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Abstract

It is argued that the philosophy of the Tractatus is essentially

non-dualistic in character. The fundamental notion of Safukara's Non­

Dualism, namely subZation or cancellation, is expressed in the fact that

the fundamental symbol of the Tractatus, namely the logical constant, is

a non-homomorphism: 'Neti~ neti' corresponds in form and function to the

Sheffer stroke.

A detailed logical analysis, based on the anti-psychologism of the

Grundgedanke or fund~~ntal illumining insight (4.0312) of the Tractatu~

shows that Wittgenstein's theory of logical syntax intimately underlies

his ethics and mysticism. Among the critical issues resolvable under

our analysis of Wittgenstein's theory of syntactic description are: the

contradictory identification of the logical constant with the general

propositional form, the paradox of the negative dialectic, and the

obscurity concerning the nature of the point of contact of logic with

its application.

This work will be of interest to one who thinks that East and West

have anything philosophically valuable to say to each other, to one who

wants a mathematical handle on certain metaphysical concepts, or to one

who believes that understanding either the Tractatus or Advaita Vedanta

or the logic of the process of intersystemic analysis is important.
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PREFACE

[1] Although most Wittgenstein scholars now reject early interpreta­

tions of the Tractatus, in favor of views not entailing that the ethical

and mystical conclusions of the work constitute a series of mere obiter

dicta, only rather limited attempts to specify the precise nature of

Wittgenstein's conception of the mystical have been made,1 and no one

has yet demonstrated the centrality of the mystical solely on the basis

of the text of the Tractatus by showing in detail how its logical posi­

tion underlies and culminates in its ethical and mystical conclusions.

Instead, the view that the ethico-mystical conclusions comprise the cen­

tral, guiding and culminating thoughts of the Tx-aotiatue , a view we will

refer to as the thesis of mysticism, has been argued largely on the ba­

sis of secondary sources, such as the Engelrnarm material, 2 containing

reflections on the Tractatus by Engelmann and various letters by Witt­

genstein, on the basis of Wittgenstein' s documented interest in Schopen­

hauer, Tolstoy and Kierkegaard, on the basis of Wittgenstein's "Lecture

on Ethics" or on the basis of the admittedly circumstantial clues of so­

ciologico-historical reconstruction. 3 Even'Wittgenstein's Notebooks,

though helpful in understanding the Tractatus, must be counted as sec­

ondary material towards an interpretation, for they are only a rough

draft of the final product and as such should only be cited in support

of an interpretation that can be independently and thoroughly developed

in the Tractatus itself. The attempt to fathom the Tractatus through

secondary sources and methods resembles the attempt to appreciate Bach's
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music through a study of his life and times without carefully listening

to his compositions. Studies such as these can at best only supplement

direct study of the work in question, be it musical or philosophical.

Thus, in spite of the success of all such programs in establishing

grounds for the view that mysticism dominates the Tractatus, there yet

remains the difficulty of understanding how the thesis of mysticism

guides, complements and emerges out of the strictly technical and logi­

cal portions of the work. The problem yet remains of unravelling the

Tractatus in its own terms, in propria persona, as it were, independ-

ently of the strong, but entirely general clues provided by secondary

sources and indirect methods of analysis.

The first point that strikes one about the unusual claim that the

Tractatus is not understandable in its own terms, that is, that it can

only be understood through the circumstantial evidence of cultural re­

construction, is that if it is correct, the philosophical value of the

Tractatus drops sharply; the second is that the argument which Janik and

Toulrnin marshal in its support is mistaken. Their argument that circum­

stantial evidence for an interpretation of the Tractatus is the best

available states that the Tractatus, according to its own tenets, must

be silent about its aims, in terms of which alone it is understandable. 4

The prematurity of this view's pessimistic surrender to obscurity is

evident in the fact that Wittgenstein thought he could indicate his

aims; in the preface of the Tractatus he states that his aim is to set a

limit to the expression of thoughts; in 41145 and 4115 he sets forth the

aim and method of philosophy; elsewhere (55563) he indicates that his

aim is to formulate the truth in its entirety. In the loose sense of

saying, the sense of intended saying (vide infra, II, 3), Wittgenstein
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is allowed by his theory to make a variety of statements that from the

point of view of what is higher are nonsensical (unsinnig). The fact

that from the point of view of one who by understand'ing the Tractatus

sees that its propositions are nonsensical (654) the aims of the Tracta­

tus cannot be said does not prevent the reader from approaching the

Tractatus except in terms of circumstantial clues of cultural recon­

struction, for the notion that aims cannot be expressed beyond a certain

point itself expresses the basic transcendental aim or preoccupation of

the Tractatus. The fact that no questions (concerning aims) are possi­

ble is itself the answer (652). Wittgenstein's theory allows him not

only to attempt to say what cannot strictly be said, in the heuristi­

cally necessary but logically dispensable process (cf. 6126 &61261,

infra, III, 3, p. 114) of climbing the ladder (654) of his elucidations,

but also to show what cannot be said. That Wittgenstein did indeed at­

tempt to say what cannot be said is evident in his statement that the

propositions of the Tractatus, properly understood, are seen to be non­

sensical (654),5 while that he intended to show what cannot be said is

evident in his philosophical strategy of signifying what cannot be said

by presenting clearly what can be said (4115). Understanding the Tracta­

tus is admittedly difficult, but it is not impossible. There is thus

no need to view it either through an opaque mesh of philosophical pre­

suppositions, such as those of logical positivism, or as an hypothetical

response to a particular cultural milieux, whether that of Vienna or

Cambridge.

Our aims then, with respect to the Tractatus are threefold: first,

to present a new and, it is hoped, a more adequate analysis of the tech­

nical portions of the Tractatus; second, to establish the thesis of mys-
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ticism on the basis primarily of the text itself; and third, to explain

the precise nature of das Mystische by showing in systematic detail the

maIlller in which Wittgenstein's system of logical syntax underlies the

metaphysics of what is higher.

With respect to SaIDkara's Advaita Vedanta the dissertation makes

a contribution to the mathematization of non-dualistic metaphysics, as

given in our algebraic analysis of the Tmctatus. Advaita's expressive

vocabulary and philosophical frame of reference are thereby expanded not

only through the set of correspondences between the philosophical termi­

nologies of Advaita and the TY'actatus but also through the set of cor­

respondences between Advaitic and algebraic vocabularies.

Hence, even if the accuracy of our 'interpretation' of the TY'acta­

tus should be questioned, the dissertation is nonetheless valuable for

having opened a new philosophical route between the traditions of the

West to which the TY'actatus speaks and the traditions of the East to

which Advaita speaks, a route on which philosophical goods may be ex­

changed in either direction by the comparative philosopher with a dis­

cerning eye. To the studies that have already been done in Eastern

logic this dissertation may be viewed as adding an attempt to show that

a modern Western philosophy of logic coincides with a powerful Eastern

metaphysic. Furthermore, if our 'interpretation' of the TY'actatus is

not in fact when Wittgenstein meant, we nevertheless claim it is what he

ought to have meant. Thus, whether or not we have modelled Advaita by

means of the COT'Y'ect lIDderstanding of the TY'actatus, we have nonetheless

contributed to the channels of East-West dialogue by modelling Advaita

and by modelling it on the basis of what we claim are the logical impli­

cations of the TY'actatus carried out to their natural conclusions.
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~reover, our 'interpretation' can hardly be more ftmdamentally mistaken

than Wittgenstein said Frege's and Russell's were, since we have at­

tempted to avoid the errors of psychologism and representationalism

which Wittgenstein viewed as their basic mistakes, by basing our entire

analysis of the Tractatus on its anti-psychologism or non-representa-

tionalism as enunciated in the Grundedanke or fundamental illumining in-

sight of proposition 40312.

The word interpretation in the above paragraphs has been enclosed

in scare quotes to indicate that the correct 'interpretation' of the

Tractatus cannot according to the Tractatus be an in~erpretation at all.

It is precisely what an uninterpreted formal system shows that Wittgen­

stein attempted to intimate in his early work. The psychological and

arbitrary connotations of the notion of an interpretation cloud the mes-
,

sage of Non-Dualism, be it SaIDkara's or Wittgenstein's.

On the mathematical side we believe we have succeeded in expressing

the uniqueness both of Advaita and of the Tractatus in algebraic terms;

this seems to be a first. The philosophical significance of the con-

trast between homomorphism and non-homomorphism might be questioned, but

an attempt is definitely made to join the hand of mathematics with the

hand of metaphysics in a new way, on the basis of a set of algebraic

manipulations or concepts, with regard to which we claim strict mathe-

matical correctness.

[2] With respect to the comparative analysis undertaken in this work,

every attempt has been made not to depart from the original lines of

Wittgenstein's thought. However, the line between absolutely uncolored

interpretation and constructive development relative to a work as diffi-
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cult and controversial as the TractatuB is perhaps too fine to argue and

the exegetical question, though interesting, is less important than the

live intellectual possibilities that emerge from a study of Wittgen­

stein's early thought as an episode in the evolving, dynamic process of

philosophy. The reader therefore, is at liberty to decide for himself

whether the mysticism of the Tractatus only intimates, suggests, entails

or actually enunciates the thesis of Non-Dualism propounded by Advaita

VecIanta.

It is less important to decide whether Wittgenstein's early philos­

ophy is implicitly or explicitly non-dualistic than to observe that Non­

Dualism is a fruitful avenue for interpreting or developing the intrigu­

ing ideas which exercised his philosophical genius. Of primary signifi­

cance is that a variety of critical problems in the Troactatus seem to be

insoluble except under a non-dualistic understanding of its basic te­

nets. For example, the Advaitic thesis enables us to dispel the alleged

paradox of the negative dialectic (vide infra, II, 6),6 the problem

(hitherto unnoticed) of the contradictory identification of the general

propositional form with the logical constant (vide infra~ III, 2), the

obscurity concerning the nature of the point of contact of logic with

its application (vide infra, I, 6), the question of the precise meaning

of the notion of philosophy as metaphysics based on logic capable of

setting the limits of language and the world through a purely descrip­

tive process (vide infra, III, IV) and the general problem of the con­

nection between the 'logical' and 'metaphysical' portions of the Tracta­

tUB (vide infra, IV). Our approach is thus problem-oriented with due

respect for exegetical accuracy, rather than historical. At the same

time we would reject any imputation that our purpose is to propound
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Advaita Vedanta either as a philosophical panacea or as a quasi-Hegelian

vantage-point from which to survey and assess the shortcomings of all

other schools of thought.

[3] The comparative method as employed in this work, far from obliter-

ating important differences between the systems under comparison, namely

between Advaita and the Tl'actatus, presupposes them. For only if signi-

ficant differences exist between the compared philosophical systems can

a progressive or original intellectual progeny arise. Such differences

cannot however, be entirely fundamental, for any constructive hybridiza-

tion of the systems would then be precluded; they must rather be differ­

ences of form of expression, methodology and completeness. Compared

systems must be complementary in fundamental respects, not contradic-

tory, in order to allow of synthesis in a system or form of expression

possessing the prized characteristics of each while progressing beyond

the limitations of each.

The fact that Wittgenstein's and Saffikara's philosophies differ in

certain respects is thus essential to our purpose. The point can be ex­

pressed in terms of Hertz's theory of dynamical models, 7 employed by

Wittgenstein as the basis of his picture theory (vide 212, 401, 404,

6361). If it is granted that two philosophical systems can model one

another roughly in Hertz's sense of the term 'model', then it may also

be granted that they differ pronounced1y in certain respects.

A system is not completely determined by the
fact that it is a model of a given system. An infi­
nite number of systems, quite different physically,
can be models of one and the same system. Any given
system is a model of an infinite number of totally
different systems.

For the coordinates of the masses of the two
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systems which are models of one another can be quite
differEnt in number and can be totally different
functions of the corresponding coordinates. 8

'Totally different' in Hertz's statement means difference in physical

properties and obviously not in dynamical arrangement or formal proper-

ties. Similarly, great diversity may obtain between the philosophical

idioms, points of reference and methodologies of systems with equivalent

or closely corresponding content. Precisely such diversified materials

provide comparative philosophy with the broadest range of creative pos­

sibilities.

The point in question may be illustrated with reference to Sarnkara's

and Wittgenstein's philosophical methodologies. Wittgenstein approached

metaphysics through the medium of language and logic, attempting to ana­

lyze reality by presenting the logical essence of propositions, while
,
Sarnkara took a traditional ontological approach, attempting to reach the

truth by analyzing the nature of things. This difference is responsible

for some of the chief differences between the two systems and indeed
...

makes them worthy of comparison. Ultimately however, what emerges as a

result of the logical analysis of language in one system bears a close

correspondence to the result of the ontological analysis of things in

the other.
,

Thus, what is ultimately real for Samkara , namely Brahman,

finds its corresponding counterpart in the final truth of logic in the

philosophy of Wittgenstein. Difference in method need not necessarily

dictate difference in truth claims, as Spinoza expressed in saying that

he did not claim to have the best philosophy but only to understand the

true one. 9 Sa.I1ikara's manner and method of expression are largely deter-

mined by his acceptance of the traditional Indian appeal to scriptural

authority--the Vedas, Upani~ads and their cornmentaries--while Wittgen-
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stein's idiom and technique are conditioned by his interest in logico­

linguistic issues current around the turn of the Twentieth Century.

Certainly however, it would be unacceptable to argue a priori, on the

basis of this difference of philosophical tradition alone, that the dif-

ferences between their philosophies outweigh the similarities. The ar-

gument that methodology overshadows and determines meaning is clearly

not a priori indisputable. In our view it is 1IDsurprising that Wittgen-
,

stein's and Samkara's responses to their respective philosophical mi-

lieux were far more substantially in accord than otherwise, for there is

ample evidence to show that they both started from the same point,

namely the recognition of the limits of psycho-physical life in light of

what is higher (vide infra, pp. 173, 180).

Against initial outrage at the 'mere idea' of juxtaposing Advaita

and the Tractatus (even in jest) it may further be argued that philo­

sophical license to do so is granted by the fact that Wittgenstein read

and deeply admired Schopenhauer's philosophy, of which no less eminent a

scholar than max MUller said:
,

The nearest approach to what Sankara means by sub­
ject and object is found, I believe, in Schopen­
hauer's Wille and Vorstellung, his Will correspond­
ing to Brahman, or the subject of the world, the
only true reality, his Vorstellung to the phenomenal
world, as seen by us objectively, and to be recog­
nized as unreal, changeable and perishable. 10

In light of a weighty concensus of opinion that the influence of

Schopenhauer on Wittgenstein was considerable,ll it may reasonably be

gathered that Wittgenstein was familiar with the concept of maya, men-

tioned no less than eighteen times in Schopenhauer's World as Will and

Representation~ and with the notion of the illusoriness of the world so

characteristic of the Advaitic stance.



Geach wrote that the influence of Schopenhauer on Wittgenstein

.•. can be asserted with absolute certainty; it is
clear in the Notebooks, and Wittgenstein himself
stated in conversation that when he was young he be­
lieved Schopenhauer to have been fundamentally right
... the Tractatus is full of Schopenhauerian theses
and ideas: the account of what is right and wrong
about solipsism (5.62-5.641); the distinction be­
tween the psychological phenomenon of will, which is
a matter for science, and the ethical will, which
rewards and punishes itself in its very action
(6.422); the worthlessness of the world (6.41); the
timelessness or eternity of the present moment of
life and the consequent folly of fearing death
(6.4311); and the power of the will to change the
world as a whole without changing any facts (6.43).
The silence with which Wittgenstein ends recalls how
Schopenhauer refused to give any appearance of posi­
tive description to that which is chosen when the
Will turns round on its tracks; for us who are full
of will, it is nothing; but, for those who chose it,
"this so real world of ours" with all its suns and
galaxies--is nothing."12

The words in quotation marks of the above passage (italics mine) which

comprise the final line of the first volume of Schopenhauer's The World

as Will and Representationl 3 express a central Advaitic theme. Schopen-
,

hauer quotes S~ara several times, refers repeatedly to the mahavakya

or 'Great Utterance' "Tat tvam asi" (That thou art), which summarizes

Advaita, and eulogizes the Upani~ads in the following words:

... if he has shared in the benefits of the Vedas,
access to which, opened to us by the Upanishads" is
in my view the greatest advantage which this still
young century has to show over previous centuries,
since I surmise that the influence of Sanskrit lit­
erature will penetrate no less deeply than did the
revival of Greek literature in the fifteenth cen­
tury; if I say, the reader has also already received
and assimilated the divine inspiration of ancient
Indian wisdom, then he is best of all prepared to
hear what I have to say to him.... ! might assertthat
each of the individual and disconnected utterances
that make up the Upanishads could be derived as a
consequence from the thought I am about to impart. 14

Our point in alluding to Wittgenstein's well-documented interest in
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Schopenhauer's thought is not in any way to suggest that an understand­

ing of the Tractatus can be derived through analogy with The World as

Will and Representation3 but simply to parry initial cries of indigna­

tion and bewildennent at the 'mere idea' that the thought of Wittgen-

stein, the high-priest by popular (though significantly not by his own

personal) acclaim of two recent movements in philosophy, can be consid-
,

ered in any constructive relation to the thought of Sarhkara , We thus

beg the reader to suspend judgment on the philosophical sanity of the

admittedly eccentric-sotmding non-dualistic comparative study here pre-

sented tmtil all the evidence has been marshalled.

[ 4] Some distinction, we believe, is to be drawn between the philos-

opher and the priest, so that our comparative study does not entail that

Wittgenstein must have been a fully awakened sage. To quote R. B. Perry,

"The Philosopher is a philosopher in the sense in which a chemist is a

chemist, and not in the sense in which a Baptist is a Baptist."IS It

is, of course, reasonable to suppose that anyone who seriously propotmds

a philosophy of mysticism and Non-Dualism has had some direct supra-sen-

sible 'experience', and in fact Wittgenstein reported various 'experi-

ences' which (in his "Lecture on Ethics") he described as absolute. We

can thus agree that Wittgenstein had not attained 'Buddhahood' without

admitting thereby that he lacked sufficiently profound, albeit temporary,

mystical experience on which to base a non-dualistic philosophy.

Nor is it surprising that Wittgenstein's later philosophy differed

so considerably from his earlier work, for fifteen years (between the

Tractatus and the Blue and Brown Books) is ample time for lifestyle and

intellectual habits to change radically. The Philosophical Investiga-
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tions and their preliminary studies seem for the most part to ignore

those issues of the Tractatiue in which interest has waned, however, the

Investigations contain an illuminating passage which supports the point

of view here presented on the status of logic in the Tractatus:

97(1) .•• logic presents an order, in fact the a priori
order of the world ...But this order, it seems,
must be utterly simple. It is prior to all exper­
ience, must run through all experience; no empiri­
cal experience can be allowed to affect it- -It must
rather be of the purest crystal. But this crystal
does not appear as an abstraction; but as some­
thing concrete3 indeed3 as the most concrete3 as
it were the hardest thing there is (TPactatus
Logico-Philosophicus No. 5.5563. (some italiciza­
tion mine)

According to this retrospective remark of the Investigations, logic in

the Traataiius was not merely a regulative concept or noumenon in Kant's

negative sense, but rather a metaphysical reality with ontological sta-

tus, "the hardest thing there is."

In view of corroboration by the above passage and the reasonable­

ness of the non-continuity of the early and later work after a fifteen

year gap, it is difficult to see how any obj ecti.oncanbe brought against

the thesis of mysticism on the basis of the Investigations' silence or

disinterest in the matter. By the same token there ought to be no ob-

jection to the claim that the mysticism of the Tractatus is of a certain

type, namely Non-Dualism, on the basis alone of the Investigations' ap-

parent disinterest in the mystical.

Also worth mentioning at this point is that we do not claim the

technical parts (such as the later rejected picture theory) of the

early philosophy of Wittgenstein to be a necessary condition of the mys­

tical outlook, but only one among many sufficient conditions of the mys-

tical perspective; so that Wittgenstein's later rejection of certain
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parts of the earlier theory does not entail the rejection of the mysti­

cism of the earlier work. Nor did he ever explicitly reject the mysti­

cal outlook of the Tractatus.

[5] The difficulty of explaining the methodology of comparative analy­

sis is somewhat like the difficulty of explaining how to tie a shoe or

walk In-a straight line. Though people successfully perform these ac­

tions as a matter of routine, they would, if asked, be at a loss to pro­

vide even minimally adequate descriptions of the mechanics of their ac­

tions. It is interesting that the ability to provide such descriptions

is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition of the ability to per­

form these quasi-automatic, habitual actions. Comparing philosophical

systems is not an habitual action like tying one's shoe, however the

general principle that one need not be capable of verbalizing how to

perform an action in order to be capable of performing it efficiently

also applies in the field of intellectual activity. It is not necessary

to judge the adequacy of a comparative analysis of philosophical systems

in terms of the adequacy of a logical analysis of comparative methodol­

ogy, though the development of the latter will certainly contribute to

the development of the former. The relationship between the logic of

comparative methodology and comparative analysis is somewhat like the

relationship between the early stages of development of a branch of

knowledge and the formalizing stages. For example, the fundamental con­

cepts of calculus, namely 'real number', 'function', 'limit', 'integral'

and 'derivative', were used because they worked long before they were

formally understood, though there is no doubt that the formalization of

these concepts promoted the development of calculus. It would, however,
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be almost as misguided to require comparative analysis of philosophical

systems to develop in a fonnalized way from the start as it would to ex­

pect a child to nm before he can or needs to walk. We said that it is

aZmost as misguided because it may be argued that philosophy is unique

in being a field in which the development of the metalevel of the en­

quiry is an integral part of the development of the base level. Never­

theless, the development of the logic of a branch of enquiry is more a

matter of formaZ organization than is the development of a metalevel

of philosophical enquiry in general, and since the development of the

logic of comparative methodology is the point at issue here, it follows

as cla:imed above that at this stage in the development of comparative

philosophy the adequacy of a comparative analysis of philosophical sys­

tems need not be based on the adequacy of a logical analysis of compara­

tive methodology. With this in view the following considerations are

presented as prolegomena to the logic of comparative methodology.

The term 'counterpart', as in 'metaphysical counterpart', 'syntac­

tic counterpart', 'epistemic counterpart', and so forth, signifies a re­

lation of cross-categorical synonymy between tenns, and is neutral with

respect to inter or intra-systemic reference. For example, higher

knowledge (paravidya) in Advaita is the epistemic counterpart of Brah­

man, the higher ontological reality. In contrast, the tenn 'correspond­

ing coordinate' is reserved solely for inter-systemic reference. The

term 'corresponding coordinate', used by Hertz in the theory of dynami­

cal models16 which Wittgenstein employed as the cornerstone of his pic­

ture theory,17 as employed in this dissertation implies the absence of

the counterpart or cross-categorical relationship between terms (or

their referents). Thus, an ontological tenn (or its referent) in system
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A may be argued, correctly or incorrectly, to be the corresponding coordi­

nate of an ontological term (or its referent) in systemB. However, an on­

tological term (or its referent) in system A cannot coherently be argued to

be the corresponding coordinate of an epistemic or syntactic tenn (or their

referents) in system B. For example, the ontological tenn 'Being' (or its

referent) in system A can, correctly or incorrectly, be argued to be the

corresponding coordinate of the ontological tenn 'Reality' (or its refer­

ent) in system B. However the epistemic tenn 'knowledge' (or its refer­

ent) in system A cannot coherently be argued to be the corresponding co­

ordinate of the ontological tenn 'Being' (or its referent) in system B,

though the fonner might arguably be the epistemic counterpart since the

relationship between the two terms (or their referents) is cross-categor­

ical. Philosophical categories then, will not be assimilated to one an­

ther by referring to a tenn (or its referent) of category a as the cor­

responding coordinate of a tenn (or its referent) of category S. Instea~

inter or intra-systemically related cross-categorical tenns (or their

referents) will be referred to as counterparts. Further, inter-systemi­

cally related cross-categorical terms (or their referents) may be re­

ferred to as aoppesponding counterparts when it is desired to advert to

their intersystemic relationship.

As Hertz states (suppa), the fact that tenns t m and t n are corres­

ponding coordinates does not entail that their referents are the same in

all respects. For example, the substance of the world (vyavahapa) in

Advaita is not explained in terms of configurations of immutable ob­

jects, necessary constituents of all possible words, as in the Tpaatatus~

but rather in terms of eternal simple elements (tattvas), namely earth,

fire, air, etc., and their compounds. Nevertheless, for the purpose of

demonstrating the Advaitic thesis in the Tpaatatus~ vyavahapa is the
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corresponding coordinate of the world (of the Tractatus) if and only if

the world, like vyavahara, is sublatable or cancellable as a primordial

or transcendental illusion (muZavidya) projected by ignorance (avidya).

The claim that two terms are corresponding coordinates must be impli­

citly understood with respect to the Advaitic thesis. This means that

the tenns are corresponding coordinates only if their differences are

compatible within the framework of Non-Dualism. So that, for example,

whether the world is made up of atoms, objects, tattvas, quanta or wavi-

cles is not important to Advaita if a world made up of anyone of these

is the corresponding coordinate of a world made up of any other.

Neither is the precise nature of the model of mind in the Tractatus of

fundamental importance to the adequacy of the Advaitic thesis, provided

that mind in its practical everyday and scientific funct.i.on is part of

maya. Whether the funct.i.on of mind is explained in terms of the fabri­

cation of pictures or in tenns of games and their rules is relatively

mimportant to the Advaitic thesis, provided that mind is cancelled or

sublated by what is higher. What is important for the Advaitic thesis

is the ontological status of the world as appearance and of what is

higher as the metaphysical absolute.

Formalizing the distinctions of comparative methodology somewhat,

we have that if t A (term m in system A) is a metaphysical (epistemic,
m

syntactic, phenomenological, ethical, etc.) term (or referent) then ~

is arguably the corresponding counterpart of t B (term n in system B)n

only if t B is not a metaphysical (epistemic, syntactic, phenomenological,
n

ethical, etc., respectively) term (or referent), and that t A is arguably
m

the corresponding coordinate of t B only if t B is a metaphysical (epi-n n

stemic, syntactic, phenomenological, ethical, etc., respectively) tenn
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(or referent), where in both cases A f B.

The formula, ItA and t B are corresponding ontological coordinates'
m n

is well-fonned, but ItA and t B are corresponding ontological counter-m n

parts' is not a well-formed formula according to our definitions, for

when the cOlIDterpart relation is in view, only one of the terms can be a

member of the same philosophical category; in this case only one of the

terms can be an ontological term. The correct locution places the cate­

gory term Ct between the counterpart terms: ,t;A is the corresponding Ct­
m

cOlIDterpart of tE' is a well-formed locution according to our defini­
n

tions.

Neither the counterpart nor the corresponding coordinate relation

are equivalence relations. The counterpart relation is a non-reflexive,

that is, no term is its own counterpart, because the counterpart rela-

tion holds only between terms of different categories. The corresponding

coordinate relation is non-reflexive since it holds only between terms

in different systems, and is also non-transitive except tmder the spe-

cial condition that each of the three terms of the transitivity formula

must belong to a different system. The counterpart relationship, C, is

defined as follows: two terms are counierpariis if, and only if, they

refer to the same thing tmder different philosophical categories, that

is, if, and only if, they are cross-categorically synonymous. C is de-

fined on the set of all pairs of terms, [(tm,tn)], of all philosophical

systems, where i: and i: are of different philosophical categories. Cm n .

maps the set of cross-products, [AXB], of all philosophical systems into

disjoint classes of philosophical terms. That is, the entire set of

philosophical terms of all philosophical systems is divided into dis-

joint classes, each containing cOlIDterpart terms only. These classes
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are not equivalence classes because no class of counterparts can contain

not the case that (t )C(t );n n
(tm)C(t ) = (t )C(t )~ andn n m

where t m =f t z •

only one tenn. c is not an equivalence relation since for all t it isn

however, C is symmetrical and transitiv.e:

Cross-aategoriaa~differenaes between philosophical systems are de­

scribable in terms of the non-existence of counterparts for tenns of one

system in the other. The relation of eroee-oateqoi-ioal: asymmetry between

different systems is defineable in tenns of the non-existence of counter-

parts for fundamental terms of one system in [undamental: terms of the

other. Fundamenta~ aross-aategoriaa~differenaes between different

philosophical systems are describable in terms of the non-existence of

counterparts for ftmdamental tenns of one system in the other. Funda-

menta~ aross-aategoriaa~ simi~arities between different systems are

specifiable in tenns of the existence of counterparts for fundamental

terms of one system in fundamental terms of the other. Synnnetrical fun­

damentally aross-aategoriaa~lyequiva~ent systems are such that funda­

mental similarities between the systems cover all ftmdamental tenns in

each system; that is, all fundamental terms in one system have counter-

parts in fundamental terms of the other.

We shall argue in this dissertation that the ftmdamental metaphysi­

cal terms of Advaita have courrterparts in the fundamerrta.l syntactic

terms of the Traatatuq so that they are in a certain sense equivalent.

A stronger equivalence between the two systems may be defined in tenns

of the coordinate relation. We define philosophical terms as coordi­

nates if, and only if, they are synonymous under the same philosophical

category. Thus, 'Being' and 'Reality', both ontological terms, are co-
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ordinates. 'Coordinate I like 'counterpart;' is neutral with respect to

inter-systemic and intra-systemic reference. As stated above, 'corres­

ponding coordinate ' involves inter-systemic reference. The coordinate

relation, CN, is an equivalence relation. Categorical difference between

two systems is specifiable in terms of the non-existence of coordinates

for terms of one system in the other. The relation of categorical asym­

metry between two systems is defineable in terms of -the non-existence of

coordinates for fundamental terms of one system in fundamental terms of

the other. Fundamental categorical differences between different sys­

tems are describable in terms of the non-existence of coordinates for

fundamental terms of one system in the other. A categorical asyrmnetry

is perhaps rather close to a flD1.damental difference. Fundamental cate­

gorical similarities between different systems are specifiable in terms

of the existence of coordinates for fundamental terms of one system in

ftmdamental terms of the other. Two systems are symmetrical fundamen­

tally categorically equivalent if, and only if, all flDldamental terms of

each system have coordinates in fundamental terms of the other. The co­

ordinate relation is sufficiently powerful to provide the reflexive

equivalence relation between compared systems which the cotmterpart re­

lation is too weak to provide. Nevertheless, cross-categorical or coun­

terpart equivalence is a very strong relation. Coordinate equivalence

may be defined in a variety of weak and strong forms. Syrrnnetrical fun­

damental equivalence is a strong form of relationship between compared

systems. Systems A and B are partial fundamentaZ coordinate equivaZents

if, and only if, all fundamental terms of some (at least one) philosophi­

cal category in A have corresponding coordinates in flDldamental terms of

B; this is a weaker form. Partial fundamental coordinate equivalence is
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not a sufficient condition for counterpart equivalence because it is

possible for partial fundamental coordinate equivalents to be fundamen­

tally cross-categorically different. Two philosophies may correspond

perfectly at the ontological level and not correspond at all at the

phenomenological level.

The following definitions and considerations are relevant to the

formulation of the strength of the thesis which we take this disserta­

tion to establish.

(a) A category a. in system A is the coordinate equivalent of a cate­

gory l3 in system B if, and only if, all fundamental terms in a. have co­

ordinates in l3 and vice versa;

(b) A category c in system A is the partial coordinate equivalent of a

category l3 in system B if, and only if, some (at least one) fundamental

terms in a has a coordinate in l3 and vice versa.

(c) A category Ci. in system A is the asymmetrical coordinate equivalent

of a category l3 in system B if, and only if, all fundamental terms in Ci.

have coordinates in l3 but not vice versa.

(d) A category c in system A is the asymmetrical partial coordinate

equivalent of a category l3 in system B if, and only if, some fundamental

terms in a have coordinates in l3 but not vice versa.

(e) A category Ci. in system A is the fundamental coordinate equivalent

of a category l3 in system B if, and only if, all fundamental terms in Ci.

have coordinates in fundamental terms in l3 and vice versa.

(f) A category a in system A is the fundamental partial coordinate

equivalent of a category l3 in system B if, and only if, some fundamental

terms in Ci. have coordinates in fundamental terms in 8 and vice versa.

(i) Systems A and B are coordinate equivalents if, and only if, each
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category in A is the coordinate equivalent of a category in B and vice

versa.

(ii) Systems A and B are partial coordinate equivalents if, and only

if, some category in A is the coordinate equivalent of a category in B.

(iii) Systems A and B are fundamental coordinate equivalents if, and

only if, each fundamental category of A is the coordinate equivalent of

a category in B and vice versa.

(iv) Systems A and B are partial fundamental coordinate equivalents if,

and only if, some (at least one) fundamental category in A is the coor­

dinate equivalent of a category in B.

(v) Systems A and Bare (a) symmetrical fundamental coordinate equiv-

alents if, and only if, each fundamental category of A is the coordinate

equivalent of a (non-)fundamental category in B and vice versa.

(vi) Systems A and Bare (a)symmetrical partial fundamental coordinate

equivalents if, and only if, some (at least one) fundamental category in

A is the coordinate equivalent of a (non-)fundamental category in B.

Clearly, the defined terms of a-f above may be substituted in defi­

nitions i-vi above for the tenn 'coordinate equivalent' to give a total

of thirty-six comparative relations of coordinate equivalence between

systems A and B, and another thirty-six comparative relations of coun­

terpart equivalence, when 'counterpart' is substituted for 'coordinate'

in a-f and i-vi, to give a total of sixty-four comparative relations be­

tween systems. Our claim is that Advaita and the Tractatus are synme't­

rical partial fundamental coordinate equivalents. Further application

of the method of this dissertation will, we believe, move the relation

between Advaita and the Tractatus in the direction of the relation of

symmetrical fundamental coordinate equivalence, though the systems will
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never fully instantiate this relation if only because the category of

logical syntax in Advaita seems to be only the partial coordinate

equivalent of the category of logical syntax in the Tractatus. The rela-

tion of symmetrical partial fundamental coordinate equivalence is never­

theless quite strong, and we believe that enough categories of Advaita

are fundamental partial coordinate equivalents with enough fundamental

terms corresponding between categories for us to assert that the system

of Advaita basically coincides with the system of the Tractatus.

The relations among coordinate and counterpart relations are pre-

sentable in diagrams showing two givens and one unknown. The unknown

coordinate or counterpart relation, indicated by the broken side of each

triangle of comparative relations shown'below, is deriveable from the

two given relations, indicated by the triangle's solid sides. To indi-

cate that both counterpart relations in the triangle of comparative re-

lations are of the same philosophical category, that is, to indicate that

they are both epistemic counterparts, or both metaphysical counterparts,

and so forth, we prefix the category sign a.

The TriangZe of Comparative ReZations

I

System A System B

corresponding
coordinates

t n

a-counterparts

t a

corresponding
a-counterparts
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System B

The TriangZe of Comparative ReZations (cont'd.)

II

System A

corresponding
coordinates

c-counterpart.s

r--------, t
z

corresponding
c-counterparts

III

System A

corresponding
coordinates

System B

c-courrterpart.s

t
m

r--------....;tz

corresponding
c-counterparts

(tA)CCN(tB) without
n z

ing coordinate' and

Triangle II says that it is impossible to have (tA)C(tA) and
m n

(~)CC(tB), where CCN and CC stand for 'correspond-
m z

'corresponding counterpart' respectively. That is,

if term m in system A is the counterpart of term n in system A, and if

term n in system A is the corresponding counterpart of term z in system

B, then obviously term m in system A is the corresponding counterpart of

term z in system B. Triangles I and III may be sununarized in an appro-

priately similar manner. In each case, the unknown third relation is

logically entailed by the two known relations.
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In this dissertation we will attempt to establish that the categor­

ies of logical syntax and metaphysics in the Traatatus are fundamental

counterpart equivalents on the basis of Wittgenstein's methodological

principle (vide infra, I, 1). On the basis of the same methodological

principle we will attempt to establish that the category of the logical

syntax of the Traatatus and the category of the metaphysics of Advaita

Vedanta are fundamental partial counterpart equivalents. Whence it will

follow on the basis of the triangle of comparative relations that the

philosophy of Advaita and the philosophy of the Traatatus are symmetri­

cal partial fundamental coordinate equivalents with respect to at least

the category of metaphysics. We further maintain that enough fundamen­

tal terms of Advaitic metaphysics correspond to flIDdamenta1 terms of the

metaphysics of the Traatatus for us to be justified in saying that the

metaphysics of the former basically coincides with the metaphysics of

the latter; there is sufficient correspondence to justify the claim that

the metaphysics of Advaita and the Traatatus model one another.

[6J This dissertation to some extent presupposes a knowledge of Advaita

Vedanta. The reader is referred to Deutsch's Advaita Yediinta , Hiri­

yanna's Outlines of Indian Philosophy, Iyer's Advaita's Vedanta and Mliller's

Six Systems of Indian Philosophy. Transliterated Sanskrit terms are in­

cluded at the risk of obtrusiveness to indicate terminological corres­

pondences between Western and Advaitic philosophical vocabularies. Ref­

erences to Samkara's Brahmasutrabha?ya which is abbreviated 'ESS' are

given first by section and then by part and page as found in Thibault's

translation. References to the Traatatus are given by proposition num­

ber; we have adopted the convention of the translators in the Index of
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the Tractatus of omitting the point after the first digit since its po­

sition is invariable. We have also at times made use of Max Black's

method of referring to paragraph by number and to sentence by letter.

Thus '63571(3)b' indicates the second sentence of the third paragraph of

proposition 6.3751. When this procedure would be cumbersome we indicate

that only a portion of an entry has been quoted through the use of three

dots, ' ... '. All numbered reference to the Tractatus are to the Pears­

McGuinness translation; references to the Notebooks are by dated entry.

The term' general propositional form' is abbreviated 'gpf'.

With a view to directing the reader's attention with least distrac­

tion by unnecessary material, for Wittgenstein often discusses more than

one issue per numbered proposition, we have often extracted for quota­

tion a key thought or paragraph of the proposition, but in so doing have

exercised caution to avoid any misrepresentation of the original context.

This practice would seem to be no more objectionable than extracting

whole propositions for quotation with due regard for context, for whole

propositions are similarly embedded in definite contexts. Nor, of

course, do we claim our interpretation of a given passage to be the only

one possible, though we do claim that it is consistent with our overall

interpretation.
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CHAPTER I

LOGIC AND BRAHMAN

" ... from whence all speech,
with the mind, turns away

unable to reach it ... "

Taittir~ya Upani?ad (II, 4)

1. Logic as the Basis of Metaphysics in the Tractatus

The full import of Wittgenstein's stated purpose of setting the

limit of what carmot be said by setting the limit of what can be said

(4114, 4115) carmot be adequately appreciated without a clear view of

his fundamental methodological principle, shared by the logical atomists,

that logic is the basis of metaphysics. 18 The methodological principle

in effect says: logic underlies ontology. In accordance with this prin-

ciple of metaphysical analysis, the categories of logical syntax have

their ontological counterparts, and logic is the transcendental mirror

(-image) (5511, 613 et al.) or counterpart of reality. Thus, names are

the syntactic counterparts of objects, the ontological simples of the

picture theory; propositions are the syntactic counterparts of facts,

the units of experience; and to give the general propositional form

(abbr. gpf) is not simply to give the essence of description but also of

the existing world (54711). Similarly, transcendental logic (613) is

not merely a formal abstraction, as is evident from the PhiZosophicaZ

Investigations, remark 97, but is rather, the syntactic counterpart of

(642, 6432) what is higher.
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2. Fundamentals of the Tractiaiiue and of Advaita

In light of Wittgenstein's methodological principle that syntactic

categories subtend metaphysical categories, his fundamental illtnnining

insight or GY'Undgedanke (403l2)--the logic of the world is unthinkable

or unrepresentable--must be construed as asserting that what is logi­

cally and metaphysically of the highest significance is unthinkable.

Thus, the thrust of Wittgenstein's stated intention of setting the limit

of thought, thereby to show what cannot be thought, emerges as a critique

of the value and philosophical importance of everyday language (4002),

of science (6371, 64312), of all representational modes of signification

(642), and, by the methodological principle, of the representable world

of fact (641, 6521) and its psycho-physical subject (5641). For, if

what is of value is not in the thinkable world (641, 645) (though we do

not wish to suggest that Wittgenstein held there is an unthinkable set

of facts comprising a world) then it is mistaken to attach ultimate or

metaphysical importance to the problem of the world, a problem which,

from the transcendental standpoint of the I experience I necessary to

understand logic (5552), appears limited to the extent of vanishing

(6521) .

There is a striking similarity between the fundamental point of the

Traatatus that what is higher is unthinkable or categorically unamenable

to conceptualization and the basic tenet of Advaita Vedanta that Brahman

or reality is non-dual. For the thesis that Brahman is non-dual is

equivalent to the thesis that Brahman is unthinkable: if Brahman is non­

dual it is beyond the triple distinction of knower, known and mowing

(tY'iput~ vilaya) and is therefore unthinkable, and conversely, if
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Brahman is unthinkable it is beyond the duality characteristic of

thought.
,
SaIDkara, the great Indian philosopher of about the Eighth Century

A.D., and the foremost representative of Non-Dualism, quotes the

Upani.sadi.c statement that Brahman is that "whence all speech, with the

mind turns away, llllable to reach it.,,19 Both for Saffikara and Wittgen-

stein then, what is higher (par'amartha) is llllsayable (ava1'1Jam) and un­

thinkable (acintya) , and as in the Tractatus, so in Advaita we find a

critique of the value, importance and truth of ordinary consciousness

and knowledge (vyavaharikadr~ti or v~tticaitanya) implied by the tran­

scendence of what is higher.

Expressed concisely in the dictum 'Neti, neti,20_-Not this, not

this--Non-Dualism categorically denies of Brahman all differentiation

(vise~atva) and determination and thus demotes all that is thinkable to

the problematic status of illusion (maya). The ramifications of Non­

Dualism are the logical developments of the categorical negation of dif-

ferentiation and multiplicity and are chiefly concerned with reconciling

the undeniable multiplicity of empirical reality or life with the dis-

tinctionless realization (nirvikalpaka sak~atkara) of Bralunan. The

Advaitic solution to the problem of life is that multiplicity is maya,

the illusion of ignorance (avidya) expressed in the name and form

(namarilpa) of language, the apparent reality of which is sublated or

cancelled (hadha) by Brahman, just as the reality of the dream is can­

celled by the waking state. This solution involves that just as the il­

lusion of the snake is the mere appearance (abhasa or vivar'ta) of the

rope for which it is mistaken and on which it is a superimposition

(adhyasa), in comparable manner the duality of maya is the superimposed
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appearance of the non-dual Brahman. Just as the non-veridical appear­

ance and accompanying fear of the illusory snake is dispelled by lmowl­

edge that it is really the rope, so also the illusion and suffering of

life is said to be dispelled by Self-realization (atmabodha), the lmowl­

edge (vidya) that the Self (atman) is Brahman. Must of what we shall

have to say in this work is directed towards showing that Wittgenstein

grappled with the same problem as Advaita, namely the problem of recon­

ciling the world with what is higher, and that he developed a basically

Advaitic solution within the framework and logical idiom of the

Tractatus.

At this point a note of caution against misinterpreting Advaita as

a form of idealism must be sounded. For the view we have outlined does

not entail the obliteration of the distinction between waking and dream­

ing, between hard and soft empirical data. Advaita explicitly opposes

mentalism or idealism and maintains that the world, with all its empiri­

cal standards of truth, meaning and verification is lll1deniably real

unti l: the liberating knowledge of the higher standpoint is attained.

Maya, lll1like the snake, is seen to be illusory only from the higher

standpoint. The world in Advaitic thought is a transcendental

(mUlavidya) but not an empirical illusion (tulavidya) , and there is lit­

erally all the difference in the world between the two. Nor is Non­

Dualism to be confused with those forms of monism which suggest that the

highest reality is thinkable as a numerical entity; Brahman is unthink­

able and hence as categorically opposed to such forms of monism as to

pluralism.
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;5. Nirgur;a Brahman as the Corresponding MetaphysicaZ Counterpart of
Logic and the Corresponding Coordinate of What is Higher

'Logic' in its primary sense, as Wittgenstein uses the term, is not

what philosophers generally conceive it to be. It is neither a propae-

deutic to the sciences nor a convenient tool for the manipulation of ar-

gurnents, nor the tar'ka or hypothetical reasoning of Indian philosophy.

In Wittgenstein's original treatment, logic is primarily neither a

method of enquiry, nor a body of doctrine either descriptive or pre­

scriptive, nor an instrument of elucidation or proof, though these filllc-

tions may be performed by the application of logic, and by the inessen­

tial process (vide infra, III, 3) of logical proof and calculation.

Logic is indivisible and beyond the coordinated conditions of

thought (34, 341, 4):

5454a In logic there is no co-ordinate status
(Nebeneinander), and there can be no classifi­
cation.

Logic is anumerical:

5453 All numbers in logic stand in need of
justification.

Or rather, it must become evident that
there are no numbers in logic.

There are no privileged numbers.

Which is to say that logic is non-dual:

4128 Logical forms are without number.
Hence there are no privileged numbers in

logic, and hence there is no possibility of
philosophical monism or dualism, etc.

Wittgenstein wrote in comment on 4128:

What I meant was that in Logic there are no numbers
which are in any sense more important or of any
greater significance, in any sense preeminent, as
compared with the rest of numbers. Such for instance
many people believe that the number one is such a
number or the number 3. And if- -for instance- -



5454b

6

there was in Logic a definite number of primitive
prop[osition]s or of primitive ideas--say the number
one or any other--then this number would have, in
some sense, to prevail all through logic and conse­
quently also throughout philosophy. It would then
be a number more important than the rest, an
"ausgezeichnete Zahl".2l

If there were a 'special' number it would have to prevail in metaphysics,

but as there are no preeminent numbers, or rather as there are no num-

bers in logic, the metaphysical counterpart of logic, namely what is

higher3 will have to be anumerical or non-dual.

Logic is non-hierarchical and therefore so also is its ontological

counterpart:

55561(2) Hierarchies are and must be independent
of reality.

Logic is beyond the most commonplace and essential distinctions of

thought:

In logic there can be no distinction
between the general and the specific.

And thus what is higher (642, 6432), the metaphysical counterpart of

logic, cannot be thought by means of propositions in logical space:

624b Propositions can express nothing that is
higher.

Like logic (412,4121, et al.), what is higher can only be shown (642),

that is, can only manifest itself as the unsayable mystical (cf. 6522).

What is higher is thus non-dual or anumerical, without co-ordinate or

'side-by-side' (Nebeneinander) status, non-hierarchical, neither speci-

fie nor general, unclassifiable, unthinkable and unsayable. This char­

acterization of Wittgenstein's metaphysical absolute describes nirgu~a

Brahman, formless Brahman, about which it is strictly impossible to

think and speak, whence it is clear that nirgu~a Brahman is the corre-
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sponding metaphysical counterpart; of logic and the corresponding coordi­

nate of what is higher.

The 'experience' of Brahman is said to reveal reality's essential

feature (svarUpa lak?a~) to be existence (sat). Similarly in the

Tractatus the 'experience' necessary to understand logic reveals a

certain supra-empirical existence:

5552 The 'experience' that we need in order to
understand logic is not that something or other
is the state of things, but that something is:
that, however, is not an experience.

Logic is prior to every experience--that
something is so.

It is prior to the question 'How?', not
prior to the question 'What?'.

In his "Lecture on Ethics", Wittgenstein explains absolute ethical judg-

ment in terms of the non-empirical 'experience' of "wonder at the exist­

ence of the world". 22 The correct expression for the miracle of the

existence of the world, he states, is "not a proposition in language"

but rather "the existence of language itself".23 The 'experience' nec-

essary to understand logic, further described as "wonder at a tautol­

ogy",24 thus reveals 'the existence of language itself.' The Tractatus

repeats this theme in the concept of the mystical not as how things

stand in the world, but that the world exists (644). Wittgenstein's

concept of the mystical experience of the world sub specie aeterni (645)

is thus very much like the Spinozistic intellectual intuition of reality

as essence identical with existence. Again, both what (i.e. essence)

and that (i.e. existence) are contrasted with how in attempting to ex-

press the nature of the mystical experience of what is higher (5552,

644); essence and existence, as in Spinoza's thought, are thus identi-

fied with respect to the transcendental.
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The logical basis of the metaphysical identification of essence and

existence in the 'experience' of what is higher is the nature of logic

as self-manifesting, as what is shown (4114, 6l24g, 642, 6522; 4l22d,

562, 623, 6522).25 Logic, the essence of language
26

and so also its

corresponding metaphysical counterpart, Brahman, is said to be self­

revealing or self-shining (svata~ prakasya).

Advaita also contrasts how or thus (iti) with Brahman as existence

(sat) in the dictum 'Neti, neti' (Not thus, not thus), the purport of

which is the cancellation of all states of things (cf. 5S52a) represent-

able by means of speech and thought. Similarly, logic cancels all rep­

resentational relations (4462(2); vide infra, III, 4); the propositions

of logic are only apparently propositions:

3/6/15(8) 'p v _p" would then be a sign only in appear-
ance. But in reality the dissolution of the prop­
osition.

This cancellation is a logical basis for the metaphysical use of the

distinction between how and that in the explication of what is higher.

Thus the 'experience' necessary to understand logic is expressed by

'Neti, neti'.

The cancellation of how or iti by the propositions of logic and by

'Neti, neti' does not cancel either Brahman,27 so as to produce a doc-

trine of the void, or logic, but rather leaves them behind as a 'pure

crystal', unclouded by the empirical projections of the limiting ad­

juncts (upadhis) associated with thought and speech:

97 (1) Thought is surrounded by a halo.--Its essence,
logic,presents an order, in fact the a priori order
of the world: that is, the order of possibilities3

which must be connnon to both world and thought. But
this order, it seems, must be utterly simple. It
is prior to all experience, must run through all
experience; no empirical cloudiness or uncertainty
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can be allowed to affect it.--It must rather be of
the purest crystal. But this crystal does not ap­
pear as an abstraction: but as something concrete,
indeed, as the most concrete, as it were the hardest
thing there is (Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus No.
5.5563).

The Advai~ic analogy between Brahman and a colorless crystal is
.

intended to illustrate the illusory status of all qualifications of the

non-dual and to clarify the nature and origin of illusion. Just as the

color of a colorless crystal is due merely to the limiting adjunct of

the colored surface on which it rests, so also all empirical determina-

tions of Brahman are traced to the limiting adjuncts of the individual

jiva or psycho-physical self. These limiting adjuncts of the ii-va' s ig­

norance (avidya) are intended to be sublated or negated by 'Neti, neti',

to leave the pure indeterminate (nirvisesa) ground (adhi?thana) of all

illusory appearances. A full treatment of sublation in the Traetabus is

found below in Chapter I II, where it is argued that the pure crystalline

essence of language, namely logic (mentioned above in Philosophical

Investigations §97 and suggested in Wittgenstein's mirror metaphor),

also cancels or sublates representational language and its metaphysical

counterpart, the world.

The ontological dimensions of Advaita and the Tractatus which we

have been discussing run alongside decidedly counter-ontological cur-

rents of thought. In the Tractatus only states of affairs and facts

are qualifiable as existent or non-existent in the strict sense of 'say-

ing'. Precisely at the point at which the ontological theory begins to

seem to 'say something' it is qualified:

For all I have said by shifting the expression of the
miraculous from an expression by means of language to
the expression by the existence of language, all I
have said is again that we cannot express what we
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want to express and that all we say about the mirac­
ulous remains nonsense. 28

In Advaita this point is made by saying that Brahman is indescribable in

terms of existence and non-existence (sadasadanirvacaniya). ~arnkara

stated:

Only an entity which is an object of sense-knowl.­
edge can become an object of affirmative predica­
tion of the form, 'it is', or an obj ect of negative
predication of the form 'it is not'.... Reason
also proves that Brahman cannot be expressed by
words denoting existence (sat) or non-existence
(asat). All words used by speakers for the purpose
of conveying meanings and listened to by the hearers
do convey their meanings through the categories of
class (jati), action (kriya), attribute (guna), and
relation (sambandha), and not otherwise, for no in­
stance to the contrary is seen.... But Brahman has
no class and hence cannot be expressed by words like
existent, etc.: nor has it attributes, so that it
may be expressed by a word denoting an attribute;
nor can a word denoting action express it, for it
is beyond activity. . .. Nor has it any relation,
being one without a second. It stands to reason
!o hold that, not being an 'obj ect' and being the
Atman it cannot be expressed by any word whatsoever. 29

Thus Brahman and logic alike are inexpressible in terms of existence and

non-existence. 'Existence', one observes, is not in the strict sense a

predicate for either SaIilkara or Wittgenstein. To indicate the meta-

physical sense in which existence is predicated of what is higher it

might be said not that Brahman exists but that it is existence, not that

the metaphysical counterpart of logic has ontological status, but that

it is ontological status.

4. The Distinction Between Logic and the Logic of Depiction

Although the propositions of logic are assigned unique status among

all propositions (6112), most of the Tractatus, in keeping with the
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strategy of signifying or showing what cannot be said by presenting

clearly what can be said (4115), is devoted to formulating the general

propositional form. The form of representation (i.e. logico-pictorial

form) is given in the gpf, the sole qeneral: primitive sign of logic

(5472), but in logic there is no distinction between the general and the

specific (5454). How then can the gpf be a primitive sign of logic?

Further, the gpf defines the coordinates of its values (34, 341), but

there is no coordinate status in logic (5454). There are no numbers ill

logic (5453), but the exponent of the successive application of the op­

eration of the gpf (6001) is a number (6021). Again, the propositions

of logic cancel all representational relations (4462), while the gpf is

the form of representational relations (cf. 55261). Therefore the logic

of which the gpf is the sole general primitive sign is not logic simpZi­

citer, but rather must be the logic of depiction or portrayal (as men-

tioned in 23/10/14, 25/10/14, 27/10/14).

The logic of depiction is the logic of the application of logic,

for every depiction is an application of logic, as the following propo-

sition shows:

35 A propositional sign, applied and thought out,
is a thought.

Of course, a thought is a logical picture (3) or proposition (4), so

that it follows from 35 that every depiction is an application of logic ..

That the formul.at ion of the gpf is a task of the logic of the applica­

tion of logic is clearly seen in the fact that the general propositional

form says that

6001 .•.every proposition is a result of successive
applications to elementary propositions of the
operation Nr€J.
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The logic of depiction given in the gpf is what can be clearly presented

and is intended to signify what cannot be said, namely the logical con­

stant 'N()', which it evidently (6) shows or displays. The connection

between logic and the logic of depiction is that the fonner is shown by

the latter as the limiting case of the values of the gpf, namely as the

propositions of logic to which unique status (6112) is ascribed.

Further evidence that the logic of depiction is the logic of the

application of logic is deducible from:

4015 The possibility of all imagery, of all our
pictorial modes of expression, is contained in
the logic of depiction.

Since the imagery of language, of our pictorial modes of expression,

i.e. of propositions, was stated in 35 to be an appZieation of a logical

picture, i.e. of a propositional sign, it may be concluded that the pos­

sibility of the application of logic is contained in the logic of depic-

tion.

It is therefore understandable that the gpf is contrasted with the

application of logic (55563); for the gpf, by the above considerations,

is the formulation of the logic of depiction rather than a depiction.

That is, the gpf is the logic of the application of logic rather than

an application of logic, which is to say that the gpf is not a picture,

but the logico-pictorial fonn of all pictures.

Wittgenstein contrasts the gpf with the application of logic in

55563(lb) That utterly simple thing, which we have to
formulate here, is not an image of the truth,
but the truth itself in its entirety.

The context makes it obvious that the gpf is being formulated, Lest it

be supposed that 'simple' is used in a pejorative sense, mention may be

made of Wittgenstein 's remarks in Letters to Ogden to the effect that
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in proposition 55563 'simple' is meant in the sense of 'highest' as in

'the highest good',30 and 'image' is meant in the sense of 'simile,.3l

The subsequent proposition establishes that the gpf is to the image of

the truth as logic (the logic of depiction) is to the application of

logic.

5557 The appZication of logic decides What elementary
propositions there are.

l~at belongs to its application logic cannot
anticipate ....

Thus, in fonnulating the gpf Wittgenstein is formulating the logic of

depiction, which is to its application (35) as the t.ruth in its entirety

is to the image of the t.ruth,

This understanding of the matter is supported by the fact that

'image' in both 4015 and 55563 has the same meaning, namely 'simile'; in

comment on 4015 Wittgenstein wrote to Ogden, the first translator of the

Tractatus:

Here instead of (") likenesses (") the plural form
of simile would--I think--be better. This prop(osi­
tion) in English seems to me very awkward and un­
clear but I can't mend it. Would it perhaps be bet­
ter to put instead of " ...of the whole pictorial na­
ture ... " "of all the imagery of language"?32

And with respect to 55563 he wrote:

"image" has the meaning of "simile" here. 33

Thus clearly Wittgenstein meant that all language and thought is the

mere simile of t ruth, whereas the logic of depiction fonrrulated in the

gpf is the truth entire. This distinction between logic per ee as given

in the logical constant (or in the propositions of logic) and the logic

of depiction as given in the gpf gives rise to the central problem of

the Txactatue , dealt with in detail in Chapter I I I .
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5. Sagu1J.G. Brahman as the Corresponding MetaphysicaZ Counterpart of the
Logic of Depiction and the Corresponding Coordinate of God

The non-relational (akhG.1JrJa) nirgur:a Brahman apprehended through the

maya of name and form (i.e. re1ationally) is sagu1'ja Brahman, Brahman with

fonn. Similarly, logic without coordinate distinction viewed through the

coordination of name and logical form is the logic of depiction as formu-

1ated in the gpf. That is, logic per se, which we shall refer to simply

as logic, is the syntactic counterpart; of nirgur:a Brahman, while the

logic of depiction is the syntactic cotmterpart of sagur:a Brahman.

Sagu'Yja Brahman, however, is said not to be identical with maya, but

rather to stand in relation to the names and fonTIS of maya as space

stands to the enclosed spaces of vesse1s. 34 Correspondingly, the gpf is

not identical to the logical forms of individual propositions, but

rather stands to them as logical space stands to the (sets of) points it

contains. For each proposition defines a point or set of logical coor­

dinates in logical space (34, 341, 3411, 342);35 each proposition de­

fines a place or (set of) points in logical space, and each place is de­

fined by the gpf , Saquna Brahman and the gpf thus correspond with

respect to the spatial metaphor.

Sagu'Yja Brahman is the appearance (abhasa) of nirguna Brahman in the

limiting adjuncts of avidya (viz., body (sarim), senses (indriyas) , mind

(manas), intellect (buddhi), etc.), and depends upon the principles of

name and form. Similarly the gpf is the appearance (vide infra, III) of

logic (i.e. of the logical constant; vide infra, III) in the limiting

adjunct of representational language. Sagu?JO- Brahman is sublated by

nirgu'Yja Brahman and, as we shall see below, the logic of depiction as

fonnulated in the gpf is sublated by depictionless (or sinnZos (4461,
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44611)) logic.

The gpf, as the limit of what can be said, is in turn (4114, 4115)

limited by the limit of what cannot be said. The gpf, that is, as the

limit of what can be said, cannot itself be said and signifies its own

limit, the limit of what cannot be said. As limited, therefore, the gpf

cannot be the highest logico-metaphysical category of the Tractatus~

but must stand, like eaquna Brahman, a step removed from the highest.

Sagu1'JO- Brahman is the seed (b'?-ja) or general form of duality or

representativity and similarly, the gpf is the general form of repre-

sentativity, the seed of name and form that defines the form of the rid­

dle (64312, 65) or maya of the world. When a:vidya, as it were, looks

at the formless absolute (nirgur.za Brahman), it sees the absolute form

(sagur.za Brahman). This absolute form in the Traetatus is the gpf, the

general form of representation, and the corresponding syntactic counter-

part of sag~a Brahman.

The metaphysical counterpart, of the gpf in the Tractatus is God.

For Wittgenstein wrote in the Prototractatus:

44303 The most general propositional form is:
This is how things stand.

How everything stands is God.
God is how everything stands.

Since proposition 45(3)b in the Tractatus states that the gpf is: This

is how things stand, it is reasonable to conclude that God is the corre-

sponding metaphysical counterpart of the gpf in the Tractatus. But

eaquna Brahman is Isvara or God, so that sag'U1Ja Brahman, since it is the

corresponding metaphysical counterpart in Advaita of the gpf in the

Tractatus, must be the corresponding coordinate of the metaphysical

counterpart in the Traetiatue of the gpf. That is, eaquna Brahman is the
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corresponding metaphysical counterpart of the gpf, its syntactic counter-

part.

In this connection there is a most interesting statement in the

Notebooks:

8/7/16j There are two Godheads: the world and my
independent I.

This notion of a dependent and an independent Godhead certainly fits in

with the understanding of the logic of depiction, fonnulated in the gpf,

as sagur;a Brahman, the dependent Godhead, and logic simp l.ici:tie» , given

in the logical constant, as niT'gur;a .Brahman, the independent Self

(atman) •
, .
Samkara wrote:

Brahman is apprehended under two forms: in the first
place as qualified by limiting conditions owing to
the multifonnity of the evolutions of name and form... ;
in the second place as being the opposite of this, i. e.
free from all limiting conditions whatever. Compare
the following passages: ..• 'For where there is duality
as it were, then one sees the other; but when the Self
only is all this, how should he see another?' ... 'Not
so, not so;' ...AII these passages ...declare Brahman
to possess a double nature, according as it is the
object either of Knowledge or of Nescience. 37

Similarly, we can say within the framework of the TT'actatus that lan-

guage and reality are apprehended llllder two fonns: in the first place

as qualified by limiting conditions owing to the multifonnity of name

and fonn as presented in the gpf, and in the second place as being the

opposite of this, i.e. free from all limiting conditions of representa-

tivity whatever, as shown by the propositions of logic. The gpf pre-

sents the limiting conditions of names and logical forms while the logi­

cal constant as expressed in the propositions of logic cancels those

limiting conditions of name and representational relation (4462(2)). The
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metaphysical counterpart of the limiting conditions of representativity

as presented in the gpf is the essence of the world (5471, 54711), while

the metaphysical cotmterpart of what cancels those conditions is 'what

is higher'. Logic then, is the corresponding syntactic counterpart of

nirgu1'Ja Brahman, Bralunan without limiting qualifications, while the

logic of depiction is the corresponding syntactic counterpart of sagu~a

Brahman, Brahman with limiting qualification.

The counterpart correspondence between the gpf and sagu1'Ja Brahman

is not merely metaphorical as might be supposed at first thought. For
,

the nature of Isvara, as described below by SaIDkara, is well-duplicated

in the gpf:

Though One and ever of the same unchanging essence
He converts Himself, of the nature of Pure Con­
sciousness, into multitudinous forms by subjecting
Himself to the differentiating upadhis (limiting
adj uncts) of names and forms by the force of His
Own Being and by His inscrutable power. 38

, .
Saffikara's description of sagu~ Brahman as essentially one and convert-

ing itself into multitudinous forms can very adequately be expressed in

terms of the essential oneness of the gpf, for the gpf is what all prop-

ositions have in connnon, and the manyness of the values which the gpf,

as a variable (453), assumes. The conversion to many forms by Isvara

corresponds, we suggest, to the assumption by the variable of all possi-

ble propositional values. The gpf is also of the form of pure con-

sciousness for it is the underlying syntactic counterpart of the form of

consciousness or thought; as the logico-pictorial form of representation,

that makes possible the depiction by a proposition of a non-linguistic

state of affairs, it is the syntactic form of thought. The essence of

thought, that is, pure consciousness, is the epistemic counterpart of
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the gpf. It must here be emphasized that the 'two Godheads' of Advaita

and the ~ractatus are not different entities. Indeed Wittgenstein

3t:ated that the gpf is the sole logical constant. As will be shown be­

low (III), the gpf is the appearance of the logical constant in the same

sense in which saguna Brahman is the appearance of nirguna Brahman.. .
We continue the discussion of logic as Brahman by considering B. F.

McGuinness' interpretation of the status of the world in Wittgenstein's

system. McGuinness, who retranslated the Tractatus with the D. F. Pears,

contrasts Wittgenstein's mysticism with Schopenhauer's and identifies it

with Tolstoy's:

" ...Wittgenstein has transcended Schopenhauer. In
this he resembles Tolstoy... "39

The claim he makes is that, unlike Schopenhauer, Wittgenstein did not

hold the phenomenal world to be lll1real:

...what the mystic finds striking is not that there
is the particular world there is--for he is not in­
terested in how the world is--but that there is a
world--namely, that some possibilities or other ...
are realized...which is no more than to say that
there are objects. 40

The possibilities that McGuinness refers to are the facts, and the ob-

jects he mentions are, as he correctly observes, inseparable from the

facts. However, objects considered in isolation are as meaningless as

names alone (20122, 33); therefore the existence of objects is as irrel­

evant to the mystical solution of the problem of life (and McGuinness

agrees that mysticism is the answer to the problems of life),4l as the

following proposition shows the existence of the facts to be:

The facts all contribute only to setting the
problem, not to its solution.

Wittgenstein, moreover, cannot possibly have been a Tolstoyan as shown
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by their opposite attitudes towards the propositions of logic. In the

course of his spiritual quest, Tolstoy came to a crossroads at which he

had to choose between what appeared to him to be rational and what ap-

peared to be irrational:

... either what I called rational was not so rational
as I had thought; or that which to me appeared irra­
tional was not so irrational as I had thought. 42

In examining the efficacy of the rational in answering his question as

to the meaning of his life and life in general he found that the finite

had to be equated with the infinite and vice versa and that nothing came

of it:

There happened something like what at times happens
in mathematics: you think you are solving an equa­
tion, when you have only an identity. The reasoning
is correct but you receive as a result the answer:
a = a, or x = x, or 0 = O. The same happened with
my reflection in respect to the question about the
meaning of my life....The answer... as it is expressed
by the Brahmans, by Solomon, and by Schopenhauer, is
only an indefinite answer, or an identity, 0= 0, life
is nothing. 43.... I was inevitably led to recognize ...
a certain other irrational knowledge, which made it
possible to live. 44

Contrast Tolstoy's disappointment in the tautology with Wittgenstein's

mystical wonder at the existence of the world, which he describes as

wonder at a tautology.45

Clearly, in light of the fundamental difference with respect to

Wittgenstein 's rationalism and Tolstoy's irrationalism, as shown in

their opposite attitudes to mathematics and logic, McGuinness' claim

that Wittgenstein's mysticism was Tolstoyan must be incorrect. The

world at whose existence Wittgenstein wonders is not a "system with a

definite character" as McGuinness claims,46 but rather the unthinkable

(i.e. indefinite) reality as shown by the senseless propositions of

logic. Our criticism of McGuinness' position is that the gpf, God, the
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6. Objections and RepZies

First Objection

Advaita would say that nirguna and not sagur;a Brahman, which you

claim corresponds to the gpf, is the truth in its entirety. Thus, the

highest category of the Tractatus, the gpf, is only the lower truth of

Advaita and the Advaitic thesis of the Tractatus is vitiated by the

gpf's presupposition of name and form.

RepZy to the First Objection

We reply that the truth in its entirety, which Wittgenstein identi­

fies with the logic of depiction is not logic, the syntactic absolute of

the system, but only the point of contact (cf. 5557) between logic and

its application. Of logic Wittgenstein is as silent as possible, in ac­

cordance with proposition number 7. The attitude of silence in relation

to nirgu1}a Brahman is strictly the only correct attitude for Advaita and

indeed, all epithets applied to nirgu1}a Brahman, such as 'existence (or

truth)-consciousness-bliss' (saccidananda) , 'absolute truth' (satyasya

satyam), etc., are recognized to be strictly inappropriate. Brahman is

expressed by 'Neti, neti' ('Not this, not this'), so that all predicates

referred to nirgu~a Brahman actually apply only to sagu~a Brahman.

Hence the Lord's being a Lord, his omniscience, his
omnipotence, etc. all depend on the limitation due
to the adjuncts whose Self is Nescience: while in
reality none of these qualities belong to the Self
whose true nature is cleared, by right knowledge,
from all adjuncts whatever. Thus Scripture also
says, 'Where one sees nothing else, hears nothing
else, understands nothing else, that is the Infinite'. 48
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Even the highest distinctions marked by 'saaaidananda', 'satyasya sat-

yam', etc. fall way from the distinction1ess Brahman. Thus, whereas

Advaita violates the silence enjoined by 'Neti, neti' in ascribing posi-

tive predicates to nirgu1Ja Brahman, Wittgenstein in this case adheres to

his program of silence about what cannot be said, and predicates 'truth

in its entirety' of the gpf rather than of that whereof one cannot speak.

The sequence of major propositions of the Traatatus in conjunction

with 4114 and 4115 shows that Wittgenstein thought there is a metaphysi­

cal category higher than the gpf:

1. The world is all that is the case.
2. What is the case--a fact--is the existence of

states of affairs.
3. A logical picture of facts is a thought.
4. A thought is a proposition with a sense.
5. A proposition is a truth-ftmction of elementary

propositions.
6. The general form of a truth-function is

[p .. ~ ..N(~) ].
This is the general form of a proposition.

7. What we cannot speak about we must pass over in
silence.

These propositions indicate that in addition to what Wittgenstein said

in the first six propositions there remained nothing he could not say.

In the first six propositions Wittgenstein worked outwards through what

can be said in order to show what cannot be sai.dr

4ll4b

4115

It [philosophy] must set limits to .what carmot
be thought by working outwards through what
can be thought.

It will signify what cannot be said, by
presenting clearly what can be said.

The seventh proposition enjoins silence about what is shown by the limit

of what can be said, namely the gpf, that is set in the first six prop-

ositions:

4114a It [philosophy] must set limits to what can
be thought; and, in doing so, to what carmot
be thought.
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The silence of the seventh step is the limit of what cannot be said,

namely of the gpf (the gpf as the forrn of representation and the limit

of what can be said cannot itself be said). To say that the gpf is the

highest category of the Tractatus is therefore to ignore the strategy of

philosophical procedure stated in 4114 and 4115 and the overall structure

of the Tractatus confonning to that strategy. Lest it be thought that

4114 and 4115 need not be taken seriously in connection with the overall

structure of the Tractatus the following may be brought to attention:

The books' point is an ethical one. I once meant to
include in the preface a sentence which is not in
fact there now but which I will write out for you
here, because it will perhaps be a key to the work
for you. What I meant to write, then, was this: My
work consists of two parts: the one presented here
plus all that I have not written. And it is pre­
cisely this second part that is the important one.
My book draws limits to the sphere of the ethical
from the inside as it were, and I am convinced that
this is the only rigorous way of drawing those lim­
its. In short, I believe that where many others to­
day are just gassing, I have managed in my book to
put everything firmly into place by being silent
about it. And for that reason, unless I am very
much mistaken, the book will say a great deal that
you yourself want to say. Only perhaps you won't
see that it is said in the book. For now, I would
reconnnend you to read the preface and the conclusion,
because they contain the most direct expression of
the point of the book. 49

This passage makes it abundantly clear that Wittgenstein considered

the strategy of exposition enunciated in 4114 and 4115 to be of the

greatest importance. 50 If we take him seriously therefore, we will view

the first six integral propositions of the Tractatus as Tllllgs of the

philosophical ladder that is thrown away when the transcendental point

of view of logic is attained (654), and we will conclude that the gpf

merely points toward the higher silence of Wittgenstein 's conclusion.

These considerations alone are sufficient to dispose of the objec-
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tion, but there yet remains the fact that the gpf as the logic of depic-

tion presents the form of representation, number, coordination, and gen-

erality, in short, presents the form of duality in the presupposition of

name and form, all of which are cancelled by the non-dual logic, whereas

the converse is not true; it would be absurd to suggest that propositions

cancel the logic which they show, though they do disguise it (4002d).

There is the further response that if the objection that the gpf is

the ultimate category of the Traatatus is correct, then it may be con-

eluded that objects and facts are ultimate. However, the facts all go

towards setting the problem and not towards its solution (64321), for

the facts are in the time and space given in the gpf, while the solution

of the riddle of life lies outside time and space (64312). Therefore, if

the gpf is the ultimate of the system, then the problem is insoluble,

and the truth in its entirety amounts to the' riddle itself. But the

riddle does not exist, and the problem vanishes (65, 6521), so that the

implications of the objection are not only absurd in themselves, but in-

compatible with explicit statements of the Traatatus.

The logic of depiction is actually the logic of maya, the logic of

the facts and of the problem of life. It is therefore natural and nec­

essary that the logic of the facts presuppose that names have meaning

and elementary propositions sense.

The harmlessness of the status of the gpf for the Advaitic thesis

may be seen by considering the context and meaning of 'the truth in its

entirety'. Wittgenstein was concerned with the logical conditions under

which a proposition's sense would be independent of its truth or falsity.

29/10/14 In order for a proposition to be true it must
first and foremost be aapable of truth, and
this is all that concerns logic.
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222 What a picture represents [its sense
(2221)] it represents independently of its
truth or falsity, by means of its pictorial
form.

The gpf is the pictorial form (i.e. the form of representation) that all

propositions must have in common with reality in order to depict it cor-

rectly or incorrectly (2171, 218, 3, 4, 5, 6) and, as such, it is the

possibility of truth. In this sense it is referred to as the truth in

its entirety. The truth in its entirety of the logic of depiction is

the possibility of the correspondence between language and the world

that makes possible true and false statements. This possibility of cor-

respondence is the general form of sense, where the sense of a proposi-

tion is what is the case if it is true (4024). Logic on the other hand

is without sense (sinnZos) (4461, 44611; vide infra, II); its proposi-

tions say nothing (611). The truth of a tautology and the falsity of a

contradiction are determined from the signs alone, automatically, and

independently of sense (6113, 6126). The truth in its entirety as con­

cerns the logic of depiction is the possibility of empirical truth,

truth relative to what can be said, while logic, independent of the

world, transcends sense and empirical truth, and solely concerns what is

shown, i.e. what cannot be said. The gpf as the truth in its entirety

is thus the limit of sayable truth and is limited in turn by logic, the

higher limit of unsayab1e truth (cf. 562).

With respect to the multiplicity of name and form presupposed by
,

the gpf it is to be noted that Samkara states that the essence of the

'word' is the power of denotation and that there is an eternal connec­

tion between the 'everlasting words' and their 'eternal sense' (i. e. the
51

aJ<.:tis denoted). Thus the objection that the gpf as the truth in its
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entirety presupposes the existence of mimes with meaning and elemen­

tary propositions with sense, destroys the non-dualistic thesis of

the Tractatus by positing a multiplicity of objects and their configura­

tions than does the analogous claim of Advaita that there exist a multi-

plicity of everlasting words with eternal sense. For both in the Ttac-

tatus and in Advaita the power of denotation is relegated to the condi­

tioned absolute, to sag~ Brahman in the case of the latter52 and to

the gpf, the logic of depiction, in the case of the former (2151, 217,

218, 3, 4, 5, 6).

Second Objection

Logic presupposes name and form as the following proposition states,

but Brahman presupposes no name and form. Therefore nirgur,;.a Brahman is

not the metaphysical counterpart of logic, as is claimed.

6124a-c The propositions of logic describe the scaffold­
ing of the world, or rather they represent it.
They have no 'subj ect matter' . They presuppose
that names have meaning and elementary proposi­
tions sense; and that is their connection with
the world.

Replies to the Second Objection

(i) The objection is not based on the proposition cited, because

the proposition states that the propositions of logic presuppose, not

that logic presupposes. The distinction is important because Wittgen-

stein states that the propositions of logic are not at all essential,

without intending to imply that logic is similarly not essential:

6122 ...we can actually do without logical proposi­
tions; for in a suitable notation we can in
fact recognize the formal properties of prop­
ositions by mere inspection of the propositions
themselves.



26

The same applies to the propositions of mathematics for the same reason:

6232 .•• the essential point about an equation is that
it is not necessary in order to show that the two
expressions connected by the sign have the same
meaning, since this can be seen from the two ex­
pressions themselves.

Since the propositions of logic are inessential so also are any presup-

positions they may carry, e.g. the presupposition of name and form and

the equivalent presupposition of the connection of logic and the world.

Propositions of logic can be numbered but logic is without number (4128,

5453); propositions show tautology and not tauto10gies. 53 There is thus

a real distinction between logic and the propositions of logic, just as

there is between logic and the logic of propositions (i.e. the logic of

depiction).

The objector might respond that the propositions of logic have a

unique status (6112) presupposing name and form. To this we reply that

the tmique status of the propositions of logic consists in their saying

nothing, in their being sinnZos (4461,44611; vide infra, II), or 'de­

pictionless', and that where nothing is said nothing can be presupposed.

Their tmiqueness and importance is not that they presuppose name and

form because aU propositions do so but that they cancel the conditions

of representation; they are inessential because an adequate notation

would show this cancellation of the conditions of representation, the

syntactic counterpart of Brahman's cancellation of the world, without

the aid of propositions of logic. But in an inadequate notation, of

which avidya is the corresponding epistemological counterpart, the prop­

ositions of logic serve to stand for the sinnZos logic otherwise trans­

parently revealed, and, as propositions, presuppose the name and form of

their propositional constituents. The presuppositions of logic are thus
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as inessential as inadequate notation or avidya. Our claim that Brahman

and logic are corresponding counterparts thus stands against the second

objection.

(ii) Further, it would be absurd to suppose that a priori logic

should presuppose anything, since nothing can be prior to the a priori.

Only logic with an a posteriori component, namely the logic of depiction,

an application of logic, can carry with it presuppositions.

(iii) We grant now for the sake of argument that the objector's

interpretation of the cited proposition is acceptable. If the objection

were correct in claiming that name and form are presuppositions of logic,

it would follow from the statement of the cited proposition to the effect

that the presupposition of name and form is the connection of the prop­

ositions of logic with the world that the connection of logic with the

world is on a par with the presuppos i tion of name and form. We will show

that the connection of logic and the world is inessential and that

therefore the presupposition of name and fom is similarly inessential

to logic.

The connection of logic with the world is inessential, as shown by

the proposition to the effect that there would be a logic even if there

were no world:

5552a The 'experience' that we need in order to
understand logic is not that something or
other is the state of things, but that some­
thing is: that, however, is not an experience.

55521 And if this were not so, how could we ap-
ply logic? We might put it in this way: if
there would be a logic even if there were no
world, haw then could there be a logic given
that there is a world? (italics mine)

Since logic would be without a world (cf. 2013, where logical space
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is said to be imaginable as empty) the connection of logic with the world

is not essential to logic, though of course the connection is essential

to the world.

Further, lest it be doubted, there is an important distinction in

the Tractatus between what is essential and what is inessential to a

symbol relative to the propositions of logic. That propositions of

logic are like other symbols (334) in having essential as well as ines-

sential properties is evident in:

44661 Admittedly the signs are still combined
with one another even in tautologies and con­
tradictions--i.e. they stand in certain rela­
tions to one another: but these relations
have no meaning, they are not essential to
the symbol.

The inessential relations in which the signs in a tautology stand to one

another are the basis of the presupposition by the propositions of logic

that names have meaning and elementary propositions sense. For the mean-

ing of a name and the sense of an elementary proposition are expressed

by the relations of symbols (31432, 321, 33). The appearance of re­

latedness of signs presented in the tautology (cf. 3/6/15) represents

the connection of logic with the world. Thus the connection of logic

and the world is merely the projection of the inessential appearance of

the relations of signs in the propositions of logic.

Again, in the following proposition Wittgenstein reaffirms the in­

dependence of the propositions of logic from any reference to the world:

6126a~b One can calculate whether a proposition
belongs to logic, by calculating the logical
properties of the symbol.

And this is what we do when we 'prove' a
logical proposition. For, without bothering
about sense or meaning (my italics), we con­
struct the logical proposition out of others
using only rules that deal with signs.
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Thus, the connection of logic and the world is merely the projection of

the inessential appearance of the propositions of logic, as we concluded

above in reply (i), and the presupposition of name and form by logic is

therefore equally inessential.

(iv) As an illustration of the relationship between tautology and

the senses of the elementary propositions which are its constituents,

consider the Chinese way of writing 'Mozart':

The first character means "greatest" or "extensive", the second means "a

thin wooden tablet" or "letter", and the third means "special". Phone-

tically the first is "mo", the second "cha" and the third "t@". Since

Chinese does not have an alphabetic system of writing, but a syllabary,

the writing of a word like 'Mozart' has to be reduced to a series of

characters representing the syllables of the word as pronounced by a

Chinese. The meaning of the characters is, of course, unconnected with

the word as transcribed. This procedure eliminates as inessential the

sense or meanings of the characters; however, the possibility of con­

structing the desired phonetic value (i.e. 'Mozart') in Chinese presup­

poses that the characters have a depictive function in the language.

That is, only such symbols as are depictive are available for the fonnu­

lation of the desired phonetic value: it is not permissible to invent

symbols having solely phonetic values. Thus the spelling of the word

'Mozart' in Chinese presupposes that the constituent characters have

sense. Evidently however, this presupposed sense is entirely inessen-

tial to the construction. "Extensive", "letter" and "special" have, at

best, merely accidental relevance to the great composer. Similarly,

elementary propositions are constituents of the propositions of logic

and must have meaning in order to be possible constituents; but equally
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evidently, on the basis of the quoted propositions, Wittgenstein re­

garded their sense as inessential to the propositions of logic. Just as

the Chinese spelling of 'Mozart' annuls the presupposed sense of its

symbols, so also the 'spelling' of the propositions of logic cancels and

annuls the presupposed sense of its constituents.

(v) The same reply given above to the first objection, based on

64321 is also applicable to the second objection.

(vi) The mahiivakyas or 'Great Utterances' such as Tat tvam asi

(Thou art that), ahain bvahmaemi: (I am Brahman), which are meditated on

as means of liberation in Advaita, like logical propositions presuppose

name and form, e.g. the name and form of the speaker and listener.
, .
Samkara wrote:

Nor can the scriptures speak about an unknown thing
without having recourse to conventional words and
their meanings. 54

Similarly, logical pseudo-propositions, as propositions, may be said to

presuppose, as do all propositions that picture the world, that it makes

sense to say anything, i.e. they presuppose that elementary propositions

have sense and names meaning.

However, the mahclVakyas point beyond the presuppositions of names

and forms to the nameless and formless. .And so also do the propositions

of logic, for when they are considered as unique among all propositions

(6112), when they are not assimilated to the class of propositions that

picture the world, they cancel all the representational relations (4462)

upon which all presuppositions must be based.

Considered as having a point of contact (55563) or connection (6124)

with the world, the propositions of logic are unexceptional values of

the gpf and presuppose sense. Considered as unique they have no contact
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or connection with the world, are not proper values of the gpf, and are

senseless (sinnZos).

The propositions of logic are the limiting values of the gpf and

constitute its null-class, sinnZos (4461, 44611) or 'depiction1ess' val-

ues. Thus the point of contact of the propositions of logic with the

world is the fact that they are the null-values of the variable (i.e. of

the gpf) which presents the essence of the world of facts. And as the

limiting cases of values of the gpf, they are unique in showing what

lies beyond representational, sensible language as its nameless and

formless limit. Thus, Wittgenstein can say that logic points beyond the

conditions of sense to the solution of the riddle of life in mystical

intuition of the world as a limited whole (645).

Just as the purport of the mahavakyas (viz. Brahman's non-differ­

ence from the Self) is entirely independent of the phenomenal world,

which nevertheless exacts from them an external or inessential presuppo­

sition of listener and speaker, of name and form, so also the proposi-

tions of logic pay the world the price of the general presupposition of

sense built into the gpf. The point of contact between logic and propo­

sitions is thus the logic of propositions (i.e. the logic of depiction).

This is precisely the point of contact or connection between logic and

its application in the world.

The gpf, as the point of contact of logic and the world corresponds

to saguna Brahman as the point of contact of nirguna Brahman and maya.. .
Just as logic presupposes name and form insofar as it is related to a

world via the disguise of ordinary language (4002), the mere simile of

the truth (5552), so also in Advaita, nirgu1J.G. Brahman presupposes sagur;-a

Brahman insofar as it (the former) appears for avidya as related to a
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world. In both systems, name and form are the point of contact or con-

nection of non-duality with duality.

Wittgenstein stated that

5557 ... 1ogic has to be in contact with its application.

Logic has to be in contact with its application, that is, with the

world, because an illogical world is unthinkable. This is the corre-

sponding logical formulation of the metaphysical proposition that there

can be nothing outside of Brahman, the ground of being. SatkaY'yavada,

the theory of the 'pre-existence' of effect in its cause, and vivaY'tavada,

the theory of the effect as mere appearance of its cause, preserve the

non-duality of Brahman within the requirements of cosmological causality

by preserving the contact of Brahman with its effect (satk~yavada), and

by reducing the effect to the mere simile or appearance of its cause

(vivaY'tavada). The concept of Brahman as a cause and of the world as an

effect is however, relegated to the province of avidya. For the duality

presupposed by a causal theory does not from the higher standpoint exist.

Sagu'YfO- Brahman, in which all dualistic causal functions are sequestered

from niY'guna Brahman, is thus the causal point of contact between Brah-

man and the world. Thus the inessentia1ity of causality in Advaita is

expressed in the TY'actatus by the inessentia1ity of the point of contact

of logic and the world.

(vii) Formless logic is in contact (beruhren) (5557) with the

world through logico-pictoria1 form:

2151

21511

Pictorial form is the possibility that
things are related to one another in the same
way as the elements of the picture.

That is how a picture is attached to
reality; it reaches right out to it.
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21513

21514

21515

It is laid against reality like a
measure.

So a picture conceived in this way,
also includes the pictorial relationship,
which makes it into a picture.

The pictorial relationship consists of
the correlations of the picture's elements
with things.

These correlations are, as it were, the
feelers of the picture's elements, with which
the picture touches (beY'i1hrt) reality.

33

(To tie these propositions in with the discussion so far, note that

'pictorial form' ·may be substituted by 'form or representation' or 'form

of depiction', and that 'pictorial relationship' may be substituted by

'representational relation' (as in 4462).)

Logico-pictorial form is given generally by the gpf, and thus logic

is in contact with the world through the gpf .: The gpf, as the point of

contact between formless logic and the forms of facts, presupposes name

and form. But the gpf as the general form of representation is itself

cancelled by the logical constant as expressed in the tautology that

cancels all representational relations (4462). Therefore, since with

the cancellation of the gpf goes the cancellation of the presuppositions

inherent in the gpf, the presupposition of name and form is cancelled by

logic. In Chapter III we shall further develop this theme of the can­

cellation or sublation of the dualistic point of contact of the non-dual

logic or Brahman with the dualistic world. This series of elucidations

answers the second objection.

Third and Fourth Objections

(3) Saquna Brahman is sublatable because it has form, but the gpf,

as unrepresentable, has none and cannot be sublated. Hence sagur:a
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Brahman and the gpf are not corresponding counterparts in Advaita and

Tractatus .

(4) What sense can be made of the sublation of an unrepreserrtabl.e?

For where nothing can be represented, no difference can arise; whence

sublation, relative or absolute, can make no difference.

Reply to the Third Objection

Sagu'f}a Brahman is contradictable not because it has form but be­

cause it is form. And this is precisely what Wittgenstein says of the

gpf:

25/10/14 It [the completely generalized proposition]
appears not to HAVE a form but itself to be
a form complete in itself.

The gpf is the logical fOnTI of reality and is llllrepresentable not be-

cause it lacks form but because it is the fOnTI of form. Sagu'Y}a Brahman,

moreover, is also unrepresentable in a strong sense, for it is identi-

fied in Advaita with the deep sleep state (su?upti) , where no difference

exists except that which subsists in latent state. Saquna Brahman in

Advaita is the causal or seed state of the universe of name and fOnTI,

from which all beings spring, as plants from seeds. As such, saguna

Brahman has no more fOnTI than the state of dreamless sleep, but may be

said to be Brahman 'with fOnTI' insofar as it contains all fOnTI in the

latent state, insofar as it is the manifested lllliverse in unmanifest

condition. This answers the third objection.

Reply to the Fourth Objection

The fourth objection may be answered by observing that the sense

attaching to the cancellation of the unrepresentable gpf is the sense

attaching to the negation of the condition of representation, and of
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course the same applies to the cancellation of sagu?JO. Brahman. The sub­

lation of saguva Brahman is the cancellation of the power (sakti) of

name and form, just as in the Traetatus the sublation of the gpf is the

reduction of the logical fonn or possibility of representation. Nor is

it true that the cancellation of the unrepresentable condition of repre­

sentation cannot make a representable difference. For the cancellation

of the logical fonn of empirical reality, as symbolized by the gpf, is

the negation of the condition or possibility of representable differ­

ence. Therefore, since representable difference does make a difference,

the cancellation of the condition or possibility of representation does

make a representable difference.
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CHAPTER II

THE NEGATIVE DIALECTIC

" ... the obj ective mark of the happy life ... cannot
be a physical one, but only a metaphysical one, a
transcendental one."

--Wittgenstein (30/7/16)

1. The Theory of Signification of the Tractatus

Wittgenstein said in the preface of the Tractatus that" ... the aim

of the book is to set a limit to thought ... ". This same idea is reiter-

ated in a letter to Russell:

The main point is the theory of what can be expressed
(gesagt) by prop(osition)s--i.e. by language--(and,
which comes to the same, what can be thought) and
what cannot be expressed by prop(osition)s, but can
only be shown (gezeigt); which, I believe, is the
cardinal problem of philosophy. 55

The purpose however, of Wittgenstein's attempt to set a limit to thought

has had a varied history of interpretation and misinterpretation. The

Traetatus was misilllderstood by Russell as dea~ing primarily with logical

propositions and was not understood at all by Prege , Wi ttgenstein wrote

to Russell:

Now I'm afraid you haven't really got hold of my main
contention, to which the whole business of logical
prop(osition)s is only a corollary.... I also sent my
M. S. to Frege. He wrote me a week ago and I gather
that he doesn't tmderstand a word of it all. 56

The positivists saw the point of the Traetatus as the reduction of all

that is important to the thinkable, while others 57 consider the main
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point to be somewhere in the realm of the unthinkable mystical.

In defense of the positivists it must be said that a destructive

stance towards metaphysics seems not altogether absent from the

Tractatus :

653 The correct method in philosophy would really be
the following: to say nothing except what can be
said, i.e. propositions of natural science--i.e.
something that has nothing to do with philosophy-­
and then, whenever someone else wanted to say
something metaphysical, to demonstrate to him that
he had failed to give a meaning to certain signs
in his propositions ... this method would be the
only strictly correct one.

The above proposition taken together with the conclusion:

7 What we cannot speak about must be passed over in
silence.

might appear to suggest that Wittgenstein's position was either positi­

vistic or Kantian. Thus we find Erik Stenius,58 a well-known commenta-

tor, maintaining that "Wittgenstein was in essential respects a Kantian

philosopher" though, to be sure, a Kantian "of a peculiar kind". 59 Our

purpose in this section is to show that Wittgenstein was neither a posi-

tivist nor a Kantian.

Stenius attributes to Wittgenstein a Kantian metaphysic "of a pecu­

liar kind" and identifies the writings of Schopenhauer, "who was in his

way a Kantian of a peculiar kind", 60 as the Kantian influence on young

Ludwig. According to Stenius,

..• a fundamental line in Kantian thought, the di­
ohotomy between questions belonging to the prov­
inces of theoretical and practical reason is
fOtmd in the very title of Schopenhauer's main
work, The World as Will and Idea, where the
'World as Will' corresponds to the province of
practical reason and the 'World as Idea' to the
province of theoretical reason. 6l

Stenius claims that the same dichotomy is found in the Tractatus in the
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di " " b d 62 i.th dirsttnction etween sense an nonsense, Wlt sense correspon rng to

theoretical reason and nonsense (Unsinn), which Stenius identifies with

the inexpressible mystical that shows itself (6522), corresponding to

practical reason.

It is true that Wittgenstein ' ....as greatly influenced by Schopenhauer,

but the question of course is: ''Hm.... peculiar can peculiar be?" If

there are no limits on the degree of peculiarity of a Kantian's doc­

trines then Spinoza was also a Kantian 'of a peculiar kind' . Stenius

states:

Schopenhauer assumed that the mind has access to the
Ding an eicn through the intuition of the will, which
rends the 'Veil of Maya' by which theoretical reason
covers reality. But this was definitely a non­
Kantian turn of Kantianism. To Kant himself any kind
of 'knowledge' was a matter of theoretical reason:
principles of practical reason cannot be known by any
special faculty of intuition but only postulated as
necessary.conditions for the existence of a moral
world order. 63

This same "non-Kantian turn of Kantianism" is recognized in what

Stenius unwi.Ll.ingly admits to be the "positive ring" in Wittgenstein's

notion of nonsense.64 On the one hand he suggests the un-Kantian trans­

lation of 645 as: "The contemplation of the world under the aspect of

eternity is the intuition of it as a--limited--whole",65 while on the

other he vacillates to the position of attributing posi~ivistic signifi­

cance to 653 (quoted above), 66 finally concluding that propos{tion 7

(quoted above) is an escape from, rather than reverence for the ineffa­

ble. 67 For some reason, although Stenius recognizes that the conception

of philosophy in the Traetaiius suggests the adoption of Indian practices

for the attainment of union with the ineffable (claiming "that his phi­

losophy did not take this turn is significant"),68 he nonetheless be-
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lieves that the 'ladder', which Wittgenstein advises (654) is to be dis­

carded after being used to climb up beyond the propositional maya, is of

"more lasting value ... than the philosophical system which is its alleged

result".69 A parallel ambiguity haunts Stenius' account of Schopen­

hauer's position on human access to the thing-in-itself; for on the one

hand he grants that the mind does indeed have access to the thing-in­

itself in Schopenhauer's system (see above quote), while on the other he

states that the thing-in-itself "appears in Kantianism and in Schopen-

hauer's philosophy as a symbol for the unreachabZe transcendent [italics

. I" 70mne .

It is surely evident that the identification of any theory that af­

firms the accessibility to human intuition of the sphere which Kant re-

served for the postulates of practical reason is too peculiar a form of

Kantianism to be Kantian. For in the denial of human intellectual intu-

ition of the suprasensible Kant laid the foundation of his system, and

thus any doctrine that affirms the accessibility of such intuition to

human consciousness contradicts Kant I s system at its root, as his opin-

ion of mysticism clearly shows:

••• the mysticism of practical reason which turns
what served only as a symbol into a schema, that
is, proposes to provide for the moral concepts ac­
tual intuitions, which, however, are not sens ible ...
and thus plunges into the transcendent. 71

.•.men strain their notions of their vocation and
their expectation to an unattainable goal,hoping to
acquire complete holiness of will, and so they lose
themselves in fantastical theosophic dreams, which
wholly contradict self-knowledge. 72

Therefore, whatever their acknowledged debts to the greatness of Kant,

it can only be misleading to consider Schopenhauer and Wittgenstein

Kantians.
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Stenius' mistaken claim that the distinction between sense and

nonsense in the Tractatus corresponds to the distinction between theoret-

ica1 and practical reason in Kant's philosophy rests on the failure to

observe the differences between the logic of each pair of terms. Practi­

cal reason is one pole of the fundamental dichotomy in Kant's philosophy,

as Stenius observes, while nonsense figures in the trichotomy represented

by 'sinnvoZZ/unsinnig/sinnZos' (4, 4461, 44611). This trichotomy may be

diagrammed as follows:

System I

Fundamental Modes of Signification in the Tractiatue

Quasi-propositions of logic
and mathematics (c)

c

sinnZos
(senseless)

r;,,, , , , , ,
, , Propositions of science and

" everyday language (a) and
'~metaphysics (b)

A

Said non-null values
of the gpf

Shown null-values
of the gpf

a
sinnvoU

(sensible)

B b
unsinnig

(nonsens ica1)

The propositions of everyday language (and of science) are sinnvoZZ

or sensible, while those of metaphysics are unsinnig or nonsensical. The

propositions of logic are unique (6112) in being neither sensible nor

nonsensical but sinnZos, or, as we should like to say in order to avoid

confusion with 'nonsensical', the propositions of logic are unique in

being depiction1ess:

4461 Tautologies and contradictions lack
sense (sind sinnZos).

44611 Tautologies and contradictions are not,
however, nonsensical (unsinnig). They are
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part of the symbolism, just as '0' is part
of the symbolism of arithmetic.

The modes of signification are the semantic or epistemological

counterparts of the syntactic distinctions diagrammed below.

System I-A

FundamentaZ Syntactic Distinctions of the Tractatus

c tautologous symbols

a b

non-tautologous,
syntactically
\vel1- formed symbols

non-tautologous,
syntactically ill-formed
symbols

As diagrannned in System I, side B of the right triangle represents

the dimension in which Sinn (sense) and Unsinn (nonsense) are exhaus-

tive1y contrastive. Since the system is two-dimensional (ab is the y­

dimension; ac is the x-dimension) B is merely a sub-exhaustive contrast.

The exhaustiveness of the contrast consists in the fact that there is no

intermediary on B indifferent to its extremities; i.e. there is no point

of synnnetry on B, representing propositions both (neither) sinnvoU and

(nor) unsinnig. The sinnZos (senseless) statements of logic and mathe-

matics are quasi-propositions and not genuine propositions (62, 4461,

4462, 4464, 4021). MQreover, sinnZos statements are shown by both

sinnvoZZ and unsinnig propositions. One therefore cannot argue that

einnloe is a point of indifference to Sinn and Unsinn on the proposi-

tiona1 spectrum and that Sinn and Unsinn are not exhaustively contras-
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tive. A proposition of everyday or scientific language is either

sinnvoU or unsinnig3 ei t her has sense or is nonsense; sense is definite

(323) and there are therefore no true borderline propositions indiffer­

ent to Sinn and Unsinn. (In Wittgenstein's later philosophy such vague

borderline propositions are tOlerated.) In the single dimension of B

therefore, sinnvoZl and unsinnig are exhaustively contrastive.

To the extent that the line B can be reduced or mapped into a point

of polarity in a higher dimension of the system it is sub-contrastive.

The notion of sub-contrastiveness may be explained as follows. In sys-

tern I, line A represents the distinction between what can be said and

what can only be shown: sense is sayable, the senseless is showab1e and

''what can be shown, cannot be said" (41212). Line B is reduced to or

mapped into point a in the system as indicated by the double arrow from

b to a because propositions say their sense (and point a represents a

proposition's sense). Unsinnig propositions have no sense to say and

hence B is conf1ated or mapped into a. Thus B is sub-contrastive be-

cause the distinction between saying and showing represented by A is

broader than that between Sinn and Unsinn, represented by B.

Line C represents the relation between unsinnig metaphysical propo­

sitions and the sinnZos logic that can only be shown. C is dotted to

indicate that the contrast between what is shown (logic) and metaphysi­

cal propositions does not parallel the real contrast of A between what

can be said and what can only be shown. Side A represents the exhaustive

super-contrast of the Tractatus, in terms of which the essence of 1an-

guage is intended to be revealed; on super-concepts Wittgenstein wrote:

...what is peculiar, profound, essential in our
investigation [in the TractatusJ, resides in its
trying to grasp the incomparable essence of 1an-
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guage. That is, the order existing between the con­
cepts of proposition, word, proof, truth, experience,
and so on. This order is a super-order between--so
to speak--super-concepts. 73

The contrast between the poles of a super-contrast (A) is not of

the same type as the contrast between one pole of a super-contrast and a

conflatable pole of a sub-contrast; C is dotted to indicate this differ-

ence.

The single lower arrow on C indicates the transfonnation of what

can only be shown, i.e. of sinnZos logic, into unsinnig metaphysical

propositions through the error based on the negation of the Grundgedanke

of 40312. That is, through the attempt to represent sinnZos logic in

words, nonsensical metaphysics is born. The single upper arrow on C

indicates that unsinnig metaphysical propositions, though strictly with-

out meaning, nevertheless intimate the transcendent sinnZos logic; what

metaphysical propositions mean to say is correct though it cannot be

said (e.g. " ..•What the solipsist means is quite correct; only it cannot

be said, but makes itself manifest" (562)). SinnvoU and unsinnig meet

at sinnZos, where the sinnZos logic that propositions show (upper arrow

on A) meets the sinnZos that metaphysical Unsinn intends (562) to express

(upper arrow on C).

The claim that the self-manifesting mystical is merely on the order

of a regulative abstraction might apply at the lower levels of syntactic

description and reduction (vide infra, III), but that Wittgenstein did

not intend such a cla~ to apply at the highest level of his thought is

evident in his theory of signification, according to which what some

metaphysical propositions such as those of the Traatatus and those af­

firming solipsism (562) mean to say, manifests itself as true and cor-
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rect, though unsayable, something which cannot be claimed to be the case

with regulative abstractions and conceptions of the noumenon in the nega-

tive sense.

The upper arrow on C indicates that unsinnig points toward sinnZos

as its positive term or intended content, as the verbal confusion of

"The barn flew into the chicken" points ·toward "The chicken flew into

the barn" as its intended content. 74 The difference between "The barn

flew into the chicken" and "The essence of substance is existence" is

that the former is a case of accidental verbal impropriety while the lat­

ter is a case of the unavoidable verbal impropriety of metaphysical expres­

sion (cf. infra3 p. 55). Metaphysical statements are nonsense, but what they

mean to express can be understood as true (cf. 562), although perhaps

"only by someone who has himself already had ..• similar thoughts. ,,75

Very different from what we have described is the situation in

Kant's system, where practical reason merely points back to theoretical

reason; it cannot point toward or intend to express the suprasensible

reality as unsinnig does in pointing toward sinnZos because in Kant's

system pure reason is empty and there is no intellectual intuition.

Practical reason is thus reduced, as indicated by the double arrow in

System II below, by theoretical reason, in the sense that its emptiness

is understood in terms of theoretical reason's standards. Unsinn on the

other hand, unlike practical reason, is interdimensionally irreducible,

that is, what is shown, its intended content, is irreducible. The meta­

physical counterpart of sinnZos logic, which metaphysical statements

mean to express is the shown reality which cannot be judged as empty by

the empirical standards of sinnvoU propositions. In the empirical con­

text, metaphysical Unsinn is reduced, since intradimensionally, Unsinn is
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without content in the sense that what metaphysics means to express is

not representable. But in the non-empirical context, metaphysical

Unsinn intimates the reduction of empirical standards by pointing away

from precedents of semantic appeal toward syntactic (i.e. logical) prec­

edents (vide infra, III, 4). Thus the upper arrow on C indicates that

by pointing to the higher standard of sinnZos logic, metaphysics inti­

mates the limit of the lower empirical standard.

System II

Modes of Significance in Kant's System

Theoretical Reason

K

Practical Reason

Clearly, Kant's pair of concepts as diagrammed above in System II

is of a different logical structure than Wittgenstein 's (System 1). Un­

like Sinn/Unsinn, K is supercontrastive; that is, K is the fundamental

distinction of the system and is conflated by no other distinction of

the system. K organizes all of Kant's philosophy and is a straightfor­

ward dichotomy. Unlike Sinn/Unsinn, K does not constitute a set of sub­

poles of a broader contrast. There is no mode of significance in Kant's

system that is neither practical nor theoretical; however in the Tracta­

tus, logic is neither sinnvoZZ nor unsi~nig3 but sinnZos. SinnvoZZ and

unsinnig propositions are of the same syntactic type (54733) (i.e. they

are non-tautologous symbols), but sinnZos propositions are of a differ­

type (i.e. they are tautologous symbols); this contrasts with practical
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and theoretical reason which are not of the same epistemological type.

Practical reason is below theoretical reason in the sense that it

depends upon the latter for the evaluation of its epistemological sta-

tus; sinnvoll and unsinnig propositions are at the same level with re-

spect to sinnlos propositions, for the propositions of logic are en-

tirely independent of the sense of their constituent propositions.

Thus, if Stenius is correct in claiming that the distinction be-

tween Sinn and Unsinn corresponds to the distinction between theoretical

and practical reason, then according to our diagrams Wittgenstein is not

a Kantian. For the diagrams show that Kant's basic distinction (corre-

sponding to ab) is conflated by Wittgenstein's fundamental distinction

(ae). It is thus highly misleading to attribute Kantianism to Wittgen-

stein, and he no doubt would have regarded it as a serious misunder-

standing.

If an objector were to insist on the parallelism of A and K it

could be pointed out that such parallelism is impossible on the grounds

of the impossibility of postulating anything in sinnlos logic. Wittgen­

stein denies the possibility of postulating the inexpressible:

41212

6124

6123

What can be shown cannot be said.

.•. logic is not a field in which we express what
we wish with the help of signs, but rather one
in which the nature of the natural and inevitable
signs speak for itself.

It now becomes clear why people have often felt
as if it were for us to 'postulate' the 'truths
of logic'. The reason is that we can postulate
them insofar as we can postulate an adequate
notation. (cf. 61224)

The claims of practical reason are postulates. Therefore the objection

must be rejected.
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The emptiness of metaphysical statements is not understood by Kant

and Wittgenstein in the same sense. The former viewed them as empty be­

cause he could find no experience of intellectual or mystical intuition;

the postulates therefore, strictly speaking, have no place in Kant's

system. Dogmatically stating that all human intuition is sensible, Kant

defined the categories of pure reason as empty outside the empirical

manifold of sense intuition. Wittgenstein however, understood meta-

physics' emptiness in terms of the inability of language to express the

truth shown to the suprasensible intuition of mystical contemplation.

Taking logic as the philosophical basis of the value, will and Self that

are significant for philosophy, Wittgenstein attributed positive meaning

to these limits of the world by drawing a sharp distinction between

being without sense (sinnZos) and being nonsensical (unsinnig) (4461e,

44611). What is shown by reality as the logic of language is thus

neither nonsensical (unsinnig) nor empty unless and until the philoso­

pher attempts to put it into words. Like music, logic and its metaphys-

ica1 counterparts simply cannot come down to earth, cannot be put into

words, without being destroyed in the process. Far from being a n01IDle­

non in the negative sense, what cannot be put into words makes itseZf

manifest (6522) as the mystical. Metaphysics was inexpressible for

Wittgenstein not because it is either an impoverishment of cognition or

of sense nor because its subject is htnnanly inaccessible, but because

the depth of its richness exceeds the powers of speech. Engelmann said

of Wittgenstein:

When he takes immense pains to delimit the unimpor­
tant it is not the coastline of the island which he
is bent on surveying with such meticulous accuracy,
but the boundary of the ocean. 76
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Thus the diatribe against metaphysics in the Tractatus is based on

a thesis concerning the limits of thought and language and not of intu-

ition, whereas Kant's polemic is based on the thesis that the limits of

sensible experience and of the forms of intuition coincide. The agree­

ment along Wittgenstein, the logical empiricists and Kant is thus as

superficial as the resemblance between silence and denial. Nor is his

mystical silence merely a discUl"Sive silence rather than an Advaitic

silence of plenitude, for the central problem of the Tractatus is the

problem of life (6521) which Wittgenstein maintained could only be

solved beyond the limits of space and time (64312(4)), and hence beyond

the limits of discursive investigation. Wittgenstein' s silence of the

seventh and final proposition was not a denial of the metaphysical, but

its adequate expression, not a silence about something but silence as an

expression of the mystical feeZing (GefuhZ) of existence per se, not the

silence of one as leep to what is higher, but of one awake to the limits

of the world:

644 It is not how things are in the world that is
mystical, but that it exists.

645b Feeling the world as a limited who1e--it is this
that is mystical.

2. The Limits of Empiricism According to Advaita and the Tractatus

Wittgenstein is interpreted as a positivist and as a Kantian on the

grolll1ds that he endeavors to demonstrate the limits of empirical signi­

fication. If such interpretations are well-folll1ded, then SaIDkara, per

irrrpossibiZe, would also be interpretable as a positivist or as a Kantian,

since he also takes pains to delimit the range of empirical understand-
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ing. It seems clear that that fact that a philosopher evinces an inter-

est in drawing the limits of empiricism is not a sufficient condition

for interpreting his position as either positivistic or Kantian.

In the Tractatus, the delimitation of the scope of strictly mean­

ingful discourse performs the same function as the strict delimitation

in Advaita of the value and utility for liberation (mok?a) of the in­

junctions and prohibitions contained in the ritualistic part (dharma-
,

ka"!r!a) of the authoritative scripture. Sainkara's denial that propos i -

tions conveying injunctions and prohibitions impart the liberating

knowledge of Brahman was intended to draw a limit to the degree of truth

conveyab1e by what the Jaimini M:r.mamsa School saw as the essence of 1an-

guage. The M"imamsa School, an orthodox school of Indian thought)

claimed that no scriptural statement is meaningful lIDless it conveys or

is relevant to an injunction or prohibition, that is, unless it can be

understood in terms of a reference to activity. Their theory of meaning

is thus related to what Western philosophy refers to as operationalism.

Similarly, Wittgenstein' s aim in drawing the limits of language was to

show that the problem of life is insoluble by means of the sense con­

veyed by what in the strict empirical sense can technically be said:

641(1) The sense of the world must lie outside
of the world.

64312(4) The solution of the riddle of life in
space and time lies outside space and time.

(It is certainly not the solution of any
problems of natural science that is requiredJ
[cf. 6432, 6521]

Measured against a conception of philosophy as a system of e1ucida-

tions leading in stepwise fashion beyond the empirical conditions of

space, time and representation to transcendental value, eternal Self and
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mystical silence, empirical science can only seem limited.

Wittgenstein's critique of the expressive scope of representational
, .

language corresponds to Saffikara's critique of Mimamsa operationalism in-

sofar as both operational and representational reductionism both tend

towards empiricism. Taking Brahman out of the domain of operationalism

corresponds to taking logic (40312) out of the domain of representativ-

ity, for Jaimini' s M'VnCOnsa operationalism is the domain of action

(karman) , which is in turn the domain of language and representation.

Samkara's diatribe against the Jaimini school thus corresponds in a cer-

tain sense to the Tractatus' argument against the existence of 'logical

constants' •

54

40312

. .. there are no 'logical objects' or 'logical
constants' (in Frege's and Russell's sense) .

.•. there can be no representatives of the Zogic
of facts.

These statements correspond at the syntactic level to:

Brahman is not an action or fruit of action.

Brahman is not perceivable.

The unrepresentabi1ity of logic is the syntactic counterpart of the

transcendence of 'what is higher' in the Tractatus and is the corre-

sponding syntactic counterpart of the unperceivabi1ity and incompatibil­

ity with action (karman) of transcendental Brahman. "There are no pic­

tures of logic" corresponds at the syntactic level to "There are no

thoughts or mental modifications of Brahman"; Brahman, like logic, can­

not be captured or comprehended by psychological consciousness

(v:itticaitanya) , hence the anti-psycho1ogism of the Tractatus, but only

by pure consciousness (suddhacaitanya) , the corresponding coordinate of

the vision of the world sub specie aeterni (645).
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Both ritualistic worship and the representative metaphysics on
,

which it is based are in SaIDkara' s view futile. Correspondingly, Witt-

genstein's Grundgedanke emphasizes the nonsensical nature of the syntac­

tic counterpart of representative metaphysics. Language, ritual prac­

tices and pictorial representations are limited to the world of finite

facts according to Wittgenstein and SaIDkara and hence cannot serve as

means to real freedom and value (641). Just as, in SaIDkara's view, the

ritualist loses beatitude and freedom by assimilating Brahman to the

fruits of action, i.e. to the karmically representable, so also, in

Wittgenstein's view, the philosopher misses the sense of life (6521(2))

by assimilating what is higher to the linguistically representable.
,
Saffikara's and Wittgenstein's common philosophical aim is evident in

the courrterpart correspondence between the fonner's distinction between

the knowledge of Brahman and the knowledge of duty (dharma) and the lat­

ter's distinction between the understanding of logic (5552) and the un­

derstanding of discourse or doctrine (613). Both distinctions are radi-

cal: Brahman, being aZready existent, does not depend for its essence

on human modes of representation or action (whereas ritualistic duty

does) ,77 and thus corresponds in these respects to logic, which is not

"a field in which we express what we wish with the help of signs, but

rather one in which the natural and inevitable nature of the signs

speaks for itself" (6124). Logic is neither a field in which we can

make pictures of reality as we imagine it (whereas discourse is such a

field (401)), nor one in which we deal with forms that we can invent

(5555) (as discourse again is).

The similarity of their conceptions of reality again emerges in the

fact that both Wittgenstein and SaIDkara minimize the value of action for
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the person who would know the world aright. Indeed, it may be argued

that Wittgenstein devalues action even more than does Saffikara. For

while Wittgenstein denies that the will has causal efficacy in the

world, Saffikara at least admits that it can bring about certain benefi­

cial albeit limited effects, such as the attainment of temporary psycho-

physical satisfaction. Moreover, there is also an attempt in Advaita to

specify the distinction between the world and what is higher in terms of

the differences between the kinds of statements used to convey the

knowledge of each. Advaita argues that the brahmakanda or jnanakcmda.. ..
differs from the dharmaka:1JrJa or karmakii:fJrJa (portions of the authorita­

tive scriptures dealing with knowledge of Brahman and of duty respec­

tively) on the basis of a distinction between the mode of signification

of their respective statements, that of the former being non-relational

(akha1Jq;irtha) and secondary, that of the latter being relational and

° 78 Th k di ib ° h hipramary, e Tractatus rna es an outstan mg corrtri ution to t e p 1-

losophy of Advaita in its full-scale elaboration of the distinction be­

tween non-relational (44661), shown logic and relational, sayable dis-

course or doctrine.

In Stu1iIlary then, the criticism in both the Tractatus and Advaita

is not directed against either metaphysics or philosophy as such, but

against wrong notions of philosophy and metaphysics. Metaphysics con-

ceived as a set of positive prescriptions or pictures of reality cannot,

according to both Wittgenstein and Saffikara, lead to what is higher, how-

ever as a set of negative remarks or elucidations (infra, II, 5) aimed

at separating the empirical chaff of the world from its metaphysical

kernel it can lead to the silence of the uniterable. Like Samkara,

Wittgenstein attempted to strip from discourse about the metaphysical
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all that is ordinarily, scientifically and philosophically considered

significant, for what is higher is

.•. that Brahman, whence all speech, with the mind,
turns away mabIe to reach it ..• 79

Of course, this metaphysic of silence is equivalent to the elimination

of all talk, and is exactly what Wittgenstein desired:

He [Wittgenstein] has penetrated deep into mystical
ways of thought and feeling •.. 80

3. The Nonsensical.

Sinnvol.l., sinnl.os and unsinnig (i.e. sensible, senseless and non-

sensical) have so far been discussed in connection with the distinction

between saying and showing, however the theory of signification is con-

siderably complicated by a number of subdistinctions within the concept

of the nonsensical which, though clearly evident in the Tractatus, have

not been noticed by cormnentators.

For convenience of reference we shall mnnber the types of nonsensi-

cal proposition mentioned by Wittgenstein. The unsinnig-l type of prop-

osition allows one and the same sign to be associated with different

symbols:

3323 (1) In everyday language it frequently happens
that the same word has different modes of signi­
fication--and so belongs to different symbols-­
or that two words that have different modes of
signification are employed in propositions in
what is superficially the same way.

3324 In this way the most ftmdamental confu-
sions are easily produced (the whole of philos­
ophy is full of them).

An example of an unsinnig-l proposition is, 'Socrates is identical'

(5473). Of this type of proposition Wittgenstein remarks:
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5473(2)e The proposition is nonsensical because we have
failed to make an arbitrary detennination, and
not because the symbol, in itself, would be
illegitimate.

The arbitrary detennination that we have failed to make in such cases is

that of specifying the meaning of certain signs; the problem is not that

of illegitimate logical notation:

54733 Frege says that any legitimately constructed
proposition must have sense. .And I say that any
possible proposition is legitimately constructed,
and, if it has no sense, that can only be because
we have failed to give a meaning to some of its
constituents.

(Even if we think we have done so.)
Thus the reason why 'Socrates is identical'

says nothing is that we have not given any ad­
jectival meaning to the word 'identical' ...

This error is based on the confusion (referred to in 3324) of one and

the same sign with different symbols (3321). Wittgenstein continues:

54733 •.. For when it appears as a sign for identity, it
symbolizes in an entirely different way--the sig­
nifying relation is a different one--therefore
the symbols are also entirely different in the
two cases: the two symbols have only the sign in
corrnnon, and that is an accident.

In such cases, although we believe ourselves to have discerned a

word's meaning (54733), we have actually failed to discriminate between

the different symbols associated with the word according to the differ-

ent contexts of its use. The word then appears to have meaning

(Bedeutung), be it philosophical or otherwise, only due to the superim-

position of the meaning proper to the context in which it is we11­

defined upon the meaning proper to the context in which it is undefined,

whereas in fact the word has no meaning.

Unsinnig-2 propositions, instantiating a more subtle fonn of con-

fusion, stem from the syntactic deficiency of notation constructed with-
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out full respect for the logic of language. The problem with such prop­

ositions is that they express the failure to discriminate between non­

formal properties, which can be said, and formal ones, which can only be

shown. Formal properties are syntactic or logical properties pertaining

to the form of representation, i.e. to logico-pictorial form, that is,

to the very symbolism itself. It is thus nonsensical to attempt to pic­

ture them (4126, 4l272d) or, what amounts to the same, to ask whether

they exist (41274). It is unsinnig-2 to use the sign for a pseudo­

concept (i.e. the concept for a formal property) as a proper concept­

word (41272), and thus, pseudo-propositions such as, 'There are objects',

'1 is a number', 'There is only one zero', etc. are unsinnig-2. What

such propositions mean to express is shown by the variabLe which ex­

presses the formal concept (41271, 4126, 4127).

Self-referring propositions, such as Russell's paradox (vide 3333),

of the form F(F(x)) (3333), ostensibly about their own formal proper­

ties, are unsinnig-2, and are excluded as ill-formed formulae or illegi­

timate symbols in an adequate logical notation. In contrast to unsinnig-l

propositions, unsinnig-2 propositions are such that the symbol itself is

illegitimate (cf. 5473 supra). The ambiguous association of signs and

symbols characteristic of Unsinn-l is based on the failure to make cer­

tain arbitrary assignments of meaning, whereas Unsinn-2 rests on the

failure to recognize the inutility of arbitrary assignments of meaning

in the expression of formal concepts.

Akin to unsinnig-2 propositions are unsinnig-2' metaphysical prop­

ositions, which again mean well (562), but cannot be said. Like the

claim of solipsism, which in the Tractatus is the unthinkable and inex­

pressible notion of the one world-soul (563, 17/10/16, 15/10/16, esp.
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25/5/15; et infY'a, IV), the intent of unsinnig-2' propositions cannot be

said but makes itself manifest (562). The mystical essence of the world,

for example, though it is the source of meaning and value in life ac­

cording to Traatatus, cannot be expressed any more than the intended

content of propositions such as 'There are alepho objects' (41272) and

modus ponens (61264). Unsinnig-2' propositions are the metaphysical

formulations with respect to the limit of the world of unsinnig-2 prop­

ositions, which are logical formulations with respect to the limits of

language and syntax (cf. infr>a, IV). Unsinn-2' is thus the metaphysical

counterpart of the syntactic impropriety of Unsinn-2. Metaphysics in

the TY'aatatus follows logical syntax and evidently metaphysical confu­

sion follows logical confusion.

The chief difference between Unsinn-l and Unsinn-2-&-2' is that

the latter, especially in its metaphysical form, can act as the rungs of

the ladder which leads to the understanding of what is higher, when and

only when, it is grasped into a philosophically conscious manner, i.e.

when it is recognized to be a symbol that is illegitimate on account of

intending to say what cannot be said. The distinction between philoso­

phically conscious and philosophically unconscious apprehensionsofmeta­

physical statements marks the difference between the supposition that

unsinnig-2 statements are not representatives of the logic of the world

and the supposition that they are representatives of the logic of the

world. It thus marks the content of Wittgenstein' s Grundqedanke (40312)

or fundamental illumining insight.

The conscious philosophical use of metaphysical statements

(unsinnig-2') is based on the recognition that what they mean is correct

but, as in the case of the thesis of solipsism, cannot be said due to
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the implicit, unavoidable presupposition by all discussion of name and

form, as given in the gpf (cf. infra, pp. 80-85). It is this kind of

usage which the Traetatus exemplifies; hence Wittgenstein states that his

book will perhaps be "understood only by someone who has himself already

had the thoughts that are expressed in i til. 81 Only someone who has al­

ready thought along similar lines will be in a position to understand

Wittgenstein in this philosophically conscious manner as attempting to

show what cannot be said. Hence we define unsinnig-s propositions with

reference to this conscious usage, in contrast to unsinnig-u proposi-

tions which are defined in terms of the unconsc.ious usage of unsinnig-2 &

2' propositions. In a loose sense of saying we can use unsinnig-2 & 2 '-s

propositions to 'say' something. Clearly, propositions which are only

unsinnig-l cannot be unsinnig-s, for failure to make an arbitrary deter-

mination reveals lack of consciousness in the usage of language, whereas

unsinnig-s propositions presuppose consciousness of the arbitrary and

non-arbitrary logical requirements of sensible expression.

In neither meaning nor appearing to say anything, the einnloe logi-

cal propositions gain the distinction of not being unsinnig. Unsinnig-s

propositions, correct in intention, intend to say nothing, and succeed

in intent (562(2)), and hence are on a par, as far as intention (though

not syntax) is concerned, with sinnLos propositions. SinnLos proposi-

tions are sheer syntactic essence and in this differ from unsinnig-s
l

propositions.

The psychological consideration of use, with which unsinnig-s was

distinguished from unsinnig-u, plays no important role from the logical

point of view, and hence the distinction is really an artificial one.

Therefore Wittgenstein, in keeping with his strenuous avoidance of
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psychological or semantic considerations, classifies even the well­

meant metaphysical propositions as unsinnig. For in fact, there are no

well-meaning propositions, but only well-meaning persons. Wittgenstein

does however admit that en route to the vision of the world sub specie

aeternitatis, metaphysical propositions are useful as rungs of the lad­

der to mystical vision. Since it is not to be supposed that Wittgen­

stein reconunended that the ladder of his Tractatus be thrown away while

the climber is still climbing it, we may conclude that Wittgenstein at­

tributed to metaphysical propositions of the unsinnig-s type a provi­

sional, practical or heuristic value.

4. The Advaitic Lineaments of the Theory of Signification

The three levels of reality distinguished in Advaitaare paramartha~

vyavahlira and pratribhdsa, Paramdriiha is the level of Brahman, the abso­

lute metaphysical reality, and corresponding coordinate of what is

higher in the Traetatue , Vyavahara is the level of maya, the transcen­

dental illusion, and corresponding coordinate of the world of the Tracta­

tus. Pratibhasa is the level of empirical illusion, including non­

veridical percepts such as mirages, hallucinations, dreams and the like.

Vyavahara and pratibhasa are alike in being modes of appearance, and

different in being transcendental and empirical modes of appearance

(rriUZavidya and tuZavidya) respectively. That is, vyavahlira is the

'hard', public illusion while pratibhlisa is the 'soft', private illu­

sion; the former defines while the latter is an aberration of ordinary

empirical consciousness.

In chapter III it will become clear that what is higher in the
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Traatatus is the corresponding coordinate of paramiuriha or Brahman and

that the world is the corresponding coordinate of vyavahara or maya with

respect to the relationship of sublation that obtains between Brahman

and maya. In this section we will show that the concept of the nonsensi­

cal in the Traatatus is the partially corresponding syntactic counter­

part of prairibhiiea: The nonsensical in the Tractatus only partially

corresponds to the level of empirical illusion in Advaita because the

latter, in including phenomenological and psychological empirical illu­

sions, is somewhat broader than the former, which is restricted to con­

ceptual illusions grounded in syntactic improprieties. In spite of the

incompleteness of the correspondence, an incompleteness due solely to

the idiom of expression or model of exposition of the Tractatus, the

real counterpart relationship between the nonsensical and pratibhasa is

evident in the fact that the nonsensical, like pratibhasa, allows of

being superceded, cancelled, devalued or sublated at the empirical level

at which sinnvo U language functions. All unsinnig propositions are

recognizable as unsinnig relative to the standards of empirical language.

Unsinnig-l propositions, belonging to the same class of propositions as

"The good is more or less identical than the beautiful", are easily recog­

nizable as nonsensical by any speaker of ordinary language. Unsinnig-2

propositions manifest themselves in ontological language in the form of

propositions containing concepts such as 'the bibliography that lists

all bibliographies that do not list themselves', or 'the barber who

shaves all those who do not shave themselves', which are also recogni­

zable as nonsensical relative to the standards of sensible discourse. The

fact that unsinnig-2' propositions are similarly recognizable as lacking

straightforward empirical content no doubt in part explains the preva-
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lence of a cynical attitude towards philosophy (not only on the part of

positivism but also) of the 'man-in-the-street', who regards the utter­

ances of philosophers as for the most part nonsensical. Since all unsin­

nig propositions arise out of the failure to understand the logic of

sensible language, they all allow of being superceded, cancelled, deval-

ued or sublated relative to the level of sensible or empirical dis-

course. The illusion of sense created by nonsensical language is there­

fore an empirical illusion corresponding to the empirical illusion de-

finitive of pratibhasa.

The illusion of sense created by the false grammatical disguise of

nonsensical propositions further resembles the illusions of pratibhasa

described in Advaita, for there is a positive appearance of sense

created by the propriety of the grammatical disguise of some unsinnig

propositions that corresponds to the positive illusion (bhavar'Upam

ajnanam) created by prat-ibhaea, The positive illusion of pratibnasa is

due to the activity of memory in superimposing on the object what does

not belong to it, while the positive appearance of sense of some unsinnig

propositions (e.g. 'I had lunch with the barber who shaves all those who

do not shave themselves') is due to the habit, a function of memory, of

attributing referential meaning to granunatically correct sentences,

thereby superimposing sense on the nonsensical.

5. PhiZosophy as Negative DiaZectic in Advaita and the Tractatus

,
Wittgenstein and Saffikara share a conception of philosophy as nega-

tive dialectic. In the Tractatus philosophy is not a series of positive

aff~rmations about reality but rather a ladder to be discarded once its
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purpose has been served (654):

4112 Philosophy does not result in 'philosophical
propositions' •.•

Philosophy is a description (infra, III, 3, 4) of the limits of affirma­

tion (4114), intended both to exclude metaphysical propositions from the

class of literally sensible affirmations and to show (4115) what meta-

physics means to say.

The negativity of the Tractatus' approach is evident in the fact

that the Grundgedanke (40312) or fundamental, illumining insight of the

work is formulated in negative terms: there are no representatives of

the logic of facts (40312). The sole logical constant, N( ), the Shef-

fer stroke, is negative in form:

551 If s has only one value, then N(~) = -p
(not p); if it has two values, then (~) = -p.-q
(neither p nor q).

Joint negation, 'neither p nor q', thus expresses the essence of logic

just as in Advaita 'Neti, neti', 'Not this, not that', expresses the es-

sence of Brahman (cf. infra, pp. 153-154).

The only strictly correct method in philosophy consists in the neg­

ative activity of demonstrating the tmsayability of metaphysics (653).

Wittgenstein's elucidations are intended to silence, negate or cancel

the attempt to picture what is too subtle for words to convey, namely

the mystical that shows itself (6522). And thus the essence (vide

Preface of the Tractatus) of Wittgenstein's philosophical method and of

the TPactatus is:

7 What we cannot speak about we must pass over in
silence.

,
In SaIDkara's view philosophy does not and cannot create liberating

knowledge. It can only promote the negation, sublation or cancellation
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of avidya by turning the student away from the psycho-physical impedi­

ments (upadhis) that project the name and form of maya. The following

passages state the negative purpose of philosophical enquiry (vicara) in

Advaita.

If it should be objected that if Brahman is not an
object (of speech, mind, etc.) the sastra cannot
possibly be its source, we refute this objection by
the remark that the aim of the sastra is to discard
all distinctions fictitiously created by Nescience.
The sastra's purport is not to represent Brahman
definitely as this or that object .•. 82

... the removal of the obstacles which lie in the way
of release is the only fruit of knowledge of Brah­
man... 83

Maya is anirvacan'iya or indetenninable and therefore the enquiry into

avidya is directed solely towards transcending false conceptions; as in

the Tractatus (6521), so in Advaita, once the world of maya is tran­

scended the problem of avidya vanishes.

Safukara, claiming that the positive assertions of speculative meta-

physics (utprek?a) are unfounded (apratif}phita ) and hence incapable of

emmciating the freeing insight, severely curtails the scope and value

of reason (tarka). Tarka is acceptable only to the extent that it con-

forms to the trans-conceptual insights of non-dual 'experience' as re­

corded in authoritative scripture (sastra). Reason in Advaita thus is

bridled by the suprasensible intuition expunged in Kant's system. In

its service of scripture however, tarka makes no positive affirmations,

for it is not a pramar;a or valid means of knowledge. Unguided by ex­

perience, reason (kutarka) is said to lead to interminable and irrecon-

cileable controversy and is therefore regarded as barren. Guided by the

prama~s, tarka assists in the negative function of sweeping away or

sublating the obscuration (avar~a) and distortion (vik?epa) arising
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from the name and fonn definitive of nescience, which is to say that the

prama:1J-as aided by reason culminate in their self-destruction, so thor­

ough is the negative dialectic of Non-Dualism carried to its logical

conclusion. As Devaraja states: "the prama1Jas fulfill themselves by

generating a knowledge which involves their negation or annulment.,,84

Potter's remarks bear on the issue of the negative nature of metaphysics

in Advaita:

...They [certain post-~affikariteAdvaitins] show a
penchant for explaining their reluctance to resolve
these difficulties through appeal to the unimpor­
tance of speculation and the relatively greater
importance of teaching, which though ultimately
false, nevertheless guides the pupil in the right
direction. One may see here an attempt on the part
of Advaita to absolve itself of responsibility to­
ward the kind of doubt I have been suggesting gives
rise to systematic philosophy•••.As Advaita develops,
there is a growing awareness that the only proper
function of the philosopher's tools is the produc­
tion of greater maturity--greater readiness for
freedom--by the use of negative dialectic and subtle
readings of Scriptures. Positive systems of theories
become passe •...Advaita begins to take on the look ...
of an eschewal of systematic philosophy rather than
an espousal of it. 8S

Although SaIDkara's program is not the affirmation of urri.ty but only

the denial of difference, it is to be remembered, that the standards of

truth and reality of maya hold good so long as the higher truth of param­

artha is unrealized. Thus, although the texts and teachings of Advaita

are ultimately false (mithya) or dependent on nescience (avidyavad­

vi?ayani), that is, although the primary means of attaining intuition of

non-duality are themselves utterly mayic, they are nevertheless, for

all empirical or practical purposes, unchallengeable. Prior to sak?atkara

or realization, the empirical world's reality is as unquestionable as the

reality of dream-phantoms for the dreamer prior to awakening.
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For so long as a person has not reached the true
knowledge of the unity of the Self, so long it does
not enter his mind that the world of effects with
its means and objects of right knowledge and its
results of actions is untrue....Hence, as long as
true knowledge does not present itself, there is no
reason why the ordinary course of secular and reli­
gious activity should not hold on undisturbed. 86

In spite of the negativity of the non-dualistic dialectic there is

thus adequate room for positive empirical content in Advaita, and one

cannot object to the Advaitic interpretation of the Traatatus on the

grounds that the negative thrust of Wittgenstein's Non-Dualism would

render null and void all canons of scientific and everyday discourse.

In this connection there is the controversial proposition:

55563(1) In fact, all the propositions of our everyday
language, just as they stand, are in perfect logi­
cal order.--That utterly simple thing, which we
have to formulate here, is not an image of the
truth, but the truth itself in its entirety.

Some commentators interpret this proposition as contradicting Wittgen­

stein's 'ideal-language theory', and as indicating his endorsement of a

philosophical interest in ordinary language as the highest standard of

analysis, while others, assuming that the logically adequate symbolism

which serves as the standard and tool of the logical investigation of

the Tractatus, cancels and contradicts the natural symbolism of every-

day language, in the same way in which the »eduotriene of the theory of

definite descriptions cancels and contradicts the apparent logical form

of its redue tum , namely through the substitution of an unexceptionable or

ideal sense for an exceptionable one, ignore the proposition and main-

tain that everyday language in Wittgenstein's view is obsolete. To those

who hold an ideal language interpretation of the Traatatus proposition

55563 seems to be an inexplicable reversal of position.
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Wittgenstein's reply to the supposition that the ideal logical es­

sence of language renders everyday language obsolete by substituting an

tmexceptionable sense is that logic is not simply one empirical entity

among many (40312). No new empirical language awaits construction:

17/6/15 (2) But this is surely clear: .....:~~ propositions
which are the only ones that humanity uses will
have a sense just as they are and do not wait upon
a future analysis to acquire a sense.

In the Philosophical Investigations Wittgenstein recapitulates the posi­

tion of the Tractatus as follows:

98. On the other hand it is clear that every sen-
tence in our language 'is in order as it is'. That
is to say, we are not striving after an ideal, as
if our ordinary vague sentences had not yet got a
quite unexceptionable sense, and a perfect language
awaited construction by us ....

It follows that the assumption that the program of the Tractatus is the

substitution of a preeminently tmexceptionable sense for extant sense

(the ideal language thesis) is unacceptable. Nor is 55563 supportive of

the ordinary language thesis, for language is in order as it is not be­

cause it is already ideal but because the ideal is sinnlos rather than

einnuol.l.,

Wittgenstein's program is not the substitution of one sense for

another but of the senseless for sense. His program is not the revision

of everyday language with its limiting presupposition of name and form,

but rather its absolute transcendence or overthrow in what is beyond

sense as expressed the sinnlos propositions of logic. Wittgenstein thus

rejected the logico-metaphysical substitution of a higher for a lower

level characteristic of Russell's theory of types. Since propositions

have a determinate sense and are in order as they are it is the truth in

its entirety that concerns Wittgenstein in 55563 rather than the substi-
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tution of this for that sense. The truth in its entirety, namely the

logic for depiction, cannot say, " 'The world has this in it, and this,

but not that' "(561). In saying: This is how things stand (45), lan­

guage is in perfect logical order as an application of the logic which

however, is prior to how things stand (5552) and prior to this. Logic

is sinnZos, and hence,

5557 (4) It is clear that logic must not clash with its
application.

The logical essence of language for Wittgenstein therefore cannot be

given either in a revision of language amounting to no more than a new

application of logic or in a remodelled image or simile of the truth in

its entirety taking the form of an empirically superior language that

clashes with the language it replaces. The remark of 55563 that lan-

guage is in order as it is may be construed as denying that the 'experi-

ence' necessary to understand logic (55562) replaces one empirical sense

with another more adequate or ideal sense. For this reason the world is

"altogether different" (6423) and radically altered (cf. 6431) from the

standpoint of logic.

The alteration of the world in the new standpoint provided by the

transcendental 'experience' necessary to understand logic is, as in Ad-

vaita, not provided by mere intellectual comprehension, for the thoughts

that comprise intellect are facts and as such, like the empirical will,

lack causal efficacy (6374). The limit of the world is altered by the

will of the transcendental metaphysical self rather than by any thought-

process traceable to the empirical will. Since the limit of the world

is unthinkable, the world does not cease to appear real or unlimited (cf.

645), and hence problematic (64321), unless and until the experience
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necessary to understand logic has manifested (cf. 6522) itself. The

actually experienced limits of my language are the actual limits of all

I can comprehend about the world, so that until I enjoy mystical intui-

tion the ideal essence of symbolism and its counterparts remain unthink-

able abstractions. "The limits of my language mean the limits of my

world" (56) and are determined not by the nature of this or that system

of sense or symbolism, nor by how things stand, but by the nature of

sense and symbolism per se, that is, by the vision of the world as a

limited whole.

A Carnapian suggestion that what Wittgenstein is after is not an

improved everyday language but an improved scientific language is unac-

ceptable since to the extent that propositions are in any sense about

the objects of the world they are rejected as constituting the solution

of the riddle (Ri.:itse Z) of maya:

The laws of physics, with all their logi­
cal apparatus, still speak, however indirectly,
about the objects of the world.

64312(1)d The solution of the riddle of life in space and
time lies outside space and time. (It is cer­
tainly not the solution of any problems of nat­
ural science that is required.)

652(a) We feel that even when all possible scientific
questions have been answered, the problems of
life remain completely untouched. (cf. 6371,
6372)

Science is not the answer because in spite of the logical dimen-

sions of science (6342) and its completely general nature (63432) it is

'still' about the objects of the world, that is, it still presupposes an

indispensable connection between the symbol and the world. Science is

not the solution because in preserving the semantic component of the

symbol it perpetuates the facts that all go toward setting the problem
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(64321). The generality of the gpf similarly preserves the semantic

element in its essential connection with the world through the form of

depiction. Propositions of logic on the other hand are essentially de­

void of semantic or relational (44661) elements and as such are devoid

of the form of depiction that constitutes the problem. It is the show­

ing of these sinnZos propositions of logic that makes the adequate nota­

tion what it is, not its function in everyday or scientific discourse.

The objection to the Advaitic interpretation of the Traatatus to

the effect that the substitution of the sinnZos for the sinnvoZZ would

render everyday and scientific language disfunctional and nugatory is

similar to the objection of SaIiikara's oppo~ent in the argLUIlent quoted

above, that if the adequate, ideal or non-dual reality indeed cancels,

contradicts or sublates name and form then secular and religious life

are also cancelled. These objections correspond in the sense that if

they were correct, Brahman would have to be one empirical entity among

many, just as the 'ideal language' would have to express one empirical

sense among many. That is, the objection that the thesis of Non-Dualism

makes of the world of common experience an empiarioal: illusion (on a par

with the snake-illusion or dream phantasm, so that at the empirical level

(vyavahara) all is falsity (mithya) through and through, as it were) pre­

supposes that Brahman is merely a preeminently unexceptionable empirical

entity capable of sublating the exceptionable empirical entities in the

manner in which the rope, an empirical thing, sublates the snake-illusion,

another empirical thing. But Brahman is not an empirical entity and hence

cannot be either perceived or conceptualized by everyone with properly

functioning sense-mental faculties as is the case in the rope-snake and

other empirical illusions. Thus, it is not the case that any normally
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functioning percipient agent ceases to perceive name and form as real

through the mere fact that Brahman is the only reality. The illusion of

maya is deeper and more stubborn than empirically corrib1e illusions such

as the rope-snake. Since maya is empirically incorrigible its adhi?phana

or real gromd is much more difficult to lmow. Thus, the notion that

Brahman is not simply a sacred, preeminent or. llllexceptionable empirical

reality capable of cancelling and replacing the empirical reality of

secular and religious name and form corresponds to the notion that the

logical essence of symbolism is not simply an llllexceptionable sense or

perfect language awaiting construction by us for the purpose of replac-

ing our present language.

Ordinary and scientific language is empirically incorrigible, un­

like anomalies dealt with by the theory of definite descriptions, such

as "The present king of France is bald", which are empirically corrigi-

ble. Like language, maya is only corrigible transcendentally. Profes-

sor Deutsch makes this point about maya as follows:

Empirical rea1ity... is transcended only absolutely.
In short: "there is no reason to call the world
mreal before the lmow1edge of the oneness of the
.A.tman (has been retained). " (Suresvara , Sainbandha
Varttika, as quoted by N. K. Devaraja in Introduc­
tion to Scinkara's Theory of Knowledge (Delhi:
MOtilal Banarsidass, 1962), p. 16.)87

Similarly, extrapolating Suresvara , we may say that there is no reason

to call language llllreal (thereby standing in need of an ideal replace­

ment) before the 'experience' (5552) necessary to llllderstand logic has

been attained. Everyday and scientific language then, is not limited in

expressing this sense but in expressing sense. Its sense must be tran-

scended absolutely in order to see the world under the aspect of eternity:

64l(1)a The sense of the world must lie outside
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the world.

Thus, as we have shown, in spite of fundamentally transcendental

preoccupations, the negative dialectic of the Tractatus and of Advaita

allows ample room for the positive empirical content that defines the

world of the psycho-physical self.

6. The Alleged Paradox of the Negative Dialectic

Commentators have found paradoxical the logical culmination of the

negative dialectic as expressed in the concluding propositions of the

Tractatus:

654 My propositions serve as elucidations in the
following way: anyone who understands me eventually
recognizes them as nonsensical, when he has used
them--as steps--to climb up beyond them. (He must,
so to speak, throwaway the ladder after he has
climbed up it.)

He must transcend these propositions, and then
he will see the world aright.

7 What we cannot speak about we must pass over in
silence.

Black argues that the Tractatus defeats itself in the claim of 654

that if the propositions of the Tractatus are true then they are nonsense

and hence without truth-value, and attempts to solve the alleged paradox

of Wittgenstein's final remarks by partitioning the propositions of the

Tractatus into those that are unsinnig and those that are sinnlos.

Sinnlos statements will include, on this interpretation, the propositions

of mathematics and logic and in addition "all those that belong to 'log­

ical syntax' or philosophical grannnar.,,88 He says that "This line of

defense applies to all cases in which Wittgenstein is seeking the 'es-

sence' of something," and adds that "there is no reason to maintain that
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such rules (as formulated in terms of essence) resist adequate formula­

tion: if Wittgenstein thought otheThlise, he was refuted by his own prac­

tice.,,8g It is necessary here either to admit that Wittgenstein was

'refuted by his own practice' or to find an alternate means of exit from

the alleged paradox of the final statements of the TY'actatus, for Witt-

genstein maintained that his statements concerning logical syntax are

unsinnig and not sinnZos. That this tenet of the TY'actatus cannot be

modified along the lines suggested by Black without doing violence to

the entire fabric of Wittgenstein's thought is evident in the fact that

the attempt to express the essential properties of symbolism by means of

propositions results in nonsense (Unsinn):

41272(4) Whenever it [a formal concept-wordJ is
used... as a proper concept-word, nonsensical
pseudo-propositions (unsinnige Seheinsatze)
are the result.

The presentation of the essential or formal properties of symbols, those

properties without which the symbols could not signify (3341, 3344) is

the task of logical syntax. Formal concepts however,

4126(4)

Rather,

.•. cannot, in fact be represented by means of
a function, as concepts proper can.

4127 The propositional variable signifies the formal
concept .••[cf. 41271J

This distinction between formal and proper concepts is at the heart

of the distinction between saying and showing. A non-formal, Le. a ma­

aterial property, can be said by means of a propositional ftDlction but a

formal property can only be shown by means of a variable possessing the

distinctive feature of all symbols falling under the formal concept

(4126(7)). Examples of pseudo-concepts are 'complex', 'fact', 'func-
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tion', and 'number' (41272). The example used by Black however, to il­

lustrate a salvageable proposition of the Traatatus deals with the dis­

tinction between a complex name and a proposition. gO But a proposition

is a function and hence can be distinguished only through a variable.

The attempt to distinguish it by means of a proper concept-word in a

propositional function must result in nonsense according to the basic

tenets of the TY'aatatus. The logical syntax of language is precisely

what, according to Wittgenstein, cannot be said, but only shown. There-

fore Black's attempt 'to salvage' some of Wittgenstein's propositions

(note the failure to treat the work as a whole) by viewing them as

sinnZos must be rejected.

Another misunderstanding on Black's part is his notion that the

non-tautological statements of the TY'aatatus which deal with logical

syntax can show what Wittgenstein wishes to say. He states:

There remains the alternative of treating many of
his remarks as formal statements, 'showing' some­
thing that aan be shown. Then they will be in no
worse case than logical and mathematical statements
and there will be no theoretical barrier to their
use in rational communication. 91

Black's interpretation is unacceptable not only for the reason al-

ready stated, (namely that the expression of formal concepts by means of

propositions is unsinnig) but also for the reason that sinnZos state-

ments cannot be used in communication, and especially not in rational

communication; especially not in rational communication because 'ra-

tional' connotes thought and Wittgenstein's point is just that the

sinnZos is unthinkable; and not in anything that in the strict sense is

communication because communication involves the saying of something,

whereas the propositions of logic say nothing. If we follow Wittgen-
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stein's thought closely on this point we can see that Black must be

wrong, for

6lll(1)a All theories that make a proposition of logic
appear to have content are false.

Black plays on the ambiguity of the term 'discipline', not a term

of the Tractatus, when he says that "Wittgenstein is not rallying us to

the destruction of the a priori disciplines,,;92 for, not saying anything

(543), logic is not a body of doctrine (613) and therefore not a disci-

pline in which anything can be said or corrrrnunicated. Black quotes Moore

on the meaning of 'senseless' as applied to tautology and contradiction:

'So far as I can see, if we use "make sense" in any
way in which it is ordinarily used, "Either it is
raining or it's not" does make sense, since we
should certainly say that the meaning of this sen­
tence is different from that of "Either it's snow­
ing or it's not", thus implying that since they
have different meanings, both of them have
meaning' (Moore, Papers, pp. 272-3).93

Moore's suggestion, accepted by Black,94 is that the propositions of

logic, contrary to 6111, do have some content. But Wittgenstein's reply

to Moore's argument would have been that it fails to distinguish between

understanding a proposition and understanding that a proposition is

either true or false:

I understand the proposition "aRb" when I know that
either the fact that aRb or the fact that not aRb
corresponds to it; but this is not to be confused
with the false opinion that I understand "aRb" when
I know that "aRb or not aRb" is the case. 95

Understanding a tautology is not a sufficient condition of understanding

its constituent propositions. Since it is possible to understand any

tautology, without understanding the tautology's constituent proposi­

tions, it follows that the sense which Moore and Black associate with

the tautology as its content is inessentiaZ to the tautology.96 Tautol-
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ogy is without sense because it is not a proposition:

3/6/15(8) "p v ~p" would then be a sign only in appear­
ance. But in reality the dissolution of the
proposition.

4466(4) Tauto"logy and contradiction are the limit-
ing cases--indeed the disintegration--of the
combination of signs.

4661 Admittedly the signs are still combined
with one another even in tautologies and con­
tradictions--i.e. they stand in certain rela­
tions to one another: but these relations have
no meaning, they are not essential to the symbol.

Logical propositions are absolutely without sense (sind sinnlos) as the

above passages state; therefore Black's argument to 'salvage' part of

the Tractatus is unacceptab.le ,

Another 'passage cited by Black97 in support of the idea that the

propositions of logic are not quite without content in Wittgenstein's

view is the following:

We cannot say that both tautology and contra­
diction say nothing in the sense that they are
both, say, zero points (Nullpunkte) in a scale
of propositions. For at least they are opposite
(entgegengesetzte) poles.

Not cited by Black are Wittgenstein's second thoughts on the matter:

11/5/15 Is there really such a thing as the duality:
tautology--contradiction?

Clearly, the proposition cited by Black is the statement of what Witt-

genstein viewed as a problem rather than as a settled position. More­

over, it is illegitimate to cite the Notebooks in support of an inter­

pretation of the TY'actatus l.n1.less the same position is evident in the

Tractatus. The Notebooks are the records of a philosophy in progress

and show all the false starts of tentative endeavor. In particular,

Black is unjustified in citing the earlier passage of 3/5/15 in light
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of:

44611 Tautologies and contradictions are not, however
nonsensical. They are part of the symbolism,
just as '0' is part of the symbolism of arith­
metic.

The above proposition clearly shows that the statement of 3/5/15 is re-

jected in the Tractatus. It is worth observing that in arithmetic the

opposite poles of '0' are equivalent: +0 = -0 = O. Further, Wittgen-

stein states:

61202 It is clear that one could achieve the same pur­
pose by using contradictions instead of tautol­
ogies.

The chief significance of tautology and contradiction is that they are

senseless. Though they are opposite poles syntactically their signi­

ficance does not differ. Wittgenstein 's unwillingness to accept a dual-

ism of positive and negative propositions is made clear very early in

the Notebooks in the following remarkable proposition:

25/11/14 It is the duaZism, positive and negative
facts, that gives me no peace. For such a dual­
ism can't exist. But how to get away from it?

The vexatious problem of the apparent dualism of positive and nega­

tive facts is dispelled by clearly understanding the nature of proposi-

tions as given in the gpf:

26/11/14 If all the positive statements about a
thing are made, aren't all the negative ones
already made too? And that is the whole point.
The dualism of positive and negative that I
feared does not exist, for (X).~(X), etc. etc.
are neither positive or negative ....
['(X).~(X)' is the forerunner of the gpf
(23/10/14, 24/11/14, 2/12/16)J

That the non-duality of positive and negative facts is Wittgenstein's

main point emerges in the following passage from ''Notes on Logic":

The chief characteristic of my theory is: p has the
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same meaning as _p ..• 98

The Tractatus echoes this idea in:

40621 But it is important that the signs 'p' and
'-p' can say the same thing. For it shows that
nothing in reality corresponds to the sign
1_'

The propositions 'p' and "v' have oppo­
site sense, but there corresponds to them one
and the same reality.

Thus, nothing corresponds in reality to the negation sign that intercon­

verts tautology and contradiction. As unique values of the gpf, which

is neither positive nor negative, tautology and contradiction are essen-

tially neither positive nor negative. There is no correspondence in

reality, according to the Tractatus, to the polarity of positive and

negative, of tautology and contradiction, as Wittgenstein originally

supposed in 3/5/15. Black's citations then, while expressing his own

views about the sinnZos, misrepresent those of Wittgenstein. His solu-

tion of the alleged paradox of the negative dialectic is therefore more

a full-scale modification of the Tractatus than an interpretation faith­

ful to the basic views of its author.

Before presenting what in our opinion is Wittgenstein's understand-

ing of these matters let us take up Russell's and Ramsey's criticisms of

the culminating propositions of the negative dialectic. In the follow­

ing passage Russell expresses his dissatisfaction with the position he

believes allows Wittgenstein to say less than he seems to succeed in

saying:

What causes hesitation is the fact that, after
all, Mr. Wittgenstein manages to say a good deal
about what cannot be said, thus suggesting to the
skeptical reader that there may be some loophole
through a hierarchy of languages, or by some other
exit. The whole subject of ethics, for example, is
placed by Mr. Wittgenstein in the mystical, inex-
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pressible region. Neve~theless he is capable of
conveying his ethical opinions. His defense would
be that what he calls the mystical can be shown,
although it cannot be said. It may be that this
defense is adequate, but, for my part, I confess
that it leaves me with a certain sense of intellec­
tual discomfort. 99

Ramsey wrote:

We must take it seriously that it [philosophy] is
nonsense, and not pretend, as Wittgenstein does,
that it is important nonsense. l OO

Ramsey, Russell and Black thus agree that there is a problem in recon-

ciling what the Tractatus preaches with what it practices. Russell

states directly that it says more than it allows itself while Ramsey

points out the unacceptable implications of the theory for the practice.

Evidently the concensus of opinion is that the logic of the Tractatus

clashes (cf. 55563) with its application.

These criticisms seem to be based on the failure to take account of

the distinction between levels of truth in the Traoiiaiius , Wittgenstein

stated (654) that his propositions are eventually seen as nonsense from

the standpoint of the transcendent:

654(1) He must transcend these propositions, and
then [and only then] he will see the world
aright.

While it cannot be maintained that Wittgenstein's elucidations say

something in the sense that they represent objects and material prop-

erties, it must nevertheless be admitted that they are not prima facie

nonsense. Russell would presumably have agreed with Black that, "it

would be a howler to take it [the Tractatus] as consisting of empirical

statements",lOl and thus far we are in accord with him. The question

must then be: "If they do not make empirical sense, what kind of sense

do they make?" Three complementary responses suggest themselves. First,
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they are unsinnig-s and presuppose consciousness of the limits of lan­

guage and the intentions of speakers. To someone who has had at least

similar thoughts and who therefore understands what they intend to say,

Wittgenstein's theory allows that some propositions dealing with logic

and metaphysics are understandable. These propositions say something by

intention in the manner in which (as argued above, II, 1) nonsensical

metaphysical statements intimate the senseless (sinnZos) that can only

be shown. This intimation of the suprasensible by unsinnig-s proposi­

tions of logic and metaphysics was the purport of the upper arrow of the

hypotenuse of the modes of signification diagram (system 1) (vide supra,

II, 1). Thus the propositions in question, while not saying anything in

the strict sense in which sinnvoU propositions say something, neverthe­

less say something in the loose sense of intended saying appropriate to

statements uttered with awareness of what metaphysics intends to say. On

this view, the Traatatus may be understood as accepting the conditions

for strictly sensible utterance laid down by empiricism and as explain­

ing h01JJ metaphysical propositions can be nonsensical in the strict sense

while in the loose sense capable of saying a good deal; since what some

unsinnig propositions are intended to say makes itself manifest (6522

et al.) it is thus possible by their means to make ourselves metaphysi­

cally lll1derstood by those who have had at least similar thoughts. In

this way it is possible to preserve the consistency of the Traatatus

without resorting to radical modifications such as Russell's suggestion

of a hierarchy of languages as an exit from the alleged paradox of the

negative dialectic.

This same line of thought also answers Ramsey's objection, for

since Wittgenstein's elucidations may be claimed to be true and unas-
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sailable in intent, they carmot be llllimportant to someone who has had

the 'experience' necessary to understand logic (5552), and who is there­

fore in a position to llllderstand what they intend to say. Metaphysics

necessarily falls short of expressing the inexpressible and lapses into

nonsense in the attempt, but because the inexpressible is of ultimate

importance both logically and metaphysically, the attempt is of llllchal­

lengeable importance to those who l.ll1derstand what metaphysics intends to

say.

Thus, Russell's criticism that the book says more than it allows

itself to say, Black's view that it is in danger of being refuted by its

own practice and Ramsey's remark that if nonsense, it is unimportant

nonsense are answerable within the framework of the uncompromised Traeta­

tus by respecting this loose sense of intended saying. Wittgenstein' s

critics could overlook this because like Black they misinterpreted the

term 'nonsense' as a strictly pejorative one. Admittedly the term has a

pejorative use when applied from the higher level of the 'experience'

necessary to llllderstand logic to metaphysical propositions that make it

look as though logical constants are empirical objects (the negation of

the Grundgedanke) and metaphysical absolutes thinkable entities, however

this is its use as applied to non-empirical propositions applied without

consciousness of their intended suprasensible significance, not as ap­

plied to non-empirical propositions made with such consciousness of in­

tention and therefore without hypostatization of their suprasensible

contents. This latter type of proposition is unsinnig-s and is nonsens­

ical in a technical non-pejorative sense.

The second way of responding to the objections posed above is to

view the elucidations of the Traetatus as making sense on the false but
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discursively unavoidable, implicit premise of philosophy that the logic

of the facts is representable, that is, on the negation of the Gpundge­

danke , The formal properties of language, for example, about which

Wittgenstein speaks can only figuratively be spoken about. Only by

false analogy with material properties produced by configurations of ob­

jects can fonnal properties be mentioned. On the view under considera­

tion, Wittgenstein's propositions thus present the appearance of saying

a good deal about the ostensibly unsayable until, when the world is seen

in light of the Grundqedanke ~ the appearance vanishes and they are seen

to be nonsensical. This line of response is related to the previous in

that one who intends by the use of unsinnig-s propositions to intimate

what cannot be said recognizes that he cannot strictly achieve his aim

due to the implicit presupposition by his unsinnig-s propositions of the

false premise of name and form excluded by the Grundgedanke • Given the

entirely general implicit assumption that something can be said about

what is higher, Wittgenstein could claim his propositions to be true and

unassailable on all essential points (Preface of the Tractatus), and at

the same time could without contradiction claim them to be nonsensical

from the higher standpoint of the negation of the assumpt i.on, that is

from the standpoint of the Grundqedanlce , Wittgenstein' s point amounts

to the claim that if anything at all can be said about the logic of the

world, that is, if there is to be any philosophical approach to what is

higher, then the Tractatus is what must be said, in spite of the fact

that since nothing at all can be strictly said the Tractatus is nonsens­

ical. Notice that the negation of the consequent does not follow from

the negation of the antecedent of the conditional statement that if any­

thing at all can be said about the logic of the world then the Tractatus
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is true and unassailable on all points. 'P implies Q' and '-p' does not

entail '-Q'.

The vision of the world under the aspect of the intuitive 'experi­

ence' (5552) necessary to understand the Gpundgedanke comprehends that

some things cannot be put into words, that there is the inexpressible.

In light of this comprehension it is seen that what is of ultimate im­

portance cannot be represented and is not part of the world. The propo­

sitions of the Tpactatus in this light no longer seem to make sense be­

cause they no longer need to make sense. Prior to the attainment of

higher understanding the ladder cannot be discarded, for at the discur­

sive level reality naturally and necessarily presents itself in terms of

sense, and thus the search for truth spontaneously proceeds by way of

propositions that ostensibly have sense. After attainment of what is

higher, the propositional sense that had seemed indispensable presents

itself as limited and unneeded. With ~ but not bef'ore , the logico­

metaphysical transcendence of language and the world, the philosophical

and ethical valuelessness (641) of the psycho-physical self, of science

and of all modes of representation reveals itself, and thus, where lan­

guage cannot reach the ladder falls away. Prior to the realization of

the philosophical Self as the limit of the world and not a part of it

(vide infpa, IV), that is, prior to the attainment of the insight of the

Gpundgedanke, the psychological self and the value of science and of our

pictorial modes of representation seem unquestionable. For reality at

the discursive level is integral with sense, and continues in operation

as if it were based on and inseparable from sense in the face of any

amount of discursive persuasion to the contrary. Thus when, and onZy

when, language is recognized as limited, through the Ziving vision of
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the world under the aspect of eternity (6/7/16(4); 64311; 30/7/16(8)),

rather than through any discursive process, are the propositions of the

Tractatus convincingly and realistically recognized as nonsensical. Only

at the higher level does the illusion of self and representable logic

actually or phenomenologically give way to the metaphysical Self and the

Grundqedanke •

This line of response agrees with Russell that the Tractatus makes

sense, but removes the paradox by affirming that it makes sense only

from the standpoint of the error of imagining that the logical constants

are representatives (Le. the standpoint of the negation of the Grundqe­

danke). It further maintains that the error of negating the Grundqedanke

is a naturaZ one l 02 inasmuch as thought is confined to representation,

so that the levels are in a very real, lived sense separate. Clash be­

tween them thus cannot occur either logically, metaphysically or pheno­

menologically.

Wittgenstein could claim the propositions of the Tractatus to be

true and unassailable on all essential points at the philosophical or

discursive level, in spite of their status as nonsensical at the higher

level, on the grounds that he was merely presenting the only possible

logical description of the sole general primitive sign of logic, namely

the gpf. Against this it might be objected that the argument based on

the implicit false presupposition of the negation of the Grundgedanke

must be unsound and hence assailable. This objection differs from the

objection that the implications of the negation of the Grundqedanke must

be as false as the negation of the Grundgedanke; the latter objection we

put aside simply by pointing out that 'P entails Q' and '-P' does not

entail '-Q'. The reply to the objection at hand is that Wittgenstein
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thought his Tractatus to be unassailable, in spite of its presupposition

of the false negation of the Grundgedanke, on the grounds that the only

premise which he thought could be substituted for the negation of the

Grundqedanke , namely the Grundqedanke itself, would eliminate not only

the Tractatus but also all discursive enterprise in general. The objec­

tion is mistaken since the negation of the Grundgedanke is not the nega­

tion of one empirical premise among many, but is rather the denial of

the essential unsayability of logic. If anything at all is to be said

about logic and metaphysics the false premise is unavoi.dab.Ie. One can­

not therefore, assail the Tractatus by rej ecting the premise on which it

is possible by substituting a more adequate premise from which to argue;

for there are no alternate premises at the entirely general level of the

Grundgedanke that allow anything to be said.

The false, implicit, unavoi.dable premise of the propositions of the

Txaatatiue , namely the negation of the Grundgedanke, is provisionally ac­

cepted by Wittgenstein as an unavoidable precondition of the merely

heuristic descriptive process of the Tractatus. Just as the process of

logical proof is inessential (6126) and merely heuristic (cf. infra,

III, 3) so also the propositions of the Tractatus are an inessential

and merely heuristic process of logical proof. The false, implicit

premise is unavoidably presupposed by the inessential, heuristic process

of the Tractatus; so that the attempt to assail the truth of the Tracta­

tus by substituting the Grundgedanke for its negation must result in the

destruction of the heuristic process, whence, were the substitution ac­

cepted, instead of having the Tractatuswe would have only the silence

with which it concludes.

It is the inessential, heuristic process of the Tractatus that
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seems to make sense on the false implicit premise of the negation of ~he

Gtrundqedanke , But when the result of the heuristic process has been

achieved the process transcends itself by becoming equivalent to its re­

sult (cf. 61261), namely the 'experience' necessary to understand the

Grundgedanke. At this point the process is seen to be nonsen~ica1 inso­

far as it is predicated on the negation of the Grundgedanke, a negation

which falsely affirms the non-equivalence of the process and results of

the logico-metaphysical enterprise of the Tractatus.

Nor may it be argued that one philosophy is as true as any other on

the grounds that all philosophies are based on the false implicit prem­

ise that something can be said about what is higher. For the simile of

truth also has its standards and logic permeates the illusion that phi­

losophy can say something about the logic of the world. Accepting the

false premise as a necessary part of the heuristic process means accept­

ing that something, not that anything, can be said about what is higher.

Both of the responses to the objections introduced at the begin­

ning of this section involve the notion of levels of understanding and

truth. The first response states that the propositions of the Tractatus

are nonsensical at the empirical level where sense requires correspond­

ing pictureable objects and that they are true or correct (562) at the

intended suprasensib1e level beyond or without sense. The second in­

volves that the propositions which are allowed sense lnlder the lnlavoid­

able, implicit assumption that metaphysics can be discussed at the level

of the simile of the truth (55563) are deprived of sense and hence of

truth when the assumption is recognized as dispensable or false from the

higher level of transcendent, silent truth in its entirety.

This distinction of levels of truth is explicitly invoked by Witt-
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genstein in what corrnnentators view as the paradoxical and self-defeating

propositions. In 654 he states that his elucidations are eventualZy

recognized as nonsense when, and only when, they are transcended: "He

must transcend these propositions, and then he will see the world aright"

(654, my italics). They are not recognized as nonsense at the philo­

sophical level at which they are presented as the unassailable and de-

finitive truth on all essential points, for that indeed would create a

clash between logic and its application. Rather they are recognized

as nonsense at the higher level at which the sense of the world is seen

to lie outside of the world (641), so that there is no clash of levels

and no paradox, in accordance with:

It is clear that logic must not clash with its
application.

Until the insight formulated in the Gpundgedanke is 'experienced' the

propositions of the Tractatus are true and useful as a ladder to the

higher truth. The sense of the Tractatus is thus merely apparent, but

like maya is transcendentally and not empirically illusory. The Tracta-

tus is therefore neither incoherent, paradoxical, self-defeating or im-

portant at the discursive philosophical level.

Our third line of response to the critics is that the unsinnig

propositions leading up to proposition 6, in which the gpf variable is

presented, are important to the extent that they elucidate the gpf. The

gpf is not unsinnig, for it is a variable and not a proposition and is

strictly the only correct way (4127, 41271 et a1.) to signify the formal

properties of language which the preceding unsinnig propositions intended

to express. Wittgenstein states that his propositions are unsinnig, not

that the gpf is unsinnig. The gpf variable presented in 6 is the pre-
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sentation of what can be clearly said (4115) and as such signifies what

cannot be said (4115). It is thus neither nonsense nor unirnpcr'tarrt , and

therefore the unsinnig propositions that precede and prepare the way for

its fonnulation cannot; be unimportant. One cannot throwaway the ladder

while climbing it.

In essence the Traatatus boils down to one symbol with positive

significance--the gpf--and one negative proposition (7) enjoining si­

lence. Thus Wittgenstein stated that

... the whole sense of the book might be summed up
in the following words: what can be said at all
[as presented in the gpf] can be said clearly, and
what we cannot; talk about [Le. what is shown. by
the gpf ] we must; pass over in silence .103

The entire Traatatus consists of UYlsinnig propositions including the fi-

nal proposition (7) (insofar as it refers to the unreferrable), and one

non-unsinnig variable, the gpf, given in 6, which presents what can be

said and shows what cannot be said. But again, proposition 7, though

strictly unsinnig, is not unimportant to the extent that it intends to

express what the gpf shows. The fact that the Traatatus consists not

only of propositions but also of the gpf variable, shows that even if

the critics were correct in arguing that the propositions of the Traata-

tus are self-defeating, it would not follow that the whole Traatatus is

self-defeating; for the gpf is not a proposition. On this view the

Traatatus consists of the unsayable name of God (sagu~ Brahman) - -the

gpf, which shows what cannot be said (nirfJUiJCl Brahman)--and nothing else.

In Advaita Vedanta the annulment or sublation (badha) of the means

of lower knowledge (apara vidya) by the higher knowledge (para vidya) to

which they lead is comparable to the relationship between process and

result in logical proof and to the ladder metaphor in the Traatatus. In
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this connection an interesting discussion is given by Sarnkara in re-

sponse to the objection that if Non-Dualism is correct then, being it­

self bound up with name and f011TI, it must be false or self-defeating and

hence incapable of leading out of transmigration (samsara) to union with

Brahman. SaIDkara 's response may be taken as the f011TI of an answer to

the question: How can the Traatatius if nonsensical be true and unas-

sailable?

But how can the Vedful'ta texts if untrue convey
information about the true being of Brahman? ...
This obj ection we reply is without force (because
as a matter of fact we do see real effects to re­
sult from unreal causes), for we observe that death
sometimes takes place from imaginary venom, (when a
man imagines himself to have been bitten by a ven­
omous snake) and effects (of what is perceived in a
dream) such as the bite of a snake ...with regard to
a dreaming person. I04

The above argument adverts to the case of a man who actually dies

as a resul t of imagining himself to have been bitten by a snake and to

a second case in which a man experiences in a dream the dreamt effects,

such as the pain, anguish and weakness, of being bitten by a dreamt

snake. An obj ection is made to the second case.

--But it will be said that these effects are them­
selves unreal. IDS

To this SaIDkara replies that real pain is experienced as t1le effect of

an unreal cause:

These effects we reply are themselves unreal indeed;
but not so the consciousness which the dreaming per­
son has of them. The consciousness is a real result;
for it is not sublated by the waking consciousness. I 06

Thus ~arnkara admits that the dialectic of Advaita is self-defeating but

capable of producing the intended result, namely knowledge of the true

being of Brahman. Knowledge of the highest truth (uttama satya) can
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according to Saffikara, be achieved through the valid means of lmowledge

that from the ultimate standpoint belong to the false (mithya) avidya.

There are fruitless and fruitful delusions (visairrvadibhrama and

. -d 'bh. " 1) di Vi.d - 107 ,(_':'1,samva ~ rama, respectlve y accor lng to 1 yaranya, a post-~~I~a-

rite Advaitin. The pram'O:t:Las or valid means of knowledge belong to the

category of fruitful delusions. Thus Wittgenstein might say with Saffi­

kara and Vidyaranya that the propositions of the Tractatus, though non­

sensical, are fruitful delusions (sainvadibhrama) in that they lead to

the 'experience' necessary to understand the world from the transcen-

dental standpoint.
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CHAPTER III

SUBLATION

''Words are like the film
on deep water."

--Wittgenstein (30/5/15)

1. Sublation or Canaellation in Advaita and the Traatatus

Given that empirical life (vyavahara) is one stupendous illusion

from the ultimate standpoint (paramartha), it is natural that a theory

of ignorance (avidya) should assume a central position in Advaita. The

general definition of avidya is given in terms of superimposition

(adhyasa), defined and discussed by Saffikara as follows:"

But what have we to understand by the tenn 'super­
imposition'?--The apparent presentation, in the
form of remembrance, to consciousness of something
previously observed, in some other thing.

Some indeed define the tenn 'superimposition'
as the superimposition of the attributes of one
thing on another thing. Others, again, define su­
perimposition as the error founded on the non-ap­
prehension of the difference of that which is su­
perimposed from that on which it is superimposed.
Others, again define it as the fictitious assump­
tion of attributes contrary to the nature of the
thing on which something else is superimposed. But
all these definitions agree in so far as they rep­
resent superimposition as the apparent presentation
of the attributes of one thing in another thing.
And therewith agrees also the popular view which is
exemplified by expressions such as the fo Ll.owing :
'mother-of-pearl appears like silver,' 'The moon
although one only appears as if she were double. ,108
(my italics)

Superimposition is illustrated paradigmatically in the case of the
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superimposition of the snake on the underlying rope mistakenly taken for

a reptile. Extension of the concept is made to the case in which the

underlying ground (adhi!!~hana) of the non-veridical appearance (abhasa)

is not an object in contact with the sense organs (iniWiyas), as when

the color blue is superimposed on the ether (akasa) or space of the sky,

and, more significantly, when the non-Self is superimposed on the Self.

This mutual superimposition of the Self and the non-Self, of Brahman and

maya is termed avidya, the basis of all human cognitional activity.

Apart from its metaphorical associations and illustrations, the concept

of superimposition as to the confusion of the properties of one thing .

with another's, the notion of superimposition woul.d seem to be unexcep­

tional, for error is naturally thought of as the misattribution of prop­

erties. What is outstanding in Advaita is the careful development of

the concept in its metaphysical application. Superimposition at the

cosmic level of sagu.r:a Brahman is due to the limiting adjuncts (upadhis)

(viz. body, sense-mental faculties, et.c, ) coordinate with the name and

form of nesciencel 09 which project form onto the formless Brahman, thus
,

giving rise to the cognition of eaquna Brahman. Sainkara likens the

upadhis to a body of water and Brahman to the reflected sun. When the

water moves, the sun's image in the water moves and expands, and were

the observer to mistake the reflection for the sun he would believe the

sun itself expands and moves with the water's movement. Similarly, nir-

gu1'}a Brahman appears to have name and form when reflected in the upadhie

of the deluded.

Through de-superimposition (apavada) the upadhis are eliminated and

the concealment (avara1'}a) and distortion (vik?epa) of the Self by the

non-Self are removed. The mechanism of de-superimposition is called
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sublation (badha) and corresponds to cancellation in the Tractatus

(4462, 5253; vide infra, III, 4). The cancellation of what is shown by

what is said and of the apparent logical constants by the real logical

constant is not mere truth-ftmctional negation, but rather involves the

rep Lacement: of the cancelled by what cancels it, as for example in the

cancellation and replacement of the accidental properties of language

and the world by the essence of language and the world as presented in

the gpf. Note also that the gpf has ontological significance and is

thus not a mere regulative concept or noumenon in the negative Kantian

sense. From the fact that there is every reason to believe that both of

the shown limits, namely the gpf and the limit which it shows (4114,

4115; vide infra, IV) have ontological status, it follows that cancella­

tion in the Traatatus is not mere truth-fllilctional negation (vide infra,

III, 4). Reflection (manana) on the Self as Neti, neti (Not this, not

this), that is, as different from the limiting adjuncts and their ob­

jects, leads to the freedom of absorption (nididhyasana) in Brahman.

Similarly in the Tractatus, as will be explained, the intuition of the

world llilder the mystical aspect of eternity (645) is brought about by

understanding the logical constant--the Sheffer stroke, not p and not

q--as a non-representative (the Grundgedanke, 40312), that is, by can­

celling the appearance of representativity which disguises (4002) the

essence of language and thought.

Sublation literally means cancellation. Its basic features are

mirrored in the reductionism of the Tractatus' fundamental illumining

insight or Grundgedanke(40312), which sets forth the cancellation or

reduction of the apparent logical constants. According to Wittgenstein

there can be no representatives of the logic of facts (40312), and hence
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the logical constants which Russell and Frege thought to be representa­

tives (at least in Wittgenstein's understanding of their theories) do

not exist (54) and are merely apparent (5441). Thus, sublation is of

fundamental importance not only in Advaita, as is well-known, but also

in the Tractatus, as we shall show in detail below.

Paradigm cases of sublation given in Advaita include the case in

which the veridical percept of the rope cancels the illusion of the

snake superimposed upon it and the case in which the waking-state

(jagaritasthana) sublates the reality of the dream-state (svapnasthana).

Sublation par excel-lence occurs when the awakening of vidya (knowledge)

through discrimination of the superimposed non-eternal empirical stand­

point (nityanityavastuviveka) sublates avidya~ that is, when the Self

sublates the superimposed non-Self. lID

In each case of sublation what we have then, is the explicit (in

the case of the verbalizable subZatans) or implicit (in the case of the

unverbalizable eublatane , i.e., Brahman) rejection of a judgment about

the reality of the object of cognition on the attainment of a more ade­

quate judgment (in the case of the empirical subZatans) or intuition (in

the case of transcendental subZatans) with respect to the same object.

One of Wittgenstein's important statements in connection with su­

perimposition and sublation in the Tractatus is:

40031 All philosophy is a 'critique of language'
.•. It was Russell who performed the service of
showing that the apparent logical form of a
proposition need not be its real one.

In this proposition Wittgenstein gives Russell credit for demonstrating

an important insight in his theory of definite descriptions. This

theory provides a logical demonstration of the claim that



93

4002(3) Language disguises thought. So much so,
that from the outward form of the clothing it
is impossible to infer the form of the thought
beneath it, because the outward form of the
clothing is not designed to reveal the form of
the body, but for entirely different purposes.

In so doing the theory provides a syntactic counterpart in the Tractatus

of a rope-snake paradigm of Advaita. For clearly, according to the

theory of definite descriptions, the proposition reduced by the theory

of definite descriptions (e.g. "The present king of France is bald") is,

like the snake, a mere superimposed appearance or disguise of its under­

lying form, and from the logical viewpoint is sublated, cancelled or re-

duced by the substitution of definite descriptions for denoting phrases.

Russell in fact viewed his theory as a technique for reducing the tmpar-

simonious ontology of Meinongian metaphysics.

The analytical reductionism of Russell's theory of definite de­

scriptions may be characterized as a technique for sublating the judg-

ments conveyed by grammatically misleading propositions such as 'The

present king ... ' by means of judgments conveyed by more perspicuous

formulations in the symbolism of Principia Naihematd.oa; Through his

reading of Schopenhauer Wittgenstein had long been familiar with the

idea that Russell had succeeded in demonstrating logically. In The

World as Will and Representation he read:

Grammar is to logic as clothes are to the body. III

Of course, Wittgenstein' s development of this thought differs from Scho-

penhauer's, but it is fair to say that it hardly came as a surprise to

him that logic, as the theory of definite descriptions showed, cancels

or sublates the disguise of grammar.
, .
Saffikara invokes the soft illusion (tulavidya) of the rope-snake to
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explain how the hard illusion (mUZavidya) of veridical empirical experi­

ence in maya appears from the higher standpoint of Bralunic 'experience'.

This extrapolation of the soft illusion to the hard illusion means that

the hard, public maya is to Bralunan as the soft, private maya is to the

hard, public maya, (i.,e , that vyavahara is to paraniixrtha as pratibhiisa

is to vyavahara). Similarly, Wittgenstein extrapolates the reduction of

anomalous statements such as 'The present king ..• ' to the reduction of

non-anomalous everyday language and recognizes the distinction between

the hard illusion (vyavahara) and the soft illusion (pratibhasa) in lin­

guistic terms by on the one hand stating that "all the propositions of

our everyday language •.. are in perfect logical order" (55563), and on

the other hand agreeing with Russell's notion that the apparent logical

form of language need not be its real one. The extrapolation is evident

in 4002, quoted above, which states that language disguises thought in

the process of serving the purpose for which it is designed. Both for

Advaita and the Tractatus the illusion of everyday language is essential

to practical life. The apparent logical forms of everyday language are

essential to the perfonnance of the ftmctions of everyday life; language

is useful because it is a transcendental illusion, for utility, presup­

posing the dualities of agent and object, of means and ends, is itself

illusory. Thus, Wittgenstein does not propose the substitution of ano­

ther form and sense for everyday form and sense, in the manner of 'ideal

language' philosophy. The world of everyday language is not a mere lin­

guistic dream or fantasy, as would be suggested by a simplistic extrapo­

lation of the rope-snake ('present king') to common discourse. Thus

Wittgenstein's acceptance of ordinary language as adequate in its own

terms (i.e. in terms of the purposes for which it is designed (55563))
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is fully in agreement with Saffikara's realistic, non-reductionistic

analysis of empirical experience as such. The Indian and Viennese

acamjae concur in the view that the world of conunon experience is sub-

latable or reducible from the higher standpoint of Bralunan or logic, but
-

certainly and evidently not from its own.

Against the objection that the 'thought' which is disguised in Witt-

genstein's system is still at the vyavaharika or phenomenal plane and

not on the paramarthika plane, where Brahman alone is, cancelling all
,

thought, lITe reply that just as Saffikara extrapolates the rope-snake para-

digm to the Brahman-maya relationship, Wittgenstein extrapolates the pres-

ent king of France .•. " paradigm to the logic-world relationship. The

language that disguises thought is clearly not the logical essence of Lan-

guage as shown in the general propositional form, but rather is everyday

language. This is evident in Wittgenstein's subsequent statement:

4002(5) The tacit conventions on which the under-
standing of everyday language depends are
enormously complicated. (Cf. 4002)2))

Nor is the reality which language disguises at the level of mere pictor-

ial representation; that is, Wittgenstein is not suggesting that beneath

the disguise of everyday language there lurks another thought, waiting

to be brought out into the light of some ideal language. For as the

following proposition shows, Wittgenstein does not propose the substitu-

tion for ordinary language of a logically more adequate 'ideal language'

( R 11' · . f h ) 112contra usse s InterpretatIon 0 t e Tractatus .

55563 In fact, all the propositions of our every­
day language, just as they stand, are in per­
fect logical order.--That utterly simple thing,
which we have to formulate here, is not an im­
age of the truth, but the truth itself in its
entirety.
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(Our problems are not abstract, but per­
haps the most concrete that there are.)

The removal of the disguise of everyday language does not, as is evident

from the parenthesized proposition of the above quotation, consist in a

progressive abstraction of thought, to produce the ultimately abstract

thought, but rather, in the presentation of what can only be shown. What

is disguised is not merely another more abstract thought in the form of

some ideal language, but rather the very transcendental essence of

thought.

Everyday language disguises the real logical forms of language with

the merely apparent forms (of grammar) suited to its "entirely different

purposes" (4002). The real logical forms of language, the forms of ele-

mentary propositions, are designed for the entirely different purpose of

showing or revealing the senseless, transcendental logic which is the

corresponding counterpart; of the level of paramartha . Thus Wittgen-

stein's use of the insight (that the apparent logical forms need not be

the real logical forms of language) of the theory of definite descrip­

tions leads from the level of everyday language to the level of the

transcendental.

Moreover, the fact that Wittgenstein states that from the outward

form of everyday language i't is not just difficult but actually impossi­

bZe to infer the tmderlying fonn (4002) indicates that he does not iden­

tify the tmderlying form with what can be inferred on the basis of

theories such as Russell's; for on the basis of such theories it is

possible to infer some form from the outward form; on the basis of

Russell's theory it is possible to infer a series of definite descrip­

tions from an apparently denoting phrase. The reality beneath the dis-
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guise of language is transcendental and it is therefore not merely as

difficult but as impossible to infer the nature of the tmderlying form

from the nature of the outward form of language as it is to infer the

nature of Brahman from the nature of maya. It follows that Russell's

theory merely provides an analogical paradigm for Wittgenstein just as
,

the cases of non-veridical perception do for Saffikara. Neither the para-

digm of "The present king of France •.. " nor the paradigm of the rope-

snake is meant to suggest that ultimate reality is at the level of the

empirical, representable world at which the rope exists and to which the

definite descriptions advert.

Nor is it important for Wittgenstein that it is impossible to infer

the specific forms of elementary propositions underlying the forms of

everyday language; he is noted as saying that deciding what is a simple

or a complex thing is an empirical matter of no concern to the metaphy­

sician. 113 It is unimportant that not one example of an elementary

proposition is offered in the Tractatus. All that is important for the

Tractatus is that the tmderlying forms are known a priori to show the

transcendental, sinnZos logic that is the syntactic cotmterpart of tran-

scendental reality.

What is the nature of cancellation in Advaita and the Traatatus?

The main point here is that the negation involved in sublation is not

relative or truth-ftmctional, but categorical or transcendental. The

local constant, as will be demonstrated in detail below,negates the gpf

categorically. It does not negate the gpf in the relative or truth-

functional sense of negation, for relative negation does not remove one

from the facts of the world that constitute the problem of life: -p is

as much part of the world as p; so that truth-flIDctional negation simply
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switches the polarity of the facts without changing the coordinated

reality and without solving anything.

Since ·i.:he gpf is neither positive nor negative, one of Wittgen­

stein's main points (26/11/14b; cf. 25/11/14f), it does not allow of

either affinnation or negation. Its status as unsayab1e is part and

parcel of this neutrality with respect to affirmation and negation, for

saying is either affirming or negating. Being unsayable it cannot

therefore be denied through the very truth-functional negation it de­

fines.

Similarly Brahman dpes not negate either maya or sagur;a Brahman and

the waking state does not contradict and cancel the dream state in the

sense of relative negation. Negating the visions of a dream within the

dream does not remove one from the state of dream, for the negation of a

dream-image is another image of the dream. In the waking state the ne­

gation of the dream-image qua dream-image, not simply qua image occurs.

That is, the waking state cancels the dream state by cancelling not only

the content of the presentation.but also the mode or category of the

presentation. As explained below (III, 4), the logical constant as ex­

pressed in tautology similarly cancels the mode or category of presenta­

tion (i.e. the mode of syntactic description) of the gpf and with it the

world as a lTRlItiplicity of facts. Relative negation, that is, negation

of the content of presentation, does not cancel the dream. One can

dream a series of negative propositions as well as positive ones. Nor

is the illusory snake negated in the relative sense by the rope any more

than the grammatical form (i.e. the apparent logical form) of trouble­

some propositions such as "The present king of France is bald" is simply

truth-functionally negated (to give "It is not the case that the present
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king of France is bald") by the version of the proposition constructed

under Russell's theory of descriptions. The theory cancels the category

of denoting phrases in favor of the category of definite descriptions.

Rather, the rope categorically negates the snake, that is, negates it

not qua snake but qua illusory appearance. The rope might have appeared

in anyone of a number of equally non-veridical guises (e.g. as an eel

or piece of seaweed), each of which would also be negated by the veridi­

cal perception of the rope qua non-illusory presentation, but not by the

relative negation of the snake; for the relative or truth-functional

negation, "It is not a snake" does not negate "It is an eel", which also

negates the content of "It is a snake". The categorical nature of the

cancellation of the snake by the rope is necessarily not reflected in

the logical syntax of "It is a snake" and "It is a rope" because the

snake can cancel the rope when the illusion is reversed.

This brings us to the second important point about sublation,

namely that the sublating negation is based not simply on the recogni-

tion of illusion, but rather on the recognition of reality, not simply

on the unsatisfactoriness of the cognition, but rather on the recogni-

tion of its unsatisfactoriness in light of the recognition of the truth.

Categorical negation is essentially a reduction of the limited tep,minusa

quo by the limiting terminus ad quem of corrective recognition. It is

as much a shift towards something as a shift away from something. Thus,

while negative in form it is positive in content. The positivity of the

true (satya) sublates the false (mithya). In this connection Spinoza's

words speak well:

Even as light displays both itself and darkness, so
is truth a standard both of itself and of falsity.114
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The formal property or mode of presentation of the snake is its

status as mere appearance, as non-veridical, and the formal property or

mode of presentation of the rope is its status as real, as veridical;

the category of the latter, namely reality, cancels the category of the

former, namely appearance. The cancellation of the snake by the rope is

the non-commutative presentation of the formal property of the former by

the latter, and as such is a case of reduation (defined below, III, 4).

The entire process of sublation or categorical negation in Advaita cor­

responds in the Traatatus to the syntactic reduction of the limited by

its limiting syntactic description (vide infra, III, 4).

Just as the rope cognition cancels, reduces or negates the snake

appearance not qua snake but qua appearance, so also the quantified

statement of the propositional calculus of Russell's theory of descrip­

tion cancels, reduces or negates the troublesome proposition not qua

proposition about the king of France but rather qua proposition with

grannnatically misleading form. Using the distinction between "How?" and

''What?'' of the Traatatus, we may put it as follows: the waking state,

veridical percept, and reconstructed proposition limit and cancel the

what rather than the how of the dream state, illusory appearance and

misleading proposition respectively.

The distinction between the logic of depiction and its application,

between what and how (5552), helps explain the nature of the presenta­

tion and concomitant cancellation of the gpf by the logical constant.

Logic per ee is also prior to ''What?'', for where nothing is represented

the question of what a thing is cannot arise. The logical constant can­

cels the what of the gpf that provides the contact between logic per se

and the application of logic. Logic as prior to how is the what of the
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gpf. Logic as prior to the gpf is the that of mysticism (644). Alter-

nately we may say. that logic as prior to the gpf is that as equivalent

to what, existence (644) as equivalent to essence.

The logical constant (i.e. logic) as the limit of the world negates

the world from outside the world, as the waking state cancels the dream

state from outside the dream state. Thus the limit of the world does

not simply remove the existence of the world, just as Brahman does not

simply remove the existence of maya. The logical constant does not ne­

gate the existence of the gpf in the simple sense in which it is incor-

rectly supposed that Brahman converts the world into an illusion on the

order of the snake. The argument that the Advaitic analysis of the

TraatatuB is unacceptabl.e on the 'grounds that it makes of the world an

illusion on the order of the Golden MOl.mtain or present king of France

is tmacceptable. For the Advaitic analysis of the TraatatuB affirms a

realistic position with respect to the reality of facts at the level of

facts, in line with Safukara's realistic position with respect to maya at

the level of maya. Wittgenstein's realism is seen in

55563 In fact, all the propositions of our everyday
language, just as they stand, are in perfect logi­
cal order....

Though the propositions of everyday language are not designed to reveal

the transcendental logical fom of facts, they are nevertheless not
~

false. The standard of truth of the level of the application of logic

is not controverted at its own level. For again, what is involved in

the presentation of the world by logic is not the mere t.ruth-funct.tona.l

negation of propositions that would be involved if logic controverted

the propositions of everyday language. Brahman and logic do not simply

remove the existence of the facts. For since maya, the world of facts,

is represented it is not non-existent; but since Brahman, the cOlIDter-
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part of logic cancels maya by eliminating all representational rela-

tions, nor is it an absolutely infinite existent. That is to say, maya,
the world of fact, is indescribable as either existent or non-existent;

it is eadasadaniaroaoonlqa, In logical terms, the world is indescribable

as either logically necessary or as logically impossible; it is describ-

able as possible, merely possible. The scholastics marked this point by

referring to the world as contingent.

And thus the Non-Dual in both nirgw;a and sagur;a aspects (Le. as

corresponding to the logical constant and gpf, respectively) cancels the

bi Lari f d Li 115 1 - -,. . thrpo artty 0 ua Lty, cance s maya s extstence-non-ext.stence , ra er

than simply one or another pole of the duality of existence and non­

existence. The absolute ontological value cannot logically either af­

firm or deny the relative ontological value of the world any more than

mathematical propositions can either affirm or deny that crows are

black. The Non-Dual can only relativize the world's ontological status.

Logic categorically negates the world by remaining indifferently

silent about it. Not overlapping and not clashing with the world (5557),

'nirgur;a logic' is in contact with the world only through its mask

(pratika) 'sagurya logic', the logic of depiction formulated in the gpf.

Therefore, the Non-Dual' s cancellation of maya does not touch (cf.

21515; supra, p. 33) or contact (5557) any of the world's predicates,

but rather cancels the world qua limited whole. Brahman cancels the

world not qua positive or negative limited whole, for qua limited whole

it is neither positive nor negative; it cancels the reality or formal

mode of presentation of maya, of name and form, and not its positivity,

negativity, existence, non-existence, parts, properties, dispositions or

predicates.
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2. Sublation and the Central Problem of the Traetatu8

This section is devoted to outlining the concept of sublation as

the key to understanding the central problem of the Traatatu8.

In proposition 547 Wittgenstein identifies the gpf and the sole

logical constant:

547(4) One could say that the sole logical con­
stant was what aU propositions, by their very
nature, had in common with one another.

But that is the general propositional
form.

Let us recall that the logical constant is the sign to which definite

significance is attached in logic. It is thus the essence of logic. The

identification of the constant with the gpf entails that the signifi­

cance of the gpf is that of the logical constant, whence it follows that

the gpf is the essence of logic. But is it logically possible to iden­

tify the logical constant and its properties with the gpf and its prop-

erties in this way? The following considerations show it is not.

The gpf is the form of representation which all propositions have

in common; as such it may be said to be representative. That the gpf is

a representative is seen in the fact that it represents a general sense

(5472): "This is how things stand, (45) and in the fact that it stands

in a signifying relation to the world (55261). It is a variable (453)

and presupposes the coordinate status of logical space (cf. 34, 341).

The logical constant however, as stated in the Grundgedanke (40312) is

not a representative, for there can be no representatives of the logic

of the world. It is not a general representative for it has absolutely

no sense; the senselessness of the logical constant is that of tautology,

and tautology certainly does not say: "This is how things stand". Logic
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rather dissolves the representational relations (4462) on which the ap­

peal to coordinate status is based. The impossibility of identifying

the gpf and the logical constant is evident in the rej ection of all

theories that make logical propositions appear to have sense (6111).

The gpf and the sole logical constant are thus logically incompatible.

Again, there is the fact that the gpf is a variable, while the constant

is a constant. Again, the gpf is the form of the world, while the con­

stant is transcendental (613). In the gpf the world appears, as it

were, embryonically, while in logic it does not appear at all. Thus,

the logical constant and the gpf have opposite and incompatible proper­

ties and it is as logically impossible to equate them as it is to equate

their corresponding counterparts , niT'fJU1'!O- and sagu-r;a Brahman, The reso­

lution of the contradiction in the identification of logic (the logical

constant) and the world (the gpf) is the basic problem of the TT'aatatus.

The technical logical apparatus mainly goes towards setting the philo­

sophical terrain in such a way that the problem cannot arise. To see

that the problem cannot arise it is necessary to see that the gpf is

cancelled or sublated by the logical constant.

In opposition to this it might be supposed that Wittgenstein was

not at all aware of the contradiction seemingly inherent in the identi­

fication of the gpf with the constant. Such a supposition would however

be unwarranted, for there is ample evidence in the TT'aatatus to show

that Wittgenstein indeed recognized the problem of the relationship be­

tween logic and the world as the chief problem of metaphysics. The con­

trast between logic and the world and the dynamic tension between them

is evident in:

643l2(1)d The solution of the problems of space and time
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lie outside space and time.

64321 The facts all contribute only to setting the
problem, not to its solution.

5557(3) It is clear that logic must not clash with its
application.

5557(5) Logic and its application must not overlap.

The above propositions show that Wittgenstein recognized the prob­

lem of the logic-world relationship and that his solution involves the

transcendence of the facts comprising the world. Further, in 64312 and

65 mention is made of the riddle (RatseZ) which we have said is the

corresponding coordinate of maya. Lest it be supposed that this term

belittles the problematic through the association of frivolous over­

tones, the following quote from Wittgenstein' s letters to Ogden may be

brought to attention:

There is another difficulty about this 'prop(osition)
still. "Ratsel" has been translated with "riddle".
Now I don't know if this is right. Possibly it is.
The word "Ratsel" in German has two meanings. Such,
e.g. "Why is a raven like a writing desk (?) we call
a ratsel. But we also talk of, say, the "Ratse'l des
menschlichen Lebens" or of the "Ratsel der Existenz
der Welt" etc. and here the word "Rlitsel" has a dif­
ferent meaning, it has a higher meaning. Now do you
use "riddle" in this second sense also? IF SO IT IS
QUITE ALRIGHT. Only I don't wish that there should
be anything ridiculous or profane or frivolous in the
word when used in the connection "riddle of life"
etc. 116

Thus, in 65 where Wittgenstein states that "The riddle does not

exist" and in 6521, where he states that "The solution of the problem of

life is seen in the vanishing of the problem", far from belittling mys­

ticism and metaphysics he acknowledges the existence of the problem of

the world and, moreover, defines the manner of its solution. The state-

ment of the problem and the manner of its solution also find expression
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Ir, the contrast between ''What?'' (closely related to that) and "How?":

5552 The 'experience' that we need in order to tm-
derstand logic is not that something or other is
the state of things, but that something is: that,
however, is not an experience.

Logic is prior to every experience--that some­
thing is so.

It is prior to the question 'How?', not prior
to the question 'What?'

644 It is not how things are in the world that is
mystical, but that it exists.

645(2) Feeling the world as a limited whole--it is
this that is mystical.

That the world is transcends the facts, transcends the how of things

that sets the problem (64321); therefore the solution is in seeing the

world as a limited whole. Such mystical vision answers the question

posed in the following proposition:

55521 And if this were not so, how could we apply
logic? We might put it this way: if there would
be a logic even if there were no world, how then
could there be a logic given that there is a world?

The same contrast between what and how rtn1S through 55563 and 5557

where the truth in its entirety is contrasted with the image of the

truth, the former identified with logic, the latter with its application

to the world. The distinction between saying and showing that rtn1S par-

allel to the interrelated theories of facts, objects, and portrayal

which constitute the problem is again a statement of the problem of the

relationship between logic and the world. Wittgenstein's care in sep­

arating the domains of saying and showing in such a way as to preclude

overlap (superimposition (5557(5)) and clash (5557(3)) is abtmdant evi-

dence of his awareness of the problem of the relationship between logic

and the world.

All this shows that Wittgenstein did not simply blunder in identi-
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fying the constant with the gpf. The Traetaiiue is deeply concerned with

the problem of the dichotomous opposition between logic and the world,

that is, between the constant and the gpf. It is this problem to which

Wittgenstein considered his work a definitive solution.

Many Tractatus commentators have been impelled to dissociate the

final metaphysical portions of the work from the more technical and em­

pirical sections by what they consider to be the unmitigated obscurity

of concepts such as the vanishing of the problem (6521), the non-exist­

ence of the riddle due to the unsayability of the solution (65), and the

understanding of logic as the vision sub specie aeternitatis of the

world as a limited whole (645). This, however, has had the unfortunate

effect of divorcing the problem from its SOlution, of thereby resting

content with the problem and of reducing an extraordinarily systematic

work to what one writer has minimized as "an intelligent chat on episte­

mological and logical problems".117 So far has this tendency progressed

that some writers are more concerned with the nature of objects, the

constituents of the facts that go only towards setting the problem and

not to its solution (64321), than with the second, third and higher

rungs of the ladder of Wittgenstein's elucidations (654). These writers

are so thoroughly involved in the problem that they have lost sight of

it as a problem.

It seems clear that the reason commentators such as Ganguly regard
118

discussion of Wittgenstein's mysticism as self-defeating is that they

have not formulated the fundamental problem of the Tractatus, namely the

contradictory identification of the constant and the gpf. Naturally the

concluding section constituting a metaphysical synopsis of the solution

must be viewed as "a 'free-for-all' zone of the book"ng when the prob-
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lem Wittgenstein attempted to formulate in the first section is unrecog-

nized. When the problem is recognized, its solution can be appreciated.

The following preview of the solution to the central problem of the

Tractatus is included here to facilitate the comparative exposition

which we have been developing parallel to the exposition of the Tractatus.

In logic the world simply vanishes. For in the 'experience' (5552)

necessary to understand transcendental logic (613) nothing is repre-

sented. In cancelling or sublating the conditions of agreement of lan­

guage with the world, logic obliterates all representational conditions

between language and the world:

4462(2) In a tautology the conditions of agreement
with the world--the representational relations-­
cancel one another, so that it does not stand
in any representational relation to reality.

The "How?" of the world represents something, the content of a given

presentation, but the "What?" and the "That" of mysticism are prior to

"How?" (5552). "How?" is cancelled by "What?" and by "That".

The statement that the problem of life or of the world vanishes

(6521) can be appreciated as a statement of the solution of the central

problem of the Tractatus when it is understood that the problem is how

to reconcile the world and its properties with the transcendental and

its properties. The statement may be appreciated as saying that the

problem of the world vanishes because in being sublated by the tran­

scendental the world vanishes, and so naturally does the problem of rec­

onciling the world with what is higher. The statement that the riddle

does not exist (65) can similarly be appreciated as the statement of the

solution, rather than as an obiter diotwn, when it is understood as a

response to the central problem of the Tractatus, a response based on

the notion that the transcendental sublates the world. In lIDsayable
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logic, where nothing can be said, no answer can be given, and therefore

no riddle can be posed. Thus, the riddle does not exist. Again, the

statement that seeing the world as a limited whole is mystical (645) can

be appreciated as a statement of the solution of the central problem,

and its position and content relative to 64321 strongly suggests that it

is so intended, when it is llllderstood as saying that the world and logic

are reconciled in the vision of the world as a limited, that is, as a

sublated or sublatable whole. Of interest in this connection is the

following passage from Schopenhauer, with which young Ludwig was no

doubt familiar:

Raised up by the power of mind, we relinquish the
ordinary way of considering things, and cease to
follow under the guidance of the foI1l1S of the prin­
ciple of sufficient reason merely their relations
to one another, whose final goal is always the re­
lation to our own will. Thus we no longer consider
the where, the when, the why and the whither of
things, but simply the what. Further, we do not
let abstract thought, the concepts of reason, take
possession of our consciousness, but, instead of all
this, devote the whole power of our mind to per­
ception, sink ourselves completely therein, and let
our whole consciousness be filled with the calm
contemplation of the natural obj ect, whether it be a
landscape, a tree ... or anything else. 120

In the Tractatus, the object of contemplation is the world as a

whole, which through contemplation as what becomes a limited whole, a

whole limited by the metaphysical Self or, as Schopenhauer put it, by

the "pure subject of knowing" .121 The contemplative Self, existing

timelessly, above thought, cancels the conditions of representation that

give rise to the world.

In more teclmical terms , the outline of the solution of the central

problem is that the logical constant cancels the general propositional

form. The gpf is expressed as the general term of a series of forms by
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giving its first term and the general form of the operation that pro­

duces the next term out of the proposition that precedes it. The first

term is the set of elementary propositions and the operation is the

Sheffer stroke. Thus the gpf is a variable much like the general propo­

sition 'b is a successor of a' (41273). The gpf is a variable repre­

senting the constant form that all its values possess and may be re­

garded as a formal property of those values (41271). Cancellation of

the gpf comes about through the fact that in the limiting case the vari­

able that presents an expression becomes a constant and the expression

becomes a proposition (3313). That is, the gpf is presented by means of

the constant, and its formal properties are those of the constant

(41271). But the formal property of the logical constant is non-repre­

sentativity. Hence, the values of the constant, namely the propositions

whose general form is the gpf, possess the formal property of non-rep­

resentativity. The gpf's status as the form of representation in gen­

eral is thus cancelled by the constant that presents it.

This is but another way of expressing the cancellation by logic of

the world. For the logical constant is the sole primitive sign of logic

and the gpf represents the world. One may say that when the formal na­

ture or syntactic essence of language is presented, its semantic func­

tion vanishes, taking with it the problem of the world. The identifica­

tion of the semantic and syntactic aspects of language is contradictory

only as long as the two aspects are conceived as standing on the same

logical level of importance. Logic, the syntactic aspect of language is

prior to (5552) and cancels its application, the semantic aspect, in the

same sense in which the real logical fonns of language cancel its appar­

ent logical operations or constants and its apparent logical forms.
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Following the notion of the Tractatus that the operations are the ex-

pression of the internal properties of the propositions, that is, of

their logical foTITIS, it may be concluded that the cancellation of the

operations by the sole primitive sign of logic is equivalent to the can-

cellation by that sign of the internal properties or logical forms of

the propositions. The logical constant then, the formal property of

which is non-representativity, destroys the foTITIS of propositions as

represented in the gpf. The formless in other words cancels the forms.

The cancellation of the forms of propositions by the logical con-

stant is equivalent to the cancellation of the general propositional

form, for the gpf is the general form of propositions. The relationship

between the gpf and the logical constant is therefore not contradictory.

The latter reduces the former in a radical sense, thus eliminating the

representative properties of the former and rendering their identifica-

tion non-contradictory.

Although Wittgenstein, unlike Saffikara, develops the concept of can-

cellation and its metaphysical implications with a certain mathematical

laconism, his idea, once developed, is very much on the pattern of the

Advaitic notion of sublation as expounded by SaIilkara.

3. Jnana as the Corresponding Epistemic Counterpart of
Logic as Syntactic Description

In the previous section the concept of sublation as the key for re-

solving the central problem of the Tractatus was considered in outline.

In this section we shall move towards the rigorous development of the

concept, presented in section 4 of this chapter, by analyzing what we

shall refer to as Wittgenstein's theory of syntactic description. Simul-
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taneously we shall argue that In'Cma (lmowledge) is the corresponding

epistemic cOlIDterpart of logic as syntactic description.

Philosophical elucidation proceeds by way of description in the

Tractatus. In "Notes on Logic" Wittgenstein wrote:

In philosophy there are no deductions; it is purely
descriptive. 122

By description the mode of explanation fOlIDd in science is not intended:

Philosophy gives no pictures of reality, and can
neither confirm nor confute scientific investiga­
tions. 123

What then are we to lIDderstand by description that is neither deductive

nor representational? Description, it seems, must have something to do

with logic:

It [philosophy] consists of logic and metaphysics,
the former its basis. 124

Philosophy is purely descriptive and consists fundamental.ly of logic;

therefore, logic so lIDderstood IIR.lSt be purely descriptive. The view

that philosophy is a descriptive activity consisting of logic is reit-

erated in the Tractatus:

333 In logical syntax... only the description of ex­
pressions may be presupposed.

4111(1) Philosophy is not one of the natural sciences.

4112 Philosophy aims at the logical clarifica­
tion of thoughts.

Philosophy is not a body of doctrine but
an activity.

A philosophical work consists essentially
of elucidations.

A rather obvious objection against the claim that logic is the cor­

responding cOlIDterpart of Brahman may be based on the notion of philos­

ophy as descriptive activity. If philosophy consists of logic, as Witt­

genstein stated in the Notebooks, then logic must be an activity. But
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Brahman transcends action (kaPman) and the power of action (kriyasakti);

being pure (suddha), free (mukta) and non-relational (akhary!.a) , Brahman

cannot be assimilated to activity or attained through activity. Again,

if philosophy is descriptive and consists of logic, then logic must be

descriptive; but describing is an activity and logic must therefore be

an activity . Brahman therefore cannot be logic. Moreover, the obj ec-

tion might continue, it was stated earlier that logic is not descrip-

tive, so that to state now that philosophy consists of logic and is de-

scriptive is to contradict what was said earlier.

The reply is that the logic which corresponds to Brahman is not the

logic that is an activity. That is, there is another sense in which

Wittgenstein uses the tenn 'logic' in which logic is an activity. Logic

in this sense is not Brahman. Thus, there is neither barrier to the

counterpart relationship between logic and Brahman nor contradiction

with what was said earlier. The following three-step argument shows

that in this further sense logic is inessential and that there is there-

fore no conflict between the essential logic, logic as Brahman, and

logic as an activity of descriptive elucidation. Consider first that

logical propositions are descriptive in the sense that they show the

logic of their constituents:

6l2a The fact that the propositions of logic are
tautologies shows the formal--logical--properties
of language and the world.

6124 The propositions of logic describe the scaf-
folding of the world, or rather they represent it.
They have no 'subject matter' ....

Secondly, observe that the method of description of the logical proper­

ties of propositions is by the zero-method of proof:

6121 The propositions of logic demonstrate the logi-
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cal properties of propositions by combining them so
as to form propositions that say nothing.

This method could also be called a zero-method .••.

6126 One can calculate whether a proposition belongs
to logic, by calculating the logical properties of
the symbol.

And this is what we do when we 'prove' a logi­
cal proposition....

One describes the logical properties of propositions by combining them

according to the zero-method into provably tautologous propositions. The

activity of description thus consists in combining the propositions into

propositions and proving them to be tautologies. We might say that the

activity consists in proving certain combinations to be tautologies or

in combining propositions in tautologies according to a rule of proof.

Thirdly, Wittgenstein held that the activities of proving propositions

to be logical propositions and combining propositions into logical prop-

ositions are inessential:

6122 ••.we can actually do without logical propositions;
for in a suitable notation we can in fact recognize
the formal properties of propositions by mere in­
spection of the propositions themselves.

6126 The proof of logical propositions ... is not at
a?l essential to logic, if only because the propo­
sitions from which the proof starts must show with­
out any proof that they are tautologies. (my ital­
ics)

61261 In logic process and result are equivalent.
(Hence the absence of surprise.) (my italics)

61262 Proof in logic is merely a mechanical expedient
to facilitate the recognition of tautologies in
complicated cases.

While philosophy activity is thus not essential to the reality of

the self-manifesting transcendental logic, what is $houm by logical

propositions is essential. That is, logic as the corresponding counter­

part of nirgu~a Brahman is essential:
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6124 ... logic is not a field in which we express what we
wish with the help of signs, but rather one in
which the natural and inevitable nature of the
signs speaks for itself.

4121(3) What expresses itseZf in language, we cannot
express by means of language. Propositions show
the logical form of reality.

Language and reality are self-describing; they show or manifest them-

selves as the mystical. And thus, logic as a set of descriptive eluci-

dations in the form of proofs (and variables, (5501, et infra)) is

merely a mechanical expedient. Therefore, although on the basis of the

statement of the Notebooks to the effect that philosophy consists of

logic, together with the statements in the Traatatus to the effect that

neither philosophy (4112) nor logic (613) are bodies of doctrine, it

might seem possible to identify logic with philosophy, the fact that

logic as the counterpart of Brahman is essential and transcendental,

while logic as philosophical description is merely a mechanical expedi­

ent, shows such an identification to be impossible. Logic as the coun-

terpart of Brahman is not descriptive. The Advaitic thesis is thus not

vitiated in the Traatatus by the objection; for, as we have shown, the

spheres of logic as the counterpart of Brahman and logic as a method of

description or calculation neither clash nor overlap (cf. 5557).

In the following paragraphs we shall develop the very special sense

in which logic may be said to be an activity of description. We shall

then argue that logic as description is the corresponding syntactic

counterpart of the process of knowing (jnana) in Advaita.

Relative to the question of why Wittgenstein chose to use the term

'logic' for realities so diverse as transcendental logic and descriptive

activity it is important to observe that the activity characteristic of
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philosophy is altogether atypical of human activity in general; for in

logic process and result are equivalent and:

61262 Proof in logic is merely a mechanical ex­
pedient to facilitate the recognition of tau­
tologies in complicated cases. (cf. 61265)

Proof in logic is merely a mechanical expedient coordinate with human

psychological or intellectual limitations, for in logic there is nothing

to be accomplished. In philosophical description, unlike in scientific

description, there is neither act of invention nor experiment, hence

there is nothing to be accomplished:

55555(3) Any anyway, is it really possible that in
logic I should have to deal with forms that I
can invent? What I have to deal with is what
makes it possible for me to invent them.

For necessity expresses itself in logic, not us,

3342 Although there is something arbitrary in
our notations, this much is not arbitrary--that
when we have determined one thing arbitrarily,
something else is necessarily the case. (This
derives from the essence of notation.)

6124 (f) We have said that some things are arbitrary in
the symbols we use and that some things are
not. In logic it is only the latter that ex­
press: but that means that logic is not a field
in which we express what we wish with the help
of signs, but rather one in which the natural
and inevitable nature of the signs speaks for
itself.

4121(3) What expresses itself in language, we cannot
express by means of language.

Error and surprise, constant factors in human experience and activ-

ity are absent in the philosophical activity of description:

5473(3) In a certain sense we cannot make mistakes
in logic.

54731 Self-evidence... can become indispensable
in logic, only because language itself prevents
every logical mistake. What makes logic a priori
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is the impossibiZity of illogical thought.

61251 Hence there can never be surprises in
logic.

The "certain sense" in which we cannot make mistakes in logic is the

sense in which process and result are equivalent in logic (61261). The

process is nothing more than the result manifesting itself in the un-

veiling of the essence of language. Thus, although philosophy in some

sense is an activity, it does not result in bodies of doctrine where in-

vention can playa role (4031). Language with sense is constructed by

man:

4031(1)

401(2)

In a proposition a situat~on is, as it
were, constructed by way of experiment.

A proposition is a model of reality as we imag­
ine it.

Language as such does not exist independently of man's limited psycho-

logical powers and purposes. But logic in contrast is complete, inde-

pendent and a priori.

Philosophy is an activity with an altogether atypical result,

though this is not immediately evident. It results in the clarification

of thoughts and propositions:

4112(3) Philosophy does not result in 'philosophi­
cal propositions', but rather in the clarifica­
tion of propositions.

Without philosophy thoughts are, as it
were, cloudy and indistinct: its task is to
make them clear and to give them sharp bound­
aries.

Such clarification however, is not chiefly directed towards sharpening

the content of thoughts, but rather towards defining the limits or

boundaries of thoughts. It is concerned with what language shows rather

than with what it says:
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4115 It [philosophy] will signify what cannot
be said by presenting clearly what can be said.

Philosophy describes or presents by showing what cannot be said, by say­

ing what can be said. The resultant elucidation shown by logic is not

intended to expand science, from which it differs as saying differs from

showing (41212), but rather to limit it:

4113 Philosophy sets limits to the much disputed
sphere of natural science.

Philosophy is intended, in line with Wittgenstein's quest for freedom,

to provide a path of ascent to the transcendental:

654 MY propositions serve as elucidations in
the following way: anyone who unders tands me
eventually recognizes them as nonsensical, when
he has used them--as steps--to climb beyond
them. (He must, so to speak, throwaway the
ladder once he has climbed up it.)

He IIUlSt transcend these propositions, and
then he will see the world aright.

The result of philosophical description, then, is higher knowledge (para

vidya) rather than scientific knowledge (apara. vidya.), and in this re-

spect as well philosophical activity is unique, for it results in the

detachment of the will (6373) from the world rather than its expression

in the world, as in ordinary human activity. Philosophical activity is

exceptional in reSUlting in the annihilation of the will (as in Schopen­

hauer's thought) and of itself, for once the ladder of philosophical ac­

tivity has been climbed it is discarded.

Let us examine more closely the statement that process and result

are equivalent in logic. This thought follows from the fact that in

formless logic there is no coordinate status, and therefore no coordi-

nate status of cause and effect, process and result. It also is in-

tended to express that the absolute logic of reality which is shown by
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tautologies and equations (622) is neither a product invented by the

philosophical process leading up to the tautology nor a result estab­

lished by inferential proof (anwnana) external to itself.

It is clear from the start that a logical
proof of a proposition that has sense and a proof
in logic must be entirely two different things.

Logic is self-established (svasiddha):

It is always possible to construe logic in such
a way that every proposition is its own proof.

Thus, from the higher standpoint, the ladder is equivalent to the higher

standpoint; process and result are equivalent.

The "certain sense" in which process and result are equivalent in

logic is the same as the "certain sense" in which the formal, properties

of objects and facts can be discussed:

4122(1) In a certain sense we can talk about formal
properties of objects and states of affairs, or,
in the case of facts, about structural proper­
ties; and in the same sense about fonna1 rela­
tions and structural relations.

Since logic as description is the specification of formal properties,

and since in logic process and result are equivalent, the sense in which

the formal properties of objects and facts can be specified is the sense

in which the process of specification is equivalent to the result of the

specification. But both the means and the result of specifying formal

properties in logic is the tautology. Therefore, only to the extent that

the specified formal properties of objects and states of affairs are

steps in the direction of the result are they tolerated. The formal

properties of the process are nothing apart from the formal properties

of the result. Thus, the formal properties of objects and states of af­

fairs are nothing apart from the formal properties of the propositions

of logic. But the fonnal properties of the propositions of logic con-
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sist solely of non-representativity. Therefore, to the extent that ob-

jects and facts involve representativity they are nothing. The descrip­

tion of objects and facts is thus only a step in the process of logical

description leading to the result that by cancelling all representa­

tional relations shows them (objects and facts) to be as dispensable as

the ladder of Wittgenstein's elucidations.

Throwing away the ladder is the expression of the realization that

the climb was not at all essential to the summit itself. Similarly,

proof in logic is not at all essential (6126) to the result, the world

of objects and facts is not at all essential (cf. 55521 &2012(1)b) to

logic, the world is not at all essential to the metaphysical will, and

the facts are not at all essential to the solution (64321). l~at is

higher is independent.

Like logic, Brahman is not a thing to be aecompliehed; not something

in the future, but it already exists (avati?thati). Brahman is indepen­

dent (kaivaZya) of maya and lmowledge of Brahman is not dependent on the

agent (kartrtantra) but on the reality of its content (vastutantra). The

process of knowing in Saffikara's thought is merely a mechanical expedient

for unveiling what is already present in the object. It neither creates

nor invents its object, but, and this is especially true in the lmowl-

edge of Brahman, simply realizes it. Although the employment of jnana

leads to the intuition of Brahman, it is not at all essential to the

being of Brahman. For Brahman is its own proof (svasiddha) and cannot

be proven through inference (anwnana) external to itself (cf. 6123):

... as soon as there supervenes the comprehension of
the non-dual Self...all objects and agents vanish,
and hence there can no longer be means of proof. 125
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With jnana, as with logic as description, process and result are equiva-

lent from the higher standpoint of the Non-Dual where there is no coor-

dinate status or difference. d'nana, like logic as description, is a

most extraordinary form of activity. For although it is a process of

doing, it operates through the negation of the upadhis by the upadhis

rather than through their straightforward exercise:

[5] Through repeated practice, Knowledge Unana) puri­
fies the embodi~d soul stained by ignorance, and
then itself disappears, as the powder of the kataka­
nut disappears after it has cleansed muddy water;26

Like proof in logic or philosophical elucidation, jnana acts as a pre­

cipitate, eliminating itself in the process. It is a process of doing

through undoing, an activity of reversing activity resulting in cessa­

tion of activity, as the braking of a car is the activity of reversal of

motion resulting in stillness. The stillness resulting from absorption

in jnana (nididhyasana) is the state of samadhi in which Brahman is di-

rectly intuited. It is vision sub specie aeterni corresponding to the

silence (7) (mauna), that results from the successful ascent of the lad­

der of philosophical or discriminative activity through logical descrip­

tion. The process of knowing, like that of philosophical description is

thus essentially negative. Like logical description it culminates in

the removal of the limiting adjuncts of language and the world providing

release from thought in a state of unthinkable non-action.

Thus we see that the equivalence of process and result in logic in-

volves that logical activity is cancelled by logic. In cancelling all

sense, logic cancels all activity, just as Brahman, in cancelling the

duality of agent and object, cancels all activity. The culmination of

the logical process cancels the process, just as the culmination of the
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process of knowing in the intuition of Brahman cancels the process by

showing it to be a mere appearance of its absolute grolllld. The failure

to recognize that logic as a process is not distinct from logic as a re-

sult characterizes the Russellian school of Traatatu8 interpretation, ac-

cording to which the Traatatus is mainly about the techniques and founda-

tions of formal logic. Hence of Russell's approach it is easy to see

why Wittgenstein wrote that it concentrated on the mere corollary of his

main thought. 127 For the technique of logical calculation or description

is logically necessary only with respect to the psychological limita­

tions (avidya) which project (311, 312) the illusion (maya) or disguise

(avar~) of symbolism. Description is only of corollary value. Simi­

larly, in Advaita, one who took the stages or techniques of knowing', namely

listening (sravana), reflection (manana) and absorption (nididhyasana),

for their result would be said to be under the sway of maya; for such an

attitude would amount to supposing the raft for crossing the river, or

the ladder for climbing, to be more important than the destination.

Our discussion has established jnana as the corresponding epistemic

counterpart of philosophical activity or logic as syntactic description.

Here it may be objected that philosophical activity or logic as syntac-

tic description is not an intuitive process whereas jnana is. We reply

that logic as syntactic description, like jnana, does bring about intui-

tion. For the zero-method (6121) of syntactic description is stated to

be an intuitive method:

61203 In order to recognize an expression as a
tautology, in cases where no generality-sign
occurs in it, one can employ the following in­
tuitive method [the zero method] .•.
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It is important to observe that the null or zero-method is a method of

calculation or proof, for calculating serves to bring about intuition:

6233 The question whether intuition is needed
for the solution of mathematical problems must
be given the answer that in this case language
itself provides the necessary intuition.

62331(1) The process of aalculating serves to bring
about the intuition.

These propositions deal with mathematical intuition, but there is every

reason for extending their relevance to logical intuition. For logic

and mathematics are extremely closely related in the Traatatus:

622 The logic of the world, which is shown in
tautologies by the propositions of logic, is
shown in equations by mathematics.

Both logical and mathematical propositions are sinnlos quasi-proposi-

tions:

The propositions of mathematics are equa­
tions and therefore pseudo-propositions.

A proposition of mathematics does not ex­
press a thought.

Mathematical and logical propositions are dispensable for the same

reason:

6122 ...we can actually do without logical proposi­
tions; for in a suitable notation we can in
fact recognize the formal properties of propo­
sitions by mere inspection of the propositions
themselves.

6232(2) •.. the essential point about an equation is
that it is not necessary in order to show that
the two expressions connected by the sign have
the same meaning, since this can be seen from
the two expressions themselves. (Cf. 533, 623)

Proof in logic and mathematics is thus merely a mechanical expedient

(61262) to bring about recognition in difficult cases, and, of course,

in both mathematics and logic the precedent of appeal is always to the
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symbol alone without reference to its meaning:

62321 The possibility of proving the propositions
of mathematics means simply that their correct­
ness can be perceived without it being necessary
that what they express should itself be compared
with the facts in order to determine its cor­
rectness.

333(1) In logical syntax the meaning of the sign should
never playa role.

Both logic and mathematics are syntactically descriptive:

623(2)

3544

When two expressions can be substituted for
one another [in an equation] that characterizes
their logical form.

What signifies in a symbol is what is com­
mon to all the symbols that the rules of logi­
cal syntax allow us to substitute for it. (cf.
3315; et infra)

The method of syntactic description in logic and mathematics, namely

substitution, is the same:

624 The method by which mathematics arrives at
its equations is the method of substitution.

For equations express the substitutability
of two expressions, and starting from a number
of equations, we advance to new equations by
substituting different expressions in accord­
ance with the equations.

In logic the substitutability of expressions is expressed by operations

that generate further tautologies out of the initial ones:

6126(3) The proof of logical propositions consists
in the following process: we produce them out
of other logical propositions by successively
applying certain operations that always generate
further tautologies out of the initial ones.

It is emphasized that

62 Mathematics is a logical method.

6234 Mathematics is a method of logic.

Wittgenstein even identifies logic and mathematics with one another in
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543 (l)b And it is no less remarkable that the infinite
number of propositions of logic (mathematics)
follow from half a dozen 'primitive proposi­
tions' •

That the null-method of proving a proposition to be a tautology is

indeed a method of calculation is evident in the following proposition:

6126 (1) One can calculate whether a proposition
belongs to logic, by calculating the logical
properties of the symboZ.

And this is what is done when we 'prove'
a logical proposition ....

By figuring a given proposition into the calculation or 'proof' of a

tautology the null-method demonstrates or describes its logical prop­

erties by bringing about the intuition of what is shown by language.

Indeed, the only notable but seemingly inessential difference between

logic and mathematics is that the former employs tautologies while the

latter employs equations (62341). There is therefore every reason to

extend Wittgenstein's remarks on mathematical calculation and intuition

to logical calculation. Hence we conclude that logical calculation

serves to bring about intuition and that, as in mathematics, the lan-

guage itself provides the necessary intuition (6233).

Thus, the 'intuitive method' of 61203 and the zero-method of 6121

are uniform with the mathematical intuition of 6233 and 62331, and the

logical 'demonstration' of 6121 and the calculation or logical 'proof'

of 6126 are uniform with the mathematical calculation of 62331 which

brings about intuition. This uniformity of mathematical and logical

calculation with its resultant intuition underlies the claim of 622 that

the logic of the world is shown in both equations of mathematics and

tautologies of logic. Since calculation is the demonstration of syntac-

tic properties, we have a situation in which calculation brings about
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both syntactic description and intuition. Thi.s means that the intuition

brought about by calculation is the intuition of a syntactic description.

In the following section we will show rigorously that syntactic de­

scription is accompanied by the sublation of the inessential properties

of the expressions described and that the highest stage of syntactic de­

scription is the sublation of all representative relations of language,

whence it will follow that the intuition provided by the highest stage

of syntactic description, like the intuition provided by the highest

jnana, is the intuition of the sublation of all representative relations

of language; it will follow, in other words, that as in Advaita, so in the

Traatatus, the highest intuition comprehends the phenomenal world's sub­

lation. From the fact that syntactic description is description by way

of showing and is based on the calculation of what can only be shown, it

will further follow that the logical description of the world is the

sublation of what can be said by what can only be shown, and that logic

as description is the calculation of the syntactic cOlUlterpart of the

sublation of the world. Philosophy as logic or syntactic description,

like jnana, its counterpart in Advaita, will thus rigorously be shown to

be directed towards the 'experience' (5552) or mystical intuition neces­

sary to understand the world from the non-dual standpoint of the tran­

scendental.

4. SubZation and Syntaatia Desaription

A rigorous lUlderstanding of the relationship between sublation and

logic as syntactic description may be extracted from the Traatatus

through an analysis carried out in terms of what in our opinion are
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Wittgenstein's pi-inoipl.ee of "logic as syntactic deecx-iptrion , namely the

principle of syntactic appeal and the principle of holism. The first

principle is stated as follows:

5525(3) The precedent to which we are constantly
inclined to appeal must reside in the symbol
itself.

The unique status of the propositions of logic among all propositions

(6112) depends on this appeal to the symbol itself as the criterion of

importance in logic:

6113 It is the peculiar mark of logical propo-
sitions that one can recognize that they are
true from the symbol alone, and this fact con­
tains in itself the whole philosophy of logic .•.•

Logic, in the sense we are here considering, is a method of philo-

sophical analysis directed toward the establishment of logical syntax

by means of the description of symbols or (331) expressions:

333 In logical syntax..•only the description
of expressions may be presupposed.

The description of an expression is not a description of its sense:

333 In logical syntax the meaning of the sign
should never play a role. It must be possible
to establish logical syntax without mentioning
the meaning of a sign...•

Thus, from the above proposition it is clear that the principle of ap-

peal to the symbol is not an appeal to the sense of the symbol. It com­

mands appeal to what enables a symbol to signify rather than to what it

signifies:

3344 What signifies in a symbol is what is com-
mon to all the symbols that the rules of logi­
cal syntax allow us to substitute for it.

The principle of syntactic appeal is the expression of the concern in

logic with the essence of language. For what is common to all symbols
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that the rules of logical syntax allow us to substitute for a given sym­

bol is just the essence of the symbol:

3341

33411

So what is essential in a proposition is
what all propositions that can express the same
sense have in connnon.

And similarly, in general, what is essen­
tial in a symbol is what all symbols that can
serve the same purpose have in comnon.

So one could say that the real name of an
object was what all symbols that signified it
had in conunon. Thus, one by one, all kinds of
composition would prove to be unessential to a
name.

The conunon features of symbols referred to in the two preceding proposi­

tions are the connnon features isolated by logical syntax mentioned in

3344. For example, the essential features of a proposition

334 ... are those without which the proposition
could not express its sense.

Thus, what enables a symbol to signify according to the rules of logical

syntax is the essence of the symbol. Logic as description is thus based

on the precedent of appeal to the essence of language. The fact that the

symbol as Wittgenstein defines it is the essence of a class of signs

shows that the appeal to the symbol is the appeal to essence.

331 I call any part of a proposition that
characterizes its sense an expression (or sym­
bol).

(A proposition is itself an expression.)
Everything essential to their sense that

propositions can have in cornmon with one an­
other is an expression....

Thus, the symbol or expression to which appeal is made under the first

principle is what remains of a sign when its accidental properties have

been stripped away. And therefore the principle of syntactic appeal is

an appeal to the essence of signs and in the limiting case to the es­

sence of language.
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To confirm that an expression or symbol is considered in the

Tractatus to be the essence of a class of signs it is only necessary to

consider the status of the gpf, which, as the common characteristic mark

of propositions, is also their essence:

3311

3312(1)

5471

An expression... is the common characteris­
tic mark of a class of propositions.

It is therefore presented by means of the
general form of the propositions that it char­
acterizes.

The general propositional form is the es­
sence of a proposition.

54711

63432

The principle of appeal to the symbol or expression is thus applied to

the description of the essence of language. Philosophy in the Tractatus

is the presentation of the essence of language and reality through the

description proper to logical syntax.

It is clear that description holds a central place in the Tractatus:

To give the essence of a proposition means
to give the essence of all description, and
thus the essence of the world. (cf. 45)

5472 The description of the most general propo-
sitional form is the description of the one and
only general primitive sign in logic.

The precise nature of such description however, is not yet clear.

For example, which expressions are descriptively relevant and how the

description is established are still unexp'lained, Generality is not a

guarantee of logical relevance, for scientific description is general

but not philosophical:

... any description of the world by means of me­
chanics will be of the completely general kind.

The limitation of scientific description is that it is still about the

world:

, .-



63431 The laws of physics, with all their logi­
cal apparatus, still speak, however indirectly,
about the objects of the world.

643l2(1)d The solution of the riddle of life in space and
time lies outside space and time. (It is cer­
tainly not the solution of any problem of nat­
ural science that is required.)
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The generality of science is not philosophically relevant, not de-

scriptive in the logical sense because it is about the facts which

merely set, but do not solve the problem (64321). Wittgenstein distin­

guishes between the generality of logical and scientific descriptions:

61231 The mark of a logical proposition is not
general validity.

To be general means to be no more than to
be accidentally valid for all things. An un­
generalized proposition can be tautological
just as well as a generalized one.

61232(1) The general validity of logic might be
called essential in contrast with the acciden­
tal general validity of such propositions as
"All men are mortal."

Thus, scientific law does not establish logical syntax. Wittgen-

stein stresses the principle of syntactic precedent in contrasting acci-

dental and essential generality in a way that illtmlinates the nature of

logical description:

6126 One can calculate whether a proposition
belongs to logic, by calculating the logical
properties of the symbol.

And this is what we do when we 'prove' a
logical proposition. For without bothering
about sense or meaning, we construct the logi­
cal proposition out of others using only rules
that deal with signs .•.•

From this it may be gathered that the logical properties of a prop­

osition can be established by determining whether it is a tautology.

Propositions that are tautologies have one kind of logical syntax, and

those that are not have another. Proving that a proposition is a tau-
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to10gy describes its syntax as of one kind, while proving that it is not

establishes its syntax as of another.

There are two more types of syntactic description to be considered.

The first type describes (non-logical) symbols (names and propositions)

by means of other non-logical symbols (variables), while the second de­

scribes them by means of the logical symbol (tautology or the logical

constant). In the former case, Wittgenstein I s theory of syntactic de­

scription provides that the logical syntax of non-logical expressions

(i.e. expressions that are not logical propositions) is presented by

means of a variable in which the expression is a constant:

3313 Thus an expression is presented by means
of a variable whose values are the propositions
that contain the expression.

(In the limiting case the variable becomes
a constant, the expression becomes a proposi­
tion. )

I call such a variable a propositional var­
iable.

The variable describes its values by representing a constant form that

its values possess. It establishes the formal properties or logical

syntax of its values.

41271 Every variable is the sign for a formal
concept.

For every variable represents a constant
form that all its values possess and this can
be regarded as a formal property of those val­
ues.

Description in logic thus proceeds by means of variables rather than as

in science by means of propositions. Thus the gpf, a variable, is the

description of its values, which include all propositions, and is also

their common essence under the principle of syntactic precedent. Hence

Wittgenstein can say:

54711 To give the general propositional form is
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to give the essence of all description, and
thus the essence of the world. (cf. 45)

There are three methods by which a variable describes its values in

accordance with the three methods by which the values are stipulated

(5501); but how the description of the values of the variable is pro­

duced is not essential (5501). What is important is that description in

logical syntax, and hence in metaphysics, cannot be expressed in propo-

sitions:

4126(3) When something falls tmder a formal con-
cept as one of its objects, this cannot be ex­
pressed by means of a proposition. Instead it
is shown in the very sign for the object. (cf.
4124, 4125)

The elucidations of philosophy cannot be put into words because

syntactic description is not a matter of saying anything with proposi-

tions, but rather consists in choosing a notation which shows the ade-

quate description of language and the world .

61223 . . .we can postulate them [the 1 truths of logic]
in so far as we can postulate an adequate nota­
tion.

The attempt to state what can only be shown in the way of formal de-

scription must result in nonsense:

41272 Thus the variable name 'x' is the proper
sign for the pseudo-concept object.

Whenever the word 'obj ect' (' thing', etc.)
is correctly used, it is expressed in concep­
tual notation by a variable name ..•.

Wherever it is used in a different way,
that is as a proper concept-word, nonsensical
pseudo-propositions are the result ....

And in general, what logic would say it cannot , Logical descrip­

tion and therefore philosophical and metaphysical description is hence

merely pseudo-description. However, it would not follow that logic,

considered as what is shown by an adequate notation, is not descriptive.
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For the variable does actually signify a formal property of its values,

and in the limiting case logic shows about language and the world not

how things stand in the realm of accident (641), but rather their nat-

ural and inevitable, unthinkable or sinnZos essence.

Let us now examine the third type of syntactic description, de-

scription of non-logical symbols by means of logical symbols. This type

of description is the null or zero-method of tautology:

6121 The propositions of logic demonstrate the
logical properties of propositions by combining
them so as to form propositions that say noth­
ing.

This method could also be called a zero­
method (NuZZmethode). In a logical proposition,
propositions are brought into equilibrium with
one another, and the state of equilibrium then
indicates what the logical constitution of
these propositions must be.

Compare also

44611 Tautologies and contradictions are not,
however, nonsensical. They are part of the
symbolism, just as '0' is part of the symbolism
of arithmetic.

Worthy of investigation is the parallel in light of the above between

6

and 603

__ Th~ general form of a truth-function is
[p.,s.,N(s)].

This is the general fonn of a proposition.

The general form of an integer is
[0-, S-, s+l].

From these propositions it is clear that a proposition (non-logical

symbol) has its logical syntax described or established by being com­

bined in tautology (logical symbol.) . The point is emphasized in

612 The fact that the propositions of logic
are tautologies shows the fonnal--Iogical-­
properties of language and the world.

The fact that a tautology is yielded by
this particuZar way of connecting its constit­
uents characterizes the logic of its constit­
uents.
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The fonnal characteristics of propositions are presented by means of the

null-method. It is their role in establishing logical syntax in this

manner that is part and parcel of the unique status of logical proposi­

tions among all propositions. And, of course, the principle of syntac­

tic precedent is expressed in the fact that tautology shows the fonnal

properties of language and the world by means of the zero-method, for it

is only the logical proposition that can be recognized as true from the

sign alone.

A question arises as to the relationships among the three methods

of synt~ctic description so far discussed. Is one method primary and

are the methods well-ordered with respect to the principle of syntactic

appeal? The answer would seem to be that the principle of syntactic

precedent merely requires appeal to the symbol as precedent, but does

not assert any parameters of symbolic precedent in terms of which prior­

ity could be established.

Although a ranking on the basis of the principle is not possible,

an arrangement of the three methods of description is discernable in the

fact that the zero-method describes the variable (provided by the varia­

ble-method of description) by means of a logical proposition (provided

by the logical 'proof' method of description). The zero-method thus

mediates between, incorporates or applies the other two methods. But in

the absence of a method of ranking, it is not clear whether the zero­

method is a full-fledged incorPOration, a mediation or merely an appli­

cation.

A ranking is provided by Wittgenstein' s second principle of syntac­

tic description, the principle of holism, as stated in
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•..when there is a system by which we can
create symbols, the system is what is important
for logic and not the individual symbols.

Although, by the first principle, the precedent of appeal is always

to the symbol itself and not to its meaning, according to the principle

of holism appeal to the symbol is tempered, as it were, by the system as

a whole. The symbol to which appeal is required is the symbol qua sys­

tem rather than qua individual symbol. We may thus speak of holistic

description as description in which the formal properties of expressions

are specified in terms of the system as a whole. Description by the

variable method is itself an approximate expression, if we may speak

loosely, of the principle of holism, for obviously the establishment of

the logical syntax of a name by means of the propositional variable, and

the establishment of the logical syntax of propositions by the gpf varia­

ble are examples of description of symbols not qua individuals, but qua

parts of larger systematic wholes; the proposition of course is a system

of names while the gpf is the general term of a series or system of

forms. Logical syntax is thus the holistic description of the essence

of language and the world in terms of what is connnon to all symbols of

the system. But what is common to all symbols, and what constitutes

their systematicity, is logic. And thus the principle of holism is an

appeal to the unique status of the propositions of logic. Again, such

appeal is inseparable from the notion of the essence of our modes of

signification:

6124 ..•We have said that some things are arbitrary
in the symbols that we use and that some things
are not. In logic it is only the latter that
express ...

The principle of holism prevents the system from disintegrating into the
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mere sum of its individual symbols, thus ruling out a pluralistic view

of logic and the world.

Concerning the question of the relationship among the forms of syn­

tactic description, the principle of holism implies that variable-de-

scription is related to null-description in the same way as the values

of the variable are related to the variable. For just as syntactic de-

scription under the guidance of the principle of holism requires a name

to be formally specified in terms of the systematically wider context of

the propositional variable, so also it requires the propositional varia-

ble to be formally described in terms of the systematically still wider

context of the gpf variable. By extension of the same descriptive proc-

ess the gpf is specified by means of the limit (3313) of the system,

namely the tautology as signified by the logical constant. Syntactic

description proceeds in each of the above cases either by a process of

proof or contextualization. The process of proof establishes that a

proposition is the highest syntactic context, namely tautology. The

process of disproof establishes that the proposition is not completely

contextualized. But since contextua1ization is a way of presenting the

logico-syntactic employment of a sign, the principle of holism goes hand

in hand with Zogiao-syntaatie empZoyment as the determinant of the for-

mal or internal properties of a sign:

3327 A sign does not determine a logical form
unless it is taken together with its logico­
syntactic employment.

The employment of a name is shown by contextualizing it in a proposi­

tional variable; the employment of a proposition is shown by contextual-

izing it in a propositional variable that expresses what all proposi-

tions that can express the same sense have in connnon (3341); the emp10y-
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ment of propositions in general is shown through contextualization in

the gpf; and the employment of the most general form is shown by con­

textualization in tautology. All methods of syntactic description pro­

ceed by way of contextualization according to the principle of holism

because the employment of a sign is shown by means of coniextiual-ieabion;

The principle of syntactic appeal requires that the highest category of

contextualization, and hence of logico-syntactic employment, must be the

category for which appeal solely to the symbol is sufficient for com­

plete description. Appeal solely to the symbol is not sufficient in the

case of a specific name or proposition, for the meaning of names is de­

termined arbitrarily and hence so also is that of a specific proposi­

tional function of names. Only at the level of tautology, where all

representational relations are cancelled is the arbitrary eliminated;

only in logic does the essential alone express itself (6124). The prop­

ositions of logic are thus both the widest holistic context and the most

essential mode of syntactic employment, and it is for this reason that

metaphysics follows logic. The method of specification of the gpf is

the zero-method, which, in light of the principle of holism, emerges as

the means of calculating which respect to each and every proposition,

what 'proof' -description shows about language and the world, i.e. what

tautology shows about language and the world. For just as the formal

property of the propositional variable is a property of its values, so

also the formal property of tautology, namely its senselessness, is a

property of its non-logical propositional constituents. Just as the ac­

cidental properties 0;£ the values are annulled by their variable, so

also the accidental property of the non-logical constituents, namely

sense (vide 641 on sense and accident), is cancelled (vide 4462 on can-
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ce11ation; 4466 on limits; 44661 on the relation between essence, can-

ce11ation and limits) through the zero-method of description.

The zero-method is that stage of syntactic description--the limit­

ing case (3313)--in which contextua1ization is applied to propositions

in their most general status, and in which the variable is a constant.

The logical constant is intuited through the zero-method of logic and is

simply the context of tautology in which the proposition is definiendwn.

Lest it be supposed that the gpf and not tautology is the highest

concept of the system and as such is the 'undescribed describer', it

must be pointed out that

5454 In logic there can be no distinction be-
tween the general and the specific.

There can therefore be no general propositional form in logic. Further,

in addition to everything we have said in the previous paragraph and

elsewhere, there is also the fact that Wittgenstein says that the gpf can

be described:

5472 The description of the most general propo-
sitional form is the description of the one and
only general primitive sign in logic.

In the limiting case, in which the variable becomes a constant (3313)

and the expression becomes the general propositional form, the gpf is

described by the constant. An objector might reply that there is a con-

tradiction between 5454 and 5472, for in the former the irrelevance of

the distinction between the general and the specific in logic is af-

firmed, while in the latter its relevance is affirmed. Therefore,

either Wittgenstein is confused or the claim that there can be no gpf in

logic does not follow from 5454. To this we reply that 'logic' in 5472

refers to 'the logic of portrayal'--logic as sagu~ Brahman--and not to
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pure logic which, saying nothing, is indifferent to portrayal. The dis­

tinction between transcendental logic, indifferent to the requirements

of representation, and irrnnanent logic, fonnulated in response to the re-

quirements of the portrayal, settles the objection.

Our claim then, is that the gpf is not ultimate since it is subject

to description by the logical constant, which can only be shown and not

described. The difference between the logical constant and the gpf that

prevents their straightforward identification is seen in the fact that

the gpf can be shown and described while the logical constant can only

be shown and not described. To understand how this is so, consider the

three rungs of syntactic description: (i) the proposition describes the

name, (ii) the gpf describes the proposition and, as we have argued,

(iii) the logical constant describes the gpf. Further, consider that

according to the following proposition what falls under a concept shows

the formal concept:

412721(I)a A formal concept is given immediately any
object falling under it is given.

Each rung leads to the next higher rung, whence it follows that (i')the

name shows the formal concept of the proposition, (ii ') the proposition

shows the formal concept of the gpf, and (iii I) the gpf shows the formal

concept of the logical constant. Thus, the gpf can be described (iii)

and shown (ii'), while the logical constant can only be shown (iii').

Of course, it must be borne in mind that in this context to deecx-ibe an

expression means to show its formal properties by means of a systemati­

cally broader contextualizing expression; the object, however, does not

similarly describe the variable signifying the formal concept under

which it falls since, at the very least, the value falling under the
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formal, concept has both fonnal and informal properties, while the varia­

ble signifying the format concept represents no non-fonnal properties

with respect to its values (though it may have non-formal properties with

respect to a higher syntactic context). It is clear that the gpf shows

the logical constant; for the gpf is [p,~ ,N(~) ] and the constant is N ( ).

It is also clear that the gpf does not describe the constant, because

the constant is not a representative and says nothing while the gpf is a

representative and says: This is how things stand (45). On the other

hand it is clear that the constant describes the gpf, for the gpf is de­

fined in terms of the constant, and the fonnal properties of the con­

stant must, therefore, constitute a description of the logical context

or syntax of the gpf.

As the reader will recall, our purpose was to expand the outline of

the notion of sublation in the Traatatus through an examination of the

theory of syntactic description, thereby to reinforce our solution of

the contradictory identification of the gpf and the logical constant. To

this end the principles of philosophical analysis and the theory of de­

scription were fomulated.

That the syntactic description of an expression is the reduction or

sublation of the inessential properties of the expression is abundantly

clear from the connection between the essence/accident distinction and

the principles of philosophical analysis. Wittgenstein agreed that Rus­

sell showed the apparent form of a proposition need not be its real log­

ical fom (40031) and proceeded to formulate the theoretical framework

for a generalized program of linguistic reduction by means of his theory

of description. While Russell's theory of definite descriptions was

limited to the reduction of grammatically misleading proper names, Witt-
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genstein's program provided for radical reduction even of so-called log­

ically proper names. For example, the indexical expression 'this' ac­

cording to the Tractatusis cancelled in logic; logic is prior to h~,

that is, prior to this, and prior to this is how things stand.

Syntactic description is thus the radical extension of Russell's

reductionism; radical in the sense that it pushes beyond the empirical

reductionism of 'immediate acquaintance' with sense particulars to the

transcendental reductionism of direct realization (sak?atkara) of what

is higher.

Reduction may be defined as follows: A reduces B, if, and only if,

A presents the formal (i.e. logically essential) properties of B, and B

does not present the formal properties of A, where A and B are symbols

or expressions. HoZistia reduction is the reduction by the system of

its individual symbols. It will be observed that reduction is non-com­

mutative and that holistic reduction expresses the second of Wittgen­

stein's principles of philosophical description. 'Reduction', 'cancel­

lation', 'annulment' and 'sublation' are synonymous terms. Clearly syn­

tactic description is non-commutative and reductive, and clearly the de­

scriptions (of propositions) by the gpf and of the gpf by the logical

constant are holistically reductive.

There are three main stages of syntactic reduction corresponding to

the three main stages of syntactic description. The bottom rung of the

ladder of syntactic reduction is the stage at which the reductum is the

name. One stage higher in the ascending process of holistic reduction

through syntactic description is the level at which propositions are re­

duced by the completely generalized propositional variable. Here, the

formal properties of propositions are presented by the gpf which gives
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only the common essence of all propositions, (i.e. the presupposition of

representativity (6124)), all other properties being reduced in the

process. At the highest rung, the gpf itself is reduced by the logical

constant; the performance or solution (Losung) of this uppermost stage

of the descriptive task or problem (Aufgabe) (64321) of working outwards

through what can be thought (4114), the stage at which the general form

of facts is transcended, is by means of the zero-method, and is the

limiting case in which the expression has become the gpf and the varia-

ble has become the logical constant (cf. 3313).

The theory of syntactic reduction is the basis of Wittgenstein's

notion that names have meaning only in propositional context (33). This

is not surprising in light of the fact that the theory of description is

basically a theory of contextualization. The theory entails that the

formal properties of names, i .e. the properties in virtue of which names

(Jan signify their meanings, are described by the formal properties of

propositions. Since names signify only through their formal properties

and since these are relative to the formal properties of propositions,

names Im.lst be meaningful only in propositional context, from the logical

point of view. Psychologically or granunatically, names may perhaps be

thought to have meaning independently of propositional context, however

Wittgenstein had eschewed all psychological barriers in his logical in-

vestigations. Obj ects, the bearers of names must conform to the a priori

requirements of syntactic definition and, therefore, must also be de­

fined in terms of configurations with others of like kind. This explains

why Sellars128 must be incorrect in supposing that an object can config­

ure alone; alone it is without logical defining context, hence without

formal properties, i. e. without logical syntax, hence without meaningful



143

function, i.e. meaningless.

The problem to which we may now finally address ourselves is the

apparent incompatibility of the gpf and the logical constant. As stated,

the gpf is the form of representation and of representational relations,

while the logical constant is without sense, is not a representative and

is the negation of representational relations. The statement, "The gpf

is the sole logical constant (547)" is, however, not a simple identity

in the manner of "gpf=logical constant". It is rather a reduction equa-

tion, based on syntactic description, and therefore the contradiction of

equating incompatibles does not arise. The statement must be taken in

the same way as the identity statement deducible from the following

proposition:

334ll(1)a So one could say that the real name of an
object was what all symbols that signified it
had in common,

What all symbols that can signify the same object have in cormnon is the

formal property signified by the propositional variable that presents

the set of intersubstitutable symbols for the object. The propositional

variable that presents the real name is ''what is common to all the sym-

bols that the rules of the logical syntax allow us to substitute for it"

(3344) • The reduction statement that follows from this is "The name is

a propositional variable". This statement is apparently as contradic­

tory as the above, for propositions are complex signs and not names

(343) (i.e. not simple signs). That our derivation of this holistic re-

duction statement is in hannony with a straightforward interpretation of

the Tractatus is seen in

11 The world is the totality of facts, not
things.
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In this proposition 'thing' is synonymous with' obj ect'. The fact as

the reductive context of things defines independent things out of the

explicit ontological furniture of the world by cancelling the false

grannnatical appearance of names as independently meaningful uni.ts , Since

language and the world are parallel, it follows that language is the to-

tality of propositions, not names; this is doubtless the case, as is

seen from the gpf (6) and from:

314 (2)

3142

A propositional sign is a fact

Only facts can express a sense, a set of
names cannot.

Thus parallel to the ontological reduction of things by facts there is

the syntactic reduction of names by propositions. The reduction iden-

tity, "Names are propositional variables" ~ must be understood to mean

"Names manifest themselves in propositional variables" in conformity

with

3221

and 6522

Objects can only be named••.. I cannot put
them into words.

There are indeed things that cannot be put
into words. They make tihemeel.uee manifest
[zeigt sich: indicate, show] ..•.

Names manifest or show themselves in the propositional variables by

means of which they are described and reduced. Like objects, names are

in this sense dependent on propositions. Compare:

20122 Things are independent in so far as they
can occur in all possibZe situations, but this
form of independence is a form of connexion with
states of affairs, a form of dependence. (It is
impossible for words to appear in two different
roles; by themselves, and in propositions.)

This dependence of names on propositions (and of objects on facts) is

expressed in the reduction through description of the fomer by the lat­

ter in the identity statement. At the second and middl.e rung of syn-
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tactic description all differences are reduced through generalization;

and since the gpf is the essence of a proposition, the reduction iden­

tity statement might be "The proposition is the gpf", which again is

contradictory on the grounds of the incompatibility between the speci­

ficity of the proposition and the non-specificity of the gpf. Here

again we have a case of the manifestation of a constant expression (the

proposition) in a variable (the gpf) as well as a case of reduction by

the essence of a proposition of its accidents. On the basis of the

foregoing it would follow unobjectionably that at the uppermost rung of

the syntactic ladder the formal property of the gpf, namely representa­

tivity and what is essential to representativity, is cancelled or re­

duced by the logical constant, so that the apparently contradictory

identification of gpf and logical constant is understandable as a reduc­

tion statement rather than as a philosophical blunder.

Ontologi.cally speaking, we say that corresponding to the lower lev­

els of syntactic description containing propositions, not names, there

is the world containing facts, not things, and that corresponding to the

upper level of logic there is the transcendental, uncluttered even by

facts.

It might be supposed, in objection, that at the lower level of

Wittgenstein's ontology things persist within facts and that by parity of

reasoning facts should persist within logic at the highest level. We

reply, that although it is correct that objects persist within facts

just as names persist within propositions (3141), it is not correct that

facts also persist incorporated into logic. For not only is logic the

solution of the problem posed by the facts, but parity of reasoning can­

not apply at the highest level where nothing can be represented. Facts·
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persist at the middle level through generalization rather than through

incorporation, and at the lower level facts may indeed be imagined as

composed of things. At the middle level things are still involved,

though in a completely generalized way. But at the highest level all

representative relations are cancelled, and nothing at all is represent­

able either as existing or as not existing:

All theories that make a proposition of
logic· appear to have content are false.

At this point in our discussion of the objection, a digression on

the nature of the logical operations is in order. Max Black's view of

the nature of logical operations seems to be mistaken, or at least am-

biguous, for he maintains that symbols such as 'v' and 'A' "contribute

to the sense of the compounds in which they occur", 129 and points out in

defense of his position that P v q has a different sense than P A q . If

Black's position is to be defensible, the ambiguous phrase 'contributes

to' must be interpreted such that the logical constant is not taken to

be a constituent of a proposition's sense. Wittgenstein states that

525 The occurrence of an operation does not
characterize the sense of a proposition.

Indeed, no statement is made by an opera­
tion, but only by its result, and this depends
on the bases of the operation.

(Operations and funct ions mus t not be con­
fused with each other.) (Cf. 23/1/15)

P v q and P A q differ in sense because the operations that map the

senses of p and q into their truth-functional results are different;

however, this does not mean that the logical operations contribute to

the sense in a constitutive fashion. Rather, the operations of conjtmc­

tion and disjtmction highlight in different ways the internal properties
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already present in p and q by showing how different results can be pro­

duced from the same bases (521). Moreover, not only is an operation not

a mark of forms of propositions but rather of the differences of forms

(5241), but an elementary proposition actually contains in itself all

the logical operations (547). This shows rather forcibly that the oper­

ation 'contributes to' sense only in the indirect sense in which it can

be used to highlight the internal properties of propositions. The math­

ematicaloperations, '+', '-', 'x', etc., contribute nothing to the

sense of the elements of the set {O,1,2,3, ..• } but are simply signs for

the rules which highlight the internal properties of numbers.

'1+1 f 1-1' does not entail that '+' and '-' are constitutive ele­

ments of the sense of '1+1' and '1-1'. The role of numbers and constants

is completely different; the latter merely represent the way of unfold­

ing the sense already present in the former. For this reason, P v q

makes sense if, and only if, p A q makes sense (4/6/15).

Returning now from the digression on the nature of logical opera­

tions to the objection with which we were concerned, although the objec­

tion is unfounded, it does point out the need for a distinction between

the modes of reduction at lower, middle and higher levels of syntactic

description. Accordingly, we may define the first as reduction by in­

corporation, the second by generalization and the third by elimination.

Only the first and second proceed by way of determinate substitution; in

the first case, propositional variables reduce the false grammatical

disguise of names (e.g. the disguise of a definite description as a

proper name) by incorporating them into systems of representative rela­

tions in which only their logical essence is retained; in the second

case, the gpf cancels the specific how of facts by generalizing away
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their differences, leaving only the seed or presupposition of name and

form in a latent and tmrepresentable form, The third case proceeds by

way of indeterminate substitution; logic reduces propositions by elim­

inating even their most general representative relations, that is, by

eliminating them as propositions, seed-presupposition and all. In each

case the inessential appearance is cancelled, but only in the first two

cases is anything detenninate left over; in the first case, 10gico-pic­

toria1 forms are constructed; in the second, the presupposition of de­

terminancy--the general 10gico-pictoria1 fonn, the form of representa­

tion and of reality--remains. In the third case, in which the indeter­

minate is substituens for the determinate, nothing remains. The first

is partriaZ hoLietiic reduction: a wider part of the system is substi­

tuens for a narrower part. The second is hol.ietric reduct-ion: the gen­

eralized system as a whole is substituens. The third is trans-holistic

veduetrion: the trans -system or transcendental is substituens .

Before continuing the exposition of these concepts, we shall briefly

consider some Advaitic correlations. The reduction or sublation of the

false snake-appearance by the veridical rope-cognition is a case of de­

terminate substitution in contrast to the sublation of maya by nirg'UYjO.

Brahman, which is a case of indeterminate substitution. The sublation

by sagWJa Brahman of maya is the substitution of the latent (avyakta)

seed-presupposition of name and form for the effloresced (vyakta) mul.ti­

plicity of individual names and forms. In our terminology, the rope is

the partial holistic sublation of the snake; it reduces the snake-ap­

pearance by incorporating it into a broader frame of empirical reference

and a more inclusive state of empirical awareness; in this case one determi­

nate name and form is substituted for another. So also the waking state
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(jagaritasthana) is the partial holistic reduction of the dream state

(svapnasthana); the latter is cancelled by contextualization in the

broader detenninate framework of the substituted fanner. The fundamen­

tal contrast in the Traatatus between reduction which preserves repre­

sentativity and reduction which does not preserve representativity, that

is, between determinate and indeterminate substitution, corresponds to

the contrast between the modes of reduction of non-veridical by veridi­

cal perceptions (i.e. of tuZavidya (temporary illusion of an individual)

by rriUZavidya (primeval illusion of the public empirical world)) and of

maya by sag~ Brahman on the one hand and of maya and sag~ Brahman by

nirgu1Ja Brahman on the other. The sublation of tuZavidya by rrilZavidya

substitutes the hard illusion of name and form for the soft one; sagUYfa

Brahman substitutes the seed of name and form for names and forms; and

nirgUJ'}-G- Brahman eliminates or incinerates the very seed of name and form,

never to rise again. Again, the sublation by sagu:;ya Brahman of maya

corresponds to th(' substitution of a more universal state of awareness,

pure consciousness with seed (savikaZpa samadhi) of name and form, for

the less universal states of waking and dream, while the sublation of

sagUYfa Brahman by nir~ Brahman corresponds to the substitution for

pure consciousness with seed of name and form of pure consciousness

without seed of name and form (nirvikaZpa eamadhi.): The unrepreserrta­

bility of sagUYfa Brahman is indicated by correlation with the state of

deep sleep (su'!upti) which cancels the waking and dream states. The su­

percession of sagu~ Brahman in relation to maya is what we have called

holistic sublation, and the supercession of nir~a Brahman in relation

to sag~ Brahman and maya is what we have called trans-holistic subla­

tion. Thus, the sublation of jagaritast1iiina and evapnaetihana by
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eavikal.pa samadhi is holistic while the sublation of savikaZpa by nirvi­

kaZpa samadhi is trans-holistic. So it seems that although the Tractatus

lacks a developed phenomenology of consciousness, it nevertheless pro­

vides a framework of parallel logical distinctions.

Continuing now with the discussion of the different modes of reduc­

tion in the Traatatue , we found that in a proposition a name contributes

to the configuration of names the representative relation in which it

stands to its meaning, the object for which it stands; the proposition

is thus an ordered composite of its component representative relations.

In a tautology each proposition contributes a form which is put into

equi.Librium (6121) with the forms of other propositions in such a way as

to balance out and cancel even the general form of representation. Re­

duction in the first case is not a cancellation of the representative

relation of the name to its object but rather of the name's inessential,

false grarranatical appearance as independently meaningful. It is the in­

corporation of the name's representative relation in terms of its formal

relations with other names. The meaning of the name is thus incorpor­

ated within the elementary propositions which contain it; reduction by

incorporation may be understood as the incorporation by an independent

expression, the propositional variable, of a dependent expression, the

name. At the middle level, where that something is so (cf. iti) is can­

celled by that something is (5552), reduction is the essential (61232)

generalization by the independent, a priori logic of portrayal given in

the gpf of the dependent logical forms of portrayal of specific proposi­

tions. The propositions reduced depend on the gpf in the sense that how

presupposes iahai: (5552); as the gpf is the general form of logical forms,

the latter could not be without the former and are hence dependent.
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Again, at the highest level of reduction, where the gpf is eliminated by

the constant, the gpf depends on the logical constant, i ,e. on logic,

for the gpf is defined in terms of the constant (6); but the constant is

independent of representatives (40312) and hence is independent of the

generalized representative, the gpf.

The distinction between representativity-preserving reduction, by

incorporation and generalization, under detenninate substitution and

non-representativity-preserving reduction, by elimination, under inde-

terminate substitution may be formalized in terms of the distinction be­

tween the homomorphism and the non-homomorphism. 133

Def: A function f: X -+ Y is a homomorphism if, and only
if, f(a*bJ = f(a) 0 f(bJ, for all a, b in X, where *
is the binary operation in X and 0 is the binary op­
eration in Y.

In this sense the operation '*' is carried onto the operation '0'.

A homomorphism is thus a mapping that preserves the operations and struc­

ture of the system on which it is defined. In the case of the system of

propositions, we are dealing with only one set, thus X = Y and * = 0, so

that for our purposes a non-homomorphism is such that f(a*bJ -f f(a) * f(bJ;

that is, a non-homomorphism eliminates the operations and structure of

the system on which it is defined.

Now since representativity is preserved at the lower levels of re-

duction through syntactic description, but not at the highest level, it

may reasonably be deduced that the different modes of reduction corres­

pond to homomorphic and non-homomorphic mappings of the system. On the

basis of the theory of syntactic description and all that goes with it,

it may thus be deduced that there are different morphisms in the Traeta­

tus defining different modes of reduction, the homomorphism defining
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representativity-preserving reduction and the non-homomorphism defining

non-representativity-preserving reduction. It may further be deduced

that the gpf is a homomorphism, since it preserves representativity in

completely generalized or seed form and that the logical constant, i.e.

the Sheffer stroke, is a non-homomorphism, since, as we have argued, it

does not preserve representativity. If these deductions should be con-

firmed, the theory of syntactic description with its background in the

distinction between determinate and indeterminate levels of language and

reality would be dr~atica1ly confirmed, and a great deal of what we

have said put on a very solid logical foundation.

Our question, then, is whether the gpf is a homomorphism and the

logical constant a non-homomorphism. A homomorphism is ready at hand in

the major proposition.

5 A proposition is a truth-fLmction of elementary
propositions.

What this means is that T{p*q) = T{p) * T(q) , where '*' is a logical op-

eration, such as conjunction, disj illlction, etc. Thus for example, the

truth of 'It is raining and it is dark' is a funct ion of the truth of

, it is raining' and the truth of 'it is dark'. And this is all it means

to say that 'T' is a homomorphism. A proposition is thus a homomorphic

function of elementary propositions.

Further, the decomposition D, of any proposition into a truth-func-

tion of elementary propositions as represented by the gpf is a homomor-

phism: V{P*P') = V(P)*V{P') , where P and P' are propositions and '*' is

any logical connective. For example, if P = eve' and P' = e' veil,

and the connective '*' is logical implication, then V(P*P') = {e v e~ +

(e' veil) and V{P)*D(P') = (e v e~ + ( e' veil). The gpf thus represents
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a homomorphism of the system of propositions into the set of truth-

values according to our first explanation as well as a homomorphic de­

composition of propositions into elementary propositions, according to

our second explanation.

The proposition in essence is the gpf, and thus proposition 5, a

major proposition, precedes the next major proposition in which the

general form of a truth function is given and identified with the gpf:

6 The general form of a t ruth-funct ion is
[p-, ~-,N(~J].

This is the general form of a proposition.

Thus, the gpf is a homomorphism, and the homomorphism is the formaliza­

tion of syntactic description at the middle level and hence also of re­

duction by generalization. As the gpf is both the form of representa­

tivity and the general structure of a proposition, it follows that the

form of representativity and the general structure of a proposition are

given as a homomorphic funct ion. The homomorphism, as a structure-pre­

serving ftmction, is definitive of the structure it preserves, and elim­

ination of the homomorphism is thus elimination of the essential struc-

ture of representativity defined by the homomorphism.

Having shown that the gpf is a homomorphism we now have to show

that the logical constant is a non-homomorphism. The sole logical con­

stant is the Sheffer stroke 'I'. Also written 'N( )', and read 'not p

and not q', the stroke is the general form of an operation as given in

the gpf (6001, 601). Clearly it corresponds in form to the Advaitic

formulation of Brahman, 'Neti, neti' (na ( 'not' )+iti ( ,this', or 'such')),

read 'Not this, not that'. Showing that the stroke is a non-homomor­

phism is equivalent to showing that its significance is the same as that

of 'Neti, neti'. For the non-homomorphism as defined on symbolism (i.e.
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on language peT' se) is the elimination of the essential structure of the

system of representation, while 'Neti, neti' is the elimination of the

entire system of name and form coordinate with nescience (avidya).

To prove that the stroke is a non-homomorphism the following must

be the case: I (a.b)f(a). I(b). If the inequality holds then the Sheffer

stroke, by definition, is non-homomorphic. Developing the left side we

have,

I(a.b) = (a.b) I (a.b)
= -La.brc-La.b)
= -(a.b)

Developing the right side, we have,

I(a). I(b) = ala.blb
= (-a.-a). (-b.-b)
= -a.-b

Clearly the right side does not equal the left side: -(a.b)f-a.-b.

Therefore, the Sheffer stroke, the sale logical constant, is a non-homo-

morphism. The Sheffer stroke thus eliminates the operations and struc­

ture of the system, the apparent logical operations and the structure of

function and argument, whose general form is the gpf. The sale logical

constant thus eliminatively reduces the gpf. The structure of the set

of propositions, defined by means of the logical operations, 'and', 'or',

'if•.. then', 'not', and formally expressed by the homomorphic gpf is

eliminated by the non-homomorphism as entailed by the theory of syntac­

tic definition and reduction. Since both deductions from the theory of

syntactic description and sublation proved to be correct in a rather

dramatic way, it may be concluded that the theory is on a very solid

logical footing.

What has been said about morphisms and reduction makes sense of the

notion that the limit of what can be said (the gpf) signifies the limit
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of what cannot be said (4114, 4115). It is clear that the gpf, [P3~3

N(~)J3 shows or signifies 'N( )', but it is prima facie less clear how

the limit (i. e. the gpf) of what can be said is limited by the limit

(i ,e. 'N( )') of what cannot be said. Clarification is provided by the

concept of a non-homomorphism which we have been to be the elimination

of the homomorphic structure of the system of propositions. The logical

constant as the non-homomorphic limit of what cannot be said eliminates

the homomorphic limit of language (the gpf). This is the syntactic

counterpart of the elimination of eaquna Brahman (1~vara) --the limit,

bank or boundary of maya:

.•• the Lord.•. is a bank and boundary so that these
words may not be confounded.130

The Lord, 0 Arjuna, is seated in the region of the
heart of all beings, turning round all beings, (as
though) mounted on a machine, by his delusion
(mayaya).131

--by its 1Dnit, namely Brahman:

..• as a bank dams back the water and marks the
boundary of contiguous fields, so the Self supports
the world and its boundaries. 132

The non-homomorphism as the formal description of the gpf defines

what the propositions of logic show about the world in accordance with

the principles of syntactic description:

612 The fact that the propositions of logic are
tautologies shows the formal--Iogical--properties
of language and the world.

The description of the gpf (5472) gives the essence of what is shown by

the essence of what can be said. Thus, what logic shows about the world

is given as the formalization of the trans-holistic cancellation by the

logical constant of all representative relations, i.e. as the non-homo-

morphic function, expressing the unthmkab'le (sinnZos) silence (7) about
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which nothing can be said.

We said above that the non-homomorphism is a ftmction that does not

preserve the structure and operations of the system on which it is de-

fined and that it thus eliminates the system. That this is the case is

fairly obvious, it seems, to the mathematician; for the operations that

are eliminated by the non-homomorphism express the natural and inevit­

able nature of the elements of the system, so that their elimination is

the elimination of the elements themselves. That Wittgenstein thought

as much is shown by the following propositions:

5.2

5.21

5.22

5.23

5.231

The structures of propositions stand in
internal relations to one another.

In order to give prominence to these in­
ternal relations we can adopt the following
mode of expression: we can represent a propo­
sition as the result of an operation that pro­
duces it out of other propositions (which are
the bases of the operation).

An operation is the expression of a rela­
tion between the structures of its result and
of its bases.

The operation is what has to be done to
the one propos i tion in order to make the other
out of it.

And that will, of course, depend on their
fonnal properties, on the internal similarity
of their fonns.

4123(1)

From these propositions it is clear that operations express the

internal properties of propositions, where an internal property is the

essence of its object:

A property is internal if it is unthinkable
that its object should not possess it.

The internal properties of a proposition are the properties without

which it could not express its sense:

3341(1) So what is essential in a proposition is
what all propositions that can express the same
sense have in common.
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So that the elimination of the operations is the elimination of the

properties that enable a proposition to express its sense. And the

generalization of the operations is the generalization of the prop­

erties that enable symbols to express their sense.

That the operations are identifiable with the logical syntax of

symbols, i.e. with what enables symbols to signify, is also stated in

5514 Once a notation has been established,
there will be in it a rule governing the con­
struction of all propositions that negate p, a
rule governing the construction of all proposi­
tions that affirm p, and a rule governing the
construction of all propositions that affirm p
or q; and so on. These rules are equivalent
to the symbols; and in them their sense is mir­
rored.

The rules referred to in this proposition are the operations; for, ac­

cording to 523, the operation is the route from one proposition to an-

other, and according to 521 it is an operation that would govern the

construction of all propositions of a given kind. Thus, the operation

is equivalent to the symbols of the system on which it is defined, that

is, it is the natural and inevitable expression of the nature of the

signs. Logical syntax is just what the symbols themselves express.

Therefore, the elimination of the operations is the elimination of the

symbols and the generalization of the operations is the generalization

of the symbols. The non-homomorphic logical constant is thus the elimi­

nation of the system of symbols, as stated above, and the homomorphic

gpf, as the most general form of transition (601) from one proposition

to another, i.e. as the most general form of an operation, is the gen­

eralization of the logical operations. Now it might seem strange to say

that the operation 'N( )' eliminates the logical operations and with

them the system of symbols, for 'N( )' is itself an operation and would
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seem to be 'left over' after the elimination of the logical operations;

so that there would seem to be some representational symbolic structure

remaining of which' N( )' is the expression. The answer to this line of

objection is that the logical constant 'N( )' is the natural expression

of the quasi-propositions of logic and as such, eliminates the internal

features of symbols which enable them to have sense; the propositions of

logic are without sense and thus 'N( )' is the natural expression of the

transcendental or non-representational essence of symbolism. There is

thus nothing 'left over' in the way of semantic potential (sakti), that

is, in the way of representativity, after the non-homomorphic logical

constant has eliminatively reduced the apparent logical operations and

with them all representational relations.

In reply to a possible objection that the notion of the cancella-

tion or reduction of operations is foreign to Wittgenstein's thought it

may be said that he held that one operation can cancel another (5253),

that operations are merely apparent (5441), do not exist (54), can van­

ish (5254) and can be generalized (601).

Wittgenstein's method of arguing that there are no logical opera-

tions, that they are merely apparent, is based not on the concept of

morphisms, but on their interdefineability and nonrepresentativity.

Since in the adequate conceptual notation forming the standard of philo­

sophical activity signs are neither ambiguously nor unnecessarily dupli­

cated, the interchangeability of the constants could only be viewed as a

logical defect. It is manifest that there are no ZogicaZ operations (in

Frege's and Russell's sense) (54) because:

5451 If logic has primitive ideas, they nmst
be independent of one another.
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The logical constants or operations are interdependent since, for ex-

ample, p v q = -(-p A -q), P ~ q = -(p A -q), etc.

The interdefinability of Frege's and Rus­
sell's 'primitive signs' of logic is enough
to show that they are not primitive signs .•..

Wittgenstein argues that there cannot be a multiplicity of constants on

the grounds that they are not representatives:

544 Truth-functions are not material functions.
For example, an affirmation can be pro­

duced by double negation: in.such a case does
it follow that in some sense negation is con­
tained in affirmation? Does '--p' negate -p,
or does it affirm p--or both?

The proposition '--p' is not about nega­
tion, as if negation were an object: on the
other hand, the possibility of negation is al­
ready written into affirmation. .

.And if there were an obj ect called '-', it
would follow that '--p' said something differ­
ent from what 'v' said, just because the one
proposition would then be about - and the other
would not.

The logical constants must, therefore, be merely apparent. The fact

that the propositions of logic all say nothing, i.e. are not representa­

tives, shows that the logical signs cannot be used in the definition of

primitive propositions:

543 Even at first sight it seems scarcely
credible that there should follow from one fact
p infinitely many atheY's, namely --P3 ----p,
etc. And it is no less remarkable that the in­
finite number of propositions of logic (mathe­
matics) follow from half a dozen 'primitive
propositions' .

But in fact all the propositions of logic
say the same thing, to wit nothing.

In these ways Wittgenstein argues that the logical operations (in Frege's

and Russell's sense), like the identity sign (5533), are not essential

constituents of conceptual notation, are therefore merely apparent and

do not exist. He therefore affirms (consistent with the theoY'y of Zogic
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as an inessential process of calculation equivalent to its result) what

we have seen to be the case under the non-homomorphism in the system,

namely the elimination of the logical operations. The morphisms which

we have shown to exist and to express the different modes of syntactic

sublation or reduction thus definitely reinforce the basic trend of

Wittgenstein's thought.

Wittgenstein's argument against the reality of the logical con­

stants may be seen against the broad background of his system in the

following way. The principles of syntactic precedent and holism, by ap­

pealing to the tmique essence of the multiplicity of individual symbols,

imply that what is not tmique is merely apparent and does not exist as

an essential constituent of conceptual notation. But tmique status is

ascribed only to the propositions of logic (6112); therefore only what

the propositions of logic show about language and the world is unique

and essential. Since the propositions of logic show that they say noth­

ing, it follows that the multiplicity of logical constants must be merely

apparent; that is, since the propositions of logic say nothing about a

multiplicity of constants, the multiplicity of constants is not an.es­

sential constituent of conceptual notation. This reasoning is behind

the rejection of the primitiveness of the constants, and is expressed

by the fact that the Sheffer stroke, the sole logical constant, is a

non-homomorphic operation that eliminates the multiplicity of logical

operations.

Once again, therefore, it is evidently impossible to identify the

gpf with the sole logical constant in any straightforward way. For the

former is a homomorphism while the latter is a non-homomorphism, and

these certainly cannot be equated. The illegitimacy of such an identi-
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fication also emerges in the related fact that a truth-function of ele­

mentary propositions (the gpf) cannot be equated to a non-truth-func­

tiona1 proposition (tautology, as expressive of the Sheffer stroke). The

non-truth-functionality of tautology is seen in the fact that the truth

of tautology is independent of the truth of its constituents. The

propositions of logic are recognizable as true from the sign alone,

simply because they are not truth-functions of elementary propositions,

which is to say that they are recognizable as true because they express

a non-homomorphism. The lIDique status of the propositions of logic con­

sisting in their saying nothing is due to the fact that they express the

cancellation of the internal representational properties of their con­

stituents by non-homomorphicly cancelling the logical operations that

express these internal representational properties. Thus the gpf, and

with it the entire world of representation, is eliminated by logic

through precisely the route indicated by the elimination of the apparent

logical operations by the non-homomorphic logical operation. The elimi­

nation of the homomorphism on elementary propositions by the tautology

is the elimination of the essential structure of representativity which

the homomorphism expresses in a generalized form, It is this trans­

holistic reduction of even the faintest, most generalized vestiges of

·the system of representational relations which is indicated by the iden­

tification (547) of the gpf and the sole logical constant.

It is also clear that the cancellation of the logical operations by

the non-homomorphic Sheffer stroke is the cancellation of the composite­

ness of propositions. For (547) the logical operations are invariable

concomitants of compositeness, and thus their can~ellation is the can­

cellation of compositeness. In saying that the logical operations given
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with compositeness are merely apparent, Wittgenstein implies that com­

positeness and what amounts to the same, that elementary propositions

are also merely apparent. Logic thus signifies the non-dual reality.

Let us now consider the role of the Sheffer stroke in the gpf more

closely. It is well-known that the Sheffer stroke defines all the logi­

cal operations. For example, -p = pip; p v q = (-pl-qJI (-pl-qJ = -(-p A

-q) = p v q, etc. One innnediately wonders how the Sheffer stroke can at

once eliminate the constants and define them.

We hasten to point out, therefore, that the Sheffer stroke has two

roles, one in propositions and another in quasi-propositions. The former

are the informative propositions of everyday language and science, while

the latter are the sinnZos propositions of logic and mathematics. Quasi-

propositions constitute the null-class of values of the gpf, because

they are not proper truth-functions of elementary propositions and be-

cause, in contrast to the gpf, which is the form of representation, they

cancel all representational relations. The null-class of the gpf is the

constant limiting case of values of the gpf, and therefore (3313; et

suppa) the null method is used to describe syntactically the logical

properties of the non-null values of the gpf. The Sheffer stroke in

non-null values, i.e. in sinnvoZZ propositions, redefines the constants

through reductive generalization; in null values, i.e. in sinnZos propo-

sitions, it reductively eliminates them. In the gpf's non-null sinnvoZZ

values, the logical constant thus signifies the form of representation

that is connnon to all thought and language; and in this role it defines

the innnanent pure consciousness (cit or caitanya) in terms of which

SaJilkara defines knowledge (jnana) .134 In null-propositions, that is, inde­

pendently of its role in thought and conmurricative language, the Sheffer
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stroke is beyond thought.

The logical constant's two roles do not clash because they do not

overlap (cf. 5557). The stroke's role in redefining the logical opera­

tions is the mere appearance of its role in cancelling them, Le. in the

tautology. In the tautology the stroke is not the most general mode of

transition because, where nothing can be represented, no tennini of

transition exist. Tautology transcends transitions and hence opera­

tions. In logic there are no operations to define. The use of the

stroke in generating the proper values of the gpf is its informal, use,

while its use in the propositions of logic is its formal, use. The for­

mal use supercedes the informal use, in accordance with the principle of

appeal to syntax through which the propositions of logic achieve a unique

status. But logic must be in contact with its application (5557), and

therefore it is natural and necessary that the stroke should have a sub­

sidiary and reducible role in the definition of the apparent logical op­

erations, so that basically we are saying that the Sheffer stroke in the

propositions of logic corresponds to ni1'gur;a Brahman, while in the gpf

it corresponds to sagu~ Brahman. The role of the stroke in redefining

the constants would thus correspond to the role of sagurya Brahman in

producing the multiplicity of phenomena, while the non-homomorphic role

in eliminating the constants would correspond to the role of nirgur:a

Brahman in eliminating maya.

Now again one might obj ect that we have defined the gpf, a homomor­

phism, in terms of a non-homomorphism, the Sheffer stroke. It is true

that the gpf, namely [p-,~-,N(~)] is a homomorphism defined in terms of

of the non-homomorphic stroke, namely N( ), but there is no contradic­

tion or incongruity here because, as argued above, the gpf merely shows,
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but does not describe the stroke. The fonna1 use of the stroke does not

come into play in the gpf; the formal and infonnal uses of the stroke do

not overlap. The gpf is thus still a superimposition (adhyasa) or dis­

guise of the non-dual constant incorporated in the appearance of repre­

sentativity.

To recapitulate, this section has established that the sublation by

Brahman of maya is the corresponding counterpart of (a) the disintegra­

tion (4466(4)) or dissolution (3/6/15(8)) by tautology of its constitu­

ent propositions, (b) the cancellation by tautology of all representa­

tional relations (4462), (c) the reduction by the sinnlos of the sinn­

voll (4661), (d) the syntactic description via the zero, null or tautol­

ogy method of propositions, and (e) the cancellation by the non-repre­

sentativity of the sole logical constant or operation of the repre­

sentativity of the merely apparent (54) logical constants or operations.

We conclude this section by observing that the elimination by the sole

logical constant of the gpf eliminates sublation by determinate substi­

tution (or 'transfiguration') and thereby excludes Ramanuj a's qualified

Non-Dualism (visi~padvaita) as a possible reading of the Tractatus.
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CHAPTER IV

THE LIBIT

" ..• as a bank dams back the \Vater
and marks the boundary of contiguous fields,

so the Self supports the world and its boundaries."

--Sarnkara (BSS, III, 2, 32)

1. The Limit: Logical Analysis

Wittgenstein's prefatory statement of his aims makes it clear that

without an adequate definition of a limit the TY'actatus cannot be well­

understood.

Thus the aim of the book is to set a limit to thought,
or rather- -not to thought, but to the expression of
thought: for in order to set a limit of thought, we
should have to find both sides of the limit think­
able (i.. e. we should have to think what cannot be
thought). .

It will therefore only be in language that the
limit can be set, and what lies on the other side of
the limit 'viII simply be nonsense.

The purpose of this section is to define the notion of a limit, so fund-

amental in Wittgenstein's thought, and to relate it to the Advaitic

position.

An adequate definition of a limit must express the principles of

philosophical description, for in Wittgenstein's view philosophy is both

descriptive and directed towards setting a limit. Further, the defini­

tion must unify the basic theses of the Traetiabue , for the limit concept

is integral both to the technical logical apparatus (3313, 4466, 4113,

4114, 451, 56) and to the metaphysical conclusions (5632, 64311, 645) of
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the book. Fortunately, in spite of Wittgenstein's mathematical 1aconism

in the matter of limits, a clear definition may be extracted by taking

his relatively few pronouncements on limits in the broad context of

his thought.

Wittgenstein states that philosophy

4114 ..•must set limits to what can be thought; and
in so doing, to what cannot be thought.

It must set limits to what cannot be
thought by working outwards through what can be
thought.

The purpose of philosophy is thus not only to set limits to what can be

thought, as might be expected, but also to set limits to what cannot be

thought by setting the limit of what can be thought. In the next propo-

sition Wittgenstein reinforces his statement of the method by which

philosophy will proceed:

4115 It will signify what cannot be said, by
presenting clearly what can be said.

Since 'thinking' and 'saying' are interchangeable here without distor-

tion of meaning, it may be gathered from 4114 and 4115 that by present­

ing clearly what can be said, the limit of what can, and thereby of what

cannot be said is set. Thus, the symbol for what can be clearly said

sets the limit of what can be said and thereby of what cannot be said.

Understanding how the limit is set must, therefore, in large part amount

to understanding how one presents or describes what can be clearly said

and, more generally, how one presents or describes any expression. In

this connection the following proposition, which played an important role

in the formulation of the theory of syntactic description, is important:

3313 Thus an expression is presented by means
of a variable whose values are the propositions
that contain the expression.

(In the limiting case the variable becomes
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a constant, the expression becomes a proposition.)
I call such a variable a 'propositional

variable' .

An expression is formally described or presented by means of a variable

which becomes a constant in the limiting case. The description or pre-

sentation of the values of the variable is of three kinds according to

Wittgenstein (5501): (1) direct enumeration; (21 specification of a

function; and (3) specification of an operation or formal law for the

construction of a series of forms. Each way of specifying the variable

by describing its values is a method of setting a limit. Thus a limit

is set by the method of direct enumeration and by the methods of indi-

rect enumeration, namely specifying a ftmction and specifying a law or

operation for the construction of a series of forms (i.e. specifying the

general term of a series of forms), as consideration of the following

propositions shows:

451 Suppose that I am given aZZ elementary
propositions: then I can simply ask what propo­
sitions I can construct out of them. And there
I have al.l. propositions, and that fixes their
limits.

55561(1) Empirical reality is limited by the total-
ity of objects. The limit also makes itself
manifest in the totality of elementary proposi­
tions.

Giving all objects or elementary propositions fixes the limits of empi­

rical reality. But each of the three methods of description is a means

by which all elementary propositions are given. Therefore the three

methods of description are means by which the limits of empirical real­

ity are fixed. Given all elementary propositions, the limits of all

propositions and thereby of empirical reality are fixed by a method of

constructing all propositions from elementary propositions. But the
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method of constructing all propositions from elementary propositions is

given in the gpf, the limit of what can be said, which is the general

term in a series of fonns (52522). Therefore the third method of de-

scription, the method of specifying the general tenn in a series of

forms fixes a limit. All three methods of description are means by

which the limits of reality are fixed. The correctness of this lIDder­

standing of limits in terms of descriptions is thus confirmed by the

fact that holistic methods of description fix the limits of empirical

reality. Whether the limit is specified by em.uneration or by some other

mode of description is not important:

5501(4) How the description of the tenns of the
bracketed expression is produced is not essen­
tial.

What is essential for tmderstanding the limit concept is that the limit

is set by syntactic description and that philosophy in the Tractatus is

the specification of logical limits through syntactic description.

We have seen that the gpf is the limit of the process of working

outwards through what can be said in the expanding circles of syntactic

description, but there is another method of description that qualifies

all descriptions provided by the gpf, namely description by logical

propositions, which, as in the case of the zero-method of syntactic de­

scription, also sets a limit. Tautology is the limiting case of the

combination of signs (4466). Thus the logical properties of proposi­

tions are described (6121) by plugg~ng them into the limiting case of

the combination of their signs, the limit of the combination of signs in

this fashion providing a description. Further, proposition 3313 states

that the presentation or description of a proposition by a constant oc­

curs in the limiting case. It is thus clear that every limit provides
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some form of description, that description is basically a process of

setting a limit and that Wittgenstein's aim of setting the limit of

thought and thereby of what cannot be thought is integral to his concep­

tion of philosophy as description. Since syntactic description is a

method of sublation or reduction, where A reduces B if, and only if, A

presents the formal properties of B, but not vice versa, we may define a

limit as follows: A Umits B if, and only if, A reduces B. Thus, if A

sublates or reduces B, A is the limit of B.

That the limit reduces or sub1ates the limited need not be deduced

solely from the nature of description as reductive, (though the fact

that it can be deduced confirms the interpretation), for we have seen

that the properties of the limiting case are the opposite of those of

the case limited. The limiting case of the combinations of signs is the

dissoZution of the combination of signs (4466); and the limiting case of

the variabZe that presents an expression is a constant (3313(2)). Thus,

the limit of the combination of signs is the disintegration of signs,

that is, the limit of representativity is non-representativity; and the

limit of a propositional variable is a logical constant.

If we were dealing with syntactic limits alone, the limit might

have been defined in terms of syntactic description rather than in terms

of reduction. However, it will be noted that non-syntactic objects can

also have formal properties (for a formal or internal property is just

the essence of the thing, i. e. that without which the thing could not be

what it is) and hence (according to our definitions) that they can also

have limits (e.g., the world is a limited whole (645)):

4122 In a certain sense we can talk about for-
mal properties of objects and states of affairs,
or in the case of facts, about structural prop-
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erties••.
(Instead of 'structural property' I also

say 'internal property' .•• )

A property is inteTIlal if it is tmthink­
able that its object should not possess it.

170

Since a definition in tenns of syntactic description might appear to ex-

c1ude the possibility of non-syntactic cotmterparts of syntactic objects

serving as limits, whereas the Self is also a limit, a metaphysical

rather than a syntactic limit, the definition of limit was stated in

terms of reduction rather than in terms of description. Thus we can

speak of the Self as limiting the world, if it stands in some reductive

relation to the world, and of et.erni.ty as limiting time, if it reduces

time. Our definition of a limit constitutes a development of the notion

of a limit fotmd in the Tractatus rather than a straightforward exposi-

tion of the concept because it includes the notion of a relative limit,

which is merely implicit in the Tractatus. Wittgenstein did not mention

limits in connection with descriptions corresponding to partial holistic

reduction because he was interested in holistic description, totality,

essential generality and absolute limits, and only secondarily in the

inessential process (6126, 61261) of working outwards through the rela­

tive limits of what can be said.

A is the relative limit of B if, and only if, there is a C such

that C limits A. A is the holistic limit of B if, and only if, A reduces

B through essential generalization. A is the trans-holistic limit of B

if, and only if, A reduces B through elimination. The holistic limit in

the Tractatus is its homomorphism while its trans-holistic limit is its

non-homomorphism. For the homomorphism defined by the gpf reduces prop-

ositions by essential generalization while the non-homomorphic Sheffer

stroke reduces propositions by eliminating them. The holistic limit
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limits other relative limits by presenting the general essence of lan-

guage, namely the form of representativity connnon to all propositions,

the form which enables a proposition to be a picture of a fact. The

trans-holistic limit in turn limits the holistic limit by cancelling all

representational relations. In Advaita, the rope is the relative limit

of the snake-illusion, sagu~a Brahman is the holistic limit of maya and

nirgu1JO- Brahman is the trans-holistic limit of sagur:a Brahman, for the

rope reduces the snake, sagurya Brahman reduces all particulars, and nip­

gur;a Brahman reduces sagu'Yja Brahman,

Number in the TT'aatatus is not said to be a limit, but it must be.

For number is the exponent of an operation (6021) and

5233 Operations cannot make their appearance
before the point at which one proposition is
generated out of another in a logically mean­
ingful way; i.e. the point at which the logical
construction of propositions begins.

But the point at which propositions are generated one out of another in

a logically meaningful way is given in the gpf. The gpf is the general

form of a truth-function and therefore the point at which the logical

construction of propositions begins. Number thus emerges with the gpf,

that is, with the general form of representation and is thus, like the

gpf, a holistic limit of the world. The-formal essence of the empirical

world is thus inseparable from mmber , Thus, in the Traatatus as in

Advaita, multiplicity characterizes the riddle of maya. At the level of

the gpf or sagu~ Brahman however, number is what is connnon to all num­

bers and, like the gpf, is expressed by the general term in a series of

forms:

603 The general form of an integer is [O~ ~~ ~+lJ.
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As with the gpf, so also with mnnber, essential generality is involved:

6031 The theory of olasses is completely super-
fluous in maihemairioe; (my italics)

This is connected with the fact that the
generality required in mathematics is not acoi­
dental generality.

Thus the holistic limits, the gpf and number, cannot be reduced to empi-

rical conditions, such as classes, any more than sagur.:a Brahman.

Since the gpf is the limit of what can be said, it will signify the

limit of what cannot be said. The gpf itself, as the fonn of represon­

tation and the symbol for the internal properties of language and the

world, is ineffable and cannot be said (2172, 4124 et al.). Thus the

trans-holistic limit of what cannot be said, namely the Sheffer stroke,

will limit the ineffable gpf by which it is signified or shown. Simi-

larly, nirgu~ Brahman is the trans-holistic limit of the inscrutable

maya and of the transcendental saquna Brahman.

2. The Limit: Netiaphueioal: Analysis

We maintain that Wittgenstein's logical theory of limits is the

syntactic basis of his metaphysics, and we shall attempt to show that

the use of the limit concept in the exposition of the mystical (or meta­

physical) supports our analysis of Wittgenstein's logical theory of lim-

its, with its roots in the theory of syntactic description, by recapitu­

lating syntactic relationships in metaphysical terms, as is required by

the definition of philosophy as consisting of logic and metaphysics,

with the former as its basis. 135 Consider, as an example of such sup-

portive recapitulation, the relation between the metaphysical Self and

the psychological self. From our technical logical analysis of a limit
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it follows that the Self as the limit of the world (5632) stands in some

reductive relation to the world the disguise of which it sublates. If

it can be sho\Vll independently of the logical apparatus that Wittgenstein

viewed the Self in this way, then the analysis of the limit concept in

terms of reductive logical description will have been confirmed by a

parallel metaphysical analysis. In fact, Wittgenstein did view the Self

in this typically Advaitic fashion.

The metaphysical or philosophical Self of the Tractatus is the cor­

responding coordinate of the Advaitic atman. Black admits that the

"metaphysical subject•..might as plausibly be identified with God as

. h f l36'aink . - d ( fwi.t my very se1 ." Compare Sara's statement m Atmabo ha Se1-

Knowledge) with Wittgenstein's:

[ 17] Realize Atrnan to be distinct from the body,
sense-organs, mind, buddhi (intellect), and
non-differentiated Prakrti, but the Witness
of their functions, comParable to a king.

5641(3) The philosophical self is not the human
being, not the human body, or the human soul,
with which psychology deals, but rather the
metaphysical subject, the limit of the world-­
not a part of it.

The Self contrasts with the composite empirical self that is the corres­

ponding coordinate of the Advaitic ahamkara or asmita, the illusory ego.

55421

5/8/16

4/8/16

... there is no such thing as the soul--the sub­
ject, etc.--as it is conceived in the superfi­
cial psychology of the present day.

Indeed a composite soul would no longer be
a soul.

The thinking subj ect is surely mere illusion.

Isn't the thinking subject to the last resort
mere superstition?

Empirical psychology is thus based on the misidentification of the Self

with empirical facts. The supposition that there is a self in the world
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is a result of misidentifying the Self with or superimposing the Self on

the objects of experience:

5631 There is no such thing as the subject that
thinks or entertains ideas.

If I wrote a book called The Wo~~d as I
found it, I should have to include a report on
my body, and should have to say which parts
were subordinate to my will, and which were
not, etc., this being a method of isolating the
subject, or rather of showing that in an im­
portant sense there is no subject; for it alone
could not be mentioned in that book.

According to the above passage, the philosophical Self cannot be iso­

lated in the world because it cannot logically be an object for itself.
,

In the opening lines of his Bl'ahmasutrabha,!ya Samkara makes fundamen-

tally the same point:

It is a matter not requiring any proof that the
object and the subject whose respective spheres are
the notion of the 'ThouI (the Non-Ego) and the I Ego',
and which are opposed to each other as much as dark­
ness and light are, cannot be identified. 137

,
It is clear that Wittgenstein and SaIDkara share the same conception:

The I is not an object .

I objectively confront every object. But
not the I.

So there really is a way in which there
can and must be mention of the I in a non-psy­
cho~ogica~ sense in philosophy. (cf. 5641)

'The Self as the limit of the world is the metaphysical reality that

sublates the illusory psychological self. The logic of limits, accord­

ing to which the limit reduces or sublates the limited, is thus recapit­

ulated in the metaphysics of limits, according to which the Self as the

limit of the world reduces or sublates the illusory psychological self

in terms of which the world is misconceived. Our analysis of the fonner

is thus confinned by independent development of the latter.
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Further consideration of the metaphysics of the Traetatus in con-

nection with the limit concept, and there is hardly a metaphysical con­

cept in it that does not have some connection with the limit concept,

will reveal the extent to which Wittgenstein was a non-dualist. We shall

begin following out the metaphysical implications of his logical analy-

sis by attempting to shed some new light on the controversial proposi-

tions concerning solipsism:

562 ...what the solipist means is quite correct;
only it cannot be said, but makes itself mani­
fest.

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.

564 Here it can be seen that solipsism, when
its implications are followed out strictly, co­
incides with pure realism. The self of solip­
sism shrinks to a point without extension, and
there remains the reality coordinated with it.

It is most important to recognize that in these propositions there

are two incompatible conceptions of solipsism at work. Otherwise, there

is no reconciling Wittgenstein's so-called ambivalent remarks noticed

but not explained by cOIIDllentators. 138 The self of solipsism (mentioned

in 564) which shrinks to a dimensionless point is the psychological self

which Wittgenstein (in propositions immediately preceding 564) is at

pains to expunge as a mere illusion that does not in an important sense

exist (5631, 5633). This dimensionless self is what remains of the psy­

chological self after an empirical search for it has been conducted

(5631(2)). The implications of the version of solipsism based on this

confused notion of the self as an empirical object eliminate the very

contrast on which solipsism is based, namely the distinction between

solipsism and realism. Therefore, it is argued that both the concept of
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solipsism and the notion of the empirical self on which it is based are

nonsensical. On the other hand, the truth that solipsism intends to ex­

press concerns the metaphysical Self rather than the psychological self.

While 564 states the self-defeating result of following out the strict

implications of solipsism insofar as it is based on the philosophical

confusion that posits the existence of an empirical self, 562 states that

solipsism is true and correct insofar as it intends to give voice to the

reality of the metaphysical Self. The correctness of the adequate no­

tion of solipsism is shown by the nature of the limits of language.

There are thus two distinct contrasting notions of solipsism at work in

the Tractatus, the philosophically confused notion of 564 and the ade­

quate though ineffable notion of 562. The former is the notion of the

one empirical soul (vide 55421), the latter of the one metaphysical soul.

Our explanation of proposition 562 is that it maintains that the

truth of solipsism lies in its attempt to intimate the non-duality of

the Self. "The world is my world" means "Reality is my reality". For

(2063 et al.) the world is reality. "Reality is my reality" means "Real­

ity is the reality of my Self." But "the limit of Lanquaqe••• is the

limit of my world" means that the essence of language is the essence of

my world, that is, of my reality and hence, of my Self. Therefore, as

the essence of language and reality is the unrepresentable, non-dual,

unique transcendental logic, and as there is no possibility of philo­

sophical monism, dualism, etc. (4128), it follows that the essence of my

Self is non-dual, unique and transcendental. "My Self" is thus synony­

mous with "the Self" and the unsayable truth of solipsism is the non­

duality of the Self. This truth may be expressed by saying that the

Self is the limit of the world, for we have already seen that the limit
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of the world is its unrepresentabl.e, non-dual logic. Wittgenstein em-

phasizes the truth of solipsism in the following propositions:

5632 The subject does not belong to the world;
rather, it is a limit of the world.

5641(3) The philosophical self is ... the limit of
the world--not a part of it.

Our understanding of 562 interprets the ambiguity of the parenthe-

sized clause as intentionaZ (i.e. as deliberate). It is neutral with

respect to the following suggested translations: "of that language

which alone I tmderstand",139 "of that language which only I tmder­

stand,,140 and "of the only language which I understand" .141 Nor does it

make a difference to our interpretation whether we render "the limits of

Zanguage" as in the Pears and McGuiness translation of the Tl'actatus, or

"the limits of the language", enthusiasticly championed by Favrholdt. 142

For the intended meaning of "lanquaqe", namely what is conunon to all

languages, can as easily be expressed by 'the language'. This notion of

language as the common essence of all possible languages parallels the

notion of the world as what is common to all possible worlds. Since

there is no doubt that 'world' is used in the sense of the form of all

possible worlds (2022), since language is the model of the world and

since the essence of language (the gpf) is the essence of the world

(54711), there can be no doubt that 'language' is also used in the non-

psychological sense of an essential or tmiversal language.

Language as such is the formof representation which any proposition,

of whatever form, must have in conunon with the world in order to be able to

represent it (218) and is the formof reality (218) which all possible

worlds and all possible languages have in common, It follows that the iden­

tityof the limit of the language, in the specified sense, as the limit of my
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world is as indifferent to whether I am Jones or Devadatta, as to

whether I speak English or Sanskrit. So that the essence of language

(and, what comes to the same, of thought,) as the essence of my Self is

actually the essence of the Self; language universalized universalizes

the speaker. Therefore, "of the language which only I understand" is an

acceptable translation of Wittgenstein's ambiguous statement, insofar as

it expresses the non-duality or uniqueness of the universalized I. Of

course, since the universal language is necessarily the only language of

its kind, it makes sense to render "of the only language I understand";

and finally, since "of that language which alone I tmderstand" is itself

ambiguous with respect to the relation in which 'alone' modifies, it is

also acceptable and indeed perhaps the most faithful to Wittgenstein's

intentions.

By interpreting 'language' as the non-dual logical essence of lan­

guage and 'my' as a universalized or metaphysical possessive pronoun,143

this interpretation of 562 eschews all psychological considerations rel-

ative to what manifests or shows itself in language in connection with

the thesis of solipsism and entails a complementary reading of 'tmder-

stands' as the mode of intuition in which the 'experience' necessary to

understand logic (5552) is apprehended. That is, the mode in which the

Self alone understands the language alone is the intuitive mode in which

it 'experiences' logic.

This mode is the intuition of the whatness (quidditas) or objective

selfhood (ipseitas) of language through which the Self knows and mani-

fests f . 144 - "1 th i st.ests 1tS own eX1stence. Atman jS a so e eX1S ence-essence or

di ··11 145 " 1" 11ipseitas of reality. Accor mg to Max Mll er, atman 1S etymo ogrca y

similar to ipse in that "it meant self, like the Latin ipse, and it was
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after it meant ipse that it was used to express the ipseitas of man, the

essence of the soul of man, and likewise of God." We thus conclude that

the truth of what solipsism means to say is manifested in the fact that

the whatness or ipseitas of language is the Self of the world, or equiv­

alently, that the Self is the metaphysical cOilllterpart of the logical

ipseitas of language.

It is this conclusion which Wittgenstein strives to present by em-

phasizing the equivalence of the limits of language and the limits of

the world:

56

562(3)

The limits of my language mean the limits
of my world.

The world is my world: this is manifest in
the fact that the limits of Zanguage (of that
language which alone I understand) mean the
limits of my world.

For, taking these two propositions in conjunction with the two empha-

sized propositions (5632, 5641, quoted above) in which the Self is said

to be the limit of the world, it is evident tha~tgenstei.:p._wanted;0
emphasize the proposition that the limit of language as the limit of my

(the) world is the Self. Emphasis on the limits of language as the lim-

its of the world is thus emphasis on the limits of language as the Self

and on the Self as the metaphysical cOilllterpart of the logical ipseitas

or limit of language.

The Self however, is not merely an empty formal limit or Kantian

noumenon in the negative sense, for the Self is both the life and con­

sciousness of non-duality. The Self as the essence of the world is

transcendental life:

24/7/16 The World and Life are one.
Physiological life is of course not "Life".
And neither is psychological life. Life
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is the World.

Life in this sense, beyond space and time, beyond the riddle of maya and

beyond the problem of life at the psycho-physical level is the conscious-

ness of the tmiqueness of reality:

5621

1/18/16

22/18/16

The world and life are one.

How things stand, is God.
God is, how things stand.
Only from the consciousness of the
uniqueness of my life arises religion-­
science--and art.

And this consciousness is life itself.

One is reminded of Schopenhauer's Upani~adic influence on Wittgenstein:

..•will objectifies itself as life, as existence, in
such endless succession and variety..•But if we had
to convey..• in a word.•. their inner nature, it would
be best for us to use the Sanskrit forrnula .•. called
Mahllvlikya, i. e. the great word: "Tat tvam asi",
which means "This living thing art thou" .146

Again we see that the Self is the metaphysical counterpart of the

logical ipseitas of language, for Wittgenstein's remark on the unique­

ness of life cannot but recall statements such as:

6112 The correct explanation of the proposi-
tions of logic must assign to them a tmique
status among all propositions.

The uniqueness of logic as a limit of the world is the counterpart of

the uniqueness of the Self as the consciousness of non-duality. Con-

sciousness of the uniqueness of life is consciousness of the non-duality

of the one world soul or will that constitutes the truth of solipsism:

23/5/15 The limits of my language stand for the
limits of my world. [5.6]

There really is only one world soul, which
I for preference call my soul ... and as which
alone I conceive what I call the souls of
others.

The above remark gives the key for decid­
ing the way in which solipsism is a truth [see
5.62].



181

17/10/16 .•. I can also speak of a will that is common
to the whole world. But this will is in a
sense my will .

• •• my will is the world-will.

The above passages echo Schopenhauer and the Upani.sads :

Now whoever has, •.. become so absorbed and lost in
the perception of nature that he exists only as
purely knowing subject, becomes •.• immediately aware
that ...he is the condition, and hence the supporter,
of the world and of all objective existence, for
this now shows itself as dependent on his existence.
He therefore draws nature into himself, so that·he
feels it to be only an accident of his own being.
In this sense Byron says:

Are not the mountams waves,
and skies, a part

Of me and of my soul, as I of them?

But how could the person who feels this regard him­
self as absolutely perishable in contrast to imper­
ishable nature? Rather he will be moved by the con­
sciousness of what the Upanishad of the Veda ex­
presses: Hae omnee ereaturae in iioium ego sum, et
praebe» me aZiud (ens) non est. ("I am all this crea­
tion collectiveJ,.y, and besides me there exists no
other being. )"147

,
Sarltkara expresses the doctrine of the one eternal world-soul in SeZf-

KnowZedge:

[35 J

[39J

I fill all things inside and out, like the
ether. Changeless and the same in all, I am
pure, unattached, stainless and immutable.

The wise should intelligently merge the en­
tire objective world in Atman alone •..

[47J The Yogi endowed with complete enlightenment
sees, through the eye of knowledge, the en­
tire universe in his own Self and regards
everything as the Self and nothing else.

Thus Wittgenstein's entirely Adviatic view of the Self as the non-

dual limit implies that the limit of language and the world is also non-

dual, as was demonstrated in our discussion of the logic of limits.
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3. The Limit: Logiao-Metaphysiaal Analysis

It is clear that the uniqueness of logic (6112) is the syntactic

counterpart of the uniqueness of the Self and that the one world-soul or

will is the metaphysical counterpart of the sole logical constant as the

trans-holistic limit of what cannot be said manifesting itself as the

holistic limit of what can be said (L.e , as the gpf). It is natural now

to extrapolate from the illusory ontological status of the psychological

pseudo-self as limited, to the status of the world as limited, and in

this way to confirm what has been said all along, namely that in logic,

where all representational relations are cancelled (4462), the world

does not appear. In greater logical detail, along these lines, one can

compare the status as appearance of apparent logical form (40031) and of

apparent logical operations or constants (54, 5441) with the status of

the psychological self as appearance. The latter is the appearance of

the Self, while the fonner are appearances of the sole logical constant.

Indeed, the parallel between them is most exact , for the constants ; like

the self, "in an important sense" do not exist (5631).

Since the constants mark the internal properties of propositions,

their non~existence is the non-existence of the internal properties of

propositions and of the corresponding properties in the world. The

limit of both constants and logical forms is the gpf, for the common es­

sence of propositions is defined by the gpf by means of the sole logical

constant, the Sheffer stroke, that defines the constants in terms of

their common essence; that is, the common essence of the constants,

namely the stroke, defines the common essence of propositions, namely

the form of representation. Hence, it is natural to compare the status

of the logical forms of everyday language and of constants as appear-
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ances of their logical limit with the status of the illusory self as an

appearance of its metaphysical limit, the Self. Through these compari­

sons a corrnnon form in the logical and metaphysical use of the limit no­

tion is discerned. Wittgenstein's definition of philosophy as consist­

ing of logic and metaphysics, the fonner its basis, is thereby shown to

be instantiated in the TPactatus' use of the limit concept.

The supposition that the representable psychological self is a

philosophical reality is an illusion on a par with the suppositions that

the apparent logical constants are primitive representatives and that

the logic of the world can be represented. These suppositions negate

the Grundgedanke (40312) and its metaphysical counterparts, for just as

logic cannot be represented because it is the limit of the world, not a

part of it, the Self is similarly a limit of the world, not a part of it,

and hence is unrepresentable, and just as the multiplicity of the logi­

cal operations must be illusory, since, where nothing can be represented,

there can be no numerical distinctions, so also the multiplicity of

selves must be illusory. A multiplicity of selves as sets of represen­

table facts is as illusory as a multiplicity of limits, wrongly supposed

to be represented by the so-called logical constants.

The great metaphysical error pointed out in the Grundgedanke (40312)

therefore consists in conceiving the representable world as if it were

the Self or essence of reality. There is no fonn or essence of reality

in the world--the logic of facts is tmrepresentable--and no part of our

experience is apriori (5634). The error consists in implicitly sUppos­

ing that the empirical wor.ldcf the application of logic ouerl.ape (5557)

the transcendental logic and that the limiting form of reality is there­

fore representable in the world. The supposition that the logic of
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facts is representable, (i.e. that the constants are representatives) is

as we have shown, equivalent to the supposition that the Self is isol­

able in the world. Hence, the error pointed out in the Grundqedanke is

formu1able as the proposition that the Self and the self do not overlap.

In Advaitic terms we would say that the Atman and ahainkaxo: (ego) are su­

perimposed only through avidya and that in themselves they are as dia­

metrically opposed as subject and object, light and darkness. 148

The error of superimposing or overlapping the Self and the non-Self,

of confusing the representable and its Wlrepresentab1e limit, results in

the Wliversal1y held instinctive belief that the representable forms are

and belong to the Self. For Wittgenstein, the form of this superstition

(51361) is the illusion that there is a causal nexus; this superstition

results in the deification of science as the lIDiversal expZanans:

6371 The whole modern conception of the world
is founded on the illusion that the so-called
laws of nature are the explanations of natural
phenomena.

6372 Thus people today stop at the laws of na-
ture, treating them as something inviolable,
just as God and Fate were treated in past ages .

•.• the view of the ancients is clearer in
so far as they have a clear and acknowledged
terminus, while the modern system tries to make
it look as if eveY'ything were explained.

Saffikara saw the error of superimposing the Self and the non-Self as the

root of avidya. Due to this natural error (naisaY'gikaZokavyavah?1r'a)149

of empirical life the Self is cognized in terms of name and form, and in

thinking of himself as one self (ii:va) among many man thinks "I am this"

and "This is mine".

Conceived as belonging to the Self, the representable facts appear

to have value and necessity and, as a result, the will appears to be
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indissolubly bound up through its wishes with the world. Under the in­

fluence of the superstition arising out of the error of attempting to

picture logic, the necessity of logic is transferred to the world, and

the relation of will and world is taken as a necessary or causal rela-

tion.

Against this illusion Wittgenstein points out that the will is in­

dependent of the world,150 and that the world is without value:

6373

6374

64

641(2)

The world is independent of my will.

••. there is no ZogicaZ connection between the
will and the world ••.

All propositions are of equal value.

If there is any value that does have value,
it must lie outside ... the world.

Thus, Wittgenstein hastens to point out in the culminating propositions

of the Tractatus that when the metaphysical error parallel to the logi­

cal error adverted to in the Grundgedanke is cancelled through the de-

superimposition (apavada) or de-overlapping (5557) of Self and world, of

logic and its application in representation, then the false appearance

of value, will and Self withdraw from the field of representation, leav­

ing the world as a recognizably limited whole. At the time of the in-

tuitive insight of the world sub specie aeternitatis logic is 'experi-

enced' (5552) as the limit of language, eternity as the limit of time

and mortality (64311), the unthinkahl.e as the limit of the thinkable and

the Self as the limit of the self. But these limits, logic, eternity,

and the Self, which show the world of facts to be a finite or limited

whole, are not multiple any more than Brahman is multiple in being

spoken of as sat (existence), cit (consciousness) and ananda (bliss).

The difficulty of specifying the metaphysical limit as singular or
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plural (cf. 5632 and 5641a) parallels the difficulty of specifying the

logical limit as singular or plural; Wittgenstein wrote to Ogden in com­

ment on 4464:

Here as in the preceding proposition there is a
great difficulty about the use of "the". I would
rather leave it out altogether before "tautology"
and "contradiction". So 4.464 would be: "The truth
of tautology is certain, of propositions possible,
of contradiction impossible." Here I have put "tau­
tology" and "contradiction" in the SINGULAR and
''propositions'' in the pl-ural: deliberately because
there are in fact no contradictions but there is
only contradiction, for they all mean the samer Le.
nothing. .And the same applies to tautology.15

Thus, we say that logic is tautology rather than tautologies. Similarly

there can be no multiplicity of limits where nothing can be represented,

so that the limits, eternity, Self and will are non-dual in logic as are

sat, eit and tmanda in Brahman.

An aspect of the mayli or false appearance of empirical language and

the world is their seeming illimitability. Like the visual field and

life itself our representative mode of discourse appears to be without

limit.

64311 (3) Our life has no end in just the way in
which our visual field has no limits.

Our visual field has no limits in the sense that (56331) the form of the

visual field is not like this

Eye-O
The visual field is not as represented because no experience is a priori

(5634). Whatever we see, including the so-called form of the visual

field, could be other than it is (5634). Since the form or limit of the
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visual field, which is actually the form of representation or reality

(2173, 218), cannot be represented in (2172) the field, the field ap­

pears limitless. Similarly, since death is not an event in life (64311),

but rather a limit of life in counterpart relationship wi.th the syntac­

tic fonn of the facts, and as such is unpicturable, empirical life ap-

pears lIDlimited. Hence Wittgenstein states that life has no end in the

same way in which the visual field has no limits (64311).

Death as a limit of the world is an aspect of eternity (on a par

with the other aspects such as will, Self and eternity) under which the,
mystical may be felt. It is the existential counterpart of the cancel-

lation by the logical constant of the variable (the gpf) in which the

former mani.fest.s (524) itself. The cancellation of the variable (the

gpf) in which logic manifests itself as a general mode of transition

(601) is the break of logic with the sense of its application, the break

between the transcendental and the world that constitutes the cessation

(6431) of the facts. The break between Brahman and maya through the

sublation or cancellation of the latter by the fonner is expressed syn­

tactically in the cancellation by logic of the fonn of its manifestation

and is confusedly represented in the (unsinnig) concept of death as an

event in life. Death, as what is shown but unsayable is the mystical

intuition or illtunination that transcends all events. Death as i1ltuni-

nation is the limit of empirical life and psycho-physical death. Meta­

physical death as a realization that alters the limits of the world,

rather than as the absurdity of an experienced cessation of experience,

is the revelation of the metaphysical will's independence of the facts

(643, 6431). In death the limit of the world manifests itself in the

cessation of the facts. In that cessation is the cancellation of the
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illusion of the dependence of the will on the representational limits of

time and space.

Wittgenstein emphasizes that the futility of the wished for endless­

ness of empirical life is revealed by the complete failure of the assump­

tion of temporal innnortality "to accomplish the purpose for which it has

always been intended" (64312). The Self is not the human being, not the

body and not the psyche (5641); it is not what lies in space and time

(64312). Thus Wittgenstein asked in the Notebooks:

6/7/16(4) But is it Dossib1e for one to live so
that life stops· being problematic? That one
is Ziving in eternity and not in time?

64311(2) If we take eternity to mean not infinite
temporal duration but timelessness, then eter­
nal life belongs to those who live in the
present.

Through discrimination between the terna1 and the non-eternal

(nityanityavastuviveka) Advaita also intends to stop the will's tena-

cious clinging to life (abhinive?a) and durationa1 innnortality, with its

resultant transmigratory suffering (du~kha). In line with Wittgenstein's

statement that

12/8/16 (11) The only life that is happy is the life
that can renounce the amenities of the
world.

Advaitic discipline involves making the will independent of maya through

detachment (vairagya). Through detachment and discrimination the Self

is realized as different from the body, mind, speech and their actions.

Schopenhauer's writings, much admired by Wittgenstein, inevitably spring

to mind:

It [the will] then reaches the point where the phen­
omenon, the veil of Maya, no longer deceives it. It
sees through the form of the phenomenon, the px-inei»
pium individuationis; the egoism resting on this ex-
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pires with it. The motives which were previously so
powerful now lose their force, and instead of them,
the complete knowledge of the nature of the world,
acting as a quieter of the will, produces resigna­
tion, the giving up not merely of life, but of the
wi1l-to-live itself. 152

Wittgenstein states that the will

... can alter only the limits of the world, not
the facts--not what can be expressed by means
of language.

Of great importance is the notion that

643(2) ... the effect must be that it becomes an alto­
gether different world. It must, so to speak,
wax and wane as a whole.

In direct consecutive amplification of this notion of the holistic al-

teration of the world Wittgenstein states:

6431 So too at death the world does not alter,
but comes to an end.

Let us first take up the question of the meaning of the alteration

of the limits of the world by the will. The alteration of the limits of

the world by the Self, whose will is an act of intuition, is the 'exper­

ience' (5557) that nothing can ham, annihilate or limit the Self.

Wittgenstein said:

I will mention another experience straight away
which I also know.•. : it is .•. the experience of
feeling absoZuteZy safe. I mean the state of mind
in which one is inclined to say ','I am safe, nothing
can injure me whatever happens".153

Since the Self or limit of the world is not a part of the world the Self

is entirely safe and cannot be harmed by anything in the world. As the

Bhagavadgita so beautifully says:

19 He who takes the Self to be the slayer and he who
takes It to be slain, neither of them knows, It
slays not, nor is It slain.

23 Weapons cut It not, fire burns It not, water wets It



190

not, wind dries It not.

24 ... It is eternal, all-pervading, stable, immovable
and ancient. 154

The alteration of the limit is the cancellation of the limit imagined as

representable (as in the world) by the limit as it is in itself, tran­

scendental and independent. The alteration of the limit by the will is

the mystical intuition or 'experience' of the cancellation of the false

representable appearance of the limit by the real, unrepresentable, inex-

pressible limit. Hence the world waxes and wanes as a iohol.e : trans­

holistic cancellation erases the illusion of empirical existence com­

pletely, or not at all. 155 The non-homomorphic limit of the world elim-

inates aorrrpletely the structure of representation, and the homomorphic

limit (the gpf) is completely unrepresentable , The altogether different

world of enlightenment is without the empirical limits of the phenomenal

will and, as such, illimitable by time and action, enjoys freedom (mok~a).

The limit of the world is the solution of the problem of life, that

is, of the riddle (Ratsel) of maya. For the limit of the world is the

sublation or cancellation of the facts of time and space and of the ob-

jects that compose them. Wittgenstein therefore, declares it his aim in

the Preface to show the transcendental limit of the world and defines

the mystical as seeing the world as a limited whole. Defined in this

way, the mystical solution of the riddle of maya is the sublation of the

empirical world, will, self, death and value.

4. The Limit: Its Mystical Incommunicability

As we have seen, the Sheffer stroke, which is the sole primitive

sign in logic according to Wittgenstein, is a non-homomorphism, and as
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such eliminates the structure of the set of propositions. But since the

stroke defines the logical operations by means of which truth-functions

of elementary propositions are formed, it is the single condition of the

possibility of propositions. Thus the stroke at once defines the possi­

bility and demise of propositional structure. Logic is both the condi­

tioning holistic limit and the eliminative trans-holistic limit of its

application.

The logical constant manifested in its application in the gpf is

the logical form equivalent to the homomorphism (i. e. to the identity of

structure) of picture and pictured. But Wittgenstein's point is just

that language rests on what cannot be conmnmicated within the structure

of the conrrmmicab1e. The limit of thought is the basis and essence of

language that emerges in our analysis as the non-homomorphic logical con­

stant that forms the absolute limit of its application. The inconnm.m.i­

cability of the logical form of language may be explained in terms of

the unrepresentability in language which must be homomorphic to what it

represents of a non-homomorphism. One simply cannot represent a non­

homomorphism by means of a structure that depends for its meaningfulness

on a homomorphic relation to reality. In other words, as all language

is homomorphic to what it represents, language representing a non-homo­

morphism would have to be homomorphic to anon-homomorphism and hence

would either be meaningful (sinnvoU) and fail to represent the non­

homomorphism or would 'represent' the non-homomorphism and be senseless

(sinnZos) or would appear to represent the unrepresentable and be non­

sensical (unsinnig). The limit of language is thus explained as the

categorical negation or cancellation of the logical conditions of rep­

resentation.
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But if its trans-holistic limit is too little a part of language to

be representable, its holistic limit, the gpf, is too much a part of

language to be representable. The constant is tmrepresentab1y tran­

scendent, while the gpf is unrepreserrtably innnanent. Any picture of the

homomorphic immanent limit would merely repeat or embody the relation of

homomorphism rather than externalizing it, as a picture must in order to

project its sense. Sagu~ Brahman is thus the form of the projection

of maya rather than its manifested projection and is therefore, like

nirg'U.1'}G- Brahman, realized only in superconsciousness (samadhi). The

limits of the world, both homomorphic and non-homomorphic are tmderstood

only through mystical intuition.
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