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	A Critical Comparison Between Ludwig Wittgenstein's Tractatus

 Logico - Philosophicus and Bertrand Russell's Introduction to the Foregoing.



	In this essay I shall attempt to give a criticism of Russell's introduction to Wittgenstein's "Tractatus Logico - Philosophicus"�. There is no doubt that Wittgenstein did not, having read it, appreciate the introduction, as can be seen from two of his letters to Russell dated 9th April and 5th May 1920 respectively:



	'There's so much of it [the introduction] that I'm not quite in

	agreement with - both where you are critical of me and also where you

	are simply trying to elucidate my views. But that doesn't matter. The

	future will pass judgement on us'



	'...when I actually saw the German translation of the Introduction,

	I couldn't bring myself to let it be published in with my work. All

	the refinement of your English style was, obviously, lost in the

	translation and what remained was superficiality and misunderstanding...

	And now, don't be angry with me...'�



	With that damning criticism of the Introduction Wittgenstein unfortunately ended his long friendship with Russell. Russell subsequently got the book published with the introduction intact, but at what cost? With this in mind I shall study these differences of opinion, and the "points of superficiality and misunderstanding".



	Russell, in the second sentence of his introduction, uses the phrase:



	'Starting from the principles of Symbolism and the relations which are

	necessary between words and things in any language, [the Tractatus]

	applies the result of this inquiry to various departments of traditional

	philosophy...'



	Now it is true that Wittgenstein does indeed discuss the principles of Symbolism, and the way in which we discuss the world, but the earliest example of this is at 3.1 - 3.11:



	'In a proposition a thought finds an expression that can be perceived

	by the senses. We use the perceptible sign of a proposition (spoken or

	written etc.) as a projection of a possible situation.

	The method of projection is to think of the sense of the proposition.'



	So what does the large section of the Tractatus which Russell appears to ignore consist of?



	This first section appears to be concerned with Wittgenstein's dismissal of all that is metaphysical, his first discussion of the nature of things (objects) and what has become known as the "picturing theory of propositions".



	If we start from the beginning, it is my belief that Wittgenstein wished to lay the metaphorical ground rules of the Tractatus. This is why his first statement is, 'The world is all that is the case.' He wanted the reader to know that this book was actively concerned with the non-metaphysical world, although the ultimate reason behind the book was indeed to discuss the metaphysical, as I shall later demonstrate.



	Moving on to look at propositions 2 - 2.032 and Wittgenstein's conception of objects we can see that it is radically different from that of Russell - and perhaps this gives us an inkling of why Russell omitted to consider the area in his introduction.



	Russell's objects are considered to be actual things existent in the world, or the sense data gained from them. Although this is an obvious extension of David Hume's theory, Russell takes the view that, since we all have different sense data about a certain object, then in one sense we do not all 'see' the same object. Nevertheless, there really is an object there; chairs, horses etc. are given as examples of possible objects in 'standard propositions'. However, in Wittgenstein's work, no examples are given of objects at all. Indeed, we can only glean certain knowledge of objects by looking carefully at this text.



	We know that objects are simple, yet have internal properties. Objects constitute the unalterable form of the world, and they stand in a determinate relationship to one another in states of affairs and the possibility of those states of affairs are written into the object (2.01 - 2.032).



	Anthony Kenny refers to Tractarian objects as 'metaphysically guaranteed, indestructible simples'�. 



	In fact it would, I think, be better to conceive of objects as existent but wholly indefinable - a sort of formal logical concept, which must exist if Wittgenstein's concept of the world is itself to exist. If simple objects did not exist then any description would merely be part of an infinitely receding set of more accurate descriptions and analyses.



	Indeed, it may be thought tendentious to speak of objects as existing in any form. At 4.1272 Wittgenstein says; 'Thus the variable name x is the proper sign for the pseudo - concept object.'



	Thus, Wittgenstein uses the logical notation for a variable proposition, fx, to mean 'the object that has the property f'. However, we cannot even refer to Tractarian objects except in relation to their properties. This shows that the Tractatus is capable of being read in several ways, which may even be radically opposed to one another.



	Russell also ignores the entire section 2.033 - 3.05. This deals with the picturing theory, where Wittgenstein brings out the relationship between the proposition as a picture of the world, and the world itself, and the way in which his objects are related to one another in the world as they are conceived in the pictorial elements.



	Thus, in order for us to be able to picture the world, or a portion of it, correctly, there must be something in common between them which the picture does not actually exhibit which makes it possible for the one to be a picture of the other - this is what Wittgenstein calls logical form.



	I would here contend that Russell has misunderstood Wittgenstein's use of the phrase, 'logical form'. Russell says;



	'We speak of a logical picture of reality...when we wish to imply no

	more than identity of logical form.'



	Taken like this, it sounds as though logical form is just one of the attributes of a picture and of reality, and when they resemble one another or coincide, then hey presto, we have a logical picture of reality.



	In actual fact, I believe we should think of the form of reality (for this is how Wittgenstein defines logical form in 2.18) as being how reality is. Thus in a certain sense, logical form is not a condition that a picture must satisfy, but a condition that a picture must be in.



	Logical form is shared by all forms of representation of reality, be they picture, sound, thought or whatever, but only a picture will have logico - pictorial form.



	One interesting quotation from the Introduction is that on page x:



 	'[Wittgenstein] is concerned with the conditions for accurate Symbolism,

	i.e. for Symbolism in which a sentence "means" something quite

	definite.'



	It is true that this topic was one in which both Wittgenstein and Russell had been greatly interested, but it cannot really be said to that this is the main topic of the Tractatus.



	Indeed Russell's concern was with the relationships between language and the world, whereas one of the points that Wittgenstein would raise was that propositions of logic can say nothing about the world.



	At this point I should bring in a theme that is present throughout the Tractatus but which Russell barely mentions: the idea that things can either be said or shown, but not both.



	As Anthony Kenny says; 'For Wittgenstein, something can be said only if it could be passed on to somebody as a piece of new information. Consequently each proposition says something - the proposition "Socrates loves Plato" tells us that Plato is loved by Socrates but also shows other things which cannot be said, what this proposition shows is that it itself says Socrates loves Plato.' Wittgenstein says: (4.023)



	'A proposition shows its sense.

	 A proposition shows how things stand if it is true.

	 And it says that they do so stand.'



	Later on, Wittgenstein brings out more of the meaning of the saying, making the distinction;



	'What can be shown, cannot be said (4.1212)



	There are, indeed, things that cannot be put into words. They make

	themselves manifest... (6.522)'



	This says that a proposition shows what it represents - it cannot say it because that would make it a different proposition. Examples of things that can only be shown but not said are the subjects of ethics, religion and art, of which I shall have more to say later.



	Russell says (p xiii);



	'The world consists of facts: facts cannot strictly speaking be defined,

	but we can explain what we mean by saying that facts are what make

	propositions true or false.'



	This seems to me to be a vast oversimplification, as this idea as put tends to suggest that a fact is an added extra to a proposition, which adds truth or falsehood to a proposition which otherwise would not have it.

	

	In fact, upon a close reading of the first few paragraphs of the Tractatus (1 - 2.012) Wittgenstein states quite explicitly what a fact is:



	'What is the case - a fact - is the existence of states of affairs.

	A state of affairs (a state of things) is a combination of objects

	(things).' (2, 2.01)



	From these two propositions we can see the entire relationship between objects and facts: - that facts are possible states of affairs, which are themselves composed of Wittgenstein's simple objects in a particular relationship to one another.



	Thus, Russell's example of a fact - "Socrates was a wise Athenian" - should really have been defined by him not as a fact, but as a proposition that asserts the fact that Socrates was a wise Athenian.



	When it come to the section of the Tractatus which deals with the general form of the proposition, then Russell does a good job of describing the ideas in the book - hardly surprising since Russell was almost certainly the greater logician. However, as we shall see, this is an oasis of correctness in a desert of misinterpretation.



	After this, Russell goes on to make a very obvious error. He says;



	'There is no way, according to him, by which we can describe the

	 totality of things that can be named, in other words, the totality of

	what there is in the world.'



	Now this is in direct opposition to what Wittgenstein means, as in 1.1 'The world is the totality of facts, not things'.



	Indeed, if we equate 'thing' with 'object' then it is only possible to find one common property of all objects - that they are possible constituents of states of affairs. Russell then goes on to say that, 'in practice, identity is needed, as between a name and a description or between two descriptions.' This is of course true in everyday langauge, but in the perfect language of Russell and Wittgenstein this is not so, if only because, for instance, in the sentence "Socrates is the philosopher who drank hemlock", in our perfect language, someone who knew what the word "Socrates" meant would know also that he was the philosopher who drank hemlock, without needing to be told that.



	Furthermore, it is pointed out that by Wittgenstein that consequently a name is a description (cf 2.02331).



	Russell says that Wittgenstein believes that we cannot say anything about the world as a whole, because this would involve being outside the world, and thus language sets the limits to our discussion of the world. Nevertheless, even Wittgenstein seems to believe that it is possible to give descriptions of the world, such as that it is composed of the totality of facts, and that we can describe it by listing all the elementary (atomic) propositions and then stating which are true and which are false.



	At this point Russell actually criticises Wittgenstein's theory by saying that it cannot deal with "transfinite numbers" and is thus an incomplete logic.



	Russell had, by this time, already published "Principa Mathematica" and had, so he thought, devised a number system based upon pure logic capable of dealing with "transfinite numbers".



	Nevertheless, Russell's system did have its problems; it had to rely upon two axioms: the theory of types and the axiom of infinity. Obviously these presented their own problems, in that not only was his number theory tainted by the use of non-necessary axioms, but more importantly, that theory was incapable of dealing with number fully if there were not transfinite numbers, that is, the existence of the infinite is necessary for his number system to operate successfully.



	The fact that the number system in the Tractatus is incapable of dealing with transfinite numbers itself seems to me to be in doubt  - Wittgenstein's number system, as based on the two definitions:







shows that each number follows from previous numbers, that is, as with Russell he starts from a general definition of zero and definition of "y+1" to build up a number system from "a general plan of an integer [ , , , +1].



	Although it may be possible to say that Wittgenstein cannot get past finite numbers because he cannot define them, except as an addition series of real, finite integers, he has nevertheless reached the same point as Russell in this way. Moreover, Wittgenstein has developed a general form of integer which Russell never did with any success.



	A further point should possibly be borne in mind. Wittgenstein was of the opinion that "logic pervades the world: the limits of the world are also it limits" (5.61).



	Although this might presuppose that the world is infinite, it is my belief that Wittgenstein believed that the world should be considered as finite, although we are unable to conceive of anything outside of it.



	After all, it is surely impossible for us to talk about, let alone conceive of the infinite, and if this is so then logic has no place in the world, for it can only describe what we can conceive of.



	Thus, if we cannot realistically talk about the infinite, then logic is finite and consequentially any system, such as Wittgenstein's (and indeed Russell's) number system, which is based upon pure logic must only be capable of dealing with finite numbers.



	This theory of a finite world seems to be borne out by Wittgenstein's statement at 5.632;



	'The subject does not belong to the world: rather, it is a limit of the

	world.'



	If we move on finally to Russell's analysis of what he calls "the mystical", it seems to me that Russell has simply misunderstood Wittgenstein's attitude towards this concept, which encompasses ethics, aesthetics and so forth.



	Wittgenstein's belief, as I see it,  is to say that propositions can only express facts, which are themselves states of affairs in the world and therefore we cannot have Fregean predicating propositions concerning ethics, because they are indeed unsayable.

	

	If this is the case, then what is Wittgenstein's reason for including this section?



	I believe that Wittgenstein is attempting to say that metaphysics should not be dismissed, as the positivists (including the members of the "Vienna circle") believed.



	He says at 6.41: ' The sense of the world must lie outside the world...If there is any value that does value, it must lie outside the whole sphere of what happens and is the case." In other words, we can consider ethics, morality religion et al as the true sense of the world.



	Thus, what the Tractatus intends is to show us how to come to understand metaphysics, and philosophy in general, by saying all that can be said and showing that what is left over, what "cannot be put into words", is true philosophy.



	Thus it could be considered that, in some ways, Wittgenstein's theory of logic is incidental to the main purpose of the Tractatus, and it is rather ironic that it should only be this part of the book which Bertrand Russell appears able to correctly interpret.



	In conclusion, it seems to me that Russell has indeed misunderstood the Tractatus. Nevertheless at the time that it was written it would have been an almost entirely mystifying work. Indeed, Rudolph Carnap was quoted as saying:



	'When we were reading Wittgenstein's book in the Circle, I had 

	erroneously believed that his attitude towards metaphysics was similar

	to ours...Only personal contact with him helped me to see more clearly

	his attitude at this point�



	Consequently, I do not believe that we should judge Russell too harshly for his lack of comprehension of parts of the book.



	Indeed, I would question Wittgenstein's judgement in asking Russell to write an introduction. To be sure, the publication company Jahoda would only publish the Tractatus with this introduction, and the same applies to Reclam, but surely Wittgenstein knew that an introduction by such a man as Russell would firstly be somewhat critical, to the point of being patronising, and secondly, was unlikely to be wholly accurate. For his part, Russell did break an unwritten rule of introduction writers by being openly critical of the work and also by writing at almost as great a length as the author himself.



	Nevertheless the book as a philosophical text is, if anything, enhanced by the addition of this introduction.
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