
eletnentarry pnoposition (ElrnmtarsaQ) Traďtional grammar regarded
subject.preďcate sentences |ike .Mary is Llond' as simplJ. I.ogical atomism,
by contrast, used modern logic to show that such propositio"ns are 'mole-
crrlar', that i', truth.functions of simpler propositiá''', i.,,t as ,p.q, and,P) q, are truth.functions of ,p, ^d iq,. .Áto',,i.' or .elJmentaq/ proposi.
tions are 'the simplest' propositions into which all others can be anjysed
but which cannot themselves be analysed into simpler propositio.r, qtiUt
B.l2; NL 95-7; NM lll). For Russeli, the found"tiorr. of knowledge also
provide the foundations of linguistic meaning. According to his .*pi.i.irt'principle of acquaintance', every propositioir which we can understand
must consist of names which refer to sense-data with which we are acquain-
ted. A proposition is meaningfirl only if ď of its real constituents stand for
something, and only the existence of sense- and memory-data is immune to
Cartesian doubt. 'This is white', referring to a present sense-datum, is about.as simple a fact as one can get hold oť, but Russell ďd not nrle out that
the analysis of propositions might 'go on forever' (Inp lg8-202).

The possibfity of openended analysis was .,rru...pt"ble to the early Witt-
genstein. His quasi-Kantian theory of symbolism leftthe actual .composition,
of elementary propositions to the 'appiication of logic': only future analysis
could reveal the composition and logical forms of elemenáry p.opositions
CLP 5.557). But he insisred 'on purely logical grounds' rrl,p s.sdoz; trr.t
there must be elementary propositions to ensure that the analysis of proposi-
tions terminates, that the sense of propositions is determinate, that no truth-
value gaps should occur, and that whether a proposition has sense should
not depend on empirical facts. Elementary propositons form the basis of all
linguistic representaaon (su cENERAL pRoposrrrorver ronrnr), and hence the core
of the PICTURI rHEoRY. Wittgenstein does not decide what propositions are
unanalysable, but specifies, more rigorously than Russell, the .o,,ďtio,,s they
have to fuifl. They must be:

(") Iogically independent. No two elementary propositions cÍrn either be
inconsistent with or entail each other. If ,p, entails .í', its sense con-
tains that of 'q', that is, analysis must reveal ,q, to be one of the truth-
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|irrrt:ti<lrr:rl components of p. Equďy, if ,p, contraďcb .í', it entails,
irnd hence 'contains'r'-Q'.In both cases 'p' i, complex, not elemen-
tary (l'LP +.lzIL, +.211, 5.13+,6.3751). This requirement was fuelled
by the idea that molecular propositions are truth-functions of elemen-
tary ones, which presupposes that in a rntmr-TABLE each elementary
proposition can be assigned a truth-value independently of all others.

rlr) Pictures. Th.y depict a 'state of affairs', assert the existence of a cer-
tain combination of onJncrs. If they are true, that state of affairs exists,
it is what Russell cďed an .atomic fact' GIf, 4.2I).

((') A .nexus' or .combination' of names. A fully anďysed proposition con.
sists exclusively of logically proper NAMEs .in immeďate combination',
which go proxy for simple objects. Elementary propositions depict
states of affairs by combining the narnes in a way which corresponds
to a possible combination of objects fflf, 4.22f.).

(d) Intrinsically positive. Conďtion (b) implies that all elementary proposi-
tions depict, truly or Íálsely, a .positive fact,, namely the existence of a
state of affairs. They say that something is the case, that objects are
combined in a certain way, rather than that something is not the case

rflf, 4.02|4.023). And conďtion (a) implies that if .p' is elementary,
,-p, cannot be, since the two are contraďctories. A Íalse elementary
proposition is not the negation of a true one, but rather depicts a
ďfferent, and non.existent, combination of objects ffI,P 2.06, 4.022;
RUL 19.8.19).

(.) Capable of being Íalse in only one way. Propositions about complexes
(e.g., .o(artá)') 

"* 
be false either if the complex does not exist (i.e., if

a does not stand in the relation R to b), or if it lacks the property
attributed to it (O). An elementary proposition, by contrast, excludes
exactly one possibility, namely that the objects named by its constitu-
ents are not arranged the way the latter are in the proposition GLP
4.2sf.).

Some commentators hold that Wittgenstein was deliberately non-commit-
tal about any other features of elementary propositions, since they are in-
essential to the transcendental deduction of their existence. But Wittgenstein
inherited other ideas about the nature of propositions from Frege and Rus-
sell, notably that they are composed not of subject and preďcate, but of
function and argument ffTf, 3.141, 3.318, 5.47). Russell maintained that
the simples named by the constituents of atomic propositions comprise not
just 'particulars', but also 'qualities' like colours, and 'relations'. Wittgenstein
initiďy rejected this view, holding that a proposition like .Socrates is
human' is not of the form Fa, but to be analysed as 'Socrates' and 'some-

thing is human', and that objects are not of different logical types (RUL
1.13; NL 100, 107). He abandoned the former claim (saa cnNrnalrrv), and
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lljs Nottboots state explicitly that 'relations and propertics arc objecls too' (Nll
16.6. 15, see 2l .6. l5; NM I I 2).

Nominalist interpreters maintain that the Tradahu, by contrast with thc
Noubooks, treats properties and relations as logical forms, not objects; elemen-
tary propositions are logical networks sprinkled with nam.r of particulars.
Th.y have adduced four arguments. The first is that the Tradnhts inďcates
that signs for properties and for inďviduals are of ďfferent logical t11pes, and
employs ďfferent sryles of variables for them crLP g.323f, s.5zor;;.ívittgen.
stein would not have failed to mention that there are two ďstinct tpes of
ofiects, consequently the ďfference is one between natnes (which stand for
objects) and other signs. ^BzÍ through the claim that they have different I.pGI.
cAL FoRMs Wingenstein ďd sort objects into ďstinct categories of different
combinatorial possibilities. He may have thought it superfluous to state
explicitly that the most general distinction is ben,veen inďviduals, properties
and relations, given Russell's similar position.

The second is that Tradahn 2.0251 states that 'Space, time, and colour
@.itg coloured) are forms of objects.' But what are here called forms of
objects are not determinate properties (spaces, times, colours), but determin-
ables liks fosing coloured (see TLP 2.0131). Rather, rhat rJte Tractahs spea1s
of such determinables as .formď properties', and also of .formal relations',
suggests that there are also non.formď properties and relations (rTJ 4.|22);.
Finďy, since an object's form comprises its possibilities of combining *ití'
other objects, Tradahts 2.0251 and hotn-Tractatts 2.O25lf imply that visual
objects combine with colours, and hence that colours are objects.

The third argument is that the comparison of propositions with spatial
aÍTangements rfI-P 3.|+3l,4.0l2, +.0|6,4.o3ll) suggests that in an ideal
notation properties and relations are ďsplayed not through function.signs,
but through spatial properties of nalnes stanďng for particulars: ,Íď i'
expressed by ,ď nd ,l@,y), ^ ,j,.It has been ouj..t.i that this would
rmply, contrary to the Trailatus, that the depth-structuie of propositions must
be exp-ressed in *ititg. Yet the nominalist proposal is committed only to
the possibility of replacing function-signs by relations (spatial or temporal)
between signs. But it does ignore that neither the indefinile number of possi-
ble properties and relations, nor their different logical multiplicities, can be
ďsplayed through ďscernible configurations. To avoid this difficulty, it has
been suggested that relation-signs occur in elementary propositions yet with-
out being nanus. But this contradicts conďtion (c): thě ody components of
elementary propositions are natnes.

t'astly, it is pointed out that the Tracta.hs holds that, ,Instead of ,,The
complex sign .aRá' says that a stands to á in the relation ft'', we ought to
put, "That 'a' stands to 'b' in a certain relation says tJat aRb,,' frr,p
3.1431f.). But this passage is directed not against the idea that relations are
objects but against Russell's claim that'aRb' is the name of a complex in
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whiclr l lot lr n' l:rta i lr( '  in trrrrr l irrkcrl to t lrc rr ' lat i<ln R. Ac'c<lrding to Witt-

t1t.ttstt:itt, tllljt:t:ts t:tlmlritlt: itt st:ttt.s rt|. lrílirirs rr<lt with the aid of |urther linls,

lrrrt diret:tly, likc links in a chain. 
'l'hc 

components of states of affairs stand

irr a determinate relation to each other (aRb is not identicď with ĎRa) with.

out any logical glue. The representation of this is possible because PRoPo-

:iluoNs are facts. What represents the relation between a and b in'aRb' is

tlot ..R' as such, but that it occurs between ,a, and .á'. The real component

<>f 'aRb' that signifies that relation is not '.R', which looks like the proper

tlames ,a, and .á', but ,xR2', which ís a relntian-name (see NL 96_8; TLP

2.03f.).
That some names stand for properties and relations is further suggested

by three points. First, it is the only. way of reconciling two claims about ele-
mentary propositions: that they are a nexus of names - (.) - and that they
consist of function and argument. Seconďy, accorďng to Trattnh$ +.24' ele-
mentary propositions are functions of names and have the form Í,, l@,t)'
etc. Thirďy, Trailnhr 4.|23 speaks of shades of colours as objects, at least in
an extended use of the term. The realist interpretation is further supported
by Wittgenstein's subsequent ďscussions of the Tradnlus. Most notably, in a
lecture Wittgenstein unequivocally stated that the objects of Trailnhr 2.01
include properties like colours and spatial relations (LWL 120; see RLF;
\\rVC 220; PG 199-201; TS220 $109; MS127 1.3.+4). Moreover, he
ascribes to the Tractnhts the view that a property is an object which can
enter into combinations with inďviduals (GB l34; BT 433_4; BB 1 7).

The Trailahu's failure to provide examples of elementary propositions is
due less to agnosticism than to the ďfficulties Wittgenstein encountered (in
the Notzboofu) in trFng to square his preconceptions about simplicity with his
logical specifications. Nevertheless, hints in the Tradafus, as well as in pre-
vious and later writings, inďcate that analysis proceeds in the ďrection of
the phenomenally given (sensory impressions). States of affairs are instantia-
tions or co-instantiations of properties like colours and (spatial) relations at
spatio-temporal points or points in the visual field. A point in the visual field
stands in a 'colour-space': it must have some colour, and combines with a
particular colour, like two links in a chain without any adďtional relations

[IT-P 2.0l3 l;  NB 3.9.14,6.-7.5.15; PG 2l l ) . .Some Remarks on I.ogicď
Form' makes the picture concrete: take your visual field, ffatten it and put a
grid across. Elementary propositions use the coorďnates to refer to a point
in the visual field, and ascribe to it a shade of colour (a system reminiscent
of PI $48; see also ROC I 6l-2, III 58, 149), for example ,

(l) .4 (the spatial point with coorďnates x7) is red.

Accorďngly, objects are m,initna smsibilin (NB 7.5.15): particulars like spatial
points, ultimate perceptual quďties such as shades of colours, tones and
smells and simple spatial relations.
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one objection against this interprctatitln is that tht: <ltt;lx:'t.s tlÍ.tht:,Irath./zs must be indestructible, common to all possible words. ttut unlikr: Rr.rs-sell's sense.data' Wittgenstein's canďdates are not fleeting mental epistlr|cs.They are not temporary, and might appear to be sempibnalin the existe.r:rof which is metaphysicďy, not just .pistemi..uy, guaranteed. Red com.plexes and sense-data .u'' t. destroyed, but, accorďng to the position Inucs-ttgatinru $$46-59 ascribes to the Tractattu, the colour red cannot. The samemight be thought 
'of 

spatio-temporď points: while such a point might fail tohave a certain colour, it could .rot fuil to exist. That Wittgenstein extendssempiternďty to points in the visual field can be explained by reference tohis soupstsu, which insists that the world is what is given to a transcendentalsubject of representation.
A second obiection is that Tiadntus 6.3751 states that aproposition like (l)is incompatiblě frň, 

1o. ."u-p],e,.,A is green, and henc e )ot elementary.wittgenstein thoughr that (l) can- be anal"ysed as a logical product of ele-mentary propositions which entails that A is not green, and seems to haveenvisaged that the resulting elementary propositions ascribe to A eitherunanďysable shades of colour' or tight áf u ..'t.i., wavelength. in 1929 hereďzed that this programme is holeless. The resulting propositions againexclude each other (if A is dark ,.d it cannot be light red, if it onry emitslight of 620nm it cannot also emit light of 520nm). The reason is that like(l) they ascribe 
.to an object o.,. o.,i of a range of incompatible speciÍica-tions, a determinate of á d.t...inable .olo.,i velocity, electrical charge,pressure' etc. And there is no way of anďysing ''.h p,oiositions into simpleones which would satisfy the req,.rirement of logical independence (sacot'oun)' Wittgenstein's reaction was to abandon not the idea that elemen-tary propositions involve phenomenal quďties, but the insistence on thelogical independence of elementary propositions, and with it logicď atomism(RLF; PR ch.vIII; MS 105) (Russ.ll tua a-uv, been less rigorous in thisrespect' and hence less troubled by colour.excíusion). u.-.it..l, proposi.tions may exclude each other. urr'ut i, .";p;red with reďty is never asingle proposition, but a 'proposition 

system': fti 
", 

a stroke determines thatl is neither gTeen.n.or blue, eic. pWC 63_4; rŘ ros-rz).
In any event, Wittgenstein came to believe that nothing could satisfy hisspecifications for .l.T.-l.u'y propositions. Take another canďdate withwhich he had toyed (I{B 2g.tb.ti,20.6.15), p;;positions which ascribe aspatio-temporal location to physical simples.

(2) The material point p is in place xJ,z at time I

excludes P's being t: 
l"y other place, and hence again is not elementary. Ithas been suggested. that the problem is avoided by propositions whichsimply combine spatial and te.poral coorďnates:
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l ' lr is suggt:stiort honours <'orrtl it iorr (:r), sin<'r: (2') implies nothing about other
s1r;rtio-tcmporal points. Howcvr:r, it violates O). (2') by itself is a merely the
namt of a point. To turn it into a picture of a state of affairs which states
tlr;rt a mass.point exists at a certaín spatio.temporal point, one has to add a
<lrrantified provision: 'There is a mass-point...' That is, (2') itself is not a
1trclposition. Without reference to quďities and relations nothing canbe said,
;rrtd most qualities and relations are determinates of a determinable. Conse-
rluently, even if one can construct logically independent propositions, it is
improbable that one can analyse orďnary propositions into such proposi.
tions.

With the demise of logical atomism, elementary propositions lose their
.carlier significance' (PR l l l). However' the notion solďers on for a while
with the idea that the only genuine propositions are sense-datum propositions
that describe immeďate experience. This position is closer to Russell than to
the Tradahs, in that it makes semantic primitiveness turn on epistemic primi-
tiveness, and it influenced logical positivism's idea of an observation-sentence.
Wittgenstein later rejected it (see PRrVATE IÁNGUAGE encurvrrx-r). He also
claimed that propositions are simple only in the relative sense that within a
given grammatical system there are no provisions for their truth-functional
analysis (PG 211), as with the colour-propositions of Inaestigatinns $48.

ethics Ethics occupies a peculiar role in Wittgenstein's thinking. He
attached overarching personal importance to questions of morď value. Yet,
his written treatments of ethics are brief and'obscure, while his views on
language have had a strong' ďbeit intermittent and diffirse, influence on
analytic moral philosophy. Wittgenstein's personal morď outlook was ego-
centric and contemplative. In this he was shaped by.Schopenhauer and by
Weininger's ,Sex and Charactu, which proclaimed that 'logic and ethics are
fundamentally the same' they are no more than duty to oneselť (l59). one
has a moral obligation to strive for logical clarity. The seywczsHowrNc ďs.
tinction of the Tractnhs gives substance to the first part of Weininger's
slogan: only the empirical propositions of science are meaningful, since they
picture contingent states of affairs (t-ly or falsely). What Wittgenstein cďs
the .higher' 

CLP 6.+2, 6:+32), all areas of value, share with the logicď
structures of language the fate of being ineffable; they cannot be said, they
can only be shown. Ethics' aesthetics and logic are linked by virtue oť being
.transcendental': while everything factuď is .accidental', they try to express
what could not be otherwise, the .preconďtions of the world' $B 2a.7.16;
TLP 6.13, 6.+2t).

However, unlike the logical structure of language, ethical value is not
even shown by any meaningful propositions, although it may be shown in


