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WITTGENSTEIN’'S TRACTATUS LOGICO-PHILOSOPHICUS

Topics for discussion
How damaging, if at all, is it to Wittgenstein’s account of logic that
there could not be a notation in which you could always tell by ‘mere
inspection’ whether or not a proposition was a truth of logic?

Are ‘scientific explanations’ explanations?

Is Wittgenstein’s account of the ethical tenable?

SECTION 7. ‘WHEREOF ONE CANNOT SPEAK, THEREOF
ONE MUST BE SILENT’

Although this section of the Tractatus contains just this one sentence,
it is appropriate to devote a whole section to it, since it is the dénoue-
ment of the whole of Wittgenstein's thought, and here we draw
together the strands of the book that indicate the problematic nature
of philosophy, and the central paradox that in the book Wittgenstein
has at least apparently being attempting to say what, by his own lights,
cannot be said, and hence that his own sentences are nonsense. This is
close to the centre of the present debate about the Tractatus, and in an
introductory guide we do not attempt to adjudicate that debate, but to
canvass the different options for interpretation that have been put
Sforward.

At the end of the last section, we surveyed the different themes in the
book that lead Wittgenstein to castigate his own propositions as non-
sense, and it is our final task to look at the implications for an under-
standing of the Tractatus of the fact that he does so.

In one way the upshot of the book, as presented in Section 7, is
straightforward: having worked our way through the argument, we
come to see that it is impossible to present philosophical doctrines —
or, at the very least, philosophical doctrines that deal with those
questions with which Wittgenstein is centrally concerned in the
Tractatus. We may leave open for the moment whether this is because
we have been brought to see something that can only be shown — ‘the
limits of language’, ‘the general form of proposition’, ‘the essence of
the world’, etc. — and simultaneously realize that it is impossible to
put into words what we have seen, and that any attempt to do so will
result in our producing sentences that are nonsense, or alternatively
because we have simply been brought in some way to realize that the

attempt to talk about such matters is futile, and that even the talk of
there being something that can be shown but not said has to be aban-
doned as an illusion. Either way, ‘the problems have, in essentials
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been finally solved’ (Preface, P- 29). We therefore desist from the
mﬂ.ﬂogvﬂ .8 construct philosophical theories, and content ourselves
eS.S saying only what can be said — ‘the propositions of natural
mo_mmgu (6.53). But if in this way the upshot of the book seems
mﬂam_mr%ogma, it is in another way profoundly puzzling.
<§ngm§z has apparently constructed an account of language
m.ca the way language relates to the world that resolves all the seman-
tic paradoxes. He has not done so by providing a ‘straight’ resolution
of the .Umamaoxomu but by giving an account of the general form of
proposition according to which the paradoxical sentences could not
even Vo constructed, and are simply eliminated as nonsensical trans-
gressions of the ‘limits of language’. But in so doing he has led the
discussion to a point that is every bit as paradoxical as the original
wmﬂmaov.SmU once we have seen what the solution to the paradoxes is
we realize that, by the same token, that solution cannot itself be
mﬁm.ﬁoa. The paradox is clearly exacerbated by the fact that Wittgen-
stein seems to have been saying precisely what he is arguing cannot
be said, and equally we seem to have been able to understand him,

and argue for and against the iti
. positions he has apparentl
putting forward. As Russell says: o ¥ been

What causes hesitation is the fact that, after all, Mr. Wittgenstein
manages to say a good deal about what cannot be sajd.5!

We can present the paradoxical situation that the book presents

us with by juxtaposing three quotations fi i
. / rom it that apparentl
an mconsistent triad. o yiorm

In the Preface, Wittgenstein makes two claims about the Tractatus:

E it thoughts are expressed . . . The truth of the truths commu-
nicated here seems to me unassailable and definitive.5?

At 4, we read:

A thought is a significant proposition.33

And at 6.54:

Anyone who understands me final] i iti
y recognizes [my pro
as nonsense. ¢ lmy propositions
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The tension between these three remarks is obvious. Equally obvi-
ously, Wittgenstein cannot be simply careless here, but must have
intended to confront us with this tension.

Not surprisingly, there has been considerable controversy as to
what to say at this point, and for one group of writers at least, the
proponents of the so-called ‘New Wittgenstein’,* everything of
importance about the Tractatus will turn on the answer we give to
this question. Although I believe some version of the fifth of the
options that we shall be looking at must be the right way of reading
the book, it cannot be the purpose of a study guide to the Tractatus
simply to present my preferred interpretation. Instead I shall sketch
out the different ways of regarding this paradox, and look at the
difficulties that confront each line of interpretation: it is for the
reader to decide which is nearest the truth. Each of the following
approaches of interpretation faces considerable difficulties, and
deciding one of them to be the right one is only a preliminary to the
philosophical task of thinking through those difficulties.

I shall first outline five possible reactions, of which the first two are
in many ways the most natural, but negative responses. They both in
different ways treat 6.54 as a reductio ad absurdum — what surer sign
that an author has gone wrong than that an author has produced a
theory that implies its own nonsensicality? Clearly, neither of these
can be Wittgenstein’s own position, but equally we should be inter-
ested not only in the straightforward exegetical question: “‘What did
Wittgenstein intend us to take away from the Tractatus?, but the
further philosophical question: ‘How should we react to the book?
The other three represent different strands in the straightforward
interpretation of the text. I am deliberately not attaching the names of
authors who have commented on the Tractatus to any of these, since
I am presenting these positions as baldly and simply as possible. If we
survey what commentators have actually said, there is considerable
variety amongst the interpretations offered, and most will offer quali-
fications designed to overcome the difficulties that confront us at this
point. So we may think of the following as tendencies or directions in
which the correct interpretation is to be found, and most commenta-
tors will present accounts that are variations on one of the following,

1. Whatever Wittgenstein might himself have thought, 6.54 consti-
tutes a reductio ad absurdum of the account of logic and language

that he has presented in the body of the book.
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2. Rather differently, but once again implying that Wittgenstein has
gone wrong, we may challenge Wittgenstein’s conclusion that his
account does in fact rule out his saying what he has been saying.

3. ZEQ&S 6.54 was important to Wittgenstein, we may treat it as
m.a&mnsw side issue. There is much that we can profit from or
a_mo.:mm in the earlier parts of the book if we regard the final
section of the Tractatus as little more than a rhetorical flourish.

4. Oz. the contrary, 6.54 contains the whole point of the book, to
ﬁ:o.r everything else has been leading up. The work has a Eouam-
peutic role: you are seduced into reading the work as though it is
a theory of the relation of language to reality. Eventually, you
come H.o.RNENo that such a theory self-destructs, and that the
propositions that you have been considering condemn themselves
as nonsensical. You are thereby disabused of the urge to try to

construct such a theory.

5. Wittgenstein is concerned throughout the book with the nature
of mommo and the relation of language to the world. One of his
main concerns is to bring us to see that the answers to the philo-

..moE:om_ questions that arise here are things that cannot be put
Into words — cannot be ‘said’ — but that are manifest in our use of
Esmcmmn. Hence in apparently stating the answers to these ques-
aosmu. he is constantly forced to use sentences to which no
meaning can be given. Through the use of these nonsensical sen-
Hosoom. — sentences that are condemned as nonsensical by their
own lights — he aims to help us to appreciate both what can only
be shown, and why what can only be shown cannot be said. Once
we have come to see what he is trying to bring us to see — once we
jzaﬂmﬁmba him — we give up the attempt to say what the solu-
tions to our-philosophical problems are,

1. A reductio ad absurdum
>_E.o=mr Wittgenstein clearly went into all this with his eyes open
E.E indeed saw it as one of his main objects to confront his Rmama,
with this paradoxical position, whatever he. himself might have
thought, what we have here is as clear a case as could be imagined of
a reductio ad absurdum. What could be more absurd than espousing
a theory that would, once fully worked out, imply that theory to be
nonsense?

Despite the fact that this is a natural reaction that many readers
may have, we shall look at it only briefly here. The main thing to say
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is that, at least as it stands, this is a shallow reaction. It should only
command respect if it is accompanied by a serious attempt to rebut
Wittgenstein’s central arguments that lead him to the positions he
has been advocating throughout the book. Here it mroﬁa be noted
that the arguments that lead up to Wittgenstein’s saying what he
does in 6.54 are among the strongest arguments in the book. There
are, on any account, many minor flaws in the Tractatus and some of
the ideas expressed, even if defensible, would uo.ﬁ ooBH.EEQ Sﬁm-
spread support. The ideas, however, lying behind Wittgenstein’s
insistence that there was something that could only be mr.oin and
not said are not only among those to which he is m:mow_um most
importance, they also have a deep philosophical point that cannot
be set aside by any superficial objection.

2. Going metalinguistic . o
Here we need primarily to consider a suggestion originally put
forward by Russell in his Introduction to the Tractatus:

Every language has . . . a structure concerning which, in the lan-
guage, nothing can be said, but that there may be another _N.E-
guage dealing with the structure of the first language, and having
itself a new structure, and to this hierarchy of languages there
may be no limit.>

No doubt it was in large part because of this suggestion made by
Russell at the end of his Introduction that Wittgenstein reacted
angrily when he read the German translation, and oObam.Bsoa what
Russell had written as ‘superficiality and misunderstanding’.5¢ Even
if the suggestion Russell is making is ‘superficial’, it is at least a
natural one to consider. In the first introduction of the idea that
there is something that can be shown but not mmm.av at 2.172
Wittgenstein claims that if a picture must have moBaEEm (a form)
in common with the situation it depicts in order that it should be able
to depict that situation, the one thing that it cannot depict m.m Emwn Em.:
situation has that form, since mirroring the form of the situation it
depicts is a condition of its being about that mzzm.&ow at all. Fm.:.wma
it mirrors that form. So, in the case of propositions, a ﬁnomoﬁﬁos
will not be able to say of the situation it represents that it rmm a
certain logical form in common with the EOUOmE.o.P but will :mm_m
display that form. Russell’s idea is: maybe a proposition cannot itself
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say what it must have in common with reality in order to depict it,
but why shouldn’t another proposition say what the first proposition
only shows? Generally, if there are certain things which it is claimed
a language cannot say, because they are presuppositions of its being
able to say anything at all, why shouldn’t we be able to say those
things in another language that talks about that first language?
Wittgenstein only runs into his showing/saying difficulties because
he tries to make a language talk about itself as well as the reality it
is about. So we replace his way of talking by one that is explicitly
about language. Whereas “7 is a number’ may, for reasons that
Wittgenstein presents, be nonsense, it only appears to make sense
because we hear it as saying ‘“7” is a numeral’, which is a straight-
forward empirical proposition saying what Wittgenstein claimed
could only be shown.

For Wittgenstein himself, this was Just a prevarication that missed
the point. I shall indicate here the reasons for thinking Russell’s
response to be inadequate.

Do the metalinguistic propositions succeed in .&QN.:% what

Wittgenstein claimed could not be said?

Do these ‘metalinguistic’ versions of the problematic Tractatus
propositions say the same thing as we were trying to say when we put
forward the corresponding Tractatus propositions? To be sure, “ “7”is
a numeral’ may be regarded as an empirical proposition, comparable
to archaeologists identifying certain marks on a tablet, and saying:
‘Those marks are numerals’, and we may regard the sentence: ¢ “Snow
is white” is true if and only if snow is white’ as a significant propos-
ition about the English language. But to the extent that such metalin-
guistic renderings of the kind of sentences that we meet in the
Tractatus make perfect sense, it is an illusion to suppose that they say
what Wittgenstein was trying to say with his propositions. Taken in
such a way that they are straightforward empirical propositions, these
are simply trivial propositions about a particular language. The reason
that they can appear to do duty for Wittgenstein’s propositions is

because we hear them differently. In Wittgenstein’s terminology (3.32),

we hear them as not about the sign ‘T’ — the ink marks on the page —
but about the symbol, that sign being used with a specific meaning. But
if we take the proposition  “7” is a numeral’, as one in which we are
talking of the symbol, then ‘. . . is a numeral’ isitself a formal concept,
and the sentence is just as problematic as the proposition we started
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with, and we have got nowhere. Taking a metalinguistic Ho=.8 will
always only tell us philosophically irrelevant facts mcoﬂ mooaosﬁ.m_
features of the signs used. Wittgenstein, however, is only interested in
the essential logical features of the symbol.

Language or languages?

Russell talks as if Wittgenstein were concerned with the structure .Om
a specific language, so that it then ‘makes sense :.v talk m_u.owﬁ dis-
cussing that language in a second language. But cszmo.smaE s con-
cerns throughout are different: he is asking: ‘How is hmbm:.mmm
possible? and ‘What conditions must be satisfied by any .cOmm_Eo
language? In much the same way, when Russell Qoﬁ_omuaﬂ his theory
of types, and the way in which nonsense resulted if one SQ.mSQ type
restrictions, he was not concerned with the type restrictions that
were recognized by a particular language, but these were intended as
restrictions that would have to be respected by any possible language
capable of talking about sets. If we were to construct a waooja
language to talk about a first, what was claimed to be :amm%m.c_m in
the original language would simply be mirrored as unsayable in the
second.

3. Ignoring 6.54

Much of Frank Ramsey’s best work was directly inspired by the
Tractatus and discussions with Wittgenstein, although he wanted
nothing to do with the idea that there were things that ooc_a. be
shown but not said. His essays illustrate how much philosophical
insight can be derived from a purely straight Hom&wm of S.a
Tractatus, if you completely disregard Wittgenstein’s claim that w.a
propositions were nonsense. Of course, Ramsey was aware that in
doing this he was not straightforwardly interpreting the Tractatus,
but simply profiting from Wittgenstein’s ideas where he oocﬁ. What
his example suggests is, however, the possibility of an exegesis of the
Tractatus that simply ignores 6.54. There have certainly been many
commentators who, while not explicitly saying that this is what they
are doing, have done precisely that. One may suggest a EE.&Q of
defences of such a procedure. In the first place, it is so oBEmE.E
possible: there seems no problem in discussing what Wittgenstein
says, and arguing for and against it. Indeed, in the moooE.u place,
there seems no coherent alternative to interpreting the main body
of the book as if it all made sense: this is true, even for those who
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strenuously argue that the whole point of the book is to be found in
the fact that its propositions are nonsense: it is only with hindsight,
that one recognizes these propositions to be nonsense. In the third
place, there is strong reason to believe that there was a version of the
Tractatus produced in 1916 that would have stopped at proposition
6 rather than go on to proposition 7, with the material now in the 6s
as later additions: there is much material in the 6s that is consider-
ably less satisfactory than the earlier parts of the book and much
that is difficult to integrate with those parts. Whatever may be said
about the passages in which Wittgenstein talks about ethics, a large
number of commentators have simply ignored their presence in the
book, as peripheral to what is truly philosophically interesting
(regardless of Wittgenstein’s own evaluation of these remarks): why
not treat the 6.5s in the same way? It is here that one runs into the
chief difficulty with this approach.

There is a major contrast between the remarks about ethics and
the 6.5s. Nothing in the earlier parts of the book would lead one to
anticipate what Wittgenstein was going to say about ethics, and
indeed it is one of the sections that it is most difficult to reconcile
with what has gone before. The ideas that Wittgenstein presents in
the 6.5s, and 6.54 in particular, have all been carefully built up to,
and emerge, as the natural consequence of the main discussion of
the book. When we look through the considerations that I listed in
the last section in comment on 6.54, we see that they all deal with
issues that have been central to Wittgenstein’s concerns throughout
the book. Unlike Wittgenstein’s remarks about ethics, in the 6.5s
Wittgenstein is simply drawing out the last consequences of the key
positions he has been arguing for throughout the book: if, as he has
stressed, one of his aims in setting up the general form of propos-
ition was to establish the limits of language, then that has the con-
sequence that the propositions whereby he established those limits
constantly transgressed the limits they were establishing, and thus
fell on the wrong side of those limits, and hence were nonsense. It
seems we can only ignore 6.54 if we fail to do what Wittgenstein did
and do not think our position through to the end.

4. A ‘therapeutic’ reading

There has been large interest recently in the'kind of reading that we
now have to consider. This is the so-called ‘New Wittgensteinian’
reading of the Tractatus.’ In sharp contrast with the preceding
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reading, this makes 6.54 the key to the whole book. The book may
be thought of as having two components — a ‘frame’ consisting pri-
marily of the Preface and the 6.5s (6.54 in particular), and the rest
of the book included within that frame — where the frame gives guid-
ance to one’s understanding of Wittgenstein’s whole project. We
take with full seriousness Wittgenstein’s claim that the propositions
in the main part of the book are nonsense, and stress that by non-
sense is meant nonsense - gibberish — and that the point of the book
is achieved (when the reader finally understands Wittgenstein, not
the propositions of the Tractatus, since there is no such thing as
understanding nonsense) when the illusion that those propositions
make sense has been dispelled. The book has a ‘therapeutic’ purpose
that seems to run along the following lines: the reader is initially
seduced into reading the book ‘straight’, as an account of propos-
itions and the way propositions relate to reality. This account finally
falls apart and turns out to be nonsense in its own terms. Once the
reader realizes this, they are disabused of the urge that led them to
engage in the kind of enquiry they had apparently embarked on.
They then ‘see the world aright’, in that they return to be content
with our everyday language, without the wish to construct a meta-
physical theory to underpin that language. The ‘traditional’ readings
of the Tractatus have been engaged in a kind of double-think in
which they somehow think it is both possible to accept the main
tenets that the Tractatus apparently propounds and that the sen-
tences expressing those tenets are nonsensical. We must take
Wittgenstein to have been ‘resolute’ and that when he talked of
‘throwing away the ladder’, he meant precisely that — abandon any
attempt to find any meaning in the sentences of the body of the
book. In particular, we must overcome the illusion that there is any-
thing that can be ‘shown but not said’.

This way of interpreting the Tractatus derives much of its appar-
ent plausibility from the difficulties in giving a fully satisfactory
version of the kind of reading that we shall consider next, which the
proponents of this reading call the ‘traditional reading’. Without
minimizing the difficulties that confront that reading, this reading
has its own, to my mind, even greater difficulties.

External evidence
At first sight, this reading can look invulnerable to attack, since

any paragraphs of the Tractatus that seem straightforwardly to
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contradict this interpretation — such as those in which Wittgenstein
stresses that there is that which can be shown and not said (4.121

4.1212, 6.522) -~ can simply be jettisoned as rungs of the ladder Emm
WHE& Go.n:oss away. The overwhelming difficulty confronting the
.Zoé Wittgensteinian’ reading is, however, the apparent impossibil-
ity of mm:masm it with all the external evidence constituted by the
ways Wittgenstein himself talked or wrote about the Tractatus: it is
hard to find any remarks that unequivocally support this reading

but a wealth of remarks that seem to contradict it. This is :Em
whether we consider the Notebooks in which he did preparatory
work on the Tractatus, the ways in which he explained the book to
W:mmo_._ and Ramsey, the developments and modifications he made
to the ideas of the Tractatus in the early 1930s, or the ways in which
he mrvmoncoz:% attacked ideas of the Tractatus as ideas he had held
earlier. Just to give one example: when he writes to Russell in

response to Russell’s questions about the 7 ractatus, when Russell

had objected: ‘It is necessary also to be given the proposition that all

elementary propositions are given’, he says:

This is not :.o.oommma_% because it is even impossible. There is no
such proposition! That all elementary propositions are given is

&Sxﬁ by there being none having an elementary sense which is
not given.

This is incomprehensible unless Wittgenstein did indeed believe
there was that which could be shown and not said. But it is not so
s.Eor a question of this or that remark which it is difficult to recon-
cile with this way of understanding the Tractatus; it is the number

and diversity of the remarks that are recalcitrant to being read in
accordance with it.

What is the ‘frame’?

HEE Eﬁo.gnoﬁmao: rests entirely upon singling out some remarks as
frame’ in which Wittgenstein addresses us in propria persona and
oosnnmm:sm those with the other propositions that are to be finally
recognized by the reader as nonsense, In practice, the frame is not
.ﬂmwmn simply to consist of the Preface and the 6.5s, but also to
include other paragraphs such as 4.11 1-4.112 or 5.4733 scattered
throughout the book. What is hard to discern is a principled account
of why these remarks can be singled out, and why Wittgenstein
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intersperses them, apparently at random, amongst the hUOJmobmmom_
propositions’. This looks a particularly acute problem with, e.g.,
4.111-4.112, where on a natural understanding of those para-
graphs, they appear as part of the development of a train of
thought that begins at 4.1, and as the consequence of an argument
that contains propositions that are to be rejected as nonsense. The
answer to this problem had better not be that the remarks singled
out as belonging to the frame are simply the remarks the inter-
preters find congenial. .

Equally, if we read through the sequence from 6.5 to 6.54, which
is the sequence that can most easily be read as giving support to S.n
kind of reading we are examining here, we find in the middle of it
6.522 in which Wittgenstein claims that there is that which cannot
be expressed, but which shows itself. If, according to the ‘New
Wittgensteinian reading’, the 6.5s are intended to give the H.omamn
guidance as to the way to approach the Tractatus, the sudden incur-
sion of this remark, which must, on this account, be simply thrown
away as nonsensical, seems to make the way in which Wittgenstein
has organized the paragraphs of the book look crazy. It seems more
sensible to-look for an alternative way of reading the 6.5s.

How is the ‘therapy’ supposed to be achieved?

However difficult it may be to fill in the details of the ‘traditional’
reading that is being rejected by the ‘New Wittgensteinians’, :. is
relatively easy to sketch out the main outlines of the way in which
according to the traditional reading the book is intended to work:
Wittgenstein is wishing to communicate to us something that
cannot be put into words, but that is shown by the way language
works. To do this, he apparently says what cannot be said, thereby
leading us to see what can only be shown: once we have seen what
he is trying to draw to our attention, we realize that it could not be
properly expressed by the sentences that Wittgenstein had used, and
indeed would be falsified by any sentences that purported to say
what could only be shown: in fact what has been drawn to our atten-
tion condemns precisely the sentences that had been used to draw it
to our attention as nonsense. On the account we are now consider-
ing there is however a gap in this account — we are shown nothing —
and it is obscure what is meant to fill that gap. How are we meant
to come to realize that the propositions of the Tractatus are non-
sense? The only answer seems to be that these propositions, taken
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seriously, are in some way self-refuting, or imply their own nonsens-
icality. But then there is just as much difficulty confronting this
account as confronts the traditional reading in explaining what is
meant by ‘taken seriously’ when applied to sentences that have no
meaning whatever — and equally by what it means to talk of such
propositions as implying anything. But even apart from that, the
fact that sentences are self-refuting or imply their own nonsensical-
ity does not show them to be nonsense: at most, it shows them to
be false.

But even if a satisfactory answer can be given to those questions,
the real question needs answering: ‘How does the fact that the
propositions of the Tractatus turn out, for what ever reason, to be
nonsense have any therapeutic value?” After all, self-refuting meta-
physical theories, even theories that turn out to be nonsense in their
own terms, are hardly a rarity in the history of philosophy. The
Verification Principle in particular was dogged by the difficulty of
giving an account of its own meaningfulness in the terms for mean-
ingfulness that it itself laid down - and no one has ever seen any
therapeutic role for Logical Positivism analogous to the réle that is
here being assigned to the Tractatus.

A value judgment

Whether or not this is a difficulty depends upon the judgment one
makes on what is of value in the Tractatus. It is, however, undoubtedly
the main reason why a number of philosophers have not just rejected
this reading, but reacted to it with hostility. On any reading
Wittgenstein makes a number of mistakes in the development of the
Tractatus, but those mistakes are comprehensible given that he was
struggling with some of the deepest philosophical issues. Anyone
reading through the Notebooks will be impressed by the intensity of
his grappling to get clear about the nature of propositions and logic.
And this struggle issues in a whole range of profound philosophical
insights that are embodied in the main body of the Tractatus. To
suppose that he invited us simply to throw all that away in the name of
a curious therapeutic exercise can appear as if we are asked to suppose
that he committed intellectual suicide. Certainly that therapeutic exer-
cise can look remarkably trivial by comparison. It also seems remark-
ably ineffective: on his return to philosophy jn 1929, he immediately
wrote an article® in which he continued the kind of enquiry which the
‘therapy’ would jettison, as if nothing had happened. What is more, he
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continues that enquiry without even the constant hints throughout the
Tractatus that there is something problematic about such an enquiry.

5. The ‘traditional’ reading

I call this the ‘traditional’ reading, because that is the designation
used by the ‘New Wittgensteinians’ that we have just looked at.
However, this designation should not blind one to the fact that there
is considerable diversity among the commentators who propose
some version of the position that we are now considering: a diver-
sity that is fully intelligible given the difficulties that need to be over-
come to give a coherent account of what needs saying here. Indeed,
although this is the most natural reading, and indeed the one that
best accords, e.g., with the way that Wittgenstein explained his pos-
ition in correspondence with Russell, the difficulties that confront us
here are enormous. In fact, it is only because of these difficulties that
the other four ways of reading the Tractarus have arisen: they are
various ways of cutting the Gordian knot that Wittgenstein presents
us with here. (It would be wrong to think that Wittgenstein -had
himself a neat resolution to the problems that arise here: it is far
more likely that he is wanting to confront his readers with a para-
doxical situation that he finds just as puzzling as we do.)

According to this reading, there are for Wittgenstein things that
cannot be put into words: things that can be shown, but not said.
These are things that are manifest in the use we make of language,
but which are presupposed to that use of language and cannot be
said within language. A major part of the purpose of his book is
both to bring us to see what cannot be said, and at the same time to
see why it cannot be said. Once we have grasped his point we ‘will
throw away the ladder’; that is to say, we will recognize that what we
have grasped cannot be cast in the form of a metaphysical doctrine,
and will recognize that Wittgenstein’s own apparent casting of his
position in the form of a series of metaphysical doctrines was only
a stage that needed to be overcome. He had himself continually been
transgressing ‘the limits of language’ that he wanted us to recognize,
and as a result producing sentences that were condemned by those
limits as nonsense. Once we understood him, we would give up the
temptation to try to say what couldn’t be said, and follow his injunc-
tion to be silent.

1 shall consider two difficulties that confront this reading. These
two difficulties are often run together, bu