ambition was to find the point of each phenomensn and
then specify its place in the articulation of the
whole. He carried his task not only at the biological
level, but also above and below it. He applied his
doctrine in moral, political and social life, on the

one hand, and physical scienceson the other.

Finally, in the system of Hegel we f£ind a con-
scious attempt to produce a metaphysics which claims
to be an overall or a synopyic reading of experience.
The key notion in Hegel's philosophy is the notion of
spirit. And the alleged thegis of Hegelianism is that
everything can be understood and explained in terms of
this concept. The spirit cannot fulfill its poten-
tialities without working on and against something
other than itself. Hegel sought to establish a real
connection between one self and the other by conceiving
them as manifestations of an all-inclusive Absolute
Spirit in which finite selves live and move. So the
world constructed by my mental activity naturally
corresponds to the wobrld constructed by some other mind
and thus the ground of the objectivity of the world ofi

knowledge is the Absolute self. Hegel showed that the
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concrete experience requires an object of knowledge

as well as the knowing mind. The object depends upon
the subject. It cannot exist without being perceived.
But mere subject is also an abstraction. The subject
for reality depends upon the object ar the not-self.
And thus the subject and object are strictly correlative

aspects of a concrete knowledge situation.

Thus we gee that we can make sense of the
existence of the' world of nature in the system of Hegel.
The existence of the world is needed to serve the
purposes of spirit. Basing on this concept we make
sense of the social world also. Because many of the
characteristics of mind are intelligible only when
people are aware of one another and know that others

are aware of theme.

The different metaphysical systemsmentioned
above seem to show us decisively that to be a metaphy-
sician does not necessarily mean claiming the ability
to reveal the truths about the world which lies beyond
the reach of human experience. Each of the systems
mentioned seem to rest on certain basic ideasor intui-
tion%. The idea is articulated in a series of concepts

which are taken as definitions of reality. And they
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are applied to the whole range of experience to give

an overall reading of experience.

From the above discussion it seems to be clear
that the most standard claims for metaphysics can be
understood and appreciated with this account of the
matter. Since the first principlesof a metaphysical
system have prescriptive force, they can be thought to
compel any rational thinker. And though their cer-
tainty is not the certainty of logic, yet it exceeds
that of any particular statement of fact. This is
because the facts are described only within a frame-work
which is provided by these principles. The system of
this sort may not tell us precisely what is there is
in the world. Nevertheless, it pronounces on the real
character of the world as epposed to the superficial

agpect of it.

The metaphysician is mainly concerned with con-
sequences and consistencies. He has a theory to put
forward. And this indicates that he must be pre-
occupled with the logical connections between the
concepts which constitute his system. But to say this
is not to deny his preoccupation with fact or with
probable arguments. Unlike empirical scientigts he

does not establish new facts. But then he has double
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interest in fact. His first task is to see simila-
rities in different areas of fact. It is required for
the formulation and application of his theory. And
this involves him in reasoning by analogy. His second
task is to pay constant attention to the state of
factual knowlédge in working out and pressing home his
central insight. He promises to make sense of all data
of experience. Thus)it is improper to say that meta-
physiéians are indifferent to facts. Rather they have
primary interest in fact, though they do not originate

any factual proposition.

Metaphysics can be compared with literary text.
The interpretations of controversial literary works are
sometimes found to be harder than interpretations of
metaphysics. There are no definite criteria for deciding
among the different conflicting theories. 1In such
cases the best way to follow by each critic is that
he should explain his way of looking at the text first.
After that he should marshal the points in support of
his explanation. &And then he can invite the reader to
test the matter for himself. But from this we should
not conclude that it is a mere chance or simply a matter
of psychology which theory will win the approval of
the reader. Placing the situation before him the reader

will ultimately be in a position to decide the
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authenticity of a particular reading than its rivals.
And accordingly he will get more enlightenment. For
he is néw convinced of the fact that this particular
theory gives the central points more satisfactorily and

does better justice than the others.

The argument of metaphysics like that of literary
text reaches no apparent end. It terminates into an
insight which is more personal than public. But it will
be wrong to think that the notions of truth and falsity
leave no application in metaphysics. Atcleast, we can
describe a particular type of metaphysics as more illu-
minating than other. And ultimately we must decide for
ourselves which one is really illuminating and which

one is not.

According to wittgenstein, Philosophy is "purely
descriptive".(B:B; p-18) He held that philosopher must
not take it upon himself to explain anything (B.B; p-125).
In philosophy there is no deduction. "We must do away
with all explanation", he wrote,"and description alone
must take its place." The point of description is the
solution of philosophical problems. They are solved
not by the amassing of new empirical knowledge, but by
the rearrangement of what we already know.(pI, p-109).

"Philosophy’ he wrote, "simply puts everything before
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us, and neither explains nor deduces anything" (pI,

Se¢tii126.." 407 .

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein reserved the
term metaphysics for misleading philosophy. "metaphysics
is philosophy misinterpreted as mmtural science® (T,6.53:
6.111). wWittgenstein held that the principal source of
philosophical error is the idea that the primary function
of language is to describe. What is really the case is
that we engage in different 'language games'. Each
game serves its own purpose. And each game 1is authentic
in its own level. There 1is no question of ruling any
such game out of court. The fact that the game is
played 1s sufficient evidence that it is appropriate.
The different language users are not rivals. We cannot
say, for instance, physics or chemistry gives a truer
picture than common sense. If we keep these different
languages apart, we see that each language has its own
point and utility. The idea of finally correct language
which would cover and replace them all is really absurd.
Therefére, metaphysics in its revised form is nothing.
better than the metaphysics in the shape of news from

nowhere ..

-~

But the above analysis is also based on
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guestionable assumption. First, it does not seem to

us clear whetler language games or areas of linguistic
activity are as distinct as wittgenstein thinks to be,
wittgenstein's point is not clear as far as the language
games of science and common sense are concerned. For
most scientists and many common men think that the
scientific account of the physical world gives a truer
picture of it than that embodied ;n the ordinary man's
everyday belief. WwWe also cannot agree with the thesis
that sufficient authentication is found for language
game when we observe that it is actually played. There
are, after all, games and games. Enough has been played
in the ancient world in a form of game. To appease god
many formulas were devised by those who were about to
embark. As a result, certain ways of talking had wide
use and it was approved. But that fact alone was not
sufficient to show that it was legitimate. It could not
have been legitimate had there been no god and the
people reached their destination safely. To do this is
to make the propriety of a language game subject to the
tengbility of the factual assumptions upon which it is
based. This is not to claim that the only use of
language is to describe. It is simply to claim a

certain priority for the language game in which we say
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how things are.

Metaphysics as we have expounded resolves con-
ceptual conflicts by finding a way of speaking which
enablesus to express the true nature of the world. If
we possess such a way of speaking we have a yardstick
by which we can determine the ultimate tenability of
particular language games, such as, the language of
religion, science and so on. It is not axiomatic that
each of these language games is in order. The fact_ that
they are constantly used and understood is enough to
show that they serve some purpose. But it does not k

show in itself that they are suitable for the purpose.

Even if the foregoing account of the nature of
metaphysics are accepted as generally unquestionable,
there are many philosophers who are not ready to accept
it. Their contention is that it fails to cover every-
thing that metaphysicians have attempted or are attempt-
ing to do. According to them, the above account fails
to accommodate the activity pursued by many contemporary
analytic and linguistic philosophers. But the activities
of these philosophers have a clear affinity with the

work of some of the classical metaphysicians.

The classical metaphysicilans were sometimes



28

puzzled about the status of numbers and quantities.

As a result, they were compelled to ask the question
what there is. Plato, for example, produced argument
to show that these must be independently real. Aristotle
formulated the doctrine of categories as an answer to
them. There are parallels to this controversy in
contemporary philosophy. Particularly we find this in
the discussion among logicians about names and descripe
tions. And the same can be noticed in the arguments
about the relation between mind and body. The peculia-
rity of these issues as opposed to issues of classical
metaphysicians is that mattersof fact do not have any
relevance to their solution. We can solve them only

Thus we see that there are philosophical acti-
vities which are traditionally connected with metaphy-
sics. These activities cannot be brought under the
schema given above. These activities are in essence
logical or analytic. And in so far asditiis confined to
them metaphysics cannot be distinguished from analysis.
But it is not necessary that metaphysics should confine

itself to such enquires.

Metaphysicians have traditionally been speculative
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theorists as well as ontologists in restricted sense.

It is not possible to set aside speculation as regre-
ttable. And we also cannot say that ontology is arbitrary.
It is also not true that we can make an entirely clear-
cut distinction between the two. In the recent work of
mind-body problem we see that much of it is logical. But
the consideration of substance also comes in. Particularly
it appears when we discuss the nature of consciousness or
the nature of thought. That logical problems are fasci=-
nating cannot be denied. But it also should be admitted
that interest in them cannot be sustained for long with-
out some external stimulus. And it is metaphysics of

the broad kind which can provide us such a stimulus.

In the light of above discussion we can conve-
niently consider, if brief, different types of metaphysics
which will enable us to determine 'Wittgenstein's place

as a metaphysiciane

Metaphysical theories are generally divided into
two main types,~naggly, transcendent and immanent. The
system of Plato promises that human reason can move
beyond the confusing world of sense to the unchanging
realities which underlie it. This is a process of enli-

.5

ghtenment as well\of liberation. By contrast, the
/



30

materialists and some idealists like Hegel and Bradley
show no disposition to turn their backs Lp every day
experience, For them, the opposition between appearance
and reality is the opposition between less and more
adequate ways of talking which fall within experience.
The possibility of transcending experience altogether is

set aside as not worth discussing.

Thus it is clear that pure cases of transcendent
and immanent metaphysical theories are very difficult
to £find. Plato is predominantly a metaphysician of
transcendental type. But then his thought has a diffe-
rent side to it., Aagain, the system of materialism is
wholly concerned with experience. But manyof its
opponents, like Bradley, condemned it on the ground
that it involves an unjustifiable claim of knowledge of
the supersensible, Moreover, the philosophy of Aristotle
does not belong to any of these type. There are still
other philosophical systems such as analysis which can-

not be brought under this classificatory system.

In recent discussions modern analytic philosophers
have made a distinction between descriptive and revi-
sionary metaphysics. The descriptive metaphysician

attempts to "lay bare the most general features of our
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conceptual structure." In other words, the descriptive
metaphysician wants "to describe the actual structure

5 which language reveals,

of our thought about the world,"
Aristotle and Kant can be bracketed together as practitio-
ners of descriptive metaphysics. Because both of them

have very definite weltanschaungan. Both of them

carried out systematic enquiry to lay bare the most
fundamental and pervasive feature of the world around
use. Revisionary. metaphysics, on the other hand, is
"an attempt to reorder or tO'recmgamﬁzethe set of ideas

with which we think about the world."®

Wittgenstein's *'Tractatus Logici-philosophicus*
is considered as a serious metaphysical enterprise.
Following Russell, we may call wittgenstein's metaphy-
sical doctrine *'logical atomism' though this is not a
name which he used himself. It is said that wittgenstein
himself was pursuing a metaphysical enquiry when he
wrote the Tractatus. In the Tractatus Wittgenstein
sought to determine the conditions in which meaningful
discourse is possible. He was thére‘primarily concerned
with the relations between what is said and the reallty
which is talked about. In this connection wittgenstein

made a distinction between *atomic' and *molecular!
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sentences or propositions. According to him, molecular
sentences can be reduced to atomic sentences with the
help of logical . constants. » logician is concerned
with the complex formulae. And in order to build it

up he reguires the notion of : simple letters like 'p°’
and 'q'. Similarly, wittgenstein assumed that there must
be atomic sentences if there is to be any meaningful

discourse about the world,

Obviously the Tractatus is a thoroughly meta-
physical work. And Qhe metaphysical tendency which it
contains is not a minor one, though- it contains some
antimetaphysical strain. Yet it is sometimes considered
as being antimetaphysical in its outlook. There is
some excuse for this interpretation. Because in the

end of the Tractatus wittgenstein himself expressed the

view that the correct method would be to prove to any
one who wants to say something metaphysical that he has
failed to give a meaning to certain signs in his

sentences. (T.6.53).

Whereas Aristotle and Bradley persisted in
their metaphysics, Wittgenstein repudiated his own
doctrine in his later work. In the history of philoso-

phical thought this development is notably unique.
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wittgenstein®s Philosophical Investigations containg a

detailed criticigm of the central doctrine of the

Tractatus. A considerable portion of the Investigatiors

is an attack either explicit or implicit, on the earlier
work. And in doing so wittgenstein suggested a new
and subtle way of attacking the whole metaphysical

enterprise,

In the Investigations,wittgenstein was convinced

of the fact that language should be treated as a viable
working institution, or a series of such institution.
For, according to him, language is a social phenomenon.
It is a cooperative achievement. And it is absurd to
think of a purely private language. Language~-games like
games, need have no external goal, they can be autono-
mous activities. (P:G, 184) ¢ :2.!. But the comparison
of language to a game was not meant to suggest that
lgnguage was a pastime, or something trivial., On the
contrary, it was meant to bring out the connection of
speaking of language and non-linguistic activities.
Indeed, the speaking of language is part of community
activity, a way of living in society which Wittgenstein
calls a 'form of life’ (PL, p, 23). It is through

sharing or the playing of language~games that language
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is connected with our life. (F.G. 65) The very fact
that people engage in Linguistic activities knowing
what to say or reply in particular context, is suffi-
cient evidence that they are in order as they stand,
To consider language from outside and to make an attempt
to judge it by abstract principle is a mistake. To
pronounce about language in general is not only one-
sided but also misleading. It is one-sided because any
such pronouncement must be based on a survey of a restri-
cted range of examples. It is misleading because it
encourages dogmatism. These difficulties can be avoided
in two ways. First, by recognising the multifarious
nature of linguistic phenomena, as we actually meet
them in real life. ANd second, by paying proper atten-
tion to this diversity. The important thing to be
noted in this connectién is that not only the meaning of
individual words and phrases vary according to the
different contexts in which they occur, but the purposes
to which lahguage is pugrglso extraordinarily diverse.
fhe above arguments have definite bearing on
metaphysics. The metaprhysician as presented in the pre-
ceding discussion promises an account of experience

which 1s coherent and at the same time comprehensive.
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And the circumstance which compels people to seek such
an account is the fact that apparently conflicting
things can be said of a single situation.. This is based
on the assumption that each of the different persons
concerned is at bottom engaged dn the same task. Each
of them seeks to characterise and explain what is going
on. wittgenstein's reflection on language becomes rele-
vant here. First, Wittgenstein argued that any comment
on linguistic situation as a part of a language-game,
which is actually played, must be in order. And if it is
so then the question of dismissing them as impgoper does
not arise at all, and second, he argued that the belief
that all the speakers in a gituation are engaged in the
same task, that is, in saying how things are, is un-
founded. Instead of trying to decide between the diffe~
rent parties of instead of producing a synthesis of
what they all say, we should concern ourselves with the
qguestion what each of them are intending to @éo while
saying what he does. And as a result, the presumed
conflict disappeans,gince the point of different utte-
rances are not the same. The different speakers, instead
of being rivals, become complementary to each other,
Naturally, therefore, the question of choosing between

them or reconciling them will be irrelevant and
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unnecessary. Even if we choose between them or recon=
cile them, the result will be something like choosing
between Or recondiling between the activities of cricke=-

ters and baseball playerse.
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CHAPTER-ITI



METHODS @F METAPHYSICS

*Metaphysics' is an ambiguous term. It denotes
both subject-matter and method. As a method, it has primarily

been speculative.

In ancient Greek, metaphysical speculation was
considered as subordinate to moral consideration. Empiri-
cism, scepticism and myst}cism were the main philosophical
traditions in that period. The sole concern of the Stoics
and the Epicureans was to define good life for man. Both
Stoicism and Epicurism contained metaphysics even though
they sought to define the life of virtue or the life of

pleasure.

In the same manner, scepticism and mysticism were
predominantly concerned with the practical which was pre-
valent in the Graeco-Roman world. Scepticism subjected
the possibility of knowledge to irreducible doubt. It
prevented speculative philosophy by means of universal
suspension of judgement. But Mysticism was more tolerant
than scepticism so far as speculation is concerned. Whereas
the sceptic expected to save men from error, the mystic
expected to save men from deficiency of being for communica-

tion with one by means of the mystical method of dialectic
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and intuition,

The recovery of the speculative philosophy was
done by Descartes. He established the rationaligt ideal
in philosophy. Descarteg primary aim was to discover-
the secure foundation for science and philosophy. Accorde
ingly, he reconstructed philosophy in accordance with his
conception of the mathematical model. The method he
followed was the axiomatic deductive method of the seven-
teenth century mathematics. He considered it as the only
valid method of any inguiry. He insisted upon the unity
of sciences. According to him, sciences must have their

foundation in metaphysicse.

Spinoza also fol)lowed the rationalist ideal in
philosophy. He presented Cartesian philosophy in geom@-
trical model. He put practical content Eb gpeculative
thought which was absent in the carteséan philosophy.
Spinoza, thus, realised the rationalist ideal'in specul a-

tive philosophy more perfectly than Descartes had done it.

The rationalist ideal, however, degenerated into
various incompatible systems. They are mainly the dualism
of Descartes, the monism of spinoza and the pluralism of
Leibnitz. Each of the systems ultimately resorts to dog-
matism in order to safeguard his own system against the

rival alternative systems,



The rationalist ideal was undermined by the
empiricists. The rationalists employed the mathematical
model in philosophy. They alsc believed in innate ideas.
The rationalists, thus, sought to form the structure and
content of our knowledge about the world out of basic
human concepts. The empiricists, on the other hand, main-
tained that all knowledge originates in experience. The
empiricists, thus, relegated the study of nature to physics.
To Hume, man himself is the centre of study. Accordingly,
.he thought it proper to study man by the same empirical
method as that of natural scilences. The germ of scepti-
cism spread from Locke’s denial of the possibility of
knowledge of substance in general. It also spread from
Hume's conception of human reason itself. According to
Hume, reason cannot explain the principle of causality.
The principle of causality was considered by him as mere
natural belief:, as products of experience and as mental
disposition. Thus it can be explained only psychologicallye.
Hume also said that speculative metaphysics does not con-
sist in abstract reasoning which is concerned with quality
and number. It also cannot consist &f’empirical reasoning
which is concerned with matter of facts. So it should be
committed to "the flames for it can contain nothéng but

sophistry and illusion."1

Traditional rationalism led to dogmatism in
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speculative philosophy. And traditional empiricism, like~
wise, led to scepticism. Kant considered it as deadlock
which blocked metaphysics from becoming a science. To
establish metaphysics as science)Kant put forward a new
method in philosophy. This is popularly known as the
critical method. Kant critically examined the knowledge
given by the mathematical and natural sciences, His aim
was to extract the a priori forms, categories, principles
and cognitive faculties which are presupposed by these
scliences, Hence metaphysics becomes a science when it
becomes a critique. In other words, metaphysics becomes
a science when it systematically presents, analyses and

justifies the a priori elements in all our knowledge.

Kant's critical method resolved Hume's scepticism.
Because it revealed an a priori element which has its
source in pure understanding. Empiricism rested its
philosophy exclusively on percepts. But the percepts are
blind without concepts. The pure concepts, on the other
hand, are agents the function of which is to symthesise.
Their function is to unify the data of experience. By
maintaining that experience conditions all human knowle dge

Kant avoided dogmatism of the rationalist philosophye.

Kant's critique showed that all genuine knowledge

is bounded by experience. That is to say, it is conditioned
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by sensibility. Kant tried to show that any attempt to
get knowledge transcending nature and experience gives
rise to fundamental fallacies or it may result in anti-
nomies. These fallacies can be corrected and the antino-
mies can be resolved only by the application of the cri-
tical method. BAnd this forces reason to withdraw from

speculation.

After Kant)speculative philosophy was renewe? in
both reason and experience. Hegel represents nicely the
case of speculation from the standpoint of reason. And
Bergson represents it from the gtandpoint of experience.
Kant checked reason for he thought that if concepts are
extended beyond experience it leads to contradiction. But
Hegel is of the opinion that the philosophy of reason
treats contradiction as a starting point only. It cannot
treat it as stopping place. Hegel said that contradic-
tion can be overcome dialectically. In a higher synthesis
reason can assimilate the original opposites. The course
of thought and the course of the world reveal dialecticadly.
It culminates in an absolute which includes both substance
and subject. The truth is the whole to which all the
special sciences make their contributions. The whole is

more than its parts which it contains.

Both Bradley and Taylor opposed Hegel on this point
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though both of them were Hegelian. Both of them agreed
with Hegel on the point that the task of metaphysics is
the resolution of the contradictions of appearance and
reality. But they repudiated the dialectical method and
disregarded speculation. Followers of Bergson withdrew
from speculation to experience. But those who preferred
experience to reason revived speculative metaphysics.
Bergson appealed to intuition to go beyond the abstract
concept of reason and to penetrate into the concrete con-
tinuous succession of changes of experience. Bergson's
nmethod of intuition resembles the mystic attempt for
immediate communication with being or reality. The
Bergsonian intuition, however, does not grasp the fixed
structure of reality which is unchanging. The speculative
philosophy which Bergson builds up is popularly known as
creative evolution which is based on the intuition of

duration.

Traditional empiricism has been sceptical from
the start. And since nineteenth century it has been
associated with positivism. after Kant, different con-
éeption of experience was developed and it was widely
accepted. Both traditiénal empiricists and traditional
rationalists regarded experience as a mere collection of
discrete sense-data. These sense-data.are devoid of

genuine relatedness. To provide sense-data)their
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relatedness, Kant appealed to a priori reason. since
Kant, the philosophers came to regard experience as an
integrated whole of qualities and relations. This new
approach was termed by William James as ‘radical empiri-

cism*.

whitehead developed a different conception of
specul ative philosophy. His theory reconciles the claims
of both reason and experience. It meets the genuine
demands of both rationalism and empiricism. According to
him, speculative philosophy is both rational and empirical.
It is rational because it has internal criterion of cohe-
rence. And it is empirical because it has external crite-
rion which interprets every element of our experience.
whitehead, in fact, gave more emphasis on the empirical
side of speculative philosophy. He viewed that since
speculative philosophy is rooted in experience it must be
descriptive. At the same time it must generalise alsoe.
Thus he said, "the primary method of philosophy is descri-
ptive generalisation."2 Wwhitehead compared his method to
the fliglt of an aeroplane. As he said, "It starts from
the ground of particular observation; it makes a flight
in the thin air of imaginative generalisation:; and it
again lands for renewed observation rendered acute by

3
rational interpretation.”
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The recent thinkers are suspicious of and hostile
to speculative philosophy. The logical positivists of
this century have vigorously criticised the cognitive clair
of speculative philosophy. They argued that if metaphysica
statements are guaranteed by the rules of language then
they are logically true. In that case they do not say
anything of reality since they belong to logic and methe-~
maticses And if they are verifiable in experience, then
they belong to empirical sciences. According to the logica
positivists, metaphysical statements are neither logical
nor empirical statements. On further analysis they turn
out to be confused statements. Carnap treated all meta-
physical statements as linguistically confused and confue
sing. Carnap intended to eliminate speculative philosophy
altogether. Analytic philosophers agree with the positi-
vist thesis that metaphysical statements contain linguistic

confusions.

An appeal to common sense is also regarded as a
method to deal with philosophical theories. Moore is
the great exponent of this method in recent thought. Moore
said that all philosophers get together in subscribing to
the beliefs which comprigse the common-sense view of the
world. Offcourse, therg are disag;eements Bbout the logical

analysis of these beliefs. Because these logical analyses
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are sometimes found to be internally inconsistent. Some-
times they are inconsistent with ordinary meaning of the
commonsense beliefs. Sometimes they cannot be supported
logically by the commonsense beliefs. In such case, the
philosophers must reject the logical analysis. And they

should do it by an appeal to commonsense asstheéir touchstone.

Being influenced by the work of Freud the lingui-
stic philosophers applied the psychoanalytic theory to
speculative metaphysicse According to John wisdom and
Moris Lazerowitz, speculative metaphysical theory is a
‘verbal dream’. However, Lazerowitz's intention is not
entirely ' therapeutic. Both Wisdom and Lazerowitz admit.
that metaphysical theories also serve the cognitive pur-
pose. Because they serve the purpose of revealing the
features of language which is concealed in familiar

formulas.

There was a great change in the conception of
philosophy which spread from Cambridge just after the
beginning of this century. It was initiated by Russell
and Moore. Philosophy was no longer considered as the
direct study of thought. It was regarded as the study of
of thought through the medium of language. Later, vienna
became the centre of this linguistic philosophy. wittgensteir

not only followed the new method but also developed it in



47

his philosophy. with the help of this method he made
great contribution to philosophy, particularly in his

later period.

wittgenstein produced two different philosophies.

The first one is the Tractatus Logico-Philasophicug which

was published in 1921. The second one 1s the Philosophical In-

vestigations which was published in 1953 two years after his

death. Though the two works are different yet there are
many lines which connect his early and later philosophy.
wittgenstein considered philosophy as an extraordinarily
difficult subject. Naturally, therefore, he was always
concerned with the guestion what is philosophy and how it
should be done. It is because of this peculiar attitude

of mind we notice changes in doctrines and methods not only

in his early philosophy but also in his later works.

wittgenstein's aim in both the periods was to
explain the structure and limits of thought. The method
he followed was intended to study the structure and limits
of language. He wanted to build up a critique which is
similar to Kant's éritigue of thought. Because the scepe
and purpose of both the €ritiques are almost the same.,
Like Kant, he believed that philosophers always make attempt
to cross the limits of thought and language. And thereby

they fall into a kind of nonsense which seems to give



them genuine thought. But in fact, such attempts do not
give us genuine knowledge. wittgenstein tried to make a
clear—-cut distinction between sense and nonsense. With
this aim in view he sought to discover the exact location
of the line which separates sense from nonsense. His pur-
pose was to make the people realise when they had reached
it and stop. The right method, he said, consists in put-
ting a stop to metaphysics. This he did by showing that
the metaphysicians have given no meaning to their expres-
sions. His intention was not merely to formulate instruc-~
tions which can save people from trying to say what cannot
be said in language. His purpose was to succeed in under-
standing the structure of what can be said in language.

He believed that we can achieve such understanding only by
plotting the limits of language. The very nature of
language is such that it dictates not only that what we

can say. It also dictates what cannot be said in language.

we find two main changes in Wittgenstein's doctrines
of his early and later philosophy. First he abandoned
the idea that the structure of reality determines the
structure of language. Then he held the opposite view. He
aréued that our language determines our view of reality.
This is so because we see things through language. Thus,

according to him, it is not possible to deduce the structure
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of reality from the premise that all languages have certain
common structure. This doctrinal change undermines the
theory of reality which he developed in the Tractatus.
It also disapproves any theory which is based on a pattern

of thought or a pattern of linguistic practice.

In his theory of language Wittgenstein made his
second doctrinal change. 1In the Tractatus, he argued that
all languages have an uniform logical structure. Such uni-
formity may not be revealed on the surface. But it can be
revealed by philosophical analysis of language. He also
argued that the difference between the linguistic forms
is mere superficial variation. It is based on a simple
theory which is dictated by logic. But in his later philo-
sophy, Wittgenstein held a diametrically opposite view.

He thought that the diverse linguistic férms actually
reveal the real structure of language. He abandoned the
view that language has common essence. He was convinced
of the fact that language has no common essence or form.
wittgenstein also argued that even if languageshayecommon
essence, it is a negliqible one. For it dees not explain
the connection between the different forms of language.
The different forms of language are connected with one
another like games, or like faces of people belonging to
the same family. Wittgenstein's later philosophy can best

be understood in the light of this new theory. Because
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this theory necessitated the radical change in his method
which is the key to the understanding of his later philo-

sophy »

Wittgenstein thought that in the Tractatus he has
given a final solution tgrthe problemsof philosophy. Soon
he realised that his theory is based on erroneous bﬁﬁbﬂa
of language. This realisation led !:. him to make a fresh
start. He no'longer deduced the structures and limits of
language from the abstract logical theory. He now wanted
to discover the limits and structures of language through

empirical observation.

Another important feature of his later method is
that he regarded his new philosophy on the structure and
limit of language as a continuous struggle against the
bewitchment of the intellect. (FI, Sect. 109). #according
to him, philosophical theories are products of our imagi-
nation. They give us profound pictures. But the pictures
offered by these philosophical theories make us blind to
the actual complexities of language. According to wittgen-
stein, this picture-embodied features of language generate
all philosophical puzzles. His new philosophy was inten-
ded to give resistance to this bewitchment. And this method

was to bring us back to the linguistic phenomena with
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which we are familiar. But this cannot be obtained if

we philosophise in a traditional way. wWittgenstein com=
pared his new method to the treatment of an illess.,

(pPI, sect... 225). Philosophy is, thus, therapeaatic.

(pPI, sect. 133). Its aim is to derive intellectual health.
But if philosophy is like an illness, then this illness
must be a necessary one. This follows from the fact that
unlegs it is a necessary illness the empirical observation
of language ..loses its significance. This means that
in..order to achieve philosophical understanding we must
experience temptation to misinterpretc: language. The
limits of language can only be understood by those who
have felt the temptation to go bekond them and who have

made the attempt to cross them but have been forced back.

Philosophy is a vast subject with extreme genera-
lity. 1It ranges over many subjects. So it is difficult
to give a clear answer to the guestion what philosophy is.
Any subject which is sufficiently general must have a
branch of philosophy. As Taylor said,

*... that metaphysics deals in some way with

everything, thus it is quite right to say

‘that you cannot specify any particular class

of objects as its subject-matter."

So the distinctive feature which distinguishes philosophy

from other subjects cannot be pts omnipxesenze. Philosopt
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seeks to describe any subject which comes in its way.
The distinctive feature of philosophy lies in the way in
which the philosophers perform ;heir business., It lies
in their method and’the manner of thinking which they

employ. .

Regarding the origin of philosophy many philosophers
agree with the view that philosophy begins with wonder.
They also say that it is a kind of study which refuses to
take anything for granteé. Though there is some element
of truth in this view it is not universally accepted. Like
philosophy, science has also the same origin. Science also
may be regarded as a kind of thinking which refuses to
take anything for granted. But philosophy cannot be re-
garded as science even though it begins with the same

feeling and attitude as the sciencew begin.

Science and philosophy differ in many ways. They
are distinguished by the methods which they employ. Science
uses observation and expefiment. But philosophy does not
use any of them. Though this is true, it only gives a
negative description of the method of philosophy. Such
description leaves us in darkness. Philosophy cannot be
regarded as arm ch;ir science. The scientists can achieve
the results of their inquiry simpiy by working in a

laboratory. But the philosopher®s aim is not to achieve
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such results. The nature of understanding :u.c¢ differc

from the nature of understanding pg'the scientists. Though
this is true, it abso gives a negative characterisation

of philosophy. For it does not tell us where the philo-
sopher who makes attempt to go beyondlthe boundary of
sciences will go. What it only tells us is that the philo-
sopher will not work within the limits of sciences. Though
it tries to establish relation between scientific and philo-
Ysoph&cal thought, it says nothing about the way in which

philosophical thought is relatedcto other kind of thoughts.

Philosophy, in whitehead's word,

"embodies the method of working hypothesis

e« such an hypothesis directs observation,

and deciées upon the mutual relevance of

various types of evidence. In short, it

prescribes methods.">
But the resemblance between science and philosophy should
not be treated as identity. According tc whitehead, con-
struction of philosophical system involves philosophic
intuitions. So he described philosophical system as an
attempt to co-ordinate such intuitions. Speculative philo-
sophy, he sald, presents comprehensive working hypothesis.
But the main purpose of science is to offer specialised

theories. Such theories are required to co-ordinate the

correct expressions of human experience.
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Kant made a contrast between science and philosophye.
He held that whereas the results of sciences are certain,
the results of philosophy are uncertain. But according to
Whitehead, Kant's contrast is based on mistaken assumption.
It is not philosophy alone which undergoes change. Science
like speculative philosophy undergoes radical revision of
its ultimate categories. Whitehead, however, did not want
to say that truth cannot be attained in science and philo-
sophy. He held that the quest for true principle is a vary
hard task. It is a never-~ending universal pursuit of
human intellect. The system of philosophy, thus, can never
be closed. They must remain open for revision, addition
and alteration. As Whitehead said, "The proper test is
oot that of finality, but of progress.“6 His definition
of speculative philosophy combines the methcdological
virtues of empiricism and rationalism. By submitting
itgelf to the discipline of self-criticism it fulfils the
demand of critical philosophy. He located science in the
development of philosophy and thereby succeeded in upholding

the case of speculative philosophy.

Kant was in favour of making a distinction between
metaphysical philosophy and critical philosophy. By
metaphysical philosophy Kant meant speculative metaphysics,
He suggested reform in philosophical thinking. He believed

that speculative metaphysics was founded on nothing. This
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can be done by a critical examination of the scope and
limits of human thought. The speculative metaphysicians
tried to know the world of thought and experience from
outside the limit of thought. But according to Kant, this
kind of transcendence is not possible. For if philosophy
tries to go beyond all possible experience it can go
nowhere. So the proper task of philosophy is a systematic
criticism which will show that the metaphysical speculation
is impossible, A true philosophical thinking must examine
itself. This is the negative side of critical philosophy.
A similar attitude has been shown in th$s century by
linguistic philosophy which may be regarded as the species

of critical philosqphy.

Kant was right in putting this critécism against
the speculative metaphysician. For philosophy is a kind
of extension of the system of factual knowledge. Kant held
that a truly philosophical thinking has no affinity with
science. He said that metaphysicians of the past crossed
the dividing line between science and philosophy and they
were not aware of the implication of such crossing. For
example, the metaphysicians carried the concept of cause
beyond the limits of factual knowledge. Kant tried to
show that it is impossible to use it outside the limits
of factual discourse for there is no genuine and appro-

priate material to which it can be applied.
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The speculative metaphysician claims that it is a
necessary truth that there is a first cause. Kant did
not agree with this thesis. He said that some necessary
truths are empty taptologies. He also said that the
supposed necessary truth of the speculative metaphysician
are about matters of substance. They are classed by Kant
as synthetic a priori truths. The concept of cause &s
necessary. But it is applicable only within the boundary
of factual knowledge. It is not possible to apply the

concept of cause beyond experience.

Kant's critique though challenging is not at all
destructive. For he said that the ideas of speculative
metaphysics have a proper function which they perform.
Kant only attacked the attempt of the metaphysicians which
make them perform another function which they cannot
perform. According to Kant, the proper function of the
ideas of speculative metaphysics is to serve as a notional
point of reference. They do not lie within the bounds of
factual knowledge. They, in fact, lie outside the limit
of factual discourse. Though they are used to construct
a system they are not parts of the system. They are mere
ideals which are presupposed by the system. For example,
we may construct a theory in which everything can be
axplained. But such theory is neither necessary nor it is

possible. But the idea of such a theory serves as a guide
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in our construction of theories. Such metaphysical ideas
have no objective basis outgide the system of factual
knowledge. They are only ideals which guide the develop~

ment of human knowledge.

The linguistic philoscophers maintain a similar
attitude to the theories of the great metaphysical systems.
It becomes destructive when such attitude takes the form
of positivism. But there are many linguistic philosophers
includiné wittgenstein who showed much sympathy to the
speculative metaphysics. Both Kant and wittgenstein re-
garded metaphysics as a natural and inevitable transgressor.
Both of them believed that mény things can be learned

from metaphysical theories.,

Philosophers of the past considered causality as
the objective feature of reality. But Kant considered
causality as mere projection of human mind. Kant admitted
two types of projecticns. According to him, speculative
metaphysics simply examines its own ideas in the void.
This means that it projects ideas :,. to nothing. But
science and other factual thinking use different kind of
projection. Because their ideas operate within the bounds
of human experience. So they have something upon which
they can project their ideas. Kant's Copernican Revolu-
g}on extended the scope of the idea that human mind may

create what it ié supposed to discover. Kant did not



condemn the projection as such. What he condemned is
the projection <~ to void or nothing. For him, proper
study of philosophy 1is projection of. ¢ real angd appro-

priate material,

S8imilar approach can be found in wittgenstein's
analysis. According to Wittgenstein, words make sense
only when they are applied to genuine and appropriate
material. But if they are not applied to proper material
then they are mere idle cogs in the machine. So it is
wrong to think that since language is a creation of mind,
‘it cannot be used as a guide to the general nature of

reality.

Kant's intention was to seperate religion and
morality from speculative metaphysics. Because they are
not based on tﬁe same kind of material as science. He
rejected Hume's psychological theory which says that
morality is simply based on human feelings. Hume's thesis,
in Kant’s opinion, makes moral beliefs dangerously subje-
ctive. He also condemned the attempt to find a transcen-
dental basis for religion. For he believed that the tradi-
tional arguments for the existence of God carried the
concepts of science beyond their proper limits and thereby

met with contradiction.
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The central truths of religion and morality,
according to Kant, are postulates. We are required to
make these postulates when we reflect on our moral life
and thought. So the metaphysicians make a wrong attempt
when they try to establish them on theoretical grounds,
Kant said that when we look within ourselves and examine
our moral thinking we can see beyond the limits of the
system of factual knowledge. Kant's thesis leaves religion
and morality in an exposed position. The Kantian solution
of the problem of morélity can be found in wittgenstein's
Tractatus also. Like Kant, wittgenstein said that the
central truths of religion and morality cannot be caudht
in the net-work of language. But they can be apprehended
through language. The way to see beyond the limits of
factual knowledge does not mean to look beyond them. It

means to look back on the world of facts and see it as

a wholeo

The theory of language which Wittgenstein deve-
loped in the Tractatus is a very general and systematic
theory. It cannot be regarded as a scientific theory of
language. He realised that because of its general character
the results of its range and scope canﬁot be achieved by
the methods of science. So he decided to base his early
theory of language on the general grouhd of intuition

about the essential nature of proposition. But in his
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later philosophy he changed his view on the ground that

it offers a theory which is metaphyéical in nature. But

a critical philosophy must eliminate such theory. wittgen-
stein said that his theory of language cannot be true,
since, according to him, metaphysical theories can never
be true, Metaphysical theories are attempts to say what
can be shown only., So they cannot be true, since only
what can be said can be true. wWittgenstein's condemnation
of philosgophical propositions as senseless applied, as he
realised, to the propositions of the Tractatus itself.

At the end of the book he compared it to a ladder which
must be climbed up and then kicked away if one wants to
get a correct picture of the world. (T, 6.54) But at the
same time he maintained that metaphysical theories are

not nonsense. They may be good because what they try to
express may be valid. In this sense his early theory
which he developed in the Tractatus is a good metaphysical

theory.

Wwittgenstein's contention was that the critique
must be applied to itself. It should not be allowed to
carry the language beyond the proper limits where it is
not applicable. So the proper method of philosophy must
be to avoid theorising about language. Philosophy is

not a theory but an activity. A philosophical work consists
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essentially of elucidations. The result of philosophy is
not a number of 'philosophical propositions' but to make
propositions clear. Philosophy should make clear and
delimit thoughts which are otherwise opagque and blurred
(T. 4.111; 4.112). And the best way to avoid theorising
about language is to concentrate on assembling facts about
language. Thus, according to wittgenstein, philosophy is

more like an art than science.

Russell and some other linguistic philosophers
criticised wittgenstein for his shift from the first to
the second view of philosophy. Russell pointed out that
when wittgenstein proceeded from the first to the second
view he made a deliberate step towards the third possibi-
lity. He is of the opinion that philosophy may abandon -
its claim to an intuitive apprehension of the essential
nature of language. And this can be done without abandon-~
ing any attempt to theorise. On this ground)Russell
criticised Wittgenstein's mystical attitude to language.
Russell said ihaé(wittgenstein's new method leads to
unscientific results. He argued that linguistic philosophy
must be systematic and scientific. There is nothing wrong
if philosophy seeks to theorise about language. But the
purpose of this theorising must be to reveal the general

nature of the material to which language is applied.,

Moreover, it is not universally accepted view that theorieing
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necessarylly leads to falgification. In fact, Wittgenstein
himself coudid not avoid implicit generalisation while he
developed his later philosophy. In his later thought
wittgenstein actually proceeded from philosophical genera-
lisation to fact which falsify them. For, according to

him, citing a fact about language falsifiesthem.

Rugsell said that philosophy must be scientific
like mathematics and physical sciences. It must be exact
and r&gcrous. Most of the metaphysicians derived satisfac-
tion from their theories which they devised. This, Russell
said, is very much unscientific. Because in that case the
results of such inguiry are bound to be influenced by the
personal needs and wighes of the inquirer. Against this
kind of inquiry, Russell wanted to build up the scientific
ideal which must be a neutral and disinterested inquiry.
It must be free from irrelevant factors such as religious
beliefs, moral convictions or emotional implications. As

Pears said,

"Russell's. ideal was a sort of context-
free language like scientific language,
dnly containing particular statements
instead of the general statements that
one finds in the text books of science.
This ideal language was somehow thought
to lie beneath ordinary language."?

The philosopher's aim, according to Russell, is to give

an account of the world of science and daily life. 1In
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order to fulfil this aim he should employ the most
rigorous methods of logic. And he should be completely
free from personal needs, wishes and bellefs. The method

to be followed must be that of analysise

There are philosophers who hold that the language
of everyday discourse is perfectly suitable for philoso-
phical purpose. They say that the mischief lies in devia-
ting from ordinary language without providing any way to
make sense of the deviation. Ordinary language of our
times is an example of this sort. wWe find it in its
strongest form in the later works of wittgenstein. wittgen-
stein held that philosophers have misused certain key
terms such as 'see', 'free' and *reason’. Because they
departed from the ordinary use of these terms without
putting anything intelligible in their place. As a result
they have become entangled in insolubble puzzles. These
puzzles are of the form whether we can know what other
people are thinking. whether we ever really see
physical objects: ~ Whether there is any reason to suppose
that one thing rather than another will happen in future.
The proper role of the philosopher is that of a therapist.
He must help us who are perplexed by guiding us to see
the steps by which we have stepped from sense to nonsense,

He must lead us back to the ordinary use of these words
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on which their intelligibility depends. &and by doing so
he can reveal the conceptual cramps into which we have

falleno

In contrast to the ordinary language philosopher)
there are others who held that the difficulty lies in the
fact that ordinary language is inadequate for philosophical
purpose. Because ordinary language is vague, ambiguous
and context-~dependent and also inexplicit. The leading
members of this group are Leibnitz, Russell and Carnap.
Their task was to construct an ideal language in which
these defects do not appear. Russell said that the chief
metaphysical features of reality can be read off from
such a language. His logical atomism is based on the
asgsumption that there is a similarity between the gramma-
tical structure of ideal language and the metaphysical

structure of the world.

Russell offered a ‘metaphysic' and propounded an
ontological doctrine. Because he wanted to say what
ultimately in the final analysis exists in the world.
Moreover, it“cagpot be regarded as an empirical doctrine.
Because it was arri;ed at as a deduction from non-empirical
analysis of language. His aim was to do away with the
surface complexities of the wdfld. For he wanted to

arrive at and isolate the last residue of analysis. But
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the last residue of analysis is not ordinary things with
which we are familiar. So he wanted to analyse facts

not thingse.

Both Russell and Wittgenstein came to the problems
of general philosophy from study of matkematical logic and
philosophy of mathematics. Russell considered that the
whole of mathematics can be derived from logic. And that
logic must be an adequate skeleton of language which will
be capable of expressing all that can be said accurately.
Russell thought that the world has the structure of this
logic whose grammar is perfect. It is unlike the grammar
of misleading natural languages. Logic requires indivi-
dual variables in its vocabulary. Likewise, the world
contains a variety of particulars. Logic reguires only
extensional, truth-functional connectives between its
elementary propositions. Similarly, the world consists
of facts which are independent and extensionally connected.
As the technique of logic can define the concepts of
mathematics, so the same technique can be employed to

give the general account of the worlde.

A statement or proposition may be either true or
false. This 1s the basic presupposition of the formal

logician. Formal logic also presupposes the existence of
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extra-logical ways (e.g. observation) for determining
whether they are true or false. A formal logician takes
indifferent attitude to all statements whatever their
contents and structures may be. So they do not use any
specific statements. They use variable such as p, q.

r, s, which stand in place of any possible gtatement.
Thus to consider the conjunction 'p and q' the formal
logician considers the conjunction of any two statements.
Again, for example, if we are to say that 'p and q' is
true if and only if p and g are separately true, the
formal logician will say that if we conjoin any two state-
ments, this conjunction will be true if and only if the

conjoined statements are severally true.

We may consider any two statements whose truth
or falsity can be determined extra-logically. For example,
'he is ¥oung' and 'he is active'. By means of logical
connective we can make a complex statement out of these
two statements., With the help of the logical connective
‘*and* we may get the conjunction 'p and g'(ke is young and
he is active'). By the use of the connective 'or' we may
get 'p or gq' (*he is young or he is active'). By intro-
ducing negation we can construct many more complex state-~
ments containing p and g. Thus we can have ‘r:trx'p and
I.ewreq' ('he is not young and he is not active), 'p or

note~g® ('he is young or he is not active') and so on.
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Still we can regard the negation ‘rct~p' as a complex
statement containing ‘p'. To know whether these statements
which we have formed by negation and logical connectives
are true or false we are to know whether p and q taken
separately are true or false. This means to say that if

p is true then ncim~ep is false; if p is false therncc~p
is true. The content of p and q is irrelevant. So we can
treat them as variable which can be replaced by any state-
ment. They are not mere abbreviations for 'he is young'
and ‘he is active’. We can add to it any number of variable
siﬁﬁe it does not make any real difference atleast theore-
tically. Thus 'p and g and r* is true if and only if,

all the three are true. And 'p or g or r' is true if

atleast one of them is true.

when the truth or falsity of a complex statement is
determined by the truth and falsity of its constituent
statements it is called a truth-function of its constituent .
statements. In logic the connectives 'and' and 'or' are
given ﬁinimum meaning. So any complex formed by them is
a truth - function of its constituents. These connectives
have richer meaning only in ordinary discourse. The con-
nectives 'and' and 'or' are, with the help of negation,
interdefinable. So one may be eliminated. Thus *he is

young and he is active' is clearly different from 'he is
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young or he is active'. But 'he is young and he is
active' can be replaced by 'It is not the case that
either he is not young or 'he is not active' without chang-~

ing the meaning. symbolically it can be stated thus :
(p and q) = not - 4p or =q).

Most of the truth-functions are under certain cir-
cumstances true and in others ?alse. Thus *he is young or
he is active' will be false if he is old and inactive.
Otherwise}it will be true. Logicians have no means to
" determine the truth or falsity of the constituents of
their truth-functions. They have no means to determine
the truth or falsity of these truth-functions which may be
true or which may be false. 8o they are not interested
in them. But there are some other kind of truth functions
in which logicians have special }nterest. The truth-func-
tion 'p or K .p' is a function of the single constituent
‘'p*e It is a truth-function of 'p' because its truth can
be determined by the truth or falsity of this constituent.
But in this case)it is true whether the constituent be
true or false. That is to say, its truth can be deter-
mined logically. similarly, thetruth-function (p and q)
or (ncir=p or noireq) is a logical truth. For it is true
in all the four conceivable circumstances. That is to say

it is true when p and g both true; when p true, g false;
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ghen p false, g true; and when p and g both false. Truth-
functions which are true for all possibilities of truth
and falsehood of their constituents are called tautologies.
similarly, truth-functions which are false, irrespective
of the truth or falsity of their constituents are called

contradictions. For example, 'p and . sep'.

Oon the basis of our short account of the logic of
truth-function we can gketch intelligibly the bearing it
has on the metaphysics of Wwittgenstein. wittgenstein held
that the artificial language of truth-function is the
skeleton of the language of ordinary discourse. He also
said that the true logical structure of ordinary language
is sometimes concealed by grammatical conventions which we
employ. He held that as there are variables in logic,
there must be simple propositions in ordinary language
which have no logical complexity. Any propositioni:; contain-
ing 'and'* and 'or' must ultimaﬁély consists of propositions
which do not contain them at all. Other propositions can
be regarded as truth-functﬁons of the elementary proposi-
tions. All necessary propositions take the form of
tautology and all impossible propositions assume the form
of contradiction. All other propositions including elemen-
tary propositions are empirical propositions. They are
true under certain conditions and false in others. There

are no logical meshs to determine the truth or falsity of
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such propositionse.

According to the Tractatus, every genuine proposi-
tion 1s a truth-function of elementary proposition. If
two non-elementary propositions‘r’and‘s’are truth-functions
of some of the same elementary propositions, then‘rland\s)
will be internally related. That is to say, one may logi-
cally follow from the other. Or they may be contradictorie
or contraries. The relationships which hold between them
can be seen from the internal structure of propositions.
No knowledge of logical principles is required for that.
And actually we can do without the formal principles of
logic: "for in a suitable notation we can in fact recognis:e
the formal properties of propositions by mere inspection

of the propositions themselves." (T,6.122).

According to Wittgenstein, tautology and contradic
tion are two limiting cases. A tautology is true for all
the truth possibilities of the elementary propositions.
And a contradiction is false for all the truth possibili-
ties. Though tautologies and contradictions are called
propositions, they are actually degenerate casess. They
are actually degenerate cases. They are not genuine propc
sitions, according to wittgenstein. Because they do not
determine reality in any way. A tautology is unconditio-

nally true. and a contradiction is unconditionally false.
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They do not tell us anything about the world. To know
the truth of the complex propositions it is necessary to
know the truth or falsity of the elementary propositions
of which they are truth-functions. And their truth or
falsity can be ascertained by observation and other means.
But the same is not the case with tautologies. we know
their truth merely by seeing that they are compatible with
all states of affairs. That is to say, we know them by
seeing that they are compatible with all combinations of
truth and falsity of their elementary propositions. we

éo not know their truth by non-empirical insight into
factse Hence they cannot tell us anything false. They

are mere offshoots of our symbolism which tell us nothing.

According to Wittgenstein, a proposition is a
picture. He compared a proposition to "a solid body that
restricts the freedom of movement of others." Whereas a
tautology (for example, It is raining or it is not raining)
"leaves open to reality the whole of logical space.” ‘In
tautology no restriction is imposed on anything. A con-
tradiction (for example, It is raining and it is not raine

ing) "fills the whole of logical space and leaves no point

of it for reality.” (T, 4.63).

According to the Tractatus the so-called proposi-

tions of logic are tautoclogies. They express no thoughts
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at all. They say nothing. But they are not nonsense.
Because the fact that certain combinations of proposi-
tions yield: a.tautology reveals something about thé
structure of constituent propositions. As he said,

"That the propositions of logic are tautologies shows
the formal-logical-properties of language and the world".

(T, 6.12).

wittgenstein believed that the thesis of exten-
sionality serves as a clue to the metaphysical account of
the nature of the world. A language as conceived by him
consists of an indefinitely large collection of simple,
elementary or atomic propositionse. we know their truth
by extralogical empirical methods. Any statement which
does not consist of a single atomic proposition is merely
a truth-function of such atomic propositions. Its truth
or falsity can be determined by determining the truth or
falsity of the atomic propositions which it contains.
Thus Wittgenstein said that there is nothing to be said
except what can be said in atomic propositionse. But a
proposition is true if it corresponds to fact. Therefore,
the world must consists of an indefinitely large number
of atomic facts to which the true atomic propositions
correspond. And as these prépositions are logically inde-
pendent so these facts must be metaphysically independent.

without such correspondence between language and fact
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it 1s impossible to talk about the world. Just as any
non-atomic or a molecular proposition is an extensional
or truth~functional combination of atomic propositions,
so0 any non-atomic or molecular fact is nothing, but a
group of atomic facts. And if language consists essen-
tially of atomic propositiong then there can be nothing
to say about the world except to report in atomic propo-
sitiong those facts to which the atomic propositions do
correspond. Thus, in the Tractatus he said, "The world
is all that is the case”. (T, 1l). "wWhat is the case =

a fact - 1s the existence of states of affairs." (T, 2).

Philosophy of Wittgensteiln belongs to two diffe-
rent periods. His work in both the periods has the
character of critical philosophy. He framed the Tractatus
in Kantian model. Thodgh he modified this frame-work in
his later thought he did not destroy it altogether.
wittbenstein's early philosophy begins as an investiga-
tion of the foundation of logic. He thought that Russell's
explanation of logical necessity is not adequate. He also
believed that an adequate explanation of logical necessity
can be given only by going back to the very beginnings
of logic. Russell failed because he attempted to explain

logical necessity without examining its source.

wittgenstein's approach in the Tractatus resembles
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Kant's critigue. Kant's task was to mark the limits of
thought. Similarly, wittgenstein's task was to mark

the limits of language. Witggenstein had two main tasks
before him. First, the task of the demarcation of lan~
guage. »And second, the task of investigation of the
foundation of logic. There is a close connection between
the two tasks. He thought that logical truths are all
necessary truths. We can know them without experience.
They are a priori. For example, it is a contingent fact
that the sun is blgger than the earth. And toc know this
fact we require experience. But it is a priori or nece-
ssary truth that the sun is either bigger or not bigger
than the earth. And we can know this fact without expe~
rience. Like the limits of thought, the limits of
language are also necessary limits. And according to
wittgenstein, it 1is logic which marks the limits of lane
guage. Thus we see that his investigation of the founda-
tion of logic involves an inguiry into the limits of

language.,

Though wittgepstein's system resembles Kant's
systems in many respects, there are some ilmportant diffe-
rences also between them. Whereas Kant's critigue is a
direct investigation of thought, Wwittgenstein's critique
is an indirect investigation of thought through the inter-

mediary of language. 2aAnd second, though both of them



75

believed that philosophical propositions are necessary
propositions their views about philosophical truth and
necessity differ considerably. wittgenstein held that

all necessary truths of logic are empty tautologies. Basing
on this thesis, he said that there cannot be any necessary
truth about matters of substance. There cannot be any
synthetic a priori truths. But Kant maintained that there
are substantial necessary truths. They hold within the
bounds of possible experience. For example every event has
a cause. This statement is a necessary truth and at the
same time substantial. The concept of cause cannot be
applied beyond experience. whereas Kant marked the boun-
dary of factual knowledge, Wittgenstein marked the boundary

of factual discoursee.

Kant held that the task of the philosopher is to
establish the substantially necessary ;ruths. Because
these necessary truths form the ground work of the systems
of factual knowledge. They are applicable within the
system and not outside it. The early view of Wittgenstein
was that the philosophers must analyse the meanings of
various kinds of statements inh order to clarify them. Given
that a word has a certain megning, analysis can reveal to
us what exactly will necessarily be the case if a statement
containing that word is true. Here the necessity is tau-

tological or it is true by definition.
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The necessity which has been shown in the above
example is a conditional necessity. Because if a word
has a certain meaning, then something must be necessarily
true, and if it has that meaning, the fact that it has
it must be a contingent fact. Thus, he tried to establish
the absolute necessity by deducing it from the essential
nature of language not from the contingent feature of
language. He argued that the essential feature of language
can be found in any actual language. And it follows
from this essential nature that any actual langquage can
be analysed into a language of elementary propositions.
This elementarf proposition serves as a starting point.
And from this starting point philosophers, with the
aid of logical device, can calculate the limits of any

possible language.

Now a problem arises from the above argument. It
is that wittgenstein considers every step in the argument
as absolutely necessary. Outwardly he does not consider
them as empty tautology. The problem arises when it is
asked how the essential nature of languages can be appre-
hended, It may be supposed that Wittgenstein does not

want his account to be considered as sautology. But in
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that case they must be substantial. But if the truths
are taken as substantial they cannot be apprehended. And
since they can be apprehended they will be substantially
necessary truths. But acoording to wittgenstein there is

no substantially necessary truth.

The argument raiseg another problem also. It is
this. wWittgenstein tries to deduce the structure of
reality from the network of elementary propositions. This
question is ontologicai. It cannot be considered as empty
tautology about reality. For it can be caught in the
network of language. So, either it is a substantially
necessary truth about reality as it can be caught in the
network of language or it is a substanttally necessary
truth about reality which cannot be caught in the network

of language.

It seems that wittgenstein did not see any real
difference between the two interpretations. Kant introduced
substantially necessary truths for the construction of
framework of his system. But Wittgenstein did not consider
it necessary to use them in his own system. So the problem

remains the same. In the Philosophical Investigationshe

suggested that there cannot be any effective way of
removing this difficulty. In the Tractatus he said that

philosophical propositions do not lie within the limit
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of knowledge. And what lies outside the limit of language
cannot be caught in language. It can only be shown. It

is to be remembered that when Wittgensteln speaks of the
limits of language he actually means the limits of factual
discourse. So, for him, philosophical propositions are
neither factual nor contingent. His theory of language
and theory of reality are not two different theories.

They are, in fact, one and the same theory. They cannot
be considered as tautological. And if witigenstein wants
to ke consigtent then he cannot consider philosophical

propositions as subsgtantially necessary truths.

Philosophy begins in puzzlement. When a man is in
the grip of philosophical problem he becomes intellectually
sick. Being perplexed his understanding becomes tied up
with knots. The aim of philosophy is escape. As Wittgen-
stein said, "To shew the fly the way out of the fly-
bottle." (PI, sect. 309). Phiiosophy, thus, begins in
intellectual illness. It seeks cure of such illness. A man
in the grip of philosophical troubles is intellectually impri.
soned. Philosophy, thus, begins in imprisonment and seeks
freedom. Such cure requires location and removal of the real
source of the difficulty. According to wittgenstein, the most
important source of the difficulty is the misconception about

language. And this is generated from philosopher's perpetual
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a
craving for unity. wittgenstein suggested cure. He
A

said that we must examine the language-games which we play
with certain crucial words. Only then we can discover

the significant uses they have there. The philosopher must
make a detailed study of what goes on in different lan-
guage games. He should not do it in random manner. He
must select his example carefully one by one in order to

throw:n light on a particular philosophical perplexity.

wittgenstein said that there cannot be any rule
for solving philosophical problem. Rules are helpless in
dispelling philosophical puzzlement. All the philosophical
problems are not of the same kind. Bifferent conceptual
areas have different problem aﬁd they present special diffi-
cultuegs of their own. The philosopher should deal with
theﬁ differently. wittgenstein suggested certain techni-
ques or devices which are very much helpful‘to deal with
philosophical problem. Bs he said, "There is not a philo-
sophical method, though, there are indeed methods like
different therapies." (FI, sSect. 133). These devices are
not actually methods but mere aids to philosopher. The
philosopher's job is to discover the different uses of
word. It is certainly a creative task which requires skill,
insight and imagination. Philosophy is purely descriptive.
so the pob of the philosopher is not to put forward a

theory. According to wittgenstein, there is no point in
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THE WORLD AS THE TOTALITY OF FACTS

Metaphysics is generally characterised as an
attempt to discover the most general and pervasive facts
about the world. Since Plato, many philosophers tried to
discover such facts about the world through the conside-
ration of language. For it is = language through which
we talk about the world. Plato argued that when many
individuals have a common name, they must have a correspon-
ding idea or a form. Here Plato wanted to draw our atten-
tion to the pervasive feature of our language. For example,
the wordssuch as 'cow' or 'hard' can be asserted of many
individuals and things. Plato assigned mataphysical signi-
ficance to such facts. Because he thought that it can be
possible only if there is some entity which can be named
by the general term ‘cowness' or 'hardness'. Aristotle
also began with linguistic facts while dealing with meta-
physi;al questions. He arguyed that we use verbsonly in
conjunction with nominitive subjects. We say 'he is eating'
or 'she is reading'. we do not simply say ‘eats' or 'reads’'.
From this consideration, Aristotle derf%ded his metaphysical
assumption that substances have an independent existence

but actions do not saava.
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Wwittgenstein developed a metaphysical system in
the Tractatus. He developed his system from the consi-
deration of language. His metaphysical and linguistic
doctrines are closely connected. So it is difficult to
understand the one without the other. The Tractatus con-
tains a series of metaphysical pronouncements. 15% the

beginning of the Tractatus Wittgenstein wrote: "The world

is all that is the case" (T,1). "The world is the totality
of facts, not of things."” (T, 1.2). These statements are
obvious metaphysical pronouncements. Like Rusgsell,
Wittéénstein thought that it is an obwvious truism that the
world contains facts. Both of them believed that there
must be correspondence between the structure of language
and the structure of the world. This means that facts

are required to give proposition or sentence something to
reflect. An atomic fact makes an atomic proposition true.
Wittgenstein's metaphysical doctrinej may be regarded as
‘ﬁogical Atomism'. Wittgenstein did not use this name
himself. It is a name which Russell used for his own
metaphysical doctrine. Though Russell was.; the propounder
of 'Logical Atomism', it was Wittgenstein who developed
and modified it significantly. But ultimately he rejected

it thoroughly.

According to Wittgenstein, the world consists of
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facts. Facts cannot be defined. But we can explain them.
Facts are what make propositions true or false. There

are some facts which contain parts which are also facts.
And there are some facts which contain parts that are not
facts. For example, 'Tagore was a wise Indian' consists
of two facts. They are: ®'Tagore was wise' and ' Tagore was
Indian*. A fact whose parts are not facts is an atomic
fact. That does not mean that ar; atomic fact does not
contain parts. it means only that the parts of atomic
facts are not themselves facts. If we regard ®'Tagore was
wise' as an atomic fact Qe see that it contains the con-
stituents 'Tagore' and 'wise'. When wé‘fully analyse an
atomic fact we ultimately reéﬁh the constituents which

may be called ‘simples' or 'bbjects'. wWittgemstein's con-
tention was not that we can isolate the.simple or we can
know it empirically. For him, it is a logical necessity
that there are simples or there are objects. He argued
that since every complex presupposes a fact, so there

must be simple. The complexity of fact is not finite. Even
Hf every fact consists of an infinite number of atomic
facts and eﬁen if every atomic fact consists of an infinite
number of objects there'will still be atomic facts and
objects. To assért that there is a certain complex is to
assert that its constituents are related in a certain way.

Ahd this itself is an assertion of fact. If we give a
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name to the complex the name has only a meaning because

of the truth of a certain proposition. And it is the
proposition that gives meaning. For it is the proposition
which asserts the relatedness of the constituents of the
complex. The naming of a complex presupposes proposition.

But the proposition presupposes the naming of simple,

We can give a complete description of the world if
we know all the atomic facts and also if we know all of
them. But we cannot fully describe it simply by naming
all the objects. Mere knowledge of objects is not enough
for a full description of the world. It is necessary also
to know the atomic facts. For objects are constituents of
these facts. Given the totality of atomic facts all true
propositions can be inferred theoretically. A proposition
which asserts an atomic fact is called atomic proposition.
An atomic proposition may be true or may be false. Atomic
propositions are logically independent of one another.

One atomic proposition does not imply any other proposition.
None of them is inconsistent with any other. Thus logical
inference is not concérned with atomic propositions. It

is concerned with only non-atomic propositions. Non-atomic

propositions are called molecular propositions.

According to Wittgenstein's metaphysical doctrine,

there is one and only one fact corresponding to each pair
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of propositions. The fact makes one proposition true

and other false. The world is the totality of such facts.
Facts may be either positive or negative. A positive fact
is the existence of a state of affairs. And a negative fact
is the nén—existénce of a state of affairs. (T. 206). A
state of affair is the combination of 'wbjects. An object
is the positive constituent of a state of affairs. The
very nature of the object is its possibility to occur in
combination with other objects in states of affairs. This
possibility constitutes its internal properties and its
forms. Thus Wittgenstein argued that since every object
contains the possibilities for its combination with other
object in states of affairs, if any object is given, then
all objects are also given, And if all objects are given,
then all possible states of affairs are also given. Objects
are simple. They do not have parts. Objects are neither
generable nor des;ructiple. For the object in any possible
world must be the same . It is true that object changes.
But change in object does not mean destruction. It only
means an alteration in the configuration of objects.
Objects may differ from each other. That is to say, they
may occur in different possible states of affairs. Objects
may differ in external properties also. There may be

numerical difference in them. This means that though they
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are not discriminable they are not identical. The objects

constitute the subsgtance and content of the world.

Wwittgenstein held that‘the objects combine into
states of affairs. And in states of affairs they stand
in determinate re}ation to one another "like the links of
a chain." (T, 2.03). The way they are connécted is the
structure of the state of affairs. The possibility of the
structure of the state of affairs is the form of the object.
States of affairs (things) are independent of one another.
From the existence or the non-existence of statesof affairs
it is impossible to infer the existence or non-emistence
of another state of affair. Since the facts are existence
and non-existence of state of affairs, it follows that
facts too are independent of one another. The world is
thus the totality of facts. wWittgenstein did not say that
the world is made up of facts. He also did not want to
say that facts are the stuff of the world. what he really
wanted ‘to say is<;hat "Objects make up the subgtance of

the world"o (T; 20021).

From the point of view of commonsense it may be
argued that not only the things that make up the world,
but also that the world is the totality of things. For
whatever we see and experience in the world are things.

And this is really the case just because objects do make up
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the world. But objection may be raised against the common-
sense view. It may be argued that the world may be the
totality of anything. Whatever the case may be, a full
list of them must tell us what ‘the world is like. 1In any
case, it must provide us a full description of the world.
But this is not possible if we take the world as the
totality of things. From a list of all objects that there
are, we can form only a very vague and inadequate idea
of the world, not a full description of it. Let us suppose,
we are required to describe a room. To do so if we simply
list all the articles that are there in the room we shall
be doing our job very poorly. For our actual job is not
to furnish just a list of all objects. But along with
it we must give an account of what they are and how they
are arranged in the room. And giving an account of the
object does not mgan giving a list of object. It means
giving a list of facts. 3as wisdom said, ©

“To say of a thing that it is a house is

not to say of it only that it is a set

of bricks arranged in a certain way. But

the arrangement is not part of what the

house is made of. A family is not Bill,

Betty and Bob. It has an arrangement.

Betty is Bill's wife and Bob the child

of both."1 .
Thus it is wrong to say that there are such and such Objeeks .

on the contrary, we should say that there are such and such

facts. And this is the truth about the world.
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We can put the same point in another way. If we
break the world into objects the result will be only a
list of object. And this will not correspond to this
actual world. The same result will follow even if we
break any possible but non-actual world. Let us suppose,
for example, we are required to build a model of a certain
car. And for that purpose we are supplied with a list of
objects which the car contains. Obviously there are so
many possibilities of combining and arranging these objects.
And there may be so many possible qualities which the
objects may possesse. Naturally, therefore, our task of
building a model will be an endless one. But the game is
not the case with facts. We can perform our task well if
we are given a list of facts about the car. éhis makes it
clear that there can be innumerable possible worlds which
are composed of just the objects. And the same objects also
compose the actual world of ours. For it is possible for
these objects to be arranged and combined in any way. Thus
it follows that it is the facts that there are, not the
objects that there are. 2aAnd it is the facts that there are
which determine the actual world as distinguished from
other possible world. wWittgenstein thought of factas a
complex entity existing in the world. It is a group of
things arranged and combined in a certain way. For example,

the fact that the book is on the table. It is a complex



consisting of the book and the table. Their arrangement
says that the former is on the latter. wWittgenstein's
statements about facts and state of affairs make it clear

that in the Tractatus he thought of facts in this way.

For example, he wrote: "A state of affalrs (a state of
things) is a combination of objects (things)" (T. 2.01).
"In a state of affairs objects fit into one another like
the links of a chain." (T, 2.03). "In a state of affairs
objects stand in determinate relation to one another."

(T, 2.031).

we have seen that facts cannot be so strictly
defined. For if we want to define a fact it must be done
by the method of intuitive induction. In such method we
define a term by its essence or common characteristic. We
grasp the essence of triangularity from the examination
of several triangles. In the same manner we must be able
to grasp the essence of fact from an examination of several
facts. But unless facts have common characteristics and
unless they share an essential characteristic called
'being a fact', the method of intuitive induction cannot
be applied. Moreover, for its successful application this
characteristic must be introduced as the definhen; of a
definition. But facts do not possess anything in common.
They do not have constituents or components in common.

-

For example, if fact F has a, b etc. as constituents and
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R as a component, and fact F’ has r, s etc. as constituents
and S as a component, then F and F/have nothing specific in
common. There is no reason to call a, b, r, s, by the
common name ‘'object'. There is also no justification in
calling R, S by the common name 'structure'. In order to
formulate a definition it is necessary to use these terms.
But these terms do not have connotation. For they denote
things only which have nothing in common. And since they
have no connotation, they cannot be introduced in a defini-
tion, And wittgemseémin himself said that ‘'object' is a
pseudo concept and it occurs in discourse solely as a
variable name. (T, 4.1272). This proves that definition of
fact is impossible. Even if it is possible to define a
fact, it is difficult to justify the definition. wWe may
conceive of many definitions of fact and they ma y not be
necessarily self-contradictory. From the fact that some
definitions be possible it does not follow that only one and
one particﬁlar definition is possible. And it is also not
possible to demonstrate that only a particular definition
is the correct one. This proves that the possibility of

defining a fact is always questionable.

In the Tractatus, Wwittgenstein thought that facts
are real complexes existing in the world. He believed that
they have the most basic kind of reality. This is indicated

by his assertions "The world divides into facts".(T, 1.2).
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"Objects make up the substance of the world". (T, 2.,021).
A fact, then, is not a simple entity. It is always a
complex of objects. Objects, on the other hand, are con-
ceived as a possible constituent of facts. The objects
contain the possibility of those facts of which they are
possible constituents. The objects 'hang into one another®
to form a fact. The objects are held together not by a
further entity. They pgust combine immediately with one
another to form a fact. This specific mode of combination
is the structure of objects. For the way in which objects
hang together is internal to objects. Objects, thus,

cannot exist apart from factse.

2According to Wittgenstein, The world divides into
facts. Majority of the facts are highly complex. Analisis
reveals that these highly complex facts are composed of
less complex factse. These, by further analysis, can be
seen that they are composed of still less complex facts and
so on. When it is fully analysed we reach ultimately such
facts which cannot be analysed or reduced any further.
Such facts do not consist of any less complex facts. These
are called atomic facts. Atomic facts are the ultimate
stuff of the world. This is so because the world divides
into them ultimately. They are the most simple thing which

are self-subsistent. Wittgenstein did not arrive at



93

atomic facts by any empirical investigation of complex
facts. His consideration was not‘simply to observe that
there are complex facts or that they are composed ultimately
of atomic facts. He actually arrived at atomic facts from
the sige of language. He thought that certain consideration
and reflection about language demanded that there are
atomic facts. He wrote;

"The simplest kind of proposition, an

elementary proposition, asserts the

existence of a state of affairs." (T, 4.21)
And the assertion of the existence of a state of affairs

means the assertion of an atomic fact.

wittgenstein used the term situations (Sachlage)
and states of affairs (Sachverhalt) in technical sense. He
used them in such a way that they may be either actual or
merely possible and non-=actual. They may be either existent
or non-existent. He used the term *possible situation' in
T, 2,202 and T, 3.11l. He alsoc wrote:
"The existence and non-existence of states
of affairs is reality, (we also call the
existence of states of affairs a positive
fact, and their non-existence is a nega-
tive fact" (T, 2.,06).
A state of affairs asserts an atomlic situation. They are

elementary. For they correspond only to elementary propo-

sitions. Like elementary propositions, they cannot be
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reduced further into basic states of affairs. As an
elementary proposition consists of names only, so also a
state of affairs consists of objects only. As he said:
"A state of affairs (a state of things) is a combination

of objects (things) ."” (T, 2.01).

We are to limit our discussion to states of affairs
to see how these are related to facts: (Tatschen) and reality,
as Wittgenstein used these terms in T, 2.06. He said that
a state of affairs is a combination of objects. (T, 2.01).
And he also said that some combinations of objects exist
and some combinations of objects do not exist. The former
are associated with positive facts and the latter are
associated with negative facts (T, 2.06). But the two
passages of the Tractatus, namely, "The world is the totality
of facts, not of things.” and "The totality of existing
state of affairs is the world,"” (T, 2.04) seem to identify
facts with existing states of affairs. From these two
passages it is possible to think that facts are existing
states of affairs. But the part two of the Tractatus 2.06
clearly suggests that states of affairs can be identified
witﬁ positive facts only. They cannot be identified with
all facts. And since states of affairs are atomic, it
naturally follows that only a positive atomic fact is an
existing state of affairs. The world, thus, finally divides

into positive atomic facts. It includes all the positive
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gtomic facts. That means it includes all the existing
states of affairs in their state of existing. But the
Tractatus 2.06 also saép;that reality includes more than
this. Reality is wider than the totality of all positive
facts. It includes not only positive facts, but also
negative facts. That is to say, it includes all the exist-
ing and non-existing states of affairs in their respective
states of existences and non-existence. From this inter-
pretation it follows that the states of affairs are all
positive. But they can reside in two domains. They can
reside either in the domain of existence or in the domain
of non-existence. In the domain of existence they are
positive atomic factbahd they are parts of the world. But
in the domain of non-existence they are not parts of the

world. They are merely parts of the reality in general.

But this interpretation raises a fundamental
difficulty. The Tractatus 2.04 says that the world is the
totality of existing states of affairs. And we have inter-
preted this to say that the world im the totality of positive
atomic facts. But there is another passage in which
wittgenstein said: "The sumetotal of reality is the world".
(T, 2.,063). This passage implies that the world also
includes both positive and negative facts. It seems that
Wittgenstein is not consistent here. It is also difficult

to give a convincing account of this inconsistency. But
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we can suggest a possible explanation in the light of
wittgenstein's own remark which he made in the Tractatus.

He said: "The totality of existing states of affairs also
determines which states of affairs do not exist." (T, 2.05).
so if all the positive facts are given then all the negative
facts are also given. This clearly indicates that there

is a sense in which positive and negative facts can be
considered as inseparable. when Wittgenstein said that

the world consists of both positive and negative facts he
probably meant that when all positive facts are given,
negative facts are also given, 8ince they are inseparable.
But it is only the positive facts which are parts of the

world.

It may be argued that since we have admitted the
non-existent states of affairs, it is possible that there
may be some non-actual arrangement of non-actual objects.
But Wittgenstein's view is that it is absurd to think of
non-actual arrangement of non-existent object. For, accorde
ing to him, existent as well non;existent states of affairs
must be arrangements of existent objects. aAnd that there
cannot be any actual arrangement of non—éxistent object
is obvious. This follows from his thesis that the meaning
of a name is the object it denotes. (T, 3.203). According

to this doctrine we cannot make any significant statement
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about non-existent object. For any proposition which tries
to do so will be non-sensical. According to Wittgenstein,
objects are eternal. So both the real and the possible
worlds must be composed of the same objects. There is
difference amongst possible world since there are different
ways of configuration of objects. Thus, Wittgenstein said:
"It is obvious that an imagined world, however different
it may be from the real one, must have something-a form -
in common with it." (T, 2.022). "Objects are just what con-

stitute this unalterable form." (T, 2.023).

wittgensteinscontention that the world divides into
nothing but atomic fact follows as a consequence of the
theory of truth-function. His theory is a theory of truth-
function as well as a metaphysical theory. According to
wittgenstein, there are no irreducibly general facts. But
Russell admitted irreducibly general facts. He argued that
universal propositions are not truth-function of propositions
about individuals. We must, therefore, admit some universal
propositions as basic which are not reducible to any other
kind of propositions. Hence, he said that there must be
irreducibly general facts which are needed to explain
general propositions. These general facts are not complex
facts constructed out of atomic facts. General facts are
those to which only universal propositions correspond. So

he said, "It is clear, I think, that you must admit general



facts as distinct from and over particular facts."2 But
Wwittgenstein did not agree with Russell®s view. He said
that universal propositions are ultimately analysable into
basic elementary propositions. So, for him, there is no
need to admit irreducibly general facts. He did not con-
sider it necessary to explain universal propositions. Russell
also admitted negative facts to explain negative propositions.
But Wwittgenstein rejected this suggestion also. For him,

all propositions are molecules of elementary propositions.
And non-atomic situations or facts are molecules or structure
of states of affairs and atomic facts. So it is not at

all necessary to admit negative facts to explain negative

propositions.

There is a lot of controversy as to the question
whether wittgenstein's objects include particulars or
whether they include both particulars and universals. This
is a baéic issue in philosophy. Particulars and universals
are two different sorts of things, though it is very diffi-
cult to characterise the difference very precisely. 1In
Wwittgenstein's technical sense such things as‘Tagoret(my
table)and the(state Library,are particulars, although they
are complex and hence do not qualify as objects. They are
individuals whose existence is limited by space and time.
all particulars are not both temporal and spatial. Mental

particulars (images) are not spatial, though temporal. But
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we cannot think of any particular which is gpatial but

not temporal. Particulars cannot be attributed to anything.
That is to say, they cannot be predicated of anything.

we cannot give instances of particulars. But we can give
instances of universals. In the statements 'The crows are
black' and 'Ram is left to Sita' two universals are attri-
buted to particulars. The first statement expresses the
property and the second statement expresses the relation.
There may be many instances of universals throughout space
and time. They are repeatables. They include properties
and relations. There are instances of universals. They
_include mainly properties and relation. But there cannot
be instances of particulars. They can only be reproduced

or copied.

According to Copi and Anscombe, Wittgemstein's
objects are particulars only. Copi said that objects are
"bare particulars having no material properties whatever".3
Professor stenius, on the other hand, maintained that
wittgenstein's objects not only include particulars, they
also include simple properties and relations. Stenius
regarded objects as genus of which particulars qualities
and relations are species. Russell explained wittgenstein's
ideas of 'logical atomism'* and said that his 'logicél atom’

includes both particulars and universals. Thus we see that
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commentators of the Tractatus differ among themselves in

regard to this question.

The ultimate constituents of the world, according
to Russell, are particulars, qualities, relations and
facts. He regarded relations and particulars as components
of facts. He also said that one component may occur in
several facts. From this it follows that two different facts
may contain the same components. This can be illustrated
if we think of two human being as particulars. The fact
that Ram loved sSitai different from the fact that sita loved
Ram. But both the facts contain the same component. But a
question which arises here is: how do these two facts differ?
A possible answer to this question is that the relation is
related to two particulars differently in the two casese.
But Russell did not agree with this suggestion. He said,
"if we mean « as opponents of external rela-
tions suppose us to mean - that the relation
is a third term which comes between the other
two terms and is some how hooked on to them,
that is obviously absurd, for in that case
the relation has ceased to be a relation, and
all that is truly relational is the hooking
of the relation to the terms."4
Russell's theory, it seems, contains this absurdity. Because
Wwittgenstein's theory stands in contrast to Russell's theory.
The ultimate constituents of the world, according to

wittgenstein, consists of two elements instead of four.

They are objects in configuration. So the puzzle which



occurs in connection with relation disappears. Since
Wittgenstein did not count relations as objects. For
Russell, an atomic fact consists of particulars and a
relation (quality) in relation. Thus relation occurs

twice. They occur both as a component of fact and also

as joining the components of fact. wWhereas, for wittgenstein/
an atomic fact consists entirely of objects. An object is
neither a quality nor a relation .5 ~.. . _ ., . Thus, for
Wittgenstein, relation occurs only once. And since a con-
figuration of objects must contain atieast two objects,

monadic relations or gualities disappear altogether.

There is no doubt that wittgenstein thought of some
facts as particulars. But he is not very much clear whether
simple properties and unanalysable relations are objects or
not. This question arises in connection with elementary
proposition and states of affairs. Let us suppose that the
propositions Fa (e.g., @ is red) and a R b (e,g., a is next
to b) are two elementary propositions. The point to be
considered here 1is that whether the signs 'F*' and 'R*' desig-
nate objects just as the signs 'a' and 'b* do designate
objects. That is to say, whether the property of redness
and the relation of being next to that are objects or not.
In other words, we are to see whether simple particulars are
related to simple universals to form states of affairs or

not. We are also to consider whether states of affairs are
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formed by the configuration of simple particulars only or
not. Wittgenstein said that only simple particulars are
objects. His view is that all states of affairs are formed
by the combination of simple particulars only. There is
some evidence that he counted simple pﬁb?@ﬁﬁias as objects.
As he said:

"...({This shade of blue and that one stand,

eo ipso, in the internal relation of lighter

to darker. It is unthinkable that these

two objects should not stand in this relation)

eso”™ (T, 4.123).
Here wittgenstein refers to a property as an object. In
this parenthetical remark he has applied the term object to
this blue colour. But in the next sentence of the same
passage he acknowledged a certain looseness in his employment
of these key terms. As he said: "... (here the shifting use
of the word *object’ corresponds to the shifting use of the
words ‘'property' and ‘relation')..." (T, 4.123). Here he
regretted for his use of object for property. He seemed
to warn us against being misled by his loose use of the term
*object' for property. However, except this passage, through-
uout the Tractatus he maintained that objects are particulars
only. And he also maintained that they do not #dnclude

universals.

. There are many evidences in the Tractatus which
support the view that wittgenstein's objects are particulars.

His way of talking about objects and states of affairs
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clearly show that his objects meant only particulars. He
said: "A state of affairs (a state of things) is a combi-
nation of objects." (T, 2.01). "The configuration of
objects produces states of affairs." (T, 2.0272). "In a
state of affairs objects fit into one another like the

links of a chain.” (T, 2.03). "The determinate way in
which objects are connected in a state of affairs is the
structure of the state of affairs." (T, 2.032). Unless he
thought of objeéts as particulars he would not have talked
in these ways. For they are appropriate only to particulars.
They are not applicable to both particulars and universals.
For it is .+t possible to think of two particulars being
combined or configured. But a particular cannot be combined
with universal. It is impossible to think of an individual
‘a' being combined with the universal ‘redness' or ‘'rough-

ness'.

There is one passage in the Tractatus which gives
a symbolic evidence that objects are not properties.
Wittgenstein said that "Names are simple symbols; I indicate
them by single letters (*'X' ‘'Y* *2*)" (T, 4.24). Here names
of objects are symbolised by individual variables. ‘X', ‘Y’
'Z' are individual variables. They are not relation or
property. Their values are 'a' 'b' *c¢' and so on. These
values are the names of particulars only. They cannot be

the names of universals. Again, if simple universals are
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objects then they should be named by signs of the forms

'f* and g in fx and g (x, Y). Such propositions will
take the form of elementary propositions. Each proposition,
then,will be "a nexus, a concatenation, of names." (T, 4.22).
But, for wittgenstein, the propositions of the forms fx

and g (x, y) are not names.' They are only functions of
names. (T, 4.24). And' a8 function of name is different from

a nexus or a concatenation of names.

copli put forward a strong argument to show that
Wwittgenstein's objects are only particulars and not univer-
sals. His argument is based on the passage in which
wittgenstein said :

"The substance of the world can only deter-

mine a form, and not any material properties.

For it only by means of propositions that

material properties are represented - only

by the configuration of objects that they

are produced." (T, 2.0231).
Here the term 'material properties' is used as a contrast
to 'formal properties'. Copi tried to show that objects
can neither be formal nor material properties. And hence
they cannot be properties at all. In the Tractatus formal
properties are identified with doegicall properties. as
Wwittgensteldn said: "The fact that the propositions of logic
are tautologies show the formal - logical-properties of
language and the world." (T, 6.12). Copi argued that objects

are not forms or formal properties, for they can be repre-

sented. (T, 3.22: 3.221; 4.03120). But formal or logical
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properties cannot be so represented. Because,

"In order to be able to represent logical
form, we should have to be able to station
ourselves with propositions somewhere out-
side logic that is to say outside the world"
(T, 4.12).

"Propositions cannot represent logical form, it is mirrored
in them.” (T, 4.121). So objects cannot be formal proper-
ties. They cannot be material peoperties also. For material
properties are produced by the configuration of objects.
And an object cannot be formed by the configuration of other
objects, Because they are simple. The second sentence of

T, 2.0231 is a geviation from Copi's account. Copi's argu-

ment runs thus:

"the second sentence of the Tractatus 2.,0231
«ss asserts that material properties to be
*first formed by, the configuration of the
objects'. Now if objects were material pro-
perties, that passage would assert material
properties to be first formed by the con-
fdguration of material properties, themsel-
ves first formed by the configuration of
material properties, and so on. Here it
seems to me, would be a regress more visious
than any ever dreamed of by Bradley. The
alternative to the vicious regress is to
deny that objects can be material properties.’
And from these considerations it follows
that obdects cannot be properties, either
formal or material,"

And since neither formal nor material properties are objects,

it follows that no properties:are objects.

There is also another passage that supports the

view that only particulars are objects. The passage says:
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"Instead of, the complex sign 'a R b' says
that a stands to b in the relation R, we
aught to put, That ‘*'a' stands to 'b' in a
certain relation says that a R b."(T, 3.1432).
Here signs 'a' and 'b' are counted as names of objects. They
are clearly distinguished from the sign *R'. And since 'R®
is different from ‘'a' and 'b', it cannot be a name of an
object. Wittgenstein made this explicit when he said:
"symbols are not what they seem to be. In
'a R b' *R' looks like a substantive
but it is not one. What symbolizes in
‘a R b is that 'R' occurs between ‘a‘
and 'b*. Hence 'R' is not the indefinable
in *a R Db o (NB, p~99)o
Thus it is clear that relation among objects are not them-
selves objects. The way he speaks of states of affairs and
objects clearly shows that relations are not objects. He
said that objects are configured ip a state of affairs. “"The
configuration of dbjects produces states of affairs.”
(T, 2.0272). If relations are made objects then the relation
amongst the particulars will be another object over and above
the particulars. That is to say, the configuration of two
or more particulars.  which is a relation will be an object.
But this will lead to infinite regress. Because the confi-
guration of the particulars and the first configuration will
also be objects. In the same manner, the conf@guration of
the particulars and the first and the second configuration

will akso be objects and so on 0l infinitum. So Wittgenstein

denied relation in the . first place to avoid the regress.
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It is true that early wittgenstein thought of objects
which includes not only particulars but universals also. For,

in the Note Bocks he wrote: "Relations properties etc. are

objects too." (NB, 16.6.15). But he did not make any such
statement in the Tractatus. And this gives us sufficient
evidence that he considered his early opinion wrong. stenius's
argument which supports Wittgenstein's early view is based
on mistaken assumption. He claimed that "wittgenstein counts
as 'things' (Gagestande) not only individual objects but also
predicates with different number of places."6 But this claim
is a mistake. His mistaken assumption is based on the idea
that an object's having a property is a matter of its being
configured with the universal. Stenius put his argumentc
thus: A state of affairs is a configuration of objects. 2n
object a's being red is a state of affairs. In a state of
affairs of objects a's being red, redness must be.counted

as an object. For there is no other object with which a

can be configured. And since redness is universal some
objects must be universal. But it may be pointed out that
Stenius's argumen£ is based on unwarranted assumption. For
there is no need to make the assumption that an object;
having property must be a matter of its being configured with
a universal (property). Wittgenstein's view is that an
object's having a property is not a matter of its being con-
figured with a universal. It is a matter of its being con-

figured with other simple particulars which are also objects.
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Objects are configured to form states of affairs.
There are different modes of configuration of objects.
some objects may be configured in some ways. And some
other objects may be configured in some other ways. So
Wittgenstein said that the modes of configuration are limited
The different ways of configuration of objects are the forms
of objects. Anc object's having a8 colour is one sgpecific
form of object. And an object's having a pitch is another
specific form of an object. The sort of object which has
colour is not the same sort of object which has pitch. Two
ocbjects may have the same form if they occur in some kind
of configuration. But they cannot be said to have the game
form if they occur in different mode of configuration. A
speck in one's visual field cannot have a colour. A colour
is oné specific form of object. It is one basic mode of
configuration of an object with others that produces its
colouredness. Similarly it is one specific mode of confi-
guration of an object with others that yields pitch. For
Wittgenstein, space, time and colour (being coloured) are

forms of objectse.

The above interpretation may encounter two diffi-
culties. We know that Wit tgenstein thought that objects
have properties. 2nd we have also said that bis objects
are simple. But if they are simple they cannot possess

properties. And if they do possess property they cannot
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be simple. That is to say, if they possess property they
cannot be colourless again. But it may be pointed out that
these difficulties are only apparent and not real. For an
object's having a property does not mean that it has inhe-
rent ingredient of that property. It simply means its being
configured with other objects. We ordinarily think that

the quality of an object is something different from the
object. For we can distinguish the property of an object
from the object itself. Our natural way of looking into
things makes us t> think that what is involved in a thing
having a property is the complexity in the thing. And this
leads to the view that if Wittgenstein admits that objects
have properties, he cannot at the same time constantly claim
that they are simple. But Wittgenstein actually rejects
this ordinary way of looking at the matter. His view is .
that an object's having a property is to be considered only
as its being configured with other objects and not as the
complexity in the thing. Thus we see that simplicity of
objects is not inconsistent with their having properties.
when Wittgenstein said that objects are colourless, he meant
that an object in isolation from other  jects has no colour.
That is to say, an object in itself has no colour. It is
unthinkable that, apart from the configuration with other
objects, an object has a colour. An object has a colour
only when it is configured with other objects. According to

witthenstein, relations are not properties. It is a mistake
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to explain relation as being properties of individuals.
Many philosophers wrongly thought that relations can be
reduced to properties. Accordingly they thought that in
the propositions, ‘*Ramkrishna is shorter than vivekananda‘'
and 'Ramkrishna is the teacher of vivekananda' the proper-
ties (being shorter than and being the teacher of ) are
attributed to the subject Ramkrishna. But Wittgenstein
took the opposite line and said that these properties should
be attributed not to the subject. He reduced properties to
relations. For an object's having a property is simply a
matter of its being related with other objects in a certain
way. As David Keyt said, "Although objects have no quali-
ties they do have properties, where 'property' is used in

, 7
a broad sense that covers relations."

An object has two kinds of properties - its essential
properties and its accidental properties. The formal pro-
perties are its internal properties and the material pro-
perties are its external properties. The formal properties
are essential properties and the material prpperties are
accidental properties of objects. For example, a speck in
one's visual field is an object. Its having some colour
or being coloured is one of its internal properties. But
its annoying or delighting the person who sees it is one of
its external properties. Its having some colour is one of

its internal properties. But its having a determinate
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colour is one of its external properties. when wittgenstein
speaks of the forms of objects he actually means logical
form. The form of an object determines its essential or
internal properties. It is the formal property of an
object that it is possible’ for it to stand in a certain
relation to some other objectse. It is a sort of property
which an object must have in order to be the kind of object.
But the material properties of objects are those properties
which an object just happens to have. It is a material
property of an object that it stands in a certain relation
to some other obpect. For it is a property which an object
just happens to have. For example, a speck in the visual
field must have some colour or other. But it is not nece-
ssary that it should be red. It can be of any colour. As
Wittgenstein said, .

v speck in the visual field, though it

need not be red, must have some colour:;

it is so to speak, surrounded by colour -

space. Notes must have some pitch, object

of the sense of touch some degree of hard-

ness, and so on." (T, 2.0131).

From the above consideration it follows that the
possibility of configuration of objects is the form of
objects . The form of an object is the possibility of its
occuring in states of affairs. (T, 2.0141). That is to say,

the mode of configuration that an object can enter into are
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limited. It means that if an object is of such form that
it must have some colour, then there is a limited range of
states of affairs in which it can occur. The possibility
of its occuring only in this range of states of affairs is
one of its forms. wWhen one of these possible states of
affairs exists it acquires a determinate external or material
property. For it is one specific mode of configuration of
an object that determines colouredness which is its external
or material property. Wittgenstein thus said,

"The substance of the world can only deter-

mine a form, and not any material proper-

ties. For it is only by means of proposi-

tions that material properties are repre-

s ented only by the configuration of objects

that they are produced." (T, 2.0231).

Wittgenstein‘s view seems to be that every object
must occur in some existent state of affairs. WwWe cannot
think of an object that occurs in no existent state of
affairs. He made this claim explicit when he said: "aA
spacial object must be situated in infinite space..."
(T, 2.0131). This claim seems to be plausible for it -is
natural to suppose that if an object exists it must have
some actual properties. We cannot think of an object apart
from all its properties. To have an idea of object we
must think of it as having certain properties. AnNnd an
object's having a property is a matter of its being confi-

gured with other objects to form states of affairs. we
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can think of an object only as a constituent of states
of affairs. For an object's having a property is a matter
of its being either configurable or actually configured
with other objects to form states of affairs. The internal
propertihh of an object is the possibility of its being
configured with other obgfect. That is to say, it is its
possibility of occuring in a state of affairs. And the
material property of an object is the possibility of its
actually occuring in existent states of affairs. Thus an
object cannot be thought of apart from the states of affairs.
AS Wittgenstein said,

"JuBt as we are quite unable to imagine

spatial objects outsidd space or temporal

objects ocutside time, so too there is no

object that we can imagine excluded from

the possibility of combining with others.

Tf I can imagine objects combined in states

of affairs, I cannot imagine them excluded

from the possibility of such combinations."

(T, 2.0121).
so the knowing of an object implies the knowing of the modes
of configuration of objects. 23nd unless we know its confi-
guration we do not know it. Thus he said: "If I know an
object I also know all its possible occurances in states of
affairs. (Every one of these possibilities must be part of
the nature of the object. A new possibility cannot be dis-
covered later." (T, 2.0123). It is not necessary that to

know an object one must know its internal and external

properties both. To know an object one is required to know
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only its internal properties. This he made clear when he
said, "If I am to know an object, though I need not Xnow
its external properties, I must know all its internal pro-

perties." (T, 2.01231).

Objects are simple particulars. They assume diffe-~
rent forms. Objects are configured or combined to form
states of affairs. And there are different ways of confi-
guration. From this it follows that objects are eternal.
Anscombe described Wittgenstein's objects as “"eternal and
changeless simples."8 , Objects are eternal because they are
simple. Only a complex can change. aAnd objects are not
complex. So objects are changeless. A complex is formed
by the configuration of obdects. And it is the configuratio
that changes. aAnd since the configurations change, some
states of affairs go out of existence, and new ones come
into existence. Since states of affairs are nothing but
combinations or configurations of object, it is only the
configuration that can come into or go attfexistence. But
objects being simple are changeless. And hence, they are
indestructible. For objects do not come into or go out of
existence. A change means only an alteration in the con-
figuration of objects. As wittgesstein said: "Objects are
what is unalterable and subsistent, their configuration
is what is changing .and unstable.” (T, 2.0271). sSince

objects do not change, they are permanent. They are
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ungenerable and indestructible. They are permanent because
they come into being by any sort of configuration. Being
simple, they cannot be deétroyed by any sort of separation
of their configuration. Objects are eternal because it is
logically possible to describe everything destructible in
the world. But this description will contain names. Aand
what the names denote cannot be destructible. For what
the names denote constitute their meaning. Now if the
objects are destroyed the names will not have any meaning.
Therefore, description will not have any sense at all,

wittgenstein presented this argument in the Philosophical

Investigations. He put the argument thus:

"what the names in language signify must

be indestructible; for it must be possible
to describe the state of affairs in which
everything destructible is destroyed. And
this description will contain words; and
what correspond to those cannot be destroy-
ed, for otherwise the words would have no
meaning. I must not saw off the branch

on which I am sitting." (Pl, Sect. 55).

Some commentagors did not approve the thesis that
since the objects are simple, they must be changeless. And
since they are changeless, they must be eternal. They are
of the opinion that though objects are changeless for being

simple, it is not sufficient to prove that they are eternal.

David Keyt argued that "from the fact that the objects are
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changeless, it does not follow that they are eternal. For
passing into and out of existence completely cannot, on
the above analysis, be counted as change."9 In support of
his argument Keyt cited wittgenstein®s passage which says,
"So too at death the world does not alter, but comes to an
end." (T, 6.431). Keyt gave separate grounds to prove the
eternity of objects. Wittgenstein used the term ‘eternity*
in two senses. In one sense it means endless temporal
duration. And in another sense it means simply timelessness.
As he said. "If we take eternity to mean not infinite tempo-
ral duration but timelessness, then eternal life belongs
to those who leave in the present." (T, 6.4311). Basing on
this, Keyt tried to show that wittgenstein used 'eternity’
in the sense of timelessness. And an object is eternal
because it is timeless. To say that something is timeless
is to say that temporal predicates do not apply to it. and
since the concept‘object'is a formal concept, not a proper
concept, temporal predicates cannot be attributed to it.
For example, we cannot say 'There are objects'. But we can
say ‘'There are books®'. Since the concept *book' is a proper
concept temporal predicate can be attributed to it. Thus,
Keyt argues,

"According to the theory of the Tractatus,

one can neither say 'a exist' nor ‘'objects

exist'. wWittgenstein in his use of the

word 'exist' in the Tractatus is guided by
the use of the existential quantifier in
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logic. The existential quantifier never
appears in front of an isolated name, so

'a exist' cannot be said. And ‘objects
exist' cannot be said since 'x is an object®
is not a genuine function and, hence, not

a function in front of which an existential
quantifier may be placed. Therefore, esttst-
ence cannot be predicated of objects either
individually or collectively. And if ‘'‘exist’
is not a predicate of objects, 'has existed!
and 'will exist®' are not predicates of
objects either, This, however, is precisely
what is meant by saying that the objects

are timeless,"10

We see, then, for Wittgenstein, objects are simple
particul ars which are permanent, eternal and indestructible.
He did not discover them by any kind of empirical observation.
He simply said that there must be such objects. Their
existence was demanded by logical necessity. It is not
necessary to produce examples of objects. Wittgenstein
was certain that there must be such things as objects though
he admitted that he cannot give any example of one. It is
certain o pricci that they exist. Finding actual example
of them is simply an empirical matter. And in this
Wittgenstein was not at all interested. As Malcolm reports,

"T agked Wittgenstein whether when he wrote

the Tractatus he had ever decided upon

anything as an example of a &simple object'.

His reply was that at that time his thought

had been that he was a logician, and that

it was not his business as a logician, to

try to decide whether this thing or that

was @ simple thing or a complex thing, that

being a purely empirical matter% It was

clear that he regarded his former opinion
absurd.” 11



118

Though Wittgenstein was not concerned with the
question what things are objects, we can know many tﬁings
about them from his remarks and doctrines. In the Tractatus
he speaks of the forms of objects. For example, space,
time and colour are different forms of objects. (T, 2.0251).
This means that objects may have different characteristics.
Some may have temporal characteristics. Some may have spa-
tial characteristics. And some may have both temporal and
spatial characteristics. From this one can infer that
Wwittgenstein's objects are observable. But he himself was
not interested to see whether objects are observable.
Though he was not concerned with the observability of object,
his picture theory of proposition certainly commits him to
the view that at leagt states of affairs are observable.
According to the picture theory, an elementary proposition
is a picture of reality. And an elementary proposition
describes state of affaiw and names. The picture theory
allows us to understand an elementary proposition to read
off the states of affairs which it describes. But if states
of affairs are not observable then we cannot understand an
elementary proposition. So Wittgenstein has to admit that
at"least states of affairs are observable. In fact,he admi-
tted this. And this is indicated in the passage in which
he wrote: "In order to tell whether a picture is true or

false we must compare it with reality." (T, 2.223). ~..'3
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This clearly suggests that an elementary proposition is a
picture of a state of affairs. So to be able to compare with

what it pictures, the states of affairs must be observable.

Even if we say that states of affairs are observable,
that does not in any way indicate that objects themselves
are observable. From the observability of states of affairs
we cannot infer the observability of objects. For states of
affiirs are configurations of objects. And objects and con-
figurations of objects are two different sorts of things.
Only the configurations are observable. But the objects are
not observable. From the fact that states of affairs are
observable, it does not follow that objects themselves are

observable. But the central doctrine of the Tractatus that

the meaning of a name is the object it denotes ltoses its
force if the objects are not observable. For the sense of a
proposition involves the correlation of names and objectse.
And the possibility of such correlation is based on the
observability of objects. For, in an elementary proposition
the name 'a' cannot designate any object unless that object
can be observed. There is also one passage which indirectly
suggests that objects are observable. For example, he said,

"Empirical reality is limited by the tota-

lity of objects. The :limit also makes

itself manifest in the totality of elemen-

tary propositions." (T, 5.5561).

Here the term ‘empirical reality' may be taken to mean
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observable reality, though the meaning of ‘'empirical
reality' is not very much clear to us. Wittgensteirsobjects

are, thus, observable.

This interpretation encounters certain difficulties.
First, Wittgenstein's objects are simple particulars. and
since they'are simple théy are not observable. Certain
simple qualities such as redness or roughness may be obser-
vable. But objects are neither qualities nor universals
of any sort. ‘'In fact, all observable individuals are com~
plex. Thus he said, "We have no acquaintsnce with simple
object." (NB, 24.5.15; 25 5.15). And if objects are not
simple, then they cannot be immortal also. And if they are
observable, then they cannot be simple. As Pitcher said,
"the observability of objects involves the sacrifice of
their simplicity, and along with it of their immortality."12
The second difficulty which it encounters is that if we
accept the thesis that objects are observable then an
object's having a property cannot be a matter of its being
configured with other objects. But according to wittgenstein,
an object's having a property is a matter of its being
configured with other particulars. It is not a matter of
its being corifigured with other universals. Suppose, for
example, a speck in the visual field is an object. Now,

if objects are observable then it does not make any sense
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in saying that the speck being configured with other

objects gields its having a red colour. For, according to
wittgenstein, a proposition which attributes a colour to a
point in one's visual field cannot be an elementary propo-

sitione. (To 603751).

The above consideration leads us to the view that
objects themselves are not observable. Only the configura-
tions of objects, i.e., the states of affairs are observalle.
This interpretation seems to be more plausible for much of
what Wittgenstein said in the Tractatus can be accommodated
bﬁ it. His important hypothesis is that Bo object can have
observable properties. So the observable properties cannot
be attributed to the objects which are simple. They can be
attributed only to the complex. If objects have observable
properties then they will be observable which will contradict
his hypothesis. Only the complex can have observable pro-
perties. For example, tables, chairs, books which are
compléxes can be coloured or shaped. But this cannot be
said of wittbenstein's .objects.. Hils objects being simple
cannot be said to be shaped or coloured. Following this
interpretation, it can be maintained without contradiction
that object though simple can have properties which are
non-observable. His distinction between internal and external
properties also can be maintained without difficulty. The

internal property is the possible configuration of objects
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and the external property is the actual configuration of
objects. Basing on this view we can also plausibly inter-
pret other important passages of the Tractatus. For
example, Wittgenstein said that "Space, time and colour
(being coloured) are forms of objects." (T, 2.0251). Accord-
ing to our interpretation, the different ways of configura-
tion of objects are the forms of objects. The two objects
are said to have the same form when they occur in the same
kind of configuration. For example, colour is one form of
objects. It is one basic mode of configuration that yields
its colouredness. What this passage actually means is that
though the objects are simple, they cannot combine into
complex. And if an object is configurable with others to
yield colouééness of a complex, then colou%?ness will be
one of the form of object. And the same is the case with
other forms of objects. Thus we see that this interpreta-
tion of the Tractatus 2.0251 is consistent with the non-
observability of objects. This is also not inconsistent
with the view that "empirical reality is limited by the
totality of objects." (T, 5.5561). This passage says that
states of affairs which are configuration of obgects are
observable. And hence empirical reality is limited by
them. But in T, 2.0124, wittéenstein clearly said that 1if

all objects are given, all possible states of affairs are
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also given. Because every object contains within its
nature all the possibilities for its combination with other
objects. That is to say, its possibllity to enter into
states of affairs is its very nature. aAnd this does not
depend on the observability or non-observability of objects.
Thus we see that the T, 5.5561 does not entail that objects

are observable,

But this interpretation raises another problem. The
thesis of unobservability contradicts tﬁe central doctrine
of the Tractatus. We have interpreted that Wittgenstein's
objects are unobservable. But according to his central
doctrine, the meaning of a name is the object it denotes.
These two positions seem; to be incompatible with each other.
For, if object is the meaningcaname then we must know
the object. But this is not possible if we accept the non-
obgervability of object. Thus we see that unobservability
of objects cannot be reconciled with the central doctrine
of the Tractatus. But we can conveniently prefer the thesis

of unobservability since it is consistent with most of the

main lines of thought of the -~ Tractatus.

Russell was concerned about the status of the exist-
ence of objects. According to him, "The whole question of
what particulars you find in the real world is a purely

empirical one which does interest the logician as suchvl3
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But wittgenstein's view differs from that of Russell.
According ts him, what objects are there is neither a
logical matter nor an empirical matter. It is an empirical
matter what configurations of objects are actual and what
are not. Thus what objects are there 1is not an empirical
matter. It is not logical matter also. For the applica-
tion of logic can decide only what elementary propositions
are there. But logic cannot anticipate what belongs to its
application. (T, 5.557). Therefore, what objects are there,
logic cannot anticipate. This means that what objects are
there is not a logical matter. According to wittgenstein,
anything that can be said is a proposition. Propositions
can say only how things are. They cannot say what they are.
so all that can be said is how objects are, not what they
are. Nothing can be said about what they are. (T, 3.221).
Thus, it seems, wWwittgenstein is not committed to any view

whatever about the metaphysical status of objects.

In the Investigations, wittgenstein raised certain

objections against the two. related thesis of the Tractatuse.
They are: that the world divides ultimately into atomic
facts. And that each proposition ultimately, by analysis,
can be reduced to elementary proposition. That is to say,
each proposition has one and only one final analysis. Both
these theses were based on the assumption that ultimate

constituents of anything are fixed in the very nature of
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things. But the later Wittbenstein said that it is an un-
warranted assumption. For what the parts or the components
of a thing are cannot be determined °by reality’. So we
cannot say that one account of the world is right and others
are wrong. From a particular point of view, one account of
the world may be better for certain purpose. &And from
another point of view, another accoynt may be better for
some other purpose. This shows clearly that the early
Wwittgenstein was wrong in saying that the world divides up
‘not into things, biyt into facts. For there may be many more
equally valid alternative ways of dividing up the world.
One particular alternative may be more appropriate and
illuminating for certain reasons. and other alternatives
éay bé more approbriate and more illuminating for certain
other reasons. Thus one can also say that the world divides
into facts or that the world divides into obgects or that the
world divides into events., It may even divide into many
other ways. John Wisdom summerised this point is this way:
*"an account of the world in termss of things,

an account of the world in terms of facts

and an account of the world in terms of

events is just an_ account of one world in

three languages."14
So it is wrong to suppoSe that there is one and only one
final analysis of anything. Moreover, it is not likely that
all these analyses will produce the same result. For it is
possible to specify the constituents of a thing in different

ways.
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wittgenstein, thus, in the Investigations, subjected

his idea of analysis to severe criticism. Let us consider
the proposition *'The broom is in the corner'. This propo-
sition may be analysed into three propositions: ‘The broom-
stick is in the corner, and brush is in the corner, and the
broomstick is attached to the brush'. Wittgenstein said that
none of the analysed propositions says what the original
proposition says. So he said,

"I1f we were to ask any one if he meant this

he would probably say that he had not thought

specifically of the broomstick or especially

of the brush at all. And that would be the

right answer, for he meant to speak neither

of the stick nor of the brush in particular®”

(P1, sect. 60).
wittgenstein did not want to say that analysis is useless.
He did not say that analysis never serves any useful purpose.

wWhat he actually means to say is that analysis is not the

only way or the only important way of giving us the meaning

of wordse.

In the Investigations, Wittgenstein criticised the

notions of absolute simplicity and absolute complexity. 1In
the Tractatus he made the assumption that the difference
between the simple and the complex is an absolute one. But
for later Wittgenstein, the noticdns of absolute simplicity
and absolute complexity are groundless. Simplicity and come
plexity are not inherent qualities of a thing. In a certain

context, a thing may be simple. And in other context, the
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same thing may be called complex or composite. So it is

the context which determines the simplicity or the comple-
xity of a thing. A thing in itself is neither simple nor
complex. wWhether a thing is simple or complex depends

on the context in which it is considered. Apart from mny
cgntext a thing is neither simple nor complex. Wittgenstein
thought that to talk of thingsnhnabsolute terms is a mistake.
And philosophers generally commit this mistske. Admittedly,
he committed the same mistake in thinking of objects as

absolutely simple.
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SENTENCE AND PROPOSITION

A proposition may be said to be either true of false.
It is the constituent of reasoning. The basic unit of logic
is proposition. A proposition is a statement. A statement
is any sentence that says such and such is the case. A state-
ment 1s a sentence which makes a statement. By sentence
here we mean only indicative sentence. Because any sentence
other than indicative sentence does not state anything. A
sentence 1is a collection of verbal symbols. In a sentence,
these symbols are interdependent and stand in harmony and
also in close succession. A sentence is a meaningful combi-
nation of words. According to some logicians, a mere collec-
tion of words need not be meaningful. According to them, a
statement is a group of words, set together according to the
rules of grammar and syntax of language. For example, “"The
square root of thee= is blue". It is a grammatically correct

sentence. But it is meaninglesse.

we have said that a statement is a kind of sentence.
sentences are of various kinds. For example, inte%égatiyg
sentence, imperative sentence, optative sentence, exclamatory
sentence and indicative sentence. It may be noted here that

exclamatory, interogative, optative and imperative sentences
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are not statements. Because a statement is a sentence that
states that such and such is the case. But the sentences
other than indicative sentences do not state anything. For,
interogative sentences simply ask question. Imperative
sentences only command or make request. Optative sentences
only express wishes or desires. And exclamatory sentences
simply explain and draw attention of others to something.

0f the different kinds of sentences only the indicative
sentences state something. So a statement is nothing but

an indicative sentence.

It is customary to use the word 'statement' to desc-
ribe the constituent of reasoning. Most logicians, however,
prefer the word ‘'proposition' to statement. There are
certain characteristics by means of which we can identify
a proposition or a statement. First, whatever is believed
or disbelieved is a proposition. Second, whatever can be
said to be true or false is a proposition. Third, a propo-
sition is an assertion. It either saffirms or denies some-

thing of something. Fourth, a proposition is a sentence.

Let us consider these marks of proposition. A propo-
sition is either bel ieved or disbelieved. That is to say,
whatever can be an object of belief or disbelief is a pro-
pesttion. Things and qualities are not propositions. For

they cannot be believed or disbelieved. There is nothing
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in them which can be believed or disbelieved. But state-
ments about facts and events are propositions. For they
may be believed or disbelieved. For example, table, chair,
house, blue pencil are not propositions. But statements
about them are propositions. It may be pointed out here
that a proposition cannot be characterised simply by belief
and disbelief. A proposition is believed or disbelieved.
But we may be undecided about the truth of a proposition.
We may simply consider a proposition. And considering is
neither believing nor disbelieving. For example, we may
simply consider the statement "All virtuous are happy".
Here the statement is neither believed nor disbelieved. The

statement here is just taken for consideration.

A proposition is true or false. And whatever may be
said to be true or false is a proposition. Applying this
mark of proposition it may be seen that things and events
are not propositions. Believing, disbelieving, considering
etc. are events in ... mental life. AnNnd hence, they must be
distinguished from propositions. The.same proposition may

be believed by one and disbelieved by another.

A proposition is an assertion. It either affHirms
or denies something of something. But all propositions
are not assertions. In a proposition we generally assert

something. That is to say, we either affirm or deny something
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of something. Thus "Ram is happy" is an affirmation. The
corresponding denial is 'Ram is not happy'. The verbs

'is' *are' and other grammatical devices mark the distinc-
tion btween facts and events. They mark the distinction
between assertions about them. But all propositions cannot
be said to be assertions. For there are propositions

which are not assertions. Thé propositions that are simply
considered are not assertions. That is to say, propositions
which are ﬁeither believed nor disbelieved cannot be said

to be asserted propositions. The ;érb 'éstistthe sign of
assertion. It is an assertive tie. But it may act simply
as a connective tie. This means that the 'is' in a state-
ment may simply connect two expressions without implying
that such connection is asserted. Thus when we say that
"The proposition 'Ram is happy' consists of three words",
the proposition *'Ram is happy' is not asserted. But when
in objection to one's statement ~that 'Ram is happy', we
say, *No, Ram is happy'., the proposition is asserted. Again,
the 'Hf clauses' and 'then clauses' in sentences are un-
asserted propositionse. Thus, in "If Pakistan attacked
India, then Pakistan would have been defeated", the if -
clause 'pPakistan attacked India' and the then - clause
‘Pakistan would have been defeated' are unasserted propo-
sitions. A proposition, then, is not assertion. It is an

assertible.
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A proposition is a sentence. But all sentences are
not propositions. Every proposition is a portion of dis-
course. But it cannot be said that a sentence is a proposi-
tion. First, all sentences are not propositions. Sentences
are indicative, inteﬁ?gative, imperative, optative and
exelamatory. Of them, only indicative sentences can be
true or false. And hence, only indicative sentences are
propositions. Secondly, a meaningless sentence is also
a sentence. Any set of verbal symbols arranged according
to the rules of grammar and syntax is a sentence. They can
be meaningful or meaningless. But only a meaningful
indicative sentence can be termed as proposition. Thirdly,
the view that propositions are indicative sentences is not,
strictly speaking true. There are two aspects of indicative
_sentence and they are to be distinguished. They are the
linguistic aspect and the meaning aspect. The linguistic
aspect is the sentential expression of proposition. It is
the verbal symbols used in proposition. The meaning
aspect is the meaning .of a sentence. It is what the set
of symbols is used to mean. We have said that a proposition
is eitlrer believed or disbelieved. We have also said that
a proposition is either true or false. By applying these
two characteristics it can-be seen that the indicative
sentence as an ordered set of symbols - as the sentential
expression of meaning, is not a proposition. For symbols

are things or sounds or written marks. They cannot be said



134

to be true or false. They also cannot be said to be
believed or éisbelieved. They cannot be said to be true
or false. They simply are, what the indicative sentences
express or mean 1is capable of truth or falsity. And what
the indicative sentence expresses can be believed or dis-
believed. A proposition, then, what an indicative sentence
means or expresses. Fourthly, the difference between indi-
cative sentence and proposition can be shown thus: A pro-
position need not be expressed in a sentence. Exclamatory
assertions like 'fire!', ‘thief!' express propositions. But
they are not sentences. Such propositions are the most
primitive form of statements. They are called primitive
or exclamatory propositions. Again, expressions like "that
Mrs. Gandhi is the present Frime Minister of India", “that
Socrates drank t:.c hemlock" are not sentences. But they
express propositions. Moreover, the same sentence may
express, in different situation, different propositions.
Thus, the sentences: Ram is a boy, Ram ek larka hai, Ram
ekjan manush, express the same proposition. On the other
hand, the sentence "I am sick" uttered by different persons
ékpress different propositions. Cohen and Negal summarised
Athe whole point thus:

"A proposition is not the same thing as the

sentence which states it. The three sen-

tences, 'I think, therefore, I am', 'Je

pense, donc je suls', 'Cogito ergo sum',
all state the same proposition. A sentence
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is a group of words, and words, like other

symbols, are in themselves physical objects,

distinct from that to which they refer or

which they symbolise. Sentences when written

are thus located on certain surfaces, and

when spoken are sound waves passing from one

organism to another. But the proposition

of which a sentence is the verbal expression

is distinct from the visual marks or sound

waves of the expression. Ssentences, there-

fore, have a physical existence. They =EmY

or may not conform to standards of usage or

taste. Truth or falsity can be predicated

only of the propositions they signify."1l

It must, however, be remembered that though a pro-
position is not identical with its linguistic expression,
it must be expressed in some language. So for all practical
purpose, a proposition may be defined as a sentence indi-
cative. Modern formal logicians identify sentences with
propositions. They prefer two-level reference to three-~
level reference. The two-level reference is a direct refe-
rence of sentence to fact. The three-level reference is
an indirect reference of sentence to fact through proposi-
tion. By 'sentence' they mean only indicative sentence.
According to them, a sentence is the name of a fact. We
use sentence and mention fact. Many logicians, therefore,
prefer °'sentence' to ‘'proposition'. It is to be pointed
out that by *'sentence' is generally meant meaningful sentence.
so, if proposition is the mea1 ing of sentence, 'sentence’

may be substituted for ®'propesttdon'. when we say that a

proposition is what a sentence means and it is different
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from sentence, then a sentence and its meaning are to be
distinguished. But if we want to define ®sentence' as a
meaningful combination of words, the distinction between
a sentence and its meaning nolonger holds. The elimina-
tion of proposition introduces asynretry between word -
fact relation and the sentence - fact relation. 2s a word
is the name of a thing, so also a sentence is the name of

a facto.

We have applied the distinction of use and mention
to sentences On this distinction, we use a sentence when
we want to make a seétement about a certain state of affairs.
But we also talk about the sentences themselves. In that
case, we do not use them, but mention them. In a sentence
sl, about a sentence s, we do not use S but mention it.
and this is possible by using the name of s. All words are
symbols. Our language is a system of verbal symbols. We
use verbal symbols in statements. But by using them we make
staterents not about the symbols used, but about what they
signify. wWe use word but mention things. similarly, we
use symbols Sut mention the symbolised. For example, when
we say "virtuous are happy" we use the word ‘virtuous' but
we mention and assert something about certain individuals.
It is certainly meaningless to say that the word ‘virtuous'

is happy. Particles like conjunction, preposition, adverbs
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are also verbal symbols. But by using them we cannot

state anything what they signify. Fo;\éwample, we may say

X
‘on' 1is a preposition. But it cannot be éw}d that ‘on'

is a relation, though ‘on', in fact, stands\for a certain
relation, If we want to say something about what on signi-
fies we are to use a set of words including 'on®. That 1is
to say, we are to say that the relation signifiethby ‘on'
is different from the relation signified by ‘'to’'. }kames
are those words by using which we may mention what tig

\1’

N

signify., words such as 'on*, 'to' etc. are not names. Bl
we can use names for such words. Thus we see that prepos;}K
tions, conjunctions etc. are not names. For they cannot
occur as subject or predicate. But when we are interested
in words as such they may be made subjects of grammatical
or linguistic discussion. For example, *®slowly' is an
English word, *to' is a preposition. Here 'slowly' and 'to'
are mentioned. We have mentioned them. Similarly, every
name such as ;Ram‘. ‘logic', may be used in propositions.
Sometimes we confuse between the use and mention of words
and statements. To avoid such confusion some devices are
commonly used. For example, when we mention a word,

the word is either put between inverted commas or written
in italics or it may be prefaced by the expression: the wo:
or the expression. For example, "The word *‘Ram’ is a

'

proper name."
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we have seen that not all propositions are sentene
ces, and not all sentences are propositions. A proposition
is an indicative sentence which is capable of standing on
its own whether or not actually doing so. Sentences and
propositions are, thus, two different sorts of things.
Sentences are composed of words in accordance with synta-
ctical rules. So they belong to some definite language. But
propositions are mot composed of words. Hencé they do not
belong to any language. For example, 'Ram is & man', °'Ram
ek admi hai', 'Ram ekjan manush'are three different senten-
ces. The first one is an English sentence, the second one
is an Hindi sentence and the third one is a Bengali sen-
tence. All the three sentences mean the same thing in
three digferent languages. They cannot be regarded as
three different propositions. For, here three different
sentences have been used to express the same proposition.
And this proposition itself is neither English, nor Hindi
nor Bengali. That means it does not belong to any language
at all. Again propositions are sorts of things which can
be true or false. But sentences cannot be true or false.
only propositions include reference to time and place. and
it is the reference to time and place that makes a propo-
sition true or false. But sentences do not include any
such reference. Hence they cannot be said to be true or

false.
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Wwittgenstein used the word ‘proposition' (satz)
which he took over from philoscophical usage. It may mean
either sentence or proposition. In common German usage
the word 'Satz' means either sentence or proposition.

wittgenstein, in the Tractatus, used the word 'satz' in

both the senses. So the word 'satz' can be translated by
either English word. WwWhen he wrote the Tractatus, he did
speak of sentences and propositibns. But he did not speak
of sentences as expressing,propositions. Naturally, there-
fore, there will be variation in our translation of the
word 'satz'. This becomes clear when relevant passages

are examined. On many occasions wittgenstein used the word
'satz' to mean true or false (T, 4.06; 4.25; 4.26). 1In
these passages, we must take 'Satz' to mean 'proposition'.
éut there are also passages in which the word ‘'satz' has
been used as being composed of words. In those passages

we must take the wérd ‘satz' to mean 'sentence'. But in

most of the cases, by 'Satz' Wittgenstein meant proposition.

Pears and McGuinnees have translated wWittgenstein's
German term ‘'Elementarsatz' as ‘elementary proposition’.
Anscombe, a leading expert on wittgensteinlagreed to this
translatipn.2 But Stenius was not satisfied with this
translation. He translated the term as ‘elementary sentenceg

From these two translations, it is clear that so far as

the term 'elementary' is concerned there is no difference
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of opinion. But the commentators differ as to whether

the German term 'satz' should be regarded as propasition

or sentence. Some commentators are of the opinion that

Wittgenstein, in the Tractatus, confused the two notions

of 'satz'. Moore raised this point. He said that

wWittgenstein sometimes made explicit distinction between

sentences and propositions. Moore also pointed out that

wittgenstein sometimes spoke of things which imply that

both sentence and proposition can be used to mean the

same thing.4 But it is wrong to think of wittgenstein in

this way. It is not the fact that he was unaware of the

distinction between sentence and proposition. In fact,

he rejected the view that a proposition is a kind of special

eqtity. According to him, a proposition is not an idea

or thought wbich is separated from a sentence. It is not

something which the sentence somehow expresses. A propo-

sition, for him, is a sentence in a certain relationship.
Hence a proposition is not exactly identical with a sentence.

But there is a sense in which it is similar to its. For

example, a brother cannot be simply identical with a man.

But since a brother is a@ man in certain relationship, a

brother is just nothing more than a man. It is a fact that

Wittgenstein pelieved in the ultimate connection between

a sentence and a proposition. And this leads one to the

impression that he did not carefully distinguish them.
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wittgenstein's use of ‘satz' may be considered
from another side also. The German word ‘'Satzzeichen'
has been translated by Pears and McGuinness as 'propositional
sign'. To understand what the term ‘propositional sign'
means let us consider the two sets of words written on

the line below :

Ram is a man. Ram is a man.

The word 'sentence’ may be used in two senses. In the first
sense, there are two sentences written on the above line.
The set of words on the left side is a sentence. The set

of words written on the right side is also a sentence. But
there is also another sense of a sentence. And in this
sense there is only one English sentence written twice on
the line. Sentences, then, can be categorised into two.
Fhe- sentences of the first kind may be called sentence -
tokens. And the sentences of the second kind may be called
sentence - types. Basing on this classification, we can
say that two sentence - tokens are written on the line.

But there is only one sentence - type. Sentence-tockens

are the actual inscriptions which are written on a parti-
cular occasion, in a particular place. They are composed

of inkmarks, chalkmarks, sound waves and so on. But
sentence-types are universals of which particular sentence -

tockens are instances. They are not composed of actual
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inkmarks or chalk - marks or sound waves. They are com-
posed of shapes of ink or chalkmarks, structure of sound
waves and so on. When we speak of the English sentence

"Ram is a man" we are speaking of sentence - type. It is
meaningless to say that the English sentence "Ram is a man*®
is composed of inkmarks or of chalkmarks or of sound waves.
The distinction between sentence -~ tocken and sentence-type
resembles the @istinction between yse and mention which

we have explained earlier. A sentence-tocken has a physical
existence. But a sentence-type does not !lrave any physical

existence.

] Wéttgenstein made a distinction between ordinary
language and the language of logic (symbolic logic or
notation). 1In case of ordinary language, he used ‘'satzzei-
chen' or ‘propositional sign' to mean sentence-token. But
in case of logical language, by 'sSatzzeichen', he meant a
sentence-type (T, 4.442). In the Tractatus, then, where
ordinary language is concerned, ‘'Satz' may mean either pro-
poesition or sentence-~type. And ‘'Satzzeichen' may be taken

to mean sentence-=tocken. In the Tractatus, however,

wittgenstein was more interested in proposition than sen-
tences themselves. For he was more concerned not with the

sentence but with what the sentence is used to expresse.

J’We have to examine now, the concept of elementary
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proposition. Elementary proposition plays a crucial role
in his philosophy. For it is elementary proposition
through which wittgenstein reached the ultimate constituent
of the world. That is to say, through elementary propo-
sition he reached states of affairs and from states of
affairs to atomic fact which is the ultimate constituent

of the world.

We are now in a better position to examine elementary
proposition which plays a crucial role in Wittgenstein's
metaphysics. According to Wittgenstein, an elementary pro-
pesition is a combination of genuine names. It is not
analysable into other propositions. Just as an atomic
fact is one that does not consist of further more basic
facts; simiiarly an elementary proposition is one that
cannot be analysed into further more basis propositions.‘/
He said,

"It is obvious that the analysis of pro-

positions must bring us to elementary

pPropositions which consist of names in

immediate combination.* (T, 4.221).

In his theory of description, Russell tried to show that
certain types of propositions are there which can be andlysed
into other simpler propositions. And these simpler pro-
positions can presumably be analysed fyrther. But according
to Wittgenstein, the analysis of non-=logical word must come
to an end at some level. He argued that the naming of

complexes presupposes propositions. And the naming of
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propositions presupposes simples. Basing on this assump-
tion, he tried to show that there is a class of absolutely
basic propositions of which no further analysis is possiblei/
And these are elementary propositions. An elementary
proposition is one which entirely consists of names onlye.

As he said: "An elementary proposition consists of names.

It is a nexus, a concatenation, of names." (T, 4.22). It

is to be noted here that Wittgenstein used the term *‘name*
in a technical sense. He did not use it in ordinary sense.
In our everyday discourse we use the terms such as *'Triangle'
'Elephant', *'Tagore', etc. as names. We say: 'Triangle' is
the name of a plain figure bounded by three straight lines.
'Elephant' is the name of an animal. ‘'Tagore' is the name
of a famous Indian poet. In Wittgenstein's technical sense,
these terms, however, cannot be counted as names. By a

name he meant only such term which cannot be verbally
defined. So, @ genuine name should be distinguished from
one which can be berbally defined. A name is one that
cannot be analysed or defined. Thus he said: "A name cannot
be dissected any further by means of a definition®k it is a
primitive sign". (T, 3.26). Hence, such terms as triangle
and elephant cannot be counted as names. For they can be
defined verbally. That is to say, each of them has defi-
nition. One may think that ordinary proper names like

‘ ragore' must be regarded as a proper name. Because the

-
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definition of such terms are not available in the
dictionaries. On this point, wittgenstein agreed with
Russell that they are abbreviated- descriptions and not
benuine proper names, Since a name cannot be defined,
so there is no possibility of analysing it in any way.
There 1is no verbal means to define a name. If a term
designates something observable, only then it can be
defined. That is to say, it can be defined by pointing
to what it denotes and saying 'The word - means this’.
This kind of definition is called ostensive definition.
The definition of a name is possible only by ostensive
definition. It is possible only when the name denotes

something observable,

A name, then, must denote something simple. The
*simple' which the name denotes must be something without
parts. That is to say, it must be without any components.
I1f a name denotes something complex, then it can be defined
in terms of its congtituents and structures. And hence,
it cannot be 'a name at all. wittgenstein used the term
'‘object’ to mean something simple. In wittgenstein's
technical sense "A name means an object. The object is
dts meaning. And objects are simple." (T, 3.203; 2.02V.

‘A name, ‘then, occurs in elementary proposition. An elemen-
tary proposition is one that consists entirely of terms

that denote simples., wWittgenstein did not give any example
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of elementary proposition. cCertain consideration led him
to the view that there are elementary propositions.
wittgenstein did not discover elementary propositions by
empirical observation. He was certain that there must be
such propositions and hence names and objects. He also
said that he ¢ould not think of a single example of ele-
mentary proposition. 1It'is certain a priori that they
exist. seeking example of them is a mere empirical detail.
And the fact that Wittgenstein was least interested in
the empirical detail of elementary proposition is evideént
from Malcolm's report which we have already c#¢ed in the

previous chapter.

The consideration which led wittgenstein to the view
that it is certain a priori that there are elementary pro-
positions, is the consideration about meaning. According
to Russell, a correct analysis of proposition expresses
what the original proposition means. On this view of
analysis, wittgenstein shared with Russell. He also said
that the correct analysis of a proposition gives its real
meaning. And the meaning of any term,except the logical con-
stants, is whatever it denotes. He was also of the opinion that
the termsof & proposition does not signify anything directly.

TTﬁgysignif7=s only indirectly. If any term signifies anything
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directly, then the terms like golden mountain, unicorn,
round square will refute the doctringﬂgt once. So the
term of a proposition must signify something indirectly.
It signif ies samething via the terms of =2 simpldrr propo-
sitions into which it is analysed. The terms of the
analysed propositions mean what the terms of the simplerr
propositions mean. If it %s so, then the meaning of terms
of analysed proposition depends on the meaning ¢ {(..e

meec i~ of terms of simplgr © propositions. Thus, in
ordinary definition, the meaning of the defined terms
depends on the meaning of the terms of definition. So
wittgenstein wrote: "Every sign that has a definition sig-
nifies via the signs that serve to define it; and the
definitions point the way.” (T, 3.261). But if the

terms of the simpler r propositions are themselves definable
in other more basic terms, then their meaning will depend
on those other terms. And so long as the terms of the
analysis will remain definable, their dependence will con-
tinue. But their dependence cannot be infinitely longe.
For, if it is so, then no ordinary term can designate
anything. And if the meaning of a term is what it denotes,
then no ordinary term will have a meaning - which 1is absurd.
For example, the terms of proposition\A’do not designate
anything directly. They designate only via the terms of

AU
the proposition\Bf The terms of the proposition Bf in
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taern, designate only via the terms of the propositiontci
and so on. But unless 1n this process we reach proposition:
whose terms denote something directly; none of the propo-
sitions will mean anything - which is absurd. The ultimate
propositions we reach consist of names only. They are
unanalysable. Ssuch propositions are elementary proposition:
which cannot be analysed further. Thus, the analysis of
proposition must come to an end. As Wittgenstein said:
“If it is true that every defined sign( signifies via its
definition then presumably the chain oé'definitions must

sometime have an end." (NB, 9.5.15).

Wwittgenstein made a distinction between determina-
teness and indeterminateness of the sense of proposition.
when the proposition is simple, its sense ‘is determinate.
But when the proposition is complex, its sense is indeter-
minate. And he proved the existence of ind€finable signs
from the determinateness of sanse of proposition. wittgensts
believed that there is a necessary connection between the
existence of proper names and the determinateness of sense
rof a proposition. HMHe said: "The requirement that simple
signs be possible is the requirement that sense be deter-
minate.; (T, 3.23). He considered the connection between
the existence of proper names apd the determinateness of
,senses of a proposition a necessary connection. For he

believed that the indeterminateness of @ proposition is a
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result of the fact that one of its terms signifies a
complex.
"when a propositional element signifies a
complex, this can be seen from an indeter-
minateness in the propositions in which it
occurse. In such cases we know that the
proposition leaves something undetermired.
(In fact the generality - sign contains a
prototype)”". (T, 3.24).
This passage suggest$ that generality is involved in a
proposition wbich deals with a complex. And it is generality
which is responsible for the indeterminateness of a propo-

sition's sense. The same point he put in the Note Books

also.

"It can be seen that a name stahds for
a complex object from an indefiniiteness
in the propositions in which it occurs.
This comes of the generality of such
propositions®. (NB, 21.6.15).
According to Wittgenstein, a term which designates
a complex cannot be its real name. It is always a descrip-
tion of it. Two types of indeterminates are involved in it,
since there are two kinds of generality. The first kind
of indeterminateness occurs when we are not sure which
description, of all possible descriptions, is the correct
one. For there may be many possible descriptions. For
example, let us consider the pr6p05ition "The watch is lying

on the table." Here, if we say that the expression 'the

watch' designates something complex, then it must be an
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implicit description of the watch. At this point, one

kind of generality is involved. And hence one kind of
generality enters into it. For we are not sure what kind

of description of what kind of watch is involved in the
proposition “The watch is lying on the table." There are
different varieties of watches. And all kinds of watches
may come under the same name ‘'watch'. Thus the proposition
does not say specifically what kind of description is to

be used for analysing the general term ‘watch'. In descri-
bing a complex another type of generality is also involved.
And hence, another type of indeterminateness enters into
it. It occurs in case of the description of individuals,
Suppose, for example, we want to describe an individual.
There are infinite number of different individuals actual

or possible. And, if so, then the description is inherently
general. The proposition containing such description is also
indeterminate. For, here we are not sure which individual
is actually meant by the description. Now, if all the terms
designate the complex, then all propositions will necessarily
be indeterminaté. Such indeterminateness can be avoided
only if there are terms which only designate the simples.
such terms ére not descriptions of wla t they designate.

They are terms which directly and uniquely name them.

wittgenstein not only thought that simple signs are

possible, he also claimed that they are actual. As he said:
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"what a proposition expresses it expresses in a determinate
manner, which can be set out clearly: a proposition is
articulate." (T, 3.251). He did not say that the determina-
teness is always explicit. Normally this determinatenes sis
not apparent in the sentence which expresses a proposition.
But what is meant by the sentence is perfectly determinate.
That is to say, the proposition which is expressed by the
sentence 1s determinate. For it is proposition which a
person means to express by the sentence. A sentence may be
vague, but the thought behind it is not so. For example,
while looking at the watch we say, "The watch is lying on
the table", we do not simply mean that some kind of watch
stands in some kind of relation... which may be called
*lying on' to some kind of table. what we actually mean by
the sentence is that this particular watch stands in that
determinate relation to that particular table. This shows
that the thought behimd the sentence, on each occasion, of
its use is not vague but perfectly determinate-ﬁNB, 20.6415;
22.6.15). So when the proposition is analysed its real
sense is speli:d out. And thereby all indeterminateness
vanishes. But in that case the analysis must come to an
end in elementary proposition which consists of names only.

For anything other than names will contain indeterminateness.

wittgenstein believed that language disguises thoyght.
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The real form of our thought becomes apparent only when the
language in which tity is~ expressed is analysed and broken
down into its ultimate components. And these ultimate come
ponents, according to him, are elementary propositionse. His
idea was that the assertion of an ordinary proposition is

a gross move. It contains within itself, a large number of
smaller moves. For example, we assert that the watch is
lying on the table. This assertion implies many other pro-
positions which may be about the mechanism of the watch.
This may be regarded as the gross move. Because these pro-
positions themselves will imply other propositions which
will still imply others and so on. This process will continue
till we reach the final, ultimate component of the original
proposition. And at this point the analysis will be comp-
leted. Wittgenstein's point was not that the assertion

of each of these implied propositions are separate move in
everyday life.  His point was that an exact account of what
they mean can be given only if they are analysed into

elementary propositions which are their ultimate components.

According to wittgenstein, then, any meaningful
langﬁage must be founded on names. It must be founded on
indefinéble signs which directly denote objects. And it is
the combination of such names which forms an elementary
proposition. But there is one passage which seems to be

inconsistent with this account. It is this:
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"Even if the world is infinitely complex,

so that every fact consists of infinitely

many states of affairs and every state of

affairs is composed of infinitely many

objects and many states of affairs."(T,4.2211)
One may think that Wittgenstein has allowed the possibility
of an infinite regress in the analysis of proposition. But
it is wrong to interpret the passage in this way. A little
reflection shows that the passage is perfectly consistent
with the claim that the regress of analysis must come to an
end with elementary proposition. what he really wanted to
mean here is that there is possibility of infinitely many
objects, when the final state of analysis is reached. He
did not mean to say that the regress of analysis is infinite.

Sso there is no incompatibility between odyr account and the

Tractatus ( 4.2211). wittgenstein sought for an independent

ground in support of his thesis~ that there are simples

or objects. This is stated in the passage which says: "1f
the world had no substance, then whether a proposition had
sense would depend on whether another proposition was true”.
It is false to say that whether a proposition has sense
depends on whether other proposition is true, For in that
case we cannot get the picture of the world, which is absurd.
And this absurdity follows from the hypothesgis that there

are no simple objects. This proves that there must be simple

objectse.

Let us consider the above argument in an elaborate
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form. we know that for wittgenstein, a term has meaning
only when it refers to something existent,either directly
or indirectly. 2and a propositién is meandngful or has
sense only when it is composed of terms which have meaning.
Therefore, if a proposition is to have sense, its terms
must designate something existent. Let us suppose we
express a proposition "The broom is in the corner". The
kind of analysis which wittgenstein followed has been
indicated in the passage: "Every statement about complexes
can be resolved into statement about their constituents
and into the propositions that describe the complexes."

(T, 2.0201). In the Investigations, wittgenstein illu-

strated this kind of analysis thus: (a) The stick is in
the corner; (b) The brush is in the corner; (c) The stick
is attached to the brush in such and such a way. Now, if
the sense of the proposition' a’depends on its terms
having reference to something existent, then a's having
sense depends on whether or not *the broom® ultimately
refers to something existent. But what we have meant by
'the broom® is specified by the proposition‘c‘of the
analysis. Hence it may seem that whether *‘the broom*
refers to something depends on the truth or falsity of
the proposition!cf That is to say, if the broom refers
to something, the proposition‘c’is true. And if it does
not refer to something, then the proposition‘c’is false.

But this assertion would be justified if simplérr



155

propositions constituted the final analysis of the original
propositions. But the simpleirr propositions do not con-
stitute the final analysis of the original propositions.

I1f so, then the truth or falsity cannot be attributed to
them. It is enough for the proposition‘a'to have sense,
that the proposition‘cjhas sense. Thus, we must admit that
there are simple objects. If there are no simple objects
then the regress of analysis will be endless. For the
propositioﬁ'c Ean be further analysed. And this in turn
can be analysed further and so on &ald infinitum. In such
case, the reference to existent can be secured only by the
truth of some propositions which occur in the analysis.
This shows that the sense of the original proposition
depends on the truth or falsity of other propositions. But
this, according to Wittgenstein, is unacceptable. For the
endless regress of analysis does not arise if we admit
that there are simple objects. The regress of analysis
comes to an end in elementary proposition which consists

of names only. The names refer s to something existent.
And since the terms of the original proposition are names,
so it must have sense. The reference to existent on the
part of elementary proposition is enough guarantee that the
original proposition has sense. It 1is not necessary that
the elementary propositions must be true though they must

have sense. If the elementary proposition asserts that
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objects are configured in such ways in which they can be
configured, it is enough guarantee that the elementary
proposition has sense. No matter whether or not they are
actually configured. And since the elementary proposition

has sense, the original proposition must have sense.

There may be an obvious objection to the above
argument., One may argue that an indefinable sign can be a
name only if there exists an object, which will imply
another proposition. So the sense of the elementary will
depend on the truth of other proposition. For example, an
indefinable sign ‘'a' which purports to name can really be
a name only if there exists an object 'a' which it names.
Therefore, whether an elementary proposition containing 'a‘
has sense or not depends on the truth of another proposition
i.e. 'a exisgts'. And since we are always required to make
reference to existence, the sense of a proposition must
always depend on the truth of other propositions. No
matter, whether or not there are simple objects. But this
argument is not acceptable to Wittgenstein. His answer to
this objection is that the expression Ya exists' where *'a*
is the indefinable sign, is not a genuine proposition at
all. His argument for this claim has already been described
in the previous chapter. Hence the sense of an elementary
proposition cannot depend on the truth of any proposition

like 'a exists'.. And since 'a exists' is not a proposition,
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the objection based on it loses its point.

The above consideration shows that every genuine
proposition has one and only one complete analysis into
elementary propositions. (T, 3.25). This is so even if
every fact consists of infinitely many states of affairs.
And this is also true even if every state of affairs is
composed of infinitely many objects. (T, 4.2211). The
completely analysed proposition will consist of simple
names only. The meaning of simple name will be simple
object. The particular way in which the names are combined
in the proposition will say that the simple objects in the
world are related in the same way. To understand the
completely analysed proposition one need only to under-
stand the names. That is, one need only to know what
ocbject they stand for. What their combination seems will
be immediately evident. Understanding a proposition
requires merely understanding its constituents. (T, 4.024).
As Rush Rhees has remarked, the idea that there are
elementary propositions is not an arbitrary assumption.
wittgenstein was trying to solve the question how language
and thought can be related to reality. His basic intui-
tion was that language depicts reality. If thils is true,
then there must be sore thing in the propositions which

can show their sense immediately. This does not mean that
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their truth is self-evident. wittgenstein had no means
for identifying elementary propositions. He could not
give any general account of the subject-matter of elemene
tary propositions. He based his theory only on intuition.
But if his intuition is correct then there must be ele-
mentary propositionse. That is, there must be propositions
which show their sense immediately. And all other propo-
sitions aré truth-functions of such propositions. If this
is not so, then no proposition will say anything. And

hence, no proposition can be understood at all.5

According to wittgenstein, then, sense of any pro-
position can be stated and understood by means of elemen-
tary propositions and propositional connectives alone.
Non-elementary propositions are just combinations of
elementary propositions. They are molecular propositions
which are anmqyoéﬁmiof atomic or elementary propositions.
aAll molecular propositions are truth-functional compounds
of elementary propositions. This is one of the central
doctrines of the Tractatus. "A proposition is a truthe
function of elementary proposition.® (T, 5). A connection
is a truth-functional one if it compounds propositions
into truth-functional compounds. all propositions, then,
are truth-functions of elementary propositions. Given all
the elementary propositions if we know which are true and

which are false, we know everything which is there to know.
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Because the gruth-value of any other proposition is entirely
determined by the truth-value of its component elementary
propositions. The truth of the world is completely deter-
mined solely by the truth-value of the elementary proposi-
tions.

"If all true: elementary propositions are

given, the result is a complete descrip-

tion of the world. The world is completely

described by giving all elementary propo-

sitions, and adding which of them are true

and which false." (T, 4.26)

A truth-function of a single proposition‘p’is a
proposition whose truth or falsity is uniguely determined by
the truth or falsity of'p! For example, nub-~ep’is a truth-
function of‘pﬁ A truth-function of two propositions p, q
is a proposition whose truth or falsity is uniquely deter-
mined by the truth or falsity of p, g. For example, "p, q
are both true" is a truth-function of p, ge. thcording to
the Tractatus, every genuine proposition is a truth-function
of elementary propositions. If tw o non-elementary propo-
sitions(r’and(s'are truth-function of some of the same
elementary propositions, then‘r’and‘s,will be internally
related. For example, one of them may logically follow
from the other. If we know the internal structure of two
propositions, we know what logical relations heold between
them. We do not need, in addition, & knowledge of logical
principles. We can do %ithout the formal principles of

logic. For in a suitable notation we cam: recognise the
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formal properties of propositions merely by inspecting the

propositions themselves.

wittgenstein's view, then, is that given all
possible elementary propositions, one can construct any
proposition whatever from them by using nothing but truth-
functional operatérs. He employed an &ffective device for
mak ing manifest the trtth-conditions of a proposition. This
is known as truth-table method.] with the help of this
method he could manifest the truth-conditions of a propo-
sition. The truth-connectives which hold among prepositions
are: ‘'not', 'and', ‘not both', ‘and', 'or' ‘*implies’', *is’',
‘neither nor', ‘equivalent to', ‘one but pot both', ‘one
and not others', etc.. Now, all the truth-functional
connectives can be defined in terms of one primitive truthe
functional connective or operator:. This means that, on
wittgenstein view, any propositionkcan be constructed by
the use of the one primitive truth-functional connective.
one may choose ‘equivalence' or 'mutual rejection'ﬂ or

incompatibility.

~

There are two limiting cases among the possible
broupings of truth-conditions of propositions. One case
will be when a proposition is true for all truth-possibi-
lities of elementary propositions. Such proposition is a
tautology. And other case will be when a proposition is

false for all the truth-possibilities of elementary c
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propositions. Such proposition is a contradiction.
Though ordinarily tautologies and contradictions are
regarded as 'propositions', they are actually degenerate
cases. They are not genuine propositions. For a tautoe
logy is unconditionally true and a contradiction is uncon-
ditionally false. According to wittgenstein, a genuine
proposition is a picture of reality. He compared a pro-
position to "a solid body that restricts the freedom of
movement of others."” In contrast, a tautology "leaves
open to reality the whole of logical space". No restric-
tion is imposed on anything. A tautology, for example,
‘it 1s raining or it is not raining' does not say anything
about reality. A contradiction, for example, *'it is
raining and it is not raining', ®*fills the whole of logi-
cal space leaving no point of it for reality." (T, 4.462;

4.463). It akso does not‘say anything about the world.

Thus, according to Wwittgenstein, the so-called
propositions of logic are tautologies. They express no
thoughts. We can do without them. But they are not
nonsense. For, the fact tlat certain combination of pro-
poesitions yields a tautology reveals to us something '
about the structures of the constituent propositionse.

As he said: "The fact that the propositions of logic are
tautologies shows the formal - logical - properties of

language and the world." (T, 6.12).
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NAMES AND MEANING

The notion of a name is basic not only to propo-
sition but also to language in general. A name is defined
as' a 'simple sign' which is used in a proposition or a
septence. A sign may be either simple or complex. A com-
prlex sign is composed of other signs. But a simple sign
is not composed of other signs. A simple sign must denote
something simple. It must be without parts or component ,
of any sort. For example, the phrase *‘The king of Nepal'
is not a simple sign. For it is composed of other signs.
And hence it cannot be a name. The word 'Ram' though
appears to be a simple sign, cannot be counted as a name.
For it does not stand for a simple thing, which may be
called an ‘'object'. It is easy to determine whether a
sign is composed of other signs. But it is exceedingly
difficult to determine whether it stands for something
simple. Wittgenstein used the term name in a technical
sense. BAccording to the Tractatus, the object for which
a name stands is the meaning of name. "A name means an
object. The object is its meaning." (T, 3.203). A name
is a primitive sign which cannot be verbally defined or

analysed further.
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wWittgenstein conceived of objects as something
absolutely simple. They do not have parts. Objects make
up the substance and content of the world. They are
ungenerable and indestructible. Objects combine into
states of affairs. A fact is a complex of objects. Objects
are possible constituents of facts. A name is not a picture
of the object for which it stands. And therefore, it does
not say anything. A picture in language i.e. a proposition,
can be formed only by a combination of names. This combi-~
nation pictures a configuration of objects. The combination
of name is like a tableau vivant. (T, 4.0311). A name is
a substitute for an object. And a combination of names
portraygs @ configuration of objects. That is to say,

objects are combined to form states of affairs.

We do not find any example of names and objects in
the Tractatus. wittgenstein only said that names occur in
elementary propositions. But he did not give any example
of elementary proposition also. He actually did not con-
sider it necessary to give examples of them. He only said
that it is a logical necessity that demanded the existence
of names and objects. His conviction that theye are objects
is purely a priori. In the Notebooks, he wrote,

"It seems that the idea of the simple is

already to be found contained in that of

the complex and in the idea of analysis,

and in such a way that we come to this
idea quite apart from any example of
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simple objects or of propositions which

mention them, and we realise the existence

of this simple object - a priori - as a

logical necessity."” (NB, p.60).
This logical necessity follows from his assumption that
propositions have a definite sense. "The demand for simple
things is the demand for definiteness of sense" (NB, p.63).
As he put in the Tractatus: "The requirement that simple
signs be possible is the requirement that sense be deter-
minate."(T, 3.23). A proposition may be ambiguous or inde-
terminate. This is due to the fact that one of its terms
signifies a complex. But when it is analysed its real
sense is gpelled out and all ambiguity vanishes. 1In this
sense, the sentences of every day language are in perfect
order. For the real meaning expressed by these sentences

becomes clear when they are analysed into their ultimate

components - €lementary propositions.

According to Wittgenstein, meaning of a simple
name is the éimple objects And a completely analysed pro-
position consists of names on%y. wittgenstein's basic
intuition was that there must be propositions which show
their'sense immediately. From this it follows that the
meaﬂing and intelligibility of a proposition are indepen-
dené éf its truth and falsity. "To understand a proposition

we need to know the names only. We need to know only what
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objects they stand for. What their combination means will
be immediately evident. He wrote: "To understand & propo-
sition means to know what is the case if it is true. (One
can understand it, therefore, without knowing whether it
is true." (T, 4.024). This passage clearly shows the
important difference between the meaning of a name and the
meaning of a proposition. A proposition may have meaning
éven if there is no fact corresponding to\}t. But a name
cannot have meaning if there is no fact corresponding to it.
Because the meaning of a name is the object it denotes.
(T, 3.203). So we cannot say that in order for a sentence
to have meaning it must denote a fact. As a solution to
this problem. Fyege had to discover something else for

. sentences to denote. According to him, there are two
things which sentences can denote:kTrue’for true sentences
and‘'ralse’ for false sentences. /But Frege's solution was

not acceptable to Wittgenstein.

wittgenstein made a distinction between the meaning
of a name and the meaning of a proposition. He said that a
name has ‘'Bedeutung' and a proposition has 'Sin‘'. Pears
and McGuinness translated Bedeutung as 'meaning' and sin
as 'sense'. Frege also used these two terms Bedeutung
and sinn. Frege held that names and sentences can have
Sinn as well Bedeutung. But Wittgenstein held that names
have only Bedeutung and no sinn, and the propositions have
only sinn and ﬁo Bedeutung. As he said: "Only propositions

have sense; only in the nexus of a proposition does a name
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have meaning.” (T, 3.3). A proposition, therefére, does
not have a situation. On the contrary, itisza proposition
that describes a situation. (T, 3.134; 4.,023). According
to Frege, the sense of a sentence is the thought it "cone
tains" and the thought is "not the subjective performance of
thinking but its objective conteht, which is capable of
being property of several thinkers."l so, for Frege, the
sense of a sentence is a strange kind of entity which is
apprehensible by mind. But wittgenstein was opposed to

such view. He did not want to assign reality to such things
He said that the sense of a proposition is the situation

it describe. As he said: "Instead of 'This proposition

has such and such a sense', we simply say, 'This proposition
represents such and such a situation.” (T, 4.031). A pro-
position is a ‘logic;l picture' and "what a picture repre-

sents is its sense." (T, 2.221).

wittgenstein was profoundly influenced by Frege's

logical work. Like Frege, he also believed that proposi-
tional connectives like *'if', 'then', 'not', 'and', ‘or’
and the quantifiers have fundamental role iﬁ-logic. Includ-
ing the sign of identity, these connectives were called

by him 'logical constants'. Like Frege, he used the terms
sense and reference in technical sense. But he disagreed
with Frege's theory of meaning. In Frege's system some
formulae were given the s tatus of axioms. But Wittgenstein

considered his choice of axioms arbitrary. For there are
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equally powerful and consistent alternative axiom-sets
which are applicable to these formulae. For example, the
truth-table method is applicable to all formulae alike.
Thus, according to Wittgenstein, all logical truths are
of equal status. None of them is essentially primitive
and underivable. As he said: "All the propositions of
logic are pf equal status, it is not the case that some
of them are essentially primitive propositions and others
essentially derived propositions." (T, 6.127). Moreover,
Frege considered primitive propositions as self-evident.
But Wittgenstein was always opposed to Hme qdde: 0% self-
evidence. Instead of self-evidence he offered a method
of calculation which can be @arried out by a8 machine.

(NB, p=3: T, 1271).

According to Wittgenstein, the word ‘'iksg' in ordinary

language signifies in three different ways. Sometimes it
appears as a copula. That is to say, it serves as a
connecting link between subject aad prgdicate. For example,
"rRam is singing”. 1In Frege's notation, it can be translated
by function sign '... is singing'. Thelword 'is' sometimes
appears as a sign of identipy. For example, ‘twice two

is four'. It can be translated by the equal sign, as in
'2x2 = 4'., Sometimes the word 'is® appears as an expres—
sion for existence. For example,’'There is a ghost'. This
can be translated by the particular quantifier as (For

some X, X is a ghost). Here *is' is simply a part of the
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predicate ‘... is a ghost'. (T, 3.323).

According to Wwittgenstein, we must distinguish
between different modes of significance. Otherwise, it
leads to confusion about what we mean and also about the
drawing of false inferences. Copula should be distinguished
from the sign of ideﬁtity. And it also should not be con-
fused with the sign for existence. For inferences from
the proposition 's is pP' differ according to the differences
of significance of the word 'is'. 1In every case we cannot
infer 'P is S' from 's is P', If 'is' is the sign of
identity, only then we can infer like that. For example,
we can'inferkfour'from twice two. But if ‘'is' is the copula
we cannot infer so. For example, we cannot infer ‘sinying
is Ram' from ‘Ram is singing'. Wittgenstein held that
the mistake lies with the ordinary language which is vague
and ambiguous. In order to avoid such errors we must need
a language which does not use the same sign with different
modes of significance. wWe must need an ideal language
whose grammar iB governed by logic. Such a language uses
logical syntax instead of the superficial syntax of
ordinary language. Its grammar is unlike the grammar of

misleading natural language.

Wwittgenstein held that Frege failed to make a
distinction between names and descriptions. In Frege's

system, *Ramkrishna‘, 'the master of vivekananda' are treated
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as the same kind of symbols. Frege treated them as names
with sense and reference. Before Wittgenstein, it was
Russell who pointed out that this is a mistake. Russell
argued that if a name like 'Ramkrishna’ is a genuine name
it has meaning solely by having reference. And the expres-
sion like 'the master of vivekananda®' should not be called
a name at all,/ For it is a complex symbol. And unlike
genuine name it has parts which are significant symbols in
their own right., It is an incomplete symbol or abbreviated
description and not a genuine name. For Frege, é sentence
containing definite description, e.g. 'The author of
Geetanjali was genious' shares the same form of "Tagore
was genious’. But for Russell, it is of quite different
from and it has a hidden complexity. In an unanalysed
sentence the expression 'the author of Geetanjali' looks
like a complex name. And Frege has treated it accordingly.

But in an analysed sentence no such expression appears.

One consequence of the description is that existence
is treated as a property of propositional function. Russell
agreed with' Frege on this point. Frege took existence to be
a property of concept. Russell said that a logically proper
name cannot be expanded into a propositional function. So

an object which is named in this way cannot be meaningfully
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said either to be or not to be. If we want to say that a
named object exists, then we shall have to say that it has
some property or other, or that it is identical with
itself. Russell's conclusion was disputed by Moore. 1In

an article Moore discussed the question whether existence
can be treated as a predicate.2 Moore argued that Russell
used deﬁonstrative 'this' as an instance of logically proper
name., And he has used it to refer to an object. If this is
so, then one can significantly say that it might not kave
existed. But to say this is to imply that the proposition
‘*This does not exist' may be true. From this it follows
that the sentence 'This does not exist' must be significant.
Consequently, the proposition that *this exists' 1is a

true proposition. And from this it follows that the sen-

tence 'This exists' is also significant.

Russell's theory of description was initially
received very favourably by the philosophers. It was con-
sidered by Ramsey as "a paradigm of philosophy."3. But recent
thinkers raised strong objection to Russell's theory. They
say that the theory failed to give accurate account of the
sentence in which descriptive phrases are used. Strawson
argued:

"That in sentences like *The author of

Waverley was Scott' or 'The present King

of France is bald' the existence of an

object, to which the descriptive phrase

purports to refer, is not implicitly
asserted, but rather presupposed, so tla t
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S

1f the object does not exist the sentence

should be regarded as having been used to

make not a false statement but rgther one

thag is lacking in truth-value".

Oone more serious objection to the theory of descrip-
tion is that the assumption that the meaning of a name is
to be identified with the object which it denotes, is itself
an incorrect assumption.\/It may be argued that in case of
ordinary proper name, the name makes the same contribution
to the meaning of the sentence in which it occurs. It does
not matter whether or not the object which it purports to
denote exists. For example, our belief that King Ravana is
a historical figure may be false. It is for this reason
that Russell treated such names as concealed descriptions.
But even in case of demonstrative ‘this' Russell's original
assumption has the same consequence. For the meaning of
these demonstratives varies from user to user. This 1s to
say, their meaning may vary with every occasion of their
use. Ordinarily, the function of the word 'tpis' is not
to name object. Its purpose is to serve as an aid to
orientation. Russell himself came round to such view

in his Inquiry into Meaning and Truth. There he said

that all logically proper names can be characterised as
denoting egocentric particulars. And all of them can be
defined in terms of simple demonstrative *this'., Russell,

then assigned to this word a constant meaning.
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The distinction between saying and showing is funda-
mental in wittgenstein's philosophy. He said:' Wwhat expresses"
itself in language, we cannot express by language.

Propositions show the logical form of reality.

They display it." (T, 4.1211)

"Thus one proposition 'fa' shows that the object'a'occurs
in its sense, two propositions 'fa' and *ga' show that the
same obgect is mentioned in both of them". (T, 4.1211) '"what

can be said cannot be shown" (T, 4.1212).

As an illustration of wittgenstein's thesis that
tautologies show the logical or structural properties of
their components we can consider the following three propo-
sitions, 'df it raing, the ground is wet', ‘'1It rains', *‘'The
ground is wet'. We can form a tautology out of these three
propositions thus: 'If it rains the ground is wet', and,
it rains, then the ground is wet'. As wittgenstein said:
"The faét that the propositions ‘'p o q°, ;p', and 'q*, come
bined with one another in the form ‘(p->q). (p): o> :(q)*,
yvields a tautology shows that g follows frém p and p o q.
The fact that *(x). £fx: > : fa' is a tautology shows that fa
fallogs 1from (x). £x. Etc. etc." (6.1201). It is clear that
the tautology does not say about the world in the way in
which the constituent propositions do say about the world.
But Wittgenstein said that it does show something about the
formal properties of language. It shows that 'The ground

is wet' follows from *If it rains, the ground is wet and
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it raing'. Here one can say that what has been shown can
be said also. For we have said it just at this moment.
wittgenstein®s answer to it is that for anyone to understanc
what we have just written, he must take the expression in
quotation mark as English sentences. He must not take it
as a succession of meaningless marks. And if he takes it
in that sense, he must already know English. and if he
knows English then he already knows the rules for the use
of the English expressions of which the qucted sentence is
composed ot. But if he knows the rules then he already
knows that the third sentence follows from the other two

sentences.

In order to clarify this point wittgenstein made a
distinction between signs and symbols. We can consider a
word or a proposition in two ways. When we consider its
perceptible qualities, such as its shape or sound, we are
considering the sign of the word or proposition. But when
we consider the meaningful use of it, its rule for applica-
tion, then we are considering the symbol. The same sound
or mark can be used in language in different ways. For
example, 'den' is an article in German. But it is ygsed as
noun in English. Similarly, the word 'bear' is used as
noun as well as verb in English. In such case we have the
same sign but different symbols. In order to specify the
symbol we do not have to say anything about semantics.

That is, we do not have to say anything about its reference
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or the kind of the object it stands for. As wittgenstein
said: "In logical syntax the meaning of a sign should
never play a role.” (T, 3.33). This is what is wrong

with the theory of types. Russell was wrong because he
had to speak about things which the signs mean. what
belongs to a certain type is something that cannot be said.
we cannot speak of types. We can speak of symbols only.
The theory of types is an attempt to say what the symbols

can show. (T' 30332: 30333:’ NBIPIOB).

-

To illustrate this let us consider the sentence
‘Tagore 1is a different type of thiﬁg than mortality'. This
is surely a piece of nonsense. But what it tries to say
can be stated in the following manner. 1In 'Tagore is
mortal' ‘Tagore' is a proper name. What it symbolises is
not only the expression 'mortal' or ‘is mortal'. But it

also symbolises the fact that '... is mortal' stands to

the right of a proper name. Similarly, in 'rRam loves sita‘',

*loves' alone is not a symbol. But the fact that 'loves!
stands between two names in a certain order is what
symbolises. ‘If loves' alone is the symbol, then 'Ram
loves sita', 'sita loves Ram' and 'loves Sita Ram' will
all be the same proposition. For all of them are composed
of the same symbols. And what this shows is what we try
to express in the theory of types. The theory of types

tries to say that there is a difference of types between
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objects, properties and relations. (NB, pp, 108-9).

According to Wittgenstein, every symbol has acci-
dental and essential features. So we must make a distinc=-
tion between accidental and essential features. In English
language the order of names flanking the verb 'love' is
significant. It is its accidental feature. In Latin
language it is the termination of names which is significant.
Thus in Latin, °'Marian amet Joannes' and *'Joannes amet
Marian ;' say the samé thing. But every language must have
essential feature also. Its essential feature is what
distinguishes between the subject and the object of the
verb. The essential feature of symbols "is what all symbols
that can serve the same purpose have in common." (T, 3.341).
The accidental feature of a proposition can be said by
another proposition. But 1its essential feature cannot be
éaid by another proposition. For example, ‘Ram loves Sita‘,
shows but does‘not say that 'Ram is to the left of sita'.
This makes it clear that a proposition shows but does not
say about itself. ’The essential or logical feature of

language cannot be said by any proposition. (NB, p.110).

Propositions of logic show these logical properties
clearlye. Bﬁt the propositions of ordinary language show
these properties only vaguely. Because the signs used in
ordinary language belong to different symbols. But in

logical syntax of language the same sign is not used to
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signify different symbols. In an ideal notation ‘'is'
signifies in three different ways and *'identical' has the
linguistic but not logical syntax of an adjective. As
Wittgenstein said: "In the proposition, *‘Green is Green' -
where the first word is the proper name of a person and
the last an adjective - these words do not merely have

dif ferent meanings; they are different symbols."(T, 3.323).

Thus we see that ordinary language uses signs
which look alike but belong to different symbols. It also
contains signs which loock different but belong to the same
symbol and have the same meaning. This is true not only
of ordinary language but also of the formalised language
of Frege and Russell. (NB, p. 100). To illustrate this
"let us consider the two propositions 'not both p and not
p' and 'either not p ér qg'. Both the propositions have
the same truth-table, Both of them are true or false
under same circumstances. And according to Wittgenstein,
the sense of a proposition is determined by elementary
propositions and propositional connectives alone. If so,
then we can say that *not both p and not p' and ‘either
not p or q' have the same sense. One can be substituted
for the other. And tﬁeir common truth-table cannot itself
bé used as a propositional sign with the same meaning.

(Ta 4.4,’ 3.344: 4.44).

According to Wittgenstein, compound propositions are
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nothing more than the expression of agreement and dis-
agreement with the truth possibilities of elementary pro-
positions. 1In order to prove this he offered a number of

arguments in the Tractatus and also in the Notebooks. He

said that it is wrong to think that words like *not* ‘or'
have some independent meaning. It is a general temptation
to think that *not' denotes some negative fact and ‘or
expresséé a relation between two states of affairs, But
in his letter to Russell, he said: "Logic is still in the
melting pot but one thing gets more obvious to me ...
there are no logical constants.® (NB, p. 119), In the

Tractatus, he said that *logical constants' do not denote

anything. (T, 4. 0312). They are not proxies for something

as other words are.

Following Frege's terminology Wittgenstein said
that the same fact corresponds to both p and not p.
So there is nothing which corresponds to the negative
sign *not*. He said that both p and not p correspond to
the same reality. Because both p and not p have the
same reference or denotation. It is the same fact which
makes one false and another true. If it is the case
that 'p*, then the positive fact that 'p*' both makes 'p*
true and false. But if it is not the case that p, then
'p' is made false and ‘not p' is made true by the

same negative fact. (NB, p.94; T, 2.06). If °*not p°*
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corresponds to a different fact then 'not not p' will be
different from 'p' which is absurd. ‘P' and 'not not p*

say exactly the same. wWittgenstein also argued that the
connectives like ‘or' 'and' etc. do not denote any relations.
For unl;ke real relations they need brackets to express
their scope. For example, as we distinguish *'(either p

or q) and r' from ‘either (p or (q and r)'. Moreover, with
the aid of negative sign, all these connectives are inter-
definable. For example, 'if p ... then' can be defined
'‘either not ... or': 'p and q' can be defined as '‘nat either

not p or not gq' and so one.

Thus, according to Wittgenstein, propositional con-
nectives cannot appear in ideal notation. For they are
interdefinable either by equivalence or by mutual rejection.
These connectives should not be regarded as primitive signs
as Russell and Frege have conceived. Like propositional
connectives, the quantifiers are also interdefinable. For
example, ‘for all x' = ‘'not for some x not'; and 'for
some x' « 'not for all x not'. Therefore, they also should
be eliminated from ideal symbolism. (NB, p. 103:; T, 5.441).
Wwittgenstein also said that even the sign of identity is
also superfluous for ideal notation. Itlis not a reélation
between objectse. To say that two things are identical is
nonsense. And to say of a thing that ig¢ is identical with

itself is to say nothing at all. (T, 5.53; 5.5303). Thus
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the sign of identity should be excluded from ideal notation.
(NB, p.34). He also said that there is no need for a sign
of identity. For one man may have many names. And many
men may have the same name. But the principle of ideal
notation says that there should not be signs which belong

to more than one symbols. And if so, then every object
will have a different sign. As he said: A proposition like
‘A = B' is always incorrect and a proposition like ‘A=A'

is always pointless. (T, 5.5303).

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein held that the mean-
4 N
ing of a name is the object it denotes. For he believed
that the names of his simple objects are the only genuine

proper names. In the Investigations, he criticised this

conception of meaning. He said that it i; wrong to speak
of absolutely simple objects. So his early view that the
names of absolutely simple objects are the only genuine
proper names is also wrong. Later wittgenstein, thus,
destroyed the thesis that the meaning of any word which is
a genulne proper name is the object it denotes. He now
claimed that it is a misuse of word 'meaning’' to use it

to signify the thing that corresponds to the name. (PI,
sect. 40). what corresponds to name is the bearer, not
its meaning. In the Tractatus, he had confused the bearer

of the name with the meaning of the name.

At different times Wittgenstein used different
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criteria about meaning. Sometimes he said that a propo-
sition has meaning in virtue of being a picture. sometimes
he held that the meaning of a proposition is the mode of
its verification. He also said that the meaning of an
expression is its use. It is true that the symbols by
themselves are inert and dead. They become meaningful only
when they are meant by speakers and writers and understood
by hearers and readers. This is the general notion of
meaning. But Wittgenstein said that such conception of
meaning is always misleading. For it gives a confused

picture of meaning and understanding.

We generally think of understanding, meaning and
thought as mental processes. These processes accompany
speak ing, hearing, writing and reading of language. The
elements of these processes are not material. They occur
in the spiritual realm of mind. Against this view,
wittgenstein argued that meaning and understanding are not
processsat all. He said that the criteria by which ee
understand sentences are quite different from the criteria

by which we understand mental processes. (PG, p.148).

Let us explain this point. Suppose we say on a
particular occasion ‘'The meeting is successful'. And we
also mean and understahd what we are saying. Again, we
also mean and understand when we climb up stairs with

silent counting of our steps. Our mental processsin both
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the cases are not of the same kind. Similarly, a man who
knows the rules of chess will have different experiences
when he watches a game from some-one who does not know the
rules. (PG, p. 41; 49-50). These experiences vary from
person to person, from case to case. From this it is clear
that these experiences themselves do not constitute the
meaning or understanding. It is wrong to think of under-
standing as a process like the translation of it into another
language. (PG, p.74). If anyone 1is tempted to think of
meaning as a process which accompanies speech should try to
perform that process without speaking. (PI, sect. 332;

BB, p.42:; PG, p.155). wittgenstein said "Make the following
experiment; say 'It's cold here' and mean °‘It's warm here'.
can you do it? And what are you doing as you do it?" (pPI.

sect. 510) .

The term ‘understanding' itself covers many diffe-
rent cases which wittgenstein examined in detail in the

Grammertik «

"we speak of understanding a sentence in the
sense it can be replaced by another which
says the same; but also in the sense in which
it cannot be replaced by another. ... In the
one case the thought in the sentence 1s some-
thing common to two different sentences; in
the other something that #s expressed only by
these words in these positions."(PG, p.69).

wittgenstein said that these kinds of use of 'understanding'

constitutes its meaning. It also constitutes the concept of
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understanding. There are many cases which may be covered
by the concept like understanding. From thisg it does not
follow that there must be some common property in them,
which form the concept. The different cases may be related
to one another through intermediaries. They may be related
in a way that links of a chain are related to distant

links in the same chain. Two members of the same family may
be closed to each other. The distant ones may have nothing
more in common with each other and yet belong to the same

family.

wittgenstein introduced the notion of family like-

ness in the Grammes:tik. But he developed this notion in

Blue Book. He said that a general term has nothing in common.

As he said:

"They form a family the membérs of which have
family likeness. Some of them have the same
nose, others the same eyebrows and others
again the same way of walking and these like-
ness overlap. The idea of a general concept
being a common property of its particular
instances connects up with other primitive,
too simple, ideas of the structure of language".
(BB, Pe 17,’ Pl, Secte. 67,' PG' poES)o

Ordinary language uses words as standing for pro-
perties. It is because of the fact that words are conceived
on the pattern of common noun and proper name. But this,
according to wittgenstéin. is wrong for two reasons. First,

it concentrates too much on names. And as a result it

ignores other kinds of words which are used very diffécabtly
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from names. It is something like describing chess by
ignoring the case of pawns. (BB, p.77). Secondly, it
takes the meaning-relation wrongly. It considers that

the meaning of a name is the object it names. and it
regards that the name 1s correlated with the object by
means of ostensive definition. But Wittgenstein was
opposed to such conception of meaning. He assigned limited
role to ostensive definition. He gave more’stress on
multiplicity of different types of words and different

uses of language.

According to wittgenstein, it is wrong to suppose
that words always function in one way. For example, a
word like *five' functions differently from the word like
*apple'. To know what *'five' means one must be capable of
counting. But this 1is not required to know the meaning
of 'apple'. (BB, p.79). One may be tempted to say that
'*apple' and *five' are two different types of objects.
Apples are touchable, whereas numbers are not touchable.
But this way of saying things is quite wrong: For a number
may be defined by pointing as a word like apple. But the use
of the words after they have been gsed is totally different.
AS opposed to his early view, Wittgenstein now
gave emphasis on two conceptions of meaning. Firstly, he
said that the meaning of a word is its use in a language.

And secondly, he said that the meaning of a word is what
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the explanatién of the meaning explains. Sometimes he
said that the meaning of a word is its use in a calculds
or in a language~game. And according to him, language-
games are the ways of using signs similar than these in
which we use the signs of our highly complicated language.
(BB, p. 17). Thus, to understand the meaning of a word
we should not look for an object for which it stands. We

should rather study the diversity of their functions.

In the Blue Book, Wittgensteln made a distinction
between verbal and ostensive definition. He said that
verbal definition takes us from words to words. So it
cannot give us the real meaning. But it seems ostensive
definition can take us to the real step towards learning
the meaning. (BB, p.l). It appears thag one can learn the
meaning of the word simply by acquaintanqe with what the
word stands for. It may also seem that we learn language
by giving names to objects. From this one may think that
the essential part of the learning process is the acquaine
tance with the object. Others may make us learn what words
mean. But this they can do only by putting us in a position
where we ourselves can be acquainted with the object which
is the meaning of the word. After acquaintance with the
object we are to fix our attention on the appropriate object.
And then we are to associate the world with it. Once such
association is made we feel that we Kknow the meaning. we

a3so feel that we understand it and know its use.
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Later wittgenstein severely criticised this view
of ostensive definition. He said that the acquaintance
with the object for which the word stands does not mean
the knowledge of the word. The meaning of the word is not
the thing which ‘corresponds' to the word. We must not
confuse the bearer of a name with the meaning of a mame.
(PG, p. 63=4). It is a misuse of the word ‘'meaning’' to
use it to signify the thing that corresponds to name.
(PI, p. 40). wWhat corresponds to name is its bearer, not
its meaﬁing. In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein had confused
the bearer of a name with the meaning of a name. It can
be made clgar from the following consideration. when
Mr. N.N. +dies, it is correct to say that the bearer of
the name *N.N' dies. But it is absurd to say that the
meaning of the name 'N.N' dies. Again, if the name 'N.N'
really loses its meaning when its bearer goes out of
existence, then it follows that it makes no sense to say
‘Mr. N.N. does not exist', or *Mr. N.N. is dead'. But we
can significantly make all these statements. (PI, sect. 40).
In fact, a person's name does not lose its meaning when
he is no more. The bearer of a name is one thing and the
meaning of a name is another. So one should not be con-

fused with the other.

wittgenstein is right in rejectipg his former opinio

Because the meaning of a name and what it applies to are
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quite different. And one cannot be identified with the
other without absurdity. For example, the word 'slab’ is

a8 kind of piece which is used in the construction of build-
ings. If the meaning of the term *slab’' Hs. the actual
slabs themselves, then we eught to be able to say such
things as "I broke part of the meaning of the word shab”

or 'I laid a hundred parts of the meaning of the word *'slab*
today.” But these sorts of utterances are absurd and

meaningless.

Thus the meaning of a name should be distinguished
from the kearer of a name. But the ostensive definition
explains the meaning of name by pointing to its bearer. But
the successful application of an ostensive definition
depends on two conditions. First, the learner must be
acquainted with the bearer. And second, he must also be
acquainted with the role in language of the word to be
definedz%yThus if we know that some one means to explain
a colourbword to us, the ostensive definition ‘That is
called sppia' will help us to understand the word. But the
ostensive definition is not sufficient to explain the mean-
ing of the wor&. Because it can always be interpreted in
various ways. Suppose, for instance, we explain the word
‘tove' by pointing to a pencil and say that "This is called
‘tove'”. This type of explanation will be quite inadequate.

Because we might have meant, ‘'This is pencil' or ‘This is
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round’ or *this is wood' or °'This is one' or 'This is
hard' and so on. (PG, p.60; BB, p.2). This shows that

to understand a word acquaintance with the word's bearer
is not so important} Russell searched for a 'logical
proper name'. It is a name which should refer to some-
thing by nature unanalysable. And he said that the demon-
strative fthis' is the only ‘'logical proper name'. But
witthenstein pointed. out that it is not a name at all.

According to him, there are no logical proper names.

Wittgenstein®s theory of meaning as use is closely

connected with the concept of language-games. There is

no mention of language-games in the Tractatus. But the

connection between meaning and uée has been made there.
Though what he meant by use in the Tractatus is radically
different from what he meant by it in his later worlis.

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein made a distinction between

sign“and symbol., The sign is what is perceptible in the
symbol. And two different symbols may have their sign

in common. When two different symbols have the same sign,
uwe can recognise a symbol from its sign only by observing
how it is used with a sense. (T, 3.326). If a sign has

no use, then it is meaningless. The logical syntax is

the part of its use. As he said: "a sign does not determine

a logical form unless it is taken together with its
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logical~syntactical employment". (T, 3.327). But mere
form cannot determine thé meaning of a sign. So the
employment of logical syntax must involve something in
addition to logical form. But in a logical syntax the
meaning of a sign does not play any role (T, 3.33). In
order for a sign to have meaning there must be correlation
between signs. This means that there must be correlation
between signs with their logical syntactical propefties
and the reference of signs. This correlation is a matter
of psychology. It is not the task of philosopher to dis-

cover it. (NB, p. 129).

“The early wittgenstein regarded the correlation of
names with named objects as a trivial, extra-philosophical
matter. His early view was that the connection between
language and reality consists of only two elements. That
is to say, it consists of the name-relation and the
pictorial nature of the proposition. Now he realised that
to regard the connection between language and reality in
this way is an oversimplification of the fact. And from
this realisation he developed thé theory of meaning as

use and explored the notion of language-games. wittgenstein
thought that as there are varieties of games, so there is
diversity of linguistic usages. So he considered the
concept of game a useful one to study the diversity of

linguistic usages.
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Wwittgenstein compared the use of the words to the
playing of games. (PI. p.23). He said that using language
means playing language-games. The idea of the 'language-
games' first came to his mind from the observation of a
foot=-ball game. This is evident from Malcolm's reports

"One day when Wittgenstein was passing a

field where a foot-ball game was in pro-

gress the thought first struck him that

in language we play games with words. A

central idea of his philosophy, the notion

of a language-game apparently had its

genesis in this accident."®

For later Wittgenstein, words are not pictures.
They are pieaesin various language-games. He said that the
significance of a piece in chess depends on its role in
the game. That is, it depends on how it can be moved,
how one behaves with it and so on. Similarly, the meaning
of a word'depends on its role in various language—~games.
This means that the meaning of a word is a kind of behaviour
which surrounds its use. And these modes of behaviour are
nothing but different language-games. An expression or a
word gets its meaning from these modes of behaviour.
Wwittgenstein himself once said: "An expression has meaning

only in the stream ofAl:l.fe.".7

There is a great plausibility in the suggestion
that the meaning of a word is its use. A word gets its

meaning only when it is used. It is natural to think that
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when we teach a child the meaning of the word 'ball’,

what we teach is its use. We teach him to play different
language-games with it. 2And if teaching him meaning is
teaching him the use, then the meaning of the word must

be its gse.wﬁigenséh?s assumption was that if anything is
to refer beyond itself, then it can be done only by its
use. That is, if any;hing has to have conventional meaning,
it can have it only by virtue of being used. A sign by

itself is dead. It gets life only in use in language.

wittgenstein, then, identified the meaning of a
word and the sense of a sentence with their use in language.
This identification seems to be misleading. That there
are some connections between the meaning of a word and
its use is an undeniable fact. But that does not mean that
these connections between meaning and use are sufficient
to identify them as wittgenstein did. His identification
seems to be implausible for two reasons. First, there
are things which have uses, but normally they do not have
meaningé. For example, tools, instruments etc. Secondly,
there are things which may sometimes have meanings, but
normally do not have uses. For example, black clouds on
the horizon, footprints in the snow etc.. So one may not
accebt the view that the meaning of a wor@ or a sentence
is the same thing as its use in language. This also proves
that the connections between meaning and use are neither

universal nor necessary. It is true that if one knows
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the meaning of a word he also knows its use. And if he
knows the use, he also knows the meaning. But that does
not mean that there is. a necessary connection between
meaning and use. For it 1s quite possible to know the
meaning of a word without knowing its use. And it 1s also
possible to know the use of a word without knowing its
meaning. For example, if someone tells us that ‘'ultus'
means ‘revenge’ in Latin, we immediately know. the meaning
‘'of the word. But we have no idea how or when we are to
use this word. Again, for example, many people know how
to use the word 'amen'. But only few people know its

meaning. But to say this-is not to say that they are

meaningless.

-~

Most of the proper names have use. But they do
not have any meaning. We cannot ask what is the meaning
of ‘'Rabindra Nath Tagore?' we can only ask ‘'Wwho is Rabindra
Nath Tagore?' One may say that here we are just asserting
that Rabindra Nath Tagore was a famous Indian poet who
was awarded the Nobéb prize. Even then we are not defin-
ing rRabindra Nath Tagore. It also does not give its
meaning. For it has neither meaning nor definition. Here
we are simply identifying RrRabindra Nath. Tagore or descri-
bing him, according to circumstances. Wittgenstein's
identification of meaning and use misused the words

'‘meaning' and 'definition'. These two words are not used
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in connection with proper names. Some proper names have
meaning. But in majority of the cases the meaning has

nothing to do with the use.

Perhaps Wittgenstein was under the impression that
the job of the philosopher is to give us the real meaning
of certain important words. He was telling us that the
meaning is neither the object nor any kind of spiritual
entity. It is rather the use of the word in language.

His concentration was not on meaning but on use. So he
should have said that it is not the task of philosopher to
give us meaning of philosophically difficult words. His
job is rather to give us é&heir use or uses, as Wittgenstein
said: "Don't ask for the meaning ask for the use." 2and
this is what he followed in actual practice. He investi-
gated the use of words. He was not much concerned about
their meanings. Naturally, therefore, his error in

identifying meaning and use is not of much significance.
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CHAPTER-VI



RELATION OF LANGUAGE TO REALITY

The Tractatus 1is mostly concerned with the nature
of language and its relation with the world. And this was
his major philosophical concern throughout his life. The
Tractatus offers us the famous picture theory of meaning.
According to this doctrine, language consists of proposi-
tions which picture the world. He said that the proposi-
tions are perceptible expressions of thoughts. And thoughts
are nothing but logical pictures of facts. Thus the picture
theory of meaning is the theory of the nature of proposi-
tion. The Tractatus gives a general theory of language
in relation to the world. It gives an answer to the ques-

tion how is language, and so thinking possible.

'

In the Note~Books he said that his whole task is

to explain the nature of sentences. (NB, p. 39), He wanted
to explain how it is possible for a combination of words

to represent a fact in the world. He was concerned with
the question how it is possible that by producing a sentence
we can say something. That is, what makes it possible

for a sentence to tell us that such and such is the case?
wittgenstein's explanation consists in the idea that a

sentence is a picture. He meant that a sentence is
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literally a picture. He did not mean to say that a sentence
is like a picture in certain respects. His Note-Books
records how this idea first appeared in his mind. This
occured to him during the war when he was reading a maga-
zine. In that magazine h& saw an account of how a motor=-
car accident was represented in a law court by means of

small models. This he explained in the Notebooks thus:

e e ey,

"The general concept of the proposition carries with it
a quite general concept of the coordination of proposition
and situation. The solution to all my questions must be

extremely simple.” (NB, p.7)

warnock describes wWittgenstein's picture theory of

language thus:

"In a picture of an object or scene, there
is a kind of correspondence between the
parts of or elements in the picture, and
the parts of or elements in the objects or
scene. But these elements must not only
be present: their structure, form or
arrangement must be the same -~ according
of course to some system of projection,
whether simple perspective or something
more elaborate. Now, 'an atomic fact is
a combination of objects (entities, things)
.+ The configuration of objects forms the
atomic fact'. (Tractatus 2.01, 2.0272).
But the 'essential sign' is itself also
fact; it too is a combination of elements,
namely words. This sort of fact is there-
fore capable of ‘'picturing' those other,
non verbal facts; and it is thus that
language can refer to the world, can mean
something other than itself.”

The dolls and Toy cars can be used to represent
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ways in which an accident may take place. They can be
used to construct different propositions about the accident
to give different accounts or different models of.what
takes place. wWittgenstein®s general comreption is that
when we put propositions together we construct a model of
reality. As he said: "In a proposition a situation 1is, as

it were constructed by way of experiment." (T, 4.031).

wittgenstein's theory is that a proposition is a
picture. This is based on the consifieration on the nature
of proposition in general. His conception of picture not
only includes two dimensional pictorial relationships like
paintings, drawings etc.. It also includes maps, sculp-
tures, three-dimensional models, musical scores and grame-
phones records. This shows that wittgenstein used the

term picture in a technical sense.

A picture is representation. A representation
can be either accurate or inaccurate. And it can give us
a true or false picture of what it represents. wittgenstein
sought to explain the nature of proposition by means of a
general theory of representationv Two things are to be
considered in case of any representation. First, we are
to see what it is representing. And second, we are to see
whether it is representing accurately or inaccurately.
Ssimilarly, we are to consider two features of a proposition.

First, we must see what is the meaning of a proposition.
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And second, whether what it means is true or false.
The distinction between the two feature& of represen-
tation corresponds to the distinction between the two

features of proposition.

A collision between a lorry and a car can be
represented by placing together a toy lorry and a toy
car. This gives a three-dimensional picture or model of
the accident. wWittgenstein thought that such procedure
can throw light on the theory of representation and
on the theory of proposition. A particular position-
ing of the toy car and the toy lorry may represent the
relative positioning of the car and the lorry at the
time of accident. In order to make such representa-
tion possible the toy car must stand for the real car
and the toy lorry must stand for the real lorry. That
is to say, the different parts of the model must stand
for the elements of the situation which is to be re-
presented. “Wittgenstein said that it is the pictorial
rel ationship which makes a picture a picture. Mere
existence of the elements of the model is not enough
for a representation. The elements of the model must
be related to each other in a particulaf‘way to make a
proper representation}?The spatial representation of

the real car and the real lorry can be made by the spatial
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representation of the toy car and the toy lorry. But 1if
the toy car and the toy lorry are just lying in the box
or in the show case of a businessman, they will surely be
in spatial relationship with each other. But this will not
represent the situation involved in the accident. To
represent the situation involved in the accident the toy

car and the toy lorry must be related in a particular way.

According to Wittgenstein, the relationship between
the elements of a picture is a fact. That is to say, the
fact that the elements of a picture are related in the way
they are 1is itself a fact. This led Wittgenstein to say
that a picture is a fact. According to him, every picture
has a structure. But it is not identical with its struc-
ture. He called the elements in the picture the structure
of the picture. A picture consists of structure plus
pictorial relationship. A picture is a relation between
the elements which have pictorial relationship with objects
outside. In case of any representation, to consider only
the actual structure of pictures is not enough. We must .
also consider the elements which make such Structure possible.
The possibility of structure is called by wWittgenstein
‘*Pictorial form' of picture. And the possibility of this
relationship is the element which the model in the court

and the actual accident have in common. In this particular
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case the possibility of this relationship is the trudi-
mensional character of the elemenks. 2And it is this common
element because of which the model in the court has been
able to represent the real accident in the road. According
to Wittgenstein, the fact and the picture must have the

same form. Wittgenstein called this common form the
‘pictorial form' of pictures. As he said: "There must be
something identical in a picture and what it depicts, to
enable the one to beipicture of the other at all".(T, 2.16).
He also said that "what a picture must have common with

reality ... is its pictorial form." (T, 2.17).

Thus we see that the pictorial form is the possi-
bility of relationship between elements of the picture.
And the pictorial form is common to picture and what it
depicts. From this it follows that the way the represent-
ing elements of the picture are related, in the same way
the things represented are also related. Because the picto-
rial form is also the possibility éf relationship of the
things represented. (T, 2.151). & pictgre, then, represents
a possibility in the real world. It is just like a drawing
or @ model of an architechk which shows a possible arrange-

ment of buildingse.

Now the question arises how does the picture connect
with the reality. To this question wittgenstein seems to

give inconsistent answers. (T, 2.51 - 2.1515). Immediately
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after explaining the pictorial form he said: "That is hav
a picture is attached to reality:; it reaches right out to
it" (T, 2.1511). This suggests that it is the pictorial
form by virtue of which pictures touch reality. But after
a few passages he said that it is the pictorial correlation
between elements of the picture and the things« through
which the picture touches reality (T, 2.1515). These two
passages seems to contradict each other. Because in one
case he said that it is the pictorial form which connects
with the reality. But in another case he said that it is
the correlation with which the picture connects with the

reality.,

But this inconsistency in Wittgenstein's answer is
only an apparent one. We can select a set of toys as three-
dimensional proxies for three-dimens&onal objects. The
purpose of selection is to make their three-dimensional pro-
perties the pictorial form of the picture. And it is.ethe
selection of an object with certain pictorial form which
makes the connection with reality. Here the shape or colour
or weight of the toys is insignificant. Though in a different
case their colour or shape or weight may be significant.
wisdom puts the point in th}s way 3

"Just as an arrangement of pebtches of paint

on earth might by chance be identical in

structure with a scene in heaven without

being a picture of it, so might an arrange-
ment of marks happen to be identical in
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structure with fact without picturing it.
Just as we require someone to make the
patches with intent to paint the scene,
so we require someone to make the marks
with intent to express the fact."?

Therefore, the connedtion with reality is made by the person

who makes the correlation between the elements of the picture

and the elements of reality. But again the question arises
how does a person do it. In wWittgenstein's opinion, this
is purely an empifical matter which is of no importance for
philosophy. This was his opinion when he wrote the
Tractatus. But later he changed his opinion and said that
the matter is closely connected with the hature of repre-
sentation. But in the Tractatus he was more concerned
with the pictorial form than in discussing pictorial rela-

tionship. -

wittgenstein perhaps thought that for A to be a
picture of B, A must not be exactly like B. For, if A is
exactly like B, then A will be simply B. And in that case
A will not be a picture of B. And A must not be totally
unlike B. For, if A is totally unlike B, then A cannot be
picture of B at all. (NB, p. 15). wnat makes A like B is
called by wittgenstein A’s pictorial form. wWhat mekes
A unlike B and makes A the picture of B may be called A's
representational form. Thus, for example, in a two dimen-

sional pencil-sketch of landscape the pictorial form is the
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spatiality of the picture. PFor it is the spatiality which
the picture has in common with the landscape. But the re=
presentational form of the picture is the black-and-white
miniature two-dimensionality. This two-dimensionality is
peculiar to the picture with the conventions of scale,
perspective, shading etc. (T, 2.171=-3). In the three-
dimensional law court model the three dimensions are part

of the representational forme.

| Pictures are not something concrete. They are more
or less ébstract. They are more or less what they picture.
But there 1is a miﬁimum which the reality and the picture
must have in common. This is true not only of true pictures
but also of false picéures. According to wittgenstein,
this minimﬁm is the ®*logical form* of the pirture.(T, 2.18).
what this logical form means is that the elements of the
picture must be capable of some combination with other.
And they should combinirein such a way that they must corres-
pond to the relationsghip of the elements of what is pictured.
But this way of combing will differ from representational
form. For example, in a score the ordering of the notes
on the page from left to right represents the ordering of
the sounds in tone. The spatial arrangement of the ndtes
is not a part of the pictorial form. It is a part only of
the representational form. Becausge sounds are not in space.

This ordering is common to both. According to Wittgenstein,
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this common ordering is the logical form. lﬁvery picture
must have logical form in common with what it pictures.

So every picture is a logical picture. The spatiality of
picture is an additional element which may or may not be
common with what it pictures. The logical form is part
of the pictorial form of every picture. Every picture
represents a possible state of affairs which may be called
its sense. It is a true picture if its sense agrees with
reality. And it is a false picture if its sense does not
agree with reality. No picturé by itself is true or false.
"It is precisely wittgenstein's point that a picture by

itself does not say anything."3

wittgenstein applied his general theory of picturing
to propositions and thoughts. Normally one may not think
that a propos ition printed on a page is a picture. But
accordinggto the Tractatus, it is really a picture of what
-it represents, even in the ordinary sense. It is a fact
that words which we have not previously encountered have
to be explained to us when we.meet them for the first time.
But a proposition which is composed of familiar words, can
be understood without further explanation. As wittgenstein
said:- "I understand a proposition without having had its
sense explained to me." (T, 4.021). This appears to one
as a remarkable fact. If it is a fact, then the only

possible explanation seems to be that a proposition without
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having its sense explained to us, shows its sense. It

shows how things are if it is true. (T, 4.022). This is
exactly what a picture does. A proposition composed of
old or familiar words iB able to communicate a new state

of affairs by virtue of being a picture of it.

JIn every picture, according to wittgenstein, there
must be one to one correspondence between the elements of
a picture and the thing in the state of affairs which it
represents. Jéor example, if one element of a picture stands
for a boy and another element stands for a ball, then the
relationship between the pic;ure element may show that the
boy is playing with the ball. }A picture is a fact. It is
a fact that picture elements are related to one another in
a definite way. A picture fact shows that the things the
picture elements stand for are related in the same way as
the picture elements are related. Since a proposition is
considered to be a picture, the elements of the picture
must correspond to the elements of the state of affairs
which it depicts. The two must have the same logical form.
From this it appears that the picture theory is not appli-
cable to ordinary sentences. "He admits that the picture
theory of meaning does not seem to be immediately applicable
to ordinary language.ﬂé But according to Wittgenstein,
this means not that it is not true. It only means that
our ordinary sentences possess a concealed complexity which

can be revealed by analysise.
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The pictorial nature of proposition was not just
assumed by wittgenstein. It was inferred by him from the
essential characteristic of proposition. According to him,
it is the essential nature of proposition that a person
who knows the language can understand a proposition which
he has never seen or heard before. As he said: "It belongs
to the essence of a proposition that it should be able

to communicate a new sense to us." (T, 4.027),

The three different formulations of the inference

are as follows: First,

"In order to understand the essential nature
of a proposition, we should consider h#géro-
glyphic script, which depicts the fact that
it describes. And alphabetic script deve-
loped out of it without losing what was ess-
ential to depiction. We can see this from
the fact that we understand the sense of a
propositional sign without its sense having
been explained to us." (T, 4.02; 4.016).

second,

"A proposition is a picture of reality : for if
I understand a proposition, I know the situa-
tion that it represents. And I understand
without having had its sense explained to me".
(T, 4.021).,
Third,

“A proposition must use old expressions to co-
mmunicate a new sense. A proposition communi-
cates a new situation to us, and so it must
be essentially connected with the situation.
And the connection is precisely that it is its
loggical picture. A proposition states some-
thing only in so far as it is a picture",

(T, 4.03).

A picture has just the same features which a proposition has.
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It represents some situation beyond itself. And we can
tell which situation it is merely by loocking at the picture.
None is needed to explain to us what situation it depicts.
we can 'read 1€ off' from the picture itself. A picture
shows us what it represents. And a proposition being a

picture shows its sense. (T, 4.022).

Wwe have alfeady noted that a proposition does not
at once appear to be a picture of a situation. Ordinary
pictures look like what they represent. And a proposition
surely does not loock like a situation. But Wittgenstein
did not want to say that a proposition is an ordinary
spatial picture of the situation which it depicts. For him,
a proposition is a logical picture of it. (T, 4.03)%. In
order for‘A’;o be a logical picture oftB'three conditions
must be fulfilled. First there must be one to one correg-
pondence between the components of'a’ and the components of'B!
Second, the feature of the structure or form of(A’must
correspond to the feature of the structure or form of(Bl
Third, there must be rules for projection for connecting

C_J .
the components of(A)and B. The rules of projection are

N out
rules by means of which given A, B can be constructedAof it.

cuk
And gived'Bi‘h'can be constructedAof it. The rules connect-
ing a musical score and an actual performance of it is a
good example of projection./ For given either the score or

the actual performance, the other can be formulated. As
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wittgenstein said:

"There 1is a general rule by means of which

the musician can obtain the symphony from

the score, and which makes it possible to

derive the symphony from the groove on the

gramophone record, and, using the first

rule, to derive the score again. That is

what constitutes the inner similarity

between these things which seem to be cone-

structed in such entirely different ways.

And that rule is the law of projection

which projects the symphony into the lan-

guage of musical notation. Xt is the rule

for translating this language into the lan-

guage of gramophone records." (T, 4.0141)

A picture can depict reality. But it cannot depict
its own form of representation. A picture represents its
subject from outside. But it cannot get outside itself to
depict its own form of representation. A picture of another
form may depict the representational form of a given picture.
For example, a picture in sound may depict the representa-
tional form of a picture in colour. But in order for one
to represent the form of other, there must be something
which is the same in both. wWittgembeein said: "There must
be something identical in a picture and what it depicts, to
enable thke one to be a picture of the other at all."(T,2.161).
Therefore, the logical form, the form of reality, which all
pictures must possess in common, cannot be depicted by any

picture.

The same consideration is applicable to proposition

also. We make assertion by means of propositions. wWith a
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proposition we say something. And by proposition we say
how things are in the world. Things that there are in

the world are related to one another in a certain way. And
we try to describe that. But we cannot describe how pro=-
- positionssucceed in representing reality, either truly
or falsely. We cannot say what the form of representation
is. That is to say, we cannot say what is common to all
propositions that makes them pictures of reality. We can-
not say how language represents the world. For we cannot
state in any proposition the pictorial form of all propo-
sitions. As wittgenstein said: "what can be said only be
said by means of a Bentence, and so nothing that is nece-

ssary for the understanding of all sentences can be said.®

(NB, Po 25).

-
This doctrine implies that in a sense we cannot

say what is the meaning of a proposition ir. WwWith regard

to the proposition *a is larger than b', we can explain to

a person what 'a' and 'b' each refers to and what ‘'larger’

means. But no explanation can be given about what *a is

larger than b' means. We can understand the elements of

a proposition. And we also see how these elements are com-

bined. But we cannot say what this combination means.

Yet we can grasp its meaning. In some sense we can grasp

‘what it means. Because the proposition shows its meaning.

Anything that can be said can be said clearly. But anything

that can be understsod cannot be said.



210

wittgenstein's picture theory of proposition is
at the same time an account of the nature of thogyght. He
applied the general theory of picturing to thought. He
said: "A thought is a proposition with a sense." (T, 4).
And he also said that a logical picture isi&hought. In
a broposition a thought is expressed in a manner which is
perceptible to senses. According to the Tractatus, a
painting, a sculpture, a musical score are expressions of
thoughts. The view that a thought is a proposition seems
to imply that the words of a sentence can be the consti-
tuents of a thought. But in a letter to Russell, he
explicitly denied it. He said that a thought does not
consist of words. It consists of psychical constituents
which have the same sort of relation to reality as words.
And these constituents correspond to the words of lan-
guage. (NB, ppe 129=-130%. From this it appears that
wittgenstein's view was not that a thought and a propos}-
tion with a sense are one and the same thinge. They are
two different things with corresponding constituents of
different nature. According to him thinking is a kind of
language. For, a thought is a logical picture of a sen-
tence. And therefore, thinking is a kind of sentence.
(NB, p.82).

To say that state of affairs 4is con-
ceivable means that we can make a picture of

it. (T, 3.,001). 2 thought contains the possibility of
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a state of affairs. For the iogical form of the thought is
the possibility that the things in the world are combined

in the way the constituents of the thought are combined.
Anything which is conceivable is also possible. In a written
or spoken proposition a thought is made perceptible to
senses. All thoughts can be stated in proposition. AnNd

what cannot be stated cannot be thought too.

A consequence of this view is that the form of re-
presentation of propositions which cannot be stated, cannot
be thought also. The form of reality, the logical form
cannot be thought. For it cannot be stated. Our language
shows us something which we cannot think. It is the task
of philosophy to indicate what cannot be said or thought
by presenting clearly what can be said. According to the
Tractatus, therefore, there is a realm of the unthinkable
which is the foundsation of all languages and all thoughts.
It is mirrored in our thought. But it cannot be an object
of our thought. wWittgenstein said that onl§ possible states
of affairs can be thought of (T, 3.02). The totality of \
true thoughts is a picture of ihe world. (T,.3.01). Since
any picture needs to be compared with reality to tell
whether it is true or false, there cannot be thought whose
truth is recognisable from the thought itself. Hence no

thought can be a priori truth. (T, 3.04; 3.05).

In the Tractatus, thought appears as connecting

link between propositions and states of affairs. To
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illustrate this Wittgenstein used the metaphore of geo-
matrical projection. He said that the propositional sign,
when used, is a projection of a possible state of affairs.
The method of projection is to think of possible state of
affairs. That is to say, the method of projection is to
form a logical picture of the possible state of affairs.
(T, 3.5; 3.12). It is the thought which makes the propo-
sitiénal sign a proposition. It is for this reason that
Wittgenstein sometimes regarded proposition as a thought.
(T, 3.5-4). It is not just the expression of thought.
.(T,v3.2). " The projection line goes from the sentence to
the state of affairs via the thought in the mind. In an
ideal language the elements of a sentence will correspond
to the elements of the thought. These elements of thought
will correspond to the objects involved in the possible
states of affairs. (T, 3.2). Here the projection line will
be very siﬁple. But in every day language, the form of
thought is disguised in the sentence. The understanding
of ordinéry langaage depends on conventions. The projection
line here is not simple. It is'a complicated one. Philo-
sophical analysis is needed to make the elementé of propo-
sitions to correspond to the elements of thought, And it
is analysis which reveals the real form of thought which

is hidden in ordinary speech. (T, 4.0031).

The picture theory is based on the contrast between

propositions and names. According to Frege, names and
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propositions have both sense and reference. And he treated
the truth-value of the proposition as its reference, But
wittgengtein disagreed with Frege on this point. He
treated as reference of a proposition not its truth-value,
but the fact that corresponds to it, (NB, p. 94; 111). Thus
for wittgenstein, the reference of 'p' if 'p' is true, is
the fact that p. The reference of 'p' if 'p' is false,
is the negative fact that not p. Wittgenstein, thus made
a contrast between names and propositions. According to
him, the relation between names and what they refer to is
different from the relation between the propositions and
what they refer to. As copl said:

»"The connection between words and objects

is conventional and arbitrary, and must be

learned. But the connection between the

structure of a proposition and the struc-

ture of a fact is not wholly conventional."5

For example, to upderstand a proper name like 'Tagore' we
must know whom or what it refers to. But we can very
’well understénd a proposition without knowing whether it
is true or false. That means we can understand a propo-
sition without knowing its reference. (NB, p.94). wWitt-
genstein, thus, said that the propositions though they

have reference must be distinguished from names.

wittgenstein said that when we understand a pro-

poesition, what we understand is not its reference. What
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we really understand is its sense. (NB, p.94; 111).In
order to understand a proposition we have to know what
will be the case df it is true and what will be the case

if it is false. As he said: "Every proposition is
essentially trug:false. (corresponding to case of its
truth and case of its falsity): we call this the sense of
a proposition." (NB, p.94). The sense of a proposition
differentiates it from a name. A name can have only one
relation to reality. A name can only name something. If
it does not name something then it is not a significant
symbol at all., But a proposition has two relations to
reality. In one case when it is true and in other case
when it is false. A proposition is meaningful in both

the cases. A proposition is not meaningless when it 1is
not true. Wittgenstein criptically said: "Names are like
arrows". (NB, p.27). The truth or falsity of a proposition
constitutes the relationship of“the proposition to reality.

And this relationship is its meaning. (NB, p.112).

Thus we see that to understand a name is to
understand its reference. And to understand a proposition
is to understand its sense. But there is also another
important difference between the two. We can understand
the reference of a name without having its reference
explained to us. But we cannot understand the sense of a

proposition without having its sense explained to us.
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only when we deal with unfamiliar language we take the
meanings of proposition as single units. The real under-
standing of propositions depends on the understanding of
their constituent parts. The constituent parts\of Propo=-
sitions are words of which they are composed..:. For
example, if we know the meaning of 'a' and 'b* and if we
know what *'xRy' means for any Xs and for any ys, then we

a¥so understand 'a R b'. (NB, p.94).

we have seen that the correlation constitutes the
pictorial relationship of the picture. And this correlation
is made between the elements of a picture and the elements
of what has to be pictured. Elements of the propositions
are simple unanalysable signs. They are names. A name
has for its reference an object. A name in a proposition
stands for an object. The connection between a name and
what it names is a matter of arbitrary‘convention. (NB,
P«25, T, 3.315; 3.323). But the corrélation between a
name and what it names is a matter of psychology. (NB,
p. 104; 111; 99). The choice of sign is always arbitrary.
so 1f a certain combination of signs fails to make sense,
it does not mean that there is something wrong with the
sign itself. I fails because we have failed to make
correlation between it and reality. This is the reason why
‘socrates is Plato' or ‘socrates is identical' is non-

sengical,
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According to Wittgenstein, a proposition is not
just a set of names. And a mere correlation of names with
the object is not enough. He said that we mjst also corre-
late the relationship between names in a proposition with
the relationship between objects in facts. This correla-
tion is also made by arbitrary conventions. (NB, p. 99).
He said that names are representatives. One name stands
for one thing. Aﬁother name sfands for another thing. (NB,
pPe 26; T, 4.0311). The names can be representatives only
if they havé syntactical form. The correlations of names
and objects are arbitrary. And the condition that certain
relationship between names will represent a certain rela-
tionship between objects is also arbitrary. But once these
conventions are made no further explanation is necessary to
understand the correlation between names and objects. This
makes it poésible to understand a proposition which we
have never seen or hard before. But the case is different
with names. For each -new name requires explanation. (T,

4,026).

According to Wittgenstein, a proposition stands in
an internal réiation to possible state of affairs. He said
that a proposition communicates a situation to us. And it
is essentially connected with the situation. (T, 4.03).
Every proposition has accidental as well as esgsential

features. The accidental features of propositiong are
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determined by the arbitrary conventions of the particular
language to which they belong. But the essential features
of propositions are those without which they cannot express
their sense. (T, 3.34). The essential features are the
logical form which a proposition must have in common with
the situation it represents. The logical form of a pro-
position always remains unchanged. But the constituents

;f proposition may be changed. The relation between the
p;oposition and situation is internal. It is not causal or
contingent. According to Wittgenstein, an internal pro-
perty is something which it is unthinkable that a possessor
should not possess. (T, 4.123) . The logical. structure of

a proposition is an internal property of it. For it is
unthinkable that a proposition will remain the same and
have a different structure. Like propositions, possible
situations also have internal properties. For, in a pro-
position there are as many distinguishable parts as in the
situation presented. The internal properties of the situa-
tions are expressed by the internal properties of the
corresponding proposition. wittgenstein thus said that

the proposition describes reality by its internal proper-

ties (T, 4.124).

wittgenstein said that the internal relationship
between proposition and reality can only be shown. But it

Eannot be stated informatively. For, according to him,
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something can be sadd only if we are able to grasp the
content of what is being communicated without knowing its
truth-value. From this it follows that an internal pro-
perty is something which cannot be said. If it is unthinka-
ble that a thing should lack certain property, then it
cannot be informatively bz said that it has that property.
The relation between the proposition and the situation is
an internal relation. So it can only be shown, but cannot
be said, (NB, p. 25). The propoéitioﬁ that the cat is on
the mat says that the cat is on the mat. But it cannot say
that it itself says that the cat is on the mat. (T, 4.022).
Here one may say that the proposition "The cat is on the
mat" says that the cat on the mat.* But this way of saying
thing is not at all informative. Moreover, the proposition
can represent the cat's being on the mat. But it cannot
represent what is common between that situation and itself,
which is its logical form (T, 4.12). Logical form is
mirrored in propositionse. It cannot be represented by

propesitions and it is ‘shared by them also. (T, 4.121).

wittgenstein thought that a proposition must be
independent of the actual state of affairs. And if is the
actual staée of affairs which makes it true or false. He
said that the proposition must contain the possibility of
its truth. But it c;pnot contain more than that possibility

(NB, p.16). For, according to him, a proposition has two
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poles, of truth and falsehood. This will be impossible
unless the proposition is independent of the actual state
of affairs. As he said: "what a picture represents it
represents independently of its truth and falsity." (T,
2.22) . Truth or falsity is the sense of a proposition.
And a proposition actually does not contain its sense.
For, if contains its sense, then it cannot be false. The

sense of a proposition is what makes it true (T, 3.13).

From this it follows that a proposition cannot be
true a priori. A proposition can be true a prilori only
if it is possible to recognise its truth by mere inspection
of the‘proposition itself without comparison with the
reality. (T, 5.05). But"this is never possible unless a
proposition itself contains the state of affairs which can
verify it. According to wittgenstein, a proposition is
independent of the state of affairs. It does not contain
its sense. S0 a éroposition cannot itself contain the
state of affairs. As he said:"In order for a proposition
to be capable of being true it must also be capable of
being false.®” (NB, p.55). Thus, according to wittgenstein,
all genuihe propositions are contingent propositions. They
are not logical propositions; For logical propositions
can be seen to be true from the symbols alone. (NB, p.127)
T, 6.113). This shows that they are only propositions by

courtesy. Wittgenstein did not recognise analytic
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propositions. He said that all analytic propositions are
tautologies. (T, 4.44602) . Propositions of logic do not
say anything about the world. (T, 6.1; 6.11). A tautology
is not a-picture. To be a picture a proposition must
describe certain possible situation. But a tautology does
not describe any situation at all. If a tautology desc-
ribes a situation then it may be turn out to be false.

And in that case it will not be a tautology. A genuine
proposition can be called true or false. Because it is
compared with reality for its truth. But a tautology can-
not be called 'true'. For a tautology is made true with-

out comparing it with reality, Therefore, a tautology is

not a picture of reality.

wittgenstein was fully aware of the fact that a
proposition does not seem at the first sight like a picture
It is true that the elements of a proposition do not look
like the elements of reality which they represent. And
there is not one-to-one relation between the elements of
a proposition and the elements of reality. wittgenstein
considered the first point to be comparatively unimportant.
For, according to him, there are other cases of pthctures
where the elements do not lock like what they represent.
For instance, musical notation does not loock like notes
and phonetic notation does not lock like phonemes. Notes

and phonemes are sounds. So they do not look like anything.
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at all. The pictorial relationship between phonetic

signs and sounds is established by a rule. It is the rule
for projection which constitutes the inner similarity
between the two. (T, 4.014; 4.,0141). It is clear from
wittgenstein®s example that outward similarity is irrele-
vant to picturing. To say that there is an internal simila-
rity is not to claim that we see that the two are similar.
It means only that there is a rule by means of which we can
derive the other. Though this example is a useful one, it
is not very much clear. For it does not clearly indicate
what 1is supposed to be the picture of what. Score, record
and sound are no& doubt connected by the derivation rules.,
But from this we cannot say that each one of them is the
picture of the other. It may be that there 1is one-way rela-
tion. But wittgenstein did not explain it in the Tractatus.
In this connection wittgenstein faced another difficulty.
He said that pictorial nature of proposttion becomes

clear when we imagine proposition consisting of spatial
objects only. That is to say, its pictorial nature will

be clear if it does not consist of words. Because spatial
relationship of objects expresses its sense. (T, 3.1431)

If it is so, then it will be difficult to distinguish the
picture and the pictured fact. For example, we may have

a convention which uses an ink-pot as my name, and table

as thehame of my chair. Now, the sentence that this ink-

pot is on the table may express that I sit in this chair.
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(NB, p.98). In such a case it 1is not clear how the con=-
vention establishes which is to be the picturing and which
is the pictured fact. So regarding the character of the
rules we do not get any clear idea. wittgenstein had to
consider this problem which ultimately led him to modify

the picture theory in a significant way.

wittgenstein considered the second point to be an
important one. He thought that the non-pictorial appearance
of the proposition is due to the fact that its real form
is disguised in a sentence. The real form of a proposition
need not be its apparent one. Its surface grammar need
not be its logical grammar. (T, 3.325; 4.003).
"wittgenstein's solution very briefly is
that this is revealed by logical analysis,
that the vehicle of logical analysis is
a perspicuous notation along the lines of
that of Principia Mathematica, and that
upon analysis a proposition of ordinary
language is resolved into a number of
elementary gropositions plus some logical
constants."
If a proposition is fully analysed or articulated, as &n
ideal language, then each elements of the propositional
sign will correspond with each element of reality. “Sentences
of ordinary language can be said to picture only in so far
as they can be translated in this language (though
wittgenstein does not explain how such translation can

be made 0"7

In the Tractatarian period Wittgenstein was convinced
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of the fact that all languages have a common structure.
That is, language has a common essence. He thought that
Russellian notatdon, like ordinary language, is in perfect
logical order. (T, 5.5563). For they can be used success-
fully for a certain purpose. He also believed that our
ordinary language is perfectly in order, provided we are
clear language is perfectly in order, provided we are
clear how it symbolises. An ideal language which differs
from ordinary language is valuable in the sense that they
reveal to us the common features of ordinary language. For
a limited purpose an artificial language is very useful.

It is particularly useful in bringing out inference rela-
tionship. Wittgenstein said that Frege's function and
argument symbolism is very good to illustrate simple logical
relationships. But to deal with the real states of affairs
we find this symbolism is inferior to our language. Because
it is wrong to think that there is only one subject-pre-
dicate form. Actually there are innumerable such forms.
Substantives and adjectives would be substitutable for
each other if there were only one form. But the form of
ordinary language shows that it is not so. For example,

we can say "The pen is red" and “The surface of the pen is
red". But if we replace ‘red' by 'costly' then only the

first one will be a significant sentence and not the second.

Wwittgenstein no longer believed that language has

common essence. He devoted himself to the study of idioms
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of ordinary language. He now thought that the diversity

in language reveals the actual structure of language. He
said that even £f the language has a common essence it
does not explain connections between its different forms.
Thus it appeared to him now that the rules for the connec-
tion of sentences into truth-functions play a minor role
of the logical syntax. (WK, p.6U.. So Wittgenstein became
more concerned about the other part of the syntax. It is
this part of syntax which governs the construction of the
units to which the truth-functional connectives apply.
wittgenstein continued to believe that there are elementary
propositions. Because it is elementary propositions which
are an immediate linking of objects without the help of
logical connectives. Throughout his life wittgenstein

was prepared to define a proposition as something to which
the calculas of truth-function can be applied. ¢PI, sect.
"136)., He ceased to believe that elementary propositions
are independent of each other. For he now realised that
the rules for truth-functional combination of sentences
must be supplimented by the rules for inner syntax of
language. {"wh, Z.£E0Y . The study of these inner rules and
the study of the internalrelations between elementary
propositions led'him to the theory of language-~games. This

new theory played an important role in his later philosophye.

Wwittgenstein ultimately rejected the doctrine of

logical atomism thoroughly. For he rejected the independence
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of elementary proposition. His view‘about the nature of
objects also changed. But the rejection of logical

atomism does not carry with it the aabaridonment of the
picture theory. The picture theory was not regarded by
him as incompatible with.the new doctrine that propositions
form systemg. He used the picture theory to prove that
doctrine. Professor Stenius is of the opinion that there

is nothing in the Investigations to suggest that wittgen-

stein rejected the picture theory. stenius said: "...
his remarks on the subject seem only to emphasise that the
pPicture theory does not explain the essence of language

to nearly so great an extent as he had believed in the

Tractatus."8

Thus we see that Wittgenstein continued to believe
that a propo;ition is a picture. A proposition must have
the same multiplicity as the state of affairs it depicts.
It must be composite. And for its truth and falsity it
must be compared with reality. He also continued to believe
in the distinction between saying and showing. The exist-
ence of internal relations between propositions can only
be shown but cannot be saild. But he ceased to believe in
the independence of elementary propositions. He ho longer
believed in the possibility of representing generality
solely by means of truth-functions. And his conception
of the mature of objects which form the structure of the

world also underwent a change. The consequence of these
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changes made the Tractatus more closer to ordinary

language.

In the Tractatus Wittgenstein thought that notions
such as naming, comparing, thought, rule are not important
for particular philcosophical investigation. By this he
did not mean to say that they are uncomplicated notionse.
What he really meant is that the complications involved
in them belong to empirical psychology. But later he came
to realise that the study of such notions belongsto the
study of symbolism. 'So the investigations of such notions
must belong to philosophy and not to psychology. In the
Tractatus he considered the notion of reality as an un-
mixed comparison for the pictorial nature of proposition.

(T, 4.011). But in the Investigations he made a detailed

examinationr. of this concept. This led him to the view
that the framework on which language rests is not given
by the structure of unchanging atoms. (PB, p.72). The
framework “gwo which language rests &@s> given by the shif-
ting pattern of forms of life which can be applied to a

basic common human nature.

From this it is clear that wittgenstein did not
cease to investigate the essence of language. But he came
to think that in the Tractatus he was wrong in looking for
the essence as a common structure runniﬁg through all pro-

positions. He said, that general terms like ‘game’



227

*language® , propositions are applied on the basis of
family likeness. They are not applied on the basis of

common features,

we have seen that the picture theory survived even
though logical atomism was abandoned, Even after repu-
diating atomism, Wittgenstein used to maintain that the
essential thing in a proposition is a picture. The deve-
lopment of the notions of language-games and family like-
ness necessitated the radical modification of the picture
theory. But he did not abandon it. Wittgenstein®s obser-
vation in the CGrammatik is that the harmony between thought
and reality can be found in the grammar of language. He

said:

"Instead of harmony, agreement of thought and
reality one could here say: the pictoriality
of thought. But is pictoriality an agreement?
In the Tractatus I said something like: it
is an agreement of forms. But that is mis-
deading /cf. PG, 212 7/ Anything can be a
picture of anything else, if we extend the
concept sufficiently. If not, we have to
explain what we cahh a picture of something,
and further what we want to call the agreement
of the pictoriality, the agreement of form.

For what I said comes just to this: that
every projection, no matter what the method
of projection, must have something in common
with what is projected. But that only means
that I am here extending the concept of
*having in common® and making it equivalent
to the general concept of projection I am
therefore ‘only drawing attention to a possi-
bility of generalisation (which ofcourse can
be very dmportant)." (PG, p.163).

The idea he had in the Grammatlik was reproduced in the
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Investigations. As he said:

"The agreement, the harmony, of thought
and reality consists in this: If I say
falsely that something is red, then, for
all that, it isn't red. And when I want
to explain the word ‘red' to someone, in
the sentence *That is not red', I do it
by pointing to something red,."(Pl, Sect.
424)? '
In the Grammaxtik he also said that one can say that a
sentence must be a picture, if it can show us how to act.
But this only means that one can act on a sentence as one
can act on a picture. To say that a sentence is a picture
means that we are giving stress on certain features in the
grammar of the word *'sentence' (PG, p.163). This clearly
indicates that wittgenstein wanted to draw our attention
to the various kinds of pictures such as historical paint-

ings, genre paintings and so on. (PG, p.164).

Later on in the Grammiktik he said that there is

another side of picture which is more important to be
considered. He said that there are different ways in

which pictures can be employed. He made a distinction
between a picture's showing what is the case, and a picture's
showing what is to be the case. The same point was carried

in the Investigationsalso. He said:

*Imagine a picture representing a boxer

in a particular stance. Now, this picture
can be used to tell someone how he should
stand, should hold himself; or how he

should not hold himself; or how a particular
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man did stand in such and such a place:;
and so on. One might (using the language
of chemistry) call this picture a pro-
position-radical.” (Pl, p.ll).

Again in the Grammaxtik he went on to say that,

"we could say that a working-drawing serves

as a picture of the object that the worke

man is to manufacture from it. And one

could here call *meéthod of projection' the

manner in which the workman is to covert

such a drawing into work. One could then

put it in this way: the projection method is

an intermediary between the drawing and the

object, it reacBhes from the drawing to the

product. Thus the method of projection gets

compared with lines of projection which go

from one picture to another. But if the

method of projection is a bridge, it is a

bridge which is not built until the drawing

is employed." (pG' p0213)o
A picture must be in lines of projection. That does not
mean that it is restricted by it. A picture always leaves
different modes of employment open. The line of projection
belongs to the picture. It does not belong to the method

of projection. (PG, p. 213; cf. T, 2.,1513).

wittgenstein's considerations clearly suggest
that the picture theory is not false. wWhat he really
wanted to say is that the picture theory needs supplimenting.
His theory of meaning as use is not a rival to the picture
theory. It is rather a compliment to it. All his remarks
quoted above stress the point that the signs by themselves
are dead. What they need is the use which can make them

alive. (PG, p. 132; BB, p.4).
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LIMITS OF THE WORLD

It is said that spoken sounds are symbols of
affections in the soul. The content of man's thought or
belief is capable of expressions in language. Some people
have believed that there are thoughts which are not expres-
sible in words. But whether this is so or not, it is
obvious that the major chunk of our thoughts are expressible
in language. So the study of the nature of language will
throw light on the nature of thought. wittgenstein summed
up the aim of the Tractatus thus: "The aim of the Tracgatus
is to set a limit of thought - or rather, not to thought,
but to the expressions of thoughts." (T, preface). The aim
of the Tractatus, thus, is to show what is thinkable by
showing what is sayable. The philosophy of the Tractatus
is to mark the limits of thought by setting the limits of

language .

According to Tractatus, a fully analysed proposition
is a truth-function of elementary propositions. That is to
say, every elementary proposition occurs in the truthe
function. And every name occurs in the language. This
seems at tue f£irst to be impossible from the propositions

of everyday life. wittgenstein, however, insisted that all
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the propositions of everyday language are in perfect
logical order. What occurs in the full analysis of them

is already present in the thought of someone who expresses
them with understanding. Because a fully analysed sentence
will contain a name for every cbject in the thought which

it expressed. (T, 3.2). But they are not present in thought
in such a way that they can be the object of consciousness.
In fact, we produce our sentences without any idea of how
each word symbolises or what its meaning is. We produce
them without having any such idea. Normally we speak with-

out knowing how the individual sounds are produced. (T,4.002)

Every sentence, however, cannot be regarded as
propositions. Many of the sentences are not genuine pro-
positions. They are only pseudo-propositions. 2And analysis
“will reveal them as nonsensical. According to the Tractatus,
propositions of logic, mathematics, the a priori part of
natural sciences, ethics and philosophy are all pseudo-
propositions. They are considered by Wittgenstein as

attempts to say the unsayable.

The distinction between saying and showing is
fundameﬁtal in Wittgenstein's philosophy. All the truths
6f logic are classed by him with‘tautologies. This follows
strictly from the truth-functional analysis. All the pro-
positions of logic are tautologies. Their nature is shown

by the truth-tables. They say nothing about the world.
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Because they are true in every possible gtate of affairs.
And consequently théy cannot select one state of affairs
rather than another. They are propositions of a unigue
kind. Because their gruth can be discovered by a mere study
of the symbols which express them. They say nothing about
the world. But they reveal the structure of the symbols
which make them up. Thus 'It is raining or it is not rain-
ing' tells us nothing about the weather. But the fact that
it is a tautology shows that 'It is raining’ and *It is not
raining' contradict each other. (T, 6.1 = 6.201). Tautologies
say nothing. They simply exhibit the logical properties of
genuine propositions.( In making such assertions we are

not excluding some genuine possibilities. while making such
assertions we are simply drawing attention to a feature

of our symbolism, to something which the symbolism itself
should show. It islthe characteristic mark of logical pro-
positions that we can perceive in the symbol that they are
true. Tautologies are superfluous eveﬁ in ideal language.
From this it follows that we can do without logical propo-
sitions. For in a suitable notation we can in fact recog-
nise the formal properties of propositions by mere inspections
of the éropositions. Other propositions of logic like axioms
of infinity are mere attempt to say the unsayable. Because
their truths can only be shown, but not said. 2all non-
sensical propositions follow either from bad symbolism or

from the confusion between the logical and grammatical
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syntax of language. According to Wittgenstein, propositions
such as 'For all x, x = x' and ®There is only one 2zero'
are not genuine propositions. Even the laws of inference

like modus ponens are pseudo-propositions, according to him.

According to wittgenstein, then, the theory of
inference is to be eliminated from what is sayable. If
'p! can be inferred from °'q' this must make itself clear
in the propositions 'p' and 'q' themselves. The nature of
the inference can be gathered from the nature of the two
propositions. The laws of inference such as modus ponens
(from 'p* and 'if p then q' infer 'q') are superfluous.
Such propositions cannot be expressed as genuine proposi-
tions. } Again, for example, the logical truth that 'p or
q' together with 'A% ~~p' implies '§'. Given the truth-
conditions for p or g and usi~~=p we can‘immediately read
off that ‘p or q and r.ci ~p' cannot both be true except in
the case where q is true. This fact can be alternatively
expressed by saying that the sense of g 1is included in the
sense of (p or g) and nicir~p. This will be obvious in an
ideal language. All the propositicns of logic are thus
tautologies. And the proof of one logical proposition
from another consists in calculation which turns one
tautology into another. The proof that one non=logical
proposition follows from another consistslin showing that in

certain combinations they yield a tautology. For example,
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we can show that 'q*' follows from *%f p then g, and p' by
combining them to form the tautology ‘If, if p then q, and
p. then g*. (T, 6.1221). But the calculation of tautology
is a superfluous mechanical device. In an adequate symbo-
lism the formal properties of propositions and their logical
relations can be recognised by mere inspection of the pro-

positions themselves.

It may be argued that if logic consists entirely
of tautologies then why it is necessary to construct proofs
of the propositions of logic. Wittgenstein's answer to it
is that 'proof' in logic is nothing but a mechanical device
for recognising tautologies more rapidly. Thus the view
that there are primitive propositions of logic from which
all other propositions are to be deduced is a delusion. All
the propositions of logic, Wittgenstein said, stand exactly

on the same footing, i.e., they say nothing at all.

wittgenstein considered next the propositions of
mathematicse. According to him, mathematics consists of
equations. And in equations signs on either side of the
*=* can be substituted for one anotlter. If this is so then
it must be manifest in the two expressions themselves. In
that case they do not say anything. They only reveal the
structure of the signs which make them up. Hence the
equation is an attempt to say what shows only. Therefore,

mathematical propositions are not genuine propositionse.
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They are pseudo-propositions.

According to wittgenstein, there cannot be any
gendine propositions in ethics and aesthetics. For no pro=-
position can express the meaning of life or the world. All
genuine propositions are contingent. Propositions of ‘ethics
and aesthetics are concerned with values. But if there is
any genuine value its value cannot be a contingent matter.
(T, 6.41). There can be propositions which express the
pleasant and pnpleasant conseduences of our actions. But
such propositions are irrelevant to any genuine ethical
imperative. For ethical imperatives are not concerned with ‘

a mere contingent sanctions of morality.

wittgenstein said that though the propositions of
mathema;ics and logic are senseless they are not nonsensical.
But what the metaphysicians talk is nonsensical. For he
held that ... metaphysics arises out of the fact that the
philosophers do not understand the logic of our language.
In most of the cases, according to Wittgenstein, philosophers
are misled by the fact that apparent grammatical form of
our proposition does not always reflect their real logical
form. Let us take, for example, two propositions *million-
aires are non-existent®' and 'millionaires are non-cooperativel

Just because the two propositions resemble in grammatical

form philosophers are generally led to suppose that
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'‘non-existent' is a prédicate. And as a result they start
philosophical enquiry into £he nature of ‘non-existent'.
But in a logécally perfect language such confusion vanishes.
For in an ideal language every sign immediately indicates
its logical function. In an ideal notation the sentence
‘millionaires are non-existent' is expressed in such a way
that the 'non-existent’® dees not appear as a predicate at

- e s . - ‘
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wittgenstein was fully convinced of the fact that
metaphysics arises out of the attempt to pass beyond the
boundaries of language. It particularly arises when the
philosophers talk about the relation between language and
the world. But wittgenstein said that no proposition can
represent what it has common with the world. No proposition
can represent that form in virtue of which it is an accurate
picture. To do this a proposition will have to include
within itself a portion of the world in a non-pictorial
form. Only then it will be able to make the comparison
between the world and the picture. But this, according to
Wittgenstein, is impossible. For to talk about the world
is at once to picture it. To suppose that it is possible
to have a picture of the world is to imagine that we can
somehow say what lies beyond language. That is to say, we

can say what lies beyond anytbking that can be said.

This shows that philosophers can say nothing at all,
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The propositions of philosophy along with that of Tractatus
itself fall under the class of pseudo—propositions. wittgen~
stein thus said:
“"The correct method in philosophy would
really be the following: to say nothing
except what can be said i.e., 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 demonstrate
to him that he had failed to give a mean-
ings to certain signs in his propositions.”
(T, 6453).
Philosophy, on this view, is not a body of propositionse.
It is not a theory but an activity. It is an activity of
analysis which makes our thought clear and sharply bounded.
The objective of such an activity is to make it to us clear
about what we can and cannot say. The propositions of
everyday discourse and the propositions of natural sciences
are not philosophical propositions. The analysis of none
philosophical propositions reveals that they are meaningful
discourse. But the analysis of philosophical propositions
reveals them as nonsensical. A proposition becomes non-
sensical when it contains a sign to which no meaning has
been given. For example, the propositions 'The good is
more identical than tpe beautiful' and ‘socrates is iden-
tical*. Here no meaning has been assigned to'%dentical‘ as
a property-word or as an adjective. (T, 4.003; 5.4733).

The meaninglessness of such propositions can be revealed

only by analysis. The activity of analysis applied to
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philosophical propositions and the Tractatus itself
reveals them as non-sensical. The meaningless proposi-
tions of the Tractatus are attempts to say the unsayable.
But that does not mean that they are useless. They are
very much mseful in the sense that their very failure is

instructive. As he said:

"My propositions serve as elucldations in

the following way: anyone who understandS

me eventually recognises them as non-

sensical, when he has used them - as

steps - to climb up beyond them. (He must

so to speak, throw away the ladder after

he has climbed up it." (T, 6.54).

According to Wittgenstein most of the propositions
of natural sciences are genuine propositions. He said
that the totality of true propositions is identical with
the body of natural sciences. Here one may be tempted to
assert that there are atleast non-metaphysical, sensible
rhilosophical assertions. And these are assumptions which
arise out of the analysis of scientific method. But
wittgenstein denied this. He said that such propositions
are not philosophical propositions. They are either pro-
positions of psychology or they are propositions of logic.
The most common example of the first type is the ‘so-called
law of Induction.®’ Induction, as defined by wittgenstein,
"consists in accepting as true the simplestt law that can
be reconciled with our experiences." (T, 6.363). He argued

that ".. there are no grounds for believing that the
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simplest eventuality will in fact be realised.” (T, 6.36311)
He said that it is only an hypothesis that the sun will
rise tomorrow. We do not know that it will rise. (T, 6.36311)
Wwe should only know if it is a logically necessary conse-
quente of our experience. But there 1s no necessity except
logical necessity. So there is no inference except logical
inference. Wittgenstein said that we cannot make an infe-
rence from the existence of one state of affairs to the
existence of another entirely different state of affairs.
(T, 5.135)s It follows that the law of induction is not

a proposition of logice. According to him it merely says
that people generally prefer simpler to more complex
explanations. So it is a proposition of psychology, not
of philosophy. The law of induction is a genuine propo-
sition the falsehood of which is thinkable. For the happen-
ing of one event never necessitates the happening of
another event. It is merely an uncertain hypothesis that

the sun will rise tomorrow. (T, 6.31).

The'law of causality, according to Wittgenstein,
is a propoéition of logic in disguise. ‘It is a general
law of an a priori kind. It is not really proposition.
It is actually a priori insight into which genuine pro-
position can be cast. (T, 6¢32; 6.3431; NB, p.42). The
law of causality is an attempt to say what can pnly be
shown in our symbolism that 'there ar€ natural laws'

wittgenstein argued that we do not discover that there are
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uniformities by inspecting the world around us. These
unjformities show themselves in our talk about the world.
And they show it in the mere fact that we are able to
think. Similarly, the a priori laws of mechanics are

mere descriptions which our symbolism should showe. we
think of sciences as an attempt to describe the world by
means of a fine network, a priori laws. But according to
wittgenstein, these laws are not part of the results at
which we thus arrive. On the contrary, they are chara-
cteristic of the network. He said that although they show
us something about the world, they can be described in
such~and-such laws. We have seen that according to
wittgensteln, the only necessity that exists is the logical
necessity. 2nd the only impossibility that exists is the
logical impossibility. But there are impossibilities
which look like non-logical impossibilities. For example,
the impossibility of a thing's being red and green. The
language of physics shows us that.it is a kinetic impossi-
bility. According to the law of pﬁysics. a particle can-
not have two velocities at the same time. This is, in
fact, a logical impossibility which says that a particle
cannot be in two places at the same time. For we should
call particles that are in two places different particles.

(NB, p. 81).

Propositions can be classified in different ways.

Oone particular way of classifying them results in three
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classes. First, the class of proposition which cannot
under any describable circumstances be false. Second,
the class of proposition, although they happen to be true
(or false), it is conceivable that they shogld be not
so. And third, the class of proposition which can never
under an& circumstances be true. The propositions of the
first sort are necessarily true propositions. The pro-
positions of logic and mathematics belong to this group.
The propositions of the second sort are usually placed in
the class of empirical propositions. And the propositions
of the third sort can be placed in the class of necessarily

false propositions.

We have seen that according to wittgenstein, a
compound proposition is a truth-function of its consti-
tuent propositions. Given the truth-values to its con-
stituents the truth-value of the proposition is uniquely
determined. There are usually several possible truth-
values. Their number depends on the number of different
constituent propositions. Since all propositions, accord-
ing to wittgenstein, are truth-functions of their con-
stituent propositions, the truth-value of any proposition
is theoretically determined in a similar way. Wwe need
only know the truth-flunctional structure to which we are
interested. Presumably most propositions will turn out
to be true under some assigmments of truth-values to their

constituent propositions and false under others. But
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wittgenstein saw that there is a special case which turns
out to be true under all assignments of truth-values to

its constituents. Such propositions he called tautologies.
The notion of a8 tautology gives a clear meaning of the
word 'necessity'. A necessary truth must have two chara-
cteristics. First it cannot under any circumstances be
false. And second, it is inconceivéble that it should be
false. A tautology also must have these characteristics.
So all necessary truths are tautologies. For, in any
tautodogy, it does not matter what assignment of truthe
values is made to its commstituent propositions. As a result,

it always recelves the assignment * true'.

The truths of logic, like all necessary truths,
are tautologies. All logical propositions can be shown
to be tautologies. Given the definitions of logical con-
stants in their respective truth-tables, the truth of a
logical proposition at once follows automatically. It
does not matter what the truth-values of the constituent
propositions are. A mechanical application of the defini-
tions of the logical-constants as given in their truthe
tables, alQays yields a truth-value of the true for logical
propositions. They are true solely by virtue of the defi-
nitions of the basic logical constants as given in their
truth-tables. And since we ourselves frame those truth-

tables in the first place, it is obvious that we can know
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a priori that logical propositions must always be true.

Thus we see that witégenstein’s view of logical
propositions as tautologies explains the kind of knowledge
which we have about them., He said that since the propo-
sitions of logic are tautologies the truths of logic are
completely empty, for they say nothing. Logical proposi-
tions are not substantial necessary truths about any kind
of entity. They are not substantial truths at all. Our
knowledge of them is secured only by putting them to
emptiness. A tautology is empty and says nothing since
it is true under all conditionse. It does not matter what
the reality is like. wWhen we express a non-empty or sub-
stantial proposition, such as 'It is raining', we make a
certain claim about reality. Such a proposition claims
that the facts are such and such. It also claimg that the
facts might not be so. It is true, no matter what the
facts are, and therefore it says nothing. For instance,
as Wittgenstein said: "I know nothing about the weather
when I know that it is either raining or not raining."

(T, 4.461). A non-empty; proposition such as 'It is rain-
ing* describes a certailn situation. It says something
about the possible aspect of reality and asserts that it
exists. But a tautology, unlike a non-empty proposition,
does not describe any situation at all. It does not

describe a certain situation and asserts that it existse.
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For if it does assert a situation then it may turn out

to be false. And in that case it will not be a tautology
at all. since the sense of a proposition is the situation
it describes, and since a tautology describes no situation,

it follows that a tautology lacks sense. (T, 4.4611).

In the domain of compound propositions, a tautology
is at one extreme. Since a tautology is always true, it
leaves the entire field of facts completely open., It is a
case where no combination whatever is rulédd out. The
opposite extreme in the range of proposition is what
Wittgenstein called Contradiction. A contradiction, like
any other proposition, is a truth-function of its consti-
tuent propositions. But unlike a tautology, it does not
come out true under any possible assignment of truth-values
of its constituents. A contradiction comes out false under
all possible assignments of truth-values of its constituasts.
A contradiction closes down the entire field of facts. It
is a case where every combination is ruledi out. It leaves
no possibility open. For example, the proposition 'It is
raining® closes down the possibility that it is not raining.
Likewise, the proposition that 'It is not raining' closes
down the possibility that it is raining. Therefore, the
proposition 'It is raining and it is not raining' which
is a contradiction, closes both the possibilitieg. It leaves

no possibility open. 7 contradiction is thus at the
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opposite extreme of tautology. Since a contradictiom

does not describe any fact, so like a tautology, it also
lacks sense. (T, 4.461). This is not to say, however,
that they are‘nonsensical. They are part of our symbolism.
wittgenstein only said that neither a tautology nor a

contradiction is a picture of reality.

o

According to Wittgenstein, most of the ordinary
propositions describe some definite situation and assert
that it does or does not exlist. Hence, we cannot tell a
priori whether they are true or false. To do that we
must investigate or make experiment or we can adopt some
other means to find out which is the case. Such propo-
sitions, though significant, are neither tautologies nor
contradictions. They may be called descriptive proposi-
tionse. For they describe, unlike tautologies and contra-
dictions, some definite situation. wWittgenstein, thus, said
that the only kind of proposition which says something
about reality is a descriptive proposition. 2 descriptive
proposition says certain states of affairs exist -or do
not exist. In other words, it says that certain truth-
functional combinations of them exist or do not existe.
and this is all that can be said. All significant discourse
is, therefore, limited to assertions about states of affairs.
All thought is also limited& in the same way as intelligent '
discourse. For according to wittgenstein, "A thought is

a proposition with a sense." (T, 4). This does not mean
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that thinking is nothing but internal speech. In fact,
thinking operates with signs of some sorte. So thinking can
ben done only in words. But these mental signs (words)
must fulfil certain conditionse. That is, they must be
intelligible and significant. wWittgenstein's theory of
propositional sign is a general theory. He did not say
that a sign must be a written or verbal or of any parti-
cular kind. Thus he said that whatever is applicable to
propositional s{gn is also applicable to mental signs
(words). From this it follows that any thought can be
expressed in words. A thought which cannot be put into
words is no thought at all. One may claim that he has
some sort of inexpressible feeling. But he cannot really
claim that he has a thought which is inexpressible. In-
expressibility of feeling does not entail inexpressibility
of thought. We may have a thought which we cannot express
it in words. For instance, we may forget the appropriate
word or words in a particular situation. But that does
not mean that as a matter of principle we cannot have

thought which can be put into words.

Wittgenstein's doctrine limits significant discourse
to statements of natural science. Descriptive propositions
assert the existence and non-existence of states of affairs.
They assert that certain truth-functional combinations do
or do not exist. The propositions of natural sciences also

describe the world in the same way. (T, 4.1; 4.11). As

£y
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the descriptive propositions agsert all that can be sgaid,
s0 the propositions of natural sciences assert all that
can be said. (T, 6.53). It must be mentioned that accord-
ing to wittgenstein, descriptive propositions include pro-
positions of natural sciences and ordinary propositions

of everyday life. They are reducible to elementary pro-
positions. This view of descriptive propositions sets a
very rigorous limit on what can be said. This thesis rules
out all philosophical and metaphysical propositions about
things such as metaphysical entities. On this view, meta-
physical entites are neither objects nor complexes of
objects. This rejection follows from his doctrine that
every descriptive proposition must be either an elementary

proposition or a truth-function of elementary propositione.

Thus, according to the Tractatug, we are restricted
by whatever language we use. We are restricted to a kind
of reality about which we can talk and think. wWe may say
that limits of language imposes corresponding limits of
the reality that can be described or thought. Wittgenstein
said that in the phrase ‘reality that can be described or
thought' the qualifying clause ‘that can be described or
thought' can be eleminated. We can simply say that the
limits of language are the limits of the world. 1In fact,
the gualifying clause must be eleminateé. For we cannot
say ‘The limits of language are the limits of only reality

that can be described or thought but there may be some

s
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other reality beyond this limited reality'. This cannot
be said because the proposition 'there may be some other
reality’ 15 not a genuine proposition at all. If it is

a genuine proposition then it must be a truth-function of
elementary proposition. But the very nature of this pro-
position indicates that it cannot be a truth-function of
elementar& proposition. This point can be explained in
another way. The proposition °®there may be some other
reality beyond this limited reality' is self-refuting. For
it talks about reality and at the same time claims that it
cannot be talked about. This shows that in the phrase
'realiiy that can be described or thought' the gqualifying
clause 'that can be described or thought' is redundent.
And so it must be dropped. Moreover, by an appeal to the
principle of significant negation it can be shown that the
phrase freality that can be @described or thought' is none
sensical pseudo-proposition. ¥For this cannot be applied
to anything. The reason for this is as follows: any
genuine proposition must have a significant negation. If
the sentence 'S is P' expresses a8 genuine proposition then
its negation * ~ (s is P)' must also express a genuine
proposition. And if 's is P' is nonsensical then its
negation * ~ (S is P)' must also be nonsensical. for exame
ple, it makes sense to say that an apple is red. And

therefore it makes sense to say that an apple is not red.
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But it does not make sense to say that honesty is red.
And therefore it makes no sense to say that honesty is
not red. The sentence 'honesty is red' expresses no pro-
position at all. And therefore, the sentence 'honesty is
not red' does not express any proposition at all., Thus
Wwittgenstein wrote: The positive proposition necessarily
presupposes the existence of the negative proposition and
vice versa." (T, 5.5151). The same point he put in the

Notebooks also: "In order for a proposition to be capable

of being true it must also be capable of being false.,"
(NB, 5.6.15). Thus we see that according to the principle
of significant negatien the phrase ‘'reality that can be
described or thought must be nonsensical. Instead of
saying that the limits of language are limits of reality
that can be described or thought we must say simply that
the limits of language are the limits of reality, of the

world.

Wittgenstein said:s "we cannot think what we cannot
think; so what we cannot think we cannot say either.”
(T, 5.61). The limits of language, thus, are limits of
the world. He said that language is just the totality of
proposition which can be expressed in it. (T, 4.001). But
it is highly doubtful whether any man can know the whole
of laﬁguage. In order to know the whole of language one
needs to be omniscient. 1In any case one will need an

enormous amount of knowledge. 2 few persons collectively
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may be in a position to understand all the propositions

in language. But it is impossible for a single person

to know the whole of language. A language is thus an ideal
of which no one can claim to possess complete knowledge.
Everyone of us possess only a limited portion of the ideal
whole. The portion of language which I know can be called
my language. And my language is only a limited portion

of language in general. For my knowledge is limited to
only certain terms, certain states of affairs. And hence

I know only a limited number of elementary propositionse.

According to Wittgenstein, the limits of language
means the limits of my language. That means the limits
of my language 1s not broader limit than the limits of my
language. The limits of language and the limits of my
language are the same limits. The limits that occur in
connection with language are the same limits that occur
in connection with my thought. So the limits of my lan-
guage are the limits of my thought. And since the limits
of language are the limits of the world, so .the limits of
my language are the limits of my world. As he said: "The
limits of my language means the limits of my wop&A”(T, 5¢6).
wittgenstein's claim that the limits of language are the
limits of the world directly leads him to the topic of
solipsism. Solipgism may be defined as the view that

only one's own self and what one experiences exist. On
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this view, what is not experienced by oneself including
other selves dces not exist. In a sense Wwittgenstein
agrees with solipsism. One natural way of expressing
solipsism is to sé& *the world is my world'. And this
statement according to Wfttgenstein, is quite true., He
argued tla t the expression ‘reality that can be described
or thought' simply reduces to reality. And in the same
way, 'my world' reduces to ‘'the world'. For my world
means °®the world which I can describe, or talk or think
about.' Just as the reality which can be described or
thought means simply the reality, so my world simply means
the world, Therefore solipsism is to be considered as

a correct view.

—But there is a trouble with solipsism. wittgenstein
said that wha£ the thesis of solipsism says cannot be ex-
preséed. In other words, what it wants to say cannot be
said. Solipsism wants to say two things: First, it says
that ‘only what I experience existé'. And secondly, it
says that 'what I do not experience does not exist'. But,
according to Wittgenstein, neither of the assertions seem:
to be a bossible proposition. For we know that every
proposition is truth-function of elementary proposition.
But if we analyse the two expressions we will reach the
utterances such as 'States of affairs a R b exist', ¢ Object

>
‘a’exists’, and ‘Objectkc does not exist'. But all these

utterances are pseudo-propositions, not genuine propositions.
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This clearly shows that what solipsism wants to say can-

not be said.

Wittéenstein's opinion about solipsism is that
though what it wants to say cannot be said, it can be shown.
He said that solipsism shows itself. By this he meant that
there is one to one correspondence between the elements of
my language and the elements of my world. I cannot say
that my world is all that there is. But though- this fact

cannot be said, it can be seen readily. Let ué suppose ,
for example, that I sgee three things in my visual field.

I will be wrong if I say that I know this by a successive
process of~expefiences. One may say that I know it by
first looking into my visual field and then looking outside
it. And then I make observation that all that I see lies
within my visual field and that there is nothing outside
it: But this way of saying things is quite wrong. Because
we know things without such process. when I say that

I know these three things I know it from the fact that they
are the only objects that I see. Their being the only '
objects I see i.e. their being limited in this way shows
its truth. In the same way, my language being limited shows
the truth of solipsism. wWittgenstein, thus, criptically
remarked :

"For what the solipsism means is quite

correct; only it cannot be said, but
makes itself manifest."
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In the same passage he again remarked that "the world
is my world: this is manifest in the fact that the limits
of language (of that language which alone I understand)

mean the limits of my world." (T, 5.62).

Wwe have said that solipsism may be defined as the
view that only one's own self and what one experiences
exist. The most popular interpretation of this view is
that there are two radically different things in the world.
First, the subject of experience and second, the object of
experience. The subject of experience is the self - the
knowing, -thinking, experiencing self. And the object of
experience 1is that which the self experiences. But Wittgen-
stein insisted that solipsism should not be interpreted in~
this dualistic way. He, thus did not accept this popular
interpretation of solipsism. as Hintikka said:

"what wittgenstein thought solipsism intends

to say 1s entirely different from what

philosophers usually take it to say. When

he says that solipsism is correct he means

his peculiar interpretation of solipsism

which can only be understood in the context

of other doctrines of the Tractatus."l
solipsism, properly understood, 1s the doctrine that only
what oneself experiences exists. The dualistic interpreta-
tion that there is also a thinking, knowing, experiencing
metaphysical self must be rejected. For there is no such
entity. As he said: “There is no such thing as the subject

that thinks or entertains ideas". (T, 5.631). In saying
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sav I this wittgenstein is no doubt trying to say which
can be said in language. But what he really meant by this
is that the word °'I' in 'I see - ', 'I think - *, *'I feel - !
etc. dsez not the name of an object. (NB, 7.8.16). It is
only the accidental grammatical form of language which
misleads us to suppose that there is an I. For we usually
think that every word in a sentence designates an object
which is not necessarily so. Therefore,the only way to
avoid such confusion is to abandone this particular gram-
matical construction. Moore reports: "... he quoted with
apparent approval Lichtenberg's saying 'Instead of 'I think'
we ought to say 'It thinks' (it being used, as he said,

as 'Es' is used in 'Es blitzer'...n2

It is an obvious fact that 'I' is not observable.
It is never perceived by the senses. I see the colours or
shapes. I hear the sounds. But I never see or hear the
‘I. Therefore, the I or the self is not an observable
object. (T, 5.633; 5.6331). 1In the field of vision there
are various colours, shapes physical objects etc.. But
there is no seeing I, no visual subject. similarly, in
the field of reality there are different experienced
situations. But there 1s no experiencing subject or self.
Wwittgenstein argued that if the self exists then it should
combine with some other objects to form states of affairs.

If so then the states of affairs will be observable by the

same self which is supposed to be the one of their
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constituents. But this leads to an absurd conseguence. For
an object in a state of affair cannot observe the very state
of affairs. So we must reject the hypothesis which leads to
this absurd result. That is to say, we must reject the hy-
pothesis that the self must exist. The self, thus, cannot
be a part of reality. It is "the limit of the world - not a
part of it." (T, 5.641), The implication of Wittgenstein's
view of solipsism is that we cannot transcend the boundary
‘-0of language. There is no way of getting beyond language. So
the only way of setting the limits of metaphysical subjects
is to identify them with the limits of my language. If self
is eliminated from dualistic interpretation of solipsism then
what remains is only the object of experience i.e., that
which one experiences. Solipsism, properly interpreted,
becomes the view that these are all that exist. This view
is in agreement with the view of the commonsense realist.
solipsism is, thus, indistinguishable from realism inspite
of the fact that they are antithetical in character(T, 5.64).
Miss Anscombe interpreted the Tractatus 5.62 as
follows: "That the world is my world shows in that the limit
of that language (of the language that only I understand)
means the limits of my world."3 and her explanation is that
"That language' refers back to *my language' (%$.6), which

4 But Anscombe's inter=~

is therefore, 'my private' language."
pretation seems to be unacceptable. According to Anscombe,
wittgenstein held that "... there are ... many 'languages®

one of which I alone understand“.5 This proposition clearly
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indicates two things. First, it says that there are many
languages. And secondly it says that the objects that lie
behind one language differ from those that lie behind another
language. So according to this line of interpretation, it
follows that there are other objects beyond those of my
acquaintance., But according to Anscombe, Wittgenstein, on
the other hand, held that "the limits of my world and of the

n6 Wwittgenstein also said:

world are one and the same.
"Empirical reaiity is limited by the totality of objects.
Hence my worlé and the world contain the same objects. So
according to this lipe of interpretation, there ‘are no objects
beyond those of my acquaintance. Therefore, if we accept
anscombe's interpretation then we must conclude that witte-
genstein's theory is utterly inconsistent. But it is not
necessary to reach this conclusion. For, wWwittgenstein
clearly denied the first half of Anscombe's interpretation.
That there are objects beyond those of my acquaintance is
sowething that can be neither said nor shown. It is non-
sensical for it attempts to say something about the other

side of the world. Wittgenstein's position here is that

there is only one language, my language.

stenius's comment on this passage is that "wittgen-
stein ought to have used the word ‘idealism' rather than

7 This interpretation 1is also wrong. For

*solipsism*."
in the Notebooks, wittgenstein clearly distinguished idea-
lism from solipsism. He said: "Idealism singles men out

from the world as unique, solipsism singles me alone ocute...”
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(NB, 15.10.16). The parenthetical remark in the Tractatus
5.62 has been translated by the commentators in two wayse.
stenius, as opposed to Anscombe, translated the remark as
"which is the only language I understand".8 There has been
a long controversy over the proper translation. Most of
the authorities, however, did not agree with Anscombe. They

have preferred Stanius's translation.

Though Wittgenstein denied the existence of meta-
physical self he did not deny thé'subject matter of psycho-
logy. He distinguished the metaphysical self from the
soul.s According to him, the soul certainly exists and there
can be natural science of it which may be called psychology.
As he said: "The philosophical self is not the human being,
not the human body, or the humaﬁ soul, with which psycho-
logy deals, but rather the megaphysical subject, the limit
of the world - not a part of it." (T, 5.641). The psycho=-
logical self is nothing but series of thoughts, pains,
desires and so on. The world divides into facts. Hence
the psychological self is just the facts which have as con-

stituents the thoughts, pains, desires and so on.

We have seen that no other propositions except
descriptive propositions can say anything. Now, one of the
central doctrines of the Tractatus is that the structure
or form of an elementary proposition is identical wiﬁh the

structure and form of the states of affairs.(T, 2.15; 2.1l61;
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2.18). But this statement cannot be a truth-function of
elementary propositions. For it does not assert the
existence or nonexistence of states of affairs. The state-
ment simply asserts a realtion between all states of affairs
and something other than the states of affairs. This means
that the statement *'the structure ana or form of an ele-
mentary proposition is identical with the structure or
form of its states of affairs' cannot be a descriptive pro-
poeition. aAnd since it cannot be a tautology, the thesis
cannot be anything that can be said at all. The same point
can be illustrated in the following way. We know, an
elementary proposition is a picture of reality. It is a
picture of a state of affairs. A picture depicts a situa-
tion. And a picture has the same structure as the situa-
tion has. But we cannot make a picture which depicts the
fact that a picture has the same structure as its situation.
We can make a picture of a picture. And we also can make
a picture of its situation. But we cannot make a picture
of a picture’s having the same structure as its situation.
This shows that the thesis *'the structure or form of an
elementary proposition is identical with the structure or
form of its states of affairs' cannot be anything sayable.

(NB' P 107)0 R

wittgenstein seems to identify the thesis of

solipgism with the thesis of the Tractatus. For he said
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said that what solipsism says is true. And like solipsism,
what the Tfactatus says is quite true. But also like
solipsism, what the Tractatus means to say cannot be said.
And what both of them mean to say can only be shown. The
truth of solipsism is shown by the fact that the limits of
my language mean the limits of my world. And the truth

of the thesis of the Tractatus is shown by the fact that
the structure of the elementary proposition is identical
with the structure of the states of affairs. This view
leads Wittgenstein to a paradoxical situation. "“The very
form of the Tractatus reflects this paradox."9 In the
Tractatus he stated the thesis., At the same time he

also claimed that what he said cannot be said. and since
the thesis of the Tractatus is not different from the

thesis of solipsism, so it also cannot be sgtated.,6 The

statements of the Tractatus cannot be considered/;s truth-
function of elementary propositions. For they are not
descriptive propositions about states of affairs. That is,
they are not propositions of natural sciences. Wittgenstein
said that descriptive propositions which simply state
empirical fact have no place in philosophical book. He
accepted the paradox with a definite purpose. He said:
"My propositions serve as elucidations," (T, 6.54). He

did not mean to say that what he said in the Tractatus is

useless or sheer nonsense. They are not confused nonsense

like the  pseudo-propositions of the metaphysicians. He
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intended to say that his philosophy is an indispensible
nonsense and not just idle nonsense like metaphysics.
Wittgenstein considered his philosophical propositions to
be illuminating nonsense. What he intended to is quite
true, only it cannot be said. His instruction is that we
must grasp what it is that he intended to say. We must
learn the lesson - climb the ladder. By climbing up the
ladder we will learn the lesson that we should not make any
attempt to say such things which cannot be said. After
realising this fact we will throw away the ladder through
which we have reached this insight. This insight will not
only prevent us from saying the unsayable, it will also

show the right path of saying the sayable.

wittgensteint!s position here does not seem to be a
sound one. Gilbert Ryle and others have criticised this

peculiar look of the Tractatus. Ryle said:

",.. it is true that philosophical clarity
is achieved in the acts of appreciating
arguments rather than in propounding theo-
rems. But it is false that 2ll philoso-
phical talk is nonsensical talk. witggen-
stein had himself said very effective
things, and talking effectively is not
talking nonsensically."10

In thé Tractatus he said certain things about the relation-
ship between propositions and situations. One is the logical
picture of the other. And they have the same structure,

we underétand these doctrines., We judge their merits and

demerits. We also take stand on them by accepting them or
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by rejecting them. But surprisingly in the end we are
told that they are all nonsense. We are also told that
such doctrines cannot be stated. For they are mere
attempts to -say something which cannot Ee said. This type
of evaluation seems to be wrong. Wittgenstein has said
these things and tﬁerefore they can be said as well., 1It
is nonsensical to deny that’what hag been said cannot be
said. A; Ramsey said: "what we canit say we can't say,
and we cannot whistle it either .l'Thus what we should
abandon is not only' the ideas that those things cannot be
said but also the theory which implies that they cannot
be said. “But wittgenstein was unwilling to accept this
suggestion., For the theory of what caq_be and cannot be
said is so fundamental to his system that he could not

abandon it without -abandoning the whole Tractatus.

The paradoxical character of the Tractatus was cri-
ticised even by those who were influenced by the book.

carnap, for example wrote:

"I as well as my friends in the vienna circle,
owe much to wittgenstein, especially as to

the analysis of metaphysics. But on the
point just mentioned I cannot agree with him.
In the first place he seems to me to be in-
consistent in what he-does. He tells us that
one cannot state philosophical propositions
and that whereof one cannot speak, thereof one
must be silent; and then instead of keeping
silent, he writes the whole philosophical
book. Secondly I do not agree with his state-
ment that all his propositions are quite as
much without sense as metaphysical propositions
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are. By opinion is that great number of

his propositions (unfortunately not all of

them) have in fact sense; and that the same

is true for all propositions of logical

analysis."12

In both the periods of his philesophical activity
Wwittgenstein's aim was to understand the structure and
limits of thought. His philosophy is a critique of lan-
guage which is similar to the critique of Kant. According
to Wittgenstein, we cannot significantly ask gquestions and
also we cannot make statements which involve only formal
concepts. Therefore it is not possible for us to ask
questions about the origin of things or events unless we
specify things or events of a particular kind. Formal con-
cepts are empty unless some empirical concept is added to
them. This distinction between formal and material elements
of thought and everyday language is Kant's distinction.
Kant also thought that concepts are empty if they are con-
sidered apart from all application to experience. In the

Investigationsg,Wittgenstein said that we fall into nonsense

if we consider questions or statements apart from actual
context of human life in which questions are asked or the
statements are made. The sense in thought and language
cannot be achieved only by mere dictionary definition of
words, the rules of grammar and the laws of logic. The

significance of any statement presupposes a constant back-

ground of ordinary human experience. To use words in some
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context without the background of experience is to play

with words in void. Both Kant and wittgenstein were against
speculative metaphysics. According to both of them specu-
lative metaphysics crosses the limit of language and seeks to
tell us about the timeless realities. It also tries to
explain the existence of the universe or the purpose of

human life by reference to them. Wittgenstein's aévice to
the metaphysician is that he should comé to stop at this
point. And Kant's instruction is that he should realise

that he is trying to comprehend the incomprehensible.

Like Kant, wittgenstein believed that philosophers
step over the limits of language and try to explain things
which lie beyond the limits. As a result they fall into a
kind of nonsense which seem to give them genuine thought,
but in fact, do not do so. He wanted to discover the exact
location of the line which distingquishes sense from non-
sense. He wanted to point out to the metaphysicians the
mistakes of their ways. This is the negative side of his
philosophy. But his philosophy has a positive side also.
His purpose was not merely to formulate instruction to
save people from trying to say what cannot be said in
language. His purpose was to succeed in understanding the
structure of what can be said in language. He believed that
the only way to achieve this understanding is to plot the
limits. Because the limits and the structure have the

common origin. Thus the very nature of language determines
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what is sayable and what is unsayable.,

Kant made a distinction between speculative and
critical philosophy. He wanted to reform traditional meta-
physical system. Kant believed that a critical study of
the scope and limits of thought will show that metaphysics
is founded on nothing. Metaphysicians of the past tried
to go beyond all possible experience. But according to
Kant this sort of transcendence is not possible. He argued
that all meaningful discourse and thought presuppose a
certain context or gackground. And they llose all signifi-
cance when they are applied outside this context. when
philosophy tries to cross the limits of experience and at
the same time tries to maintain the outlook of experience,
it cannot go anywhere. So the proper task of philosophy,
according to Kant, is not speculation, but a systematic
criticism of human thought. 2and it is only the critical
examination of thought which can show the impossibility of

metaphysical speculatione.

Kantts philosophy has a positive side also. Kant
held that the ideas of speculative metaphysics have legiti-
mate function to perform. What he condemned is the meta-
physician's attempt to perform another funcéion which they
cannot perform. Kant said that the ideas of ppeculative
metaphysical system lie ougide the system of factual

knowledge. According to him, their proper function iB to
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serve as a point of reference which guide the human
thought. They lie outside the system of factual knowledge.
They can be used only to construct a system. They are only
ideals which the system t##¢es to achieve. They can be used
in a system t6 orient it. But the metaphysicians committed
mistakes by supposing that such ideas have objective basis
outside the system of factual knowledge. Wittgenstein
showed similar attitude to the great metaphysical systems.
The grounds he gave against any metaphysical system are
almost same as Kani’s. Kant treated metaphysics with
respect and affection. And he considered metaphysics as
an inevitable temptation to the humén intellect. Like Kant,
wittgensteints treatment of metaphysics.is sympathetic and
understanding. It is true that Wittgenstein's attitude to
metaphysics is not the same as Kant. But both of them
regarded metarhysics as a natural and iﬁevitable transgre-
ssor. And both of them believed that much can be learnt

from it

A systematic study of language is a difficult task.
The difficulty lies in the fact that any study of language
involves the study of facts. It also involves the con-
struction of theories. They theory of language which
wittgenstein developed in the Tractatus is a general 3
aoiss Liae théory. But at the same time it is a critical

attémpt to fix the bounds of possible development of
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language. As such, it is not concerned with what is
humanly possible. aAnd this makes it a philosophical
rather than a scientific theory. Kant wanted to plot the
absolute limit of thought. wittgenstein for the same

reason wanted to plot the absolute limit of language.

According to wittgenstein, there is no necessity
except logical necessity. And as such, all necessary truths
of logic are tautologies which say nothing. Thus Wittgen-
stein denied that there are any substantial necessary
truths. So for him there is no synthetic a priori truth.

Oon this point we notice conspicuous difference between
Kant's system and the system of the Tractatus. Kant's
conception of necessity not only includes logical necessity,
it also includes substantial necessity. "Kant's notion of
necessity is wider than that of the logical necessity which

covers analftic judgements only."13

Kant was not very
much concerned with tajtology. He held that there are
certain necessary truths which hold within the bounds of
possible experience. The statement that every evemthas a
cause is an example of a necessary truth of this sort. It

is a necessary truth and at the same time holds within

the bounds of experience.

-Thus we see that both Kant and Wittgenstein agreed
that the philosophical truths are necessary triyths. But

they disagreed about the nature of necessary truths.
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Naturally, therefore, there are differences between the

views of two philosophers. The framework of Kant's system

is based on the concepﬁfsubstantially necessary truth.

He said that the task of the philosopher is to establigh

the substantial necessary truths which form the framework

of his system. And such necessity, unlike logical necessity,
holds within the system, not outside the system. wittgensteins
view is that philosophers seek clarifications of different
kinds of statementse. And for that they must analyse their
meaning. He believed that the necessity that the limits

of language are the limits of the world is an absolute
necessity. wWittgenstein dié not establish this absolute
necessity from the empirical fegture of language. He
established this érom the essential nature of language.

It follows from“the essential nature of language that any
actual language can be reduced to the language of elementary
propositions. Thege elementary propositions serve as a
starting point from which philosophers with the aid of
légical principles can fix the limit of any possible

language.

According to the Tractatus, philosophical proposi-
tions do not lie within the limits of possible language.
He held that what lies beyond language cannot be asserted
in language. In can only be shown. By the limits of

language he meant only the limits of factual discourse.
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So, for him, philosophical propositions are neigher

factual nor contingent.
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LANGUAGE) WORLD AND VALUE

We generally expect philosophy to tell us what
things are of value. We ak¥so expect to know from philosophy
what good life is and how we ought to act. But according
to the philosophy of the Tractatus, we must stop loocking
for such things. The most common ethical terms are %fgood',
‘*value', 'ought' and so on. If they have meaning, they
must be analysable into elementary proposition. That is to

say, they must be analysable into states of affairs.

Ethical propositions, as ordinarily understood, do
not state what happens to be the case. They do not state
facts. Some moral philosophers, however, hold that the
propositions of ethics do state facts. According to them,
propositions containing such concepts as *‘good', *bad',
‘ought', *'duty' and so on, are really descriptive proposi-
tions. They state nothing but empirical facts. 1In this
group are some who tried to define 'gocd’ in terms of

pleasure alone. They say that propositions containing that

é?;ggég}ie purely descriptive. G.E. Moore charged themwith

coﬁmitting ‘naturalistic fallacy'l. Wwittgenstein would

agree with Moore on this rejection.

Ethical propositions, as we ordinarily understand
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them, try to say that certain situations are good or bad.
They try to say that certain situations ought or ought

not to exist. They pass judgement on what happens to be
the case. Ethics is primarily concerned with values and
not with facts. Ethical propositions, then, purport to

say something *‘higher' than descriptive propositions. For
descriptive propositions merely state facts. But according

to Wittgenstein, such things cannot be said. Descriptive

propositions say all‘that can be said. Hence ethical pro-
positions do not exist and consequeﬁtly they share the

same fate with the metaphysical propesitions.

According to Wittgenstein, everything in the world
is accidental. Therefore, there is no value in the world.

He saidk

"In the world everything is as it is, and
everything happens as it ddes happen, in
it no value exists - and if it did exist,
it would have no value. If there is any
value that does have value, it must lie
outside the whole sphere of what happens
and is the case. For all that happers and
is the case is accidental. what makes it
non-accidental cannot lie within the world,
since if it did it would itself be acci-
dental. It must lie outside the world."
(T, 6.41).

This view is not an absolute denial of the existence of
value. What it absolutely denies is its existence in the
world. what belongs to ethics cannot be stated. Proposi-

tions can state only what is in the world. Wwhat belongs
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to ethics is transcendental. (T, 6.421). The world and
what is there in the world is neither good nor bad. Good

and evil are purely subjective. They exist only in

relation to the subject (ego). But wittgenstein said that
the ‘subject' is also transcendental. It is not in the

world. It is the limit of the world. (T, 5.5632).

!

According to the Tractatus, there is a variety of
things that cannot be stated. They are: the form of repre-
sentations, the simple objects, the existence of metaphy=-
sical subject, the good and the evil. All these things
are unsayable, according to Wwittgenstein. It is true that
one cannot say anything on these metaphysical topics. But
this does not mean that they are absurd. He said: "There
are, indeed, things that cannot be put into words."(T,6.522).
This itself is something unsayable. It is one of those
statements of which Wittgenstein declared that although they
can produce philosophical insight, they are actually non-
sensical. And eventually they must be thrown away.(T,6.54).
wittgensteints conclusion that "what we cannot speak about
we must pass over in silence" is not a truism. what it
means 1s that there is a realm about which we can say

nothinge.

one of wittgenstein's famous concepts is 'das myti-
sche'. 1t appears in the Tractatus 6.522, 6.432, 6.44,

6.45. THpough these passages he tried to define this concept.
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"There are, indeed, things that cannot be put into wordé.
They make themselves manifest. They are what is mystical®“.
(T, 6.522). "How things are in the world is a matter of
complete indifference for what is higher. God does not
reveal himself in the world." (T, 6.432). "It is not how
things are in the world that is mystical, but that it
exists." (T, 6.44). "Feeling the world as a limited whole -
it is this that is mystical." (6.45). Fram these defini-
tions it is clear that the ‘mystical' is not how the world
is, but what the world is. The 'fact' that there is a
world, is not itself in the world. Because this fact is

a ' formal fact' which cannot be mirrored by other facts.

But it can only be shown by them.

According to wWittgenstein, there is no logical
connection between the will and the world. There is nothing
in the world except facts. Facts are objective. Hence they
are independent of our will. Nothing can happen according
to our sweet will or wishes. Even if anything happens
which is in harmony with our will, it is only a favour
granted by fate. So everything happens according to the
law of natural sciences. Inductive reasoning cannot esta-
blish necessary connection between facts. According to
wittgenstein, it is the factuality of fact which makes the

world a world. Anditisthe factuality of fact which
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Wittgenstein damed God. He.said that our will enters

into the world completely from outside. And for that
reason we feel that we are dependent on an alien will.
Wittgenstein called this alien will God.' In this sense
God is simply the fate, the alien will which is independent
of our will. It is the factual character of reality,

(NB, 8.,7.16). According to Wittgenstein,God is the meaning
or limit of the world. (NB, 11.6.16). God being the
factuality of facts cannot be in the world. For he is

not a part of the world. He may be called the meaning or

egsence of the world. .

According to the Tractatus, language and thought
can represent everything which is or can be a fact. But
they cannot represent the factuality of fact. Because
the formal property of fact is not itself a fact. So
language cannot describe it. Philosophy, thus, cannot
be expected to provide us with any answer to the problem
of life. There cannot be any genuine propositions on
matters like ®freedom of will', *survival after death',
and so on. These are all concerned with the meaning of
life. But no proposition can express the meaning of life
or the world. All genuine propositions are contingent.
Propositions can show only how things are. But how things
are in the world is in no way connected with finer aspects

of life. God or the meaning of life is the mystical, the

I
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inexpressible, the unsayable. Therefore, any problem thok
arises in connection with the meaning of life cannot be
put into words. Wittgenstein argued that there cannot

be any question: on the meaning of life. Because there
are no propositions which can be answer to this problem.
And where there is no answer there cannotﬁbe any question
also. (T, 665). In this connection wittgenstein criticised
the universal doubt of the sceptics. He said that the |
view of the sceptic is not only refutable but nonsensical
too. Because sceptics generall§ raise doubté on such
topics where no questions® can be asked.‘ This, according
to wittgenstein, is wrong. Because doubt is possible when
a question is possible. A guestion is possible when an
answer is possible. And an answer is possible only when
something can be said. (T. 6. 51) And since nothing can
Be said about the problem of life, so no question can be
raiséd on these matters. People normally think "that even
when all poséible scientific questions are answered, the
problems of life remain untouched.®" But Wittgenstein said
that it is wrong to think in this way. For, according to
him, when all scientific questions are answered, them "no
questions left, &hd this itself is the answer." (T, 6.52).
Therefére "the solution of the problem" lies "in the

vanishing of the problem”. (T, 6.521).
yd

wittgenstein identified the form of the world with

the sense of the world. It follows, then, that the sense
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of the world is also the meaning of the world. The
problem of life arises when we.view the world not as
it is but as it should be. Viewing the world in this
way involves the question why the world is thus and
not otherwise. But this question can only be answered
by showing that life cannot have sense beyond life.
Because life means the world (T, 5.621). And world
means the totality of facts. And since life is the
totality of facts, it cannot refer to any fact beyond
itself. Therefore, the problem of life can be answered
only by the removal of the problem. And to view the
world in this way does not involve such questions.
7

The sense of the world, therefore, is not con-
tained in the world. The sense of the world is some-
thing *higher' than the world. A proposition cannot
express anything higher. The sense of the world is,
therefore, higher than the totality of facts. This
is the reason why wittgenstein considered God to be
something *higher', and which cannot reveal himself

in the world. Thus he said that "“the meaning
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of life" and "the meaning of the world" is same. And

this is what "we can call God." (NB, 11.6.16).

According to the Trectatus, then, God is the
essence of the worlde He is world's meaning and form.
Now, the essence or form of the world is nothing but the
general form of the proposition. wittgenstein said that
the general form of proposition is the essence of a pro-
position. (T, 5.471). To describe the essence of a propo-
sition is to describe the essence of all description. And
to describe the essence of all description means to give the
essencé of the worlde ( T, 5.4711). “The general form of
a proposition is : "This is hov things stand”. (T. 4.5).
similarly, in the Notebooks he said: "How things stand in
God. God is how things stand." (NB, 1.8.16). The genera-
lised proposition gives us a description of a certain
domain as a limited whole. Therefore, °'the mystical' is
the feeling of the world or a limited whole. (f. 6.45).
The mystical or God is something inexpressible. It is not
how the world is, but that it is. Therefore, God, the
essence of the world, cannot be in the world. He is the
limit of the world. Just as the general form of the
proposition cannot be described by any proposition so also
the essence of the world cannot be stated by any proposi-

tion. God is, thus, ineffable.

In the previous chapter we have seen that according
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to wittgenstein, the propositions of logic are tautologies.
They are true in every possible states of affairse. So
they say nothing about the world. They are propositions
which it is inconceivable that they should be false. They
are empty, because they have form but no content. They

are necessarily true propositions. So propositions of
logic are not genuine propositions at all. Propositions

of Mathematics are likewise pseudo-propositions. Because
mathematics consgsists of equations. From this it follows
that mathematical propositions are also without sense. For
it is nonsense to say that two things are identical. And
to say of one thing that it is identical is to say nothing
at all. Thus we see that the propositions of logic and
mathematics belong to the class of pseudo-propositions.
Most of the propositions of natural sciences are genuine
propositions. There are certain propositions of science
which do say something about the world and at the same time
claim to be necessarily true. For example, the law of
induction. But the law of induction is a genuine propo-
sition. For it is possible#that it can be false. Again,
the law of causality is a general law of an a priori kind.

E - =1 Rl < e e n -
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The aim of the Tractatus is to show that the ques-
tions with which ethics and religion are concerned cannot

be answered by natural sciences. For there are no genuine
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propositions in ethics and religion. On the matters such
as the freedom of will, the meaning of life, there can be
no questions. Because there are no propositions which can
be their answers. The propositions of natural sciences are
all contingent propositions. And being contingent proposi-
tions they can state nothing but empirical facts. So they

cannot provide us any solution to the problem of life.

Ethics, as ordinarily understood, is primarilyconcerned
with values. values are not facts. Ethics is not concerned
with what is the case. But it is concerned with what should
be the case. All genuine propositions are contingent. They
state nothing but empfrical facts. But if anything has
value that fact cannot be an empirical matter. For a value
cannot be a given feature of a fact. Value is the essence
of fact. So it is something higher than fact. Whatever
is there in the world is a fact. And since value is not
fact, so value cannot be in the world. (T, 6.41). whatever
is there in the world is accidental. And since values are

not accidental, stﬁeyJA&»cannot be in the world.

wittgenstein held that ethical attributes like
duties, values,obligations and tasks are projected by the
world through the will. This will may be called my will,
My will is the ethical subject. The ethical attributes
exist only in relation to the subject. But the subject is

also transcendentai,‘ It is not in the world. Therefore,
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it is impossible to talk about the will., For a

language can only state facts.

wittgenstein made a distinction between 'alien
will® and *my will*. The 'alien will®' is the name of
God. And 'my will' is the ethical subject. This is
known as his 'double godhead' theory. As he said:
“There are two godheads: the world and my independent
I (NB, 8,7.16). On this view, the world is the first
God and the Willing-I is the second God. The I-God,
unlike the world-God appears when we believe that
facts are not everything in the world., (NB, 8.7.16).
wittgenstein held that the world qua the understanding,
duties, values, obligations and tasks projects '"the
will in so far as it is the subject of ethical attri-
butes." (T, 6.432). From the point of view of ethics,
facts constitute for us a duty and a task. But.
wittgenstein said that the subject qua will is not a
fact. The subject as the experiencer of facts in the
world is identical with the world. Aas he said: "I am
the worl&." The *I* makes its appearance when we

believe that the world is my world.

Thus we see that from one point &f view the limit

of the world can be named God. Because God is the form of
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the world. And the concept of form is identical with the
concept of limit. And from another point of view it can
be named the thinking-I. The form of the world 1is given
by the thinking-I. But the sense or significance of the
world is given by the willing-I. Both the thinking-I and
the willing-I are transcendental. They fall outside the
world. WwWittgenstein said that things get significance only
when they éome in contact with 'my will*. ( NB, 15,10.16).
And °‘my will' is projected only by the world through
ethical attributes, In this sense ‘my will®' is not diffe-
rent from the thinking-I or the world. Because a will is
common to the whole world. Only in a higher sense we may
call this will my will. Thus he said that just as my idea
means the world, so my will means the world-will. (NB,
7.10.16). The will is an attitude to the world when the
subject is the willing subject. And the subject is the
limit, not a part of the world. According to wittgenstein,
theewilling subject is the value-endower. It cannot exist
in the world. He said that my will appears in the world
completely from outside. ( 8.7.13). Ethical attributes,
thus, enter into the world only through the subject. And
the subject is not a part of the world, it is the limit
of the world. To pass value judgements on facts is to
place oneself outside the world where no facts may hold.
So ethical propositions are not possible. what belongs

to ethics cannot be said.
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The notions of goodness and badness, then, are
qualities of the willing subject. For they cannot be
the qualitdgses of the world. The world and what is
thefe in the wprld is neither good nor evil. So ¢good and
evil cannot be attributed to the facts of the world. and
since they belong to thé willing subject, so they do not
exist in the world. The subject is not a part of the
world. So good and evil cannot be the predicates of the
world. They are really the "predicates of the subject".
(NB, 2.8 16). It is the will which is good or bad. (NB,
11e6.16). It is not the fact which is either good or bad.
wittgenstein thusvsaid tﬁat a man is either happy or un-
happy., and that is the end of the matter. According to
him, onlf the happy life is good and the unhappy life is
bad. (NB, 30.7.16). It follows that good or evil is
simply an attitudé towards life. "Living the good and
living the bad life are matters of view-poir;t."2 This
leads Wittgenstein to say that the only imotts of life is

to *live happily'.

On the basis of this thesis Wittgenstein developed
a theory of reward and punishment. And he considered it
to be his first law of ethical theory. Ethics, as ordina-
rily understood, has nothing to do with punishment and
reward in the usual sense of the terms. It is concerned
with the value.of an action performed by an agent. It is
the consequence of an action upon which the judgement of

reward or punishment is inflicted. These consequences are
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not facts or events. They are values. And no proposition
can s tate anything concerned with values. Because the
consequences concerning value do not reside in the actions
themselves., But Wittgenstein said that some kind of ethical
reward and punishment is possible if the consequences of
our actions reside in the actions themselves (6.422). The
consequences of our actions must be facts. 2And facts as
such have nothing to do with values. 1In that case “reward
and punishment must reside in the action itself.* If so,
then “reward must be someéhing pleasan£ and the punishment
something unpleasant." (T, 6.422). 2a sinner is an unhappy
man who lives in an unhappy world. &and a happy man is he
who lives in a happy world. sin, therefore, is its own
punishment. Likewise, merit is its own reward, A man
commits sin only by being unhappy. Wittgenstein, thus said
that "The world of the happy man is a different one from
that of the unhappy man-" (T, 6.43). Wittgenstein's con-
clusion seems to be that a happy life is self-justifying.
A proposition is self-justifying if it can show itself
a tautology. He applied the same principle when he said
that the question why one should live happily is itself a
tautological question. For Wittgenstein, life means being
happy. Happy life is thus gustif ied by itself.(NB, 30,7.11).
According to Wittgenstein, then, good is happiness.
Here he is in agreement with Spinoza. Spinoza said that

because of our passions and inclinations we become unhappy
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and victims of evil. But we can avoid evil and become
happy only by philosophical understanding of the natural
order of which our passions and inclinations are parts.
similarly, wittgenstein said that being happy means to

be in agreement with the world. That is to say, to live

a happy life one must be in agreement with the natural
order. Wittgenstein®s definition of happiness provides

us a solution of the problem of free will. He said that
there is only one way to be free happy and independent.
It is just to accept fully the brutality of facts of the
wcrld without any restriction and reservation. In that
case there will be no difference between my will and the
world-will, we are, then, in agreement with the alien will
on which we are dependent. Everything happens in the world
according to natural order. Nothing happens according to
our sweet will or wishes. There is a general tendency

in man to wish some events to happen rather than another.
And~thereby he becomes separated from the world-will and
breaks his harmony witﬁ God or the natural order. To
wish means to wish the impossible. And to wish the impo-
ssible means to be unhappy. Even if any desire is fulfilled
it is not by any actual agency but by a favour granted by
féte. There is no necessary connection between one's will
and what happens in the world. Even if there is any con-
nection it is merely an accidental correlation. The good

is, therefore, the will that wisghes nothing. The good is
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the will which agrees with whatever happ-ens as it happens.
It is completely free from desire and wishes. It follows
that man can acquire happiness only by total submission to
the will of God. And in that case, the difference between
my will and the world - will disappears. In this way
Wittgenstein reconciled the independence of thinking-I with
the absoluteness of willing-I. A happy man simply fulfils

the purpose of existences. (NB, 6.7.16).

According to Anscombe, "Wittgenstein thought that
the world is good ... the goodness of the world, however,
is not anything in how it is but in its being at all.".3 But
Anscombe’s interpretation does not seem to be plausible. For
wittgenstein, the world is as it is. And that is all that
can be said. The world consists of facts and that is the end
of the matter. He said that good and evil are not gqualities
of the world. They are the gualities of the willing subject.
What is good and evil is the I. It is not the world. Good
and evil are purely subjective notions. They cannot be
attributed to facts which are objective. The whrld in itself
can neither be good nor evil. So such qualities cannot be
predicated to the world. They can only be predicated to
the willing subject. Because good and evil make their
appearances only in relation to the subject. But the subject
is not a part of the world. It is a pre-supposition of its
existence. So good and evil do not exist in the world.

(NB, 2.8.16).
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In this connection Wittgenstein made a distinction
between Ito will® and 'to wish'. He did not say that the
will is bad in itself. His point was that when it takes
the form of wish with desire and expectation it becomes bad.
Wwilling may be free from desire, hope and e#pectétion. For
it always accompanies the event. So it doés not make\any
attempt to change the happenings. It is always in agree-~
ment with facts. But wish always precedes the event. It
is always followed by desire, hope'and expectation. It is
the nature of the wish to see things ddfferent from what
they are. Wish implies action. And to wish means to will
to change the happenings of the world. That is to say, a
’wish is followed by action to alter the facts. But it is
impossible to change the facts. For the natural order is
independent of our will or wish. Thouéh we cannot change
the happenings of the world, being poﬁerless, we are capable
of willing the good. For it is possible for ué to make
ourselves independent éf the world. And we can achieve
that independence only by renouncing any influence on
happenings. (NB, 11.6;16). It follows that we can acquire
freedom by a conscious surrender to fate. Wittgenstein
said that man can be happy only through the life of know-
ledge. And'one can lead a life of knowledge only by acqui-
ring good conscience which consists in seeing the world
rightly. And seeing the world rightly means proper under-

standing of the natural world order. It follows that
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inspite of our absolute dependence on inevitable facts
we can make ourselves independent of fate by living a

life of knowledge. (NB, 8.7.16).

According to Wittgenstein, it is the temporal
character of the wish which is responsible to make our-
selves dependent on fate. And since a wisg is necessarily
temporal it is always directed towards the future. Because
to wish means to will to fulfil the desire, hopes and
expectation. This implies its reference not to the present
but to the future. So to attain freedom one must be freed
€rom time. To live in time means to live in the sphere
of wishes. A wish may appear in two forms. It may appear
either as a form of fear or as a form of hope. One who
lives in time is always the victim of fear and hope. But
will is free from time. It is always a thing of the
present. Because it is without desire, hope and expecta-
tion. Here wittgenstein is in agreement with the German
poet Goethe who said that fear and hope are man's greatest
enemies. Likewiset Wittgenstein said that whoever lives
without fear and hope lives in the present. (NB, 14.7.16).
_And a happy man is he who does not live in time.(NB, 8.7.16).
To live in time means to have fear and hope. And where-
ver there is fear and hope there is expectation. But hopes
and expectations cannot be satisfied by the world of
facts. Time is dynamic, but the world of facts is static.

So the fulfilment of desire is an impossibility. Living
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in time means not to be in agreement with facts. And
disagreement with fact results in gnhappiness. And to be
unhappy means to live in sin. But wWitggenstein said that
one can avoid sin and live an eternal life by living only
in the present. By eternity wittgenstein did not mean
infinite temporal duration. Eternity, for him, is time-
lessness. According to him, there is only one way by
means of which we can avoid the temporal character of our
existence. And this is just not to wish, to be content.
Living this kind of life means living in eternal present.
Therefore, he who lives according to the will of God lives

for ever.

wittgenstein's comment on death will be of much
significance here. He said that death cannot be an event
of life. For it is not a fact of the world.(T, 6.431;
6.4311). If death is an event of the world then the
willing subject will be a fact of the world. But no wil-
ling subject exists in the world. It is not a part of the
world. It is the world's limit. So no willing subject
can die. Moreover, the willing subject is the significance-
endower. To acknowledge death means to create significance.
In that case it cannot be a significance-endower. The
fear of death apmars when we mix facts with the willing
subject. It generates from our wish which expects some
facts to happen or not to happen. This leads wittgenstein
to say that the fear of death is a clear sign of false

hope. (NB, 8.7.16).
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wittgenstein identified ethics with aesthetics.
According to him, ethics and aesthetics are really one
and the same. This idea comes wery closer to Schopenhaur's
theory of arte. According tOGSChopenhaur, art is something
like philosophy. It is to bring man to see the ®'Ideas'’
which are eternal forms. And observation of these ideas
is the only non-frustrating occupation in which man can be
engaged. This theory of aesthetics is very much similar
to Wittgenstein's theory of the basic truths of ethics.
According to wittgenstein, ethics is a theory which tells
us how a man can be happy. It is a theory of how the pur=-
pose of human existence can be fulfilled. So ethics deals
with how man's life should be conducted. The only purpose
of life is to be happy. Now, happiness depends on our
particular way of viewing the world. Ethics, therefore,
is a theory of how we should look at the world, if we
really want to be happy at all. Art also plays the same
role. wWittgenstein said that the essence of art lies in
the fact that it looks at the world with a:: happy eye.
(NB, 20.10.16). And to view the world with a:. happy eye
is to live a happy life. (T, 6.43). Thus we see that the
aim of ethics and aesthetics is the same. The end of art

is beautiful. 2aAnd the beautiful is that what makes a man

happy «

we have seen that living a happy life means living

in the eternal present. Now, both ethics and aesthetics
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seek happy life. So'both ethics and aesthetics are
theories of eternal present. A happy life is the life

of knowledge. And a life of knowledge consists in viewing
the world rightly. It is to renounce the wish. And to
renounce the wish means to éccept voluntarily the inevi-
table given facts of the world. A happy life is the life
that can renounce the amenities and comforts of the world.
wittgenstein also said that happiness means good conscience.
And it can be achieved only through the proper understanding
of the natural world order. Wittgenstein equated good
conscience with the voice of God. Because life of knowledge
means the knowledge of the essence of the world. But the
essence of the world does not exist in the world. It

is the limit of the world. It 1s a representation of the
world as a limited whole. And to see the world as a limited
whole is the mystical. Art also views the world as a
limited whole. 1In this sense ethics and aesthetics are

identical.

wittgenstein held that ethics is transcendental.
For it deals with value rather than facts. And any signi-
ficant discourse can state only what is the case. But
ethical statements refer only to what ought to be the
case. It follows that ethical statements must be meaning-
less. But once wWittgenstein considered the possibility
that since we are constanély tempted to speak in ethical

terms they cannot be dismissed as meaningless. So it
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might be due to the fact that he had failed to discover

the correct analysis of the meaning of ethical terms.

To this kind of opinion wittgenstein replied that he
considered ethical terms as nonsensical not because he

has not found correct analysis of their meaning. He called
them nonsensical. To talk on ethical matters is to go
beyond the world and to say something which lies outside
significant discourse. The general tendency of all men

is to cross the limit of language while they talk on ethics.
But thig kind of attempt is absolutely futile. Ethics,

as ordinarily understood, springs from the desire to say
something about the ultimate meaning of life, the absolute
good, the absolutely valuable. But there cannot be any
science on such matters. Because any such attempt on

these important matters does not add to our knowledge in

any sense.?

wittgenstein's reply clearly suggests that ethical
statements are meaningless. But 1t is difficult to be sure
that wittgenstein was, in fact, drawing that conclusion.

Rush Rhees interpreted phis remark thus:

| »,..1f there is any value that does have
value, it must lie outside the whole sphere
of what happens and. is, the case ... because
of what judgements of good and evil do mean
«ss 1t is pointless to loock for their
meaning in any events or facts that might
be found in science.”
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On this interpretation, ethical statements, according to
wittgenstein, cannot be designated as meaningless. For
according to Rush Rhees, wittgenstein was simply clarifying
the meaning of ethical statements. And his purpose was

to draw a line between the moral discourse and the scienti-
fic discourse. It is no doubt tempting to interpret
wittgenstein in this way, especially in the light of his
later doctrine. But if the picture theory is accepted then
it seems impossible to avoid the conclusion that ethics

in transcendental. And it is transcendental because it is

meaningless.

All the doctrines of the Tractatus are related to
Wwittgenstein's idea that language has limit. This limit
is imposed by its internal structure. The internal structure
of propositions shows what can and cannot be said in
language. Only descriptive propositions say something
about the world. so Wittgenstein's doctrines limit all
significant discourse to the statements of natural science.
Like his theory of the limits of language he developed a
theory of logic in the Tractatus. And he deduced it from
the nature of proposition. He said that all the truthsof
logic are empty tautology. They say nothing about the
world. The very structure of tautological propositions
shows that it does not describe any situation. Since only

descriptive propositions assert all that can be said, so
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the propositions of natural scilences assert all that can

be said. This view of descriptive propositions sets a
riggorous limit on what can be said. This thesis rules

out as unsayable many things like religion and morality.
wittgenstein thus placed religion and ethics outside the
limits of language. Because regarding the matter of religion
and ethics nothing can be said in language. We are restri-
cted by whatever language we speak. This means we are
restricted by a kind of reality we can talk or think about.
Thus we see that the limits of language impose corresponding
limits on the reality or the world. But any talk on mora-
l1ity and religion implies a reference to such entities
which lie outside the limit of factual discourse. If we
want to say something about these matters we are to cross
the limit which is impossible. Thus wittgenstein wanted

to keep them outside the world.

- The natural tendency of philosophy is to cross the
limits of factual discourse. And when it crosses the limit
of thought it includes within its scope not only metaphy-
sics but also religdon and morality. Kant wanted that
religion and morality should be separated from the system
of factual knowledge. Philosophy is a critique of thought.
It also includes within its scope ofher modes of thought,
including scientific thought. But science or religion or

morality cannot be regarded as critigues of other modes of
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thought. Because all of them have their independent subject
matter. The material on which science is based is not the
same material on which morality or religion is based. 60
there cannot be any association between them. And all of
them cannot be given the same treatment. Evidently,
religion and morality are not based on the same material

as that of science. So Kant wanted to preserve them by
separating them from the system of factual knowledge. He
thus rejected Hume's psychological theory of morality. Hume
gave psychological treatment to ethical terms. His theory
says that morality is based entirely on human feelings and
inclinations., But Kant said that Hume's theory makes moral
belief dangerously subjective. He also condemned any
attempt to find a transcendental basis for religion and
morality. For, according to him, it is wrong to suppose
that the ideas of religion and morality have objective basis
outside the sgystem of factual discourse. Kant thought that
the traditional arguments for the existence of God took

the concepts of science beyond their proper limits. The
traditional metaphysicians extended their concepts where
they cannot be applied. As a result their arguments met

with contradictions.

According to Kant, basic truths of religion and
morality cannot be known. Because they lie outside the

system of factual knowledge. They are postulates which are
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necessary to reflect on our moral life and thought. But to
reflect on moral and religious experience of ours does ndt
necessarily mean to go beyond factual knowledge. According
to Kant, when we look within ourselves and examine our
moral and religious experiences, we see beyond the limits
of factual discourse. But the metaphysician of the past
tried to establish morality and religion on theoretical
grounds., Kant said that to establish them on theoretical
grounds is a mistake. Because in that case we have to
carry the concepts outside where they cannot be applied.
Thus we see that Kant's theory places religion and morae
lity in an exposed position. Wwhen it takes a psychologi-
cal form it becomes dangerously subjective. But when it

takes linguistic form it becomes meaningless.

According to the Tractatus, the central truths of

religion and morality cannot be caught in the framework
of language. But Wittgenstein said that their truths can
be apprehended through language. Although what religion
and morality say cannot be said in language, it can be
seen, it can be indicated in language. Just as the
truths of logic can be seen from the structure of tau-
tology., so also the truths of religion and ethics can be

seen from the limits of language. For the limits and
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the structure have the same origin. So the way to see
beyond the limits of factual discourse is not to look
beyond them. It is to look back on the world of facts
and see it as a whole., Wittgenstein did not place the
truths of religion and ethics outside the factual dig-
course, 1In so&é way he placed them inside the factual
discourse without being a part of it. For him, the only
categorical imperative is 'live happily'. God is the
factuality of facts - the inevitable fate. These are not
themselves facts. But their significance can be appre-
hended in facts. Their significance can be seen, but
cannot be said. And since they cannot be said the§ are
nonsenses But according to him, all nonsenges are not
of the same kind. He made a distinction between good
and bad nonsense. Though he refused to locate religion
and morality within significant discourse, he did not
reject them. They are nonsense because they lack factual
sense. But to say this is not to condemn them as un-
intelligible. It is to take first step towards under-

standing tlem.

According to Wittgenstein, philosophy, religion,
morality and aesthetics ~ all of them lie outside the
system of factual discourse. He said that philosophy has
nothing else in common with the other three. For religion
and morality are not critiques of any further modes of
thought. So if we want to preserve them then they must be

studied independently. Wittgenstein even said that the
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point of the Tractatus is ethical. He believed that the
more important part of the book is the part which he did
not try to put into words. For him, religion and morality
are more important than phﬁlosophy which he did try to
put into words. From this point of view,’the demarcation
of the limits of factual discourse is very much important.
Relidion and morality can be preserved only by preventing
the encroachment of science. And this is possible by
plotting the .limits of factual discourse. Wittgensteint®s
intention was that religion and ethics should be made free

from the pseudo-scientific treatment.

Wittgenstein said that ethics is concerned with
value and not with fact. And if anything has intrinsic
value, its value cannot be contingent fact. A value is
neither empirical nor contingent. vVvalue cannot be the
quality of the world. Facts have nothing to do with
value. According to him, ascription of intrinsic value
is a deep tautology and not an ordinary tautology. For
him, happiness alone is intrinsically good. And this
iascription of intrinsic value does not contain any signi-
ficance about the world. Wittgenstein said that to be
happy is to see the world with expanding limits. But an
unhappy~man is oppressed by the same limits which give
rise to his frustration. Thus we see that only happy

man's view of the world has intrinsic value. It follows
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that there is a necessary connection beétween one's being
happy and the limits of the world. And since intrinsic
value does not exist in the world so it is neither an
ordinary tautology nor a factual proposition about any-
thing in the world. ascription of intrinsic value is,
therefore., a transcendental judgement. Wittgenstein's final
conclusion is thet the truth of the world cannot be expre-
ssed as a substantial thesis. It can only be shown as a
.deep tautology. For 8 happy life is self-sufficient and

self-justifying. . 1< 23 oo~ ool ceal Loty

.-

wittgenstein said that there cannot be any necessary
connection between will and the action willed. If there
is any connection at all, it is merely an accidental
correlation between one's will and what happens in the
world. So he pointed out that it is not logically necessary
that willing should produce the action willed. If the
intrinsic value of good willing occurs to it from the
action willed, then it will belong to it contingently. But
intrinsic value never belongs to anything contingently.
wittgenstein thought that if anything has value, this fact
cannot be accidental. The thing must have that value. It
follows that the intrinsic value of good will cannot
occur to it from the action willed. It appears that if
any will has intrinsic value, it cannot be the psychological

will. Because it will then be accidental matter. What
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makes it non-accidental cannot lie within the world. So
the endower of the intrinsic value must be the transcen-

dental will which is not a part of the world.

Both Kant and wWittgengtein wanted that ethics and
religion should be separated from the encroachment of
science. Because they have their independent materials
on which they are based. So they should be dealt with
separately. Both of them wanted to safeguard them from
the speudo~scientific treatment. Kant preserved them by
plotting the limits of thought and wittgenstein preserved
them by plotting the limits of language. 1Inspite of
their similarity in attitude there are some differences
between the ethical views of the two philosophers. Accord-
ing to Kant, certain ethical thesis which can be applied
to ordinary human experience &re substantial necessary
truths. Though they are necessary truths they are rooted
in experience. The truths of ethics are synthetic a priori.
They are a priori, but holds only within the bounds of
experience. So Kant treated value as an ordinary tauto-
logy. But wittgenstein did.;ot like to treat value as
an ordinary tautology. He gave value the status of empty
tautology. And gave them transcendental treatment. Thus
we see that though Kant and Wittgenstein agree that the
truths of religion and morality are necessary truths, they

1

differ in respect of the nature of necessity.
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CHAPTERSSTIZX




CONCLUS ION

Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus

is a metaphysical treatise par excellence. Though this
book inspired anti-metaphysical movements like logical
Fositivism, by itself it is a well-articulated work in
metaphysics, There is absolutely no doubt that the work
is a high water-mark in metaphysical thinking. It is
philosophically worth rewarding to dig out the metaphy-

sical foundations of this work. Many commentators, both

expositors and explanators have written on the Tractatus,
But no full length discussion on the Tractatarian meta-
physics has been done. Wittgenstein can be ranked among
the astute metaphysicians like Plato, Kant, Hegel and
Bradley. He had tremendous metaphysical insight. what
distinguishes wittgenstein from other metaphysicians is
that he arrived at his metaphysical insight through
logical analysis of language. This is not to suggest
that other metaphysicians have not indulged in analysis
of language of whatever kind. 1In fact, all the metaphy-
sicians more or less have done some kind of analysis.
Plato, for example, examined the prevalent categories and
objects of knowledge and concluded that particulars

cannot be treated as the genuine subject-matter of
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knowledge. Kant critically examined the categories

of knowledge and concluded that out of these only twelve
are basic to knowledge. Hegel, in the similar manner,
examined the different categories of knowledge and came
to the conclusion that the basic category of knowledge
is Being and it is dynamic in nature. Being dissatisfied
with the usual categories of knowledge like space, time,
causality, substance and attributes, Bradley ultimately
pointed out the inadequacies of the categories and
rejected them. Whatwe wish to suggest is this: Meta-
physicians have done some sort of analysis in order to
arrive at their theory. However, this analysis cannot
be treated as analysis of language in true sense of the

terme.

The intellectual milieu in which Wittgenstein was
writing his Tractatus was that of mathematical logic of
whitehead and Russell. In their monumental work Principia

Mathematica, Russell and Whitehead tried to explain mathe-

matics, particularly arithmatic in terms of basic logical
principles. Wittgenstein transferred this model to study
and analysis of language. It could be safely said that
the motive force behind this sort of analysis was to
present a total picture of the world. We talk about the
world by means of language. It is language which is used

mainly as the medium of communication. wWittgenstein
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thought that there must be some intimate relationship
between language and reality. Therefore, the study of
language might throw light on the nature of reality.
These are some of the hidden assumptions behind the

Tractatus,.

We have argued out in the course of the disserta-
tion that there is a difference between the method of
metaphysics and that of science. Sciences usually employ
what is known as the hypothetico-deductive method. Obser-
vation and experiment play a crucial role in sciences.

A scientific theory is designed to explain facts. The
acceptability or rejection of a theory in science is
determined by facts. The more facts a scientific theory
explains the more adequate it is. In other words, a theory
is accepted or rejected in the light of facts. This
explains the dynamic nature of sciences. ’Refutability

is crucial to scientific theory. If a theory is irre-
futable it is not a scientific theory at all. On the
other hand, the method of metaphysics is a priori, logical
or conceptual. This is, in genefal, the method of
philosophy whether descriptive metaphysics or revisionary
metaphysics. Both of them take resort to conceptual or
logical method. There is a sense in which it can be said

that a metaphysical theory is neither accepted nor
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re jected iﬁ the light of facts. A metaphysical theory
need not conform to facts. Rather facts have to conform
to theory. In metaphysica facts are called upon to
conform to theory. This explains the irrefutable chara-

cter of metaphysics even in the face of facts.

In the contemporary period, it is Strawson who
has made distinction between descriptive and revisionary
metaphysics. Descriptive metaphysics seeks to describe
the actual structure of thought, whereas revisionary
metaphys%cs seeks to present alternative structure. Kant
and Aristotle may be treated as descriptive metaphysicians.
Both of them tried to explore the basic structure of
human thought. Kant made a successful attempt in this
direction. According to Kant, there is a basic structure
of human thought. Understanding is not possible without
the application of categories. The categories constitute
the ultimate building blocks of human thought. One can
think away everything, but one cannot think away these
concepts or categories. The categories are given to us.
They belong to the very nature of mind. Revisionary
metaphysician, on the other handjseeks to revise or
modify human thought. Somehow or other, he feels dis-
satisfied with the actual structure of thought. So he
modifies it and presents it in lieu of the existing one.
In this sense, metaphysics has a high propaganda value.

Metaphysics appeals to sentiments and arouses passions,
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It has action-guiding force. The history of metaphysics
both eastern and western bears a testimony to it: In

this sense, revisionary metaphysics comes closer to poetry
and literature. The poet presents before us a picture

of life and the world. Great pieces of poetry are attitude-
builders. They affect our attitudes and guide us in our
actions. They have great moving force. But there is a
difference between poetry and metaphysics. The language
of metaphysics is the language of arguments or rationcina-
tion. The language of poetry is the language of metaphors
and similies. Where the poet speaks through metaphors
and similies, the revisionary metaphysician speaks through
arguments. Though Wittgenstein is a metaphysician par
excellence in the Tractatus, yet he does not lend himself
easily to any one of these categories. His metaphysics

is a unique type. There is a sense in which there are
descriptive elements in his metaphysics. To the extent

he accepts the truth-functional analysis of language, to
that extent he conforms to the category of descriptive
metaphysicians. This is true that the extensional analysis
of language depicts certain form of life. Asz: a matter

of fact, in certain form of life language can be treated
as truth-functional. The Language of mathematics and
formal logic will conform to this. It is only in this
sense that certain elements of descriptive metaphysics

can be found out in the Tractatus. But as Wittgenstein

’
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proceeds ahead he parts compan& with descriptive meta-
physics. He presents before us a picture of the world
which seems apparently to be following from his exten-
sional view of language. One may think that the exten-
sional view of language ultimately gives birth to such

a picture of the world. But it is not soe. The so-~called
elementary propositions are the foreign elements in
extensional analysis of language. The metaphysical
picture of the world that Wittgenstein presents is not
a world that we deal with in the day to day commerce of
life. It is a world purely revised and reconstructed.
This gives the suggestion that wittgensteln also is a
revieionary metaphysician. One may point out that this
is contrédictory to say that Wittgenstein is both a
descriptive and a revisionary metaphysician. We wish

to point out that his is a unique type of metaphysics
which combines the elements of both descriptive and
revisionary metaphysics., Wittgenstein began with an
attempt to describe the world with the help of truthe-
functional analysis. But ultimately he reached the con-

clusion that the world is indescribable.,

Wittgenstein magntains that the world is the
totality of facts and not of things. In this connection,

we wish to maintain that this is not a factual description
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of the world. As a matter of fact, there are things and
events in the world. The world is populated by human
beings, animals and plants. This is how we ordinarily
understand the world. Nobody says that the worid consists
of facts. This is not as per the ordinary use. wWittgen-
stein stipulates this use. The Tractatarian world is a
world which consists of facts and not of things. Like
other revisionary metaphysicians, Wittgestein seeks to
e%fect a change in our attitude towarQS the world. He
asks us to treat the world as totality of facts. This is
a new way of looking at old things. Metaphysicians and
poets seek to present old things in a new manner. The
sense of the proposition is treated as the fact in the
world., But this is unacceptable. As.. a matter of fact,
there are no facts in the world. It is from a particular
type of linguistic convention that wWittgenstein derived
the ontology of facts. We sometimes say that it is a
fact that it rained yesterday. Raining is an event in
the world. It can be a part of recorded history. This
event is datable. This belongs to the spatio-temporal
order. But facts are not datable. They do not belong to
the spatio-temporal order. They are not part of the
world at all. wittgenstein unnecessarily assumed facts
from a linguistic contingency. The sense of a proposition

was treated by Wittgenstein as something existent in the
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world. This has baffled philosophers for centuries
together. This has compelled many philosophers to treat
truth as eternal. Sometimes it has been argued that a
proposition once true is always true, once false, is
always false. Truth and falsity are not temporal pro-
perties like red and white. Red and white are spatio-
temporal properties. As for example, we can ask when a
particular table ceased to be red and became white? 1In
other words, these events are datable. On the other hand,
truth and falsity are not datable. We cannot ask such

a questions as when and at what time a particular pro-
position began to be true or false? Our knowledge of the
truth or falsity of a proposition is a datable event in
our intellectual biography. One can very well ask the
question, "when did you come to know the truth or falsity
of a particular proposition?" But we cannot ask the
question when did a particular proposition acquire truth
or falsity. Our knowing something is contingent. But
the truth or falsity of a proposition is not contingent.
There might be truths or falsehoods which are not known
“to anybody. This sort of argument made philosophers
identify truth with God. Since truth is eternal it can
be no other than God. It led some classical sections of
‘Indian philosophers think that truth is indestructible.
Even at the time of Pralaya truth never gets destroyed.

By arguing for facts and treating the world as the totality
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of facts, Wwittgenstein is advocating some such theory.
Sometimes truth and fact are interchangably used, As
for example, we say, it is true that he has gone to
Calcutta or it is a fact that he has gone to Calcutta.
The phrases "It is true" and "It is a fact that" do not
add any iota to the contents of the propositions which
they qualify. These are used for the sake of emphasis.
They do not have counterparts in the world. wittgenstein
mistakenly thought that the world is populated by facts.
This 1s a type of Platonic ontology. As Plato's world
was populated by ideas or universals, the Tractatarian
world is populated by facts. What is the difference
between Plato and wittgenstein? Is Wittgenstein an
idealist? In answer to these questions it can be said
that wittgenstein is an idealist. He definitely has

idealistic leanings in the Tractatus., Facts are rarified

beings like Platonic ideas. They are not the denizens
of the world in which we live, move and have our being.
They can be said to be belonging to a Platonic world.
Plato made a distinction between the apparent world and
the real world. Ordinary things and beings belong to
this apparent world. Ideas and universals belong to the
extra-mundane world. Plato made a bifurcation between
this world and the other world in order to make roams

for ideas. But in wittgenstein, there is no such
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bifurcation between this world and the other world,
Again, wittgenstein claims that the world is the totality
of both actual and possible facts. What meaning could
possibly be given to 'possible fact®*? It can be said
that propositions do have infinite potentialities in
certain sense, On& can express different things by
means of propositions. To the question "How many propo-
sitions are there?'., the answer is that it cannot be
exactly numbered. This shows the infinite ways of
expressing oneself, This potentiality for infinite ways
of expressing oneself was misunderstood by Wittgenstein
as facts in the world. If somebody has not stated
anything, it is not a proposition at all. A concatena-
tion of names can be said to form a proposition only
when it enters into the form of human life. Possible
fact is a logical myth. It was invented by Wittgenstein
to complete the totality of facts in the world. 1In a
formal sense, totality consists of both actual and
possible facts. Wittgenstein draw the conclusion that
there are possible facts too. The facts, according to
wittgenstein, consist of objects. Ultimately, the world
can be said to consist of objects. But Wittgenstein
does not say this. For him, only certain configurations
of objects are facts., What is an object? an object is
not a thing in the world. An object is the counterpart

of a name in the world. There are names in the
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propositions and there are objects in the facts.
Wittgenstein used 'world* ‘object', 'fact: and ‘thing*
in a very strange sense. The WittgensteiSEZOrld is not
an ordinary world nor the Wittgensteinian objects

ordinary objects,

The concept of elémentary proposition has played
an important role in wittgensteinfs metaphysics. Wittgen-
stein accepted the model of truth-functional analysis

presented in the Principia Mathematica of Whitehead and

Russell, whitehead and Russell tried to present the
skeletal features of human thought in the Principia

Mathematics. This attempt is not new in philosophy.

Leibnitz, too, embarked upon such a plan. He tried to
design a universal language for all thought and communi-
cation. This philosophical programme was literally
carried out by Whiteﬁead and Russell. Wittgenstein
subscribed to this view to some extente. He maintains

in the Tractatus that what can be said can be said clearly.
‘Clarity' possessed him for sometime. Both Whitehead
and Russell thought that the world is describable in
terms of simple, unequivocal atomic propositions. The
language of day to day commerce of life is full of
vagueness and ambiguities's The real language lies
hidden behind this ordinary language. So they devised

a method to eliminate this vagueness and ambiguities
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from the sphere of language. Language has to be steri-
lized., wWittgenstein, too, carried on this programme to
some extent in the Tractatus, 1f we apply truth-functional
analysis of language, we come acrosSs three types of
compound or molecular propositions. They are tautologiles,
contradictions and contingents. Tautologies and contradic-
tions are not propositions worth the name. They do not
speak anything. That is why they do not speak anything
about the world. They are degenerate propositions. They
are scaffoldings of the world. The genuine propositions
are the contingent ones. They are the propositions which
describe the world. The propositions of sciences belong

to this gategory.

A truth-function is a compound proposition whose

truth-value 1s determined by the truth-value of its
constituent propositions. If *aA and B' is a compound
proposition, 'A' and ‘'B' are its components. Russell
treated these components of a compound proposition as

a limiting case of truth-functional analysis. The
atomic propositions, for Russell, are the ones which are
devoid of vagueness and ambiguities. They constitute
. the ultimate building blocks of human thought. Wittgen-
stein accepted the truth—functional analysis but he did
not treat the components of the compound propositions

as elementary propositions. An elementary proposition,



314

according to Wittgenstein, consists of names. Names are
mere pointers or indicators. A logical proper name is
distinguished from a grammatical proper name. A gramma-
tical proper name must have some descriptive content. To
use Russell's word, a grammatical proper name is a,
truncated description. wittgenstein was always unwilling
to give an example of an elementary proposition. an
glementary proposition, it can be said in this connection,
was not the result of a discovery. It was a logical
demand of a particular type of analysis, Therefore,
Wittgenstein was hesitent to give an example of the
elementary proposition. Had he treated the components
of a compound proposition as elementary in nature he could
have easily given an_  instance of it. His persistent
reluctance to give an example of an elementary ppoposition
goes to prove that wWwittgenstein did not treat the come
ponents of a compound proposition as elementary ones .,
The components of a compound proposition could be said
to be degcriptive of the world. To this extent,
Wwittgenstein believed phat the world can be described.
But the elementary proposition cannot describe the world.
An elementary proposition cons%Sts of names and nothing
else. A name is just an indicator. It is like the
Eucledian point which has only existence but no dimension.
It can be said in this connection that Wittgenstein®s

name is a thought-construct. It is a Eucledian
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counterpart of a point. The way Euclid defines a point
nobody can come across it in the actual world. an
elementary proposition is a siring of these names. wWhat
can we do with these propositions? cCan we use these
propositions to talk about the world to describe the
world? Wittgenstein rightly points out that these pro-
positions cannot be used to talk about the world. In
this connection, we wish to point out that a proposition
is not a proposition if it does not haéé descriptive
content. An elementary proposition does not have des-
criptive content. <Can it be used to talk about the
world? No. The elementary propositions show the
structure of the world, At this stage only both language
and reality meet. The structure of reality can be read-
of £ from the structure of languagge and vice versa. Both
language and reality can be said to have isomorphic
structure. There is a complete isomorphism between
language and reality. The multiplicity in elementary
proposition corresponds tq the multiplicity in the world.
Wittgenstein treats language as a picture. wWhat sort

of picture language is? There can be different types

of pictures. A sculpture, a painting, a piece of photo-
graph are instances of pictures. These are all physical
gictures. Language cannot be treated as picture of

this type. Wittgenstein treats language as a logical
picture of reality. At the stage of elementary propo-~

sition both language and reality meet. This picturing
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cannot be put into words. That is why wittgenstein asks
us to remain silent. Whereof one cannot speak thereof
one must be silent. The relationship between language
and world cannot be described in terms of language. This
is a type of idealism which wittgenstein advocates in

the Tractatus. This is reminiscent of Germanic idealism.
It can be said in this connection that wittgenstein is
continuing the Germanic idealistic tradition which treats
both thought and reality as different aspects of the same
fact. The Kantian~Hegelian elements are clearly visible
in wittgenstein®s metaphysics. But both Kant and Hegel
claim that the world is describable; whereas for
Wittgenstein the world is ultimately indescribable. Kant
wanted to give a metaphysical defence or justification to
Newtonian physics. The Kantian world is really a
Newtonian world amenable to human understanding. There
is an order in the world and it is ultimately describable.
According to Kant, the world is not only describable in
terms of thought-categories but it has a limit. He

sets a limit to the world by diséinguishing between
phenomena and noumena. It is noumenon which sets a
limit to the phenomenon. Though there is an eternal
impulse to transcend the boundary of thought and commu-
ﬂication, yet Kant warns us that any transgression of

the boundaries of thought will ultimately result in

antinomies. The noumenon is unknown and unknowable.
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In wittgenstein, one comes across some such elements

when he says that ultimately the world is indescribable.
It can be said that for wittgenstein, the world is ulti-
mately a noumenon. We can humbly suggest that this indes-

cribability is Schopenhaurean in nature.

An elementary proposition is said to be consis-
ting of names. Names are said to have meanings. Propo-
sitions do not have meanings. They have only sense. The
meaning of a name is what it refers to. Objects are
referred to by mames. So objects are the meanings of
names., This might look very strange on the surface. But
these are some of the logical outcomes of his basic thesis,
wittgenstein uses 1~*h names, meanings and objects in a
very strange sense. Ordinarily we do not say that an
object is the meaning of a name. Even if we sometimes
indicate things in the world by means of words, yet we do
not say that the meanings of these words are the objects
referred to by them. As the elementary propositions were
the demand of a particular type of analysis, similarly
names and objects were logical demands too. If a propo-
sition is devoid of all sorts of description what remains
of it in the end? It can have only pointers. And these
pointers are names, They can only indicate objects in

the world, This is the logical corollary of Wwittgenstein's
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doctrine of names and meanings. As the Eucledian points
do not describe the world, they are just theoretical
construct, similar is the case with Wittgensteinian names.
wittgenstein was very much obsessed with ‘philosophical
edeography®'. In other words, he thought very much in the
manner of Leibnitz, whitehead and Russell that a universal
language will solve all philosophical problems. Leibnitz
tried to construct such a universal language., Russell

and Whitehead presented the model of such a language in

Principia Mathematica. Wittgenstein, through truth-

functional analysis of language, tried to discover such a
language. But ultimately this ideal language could not

be discovered. It was the demand of a particular analysis
employed on ordinary language. BAnalysis for wittgenstein,

in the Tractatus, means breaking the complex into the

simples. Analysis means decomposition. The complex pro-
positions are decomposed into simpler ones. The logic

of decomposition leads to the assumption of unbreakable
units. If we go on breaking a complex proposition without
assuming simples we will go in the direction of ad infini-
tum. The idea of simple has preoccupied the attention of
philosophers from time immemorial. Not only wittgenstein
bﬁt philosophers like Kanada, Locke and Hume have tried to
find out simples., The idea of simple ultimately compelled

wittgenstein to plead for names. By introducing the
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notion of ideal language, Wittgenstein tried to transform
our attitude. We have already pointed out that poets

and metaphysicians verja often try to transform and transmute
the existing picture of the world, In this sense

Wittgenstein is a metaphysician par excellence,

It is sometimes claimed by some scholars that
Wwittgenstein first had a vision of the world as the tota-
lity of facts and then from this he derived the notion of
elementary proposition and ideal 1language. But we wish
to point out that it is of very little importance in
philosophy which doctrine came first and which came nexg.
The fact remains that the theory of language and the
theory éf the world are intimately connected. Wittgenstein
presents a ;urprising case of how metaphysical theories
can be set up through analysis of language. A metaphysician
concerns himself with study of such concepts and these
concepts are expressed by means of language. Wittgenstein
thought that a philosophical study of lanéuage might throw
light on the nature of the worlde. Wwittgenstein accepted
analysis as a method of philosophising in the Tractatus.

He accepted the truth-functional analysis of language as
means of philosophising. But he did not end up in analysis.
Rather, through analysis of language, he presented a

vision of the world. Like many other metaphysicians,

wittgenstein tried to critically examine the logic of such



320

formal concepts as *world!, 'object' and *thing'. A
philosopher or a metaphysician studies very very general
concept. That is why metaphysics or philosophy is called
conceptual study. Wittgenstein, through this sort of
conceptual study ultimately arrived at a picture of the
world., In this respect, he resembles Kant. Kant, through
his study of "human understanding"” ultimately arrived at

a particular picture of the world, The categories deter-
mine the picture of the world.These categories are obtained
through a philosophical analysis of the apparatus of

human understanding. Kant gave us a warning for trans-
gressing the boundaries of the world. wittgenstein gave

us a warning for transgressing the boundaries of communi-
cation and speech. Human communication or .Speech, accorde
ing to Wwittgenstein, contains its own limitations. To

@se a Hegelian terminology, every positive concept contains
in germinal form the seeds of self-annihilation. The

limit of communication is the incommunicable.

Wittgenstein treats the contingent propositions
as the only genuine ones. Tautologies and contradictions
are degenerate propositions, for the simple reason that
they do not speak anything. They do not have any descrip-
tive content. That is why tagtologies and contradictions

are treated as scaffoldings of the world. What about
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value-judgements, asthetic judgements? wittgenstein
puts them beyond the world, How do we understand it?
Wwittgenstein is not a naturalist., He does not treat
value-concepts as descriptive. He does not explain
values in terms of fact. He does not even maintain that
values are the expression of emotions. In other words,
Wittgenstein is neither a naturalist nor an empiricist.
He is a Kantian. As Kant puts values in the sphere of
noumenon similarly, Wittgenstein argues that ethics

and aesthetics fall beyond the world. This brings
Wittgenstein and Kant very much close to each other.
value-concepts have their own logié. The language of
description is different from the language of valuation.
In evaluating something we do not describe anything. In
fact, in evaluating we show our preferences etc.. The
positivists tried either to dismiss the language of
religion, ethics,aesthetics altogether or tried to
explain them in terms of facts. wiétgenstein is a non~
positivist. He ddes not do either. This view of
wittgenstein contains, in germinal form, his later view

that there are innumerable forms of language-game.

we have not tried to find out the relationship
between the earlier Wittgenstein and the later one i.e.

between the Tractatus and the Investigations. There are
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diverse views regarding them. One view is that the two
works are poles apart. There is no relation between the

Tractatus and the Investigations. .The Philosophical

Investigations, 4is a rejection:of the Tractatus., The other

view is that there &se an-affinity, a conceptual closeness
between the two works., However, we have not indulged in

this sort of dispute. But the fact remains that there are
some textual evidences even in the Tractatus which can be

accommodated in the Philosophical Investigations.

It is interesting to note that Wittgenstein's two
works inspired two diverse philosébhical movements ¢
(}) Logical pPositivism; (ii) Conceptual or Linguistic
analysis. But wittgenstein never associated himself

officially with any of these movements. The Tractatus

Logico-Philosophicus is not a treatise on logical positi-

vism. wWittgenstein was always averse to positivism except
some casval mention of certain terms which may be inter-
preted a;’héving affinity with the principle of verifi-
cation. Tﬁe Tractatus does not contain any reference,
direct or indirect, to the verification theory of meaning.
wittgenstein is a non-positivist. He is not an empiricist.
He may be treated as a rationalist for the simple reason
that he has accepted logical analysis of language as.the

chief method of philosophising. Further, he is not a
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realist. He is an idealist of the Kantian type. Even
though Wittgenstein worked and taught in England, British
Enmpiricism, the official philosophy of Great Britain had
no impact on him. Rather we come across the Germanic

idealism in the Tractatus. The Tractatus Logico-Philosophi-

cus 1s a metaphysical treatise par excellence and

Wwittgenstein i1s a metaphysician of high rank. He can be
placed with those classical metaphysicians such as Plato,

Kant, Hegel, Bradley and others.
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