PART V
PHILOSOPHY AND SYNTAX
A. ON THE FORM OF THE SENTENCES
BELONGINGTO THE LOGIC OF SCIENCE
$ 72, Pnrr,osopnvRrprecrD By rHE Locrc
or Scrrwce
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The questions dealt with in any theoretical field-and similarly
the corresponding sentences and assertions-can be roughly
and logicalquestions,(This differentiadivided into object-questions
tion has no claim to exactitude; it only servesas a preliminary to
the following non-formal and inexact discussion.) By objectquestions are to be understood those that have to do with the
objects of the domain under consideration, such as inquiries regarding their properties and relations.The logical questions,on
the other hand, do not refer directly to the objects, but to sentences,terms, theories,and so on, which themselvesrefer to the
objects. (Logical questions may be concerned either with the
terms, etc,, or only with the
meaningand'content-ofthe sentences,
say
more later.) In a certain sense,
form of these; of this we shall
object-questions,since they
questions
are
also
of course,logical
to
terms,
sentences,and so onrefer to certain objects-namely,
however,
we are talking of
of
logic.
When,
that is to say, to objects
the
differentiation
between
proper
object-domain,
a nonJogical,
quite
clear.
questions
is
For
instance,
and
logical
object-questions
in the domain of zoology, the object-questionsare concernedwith
the properties of animals, the relations of animals to one another
and to other objects,etc.; the logical questions,on the other hand,
are concerned with the sentencesof zoology and the logical connections between them, the logical character of the definitions
occurring in that science,the logical character of the theories and
hypotheseswhich may be, or have actually been, advanced,and
so on,
According to traditional usage,the name'philosophy' serves
as a collective designation for inquiries of very different kinds,

278

PART V.

PHILOSOPHY AND SYNTAX

, Object-questionsas well as logical questions are to be found
amongst these inquiries. The object-questionsare in part concernedwith supposititiousobjectswhich are not to be found in the
object-domainsof the sciences(for instance,the thing-in-itself,
the absolute,the transcendental,the objective idea, the ultimate
causeof the world, non-being,and such things as values,absolute
norms, the categoricalimperative, and so on); this is especially
the case in that branch of philosophy usually known as metaphysics. On the other hand, the object-questions orf philosophy
are also concerned with things which likewise occ6r in the em- ,
pirical sciences (such as mankind, society, language, histoqy,
economics,nature, spaceand time, causality,etc.); this is especlJ
ally the casein those branchesthat are called natural philosophy,
the philosophyof history, the philosophyof language,and so on.
The logicalquestionsoccur principally in logic (including applied
logic), and also in the so-calledtheory of knowledge(or epistemology), where they are, however, for the most part, entangled with
psychologicalquestions. The problems of the so-called philosophical foundations of the various sciences(such as physics,
biology, psychology,and history) include both object-questions
/
una tirgicatquestions.
'Ihe logical analysisof philosophicalproblems shows them to
vary greatly in character. As regardsthoSeobject-questionswhose
objectsdo not occur in the exactsciences,critical analysishas revealed that they are pseudo-problems.The supposititioussentencesof metaphysics,of the philosophyof values,of ethics(in so
far as it ie treated as a normative discipline and not as a psychosociologicalinvestigationof facts)are pseudo-sentences;
they have
no logical content, but are only expressionsof feeling which in
their turn stimulate feelings and volitional tendencieson the part
ofthe hearer. In the other departmentsofphilosophy the psychological questions must first of all be eliminated; these belong to
psychology, which is one of the empirical sciences,and are to be
handled by it with the aid of its empirical methods.
[By this, of
course, no veto is put upon the discussionof psychologicalquestions within the domain of logical investigation; everyone is at
liberty to combine his questions in the way which seemsto him
most fruitful. It is only intended as a warning against the disregard of the differencebetweenproper logical (or epistemological)
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oncs.Vcry oltc:lrtltcrfrrrtnttl;ttiott
questionsand psychologiclrl
questi ondoesnot makei t cl earw hct hcrit is ir r t cr r t lt :rttls: tlt syr 'lt 'r logicalor a logicalotre,and ilr this way il groilt tlcltlol'coltlttsitttt
arises.]The remailringquestions,that is, in ordirl:rrytcrtttittolrgy,
of
questionsof logic,of the theoryof knowlcdgc(or cpistt:rttokrgy),
natural philosophy,of the philosophyof history, ctc:.,arc sotllt:as unscicntific
times designated
by thosewho regardrnetaphysics
as questionsof scientificphilosophy. As usually formtrlated,thcsc
questionsare in part logical questions,but in part also objectquestionswhich refer to the objectsof the specialsciences.Fhilosophicalquestions,however,accordingto the view of philosophers,
are supposedto examinesuch objects as are also investigatedby
the special sciencesfrom quite a different standpoint, namely,
fro;:n the purely philosophicalone. As opposedto this, we shall
here maintain that all theseremainingphilosophicalquestionsare
logical questions. Even the supposititiousobject-questionsare
logical questionsin a misleadingguise. The supposedpeculiarly
philosophicalpoint of view from which the objectsof scienceare
to be investigatedproves to be illusory, just as, previously, the
supposedpeculiarlyphilosophicalrealm of ol.rjectsproper to metaphysics.disappearedunder analysis. Apart from thc questionsof
the individual sciences,only the questionsof the logicalrrnalysisof
science,of its sentences'terms, conccPts,theorics,ctc', ill'c left as
genuinescientificquestions.We shall call this ctlnrplcxol' <1ttt:stions the logicof science.[We shall not hereemploy thc c:xPressiotr
'theoryof science';if it is to be usedat all, it is tnorc appropriatc
to the wider doma,i^1f*questionswhich, in addition to thc logic
of science,includes aGo the empirical investigatiorlof scientific
activity, such as historical, sociological,and, above all, psychological inquiries.]
According to this view, then, once philosophy is purified of all
unscientific elements,only the logic of scienceremains' In the
majority of philosophicalinvestigations,however,a sharp division
into scientific and unscientificelementsis quite impossiblc' For
this reasonwe prefer to say: the logicof scicncetahestheplace of the
ineutricabletangleof problemszohichis hnozonasphilosophy. wlrether,
on this view, it is desirableto apply the term 'philosophl" e1
'scientific philosophy' to this remainder, is a question of expediencewhich cannot be decided here. It must be taken into
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consideration that the word 'philosophy' is already heavily
burdened,and that it is largelyapplied(particularlyin the German
language)to speculativemetaphysicaldiscussions.The designation
'theory of knowledge'(or'epistemology')is a more neutralone,
but eventhis appearsnot to be quite unobjectionable,sinceit misleadingly suggestsa resemblancebetween the problems of our
logic of scibnceand the problemsof traditional epistemology;the
latter, however, are always permeated by pseudo-conceptsand
pseudo-questions,and frequently in such a way/that their disentanglementis impossible.
The view that, as soon as clainrs to scientific qualificationFate
made,all that remainsof philosophyis the logic of science,cannot
be establishedhere and will not be assumedin h'hat follows. In
this part of the book we proposeto examinethe characterof the
sentencesof the logic of science,and to show thatlthey are syntactical sentences. For anyone who shares withXs the antimetaphysicalstandpoint it will thereby be shown that all philosophicalproblemswhich have any meaningbelongto syntax.The
following investigationsconcerningthe logic of ecienceas syntax
are not, however, dependent upon an adheienceto this view:
those who do not subscribeto it can formulate our resultssimply
as a statementthat the problemsof that part of philosophywhich
is neither metaphysicalnor concernedwith valuesand norms are
syntactical.
Anti-metaphyiical views have often been put forward in the past,
especiallyby Hume and the Positivists.The more exactthesisthat
philosophycan be nothing other than a logicalanalysisof scientific
(in other words,what we shall call the logic
conceptsand sentences
of science)is representedin particular by Wittgenstein and the
Vienna Circle, and has been both establishedin detail and investigatedin all its consequences
by them; seeSchlick fMetaphysikf,
fWendel, fPositioisrnusl; Frank fKausalgesetzl; Hahn lWiss.
Weltau.ff.l; Neurath fWiss. Weltauff.], fWegeh Carnap fMetaphysihl; further bibliographicalreferencesare given by Neurath
fWiss.Weltauff.]and in Erhenntnis,I, 315ff. Neurath is definitely
opposedto the continued use of the expressions'philosophy',
'scientificphilosophy','natural philosophy', ' theoryof knowledge',
etc,
The term 'logicof science'
will be understoodby us in a very wide
sense,namely,asmeaningthe domainof all the questionswhich are
usuallydesignatedas pure and appliedlogic, as the logicalanalysis
of the specialsciencesor of scjenceas a whole, as epistemology,as
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problems of foundations, and the like (in so far as these questions
are free from metaphysics and from all reference to norms, values,
transcendentals, etc.). To give a concrete illustration we assign the
following investigations (with very few exceptions) to the logic of
science: the works of Russell, Hilbert, Brouwer, and their pupils, the
works of the Warsaw logicians, of the Harvard logicians, of Reichenbach's Circle, of the Vienna Circie centring around S,chlick, the
majority of the works cited in the bibliography of this book (and
others by the same authors), the articles in the journals Erkenntnis
and Philosophy of Scimce, the books in the collections " Schriften
zur wissenschaftlichen Weltauffassung " (edited by Schlick and
Frank), "Einheitswissenschaft" (edited by Neurath), and finally
the works mentioned in the following bibliographies: Erkenntnis,
r, 315 ff. (general), 335 ff. (Polish logicians); rr, r5r ff. (foundations
of mathematics), r89 f. (causality and probability); v, r85 ff.
(!eneral), r95 fr. (American authors), r99 ff. (Polish authors), 4o9 ff.
(general).

$ Zg. THn Locrc oF ScIENcEIS THESvNrex
OF THE LEUCUECN OF SCIENCE
In what follows we ghall er(aminethe nature of the questionsof
the logic of sciencein the wide senee,including, as alreadyindicate( the eo-calledphilosophicalproblemsconcerningthc foundations of the ind.ividtralsciences,and we shall show that these
questionsare questionsof syntax. In order to do this, it must first
be shown that the object-questionswhich occur in the logic of
science(for exaglrle, questionsconcerningnumbers,things, time
and space,th#elations between the psychical and the physical,
etc.) are only pseudo-object-questisls-i.s. questionswhich, becauseof a misleadingformulation, appearto refer to objectswhile
terms, theories,and the like-and
actuallythey refer to.sentences,
are, accordingly, in reality, logical questions. And secondly, it
must be shown that all logical questions are capable of formal
presentation,and can, consequently,be formulated as syntactical
questions. According to the usual view, all logical investigation
comprises two parts: a formal inquiry which is concerned only
with the order and syntactical kind of the linguistic expressions,
and an inquiry of a material character,which has to do not merely
with the formal design but, over and above that, with questions of
meaning and sense.Thus the general opinion is that the formal
problemsconstitute, at the most, only a small section of the domain
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of logical problems. As opposed to this, our discussion of general
syntax has already shown that the formal method, if carried far
enough, embraces all logical problems, even the so-called pro-

construct sentences about the forms of linguistic expressions, and
therefore about sentences,as it is to construct sentences about the
geometrical forms of geometrical structures, In the first place, there
are the analytic sentencesof pure syntax, which can be applied to thc
forms and relations of form of linguistic expressions (analogous to
the analytic sentences of arithmetical geometry, which can be applied to the relations of form of the abstract geornetrical structures);
and in the second place, the synthetic physical sentences of descriptive syntax, which are concerned with the forms of the linguistic
expressions as physical structures (analogous to the synthetic empirical sentences of physical geometry, see $ z5). Thus syntax is
exactly fonnulable in the samc way as geometry is.
Wittgenstein's second negative thesis states that the logic of
science (" philosophy ") cannot be formulated. (For him, this tlresis
iloes not coincide with the first, since he does not consider the logic
of science and syntax to be identical; see below.) " Philosophy is not
a theory, but an activity. A philosophical work consists essentially
of elucidatione. The result of philosophy is not a number of 'philosophical propositions,' but to make propositions clear" (p. Z6).
Consistently Wittgenstein applies this view to his own work. also;
at the end he says: " My propositions are elucidatory in this way: he
who understands me finally recognizes them as senseless, when he
has climbed out through them, on them, over them. (He must, so to
speal, throw away the ladder, after he has climbed up on it.) He
must surmount these propositions; then he sees the world rightly.
Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent" (p. t88).
According to this, the investigations of the logic of science contain
no sentences, but merely more or less vague explanations which the
reader must subse.quently recognize as pseudo-sentences and
abandon. Such a1L{nterpretation of the logic of science is certainly
very unsatisfactftL
lRamsey first raised objections .to Wittgenstein's conception of philosophy as nonsense, but important nonsense ([Fozndationsf, p, 263), and then Neurath, in particular,
(lSoziol. Phys.l, pp. 39S f . and fPsychol.f , p. zg) definitely rejected it. ]
When in what follows it is shown that the logic of science is syntax,
it is at the same time shown that the logic of science can be formulated, and formulated not in senseless, if practically indispensable,
pseudo-sentences, but in perfectly correct sentences. The difrerence
of opinion here indicated is not merely theoretical; it has an important influence on the practical form of philosophical investigations. Wittgenstein considers that the only difference between the
sentences of the speculative metaphysician and those of his own and
other researches into the logic of science is that the sentences of the
logic of science-which he calls philosophical elucidations-in spite
of their theoretical lack of sense, exert, practically, an important
psychololical influence upon the philosophical investigator, which
the properly metaphysical sentences do not, or, at least, not in the
ssme way. Thus there is only a difference of degree, and that a very

blems of content or sense (in so far as these are genuinely logical
and not psychological in character). Accordingly, when we say
that the logic of science is nothing more than the syntax of the
language of science, we do not mean to suggest that only a certain
number of the problems of what has hitherto bepn called the logic
of science (as they appear, for example, in the'works previously
mentioned) should be regarded as true problems of the legic of
science. The view we intend to advance here is rather that "all
problems of the current logic of science,
.ooo{,
they are
",
exactly formulated, are seen to be syntactical problems.
ItwasWittgensteinwho firstexhibited the close connection bcg#een
the logic of science (or "philosophy", as he calls it) and syntax. In
particular, he made clear the formal nature of logic and emphasized
the fact that the rules and proofs of syntax should have no reference
to the meaning of symbols (lTractatusl, pp. Sz, 56, and 164),
Further, he has shown that the so-called sentences of metaphysics
and ofethics are pseudo-sentences. According to him philosophy is
"critique of language" (op. cit. p, 6z), its business is "the logical
clarification of ideas" (p, Z6), of the sentences and concepts of
science (natural science), that is, in our terminology, the logic of
science. Wittgenstein's view is represented, and has been further,
developed, by the Vienna Circle, and in this part of the book I owe
a great deal to his ideas. If I am right, the position here maintained
is in general agreement with his, but goes beyond it in certain important rcspects, In what follows my view will sometimes be contrasted with his, but this is done only for the sake of greater clarity,
and our agreement on important fundamental questions must not
therefore be overlooked.
There are two points especially on which the view here presented
differs from that of Wittgenstein, and specifically from his negative
theses, The first of these theses (op. cit, p.78) states: '( Propositions
cannot represent the logical form: this mirrors itself in the propositions. That which mirrors itself in language, language cannot represent. That which expresses itsef in language, we cannot express by
language.. . . If two propositions contradict one another, this is
shown by their structure; similarly, if one follows from another, etc.
What can be shown cannotbe said.. . , It would be as senselessto
ascribe a formal property to a proposition as to deny it the formal
property." In other words: There are no sentences about the forms
of sentences; thereis no expressiblesyntax. In oppositionto thisview,
our construction of syntax has shown that it can be correctly formulated and that syntactical sentences do exist. It is just as possible to
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vague one. The fact that Wittgenstein does not believe in the possibility of the exact formulaiion of the sentences of the logic of science
has as its consequence that he does not demand any ocientific
exactitude in his own formulations, and that he draws no sharp line
of demarcation between the formulations of the logic of science and
those of metaphysics. In the following discuseion we shall Beethat
translatability into the formal mode of speech-that i0, into syntactical sentences-is the criterion which separatesthe propcr sentences of the logic of sciencefrom the other philosophical ecntences
-we may call thbm metaphysical. In somc of hic forynulrtiona,
Wittgenstein has clearly overstepped thie b<lundary; thir conacquence of his belief in the two negativc theecs is psychologicsllv
quite understandable.
In spite of thie differcnce of opinion, I ogreo with Wittgonrtcin
that there are no speciol centenccs of thc logic of rciencc (or philosophy). The scntencee of the logic of rcicnco arc formulotc+-as
syntactical scntenceo about tho lrngurgc of rcienccl but no new
domain in nddition to thot of rcionco itrclf iE thcreby created.The
sentcncei of ryntlx nro in prrt lontcnccr of orithmctic, and in part
ientcncei of phyricr, and thoy arc only callcd syntactical because
thty rro conccrnod with linguiotic constructions, or, more speciflcnlly, witlr their formnl structurc. Syntax, pure and descriptive,is
ttottrilrg rnorc thnn thc mnthcmatics and physics of language.
Wittgcnrtcin soys of, the rules of logical syntax (see above) that
thcy must be formulated without any reference to senseor meaning.
According to our view the same thing holds also for the sentences
of the logic of science. But Wittgenstein, as it appears, thinks that
theee scntenccs (the so-called philosophical elucidations) go beyond
the formal and refer to the senseof the sentencesand terms. Schlick
(fWendel p. 8) interprets Wittgenstein's position as follows: philosophy " is that activity by which the meaning of propositions is established or discovered"; it is a question of "what the propositions
actually mean The content, soul, and spirit of science naqrrally consist in what is ultimately rneant by its sentencesI the philosophical
activity of rendering significant is thus the alpha and omega of all
scientific knowledge".

$ Z+. Pseuoo-Orlrcr-SENTENcEs
1./ti. 1 ,''e ;rl'' .,l,irclistinguished(in an inexactmanner) between
oblt:;ct-s<:ntcnces
and logical sentences.We will now contrastinstead(at first alsoin an inexactmanner)the two domainsof objeetsentencesand, syntactical sentences,only those logical sentences
which are concernedwith form being here taken into accountand
included in the seconddomain. Now there is an intermediatefield
between these two domains. To this intermediatefield we will

$74. nsruoo-oBJEcr-sENTENcES

285

assignthe sentenceswhich are formulated as though they refer
(cither partially or exclusively)to objects, while in reality they
rcfcr to eyntacticalforms, and, specifically,to the forms of the
of thoeeobjectswith which they appearto deal.Thus
designatiohe
thcse gentencesare syntacticalsentencesin virtue of their content, though they arc disguisedas object-sentences.
We will call
them pseudo-object-senlences.
If we attempt to represent in a
formal way the distinction which is here informally and inexactly
irldicated, we shall see that these pseudo-object-sentences
are
silnply quasi-syntacticalsentencesof the matcrial mode of spcech
(in the sensealreadyformally defined,see$ 64).
To tlris middle territory belong many of the questionsand eenL
fencesrelating to the investigation of what are called philosophical
foundations.We will take a simple example. Let ue supposethat
in a philosophical discussionabout the concept of number we
want to point out that there is an essential difference between
numbers and (physical) things, and thereby to give a warning
againstpseudo-questions
c.oncerningthe place,weight, and so on
of nurnbers. Such a warning will probably be formulated as a
sentenceof, say, the following kind: " Five is not a thing but a
number" (61). Apparently this sentenceexpressesa property of
the number five, like the sentence" Five is not an even but an odd
number" (GJ. In reality, however,61 is not concernedwith the
number five, but with the word 'five'; this is shown by the formulation 6s which is equipollentto Gr: "'Five' is not a thing-word
but a number-word." WHfrt,
is a proper object-sentence,G, is
a pseudo-object-sentet{ce;61 is a quasi-syntacticalsentence
(material mode of speech),and 6s is the correlatedsyntactical
sentence(formal mode of speech).
We have here left out of account those logical sentenceswhich
assertsomething about the meaning,content,or senseof sentences
or linguistic expressionsof any domain. These also are pseudoobject-sentences.Let us consider as an example the following
sentence,61 : "Yesterday's lecture was about Babylon." Gr appearsto assertsomethingabout Babylon,sincethe name' Babylon'
occursin it. In reality, however, 61 saysnothing about the town
Babylon,but merely somethingabout yesterday'slecture and the
word 'Babylon'. This is easilyshown by the following non-formal
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Further'
Babylon it does not matter whether 61 is true or false'
circumfrom
the
is only a pseudo-object-sentenceis clear
tt
"i6,
of
sentence
be translated into the following
stance^that d,
"""
word
either"the
(descriptive) .yrrt"*t "In yesterday's lecture
; B"bylorr' or an exPressionsynonymous with the word ' Babylon'
occurred" (62).
Accordingly, we distinguish threeki'nilsof sentences:
,
r, Obiect-sentences z. Pseudo-obiect'

ssnlen6ss= quasisyntactical sentences

Material mode of
sPeech
Exarriples:
" Five is
Examples: " 5 is
not a thing, but a
a prime number"l
BabYlon
" Babylon was a big number "; "
t'; " liong are was treated of in
town
yesterday's lecture."
mammalg"'
(" Five is a numberword " is an examPle
belonging to the autonymous mode of
speech.)

3, Syntactical
sentences

r
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we have already shown. Even if the syntax-languageS, is a sub_
Ianguageof S, it is, of course, both possible and necessaryto distinguish between a sentence6r, of S, (which may also belong to
Sr),and a syntacticalsentence6r, concerning61, which belongsto
S, and therefore also to 51. For simplicity's sake,we will formulate
the criterion of the material mode of speechfor the simplest sen_
tential form only (and further, for the sake of.brevity and clarity,
we will formulate it for a symbolic Bentence)(see$ 64). Let 6, be
'P (a)\; 61 is calledquasi-syntactrcal
in respectof ,a', if there exists

Fonnal *oil|of
sPeech
Examples l "' Five'
is not a thing-word,
but a number-word";
" the word 'Babylon'
in
occurred
Yeslecture"l
terday's
tr t 4 .
is a con-A'
tradictory sentence. "

naterial modeof specch.'Q' is calleda syntacticalpredicatecorre_
lated to the quasi-syntactical
predicate,p'1 and €, is calleda syn_
tbctical sentencecorrelated to the quasi-syntacticalsentencegr.
In the translation ftom the matcrial to the formal mode of ,prrri,
6, is tratulated into 6s.

in 6, of the word 'Babylon' is parallel to that property which is

J
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assertedin 6, of the town of Babylon ; for if, and only if, ycntcrtluy'u
iott ol'
lecture was concerned with a ccrtairt object, tlitl t tlcsigrrrtl
'I'hc
critcrion of thc rrtrttcrirtltttorlc
that object occur in the lecturc.
6, ol'tlrc exrtttt;rle
of speech is likewise fulfilled ftlr thc sclltclr(r(1
concerning 'fivc'; for ilt, antl only if , tlrc 1tt'opclty exlttctrltt'tl
in 6r-that of bcing not a thing llttt tt ttttlttbcl' lrekrltgnlrt l'tolllc
object (for instance, tu tltc nttrttltcr (ivc) tftrcs tltc )1rlopclty cxof bc ir r g not r r t lr ir r g- w o r t l l r r t t t r t t r t r t t l r c t p resse d in 6 r- t hnt
of tlritr oll.icct (irr tlre cxutltPlqJB)
clcsigrrittiott
trr
a
word--belong

the word 'five').

,\ttou'l'MtinNlNc
$ ZS. SttN'lrtru<'us
of
vnrittushinds of sentences
wc slrullr'orrsirlcr
In this nt:r:tion,
thc rnllr:r'irrlrrrorlcril' xpcct'lt,t:spcciallythosekinds which occur
tliscussious.On the basisof theseint'rcrlrrcntlyirr plril,rnophirrrrl
vcrrli;lrtiorrsrvcslrrrllhc lrcttor:ableto diagnosethe materialmode
cirses.F'urther,by this meansthe whole
ol xpcct'lrirr srrlrscrlttcrtt
problemswill becomeclearerto us. The
of philosophical
clurr.r:tt:r
obscurity with regard to this charactepis chiefly due to the deccption and self-deceptioninduced by the application of the
rnaterial mode of speech.The disguiseof the material mode of
spccch concealsthe fact that the so-called problems of philosophicalfoundationsare nothing rnore than questionsof the logic
of scienceconctlrningthe sentencesand sententialconnectionsof
tire languageof science,and alsothe further fact that the questions
of the logic of scienceare formal-that is to say, syntacticalquestions.The true situation is revealedby the translationof the
sentencesof the material mode of speech,which are really quasiand
syntacticalsentences,into the correlatedsyntacticalsentences
thus into the formal mode. We do not mean by this that the
materialmode of speechshould be entirely eliminated. Since it is
in generaluse and often easierto understand,it may well be retained in its place. But it is a good thing to be consciousof its use,
so as to avoid the obscuritiesand pseudo-problemswhich otherwise easilyresult from it.
In a sentence6, of the materialmode of speech,the illusion that
is presentis most easilydissipatedif 6,
a genuineobject-sentence
Sr, but containsat the same
belongsin part to the syntax-language
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t i r r r t rr 'l c r n c r r t so l S , w l r i c l r t k r n ot l l cl o n g to Sr . [N o t a l l scn tcn ce s
o [ 'l l r i n h i r r t l i r r e *c r r t c n c t 'so l t ltt: r tti tl t:r i i tltr to tl c o f sp ccch . Ii o r
c x u t t t p l e , l l t c t t c t t t c t t c c" 'l 'l r c l l l r i vr :r 'si ty r tl ' l i r ci ,l r tr r 'gb ca r s th e
i r r n t : r i P t i o r 't
r l r c l l r r t l r w i l l r r r r r kcyo l l l r t't:"' i s tr r l t l t tl tu tsi - syn syr r tl r x,]
t : r r : t i r : nB
l ( : n t ( : l l ( j (l :r r t t r t s i t n l r l c s( :n t( :r t( :co l tl r l st:r i p L i vc:
l vl r i c:l to xp r o sstr r cl i s P c c i l l l y i r n l x ) t 't u l r tl t c r r : : t r c t l) ( ) si (r :i ( 'r l t( :l r ( 't's
l a t i o n o f t l c s i g u l t i o n , t l r i r t i s t( ) ti i l y, tl to sc i tt tvl r i ch o l tc o f th c
, f o l l o w i n g e x p r c s s i o n so c c u r s : 't rci tts o l '', 'sp ca l ts i tl l o u t', 'tl l o i ttts',
\ s i g n i f i e s ', 'n a m e s ', 'i s
i l n a r nc fi r r ','tl csi l 3 tti ttt:s', r r n tI tl r c l i l <e ,
We shall now give a series of such sclttenccs corrccrning mcanin.q,
'fhc
iagd, qlong with them, the correlated syntactical sentences.
been
discussed.
is,
of
course,
Yrst of these examples has already
[It
of no importance whether or not the sentences in the examples ale
true. ]
Material

mode of speech

- (quasi-syntactical
sentences)
r a. Yesterday's lecture treated
of Babylon.

Formal mode of speech
(the correlated syntactical
sentences)
r b, In yesterday's lecture the
word 'Babylon' (or a synonymous designation) occupred.
zb . Th e w o r d 'd a ysta r ' i s
synonymous with'sun'.

z a. The word 'daystar' designates (or means; or: is a name
/oz) the sun.
3b. 6, is equipollent to the
3a. The sentcnce 6, qleans
(or: asserls;or: has the cAlfient; sentence 'The moon is spherior: has tl:,e mcaning) that the ca l .'
moon is spherical.
ab. There i s an equi pol l ent
+a. The word 'luna' in thc
Latin language designates thc
ex prc s s i onal trans l ati on of the
moon,
Lati n i nto thc E ngl i s h l anguage

5 a. The sentence' ... ' of the
Chinese language means that the
moon is spherical.

i n w hi c h the w ord ' moon' i s the
c orrel ate of the w ord ' l una' .
5b. 'I'here is an equipollent
translation
sentential
of the
Chinese into the English language in which
the sentence
' The moon i s s pheri c al ' i s the
c orrel ate of the s entenc e ' ... ' .

The following examples, 6 and 7, show how the difference between the meaning of an expression and the object designated by the
expressioncan be formally represented. [This difference is emphasizedby the phenomentrlogists,but explained only in a psychological, not in the logical, sense.l
r9
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'merle' | 6!' 'Merle' and 'blackbird'
6a. The expressions
and 'blackbird' have the same I are L-synonymous'

meaning (or: mean the same; or:
the same intmional object).
have
'*7r.-;-et."ingstar'and'-nii#^'

star' and
I z o' .'Evening
ut-l
morni"g
'
|
,tt":
T::::I"itlt they dt tignate the same object' I onyrnous' but P-synonymous'

inj ,iu, ; hurr"u iifi"r"nt.n""rring,

language,
[Wiih .".p""t to a symbofi-c-(!=)
'f".3b"::.:tJt1"J::

84, The sent€nceo 61 and 9s
have the same mcaning.
qa, €1 ond 91 hrvo r dif'
lorent meanin! but thcy ttl,r(tont
(orl rlorcribo) tho rlmo fnct,

S6. 61 and 6s are L'equi'
nollcnt.
'
oD. 9r rnd 61 arc not L'
oqulpollcntbut P-oquiPollcnt.

lr rnelytic'
lWitlr lmpcct t(t 0 iymlnlic langurgo:-80' '€1 r 91 '
,)Al 'g , = e r'in not an; ly t ic but l' ' v llid, ]
loD' 'Ihe rontoncoaof orith'
roa. 'lhc scntcnccr of arith' I
numcrical
rnctic state (orl exprcss) certain I mcticarecomporedof
monyproperties oi ttu*L"te and,cer- | expreosions and onc- or
predicatee
numerical
termed
numbers'
iain rclations between
I
I combined in such and euch a waY'

t7 a, Aparticular sentenceof i - rrD' A particularsentenceof
of a I nhrsics consistsof a descriptive
ph;il; ririrt itt"
-ntiai""t". and s1-111;11nnoral
"o"dition
given
time.
a
p"i",
at
Ipi,l.i
|
co-ordinates as arguments.
be of
The following examples 12a' 13at and t4a appear at first to
demonsuate
they
however,
Actually,
and
ta
as
4a'
the same hind
clearly the danger of error which is involved in the use
o"tti""i"tiv
bf the material mode of sPeech.
tzb. In this letter a sentence
rza. This letter es about t]l'e
the
Fr (!IJ occurs in which [1 is
son of Mr. Miller.
description 'the son of Mr'
Miller'.
136. There is an equiPollent
r3a. The exPression'le chetranslation from the
expressional
(or:
means)
val de M' designates
French into the English lan'
the horse of M.
euaeeinwhich'the horseof M'is
;he;orrelate of'le cheval de M
r4D. (Analogous to r3D.) "
r4a, The expression'un 616elephant bleu' means a blue
phant.

$75. seNrnncEs ABour MEANTNG

29r

I-et us assume that Mr. Miller has no son; even in this case the
sentence 12 a may still be true ; the letter will then merely be telling
a lie. Now, from the true sentence tza, according to the ordinary
logical rules of inference, a false sentence can be derived. In order
to make the derivation more exact, we will use a symbolism in place
of the word-language. Instead of 'this letter' we will write , b'; insteadof 'b is about a' we will write 'FI (b, a) ' ; and instead of . the son
of a' we will write 'Son'a' (descriptional in R.ussell'ssymbolism,
see $ l8c). Hence for tza will be written: 'FI(b, Son'Miller)'
(Gt), According to a well-known theorem of logistics (see my
Qletstih), $ 7 c: L 7.z), f.rom a sentence Fr (Urg) in which a descripttorl occurs as argument, a sentence is derivable which asserts that
there exists something which has the descriptional property.
TAccordingly, from 6, would be derivable '(f x) (Son(x,Miller))'
VGJ; or,'in words: " a son of Mr. Miller exists ". This, however, isa
false eentence. Similarly the possibly false sentence " There is a
horse of M " ia derivable from r3 a, and the false sentence " there is
a blue elephant" from r4a, On the othcr hand, by the usual rules
no fulsc acntencescan be derived from the sentences r z 6, r 3 6, and
r4D of the formal rnode of spcech. These examples ghow that the
ure of the motcriol mndc of specch leads to contrndictions if the
motlrotlr of irrtblenco which nre correct fol: other Bentenccg are
thoughtleaulyuscd alro in txrnncr:tiorrwith it. [It cnnnot bc maintrincd t:hatthc formulatirrns rzat I3 a, nnd r4a arc irrcorrect,or that
tho ure <>fthe moteriul nrtxk: of apecch leads nccesusrilyto contradictiona; for, ufter all, tho word-langrrrrgc is not borrnd by thc rules
of logietir:e, If, thcreforc, onc wiuhcs to admit thc material modc bf
epeech,one must apply to it a uysternof tules which is not only more
complicated than that of logistics but is also more complicated than
that which gove-gnsthe rest of the sentencesof the word-language.]

ry

Soruesenten&s contain a relation of meaning which is to some
extentconcealed.lVith sentencesof this kind it is not obvious, at
first sight, that they belong to rhe material mode of speech. The
most important exarnplesof this are the sentenceswhich use the
so-ealledindirect or oblique mode of speech(that is to say, sentenceswhich say something about a spokerg thought, or written
sentence,but razhichdo so not by a $I:atementof the original wording but insteadby rneanoof a 'that', 'whether'',or other'w..,'
sentence,or o.[ a subordinate sentencevsithout a connectiveword,
or of an infinitive with 'to'). In the foliowing examples, rS a and
r6a, the formulations r5D and 166 show that the sentencesin
which the indirect mode of speechoccurs are of the sarnekind as
the examplespreviously d,iscussed,and hence also belong to the
materialmode of speech.
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L Material modeof sPeech
r. Sentencesin indirect speech

\

rSa, Charles said
(wrote, thought) Peter
was coming tomorrow
(or; that Peter was
coming tomorrow).
t6 a. Charles said
where Peter is.

Il.

$ 76, uNlvrnsAl woR.Ds
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Formal mode
of speech

z. Sentmcesabout
meaning
r 5 6. Charles said
r 5 c. Charles said
a sentence which the sentence'Peter is
means that Peter is comingtomorrow'(or:
a sentencs of which
coming tomorrow.
this is a conbequence),
16 c. Charles said
r6 D. Charlessaid
a sentence which a sentence of ttrg
stateswhere Peter ie. f o r m 'P c t e r i s - '#
which a spatial deeignation takes the place
of tho dash.

The use of the indircct mode of epeechie admittedly ehort and
convenient;llut it containethe samedangersasthe other sentences
of thc materinl mode. For instance,sentence15d, as contrasted
with scnterrcer5c, givesthe false impressionthat it is concerned
with lteter, while in reality it is only concernedwith Charlesaird
with the word'Peter'. When the direct mode of speechis used,
this dangerdoesnot occur. For instance,the sentence:" Charles
says'Peter is coming tomorrow"'does not belong to the material
mode of speech: it is a sentenceof descriptive syntax. The direct
mode of speechis the ordinary form used in the wordJanguagefor
the forinal syntactical mode. (On the construction of the syntactical designation of an expression with the help of inverted
commas,see$ 4r.)
The examples so far given suffice to show that, with certain
formulations in the material mode of speech,there is the dangerof
obscurity or of contradictions. It is true that in such simple cases
as thesethe danger is easyto avoid. But in lessobvious casesof
essentiallythe samekind, especiallyin philosophy,the application
of the material mode of speechhas time and again led to inconsistenciesand confusions.

$ 26. UNrvnnselWonos
We will call a predicate of which every full sentenceis an analytic sentencea uniztercalpredicate,or, if it is a word in the wordlanguage,a universal word. [For every genusof predicatesa uni-

Eaarnplesof uniztersalwords: ,thing', , object', , property',
'relationt, t factt, 'condition', 'processt, , eventr, , actionr, ,rp"ti"l

294

PART V,

PHILOSOPHY .d},ID SYNTAX
v

\

point', 'spatial relation', 'space' (systemof spatialpnints connectedby spatialrelations),'temporal poirlt', 'tcmporal rclalion',
'time' (system of temporal points conneCtccltry tr:rrrporalrclirt ions ) ; ' num be r' , ' i n te g e r' (i n I a n c lIX),' re a l ntrrnbcr'(i' i r surrttc
systems),nfunction', 'aggregate'(or 'class'); 'cxprconior.r'
(irr n
languageof pure syntax); and many othcrs.
We all usesuchuniversalwordsin <xrrwritingnirr :rlrnoHt
cvcly
sentence,especiallyin the logic of scicncc.'l'hrrttlrc rrrertrfllrenc
wor dsis nec es s a ry
i s , h o w e v c r,o rrl ytl rrr:to tl rc rl cfi ci crrr:i cA ol ' tl rc
wor d- languag e si ,e
, . to th c i r i n rrtl c rl rrrte
ry ntut' ti r:l lrl nr(:tul c.
E v er y languag ec u n b c ttn trttfo rru ci rl
rr s ttt:l ru w ny (l rutrrrri vet' nul
wor dsno longc ro c c rtri rt i t, rtrrrltl ri uw i tl ro rrtu rrynl t' ri l i ccci thcrof
expressivcncss
or ('orr('ireneu'1.
We will now <lirtingrrinlr/rprrnalhrxlso.[ nnphryiry;universal
u rre x n t' tn n tl l o rrn a ltl i l [ercnti ati orr),
The.
wor dn( willur r rtrrru k i rrg
ncconrlrrretlrorlirrvolvcrtlrc lnirtctinlnrodcof speech,and will be
rlerrltwitlr lulcr. 'l'lrtrJirst uetlnd has to do with genuineobjectHenlcn('ur.llcrc a universalword servesto point out the-$yntlcticll gcnusof anotherexpression.In somecasesthe syntactical
gcnusof the other expressionis alreadyunivocallydeterminedby
its form alone; the specialindication of it by meansof the added
universalword is then only of use in rnaking it more promirrent,
as an aid to the comprehensionofthe reader, In other cases,however,the addition of the universalword is necessary,
sincewithout
it the other expressionwould be ambiguous" Xn all thesecasesof
the first way of using it, the universal word is, so to speak, dependent; it is an auxiliary grammatical symbol added to another
expression,somethinglike an index.
Examples:r. "By meansof the processof crystailization...."
Sincecrystallizationbelongswithout any ambiguityto the genusof
. . ."
onemight simplysay: " By meansof crystallization.
the processes,
Flere the universal rvord 'process' only servesto point out the genus
to which the word 'crysrallization' belongs. Similarly in the following examples: z. "The condition of fatigue..,." 3. "The numb er five ..,.t'
In the following sentences the universal word is necessary fbr
univocality. It can be rendered superfluous by the use of a suffix
(' 7' and' 7.') ol by introducing various explicit expressionsin place
o f th ea mbig uo usone. 4a. "The int eger 7. . . . " 4 h . " T h e r c a l r r u r r ber 7. ... " 5a. " 'lfhe condition of friendship.. . ." S b. " Thc rclation
of friendship...."

$76. trNrvrnsAt,woRDS

.y 5

In the word-languageuniversalwords are especiallyneededas
uuxiliary symhols
that is, in ttrc formulation of unifor tsariablcs,
verealartdcxietcntialBcntcnccs,
for the purpo$cof showingfrom
which gcnusthc eubetitution-valrrt:s
are to bc taken.The wordl nnguagecnl pl oynl s vari al )l c$
w<lr ds( 'a', 'Bor nc', 'evcr y', 'all',
'any', ond so on) to which no particulargenusis corrclatccl
astheir
rcttlm of vlhre$, If, auin ll$ulrlin the symllolic languages,dillerent
1 kincloof varinblcuwcrc uscclfor tl'rcdiflerentgeneraof substitution'vnlrrcs,the nddition of a universrl word would be superfluous.
Ar:corclingly,the univcrsal worcl hcre servesto some extcnt as an
irlclexto a variable,which ir-lclicates
the genusof its substitutionvalues.
Exantples
: We will contrastthe formulationsof the word-language
with thoseof the symboliclanguageof logistics. 6 a. " If any num-

Wittgenstein ITractatuslp.S4says : " So thevariablename 'x'is the
proper sign of the pseudo-concept object, Whercver the word 'object'('thing','entity',
etc.) is rightlyused, it is expressedin logical
symbolism by the variable name.. . . Wherever it is used otherwise,
i.e, as a proper concept-word, there arise senselesspseudo-propositions. . . . The same holds of the words 'complex', 'fact', 'f,unction',
'number f, etc. They all signify formal concepts and are presented in
logical symbolism by variables, not by functions or classes(as Frege
and Russell thought). Expressions like ' r is a number', 'there is only
one number nought', and all like them are senseless." Here the
correct view is taken that the universal words designate formal (in
our terminology: syntactical) concepts (or, more exactly: are not
syntactical but quasi-syntacticanpredicates) and that in the tnanslation into a s1'rnbolic language they are translated into variables (or,
again more exactly: they determine the kind of variables by which
the words'a', 'every', and so on, are translated; it is only the kind
of variables that is determined, and not their design; in the
examplesgiven above,'y' or'z'can equally well be taken instead
of 'x'). On the other hand, I do not share Wittgcnstein's opinion
that this method of cmploying the universal words is thc only admissible one. Wc shall scc lirter that, prcciscly in tlre rnost irnp()rtant
cases,therc is anothcr method of usc in which thc urrivcrsalword is
employcd independently (" as u propcr concept-rvord"). There it is
a question of sentencesof thc matcrial modc of spccch which are to
be translated into syntactical scntcnces. Sentenccs of this kind with
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a universal word are held by Wittgenstein)
be nonsense, because
he does not consider the correct formulatiod of syntactical sentences
t ob ep ossib le.
, t.
\
The useof unioersal wor^ in questions'in connection wiih one of
the w... interrogatives ('what', 'who', 'where', 'which', etc.)
is akin to their use in universal and e4istential sentences. Here
also, in tra:rslation. into a symbolic lan{uage, the universal word
determines the choice of the kind of variable. A yes-or-no question demands either the afirmation or the denial of a certain senlence 6r, that is to say, the assertion of either 6, or
6r.
question
The
the
"Is
table
round?,'
requires
us
to
lExample:
assert in answer either: "the table is round" or:,,the table is not
round."l As contrasted with this, a w.,, question demande in
reference to a certain eentential function the ossertion of a cloaed
full sentence (or sentcntial framcwork). In a eymbolic quertion,
the genua of the argumcnts requeatcd ie determined
!y the kind of
the argument variables. In the word-languages $lfs genus is indicated by means either of a specific w... interro=g\ive (such as
'who', 'where', 'when') or of an unspecific w... interrogative
(such as 'what', 'which') with an auxiliary universal word. Hence
here also the universal word is, so to speak, an index to a variable.
Examples: r, Suppose I want to ask someone to make an assertion
of the form " Charles was - in Berlin ", where a time-detemination
of which I am ignorant but which I rvish to learn from the assertion
is to take the place of the dash. Now the question must indicate by
some means that the missing expression is to be a time-determination. If symbols are used this can be effected by giving a sentential
function in which in the place of the argument a variable , !,, which
is established as a temporal variable, occurs. [To symbolize the
question, the variable whose argument is requested must be bound
by meansof a question-operator, e.g. ' ( ? t) (Charles was t in Berlin) ,.1
In the word-language the kind of argument requested is made known
either by means of the specific question-word'when' (,,When was
Charles in Berlin ?") or by means of the universal word , time' or
'temporal point' attached to an unspecific question-word (,,At
what time was Charles in Berlin ?").
z. I wish to ask someone to make me an assertion of the form
" Charles is - of Peter", where a relation-word is to take the place
of the dash ('father', 'friend', 'teacher', or the like). The symbolic
formulation of this question,.by means of the relational variable . R',
is: '( ? R) (R (Charles,Peter))'. Its formulation in the word-language
by means of the addition of the universal word , relation' to an
unspecific question-word is: " What relation is there between
Charles and Peter ?"

MoDEoF spEEcH 2g7
$ 77. uNrrnset. woRDsrN MATERTAL

5ZZ. UNrvrnser,Wonps rN rHE Mnrnnrel,
Mooe oF SpEEcH
In the first use of the universal word, which we have up to now
been discussing,it appearsas an auxiliary symbol determining the
genus of another expression; it was found that, if in place of this
other expressiona symbol indicating its own genuswas introduced,
then the universal word could be dispensedwith. As opposed
to this, in the seconduse the uniztersalword appearsas an indepmdent e*pression,which in the simplesl form occupies the place
ofthe predicatein the sentencein question. Sentencesofthis kind
belong to the material modeof speech;for a universal word is here
I quesi-syntacticalpredicate; the correlatedsyntacticalpredicate
is that which designatesthe appertaining expressionalgenus.
lExanplc:'numb€r' is a universalword becauseit belongsanalytically to all the objectsof a genueof objects,namely,that of the
nu6bers i the correlated syntactical predicate is 'numerical expression'(or 'number-word'), sincethis appliesto all expressions
which designatea number. The sentence" Five is a number " is a
quasi-syntactical
sentenceofthe materialmode ofspeech; a correlated syntactical sentenceis " ' Five' is a number-word ". ]
S entences witli unioer sal
utords

Syntactical sentences

(Material mode of speech)
17 a. The moon is a thing ; five
is not a thing, but a nurnber.

(Formal mode of speech)
1 7 6 . 'M o o n 'i s a th i n g - w o r d
(thing-name) I 'five' is not a
thing-word, but a number-word.
In t7a, as contrasted with sentences like "the thing moon.,.",
"the number five.,.", the universal words'thing' and'number' are
independent.
18a. Apropertyisnot athing. I
r8D. An adjective (propertyI word) is not a thing-word.
That the formulation r8a is open to objection is shown by the
following consideration. r8a violates the ordinary rule of types.
This comes out particularly clearly when an attempt is made tb
formulate it symbolically, either by means of '(F)(Prop(f")c
Thing(F))' or by means of '(rc) (Prop(r)c -Thing(x))';
in the
f i r s t c a s e , 'T h i n g ( F ) ', a n d i n t h e se co n d ca se 'Pr o p ( r ) ', i s i n co n sistent with the rule of types. Therefore, if r8a is admitted as a
sentence (it makes no difference whether true or false), by the usual
syntax of logistics Russell's antinomy can be constructed. If this is
to be avoided, special complicated syntactical rules are necessary.

