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Ihis paper will prerent two main theses. It will

argue that the Zractatus is a work in the traiition of trans-

cendental philosophy. %o the extent tnat the Iragtatus

attempts to determine the necessary invariants of expression
it can be viewed as a critique of pure languarp; it Qillb
argue further that wittgenstein s fa:lure to provide s"hpmat;
as Xant has done leaves is &xﬂlanatlon " the nature of sym-
bolic’ reor¢°nntation (the plcture theory, vaﬂicall incom~ .
olate, and ultimately impegﬁls the realint, posx’ion he is

attemnting to mdintain. f; ’

This- paper will argue that if trp aractaius is rosig-
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uated in a broezd 'Kantian traﬁitlon certain aﬂvantagns of ; ‘\\\0

; 3

interpretation are gainpd°

1) the problem of simple objects is better .
elucidated;

2) ethics 1s seen in context;

3) the picture theory is seen as.p coherent

L g
and plausible, though annmvlgqﬁy exnlan~- ~ Y

ation of the nature of symbolio represen- =~ '
. tation. '

This resituation of the Iractatus within its Spty%tuﬁl

and intgilectual home will be attempted from several polnts of

- .
view. First, reference will be made to the largely circum-

stantial evidence (much of which is collated by Janik and

]

’
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Toulmin -in their recent work wWittigensiein's Vienna,) which -
“tends tn clarify the notion of a critique of language within

the pre-war Vienneso context. Secﬁndly, to the heritage »of

5}

irportant as it is, the acknowledgement

- . Frege ani Hussell,

 and addition nf the supremel;

1 ]

important rvle nldyed by
Helrrich liertz will be propgsed and evaluated, I£ wi}i be
arguéd that Hériz, rather than Macﬁ (a trueﬂpredocéssor of
1qgica1 positivism, is a primary influence on the lgggiaggg..
Thirdly, a discussion, of the tianqcandontal'dpdﬁctions found “

. ['S ~ .
in both the Zritique QQ,PUF?~R98¢QQ and the Iiragtatys will o

shiov t» what extent  the aims and methods of hant and

' ? . “ . ¥
Wittgenstein differ and yet overlap., .
W * ‘ w’ .
}.’ QJ> ' ‘
; {
1 . v ‘ , . " ’
. L) r ’z\. '\‘" -
TN - !, >
J i
42 JJ‘/ :'7 ! : ~ - -
. v ‘ ’ {
. ) . s ‘ .
o 4 . .
B ’\/ /7
- * ] a T e {
: ¢ \ :
. «, . » ﬂ i ‘ ,
I & ! ! v !
° . N l/ » o« ) ]
1 A, Janik and 'S, loulin,”ﬁl&;ggg;&eln_; 1gggg
New York: Simon and bchuster, 1@73, .




N

TABLE OF CONTENTS C
£ .

v ;

'

PO

ACknOWlpdgemﬁﬂtS .'o'c'o’i'll!.l.o.o.h...t’lo!..oo}o.l... 1

Y

I 1HF KAN1IAN HERITAGE AND INFLUENCE .i...30...00v00e 1

II KANT'3 TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCT IDN ..... ‘5
III }'IEerZ: A KAN&IAN)SCIE”&ISQ ..ooo.cooooo‘-ooooouoooo 25

IV WIT.GENS1EIN'S TRANSCENDENTAL _ . ,
' DEDUC’IIQ: .oo.oooillo.c.oclo--;ooo-.QQCQQOQOOO-Ooa‘ 35

"V SUMHARY .'.oo-.co-;-o;oc,omocoo%ooo-co---o.o.-onn-; 55

»
*

VI APPLICATION wueevevnnvasceocensoesoannesionensanees 5B

- - e °

Q

\1/\

Bibliography ,l.oo'—-co..c’t.oon?o-"-Qotobiooo‘v'oonooooo'- 85



_ ACKNOWLEDGEVENYS |

’ b

> I wish to express my sincere apnreciation to Dr.
V.dadimir Zeran for his assistance ia thé writing of this
thesis. My thanks go as well to Dr. Stanley.?rench; my
thesis advisor, fﬁr'his patience and‘encoufégement. _Wbép

me;;té this thesis has, are due, in great part, to their

help. Its shortcomings are my owa.

.
t . "

.' | . | : £ ' Septembet : 197‘.’ "

A

o
.
-
4 ‘e
.
. .

~ . O. . ) ° s
!

.
[gas




« . |
> 0

Lt . ' -
N iflﬁ ﬁﬂ_ptatuq is-read, not.as a work in a neo-

2t - |
; ' |

Humean and British empiricéist tradition, but rather as a
’ #

“work 1o the transcendpﬁtal tradition of Kant, many of the

standard difficulties »f infergy%laiion did%popar. This,

paper will attempt to establish the Kantian influences.upon

2
the Tractatus. The following overvieg, while skptchy,and‘

L

* . vl . B K
suffering fronm the yeakness of were assertion and. not proof,
. " ?.

will be offered, for one purpose: to give some idea of the

compldx and intinmate relatiosnship h®lding between the

»

W~ o

lractatus anda}hb*Crigigue. Certain of these shared and T
differing views will be discussed 1n detail in the following

sections, T , e

Current and fashiongblg eXegesis places the lraqga;us:
squarely within the British analyticatradition and considers .
its hatural progeny to be logical Poéitivism. This interpre- °

tation declarns the chief concern of the lractatus to be the

¥

logical analysis of laneuage in the tradition of Kussell and

\

Whitehead's Princ gig Ngtunmdtlcg . ’ oot
Thls reading of the lractatus requiresg (or 1is folt ’

to require) in addition to the logical atomism espoused by

~

bo‘é Russell and dittgenstelin (though differing, of“ﬁourse,
\qu

L 4

N



.in several key areas:s the underpining of British empir{cism.

Thus, on this intnrpretation, the 1ractariaﬁ derand for

simqln objects 1is sét{sfied by Rquell'slécnsn—data énd the

cr position of ethics in the ractatus is pxpiainoq in tAyms of

{, a cognitive;emgtivp s»rlit. In short, tn 'the quxcal machinery(
(for logle, read "relations ufigdnaq"; is adipd‘thoge "matters

n€ fact" (elerontary or molncular)'sb familiar in Hunde:

' Al

.This c;nvenfxonal iqtornretatinn of tho iractatus

-

to such 1nfarnua nr3b1\§" as tho natun Sf 51m01e

+

and the lack of an example of one 4n the irastatis. = -
Certaig »f dittgnnstein's statements regarding ‘colour, sp&ce,, -
, and time have proved diffizult to reconcile with traéitionai

Y

empiriecist vfewé.

-
<
A

Glven thiq common readlag q’ the _;gii_luq,

- T tggenatpin discussion of othius, value and the meaninz of -
1;TP ¢an only be viewed as a qerios of less than sober,
r%grettably muddln-?gadog énhofiqms,oﬁnrély tacked on as an

> : aéterthought to an othﬂr?ise rigorous and restrained discus-’

,Mgibh of loglc, @athematics ?hd pﬁilgsophy 6f sxience. The '
1;5 and the .''s are, on this reading;4somﬁwhat philosophic-.
"ally suspect, for thoyttno seem to smack of ontoiogy and |
metaphysics. As welly ghe key concopt ﬁf “blldq}' in 1its ‘
standard tranﬂiation Of'picture is Lgss @han clear, fé;‘this

”tranﬁlation reqults (all too predictably) ia the assimiiétion
qf the term 'plcture' tq the Humean VO~abuIary of 1mages and

;impreésions; Attempts to explain anﬁ evaluate the picture
—~
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+  theory against this backdrop have led to somewhat lddiqrous
and ‘painful efforts, more out of de<perate faith than con-
viction, one suspects, to see exactly how a sentence is a

¢ /—"‘\
picture, literally, of reality.

Hacker, in Insight and Tllusinn, Wittgenstein on

Philosophy and the iletaphysics of Experience, cités'five

philosophical influencrs on Wittgenstein: Hertz, Fregey
-7 a /: N ! .
Russell, Schnnenhauer and, perhaos, -3rouwer, three of whom

. he. considers deeoly indebted to Kant, and declares: "it is

~

therefore not surpr}sing that wittgenstein's philosophy-pears

deepest aff&nitieé to Kakt's, desplite the fact that he never
2

studied\§ant ,,,"p//ijfﬁglzy,lother critics have professed to
' ' see a rflaﬁiqé;bi to Kant in Qittgen;tein. ‘Amwngst them one

e
-

' * cdn clte Eric Stenius, w. 3tegmuller, !, Enpel, Max Black, ,

3

fng

David, Pears, A. Maslow, A. Janik and S. Toulmin.
The Janik-loufbiﬂ thesis 1is particularlythelpful in

understanding the iractatus. Briefly, they argue that
: = i

\

2 Y
P, M. S, Hacker, Insight and Illusion. Oxford:
] ) Clarendon, 1970, p. 139.

<
] Eric Gtenius, Wittigenstein's "lractatus." Oxford: °

Blackwell, 19G0; W, Stermuller, Main -urrents in Contemporary
German, British and American Philaosophy. Blorminpton:
Itdiana University Press, 1970; 4, Fneel, "Wittgensteln and.
‘Kant," 1n Philosophlcsl and Phenomenological Iiesearch, 30.
1970; Hax Black, A Companion to Wittegrenstein's ‘'lragtagus:,
Ithica: Cornell Unlversity Press, 1964; David Pears,- - .
Wittgenstein. Fontana Press, 1971; A, Maslow, 4 S;uéx in
Wittgenstein's 'lractatus'. Berkeley: Unlversity of
California Press, 1961; A, Janik and 5, loulmin.,

.

R
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Nittgenstpin was primarily concprn;a with the philosophical
and literary problems prevalent in nre-war Vienna and that
his interest in Frege and lussell "praqn from a search for a
means to solve philosophical oroblems oreviously troubling
him. fhey claim th:t in Frege anq ku-~<ell's mathematical and
slopical work2 dittgenstein fohnd g tonl to help solve- the
problﬂm fundamental to "... the neo-Kantian environment of
pre- 191h, in which loric and ethi:zs were essentially bound up

e

with each qQther and wi}h the critique of lanpuage
kSprachkritikz ..."h Janik and Toulmin remind us that
Wittgenstein is first and fo*evoqt a Viennese, hence not b
raised in the Britis h tr adition of Pmai 1cism and post-~Humean
epistemology; aoconﬁly, hp ts an engineer with-a sound know-"
ledre >f phy\f\tcs and thxnm, he is an iniividusl whose
primary personal interest was ethical. ‘lhe common view in
the éngliéh—cpeaking_world reparding the lractatus 1is that it
is eianntially a logical and mathematic?l work, .t 1s argued
that ﬂhp Iractatus, in Viennese clIrcles, is taken to be
primarily %an ethical treatiqe, and one standing squarelv in®
the tradition of Viennese intfllectual achlevements of that
era. | ¢ .

It is of some interest that tg; ractarian view of

ethics 1s in certain ways a development of the Kantian p&si-

. /}§on. Eihics ani values do not lie in the world of facts

: %

\ A
<i Janik and Toulmin, p. 22.

a




o ’ _05_
(realm of possible experience) §nd c§nnot'be proven‘dr.
expressed in the languafe we use to describe such a worldngf‘
‘ facts. FRather dittgenstein, like Kant, ihsists upon thgy
dlffnrenhes bptween the worlds of theoretical and oracticaf
reason «c AlttanStein, like Kant,’wishes to protect religion,
ethics, art, i.e, values, from pseudn- <c1ontif1c or pseudo-
rationalistic approaches and, im order to prevent this, he
insists upon.a sharp demarcation between }he realm of facts
) . and the roalm‘éf value, Wittgenstein's ethical philosophy
differs from the Kantisn in that the\ethical 1s relegated,
for safe keeping as it were, to the realm of wha£ éwhnot be.. -
expressed in languagf’&fér,it lirs outside the bounds of ‘
sense) but onlyrshown; ‘And it 1is interésting to note that ;
the Viennese tradition of viewing the lractatus as an ethical '
»treatise is fully suép&rted“by NitfgensteXn himseifAHn a
5

letter to the pubiishpr L, van Ficker.” .1t is also important
in assessing lrdctarian pthius to remember that it,was con-
ceived during a revival of interrst in Vienna in Schopenhauer .
and Kierkegsard, both of whom draw heavily on Kant in their‘
ethical writings.
_ Although this similarity between #1iligeastein and
v Kant is, unfortunatelyﬁ too pf{on missed or neglected in most

critical work, the most-obvious similarity 1s usually clearly

brought out: namely that,

£

> P. Engelmann, ‘s F Wit ein ¥
- Memolir. Oxford: Blackwell, 1967, p. 143.

f . “ .
‘ »
N 0
* .
’
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’ the lopical analysis of language a8 he .

. [ Wittgenstein] concrives of it is a kihd
6f transcendentszl deduction in Kant's sense,®
, the aim of which is to indicate the a priori \
A .+ form of experignce which is "shown" by all '
\ " meaningful langpusre .... From this point

U

! ~ _view the Lractatu- . could be called a

itique
of Pure Language." . :

For wittgensteiny who rejﬁcté'tbe very pAtion of the sinthp-
¢

! ~
_ tic a nttori, <;/;S

, +.form of experirnce, and examination of the role of loeic will

N

lopic alone ¥hich dunplies-the a priori

require the isolétfon.of the logigal core at the heart of:
“every possible si%nificant symbolism which nuroopts to repre-
sent or express, and thué, apnly to a possible world. In

ﬁKant,'as wolljuwe see an emphasis »n logic 1in the metaphysical

o~ . -

dedu%;fon of the categories where rant isclates and identifies °
the fundamental lopical forms of our judperents and from them
derives the categories (as—will be djscussed later in this
paperi. At this point, 1§}15 suff&gicnt tc note the similagf
ify‘of interost and goal in Kantian ;nd Nittgenstéinian nhi-
lo§ophy. ‘ ,- 2 o 0 o \‘ y
‘. wg see, as well, similarities in the Kgptiap view(gf

reason, which, in 1ts dlalectical use, overreaches 1its N o |

~natur&1 boundaries and in Wittgeqqteiﬁ‘s c;iticiSm of mﬂp's

natural urge to thrust against and transcend the necessary '

|

limits of significant speech. -Both stress the’'critical rdle

of phflosophy and minimize any philosophical pretensions to ,

®

.

)

. B
a ' \
-

6 ! .
- Stenius, p. 229. -

or
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extend or acquire new knowledge L 795 TLP 6.53, 4.000%,

Y 115) They share a common vl@w as to thpIrole of empirical

ps»cholog\ withln ohiquophy whiuh emerges in th{&r respec-

tive Eﬁs_ussions af tho metaphysical subjoct (lLP 5.641) and

Qhe ratinnal dobtrinpqof the soul,

A

Such fundamental simNarities are undercut by equally

~.

' o A, , '
fundiamental differences. Briefly, ~ittgenstein follows ‘Hume
v, ‘

_and considers causalif* a psychological, not logical, law

(for the- Tzactaguq onl) admits.of log al neceqsity, honce’the

rejection of ‘the synthetic a oriori whick bas alreédy been

!
’ mentioned/;ﬂ Perhan: the most funuamrntal diffprencp is that;; N

A

/
-

Y
Ry

.
4

Wittgenstein holds a realist view. For him language deplcts’

d

an indenendent reality, the order in 1anguage simply rmirror-
innghe pé%—exicting order in tpﬂ world. Kant ] poqition of
transcendental or critical idealism does not maintain such a

-shafp distinction between ou; powers or faculty of thought -

and that which can ‘be known. . o

. lhis oapor will argye~that a fundamental question which

troubled both dittgenstein and Kant..was the following: how can
(,. ™ ’ :

the a priori, whose characteristic mark 1is that of necessity,

0 . . )
. anply- to the contingent world? In Kant this took the form:

-

1 f 4
o ad

how are Synthoticﬂg prinri Judgemonts possible In
Nittgenstein the qupstion was rather. how can a sysfeé of
eprospntatioq (whoqe essence is logical, hence a priori)

describe the world of contingent reality? Both philosophers

attempt to answer these questions by means of a tpanscendental




.
%
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‘deduction. 1he exploration and examination of éﬁeir resyiec-

‘o
s 0

~ tive answers to the question of the role of necedsity, i.e.

the a priori, in knowledge and experience will involve a
discussion of the transcendental deductions of the Critique \
\ £ Pure Reason and of the I iractatus. lhe next section will

\,presbnt such a dis"ussion of Kant's transcendental deduction.
o . . ™ .
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KAN1'S TRANSCENDENTAL DEDUCTION

9
The purpose of this section is to outline and sum-

‘marize Kant's answer tg the qupqtloﬁ of the role of the. a™
‘priori in the acquiqition of knowledge. In brief, he fargues
that experience as such is possible only because the nature
of human scnsibility and unders{anding permits a con e
role in knpwledre. Of particular importance in Kantian epis-
temological theory is the conceot of tyanegendental objoct~x
A similar}ty in th%'role‘of'this concept and that of .
Jittgensfein's concept of‘ije:t will be suggested.: Such 86
understancing of the.aims and realized achieverents of the ﬁ
deduction ig essential for later_cowpanison with the trans-
cqndenta{\dodnction found in the 1ractatus. The following
discuss@on will not include the Analytic of Principles and~
Schemata which will be discussed in a éubsequeny chapter.
Kant explains the need for a critique of pure rea;on.
1n the following manper. Our concern is to ascertain the
‘ role (and validity) that a priori knowledge, 1i.e. knowledge
indeoendent of all experience (B 3), plays in the acquisition
of knowledpe. We know that such knowledge exists for mathe-

\
matics, natural sciences, and metaphysics offer us examples

of such knowledge applied to experience, Bt to ‘demonstrate

-
<

. s
~ -9 -

~
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the legitimacy of such omploymnnt we mUVt undertakp a cﬁit- o
ical examination of the sogrcps of our knowledge. 1h{s will
fnvolve an ‘exarination of the two factors in human knowledge,’
sensibility and understanding, ’ ) 2
Kant thur asserts .a dualism in man's sources of kn#u-
‘lodge. lo the understand:ng 1s assigned the role of pener -

" Bting concepts, to the sensibility.thoacaaacitf to. be affected

-

~

by objects. .
without sensibllit) no object would be given to
us, without understanding no object would be
thourht. Thoughts without cnntent are empty,
intuitions without concepts are blind. It is,
therefore, just as necessary to make our con-
cepts censible, that is, to add the object to /

ther in intuition, a~ to rake our intuitions I
1nt¢111€1b19 that is, to bring them under con-
cepts, (B 75 '

o
" Neither faculty alone can glve us knowlecrge,
L]

’

Let un first exarine the sensibility. Intuition

involves imnmediate awareness (B 34) of an object given us

throngﬁ sensibility. "Objects are given us by means of sen-
s1b111ty and it alone “yields intuitions." -I 'shall here

——

'follbw Hintikka in interpreting lntuition as awareness 1in

eXperiance”of a particular instance, i.e, of an individual.

. 1his stands in contradistinction-to the notion of 'conceot'.

"The former [intuit;7nffralaxé? immedlately to the object ™

tier [concept] rbfers to° it mediately by
w7 '

1

and 1s sinple, the
/

a feature which several things may have in commén.

7*J. Hintikka, "On Kant's Notion of Intuition", in
The First Critique, ed. Penelhum and llacIntosh. Belmont:

Wadsworth, 1969, p. h2. 3 S




Hintikka bases this interoretation in part on the‘following‘

quote from Rant's Logic which he cites: "an ?ntuition {s a
‘ single reoresentation (representatio singpularis., a conacept
i1s a general representation (rep}erpntatio par notec com-
munes) ..." ’Strawsqn seems to agreer with Hiatikka's i{nter- .
a}etation of intuitioa as standing for an indiqiiual:
Kant's "word for awareness in experienzs ~f pérticular
iastances of general coﬁ:spts‘is 'intu%{inn'.“g
Now intaition, ;s ~well as inv-lving the notina of £
individuality, is linked by Kant to the seaslbility. 'Due to .
.the nature »f the faculty of gonstbility, objects cun affect

us and such an effect is termed sensation. "Llhat in 1@?_’r,,,wfﬁ~

N L. o
appearance which corresponds to seasation I tﬁ?r its matter"

. g 1
(3 34) and that which orders and relates the material given

t

" by sense is entitlei;jts form. 4&n emoirizal {ntuition {s,

obvinusly, by defini 'oq, connected with sensibility. EHow- -
Ql

evér, §ant‘di§tingut§hes,\as well, pure intaitions, space-and .- =
A - i) - s

timea, and to show their relation to scnsiﬁg}ity will$}3volve 'J
proving them to be the very forms of our segfsi 1ty;' This 1%
a less evident, and,,it‘;ould seqn, ‘& less necessary move. ;
wa,'before going on {6 outline Kgnt'g oroof of this .
'thesiéguft is importgnt to\indicate what fundame;131}y is

3

_bere at stake. is Kant himself 'puts it (B 125), in aﬁf

.S,I . : \\ L | -
bido’ po »h2. ' : -

¢

9 P, Straw 1he Boug@,;_;qf Sens é, Methuen",:, 1966,
pc 20. o K ) .

v e ?
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"

epistemolagical theory, we ure faced with a cholze. Either,.

_our percentions and knowledge of objects are as they are due

to the nature of the object or tg; nature of the object is-
primarily a functiosn of how we‘pprceive and conceptualize.
Kant will opt for the latter and this is the essence, of his
Copernican revolution, %hus the pndptormined mg;;gn.of sense
(objects affecting us) is determined by the’ form imposed‘npon
it by the structure of human qensibility (aéd conceptual . -~
apparatus)., - Hls thesis Of the input provided by \ensibility
at the level of pprceptian is that the formal or ctructural
characteristics of our sgnsibi@ity are.such as to impose one

unified spntlo-temboral framework, embracing all individual

"inqiances._ Thus all aopeara@:ns are mutqally related 1nﬁxhét

they appear or feature in one spatial system and in one time

ordering, and, he claims further, this iS'On§'O£ the.necessary
condit&onq which must be satisfied in order that kqowlpdge of
objectslo be possible at all. ’

Kant pre%ents the above .theslis in the ﬁranscendental

Aesthetic. 1he following should give a brief overview of his

. attempted proof. ) N

Kant has claired that spa:é and time are 1) not

0 Although I have employed thp term 'object' in this
discussion, such a use is not,leglitimate in thpat Kant, at ‘this"
stage, haq no rlght to call these effects of phenomena or ..
oancts 'out there anything but the most general and:neutral

3

~%orm 'annearances'. For it s eqsenttal to Kant's thesis that

nly by rendering these apprarances 'objects', can knowledge
and self-consciousness be at all possible. .

f" ’l
§
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concepts, but particulars or iglglLqui, and 2) they are not
empirical intuitions but a priori. With resoect to the
apriority of space (the aréhment is essentially the same for
ttme), he argues as follows: 1) in order to refer to some-
thing apart from me, spaze must be presupposed; 2) I can think
of space as eﬂpty but not of objects without the backdrop of
space, (Compare TLP 2.013) ‘1herefore, space cannot be derived
from experience and must, in fact, be presuonosed prior to all
experience. 10 prdve th;t space is an intuition, he argues
that~so$ce is not a general concept subsuming particular
instances, and thus a oroperty of, or relation betweén, objects
but an individual representation. "Space is essentiélly one,"
"Diverse spaces are only narnts of one and the same Spéce."

(A 25) 4 .
" Now the idea of an a priori intuition, as mentinned
previously, poses certain difficulties, and so the crucial
question is: "How can there exist in the mind an outer intui-
tion (6rxin the case of time, an ianer) which precedes the

objects themselves and in which the concept of these objects

s U

‘can be determined a priori?" (B 41) Hintlkka views this

prpblem’as equivalent to-the issue in quantificational logic

- regarding the rule of existential Instantiation where:

~one introduces a reoresentative of an individual (in
Kant's terminolopy, an 1ntu1tion, in our terminology,
a free singular term) which does not refer to any
known iniividual. As Kant puts it: t?i introduction
of an individual takes place a priori.

'L nintikka, Lo _.g_a;_Lanzuaaa;QEmga_andi_nLQnm_Llan
Oxford: Clarendony 1973, p. 115.

) "‘
i

-~ . /

« £

L3
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Now this clearly poses a problem, for according to
bur ‘original definition of intuition, --.immediate awareness
of the presence of an lndividual through sense -- this yould
nat seem to be a case of intuition at all. we seem to know

in advance certain properties which any obi\/t must have,

that 1is, we know its structural or formal properties, i e. it &

\J
must have certain spgtial (Euclidean”) properties and certain

time orooerties. Insofar as these are formal properties
common to all objects, we can know them in advance.

K;nt“s solution to this problem- is that such an anti-
cipation of experience is only possible insofar as ué assume
these {_;mg_gi_,QL_&_gggign tviz the forms of all an earances,
space and time) to be the formal characteristics of human sen-
sibilify, that 1s, of how we perceive ani are affectpd‘by
objeets. (B 41) And so a priori, as well as empnirical,
fntuitions are claimed to be linked to the structure of human
sensibility. g .

Kant furtHer asserts that the truth of this exolana-
tion becomes evident when we realize that ‘only in this way
can the apodiztic nature of mathematical judgements be made
comprehenziblo. As Hintikka puts it:, "... Kant concludes
that the knowledge we gain through mathematical reaéoning~
aoplies to objecté only insofar as they are possible objects

of sensatlon.@"12 this is the synthetic nature ofomathemafical

— ,
12 . "L
Ibid., p. 117.

o

\

J

\
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judgements. But, as‘Kant points out, wére such Judgements
based solely and entirely on an empirical intuition, they
would be cnly coﬁtingrn{, lacking that necessity which {is
their characteristic. (B 42, A 48) ‘1lhey must therefore be
based on an a priorl intuition, and it must be an-intuiiion,
rather than a concedt, for concepts alone yleld no new know-
ledge but merely-analytic trutbs. ihe only a priori intui-
tions are those of space and time and it is upon them, there-
fgre, that are based geometry, arithmetic and tho.scianée of

motion.

1he proof.of the a priori character of space and time
and their anvlicability to the world of possible experienceq
(via the argumedt from georetry) 1Is extremely important within

the Critigue and will have ramifications throughout. For Kant

claimrs to have Yucceeded in sho%iné how at least two exampf?s

<

"(space and time) of a priori intultions can and must apply in

order that experience as such be possitle. In the Transcen-

dental Deduction he will again be faced with a similar task:

o

hene to prove the necessary aoplicability of a orior goncepts

f_to the phenomena“given by sgnsibitfty.

What then has been proven in the lranscendental

~Aesthetic? Let us view .the temporal and spatial framework

‘ -
gliven us by the forms of our sensibility as a pgrid which we
imbose upon the fleeting parade of boréentions. On this
analogy, we can view our sensibility as giving us the spatial

and temporal coordinates necessary for us to point to a
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Somnwhgié,.ﬂnmﬁwhﬂn, something. BQt‘WO, in ﬁo Qay, can
claim that such‘berceotion is equivalent to/kkowledpe. A
mere record of subjective perceptions, as Korner points out,
cannot be ggsrrfnd to be univnrsag, nagativo,.hypoZFETZCal,‘ )
or problomati;:;3 For the latter are not ;ubjective:percer-
tions, but ju-dgrements. |

For ﬁéht, in the iranscen@ental analytic, thiqg?ng is

vieyed as equivalent to judgling. A correct analy<is is not 'I

.

see X', but rather, 'I see that L', All judgerents are com-

plex; they involve the concenrtualization of objects oercelved,

g ’ ] i
that is, the subsuming of & ourticular object under a corres-
ponding pehérFI concept. o think is to judge, to assert that

A, Jtherwlse we could not know; we would only nerceive, We

need to thick our nnrcnbtions. This is accomplished through

an act of connecting., It is clear; thus, f~r Kant,

- , 1
ledge Is propnsitional, that 1s, complex (thinkinr as
ing) and not atomistic and pisSLVo in the ilumean sens

sequéntly, he Wwill not, as we.shall see, concentxXat

inquiry on the raw data af sense, but will examine language and

]
the judgements 1t expresses. lle will explore ocur conceptuat
1 H v - .

apparatt’s, having satisfied hirself as to what, in the making
of knowledgr, can be ylelded by our perceptual oquipmoﬁt.’

The-demands on our conceptual apparatus will be heavy,

"

for in truth, our perceptual framework seems able to supply

-
v - N -
)

*

B 5, Korner, Rant. Penguin Books, 1970;‘p. 53.‘

o
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only rudimentary and basic individuating factors. We still
need criteria of identifiability, reidentifiavility, and all
relational overations between the indivicduals presented by
sense via oﬁr spatio-temporal s~nsibility.

NOW as%orpyiously mentioned, Kant's account of‘the /
processes of knowlpdép ic dualistic in the sen-e that indi-
vidual instances or oartiéulars q}pm to be piven us by ono(
faculty, the segsibility, and énnoral conégpt§ by another,
the understanding. %o the ﬁhderstanding‘i: aqsigneé the role
of connecting and ordering the d;vnrse representatinns given
by senseé and concepots, be they empifi:al or bure, are viewed
as rules (A 126, for bringing about <uch connections. How |
does Kant come to view the understandine in tgis 1ight?

His exarination. of the understanding has led him to
conclude that to think is to Judge. And to judpe is to unify
the reoresentations given by -~ense by moéns of a unify é o
function. (B 93) “lhese functigns.ara determined by anti

sis (Metaphysical Deduction; of the logical forms of our

naly-

judgements from which Kant claims to/derive the corresoonding
twelve pure ccncepts or categories, b
_¥; it is entirely to Kaét's credit that he sees here
samething too often neglected in pas{ enisteéﬂloyical the-~
ories. In order @hat any aét ~f Judginé can take nlace, one
fundamental reqvoirement must be satisfied: namely, that such
Judgegent should be carried out within and by one unified

self-caonsciousness, i.e. that representations should be

1
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perceived ahi thourhi>by the same subject.
4 o
For the manifsle reprecentatiinne, which are-piven
in an intuition, would not be »ne anc all my
renresentations, 1€ they did not all belong to
one srlf-:onscinusness. As my representatinns
(pven If T ar not consciosus »f them as such! they
must c~nform to the z:ndition under which alnne
they can stand tnrether in one universal self-
s conszioueness, be:ause niherwise they would not
b alt without excentisn belone to me, 3 133)

Tt.1is possibility of self-a-crintion of exnerlence, Kant terrs

the unity of nure.annercentinn. As Korner says:’ x

e.. 3 manifald of reoresentiatinng ' auy or may not

br 3n it whizh can :arry the burden of nroper-
“ties and relatisns. In the lytter case there i«
synthetic unity i{nsthe manif-1ld;., <here zan be

no it unless there is an I which :ould be awure

nf it and thereby of itself. (The possibility of q
this relation between [ and {t is the pure or
srizinal apperception).

D
&

The example of twelve men, rach of whom has one item of 3 seh-

-

tence 1% his cnnsciousness, and o@? man who has read the
eatire twllve word sentehce, fllustrates the requirement Kant
is trytnpe tn establish, For, clpari§ uaderstiniine is 20S -
sible oﬁly to the indivicual who is conscious of all twelve
words and has at hand ;-pqsslble manifold upg%;which té épply
the process el understak@ing. :

Now that which brings about syn}hotié unity of the ’
manifold and the possibility of self-conscinusness ~f the.
monifold is precisely that which "objrctifies"™ the manifold
"and ultimately permits the apolization of concepts to it by’

\ ! »
the understandinpg, Kant's vliew seems to be 'that the only way

) LT
Ibid,, p. 62,
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tha}/fﬁh\flow of disparate and disconnected representations
- “can be connected so as ta view them as the representa{ions of
a single unified consciousness is in terms of & unifying func-
tion (supplied necessarily by'the understancing to which all
[5 work of connmecting ie éssigned). Such a unifyinr functi@n
"wkich gives unTty to ghe varlous rrnréséntntions in_a_ judge-
mrnt and also gives unity to the mere synth?s{s of various

representations in an intuition, we entitle thplpure cnncept

of the understanding.! (B 105) "An nbject {s that in the con-
ceot of which the manifold of 5 riven intuition 1s unditted.,”
(3 137) Far Kant, then, awareéess of myself comes about only
\\\through the act of distingnishing myself from appearances -
termed és objects. Such an action creates me as an individual,
A1l oxob*zaqﬂo," he claims, "dnes, indeed, contain, in addi-
tion to the ’intuition of the senses through whiéh something is
glven, a ggggcpt of an object as boinp thereby piven, that 1is
- to say, ai,appearing. Concepts of obgﬁcts in ganeral thus

underlie all empirical knowledee as its a priori conditinns."

and ggg\ral concert of an object. (A 105) Kant attempts to

clarify this notion. "#hat, tpen, Is to.be understood when we -

}

(B 126) Such a unifyinfg function 1is, thus, the pure, a priori
speak of an object corresponding to, and cnnEequently, also
distinet from, our knowledge?'" (B 104) How, in other words,

|

i has this move from apprehpnsion of appeatrances to 9xperience

’ of ObJQCta been made? 7The general concnpt of an object is

simply that:  a geperal concept. And a concept, as Kant nevpr

Q

k)
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tires nf pointinz o1t, is a rule’used in the orderins and

’connoctinp 0° a manifold piv®n by sense, (4 106) - ire concept

of an object sarvoq as an Ppistpwic form whone rolp i« to pro-
vide aqd i{mpn~e the form of °an obsoct upnn apnearancaq SO as
tn render them intelligible. Hotiine éﬂrrosoonds to it in .
reality and we can n:ver know or intuit this tranmscendental
object = A. lts c&thltutive role in knowledpe is threefold:
firstly, 1t is "that which nrovpnts our modes of Rnowledge
from being haohazard or avbitrqrj, and whtch detpr«iqos them

a priori in some definite fashion. jfor insofar as they are

to relate to an object they (the éatogo:ies) must necessarily
agree with one anothiy, that 1is, mqst.pocéoss‘{hat unity.
which constitutes the concept of an object." {a 1705 Crudely
put, 1t nnrcpj‘ion ana.understandin? wore at one moment

united inJoan( uing appearances. as obja/ts, and at yvet
another morent, as say, ecvents, all’ axqerlpncn would be neces-

sarily incoherent-and chantic. fThe fact that the same func-

tion, a conerpt of an object, unifies the reonresentations in

‘an intuition and in a judgement, guarantees this 'unlty and

) . " e
collerence of expericnze. Secondly, Rant has deftined cate-

Py ]

gorirs as "c{h:epts of an obje:t in peneral” (B 12%) and thus
the role of the pure congept is to untfy the ranifold so.thst-
1t admits of apnlication by catepgorles of abjects. (B 13W)

Thifdly, it guarantees that our lancuage of experience .should

‘be internally consistent, for the very compatibility of the

e

L d

) catggorieq restis uponltheir each belny categories possible of

o
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aoplicag}on tn objects. 1This requirement is similar to
K Lo Plato's hirhest Form which - serves withln Platonic theory as

©

|

|

|

‘ "

| . R —~ .

| ) . a coordinatin:s and unifyineg grohd for the other Forms.

3

| . . n

| Thme unification of the seasible manifold "1s accom-

‘ ‘plz?hed.thvnugn,thp general con:ept of an objoct.. But con-
cepts, as we haye seen, are,ac>ordine to Kant, generated by

. . ) .

: N~ - =N - R -

| . t{pe understaniine. liow then can a pure, a oriorl, econcept of
(\" a1 object inflludnce our sense irpressinns? Are not, accord-

) . 1ng to thicgyfffzgg;k
» :

which orndu:es oartipuiars or 1ndrviﬂual ) an? understaniing

interoretattion, °ons{bility (the faculty

,: \

v o o (tﬁe,fa~ultv vﬁich reno*atpw cnncpots) irnpduﬂibly separate”

© \

nanm hasteﬂs to carrect this rPdﬂIh\\Of tho Aeqthptic and the

Analytic, "In the gﬁsthotic, p! ha::?;;ilﬂQ\}hlﬁ unity of

f
|
|
o ‘ i \representating as beloneinf r"mely to P@;:TBT{\Ty, aithnuah
‘ ”~

ac a.matter nf fa t, it nre:uapoves a Fynthoqlq wrjch does

N
‘nht belgng 1o the seases ..." (3 160 Footnote) 3n;y the &

understaniing which 1is active and spontsneous can deterrine,

L ]

¢l

. ‘ "anq thus, only the understanding (under gthe title of imaglna-

} ) tio;) can deterr ine or inrlund:e the maniYold of~iatuition

V : .

given by sense. And co, the-sharp,distinction we thou

{ . see between sensibility and undorstanﬂing is not as absolute

4

".as at first =ight.  The link 13 nrovidod by the faculty of

¢

imagination which Sunpliﬂ? thoxruln* of conn ction (in the

LS \
_synthesis of apnrehonqion) of the sensibla manifold in terms
of a concept, that of a conCnpt of an object. ’

R Thus Kant's putpose 1T%§eparat1ng sengibility and
- . . . 4 .
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understandine was to show the resprctive contributions of

5

both. He incists, however, unon the unity and interrelation-

ship of these twn factors in kbowledgn, to the extent that,
at a certain nolnt, it becomes difficult to isolate the cne
from the other, o

& | "he rale of the "conzocpt of.an object," that 1<, the
idea of transcendental objrct = A, ic similar to Eha gestalt
model of oerception, in thut‘wn dn nnot percelve atomistic or
{nrividusl chunks of apprarances which ara,subsequontly
.ordered and nalated,‘but the very prb%fss rfmbnrcebtion for
Xant invohlves the imposition of a velational framework, that
" of-an objnct, plus, of course, the necessary unifying factor
of a sinrle time-ﬁpa:é system,

Thus the Transcendental Deduction sterts that at

least one pure concept of the understaniing, that'of an object,

is necessarily linked to intuition, and inenfar as the cate-

gories are con:epts of an object in fenrral, they, too, it is

claimed, have been shown to be linked, in principle, to intui-

L R
tion. For:
v Al 9
All possible ‘percention is thue dependent upon -
synthesis of apnrehepsion, ani this empirical
synthesis in t%rn upsn transcendéntal synthests,
B and ther~fore upon the caterories, Consequently,
« all possibvle perceptions, ani! therefore every-
thing that can come to empirical consciousness,
that is, all appearances of nature, nust, so far
as‘thnir connection is concerned, be subject to
the categories, (B8 1695)

lhropgh an analysis of the conc%ptjof experlience,

Kant's transcendental dgduction has attpmp{ed to show what are

-
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its necessary prpsupoositEpns. He claire to have established
the necessary frgmnwork (epistemic or lopical) for thought
(or judrements) aboutwa 00551p19 worlé of experiencze, This
involves the requirement of_ﬁgﬁ* f-;ﬁns:ious subject capable
of self-accrinrtion of its expcrirn.cps and capable of distin-
guishing between itself and its renresentations (of ...}, and
tre possession‘by thic subject of a consistent ang goharent
logical grammar for thOUght'aoout this world. ihis:;nvolvns
that concepts should not. be emptjx lhey muest be capéble of
relation to'tge sensible world via the whnle process &f com-
iag to Know anything. It involves that intuitions should not
be unintellipgible, They mu-t be capable of identification
and reidentific:tion, l.e. of classification ﬁnder general
concepts. "Jo nbject of experlence 1s possible if it be
either unperceivable ofﬁunthinkable.“ls In stort, both sense
and refercnce &%inn and bedeutung’ have been provided bocagse
our perceptual and concgptqal processes have becn shown to'Se
linked. R ©

" * Now this is stillr%he'bare, minimum outline of?ihe
structure of thdu% t--about a possible world of PXpPrieﬁée.
Anplicétion of su;k a logical or epistemic grammar to én :
actuél‘@;rld will be provided for by the schemata and prin-

ciples of experience. They are ruler to transform the pure

cétogories to categories-in-use. The schemata supply

*

15
Ibi%, pp. 58-59. !
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semant!cul br'refprential rules to permit the subsumntion of

particular experienced instances under general concepts., And |

this will be doalt~with in the ngt-chapter nf ‘'this paper.

This chapter has described Kant's .answer to the ques-

tinn of the nature, role and scope of a priori elements in

¢

.experlence, Of particular imonortance is the a orior!l conceont

1

¢+ "of an object which permits the use of éategbfigs as fredicates

of nossible elements Qf experience. Kant's claim is that :
exoerience is possible only 1nsofar:?s it is an pxppripnge of
objects, -Our languare which is descéiptiva of-.and éons*&tu—
tive of experience is, for him, n= essarily an obj$c;-language;

This will be compared with wittgensteln's analysis of the

e T
the moment{ we shall turn.to a dis:ﬁsﬂion of) Henrich Hertz

whose work, 1t 'will be claimed, lies’in the Kantian tradifTon

o

and served to greatly influence the lractatus. , ’ .

t
b

.




’

\

c}h ER II1 ‘ ‘ :

HERTZ:y A AanTIANMNSCIENTIST - :

3 N

It will be argugd i‘QEBiS‘Sﬁctihn‘that Heinrich Hert%
is a scientist in fhe Kantigé’tradition and, to the extent
that 1£ can be stwn’TﬁET“ﬁis influence on.the Zractatus was
signifib&elliyé/aave furtrer evidence that tge ﬂzggggguq is,
in faet, a work of transcendental DhilOSOphy.l The thesis that
the iractatus is a staterent of positivist doctrine is. greatly
undermined if ii is accepted that Wittgenstein qu influenced
by ngtz rather than b&‘nach.

) In the first section of thisﬁgaoer, é;rtain Kaqfian

’ : \
influences on wittgenstein were cited:’ namely, Hertz,

Bréuwer, and Schonenhauer. Brouwer's construcelvist and
intgitionist interpretation of mathematics influghénd post-
Tractarian writings rather than what we are here qong}dering.
The influence of Schpponhaper is seen primarily, and almbst
exclusively, in the ethical doctYinos'of the lractatus. But
the role of Hertz pertains to the }heory of picturing which 

B ] A}
is- essential to the-Iractatus and so merits our con<ideration -

~v t
hpra.l'6 ' ) {

\ W, P
16

For acknowledgément of Wittgenstein's debt to Heftz,
see in particular J. Griffin, Wittgenstein's logical Atomism. .-

Oxford: Clarendon, 1964, and B. F. ifcGuinness, "Philosophy of
Science in the Tractatus," Hevue Internationale de Philosophie,
23, 1969, pp. 155-166. :

v
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and one which responds to.the requirements of exvperience.
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it}

ioqlhin-and Janlk agree-that "... in its basic cnnceo-

- ttons, the Hertzian system was comnlotely:Kaqtian.“17 Hertz

bimself (in ihe Pripciples of dechanics) defines the most

important scientific problem as the anticipation of nature.

\

The data of <cience are nast evepts, its method is theory -

concstruction, and its mode of ¥ ming is deductive., -Hertz's

account 5f theory consfruction and the olace of deduztive®©
roasnniqg in scientific theorv are wartAChlarly relevant ‘to'

©

this naper and will now be dlscussed.

&

The: Principlns of ! thagics iq bbth.a text on mechan- .

-

i¢s and a thporotical die~usqion and explo.atioq of the 1ogic

of sclﬂntifiézcnnceots. To this extént it is both a prdc-

tical and philosophical work.

Its chief philosophical interest

lies in Hertz's éxplanatioa of what {t 1is toxc:pstruc% svmbolic .’

systers (bilder or darstellungen., which renresent possible .,
objecté nf experience in advan:e of actual, or particular

Iy ' ” ? «d :
experiences. '

Hertz begins by dividing mechaﬁics into tvo parts, one

of which corresponds.to the logical héceséities of our‘thoukht.‘

He
v
insists upon the need ) ‘ . -
... to distinguish thoroughly ahd fharply bet;>§8_ S
the elements in the image which arice from the” o
necessities nf thogfht, from experience, and from =~ °
arbitrary choice ///f<?*‘
s ' N N . $
1? N ' 14 -
Janik and Toulmin, p. 139.- s, e
p ;_#‘}:{(;'
13 H. Hertz, 1he Principles of Mechanics. New York:

Doxer, 1956, n. 8.
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A scientific theory, h@ﬁclaims, ought to be examined in this
light, -
In any scientific system of representation, he asserts,

our method of theory construction 1s to:
... form for' ourselvés imapes or symbols”(bilderf5

,of external objects and the farm which we glive
them is-such that the necessary consequents
the 1mJgC” in thourht are dlways the imayges

the necessary c-nsequents in nature of the t ings

19 ) \

plcturec\
The images are our conceptions of things. Our fundardntal

restriction on the construction of such syrbols or images {is

one of vtruggural 51mila;i§y .. that the symbois chosen

should behave within the symboliqm as do the objpcts reoye-
A\
sented, Tlhree further requirerents that such models of

t

experien:e should meet are offered:
1) that models should not contradict the laws of

our thought, i.e, that they be logically per-

missible; g

2) thal models must conform or correspond (cor-
rectly to emnirizal data, i,e, truly dey!
the re'atinons holding bntweeq the objocts
they purport to represent;

35 thft such reoresentatinhn should meet the
requirements of simnlicity and appropriate-
ness, )

»With respeci to the first requirement of lopical permiss1b1L/ty, ,

Hertz claims that this is determined by the very nature nf the

Sy
human mind. Hngce, this requircmc t involves an a priort
a
element in the construction of any scientific theory., "lo the

.2
M 4

19
~” Ibid., p. L.
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questinn whether an imare 1is permissiblecor nnt, we can with-

out ambipuity answer yes or-no; and our decision will hold
good for all time .29 1lhe second F%Ebqument involves the

-material offered by experience and it is Open to.revision and «

o

change,- "... that which is derived from experience can again

nel

be annulled- by exgrrience. ihe third requirement, Herts.

> claim%, involvej~=hat is arbdbitrary In ohr no{ation, and hance?
1t too 1is d1ispute. «hlle we cannot demand, a orlisri, .

! simolicity of YQature, we can demand 1t of our symbols. WNe - l

‘ must strive fo Eyﬁ greatest simnlicity and aporooriateness ‘
wltp{n our notation or representatinnal system.

K Hertz then accepts both a prisri and empirical (a

\\~,// postprlori)ch;ractrri stics as necessary angd moanin Ful*?br
science. Cohen, in the 1ntroduﬂtory essay to the Zginglglgg
of Mechanics, assesses lertz's theory: -

while he was Rantian with rngard to formal neces-
N sities of thoupht, he was also, with Kant, ruth- -
' \ : lessly empirical with regard to thé coordinating
Y relations of thourhts to facts; ... for Hertz the 22
test of truth is ultimately an experimental matter.

the requirempnts he himself has established., The subject e
matter of Book-I, he declares, is independent of experience

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

J

. Hertz S own thnory of mechanics endeavours to satisfy 4
|

|

1

|

J

and 1s based on the laws of internal intuition and the logical |
' l

3y

'
L4
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forms of thought. It involves a priori ‘judgements in Kant's

sensé.23 Book I contains the purely thcorpt}cal specula-

LY

tions which function as axioms and are subject only.tg the
first req;irnmnnt of logical permquibility. liis three prim-

“itive terms are 'time' R doiinOd as tho tire of our inner .
) 4
intuition,, 'space', (the §pace of Euclidean geometry) and

'mass', which he introduczes by a definition.

o

A material particle is a characteristic by which

we asgociste without anblcuity a plven potnt in .
space at a given time with a riven p>int 1in

space at any other time, FVﬂ'y na&brial narticle

is invariable and indestructible.<

The number of fhaterial partlcles in any space is called the

mass...ihe cghfiguration of materigl nariicles rpsults in

material points. Fr‘m this nepiz goes on to doscribe the
analytic rebre?entatfon'bf/@ material point and a systnﬁ of &

\

-~

ook I, in effecf,-offers what Kant has established

such, ‘ ‘ , _ .
in hié transcendental deduction (as discussed in Chapter II),
It clearlyastipulaigs the a priorl structure involved in
sclentific theory construction. "Book I claims to describe

%he contfibufiegqmade by the nature of human thought in undpr;.
standine, describing ané‘predicting the nhknohona of naturp.;

; \
Hertz's concepts of 'time' and 'space'! corresp .nd to Kantian

pure forms of intuition and his concept of 'mass' olays a

'8
23 ~ !
3 Ibid., p. l‘s‘f ) -
. :, ‘*‘)
) 2 Intd, pp. 45-N6.
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role similar to that of the hantian oure concept of an object.

Book Il deals with time, space and mass as symbols for

»

. the a priori structure set Aut by Hertz in Book I to the data

‘ - supplied by experience is provided by the "laws of transforma-

tion."” Such rules, 1t must be noted, are not new definitions.zs

) M Y

objrcts of external experience. The linkine of correlating of

They p ~mit the translation of "... oxternal experience, i.e.

) .
concrete sensations and perceptions, into the symbolic lan-
guage of the imapes of._them which we formﬁ"zb how how, in o
o _/v ’
t, is this.accomnlished? tertz exolains:
v S we make, that is to say, these conceptlons sym-

. bols for objects of external experience in that

~ . ) we settle by what seanslble percentinns wel intend.

e to determine definite timec, svd ce-guantities,
7 - “ or masses.c .

1f&$, for examole, is measured by a chronnmeter; its unit of
duration is settled by arbitrary convention, Space is deter-
\ mined by the methods of practical reometry, it; uniﬂ\of
| length by means of a scale, 3gain a question nf arbitrafy con-
vention., Only througt such rulas (similar in purprse to
kaﬂt‘s schemata) can the original, snlel&-logi@al, cate- i
- gortes ar concepts of 'space', 'time', ando'mqsé' be corre- |
lated to actanl exnerlences and SO 've t;ansfnrﬁﬂd from purely 1

-

loctoal symbols to interuvreted symbols. Jnly thus, says

<

. . ’ . N r K I .
o 27 Ibid., p. 1M1,
' N 26 Ibfd. ¢ : . o

1 o

‘ oo 27 Ivtd., pp. 139-140. o '

. ( . : o |
- R » h .
N = 1 -
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Hertz, do such symbols become subject to demands other than
~those of lorical necessity, 1.e, of our thought.
Hertz's'iheory of physics is radically differint from
previous thicries such as those of Mach, For Mach, the con-
cepts of physics are derived from exverience, the rpsu1£ of
ihe impreésinns of objects on our sen;es. They are, thus, in
| a sense, Inductive constructs'out of exnerience, and are best
3 seen ag attempts to copy, .to mske renlicas or facsiriles of

what we have exoverienced. Cassirer describes~mq9hean physics

as a "phy<les of Uﬁieral picturgs."zg This notion of fac-

A ‘

) “ simile or similarity is reolaced, in Hertz, by the réquire-
ment of lorical similarity whifh is found in the formal or
structural resemblance of the behaviour of-symbols’to the
behaviour of objects represented} Cassirer exolains:

. . For symbods in the serseq|embvloyed by iertz ...
no connection with reality such as was demanded
- by earlier theories is either necessary or nos-
P . siole. Aﬂere a particulidr symbnl cam never be
s 7 -\ set over) against a particular object-and com-
ﬂyﬂ” — ) pared¢ in respect to its similarity,. All that
: \ " is requirec is that the order of the’'symbols
be arrange¢ so as to exnress the order of the
. phenomena, .
The foundation of such symbols or models is not psychological
or descriptive, and hence inductive, (bilder are not copies
or "ideas" of a:tual sense experiences) but lérico-
‘mathemgtical. As Cohen puts it: Herff's "... laws of nature
R o,
28 N ‘ Ll °
*~ E. Cassirer, lhe Problem of Kpowledge. New Haven:
. Yale University Presg, 1950, p. 110,
4 A -
. - %9 Ibid., p. 114,
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are less descriptive shorthand for exverientialiy correlated

percentions than prescriptive internretive symbolic systems in

. 20 .
s the Fantian sense.' ~ “kertzian concepts are patterps for pos-

sible nxn_f‘ric:n:os, not derived frem but Qr‘aior te, and defini-

| tive 5 nx_::cﬁrirn':e. The gregt advantupe nocsecsed by such a
system, unlike sa:hean reducti-nist exnlanati~ns or analyses
of nhysical cata, i1s that their ranpe.of arplicacility (or

‘ . sipnifiance: :an be determined from within, without th; aid

opf external -r metanhysical assumgﬂiéns. ".. .. the rodel

fitself shows us the limits of all possible experience which
can be cgalled 'mnchanical"’31 by means of 1ts logico-

. mathematical structure, In short, the axiomatizatinon of

mechani~s that ilertz has performed oermits the doductivgn of .

nd only the propnositions which tie within the domain of

nechanices, Janik and Toulmin anncluie that ‘iertz's task angd

-~

great achievement was

v

eee tn explain how, at one sand the same time, the
classical theory nf vewtonian dynamics can both
. form a matheratical systemr of axioms and deduc-
‘ tions ani describe-the agtual wo~ld o€ nature, as
7 cnntrastedngithall Jogically concejvable

worlds ...’
He has accomplishdd this task by soecifylng clearly .
vhiczh components of his th¢/iry of mechaniecs are a nriorid

k'cnnc“ptgal) and which a posteriori {(fa.tual . He has linked

-

30 . Ly . -
H, Hertz, Introauctrry Essdy, Section 3,
e o

[

31 Janik and 'lonlmiﬁ, Bpe. ihl-lh?. ‘ NP

32 Ivid., p. 180.
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the two comnonepts by a third factor, the trans{eemationgl

rules. 1hus the axioms of mechizics, which form a comnlete
theoretical system in themselves, are given annlication to a
real or actual Qorld by rules of deslenatinn, i,e, seman-
tical rules. Hertz has crrated a lanpuare of mechanics which
will generate all and only the propositions of mechanicss

The truth functionality of such a ldanruace 1s accounted for

by its postulated and'deittpdly arbitrary links to the world.
AS Hiftgonstoin himselfl notes: ‘'"Hechanles is an attempt to

construct azcording to a sinpgle plan all the irue proposi-

tisns that we need for a description of the world." (TLP 6.343)
Iy

o
i1
1 ~.

determines one form of descrintion ~f the wnrld by
saylar that allvpropositions used in the descrip-
tisn o€ the world must be obtained in a riven way
from a glven set of prooositinns -- the axioms of
mexhanizs. ‘It thus supplies the bricks for butld-
ing the edifice of sclence, and it says, 'Any
building that you wasnt to erect, whatever. it may
be, must somehow be construct®d with these brinks,
and with these alone. (1LP 6 3&11

The discussion thus far has served~”to establish the

Kantian elements in Hertz's work., ﬁhe Hertzian influence on

w1ttgenstpin wi%}, as well, be making 1tself evident, Indeed,
one commentator has zone S0 far as tn declare that: '
"dittgensteln models so much of the 1ngggqggg o this work
that there is‘polnt to thinking of the 1ractatus as the

w33

Principles-of All Hatural Sciences.

33 Je Griffin, Nitggggg;cin s LQ~L,A;Q f Oxford:
Clarendon, 196&, p. 5.

1
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There-serms to Be more th

between wittpenstein's idea of si

in coqfiruration,praducn‘states g
Material particles in combination
Sinca_tho nogsibility of’objoctsa
. fifed 15 adv.nce by the nature of

’ the world, 1Their configuration o

Pt

occurrence is fixed in advance.

the fact that thes

’ hl

-

dn a nasslag similarity

zle objects which are

unalterable snd subsistent, but whoqe cHnfipuration differs

(1LP 2.n27) an& Horté's material particles, Simnle nbjects

£ afrairs (1LP 2.0272).
form material points.
combining with others is

the objecis themselves,

simnle nbjocts are the substanze, formal, nat material, of

roduces material oroper-

ties, There exists for all passible worlds an underlying
' pepmarent farral structure™n® sirnle objects'whose“range of
In an g¢tual world we have

objects are configured in QQ£ of their

S




‘ CHAP.FR IV
Cogh \ \ -
. x . WITTGFNSTEIN'S 1RANSCENDEVTIAL DEDUCTION

®*
-

LIRS
e A .
/ Now -"the tasl which Kant set himself was the demar-

0

‘ P ®aticn of the 1irTEs Aurht, and the parallel task which
Wittgenétein set himself wac- the demarcatjon of th; limits of

N language.”Bh An® so the aim of «lttgenstein's transcendental

‘deduction is to answer the quostisni whal are the necessary
. ,

\ € . conditions for 1anggagekto.ﬁe usad in order to assert true or
false statements about {hﬂ world? wittgenstein in a sense
' reolabeé_ﬁagt‘s transcendental apparat&; with a logical analy- :
- “sis of lanruaze, which 15 canceived of as coextensive with
: ,,-: thought.” iie wishes t6 dptp;mino tha‘necassary_invaria;ts of

- expressioq “or any oosqiulo exppwipnce. 3
Y L}
in ditigpnsteiq's viow to determine the egessary

: linits or preconditions 'is to determine the l_gﬁggl linits '
‘' (for the lractatem accents only logical, aot factual or nsy-

»

. chological nocessity) And thus his 1nvestigation will

LS

.cnntre itse‘f on the rolo and nuture n' logic. logic covers
) e
o evorytthe that "is nncesqarII) true: dnd can be said in

advance of experlence, Logle is pssenﬁldi'to any network . bdr

. .
B - N . .

° ~ ’”; .,}*
hd * < N

3 ‘ o ’

‘ D. Pearj, Wittgenstein. Fontana, 1771, p. 46,
. fa 35 -
\ 7
. ) ' ’ ¢
'/ )
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grid which permits descrivtion of the worli. All networks,,

o

all descriptive systems, contain loglcal axioms, (the axloms

Al
of mechani~s form one possible descrintive net), These
A .

axioms are lorical in the sense that they are without speci-

fic zontent. As patterns Ior poscsible experiences they are

what Zassirer calls "logpical blank frrms of the possible
o b s':lorlcg’s."yj And so only lo-ic 15 a orinri, "lhgic is prior
to the questinn 'how?' not prior to the question 'whag?'"
(QPP 5.552) Mihe exploratioh of lorzic reans the exnloration

of everfthing that is sublrct t9 law. #ind.outside logle,

¥

everything is accidental.” (%LP 6,2) "iHere, as always, what :
s is certain gannggiﬁprovos to be <>rething purely losical." |

(1L° 6,2211) Lhe a priori elerent in a Ianggagé, or symbolic .

systen of ronrosontation, is providw5 by lgeic and, insofar

as loplc is Qinwpd as a necessary orﬁsupposition of d;wiction

of a possible world, loric is deemed transcendental. \ZLP’6.13)

Logic "presupposes that names have meaning and elementary pro-

. ™
-positions Yonse” (1LP 6.124; and that is its cranectina with -

L]

. ’ the world. .

\ ~ wittgenstein, in effect, ignnres Kant's distinction

. between general logic and transcendental logic. So thag for
wtttgpéstoin general fﬁgic, as the necessary requirement of
thought and expression, bg}qmosrtranacendental. Kant dis-

tingulshes peneral logic, which he definet as the form of
Q * , . . . \;

v~ .

© v

5 Cassirer, p. Ub.
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thought in general,-from transcenéentalwiogic yhiéh deals :
with the laws of the undergtanding as they ;elake a prior{:
to objpcts. “his lack of distinction by dittg;nstein has
important ramifications. He thu< equates lorically pnssible
with thoofetically possible. "“Everytiine that is possible at
all ic also lrgitimate," (dB 22.8,14, cf. TLP 5.§Z3) “?gé
Kant, what 1is strictiy loricdlly nossible is not mecessarily
2 ﬁossibln of realization nor is it Lnaitimatvf} Hertz, with
Kant, recngn®zes the difference, ‘for he too atterpts to add
to his system constraints other than solely those of-the
lozical necossities of our thought. For Witté¥n3tvin, what
can _be thourht and said is definitive nf experience, %or

Kant, we are, of course, free 'to think what we wish, but we.

risk emnloyinr concents which are devoid of exneriential
i ‘

"\
meaning, 1kis lack of distinction will lead to further dif-

ficulties wnich will be discussed in Chapter VI, ‘
The exploration of, logic will involve the study of
language and, more preclrely, the nature of the proposition,

'In the llotebooks he 6uts it: "in order for a proposition to

-

be true it must first and foremnst be capable of truth, and
that is all that concerns loglc.” (29.10.14) Logic allows a
propositioa to be true (or false) be:ause it alone permits

the very description of facts by proposltiong.
logic makes the very existéhcp of a describable
i world. possible, simply by making descrintion
. _— itself possible, Just as, in Kant, the under-
<4 . standing creates the order in nature, logic .

.
» +

=
V

”,

b
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N~ :
' makes #ittgenstein's "wgrld" oossibla by pro-

vidine It with a form.,3

Lozic orovides the bare boaes of reality, lts,logicaivékple- °
ton, wli h_exnerlence fleshes out: fStuéy of the general form
of propositinns will. enable us to glve an exnlanation nf how
we can nut togpther‘symbjls £ things‘and relati-ns so thsat

: they =~arresnoni to things having those relations in reality.
(jgggi_qugqg;c, Appnq*ix, D 113{. It should be noted that

Wittpenstein's position here assumes a reallist view and a

odrr95p0ﬁ4pn”o theory of Lruth.,
] .
Wwittgenstein conc ludps 1hat in order that‘laqguage

(or," more precisely, the lozical core at the heart of nvery
sisnificaqt symbolism) aceomolish its transcendental taqk,h
i,e. truly represent the world, there must exist = cértain
’ . relatinnsnin betwern laqpuufe and reality. .ihls relation-
'sﬁip farms, {n effect, %ho main subject of the “ractatus.
l?rnm fhe formal proporties of languare we can deuqﬁ/the J

formal proverties of the world. Exolaoration of {s relation- |
/ . ‘
- ship will invnolve #hat it is to ‘construct propositions havine

vy

a sense, in <hort, what it is to answer the question of how

wr can sneak sirnificantly and truly or falsely about the
- world, — )
‘ w{ttgﬁngtnin, it rhould be remembered, [s looktng for
-necessary, t.r., lorlcal, conditions, *Therefore, the re%a{ion>

. ship holdinp between languare and- what it describes cannot be
—— L}

: /
Janik and Toulmin, p. 188.



. I vide a "representation' »f t;s world in the

] : theory of renresentation tc lanpuage as a whn'e, 3By apply- {
|
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. r‘ ‘

one estsblished by a system of representation whose form is°
emnirically and indﬁctively, hence contingentiy, derived (a

1a Hach), nop one whonse form is arbitrarily and convention- «

ally eatablished (a la 'lautkner). It must be a logical, 9

~ necessary ‘orm of reoresentition which perrits the.generation

\ Y
I

\;
- offall and only the propositions dese¢rintive ~f states o<\
g '
affairs. Jow Janik and Toulrin clatinm ‘that ertz oprovided
wittgenstein with the examrple of
... onne areaz of language, at les&t -- namely,
the language of mrchanzcs -- which was suf-
R ficiently univocal and well-structuted to con-
S \ vey "facts" about the wort, that- {=, to pro-
- form of a mathematical #11d,

vittgenstein, on this reading, attemnted .to extend riertz's

N T ing the notion of a propositional ca}culus ‘and using the /
-~ logical tools supplied by Frege and hu;so?i) he honed to shbw
L.the essence, and necessary limits, of lunguage from within,
#°  i.e. by means of its lopical structure.
dittgonstein's analysis of langpuare ‘leads himﬁio cer-

S
taln conclusions reparding both the nature of lanpuage and .

v

(s

e reality and the nature’of the language-reality relatlonshin,
“3'

briﬂf account of t{s analysis of lanpuape 1s thus in order
here. First, contra Husioll (Introduction to the lractatus)
/// it seems ciaar, given the discussion to this point "and

A7 . ‘ -~ .

/ <' ’ “i .
. - }Ni t

: 7 mia., p. 180, . L

N
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various DGSSaEﬁ§ in’ the lractatus and Notebogks (ILP 4,002,

4,011, 4.0112, W.013, 5, 556 N.B. 29.9.14), that Adittgenstein:

is moncerned with ofdiééry, nnt ideal language. lle is speci-
" fying the conditions that rust be fulfilled by anv languare,
for it is hls contention that any lanfuare is such by virtue.

"of its larical powers of deniction. “his lopical core is not

. ~_ -
immediately anparent to us (iLP 4 X®2) andi can only be

revealed throurh analysis which lays bare .the rg

lopical form of ordinary lanfuufre, as odDpOsAd
- <

surface form, (Fussell's thepry of definite d{
. .

a varadipgmatic cacse of the kind of analysis nndof?f

Wittgenstein).

.

‘He attempls_the axtiomatic recnnstruction, not of nne

area of lanpusre, likelertz (i,e, mechanlcs; but of all
ianguave. To perform this task he attemnts by analysis
(whg;a vrecise nature is novorl‘ado entirely clear {n the
lragtatus since Wittgenstein deals With it only theoretic-
ally, neover per -rminr a complete and suu?pssful analysis of
ordinary lanruag: therein) to establimh tge orimitive forms
and terms of languuge, 3y working his way igward and estab-
lishing the lorical foundation of all lunguaféa Wiitgonstein
hopes to be nble‘to nﬂclfy the ternms y forms, aﬁﬁ operations
out of'which all and onlv‘tho propoqitton: of lahguage can
be convtrUcted Zhus the boundaries of lanruapé jcan be
established from within by analysis of the loricml nature of

lanfuage. 1t Jhould be noted that while Hertz allows for :

— /

al underlying

l anparent

R %Y

1 73
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different form:}of qymbol: or images in constructing a sym-
bolic system, it seems that 1ttgen§tein would not allow
different 'lorics' angd thus differ99£?10g1031 languages, all
of which are capable of reoresenting reality. éis claim
ceems to be more absolute: general logic is general to all -
depicting languages. %There is but.nne logic of depiction.

Such a :philosophical” énalysis of language will
result in the setting.of limits to what can be 4hought. "It
must set limlts to what cannot be thought by working out-
wards throuwh what can be thought." (ILP L ,114) "It will
signify what cannot be said by presenting clearly what can be
said." (1LP 4.112) Ultimately, such analysis will reveal the
true strucztural or forriel oroperties of language which will
in turn révnai‘thé true formal properties of the world and'-
their mutual relaticaship. "lo give the essence of a propo-
sition means to pive the essence of all description, and thus
the esseéce of the world.'" (1LP 5.h7li}.

Jow dittgensiein demands, a priori, thst such analy-
sis be absclutely complete, without rpmainéér; There 1is but
one, and only one complete .analysis of 'a glven proposition.
And here he runs into difficulties similar to those encoun-

tered by Hoam Chomsky who has performed a <imtlar analysis of

8
language.3 The criticlisms lrvelled pgainst Chomsky are of

38

Noam Chomsky, Languggg and Mind. Hew York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1968; Synfactic Structures. The

Hague: Mouton, 1957.
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. two general sorts: first, that his deep structures are purely

imaginury constructs, answering only to the demands of hils own
theory, and secondly, that it 1is imnossible to offer criteria
to decide wheé drep is deep enough. Wittgenstein, too, agon-
izes over the nature of analycis. CZan it ever be comnlete?
Hust 1t come to an end sometime? And, if sn, how could one
recognize this fact?

Nevertheless, «dittgenstein is convfinced that his anal-
Qsis has revealed the general form of the pronosdtion and the
true/l&pical essence of notation. It is capable,_%n theory,
of arriving at 0i5montaryﬁpfonocitions no lonrer subject to
further analysis. Sbch unanalyzable prooo<itions must lie at
the end 5;fana1ysig/for otherwise the sense of one proposi- '
tion would depend on another one and that on yet another 'ﬁ
(TLP 2.0211), and we could ncver show that language stood in
any 1mmndiate or nrcessary rplaticq‘to what it represents,

In the Hotebooks he pases tgpvkoy question to the
cons(ruction of propesitinns£ "what does the lorical iden- '
tity pf sign and thing stgnified really consist in?" (N.B.

;r) For "if <irn and thing signified werr got identical
in r@?noct of thelr total'logical content then there would
have to be vompthin[ mor e fundamental than 1ogic.“\t\ B,

3 @.1%) He concludes that this lorical idontitv Qf sign and

thing repre?ented is found,in an {somorohism of structure.

.\\Qggn and thing represented are identical, not in that all

theyr material oroperties are the same, but that they share

\
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a common struéiure, narely, an,isomofnhism of str&btgre. It ‘
is‘a,§orma1 ident Ity which 1s in“qu?stion hore! %

At 2.1 we find: ”wirumacheé uns 3ilder der Tatsachen.”
The standard translation is "we picture-facts to oursoljps."
I would maintain that tﬁié key ohrace is better translatéd: we

39

make (or construct) a model tor symbol, of facts _for ourselves,
I bohieve that such anuiﬁierpretatinq'caq be jqu;fipd both by
specific references to the Notebooks ahd the iractatus and by'“
the greater f‘Iuﬂncy"and coh?rency it nffers in an ovpyail
Interpretation of Jittgbnstein'sapgsirlzﬁ.

The acvantape of such an interpretatinn seers clear,
Such a gloss emphasizes the constructive activity involved in
the establisﬂiné of a symbolic syster of representation,

In the proposition a world is, as it were, put

togef{her exnerimentally. (As when in the law-

court in Paris a rotor car accldent is-repre-

sented by means »f dolls, ete.) (il.B. 29,9,14,
ef. 4.,031)

-~ a

"A proposition is a model of reality as we imagine it." (TLP
4,01) A symdbnl or model is man-made, it 1is created. It lies
; ' i&\a differeat domain or logical order from that whicﬁ it

i © models or symbolizes (this casts some light on the problem and
: rejectioh of metalanpuages, for the medium for the models 1is

j - - " here the same). We could use toothpicks inste~ad of;dolls to

‘ + portray our car accldent as long as, and this is 1m40riant,

~ we preserve structural similarity between model and mndelled.

) {

v
39 Janik and loulmin, pp. 183-184, Cd
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" On the reading, "we nicture fucts to ourspvaSl" this
key distinctinn tends to be lost . ihis rloss is too easily
assimilatedlto,the more passive mptangor nf thet eye at the
camera lense, mechanically. recording and storing copies of-

T

imngps.snon._ In short, this interpretation lles within the

\

neo-liumran and !lachean tradition rather than the lertzian

theory of model or symbolic construction., If 2.1 is given

- my suggnﬁteéjrﬂading; the inTluence of lertz can more cor-

rectly be assessed, hecall:

we form for ourselves images or symbnls (bilder)
of externsl objects; atid the form which we glvo

them i such that the necessary consequants-of

the images in thourht are alwzve the 1@%g°s of

the nnL95§ary consequentq in nature of “the thing

piztured.
In a structaral ideqtity of this sovt I would\clai*, ie the
Key to Nittpenstein' s {somornhism. betweeﬂ prooosition and
state of saffairs dopictﬁd. The theory of isomorphism is
édvanch, in part, to explain the fact that we understand
provositings we bave never scen before. (1LP 4,02) 1his is
exnlicable only if we assume that there is a structure common
to all propositisns and that we are able to go from this
structure to the content deplcted. From a propositlon con-
structed to model or symbolize a possi?le state of affairs,
given this isomorphism of structure obtaining between thoge’:

two facts, proposition and asserted possible fact, we can

0
Hertz, p. 1.
i
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rgad off the Etate°of°?ffairs. A _pronositinn must be essen:
-tiéliy cmnnocted-&ith {he siiuntian that it deonlcts STLP,
4,03 ;nd this coanection lips in its lorical form or ctrué-
t&re, “he isomornhjism réqn Femvnt is simply that there must
be somethinr identical in a propoqition and what it dnéicis
(1LP 2.1617 ani, of courge, somethinz that is not identical,
Such a gﬁaranteo 09 isnmorohism beilween Ergposition

and fact is possible only ﬁf twn basic conditioné are satis-

fied: '
1)_ that names, or si-~ple signs, in propositions
ro proxy for, or renresent, the objeccts 1in
i the to-be-depicted fact; (TLP 4,0312)

B

2) that the anticulation or losirzal structure of
the proposition nossess the sa~e mathemati:zal
or dinumical complexity and organlzation as
the fa:t 1t depicts., (14LP W.032, L, o4) '

7~
In the Hdotebooks, Wittgenstein clarifies this demand:

"the signs musi themselves possess all the lngical properties

‘represent.” (L1.17,14) Nithinlthc symbolism,

symbols, they must function as do the objects

iwithin_ ‘dnmain of operations "1he configuration of

ir
\
a

' simnle signs in the propositional eign." (iLP 3.,21)

fbpjectq in situation corresponds to the configuration of

i witfg%nﬁtein suggest§ that we try to understand this by imag-

7

v ! . . ~ ' 4
L, ining the proposﬁtiqn on the model of an arrangement of furn-

Y . " .
fture. Each item (chair, table, etc.) in this analogy would
Iunciiéﬁ‘déra name or simnle sipn, and the faet that they are

o) arranggdi(chair stands to the left of the table) parallels

the functioning of the logical or structural articulation of

.,
! .
[P 2
@

Yy
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a proonsitinrn. It is required that, there be a- many names as
objects-~ to-bO-dapicted and that the structural gimilarity
obtain. Situdtion and propoaition "must nossess the same
zbgical (mé&;pmaticali mu}tiplicify. (Compdre Hertz's
Mechaafzs of dynamicai models)." (iLP L,Ch) It is of ?unda:
- fital importance to understand that this articulatinn or
//structurq of facts cannot itself be named {just as we cannot
point at the relationship bnlding"bptwepn the items of furn-
fture).. (Cf. TLP L.0312) iHow the fact that names or simole
siens po proxy for objects is one o7 the cornerstones of the
thesis. ."ijacts can nnly be nared. Signs aée their repre-
sentatlvos.h An object cannot be asserted or spoken of; it
can only be named. Its meaniné is 125 bearer. "A name means
an object. 41he object is its meaning.' (1LP 3,203) In addi-

ti~n to the meaning of name equals bearer, and>ther reqiirement

e

-

must be met, Jne must kﬂ0w3the range ;f py>ssible occurrences
of a name wlthin‘pronositiodg. We do not, then, have a sin-
plistic denotational theory .of meaning because: 1} it is not
claimed that everf woﬁ@ stands for an object, for there 1%
also the loglc of facts$ fﬁich cannot be.named but must be
expressed'thronrh the articulation or structure of a p;oposi-
tion, and 2) the meaning of a wordgls not solely its bearer
but is‘alqo itq range of occurrence (its distributive Oﬂttﬂrn)
within the lanpuage. \de are required t» specify clear¥y and . ‘
‘in advance what a name‘f@orpqents and its ??anpe of possible:’

‘occurrences witQ}p'lhe symbolism,

LMY
_\“ .
%
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This leads to the next presunposition, In order that
lanfuage can successfully deplct a pbssible world, there must
be a precise and in advance stipulation of 5 one-to-one cor-
resp-ndence or manoing between name and denotatum. That is
to say, a name or simple sirn must 1) always and only repre-

sent one denotatum, and 2) its denotatum must be absolutely

simple. , '

thy is the sBcond requirement necessary? Wittgenstein
is trying to avold any ambiéﬁ%tiés or lack of éla}ity.k'A
necessary conditinn of languaspe deoicting the world 1s“fhat,
according to Wittgenstein, it does so with determinateness of
sense, 4 pronosition must' clearly indicate what it 1is saying.
In order to know if it is true or false we must compnare it

with reality and in order to do this we must be able to see

. ¢
exactly what it is saying.

If a proposition tells us something, then it must
be a plcture of reality just as it is and a com-
plete picture at that. 7There will of course also
be something that it does not say -- but what it Y-
does say 1t says so completely &nd it must be .
susceptible of sharp definition. (N.B, 16.6.15)

a2 .
In order, then, that we be certain a name refers to one and

only one object, and that, further, there be no variatton “in

the meaning of such a term (as could hapoen If the object .

were at one moment capable of construal as simple, and, at
¥

yet another, as :omplex) we must demand that the referent of

. names or simple signs be itself absolutély simple. Ana}ysis

&
of a proposition into signs and structure must be complete,

without remainder.
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Now this demand is similar to Kant's DSstulatign of °
.transcendental object =X, For we can never encounter or give
-an examnle o} such absolutely simple obgeét§. (Cr. 4.8, 21.6,

. 15{ And, fur;hér, the derzand for definiteness of sense, suo-
plied by absolutely simnle objects éﬁrvihg as refereats for
names ér simple siens, is an a _ariord demani. "What seems to
be riven us a nriori is the concept: this ; Jdentical wi{b
the conzept ~f the QQLQQL.": (N.B. 16.5.15)

1he transcendental deduction, then, noqufrps the pos-

. tulation nf cimnle objects, A later cnmhpnt made by - “ - "

dittgenqtein in the 1931 W)tnbaoks may have some explanatory

value in seeine the naturé of th}g nostulation, ¢

AN

what I formerly called objects, simnles,
what I :an refer to without fear that perhaps
they don't exist., That is: that towhigh exist-
ence and non-existence do'not anply am¥ that -
means that which ti can speak about no matter

what 1s the case.

iractarian simnle objoéts subsist; they are 1h° substancg of
the world. ‘hey are both form and (potentially) content.
lhey puarantee that,\wfthin any logitimatnly structured sym-
bolism, a proposition will present a possible state of
affairs, i{,e, one that is caoable of bpine true

wittponstoin asks: '"Could one then manige without
names? Sureiy noi?" Names "link the provwositional form with

quite definite objects, And }} the general descriptioﬁ of the

\

L1 - ' '
" J. Bogen, Wittpgenstein's Philosophy of. Language.

‘New Yj7k: Humanities Press, 1972, p,.66.

S

. ~
- ’
3
'
" "
.
’ )



worlé is like a stencil of thé world, the names pin 1t 4o #ﬁe

I

i

I3
1

world so' that the world is wholly covered with it."” (d B. 31.

‘

=.15) Haﬂos, or simple sirns, standing for simple objects,

M,
*

- 1
are thus loecically mecessary
proposition be deflinite, and 2.,

ship of lanr

necessary

cably dotor irable conce and for all.

In the 1ractatus, «ittgenstein a%ad1 argued that
) “unless there wete simple objects, then whether

anh vro“3°1tion had s sense would denend on

whetker another- proposition was true,.
if every proposition were akbout a com-
K 'olax, every proposition w ulg depend for {ts

sense on the truth of another? pronosttion stat-

é itence of that comnlex, and.so on ad

N to say,
ing the ex
inf{nitum
How while somwe iﬁt;rnrpters may

not,‘a‘?olation betwee
noumena, Wittgenstein clearly doé ‘eive his simple ijects an
ontolorical
physicaf world view as follows:
‘ sqbs‘ist_eﬁt objectd. in
capable of fo(miag capfiguratinns glth'nachtothnr, and some

of which do,"™3

uagre to the w rld be

~
nresujpositi-

rrouhding.

L2
‘pg 221.

3

i, Keany, aittgenstefn.
e

h}l

-ﬁractatuf“, ed.
sity Y)f Illinois Press,

D Klpmkn, “"he
F. Q. Klemke', Essays

1971, p. LI9.

in order that 1) the sense of a
trat the nsqential rolatign-
socurgd.
s denicting 3)nruarb thhat it

» R ’ N
.possess sivole nares whose referent is clrarly

en Kant's tranqcondertal objec
Rlrmke gescribn

\ . f
"thﬂrp are un'ltPra
netwsrk of 10p1ca1 Spa<e which are

ﬁhUS‘Jiitgpnstgrn's‘logic entalls an

Cémbridge:i Harvéqd,‘1973,

~“ntnlopy of Wittgensteln's

and unequivo-

'ju3t1ffab1y or
t - X and

nittgpn"tp‘

Univer-




ontolorical thenry und the erctions 1 to 2.063!of the '
irac tatus provide Just that fcundation. .
) “ o althoupgh this ontoloplzal secz tion precedes tgg discus-
sion of the tteory of lanruare, it is actually posterior to
' . it, in that 1t is fr3~ the neces ysary presuppocitinnsg »f ‘hp
language-worfP relationskip that nittgenstein ha dvduced this
B ' . warld view, And he does clair to hsverdeduced {t, ?o; In the
lorical structurerof lanruare we can see réflected the logical
structure of reality, 1h# oronssitians, of IOEﬂc have no con-
tent. They supnly the structural sbaffhldihn or, if one pre-
fergi_gﬂéﬁfgxmuoiiibe qtencil. wpgle ig pé& rdéstantial. It
is nota? body of doctrine but arirror imare of the world."

\(31? 6.13) Lopic tells us nothing directly about the world

other than that 1t cdn §o be deseribed, "loric pervades the

wnrld:; the limits of the—world are aleco its limits.," (ILP

- ' 5.61) 7hus}From thq-logico%iugurstic §t;uctur9 we can see
the éualietic nature of reality, wittg(nstnin's two nrimarg
caterories being nbjr<t and facﬁ\ se know that there are -
objects from the 'symbols for objects within the symbolism, /
"..; what yo&‘want lo sa;’by)tho apnaront proposition '"there

‘ " are 2. things' 1s ghown by there beiny two-.names which Bave ‘ k
.dlf}erent meanines ..." S8, Appendix 11D, p. 130, of. TLP | |
.5.535)' ﬁonco in a rejection of'RUﬁséil'q theary of types,

- o ’ wtttgon stein LOHClPdPS that we do not need to say 'there are

objJects', for thut ls what our qymooliqm vresupposes and .

shows by the presence of variableﬁe Xy ¥y, &, within the : .

.
B - v N 3

’,




\\\ | |
symbolism, (Cf. 1LP 4.1272)

Categorical differences are 1nd;ggégﬂ“py differegces
in the symbolism, Syntix mirrors ontnlogy and reveals the
ontslorical categories of the world. This is why Wittgenstein
can and‘éoes\claim that there must be objects, Simole objects
are the sufficient and necessary :onditionq/TB; definiteness
of sense, and hence, the possibility of deplction. of all pos-
sible worlis by langudge. These objects are clearly not
sense-data or phenomenal objects since they are unalterable,
subsistent and nossess only forral properties, They are tﬁé
metaphysical objects common to all possible worlds. They are
any‘thiqé ;hbsé b§istence_is oresupposed by a use of language,

This 1is what 'we, via our lanruagp,'sugwly. The idea .
of objects, by means of variables in ;ur language, we possess
somehow a oriori. And, in a Kaﬁtian mood, 'we can only fqre-

_see what we ourselves construct,” (1LP 5;556) In David
Pear<' words: - “ |
Wittgenstein saw one very general unconditional
necessity., Atcording to himy, the general frames
\ . pWork of any fdctual language is fixed objectivaly
""" in advance. 1his framework is a xruth-funcﬁgonal

structure based-:-on elementary propositions.” ™ .

ivwhich are simple signs or names in coﬁfigu}ation.

A1l our laws of nature are not, strictly speaking,

laws of loglc. For they are bro?dﬁTiﬁons with a sensé; they

{

] — ‘ . -
s Pears, p. 85. - e S
\a . -

o o
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still refer to objects and hence are n&t éau%ologiasl All
such laws of.na{g}P are "a prinri 1né1gh&s:a§obt\thp°forms

in which the'propositions of‘science~can De cast:” (TLP 6.34)
They proviﬁ{gg lopical framework whose p{inciples permit

description-of the world, and thie tells us something

'1ndiroctiy bpth about the world and ourselves, "Laws like the
\ Cogee T
principle of! sufficient reason are about the net and not about |

‘o Jbat the net describes.* (1LF 6.35.

If there were a luw of causality, 1t might be
put in the_followiqgiﬁdy; there are laws 6f
nsture, dut, of course, thst cannot be said;
it makes 1itself manifest, Jne might say, R
us ing Hertz's terrinology, that only connec- .
tions that are subjsct to law are thinmkable.
(1LP 6,36)

And this, of course, means subject to loric, to whatiihe lin-

< \

" guistic framework pprm{ts. _
Logic supplies the connectinns, the laws, which render
exgeriénce intelligible, ﬁhn'é‘possessinn of “Iégical“
- Tanguage enables him to make sense out of experience, for, as
we have seen, loric alone makes descrintion nosqibie. It 1s,

ol

of course, ifpossible by definition, to construct an

¢

"$llortcal™ lanfuage.. "An illogiq?l language would ‘be one™in
- .’/ -
which, e.r. you could put an.glenl into a hole." (Notes on
T~ v :
Logicy p. 107) 1he logical nature of language guarantees that R

»

1t will produce only the 11-formed formulas of 1angu5ge,
/

i.e. propgﬁitlons capable of hav a s%nsp, vef. TLP 5.4733)

and, through the structural or logical idemtity shared by sign

e -

and signﬁried, it guarantees that only possible occurrences of

s




objects will, be represented.’

It is. as impossible to ‘represent in language any-

thing th contracdicts logic as it is in geo-
metry to reéegresent by its "oorainates a fipure

that contradicets the laws'of space, or to glve

the coordinate of 8" polnt that -does not exist.

(TLP 1,032) .,

£}
>

It follows, then, that thpre dre no a oriori truths (cf. TLPR

v 2.225, 3 h 3.05; for thouChts,'ahr propositions expressing

them are only possibly ‘true. lrgth or falsehood depends on.

the comparison of the propositioﬁﬂwith rgali%y. A

T#us our lenguage dictates wﬁat ie logically possible,
or in other words, lozicallvithiﬁkable.' “he explordtion of
\
language has revealed, from within, ‘the limits ofxexorPSqible

thoughts., In #ittgenstein’ s view: . R
v T 3
there exists nwrither a puvp form of intuition nor
a pure form of dqncepts td which the logtcally
? . - thinkable musi conform if it 1= to be an object
of knowledge, The Rajntian position that "anythiap
.o can-be the subject matter of theoretical discourse
N - that is spatio-temporallp\imaginatle anc adrits of
8 being subsured under categinies" is replaced simoly
‘ by "anytiing can be the subjed -mﬁ%ter of theoret-
ical discoursp that ic thinkable

LS ‘ ) 8

For a ”thoupht is a proposition wlth{a setse" (TLP L}; hence

what 1s thinkable is coextensive with the 1imits of exworession

and thus is capable, Of being exnerienged. "Kant's transcenden-
tal investipations are thus reolaced by a lopical apalysis g[
t \ \]
language .""6 > Yoo
r“s'q‘ . ‘\‘ o
L5
4, Stegmuller, Main Currents in Contemporary German,
( " Brit -&nd American Philgosophy. oBloomington. Indiana Untiver-
¢ sfty Press, 1970, p, L420. e
_ 46 B o
7 Ibid.
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4 -
. \\ , Stegmuller asserts that there is for Nittgewrstein, as
\\ for Kant, "a form of experience that must precede all'contents

: H7
of experienceffand may therefore be termed a priori". ?\\For"

witdgenstein, it ic tHe internal structure of reality-which 1s

'mirrorod or reflected by syntax, but which of cours; éannd\\ .

then«pv expressed by languare. "What expresses nggig in

lanpuage we caanot express by means of language. Propositinns

show the lorical form of rgglity. They display it."'(TLP h.121)
i Kant's transcendental deductinn has actablished as a

necessary c¢ondition of experien’=e the transcendental subject
}

. which . a2
intuits in the forms >f spa-~" and” time and thinks
in the categories »f the un.erstanding. For

. nittpenstein, it is the subject that uggerstan‘s‘
/. . “[and uses] a lorically exact language. .

YThe limits of my .languafge mean the limits of my ‘
world." (1Le 5 W ‘Languare‘;érmits a range of possible worlds;
‘exner lence offers one, Lanpguage, and its lorical essence, is

\
prior to, and definitive of, exoverience, just as the intuition
and catngories of the Kantian sudbject together ave the necessary
L . ' .

condltions of any possible exoerience, In both cases, these
two ohllasophers have attempted to establish what is neces-

sarily orior-to, and hence, definitive ~f, experience,
\, . N.._/

. - . v/)/
% ‘}

p——
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SUMHARY

For Xent, then, n»cassity‘lieg in vhat we anrg con-
strained to ihink {and connect) in order that exnerlence,
empirical knowledge, be Bossible. For wittgenquoin, 1t lies
in what the logical nature of languare permits us to exoress,
and hence, think. For Xant, all knowledge is judgmental and

., hence complax, and here -ittgenstoLn would anpear to agree.
He too omnhdvives that a proooaition is 1t°e1§%§E§?ct, not a

‘ thing or object; and since a propositionlis a%s_ a tgought,

thoughts are éonsidered to be cgpplpx. Both 1asist upon

logic. Kant iﬂvegtigatﬂs the logical forms of our judgments

while wittgenstein examines fussellian and Fregean logic with ~

its insistence ugyn propositisnal l»ogle and truth rﬁnction-

ality, ' ' '

) For fent, individual instantiation is provided for by

our sensioility, by 1its receptivity to objecis and its pure

forms of space and time which enable us to anticipate the .

formal preperties ol all objects, Wittgensteln, forlhis p&rt,

claims that we are able to imagine a kind of object-withouts
_‘,;
knowing "1f there are such objects only because we have con-
structed their 'proto-picture' for our7élvps. (Cf. N.E; 7.7.16)
f ' .
¢
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Uhifiod backdron o¢ space-tine coordinates,

- 56 -

We provide for this by the vuariables in our languaée (which
mirror ontology) and by our; thus, a priori demand that there

be simnle objrcts in reality. A sinilariti to the demand for

* such absolutely simpie objo:ts and the Kantian concept of

transcendentil nbject = X has been sugrested in this pavder.

Both serve tn prevent our knowledece from being arbitrary and

to provide consistency and coherence, Heither "object" can

be produced or proven by experience for both are "prior" to,

and defintitive of, exnerien:e and neither philasophar shows

much. concern about this ;;;;;;;T\Tzféung;\\A final resemb-
" lance whith this paper can only menti»n concerns™ tgenstein's
- -

argument for, and eoncept ol loaical <pace which resembles,
and plays a role similar to, the Kantian co%copt of a single
.

I said at the bepinning of this paner that both phi- -
losophers were conerned with howqthe a nriorri can relate to
the continreent world., Rant's answer is that we, in effect,
largely create our world, with the caveat that it is only a
world of aopearances. "We can knowﬁg priori of things only
yhat we ourselves put into them;"uéﬁ AVIII) Wittgenstein's
answer 1s that it is logilc wﬁich pérmitq all descriotion and
hence all experience of a world, and that it dnes so by
reflecting the internal structure of reality. I should like.
to consider in the final ;hapter of this thesis whether
Wittgenstein truly. answers this question as succéssfplly as

Kant. Kant has done so by denying reality and restricting
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his discussion to apbea;ances. We shall see 1f Wittgenstein's
attempt to preserve realism has been at too great a orice and

has, in effect, ultimately imperilled his realism,

el o
. >
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APPLICATION 2

Both philoqophors.haﬁe ;hue attempted to indicate (Hé
necessary presuppositkons nf thought- and expressinn of any
possible world. How then do they account for the application
of thelr system to an actual world?

In Rant, it is the schemata apd ﬁrinciples of experi-
énce which link the thought fra@‘work to experience, As A
Chipman puts it, the schemata and principles are necessary for

the Transcendental Deducticn "does not establlsh the number

4
_and character of such pure concepts. or catpgorips,"“9 1he

Metaphysical Deduction enuzerates these categories but does
not prove each one's necessary applitation to experience.
what do we need to add to the MHetaphysical Deduc-
tion and the iranscendental Deduction, assuming
their soundness, to reach Kant's thesis? The
answer 1s a oroof, for each category, of.tits
necessary involvement in experience. 5
Butts' artleiz/js paxticularly enlightening and I ghould like
to deal with it at this point.

Butts' thesis is that thoﬁpurp cétpgorips supply "bothl

» . .
L
A 9 L. Chipman, "hant's Pategorieq and their Schematism"
Agnt -Stu R Vol. 63, No. 1, p. 38,

0
’ Ibid,, pp. 38-39.
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the "narrowly syntacticél'featu es of the system ... and the

broadly lorical (epistemologica ) presuppositions of empir-

fcal knowledge."51 He claims that the enistemological cate-

gory-word 'cause’ operates in ju?gements in the same way "the

syntactiéai category-word 'noun'{signifinw grammatical com-

ponents of sore English sontnncos."52 Now, knowing that a

noun ban be defined as the 'class of all x' does'not in itself -~

guarantee that we shall be able to recogpnize snecific members

of the 'class of x',

This is the old problem of subsuming par-

ticular instances under general concepts, And insofar as the -

categories supply an uninterpreted enistemic formalism

... the question of the gnplicatinn of this form-
alism to empirical instances must arise, It
arises, for rant, at exactly that gpint where the
notorious schemata are introduced.’3

Butts wclaims the task »f the schemata or princinles is

ts specify "... the kinds of observables that are relevant to

deciding -the anplicability of a catepory. fThey function, as

it were, like semantical rules linkinr categories to observa-

tion predicates.

NSLL " hey

51

52

73

54

"

e snecify‘in general terms what

h, B, cutts, "Kant's Schemata as Grmantical Ru%oq",,
in Kant Utuiies loday, ed. L. W, Beck. LaSalle, I11,: Open
Court Library of Philosephy, 1969, p. 291.

Ibid,
Ibid., p. 292.

Ibid., p. 293.
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kinds of observation predicates are permitted, given the-

epistemic form of the system; they settle the matter of

¥
applicability ")

They tell us what kinds of details in appearances we

~

are to look for, not the detalls themselvns,kin

tion of a category. And what we are to look ?or, says
|

is a certain "homogeneity" between concent and nafticular

instance, "In other words, the concept must contain some-

thing which 1§ represeated in the object that is to be sub-

sumed under it," (A 137, B 176) Empirizal concepts and thelr

instances are rmrore obvicusly hohogonoue than pure concépts

AN

!

\\\ <

and their instances, For while I cculd, it would seem,
intuit a dor mor s round plate, to intuit a ca@se seems, some-
how, dirforpnt.' And Kant's explanation attemnts to account

— 13

for this oroblen,

It is nnt that one cannot intuit cause, sub- .

stances, pluralities, and actualities, for
example, Fatber, it is that althourh, like

" empirical cuncepts, snme pure concepts can be
anplied directly to the representations »nf
sense, pure concepts are, never app%ipd solely
on the basis of the sensory\givenu o -

To say that they do not contain sensory somponénts appears
equivalent to denying homogeneity (as Chipman points out )’ but
Kaqt solves this by claiminf that oure concropts and thelr

] )
instances are individually homopeneou=s to a }pird mediating

55/”" .

Ibid., pp. 294 ~295

6 o ‘
Chipman, p. 40. .

1‘ <

e applica- .
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[
factor, which is itself both sensible and‘intpliectual, the
tranccendental schema. Such transchdentél schema are tfans—
cendental determinations o{ t;me; they are chosen bgcause’
"they-have something in common with the cétegories and with
appearances witﬁout being identical with pithor.”57 Time is
the form of inner sense and the a priori form of all appear-
ances,
Chipman asserts that:
the tranqépndnntal schemata are rules to ensure .
that the general and invariable conditions of .
ObjPCtlvit\, all of whith are exnlicable in ways
TS in ey particular ayninests g8t o7
And thus, we are told by Kant that the application of the cate-
gory of quantity, for in*tancp involves 1ho associated prin-
cipole, *all intuitirons are extensive magnitude< " The schema
of substance 1s permanence of the real in time. <Cause is con-
strued as the percentlon of appearances in time, "which, when-
éver posited, something else always follows." (A 1hl)
Ghe schemata'are thus rules, penerated by-the under-
stanc¢ing, by meah; »f which we consiruct order out of indivi-
dual gpwe&rancJ; and cohefengfy and.consistenply piace‘ ’

instances of a certain kind .under the corresponding general

conecepis., .

e

[N ~

Ibia., p. 48,

>8 Ibid., p. 49,
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he <chemata are thus nothing but a oriori deter-

minatinns of time in ‘accordance with rules. The °

rulex relate in the order of the rategoriés to

“the time series, the tiro content, the time order,
2uand lastly, to the sco o of time in respect to all
. possible objects. (B 135

The importance »f !ho schemata fs naramount, Fory a%m'
Kant exnlains, the logical notion of subatance without "the
‘sensible aeter~ina:16n of ofrmanence’ (3 187) would simnly be
.an empty subject, telling us
. nofhinp as to the nature of that which is %&ﬁs to B
be viewed 1as a primary subject., The catero fes,
therefore, without schemata;, are merely functions
i of the understanding for con:cents; and represent
' no object, (B 187)
Schemata are thus refereatial or semantical rules .
whd ch lndicaie the conditions Qnder'wbiph a particular éxppri-'
“enced ihstanze is to bp subsum odbu;dpr a général concept or
category. whpther or not Xant's rather .ingenious solution '
(the familiar intermediary, imarination, olus time) 1is ~
! , entiggly satisfactory is, for the purposes of this discussion,
inss important than the fact that nant has recoén;Zpd the need
| » for stipulating the conditidns of applicability\of the formal
o Ppistewic S)Sth. with regard to the difficulty of such an
.undprtakinp, it should be noted that it is precisely in the
area of the articulation, .gnd sttpuﬁgtion of, spmgnticai rules’.
that the t}aésformaiinndé rrgmﬁar éf contpm;;ragf linguistics

e __ meets its greatest, and, some would say, tndurmountable diffi-

H
-

AY
cultiesy -

In summary then:

. &7 L , \ . .
. .
‘ -
L] -
) . . > v
B
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D e
\guapp to rodlity?

" “.in this pader) ®

A

»g

unﬁer catpg)rioq, and why this should be in t@rmq of time, is,

N ’\ % .I 4 . N '“‘ ) ‘) .
' Ibid., p. 50, . ) T

/""""\ . ' ' " ' 9
“ N e e e \ )
| \
Fl
" ‘°.—‘63 = . t/ -
T, ° ; ; ' o
» ' ’ -
0 at be~t what has bonn shown ig°thut by constru-

ing each category as ‘having a {nmparalfdimonsron,. -

© and assumlqg the necessary tomporalitv of outer

s and “ianer sense ‘has already- been nqtagétqhed we . ‘
- " guarantee its-applicavility to gense

R toNe v o 5 ‘ b}

Why we 6masess such rules for constructing, out of sensory .

input;'awnnarahcoq intornnqted <o as to admit the suﬁsumpt{?n

‘for-hant, a5  unansweratle a guestion as to HH) man/should ) .

\ g N\ B 13/"*‘ . / 1o .
necessarily intuit in.terms of space and time. .

: ' i . o

‘uow dnos wittgendtein accouqt for dnnlicatinn ‘of lan-

s

(as nrovlou"lv discussed”

the necessary cwnditians which must be sath-

4

he has stipulﬁtod

11 »

fied in order that 1anpuage-dep1ct reallty:

o *

ment.of formal o

1) the requgre-
s}r&ctural similarity between peroaitian v
' . v ~
simple signs as proxies

® - . e [y

. , S ! .
and fact, and ihe Tequirement of

' or ronrn“ontdt1Vo nf objpgfs. A propositinn's sgnse_iﬁ known -
inoenoﬁnnqtlv o,, and nrior to, its iruﬁﬁivaﬁuﬁw~(we see what

% s 'S .
4t means and then aompute . it with roal‘ty) We nderstand a

¢ 4

Drooo;ixinm i€ we undorstana its form (0.9. x¥ y or all x s

I ean substL- S

=
o

and allyy's) and constituents (e.b. that,l kndw

tute a qE b for x or Yy

flcultv for wittgon,teig lies in procisel how these correla-

tinas bﬂtwoﬂq pransaltion and doulctpd fact nrn'astubllthd

-
prs

v A

aqﬂ KﬂOWﬂ or rnﬂo"nizéﬁ. : o ' .

dittgpnqteia < unalyqiq of language hgq’established

hd .
— i

i,

o ' 0 4

. S ' 4 * ’ 4’

and know thoir re’orentsd. The dif— © e
‘ ?&—"‘\,
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©

- as a lopical requirement the exictence of nrimitive or

( unanalyzable terms, or signs, d basic forms or structures,
- A ’ o : '

~+ He has, aswelly specified tiAoperatizng nr transfogrmatinns

which perrit . the peneratinn of all and q%ly the oropositions
. . , ) . .
- whicﬁjiﬂarw w%lll—formm{ formulas, Howov}fr, cuch an an\%:lyqis'
'~i°1§ ouypl& Mrhal ~11ko liertz'q amai}sﬁé and~oqtaoli;hmnnt of
the priaftlve torwq an Fundawnntal %;w‘gf bochani:; in Bogk v

13 nd fh it?plf, garrios no ¢ d-dqteﬂ nf"1ts aaolicabili{y

- ) . ’ , / ‘\,.'w .
. to thﬂ ohonomnna to be de crioed, ;ﬁhic.gaﬁ’hs, sudbmosedly,
. A Y ‘

P \_i

bridged b3 the f‘mtr "1linr ‘,otanhx?‘r,'{")r payadigm’ of the prop
* ' ¥ - ~
Poqition as piﬂtpro or model, / Lo

e ’\ow A nicturp is- dPLlﬁrPé by nittopnstoin to bp itse’f

v M »

a facil 4t is a model or .plcture of“eality becmuse it
3 . . ! . ) .
) ) gpssns"oq pletorial form, "the nosgsibility that thinrs ifp

. rnlatod to one nqgthnr in the-same way as thHe elements of ‘the

picture.. (1LP 2.151) %o be @ plcture/ the picture muste

. _"have qométbing In comwon with x} “his truism ié quat”ipd by
, ~
v the! furthqx rpquxrevont of fwmothina iggqt‘ual, dnd this is

N ]

.\. n
U . declared s b@ 1OPiuD-WICtO“Lﬁl Iorm. the posqib1litv of an

Yo -

H"

isamorghivm ox structure.

<

» ~of all oir nictoriul mo@p" w! CXproqcinn, fe contained in the
i

A Jdoflic. of depistion.™ (TP *0.015) ’;!).ﬂ'picturo_nnd its subject

qﬂ odssibility of all 1magory,

o

‘

. S . . N B . o
mattpr '%harp.a common leoplceal pzs(tenn Anis lhoical pattern

is quturod from us so “that ‘'we are n&h ;onprnlly awdre of {t,

*

For tbough "man possesses the ability to QQneprubt 1anpuage!~

’

eapﬂbf‘g of expressing evém‘”%pnse‘m('l‘ﬁ}’ W, 202) - he is not able

N
) . 4 . : i N ) L
} . . N PR ~

[N . ' . :
Lt ey M / N ' ’ (44

.
° .
4
y s Y B
o /@ ( fu / r
. ~ v i
N . . .
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v to state exolicitly how this nrocess takes place, Only the

"uncantiv@ eye" can see the true logic of langqage and see
that our sign lan?uagos are bictures of what they represeat.

. - Now what, ia fact, makes.x a:plcture of Y? We are
‘told: a shared Trical pattern or form, an isomorohism of

1 * b \

& . .
structure. Is, hourh, this isomorohism of structure a suf-

v

ficlent ani necessary condition of roprpsontatdén? That is, - Y
to say, if we set.aside for tho.momppt, the questinn of a
progﬁéition:qua ticture, and take the simnloraﬁssue‘of a pie-

" ture itsplf, caﬁlwe claim that zll the infbnmai}on necessary -

. to enable u= to Judge that x is, in fact, a palnting of Y,
1193 witain the picture 1tsplf, uithin its qtructural vatterns
and elements?.. For wittgenstein, our answer must boiaq unquayi_

’ fied yeé, for it is his pdntentfon~that the rplétion“between

oicture and pictured is an intprnal \hence formal or struc-

}urai\ one. Agy informatinm 3xterior'to the pairting {tself

+ would be, Qf a caqtingpnt <qrt,°not 1,ing in the 1nglcal {i.e.
A .
+ formal) identit) of sipn anj signified And there would thus

4 '

. o be somethinp'more Punﬂamontal than (or at least aq~fundamental
a ) : 2
ds) the laoz i; nf depiction, a nossibility uhich be rejecta.

. 4 . . _Hpw gur’ first answer, when viowinp, say ,wi/zyalist or/
Aul

d be: df/f

, J R , ¢ >
= . course, we 2an 'sep! immediately that x 1e a pleture of/Y, or,

to rake the issun r‘Iv»arm', x is-a picturn of & man (&n thus, =x

n o

representationallst painting (e.g, a;hambraniy)

.and not “a Testricting it to variablns and not. cotha ts, .

since it is recognition of a formal or sfructural notuke that,
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L]

is here in question), But is 1t evident or necessarily the
case that we can, stralfht off, Judge'x'to be a picture of Yy,

.38 man, 6n the basis of simnly seeing x, an? with no further

" Fetferenze 1o anythine external To x?  The case of "a surreal-

. ° §

itt or_ cubliet naintinr woeuld certalal¥imaf<e one hecitate
T

befare making such a claiw .

' -

1S
Simnly put: the claim.thut one Jcan intuitively or
immediately see a relatinn of similarity Is not on very f&%m

grqunding.b? It regquires, further, th%t the royaifﬁn be

itself jnvariant, i.e. thut there nnly/be one sort-of simil-
e 1 4

Jr}ty to be pereeived, wittgenstein cllaims that: ™in the
. - !
cuse f twy lines we-can c>apare thnmiiﬁ respect ~f thelr

[ S

. ' !
length «~ithout any coaventinn: the Gimpgrisgn 14 automatic.",

t
i

' n" ‘ |
(4.3, p. 111) But is it? Surely the derision as to the

nature of the comparisdn is not awtomdtic. And the claim that,
*

say, x can ue compared to, say, vy, without an intermediate of

-any <ort, wi!} not" hold, il.e, that un indivij;allcaq be com-

parad with aaother, indenendent »f reneral concepts of com-

- paricon (of lnngthk width, colwur,ﬂotc.). "o the question:

buy couldn't there be somethinp, which simoly cad ta be g medel
or ni:tureﬂnf comerthing eleeT,y the only porscibility.that ene
could offer, in answer to this apoeal, would be something bear-

tne an extremply «lrony resemblance tn the former, But, <ince,

« ) ‘ . ~
' 60 e ‘ -

\ Cf. the Philosaphical _Jowestiputions, discussion on
seclnn and skeing as, pp. 193-20%, un? the Blue and 3rown
Books, in partdeular, pp. 12-39. .

- ..

f 9 t .. '
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»

though hiehly similor, the\two remain existentially distinct’

T, . },.\ :
relation 'ni:ture of ' holds. Wittgenstein's very ylefinition
~  of.the kind of similarity obtuining between nictnrn*?nd pfc-
tured is a hicthly abstra~t mine, not »f nhy&ig@l but ryther of

lopical or structural similarizy. IHis explanation, based on

t
the concept o7 fsomorcphisr of <irpgQture, is simnly not com-

>

plete enourh to explain the complex redatinn holding between

picture and pictured, wor is the -noticn of isomorohism of;/
. & . ‘\ .
structure sufficient to%xplaln the asymetry of the relation
'oicture »f'.
- \
, ‘ 2
Sense is orior to reference and truth-value, Com-
> >

parison with reality follows understand!qf what a proanition

" "is assertinr as a putative fact, Clearly, "the method of com-

“

‘parjrop muct be given me before I can-&akn tte comnarison.” -
(N.3. 1.11.14 Zhe issue, then is: 1is the method of compari-
v " o .

4o - -
son part.of the picture {tselT? ~,

B ‘Let us extend this discussicn on pictures to thut of

{

.N 8§ ) .
the oroposition as nicture agd sep what_ properties wWittgenstein
. .

éscfipea.to‘propositions in order that their relation to the

1tuation descrited lie in a formal or structural similarity

chared by both.
There ar'e, throughout the Iractatus, scattered refer-
ences t ’diqurent moces of correlation of propnsition and 1ts

[ 2 R
constituekts to putative facts, Amonpst them are refcrences




\
conventions and projectlnn rule . Nittgﬂnqtp*n clarifies the

scoperand nuture ~f his 1ntor° 1t in this wroblam. "We are .
. [ 1 o™ /l:’

not conceraed. 1n lorle with the relztion of any spe:ific name
ta 'ts meanine and just ae little with the reletion of a given

prnpnqition tn reality.” (B, o, 99) Tt ic the peneral nature

of ronrnsontinr which {ntrrests him. in arier that we under-

stand nrnpo {tions we have nevey seen bifore (so that AUS AY

. pronoqiti“n,is, in a rense, a new symbol) we munt have "general
D~ -

intefinable symbols: thece are unuvoidable if propaositions are

0

Ym a1l iniefinable." (.3, p, ©OR) “

1 . nee a,nare cannot bk dissected any furtrer by means of

ENRY .

efinttions, it Yq a orimitive sign icé@%iL? 2,26). So,

-

cleurly, wé do not ectab’ich the meanings of such oriritive or

/s .
eipns _through dxfznitloﬂs Af them,
{J;l M I, -

paint it is ‘advisable tn ctate clearly what =

unanalyzabl

at t.}'.{i.

* -

wittgonétﬁln did\nat atterot, ".ihe loricéf pasitivists who, N

L. 9

. .
5 — took over much ~f \the iractatus atterpted to anchor lanruage

-

tn f Qﬁit\ by adding to the ?ractariuh'thtnr the annaratus of

nmerictqm. So that oxopositions were rediced to observat an

-l | "\\x

sentences and names were \defined 0°t@n<ivplyxin terms of imne-
’ 61 . \ -
diatn_exnﬂnlﬂnce. ln the iragtatus, hnwovrr, Aittgnqqtein

favour this solution tp) the problem. He dnes alaim that the

=
Cf. Qggiggl Positivism, ed. A. J, Ayﬁr, Glencoe,
I1linois s\ The Free tress, 1959. .
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and what it reoresents is a matter of arbitrary convention.

o (1Lp 3.?15, d.3. 3.11,14\para. 11) Such a correlation is a
N matter for ps)ychology and \either interests nor concerns him,
' )
N [4
f'o Although the choice of <ipn itself is arbitrary, we must pive

the s‘tn a sense by making this correlation and ectablish the
connocy*on between it ;nd reality. How then do we'undcrstand
the meanings of suoh-signsq. Siéhs may be complex and dis-
sected via delinitions. Butlfgr all primitive signs thelr
meanings "can be explained by means of elucidations. Elucid-
atiﬁ?s are pronosig}gns that contain the orimitive signs. So
they can oqu bn/ﬁﬁders ?od if the meanings of those signs

% 1 are already kZawn.” (7LP 3?263) “his singularly unhelpful
remark needs its own elucidations., hecnllrction nf twé items
may assist un here, A nume nr a‘sign representing an object 7
pocsesses the lopical or;oprtieq of that object and where tﬁ3§3
is not sufficient, the use or logicn-syntactical employment of
the sign i< revealing. (cf, ?.26?\ Still, it seems that we

'
are required t2 see 3and understand an immediate relation

; T between certain, i.r, rimitive, signs and the objects they
¥ . . )
. re t
jyi Sush a rndngnition stems from the symbol 1tself, In
simnly knovwind what is symbolized you know all thst is to be
TN /‘.
khown.s(ii.8, p. 108-9) "By -sffinly seajng the orm nf the sym-
bol, e.p. 3m‘, we know by the sign<hat it 1s an object sym-
: bolized. e have no need to say 'm' is an object, for'thai

1s shown byﬁihe symbol itself,
} .

o . ~
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rather thé Tactor common to all sirns that nesdte o (e.p,
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#dhen someathing falls under a4 formal concept as
~rne nf 1t= objects, this cannot be exoressed

by ‘means nf a propnsition, Instead i1 is shown
by the very'sign for this objrect, (A name
shows that it sienifies an obje-ty a <ign for a
nunber that it sienifies a number, etc,).

('1 LP 10.120) @

. w )
5ince "a formal concept [e.r., objezt, number] is given imme-

4

- dlately any object fallinr under it i- riven™ {TLP U,126) 1t is

neither necessary nor poseitle to accent within an adequate

symbolism anboth pricitive ideas the objects, each of which -

“is an inctamee of the formal concent, and the formal concept

jtgsel”. dhat a purticular :1adivi“ual falls under a general

o,

concent is shown by our sign for the individual, and so it

. must be pnsaible to establish svntax, i.e, the relations hold-

~ing between sirn<, without menti~ning the meaning of any iign.

wifh repard to the structures or exrressinons of lan-
guage, the exnlanatlon and probler is <omewhat sirilar.
Witternstein exnlalns that the symbol ~ , for neration, dpes

not itsel? nerate, In ~ »n {t is_not ~ tnuyt negates,-but

°
-

e~ Dy~ De~D, ote.) which mirrors nepation, And again:

dnce. a notation has been eatabTished there will:
be fn it a rule governine the conctruction of
all propositions thut nepate v, a rule poverning
the conetruction af all pronosttione that affirm
P ... and so on,” These rules are equivalent to
the symbols and in them their sense is mirrore?,
(TLE 5,514) . )

Y
. I

\
It {e very cdifficult, indeed, to see how a sifn can mirror or

show its use, but thils seems, in fact, to be what Wittgeastein

3 ( o
13 stipulating. In a perspicucus lanruare, the truﬂb}ogieal

' -
3
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nature of <irns and relations will be revealed. Still, we

o

seer no :2loser to‘qolution of the oroblgﬁ'of how individual

qigns arn t> be viewed as members of a ‘cla-s fsllinp undpr a

]

gen@ral aoneent, nor how. we see tﬁqt the qtructurac of nro-

positions and facts are iromorvhic. ihe notion of mirroring

[ad

1s prevalent the Sractatus an® it is lessithan clear,
. NS W
B8riefly, tn mirror is to maké ranifest, t- sh>w, rather than

to “express or say. Logic shows, or revea's, the lorical or
structural nroorrties of facts,®and that it should prove able

to 2o so is beyond the limits of our understanding or exnlan-

atoryopowers, .hi§ is another chapter in the rattonalist =
mystery of the mind|and world a:cord. @

Oﬁ 4 low there 1s one other section in which sittgenstein

e

discusses how the relatiom of a propocition to the world fis

established. %his is.at 3,11,

de uce the parcontible cipn nf a pronosition
.¢poken or written, etc.. as a projectinng of
a pnssible sitdztion. The mnthzﬁ nf projec<

tion is to think the sense “of” the ptonosition, SN

And again: l . -
’ A prooosition 1q;1udn¢ all that the nrojpction
in:ludes but n¢t what 1is orojected. .
‘ “herefore rh vhat 1s orojected iq not
1tsplf inc $, its p0551bilit" is. LR 3.13) .
Now the. firet quectinn which cnmﬂq to mind ts: 1is this pro-
jectinn method equival&n}'fakpurposo and role to Kant's

schemata or lertz

difforence,;s thg/t with both liertz and Kadt the schemata or

are independent of, though suffictently

desipnatibn rule;
T

i

's laws of transformatioh? %he most striking
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o
‘iinkod to, the a priori structurn"‘Here, in wittgenstein,.
they seem tn lie within the a priori, hence, logical struc-
ture. «ittpenstein's lor;co-nictanial form is rcquired,'ii
woul” seer, ngt nnly to nrovide Fof a possible déscrintive
népwnrk, but,alggjgg account for its applicablility to the
da;a t~n be deoicted, Jnly\ﬁefinitiﬂnal and syniictical ruljg
determine oir uce nf cipns /. ihis would mram, aﬂsarpﬁtly,“
that a proposition 1s ass “led "... b§\¢mh1qying sentence

Te——
, 3
accprding to the rules ol u projrction system

we apply a

calenlus which contalns aqﬁ”ﬁhows ite sorrelations to the

material described, 4hie 1§ what project-ne seers tn be,

“““““““

At L,01k1, Wittgenstain speaké-af 3 feneral rule, the law of,
» ' . B
projection, whith permits uc to ovtain the symohony from the
. 4 R . - ',‘.‘ ;
senre. 'a gramonhone record, the mucical idea, the written

.

natolan‘ the sound-waves all stand to one anothfr in the same
Lntg}naif?olgti\n of depiztink that holds between lanruare

and the world," \P.uih3 “hey are relhted and simslar struc-
turally besause they whare a cnmmon'logi:alipattar.. The law
bf'pncjﬂcfion nﬁrmit§ us to, go from one of them to'any other.

.0

™t ataln, we return tn our/ origiaal questiong is this law
4

of) nrojectinn sontained 1A cach one of themT nce arcafn it

seems that ttufs¥7+§ conglasion nossibla for sittgenstein 1s -

that this shared lapical Mittern between sifn and sipnified,

betwren plature and pletured, must, be imm~diately apnarent to

°

"

<

J. Bogen, p. 169, ; ’;j}

62
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¥
- we undepstind without furthe: exalanation or‘atﬁorwisp we -,

us. Shere must be scre unanulvzable terme and forms which

n

.could,not understand new prooositions,  But, ifj like Hertz
and Rant, we decile and’/determine what our first terms¥hall

stand for, the Aifficult; would seem to disapneliy, This,
- \‘\‘ »
however, plices qur iatergretatinn ®:heme outbide, in a sease,

.~

the formal system, and, admittedly, in??sigigs a contingent

element int» our systenm of represeatatinsn., For if ‘there is a

»

method of interpretat ion whiash, in na-t, detnrrinos that x is

C Co e ,
a picture of y -- if there is’a method of comparisan 1qdaﬁ5n-

>

dent of x‘Q- we can also refrain fron anzhyinp it. 4&nd it is

63

only then, 'coxntingfntly tfue thut x nictures y, Zhﬂ candl-

tion that x, a pl:tire, be essentially \{gjﬂrnally) connected
to y, what it pistures, is not ratisfied, Lanéuage dnes not
\ .

‘ " stand in internal relati s to the world., O5yntax cannot®bear
) - \
the heavy burden -f a~plicabiYity. vooe

P ~

A pleture dones not, then, tell us thut it is 29 be
compared with y (nor that it 1< to be conpared with a), 3y
&§ ‘

¢ definitfon, or if one prefers, by its very nature, a picture

" contains the possibility »f comparisinevwith somethinp else

3

(that o° which it 1s canable of beinp a oijturn or model' but
that in‘ormation is onl§y in vart within the plcture itgelf,

- As a simnler and pnssibly less cuntroversial example, let us

&

take that of a map. %o the unszhooled eye, perhaps, a map

L

. (o - X8
-3 Ibid,, n. 117,
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L4

will tndicate that it is u diagrammatic reoresentation of

n

somethine. Jut a map rust be supnlemented by a legend. (The

o -

' R N 3 N
-~ factfihqc most muaps of fer nnly a rudimeatary lepend [or ofted

<

amit them vntlrn}y] is simply in F0CuPnij10n.Df the fact that

moat neanle nave lFarpned to read mans.., & plcture isvlinked

A
to thé reality depizted by more than structural or formal

-

]

identity shared oy itself and cusjert ~atter.€ Zhere is g,

a

third factor, that of translati-n or correlation rules, and

they lie ontecida the picture. .

P

Hintivka orovides some etrone criticism nf this weak-

& ?

ness o° the vizture or model thenry of lansuuarce:

“he vasic idea f sittgenste n's nicture theory
< is the 1dea nf.a7 isomyrohiem ADtuinine between
lincuuee and reality, an {ggmorshism which can -
: be e~tudblisned Ly a corrngf?wn At raania®,  iow
the rradualidevelonment &f thie reneral tdea of
a1 arbitrary muwoping which is essentially the
tdea »f sd arbitrur, funstisiy has bespggone of
the =moat =ignificant graeral feitures in the
history »f mathemutics:® oo

But althourh the appli-ation of this antjion to lanrcuare 1s,
® e . S

accordine to hiatikka, a most fruitful one, it reguires the

\\furt@er-stenxdf cleat;y stlpu‘@tinp‘tho Key ﬁf this isomor-

phii?, 20 Ung.tho comparis n between reality and lanpua

can take place,

How wittgenstein ha's held, it would seem, thatdthe
. )

o
fsomarphism requiremeat (plus the stipdlation >C names' s ~
y ,
’ ) .
sufficlent for us to rrad offgthe sense nf g origgsition.
- LI . .‘\

61‘ N ) X « . .
liintikka, Loglcy "language-Games and _lafermatign,

p. k2,

~ ¢
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" be @égﬁkf};\.‘ MHow can I be told How the prono*ition rpprp-

-
°

Ve
re

‘ A /
© Why has he¥tfrained from egt;5¥1shing a.key such as Hintikka

requests and such as both Kant ahdi Hertz nrovide?

ihere are, perhans, two basic rrasons: one involves
‘his notion »f necessity, and the sacnnd his view of the I%nJ
zuavo-VO"IH v~;lat’mn ship. T:ittgpnctaxn har claimed that the
relati~n between lancuage and the world is aq internal one.
Throughout the Iractatus there is the ‘concrnt of various
kinds of internal reiati;hs; Jne, an abg’k7 holds between If

]

prooosltwnq and the; Qituatian it representsq another 1s

between the sipn and structure (exnressi n) of which it is a

" part; and a, third holds vetween: propositions themselves, (5,2)

s PV e ) . .
Wittgenstein contends that.such internal relations cannot

y °

themselvés be renresented or sald, lo:Spnag c}gnificahtlf‘éf
an iﬁternal rolatjqn”;e should somehow Bave tn nlace oursélyos“
outside that vpri relation, And ;n atter~ting to say how.a
"pronositinn can deoizt that of which it }5 a pfcturo; we
'shouldfhave tolnlahe ourselves outside lanruage, aqd more
snecifically, "outside Lg/ logic of our lanzuare, the logic of

?dapiclioﬂ + The m"thod éf depiction or gortrayal cannot itself

spnts -- of can this not’pn ‘said to me at aliz" 1 B, 3.11,1W)

But.
« 17 lanzunge t?ﬂ nnly "laneuare?, I
: ‘*Jwy should there t be a mnde of express onl
f . through whicn I can talk abnul lanruare i3.
sush a way that it can appear to me #n codr- . -
dinatinh with -’ qﬁmething elqp” (N,B., 279.5. 5)
-/
< 1he anqwer is, oF cnurse, that thre ls no othrs languare, for
- N ‘ . A . 8
- . ‘CA .




o B ; .

Y s

in order to.do %htc, to twlk about laneuage,

you wwulf/haed a "lanruarge which hadx t got
nraﬂnrtin" in guestion and it is 1m\?t<iblp
trat it should ke 1 proper leqQuige: S, .2
© * In orcer that you,shoule hive a lanvuar which

211 PXNTeSS or say. everything that can be said

~this lwnvnapo mr<t have certain pronerties;

“and when'this ‘is the “df°, thet it has téem can.
nn lvqﬁn* be sald in Lhst lansuare or ggﬁ lan-
PUage . (ADD. il, o. ﬁ% ’

~—

. »

‘%o exnlain how lanpusre stands in an :nteraal relation to the
N i a . . v

~,.reality it reoresents would invialve using lungucge itself "to

| ’ e

prove tnis assertion.: «e have no out<1d§;jobjnéliVn noint of

\

view (unlike Hpitz who has worked thh‘nnly onr area of lan-

o= ~

guage). wittgenstein rpjactq a Sﬂlf rﬂxj\:) tial use of lan-
Fuage as roeuitine in pseuado-nrdpositions™vi

z the fejection T

-

of tha’thgoyy of typﬂs) énd concludes that the relation of ~

- -, . .

lanruape (o reality can fnly b~ shown.. This\i%lation lies’.

|
. . |
ouf%idn the deceriotive pnwers of the syroolisw. dur nnly o '
anﬂib?litv\is"anlanat43n Ly means af annther n-ﬂnoqgg}aq ]

and this-, h& ,:mtrn«}q, C»ll‘ ”'llJ _b_’u how thp rolition 1is° *':‘
. ,4‘\ . . t

s

-

possible: Inég latter tn lu-sell, wltt¢aqetein Stated:

,;@ dWow 'm o afrald you navon t rerll; rot hald ol my
% 4 main contentinn, towhich the-#holr business of
- Togical propositions’is oaly corollary, The main’
nn‘nt ie the theory ot what can be exnressed S
. {pesgpt) by propasktions, 1.e. by lancuare (and | '
whaf comes to the sams, what can be thameht;) and o - '
what, caniot be expressed by nronasitionsg but only - -
,showtt (Fezeipht;) which, 1 by ’Linvh, is the car- °
dinahproblm of philosophy.V -

Pl

)

" N

;ﬁTher!lhk, therefore, na way of provtnpﬂthat tols formal systen Ty

L™ N

¢ . 4,-

Y St S LTB242 E Pr

) .

65, . L .
: 26, B 1 Anqcombe, An Iqtrodu&}inq_gghhiﬁ genstein’s
dragtatus. [mnddﬂ? Hutchisan, 1959, p. 161,

1]
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thit "the relations
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c,actudlly $31d145 between languaqn ant  he world mgko such a
) “ '
Tn al*"ati>n v>svgolo.”“° In lertz's system, such.a rela-

enwwnrtrated b

o

. e

o experiential

ti~n i=
by his luws ~T transfor-atinon, Althoush,

tgsting vrovided for

Herta,

tno, must

“

mawe ™Mb

funtdmental assumnti-n,
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st
e
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have been
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be, “qxﬂf't“wully or aruitrarily

o

Ui tween llnﬁﬂ'ro and

e,

rqtnt?kichgul. ‘

13 noty, and cannnt

‘neicah rela-
- e

iy '13 nv‘r, hold orly within the

v

¢ cannat be g Yiared

"lo-ically,

ans

+
i

-~

1

b}

A .
sumbwlis=, so lanphare

nn"ﬂfrdrily, ta the,

I3

a$

to uchDr lanpuspe

'

‘to the

worle

i,

saqnnt use lunvaare

.

Tltimately We havie nn

Tolworla
a4

x:xunlnﬁ thnt ]JHrU:PP dneg’

s 1 rn’\hﬁ'rz

[
. 1 [ N
!ntctunn rnwL,ly Yind we canpt orove cthat 1t does) That the
% 1 .

should

ot 41 “trurture

mirror the lapical oro-

‘pertiegy of the world
. .

\

‘-

T e

iy

e

’
.

ecomes . for atttyenstein, part of what

66, '
Janik

OV ertz, p, 1.

nd Towlning p. 189,
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ity but r‘ fwrt fatroduses a sample of reality into the

~ o
\ V ’ - L AN 0
5 5 . . :
- . . - 79 &
z : : : . -

are verified by acts of comparinr, requires

trh.t we be able tn conceive of facts without

brificing them under conceols, and that we be .
able to 'sense’ the sense of a proposition.70 .

r
]

" As well, the picture thpo;$ leaves us with nq)priterion to

. 4

"aifferentiate pptween’tha'picturp or model 7lself and what

°

it is a picture of (i.r, the a's‘;m’o’trv' of thw’rplat‘lon 'pic-

tﬁrp“of'i In Lact, such an dmobasis on the symbolismeor

m-~thod of ronraspntatio y ultimatol) threatens” to undernine .,

tte reali-t thecry of meaning that ﬁiptgpnstpin is~tryiqg to
[] . 1

hrrérht. ii1s explanztion of the nature of the relation 'pic-

© *
. ture of* -cnnot aceount for.its asymetrical character, and we

[y

are thus left with no qyiiﬂrié to Jdetermine which member of

]

"the relation is the picture and that which is plctured.

Jdittpeostein's eventual acceptance of certain weak-

'

. - , , N 1
nessrs inherent in the “ractarian system wass primarily brought

- about ty the colour exclusion problem (the prnuleh of degrees

’

of a qualit '), but this issue lias outside the scope of this

4
panor. The ﬁhilg ophicsl Invgkxigﬁtxgnq prrqnntq a britique

of certain Tractarian notions, amangst them the th@Jis thqt

4 .,
‘tho maaninﬁlof a name §s jts bearer' an! offers, as well, a ., ‘&

sharp eriticism nf the .idea of ostensive definttion or elucid-

ations. In brint,‘nittgrn teln thov( arrues that oqtnnf1Vp

5 [}

definition does nat provide a link betveen lunguare and real-
2 . N - R 9\

4.

Y ) - ‘ . ‘ - ) "
, ! B & )
v 7 Hacker, p. 53 /

» .

Y

J
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, .
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.of which such a key comes to be established.,. The concern will

\ « . €
. .

SN - 81 -

“ i
—////i// TN '\\\{\\R _ :
‘ostpnsive defimition in the Iqvestipations. And so

Wittgenstein rejects the thesis that ostensive definition

could in’any way serve to provide a link between language and
‘ \

reality, via tfe correlation between names and objects., The

. - Lo
Investifpatio~ns also considers and Aiscusses the %ossibility

of differing schemata or projecti-n/schemeg ‘-holding between

\

expressioh and that expressed,
The lack of a clearly stipulated xey o supnlement the

' ’
model "theory o! lanfuage thus forced a revision Qf the

Tractarian ‘thegis. The third factor holding betweaeq the world
o
and languaré is oge which muct be nroviled by those who ‘speak

f J ) - .
the langusre. And/so, wittgenstein's later work, the

. . ' -~
luvestirations, will concentrate upsh the processes by means ,

+

now be lanrfutre as nbseryed bekzviour, us the expressinn of .

rule~governaed activity within different "language games"

JQ

reflecting ¢ifferent "forms »f Life.”
taw Wi " - P
g dow wWittpgenstein's general thenry of languape 1in the

iractatus was based entirely upon dnr{nition nf the essence

of language.,' As David Pears puts its ° -
\ . ' . .
Sithir lanvusipe may be defined, 4r its natute may .
Le investipated empirically, anil ... the first of ’
thése two alternatives will yield an empty neces-
sary truth, while the se:ond will yierld a sub- . : .
stant 141" ecrntinpeat truth, The Kantian way -
& Optwerh the horns of this Hilemma Wwas to arpue.
~that thefe are substantial necessary truths,/3 *

-

-

.
4

pf’!arﬂ, {’. 8?0 , , . ’ Jﬁ‘"
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~ dlittgen<tein's way was the doctrine of showing, 1.r, that
t .

s U } tloe
there are thingps which are manifost and not exnressible. Thata

-

Togle prrmite the depiction of the warlli, znd the ver\ Sense
s o2 ' 2 ["

~—r’ ) .

of thé world and life itsrlf, constituté the myqtic@f. O
wittgenstein's grounds, sucnh mattprs; Iikb the exnlanato<2~”
propositions of the iracgtatus {hnﬁsoivos, are not,‘strictly
spéabinr, éxpr9551b1e inﬂmﬁaningful Tan~usre, lLather sucg
propositionsepnrift to something., i(lhat lhnfuzee mirrors the
iinfrnal cstructure of reality canéot be P;proqsed but makes ’
iisolf,man}fasi). And thus the relatinnshin qftween 1anguage

and rnalitv‘{a< alsn something which Kﬂu‘d not 'be exﬂlained

or expressed., %“he rélatinn between lquu fe and rrality ¢

0 t
becomes as 1qn1:abln an! undescribatle ae 1lljother non-

factual {ssues. In the Sprogtatue such a falet|was assigned to

the realm of .the mystical, the' reglm pf sillenge,

nvestic:tions will nresent a rr-examination of
the fundamgental )vqucq tackled in the Lractitus and a task

aimilar to that \§\o~ptnd in this PATET nq.olg the Kantian ~

3
\

1nf1unngo in the Philosophical. ;nvv“ tiguations, would be equally -

rbwurdinv. ine Inyestigations differs funuamentully from the

fractatys in that {1t rejects the doctrine of shaJinr~as pro-
{

unpliowr‘lity and rathey

-

dlnf' J“n nlagwny tn the pr. ablem ot
}

\\Etont" tha& “onl) in the stream of th~nrht nni {fe do words

haye m«uninn. kaottol 1723) An adoquato‘nxpgaq:ilnn of the

presupposi:>7ns of experience may now be seen to involve both
> N\
, “ ' )
'formag charactrriatics apd rulgs TOQ their application.
. ) .
. -~ * R : . .

B N

»
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Wittgenstein's fundamedtal difficulty th the ﬂzgqjagus
;‘.”t’?rqs, I think, from his starting opoint, that of two or.dorS‘or
" . o
levels, lancusee and reality. His transcendental deduction

atterpts ,to establish what is required for the possibility

that the first describe the spcond, but, unlike Kant, he offers

.no proof that it does in fact-do so. wittgenstein follows a

certaln ratiwnaliqt traditlon in attemnting to deduce neces-

/
sary truths about reality, In his case 1t is not from self-
evident truths as prémispsﬁbut from the nature of logie which

he asserts to fornm the a priorl core of ekery and any signi-
fizant lanruare. 3dut in any siuch aporoach whizh views lan-
* - o

guuaze as larical or axiomuatiecy the lanpuare-reality link can-
2 ] Ares

not be established by definitions, for’ they hold only within

o
Ny

“thw 11'10 iiatie or s!'mbo‘li: srstem. ifOr, as we hdave seen, can
J

it be pwiabllzhod ' elucidatians or o~t9nQ1vv definitinns,

a third faat)r i< roqnixo‘ 1o link the a pv2(;1 system to jits

rpa1m or anwticability, we may call 1t ruledN of aonli~ation,

\ ] '_a. 5

a key, scunemita, luws,of tranﬂfavmation or meaning postulates,
) ) v { <

The crucial fact {= that the SzaQL&gx in its atjempt to pre-

3 . .

sprvo thn dut>n7"y of both laneuuen dq poaliiy, has offerad

none,

-

]
napt‘has supplied meaning poqtulatoﬁcto link his con-

-

cepntual "framewnr, to particular eXpPTanCP. And tho price he

has paildy =aonme have clatmed, 1s tnn high; namoly»that we can-
not kaow reality but only appearanceg, Ultimately, it seems

+ . - f
to me, Kant's onaition is simnly: we nan only knoLw-whut we
v \ ) -~ ’ '




- -

can know. Ant what we can know ls not reality in its ery-

gtallino purity, but di"reality that is, 17 part, man-made.

In ;hﬁ?tzaﬁgatg§, Jittgenstein‘has yet to ‘accept Kant's

Copernican revolution. o

- .

o

"

-
o
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