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Philosophy of logical atomism pdf

Bertrand Russell The following articles are lectures on a course of eight lectures in London in the first months of 1918. I haven't had a chance to know his views since August 1914, and I don't even know if he's alive or dead. He therefore has no responsibility for what he said in these lectures beyond that he originally supplied many of the theories contained in
them. - BR1 Lectures were first published in Monist, vols. 28, 29 (October 1918, Jan, April, July 1919), pp. 495-527, 33-63, 190-222, 345-80 respectively. About them, Russell wrote, in a March 23 1919 letter to his publisher Stanley Unwin: These are literally reports, recorded at the time by a short-handed writer, lectures I gave in Jan through March last year.
They were sent to America before I went to prison, and although I believe I kept the duplicate, I haven't seen them since. Lectures were held in a rented room at Dr William's library in Gordon Square, London, on Tuesday nights from 22-27 October. Predicate and Relations, ibid., 509-27 Lecture 3: Atomic and Molecular Proposals, ibid. 29 (January 1919), 32-
47 Lecture 4: Propositions and Facts with More Than One Verb, ibid., 47-63 Lecture 5: General Proposals and Existence, ibid. 29 (April 1919), 190-206 Lecture 6: Descriptions and Incomplete Symbols, ibid., 206-22 Lecture 7: Theory of Species and Symbolism: Teaching, ibid. 29 (July 1919), 345-64 Lecture 8: Excursus in Metaphysics: What There Is, ibid.,
364-80 * Bertrand Russell, Philosophy of Logical Atomism, Monist 28, 29 (October 1918, 495-527, 33-63, 190-222, 345-80 1 Introduction to Lecture 1: Facts and Propositions, Philosophy of Logical Atomism, in Monist 28 (October 1918), 495-509 2 Source: Collected works by Bertrand Russell, vol. 8, 157-9 First published Nov 22, 2004; content audit Thu Dec
14 , 2017 Although it has few followers today, logical atomism was once the leading movement of early twentieth century analytical philosophy. Different, albeit related, versions of the viewpoint were developed by Bertrand Russell and Ludwig Wittgenstein. Russell's logical atomism is mostly cited in his work Philosophy of Logical Atomism (Russell 1956),
Wittgenstein's in his 1921 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. The fundamental principles of Wittgenstein's logical atomism can be found as follows: (i) Each proposal has a unique definitive analysis that reveals that this is a truth-function of elementary proposals (Tractatus 3.25, 4.221, 4.51, 5); (ii) These elementary proposals confirm the existence of atomic
states (3.25, 4.21); (iii) The basic propositions are mutually independent – each of them may be true or regardless of the truth or falsification of others (4,211, 5,134); (iv) Elementary proposals are immediate combinations of semantically simple symbols or names (4,221); (v) The names refer to items completely devoid of complexity, so-called (vi) Atomic
states are combinations of these objects (2.01). Although these doctrines are recognizably atomistic in spirit, wittgenstein does not use the term 'logical atomism'. Russell introduced him in 1911 to the French philosophical society Le Réalisme Analytique (Russell 1911). [1] Russell advertised The Philosophy of Logical Atomism as a very big concern by
explaining certain ideas that [he] learned from [his] friend and former disciple Ludwig Wittgenstein (Marsh, 177).). Undoubtedly, partly as a result of this description, the term logical atomism later became associated with Wittgenstein's early philosophy. The term is now used by default to apply to a vaguely defined set of tee-focused doctrines (i)–(vi). In
Russell's view, what makes it appropriate to talk about logical atomism is that the atoms in question should be reached by logical rather than physical analysis (Russell 1956, 179). And for Wittgenstein, the ultimate ingredients of reality will be revealed by the process of logical analysis; therefore, to that extent, the label seems appropriate. He is not, however,
uncontroversial (see Floyd in 1998 and 2007). [2] The names discussed in tractatus are not only signs (i.e., typographically or phonologically identified inscriptions), but signs along with their meanings - or symbols. Because they are symbols, names are identified and individualed only in the context of significant sentences. The name is semantically simple in
the sense that its meaning does not depend on the meanings of its orthographic parts, even when these parts, in other contexts, are independently meaningful. Thus, for example, it would not count against the semantic simplicity of the symbol 'Battle' because in the sentence Battle began it is considered to contain an orthographic part, the Bat, although this
part has its meaning in other sentental contexts. For Wittgenstein, however, something else counts against the semantic simplicity of this symbol, namely, that it can be analyzed in favor of talking about people's actions, etc. This point suggests that in the natural language tractarian names will be rare and difficult to find. Even seemingly simple unique terms
such as 'Obama', 'London', etc., will not count as names by strict Tractatus standards as they will disappear on further analysis. (Hereinafter, the name will mean a tract name unless otherwise stated.) At issue is the controversy of whether Tractatus retains the term name for semantic simple symbols relating to details, or whether the term understands
semantic simple symbols of all kinds. Because objects are only name referents, this goes hand in hand with the question of whether the items are one and all details or include real estate and relationships. The former stop of the Irving Copi Dam (Copi 1958) and Elizabeth Anscombe (Anscombe 1959, 108 ff), among others. It is supported by Tractatus
2.0231: [Material properties] were first presented with suggestions - first formed by object configuration. This might suggest that simple properties are not objects, but stem from combining or configuring objects. The interpretation of Copi-Anscombe was taken to obtain further tractatus support 3.1432: We must not say: The complex sign 'aRb' says 'stands in
relation to R;', but we must say: It 'a' stands in a certain reference to the 'b' says that aRb. This suggested to some commentators that relationships are not, strictly speaking, name-name, and so are tract objects (see, for example, Ricketts, 1996, Section III). However, it can instead be simply introduced to the point that tract names are not limited to details,
but include relationships between details; so this consideration is less convincing. The opposing position, according to which names include predicate and relational expressions, was defended, among others, by Erik Stenius and Merrill and Jaakko Hintikka (Stenius, 1960, 61-69; Hintikka and Hintikka, 1986, 30/34 It is supported by the entry of notebooks from
1915 that explicitly state that properties include real estate and relationships (NB, 61). This is further strengthened Wittgenstein's explanation to Desmond Lee (1930–1) of Tractatus 2.01: 'Objects' also include relationships; proposal are not two things related to the relationship. The thing and the relationship are on the same level. (LK, 120). Reading
Anscombe-Copi treats forms of elementary proposals as radically different from anything we might be familiar with from ordinary - or even Fregean - grammar. This honors Wittgenstein's warning to Waismann from 1929. Beyond that, Wittgenstein seemed to once hold that there could be no similarities between the apparent or superficial forms of non-
elemental proposals and the shape of elementary proposals. In some remarks on the logical form (1929) he says: He is often tempted to ask from an a priori point of view: What, after all, can be the only forms of atomic proposals, and answer, eg. But that, I believe, is just wordplay (Klagge and Nordman, 1993, 30). A similar thought is already occurring in a
more compressed form in tractatus itself: There cannot be a hierarchy of forms of elementary proposals. It's just that we ourselves (5,556). It is possible, then, that the options from which we started constitute a false dichotomy. Perhaps Wittgenstein simply did not have an antecedent opinion on the question of whether tract names would only prove to be
name details, details and universal, or what not. It may even be that he believed that a definitive analysis of the language (or could) reveal names to completely defy such classifications. This wider range of interpretive possibilities has only recently begun to get the attention it deserves (See Johnston 2009). 2. Linguistic atomism Linguistic atomism we will
understand the view that the analysis of each proposal ends with a proposal whose real components are names. Striking is the fact that Tractatus does not contain explicit arguments for linguistic atomism. This fact has led some commentators – e.g. And indeed, Wittgenstein is making some conclusions in this vicinity as if they do not require an argument. At
4,221, for example, he says: It is obvious that in the analysis of propositions we need to come up with elementary propositions, consisting of names in the immediate combination (emphasis added). Still, some basic observations about Tractatus' conception of analysis will allow us to see why Wittgenstein should have thought it obvious that the analysis had to
end that way. 2.1 Wittgenstein's early conception of the Philosophical Grammar Annotations, written in 1936, sheds light on how Wittgenstein had previously devised the analysis process: I had previously spoken of 'full analysis' myself, and I believed that philosophy must give a definite dissection of the proposals in order to clearly determine all their
connections and eliminate all possibilities of misunderstanding. I spoke as if there was an account in which such dissement would be possible. I vaguely had in mind something like the definition Russell gave for a definite article (PG, 211). One of the traits of Russell's definition is that the term x treats the term x as an incomplete symbol. Such symbols have
no meaning in isolation, but they are given meaning by contextual definitions that treat sentental contexts in which they occur (etc. PM, 66). Incomplete symbols, of course, have meaning because they contribute to the meanings of the sentences in which they occur (cf. Mn 2:14-19). What is special about them is that they make this contribution without
expressing a propositive composition. (See Pickel 2013 on the nature of incomplete symbols) Russell's definition is enshrined in the following clauses (For the sake of expositor transparency, his devices indicating scope are omitted.). [1] G(x: Fx) = ∃x(∀y(Fy↔y=x) &amp; Gx) Df. (cf. Russell 1905b; Russell 1990, 173) [2] x: Fx) exists = ∃x∀y(Fy↔y=x) Df. (cf.
Russell 1990, 174) The fact that existence deals with a separate definition shows that Russell means treating predicate exists as an incomplete symbol in itself, which is eliminated in favor of an existential quantifier. One can understand why Wittgenstein observed an affinity between description theory and his own intended account, because two somewhat
parallel proposals can be drawn from his remarks in Tractatus and elsewhere to remove what he calls terms for complexes: [3] F[aRb] iff Fa &amp; Fb &amp; aRb [4] [aRb] there is an iff aRb Clauses [1] to [4] share a feature that each sentence that includes an obvious reference to an individual is treated as false , and not as true or true false if it is discovered
that this person does not exist. Wittgenstein's first contextual definition — our [3] — occurs in the 1914 notebook entry. [3] The statement on the components of the complex includes Fa &amp; Fb, while the proposal fully describes the complex is aRb. If the propositions obtained by application [3] and [4] are to be further analysed, a two-stage procedure will be
required: first, the apparent names generated by the analysis – in this case a and b – will have to be replaced with symbols that are obvious concepts for complexes, e.g. If there is to be a single final analysis, each obvious name will have to be uniquely paired with the term for the complex. Thus, the program of analysis on which Wittgenstein gestures, in
addition to obliging him to something analogous to Russell's theory of description, also obliges him to analogue Russell's theory of description of ordinary names (cf. Russell 1905a). It's the idea that any obvious name that doesn't happen at the end of an analysis is equivalent to the meaning of a particular description. Wittgenstein's first definition, like
Russell's, strictly speaking, represents the need for a scope guidance device, otherwise it would be unclear how to apply the analysis when we select, say, ~G as our example F. In such a case, the question would arise whether an instance has arisen [3] [5]: ~G[aRb] = ~Ga &amp; ~Gb &amp; aRb, which corresponds to giving an appointment for a complex
broad scope in relation to the negation operator , or is it: [6] ~G[aRb] = ~[Ga &amp; Gb &amp; aRb], which corresponds to giving a term for a complex narrow scope. One suspects that Wittgenstein's intention would most likely be to follow Russell's convention of reading a logical operator as having a narrow scope unless the alternative is explicitly indicated
(sk. PM, 172). [3] has obvious shortcomings. Although it can work for such predicates as x is found in England, it clearly fails for certain others, e.g. This problem could hardly have escaped Wittgenstein; so it seems likely that he would consider his proposals only conditional illustrations, open to complement and refinement. Although Wittgenstein's other
contextual definition — our [4] — does not appear in tractatus, it is implied by a re note from the Logic Notes that seems to provide for 2.0201: Any proposal that seems complex can be analyzed in a proposal on its ingredients and ... a proposal that perfectly describes the complex; (i.e., this proposal equivalent to the claim that the complex exists (NB, 93;
added emphasis)[4] Since the proposal describing the complex, [aRb], is perfectly only a suggestion that aRb, Wittgenstein's clarification of the addendums, makes the claim that the aRb proposal is equivalent to the [aRb] proposal. And that equivalence is ours [4] only. It turns out, then, that existence is defined only in the contexts in which it is based on
complexes. Wittgenstein's proposal thus reflects Russell's incarnation of the idea that it makes no sense to talk about the existence of immediately made (that is, called) simple (cf. Mt 12:14-19). PM, 174-5). For this reason, Wittgenstein later referred to his objects as those for which he does not exist or exist (PR, 72). His position seems to be that when 'a' is a
tractionic name, what we are trying to say by saying a meaningless sequence and there is one will be shown, strictly speaking, by the fact that the final analysis of a proposal contains an 'a' (p. 5,535). But, of course, tractatus doesn't always speak strictly. Indeed, what is generally considered to be the ultimate conclusion of tractatus's so-called Substance
Argument (2.021–2.0211) attempts to say something that can only be presented, as it confirms the existence of the object. The sharpness of the tension here is only partly masked by the oblique way in which the conclusion is formulated. Instead of advocating the existence of objects, Tractatus espouses the thesis that the world has substance. However,
because objects make up the essence of the world (2,021), and because the essence is what exists regardless of what is the case (2,024), this is tantamou to say that objects exist. Therefore, it seems that Wittgenstein's argument for substance must be considered part of the scale we should cast (6:54). But by acknowledging this point, we will put it aside as
peripheral to our main concerns. The most obvious similarity between the two sets of definitions is that each seeks to ensure the removal of what is supposedly a semantic complex reference of expressions. The most obvious difference consists in the fact that Wittgenstein's definitions of designed to remove not specific descriptions, but terms for complexes,
for example the term [aRb], which, judging by the remarks in the notebooks, should be read: a in relation to R to b (NB, 48) (This gloss seems to stem from Russell's way of talking about complexes in Principia Mathematica, where examples of terms for complexes include, except a in relation to B , to have the quality q and a and b and c stands in relation to S
, 44).). One might wonder why there should be this difference in the first place. Why not treat a peculiar locust a compared to R to b as a definite description - as said, a complex consisting of and b, combined so aRb? This description could then be eliminated by applying its own tractatus variant to the description theory: F is G ↔ ∃x(Fx &amp; Gx) &amp; ~
∃x,y (Fx &amp; Fy) (with 5.5321) Here the diversity of variables (the fact that they are different) replaces the character for diversity ≠ (. Since Wittgenstein did not adopt this purposeful, it seems likely that he would consider predicate x is a complex consisting of and b, combined so that aRb is meaningless based on - among other things - its inaliethed
appearances of pseudo-concepts complex, combinations and constitutions. Only the first of these terms counts on its list of pseudo-concepts in tractatus (4.1272), but there is no indication that this list should have been exhaustive. There is further respect in which Wittgenstein's analytical proposals differ from Russell's. Russell's second definition — our [2] —
has the effect of shifting the burden of stating ontological devotion from words exists to existential quantification. In contrast, in Wittgenstein's definition, no vocabulary item assumes the role of stating ontological devotion. This obligation is indicated only after the final application of the definition, by the meaningfulness of the name in the fully analysed
proposition – or, more precisely, by the fact that the name symbols (5,535). A somewhat paradoxical consequence is that one can argue a statement about the form [aRb] exists without it manifesting any ontological commitment to the complex [aRb] (sf. EPB, 121). What this shows is that the two theories relieve the ontological obligations of quite different
species. In Russell's case, the analysis — our [2] — removes the commitment to obvious propositional components —the demarcation concept [5] — expressed in expression F, but does not remove the commitment to F himself. For Wittgenstein, by contrast, the analysis shows that the asertor was never ontologically committed to the complex [aRb] by
pronouncing [aRb] exists. Russell's conception of analysis at the time of the description theory – c.a. 1905. the same Russell proposal. Analyses count as more perspicuous than analyzed because the former is free of some of the only obvious ontological obligations of the latter. By the time of Principia Mathematica, however, this relatively transparent
conception of analysis is no longer available. Having cleaned up his ontology of proposals in 1910, Russell can no longer like the idea that analysis and analysisandum express one and the same suggestion. He is now adopting a multiple theory of judgment, according to which the verdict (say) that Othello loves Desdemone, rather than being, as Russell had
previously assumed, the dyadic relationship between the judgmental mind and the suggestion Othello loves Desdemone, is now taken to be non-dyadic, or, in Russell's terminology, multiple, a relationship whose notions are judgmental mind and those objects previously considered to be the ingredients of the proposal Othello loves Desdemmona (Russell
1994). , 155). After 1910 Russell can say that a speaker who honestly uttered analyzers (in a certain context) was guaranteed to deliver the same judgment as the one who sincerely flatly uttered the analysisandum (in the same context), but can no longer explain this achievement by saying that two sentences express the same suggestion. A further departure
from the earlier, relatively transparent conception of the analysis is the reason for Russell's set-theoretic resolution version of his paradox. His solution involves analysing a sentence whose pronouncement could not be taken to express any verdict. One claims that the sentence {x: φx} ε {x: φx} is nonsense because contextual definitions that ensure the
abolition of class terms provide for this case a sentence that is inherently nonsense to the lights of type theory (PM, 76). This (obviously) negation is, accordingly, also nonsense. In Principia, therefore, there is no very clear model of what is preserved in the analysis. The best we can say is that Russell's contextual definitions have the trait that the analyser's
(honest, assertive) pronunciation is guaranteed to express the same judgment as the analysisandum, if the latter expresses judgment at all. Part of the unreality in the conception of the analysis introduced by Russell's rejection of propositions is inherited by Wittgenstein, who similarly rejects any ontology of shady entities expressed in sentences. In Tractatus,
the proposal (Satz) is a propositional sign in its projective relationship to the world (3:12). For this reason, it seems that any difference between propositional signs should be sufficient to distinguish between the proposals, in which case the analysis and analysisandum could at best be different proposals with the same conditions of truth. Now enough has been
said to allow for consideration of Wittgenstein's reasons for describing a position I called linguistic atomism as obvious. From tractarian models is the replacement of apparent names with (obviously) co-reference to terms for complexes, together with the eliminative paraphrase of the latter, it follows trivially that the outcome of the analysis, if any, will contain
neither terms for complexes nor expressions that can be replaced by terms for complexes. Wittgenstein, moreover, thinks it's obvious that this analysis of each proposal ends. The reason he assumes the analysis can't go on indefinitely is because he imagines an unanalized proposal as if he's cinging his gut from his analysis. As tractatus 3,261 states: Each
defined character indicates through those characters by which it is defined (cf. NB, 46; PT 3.20102.). It follows that no suggestion can have infinite analysis, about the pain of never gaining a feeling. Thus, the analysis must stop in proposals devoid of incomplete symbols. So much, to say the least, is compellingly obvious, but unfortunately it does not follow
that the final analysis of the language will be completely devoid of complex symbols. The problem is that for everything we have said so far, a fully analyzed proposal can still contain one or more complex symbol that has meaning in itself. It is clear, then, that Wittgenstein assumed that all sincere expressions must be semantic simple: they must lack
something like Fregean meaning. But why would that be so? The seeds of one answer are contained in Tractatus 3.3, a proposal in which Wittgenstein gives his version of Frege's contextual principle: The proposal itself makes sense; only in the context of the proposal has the meaning of a name (3.3). Wittgenstein's juxtaposition of these two claims suggests
that the principle of context should be his basis for rejecting the senses for sub-sentential expressions. But just how it might provide such terrain is far from clear. Another, more concrete possibility is that Wittgenstein simply accepted the arguments Russell made in O labeling for rejecting the senses for sub-sentential expressions. 3. Metaphysical atomism
Metaphysical atomism we will understand the view that the semantic simple symbols that occur in the final analysis of the proposal refer to simple things. Tractatus does not contain a specific argument for this thesis, but, as we will see, it reveals the necessary argument during consideration of the famous Substance Argument 2.0211-2: 2.0211 If the world did
not have substance, then the proposal would make sense to depend on whether the second proposal is true. 2.0212 Then it would be impossible to compile a picture of the world (true or false). To see exactly what he is fighting for in this argument one should appreciate the historical echoes of Wittgenstein's invocation of the concept of substance. 3.1 Objects
as a substance of the world The traction concept of matter is a modal analogue of Kant's time term. While for Kanta, the substance that persists (in terms of existing at all times), for this is what, figuratively speaking, perseveres through the space of possible worlds. Tractory matter is unchanging in the metaphorical sense of those who do not undergo a change
of existence in passing (also metaphorical) from world to world. Less figuratively, tracting matter is one that exists in relation to every possible world. For Kanta, to claim that there is a substance (in the schematized sense of the category) is to say that there are some things such that any change in existence (i.e. origin or destruction) is a necessary change or
reconfiguration of these things. For Wittgenstein, by analogy, to say that there is substance is to say that there are some things such that all changes of existence are in the metaphorical passage from the world to the world of their reconfigation. What undergoes changes in existence are atomic states (object configurations): the state of affairs exists in relation
to one world, but does not exist in relation to another. Those things that remain present through these changes of existence, and that are reconfigured in the process, are traction objects. It follows that the objects that make up the essence of the world (2,021) are essential existing. The tractatus, rather wonderfully, compresses this whole metaphorical parable
into a single reprimal: The object is fixed, existing [das Bestehende]; configuration is a change [das Wechselnde]. (2.0271). Wechsel, it should be noted, is a word that Kant explicitly retains for the notion of changing existence as opposed to change (Criticism, A 187/B230). (Unfortunately, however, whether Wittgenstein read the review in time for this
circumstance to influence his own expression in Tractatus is unknown.) Thracian objects are what every conceivable — or, more precisely, imaginable — world has in common with the real world (2,022). Accordingly, they constitute a world fixed form (2,022–3). 'Fixed' because, unlike world content, objects (existentially speaking) hold firm in the transition from
world to world. Form because they do what all worlds share. (About Wittgenstein's conception of possibility, the notion of an extraterrestrial tract object — one that is only possible — is not even comprehensible). If objects form the shape of the world, what makes its contents? The answer, I think, is getting atomic states differently. Different worlds differ from
content because they differ from possible states. In particular, possible atomic states also allow for the difference between shape and content. Their form is a way of combining their components, their content of these components itself (that is, their contained objects). If true, it follows that the substance — the totality of the object — is indeed, as Wittgenstein
says, both form and content (2,024–5). It's suddenly a form of the world and the content of possible states of affairs (These and further details of this interpretation of Wittgenstein's conception of substances as fixed or immutable are provided in Proops 2004; see also Zalabardo 2015, Appendix II for more on simple things, names, and necessary existing
ones). 3.2 The argument for matter As we have seen, the immediate objective of the argument for content is to establish that there are things that necessarily exist. In the context of the assumption that anything complex could not exist by dissolution, this conclusion implies that there are simplicities (2,021). Although the argument is presented as a two-staded
modus tollens, it is conveniently reconstructed as reductio ad absurdum (The following interpretation of the argument is a compressed version of what was envisaged in Proops in 2004. For two recent alternatives, see Zalabardo 2015, 243-254 and Morris 2017): Suppose, for reductio, that [1] There is no substance (that is, nothing exists in every possible
world). Then [2] Everything exists contingently. But then [3] Whether the proposal makes sense depends on whether the second proposal is true. So [4] We cannot compile images of the world (true or false). But [5] We can put together such images. Contradiction So [6] There is a substance (that is, some things exist in every possible world). Our [5] is the
main repressed premise. It simply means we can frame the sensory suggestions. Now let us consider how we might try to defend the conclusion from [2] to [3] on Wittgensteinian principles. As a preliminary one, keep in mind that, given Wittgenstein's equation in The Logic Notes that it makes sense to have truth (NB, 99), it seems reasonable to assume that
for a sentence it might make sense in relation to the given world might be that it has the value of truth to that world. Let's assume that's the case. Let's assume everything exists contingently. Then, in particular, contingently there will be referents of semantically simple symbols that occur in a fully analyzed number. But then any such sentence will contain a
semantic simple symbol that does not apply to a possible world. Suppose, as a background assumption, there are no contingent simples. (It will be argued below that this presumption stems convincingly from certain tract obligations.) Then, if we assume that a sentence containing a semantically simple phrase is neither true nor falsely judged in relation to a
world in which its supposed referent does not exist - and, for now, we do - then, for any such fully analyzed sentence, there will be some world such that the sentence depends on its veracity in relation to that world on the truth in relation to that world of another sentence. , viz., a sentence stating that the components of the relevant complex are configured in a
manner necessary and sufficient for its existence. It follows that if everything exists contingently, then is the sentence in relation to the world will depend on whether the second sentence is true in relation to that world. Step from [3] to [4] flows as follows. Suppose any sentence makes sense (that is, on our reading, it has the value of truth) depends (in the way
that has just been explained) on whether the other is true. Then each sentence will make unspecified sense in the sense that it will lack the value of truth in relation to at least one possible world. But an indeterminate sense makes no sense at all, because the proposal by its very nature reaches throughout the logical space (3:42) (i.e., it is, it is valued by truth
in relation to every possible world). [6] Thus, if each sentence depended on its meaning (that is, the value of truth) on the truth of the other, no sentence would have a decisive meaning and therefore no sentence would make sense. In this case, we would not be able to frame meaningless proposals (i.e. compile images of the world true or false). One obvious
difficulty concerns the assumption that having reason is just being true or false. How can such a view be attributed to Wittgenstein of Tractatus given his view that tautology, which is true, and contradiction, which is false, are meaningless (sinners) (4,461)? The seeds of response can be contained in remarks from Wittgenstein's lectures at Cambridge during
the year 1934/35. Referring to what he wrote in Tractatus, he says: When I called tautologies meaningless, I meant to emphasize the link to the amount of reason, namely 0. ([AM]), 137) It is possible, then, that Wittgenstein thinks of the sinner as a proposal that makes sense but has it to a zero extent. According to this conception, tautology, which is true, is,
unlike a meaningless sequence, in the race to own a non-zero amount of meaning, but it is so constructed that, in the end, it cannot have it. And, most importantly, because he's in the running for having a non-zero amount of sense, his possession of zero amounts to his, generally speaking, makes sense. This view, according to which, for some countless
noun N, an N-free entity has an N but has zero quantity, is not unprecedented in tradition. Kant, for example, considers rest (stationary) a type of motion: zero quantity (Bader, Other Internet Resources, 22–23). If Sinnlosigkeit, similarly, is a type of Sinn, the equation that Sinn is true or false will be preserved. Offering a full defence of this understanding of
Sinnlosigkeit would take us too far, but I mention it to show that the current objection is not crucial. Another obvious difficulty for this reconstruction stems from its appearance to contradict Tractatus 3:24, which clearly suggests that if complex Entity A does not exist, Proposition F[A] would be false and not, as the argument requires, without the value of truth.
But the difficulty is only obvious. It just goes to show that 3:24 belongs to who assumes that the world has substance. By that assumption Wittgenstein can say that whenever an obvious name appears that seems to mention the complex it's only because it's not a real name after all - and that's what he says. But assuming the world doesn't have substance, so
it's all complicated, Wittgenstein can't say it anymore. For now, it must allow the semantic simple symbols that appear in the final analysis of the proposal to apply to the complexes. Thus, in the context of the assumption that each proposal has a definitive analysis, the reduced presumption of argument for the substance implies falsification 3:24. But since 3:24
is assumed to be false only in the context of reductia, this is something wittgenstein can consistently support (This solution to the obvious difficulty for the present restoration is owed, in its essentials, to David Pears (see Pears 1987, 78). To complete the argument, it remains only to show that tractal obligations extrinsic to the content argument exclude
contingent simple things. [7] Suppose the contingent is simple. Then and there must be a contingent proposal. But this cannot be an elementary proposal, as it will be implied by any elementary proposal containing a, and the elementary proposals are logically independent (4,211). So, and there must be non-elemental, and so on analyze. Nevertheless, there
does not seem to be a satisfactory analysis of this proposal assuming that a appoints a contingent as simple – there is no analysis, that is, which is both intrinsically convincing and compatible with traction principles. Wittgenstein cannot analyze exists as a ∃x(x = a) for two reasons. First, he would reject that analysis on the grounds that it could not use the
identity sign (5,534). Secondly, given its analysis of existential quantifications as disjunctions, proposition ∃x(x = a) would be further analyzed as a proposal other than contingent a = a ∨ a = b ∨ a = c.... Nor can it analyze and exists as ~[ ~ Fa &amp; ~Ga &amp; ~Ha...] - that is, as a negation of the negation of any elementary proposal involving a. Suppose
you could, is to assume that the proposal ~ Fa &amp; ~ Ga &amp; ~ Ha ... means and does not exist, and yet with the lights of tractatus this proposal would show the existence of A - or, more precisely, would show something that tries to be described in words speaking exists (cf. Mt 13:14-19). So, in anticipation of unforeseen satisfactory analysis and there is,
this proposal will have to be analyzed as a complex of proposals that do not include. In other words, and will have to be treated as an incomplete symbol and the fact of existence and will have to be taken to consist in the fact that objects that are not a rack are so and so configured. But that seems to imply that it's not easy. The content argument can be
criticized on several grounds. First [2] to [3] relies on the assumption that the name does not refer to a possible world in which its actual referent does not exist. This boils down to the controversial assumption that names do not function as what Nathan Salmon called stubbornly rigid destinations (Salmon 1981, 34). Second, the step leading from [3] to [4]
relies on the assumption that a sentence that is neither true nor false in relation to a possible world expresses a feeling. As Wittgenstein later realized, the case intuitively senseful but vague sentences convincingly presents a contraexaple (cf. Mt 12:14-19). PI Section 99). Finally, one can question the assumption that it makes sense to talk about the final
analysis, since the process of analyzing a plain language sentence was unclear (See PI, Sections 60, 63-4, and Section 91). 4. Epistemology of logical atomism How could we possibly know that something is a traction object? Wittgenstein has little or nothing to say on this subject in tractatus, and yet it is clear from his retrospective observations that during the
tractatus composition he thought it was possible to detect traction objects in principle (See AM, 11, and EPB, 121). So it seems worth asking by what means he thought such a discovery might be made. Sometimes it may seem as if Wittgenstein just expected to come across simple reflectives from the armchair to those objects that struck him as convincingly
missing in the appropriate parts. This impression is most strongly suggested in the Notebooks, and especially in a Passage from June 1915 in which Wittgenstein seems to express confidence that certain objects already inside his ken are either counted as tract objects or will prove to be so. He says: It seems perfectly possible to me that the patches in our
field of vision are simple objects, in that we do not perceive any patch point separately; the visual performances of stars even seem so (NB, 64). Under patches in our visual field in this context Wittgenstein means parts of the visual field with no visible parts. In other words, points in the visual space (cf. KL, 120). It is clear, then, that Wittgenstein at one stage
believed he could determine some tract facilities. However, the balance of evidence suggests that this idea was short-lived. Because he later said that he and Russell pushed the question of examples of simple things to one side as a matter to be resolved at a future opportunity (AM, 11). And when Norman Malcolm pressed Wittgenstein to say whether when
he wrote Tractatus, he decided on anything as an example of a simple object, he replied - according to Malcolm's report - that at the time his thought was that he was a logicalist; and that it is not his thing as a logicalist, to try to decide whether this thing is either a simple thing or a complex thing, that it is purely an empirical thing (Malcolm 1989, 70).
Wittgenstein wasn't. that the correct way to determine that something traction object is to gather evidence that its decomposition is physically impossible. That reading would have had a chance to be accurate if Wittgenstein had taken the metaphysical ability to coincide with physical possibility, and that's clearly not so. [8] It seems that its meaning is only that
cases must be detected rather than postulated or otherwise determined before the investigation (premeditated, 11). But since Wittgenstein later accused his tractian self of entertaining the concept of a peculiar kind of philosophical discovery (see WVC 182, quoted below), we must not jump - as Malcolm seems to have done, to the conclusion that he
envisioned the contentious discovery as empirical in anything like the modern sense of the word. We know that Wittgenstein categorically denied that we could determine possible forms of elementary proposals and simple a priories (4,221, 5,553–5,5541, 5,5571). But he did not deny that these forms would be discovered as a result of logical analysis. In fact,
he maintained exactly that point of view. This idea is not explicit in Tractatus, but it was cited in a later self-criticism remark by Mr E. Moore's notes of Wittgenstein's lectures at Cambridge from 1933, 1933 al., 2016, 252) Speaking of tractarian objects in another retrospective remark, this time from the German version of the Brown Book, Wittgenstein says:
What these [fundamental ingredients] of reality seemed difficult to say. I thought the job of further logical analysis was to detect them (EPB 121). These comments should be taken at face value: it is a logical analysis - a proposition analysis - that should allow us to discover forms of elementary proposals and subjects. The hope is that when the proposals are
put into their final, fully analyzed forms by applying the account discussed in Philosophical Grammar, we will finally get to know the names and therefore the subjects. We will probably know the latter by acquaintance in the act of understanding the proposals in their final analyzed forms. Admittedly, Wittgenstein's denial that we can know the subjects a priori
seems odd given the fact that the analytical procedure described in section 2 of the above assumes that we have a priori knowledge of both accurate analyses of ordinary names and contextual definitions by which terms for complexes are eliminated. However, some tension in Wittgenstein's position on this is exactly what we should expect given his later
rather yellow assessment of his earlier reliance on the idea of philosophical discovery: [I believed] elementary proposals could be Later. It's only in recent years that I've broken away from that mistake. At the time, I wrote in the manuscript of my book: Answers to philosophical questions must never be surprising. You can't reveal anything in philosophy. I
myself, however, did not understand it clearly enough and took offense against it. (WVC, 182, added accent) The remark Wittgenstein quotes here from tractatus's manuscript did not survive in the final version, but her sentiment clearly echoed in the related remark that she could: there would never be surprises in logic (6:1251). Wittgenstein made it clear that
in tractatus he unknowingly continued as if there might be philosophical surprise or discovery. His idea that the real objects will be discovered through analysis, but still not known a priori, is convincingly one case of this error. At tractatus conception, the objects will be discovered by capturing fully analyzed proposals, possibly with the awareness that they have
been fully analyzed. But since this is so, we will not fully explain how we should be able to discover the simple if we do not explain how, in practice, we can know that we have come to the final analysis of the proposal. But at this point, unfortunately, Wittgenstein has little to say. In fact, the only hint it offers is that rather dark one contained in Tractatus 3.24:
That the propositional element denotes a [bezeichnet] complex can be seen from vagueness in the suggestions in which it appears. We know that everything has not yet been determined by this proposal. (The note for generality contains a prototype). (3.24) This is a vagueness in the proposals - whatever that may mean - that should alert us to the need for
further analysis. In Wittgenstein's view, we have a positive test for analysis. However, since the notion of vagueness is vague, the test is of little practical value. The indeterminacy at issue is clearly not the one under consideration in Section 3. But what does that mean? According to one line of interpretation, originally W. D. Hart (Hart 1971), the proposal is
vague when there are multiple ways in which this may be true. So if I say Barack Obama is in the United States, I leave it open where he might be in particular. The source of vagueness is the implied generality of this statement, which is equal: Obama is somewhere in the United States. This line of interpretation merits the promise to make sense of the closing
bracket of 3:24. But that can't be right. The kind of vagueness wittgenstein has in mind at 3:24 should serve as a sign of further analysis. But Hart's idea cannot play that role, since any unsuspecing proposal would be vague in his sense, a fully analysed proposal consisting of non-comprising elementary proposals. According to the second line of
interpretation, the proposal is vague in the relevant sense if the result of its incorporation into some context is structurally ambiguous. Consider, for example, the result of incorporating F [A] into context is not true that, where A is temporarily treated as a semantically simple term denoting a complex (Hold in place the assumption that a sentence containing a
non-invoking semantic simple phrase is neither true nor false). In that case, the question would be whether the result of this embedding is neither true nor false in relation to a world in which A does not exist, or is simply true. The first option corresponds to giving an obvious name of a wide scope in relation to the logical operator, and the second to give a
narrow scope. Such ambiguity of scope could not exist if A were the true traction name, so its presence could reasonably be undertaken to signal the need for further analysis. So far, so good, but where does the general note business containing the prototype come from? Nothing in this explanation has yet done this remark justice. Nor does the current
explanation really determine what it is that signals the need for further analysis. This, at the bottom, is the fact that we can imagine circumstances in which the alleged referent A does not exist. So, again, there is reason to be dissatisfied with this glow indefinitely. It must be concluded that Wittgenstein never provided an adequate way of recognizing when the
proposal is fully analyzed, and thus did not cite a means of identifying something as a tract object. 5. Dismantling the logical atomism Wittgenstein's turn from logical atomism can be divided into two main stages. During the first phase (1928-1999), documented in his 1929 article, Some objections to logical form (Klagge and Nordmann, 1993, 29-35),
Wittgenstein shows increasing dissatisfaction with certain central details of tractatus' logical atomism, and in particular the the thematic of the independence of elementary propositions. During this phase, however, it still works within the framework of a broad conception of the analysis of the assumed, if not fully developed, tractatus. The second phase (1931–
1922) involves a revolutionary break with this very conception. 5.1 Phase 1: The problem of color exclusion The so-called color exclusion problem is a difficulty that arises for tractatus' position that it is metaphysically possible for any elementary proposal to be true or false regardless of the truth or lie of others (4,211). Given its generality, the problem could be
more precisely seen as a problem of the apparent incompatibility of seemingly inalienable statements. The problem can be found as follows: Let's assume that this is a point in the field of vision. Consider propositions P: a is blue on t and Q: a red on t (adjusting red and blue to refer to determining shades). It is clear that P and Q cannot be true; and yet, at first
glance, this incompatibility (or exclusion in Wittgenstein's speech) does not seem to be a logical impossibility. In tractatus Wittgenstein the answer is to treat the problem as just obvious. He assumed that in such cases further analysis would be able to detect incompatibility to be logical in nature: For two colors, for example, being in one place in the field of
vision is impossible, and indeed logically impossible, because it is excluded by the logical structure of the color. Let's consider how this contradiction presents itself in physics. Something next: That the particle cannot simultaneously have two speeds, that is, that at the same time it cannot be in two places, that is, that particles in different places at the same
time cannot be identical (6,3751) As F. P. Ramsey notes in his review of tractatus (Ramsey, 1923), the analysis described here does not actually reveal a logical incompatibility between the two statements in question; because, even giving the predicted reduction of color perception phenomenology to facts about particle speeds, the fact that one and the same
particle cannot be (entirely) in two places at the same time still looks very similar to synthetic a priori truth. It turned out, however, that Wittgenstein was aware of that point. He knew he hadn't taken the analysis far enough to come up with a logical contradiction, but he was convinced he'd taken a step in the right direction. In the August 1916 Notebook entry. If
we ask why, for example, then the thought immediately comes: Well, we should call particles that were in two places [at the same time] different, and this in turn all seems to follow from the structure of space and particles (NB, 81; accent added). Here Wittgenstein assumes that it will prove to be a conceptual (therefore logical) truth for him about particles and
space (and probably time) that particles in two different places (at the same time) are different. He does not yet possess the necessary analyses to show this assumption, but is optimistic that they will be found. Article Some objections to logical form (1929) marks the end of this optimism. Wittgenstein now comes to the view that some incompatibility cannot be
reduced to logical impossibility after all. His change of heart seems to have been about considering incompatibility involving attributing traits that acknowledge gradation — e.g., The New York Times. Consider, for example, statements: A has exactly one degree and A has exactly two degrees of brightness. The challenge is to provide analyses of these



statements that bring a logical impossibility of their shared truthfulness. What Wittgenstein takes to be the most likely proposition - or at least its sympathetic reconstruction - adapts the standard definitions of numerically determined measures to the system described in tractatus, analyzing these claims: ∃x(Bx &amp; A has x) &amp; ~ ∃x, y(Bx &amp; By
&amp; A has x and A has y) (Bx means x is the degree of brightness) and ∃x, y(Bx &amp; By &amp; A has x and A has y) &amp; ~∃x ,y,z(Bx &amp; By &amp; Bz &amp; A has x &amp; A has y&amp;A has z). But a suggestion won't be enough. The problem is that the analysis - absurd - makes it seem as if when something has only one degree of brightness
it can be a quintessential question on which (if there is one) of the three mentioned in the analysis of another claim - x or y or z - it was - as if the degree of brightness was some kind of corpus whose association with something made it bright (cf. Mt 12:14-19). Klagge and Nordmann, 33). Wittgenstein concludes that the independence of elementary
propositions must be abandoned and that the concepts for actual numbers must enter into atomic proposals, so that the impossibility of something that has both exactly one and exactly two degrees of brightness arises as an irreversible mathematical impossibility. This, in turn, runs counter to tractatus' idea that all necessity is a logical necessity (6:37). 5.2
Phase Two: Generality and analysis Wittgenstein differs from Frege and Russell in denying that symbols for generality have meaning in isolation. Instead, Tractatus treats them as incomplete symbols to be analyzed according to the following schemata: ∀x. Φx ↔ Φa &amp; Φb &amp; Φc... ∃x. Φx ↔ Φa ∨ Φb ∨ Φc... Universal (existential) quantification is
treated as the equivalent of a possible infinite ally (disjunction) of the proposal. Wittgenstein's dissatisfaction with this view is most clearly expressed in Mr. E. Moore's notes on Wittgenstein's lectures from the Michaelmas term in 1932. Now there is an temptation to which I caved in [the] Tractatus, to say that (x.fx = logical product,[9] fa . Fb. Fc... (∃x).fx =
[logical] amount, fa ∨ fb ∨ fc... This is wrong, but not as absurd as it looks. (entry for 25 November, 1932, Stern, al., 2016, 215) [10]. Explaining why tractatus generality analysis is not palpablely absurd, Wittgenstein says: Let's say yes: Everyone in this room has a hat = Ursell has a hat, Richards has a hat, etc. This is obviously false, because you have to add
&amp; a, b, c,... they're the only people in the room. That's what I knew and said in tractatus. But now, suppose we were talking about individuals in terms of R[ussell], e.g. and give them names, then there would be no props[osition] analogous to I, b, c are the only people in the room. (ibid.) Clearly, in Tractatus Wittgenstein is not making a simple mistake
forgetting that every F's G can't analyzed as Ga &amp; Gb &amp; Gc... even when, b, c, etc. are actually the only Fs. (Unfortunately, his claim that he registered this point in tractatus is not carried by text). His idea was that Tractatus's analysis of generality was offered only for a special case in which individuals are in Russell's sense. Wittgenstein argued that
in this case there is no proposal to express the supplemental clause that is required in other cases. Unfortunately, Wittgenstein doesn't explain why there shouldn't be such a proposal, but it seems that the answer is likely to be as follows: What we are assumed to be analyzing is really All G. In this case every supposedly necessary competing clause - for
example, a, b, c, etc., are the only things (that is, traction objects) - would be just nonsense produced in a misguided attempt to put into words something demonstrated by the fact that when the analysis is dropped it is given as names only as names only as is a character in the Ga &amp; Gb &amp; Gc... (cf. Mn 12:1 Tractatus 4,1272). What led Wittgenstein
to abandon Tractatus's analysis of generality was his realization that he had failed to adequately polyse the infinite case. He proceeded as if the final case could be used as a way of thinking about an endless case, the details of which could be resolved later. Until 1932. The point is in a passage from the Cambridge Lectures whose meaning can only be
appreciated after some preliminary explanation. The passage in question makes a key claim about what Wittgenstein calls a proposal. By this phrase, in this context, he means the common denial of all propositions that are the values of the propositional functions x is in this room. This proposal can be written: (x is in this room) [- - - - T] (Entrance for November
25, 1932, Compare Stern et. al, 217) Here the symbol '[- - - T]' symbolizes the operation of joint denial, and the whole symbol expresses the result of applying this operation to arbitrarily many of the values of the propositional function x is in the room. Dashes in the common denial symbol represent rows in the table of truth on which one or more arguments of
truth are true—these are the values of a propositional function. The result of applying a joint denial operation to these truth arguments is false accordingly. (In a variant on this notation each of the dashes can be replaced with an F). Wittgenstein is interested in the fact that while we write down the final many dashes, we intend the arguments for an operation of
shared denial to be arbitrarily many, and perhaps infinitely many. His criticism of these conceptions lasts as follows: There is the most important mistake in the tract[atus]... I pretended the proposal was a logical product; but it's not, because... do not give you a logical product. It's [] crazy thinking 1 + 1 + 1 ... is the amount. muddy amount with amount limit
(ibid.) His point is that the proposal, despite its appearance, does not express a logical product. It seems to be now telling, expressing something like an indefinitely extendable process. Wittgenstein came to see his earlier hope that he had expressed a logical product that rested on the error of mixing dots of infinitude with laziness dots. The upshot could be
frighteningly more important: if Wittgenstein is right, the very conception of the tract of the general form of proposal, because it makes essential appeal to the idea of joint denial of arbitrarily many values of propositional function, is itself infected with confusion. Wittgenstein, however, doesn't think the confusion of the types of dots was the deepest mistake he
made in Tractatus. In addition: There was a deeper error – confusing logical analysis with chemical analysis. I thought '(∃ks)fx' was a definite logical amount, I just can't tell you which one at the moment (November 25, 1932, ibid.; cf. PG, 210). Wittgenstein assumed that there was a fact about it - unknown, but in principle known - about which the logical
amount (∃x).fx is equivalent. But because he failed to specify the analytical process in detail, and because he did not adequately explain what the analysis should preserve, this idea was unjustified. Indeed, this was an example of an attitude he later characterized as a kind of unacceptable dogmatism (WWK, 182). 182).
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