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Abstract

A significant level of controversy remains as to how exactly the Tractatus’ views on the world and
the mind ought to be understood. This thesis offers an exegesis of Wittgenstein’s thinking. It
culminates in a new, more securely based interpretation of his early writings, which shows their
direct relevance to current philosophical preoccupations and emphasises the strong

interdependence that exists between his early thoughts on these two areas.

The first task of the thesis is to show that the Tractarian ‘world’ should be understood as the
world as it can possibly be given in experience: objects possess a distinct form and content and
are able to produce, by combining with each other, ordinary reality. Having established this, the
metaphysical and ontological status of objects is explored in detail, leading to the conclusions
that objects can be neither phenomenal nor material, that they are not perceivable and that it is
unclear that Wittgenstein had in mind a definite ontology of objects when he wrote the Tractatus .
I then put forward a new understanding of Wittgenstein’s account of the meanings of names and
of his Picture Theory, and show that there is a definite direction of determination from world to
language in the Tractatus, a view which has recently been put into question. Wittgenstein’s
distinction between sense, senselessness and nonsense is then elucidated, and his account of the
connection between language and the world explored. This allows me to establish that the
Tractatus does not posit a transcendental, representing self at the limits of the world, as some
authors have suggested. No such self is required for representation to be possible, according to
Wittgenstein. The issue of whether the Tractatus posits another kind of subject at the limits of

the world is then examined in the context of Wittgenstein’s remarks on solipsism.
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Part I: Introduction

1 Overview

This thesis offers an exegesis of the Tractatus’ views on the world and the mind which emphasises
their plausibility, and shows their relevance to current philosophical debate. It also stresses the
strong interdependence that exists between Wittgenstein's early thoughts on these two areas. I
will address issues concerning meaning when to do so is relevant in order to clarify Wittgenstein's
attitude to the world and the mind. Because of the word limit constraint, I have chosen not to
discuss certain questions which, though interesting, were not directly relevant to securing my
argument. As a result, I have, unless absolutely necessary, refrained from drawing comparisons
between Wittgenstein’s views and those of Frege, Russell, Moore, Kant and Schopenhauer. Similarly,
although an interpretation of Wittgenstein’s Picture Theory of representation is put forward in
Part V, 1 have refrained from discussing in detail the wide range of literature generated by this

topic.

Part II introduces Wittgenstein’s notion of the proposition, and gives an account of his argument
for the necessity of simple objects. This account will show that, according to the Tractatus,
simples must be the unalterable, ultimate constituents of all possible worlds, if senseful language

is to be possible.

Part 11 explores in more detail the nature of these simples. I will put forward conclusive evidence
to the show that Wittgenstein’s objects possess both a form and a content. Simple objects are not
purely formal and must be taken to be the ultimate constituents of ordinary reality (i.e. the reality

we experience in our everyday lives, which is made up of particulars, material properties, etc.).

Thus Parts Il and III together equip us with a set of criteria for deciding whether something is a
suitable candidate for being a Tractarian object: genuine Tractarian objects are simple in the
sense that they are not analysable into other, simpler objects; they are unalterable; and they are
the ultimate constituents of all possible worlds, including the reality we experience in our everyday
lives. As a result, they must be able to produce, by combining exclusively with each other, the

 three features which are, according to Wittgenstein, the building blocks of reality: space, time and



material properties.

Part IV makes use of these criteria in order to clarify the metaphysical and ontological status of
simples. I will argue that discussions about the metaphysical and ontological status of objects are
misguided. Simple objects cannot be said to possess a metaphysical status in that neither material
points not phenomenal ones are suitable candidates for objects. In turn, exegetical discussions
about the ontology of objects seem misguided, since Wittgenstein does not take a clear view on
the ontology of simples in the Tractatus. It is therefore mistaken to try to establish whether the
Tractatus intends objects to be particulars, properties or relations. I will nevertheless put forward
an ontological model for objects, a model which should not be regarded as a piece of exegesis,
but which will prove useful in later Parts of the thesis, as it will help to illustrate points which
would otherwise remain unnecessarily abstract. One of the key conclusions of our discussion of
the metaphysical and ontological status of objects will be that neither objects nor states of affairs
are perceivable, according to Wittgenstein. This will have a crucial impact on our assessment of

the Tractatus’ account of the connection between language and the world, in Part VI.

The Tractarian system

Having clarified the nature of the objects posited by the Tractatus, it becomes possible to explain
Wittgenstein’s views on the meaning of names and his Picture Theory of the proposition. These
will be examined in Part V. Doing so will help us gain a deeper understanding of Wittgenstein’s
conception of representation, which will then enable us to clarify, in Part VI, his account of
thought and the mind. This examination of Wittgenstein’s views on language will also allow us to
establish that Wittgenstein posits a definite direction of determination from objects to language

(and all other forms of representation).

Part VI presents Wittgenstein’s account of the mind and of thinking, and explores his views on
the mental connection between language and the world. It starts off with an exploration of
Wittgenstein’s view that thought is representational or pictorial in nature and that the mind is
composite. I will then examine Wittgenstein’s distinction between senseful, senseless and
nonsensical statements in order to clarify his understanding of what he calls ‘experience’. Having
done this, I will address the question of whether ordinary thought (the kind of thinking we carry
out in our everyday lives) can be said to effect the connection between language and the world in

the Tractatus. I will argue against the view that ordinary thinking succeeds in representing the

8



world only by virtue of the transcendental acts of meaning carried out by a simple metaphysical
self, and will show that, in the Tractatus, ordinary thinking ensures on its own the connection

between linguistic, mental and other pictures and reality.

Part VII will conclude our exploration of Wittgenstein’s views on the mind by examining his
treatment solipsism and of the metaphysical subject. I will argue that it is mistaken to say that
Wittgenstein wholly rejects the notion of the subject. According to the Tractatus, the metaphysical
subject needs to be posited in spite of the fact that it cannot be individuated because, without it,
genuine first-person ascriptions of experience would not be possible. My discussion of Wittgenstein’s
remarks on solipsism will also show to what extent and in what sense Wittgenstein regards

solipsism to be correct, and to what extent and in what sense he regards it as being mistaken.

Before we move on to Part I, it is useful to outline the basic features of Wittgenstein’s views on
the world and language. This initial overview will be inevitably cursory, since it aims to present
the essential characteristics of the Tractarian system in a way which could be accepted by most
authors. Note, for instance, that what is meant by the expressions ‘world’, ‘object’, ‘state of
affairs’, ‘refer’, ‘subsistent’, etc. will vary depending on the interpretation. These notions will be

examined in more detail in the body of the thesis.'

Tractarian, simple objects concatenate to produce states of affairs (TLP 2.01 and TLP 2.0272).
Possibilities are inherent in these objects: whether it is possible for a simple to combine with
other Tractarian objects in order to form a given state of affairs is something which is determined
by the nature of the object itself (TLP 2.0121 — 2.014). Tractarian objects have internal or formal
properties and external ones (7LP 2.01231 together with TLP 4.122 ): whilst they can happen to
lack the latter, they cannot possibly lack the former (TLP 2.01231 together with 7LP 4.122 and
TLP 4.123).

States of affairs are made up exclusively of Tractarian objects (TLP 2.03), and are the simplest
possible states of the world there could be. More complex possible states of the world are the

result of applying logical operations to states of affairs (TLP 2.04 and TLP 2.06). I will throughout

Throughout this thesis 1 will be making use of the Tractatus numbering system. Wittgenstein's footnote to TLP 1 reads: ‘The
decimal numbers assigned to the individual propositions indicate the logical importance of the propositions, the stress laid on
them in my exposition. The propositions n.7, 7.2, n. 3, etc. are comments on proposition no. #. ; the propositions n.ml, n.m2,
elc. are comments on proposition no. #.m; and so on.’ (TLP 1,ff)



3

this thesis use the expression ‘states of affairs’ to refer exclusively to elementary concatenations
of Tractarian objects, and the expression ‘(possible) situations (of the world)’ to refer to logical
conglomerates of such states of affairs.” The term ‘(possible) states (of the world)’ will cover
both states of affairs and possible situations of the world. Possible states of the world must both
be capable of obtaining and be capable of failing to obtain: they are possible, and not therefore
necessarily obtaining. Possible states of the world which do obtain (or ‘exist’ as Wittgenstein puts
it) are called ‘facts’ (TLP 2). 1 will sometimes use the expression ‘elementary facts’ to refer to
states of affairs which obtain, and the expression ‘non-elementary facts’ to refer to possible
situations that actually obtain.? The general term ‘facts’ will cover both elementary and non-
elementary facts.* States of affairs differ from more complex possible situations of the world in
that the former must be logically independent from each other, whereas the latter need not be
(TLP 2.061 and TLP 6.3751). To say that states of affairs are logically independent from each other
is to say that the obtaining or non-obtaining of a given state of affairs cannot entail the obtaining

or non-obtaining of another one (7LP 2.061).

Tractarian objects must satisfy certain constraints: they must be ‘simple’ in the sense of not being
made up of other objects (TLP 2.02 together with TLP 2.0201), they must be ‘unalterable’ and
‘subsistent’ (TLP 2.0271), and they must meet the logical independence constraint, in the sense
that they must form states of affairs which are logically independent from each other (7LP 2.01

together with TLP 2.061).

Elementary propositions represent states of affairs: they assert that a given state of affairs obtains
(TLP 4.21).° They consist exclusively of Tractarian names (TLP 4.22) which are simple in the
sense of not being analysable into other names (7LP 3.325). Simple names designate the simple
objects that make up the represented state of affairs (TLP 4.22 together with TLP 4.24 and TLP
3.22). Elementary propositions are the simplest propositional units there can be, whilst simple

names are the simplest naming units there can be (TLP 4.21 and TLP 3.26). Only propositions

Wittgenstein doesn't explicitly make use of this notion, but it is clearly the possible counterpart to a ‘Sachervalt’ or elementary
fact . See the footnote below for 2 clarification of this term.

In his letter to Russell from Cassino (19.8.19), Wittgenstein explains that a ‘Tatsache’ is an elementary fact and that a ‘Sachervalt’
is a non-elementary fact. An editorial footnote explains the significance of this letter: ‘Wittgenstein had sent Russell a copy of the
Tractatus by the hand of Keynes, and the following letter is a reply to Russell's queries about the book’. See NB p. 128, ff. 1.

Wittgenstein also distinguishes between positive facts (i.e. the fact that a possible state of the world obtains) and negative facts
(i.e. the fact that a possible state of the world fails to obtain) ( 7LP 2.06).

Wittgenstein thus argues that no elementary propositions are ‘negative’: they all assert that a state of affairs obtains. See his letter
to Russell from Cassino (19.8.19), NB p. 129.

10



have sense according to Wittgenstein’s terminology (7LP 3.3): simple objects are the meanings of

simple names (7LP 3.202).

All propositions must, in order to be senseful, represent a possible state of the world. States of
affairs are the sense of elementary propositions (TLP 4.031). Non-elementary propositions are
produced by applying logical operations to elementary propositions (TLP 5.3).° They represent
possible situations of the world, and these possible situations are their sense (TLP 4.031).
Propositions must be both bivalent and bipolar: they must have a determinate truth value and
must both be capable of being true and be capable of being false. This is shown in the fact that
tautological and contradictory statements are not well formed, genuine propositions, according
to Wittgenstein: they are ‘pseudo-propositions’ (TLP 4.464 and TLP 4.466). A proposition is true
when the possible state of the world it represents obtains or ‘exists’, and it is false when it doesn’t

(TLP4.25).

Elementary propositions differ from non-elementary ones in that the former must be logically
independent from each other, whereas the latter need not be (7LP 4.211, TLP 6.3751 and TLP
5.124 — 5.1241). Elementary propositions must be logically independent from each other in that
the truth-value of one of them cannot determine the truth-value of another (7LP 4.211, TLP
2.0211). Thus, the simple names that make them up must meet the logical independence constraint:
they must be capable of combining with each other to produce elementary propositions which

are logically independent from each other.

This much can be accepted by most authors. As we will soon see, however, disagreements

emerge as soon as one attempts to clarify what exactly is meant by these claims.

6 wr . - . L , . A
Wittgenstein simply calls non-elementary propositions ‘ propositions’, but I feel that using the term ‘non-elementary propositions
can be clearer in certain contexts.

1



Part ll: Sense and simplicity

1

Intfroduction

The aim of this Part is to establish that Tractarian objects are necessary, in the sense of being the
ultimate constituents of all possible worlds. In order to show this, it is useful to turn to Wittgenstein’s
argument for simple objects. I will begin by drawing a sketch of Wittgenstein’s views of senseful
propositions, and will then consider his argument for simples. Note however that it isn’t necessary
to give here a watertight, demonstrably correct interpretation of the latter. What we do need to

establish in this Part is that simples are the ultimate constituents of all possible worlds.

At this stage, I will mention only those aspects of Wittgenstein’s thinking which can be accepted
regardless of the view one takes of the nature of Tractarian objects. For the time being, we will
therefore need to keep an open mind as to the specific metaphysical and/or ontological status of
the ‘objects’ and the ‘world’ mentioned in the Tractatus.” This issue will then be addressed in

Part IV.

The sense of a proposition

I will begin by outlining Wittgenstein’s account of senseful propositions. Note that his Picture
Theory of representation will not be examined in any detail at this stage, since, in order so to do,
it is imperative to have a clearer view as to what constitutes a Tractarian object.® In what follows,
it is also important to remember that I use the term ‘(possible) states of the world’ to cover both
‘states of affairs’ (i.e. elementary concatenations of simple objects) and ‘possible situations of the

world’ (i.e. more complex logical conglomerates of states of affairs).

According to Wittgenstein, propositions must meet the following constraints, in order to be

senseful:

7 These will be explored in more detail in Parts Il and IV.

® We will examine the Picture Theory in Part V.

12



i Propositions must represent possible states of the world. These states of the
world provide the sense of propositions: an elementary proposition represents
and has as its sense a state of affairs; a non-elementary proposition represents and
has as its sense a possible situation of the world — i.e. the existence and non-existence
of various states of affairs (TLP 2.201, TLP 2.202).

i Propositions must be articulated arrangements of names: a proposition must be
made of elements which stand in a determinate relation to each other. It cannot
therefore be a list of unconnected elements (7LP 3.141).”

ii Propositions must be bivalent: they must have a determinate truth-value. They are
determinately true when they represent a possible state of the world which obtains,
and determinately false when the possible state of the world they represent does
not obtain (TLP 4.466).

v Propositions must be bipolar: they must both be capable of being true and be

capable of being false (TLP 4.466).

Wittgenstein argues that all propositions are the result of applying logical operations to elementary

propositions (7LP 5.3). Elementary propositions are described in the following way:

i Anelementary proposition represents a state of affairs (7LP 4.21). The represented
state of affairs provides the sense of the elementary proposition (7LP 4.2 and TLP
4.21).

i An elementary proposition is made up exclusively of simple names (7LP 4.22 and
TLP 4.24). These simple names designate the simple objects which combine to
produce the state of affairs represented by the elementary proposition (7LP 3.203
and TLP 2.03).

i~ States of affairs are made up exclusively of simple objects (TLP 2.03). "

v Elementary propositions must be independent of Aeach other: the truth-value of
an elementary proposition cannot determine the truth-value of another elementary

proposition (7LP2.0211). Hence, the logical product of two elementary propositions

? This idea will be explored in more detail at the end of Parts [II and IV.

® Wittgenstein tells us that: ‘In a state of affairs objects fit into one another like the links in a chain.’ (TLP 2.03). Just like a chain is
made up exclusively of links (i.e. there is nothing other than these links holding the chain together), so a state of affairs is made
up exclusively of simple objects. This view will be examined in more detail in Part II1.

13



will never be a tautology or a contradiction. It will be bivalent and bipolar (TLP

6.3751)."

Non-elementary propositions differ from elementary ones in two key respects:

i  Non-elementary propositions need not be logically independent of each other
(TLP 6.3751).

i Any ordinary names that are mentioned in non-elementary propositions stand for
complexes and are not therefore simple, Tractarian names. Names for complexes
can be analysed into further propositions (TLP 2.0201).” Wittgenstein indicates
his agreement with Russell’s Theory of Descriptions, in that he argues that a
proposition which includes the name for a non-obtaining complex does not lack

sense but is just false (TLP 3.24).

Bivalence and bipolarity

All propositions must be bivalent and bipolar: they must all have a determinate truth-value and
they must both be capable of being true and be capable of being false. Both of these constraints
are the consequence of the fact that, according to Wittgenstein, expressions must represent

possible states of the world in order to be genuine propositions.

Propositions must be bivalent in that the possible states of the world they represent may, by
definition, either obtain or fail to obtain. According to the Tractatus, a possible state of the world
either determinately obtains, or determinately fails to obtain. For propositions to be capable of
reflecting this feature of possible states of the world, they need to have a determinate truth-value.
The fact that propositions represent possible states of the world also entails that they must be
bipolar. Propositions must both be capable of being true and be capable of being false, for,
otherwise, they would be unable to reflect the fact that possible states of the world are both
capable of obtaining and capable of failing to obtain. In a nutshell, if propositions weren’t both
bivalent and bipolar, they would be incapable of genuinely representing possible states of the

world, and would thus fail to have a sense.

" Wittgenstein’s account of tautologies and contradictions will be examined in more detail in Part VI,
% This view will be examined in more detail in Part V.

14



2.2

2.3

The logical independence of elementary propositions

This helps to clarify an issue which has hitherto remained obscure in the literature: why does
Wittgenstein impose such a stringent requirement on elementary propositions? Why does he
argue that elementary propositions must be logically independent of each other (7LP 4.211 and
TLP 6.3751)?

If the truth-value of one elementary proposition could determine the truth-value of another, then
the logical product and the negation of these propositions would produce either a tautology or a
contradiction. Consider the example of the propositions ‘p is red all over at time ¢" and ‘p is green
all over at time #', which are not elementary propositions since they are not logically independent
of each other (cf. TLP 6.3751): if ‘p is red all over at time #' is true then ‘p is green all over at time
¢’ must be false, and then ‘p is red all over at time ¢ and p is green all over at time ¢’ is a logical

contradiction.

If elementary propositions were logically dependent on each other, the non-elementary
propositions produced by applying logical operations to them would be neither bivalent nor
bipolar. They could not therefore be said to represent possible situations of the world, and would
not be genuine propositions. Thus, if non-elementary propositions are to be the result of applying
logical operations to elementary ones, it has to be the case that elementary propositions are

logically independent of each other.

Representing arrangements and correlated elements

Although we cannot at this stage put forward an account of Wittgenstein’s Picture Theory, it is
useful to introduce the idea that, according to Wittgenstein, both propositions and thoughts are

pictures of the world (7LP 4.01, TLP 3) and that pictures are such that:

i The determinate arrangement of the elements of a picture represents the
determinate arrangement of elements that constitute the depicted possible state
of the world. (TZP 2.15)

i The elements of a picture are correlated with the elements that constitute the

represented state of the world (TLP 2.13 together with 7LP 2.131 and TLP 2.1514).

15



3.1

3.2

Simple objects

Wittgenstein’s argument for simples aims to show that, for language to be possible, and given the
constraints we have just outlined, simple objects must be the ultimate constituents of all possible
worlds. I will begin by clarifying Wittgenstein’s notions of the possible and will then put forward

an account of Wittgenstein’s argument for simples.

Wittgenstein'’s notion of the possible

The notion of the possible is key to understanding Wittgenstein’s argument for simple objects,
and is closely connected to his views of logic, which, he claims, ‘deals with every possibility’ (TP
2.0121). According to Wittgenstein, a possible world is any world that can be pictured, any world
that can be represented in thought or language. The logical — the logically possible ~ is that
which can be pictured in thought and language (see TLP 3.001, TLP 3.02, TLP 3.03, TLP 3.032, and
TLP 5.61)." In turn, in this context, to say that a simple object belongs to a possible world is just
to say that it is one of its ultimate constituents. Wittgenstein argues, however, that this should not
be taken to mean that the object exists in that possible world. This view will be examined at the

end of this Part.

Wittgenstein's argument for simples

Wittgenstein argues that objects are simple in that they cannot be analysed into other objects."
In other words, Tractarian objects are not themselves concatenations of other objects. His argument
for the necessity of such objects states that, without them, senseful language would not be
possible. Since senseful language is possible, the ultimate constituents of the world must be
simples. This is therefore an a priori argument which does not rely on our being acquainted with
any particular instances of simples. In fact, it is a variety of ontological argument which turns on
the definition of the proposition: all propositions must, in order to be senseful, represent possible

states of the world (states of affairs in the case of elementary propositions and possible situations

The view that the 7LP 2.0s (where Wittgenstein advances his argument for simples, and on which we will be focusing below) are
concerned with possible worlds, understood in this way, is shown by the fact that TLP 2.022 refers to ‘an imagined world’
(literally: a world that is thought about and which can therefore be represented by means of thinking).

" See Hintikka and Hintikka (1986) pp. 39 — 41.
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3.2.1

of the world in the case of non-elementary ones).

States of affairs are necessarily possible; objects are necessary

The argument begins with the idea that, for a state of affairs to be possible, it must be necessarily
possible, that is possible in all possible worlds. As we will see below, Wittgenstein believes that a
state of affairs is necessarily possible when the fact (in a non-Tractarian sense) that it is possible
does not depend on what is the case (i.e. on the existence or obtaining of some state of the
world). In contrast, a state of affairs is contingently or ‘merely’ possible if its possibility does

depend on what is the case.

Note indeed that, for a state of affairs to be possible, it must both be capable of obtaining and be
capable of failing to obtain. If a state of affairs isn’t capable of obtaining, it will fail to obtain in all
possible worlds. Conversely, if it isn’t capable of failing to obtain, it will obtain in all possible
worlds. Hence, a state of affairs which isn’t both capable of obtaining and capable of failing to
obtain, will either obtain in all possible worlds or fail to obtain in all possible worlds. Conversely,
a state of affairs which i both capable of obtaining and capable of failing to obtain, will neither
obtain in all possible worlds nor fail to obtain in all possible worlds. So, the state of affairs will be
possible in all possible worlds: if a state of affairs is possible, then it automatically is necessarily

possible.

In turn, states of affairs are combinations of objects (7LP 2.01). It therefore follows that, in order
for states of affairs to be possible in all possible worlds, the objects that make them up must be
the ultimate constituents of all possible worlds. It is in this sense that we can speak of objects

being necessary, or of their belonging to all possible worlds.

That Wittgenstein holds states of affairs to be necessarily possible and objects to be necessary
emerges in the TLP 2.0s. In the context of talking about the possible occurrence of objects in
states of affairs, TLP 2.012 and TLP 2.0121 assert respectively that ‘in logic nothing is accidental’
and that ‘nothing in the province of logic can be merely possible’. It would seem to follow
immediately from this that a state of affairs (i.e. a possible combination of objects) is necessarily,
and not ‘merely’ (i.e. contingently), possible: if a state of affairs is possible, it will be possible

independently of any matters of fact. The following entries further reinforce this idea:
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A state of affairs (a state of things) is a combination of objects (things). (7TLP 2.02)

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

Objects make up the substance of the world. (TLP 2.021)

It is obvious that an imagined world, however different it may be from the real one,
must have something — a form — in common with it. (7LP2.022)

Objects are just what constitute this unalterable form. (7LP 2.023)

Substance is what subsists independently of what is the case. (TLP 2.024)

There must be objects if the world is to have an unalterable form. (TLP 2.026)
Objects, the unalterable, and the subsistent are one and the same thing. (TLP 2.027)

Objects are what is unallterable and subsistent; their configuration is what is changing
and unstable. (TZP 2.0271)

The configuration of objects produces states of affairs. (TLP 2.0272)

TLP 2.022 asserts that there must be ‘something’ — a ‘form’ — which is common to all possible
worlds, whether these worlds are imagined or real (where by ‘real world’ we mean the world of
obtaining facts). This form, which is shared by all possible worlds, is made up of objects (TLP
2.023). But ‘it is essential to things [i.e. to objects — TLP 2.02] that they should be possible
constituents of states of affairs’ (7LP 2.011). Indeed, ‘the configuration of objects produces states
of affairs’ (TLP 2.0272). This indicates that Wittgenstein holds states of affairs (the product of the
combination of objects) to be possible in all possible worlds: states of affairs are or constitute the

unalterable form shared by all possible worlds. ®

Form is the possibility of structure. (7ZP 2.033)
The structure of a fact consists of the structures of states of affairs. (7LP 2.034)
The totality of existing states of affairs is the world. (TLP 2.04)

The totality of existing states of affairs also determines which states of affairs do not
exist. (7LP 2.05)

The view that objects are necessary is further reinforced by TLP 2.027 and TLP 2.024: TLP 2.027
tells us that objects and ‘the subsistent’ (i.e. substance) are one and the same thing; in turn, TLP
2.024 tells us ‘substance is what subsists independently of what is the case’. This suggests that
objects are independent of what is the case: they subsist independently of any matters of fact,
which allows them to be necessary in the sense of being the constituents of all possible worlds,

regardless of any facts.

We will explore the notion of form in more detail in Parts IV and V. For the time being, let us just assume that ‘form’ can be used
in place of or coincides with ‘the totality of states of affairs’.
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3.2.2

Finally, it is worth noting that, if states of affairs are necessarily possible, then so will be the
possible situations of the world (i.e. the non-elementary possible facts) which result from the
existence and non-existence of various states of affairs (cf. TLP 2.06). Hence, according to
Wittgenstein, all possible states of the world (whether they are states of affairs or more complex

possible situations of the world) are necessarily possible.

If the world had no substance...

Having established that objects are the ultimate constituents of all possible worlds, and that states
of the world are possible in all possible worlds, the argument examines what would happen if

there were no simple objects.

Objects are simple. (7LP 2.02)

Objects make up the substance of the world. That is why they cannot be composite.
(TLP 2.021)

If the world had no substance, then whether a proposition had sense would depend
on whether another proposition was true. (TLP 2.0211)

In that case we could not sketch any picture of the world (true or false). (TLP 2.0212)

According to Wittgenstein’s numbering system, TZP 2.0211 is a comment on TLP 2.021." The
notion of substance therefore aims to capture the notion of what is simple. Objects make up the
substance of the world, and it is because of this, according to Wittgenstein, that they cannot be
composite: if they were composite, they would not make up the substance of the world, and the
world would have no substance. TLP 2.0211 is therefore best (and is generally) understood as
saying that, if there were no simple objects (i.. ‘if there world had no substance’), then ‘whether
a proposition had sense would depend on whether another proposition was true’.” And, ‘in that
case we could not sketch any picture of the world (true or false)’ (TLP 2.0212). Note that it would
have been misleading of Wittgenstein to write in TLP 2.0211 ‘If the substance of the world were
complex, then...". For the substance of the world is made up of many simple objects, and cannot,
therefore, be said to be simple: the notion of substance is the notion of what is simple in that
substance, that which ‘subsists independently of what is the case’ (TLP 2.024), is made up of

simples. We will return to this issue below.

5 See again Wittgenstein’s footnote to 7LP 1.
v

For this interpretation of 7P 2.0211, see for instance Pears (1987) pp. 70 — 72 and Kenny (1973) pp. 77 - 80.
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According to Kenny and Carruthers, the jump from 7LP 2.021, through TLP 2.0211, to TLP 2.0212
is explained in the following way:™ a word (‘c’) can make a contribution to the sense of a
proposition ‘P’ only if it stands for something which exists. If there were no simples, ¢ would be a
complex object. Complexes, by their very nature, may obtain or fail to obtain in reality. Since ‘c’
can only make a contribution to the sense of a proposition ‘P’ if the ¢ exists, the sense of ‘P’ will
depend on the obtaining of this complex. The sense of ‘P’ would therefore depend on the truth
of the propositions describing ¢ (TLP 2.0211). However, if there were no simples, the sense of
these propositions would also depend on the obtaining of further complexes, and thus on further
propositions being true, and this would continue ad infinitum. In such a case, determinate

sense, and thus sense itself, would be impossible (7LP 2.0212).

One first, possible objection to this interpretation consists in saying that Wittgenstein’s argument
cannot rely on the view that the name for a complex object can only contribute to the sense of a
proposition if the named complex exists. For Wittgenstein tells us that a proposition which
contains a name designating a complex object which does not exist is not senseless but simply

false:

A proposition that mentions a complex will not be nonsensical, if the complex does
not exist, but simply false. (TLP 3.24)

It might, however, be possible to counter this objection by arguing that, according to Wittgenstein,
it is only because there are simple objects that names designating non-existing complexes can
contribute to the sense of propositions: 2 name designating a non-existing complex object can
contribute to the sense of a proposition only because it is ultimately analysable into Tractarian
names designating simples.” Hence, if there were no simple objects, complex ones would have

to exist for senseful language to be possible.

Be this as it may, it is worth noting that this interpretation also relies on the view that it would be
unacceptable, according to the Tractatus, for analysis to continue ad infinitum ® And this poses

a further problem, since it is highly unclear that Wittgenstein regards infinite analysis as being

See Kenny (1973) pp. 77 — 80 and Carruthers (1990) pp. 102 — 106.
See Kenny (1973), pp. 78 — 80.

The issue of infinite regress is also mentioned by Pears, when trying to elucidate Wittgenstein’s jump from 7LP 2.0211 to TLP
2.0212. See Pears (1987), p. 126.
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problematic in this way:

Even if the world is infinitely complex, so that every fact consists of infinitely many
states of affairs and every state of affairs is composed of infinitely many objects, there
would still have to be objects and states of affairs. (7LP 4.2211)

Because of these difficulties, it is worth considering a different explanation of the jump from TLP
2.021, through TP 2.0211, to TLP 2.0212. This explanation avoids referring to the notion of
infinite analysis and takes into account the views that states of affairs must be necessarily possible
and that the objects that make them up must be the constituents of all possible worlds. I am not
maintaining that this is necessarily the line of thought underlying Wittgenstein’s remarks in the
Tractatus; however, this line of interpretation throws significant light on some of the most

obscure aspects of Wittgenstein's argument for simples, and is therefore worth considering.

The assertion that ‘whether a proposition had sense would depend on whether another proposition
was true’ (TLP 2.0211) is precisely the claim that whether a proposition represented a possible
state (i.e. whether a proposition had sense) would depend on what happened to be the case (i.e.
on whether some proposition was true). But this is tantamount to saying that whether a putative
state was a possible state would be a contingent matter: the possibility of this state would depend
on what is the case. The question, then, is why, if objects are not simple, possible states of affairs
would not be — as they must be ~ possible in all possible worlds. The answer is as follows. If
objects are not simple, the constituents of states of affairs would be complex. But a possible state
of affairs must be possible in all possible worlds. This would be the case if the complex constituents
of a state of affairs existed in all possible worlds. But a complex exists only if its constituents exist
and are related in such a way as to compose the complex.” And there is no necessity that they
will be so related in every possible world. Furthermore, if there are no simples, there is no
necessity that these constituents will exist in all possible worlds, for they are themselves complex.
Hence, for any given complex there will be a possible world in which it does not exist, neither do
its (complex) constituents, neither do their constituents, and so on. But if none of the constituents
of the complex, at any level, exist in that world, it would seem that there is nothing that guarantees
the possibility of the complex in that world. And this is to say that there is no guarantee of its
possibility no matter what is the case. Hence, if there were no simples, states of affairs would not

be possible in all possible worlds. States of affairs would be merely contingently possible: whether

Cf. TLP 2.0201. ‘The proposition that describes the complex completely' of 7LP 2.0201 is the proposition that is equivalent to
saying that the complex exists (see NB, Appendix 1, ‘Notes on Logic’, p. 93.).
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4.1

or not a state of affairs was possible would depend on whether a certain set of complex objects
obtained or existed. This can be put differently by saying that, if there were no simples, an
elementary proposition describing a state of affairs would only have a sense if certain other
propositions (i.e. those describing the complex constituents of the represented state of affairs, or
those describing the complex constituents of these complex constituents, etc.) were true — that
is, if the complexes mentioned in the elementary proposition (or their complex constituents,
etc.) existed (7LP 2.0211). And this would render language impossible: if there were no simples,
propositions would not represent states of the world which are necessarily possible. States of the
world would not be possible in all possible worlds if objects were complex. There would thus be
no senseful — bivalent and bipolar — propositions (‘true or false’ — TLP 2.0212). Perhaps something

like this argument is what Wittgenstein had in mind when he wrote, in Philosophical Remarks :

What I once called ‘objects’, simples, were simply what I could refer to without
running the risk of their possible non-existence; i.e. that for which there is neither
existence nor non-existenge, and that means: what we can speak about no matter
what is the case. (PR §36)

Conclusions

Simple, unaiterable and subsistent: necessary objects

Regardless of the exegetical validity of this interpretation of Wittgenstein’s argument for simples,
my discussion shows that simple objects must be necessary, in the sense of being the ultimate
constituents of all possible worlds. If they weren't, the states of affairs they produce by combining
with each other would not be possible in all possible worlds and there could be no senseful
language. It isn’t therefore the case, as the Hintikkas have argued, that simple objects are ‘unalterable’
and ‘subsistent’ only in the sense that they must persist from one state of affairs to another,
where this isn't taken to entail that they must belong to all possible worlds.? Simple objects are
‘unalterable’ and ‘subsistent’ in the sense that they are necessary: they are the ultimate constituents
of all possible worlds at all possible times. The view advanced by the Hintikkas results from a

failure to take into account that states of affairs must be necessarily possible.

CLPI§39.

See Hintikka and Hintikka (1986) pp. 48 — 49, 55 — 56. The Hintikkas have to interpret the unalterability and subsistence of
objects in this way, because they wish to argue that Tractarian objects are sense-data. As we will see in Part III, however, this
understanding of Tractarian objects is misguided.
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4.2

Objects are necessary (i.e. belong to all possible worlds) in that they are the ultimate constituents
of all possible worlds. It is crucial to establish this, since this will have a significant impact on later
parts of this thesis. The claim that objects belong to all possible worlds in his sense does not
mean, however, that objects can be said to exist necessarily.” For Wittgenstein speaks of
‘existence’ only in relation to states of the world, never in relation to simples: simple objects
subsist; states of the world may or may not exist (TLP 2.0271, TLP 2 and TLP 2.06).” In Tractarian
terminology, to say that something exists is to say that a possible state of the world obtains. As
McGuinness argues, it is Wittgenstein’s view that only that which could fail to exist (a state of
affairs, a possible situation of the world, etc.), can also be said to exist.” In contrast, simple
objects must be said to subsist, not to exist, since they ‘make up the substance of the world’ (TLP
2.021). To say that something exists is to say that something obtains or is the case (cf. TLP 2),
and, since ‘substance is what subsists independently of what is the case’ (TLP 2.024), simple

objects cannot be said to exist. PR §36 (quoted above) again corroborates this view.

Simple objects: a prerequisite for determinate sense

Simple objects are a prerequisite for both sense and the determinacy of sense. If all objects were
complex, senseful (i.e. bivalent and bipolar) propositions would be impossible, because states of
the world would not be necessarily possible. Similarly, meaningful simple signs would be impossible
if they didn’t designate simple, unalterable, and necessary objects. And this, according to

Wittgenstein, would render sense indeterminate:

The requirement that simple signs be possible is the requirement that sense be
determinate. (TLP3.23)

We will explore the issue of the determinacy of sense in more detail in Part V.
Tractarian objects therefore constitute the foundation of linguistic reference and representation
in the Tractatus:

The possibility of propositions is based on the principle that objects have signs as
their representatives. (TLP 4.0312)

Both Pears and McGuinness make this point. See Pears (1987) p 108 and McGuinness (1981) p. 62.

This is important, because it shows that Wittgenstein's argument for simples does not involve deriving a claim as to what ‘exists’
from a tautology (i.e. the a priori true, definitional statement, ‘States of affairs are possible”). The significance of this point will
emerge when we examine Wittgenstein's discussion of solipsism in Part VII.

% See McGuinness (1981) p. 62.
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Part lll: Objects as the ultimate constituents of reality

1

2.1

Infroduction

Part II has shown that Tractarian objects are simple, in that they cannot decompose into other,
even simpler objects, and that they are necessary in that they are the ultimate constituents of all
possible worlds. A possible world (whether imagined or real) is one which can be represented in
thought and language. The aim of Part III is to establish that Tractarian objects are able to
produce, by combining exclusively with each other, the ‘real world’ — that is, the world as it is
given to us in experience: ordinary reality. We won'’t, at this stage, discuss in any detail this notion
of ‘given to us in experience’ — this will be done in Parts IV, VI, VII and VIII. Suffice it to say, for
the time being, that the world as it is given to us in experience is the world we ordinarily perceive
through our senses (a world characterised by time, space and material properties, according to

Wittgenstein) and that this world can be represented in thought and language.”

Ishiguro, McGuinness and Sullivan argue that Tractarian objects are purely formal. One of the
consequences of their view is that objects are unable to form, by combining exclusively with each
other, the world as it is given to us in experience. We will begin by giving an account of their

interpretation, and will then put forward reasons for rejecting it.
Ishiguro, McGuinness and Sullivan
Purely formal objects

Ishiguro and McGuinness argue that to know the meaning of a simple name is to know the way
in which the name is used in senseful propositions.” Simple names do not have a reference
which is distinct from their use: to know the reference of a name is just to know its use, or, more

specifically, the set of criteria that govern its correct use.” In other words, although Tractarian

In TLP 5.634, Wittgenstein illustrates the notion of ‘experience’ by referring both to sensory perception (‘Whatever we see’) and
to representation (‘Whatever we can describe at all'). That reality is a world which can be represented in this way isn’t surprising,
since reality is that possible world which obtains, and a world is possible when it can be represented in thought and language.

B See Ishiguro (1969) p. 28, and McGuinness (1981) p. 70.
2 See Ishiguro (1969) pp. 20, 25, 26 and McGuinness (1981) p. 67.



objects are the references of simple names, this doesn’t mean that objects are anything other
than the correct use of these names. The reference of a simple name is reducible to its correct
use, to the use the name has in senseful propositions. The meaning of simple names is thus

entirely exhausted by their correct uses.

In order to illustrate the difference between saying that a name has a reference which is distinct
from its use, and saying that the use and reference of a name are not distinct, let us use the word
‘red’ as an example. Although ‘red’ is obviously not a simple name, since it doesn’t meet the
logical independence constraint, it serves to clarify this point.” The ordinary name ‘red’ can be
used correctly or incorrectly. It is, for instance, used correctly in the proposition ‘This particular
is red at this time’ in that this is a senseful proposition. In contrast, it is used incorrectly in the
statement ‘This particular is red and green all over at this time’ since this statement yields a
conceptual contradiction: according to Wittgenstein, it is @ priori false and is not therefore a
bivalent and bipolar proposition. Ishiguro and McGuinness argue that the word ‘red’ is not a
simple name, not just because it doesn’t meet the logical independence constraint, but, most
importantly, because it has a reference which is separate from its use. ‘Red’ and ‘green’ indeed
have the same use, according to this definition of the use of a name: the criteria for their correct
use are identical. Both can combine with the name for a particular and the name for a point in
time to produce propositions such as ‘This particular is red at this time’ and ‘This particular is
green at this time’, but neither can combine with the name for another colour (say ‘blue’), the
name for a particular and the name for a point in time to produce propositions such as ‘This
particular is both red and blue all over at the same time’ or ‘This particular is both green and blue
all over at the same time’. Whilst the former propositions are senseful, the latter yield conceptual
contradictions: again, according to Wittgenstein, they are a priori false, and aren'’t, therefore,
genuine propositions. Hence, the criteria for the correct use of ‘red’ and ‘green’, the formal
possibilities that delimit their correct application, are identical. In spite of this, saying that something
is red is different from saying that it is green. In other words, that which renders the proposition
‘This particular is red at this time’ true differs from that which renders the proposition ‘This
particular is green at this time’ true. ‘Redness’ and ‘greenness’ have a reference which is distinct
from their use. The nature of the complex objects (i.e. the nature of the properties of redness

and greenness) to which these names refer therefore involves more than just the correct use of

If it is true that ‘This particular is red all over at a particular time’ then it will be necessarily false that ‘This (i.e. the same)
particular is green all over at this (i.e. the same) time’. For ‘This particular is red and green all over at the same time’ is a
conceptual contradiction (7LP 6.3751).
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the names. Redness and greenness are not purely formal objects, they possess a content which is
distinct from their form. It is primarily because of this, according to this account of Wittgenstein,
that redness and greenness cannot be said to be simple objects, and that ‘red’ and ‘green’ cannot

be said to be simple names.

On the face of it, using the expressions ‘form’ and ‘content’ to refer to objects is somewhat
unorthodox. It is useful to adopt them, however, since Ishiguro and McGuinness speak of the
form of objects, and since Wittgenstein himself uses this term when speaking of objects (e.g. TLP
2.0141). Let us therefore take it that those objects which have a distinct content and form differ
from purely formal ones in the following way: the former are such that it is possible for the
names designating these objects to have the same use (i.e. the same criteria for their correct use)
and thus be capable of occupying the same position in a proposition (e.g. ‘This particular is red at
this time’ and “This particular is green at this time’), and nevertheless be such that the truth-value
of the resulting propositions may be altered if one name is used rather than the other. (In the
case of ‘red’ and ‘green’, it will necessarily be altered, since these names do not meet the logical
independence constraint.) This never takes place in the case of propositions making use of
names for purely formal objects, since the nature of these objects is entirely exhausted by the
criteria for the correct use of the simple names that designate them: if two simple names have
the same criteria for their correct use, then whether one name or the other is used in a given

proposition will not affect the truth-value of this proposition.

According to Ishiguro an McGuinness, all elementary propositions are made out of names
designating purely formal objects, and will thus be as described above.” In fact, if two simple
signs are given the same criteria for their correct use, they will constitute the same Tractarian

name.” It is pointless and misleading to give two signs the same use.

Occam’s maxim is, of course, not an arbitrary rule, nor one that is justified by its
success in practice: its point is that unnecessary units in a sign-language mean
nothing.

Signs that serve one purpose are logically equivalent, and signs that serve none
are logically meaningless. (TLP 5.47321)

(In Ishiguro’s translation this reads: ‘Occam’s maxim [...] its point is that
unnecessary units in a sign language do not refer to anything. Signs that have one
purpose are l%gically equivalent, and signs that serve none have, logically speaking,
no reference.”)

3 See Ishiguro (1969) p. 34, and McGuinness (1981) p. 65.
* See Ishiguro (1969) pp. 30 — 31 and McGuinness (1981) p. 65.
3 See Ishiguro (1969) p. 30.
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If a sign is useless, it is meaningless. (7LP 3.328)
(In Ishiguro’s translation this reads: ‘If a sign is without use, it is without
reference. ]

Ishiguro justifies her translation of these entries by pointing out that unless we carefully translate
‘Bedeutung’ by reference and ‘Sinn’ by meaning, it becomes impossible to make sense of TLP
3.3311, TLP 4.126, and TLP 5.02.% In this, she may well be correct. I will therefore be using her
translation of these entries throughout this thesis, although I will also present the translation put

forward by Pears and McGuinness in the 1974 version of the Tractatus *

Tractarian simple names are thus like the ‘dummy names’ of geometry: when we say in geometry
‘Let a be the centre of a circle’, the meaning of ‘4’ is entirely exhausted by the geometrical rules
that apply to the centre of circles.” ‘@’ is that name which is correctly used in the proposition ‘a
is equidistant from all the points on the circle’, but which is incorrectly used, given the rules of
geometry, in the statement ‘a is a point o the circle’. Since the meaning of ‘a’ is exhausted by
these rules, it doesn’t make sense to ask, for instance, ‘But is point 4 red or green?’ or ‘But is
point @ phenomenal or material?’. For a is purely formal, and its nature is exhausted by the
geometrical rules for the correct use of ‘a’. To ask whether a is red, or material, or a particular is
to ask the wrong question: it is to ask a question which cannot apply to a since these properties
(being red , being material, being a particular, etc.) are divorced from the geometrical properties

that constitute a.

Ishiguro and McGuinness put forward the following argument for their view: Tractarian names
are simple signs which must remain meaningful whatever is the case in the reality that we
experience in our everyday lives. Hence, the simple objects these names designate must persist
whatever is the case in reality.® Tractarian objects cannot, because of this, be the type of things
that can be said to have material properties: they cannot be said to be coloured, solid, moving,
etc.” It makes no sense to try to ascertain whether they are properties or particulars, or whether

they are phenomenal or material.® The nature of these simples must be exhausted by the

¥ See Ishiguro (1969) p. 30.
% See Ishiguro (1969) p. 23, ff. 2.

®

See Wittgenstein, L. (1974), Tractatus Logico-Philosopbicus, transl. D. F. Pears and B. F. McGuinness. London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul.

T See Ishiguro (1969) p. 45.

]

&

This idea is explicitly put forward by McGuinness, although it is clearly also part of Ishiguro’s argument. See McGuinness (1981)
p.64.

See Ishiguro (1969) pp. 26 —27.
See Ishiguro (1969) p. 47.
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possible (i.e. the correct) use of the names that designate them. Hence to say that they ‘exist’ can

only be to say that:

there are instantiations of irreducible properties which for Wittgenstein are different
from any material properties. (In understanding, for example, that there is an
instantiation of the property red, we also understand that there could here be
instantiations of the property being square, being hard, and so on.).”

The bracketed passage of this citation is extremely important, for it captures most clearly the idea
that Tractarian objects are purely formal: a Tractarian object is not, for instance, an irreducible
material property meeting the logical independence constraint. Rather, it is the form of all possible
properties, the fact that all names for properties are used in the same way in propositions: all
properties play the same role, namely that of being instantiated at particulars. It is this role, this
use that all names for properties have, which constitutes, in this interpretation, the Tractarian
object, and thus the meaning of a simple name. This idea emerges, in a different context, in

Sullivan’s article. In this passage he is commenting on Wittgenstein’s remark that:
If objects are given, then at the same time we are given all objects. (TLP 5.524)

Sullivan argues that this could never be the case if objects were objects of perceptual acquaintance.
For there is no reason why being acquainted with one object would entail that we are acquainted

with all others. Rather, Wittgenstein must mean here that:

insofar as I know any object, I haze the notion of an object, and to have that notion és
to be able to think of all objects.

This is the very heart of the notion of a purely formal object: Tractarian objects are not instances
of simple particulars or properties meeting the logical independence constraint. It is the role that
all particulars have (e.g. their capacity to have properties ascribed to them), the way in which all
names for such particulars are used in propositions, which is a Tractarian object. In turn, the way
in which all names for properties are used in propositions makes up a different Tractarian object,
since it involves a different set of criteria for the correct use of names (i.e. all properties play the
role of being ascribed to particulars). Tractarian objects are thus purely formal, content-less, they
are logical notions whose nature is restricted to the correct use of names in propositions. Conversely,
simple names do not have a reference which is distinct from their correct use. McGuinness

explains that, according to Wittgenstein, simple names do not:

" See Ishiguro (1969) p. 48
2 See Sullivan (1996) p. 207.
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have both a reference and a sense. He [Wittgenstein] does indeed think that the use
of a name without a reference results in saying nothing whatsoever.

Note that McGuinness uses the term ‘sense’ to refer to the criteria for the correct use of a
name.” For the sake of clarity, I have chosen to follow Ishiguro’s example here, and to speak of
the use (rather than of the sense) and reference of names, since in Wittgenstein’s terminology,

only propositions have a ‘sense’; names only have a meaning (7LP 3.3).

One consequence of this view is that simple objects cannot be regarded as the ultimate constituents
of ordinary reality. For, of course, ordinary reality, the reality we experience in our everyday lives,
is made of colour, solidity, movement, tables, bodies, etc. These are not, however, ‘purely formal
objects’. As we saw above, the word ‘red’ has a reference which is distinct from its use, and the
same is true of the words ‘solid’, ‘moving’, ‘table’, ‘body’, etc. Since colour, solidity, movement,
tables , bodies, etc. possess both a content and a form, and since Tractarian objects are, according
to this view, purely formal, the former could never have been ‘built’ out of the latter. This idea is

put forward by Sullivan, when commenting on TLP 5.5561:
Empirical reality is limited by the totality of objects. (TLP 5.5561)

According to Sullivan, empirical reality cannot be bounded by the totality of objects in the sense
of being ‘cobbled together’ out of these objects.® The idea must be, rather, that empirical,
ordinary reality is bounded by the totality of objects in that there wouldn’t be an empirical reality
if properties didn’t have the role of being ascribed to particulars, if particulars didn’t have the
capacity to have properties ascribed to them, etc. It is this formal role that all properties, all
particulars, etc. have which limits reality, rather than particular instances of simple properties or

particulars meeting the logical independence constraint.

Assessing the view that objects are purely formal

The account of Tractarian objects advanced by Ishiguro, McGuinness and Sullivan is highly intricate,
and great care needs to be taken in evaluating it. In spite of the prevalent feeling that something
about it is unsound, it has proven extremely difficult to subvert. Until now, the understanding has

been that no conclusive evidence could be found, within the Tractatus, against this interpretation:

® See McGuinness (1981) p. 67.
" See McGuinness (1981) p. 67.
% See Sullivan (1996) p. 205.

29



3.1

the best one could do was look for evidence against it elsewhere (in the Notebooks , in Wittgenstein’s
later writings, etc.).® however, such an approach inevitably opens itself to the objection that the
views advanced by Wittgenstein in these other texts may not have coincided with those of the
Tractatus . In what follows, I propose to show that there is, in fact, sufficient evidence within the
Tractatus to undermine the view that Tractarian objects are purely formal. As we will see, simples
are meant to produce, by combining exclusively with each other, reality; that is, the world as it is

given to us in experience.

Substance is form and content

There is strong textual evidence, within the Tractatus, against the view that simple objects are
purely formal. In order not to beg the question, let us again, for the time being, keep an open
mind as to what Wittgenstein might mean by ‘world’ in the remarks we are about to examine. In
other words, let us, until conclusive evidence is found to the contrary, assume that by ‘world’
Wittgenstein may not mean the kind of world we experience in our everyday lives, a world made

out of particulars and material properties (such as redness, solidity, etc.).

The possibility of its occurring in states of affairs is the form of an object. (7LP
2.0141)

Objects make up the substance of the world. (TLP 2.021)

If two objects have the same logical form, the only distinction between them, apart
from their external properties, is that they are different. (7LP 2.0233)

By the ‘logical form’ of an object in 7LP 2.0233 , Wittgenstein must be referring to ‘the possibility
of its occurring in states of affairs’ (TLP 2.0141). After all, TLP 2.0233 and 7LP 2.0141 are only
separated by nine entries, and nowhere in these entries (or, indeed, anywhere else) does
Wittgenstein hint at a distinction between the ‘logical form’ and the ‘form’ of objects. It is also
clear that he is, in this section of the Tractatus, discussing the notion of simple, not ordinary,

complex, objects:
Objects are simple (TLP2.02)

Given all this, one possible way of interpreting TLP 2.0233 would be to say that, according to
Wittgenstein, two simple objects can have the same form (i.e. the same ‘possibility of [their]

occurring in states of affairs’ — TLP 2.0141) and yet be different objects. If that were the case, two

% See for instance Pears (1987) pp. 99 — 114.
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objects could play the same formal role in a state of affairs (e.g. the role of a property, the role of
a particular, etc.) and nevertheless be distinct from each other. Against such an interpretation it
could be argued that TLP 2.0233 together with TLP 2.02331 may, in fact, have been intended to

show the very absurdity of such a position.

Either a thing has properties that nothing else has, in which case we can immediately
use a description to distinguish it from the others and refer to it; or, on the other
hand, there are several things that have the whole set of their properties in common,
in which case it is quite impossible to indicate one of them.

For if there is nothing to distinguish a thing, I cannot distinguish it, since
otherwise it would be distinguished after all. (7LP 2.02331)

In other words, it could be objected that Wittgenstein is in these entries trying to show that it is
impossible for two objects to have the same form and yet be different: if two objects have the
same form, then they must be the same object.This objection isn’t convincing, however. For
Wittgenstein’s comments on generality, together with the logical independence constraint that

he imposes on elementary propositions, entail that this cannot be his view. ”

We can now talk about formal concepts |...]

When something falls under a formal concept as one of its objects, this cannot
be expressed by means of a proposition. Instead, it is shown in the very sign for this
object. (A name shows that it signifies an object [...}) (TLP 4.126)

The propositional variable signifies the formal concept, and its values signify the
objects that fall under the concept. (TLP 4.127)

Every variable is the sign for a formal concept.
For every variable represents a constant form that all its values posess. (TLP
4.1271)
Thus the variable name ‘%’ is the proper sign for the pseudo-concept object.
Wherever the word ‘object’ (‘thing’, etc) is correctly used, it is expressed in
conceptual notation by a variable name. (7LP 4.1272)
We can describe the world completely by means of fully generalised propositions, i.e.
without first correlating any name with a particular object.
Then, in order to arrive at our customary mode of expression, we simply need

to add, after an expression like “There is one and only one x such that...", the words,
‘and that xisa’. (TLP 5.526)

Fully generalised propositions are arrangements of variables: they are arrangements of signs
which are not genuine names (i.e. because they haven't yet been correlated to objects) but which
can be replaced by names for objects (e.g. ‘and that x is a@”) (TLP 5.526). The name for a
particular object can be used as a possible value for a given variable if the object falls under the
formal concept signified by that variable (7LP 4.127). One and the same variable can be replaced

by more than one value — that is, by more than one genuine name (7LP 4.1271). Clearly, there is

7 1am grateful to Jane Heal for suggesting this line of argumentation.
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no reason to suppose that this does not apply at the level of elementary propositions: indeed,
nowhere does Wittgenstein suggest that this should not be possible. Hence, it should be possible
for more than one simple name to replace one of the variables making up the fully generalised
form of an elementary proposition. But then, if two objects could not have the same form and
yet be different, this would mean that the logical independence constraint of elementary
propositions would fail to hold. For if two simple names can replace one and the same variable in
the fully generalised form of an elementary proposition, then these two names have to be
regarded as having the same use, and thus as designating objects possessing the same form. But
since two objects cannot, in this scenario, possess the same form and yet be different, the simple
names designating these two objects must in fact have the same meaning. All else being equal,
and ignoring the obvious difficulty that, according to Wittgenstein, two genuine Tractarian names
cannot designate the same object, the two elementary propositions thus produced would entail

each other and the logical independence constraint would not be satisfied.

TLP 2.0233 must therefore be taken to imply that two objects can have the same formal role —
that is, occupy the same logical place in a state of affairs (e.g. that of a property, that of a
particular, etc.) — and yet be different. But this can only take place if objects possess a distinct

form and content, which is precisely what Wittgenstein then goes on to say:

Objects make up the substance of the world. (TLP 2.021)
Objects, the unalterable, and the subsistent are one and the same. (7LP 2.027)
Substance is what subsists independently of what is the case (7LP 2.024)

Itis form and content. (TLP 2.025) [My italics.)

Since ‘objects [...] and the subsistent are one and the same’ (TLP 2.027), and since ‘objects make
up the substance of the world’ (7TLP 2.021), to say that substance ‘is form and content’, must
imply that Tractarian objects possess both form and content. It cannot therefore be that objects

are purely formal, as Ishiguro, McGuinness, and Sullivan hold.

Objects have both a form and a content, and these are not reducible to each other, since two
objects can have the same form and yet be different (7LP 2.0233). In spite of this, the form and
content of objects are not separable from each other, in that, if an object’s form and content
could be separated — i.e. if the object could ‘lose’ one of these two elements — it would no longer

be a genuine Tractarian object. After all, Tractarian objects are unalterable and necessary.
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Finally, it is worth noting that form on its own (or a ‘content-less object’) and content on its own
(or a ‘form-less object’) cannot therefore be regarded as genuine Tractarian objects. According to
Wittgenstein, for senseful language to be possible, Tractarian objects must be simple in the sense
that they must not be analysable into other, even simpler, objects. If, however, ‘pure forms’ (i.e.
‘content-less objects’) and ‘pure contents’ (i.e. ‘form-less objects’) were regarded as Tractarian
objects, there could be no genuine Tractarian objects possessing a distinct form and content. For
such ‘objects’ would no longer be simple: they would be analysable into other, even simpler,
objects. Hence, only those objects which possess a form and a content which are not reducible to
each other but which are nevertheless inseparable can be regarded as genuine Tractarian simples.
Only such objects can provide the meaning of simple names. We will return to the issue of what
is meant by the inseparability of form and content when we examine the question of a definite

direction of determination, in Part V.

Objects as the ultimate constituents of reality

In this section, I propose to show that Tractarian objects are regarded by Wittgenstein, not just as
possessing both a form and a content, but also as being the ultimate constituents of the ordinary
reality we experience in our everyday lives (i.e. a reality made of particulars and material properties

such as redness, solidity , etc.). Consider again the following entry:

The substance of the world can only determine a form, and not any material properties.
For it is only by means of propositions that material properties are represented —
only by the configuration of objects that they are produced. (72P 2.0231)

The first thing to note about this entry is that, when Wittgenstein says ‘the substance of the world
can only determine a form’ (my italics), he cannot mean by this that the substance of the world
(and thus the objects that constitute it — TLP 2.021) is only form. For this would be in direct
contradiction with TLP 2.0233 and TLP 2.025 which show that substance (i.e. objects) possesses a
form and a content which are not reducible to each other. We will shortly return to this sentence

of TLP 2.0231.

Before doing so, it is essential to note that, according to TLP 2.0231, material properties are
produced by the configuration of objects — that is, by states of affairs since:

The configuration of objects produces states of affairs. (7LP 2.0272)

But we also know that states of affairs are exclusively made up of objects:
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In a state of affairs objects fit into one another like the links of a chain. (7LP 2.03)

Just as a chain is exclusively made up of links (i.e. there is nothing other than these links holding
the chain together), so a state of affairs is exclusively made up of simple objects. This means that
Tractarian objects must be able to give rise, by combining exclusively with each other, to the
material properties which are a feature of ordinary reality. Indeed, Wittgenstein explicitly stated

this view, in later years, when he made the following comment on the Tractatus:

Think of Russell's notion of the ‘individual’, or my ‘objects’ and their ‘names’

(Tractatus); these objects were supposed 1o be the primary constituents of reality;

something about which one couldn't assert it exists or doesn’t exist. (Theaetetus).

[My italics.]
This goes again to show that Tractarian objects could never be purely formal. For the material
properties which are a feature of ordinary reality possess a form and a content which are not
reducible to each other (as was illustrated by the example of redness and greenness discussed on
p. 25). And only items which also have a distinct form and content could, by combining exclusively

with each other, produce other items possessing irreducible form and content.

Having clarified this, it is now possible to explain what Wittgenstein means when he says ‘the
substance of the world can only determine a form’ (TLP 2.0231) (my italics in the second
instance). For Tractarian objects (i.e. the substance of the world) can only guarantee that certain
arrangements are possible. They cannot guarantee that these arrangements will actually obtain

in reality.

A state of affairs (a state of things) is a combination of objects (things). (TLP 2.01)
Obijects contain the possibility of all situations. (TLP 2.014) [My italics.)

The existence and non-existence of states of affairs is reality. (TLP 2.06)

Possible states of the world (states of affairs and complex possible situations) are, as the argument
for simples shows, necessarily possible, and not therefore necessarily obtaining combinations of
objects. The fact that objects can combine to produce states of the world does not therefore
guarantee that these states will obtain (or ‘exist’, as Wittgenstein says) in reality. Similarly, the fact
that objects can combine to produce material properties does not guarantee that such properties

will actually be realised as facts in reality. (7LP 2.0231)

® See Wittgenstein, M5 115, p. 125. This section of Wittgenstein’s unpublished manuscript is quoted in Hilmy (1987) pp. 256 ~ 260,
ff. 228.
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Tractarian objects must nevertheless be capable of combining with each other to produce these
properties, and, in particular, according to Wittgenstein, they must be capable of producing the

properties of colouredness, spatiality, and temporality:

The possibility of its occurring in states of affairs is the form of an object. (TLP
2,0141)

Space, time, and colour (being coloured) are forms of objects. (TLP 2.0251)

Since the form of an object is the logical roles it can play in states of affairs, Wittgenstein’s claim
that space, time and the property of being coloured are ‘forms’ of objects (TLP 2.0251), means
that Tractarian objects must be capable of combining exclusively with each other in such a way
that the resulting concatenations will yield, whén they obtain as facts in reality, space, time and

colour properties.

As a result, when Wittgenstein says that:

The existence and non-existence of states of affairs is reality.

(We also call the existence of states of affairs a positive fact [i.e. the fact that
these states of affairs obtain], and their non existence a negative fact [i.e. the fact that
these states of affairs do not obtain].) (7LP 2.06)

he means that the totality of obtaining combinations of simple objects (and, by the same token,
the totality of non-obtaining combinations of simples) constitutes the reality we experience in
our everyday lives. Existing states of affairs are positive facts, non-existing states of affairs are
negative facts, and the two together constitute reality: indeed, our reality includes, for instance,
the positive fact that there are horses on earth and the negative fact that there are no unicorns on

earth. The upshot of this is that the remark
Empirical reality is limited by the totality of objects. (TLP 5.5561)

must be taken to mean that ordinary reality is restricted by the range of states of affairs that
objects can produce, and thus by the objects themselves. Ordinary reality is made up of facts (7LP
1.1), and, in particular, of the facts that certain material properties are instantiated in particular
places at particular times. Since objects are capable of producing these properties by combining
exclusively with each other, this entry must mean that objects are the ultimate constituents of
reality. Contrary to the view suggested by Sullivan, reality 45 ‘cobbled together’ out of Tractarian

objects, according to Wittgenstein.
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Since we have just mentioned the idea that reality is made up of facts, it is helpful to clarify at this

point what exactly Wittgenstein means by this:
The world is the totality of facts, not of things. (7LP 1.1) K

An example is useful to illustrate this point. Imagine that I wish to describe the room (i.e. the part
of reality) in which I currently find myself. At present, I am sitting on a chair and the computer is
on a desk in front of me. Giving the list of objects that are contained in this room (e.g. desk; me;
chair; computer), without saying what relationships hold between them, would fail to produce an
adequate description of this room.” For these objects could be the constituents of a different
possible world, for instance, a possible world where the laws of gravity don’t apply, and where all
of these objects (including myself) are floating near the ceiling. A list of unconnected objects
cannot help me distinguish between these two possible worlds, and cannot therefore be said to
describe either of them adequately. Particular states of the world are made of objects standing in
a determinate relation to each other, not of a list of unconnected objects. Hence, reality, the
possible world which actually obtains, must consist of facts — that is, of obtaining arrangements of

objects standing in a determinate relation to each other. It cannot consist of unconnected objects.

The world is the totality of facts, not of things. (TLP 1.1)
What is the case — a fact — is the existence of states of affairs. (TLP 2)

In a state of affairs objects stand in a determinate relation to one another. (TLP
2.031)

This, incidentally, helps to explain Wittgenstein’s claim that propositions are articulate.

A proposition is not a blend of words. — (Just as a theme of music is not a blend of
notes.)
A proposition is articulate. (TLP 3.141)

For, as noted above, something is only a proposition if it represents a possible state of the world.
Since possible states of the world are determinate arrangements of elements, propositions must
be able to reflect this: they cannot be lists of unconnected signs, they must be determinate
arrangemenis of these signs. Wittgenstein's view is that the essence of a fact is its being articulate,

which is why he can claim that propositional signs are facts:

A propositional sign is a fact. (TLP 3.14)

® Note again that we know, from TLP 2.01, that by ‘things’ Wittgenstein means here simple objects.

Clearly I am not trying to imply here that these are simple Tractarian objects. This does not matter, for the purpose of this
example, since all possible states of the world and facts are meant to be articulate, and not just states of affairs and elementary
facts.
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Only facts can express a sense, a set of names cannot. (7LP 3.142)

We will return to this issue when we examine Wittgenstein's Picture Theory of representation in

PartV.

Note finally that the counterpart to the view that reality is ultimately made up of Tractarian
objects is, of course, the view that ordinary language is ultimately made up of simple names. For
Wittgenstein is explicit on this issue: simple names concatenate to form elementary propositions
and all propositions result from applying logical operations to elementary ones.

All propositions are results of truth-operations on elementary propositions. (7P
5.3).
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