
Abstract
This essay constitutes an attempt to probe the very idea of a saying/showing distinction of the kind that Wittgenstein advances in the Tractatus—to say what such a distinction consists in, to say what philosophical work it has to do, and to say how we might be justified in drawing such a distinction. Towards the end of the essay the discussion is related to Wittgenstein’s later work. It is argued that we can profitably see this work in such a way that a saying/showing distinction arises there too. In particular, in the final sub-section of the essay, it is suggested that we can see in Wittgenstein’s later work an inducement to say what we are shown.
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On Saying and Showing

There is not, and may there never be, any treatise by me . . . on these things, for the subject is not communicable in words, as other sciences are. Rather is it that, after long association in the business itself and a shared life, a light is lit in the soul, kindled, as it were, by a leaping flame, and thenceforward feeds itself (Plato).
1. The saying/showing distinction in the Tractatus. Two examples
A linchpin of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus1 is his distinction between what can be said and what can be shown. The distinction first seriously emerges in the early 4s in connection with the idea that a proposition shows, but does not say, what its sense is (4.022ff.).2 What can be shown, we are told, cannot be said (4.1212). By the end of the work the catalogue of what can be shown has become large and multifarious. It includes: the logical form of reality (4.121); the logical relations between propositions (4.1211, 6.1201, and 6.1221); the limit of empirical reality (5.5561); the truth in solipsism, or what the solipsist means (5.62); and the mystical (6.522). Recent work bearing on the distinction, and sympathetic to it, has pointed to an even broader conception of what can be shown. For example, it has been suggested that one lesson of Wittgenstein’s later work, where the terrain is very different from that of the Tractatus and where the distinction is certainly not explicitly retained, is none the less that there are certain things which, though they cannot properly be put into words, can be shown.3 My aim in this essay is to probe the very idea of a saying/showing distinction along Tractarian lines. I shall attempt to say what it consists in, what philosophical work it has to do, and how one might be justified in drawing such a distinction.
Consider the two following examples. The first is inspired by the Tractatus itself (see 5.633–5.6331). It concerns somebody’s visual field, where this is to be thought of as a three-dimensional portion of public space. A more or less complete description is produced of what is in this field, from the point of view of the person, though with no explicit reference to anything outside the field. However complete the description may be, it cannot represent the fact that everything of which it treats is seen from a particular point at the edge of the field. For this is a fact that cannot be represented without explicit reference to something outside the field. Yet there is a sense in which this fact will be manifest in the form that the description takes. (The description will use terms like ‘left’ and ‘right’.) So there is something that cannot be said here but that is shown by what can be said.
The second example4 concerns a limited language with a co-ordinate system by means of which things are located on the surface of the earth. Every sentence from the language is of the form ‘X is at (i, j(’. It is clear that this language will be fully comprehensible only to somebody who can identify some point on the grid. Yet none of its sentences can be used to say where any point on the grid is. At most they can be used to say what is at any given point. What cannot be said here must again be in some sense manifest to, or shown to, anybody with a full understanding of what can be said.5
Is this the kind of thing to which Wittgenstein is alluding in the Tractatus? In at least one crucial respect, it is not. Wittgenstein wants to claim that there are things that can be shown though they cannot be said in any possible language, whereas each of the examples furnishes us with a notion of unsayability that is relative to certain limited linguistic resources. In each case what is shown can also be said, given appropriate enriching of those resources. The examples nevertheless furnish a useful model of Wittgenstein’s distinction, and they provide some clues as to what unifying theme might link his inventory of what can be shown. In each of the examples what is showable is some feature of a framework, and what is sayable is how that framework is filled. The frameworks are the outer limits of the visual field and the co-ordinate system respectively. Each of these determines a certain bounded whole, a space, and it is the parts of this space which are described whenever anything is said (within the prescribed linguistic limits). But nothing that can be said (within those limits) serves to describe the whole itself, as a whole—as part of some larger space. By contrast, what can be shown does concern the whole as a whole, related to something outside it, namely a subject. In the first instance it is shown that the contents of the whole are seen in a certain way by the subject. In the second instance it is shown that the contents of the whole are to be located in a certain way by the subject.
Now the contingencies of any relationship between the whole and what lies outside it are irrelevant to the description of its parts. For the purpose of such a description, the whole, or rather its framework, counts as rigid and fixed. So, relative to that description, what can be said is how things are within the framework and what can be shown, bearing as it does on the framework itself, explains how they must be. The distinction between what can be said and what can be shown therefore relates in a fundamental way to the familiar philosophical distinction between what is actually the case and what is necessarily the case. This is indeed reflected in the Tractatus, where it is claimed that the only necessity is logical necessity (6.37). For elsewhere it is clear that Wittgenstein intends an intimate connection between logic (logical form and structure) and what can be shown (for example, 4.1216).
In general, this model does give us some sense of how the various doctrines advanced in the Tractatus concerning the saying/showing distinction might be held together. The relevant whole in the Tractatus is the world, all that is the case. Its shape and its form, when it is conceived as a whole (a limited whole), are what can be shown. And through the ethical and mystical elements of the work these are related to the metaphysical subject, which lies outside the world, as its limit.
2. Some preliminaries
If these ideas are to be sharpened, however, something still needs to be said about the special way in which the word ‘show’ is being used and, more particularly, about the grammar of the saying/showing distinction. Otherwise the claim that certain things can be shown though they cannot be said will be too easily understood as a triviality that falls far short of Wittgenstein’s thesis. (I can show you a chair but I cannot say it.) It is not just that ‘things’ is too imprecise. The surface grammar is misleading. Any narrower sortal that does not issue in an interpretation that makes the claim trivial in this way will issue in an interpretation that would make it unacceptable to Wittgenstein—for example, that some of the ways in which things stand in relation to one another can be shown but not said, or, more generally, that certain truths can be shown but not said (see, for example, 4.063). Concomitant with the problems that arise here is a question that has received surprisingly little attention and with respect to which the Tractatus offers next to no help: what is the genus of which saying and showing are species? Of course, there is a sense in which this is a bad question, born precisely of an overly crude construal of the claim that certain things can be shown but not said. We are less inclined to pose the question when we return to the text. For although Wittgenstein speaks of propositions as both saying and showing certain things, he also suggests that the real contrast is between what we (language-users) say by means of propositions and what shows itself, or makes itself manifest (for example, 4.121 and 6.124).7 Still, to the extent that a division is being made here, we are bound to want some sense of the territory that is being divided.
In the light of this, it is appropriate (though not particularly Tractarian) to focus on individual states of enlightenment—to see the distinction as being, primarily, between knowing something that can be said (as it were, having the answer to some question (see 6.5)) and being shown something, where this is construed as being in a state of enlightenment that is not of that kind. The claim that certain things can be shown though they cannot be said is then tantamount to the claim that we can be in a state of enlightenment though we are unable to give voice to it (we are unable to put it into words). If we view matters in this way, then we are no longer likely to be vexed by the question of what the common object of saying and showing is or by the question of what their genus is. We nevertheless do have something to say about what are being distinguished, namely states of enlightenment. Moreover, by turning our attention away from what is shown to those who are shown it, we help to allay the natural worry that much of what we shall want to say in this connection is precisely what, according to the doctrine being discussed, cannot be said. For whatever we can or cannot say about what is shown, we are certainly able to say plenty about people and about what it is for them to be in states of enlightenment. Thus we may be able to say a lot about showing without prejudicing any issues, and in particular without abrogating the very concept under discussion. Were this not the case, there would be legitimate room for suspicion about whether it was a bona fide concept at all.
3. Basic justification for drawing such a distinction
Let us focus, then, on ourselves as knowing subjects. The following are some theses about us in that capacity that would be regarded by many as axiomatic: we are cast into a world that is not of our own making (a world that is independent of us); it is this world of which we have knowledge (if we have any knowledge at all); and, because our epistemic grasp thereby depends upon, and is limited by, our particular standing in the world, we are, in a profound epistemological sense, finite. I shall argue that these theses provide crucial motivation for the drawing of a saying/showing distinction. (My aim is not to defend them but to see where they lead.)
One repercussion that they are often thought to have is that we can have no knowledge unless some part of the world into which we are cast, that part which we are to know, is given to us in some way, or (less metaphorically) affects us in some way. This is a distinctively Kantian thought. It occurs at the beginning of his Critique of Pure Reason8 and has a primordial role to play throughout his critical philosophy.9 Heidegger, commenting on this, recasts the thought in his own idiosyncratic way: ‘because our Dasein is finite—existing in the midst of the essent which already is and to which our Dasein is abandoned— . . . it [our Dasein] must of necessity receive the essent’.10 Since what we receive thereby becomes ours, a corollary of this thought is that what we know is thereby ours. As such, it stands in an essential relation to us. It is ‘our world’. This idea receives one of its clearest formulations in Schopenhauer, working very much within the Kantian tradition. It is likewise introduced at the beginning of his most important book, as a fundamental principle standing in need of no proof. He writes, ‘Everything that exists for knowledge, and hence the whole of this world, is only object in relation to the subject, perception of the perceiver, in a word, representation’.11 Anything of such elemental importance to Schopenhauer is bound to be relevant to this essay, given the influence that Schopenhauer clearly exercises on Wittgenstein in the writing of the Tractatus.12 Indeed a Tractarian theme is already present here, witness 5.62: ‘the world is my world’. But the important idea at which this train of thought has arrived is that our knowledge must always somehow relate back to us, via our reception of what we are given. Thus, still in the Kantian tradition though this time in Fichte, we find the bold claim that ‘with respect to . . . [external] things, we know only what is produced through our consciousness itself’.13
Now given the point of departure for this train of thought, it might appear that a reductio ad absurdum has been effected. Indeed we do find Fichte arguing on this basis that our knowledge is of a reality posited by us, a conclusion which, at least on its most narrowly literal interpretation, stands in direct conflict with the original premise that our knowledge is of an independent reality not of our own making. But there is a simple way of resisting the reductio. Let us distinguish between what we are given and our reception of it. Our knowledge is grounded, immediately, in the latter, which is clearly dependent on us. But it also thereby relates, mediately, to the former, which is not dependent on us. It is this lack of dependence that was originally being maintained.
Does this involve a dualism between content and scheme, or between what is given and how it is received, or again between uninterpreted data and their interpretation? This is an urgent question, given the severe censure to which dualisms of this kind have recently been subjected.14
On one construal some such dualism certainly is involved—but not on the construal that would make it objectionable. What is objectionable, and what has been objected to, is the thought that, within our reception of what we are given, we can recognize a sharp dichotomy between a passive element, whereby we first let the world impinge on us, and an active element, whereby we go on to make sense of what we have already thereby received. Donald Davidson has given voice to one popular version of this thought: ‘Conceptual schemes . . . are ways of organizing experience; they are systems of categories that give form to the data of sensation; they are points of view from which individuals, cultures, or periods survey the passing scene’.15 ‘Experience’; ‘the data of sensation’; ‘the passing scene’: these all already incorporate the idea of reception. By contrast, the more fundamental dualism involved in the picture above is precisely between our reception and what we receive (as it is in itself).
But as well as being more fundamental, it is also more innocuous. One can accept this dualism without thinking that the world has to be understood apart from some way of receiving it. ‘The world’ here simply plays the same kind of schematic role as the phrase ‘how things are’. Richard Rorty has complained that ‘the notion of “the world” as used in a phrase like “different conceptual schemes carve up the world differently” must be the notion of something completely unspecified and unspecifiable’.16 But why must it? Surely we can moot the possibility that different conceptual schemes carve up the world differently and thereby mean that they differ with respect to how they treat physical objects, people, events, and the like. We can even moot the possibility that they do this without using the concepts of a physical object or a person or an event.
Any distinction between scheme and content in the picture above is thus an anodyne one. But it does mean that there are two facets to the knowledge that we have. On the one hand there is that in our knowledge which is determined by what we are given. On the other hand there is that in our knowledge which is determined by our own receptive capacities, which enable us to take whatever we are given. To the extent that we can appropriately focus attention on these severally, we can acquire different kinds of enlightenment. To acquire the first kind of enlightenment we must exercise suitable sensitivity to what lies outside us. To acquire the second kind of enlightenment we must indulge in a kind of introspective, a priori reflection of our own ability to exercise such sensitivity. In the first case we actually receive. In the second case we are self-consciously receptive.
This is certainly the kind of distinction being sought. For one thing it dovetails neatly with the idea that emerged from the two examples considered in section 1 of a framework and its filling, together with the attendant idea of a subject vis-à-vis a whole. The whole in this case is ‘the subject’s world’, that which he or she receives. But still, it might be objected, what justification is there for relating this back to the saying/showing distinction? In Kant, where there are these two kinds of enlightenment, is there not also the possibility of giving voice to both? One can say, for example, that 7+5=12 with no less right than that Jesus had twelve apostles.
This objection mislocates the distinction in Kant. Certainly one can say that 7+5=12, and much else about how the phenomenal world must be in contrast to how it actually is. To say such things is to express a priori knowledge. But it is not yet to say anything about us or our receptive capacities as things in themselves. The distinction between a priori knowledge and a posteriori knowledge is not the relevant distinction. There is, in Kant, a deeper contrast between two kinds of enlightenment, one of which does take the form of a sort of introspective awareness of our existence as things in themselves—though not, of course, knowledge of ourselves as we are in ourselves. Kant writes, ‘In the synthetic original unity of apperception, I am conscious of myself, not as I appear to myself, nor as I am in myself, but only that I am. This representation is a thought, not an intuition.’17 Whether in Kant’s view there is any legitimate way of giving voice to this thought (this kind of enlightenment) is not clear, and it would be rash to claim that this takes us directly back to the saying/showing distinction. For one thing, Kant has already tried to give voice to it in this quotation. In general when he distinguishes between thought and knowledge, he allows for the possibility of applying concepts in expressing the former.18 Nevertheless, when set against the enlightenment we have when intuitions and concepts are both at play, this furnishes us with exactly the kind of contrast that can substantiate a saying/showing distinction. It is again a contrast between knowing how things are (actually receiving) and, as a knowing subject, having an awareness of one’s own existence at the limit of what one can know (being self-consciously receptive).
This contrast can substantiate a saying/showing distinction in the following (Tractatus-inspired) way. To put a state of enlightenment into words is to offer to a potential receiver (to anyone capable of understanding the words) a model, or picture, of what one has received. One’s offering mirrors one’s reception. But clearly, only states of enlightenment that involve some reception can be treated in this way. States of enlightenment that consist merely in being self-consciously receptive are not susceptible to being put into words. They indicate the limits of what can be put into words. To be in such a state of enlightenment is to be shown something (compare 4.12–4.121).
4. A third example. The Tractatus reconsidered. Its ethical and mystical aspects
We can now see how the two examples considered earlier capture the structure of this. What the subject is shown in each case concerns how he or she stands with respect to something given, conceived as a whole. (In the first case I am assuming that the person who assimilates the description is the same as the person from whose point of view it is produced.) The nature of the reception of what is given determines both the extent of what is given (the extent of the whole) and also the way in which the subject knows about it; and in that respect the reception imposes a framework on the whole as the subject knows it. How the framework is filled is a function of what is actually given, and thus of what is received and known, and this can be put into words. This is what can be said.
But, as I have remarked, the examples provide a model that is imperfect in the following respect. In each case what the subject is shown can also be put into words. This is because the whole is part of some larger whole which includes the subject and which can also be given (indeed, which he or she can be given). By contrast, for a subject to be shown something in an unmitigated Tractarian sense, there must be no way of being given the relevant larger whole. What can be shown cannot be said.
A better example, from this point of view, would have been the following. It amalgamates features of the two previous examples and treats of somebody’s epistemic standing with respect to the whole of space. It concerns a person who, like the rest of us, comes to know about the objects in space by herself being one such and interacting with them causally. She receives the objects in space perceptually, as an embodied agent with various senses. What she comes to know about them can be put into words. But her knowledge is also essentially of such a kind that she can act on it. (This is related to the fact that it is at root egocentric or perspectival, relating back to her and her own spatial location. Fundamentally she knows such things as that the table is immediately to the left of her.) Suppose she self-consciously reflects on how she is able to exploit her knowledge—how, for example, knowing that the table is immediately to the left of her enables her to put something on it. This will in turn entail self-conscious reflection on how she receives the spatial objects around her: her receiving them perceptually essentially involves her knowing how to act on them.19 But there is no way of saying what she comes to see, or in other words what she is shown, as she self-consciously reflects in this way. A great deal can be said about how things are arranged in space, including how they are arranged with respect to her, and about what is required if she is going to manipulate them in various ways. But nothing that can be put into words will do justice to the non-inferential connection that she perceives between the way in which spatial arrangements are presented to her and her own agency. That she is apprised of such a connection is part and parcel of her simply perceiving and acting. One might even speak here of a transcendental connection between her agency and spatiality. Certainly there is a neo-Kantian flavour to this.
It also has a Tractarian flavour. The connection between agency and showing is pivotal to the ethical elements in the Tractatus, and in the Notebooks (just as it is pivotal to much of what we find in Kant, if my way of representing Kant has been at all correct20). In accordance with the ideas that we have been exploring, the metaphysical subject in Wittgenstein’s early work receives the world in such a way as to be a limit of it (5.632). And the subject’s will, the free exercise of which is what is essentially good or evil (see Wittgenstein (1979), pp. 79–80), determines how the subject limits the world, that is it causes the world as a whole to wax or wane—or so we should like to say (see 6.43). But we ought not strictly to say this. For we are alluding here to what the subject is shown in adopting different attitudes towards the world. In freely adopting these attitudes and acting accordingly the subject is shown what is mystical; the subject is shown value and meaning. For the world to wax or wane is for the world to gain or lose meaning (Wittgenstein (1979), p. 73). A good exercise of the will involves adopting the right attitude, the attitude of Glück, or ‘happiness’ (6.43 and Wittgenstein (1979), pp. 78 and 87).
However much this may puzzle us, however many questions it may leave open, and however great may be the tension between what we are licensed to say and what looks as if it needs saying, we have at least been given a way of viewing the connection between the subject and the world which makes both it and the attendant concept of showing relatively accessible. For even if we do not know what is involved in adopting an attitude of Glück towards the world, or being glücklich (Wittgenstein’s glosses on this as being in agreement with the world or as doing the will of God (Wittgenstein (1979), p. 75) do not make it any the less schematic) we can at any rate think of it as something that the subject does as an entity within the world, something that can legitimately be described and that makes a sayable difference to how the world is. The glücklich man and the unglücklich man are effably different. There are two worries that we are liable to have about this, but they can both be quashed.
The first worry is that these remarks stand in direct conflict with the Tractarian doctrine that what can be shown cannot be said. This worry can be quashed by appeal to the distinction between what is shown to somebody and what it is for that person to be shown it. Even if the former cannot be put into words, it does not follow that the latter cannot be. Saying what it is for somebody to be glücklich is not the same as saying what the world of the glücklich man is like and does not involve putting into words anything that is shown.21 (Note, however, that I do not claim to be doing straight exegesis here. In Wittgenstein (1979), p. 78, he says that there can be no describing the mark of the glücklich life.)
The second worry is that the remarks above contradict the Tractarian doctrine that the metaphysical subject cannot be found anywhere in the world. This worry can be quashed by appeal to the connection between the metaphysical subject and the empirical subject. There is no need to view these as two separate entities. There is one subject capable of being assessed from two points of view. From an external point of view the subject is a particular human being in the world, the empirical subject. From his or her own point of view, as recipient of the world and set against it as a limited whole, the same subject becomes that limiting factor outside the world to which it belongs, the metaphysical subject (see 5.6 and following).22 A human being, through acting in a certain way and self-consciously reflecting, can be shown aspects of himself or herself in this latter guise. This sounds much headier than it really is. After all, Kant has already taught us to look upon ordinary self-consciousness as not being consciousness of anything (any thing) in the world.23 And the perspectival differences that arise as a result of the phenomenon of self-consciousness, however imperfectly understood, have become a philosophical commonplace.24
5. Unity in the Tractarian distinction
What can be shown according to the Tractatus is not confined to the ethical and mystical aspects of how the subject stands with respect to the world. It also includes a great deal about logical form, structure, and representation. How do these relate to one another?
In several ways. The most fundamental common factor is the idea of the world’s overall shape and form, its framework. This determines how the facts, which constitute the world (see 1 and 2), are held together, but it does not determine what the facts actually are. Related to this is the idea of the world’s simply existing, regardless of what it is actually like. What can be shown is always connected not with the world’s being how it is but with its being however it is, not with its being how it can be truly represented as being but with its being such as to admit of true representation at all (see, for example, 6.44).25 Thus what can be shown concerns how things must be; what can be said is how they are.
Another common factor is meaning. It is no mere pun to say that the ethical, mystical, and logical elements in the Tractatus all concern meaning. It highlights something fundamental about the subject’s relation to the world. Correlative with the notion of meaning is that of understanding, and understanding lies at the root of all states of enlightenment, whether they are instances of knowing something sayable or of being shown something. (More on this in section 7.)
A third common factor bringing unity to the Tractarian remarks on showing is unity itself. The subject, in self-consciously reflecting on the world as his or hers and adopting an attitude towards it as a whole, must see it as a unified whole essentially given as such. But this is possible only to the extent that its parts are held together in unity (are united), and this requires a unifying form—logical form. In order to represent the world, propositions must share this form (2.18 and 4.12). If there were no such form, that is a general form of any proposition, there would be no such unity (Wittgenstein (1979), p. 75). This form can be given as simply, ‘This is how things stand’ (4.5).26
These last remarks are reminiscent of the Transcendental Deduction in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason (Kant (1933), A84–130 and, differently in the second edition, B116–169). In each of its versions, it traces out essentially the same link between the unity of what can be given for consciousness and the logical forms of judgments.27 Kant’s concern is with the unity that is involved in objective articulable knowledge of the world (see Kant (1933), A89–90/B122). ‘A judgment,’ he tells us, ‘is nothing but the manner in which given modes of knowledge are brought to the objective unity of apperception’ (Kant (1933), B141). He goes on to say, ‘This is what is intended by the copula “is”’. So, like Wittgenstein, he indicates the most general form of a judgment (or proposition) by appeal to the simple idea of asserting things to be so. And in Kant, just as in Wittgenstein, this issues in a kind of transcendental solipsism.28 For the unity involved here is the unity of apperception, the unity of what is held together in one consciousness. In the Prolegomena29 Kant writes, ‘The logical functions of all judgments are but various modes of uniting representations in consciousness’ (§22), and in the first edition version of the Deduction he writes, ‘All objects with which we can occupy ourselves, are one and all in me, that is, are determinations of my identical self . . . [This] is only another way of saying that there must be a complete unity of them in one and the same apperception. But this unity of possible consciousness also constitutes the form of all knowledge of objects; through it the manifold is thought as belonging to a single object’ (Kant (1933), A 129). This is echoed in Wittgenstein’s claim that ‘the world is my world: this is manifest in the fact that the limits of language (of that language which alone I understand) mean the limits of my world’ (5.62, emphasis in original).30
We are also reminded of Frege’s discussion of the unity of sentences, which echoes Kant’s claim that the copula ‘is’ indicates some kind of unity.31 Frege claims, in effect, that there is no legitimate way of talking about how the copula, or predicates in which it occurs, relates to reality. It is as if we find ourselves unintentionally talking about objects in the world whenever we try to talk about the unifying form that holds them together, that to which the copula relates. Here it is tempting to say precisely that we are shown how the copula relates to reality though we cannot put it into words. And no doubt Wittgenstein has Frege’s problem in mind at various points in the Tractatus (see especially the 4.12s).
6. Relativization in the concept of showing
Showing is grounded in the subject’s reception of what he or she is given. This suggests that there might be a deep relativization in the concept of showing, much deeper than the relativization that I noted in connection with the two examples in section 1, which was relativization to limited linguistic resources. For if the reception in question is itself capable of being given to some other subject, a subject with receptive capacities of some radically different kind, then cannot this subject say what the original subject is shown? (We might even envisage one subject, God say, creatively and intellectually intuiting a second subject’s reception in Kant’s sense, without itself being given anything or being shown anything.32 But if we do, we should note that such a subject might also be incapable of saying anything, in so far as saying something involves exercising receptive capacities.)
For one subject to be able to say what another subject is shown in this way, the two subjects would have to occupy different points of view in a very profound sense. It is not possible to say what the Tractarian glücklich man is shown, for example, simply by being somebody else. Any other person receives the same world, in the same way, and in that sense occupies the same point of view, as he does. To say what he is shown we would have to station ourselves outside his world and thus outside our own world, the world (compare 4.12). The impossibility of our doing this is reflected in our ill-begotten attempts to say what he is shown. We talk of his world’s waxing, of its becoming a different world from that of the unglücklich man (6.43). But this makes sense only if his world is part of another to which we have access. And it is not. There is nothing we can cite that does not already belong to his world. So we cannot say what the glücklich man is shown. And this suggests that in fact, ultimately, there must be a saying/showing distinction, such as we find in the Tractatus, that is free of relativization. For what we cannot say cannot be said. It cannot be said in any possible language. The ‘we’, to use Jonathan Lear’s phrase, disappears.33
There is, however, an obvious objection to this. The ‘we’ disappears only in the sense that it becomes implicit. It can easily be brought back into view. For ‘cannot be said’ is simply elliptical in the above account for ‘cannot be said by us (here, from this point of view)’, and ‘any possible language’ for ‘any possible language that we (or perhaps even I) could understand’ (compare 5.62). This indicates, surely, that even the Tractarian distinction involves hidden relativization; and this in turn reinforces the thought that some kind of relativism is a natural concomitant of the very idea of a saying/showing distinction.
In response to this objection: making the ‘we’ explicit in this way indicates genuine relativization only insofar as an alternative can be recognized, which, in the nature of the case, it cannot. We cannot recognize a standpoint from which that which cannot be said by us nevertheless can be said; and we can get no proper grip on the idea of such a standpoint’s existing even though we cannot recognize it. Still, the objection may run, even if we cannot get a proper grip on the idea, will not self-conscious reflection convince us that it is at least pointing to something? To this the correct response is: yes. The saying/showing distinction is here turned on itself. For it is through self-conscious reflection that we can be shown things, and talk of unrecognizable standpoints certainly gestures, however clumsily, in the direction of something that we can be shown. That our own point of view is not privileged; that what we are shown may be sayable elsewhere; that any saying/showing distinction is bound to involve relativization; that what we take to be an absolute saying/showing distinction we do so only because ‘absolute’ is itself a relative term: these are the kinds of claims that we should like to make when giving voice to what we are shown, though of course we cannot give voice to it, and each of these claims, to the extent that it is a genuine claim at all, is false. What we are shown we must be content to pass over in silence (compare 7).
7. Understanding
How does understanding connect with this?
The concept of understanding is extremely broad. Among the many things that I might naturally be said to understand (or not) are: English; some particular word or phrase; an innuendo; general relativity; Kant’s third Critique; why somebody is behaving in a certain way; modern art; Beethoven’s fourteenth string quartet; life; a close friend; death. And if the solipsist really does mean something (5.62), then what the solipsist means can be added to this list. Understanding is one of the most general cognitive states by which we can be related to the world. For one thing, whenever somebody knows that such and such is the case, this will be because there is something (a situation, a theory, a piece of information, a piece of evidence, . . .) that he or she understands. Understanding something is always associated with having a certain receptive capacity, and states of enlightenment of whatever kind, including instances of being shown something, are always grounded in some form of understanding. But our paradigm of understanding is linguistic understanding. So too it is linguistic understanding that supplies our paradigms of showing.
Two facts about the Tractatus testify to this (as well as to the more general link between showing and understanding). First, there is the fact that the concept of showing first seriously emerges in the early 4s in the context of a discussion of the sense of a proposition, a discussion that focuses very much on linguistic understanding. A proposition shows its sense, we are told; that is, it shows how things stand if it is true, and to understand it is to know how things stand if it is true (4.002, 4.024, and neighbouring sections).
The second relevant fact is that the solipsistic remarks, which make their first appearance in the 5.6s somewhat out of the blue when the discussion has hitherto been of a very impersonal, abstract, logical character, are immediately set in the context of considerations about linguistic understanding. As soon as we are told that what the solipsist means is correct and that it makes itself manifest, we are given this elucidation: ‘the world is my world: this is manifest in the fact that the limits of language (of that language which alone I understand) mean the limits of my world’ (5.62, emphasis in original).
This may indeed provide us with a clue as to why the solipsist is tempted to express what he means in the way in which he does (using the pronoun ‘I’ rather than ‘we’ or ‘it’ or ‘God’). For what he is shown concerns his standing with respect to the world as mediated by linguistic understanding; and insofar as he is inclined to see such understanding as essentially and non-derivatively his, he will be tempted to express what he is shown accordingly.
Three special advantages accrue from taking linguistic understanding as a prime instance of being shown something, or more strictly of what can ground being shown something. First, it casts a great deal of reciprocal light on to the philosophy of language. If we view understanding in this way, then we are led to the rather radical thesis that it is possible to show but not to state what expressions mean. This thesis has recently received much support.34 If it is correct, then it must have serious implications concerning the aims and aspirations that we should have when practising the philosophy of language. In particular, it should curtail a natural ambition that we might have to elucidate meaning by outlining what would be involved in stating the meanings of the expressions in a given language.35 But the thesis that it is impossible to say what any expression means is perfectly compatible with the thesis that it is possible to say a great deal about what it is to understand the expression, and this will be significant when it comes to deciding what we may aspire to in practising the philosophy of language.36 It also serves to emphasize that, however mysterious and esoteric the concept of showing initially threatens to be, there is no reason why instances of being shown something should not be mundane, familiar, and susceptible of description. Understanding a language is certainly each of these things, and this is the second reason why it is advantageous to accord it prominence as an example of being shown something: we are reminded of how much we can say about showing.
The third advantage is that we are provided with a helpful gloss on what it can be like not to be shown something, in the sense of not being sensitive to what one is capable of being shown—being prevented from focusing attention in an appropriate way. I am not thinking in terms of anything as straightforward as not understanding a particular language or misunderstanding a particular word. I have in mind the case where somebody certainly knows the meaning of a word or phrase, but (perhaps because of a misleading analogy with some other expression) she misconstrues its logic and thus attempts to use it in a way for which it is unsuited. She produces nonsense, often in the guise of unanswerable questions, and when she self-consciously reflects on her own linguistic understanding, she finds her attention drawn to these ‘questions’, which obscure what is there to be shown.
This, or something like it, is, according to the Tractatus, the general diagnosis for most philosophical perplexity (4.003). And the philosopher’s task is obviously not to answer such ‘questions’ but to prevent their arising, by reminding people of the logic of their words—of what exactly they are entitled to say and to think—so that they are then free to focus attention on what is there to be shown though it cannot be said (4.113—4.115 and 6.53). A valuable tool in carrying out this task will be the injunction to look at what expressions are actually used for, for this will highlight their logic (6.211). Philosophy, on this conception, is essentially an activity, whose aim is to clarify and elucidate our use of words; there are no distinctively philosophical propositions or theses in which it results (4.112).
Perhaps the most striking feature of this conception of philosophy is its close resemblance to that found in the later work of Wittgenstein. Indeed the principal difference is purely terminological: Wittgenstein later speaks of ‘grammar’ where here he speaks of ‘logic’.37 To compare Wittgenstein’s later work with the Tractatus in these respects, and, more specifically, to compare them in such a way that a saying/showing distinction arises in the later work, is, I shall now suggest, very instructive.38
8. The later work of Wittgenstein
8.1 Wittgenstein’s later conception of philosophy. Its resemblance to that of the Tractatus
In his later work, just as in the Tractatus, Wittgenstein urges us to view philosophical perplexity as the result of a natural impulse to misconstrue the grammar of our language. For example, there is an inclination to draw false analogies between different linguistic constructions, the similarity of whose surface grammar hides crucial differences of function. Again, we are often tempted to interpret perfectly good metaphors and idioms too literally and thus inappropriately to assimilate them to utterances where the same expressions are used more straightforwardly. The upshot is that language ‘goes on holiday’, good sense gives way to nonsense, and we find ourselves puzzled and confused by certain pseudo-questions that arise, posing as philosophical problems (see Wittgenstein (1967), Pt. I, §38). A caricature of such a ‘question’ is, ‘Why is it that only I can know when ouch!?’—which in Wittgenstein’s view is what the more specious ‘Why is it that only I can know when I am in pain?’ pretty much amounts to. The philosopher’s task is a therapeutic one: it is to get us to command a clear view of our language so that we stop feeling the urge to answer such ‘questions’. To the extent that we can do this (command a clear view of our language), we can also feel our way around inside our world-view and gain a sense for where the limits of comprehensibility lie. That is, we can self-consciously reflect on how we make sense of things, or how we receive them; we can focus attention on our own receptive capacities without being distracted by ill-begotten philosophical conundrums. And, if the comparison with the Tractatus can indeed be sustained here, then this is tantamount to saying that we can be shown something. An individual who has been shown something in this way reveals this principally by using language properly and resisting the allure of ambitious philosophical theses with all their attendant bemusement. Such an individual has to that extent been cured.
Here the following objection might be voiced: it is absurd to suppose that one can reveal such a state of enlightenment simply by carrying on in exactly the way in which one would have carried on if one had never fallen into temptation in the first place (to switch the metaphor); for there must surely be some further distinguishing mark that differentiates one from one’s unfallen but unenlightened fellows.
This objection rests on various mistaken presuppositions. First, it is a mistake to suppose that the individual in question carries on in exactly the way in which he or she would have carried on had there never been any lapse into temptation. One difference is precisely that there has been such a lapse. The individual’s reaction against this lapse, which may be a continuing process, and which (especially if it is) will give him or her a strong feeling of empathy for those who still succumb to temptation, might be enough to justify talk of a special kind of enlightenment—just as we can say that somebody understands an argument better the livelier an appreciation he or she has of the counterarguments to it and of how they are to be rebutted.39 (On this point it is a notable feature of Wittgenstein’s later work that in it he exhibits a real sense of the allure of what he is trying to resist: the same cannot always be said of those purporting to follow him.)
Secondly, there is in any case no clear warrant for thinking that not falling into temptation entails being unenlightened. Could one not reveal that one had been shown something just by (self-consciously) carrying on—as it were sinlessly?
Of course, this question invites a strenuous exercise of the imagination. The metaphor of sinlessness embodies an idealization transcending anything that we ever encounter. The question should not be taken to suggest (and is a bad question insofar as it does suggest) that in his later work Wittgenstein distinguishes between two kinds of people: those who need therapeutic treatment or redemption in order (once again) to see the world aright, and those who do not, because they never become ill or they never stray from the straight and narrow in the first place. In fact, such a suggestion is implicit in the original objection, and is the third and most seriously mistaken of the presuppositions on which it rests. For underlying the objection is the following picture of Wittgenstein’s later view of philosophy: the vast majority of people carry on exactly as they ought, but some, ‘philosophers’, are led astray, and it is incumbent upon a small sub-group of these, those who have perceived their fall into sin and who have been restored to some kind of innocence, to expend their energies trying to redeem their fellow philosophers. This picture is a travesty of what we find in Wittgenstein’s later work. The puzzles, confusions, and conundrums, indeed the deep intellectual malaise (see Wittgenstein (1967), Pt. I, §111), that Wittgenstein probes throughout his later work ought to be viewed not as the foibles of some small, unfortunate group but as part of a human predicament. It is true that Wittgenstein speaks of philosophical perplexity as the ailment of the philosopher (for example in his (1969a), p. 59). But we are all, in that sense, philosophers. This aspect of the human predicament is for Wittgenstein, just as for Kant, a natural and universal one (see Kant (1933), A642/B670). And there is no such thing as never succumbing to temptation or reaching the point at last of being able to resist all temptation. There is rather a continuing, piecemeal, non-systematic process of trying to resist the allure of particular temptations as and when they arise, and the philosopher’s task is to try to further this process (compare Wittgenstein (1967), Pt. I, §127).
8.2 Inducement in the later work to say what we are shown
Now there is an irony in the Tractatus which carries over to the later work too. Most of the examples of philosophical nonsense that we find in the early work do not arise as candidates for excision by the philosophical methods outlined there. On the contrary, they actually constitute the work, and they do so moreover to the virtual exclusion of proper sense as construed by the Tractatus itself (see 6.54). Of course, if it is true that philosophy is not a body of doctrine but an activity aimed at combating nonsense (4.112), then the fact that the Tractatus itself consists mostly of nonsense does not ipso facto prevent it from counting as good philosophy. For it may be that uttering nonsense of a certain kind is one way to get people to see that they themselves are uttering nonsense of that kind (it is not hard to imagine how this could be) with the overall effect that less nonsense is uttered. If so, then uttering nonsense of the relevant kind would be one good way to do philosophy.40 True, there are parts of the Tractatus that prevent this from counting as a full vindication of it in its own terms, for example the claim that ‘the [only] correct method in philosophy would . . . be . . . to say nothing except what can be said’ (6.53) and the claim in the Preface that, if the Tractatus has any value, it consists, in part, in the fact that (true) thoughts are expressed in it. Nevertheless, we have here a sense of how, even by broadly its own lights, the Tractatus can count as a successful tissue of nonsense. Indeed, can it not eventually be turned successfully on itself? For surely anybody who understands its purport will then want to discard it along with other such nonsense: he or she will want to throw away the ladder after having climbed it (6.54). The irony mentioned above seems not to be a deep one.
But this is too quick. The nonsense that we find in the Tractatus cannot in fact be regarded merely as part of some clarificatory exercise. It is a carrying out of that exercise in the wake of the kind of philosophical enlightenment that it is supposed to deliver. It is implicit in the Tractatus that, as philosophical clarification is achieved, we are shown things. But this, ironically (and this is the original irony, which we can now recognize as a very deep one) issues in a new impulse to utter nonsense. We want to say what we are shown. What the Tractatus itself consists of, for the most part, are illegitimate attempts to do just that. So the success of the philosophical enterprise does after all bring with it its own brand of philosophical nonsense which cannot be discarded by any simple process of self-application.
Similarly in the later work, though in a much less marked way, the enlightenment that is supposed to result from philosophical therapy brings with it a new susceptibility to philosophical sickness. Self-consciously attending to our own receptive capacities, we come to view the world as dependent, in some way, on us. We are led towards a kind of transcendental idealism that is like the transcendental idealism of the Tractatus, except that the metaphysical subject of the earlier work is replaced by some sort of plural descendant: there is a shift from ‘I’ to ‘we’. We want to say: the limits of our language now mean the limits of our world (compare 5.62). But this idealism, like its earlier version, is something we are shown and there is no legitimate way of giving voice to it. When we attempt to do so, we find ourselves making claims which, insofar as they are intelligible at all, have to be understood as straightforwardly false claims about how we (human beings, or some particular group of human beings) stand in relation to the rest of the world. The limits of our language (English? German? human discourse?) do not mean the limits of our world. They lie within it awaiting empirical investigation by, say, anthropologists, sociologists, or linguists.41
The rub is that Wittgenstein himself sometimes tries in his later work, if only via hints and suggestions, to express a kind of transcendental idealism. (This is what gives this view of his later work viability.) There are consequently times when he says—often, it is true, with some hesitation—precisely the sorts of things that by his own lights ought not to be said.42 The best examples of this are to be found in his work on mathematics. He suggests that in some sense mathematical truth is determined by what we believe (Wittgenstein (1967), pp. 226–227). What mathematicians would characteristically say, on the other hand, at least when not self-consciously trying to develop a philosophy of mathematics, is that mathematical truth is in no sense determined by what we believe. And for Wittgenstein, what mathematicians would characteristically say must surely be respected. It supplies, presumably, the data for any philosopher of mathematics seeking to gain a clear view of mathematical discourse and it is not to be interfered with. The philosopher is not, as such, in a position to take issue with any particular mathematical tenet (see Wittgenstein (1967), Pt. I, §124).
To be sure, we have to distinguish between what mathematicians would characteristically say when practising mathematics and what they would characteristically say otherwise, even ‘when not self-consciously trying to develop a philosophy of mathematics’. It is only the first of these that the philosopher need in any sense treat as sacrosanct. Such a distinction arises because everyone, the mathematician included, is prone to confused philosophical meanderings, and there may well be a distinctive and typical way in which mathematicians confusedly wander off from their own discipline. Moreover, they may very well import their confusions back into their discipline. (Intuitionists will cite use of classical reasoning as an example of this, especially, perhaps, where false analogies are drawn between the finite and the infinite. Think also of early work on infinitesimals.43) The lines between mathematics and the philosophy of mathematics, or between mathematical work that is untainted by philosophical confusion and that which is not, or again between interfering with mathematics and trying to combat intellectual diseases to which mathematicians are especially prone, are not sharp. So it is always open to Wittgenstein to characterize the kind of Platonism that frequently permeates mathematical texts and that supposedly tells against his own ruminations on mathematics, not as part of mathematics, nor yet as part of a legitimate philosophy of mathematics, but as a symptom of an extramathematical sickness indicating a need for therapy. Indeed he writes in this vein that ‘what we “are tempted to say” . . . is . . . not philosophy; . . . it is its raw material. Thus, for example, what a mathematician is inclined to say about the objectivity and reality of mathematical facts, is not a philosophy of mathematics, but something for philosophical treatment’ (Wittgenstein (1967), Pt. I, §254, emphasis in original). There is nevertheless a serious problem in that being able to distinguish between what mathematicians would say because it is part of legitimate mathematical practice and what they would say because there are philosophical confusions to which they are particularly prone itself requires the kind of sensitivity that can be acquired only by studying legitimate, unadulterated mathematical practice. And even if there is no vicious circle here, the fact remains that by his own principles Wittgenstein is entitled to describe and comment on mathematical practice only in a way that is mathematically non-revisionary. It is not clear that he always succeeds in confining himself in this way.
Consider his discussion of the diagonal proof that there are more real numbers than natural numbers (Wittgenstein (1978), Pt. II, §§1–40). He expends what seems like a disproportionate amount of energy in trying to make us appreciate that the result of this proof, as of any other, contains no more than the proof itself. His worry is that the usual way of putting the result suggests that it somehow does contain more. Thus he writes, ‘The dangerous, deceptive thing about the idea: “The real numbers cannot be arranged in a series”, or again “The set [of real numbers] . . . is not denumerable” is that it makes the determination of a concept . . . look like a fact of nature’ (Wittgenstein (1978), Pt. II, §19). An essentially related concern that he has is that the standard ways of couching the result, and of couching correlative results, are such as to deprive them of an anchoring in mathematical practice. ‘What,’ he asks, ‘can the concept “non-denumerable” be used for? . . . [The diagonal proof] . . . may lead us to say that 
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 . . . But if we do say it—what are we to do next? In what practice is this proposition anchored?’ (Wittgenstein (1978), Pt. II, §§12 and 35). Earlier he complains, ‘One pretends to compare the “set” of real numbers in magnitude with that of . . . [natural] numbers’ (Wittgenstein (1978), Pt. II, §22).
But here one wants to reply that one pretends no such thing: one does it (and discovers that the first set is bigger). A great deal can be said about what the concept ‘non-denumerable’ can be used for and about what follows from the proposition that 
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, how it fits into mathematical practice, what questions it leaves open. It is perfectly acceptable to say that there are more real numbers than natural numbers. Wittgenstein’s worries about this are ill-founded, almost paranoiac. In striving to rid us of a confused and pernicious interpretation of certain mathematical results, Wittgenstein casts illegitimate doubt on the results themselves. He begins to challenge mathematical practice in precisely the way in which he himself would insist that it cannot be challenged. We now have, I think, an account of why this should be. He is searching for a statement of the ‘true’ meaning of the mathematical results as revealed by their proofs, the meaning we grasp as soon as we have a really clear view of those proofs and of how they fit into the surrounding mathematical practice, the meaning that we grasp when we ‘take a wider look round’ (Wittgenstein (1978), Pt. II, §6). But we grasp this meaning only in the sense that we are shown it. It cannot be stated. As he searches for a statement of it, Wittgenstein begins to wrench the very mathematical discourse that is supposed to form his subject matter. The difficulty here, as he himself remarks elsewhere, is: to stop.45 Describing the relevant language-games is all that he, the philosopher, can do—and all he need do. The language-games can then speak for themselves. Again we may quote Wittgenstein: ‘Let the use of words teach you their meaning . . . let the proof teach you what was being proved’ (Wittgenstein (1967), p. 220, emphasis in original); ‘The correct method in philosophy . . . [is] to say nothing except what can be said’ (6.53).
There is, however, much that can be said—even by the philosopher. Some of it is in urgent need of being said. Philosophical confusion is a universal condition of humankind and to the extent that it is deep-rooted and exerts a damaging influence on people’s lives (compare Wittgenstein (1967), Pt. I, §111), then what the philosopher has to say may be of profound practical significance. It is often mistakenly assumed that Wittgenstein’s later work, if correct, signals the end of philosophy. On the contrary, it highlights just how much philosophical work still needs to be done. As long as there are people reflecting on their situation and trying to understand the world, then there will be philosophical confusions needing to be teased out.46 We are always attempting to surmount our particular, historically and culturally conditioned conceptual apparatus, because of the allure of apparent shortcuts to a panoramic understanding of the world: and we succeed only in mishandling the apparatus. But even when philosophy has been put to effective work in making us resist this allure, indeed because it has been put to effective work, there is still a danger, though now a new danger, of philosophical confusion. For we gain insight and are shown something that we cannot express, though we are tempted to do so. We have to learn to say only what can be said, to recognize the limits of our knowledge. I shall end this essay as I began it, with a quotation from Plato:47
The purifier of the soul is conscious that his patient will receive no benefit from the application of knowledge until he is refuted, and from refutation learns modesty; he must be . . . made to think that he knows only what he knows and no more.48
1 Wittgenstein (� HYPERLINK \l "B365" �1961�). All unaccompanied references will be to this.


2 But the first allusion to the distinction is in 2.171–2.172.


3 See e.g. Williams (� HYPERLINK \l "B352" �1981c�), p. 163 and Lear (� HYPERLINK \l "B183" �1984�), p. 242. I try to develop this line of thought in Essay 5.


4 This example is derived from an unpublished lecture course given by Ron Williams at Colorado State University.


5 I believe that there are also some useful examples to be gleaned from mathematics: see e.g. Moore (� HYPERLINK \l "B219" �1985�).


6 5.634 is also relevant here.


7 Max Black makes this point in Black (� HYPERLINK \l "B23" �1964�), p. 190.


8 Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B167" �1933�), A19/B33.


9 Cf. also Wittgenstein (� HYPERLINK \l "B372" �1979�), p. 74, where the idea that I am given the world is expressed explicitly and linked in an interesting way to the will. See McGinn (� HYPERLINK \l "B205" �1983�), pp. 101–104, for one attempt to expound the idea.


10 Heidegger (� HYPERLINK \l "B146" �1962b�), p. 31, emphasis added.


11 Schopenhauer (� HYPERLINK \l "B309" �1969�), p. 3.


12 See Janik and Toulmin (� HYPERLINK \l "B162" �1973�) and Malcolm (� HYPERLINK \l "B213" �1958�), p. 5.


13 Fichte (� HYPERLINK \l "B114" �1956�), p. 74.


14 See e.g. <IBT>Davidson (� HYPERLINK \l "B60" �1984g�)</IBT>.


15 Ibid. p. 183.


16 Rorty (� HYPERLINK \l "B301" �1982�), p. 14, emphasis in original.


17 Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B167" �1933�), B157, emphasis in original. Cf. also Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B169" �1956�), p. 101.


18 See Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B167" �1933�), B165.


19 Cf. Taylor (� HYPERLINK \l "B330" �1979�), p. 154; Evans (� HYPERLINK \l "B106" �1982�), pp. 161–162; and Evans (� HYPERLINK \l "B109" �1985c�), esp. pp. 371 and 396–399.


20 See e.g. Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B167" �1933�), B428–432 and Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B169" �1956�), p. 101. For more on the connection, see Holiday (� HYPERLINK \l "B155" �1985�).


21 For an interesting echo of this idea, see Dummett (� HYPERLINK \l "B97" �1981b�), p. 136.


22 In Pears (� HYPERLINK \l "B244" �1971�), pp. 89–90, this is related back interestingly to Wittgenstein’s ethics. Cf. also Mounce (� HYPERLINK \l "B231" �1981�), p. 91, where he claims that the truth behind the solipsistic remarks is that I (the subject) have a neighbourless point of view on the world.


23 See esp. Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B167" �1933�), A341–405 and, differently in the second edition, B399–432.


24 Cf. Nagel (� HYPERLINK \l "B234" �1980�), Pt. I, Nagel (� HYPERLINK \l "B235" �1983�), and Nagel (� HYPERLINK \l "B236" �1986�), Ch. IV.


25 Brian McGuiness develops this idea in an extremely helpful way in his (1966).


26 Even in his later work, where Wittgenstein recoils from the importance that he here attaches to these thoughts, he still connects the notion of the general form of a proposition with a ‘frame through which we look’ (Wittgenstein (� HYPERLINK \l "B366" �1967�), Pt. I, §114—see also §§134–136).


27 See e.g. §20 of the second edition version.


28 The phrase ‘transcendental solipsism’ is borrowed from Hacker (� HYPERLINK \l "B138" �1972�), e.g. Ch. III.


29 Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B168" �1950�).


30 An alternative approach to the question of why there should be this connection between (so-called) transcendental solipsism and logical form is to be found in Hintikka (� HYPERLINK \l "B153" �1958�), where Jaakko Hintikka argues that Wittgenstein ‘is interested only in what can be said to be mine necessarily; for otherwise he would be doing empirical psychology. But the only necessity there is . . . is the empty tautological necessity of logic’ (p. 89, emphasis in original). Hintikka claims that the metaphysical subject must therefore be identified with language: they have the same limits.


31 See e.g. Frege (� HYPERLINK \l "B122" �1997a�). Cf. also in this connection Plato (� HYPERLINK \l "B253" �1961d�), 261c6–262e2 and Plutarch (� HYPERLINK \l "B255" �1976�), X, 1011c.


32 See Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B167" �1933�), B72.


33 Lear (� HYPERLINK \l "B183" �1984�), p. 238.


34 Cf. Dummett (� HYPERLINK \l "B88" �1973�), p. 227; Dummett (� HYPERLINK \l "B97" �1981b�), p. 129; Evans (� HYPERLINK \l "B106" �1982�), p. 26; McGinn (� HYPERLINK \l "B204" �1982�), p. 223; and, in a somewhat different way, my Essay 5, pp. ???–???


35 Cf. Essay 5, where I try to explore these ideas in the light of Wittgenstein’s later work.


36 Cf. again the passage from Michael Dummett cited in n. 21.


37 See Wittgenstein (� HYPERLINK \l "B366" �1967�), Pt. I, §§109 and 122–128, and Wittgenstein (� HYPERLINK \l "B367" �1969a�), pp. 26–27.


38 Cf. again the works cited in n. 3.


39 Cf. Lear (� HYPERLINK \l "B183" �1984�), pp. 240–241, where Jonathan Lear writes, ‘Post-neurotic consciousness is fundamentally more complex than a healthy consciousness that has never suffered disease or cure’. (Another helpful paper by Lear that casts light on many of these issues is his (1982).)


40 One could speak here of elucidatory or illuminating nonsense. Cf. Hacker (� HYPERLINK \l "B138" �1972�), I.4.


41 Cf. the following quotation from an unpublished early draft of <<CE: Reference McDowell (1984 has not been provided in the Bibliography. Please check.>>McDowell (1984): ‘No doubt there is something right in finding a kind of idealism in the [Wittgensteinian] thought that we are guardians or trustees of meaning, not its puppets or slaves—so that, to put it in . . . [a] dangerous way, we are involved on the right-hand sides of statements like “‘Diamonds are hard’ is true if and only if diamonds are hard”. But if there is a kind of idealism here . . . it is probably something we should do well not to try to state as a thesis at all; but perhaps we can say that it shows itself in the relation between language, or thought, and reality.’


42 Consider in particular some indefinite ‘transcendent’-sounding uses that he makes of the pronoun ‘we’, as argued convincingly by Bernard Williams in Williams (� HYPERLINK \l "B352" �1981c�). Two examples might be Wittgenstein (� HYPERLINK \l "B366" �1967�), Pt. I, §200 and, better, Wittgenstein (� HYPERLINK \l "B369" �1974�), Pt. II, §42.


43 Cf. Kline(� HYPERLINK  \l "B176" �1972�), p. 389 and Boyer (� HYPERLINK \l "B28" �1949�), p. 223.


45 Wittgenstein (� HYPERLINK \l "B374" �1981�), §314.


46 Cf. Kant (� HYPERLINK \l "B167" �1933�), A298/B354–355.


47 This quotation is from Plato (� HYPERLINK \l "B253" �1961d�), 230c–d. The opening quotation was from Plato (� HYPERLINK \l "B254" �1961e�), 7, 341c–d.


48 I should like to thank Philip Turetzky for many valuable conversations on these topics. Thanks are also due to Tim Crane, Naomi Eilan, Ross Harrison, Philip Percival, and the editor of Philosophy for very helpful comments on earlier versions of this essay.





_1607929375.unknown

_1607929376.unknown

