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    Panayot Butchvarov

Wittgenstein’s distinction in Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus between what can be said and what can only be shown provides a welcome alternative to the stark choice between contemporary realism and antirealism.
 It concerns what he thought was “the cardinal problem of philosophy.” Tough-minded philosophers often ask, “What are those things that can only be shown?” But their question misses the point of the distinction. What can only be shown is not a part of reality. But neither is it unreal.
I shall refer to Wittgenstein’s position as nonrealism, thus distinguishing it from both standard realism and standard antirealism. It applied chiefly to what he called “logical objects.”
 Its implications for ontology were obvious and direct. But it also had important implications for ethics – for “ethical objects.” Shortly after completing the Tractatus, Wittgenstein wrote that the point, the meaning, of the book was “an ethical one.”
 That “point” is my topic in this paper. But I shall devote considerable attention to the logical/ontological views in the Tractatus, which are developed in much greater detail and in which the ethical views are grounded. My aim will be philosophical, not historical, though I shall pay close attention to the text. 

1 Logic and the World   Sophisticated but sensible moral realism holds that an action ought not to be done if its consequences would be very bad. It also holds that the action might nonetheless be intrinsically good (in W. D. Ross’s terminology, though not meaning, prima facie right), or even good only by enhancing the goodness of what G. E. Moore called an organic unity or whole (“the value of a whole may be different from the sum of the values of its parts.”)
 Doing justice would be bad (“wrong”) if the heavens should fall, although presumably it is intrinsically good and moreover enhances the goodness, or lessens the badness, of the organic wholes of which it is a part. Saying that justice is to be done even if the heavens should fall is moral posturing, not moral thinking. Frederick the Great’s committing suicide, if captured by the enemy, in order to protect his country from extortion might be good (“right”), a possibility Kant envisaged, though he also believed that suicide is bad (“wrong”) in itself. The presence in a philosophy department of its only aesthetician may enrich it, even if it has no good consequences and the person is only a mediocre aesthetician. 

Nevertheless, like consequentialism, such moral realism remains beholden to the future, and thus to time. It does enjoin us to take into account all the consequences of an action and all the organic wholes of which it is a part, for genuinely moral thought sets no date and no place beyond which what happens “doesn’t matter.” Thus it inherits two major problems of consequentialism. The first is epistemological: we cannot know what we ought to do because we cannot know all the consequences and noncausal ramifications of our actions; we cannot even make serious probability judgments about such an indefinite, possibly infinite, totality. The problem is familiar, having been discussed at length by Sidgwick, and arises out of commonsense considerations, not philosophical theories. I have considered it elsewhere.
 The second problem is metaphysical and not familiar at all: with respect to such a totality, realism, not just literal cognitivism, is questionable. Wittgenstein was the first to see it. 

Wittgenstein wrote: “[I]t is impossible for there to be propositions of ethics….Ethics cannot be put into words.” But what he meant was not what his positivist successors were to mean. He explained: “Propositions can express nothing that is higher… Ethics is transcendental” (6.42-6.421). Yet, so is logic: “Logic is not a body of doctrine, but a mirror-image of the world. Logic is transcendental” (6.13). He took this to follow from the very nature of logic: “The propositions of logic describe the scaffolding of the world, or rather they represent it. They have no ‘subject-matter’” (6.124). The reason is that “Propositions cannot represent [kann nicht darstellen] logical form: it is mirrored [spiegelt sich] in them…. Propositions show [der Satz zeigt] the logical form of reality. They display it [Er weist sie auf]” (4.121). Indeed, “What can be shown, cannot be said” (4.1212). Nevertheless, it can be shown. Wittgenstein was not a realist, whether in logic or in ethics, but neither was he an antirealist.

The distinction between saying and showing is clearest in its application to what he called “objects.” Objects are the simple constituents of the world. Their configurations constitute atomic facts (Sachverhalte, states of affairs), of which all other facts consist (4.2211). And, though “the world is the totality of facts” (1.1), “objects make up [its] substance” (2.021). Regarding objects, he wrote: “If I am to know an object, though I need not know its external properties, I must know all its internal properties” (2.01231). Although he appealed to the standard distinction between external and internal properties, the internal properties he meant were what he also called “formal” (or, in the case of facts, “structural”), those that correspond to “formal concepts” (4.126).
 An example would be an object’s “property” of being an object. Statements about an object say what external properties it has, but they show its formal property of being an object. And what they thus show cannot be said because it cannot be pictured. Genuine statements are pictures of facts, even though only logical pictures. (I shall say much more about this in section 4.) But the distinction between saying and showing is reasonably clear and not implausible in the case of the property of being an object even independently of the picture theory of sentential meaning. Attempting to say that A is an object would be futile. “A is an object” is, at best, redundant. Genuine statements about A (e.g., “A is white”), show what “A is an object” purports to say, but say what external properties A has. The sentence “A is an object” presupposes what it purports to say, for its subject-term can only be a name and names name only objects, in Wittgenstein’s technical use of “name” and “object”: “A name means (bedeutet) an object. The object is its meaning (Bedeutung)” (3.203). This is why “A name shows [zeigt] that it signifies an object” (4.126). 

Wittgenstein went on to say: “The same applies to the words ‘complex’, ‘fact’, ‘function’, ‘number’, etc. They all signify formal concepts, and are represented in conceptual notation by variables” (4.1272). He did not complete the list, but we can assume that the word “proposition” would also be on it. For our present purposes it suffices that the distinction between saying and showing applies to “object” and “fact.” Its application to “world,” and thus to the key ethical concepts, follows from that. In particular, it follows that we cannot speak of all facts or all objects: “It is nonsensical to speak of the total number of objects” (4.1272). For we cannot speak of “totalities” determined by properties that can only be shown, i.e., formal properties.  And since, according to Wittgenstein, the world is the totality of facts, which on final analysis are configurations of objects in “states of affairs,” it follows that we cannot speak of the world. This would follow if the world were the totality of objects. 
Presumably, we also cannot make genuine statements about all the consequences of an action – all those it has had and will have, “till the end of time” – or about all the organic wholes of which it is a part, “till the end” also of space; the world itself may be an organic whole, as theists commonly assume in discussing the problem of evil. This does not mean that there is no totality of these consequences or these organic wholes. Wittgenstein did not mean that there is no totality of objects or of facts, that there is no world. To suppose that he did would be to attribute to him a simplistic understanding of the notions of what there is (“reality”) and of what there is not, to suppose that, by rejecting a simplistic “realism,” he accepted a simplistic “antirealism.” It would be to ignore his distinction between saying and showing, his category of what-can-be-shown-but-not-said, and his reasons for introducing them. He wrote: "Empirical reality [Realität] is limited by the totality of objects. The limit also makes itself manifest [zeigt sich, shows itself] in the totality of elementary [atomic] propositions” (5.5561). But it only makes itself manifest, shows itself, for "objects can only be named…I can only speak about them: I cannot put them into words" (3.221). What only shows itself is not nothing. It does show itself. One may ask, “If what only shows itself is not nothing, then what is it, what is the kind of being or reality it supposedly has, what is its ontological status”? Natural though this question may be, it presupposes the essentially tautological and thus unilluminating sharp distinction between what is real and what is not real, which it was Wittgenstein’s purpose to bypass. His own distinction between saying and showing is also sharp: what can be shown cannot be said, and so what can be said cannot be shown. But it is hardly tautological or unilluminating.

One of the totalities of which we cannot speak is that of propositions. This is crucial for Wittgenstein’s much discussed account of generality, which of course is inseparable from his view about totalities. He wrote: “A proposition is a truth-function of elementary propositions. (An elementary proposition is a truth-function of itself)” (5). Therefore, a general proposition is also a truth-function, presumably of its singular (“elementary”) instances. But, in a 1919 letter to Wittgenstein,
 Bertrand Russell objected that “It is necessary also to be given the proposition that all elementary prop[ositions] are given.” To be sure, the general (universal) proposition “(x) (x” may in some sense be a truth function, it may in some sense be equivalent to the conjunction of its singular instances, but only if all of these are included in the conjunction. This is why appeal to such equivalence cannot count as an account of generality, as an analysis of it. Russell had repeatedly argued elsewhere that the universal proposition “All men are mortal” is not equivalent to “Socrates is a man and Plato is a man and Aristotle is a man and...,” unless another universal proposition such as “All men have been enumerated” or “These are all the men there are” is added to the conjunction.
 If “All men are mortal” is translated as “(x) (if x is a man then x is mortal),” which seems to say that every object is such that if it is a man then it is mortal, Russell’s objection would be that it is not equivalent to the conjunction of all singular statements of the form “if x is a man then x is mortal” unless the proposition that all objects have been enumerated is added to the conjunction. The thesis of materialism, “(x) (x is material),” would not be equivalent to the conjunction of all statements of the form “x is material,” unless we added to it that we have considered all things.
In his reply to Russell’s objection Wittgenstein did not deny this straightforward logical point, which really amounts to reminding us that the rule of universal instantiation is not a rule of equivalence. Rather, he asserted: “There is no such proposition [as that all elementary propositions are given]! That all elementary propositions are given is shown by there being none having an elementary sense which is not given…” And he added: “I’m afraid you haven’t really got hold of my main contention, to which the whole business of logical prop[osition]s is only a corollary. The main point is the theory of what can be expressed [gesagt, said] by prop[osition]s – i.e., by language – (and, which comes to the same, what can be thought) and what can not be expressed by prop[osition]s, but only shown (gezeight)”; which, I believe, is the cardinal problem of philosophy.”
 In speaking of all elementary propositions we employ a phrase signifying a formal concept, namely “proposition,” and thus say nothing. There is no such proposition as that all elementary propositions are given, not because (as one might suppose) the term “given” is too obscure, but because such a proposition would say that everything that is a proposition and is not composed of propositions (i.e., is elementary) is given. And “proposition” is a formal concept, like “object,” fact,” “function,” etc. If the more common account of generality, that in terms of all objects rather than all elementary propositions, had been in question, and Russell’s objection had been that the proposition “all objects are given” must also be given, Wittgenstein’s reply would have been that there is no such proposition because “object” signifies a formal concept.
This has to be understood with some care. It does not mean that there are no universal propositions. What it means is that a universal proposition is not about objects or about propositions, and thus does not say something about all objects or all propositions. For example, “(x) (x is material)” must not be confused with “(x) (if x is an object then x is material),” which purports to be about objects and for that reason says nothing. This point is readily appreciated in common discourse. We find it natural to say that “All men are mortal” is about all men, but not that it is also about the moon, my pen, etc., that is, about all objects, saying about each that if it is a man then it is mortal. Saying the latter belongs only in the logic classroom. “All men are mortal” does not include the predicate “is object;” the predicates in it are “is man” and “is mortal.” The only other expression in it is the variable “x,” and this is neither a name nor a predicate: “[T]he variable name ‘x’ is the proper sign for the pseudo-concept object. Wherever the word ‘object’ (‘thing’, etc.) is correctly used, it is expressed in conceptual notation by a variable name” (4.1272). 
 How could this be all there really is to the use of “all”? It is here that what may be called Wittgenstein’s linguistic turn – “the limits of my language mean the limits of my world” (5.6) – becomes relevant. The word “all” itself is something in reality, in the world, and this suffices: there need not be also a logical object it stands for, say, a Fregean second-level function. Wittgenstein’s nonrealism was not the antirealism familiar today, but it shared the latter’s focus on language, indeed, probably originated it. On the other hand, it avoided the standard objection to linguistic antirealism that “words are all there is” for it. According to Wittgenstein, there is something more to “all,” namely what is shown through its use. But what is thus shown cannot be said, and so it is not a thing, whether an object or a fact, in the world.
Wittgenstein’s reply to Russell appealed to the formal status of the property of being a proposition, not to some “analysis” of general propositions that was different from Russell’s. Like Russell, he refused to analyze a universal proposition as the conjunction, the truth-functional product, of its singular instances: “I dissociate the concept all from truth-functions…” (5.521). On the other hand, he did not deny that, “in a certain sense,” a universal proposition is equivalent to that conjunction: “Indeed the understanding of general propositions palpably depends on the understanding of elementary propositions” (4.411). “Suppose that I am given all elementary propositions: then I can simply ask what propositions I can construct out of them. And there I have all propositions, and that fixes their limits. Propositions comprise all that follows from the totality of all elementary propositions (and, of course, from its being the totality of them all). (Thus, in a certain sense, it could be said that all propositions were generalizations of elementary propositions)” (4.51, 4.52). 
Is 5.521 consistent with 4.51 and 4.52? The answer lies in the remarks that immediately follows 5.521: “The generality-sign occurs as an argument. If objects are given, then at the same time we are given all objects. If elementary propositions are given, then at the same time all elementary propositions are given…” (5.523, 5.524).  The occurrence of “x” in “(x) Fx” “gives objects,” i.e., the variable x ranges over objects, it is objects (rather than, say, properties or propositions) that  it admits as values: “Every variable is the sign for a formal concept. For every variable represents a constant form that all its values possess, and this can be regarded as a formal property of those values. Thus the variable name ‘x’ is the proper sign for the pseudo-concept object” (4.1271, 4.1272). And the “generality- sign” (generality-form) in “(x) Fx”, i.e., “(x) (...x),” is analogous to the presence in “Fx” of a name instead of “x,” and thus may be said to occur in it as an argument.
 If we say that “x” gives objects, we may say that “(x) (...x)” gives all objects. A universal proposition is, “in a certain sense,” about all objects (all values of “x”), but this is not something it says, it is something it shows.

2 The Good and the World   I have dwelt on Wittgenstein’s logical views because they are the key to understanding his ethical views. The thesis that we cannot speak about the world is essential to the latter, but it is a consequence of the thesis that we cannot attribute formal properties. Whether the world is the totality of facts, as Wittgenstein held, or of objects, as one is more likely to think, we cannot genuinely speak about it. The totality of facts is the totality determined by the one-place predicate “is a fact,” and the totality of objects is the totality determined by the one-place predicate “is an object.” But being a fact and being an object are formal properties, which can only be shown. If “the ethical” involves essential reference to the world, then it, too, cannot be “said” but at most “shown.”

Wittgenstein wrote: “The sense [Sinn] of the world must lie outside the world. In the world everything is as it is, and everything happens as it does happen: in it no value exists – and if it did exist, it would have no value. If there is any value that does have value, it must lie outside the whole sphere of what happens and is the case. For all that happens and is the case is accidental” (6.41). The sense of the world, whatever it might be, is not something in the world, because it is the sense of the whole world, for “all space and time.” This is why it may be said to “lie outside the world,” at its “limits.” But why is “value” also not in the world? Because, we are told, "The world and life are one" (5.621). Therefore, the sense of the world is also the sense, the meaning, of life. So, the latter, too, is not in the world. And the sense or meaning of life, if there is one and whatever it may be, is the ultimate value. It constitutes “[t]he solution of the riddle of life,” but that solution “lies outside space and time” (6.4312). It is not an item in the world. In the Notebooks, Wittgenstein had written: “To believe in a God means to understand the question about the meaning of life…to see that the facts of the world are not the end of the matter…to see that life has a meaning” (p. 74).

The sense or meaning of life has been the central concern of serious ethics. It has been taken to concern ultimate value. For to ask about it is to ask what makes life worth living. (Plato’s Republic began with Cephalus claiming that it is not pleasure but justice.) What is novel in Wittgenstein is his identification of life with the world and his striking, almost Spinozistic, conclusion that to ask about value and thus seek the sense of the world require “view[ing] the world sub specie aeterni” as well as “feeling the world as a limited whole,” which, he adds, is something “mystical” (6.45). Ethics does ask what makes life good, worth living, meaningful, but “the good life is the world seen sub specie aeternitatis”
 This is why Wittgenstein also says: “If the good or bad exercise of the will does alter the world, it can alter only the limits of the world, not the facts – not what can be expressed by means of language. In short the effect must be that it becomes an altogether different world. It must, so to speak, wax and wane as a whole…” (6.43). His point is not that an action, an “exercise of the will,” does not alter the world, which of course it does. Nor is it that actions are ethically irrelevant. His point is that the value, the goodness or rightness, of an action does not consist in its producing some particular event or events in the world, as standard consequentialism holds; rather, it consists in the world itself becoming different – as a whole, at its limits. “So our question about the consequences of an action must be unimportant. – At least those consequences should not be events” (6.422). It is in this sense that “How things are in the world is a matter of complete indifference for what is higher…” (6.432). 

Wittgenstein’s assertion that value is not anything that happens because it is not “accidental” reminds one of Kant’s third fundamental proposition of morality (Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals), namely, that duty is the “necessity” of acting from respect for the law. “Ought” does express a sense of “must.” And his assertion that value is not “in the world,” not something that “happens,” reminds one of Kant’s assertion that morality is about what ought to happen, not about what does happen, the latter being the business of “practical anthropology.” What ought to happen might never happen, and then can be said to be not in the world at all.

His remarks about ethics left most of Wittgenstein’s readers bewildered, and his talk about something "mystical" that cannot be expressed was unpalatable to his tough-minded heirs in analytic philosophy. But that there is what he called “the mystical” is a consequence of his fundamental views about logic, and these cannot be easily rejected even by tough-minded philosophers. For example, Wittgenstein also says: “It is not how things are in the world that is mystical, but that it exists” (6.44). The existence of the (“actual”) world, indeed of something, is a basic presupposition of logic, but how to express existence (with a predicate or just the existential quantifier?) has remained deeply controversial ever since the exchange between Russell and Meinong. 

Wittgenstein’s ethical views were not the ravings of a troubled young man. They were a consequence of his tying the notions of ethics to the notion of the world. This had also been done by G. E. Moore.  For an essential part of Moore’s ethics was reference to totalities of consequences and organic unities, and to worlds “considered in isolation.”  Wittgenstein enjoyed a close relationship with Moore. During his stay at Cambridge in 1912-14 he attended Moore’s lectures, they even camped together in Norway, with Wittgenstein dictating philosophical notes to Moore. Both belonged to the society of Apostles, together with Russell, Whitehead, and Keynes. Moore’s ethics was a central topic of discussion in Britain at the time, not only among philosophers but intellectuals generally, especially in the Bloomsbury Circle, which included Virginia Woolf and other literary figures. There should be no question that Wittgenstein was fully aware of it. Indeed, in a 1912 letter to Russell, he wrote that he had been reading  Principia Ethica, though also that he hadn’t liked it, because Moore repeated “himself dozens of times.”

The book had been published nine years earlier. In it Moore proposed that good is a simple, indefinable, nonnatural property. But he also proposed a criterion, a test, for determining whether a thing exemplifies the property, i.e. is intrinsically good. (Moral thought is usually concerned with what things are good, not with the property good itself.) The criterion was “the method of isolation.” It consisted in asking whether a world, a whole world, which contains the thing in question but otherwise is just like a world that lacks it, would be better.
  But in addition to (1) being good intrinsically, in itself, independently of anything else, by just exemplifying that property, a thing (object, action, state, property) may be said to be good also (2) because it has a totality of consequences that exemplify it, or (3) because it noncausally enhances the goodness of the “organic” unities or wholes of which it is an element. Pleasure is a familiar example of (1), surgery of (2), and the presence in a philosophy department of its mediocre but only aesthetician might be an example of (3). A thing may be said to be good overall when considered in all three respects.  In the case of actions, consequentialism ignores (1), deontological ethics ignores (2), and (3) is ignored by both. Acknowledging all three, as Moore did, gives both consequentialism and deontological ethics their due. In particular, consequentialism is given its due because the goodness or badness of an action overall (in W. D. Ross’s terminology, if not meaning, its being actually, not just prima facie, right) would depend, in part, on the goodness or badness of its consequences – all of them, for anything less would be morally unacceptable.  

An explicit provision of Moore’s method of isolation was that we could ignore anthropological, indeed anthropocentric, facts about the two hypothetical worlds. They might be supposed to be unpopulated, and even considered “apart from any possible contemplation…by human beings,” as Moore did when applying his method to beauty.
 This is why all the consequences of an action and all the organic wholes to which it belongs are relevant to its being good or bad overall. For the action will have consequences even after the human species has become extinct, a fact at least the thoughtful environmentalist should not find irrelevant (would species that survive cease to matter then?) And, presumably, it belongs to organic wholes possessing parts both past and future, with an indeterminate range, and thus requiring reference to all time – the whole world. Moore might have agreed with Wittgenstein that by requiring reference to the world as a whole ethics is in a certain sense “transcendental,” that it concerns “the limits of the world,” rather than just some of its contents. It would be surprising if they did not notice the similarity of their views on this deepest level, despite their many differences, both philosophical and personal. This is not to say that Wittgenstein owed his views about ethics to Moore. We know that he already had read and admired Schopenhauer. But we should not expect straightforward cases of one major philosopher “owing” his views to another. 
Contemporary antirealism in ethics usually begins by rejecting Moore’s view that there is a nonnatural property Goodness and thus – if we give consequentialism its due, which Moore did – also Rightness. But even if Goodness were a natural property, Rightness, when understood in terms of it, might still be nonnatural. For it would involve reference to all the consequences of an action, and to all the organic wholes to which it belongs. If Wittgenstein is right, such reference would be impossible, for reasons lying outside ethics. There could be no genuine statements about such totalities, just as there could be none about the totalities of objects and facts. Thus, in a different though no less important sense of this much abused word, those totalities would not be natural. Yet Rightness, natural or nonnatural, is the raison d’être of ethics as a discipline. It is what moral appraisal of action is about. 
The Tractatus tells us that what both logic and ethics are about is inexpressible, that it cannot be “said” [kann nicht gesagt werden]. One might reasonably conclude that it lacks reality. This motivates the antirealist reading, for example, Cora Diamond’s
 and Warren Goldfarb’s.
 But the Tractatus also tells us that what cannot be said can be “shown” [gezeigt werden kann] or – as Wittgenstein sometimes writes, e.g., in 5.5561 and 6.522 – that it can show itself (zeigt sich). One might no less reasonably conclude that it is part of reality. After all, it is not like Pegasus or phlogiston. It does show itself. Moreover, it is the “higher” part of reality, the “mystical” part. This motivates the realist reading, for example David Pears’
 and P. M. S. Hacker’s.
 But, as we have seen, Wittgenstein avoided both realism and antirealism. He wrote: “There are, indeed, things that cannot be put into words. They make themselves manifest. They are what is mystical [Es gibt allerding Unaussprechliches. Dies 'zeigt' sich, es ist das Mystische]” (6.522). These “things” are not limited to “soft” areas such as ethics. As logical form and formal properties, they are constitutive also of the subject matter of logic. We cannot say of a thing that it is an object, a complex, fact, function, number, or the total number of objects or of facts. But what we cannot thus say, shows itself in what we can say. It is not nothing. Yet, neither is it something in reality. For, if it were, why could it not be put in words, why is it inexpressible?
Cora Diamond describes such an interpretation of the Tractatus as “chickening-out,”
 and Warren Goldfarb calls it “irresolute.”
 But I doubt they would say that logical form is like Pegasus or phlogiston. Wittgenstein is explicit that in some sense it is in “reality” [Wirklichkeit]: “Propositions can represent the whole of reality, but they cannot represent what they must have in common with reality in order to be able to represent it – logical form” (4.12). Logical form can only be shown, not because it is nothing (plain illusions, falsehoods, make-believe, etc., are easily “said,” though falsely, they don’t “only show” themselves), but because its presence both in language and in the world is necessary for representing, picturing, the world by means of saying. Saying is possible only because sentences and what might them true have a common logical form. Logical form cannot be “said” precisely because of this role it has in saying. The notion of saying presupposes that of showing. Something is said only if something else is shown. 

But while logical form is not like Pegasus or phlogiston, neither is it like Secretariat or oxygen. Although Wittgenstein was not an antirealist, neither was he a realist. The “things” that for him can only be shown are hardly ordinary things, res, parts of reality. Even a cursory glance at his examples makes this evident. Anyone who finds nominalism regarding ordinary properties plausible would find it irresistible regarding formal properties, which are prime examples of what can only be shown, and of course regarding moral properties. The truth is that Wittgenstein’s distinction between saying and showing fits neither realism nor antirealism. This should not surprise us. In both his early and his later works, he was quite capable of avoiding simplistic distinctions: “And yet you again and again reach the conclusion that the sensation itself is nothing. – Not at all. It is not a something, but not a nothing either!” (Philosophical Investigations, #304).

3 The Logic of Realism   Nevertheless, Wittgenstein’s position, which I called nonrealism, may seem puzzling. To understand it, we should see it in the context of the development of realism. The guiding principle of realism may be put, roughly, as follows: acknowledge as being there what must be there if thought and truth as correspondence are to be possible. It governed the construction of the ontological inventories, or categorial schemes, of Aristotle, Frege, Russell, and Gustav Bergmann. I select these philosophers because they exemplify especially clearly the role of that principle in the development of realist ontology, and also because the last three had a personal connection with Wittgenstein. 

In the Categories Aristotle used the notions of said of and present in as primitive, and with unsurpassed elegance proposed the following inventory: (1) items said of but not present in something (secondary substances, or substance universals, in the category of substance), (2) items present in but not said of something (particular accidents, in each of the nine categories of accident), (3) items both present in and said of something (universal accidents, also in each of the nine categories of accident), and (4) items neither said of nor present in something (primary substances, or substance particulars, in the category of substance). Frege’s inventory included: (1) objects, roughly what we call particulars or individuals, (2) first-level functions (called by him “concepts” but in a nonpsychological sense closer to that of our “property”), which take objects as arguments and yield truth or falsity as values, (3) second-level functions, or our “quantifiers,” which also yield truth or falsity as values but take first-level functions as arguments, (4) thoughts, the vehicles of truth-value, roughly what we call “propositions,” and (5) functions taking thoughts as arguments and yielding compound thoughts, roughly what we call the propositional connectives.
 Russell’s inventory, at least at the time of The Philosophy of Logical Atomism, included: (1) particulars, (2) universals (properties), (3) atomic facts, (4) negative, thus at least one kind of molecular facts, and (5) general facts. Gustav Bergmann proposed a much richer inventory: (1) particulars, (2) universals, (3) the “ultimate sorts” of universality and particularity, in virtue of which an item is a particular or a universal, (4) facts, which he sometimes called complexes and allowed might be only “potential,” i.e., possible but not actual, (5) the propositional connectives, (6) the quantifiers, (7) the “modes” of actuality and potentiality, which “pervade” facts and render each either actual or only possible, and (8) the three nexus of exemplification, set-membership, and meaning.
 

The logic of the development of realism these inventories exemplify now emerges. All four begin with philosophical terra firma – particulars. Even sense data, with which, a la Berkeley, Russell toyed, are particulars. Berkeley denied that there are material particulars (“stupid material substances,” he called them), hence the classification of him as an “idealist,” but in the present context idealism and materialism are ontologically superficial positions. They presuppose, do not constitute, deep ontologies, such as the four I have summarized. The privileged status of the category of particulars may explain why some opponents of antirealism (perhaps motivated by the title of Nelson Goodman’s Ways of Worldmaking) object: “Surely there were a sun and an earth before there were human beings and thus, for all we know, before there were minds, or language and concepts.” But the antirealist (e.g., Goodman) claims, not that the sun and the earth were created by our thought or language (Goodman was not a sort of creationist!), but that they cannot be conceived and described independently of our thought and language – a claim that is hardly more than, in Hilary Putnam’s phrase, a virtual tautology. How we perceive, know, and understand the world, and thus the world itself as perceived, known, and understood, depend on our faculties of perception, knowledge, and understanding (conception). What we can perceive depends on the sense organs we have (humans cannot hear some sounds dogs can hear). What we can describe depends on the language we have (young children can say little about what they see). What we can understand (conceive of) depends on the sort of intellect we have (cats and some humans cannot learn arithmetic). There may be things we cannot perceive, describe, or understand, indeed one of Kant’s central theses was that there are such things, but the point is that we cannot perceive, describe, or understand them, which was Kant’s other central thesis. 

The opponents of antirealism may ask themselves whether the sun and the earth are particulars, whether they have properties, if they do whether the sun exemplifies the property of being a star and the earth the property of being a planet, whether it is a fact that they did, whether the sun is not a planet and the earth not a star, whether they were all that there was “before there were human beings,” whether they actually, not just possibly, existed then, whether each is a member of their pair, whether some things, mental or verbal,  mean, refer to, them. If they ignore such further questions the antirealists would display, however unwittingly, the continuing influence on Anglo-American philosophy of 17th and 18th century British empiricism – the confusion of thinking and knowing with perceiving. We are comfortable with particulars because they first come to mind when asked what we perceive. But even if they are all that we perceive, they are hardly all that we think and know. The opponents of antirealism tend to ignore the question whether there could have been a category of items such as the sun or the earth unless there were also the categories signaled above with italics. Surely, they owe us a serious discussion of how sparse their realism can be in its ontology. That it cannot limit itself to items such as the earth and the moon – i.e., to particulars – became evident in the rest of the logical development of realism. 

The next move in that development, with which Plato dazzled philosophy, led to the category of properties. It was almost inevitable because we think and speak not only of particulars but also of what they are = we think and speak about them. And then the move to Russellian facts (or Fregean thoughts or Bergmannian complexes) also seemed inevitable. We speak in sentences, not lists of names. If the description of the world requires sentences, what in it requires and thus may be said to correspond to sentences? Surely, not just what corresponds to bare names. Hence the introduction at least of atomic facts. But a further move to molecular, even if only negative, and then to general facts seemed required. Atomic sentences are woefully inadequate for any cognition that is at all advanced. Any language beyond that of babes requires molecular, at least negative, as well as general sentences, whether universal or particular. And then a move to negation (perhaps also the other connectives) and generality themselves, i.e., to the ontological features that respectively make negative facts negative and general facts general, may appear needed. It was explicitly made by Frege and Bergmann, and by Russell in Theory of Knowledge,
 though not in The Philosophy of Logical Atomism. Bergmann even included in his inventory particularity, universality, actuality, and potentiality, which allow us to distinguish between particulars and universals, and between actual and merely possible facts (thus also between truth and falsity), as well exemplification, set-membership, and meaning, which respectively “tie” particulars to their properties, members of sets to their sets, and thoughts to their intentional objects. Like Meinong, Bergmann was often accused by other realists of “going too far,” but they did not explain how to tell where to stop. The usual half-hearted attempts to rescue realism from “excesses” by adopting some sort of reductionism, whether of properties to “tropes,” of negative facts to incompatibility, or of general facts to conjunctions or disjunctions of atomic facts, were all shown by Russell, in The Philosophy of Logical Atomism, to fail because they presuppose what they attempt to “reduce.”
These four ontological inventories are in many ways similar, despite their major differences. All four include particulars and properties, though Frege used “objects” for particulars and “concepts” for properties. Frege's, Russell's, and Bergmann's inventories include a category of items that correspond to sentences, but Aristotle’s does not. Frege called those items thoughts, while Russell and Bergmann called them facts. Indeed, Fregean thoughts were said by him to belong to a “third realm,” one that is neither mental nor physical, but this would be true also of Russellian and Bergmannian facts. A fact may include constituents that are mental or physical, but in no clear sense can it be said to be itself mental (if one has a dull headache, is the fact that one has a dull headache itself dull?) or physical (what are the weight, size, and location of the fact that one weighs 150 pounds?) This is why facts are sometimes said to be only in logical space. Frege’s, Russell’s, and Bergmann’s inventories included negative and general facts, but only Frege and Bergmann included negation and generality themselves. Except in the abandoned Theory of Knowledge, Russell committed himself only to negative and general facts, not to what makes them negative or general. And only Bergmann followed the logic of realism further by including particularity, universality, exemplification, set-membership, meaning, actuality, and potentiality.

This is what realists inexorably were led by the realist principle to hold. The motivation for antirealism is now not difficult to discern. As Russell said regarding disjunctive facts, it is not plausible that somewhere “in the actual objective world” there are all those things “going about,” the things the principle seems to require.
 On the other hand, the motivation for realism is also not difficult to discern. We could hardly suppose that our thought and language correspond to that actual objective world if we did not suppose that most, if not all, of those things are in it. There would not be a sufficiently definite fit between them and the world. For example, “Jack is Bill’s father” could not, if true, correspond just to Jack and Bill, or even to Jack, Bill, and fatherhood, for “Bill is Jack’s father” would correspond to the same things. It must correspond to the fact that Jack is Bill’s father, that Bill is Jack’s father not being a fact. This is why the world is the totality of facts, not of things. The sentence presupposes a certain order of the things it is about, and this presupposes something in which they are so ordered. Thus neither realism nor antirealism seems acceptable. Wittgenstein offered a third position, what I have called nonrealism.

The Tractatus began with statements about the world (Welt), although in 2.06 Wittgenstein used also “reality” (or “actuality,” Wirklichkeit).
 If he had provided an explicit inventory of what is in the world, which he did not because the inventory would employ formal concepts, it would have been sparse. At most, it seems, it would have contained two categories: objects and facts. Moreover, it is not clear whether the category of objects would include both particulars and properties. Indeed, it is not clear that Wittgenstein allowed the distinction at all, since all his objects are like Frege’s concepts, not Frege’s objects, by being incomplete or unsaturated: “If I can imagine [denken, think] objects combined in states of affairs, I cannot imagine them excluded from the possibility of such combinations” (2.0121).
 Nor is it clear that, with the possible but important exception of negative facts,
 he allowed for molecular and general facts, rather than just for atomic facts (Sachverhalte). The remaining Fregean, Russellian, and Bergmannian categories, if considered by him at all, were assigned to what can only be shown, usually as “formal properties” and “logical form.” It is with respect to them that Wittgenstein’s nonrealism is clearest. Precisely because what only shows itself cannot be said, its claim to “reality” is problematic. According to the usual, intemperate antirealist account, it is just nothing. I have argued that this account is exegetically wrong. The development of realism I have sketched also shows that it is hasty. Even if Wittgenstein's distinction between saying and showing amounted to a rejection of standard realism, it did not amount to acceptance of standard antirealism. In this respect, he was not unlike his distant precursor Kant, who described his position as transcendental idealism but empirical realism.

Nor was Wittgenstein's nonrealism unlike the account of concepts, indeed of functions generally, offered by his proximate precursor Frege.
 We cannot speak about concepts. “The concept horse is not a concept,” Frege wrote. What expresses a concept properly is a grammatical predicate, and “the concept horse” is not a predicate – “is a horse” is the relevant predicate, but it cannot serve as the grammatical subject of a well-formed sentence, including one of the form “x is a concept.” Yet, of course, there is such a concept. Some objects are horses. Frege did not deny that there are concepts. He was an unmitigated realist. But neither did he explain their peculiar status. This is why his readers have found his assertion that the concept horse is not a concept intractable. 
Wittgenstein’s rejection of realism in logic was unequivocal and explicit: “The possibility of propositions is based on the principle that objects have signs as their representatives [Prinzip der Vertretung von Gegenständen durch Zeichen].  My fundamental idea is that the 'logical constants' are not representatives [nicht vertreten]; that there can be no representatives of the logic of facts" (4.0312). But his rejection of antirealism was also unequivocal and explicit: “…is it really possible that in logic I should have to deal with forms that I can invent? What I have to deal with must be that which makes it possible for me to invent them” (5.555).
 Even though the logical constants are representatives of nothing, something makes possible, and thus is presupposed by, our introduction and interpretation of them. 

Wittgenstein went to some lengths telling us what that “something” is. It includes the existence of objects, which in addition to being (1) the meanings (reference, Bedeutung) of names, are (2) the values of the (“individual”) variables in general propositions, including “the laws of logic,” (3) the constituents of states of affairs (atomic facts), and thus (4) the “substance of the world.”
 It includes the senses of elementary (atomic) propositions,
 the existence or nonexistence of the states of affairs such propositions assert,
 and thus their truth or falsity as well as that of molecular propositions.
 It includes the truth-possibilities of elementary propositions, the combinations of which truth-possibilities are made explicit in the truth tables for the molecular propositions composed of the elementary propositions. It includes the totality of states of affairs and thus of elementary propositions, which general propositions presuppose in the manner I tried to explain in section 1, and thus it includes also the totality of objects and the totality of facts – i.e., the world. But most directly our introduction and interpretation of the logical constants presupposes that there are formal and structural properties, for example those of being an object and being a fact. All these only show themselves, are not items in the world, but without them there could be no world, or at least no language for saying anything about it.

A consequence of these views that is of special relevance to our topic is that the self, too, can only show itself.  For, “I am my world” (5.63), Wittgenstein wrote, and so what is true of the world would be true also of me. A reader who finds this preposterous may recall two other prominent theories of the self: Hume’s and Sartre’s. They also denied that there is such an entity as the self of traditional philosophy, what Wittgenstein called “the metaphysical subject.”
 Initially his reasons, like theirs, were phenomenological, not logical: “Where in the world is a metaphysical subject to be found?” (5.633).
 Wittgenstein’s conclusion that the self, insofar as there is room in philosophy for such a notion, is to be identified with the world was not unlike Hume’s conclusion that it is just the “collection of perceptions” or Sartre’s theory of an impersonal consciousness that is Being-for-Itself. For him, however, it had major implications for epistemology: “solipsism…coincides with pure realism” (5.64).
 It also had major implications for ethics, in particular, that we must not think of philosophical ethics as anthropological, human, as concerned with questions about human life.
 Life, in the sense relevant to ethics, is the life of a self, but this now turns out to be the world, not a human part, physical or mental, of the world. Nor is death an anthropological phenomenon, since it is the contrary of life: “So too at death the world does not alter, but comes to an end” (6.431). If “I am the world,” then the assertion that “the good life is the world seen sub specie aeternitatis,” and that for this reason the good can only show itself, is not as outrageous as it may seem at first. Nor is it entirely novel – it reminds one of Spinoza. 
4  Understanding the distinction.  Contrary to usual opinion, Wittgenstein proposed a reasonably clear account of what it is to say something, namely, his picture theory of meaning. The implied account of what it is to be something that cannot be said is also reasonably clear: it is to be something that cannot be pictured. Wittgenstein offered it first as an account of thought in general: “A logical picture of facts is a thought [Gedanke]” (3) and “‘A state of affairs is thinkable’: what this means is that we can picture it to ourselves” (3.001). Only then did he offer it also as an account of sentential meaning: “A proposition [Satz] is a picture of reality” (4.01). These assertions were not at all idiosyncratic.  They were fully in accord with the received, traditional doctrine that thinking consists in operating with “ideas,” mental “representations,” perhaps mental “images.” Like it, they imply the also received and traditional doctrine that truth is correspondence to reality, to be established by comparison: “Reality is compared with propositions” (4.05), “A proposition can be true or false only in virtue of being a picture of reality” (4.06). But Wittgenstein applied these traditional doctrines also to sentences, to language. He was able to do so by proposing an unusual but not implausible conception of sentences that makes the distinction between thinking and speaking appear insignificant. This was part of the “linguistic turn” he took. 

To speak of something is to represent it in a picture, Wittgenstein held, but the picture need not be more than logical – a “propositional sign,” a sentence. A sentence is a logical picture because it represents what it says by sharing only its logical form, rather than, say, also its shape or color, as in ordinary, physical pictures such as most paintings. But Wittgenstein’s view of sentences was strikingly broad: “The essence of a propositional sign is very clearly seen if we imagine one composed of spatial objects (such as tables, chairs, and books) instead of written signs” (3.1431). In the letter to Russell cited earlier, he wrote that a thought [Gedanke] consists of “psychic constituents that have the same sort of relation to reality as words,” but addrf: “What those constituents are I don’t know”
 This is why Wittgenstein’s often interchangeable uses of “thought” [Gedanke] and “proposition” [Satz], and his assertion “The limits of my language mean the limits of my world,” should not be confused with the crude linguistic turn that became fashionable later, even though it was initiated by the Tractatus. If, as commonly thought, our cognitive access to the world consists in “representing” it, and if the representations need not be more than logical, then whether the access is psychological or linguistic is irrelevant. This is the defensible linguistic turn – the one Wittgenstein took. Descartes, Locke, Kant, and many others accepted the first part of the antecedent of the conditional but did not even think of the second part. Had they done so, they might have accepted also the consequent and the history of modern philosophy would have been dramatically different. 

The reasonably clear sense in which what only shows itself cannot be said is just that it cannot be pictured – not that “there is” no such thing. And this now is the defensible nonrealism in Wittgenstein’s linguistic turn. Even in ordinary physical pictures much is shown that is not and cannot be pictured, and is not and cannot be represented by a part of the picture. A painting may represent a tree next to a barn, and the spatial relation between the parts of the picture that represent the tree and the barn may represent their relation of being next to each other, but nothing in the picture represents its being a relation, nothing “says” that their being next to each other is a relation (rather than, say, a shape or color). Yet the picture shows this, indeed must show it in order to represent what it does represent. What it thus shows cannot be denied as one can deny, e.g., that the picture pictures Churchill. Its absence from the picture is not at all like Churchill’s absence from a painting by Rubens. Of course, paintings are not sentences, and sentences are only logical pictures. But all pictures in the literal sense, e.g., landscapes and portraits, are logical pictures, though not all logical pictures are pictures in that literal sense.

Though in accord with the traditional views of thought and meaning as representation and of truth as correspondence, Wittgenstein’s distinction between saying and showing can thus be seen as a major, far-reaching revision of them. They are accepted only on the level of atomic sentences, where alone they are plausible. But this is an extraordinarily primitive level. Sentences on the highest levels, those of logic and ethics, allow only showing, not saying. Even sentences on the intermediate levels, i.e., ordinary molecular and general sentences, where saying is possible, fail to be pictures in Wittgenstein’s or indeed any view, even if their atomic components do not. A sentence of the form “If p then q” is not itself a picture, even if p and q are, nor can a physical or mental picture be made of what it says. The abandonment in Wittgenstein’s later work of the picture theory of meaning and of the correspondence theory of truth on all levels should not be surprising. Even if they are not totally defective, their applicability is unacceptably limited.
We can now understand the Vienna positivists’ passionate opposition to what can only be shown, in particular to the ethical. No picture of any kind – physical, mental, or merely logical – can be made of it: this is why it cannot be said. For example, no painting can literally depict the goodness of a person or the rightness of an action. It follows that what can only be shown is not observable, since presumably anything observable can, at least in principle, be pictured, physically or mentally, and therefore logically. This, of course, is exactly why the traditional empiricists denied that there are unobservable entities – we could not have any “ideas” of them, since “ideas are copies of impressions.” It is also why the logical positivists (“the logical empiricists”) denied that there are things that only show themselves, and in particular that there are “ethical objects.” Yet their most familiar claim about ethics did appear to coincide with one of Wittgenstein’s. If propositions are pictures, then there can be no propositions of ethics. Wittgenstein avoided unbridled realism sufficiently to inspire logical positivism, but he also avoided unbridled antirealism sufficiently to protect the ethical. 

Perhaps the motivation behind the two most common accounts of Wittgenstein’s distinction is also just plain – though usually tacit – empiricism. What earlier I called the intemperate account holds that what only shows itself is not anything at all. Prima facie, there is little to be said in favor of it. Surely, what only shows itself is not like Pegasus or phlogiston. Its claims to reality would remain even if they could not be fully met – not because it has a sort of “semi-reality,” but because the distinction between what is real and what is not real is too simple to apply to it, in logic as well as in ethics. The etymology of “reality” deserves attention by both realists and antirealists. Res is the Latin for “thing,” in its everyday sense, and no argument is needed that “logical objects” such as negation and “ethical objects” such as goodness are not things like Secretariat or oxygen. But also no argument should be needed that they are not things like Pegasus or phlogiston.

The second, more common, account is that what only shows itself cannot be said for reasons of surface grammar. It resembles the common interpretation of Frege’s claim that the concept horse is not a concept: “is a horse” is a grammatical predicate, not subject. Warren Goldfarb writes: “All we are doing [in speaking of logical form] is noting that names have to be put together in one way or another in order to make sentences.”
 Of course, this is so, but why do we need sentences at all, rather than just names? Even if, for superficial grammatical reasons, some things cannot be said with a sentence, why could they not be said, as of course Wittgenstein would also have held, with a list of names, an inventory? A list of names might be an awkward way of dong this, but why is it not a genuine way? Inventories do seem to say something. Wittgenstein’s answer, of course, was that we need sentences, not just names, because the world is the totality of facts, not of things. A world in which Jack is father of Bill and a world in which Bill is father of Jack may contain the same things and thus the same inventory, but they are different worlds. Moreover, why do only some ways of putting words together say something, i.e., count as well-formed sentences? Wittgenstein’s answer was that the formal properties of what names stand for, i. e, objects, allow only some configurations of objects into states of affairs and thus only some logical pictures. Perhaps there are better answers to these questions, but answers are needed. 
Wittgenstein used “show” (zeigen) as a metaphor. He resorted occasionally to other terms, as in 4.121: “cannot represent [kann nicht darstellen],” “is mirrored [spiegelt sich]” “finds its reflection [sich spiegelt],” “displays it [er weist sie auf].” And “say” (sagen), even sif not used metaphorically, is sufficiently vague in everyday language (German English) to admit of numerous distinctions. A sentence says something, but so doe a list of names, a thermometer, or a human face. Rudolf Carnap chided Wittgenstein for writing a whole book and then concluding that what he had said in it could not be said. But a simple way of avoiding the apparent inconsistency would be to introduce, in place of “say,” the two terms “say1” and “say2,” explaining that what is said1 is what according to Wittgenstein is said, and what is said2  is what according to him is only shown. Then Wittgenstein’s puzzling conclusion would be just that what in the Tractatus was said2 could not have been said1. For example, the sentence “This page is blue” would be a case of saying1, while the phrase “it is not the case that,” which might have preceded it, would be a case of saying2. The difference could be explained sufficiently as the difference between what can be pictured and what cannot. There can be a picture of what “This page is blue” expresses, perhaps a picture (painting, photo) of a blue piece of paper, but there can be no picture of what “it is not the case that” expresses, of negation itself, nor could any part of a picture represent it.
Wittgenstein’s distinction between what can be said and what can only be shown can thus be thought of as serving to emphasize in a striking way certain fundamental differences, somewhat as Kant’s distinction between things-for-us and things-in-themselves can be thought of as serving to emphasize, in its primary application, the fundamental differences between space and time, and the things that are in space and time. Unlike what can be said, what can only show itself is unfit to be an independent item in the world. That there is such a thing as negation “going about in the actual objective world” is plainly absurd; there can be no painting or mental image of negation. That there are such things as goodness and rightness “going about” is no less absurd, and so is the idea of picturing them. Yet, just as nothing would be a perceivable world without space and time, nothing would be a cognizable world without negation. And, we may add, nothing would be a lived-in world without good and evil, right and wrong .
 For nothing would be life without action and nothing would be action if not subject to appraisal, whether directly or indirectly, as good or evil, right or wrong. 

Although the “point” of Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus was ethical, Wittgenstein was mainly concerned, as the title makes explicit, with logic. No explanation is needed, therefore, of the brevity of his remarks about ethics. Even in ontology, his focus was on the most abstract level, that of logical form. Not only nothing would be a perceived, cognized, or lived-in world without logical form, but nothing would be a world at all without it. For nothing that violated or could not be captured by logic would be a world. Even a world consisting solely of immaterial or nonspatiotemporal objects, e.g., angels, would still conform to logic. Had Wittgenstein supposed his simple objects to be angels, his logical or ontological views would have been the same. Unlike the logical antirealist, he did not deny that there is logical form in the world. Rather, he drew attention to the radical difference between it and the things displaying it by pointing out that, unlike the latter, the former cannot be pictured but can be shown: “There are, indeed, things that cannot be put into words. They make themselves manifest. They are what is mystical” (6.522). 

The basic presupposition of logical analysis is that sentences totally unlike in surface grammar may have the same logical form. In analysis we begin with the surface grammar of a sentence but search for what it must have in common with other sentences, especially in other languages, if they are to enter in the same inferences and have the same truth-value. That is its logical form. But unlike surface grammatical form, logical form is invisible. Moreover, if we take for granted that truth is correspondence to fact, then we must also take for granted that there is something in the world that corresponds to the logical form of a true sentence, viz. the logical form of the fact it asserts. Otherwise, there would not be a fit sufficiently definite for truth. Yet the logical form of the fact is quite unlike the things the sentence is about, viz. its constituents,. It too is invisible, even if they, e.g., people, are visible. But it is also quite unlike invisible things.  The subject-predicate form would be present also in the putative facts asserted by theological sentences such as “God is wise” and mathematical sentences such as “3 is an even number,” and while God and numbers are invisible, the difference between them and logical form remains obvious. 
I have called Wittgenstein’s view nonrealism in order to distinguish it both from ordinary realism, which cheerfully allows for statements such as “This piece of paper is a particular,” and from ordinary antirealism, which no less cheerfully dismisses them as gibberish. It is a sophisticated view. It should not be confused with mere denials of reality. Its aim is not to fight superstitions or fairy tales, as antirealists sometimes think of their aim. Denying that some things can be said is not like denying that there is such a horse as Pegasus or such a substance as phlogiston. What is denied is that certain items, which are not matters of mere superstition, are like Secretariat or oxygen. This is not to assert that they are like Pegasus or phlogiston. It is to assert that they are different from all four.

In the case of ethics, the difference between goodness or rightness and oxygen or yellow color has been amply demonstrated in the long history of standard moral antirealism and noncognitivism, even though they grossly misunderstood it. It also is immediately felt by anyone who asks the familiar seductive question, “Why should I do what I ought to do?” Yet, that the good and the right are like Pegasus and phlogiston is seldom taken seriously, except by enfants terribles and philosophes subtiles. Few are unable to understand the difference between what ought to be the case and what is the case, or think of it as resembling the difference between phlogiston and oxygen.

Contemporary antirealists are seldom sensitive to such distinctions. In this respect they differ radically from the philosophical roots they share with Wittgenstein in Kant’s transcendental idealism. Kant proposed a unified account of the “empirically real” and the “transcendentally ideal,” and he vigorously defended the need for acknowledging both. Nothing comparable in scope or depth can be found in standard antirealism. What might be the reason? Perhaps it is the tacit prejudice that the distinction between reality and nonreality does not admit of refinement. Meinong called it prejudice in favor of the actual, i.e., in favor of objects in time. It should not be confused with what he considered a more general prejudice, that in favor of objects that have being, which is not at issue here. Early in the twentieth century, philosophers on both sides of the English channel, including Moore, Russell, Meinong and Husserl, routinely distinguished between being and existence (or actuality), denying for example that relations and numbers exist, that they are in time, but unhesitatingly asserting that they have being. What exists, they held, is in time. What has being but is not in time does not exist. Indeed, usually we speak of the existence of spatiotemporal items, not of items such as relations or numbers. But neither do we say that the latter do not exist, e.g., that there is no such relation as fatherhood or such a number as 5. We usually just ignore the issue and say nothing. Wittgenstein wrote the Tractatus when the distinction between being and existence was familiar, and undoubtedly he was sensitive to the considerations leading to it. It is not the same as his distinction between what can be said and what can only be shown, but resembles it in motivation. Contemporary antirealists ignore both distinctions, perhaps because they assume that being, existence, reality, actuality, are all sufficiently expressed by the particular (“existential”) quantifier. Wittgenstein in effect showed that this assumption is not so much wrong as primitive.
He was particularly sensitive to its failure to fit the special status of “the ethical.” Neither moral realism nor moral antirealism does justice to it. Kant had held that ethics is concerned not with what does happen, but with what ought to happen, even if the latter has never happened and never will happen. Wittgenstein put the point bluntly by saying that the ethical is not in the world at all. Therefore, it also is not the sort of thing that can be observed and thus pictured in ordinary or mental pictures. But, going beyond anything Kant or anyone else had held, Wittgenstein concluded that it cannot be pictured even in logical pictures, that it cannot be said: “Ethics cannot be put into words.” If this conclusion was mystical, it was a mysticism grounded in logic.
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� 2.06 The existence and non-existence of states of affairs is reality.





� See the perceptive discussion in Max Black, A Companion to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964), p. 13.





� 2.06 We …call the existence of states of affairs a positive fact, and their non-existence a negative fact…





� Cf. P. T. Geach, “Saying and Showing in Frege and Wittgenstein,” in Essays on Wittgenstein in Honor of G.H.von Wright, ed. Jakko Hintikka, Acta Philosophica Fennica 28 (Amsterdam: North Holland, 1976).





� 2.012 In logic nothing is accidental: if a thing can occur in a state of affairs, the possibility of the state of affairs must be written into the thing itself….


    6.124 ....We have said that some things are arbitrary in the symbols that we use and that some things are not. In logic it is only the latter that express: but that means that logic is not a field in which we express what we wish with the help of signs, but rather one in which the nature of the absolutely necessary signs speaks for itself [zeichen sich aus]…





� 6.124 The propositions of logic…presuppose that names have meaning and elementary propositions sense; and that is their connexion with the world…


   3.203 A name means an object. The object is its meaning….





� 4.022 A proposition shows [zeigt sich] its sense.           


A proposition shows [zeigt] how things stand if it is true. And it says that they do so stand…





� 4.21 The simplest kind of proposition, an elementary proposition, asserts the existence of a state of affairs…. 





� 4.25 If an elementary proposition is true, the state of affairs exists: if an elementary proposition is false, the state of affairs does not exist.





� 5.631 There is no such thing as the subject that thinks or entertains ideas…. 


    5.632 The subject does not belong to the world: rather, it is a limit of the world.





� Kant also denied that there is “intuition of the soul as an object,” but he did not deny that there is a “soul.” Husserl denied both in Logical Investigations, but not in Ideas.





� I discuss these epistemological implications in Skepticism about the External World (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), chapter 6.





� Cf. my “Ethics Dehumanized,” Spindel Conference 2002 Proceedings, forthcoming in the Southern Journal of Philosophy.
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