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Summary

1 Choice of topics and aims of discussion

In my dissertation I discuss some problems concerning logic and the
philosophy of language in Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus (henceforth, Tractatus). I tried to choose problems
about which I could make important new observations, either be-
cause the problems have not been covered in literature sofar, or
because I feel there is a false consensus regarding them. However, I
did not attempt to discuss questions beyond the scope of the Trac-
tatus. To some extent, I uncertain whether the problems discussed
in my paper have general philosophical importance at all.



2 Methods

In the main chapter of the paper I aimed to develop a formal recon-
struction of the Tractarian theory of propositions. Formal recon-
struction is a rare means of interpreting philosophical texts, and it
is not without its dangers. In particular, there are two pitfalls in
formal reconstructions. One is that the technical arsenal may dis-
tort the interpretation by introducing illegitimate preconceptions.
I tried to avoid this by laying out the reconstruction in the weakest
possible framework. Another pitfall is that formal methods enforce
otherwise unnecessary interpretational decisions even where loose
ends are desirable. T have tried to solve this problem two different
ways. First, some interpretational decisions could be deferred by
weakening the set-theoretical framework. Second, at certain points,
I ramified the reconstruction. For example, the nominalist and re-
alist readings of Tractarian ontology—subject to so many debates
in the literature—are discussed separately.

I believe that in an ideal case formal reconstruction and infor-
mal interpretation can support each other. On the one hand, the
outlines of a formal reconstruction are determined by preliminary
interpretation. On the other hand, reconstruction influences the
interpretation in some of the following ways:

1. it may turn out that interpretational choices that seemed
plausible before formalizing have in fact unsustainable con-
sequences;

2. new interpretational choices may turn up in the reconstruc-
tion;

3. it may turn out that interpretational choices that were taken



as different before have in fact equivalent consequences;

4. it may turn out that interpretational choices that were taken
as equivalent before have in fact different consequences.

The enumeration is incomplete. It is common in the four cases
considered that formal means do not terminate but rather stimu-
late interpretation. This is very important regarding both of the
pitfalls mentioned before. Some of the distortions that the appli-
cation of formal methods bring about are unavoidable, but further
interpretation can correct them. This may be followed by further
formal reconstruction, which in turn leads to another step of in-
terpretation, and so on; in an ideal case, ad infinitum. In the light
of a potential series like this, it is not so disheartening if I could
accomplish only a fragment of my initial goals.

3 Main points of discussion

3.1 Tractarian solutions to the color exclusion
problem

In the literature there is a certain consensus that the ontologi-
cal and semantical ideas of the Tractatus are incapable of solving
the color exclusion problem. In particular, the doctrine of the in-
dependence of elementary propositions is apparently inconsistent
with the linguistic fact that propositions that attribute different
degrees of a property to a certain object contradict each other. In
this chapter, I attempted to challenge this consensus. By means of
constructing a couple of intuitive models, I believe to have showed



that even if Tractarian ontology allows for facts involving degrees,
it is neither inconsistent nor categorical.

The last two of the models have two further conclusions. One is
that the logical analysis of propositions necessarily involves arbi-
trary steps. The other is that the color exclusion problem can be
solved in the Tractarian context by methods that are used in the
simulation of real world phenomena by computer programs. The
point of this chapter can be put as follows: it cannot be ruled out
merely on the basis of color exclusion problem that the facts of our
world are arranged according to the Tractarian system; but if it is
so, it cannot be decided whether we live in a real or a simulated
world.

3.2 The proper treatment of Tractarian Quan-
tification

For a long time it was commonly held in the literature that al-
though the philosophical system of the Tractatus is highly prob-
lematic, its internal logical system is a sound one for its own pur-
poses. This consensus was broken in the late 70’s by Robert Fo-
gelin’s work. According to Fogelin, first-order propositions that
involve mixed quantification—i.e., those of the form Vz3Iy¢(x,y)
or JxVy¢(x, y)—are not expressible by the symbolic means of the
Tractatus. A couple of years later Peter Geach and Scott Soames
attempted to refute Fogelin’s arguments, and to show that all first-
order propositions can be expressed by Tractarian means. With a
few exceptions their solutions are held definitive in the literature.
In this chapter I argue for the following points:

1. both Fogelin’s, Geach’s and Soames’ arguments are based on



some false premises;

2. the problems posed by Fogelin can be solved in the Tractarian
framework;

3. other problems still seem insolvable; e.g., propositions of the
form Va3y(zRy & yRz) are inexpressible;

4. even propositions like this became expressible after some
modifications of the Tractarian system. (These modifications
are slight from a technical point of view, but radical from a
philosophical one.)

3.3 A Formal Reconstruction of the Tractarian
Logical Notation

In this chapter, I attempted to develop a formal reconstruction of
the Tractarian theory of propositions. As a framework, I chose a
rather weak axiomatic set theory which is introduced at the end
of the chapter. The reconstruction itself has four steps. The first
is the development of logical space. The second is the introduction
of elementary propositions and elementary propositional variables.
The third is the introduction of complex propositions and proposi-
tional variables. The fourth is the definition of Tarskian semantic
concepts.

The Tractatus’ famous picture theory of propositions claims that
every proposition reflects the internal structure of the fact it repre-
sents, whatever that fact may be. This requirement made the first
three of the four steps extremely hard to take. Since we cannot
know anything a priori about the structures that form the world



of facts, we cannot stipulate the cardinality of objects in a Tractar-
ian state of affairs or the cardinality of all objects that constitute
the substance of the world. Therefore, the syntax of the language
had to be prepared for infinite syntactic constructions. This fact
alone explains why the set-theoretic framework could not be omit-
ted from the formal reconstruction.

Logical space was introduced in four different versions, accord-
ing to interpretational choices. Further formulations could be in-
troduced applying the many different concepts and methods of the
chapter on quantification. Lack of space kept me from drawing up
further alternative versions.

3.4 Notes on the reconstruction

In the final chapter of my dissertation, I attempted to draw conclu-
sions from the reconstruction developed in the previous chapter.
First, I showed that various interpretations of the concept of logi-
cal space are compatible with the one in the reconstruction, which
thus proved to be a neutral one. In the second section I inves-
tigated some arguments concerning the cardinality of Tractarian
objects. The result is that some hidden premises in both of these
arguments are false, and that there are apparently no a priori lim-
itations on the cardinality of objects or the complexity of states
of affairs. The third section is devoted to the peculiar relation of
syntax to semantics in the Tractatus. Quite unusually Tractarian
syntax is not independent of semantics; it cannot be given without
having previously introduced logical space. This has far-reaching
consequences regarding the concepts of tautology and inference;
but, being pressed for time, I could not go into the details of these
consequences. In the concluding section I took the showing-saying



distinction into consideration. I came to the following conclusions:

1. Wittgenstein is right in claiming that this distinction is uni-
versal;

2. but he is wrong in claiming that the distinction is absolute.

I believe the second conclusion to be the most important one in my
dissertation, since it affects immediately the notorious closing re-
mark of the Tractatus. If one cannot make an absolute distinction
between what can be said and what can be showed, and if every-
thing that can only be shown in one linguistic framework can be
said in another one, then the imperative to pass over the unsayable
in silence looses its sense.
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