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, B TRACT 

This study t.' 1111 miotic theory of Wittgenstein as it can be discerned in 
his IW(l lllitj(lt w ltk 111111 tatus and the Philosophical Investigations. The specific 
problem (lr th · ·tud i t' Ill\ tigate the theory of representation and communication in the 
philt1sophy tll' W ttlg n ·tein. ·1 he core task of the study consists in determining the necessary and 
surticicnt condtll 111 • r the • dequacy of representation and efficacy of co1mnunication of a sign 
sy ·tcm in lh~ phil · 1ph~ of\ ittgenstein. 

l'he ·tudy i · ba ed on three basic assumptions which hold that Wittgenstein's philosophical 
in ·ight · include a emiotic theory; that all semiotic systems can be formalized recursively from a 
finite ·et of components and rules and fmally that communication constitutes the pragmatic 
a pect of \Vittgenstein's theory of language. Concomitant with these assumptions are three basic 
objectives that the study has attempted to achieve namely, determination of the semiotic theories 
in the Tractatus and the Philosophical Investigations, interpretation of the cmmnunicative theory 
of Wittgenstein and lastly, indication of the relevant areas where Wittgenstein's ideas can be 
applied relative to the chief philosophical goals of semiotic activity identified in the study which 
are representation and communication. 

Consequent to the analysis of the semiotic theories in the two chief works of Wittgenstein, the 
study has attempted to synthesise the two works by employing the theoretical framework of 
model-theory as proposed by Tarsk.i but extended by Henry Hiz in order to formulate a unified 
semiotic theory ofWittgenstein. The study concludes that the philosophy ofWittgenstein gleaned 
from the two major works in1plies a semiotic theory in which signs are given a much richer 
conception as a four tem1 relation whose variables are the users, the sign, the object signified and 
the context of use. This semiotic theory is further applicable a a basi for reconciling the logical 
and the ocial emiotics, elaboration of philosophy of communication as well as a framework for 
developing a methodology for multidimensional textual analy·is. 



D FINITION OF TERMS 

Communication: Th pr nd f on eying one's meanings, messages and 

in orm ui n 1 mean of signs. This may be at a personal level or mass 

l·v ·I 

Definition : nt r a rule that is agreed on by all parties concerned 

e· pr ·si n: ) finite equence of symbols of a language or a semiotic system 

lnfosphere: ) tern of services and documents encoded in any semiotic and physical 

media 

Isomorphism: A correspondence of structure between two entities 

Language: An infmite set of strings of signs over a vocabulary 

Proof: A systematic method of demonstrating a truth with precision. It consists of 

the following elements: 

• Primitives: Basic concepts that are accepted in a theory without a formal 

definition. 

• Axiom /postulates: Basic propositions built out of primiti es and are 

accepted in a theory as elf-evident hence v ithout formal proof. 

• Theorem : A formal statement of a general principle (not i olated fact), 

proved formally from the a. ioms. 

• emm : Preliminar: propo ition u d in a pr of of a th r m 

• oroll ry: 

t bli bin th t 

m nti :hi 

f;nn 11 

m 

folio' · 
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Semiotics/Semiology: The study of ign and meanings conveyed by them. 

Semiosis: This is the pro pr u in nd interpreting signs i.e. relations of signs 

• tr mi ti It r~fcr to the properties of signs which are not 

. '1111 ti Ill i ntfi ant e.g. the length of a sentence, the weight of a building 

l .. 

• mi ti prope : This refers to the properties of signs which create 

meaning. 

• emantic property: These are the semiotic properties that are specific to 

speech. 

Semiosphere: The abstract space of meaning necessary for the existence and operation of sign 

systems and signifying activities 

Sign: It is a perceptible substance or stimulus which is associated in our minds with other 

stimuli for purposes of communication. 

• Icons: These are signs that represent things by virtue of an analogical 

correspondence between them. For example, "no smoking' signals that depict 

the cigarette. 

• )mbol : ign that repre ent thing arbitraril fore ample s mbolic ign in 

mathematic and logic 

h ct : Th e ar th a t p rforrn d "hi! p aking uch a making tatcm nt . giving 

command . ·in qu tion . rna ·in promi r [i rrin pr di . 'l h r 

n of h t n uti n I) t ill 

t. 

I uti n 11 t: hi hi h 



Structu r •: 

something. It ju t involve utt ring of a sentence. 

• lllocutionary t: Thi i th pcech act which performs acts within the class 

whi h in lud ~ utinl.! r fi rring, que tioning, warning, promising etc. 

• l' ·rlul·uti,uuu \ t: 'l hi i a speech act, which performs acts within the class 

"hi 1 in ludc informing, irritating, boring, frightening, embarrass etc. 

tion of things suitable for being correlated as meanings to various 

e. pre ions of a language and any semiotic system. 

• Interpretation: A function assigning certain objects of a structure to linguistic 

and semiotic expressions as their meanings 

• Model: An interpretation which gives the value true to a sentence. It is 

thus an obtaining situation in a structure 

• Model-theory: a formal inquiry into the relationship between a semiotic 

system and its structure. 

yntax: It is a system of rules governing the construction of sentences of a gi en natural 

language. However, with reference to a formal language it is a specification of 

the ocabulary of the language together with the rule for the construction of 

acceptable combinations of the items in the ocabulary. 

Th ory: :\ languag or a emiotic sy tern together with a t of it expr ion or 

formula . ' ·hich ar cone m d \\ith a giv n tru tur . 

tl 



CHAPTER ONE 

L INTRODUCTION 

1.1 B OTHESTUDY 

The ng ing process of globalization reflected in increased interrelations between nations and 

people economically, socially, politically, diplomatically, forms the backdrop of this study. 

Philosophy, like an other discipline, is challenged to address and contribute new insights into 

the possibilities of creating a more humane and harmonious world. With its ever-living concern 

for unity of thought, Philosophy must actively seek ways of generating a creative synthesis of 

human civilizations out of the cumulative experience of diverse world cultures. 

The need for Philosophy to address itself to the current world problems was well captured by 

the theme ofthe 21st World Congress ofPhilosophy held in Istanbul, Turkey from August 10th-

17th. 2003 \\hich \\as: "'Philosophy Facing World Problem ".This congre s was preceded b a 

peripheral International Conference in Istanbul from Augu t 8th-9th, 2003 who e ub-th m \ a 

··Th Dialogu of Cultural Tradition : A Global Per p clive''. In th pr nt int rcultur I 

ont t th r for dialogu that i oth global and p n i indi 

rc t an ontribut to it. 

m 

ploi ti 

cat1egori li 

di logic 1 pro 

nh-

and philo ph_ mu t 

nd 
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world", "Christian-Moslem", ·· entr -P riphery", together with their accompanying 

stereotypes. These can r ult in . · lu i n bitterness and very many sophisticated forms of 

economic, politic 1 nd uhur. I m nipulati n , which in tum can result in ineffective 

communicnti lO pro·· · · · ·· l ·m n p oplc ·. 

It i · lg 'tin t thi kdr p that this study is prompted and hopes to make a contribution. It will 

con ·i.:;t in a reflection on communication as a process of human interaction. Philosophy of 

language and one of its main proponents, Wittgenstein, will be the focus of the study. His 

e.·clusive concern with language makes him merit such a study. 

I think that the contemporary brand of philosophy, commonly referred to as Analytical 

Philosophy. because of its concern with language, meaning and clarification of concepts, has 

some aluable insights to offer with regard to the practical questions of language, meaning and 

communication which are generated by today's communication technology. Analytical 

Philosoph} is a heterogeneous philosophical mo ement of the twentieth centur . Within it 

three main trends are identified, namely: Logical Atomi m Logical Positi i m and rdinaiJ­

Language Philo oph •. But a common feature to all of them is the concern with the anal i of 

langua e and the conception of the generic ta k of philo oph · a b ing th Jarificati n of 

con pt . 

h min p f I t mi rtrand Ru II nd th 

unifi nn lrU tur 

rl . n th u h 



the structure of our languages, we an ultimat ly arrive at a clear understanding of the 

basic structure of the world. hi i. il m1 f mctaphysi cs. The function of philosophy 

is, therefor , th anal •si I. n •u.\ '~.: \! hi h 'VCntually unveils its basic structure. 

Thl· prop m ·nt 1! I iti i m were Moritz Schlick, Rudolph Camap, Herbert 

h:igl )tt 'Uluth. Friedrich aismann and A. J. Ayer. They were mostly influenced 

by th d Yel pment of mathematical logic and the advance of positive (or empirical) 

cience . They dismissed any form of metaphysics, upto and including the metaphysics 

of Logical Atomism as being meaningless. They held that philosophy does not give any 

true knowledge but it merely clarifies the meaning of statements: by showing some to 

be scientific, some to be mathematical and some to be non-sensical. According to them, 

the only significant statement is either a statement of formal logic which includes 

mathematical statements or a statement of science. All the other statements are 

considered non-cognitive and are just motivational. 

Finall. ' e ha e the Ordinary-Language Philosophy whose main proponents were the 

.. later .. \\ ittgen tein. Gilbert R le and John Austin. The held that the function of 

philo ophy i to imply indicate the meaning of term . particularly the pr bl matic 

philo ophical term by de ribing ho\ · th • \\er u cd by ordinary p ak r . T h y 

th nt rpri of fa hionin a formal langua c fr c: rro and 

hi h th Lo i I t mi t and th Lo i 1 P f II 

th philo ph m 1 tu ., 

m nth th 



Frege and Russell enormously influ n d and haped the thinking of Wittgenstein. He 

endorsed their work but on Hacked them too. It is their orientation 

in philo ophy whi h n ' t in the concern with the nature of language 

which wn ltl ·r 1 1 t hi m.tin philo ·ophical preoccupation throughout his life. His 

early · mt 1 ·t "i11 I u II and Frege formed his early thinking and culminated in his 

phil 1 · 1( h~ 1f I i I at mi m expounded in his major work, the Tractatus-Logico­

Philv,·vphic 1
• He \HOle it during the First World War and finished it in 1918, even 

th ugh it came to be published in 1922. 

With the publication of the Tractacus, Wittgenstein thought that the problem of 

philosoph had fmally been solved by him and, in a consistent move, he abandoned 

acti e philosophy. He, therefore, went to a Teachers' Training College in Vienna in 

1919 and later worked as a teacher in remote Austrian villages from 1920-1929 when he 

again took up philosophy. This period as a school teacher, marked the transition of 

Wittgenstein from his '·early" philosoph to the "later' philosophy. He had occasional 

visits and di cuss ions \\ ith some notable logical positi ists like Friedrich Wai mann. 

Wittgenstein mainl taught arithmetic and language or grammar to hi pupil . blend 

ofth t\ o namely. di cu ions with om philo opher and ·perienc a a grammar 

r instrum ntal in changing hi arli r ie' · of language and dopting a n ' · 

ion. 

'II 



Warren Bartley point out th t thi i. p~ri d in which the Austrian school-reform 

attacked th old 

instru ·t puptl ·. \ 

h tin ) hangc in teaching techniques. This movement 

m thod of learning by rote which was being used to 

ympathetic to the movement. The main principles of 

pr gramme were "self-activity" and integrated instruction and 

\\ ittg n t in· ' a) of implementing these principles in his school radically, reshaped 

hi Yiew on language2
. 

In 1926, he left teaching and went back to Cambridge University to take up philosophy again. 

His Tractactus had become a classic there and so he was awarded a doctorate degree at 

Cambridge by irtue of the Tractatus. In this second phase, Wittgenstein wrote the 

Philosophical Investigations which was published posthumously in 1953. It expounded a new 

doctrine of language and rejected his earlier view that ordinary language can be translated into 

the rigorous formal language of logic which accurately pictures the relations of object in the 

world. Instead he expounded the iew that ordinary language i in order ju t the ' a it i . All 

that i required is a ensiti ity to the arious contexts in ' hich word ar ordinarii u d. 

h n the m aning of term can be e tablish d only from their u age in ordinary languag . 

o major ' ork ha\ in pir d diver and lab rat 

to on anoth r. 
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The study therefore, undertake to e. ·amm the communicative import of Wittgenstein's 

philosophy by broadening ur n 1 .. ~.:. 1 in Jude cmiotic systems in general. It thus, explores 

the often ignor d pra m ti t 1 mmunication, thus offering an expanded formulation of 

Wittg nstein ' thou In lh 1 i n t limited only to the formal side of language. Communication 

has th · d 1ubl · , u employing signs and symbols to communicate with others and, at 

the , m • tim . im rprcting and learning from the signs employed by others. This double aspect 

f c mmunicati n i tudied in detail by semiotics. Language is, therefore, a part of semiotics. 

miotic i defined as a general theory of sign systems. A sign is any perceptible meaning­

carrying entity or a system of such entities for purposes of communication. So the function of 

the sign is to communicate ideas by means of messages. 

The central philosophical problem of semiotics IS the problem of representation and 

communication. Representation is a problem that prompts us to inquire into the relation 

between what is known and the tools employed in knowing it while communication highlights 

the social character of the process. Representation becomes a debatable question particularly 

regarding the adequacy of representations of any material that falls out ide of our perceptual 

range and concomitantly the problem of communication regards the r liabilit of th 

tran mi ion of uch material in a ocial conte. ·t. The tud · therefore an mpt to 

p ibl philo phi I ontribution of .\ ittg n tein to thi imp rtant ar a of in • tigation. 

di d in •ari u 

min mplo m f r th pu 



communication of the same knm ·1 dcr to others. There are two main categories into which 

most semiotic inquirie fall, n m 1. ; th 1 i 1 and the social. 

Logical mioti · r < minantly on logic and meaning and has become closely linked 

to m tl li · tl f hi I f language and linguistics. In the USA it was initiated by C. S. Pierce 

md giv ·n th mplete expression by Charles Morris. Pierce was devoted mostly to the 

l · iii ati n of ign . thereby, introducing the distinction between icon, index and symbol. 

1orri introduced the standard divisions of syntax, semantics and pragmatics as the integral 

dimensions of all sign systems. Independently of the American context was also a European 

brand of logical semiotics developed by philosophers such as Frege, Twardowski and Husser!. 

The last two were disciples of F. Brentano. While Twardowski investigated the semantic and 

pragmatic functions of names, it is Husser! who developed these themes into a complete system 

of phenomenological analysis particularly in his second volume of Logical Investigations. 

ocial semiotics in which signs are treated mainly as social phenomena is mainly a European 

line of thought. It traces its origin back to the lectures on general linguistic b Ferdinand d 

au sure. His single mo t insight was the ob ervation that meaning doe not r id m 

in i •idu I i olat d word but rather that word acquire meaning on! ' in th cont . t of a 

of ign bound d by variou r lati n hip or tru tur . Hi appli ati n ofth prin ipl of 

7 



signs systems such as traffic light . The ocial emiotics reached its peak with the thought of 

Algirdas Julien Greima nd th P ri . h l where semiotics acquired a scientific status not 

just as general th r 

with th . · parall ·I l 

the phi Ill· lph 

us a methodological tool for textual analysis. It is in line 

pre cnt study seeks to investigate the semiotic import in 

n tcin. It takes a wide-reaching approach in order to show both 

th • 1r ·tic I 1d ra tical emiotic relevance ofWittgenstein's thought. 

There are. therefore, two trends that characterize what is referred to as the linguistic turn in 

philosophy namely; the analytic philosophy that is predominantly practiced in the Anglo-Saxon 

world and the semiotic trend that is dominant on the continent. In the Anglo-Saxon tradition, 

Wittgenstein and, indeed, all analytic philosophers have been predominantly confined to the 

logical analysis of language. Ferrucio Rossi-Landi in his essay Wittgenstein: New and Old aptly 

captures this observation when he makes the distinction between the "emergent" and the 

'·submerged" Wittgenstein. By 'emergent" he is referring to Wittgenstein's logico-formal 

labels \\bile b the '·submerged" he designates "the immense possibilities of historical and 

conceptual excavation of Wittgenstein's philosophy3
. The latter is indicative of the 

po sibilitie which tran cend the logico-formal labels yet gi en minimal attention in th 

nal.1ic literatur . The anal. tic trend is re tricted to the formal in e tigation of languag aim t 

to th lu ion of th communicati /pragmatic a p t. ompound d b: th p itivi ti 

ou 1 · o it propon nt . thi approa h . clud ial and th ti dim nJon f tan 'U c. 

dim n ion b. th diti no or mi n titut the 



linguistic turn in philosophy on the ntinent. However, the representatives of this tradition 

make negligible 

Wittgenstein. It i. th 

tradition of the linguistic turn, including 

f thi study that restricting Wittgenstein's philosophy to the 

is reductionist and fails to grasp the full stretch of his 

hit ph propounds insights of communicative relevance which 

trnnsc ·m.l und mplement hi formal reflections and which can contribute substantially to 

· mi tic and a general theory of communication. 

The tudy attempts to bridge the gap between these two traditions of linguistic philosophy 

hinted to above by isolating Wittgenstein's philosophy as a case study. First it addresses the 

concerns alluded to by Rossi-Landi by pursuing the semiotic relevance of Wittgenstein's 

thought and. secondly, it contributes further insights to the continental semiotic research which 

is foundational to communication. The problem derives from the fact that the ultimate goal of 

language and b extension any sign system, is communication. Communication is constitutive 

of the definition of a sign. Therefore, Wittgenstein s overriding concern with language should 

ultimately address the communicative function. To neglect this as has been done b the logico­

anal)tic tradition is likely to miss the practical consequence of his thought. on cr el . to 

ignore th thought of Wittgen tein in developing a communicative di. our like! · to 

' ith a '' calth of idea . 



1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The specific semiotic pr bl m thl: stud will therefore be to discern the theory of 

rcprc entation nd mrnuni . ti n in the.; philosophy of Wittgenstein. This core task of the 

tudy will ·on i l · in i •t nninin the necessary and sufficient conditions for the adequacy of 

r ·pn.:s ·nt1ti )Jl n of communication of a sign system in the philosophy of 

Wittg ·n ·t in. rding to nthony Kenny and Kung Guido, the investigation of the relation 

f repr entati n \\as arguably the core concern of Wittgenstein that spanned the whole of his 

philo ophical career4
• Representation is a complex philosophical problem because its nature as 

a relation is difficult to specify. First, it is a relation which seems to lack its relata since what is 

represented is presupposed to be absent from the immediate context of representation. 

Second! . as a relation, representation lacks the formal properties of relations. Specifically, it is 

not reflexi e. symmetric nor transitive. This means that it is not easily amenable to theory and 

moreo er it cannot structure any collection of objects. In order to transform it into a formal and 

genuine relation we need to specify certain constraints or conditions. The study will therefore 

inYestigate the constraints that can transform representation into a genuine relation as can be 

gleaned from the \\Orks ofWittgenstein. In this attempt the stud will incorporate an attempt to 

xtend the model-theoretic approach to the emergent emiotic th ory of Wittg n tein. In uch 

n appr ach a ign y tern is tudied in relation to i tructur • that i . \\hat th tgn · t m i 

ut. Thi ·11 infonn the r arch on th r pr ntation que tion of WitH!cn tein · thought. 

Th ond mpl m n ry ta k of the ill an tt mpt to highli ht th p ibl 



in which the insights gleaned from th fir t ta k can be employed especially in the context of 

contemporary globaliz d w rl b d nee in communication technology. 

1.3 OBJ IV DY 

ti of thi study is to interpret the thoughts of Wittgenstein so as 

mmunicath e relevance. It is centred on the two major works of Wittgenstein 

num ly. th Tra tatw-Logico-Philosophicus and the Philosophical Investigations. Other 

numer u w rks of \ ittgenstein and commentaries thereof are studied with the aim of 

enhancing a full understanding of these two works. In order to adequately achieve this wide 

objective. the study attempts to achieve the following specific objectives: 

a) determine the semiotic theories in the Tractatus and the Philosophical Investigations 

b) interpret the communicative theory of Wittgenstein 

c) discuss the relevant areas where Wittgenstein's ideas can be applied 

1.4 JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY 

Communication is a timely field of investigation, particularly in the increasing intercultural 

world context of today. Equall important. is the heterogeneity " ithin analytic philo ophy, 

which con tantl · po e the need for case tudies. o, the i olation of Wittg n tein and an 

amination of\ hat h uniquely has to offer. make a contribution to th on-going r arch in 

ifi II), ho 

in 

in ru 

r the tud i ju tifi d nth follm in round : 
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concepts is necessary for an effi ti formulation of communication policies. This 

study is aimed at u h n im ~.: ti~ tion of the foundations of communications theory. 

b) That th tud h n int riis iplinar relevance, which would enhance philosophy's 

i iplin to other disciplines as well as their enhancement. 

·) It "ill m k a ntribution towards the on-going research into Wittgenstein's 

1 hil · h) and attempt to pursue the communicative dimension of his philosophy and 

n t m rel) i linguistic formal dimension. 

1.5 COPE 

The tudy is focused on the two major works of Wittgenstein namely, the Tractatus-Logico-

Philosophicus and the Philosophical Investigations. Other numerous works of Wittgenstein and 

commentaries thereof will be tudied with the aim of enhancing full understanding of these two 

works. The reason for choosing these two works over the other writings of Wittgenstein is that 

they represent the complete expressions of Wittgenstein's two phases of philosophical thought. 

The other writings of his were either preludes or sequels to these works. Therefore the semiotic 

vie\\ s repre en ted in these tv.:o works would be expressi e of the general ie\ s that can be 

encountered on the same matters in the other writings ofWittgenstein. Th p cific fi cu ofthe 

ommunication. The tud ' will inve tieat th 
"' - cone pt in the light of Witte n t in· ' rk in 

ord r to hi hli t their natur and their n ry ondition for d qua y nd tTl.: tiv n 

tu nth phil ph) m 

mm ni rni i . 



This is sadly so in spite ofthe clo e r lati n b t\ een the much discussed linguistic implications 

ofhis philosophy and human mmuni .ti n. Nevertheless, a number of writers have hinted to 

a clo er conn ti n b m n \\itt <.:ll t<.: in philo ophy and the general semiotic theory. The 

hi hlight orne of these writers' views and the lacunae which 

persist in lhi 10 ut .. , n twith tanding their observations. 

Hru1 ·-J hann 1 c 5 makes a strong case for the existence of a German analytic tradition that is 

th precur or to the Anglo-American analytic tradition. He insists that the tradition is, in 

considerable part. the in ention of German speakers e.g. Frege, Wittgenstein, and the Logical 

Positivists of the Vienna Circle who were driven out of central Europe by the Nazis. He 

observes that this tradition emerged in Germany as early as Kant when the German 

philosophers, unlike their English counterparts, refused to reduce philosophy to the status of 

natural sciences or unlike the French philosophers, who reduced philosophy to the status of 

mere literary works. The Germans, instead, sought to show that philo ophy was distinct from 

both the sciences and literary works. It has its own unique object and methodology. He notes 

for e ·ample. that for Kant, Philosophy \\as immune to confirmation or refutation b empirical 

e\ idence b au e it reflects on the non-empirical precondition of mpiri a! knowlcdg . i.e. 

logi al or epi t molo)cal tructure that ant cede matt r of empiri al truth or fa\ it) . for 

th m th of Philo ophy. ub qu nt de · lopm nt I d to th m rg n f different 

0 

of hi h th lin ui tic tum \8 on . \ can 

th t phil 

bi uiti . 
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core concern of philosophy a th tipulation of the conditions for representational adequacy 

and communicative effi a , tern of signs. 

rvation as lock's that the founders of British analytic 

nd Ru ell turned to Germany after having been dissatisfied with 

·due ti 111 in ri in. It \\as there that they got the influences from the new German approaches 

t mathematic . p )Chology, physics and logic6
. 

tephen Priest describes the entire western philosophy since Kant as essentially operating 

within a Kantian anti-metaphysical paradigm. "German-language philosophy and, a fortiori, 

Husserl·s phenomenology is no exception to this". In allusion to his forthcoming work entitled, 

"The critical Paradigm: Modern Philosophy's Kantian Assumptions" Priest argues that the 

entire anal)tical philosophy, with all its ramifications, has a German or Austrian genesis. He 

writes ... in brief, anal)tical philosophy is a sub-species of continental philosophy'' 7• 

The e readings strong! put a case for continuity rather than a eparation of the analytic 

tradition with the continental philo ophy. Therefore, a look at further detail of conne tion can 

b a ba i for e. ·panding the philo ophical in ight of Wittgen tein. 



Andrew Bowie notes that the lingui ti turn in German philosophy, unlike the English­

speaking world, took a h rm n uti turn with the Kantian tradition of searching for the 

epistemological t tu 

philo. oph ·r 

.' ing it a interpretation, whereas the analytic 

phy a mainly logical clarification of concepts8
. Jurgen 

th ' hat i called the linguistic turn in philosophy came about in a 

h ·rn1 ·n uti· d an anal~ tic er ion. He notes further that the hermeneutic turn has its roots in 

ll id gg r wh ' informed by the linguistic tradition of the German Philosopher and 

Lingui t. Humboldt \\"bile the analytic turn was informed by the philosophical paradigm in 

Gottlob Frege's logical semantics. However, Habermas argues that the two traditions of 

hermeneutics and analytic philosophy are complementary rather than competing9
. 

Model-theory has a relatively short but steadily growing history. It has emerged to be an 

effecti e semantic theory for formal systems. It has made it possible to develop semantics of 

the formal languages into a rigorous science. Robert Vaught 10 traces its initial phases from 

around 1915 with the works of Leopold Lowenheim. But he asserts that the decisi e influence 

in model-theory came from Alfred Tarski. Chen-Chung Chang echoed the arne ntim nt. 

Ho\\e\ cr. it i note\ ·orth · that model-theory in it earl cone ption has b n r 

p rath r than by tru ture, to on!; d du ti 

Thi t nd n ) h p i t d in th literatur on mod 1-th pit th o h ng 

•· in nth n 



makes that, as early as 1935, Tar ki him elf had suggested that further investigations in the 

field of model-theory are r quir d in rder to pply it in the totality of knowledge and not just 

to the deductiv but t th~.:r form of representation too 11
• In a paper titled 

Establishnwm o wnti s, Tar ·ki noted that: 

With U1i lh r hlem of establishing semantics on a scientific basis is completely 
· lv d nl) the future can definitely say whether further investigations in this field will 
r v t e fruitful for philosophy and the special sciences, and what place semantics 

will wm 11 r itself on the totality of knowledge. But it does seem that the results hitherto 
r a hedju tify certain optimism in this respect. 12 

.Marian Przelecki argued that the limitation of model-theory to formal languages was an 

unjustifiable limitation and demonstrated that even non-mathematical languages constitute a 

proper object of model-theoretic studies. She went on to propose that any semantic inquiry of 

all languages is, properly speaking, model-theoretic13
. Holding the same line of thought, J. T. 

Wang demonstrated that any generative grammar in the Chomskian style is ultimately reducible 

or equi alent to a first-order theory hence capable of full formalization 14
• With this then it is 

possible to construct a rigorous model-theory for any language and this would be the basis for 

11 Ch n-Chung Chan • 1od I The I) 1945-1971 · in Proceeding of the Tars lei Symposium' of. ' 'I', H n in. 
H. (ed . (Rhod I land, m rican. 1.athematical o iet • 1974) pp 173-1 6 
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semantics and interpretation for an; : t m of r presentation. I. I. Revzin also echoed the same 

thought that the theory of g n ti rr mm r on titutes a proper object ofmodel-theory15
. 

ib grammar as an explicit exposition of the finite 

mean of which we can generate only the well-formed 

s ·nt ·n, · · 1f I mguage. the number of which is infinite. It is analogous to a deductive 

cui ulu..:: in I gic in \\ hich, by a set of rules of formation, we can derive 'an infinite set of 

the rem . But a Generative Grammar does not stop at the level of grammar and well­

formedness of sentences. It extends to include the question of meaning and 

interpretation of the well-formed sentences. To illustrate this we can take, for example, 

the popular sentence which was coined by Chomsky himself. "The colourless green 

ideas are sleeping furiously' 16
. We can understand this sentence because it is 

grammatically correct, but attempts to interpret it would lead to incoherence. 

For that matter, Chomsky's theory is an inquiry into the interrelationship between the 

structural rules of a language and the interpretation of the entence generated from 

the ~e rule . Its issue is. in other words. the relation bet\veen yntax and emantic . In 

any giv n langua e Chomsk~ upheld that ther are thr integral comp n nt namely: 

omp nen th mantic omp n nta ti omp n nt. h 

,,'11 mp nent prO\ ide th d p tructu of a ian ua f\ ·hi h 

p I 



determines the competence of a p k r. Thi deep structure generates the surface 

structure of the language t th ph ndi nd ~ mantic levels. These two levels form the 

basis of lingui ti p r~ 1m 

In t liHll • 1 · · ·n " rk. h m k elaborates on the above description and defines 

f three ke elements namely; the properties of sound and meaning, 

cull d "tl uture ··. the items that are assembled from these properties, called "lexical 

item ·· and finally. the complex expressions constructed from these "atomic" units. 17 

In this definition , a generative grammar is seen to consist of two basic operations: one 

that generates lexical items from the features of sound and meaning, the second 

generates larger syntactic structures out of those already constructed, beginning with 

lexical items. Howe er, this leaves open the question of how the interpretation of the 

generated structures takes place and this is precisely where model theory for a 

generative grammar proposed by the above-mentioned authors becomes operational. 

~ichele 1alatesta points out that any semiotic system is triple dimen ional, 

p cifically. the pragmatic dimension which de cribes ho~ ign ar related to their 

interpr t r. By interpr ter is meant both tho e who pr duce and c dify th 

tho he and d odify th m; th mantic dimen ion whi h d 

ign and 

ri th 

hi h th · r fi r and finally th ., nt ti 

m n nt hi h d th rei ti n th ign ith h oth r1 
• 'hi pl 



semiotics on the threshold of model-th tudy. However, Malatesta himself does 

not attempt such a stud} gt nth t hi im ntion in the book is simply to show that logic 

is merely a part of mi i . 

Nicola · the Philosophical Investigations, particularly the notion of 

··. h " important implication for semiotics. He observes that the 

~ mi ti th r) of the text is constituted by three i~terdependent notions: the language 

gam . the moYes and the grammar. The language games describe "semiotic practices 

which. despite the term ·language', are not restricted to verbal languages" 19
. The moves 

refer to the concrete actions performed in a given language game e.g. an act of 

promising. reporting an event etc. These moves are subject to specific rules in the 

language game. Finally, we have the grammar of the language game which refers to the 

conceptual architecture that determines how the signs are used. They are the conditions 

for the possibility of the moves made in the language game. The language games can be 

understood. therefore, as the shared conceptual parameters that make it pos ible to 

identify and produce signs. and to establish relations of signification and repre entation. 

H nry Hiz pr ent d a general logi al tructur of mioti . H highlight d th di tin ti n 

n manti and ~emiotic . he former tudi m ning rri d in \\ rd wh r th 

ith m anin om ' d b\ am· m dium in ludin 
~ " ~ 

h. 

. H th n p m d 1-th r. in l\ld •in 
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meaning relations in a semiotic y tern. In ord r to overcome the customary practice of limiting 

model-theory to only form 1 1 n~ 1 ~.: s lli z. t~.;nded the logical semantics of model-theory to 

general emiotic . ln Rudi Keller, he takes any semiotic system as a logical 

system out of whi h 

r ·ct)twept u IIi • 

nee ' arc deducible from a set of premises20
. Keller 

n as less to do with the operation of packing, sending and 

un~n ·kin' r id 1 and me ages. Instead, he sees it as an inferential process whereby 

int rl 'Utor · c n truct arguments and attempt to draw certain conclusions. According to him, 

therefi re. "linguistic signs have less the character of packing cartons than that of premises for 

drawing interpreti e conclusions" 21
• At the same time, Keller adopts an approach that 

di cusses the basic principles of the formation and dynamics of signs, thus automatically 

answering questions regarding the architecture of sign systems, for example, how are signs 

built? \\'nat are their parts? How many sides do they have? How can signs be classified? etc. 

Thus. Keller's approach can be said to be formal-pragmatic, and can be employed to 

complement model-theory and to explore the semiotic and pragmatic aspects of Wittgenstein s 

philosophy. 

Kee Do t pre ented ba ic outline of model-theory. E en though hi work i re. trict d to th 

outline of model-theory for fir t-order language . in the intr duction he indicate th v riou 

dir tion hich model-th ory ha curr ntl; tak n and can thu pur u d. 1 ~. amp! 

m 1-th ry for ond-ord r Jan u g , ppli d m d 1-th ory. ''hi h impli ppli ati< n o 



the theory beyond formalized langu o , r ur ive model-theory, classification theory, finite 

model- theor/2
• The ju tify th rt~:mpt of thi tudy to explore the linguistic and semiotic 

theorie of Wittg n t in ' s hil 1 h mod•l-tlz •oretically. 

Su!-> 111 I 111, ., 11 1 iz lhc n -p itivists' dismissal of presentational form of, for example, 

m ·t 11 hy ·i · · 1d hetic as mistaken and based on a narrow understanding of our ordinary 

c mmuni ati n he contends that symbolism, which is at the heart of communication, goes 

bey nd the limits of discursive language and asserts, "There is an unexplored possibility of 

genuine emantics beyond the limits of discursive language" 23
. Such a semantic would be the 

ubject and interpretation of presentational form, which is the expression of our experience of 

the physical space-time world, which do not fit the grammatical scheme of our discursive form. 

This is a suggestion that in order for us to overcome the limitations of logico-analytical trend in 

philosoph . we must turn to semiotics. She notes that the logical analysts use two basic 

assumptions in constructing their theories namely 

a) That language is the only means of articulating thought 

b) That e erything, \\hich is not speakable thought. is feeling. 

But of intere ting note i that to guide her tudy of symbols, wa the logical th or t forth b · 

.Vin~en tein in the Tracraru . Thi trongly ugge t to u that Wingen t in' philo ph · ha a 

mioti rei van e ' hi h. thu far ha not b u the full gr p o his 

th ught. 

th th 

Trc ctatu : . "22-7. In 
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indicate a route to representational fonn b ond the discursive form. It is interesting to note 

that at the completion ofth Tr 1 TU. nd in ord~.;r to persuade the editor Ludwig von Ficker to 

publish thi work, h h c in. i~t n thi:~ ~..:r point thus: 

nt l in lud in the preface a sentence which is not in 
ft · t · 1 ., n " but which r will write out for you here, because it 

·h key to the work for you. What I meant to write 
hi : My work consists of two parts: the one presented 
all that I have not written. And it is precisely this 

-e nd part that is the important one. My book draws limits to the 
phere of ethical from the inside as it were, and I am convinced 

that this is the ONLY [sic] rigourous way of drawing these limits. 
1.1 

Francis Biryaho argues that the use of proverbs in a language transcend the restriction of the 

Tractatus to truth- aluation and includes other non-propositional functions. He explains 

pro erbs as tools which are used to do things. They are the distillate of long and reflective 

processes. In this regard it is possible to see that a proverb can never be false either. In 

reference to the Bantu of Eastern Africa, he contends that proverbs really do not function to 

inform but rather largely to create cohesion and harmony within the community. They, thus, 

cover a great deal of social and cultural acti ities ranging from polite ad ice to ympathetic 

e. pre sions of hope and pro idence. This according to Biryaho. in accord '' ith 

:'-. ittgen tein · contention that ''\ ords are deeds .. .-where boundarie b t\ n ' rid and 

di oh . ''here haviour and languag m It into on anoth r. b m 

in i tin i habl :.25 



Erick Schwimmer traces a hi tori al d \ lopmcnt and gradual convergence of semiotics and 

anthropology that ha 

anthropological to I 

outlinl' th ., ·fot ., 1 

dcv ·lop· i 111 i 1d 

n 

h in 1 n II m arising out of humanity's cultural diversity. He 

of the different approaches which have been proposed, 

utilizing cmiotic methods for analyzing cultures, thereby indicating 

u " n ·w kind f mi tic now beginning to become important in anthropology, namely that 

a d on the PI ilo ophical Investigations of Wittgenstein" 26
. However, he does not expound 

further on thi . which is an indication of a semiotic attempt and approach that still is remaining 

consciou ly incomplete. It, therefore, warrants a study that explores the semiotic relevance of 

Wittgenstein · s thought. 

Rossi-Landi. also criticizes the tendency to limit Anglo-Saxon analytic philosophy, including 

Wittgenstein 's, only to the logico-forrnal analyses of language. He distinguishes between the 

''emergent Wittgenstein .. and the 'submerged Wittgenstein". By the former he means the 

logico-forrnal-analytic interpretation of Wittgenstein, while the latter refer to the unfolding 

and yet mostl hidden works and interpretations of Wittgenstein \ hich. he note . ''fac 

1mmen possibilitie of hi torical and conceptual importanc "::!
7

• He e. pn.: ly uggc t that 

one uch po ibilit; i in the area of miotic . He point out that nt mp rar · mi ti 

lit ratu 

thou 

\'id ntly le concerned ' ·ith Witt nd h g t th t ~en 

in m y hav not directl) u d mioti t nninolo y hi probl m " f 



semiotic nature hence he make ontribution to a general theory of semiotics. Tractatus: 3.1-

key object of mi ti . h i t Jl: t i n:1hl that in this regard Wittgenstein was using the term 

n ~..· nd that is, to stand for names in his picture theory. However, it 

1 cmiotic significance to recall the roots of the picture theory itself 

usn 1l • by\ n \ righ. orman Malcolm recounts von Wright's account of how Wittgenstein 

urriv d at the picture theory of meaning: 

Wittgen tein was reading in a magazine about a lawsuit in Paris concerning an 
automobile accident. At the trial, a miniature model of the accident was presented 
before the court. The model here served as a proposition, that is, as a description of 
states of affairs ... It now occurred to Wittgenstein that one might reverse the analogy 
and say that a proposition serves as a model or picture, by virtues of a similar 
correspondence between its parts and the world. 28 

Tractatus: 3.21 echoes von Wright's observation: "The configuration of objects in a situation 

corresponds to the configuration of simple signs in the propositional sign. ' The very analogy of 

the representational capacity of language to a picture itself points to broader semiotic 

underpinnings of the Tractatus. The theme of signs continued in the later phase of hi thought 

as did many other themes of the Tractatus. The emphasis on signs in the later pha e wa on the 

y temic character of signs. This means that \ ittgenst in empha ized the primae · of contc. t in 

und r tanding any ign y tern. Unlike in the Tractarian pha wh r a pr p . ition wa 

ind p nd nt and th r for uld tudi d in i lation in th /m· • ti atiom, it i 

im and ind d prop ition d in th~.: ntc t o 

p 



If I give anyone an order I :tl 1 it t be quite enough to give him signs. And I should 

never say: this is only' rd . nd 1 ha c got to get behind the words. Equally, when I 

have asked om n mdhin )" nd h~ give me an answer (i.e. a sign) I am 

content ... ' how m 1 t kn \ h t h mean , when I see nothing but the signs he 

give ?' th n 1 · H ' i h to know what he means, when he has nothing but the 

sit,l11S ~ith r'. '· 

Witt • ·n t ·in. in hi ' rk ntitlcd , Philosophical Grammar, states his systemic view of signs 

tim·: "it i · nlv in a language that something is a sentence. To understand a sentence is to 

und r ·tund a language. entence is a sign in a system of signs. It is one combination of signs 

am ng a number of possibilities, and is opposed to other possibilities." 30 It emerges from these 

fe, · remarks that Wittgenstein in the later phase, considered language as a subset of the broader 

set of signs employed for communication. 

Umberto Eco is a noteworthy illustration of Rossi-Landi's observations referred to above. In 

his \\Ork entitled, emiotics and the Philosophy of Language, Umberto attempts to show how 

general semiotic and arious approaches to philosophy of language address similar fundamental 

problems such as: 

What does it mean for human beings to say. to express meaning , to con e idea . or to 

mention tates of the world? B) which means do people perform this ta k? nly b 

word ? And. if not. \\hat do erbal acti it and other ignif ing or communi ati c 

activiti have in ommon? 31 

th 



Nevertheless, in the entire b k, h h rdl m k allusion to Wittgenstein's contribution and 

when he does, it is '·only in p . sin nd for purposes of illustration rather than scientific 

concern" 32- an ob ·n· tti n ._,j. J .mdi mak~' al o of co's earlier work entitled, A Theory of 

Semiotic\. 

K·u·l I uhl r · nt nd that c cryday language is a system of signs of which the sounds are 

po ·it d y the peaker as signs and received by the hearer too as signs. Hence "the phenomenon 

of language ari es as the mediator between individuals in the exchange of signs." 33 He argues 

that the origin of meaning and the conditions of sense are to be found not in the individual but 

in the society or social life as lived. Robert Innis in the introduction to Buhler's extract 

indicates an affinity of Wittgenstein's later work on these themes with Buhler's ideas. He 

suggests that Wittgenstein may have been influenced by Buhler with whom he associated for a 

time in the Austrian School Reform Movement. So Buhler's insistence on the primacy of social 

and hence publicly observable data for laying the foundations of language theory and not orne 

introspecti e procedures influenced Wittgenstein's later philosophi4
. 

;\ illiam Bartle ·35 echoe the arne ob ervation that the period, 1920-1929 during \\hi h 

ing n in \ ·orked as a teacher in remote u trian villa . th u trian ch ol R fl rrn 

1o\ m nt \ in for and dvo atin chan in t hin t hniqu . I hi mO\cm nt att k d 

R .. (d. 
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the old drill-school method of learnin0 b rote which was being used to instruct pupils. 

Wittgenstein was sympath ti t th m ~.:m~.;nt. The main principles of the movement, Bartley 

observes, wer 

imp] m ·ntin ' Lh' ' r 

int grated instruction and Wittgenstein's way of 

m hi · chool radically reshaped his views on language. It, 

thc:rt:lbr ·. r )II m U11l \ tl en tein too held some semiotically significant views owing to 

··min I inllu n like Buhler upon him. 

Pi rre Guiraud categorizes signs into three categories namely, scientific-technical signs, social 

ign and ae thetic signs, each group possessing but manifesting differences in their logical and 

ocial functions36
. The three categories are related to Haberrnas' three basic functions of 

language i.e. cognitive, interactive and expressive. He critiques the logical positivists' 

contention that non-declarative discourse is meaningless. This is in line with the new approach 

to the sign and linguistic theory held by Wittgenstein in the later phase in which meaning is 

identified \\ ith usage of linguistic expressions according to the operational rules of a given 

form of life. This is an echo of Wilhelm Humbolt's view that language is the ke to 

under tanding the operations of the human mind and al o the specific differ nee between 

cultur . He argues that language has its inner structure that shap s the ubj cti e c. p ri n 

of indi idual . th ir ' orldvi ' and ultimat ly the in titution of a gi n communit · and it 

culture. 

tht in ph) r pr m m tern nt 
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classical statement of this notion in hi dialogue Cratylus. In this dialogue Plato uses, as in 

many of his other dialo .u , th pds n f ocratcs as the mouthpiece to his ideas. Thus 

aerates constru t n in c llcrmogenes and in support of Cratylus that 

linguisti<.; si •ns u · 1 1 lth 1 th Jr imilarity to natural referents. The kind of similarity we 

d ·t 'l't in on )Ill\ n me . In ratylus (386-387) Socrates advances the argument that 

1ction . iu ·t hk hmg . ha e their proper and permanent essences which are not relative to 

indh iduul·' perception. peaking is an action which. can be performed correctly or incorrectly. 

He employ the analogy that the correct performance of actions requires the appropriate 

in truments. Language is the instrument used for the performance of speaking by giving 

··information to one another, and distinguish things according to their natures" Keller observes 

that this notion addressed basic questions such as "what does a sign stand for? What are the 

extra-linguistic correspondents of signs?'' 37 Going hand in hand with these questions is also a 

basic conception of communication as the transferal of ideas and concepts to the addressee by 

the pro ision of substitutes for those ideas and concepts. Keller maintains therefore that the 

later \\: ittgenstein represents this instrumental notion of signs in his famou use-theory of 

meaning. 

David t rn in a tud. that focu ed . clu iv 1; on the initial articulation of \\ ittg n t in· 

d urn nt d in fir t draft . onv r ation I ctur and r •i ion th t I d t the 

pu li hed philo phy i bout th on pti n th n tur of 

In itt 
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he came to realize the inadequa i of hi arli r views on representation38
. Nevertheless, Stem 

ultimately attempted to int rpr t itt conception of mind and language and 

abandoned th mioti in uir • ln thi tudy w~.; will pursue the theory of representation or 

. cmiotic in Witt • ·u t ·m· · th u ht. 

R 1 J 1 ·k ·nd IT ard \\ ittgenstein ' s transition to the Philosophical Investigations merely as 

r · gniti n that the Tractatus addressed issues which are capable of being represented as sets 

in the cla ical en e in \ hich a set ought to be well defined. Hence the Tractatus' demand for 

determinateness of meaning is in function of this assumption. Instead the Investigations 

repre ents the phase in which Wittgenstein had come to the realization that the classical 

presumption can only be satisfied by a considerably small class of objects. But the vast 

majority of classes are of a fuzzy type of sets which requires the incorporation of non-classical 

forms of representation into our general theory of concepts and meaning. He views 

Wittgenstein · s analogy of games as not just describing the nature of language but instead, the 

broader category of arious semiotic systems39
. 

The for going review clear!; demon trate that many author r cogniz the miotic r levanc 

thought and that miotic a field that warrant a m d 1-th r tic tudy. 

the indication no t t t . ·pli itly und n k n 

to do ju t th t. thu 

ntri utin th d lopm nt o philo 

,I p 



1. 7 THEORETICAL ORK 

The study is guided b m proposed by Alfred Tarski and expounded by Henry 

Hiz.40 Hiz pr •nt 

b ·tw · ·n 

fl(. .ll I< i al 'tructure of semiotics. He highlighted the distinction 

mi ti . The former studies meaning as carried in words, whereas the 

with 1 nm con eyed by any medium, including speech. Semiotics is, therefore, 

ti n f emantics as it were. He then proceeded to use model-theory in studying 

m aning relations in a semiotic system. In order to overcome the customary practice of limiting 

model-theory to onl formal languages, Hiz thus extended the logical semantics of model­

theory to general semiotics. In a manner, he takes any semiotic system as a logical system out 

of which some consequences are deducible from a set of premises. Tarski developed his themes 

and ideas o era ery long period of time and expounded them in various journals, conferences 

and books. Key among these is the collection ofTarski's papers from 1923-193841
• 

Model-theory is specifically considered ideal because it is broader in scope and can serve as a 

framework for uniting the analytic aspect of Wittgenstein with his pragmatic a pects. In his 

paper on the Concept of Logical Con equence, Tarski pro ide u v.ith at chnical definition of 

the concept of a model. He defines it as an arbitrar ' equ nc of object in a domain v .. hich 

r liz or ti fie a ntence or a ent ntial function of a giv n language. Thu . if a nt n 

id to b tru th n th ir urn tanc \ hich warrant - it ing true i it m d 142
• I h r 

ed (BI 



indications, however, that Tarski did n t m an to restrict the concept of models only to 

linguistic modes of repre n ti n t ut ~ ro id~;d for the possibility of extending the concept to 

include other form too. In a paper titled Establishment of Scientific 

Semantics, 'I tr ki n l( I (h 

Wi h thi · lem of .establishing semantics on a scientific basis is completely 
· 1)y d. nl) the future can definitely say whether further investigations in this field will 
p ' t fruitful for philosophy and the special sciences, and what place semantics 
will "in for itself on the totality of knowledge. But it does seem that the results hitherto 
reached ju tit) certain optimism in this respect. 43 

It i . however. important at this point to highlight the connotation of models in everyday usage 

so as to clearl~ distinguish it from models in the technical sense adopted here. Ordinarily we 

tend to use and limit models to tridimensional spatial shapes such that two-dimensional 

diagrams are usually not considered as models. It is for this reason that a music score or a piano 

arrangement are never considered as models of the symphonies they are written for everyday 

usage of the term model. 

The second everyda)' connotation of a model is the idea of a norm to which actual thing 

conform more or les imperfect! . This gi es ri e to the po sibility that th cia figur i a 

model of the human bod in the n e di cu d abo e "hil th human b d ', ''hi h inform d 

th ni al o a m del in the ond of a uiding norm. I h third m rdin r) 

p rl • I to o a ifi tion o a t o qu liti 

hi h tu nform rnth r th ppro im tin m 



a model teacher, model hu band et . thi i th underlying connotation. This is a sense, which is 

beginning to point into th di ti n in' hi h n model is understood in model-theory.44 

th · d ·finiti 111 1 m 

cryday language presuppose a degree of isomorphism in 

1 t hnical definition that model-theory adopts, however, does not 

i morphi m. A model is definable technically as a representation or 

ub ·tra ·ti n fan actual object or situation. It is frequently used to demonstrate the relationships 

betw en a tion and reaction in terms of cause and effect. Three basic types of models 

categorized by their degree of abstraction are identifiable, namely: iconic (physical), analog 

(diagrammatic) and symbolic (logico-mathematical). 

An iconic (physical) model is a representation of some item either in an idealized form or on a 

different scale. Thus a representation is an iconic model to the extent that its properties are the 

arne as those possessed by what it represents. Examples of such models are photograph 

blueprint. map or a prototype of an item. Analog models can represent dynamic situations and 

are u ed more than iconic models which are ba icall static. The effecti ely depict 

r lation hips between cau e and effect . Example are d mand curve flow chart . frcqu nc ' 

di ribution curv p d tim _raph etc .. La tl;, ym olic model ar th mo tab tract of th~.: 

m the form of figur . formul c or equation . Th mo t omm n . mplc f 

thi i m th mati 1 quation li · ·in t in formula 4= m 2 • r) t k th 

t hni 1 un 



Briefly, model-theory is a form 1 inquir into the relationship between a theory and its 

structure. It provide a \ · · 

Vaught de. crib d it 

(. .. ~ I . 
\'entence. ') . n t ph 

nrit utitP m aning to expressions of a given sign system. 

me dd-thcory was almost exclusively concerned with only 

d ·du<:tiv · . ' It h uld be written as formalized languages. But model-theory holds 

lh 1l 111 • r n 1 1 1 ua e or tern is certainly about a given structure. It is on the basis of this 

r lati n ·hip that m del of a formal system can be discerned. In order for this to take place it is 

Yital that there be an interpretation function which assigns elements of the structure to the 

elements of the formal system. Effectively, any formal language together with the interpretation 

function on it constitutes a theory. A theory is, therefore, a formal system defined as: 

i.) A formal language 

ii.) Sentences ofthe language 

iii.) An interpretation function ofthe system 

~odel-theory presumes this technical concept of a theory and to it includes the structure, which 

the theor; is about. It is, thus a way of attributing meaning to an sentence of a formal 

language. Its basic idea is to assign a truth- alue to entences about a gi en domain of 

di cour \\here the domain simply defines any et of particular intere t to u . mod I in thi 

allo'' - for model to be concrete or ab tra t. i omorphi or non-i m rphi . 

tabli h the r lation hip b t\\ n a th 

Thi ·n th lh ry to infi nn th udy. Ho'' 'er it "ill b ompl m nt b) th th ry 



linguistic signs expounded by Rudi K 11 r. This will provide us with a framework for 

reconstructing Wittgen t in' mi ti th~.: r . 

Ul n the cmiotic processes in natural languages. This is of special 

int ·r · t to thi ince it can play a paradigmatic role for the formulation of a general 

s mi I gy which include both formal and natural languages. Equally important, is the fact that 

it ring into unity the thoughts and ideas gleaned from a variety of traditions. His theory, 

therefore. recombines the two main traditions of semiotics and semiology as expounded 

re pectively by C.S Pierce and Ferdinand de Saussure. In his system, Pierce conceived of signs 

in a logical sense. He v.Tote: 

I hope to have shown that logic in its general acceptation is 
merely another word for semiotics, a quasi-necessary or 
formal doctrine of signs .. .I have in mind the fact that we 
observe the nature of such signs as best we can, and on the 
basis of fme observations, by a process which I do not 
hesitate to call abstraction ... 46

. 

aussure. on the other hand. emphasized the social function of the sign in hi emiolog . H 

thu tudied the life of igns in ociety and stated that: 

igns that e ·pr id a . and i 
\Hiting d af-mut alphab t to 

to cod of good manner . to milit ry 
imply the mo t imp nant o th c 

n that tudi th life of ign in 
iv bl .Q

7• 
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Keller provides a 

dynamic and th 

communication l 

In t d. I 

n 

r n: c n iling the two a pects. He is concerned with the 

lin 'llbti igns in natural languages. He reconceptualises 

'ith th operation of packing, sending and unpacking of ideas and 

it a an inferential process whereby interlocutors construct 

1r 'Uill ·nl nd l emp t draw certain conclusions. According to him therefore, "linguistic 

~ igns huv e character of packing cartons than that of premises for drawing interpretive 

This is a position that reflects Pierce's logical approach to semiology. 

econdly. Keller adopts an approach that discusses the basic principles of the formation and 

dynamics of signs, thus automatically answering questions regarding the architecture of sign 

systems e.g. how are signs built? What are their parts? How many sides do they have? How can 

signs be classified? This too responds to Saussurean social approach to semiology. Thus 

Keller's approach can be said to be formal-pragmatic, and can be employed to complement 

model-theory and to explore the semiotic and pragmatic aspects of Wittgenstein s philo oph . 

But in philo ophical literature model-theory is oppo ed to proof-th or ·. The cor id a of 

pro f-th r: i that a fonnal . · t m hould b con id r d onl in t nn of it 

I tion of it . mbol •ithout r fcrenc to th intend d m aning f th 

f-th n thtth ubj n 

n t n rou n. nth 

m th t i lh nl ld nn rt 



of consistency of the system and th relation of derivability are the ones investigated by proof-

theory. The study opt for m d 1-tlh: r pr of-theory not because the latter is wrong but 

simply that it i in u fi i n in c tigation in which meaning of a sign system is 

integral if communi is(\ r tot· kc place. o, in model-theory, syntactical relations of the 

symb Jl" d 111 ' 1 • n n u h. It has to incorporate semantic and pragmatic relations too. The 

bl ·nd or th · · m the rie \\ill constitute theoretical framework that will aid us in focusing on 

) th r ·luti n f repre entation between sign systems and what they purport to represent in the 

th ught of Wittgenstein and b) the transmission of this relation between emitters and receivers 

of igns in a communication process 

1.8 ASSUMPTIONS OF THE STUDY 

In carrying out the study, the following assumptions will be made: 

a) That Wittgenstein's philosophical insights include a semiotic theory 

b) That all semiotic systems can be formalized recursively from a finite set of components 

and rules 

c) That communication constitutes the pragmatic aspect of Wittgenstein theory of 

language 



1.9 METHODOLO 

nsu ltnti n of written sources, especially library sources. 

f both the primary works written by Wittgenstein and the 

: ·e(md tr w )fk ll lJnnl ntaric on Wittgenstein. It has therefore followed a hermeneutical 

HPI n ·h whi ·h i e 1 iall expository-evaluative. As such, it has used a three-fold method: 

d · · ripttv . unal) ic and ynthetic. 

a) Descriptive: This method has been applied to distinctly present the respective 

semiotic theories of the Tractatus and the Investigations. It has been used to expose the 

above-said theories, as they can be detected from the two works. It is, therefore, 

expository in nature. 

b) Analytic: This method aids in the examination of philosophical material. It involves 

two intellectual activities which are practically inseparable but theoreticall 

di tinguishable. 

i) rational reconstruction of the idea and thought of a think r by id ntifying 

th ar urn nt dduc in hi r \\Ork . Thi r quir a pi m 

ofth dur u db; th think r to on tru t hi ~ r th 

in ili fi ld und r c n id tion. Th ult of r tion I r f id 

• t nt nj m o ili 

r tim fi ur 

m nt ti n r 

in 

hi ht in th th 



words, in conditioning hi int ntion and omtssJons. But we, in doing the 

reconstruction, rna v rl \-. . tnl: of the, c factors as superseded and irrelevant yet 

they had an n 1 u in flue.: n c.: on the thinker. This might also warrant a textual 

u h historical factors. In the study, it will be used to identify and 

r · · m lru U1 mi ti and linguistic arguments adduced by Wittgenstein in his works. 

11 It al o in olves philosophical criticism. This is a t~sk of logically 

demon trating the strengths and limitations of the thinker's own reasoning. This is done 

on the basis of the reconstructed conjecture and/or discovered lacunae. The criticism is 

purely qualitative and not quantitative. In the study, it will enable us to determine the 

strengths and limitations or consistencies and inconsistencies in the arguments of 

Wingenstein ·with regard to the concepts under investigation. 

c) Synthetic: This method aids to decipher and isolate, in a systematic way, a position of a 

given thinker regarding a specific issue which the thinker did not addre s in i elation 

from other topics. In the tud it will be applied to apprai e and ynth iz 

ingenstein · thought in the light of the theoretical fram \ ork of m d !-the r 

compl m nt d by Rudi Keller· theory of miology. It i dccon tru ti ·i t in J cqu 

b au it in •olv th n tant and una · id bl 

rei ' int rprctin th tc . ·t hut i 

n urr ntl r h r O\ 



In the study the descriptive and anal)1i l m thods will be employed in the next three chapters, 

while the synthetic m thod ' ·ill bt: pr d min ntly u ed in chapters five and six in order to 

synthesize and appl th th thu ri s r 'On tructed from the two works. 
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APTER TWO 

AGE: A CRITICAL EVALUATION OF 

L-LOGICAL THEORY OF LANGUAGE 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The main objecti e in this chapter is to give broad outlines of the formal-logical 

analysis of language as has been construed from the perspective of analytic philosophy 

which includes Wittgenstein's writings. This will involve a historical survey of the 

logic-language nexus in philosophy and the contributions of Wittgenstein in the 

elaboration of this connection. But the chapter's main is to demonstrate that strictly 

formal-logical interpretation of Wittgenstein s writings is limited and can therefore 

blind us from percei ing the full potential and richness of his thought. 

2.2 

including re e. Ru II and Wing n t in, hav h ld 

n tha th i n intri at link . lndc d. thi 

n th b i umption of th m ~ 

n m iri i m 

in hit hi lin ui ti 



Logic consists of rule and prin ipl s f rr t reasoning. Reasoning as understood by 

logician impli in "hi h th mind proceeds from a given set of propositions 

in ord ·r to miv · ti n " < n . 1 he derived propositions are presumed to be 

COlli\ 'lU 'll' ' f propositions which in logical parlance is referred to as 

pr ·mi · . I i..; therefore de cribable as the theory of consequence relations between 

pr 1po:iti n . lt ee to ) stematize the rules that will enable us to draw all and only the 

pr p r c n equences of a given set of propositions. A proposition in its tum is 

under tood as the content of a sentence that has a truth-value. Tarski notes that "the set 

of all con equences of the set A is the intersection of all sets which contain the set A 

and are closed under the given rules of inference". A set is said to be closed under a 

given operation whene er the operation, if applied to the members of the set always 

yields a result which is still a member of the set. From the above definition it follows 

that eveiJ sentence being an element of a given set can be regarded as consequence of 

that set: "'the set of consequences of a set of sentences consists solei of entence and 

that the con equences of consequences are them el es con equences"49
. This implie 

that lo_ic d al \\ ith con equential relation hip bet\ ·een proposition alone with th 

h lp of p ific rul ofinfi renee. 

urn fi m th d ri tion th t th 

primiti m 

p nd 

pt of nd the 
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I 



a language in its own right with a special syntax to which 

man ic ) tern in order to interpret the expressions of the language. 

Language in its turn is a system of signs by means of which an infinite number of 

entence . not necessarily truth-valued, are generated from a finite set of rules operating 

o era vocabulary. The minimum conditions for a language are therefore a vocabulary 

and a set of generative rules that will ensure that the speakers generate all and only 

well-formed sentences. The infinity of the sentences generated in a language is due to 

the recursive nature of the generative rules which allows the speakers of a language to 

reapply the same rules endlessly to their own output to yield a limitless number of 

entences. This is v.hat accounts for the unbounded creati ity of languages e idenced 

by the ability of peakers and hearers to produce and under tand infinite! man no el 

nten of their languag . 

Fr m th 

th t 

O\ d ription of langua and lo ic it i e y to noti the lati n hip 

II 

t\o fi ld th t m · th m urio iti 

n 

th ir 
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these conceptual systems, analyzing th method by which such systems are arrived at 

and evaluating the validity th~ l ims mnd for them. The concern is to learn about 

conceptual knowl J m th, m.mn r in which such knowledge is expressed and 

. t h .1 umption underlying this pursuit is that the form and 

n i trongly linked to the form and content of language. It is 

pr • ·i · ly thi link '' een logical, conceptual structures and linguistic structures that 

.: Ill phil her uch as ittgenstein undertook to investigate. 

It i pos ible to trace the tracks of the logic-language nexus throughout the history of 

philo ophy. If we hypothesize that the connection between logic and language began 

with the sophists in their overriding concern with rhetoric, the Socratic reaction to 

sophism can arguably be the point at which the logic-language connection became 

clearly identified. In his opposition to the sophists, Socrates brought into philosophy the 

practice of precise definition of key concepts in order to overcome the formers 

skepticism and relati ism. Plato in his dialogues which emplo ed the figure of ocrates 

as the principal character continued with the ocratic practice of earching for uni er al 

and obj tive definitions of concepts. 

ri totl in hi Or anon ought to y t matiz th logic l prin iplc that ought to uid 

th of finiti n . I d !') o t rrn in th om1 

to hi m 

liti 

nd 

th th 
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expressions and the inference \ ho 

quantifiers. 

alidity depends on the meanings of such 

During 11 ·II ·ni ti 1 hil 1 h . 1h toics advanced theses on inferences based on 

r nncctivcs. They particularly debated the nature of the 

condition I · l m Ill and it truth-conditions. In their investigations regarding the 

nutur f truth. the) di co ered the famous liar's paradox which was formulated by 

u ulide .5 Thi paradox revolves around self-referring sentences such as the 

following. "this illustrating sentence is false": 

a. If it is false then it is true because it is false that the illustrating sentence is false, 

therefore the illustrating sentence is true 

b. If it is true then the illustrating sentence is false because it is true that the 

illustrating sentence is false, therefore the illustrating sentence is false 

This paradox persisted for centuries until it was satisfactorily resolved by the logician 

Alfred Tarski b his methodological distinction between an object language and a 

metalanguage in pointing out that the paradox i a result of the confusion bet\ ccn the e 

t\ o level of language. Thu . from the e early tage in the hi tory of philo phy \\C 

an lr d) det t cone m ari ing out of the r lation b tw n languag and I gic 

ifi 11) m r lation to probl m of quanti(•in grammatic 

and th mantic pr bl m o truth. 



In the medieval period, the hola ti d I p d the theory of supposition according to 

which the meaning of word b~; dd~;rminl;d by their form and relationships within 

n: th~; attempted a systematic analysis of terms and 

• T or in tancc, they developed the theory of distribution 

nnin if a given entence says something about the entire 

the cont xt of oth r \\ 

their cotnbin nion in 

r ju t ab ut a part of the extension. The extension of a term refers 

to th II ti n of objects it refers to. If a sentence says something about the entire 

n then the term is said to be distributed in the sentence otherwise it is 

undi tributed. 

Besides the concerns with the relations between words, the Middle Age also had 

concerns with the semantic relation of reference from which we have inherited the 

distinction benveen use and mention of words to which they respectively referred to a 

the suppositio forma/is and supposition materia/is. A word is used when it is employed 

to refer to omething and it is mentioned when it is referred to in an e ·pre sian. They 

al o drew a distinction between categorematic terms and syncat gorematic . The form r 

are ord \\hich refer to omething in the \\Orld \\hile th latter do not ha e r [i rcn 

t th ar e - ntial to the m aning of ntenc and the logical r lati n b tw en 

th m. In th uppo iti n th or: th hoi nal. z d 

im I in multipl quantifi tion .51 

ll·l 



In the modem period Leibniz prop ed pr gramme for logic which would later be the 

inspiration toward n of logic. He proposed the creation of a 

t ri~ti uni rsali ') which ought to have been a language 

'ith ut n ambiguities and precise without any vagueness 

h 'hich are the common stock of natural languages. Vagueness, 

mbiguily nd figmath e peech render natural language inadequate for effective 

c. pr ·j nand ommunication ofknowledge, hence the need for such an ideal language 

capable of clear and precise expression of knowledge. 52 The language would have basic 

rule of formation (ars combinatoria) which allow for the manipulation of the symbols 

of the universal language. Such manipulations or rules would be taken to correspond to 

the mental operations we perform in our thoughts. Finally, the language would be 

equipped also with rules of inference (calculus ratiocinator) which would serve as a 

means of calculatiOn in order to check the validity of chains of reasoning in this 

language. 

Even though Leibniz him elf never executed his programme it pro ided an ideal 

tO\ ard ' hich many philo opher aspired. In the nin t enth c ntury a numb r of 



mathematization of the con pt f v lidity of chains of arguments which are the 

hallmark of modem logi . It · b d nth logical constants of negation, conditional, 

universal quantifi r n th 1 u\tit rdotion a primitives out of which all the rest of 

logical op :1 tti >O '' ., • ·ystem was powerful enough to be able to 

Ct>mbiu · (It · I' 11! 1\\ it 

I. ristotle 

b. fh lh r: of connectives of the Stoics 

c. The problem of multiple quantification that troubled the medieval philosophers 

d. The theory of polyadic relations 

e. Inferences involving identity 

The greatest insight of Frege was that every complex expression of the system could be 

constructed in a stepwise process by the application of specific rules. But most 

importantly, was that these rules do not only generate complex expressions but they al o 

tran fer meaning from the lower le el expressions to the deri ed expressions. Thi is the 

principle attributed to Frege known as the principle of campo itionality or imp! a 

Fr ge · Ia\\ ac ording to ' hich the meaning of a om pie e. pr ion i a fun tion of 

th m an in ... of i component . Th Begriffi · t m wa 

initiall; int nd d to d rib u d in m th mati nd 

found on 

an prin ipJ . 



But in hi s later writings Frege b gan t hm particular interest in natural language by 

trying to see the relation hip b t' ~.:~.:n hi.' f< rm I language and the natural language. In 

this regard he · ·ho · 

communication of kn 

n rn that natural language is unreliable for 

"h n h draws an analogy that his formal language is to 

ope is to the naked eye.53 Other philosophers such as 

·rtr nd I u · · II. Lud" 1g ittgenstein, Rudolf Carnap, Hans Reichenbach followed 

· lo · I~ al ng the e line of developing and relating formal languages to natural 

language. Thi i ' by Frege is commonly referred to as the father of philosophy of 

language. However, Frege's work remained largely unknown until the contact with 

Bertrand Russell who took it up and gave logicism proposed in it its fu ll and complete 

expression in a work co-authored by Alfred North Whitehead, namely; the Principia 

A1athematica. 

The Principia _fathematica was a monumental work and its logicist programme 

aroused great interests in the logical foundations of mathematics. tudies focusing on 

the sy tern of Principia 1athematica re ealed inherent ' eakne e of the logici t 

programme. otable among the e were Godel' two incomplet ne r m . '1 h fir ·t 

th orem hold that if an a: iomatic y tern i con i tent, th n th r at I a t one 

th m hi h an n ith r b prO\! d nor di prov d ' ithin th 1 rio Bun 

the d fin ition th t n th or m on bl and 

nnul t n ith r n r .., m 



T".54 The second theorem hold th t n th or can prove itself to be consistent. This 

implies that it is not po ibl t . st m of predicate logic to be consistent. 55 By 

showing that pt di tt i i~ un k idabh.: odm concomitantly demonstrated that 

I n the d for t ting validity of arbitrary arguments in the 

lh implementation of Leibniz programme showed at the same 

tim· th n it i n · full) realizable. As a consequence to the revealed shortcomings of the 

.:y ·t m r Pr1 ipw fathematica logicism declined. and logical research was directed 

m re t the metatheoretical studies of logic in which the systems of logic themselves 

be orne the object of in estigation by means of mathematical techniques. 

But while re ealing the shortcomings of logicism which it was intended to defend, the 

Principia Mathematica excited enthusiasm in the direction already set by Frege of 

relating formal logic to natural language. Russell himself was on the forefront of this 

pursuit and published a popular article entitled "On Denoting' ' . He exploited the theory 

of relational propositions and multiple quantification of Frege as e ·pounded in the 

Principia Hathematica to carry out analy es of certain entence knO\\ll a the definite 

d ription . Hi anal) i reinforc d the as umption that ordinary languag i not nl ' 

ill- quipp d to d al \\ith ientific and philo ophical di our but it al d th 

tthtthre an t n ion t\\ n the logt I form of prt: ton nd th ir 

nn. ilu to n an m · Ian ua t b mi 1 din , thu 

uh .. I th i of Ru 11 in ired 



philosophical attention to the lo relation between logic and language thereby 

sparking in its wake, di 

relation between th m n 

hi\ ~ phi I positions with regards to the nature ofthe 

'I o '(ltn • phil1 rdin r .. natural languages are seen as a hindrance to clear logical 

thinkin, "hi I' 1 the it i unproblematic to logic. The philosophers who thought that 

n turul language i a problem for logical reasoning proposed and embarked on the 

c n tru tion of artificial or ideal languages. 56 Such languages are supposed to avoid or 

reduce the problems of ambiguity, vagueness, irregularity of meaning that is common in 

ordinary natural languages. Thus every description which is intended to become part of 

our well-established body of knowledge should be expressed in terms of an ideal 

language. It is the language with capacity to articulate clearly and consi tently a 

scientific bod of knowledge. This is due to its structured nature in virtue of a precisely 

regulated formal s stem. The proposition for an ideal logical language raises yet another 

basic debate among philosophers concerned with language on the relationship between 

the t\»o type of languages namely: artificial and natural. KUng ha argued that \ hi! 

differen e r main b t\ een the two t;pes of language , modern lingui tic tudy arri d 

out nd logician hom ·y Dt.: au ur th Pragu and 

[! re th 



derived from a number of o- all d kernel entences by means of so-called 
transformations, with th ' . in ' hi h the cntences of logistic systems are 
formed from atomi ntt:n . in ord nee with rules of formation. Deduction 
rules, too, app r t mr . r. t I to pccial kind of transformations. 57 

But beyond th int nth n.: lati n between the symbolic languages and the natural 

Inn •u t' · th 't ' i U1 mu h m re basic philosophical concern on the relation between 

th · ·tw 'lUI lingui~tic terns in general and the ontological structure of the world. 

1 hi~ i "hat i called the problem of representation. The speculative grammarians58 

att mpted to con truct grammars purely on philosophical grounds on the assumption 

that there ' ·as a correspondence between grammatical categories and the ontological 

categories. Grammar is therefore considered as a mirror of reality and essentially the 

same in all languages whose differences are merely accidental. The contention of the 

speculative grammarians was that through philosophical consideration of the true nature 

of things \Ve would discover the true form of universal grammar. 

s far as the artificial languages are concerned the question of its relation to reality i 

much more acute gi en that the are artificiall} con tructed to conform to a logical id al 

guid d b) pre i e rule . KUng ob erve that de pite the ari t of th 

logi al Janguag they all hare the commonalit · that th · ar e. plicitly defined b : 

p 



categories of logistic ign re int nd d to stand in a systematical correlation to 
the categories in whi h . ~: th ' orld o that it is meaningful to investigate 
this correlation bern n th~: pn . .: is . ntactic tructures of a logistic system and 
the ontological tru tur fthl: '\J rid thoL crvc it as a model. 59 

In this view it 1 ttu u h th ltd th stru ture of the artificial languages that we can 

com to di cov ·r th · u 1 turt: ofr ality. 

'! h · thr · 1 1 "~ in uen ial twentieth-century movements to investigate the logical 

conn 'ti n ·een language and logic were logical atomism, logical positivism and 

rdinary language-philosophy. The purpose of this chapter is merely to indicate how 

Wittgen tein·s formal-linguistic construction took place in this context. For this matter, 

I \\ill reduce the mo ements into two namely, logical empiricism and ordinary-language 

philosophy. Logical empiricism will embrace the first two movements (logical atomism 

and logical positivism) because their general spirit was the same despite the differences 

in their specific details. Wittgenstein's two major works namely; the Tractatus-Logico-

Philosophicus and the Philosophical Investigations respectively fall into the two 

mo ements. 

D pite the h terogeneity that might e. ·ist in the e mo\.em nt of philo oph ·. om t\\ o 



issues. 

logical tru tur 

'tru ·ttu · of 1 • 

. rri 1 ( ut un unalysi aimed at unveiling the underlying 

'hi h m· kc it possible for us to use it to depict the true 

h c. p sition of this logical syntax would therefore put a 

con tr int m lin ui ic freedom thereby preventing metaphysical expression. Jack Odell 

b" rv that · far as \ rittgenstein of the Tractatus was concerned, there is only one 

language. ince all languages are subject to the same basic logical considerations."60 In 

TLP -.- -6" Wittgenstein asserts that "All propositions of our colloquial language are 

actually. just as they are, logically completely in order". This should not however lead 

u into thinking that Wittgenstein thought that natural ordinary language is perfectly in 

order. He actually contended that on the surface, our languages are highly ambiguous, 

unclear and therefore prone to misleading us when we employ them. It is thus the task 

of the philosopher to carry out a logical analysis in order to lay bare the uni er a!, 

hidden logical structure beneath the surface. uch an underlying structure he referred to 

a the lo)cal S)ntax of language. "The on! wa to a oid confu ion i to u c 

unambiguou ) mboli m. '' hich ob y the rules of logical grammar-of logical ynta. "­

TLP 3.3_ . ~ ittg n tein r cogniz d the logical ·m li m of I r ge and Ru II a th 

or th purpo of d ' loping an unambi u 

to uphold a pi tur -th ry of m m rdin to hi h 

m mn nl) in lh m 

th ut n thin t 



all. His ideal of unveiling the und rl ing logical structure of language was aimed at 

excluding metaphysic from th 

Wittgenstein to two 

languu 'C u · ·ordin 

uu e. 

f m ningful discourse. This position commits 

l ir:;tl h is led to an essentialist conception of 

II I n uagc has an essence and logic effectively is the 

ndly, as a consequence of his analysis of meaning and 

·qu Illy '111 i nt "it.h the de cription of logic earlier offered, he comes to the position 

th t m uning i linked to truth so that only declarative sentences of mathematico-logical 

and cientific di course can be meaningful. This serves his purpose of eliminating 

metaphy ics but also many others such as ethics, religion, and aesthetics among others. 

In the Philosophical Investigations however, Wittgenstein became dissatisfied with his 

position expressed in the Tractatus. He now thought that ordinary language was in 

perfect order as it IS and denied that there is any hidden logical structure which defines 

language. What is really needed is the restoration of normal, ordinary u age of 

language. Indeed, metaphysics arises from misuse of language and it " ould naturally 

di appear and never reappear when philosopher concentrate on the de ription of 

lingui ti fa t . Jerrold Katz propo es that Wittgen t in changed hi vie\ · au e he 

r liz d that hi arlier po ition wa t 0 i ntifi all; ori nt d 1
• Philo ph; for ·tat r 

not b on a i ntifi p radi 'ID for th r a n th t 

i nti fi um • 0 d l hni 1 n f 

n th hil im 

l. thu h u hi h 



upon features, such as vaguene and mbiguit . What then is needed is not a logically 

to g t rid of the ambiguity and vagueness 

but rather a d tail d d ri ti n t th~ W:l ' in which speakers actually use words and 

philo (1ph · " ' 1 m 1 il and put up with multifarious character of language rather 

I imina e it. In PI 66 Wittgenstein provides us with the example of the 

t ·nn ' 'W11 • l illu_trate this point. He observes that there is nothing in common to all 

th a ti\itie \\hich we refer to by the generic term 'game'. Some are ball-games while 

other are board-games or even card-games. Some are played for amusements while are 

others are played for winning. Some take skill while others take only luck. If we go 

through many more games we will notice nothing common in them all but only "a 

complicated net\ ork of similarities overlapping and criss-crossing: sometimes overall 

similarities. sometimes similarities of detail". 

This position Jed Wittgenstein to develop a new theory of meaning according to " hich 

meaning i use. This has come to be commonly referred to as the u -theory of 

m an in . He r o~mized that the fundamental mi take in the Tractatu \\a to tak on - ... 

fun tion of langua_e and rna ing it th ab -olute and ntial function of languag . ln 

th f) o nin p PI 2" ofth r m r 



The Tractatus had a urn d th t nl on language-game namely assertion, is the 

essence of langua . 1 hi i th~.: n i tJk th<.: n~.:w theory of meaning sought to correct. 

lh different functions or uses that a language can be put to 

hat. an individual finds himself or herself in determines the 

m ·min~ int nd d the peaker of a language. This viewpoint commits Wittgenstein to 

nc IY f language as open-textured, multidimensional, and flexible. This leads to a 

n n-e entiali t \iew of language. So, unlike the earlier position of the Tractatus, 

language lacks an essential defining characteristic. Logic is therefore not the essence of 

language. instead it is just but one of the infinitely many functions that a language can 

be put to. 

While the ideal-language philosophers and ordinary-language philosophers differed on 

their attitudes towards natural language they all shared the same set of assumptions 

according to which natural language is unsystematic ague ambiguous un tructured 

and mi leading. However. there ~as at the other extreme of the pectrum, lingui t ~ho 

\\ere equally \ ell ver ed in logic and mathematic 

of umption . The ' pr uppo d that langua 

th refo fonnulation. mon th ar 

tru tur d. cr tiv and 

oam hom k) Jcrr ld 

r P tal. Harri Y ho hua B r- ill 1 nd 1ont 'U • Initi 11 •. th 
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example, the revival of the old d b t b t\ n rationalists and empiricists; the nature 

and structure of the mind; th pr bl ms of anal ticity and syntheticity; the problem of 

synonymy and tran lat bilit' . 1 in_,ui Is also in their turn are finding great insights from 

philo. oph 't utd I ) ~.: i 11 as they increasingly accept logical tools to analyze 

1! o receive great insights from formal philosophical 

· ·mmti · · whi h e.. attempt to extend to the construction of natural language 

manti . n_equentl). the convergence of these schools of philosophy of language 

ha reated the consensus that logic and language are closely related and that logic is 

releYant to language only in so far as it serves to represent and formalize the part of 

language related to inferential thinking. 

2.3 CRITICAL REMARKS 

In the foregoing section we have come to have a general grasp of Wittgenstein's 

conception of the connection between logic and language in his respecti e major works, 

the Tractatus and the Philo ophicallm·estigation . It is this logic-language relation that 

I hav referred to as th Formal-Logical Theory of Language and \\e no\ att rnpt to 

ho th 1imit tion of thi con truction of a th ry of languag in \\ ittg~.:n t in· \ rk . 

ind d th nti rnO\ m nt ithin 'hi h it II m th 

th c n ru ti n 0 

ul . In thi rt t m t 



construct and recommended the n tru tion of ''a highly arbitrary and conceptually 

impoverished theorie 

similarity to th tru tu 

ut t • rtifi'inl languages whose structure bears little 

. tur. I I. n '\JU 

Th· ' ltt·t ' Wit 1 1 nd the entire ordinary-language movement, by pursuing an 

mti- · · · ·nti li t ath. ended up repudiating any attempt to know anything systematic 

ubout th nature of language. Their efforts resulted in a highly informal, unorganized 

~ rtment of heterogeneous data with no determined philosophical relevance . 

• ·eYertheless. the insights from both phases of Wittgenstein's thought can inform and 

inspire us into new directions of reflection about the nature not only of human language 

but rather the nature of human communication in general which is the core function of 

language. The formalized theory of linguistic structure in general of the 'early' 

Wittgenstein combined with the 'later' Wittgenstein's demand that linguistic de cription 

be concerned \Vith and go erned by the facts of natural language would ) ield a richer 

and fruitful de cription of language in general. Besides, the in ight deriv d from 

lingui tic refle tion in Wittg n tein's \\Orks can pro ide u ~ with a ba i [I r elaborating 

a n raliz d miotic theory which ''ill th r by tran nd th high\ · r tri t d fi rmal-

lo 

thi 

1 th . It i thi that 

ptu thi b.. t tin th t 



is considered as an in trum nt of gmtlon· o long as this is kept in mind, it 
becomes perfectly und r t n bh: th t nco-positivist thinkers should find in 

n • r pr • h for the analysis of scientific language.63 

1 he picture th ot · f I "hi h id nti lie language with logic is characterized as 

nn'lv · b d ri c uch theories thus: 

• • 11 in er,.: naYve, but widespread idea, a language is a repertory of 
w 1rd . h 1 • f 'ocal or written signs, each one of which corresponds to one 
thing ... hi idea of the language-repertory is based upon the simplistic notion 
that the' hole' orld i ordered, previous to man's vision of it, into categories of 

bj . all of" hich are perfectly distinct from each other, and each of which is 
nece aril~ identified by a name in each language ... Learning a second language 
would on that vie\ simply consist in memorizing a new nomenclature similar to 
the old at evel) point. The few cases where you are forced to note exceptions to 
this parallelism are then called 'idioms'.64 

This view has been challenged by a number of philosophers ranging from as early as 

Bacon, Locke. and Leibniz. The contention is that every language has its own "genius". 

All languages are different from each other not simply on the phonic basis but more on 

lexical and syntactical dimensions which are never coincident. Francis Bacon, as Tullio 

de Mauro notes, observed that every language has its own wa of organizing meaning 

and a cording to him these emantic differences spring from the differing charact r of 

th p pl \\ho u e them.65 In other' ord mantic diffcrenc in languag reflc t the 

cultuml h ra teri tic of th 1r ak . Each languag ha th capa it. to mould th 

th ught of th ommuniti th t cannot rm th arl ' 

in d und r th mmon d nom in t r of on in I uni\ l t 

, I : p 10 

I ·I 



Instead, each language form it m 11 patt m during the organization of human 

experience into meaning . • ti n I patterns persist even when languages 

begin to expr I ~~~.II ish d rationality. These criticisms of the naive 

nd thought make it absolutely clear that languages are 

ll >t tl> b . p '( ·h· t J in trumcnts for expressing thoughts but are rather active 

~.;tru ·tul • lh 1 d l r 1ine thought. Besides, languages are not mere transcriptions of 

univ ·t · II~ qual and predefined concepts but are instead historically diversified 

f undation upon ' ·hich notions and concepts are built. This is the same line of thought 

that the 'later" Wittgenstein would also pursue. Ironically, Tullio De Mauro, points out 

that: 

The ·early' Wittgenstein worked from a total acceptance of traditional ideas. 

But. accepting them, he gave them a formal rigour in which they had never been 

cast. not e en by Aristotle. In this way he laid bare their most secret links and 

exposed all the consequences logically deriving from them to the limits of 

absurdity. indeed- and here lies his merit- beyond absurdity.66 

Su an Langer also raises an instructi e criticism of the logical empiricists' dismi al of 

pre entational form of. for example, metaphysics and aesthetics as mi taken and ba ed 

on a narrow understanding of our ordinary communication. he contend that 

ymboli m. ' hich i at the heart of communication go be ond th limit of 

Jan ua~e and a ert : ''There i an un . ·pi or d po ibility of g nuine 

limi of di manti ' uld th 

ubj int rpr t tion of pre onn hi h i 1 n ur 

hi h d n t fit th mm ti hm 



of our discursive form. Thi i a ugg tion that in order for us to overcome the 

limitations of logico-an 1) i I tt nd in philo -ophy, we must turn to semiotics. She 

notes that th logi I n 1~ 1 u ( t h si assumptions in constructing their theories 

namely, 

t) nl mean of articul ating thought 

l m . ' hich i not ~peakable thought, is feeling. 

ll th riti i m point to the inherent weaknesses of identifying logic with language 

Wld the re ulting tendency to absolutize the descriptive role of language which reduces 

repre entation only to descriptive discourse. 

2.4 CO '"CLUSIO 

This chapter sought to gi e a brief outline of the logico-formal conception of language 

predominant! practiced b analytic philosophers. These conceptions ha e tended to 

condition interpreters of anal:ytical philo ophers toe clusi el concentrate on the 

formal logical ide of language. Wittgenstein · s philosophy v.hich ha large! · b en 

a o iat d '' ith thi tr nd i therefore no e. c ption to thi tend nc) p cifi ally th 

Tr ctal hi h lean d heavil; toward th pur I) logico-fi rrnal analy i o Inn unge 

diffi ulti that h redu tion p rt nd . In r th 

d ni mi uid d n qu l1 

hi h i 

mph 
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are limiting and that Wittgen tein' philo oph ha broad and rich semiotic insights that 

transcend the logico-formall b l . 



C PTER THREE 

I I IN THE TRACTATUS 

3.1 I Tl 

'I h · 1bj ·~:ti\' · 1f · cr i to di cern the semiotic theory in the Tractatus. The first 

p trt "ill ief de cription of semiotics in general and a specification of the 

phil s phi al roblem of representation. This will be followed by a detailed exposition 

f the emiotic problem of representation at the core of our semiotic investigation of the 

Tractatus. It will focus on the specific issue of propositional representation thereby 

e tabli hing if the Tractatus has any semiotic relevance. Finally, it will involve also a 

critical analysis of the semiotic theory of the Tractatus so exposed. 

3.2 GE ffiRAL SEMIOTICS 

emiotic is a general theory of signs used for human communication. uch igns rna 

b either natural or cultural but the ba e line i that whatever their nature. the. ar u d 

for communication and ignification by the human b ing . Th ,,. rd mioti 

ori in 

out th t 

from the re · ' ord meion \hi h m an a ign. But 

n thou th ' rd mi ht h · ori in th 

p int 



general was proposed by t. ugu tin f Hippo in order to express the idea that the 

the perva. iv in trum .m 

t. 'hich tands for another object. In this view a sign is understood as 

"c nn cti n en een objects experienced whereby some one object, on being 

p rceiYed. manifests also another besides itself, perhaps even one absent from the 

immediate perceptual surroundings, an object only remembered, longed for, or 

imagined"".69 Saussure also defmes a sign as essentially a two-term relation. It is a 

perceptible stimulus the perception of which refers one to another object not 

. d" I 7o 1rnme 1ate y present. 

Instead in its strict and technical sense, due to Charles Sanders Pierce, a sign is actually 

a triadic relation between the signifier, the signified and the interpretant. He defined a 

ign as ··something which tands to somebody for something in orne re p ct or 

c pacit." .71 Eco at the very beginning of his text highlights the r lational natur of ign 

b) intin out th di tinction b t\ n th compatible notion of a 



involves, an operation of thr e ubj t,, such as a sign, its object, and its 

interpretant, this tri-rel ti influ n l; not being in any way resolvable into an 

action between p ir ' ~ 

cmiotic can onv ni ·nth ' li 1i<kd 1tl10 two catlo!gories as suggested by Eco namely; 

sp ·c iii ; ·m i lli cmiotics. Specific semiotics aims at being the 

1t " f a particular sign system and describes a specific field of 

'111lll1Uili' llh hen mena as ruled by a system of signification. "Thus there are 

'gr mm f the merican Sign Language, of traffic signals, of a playing-card 

'matri. · for different games or of a particular game".73 These systems can be studied 

from a ~ntactic, semantic or a pragmatic point of view. Syntax investigates a sign 

y tern in terms of the relations between its elements, semantics studies the relation of a 

sign system in relation to what it refers to and pragmatics studies a sign system m 

relation to its users. 

General emiotics is a philosoph) of language which stresses the comparative and 

y temati approach to languages - not neces arily erbal language- b e ploiting the 

. ·p rien and problem encounter d in p ific 

philo ph) u h a me nin r [i rene truth conte,·t. communic tion I 

nd nth ti n ity. impli 

th qu 

mmuni m nin m phil hi 

p l 



problem in this regard of general emi ti . has b en the problem of representation and 

one would affirm with c rt int. th t it l nstitut s the philosophical interest in the study 

of sign .. It i th r or· 1m . th l 1< It arly describe the nature of the problem of 

reprc ·nt uiou . 

. . I Th rr bl 'm f R pr entation 

·tmar uletta ummarizes the problem of representation in philosophy as consisting 

f tw principal questions74
: 

a) Cnder which conditions may we say that an entity is a representation of 

something else? 

b) What is the guarantee that our (mental) representations correspond to or are in 

accord with external objects? 

A large part of the history of modern and contemporary philosophy can be understood 

as a collection of answers to these questions. but in this ection we highlight the 

problem of representation in general. 

G n ral mantic a ign to implc e.·pr ion of languag truth- alue that arc tak n 

to th ir rn anin t the am tim th manti elab rate rul of compo ition 

to d ri · th 'lu of ompl \\ pro ·id d "ith 

th truth- lu th ir im f 

iti n lit hi h hold th t lh truth- lu of mpl p i n i ultim t I 



derived from the truth-value of it 

fundamental question em r 

mpon nt e pressions. At this point then two 

1. pr ssion represent what it represents? 

2. Wh ll 11 1 l .m t represent 7 

·~.: )rdin, l1 in iplc of composition, there is no question as to the source of 

m ·ru1ing f r mple. expressions. Instead the questions above lead us to ask what the 

urce of imple e. pressions consists of. All representations have a common element 

and that i the fact that they all lead to something other than themselves. The problem of 

representation consists precisely in clarifying the nature of the relation between a 

representation and what they lead us to. This is exactly where we encounter the real 

philosophical problem of re resentation. The problem is that of how we determine the 

relation between the representation and what is represented. The question is: ' does 

representation really invol e a relation?' If it is a relation, it should involve specific 

terms of the relation and this presupposes that the related terms exist. For e ample, to 

ay that John love 4\.fary is to presuppo e that John and \liai] e i t. Y t, ther are 

o asion ''hen we p ak of non- i tent entitie uch as unicorn . quare circl . ct . 

~u h p ibilitie of non- . i t nt obj t of r pr 

trul~ a rei tion. If it re lly i 

'th not rm . 

m 

r thin m ull 

ntation rai th qu tion f "h th r 

rd tion. th n ' onder if thcr r 

un 

th 



representation that we have la k referen that i the object signified, but nevertheless 

it has a sense, which i th m d£ of tt pre. >ntation of the supposed object. This 

approach howev r, d s n 1 h ur prohkm. It merely relocates it to a new plane 

th r by lcadin , u 

h v . . 'II .• ~)I 11 111 

To and n the relational perspective of representation would nevertheless appear to be 

imp ible. The philosophical tradition holds that a sign is anything that represents 

omething else. So, a sign without what it stands for is really not a sign but merely a 

thing. This means that a sign is necessarily relational. We can affirm that what makes a 

sign is and onl · is the relation it has with what is represented. Its relational character is 

hence the necessary and sufficient condition for its being a sign. The idea of the relation 

of representation b tween the sign and the signified is therefore, the mandatory starting 

point for an in estigation on meaning. The difficult that one immediately runs into is 

on hm: · to maintain the relational character of repre entation between ex pre sion and 

fictional realities. 

u h fi tiona! ntitie ' •ould lead u to onl) two p ibilitic . · ith r \\ ab nd n th 

th i th t pr nt tion i rei tiona! or \ pt th t th 1 n an 

th thin . ...,. ........... nt d. Th pu uit o th nd opti n \ cntuall I d t nn of 

hi h mind nd ' d ith n intrin i 

nt ti n in 

t hi h " n n 



outside the former. The ignifi fl rm n int gral part of the sign. This is the core of 

the duality between the ign n "h 1 L r pr" l;nt . Tt i a duality which is internal to 

. n intrin. i . way th~ capacity to represent another thing 

oth ·r th 111 it ·I , 'itt Ul hi ' th r thin having the need to possess reality other than 

th · lHI • lh tl h 1 nfl rrcd t it by the sign".75 

In l1td r t 'ercome this obstacle, another attempt to solve the problem of 

r pre~ ntation '' ithout falling into· dualism indicated above was advanced by Grice. 76 

He make a distinction between natural meaning and nonnatural meaning. The task of 

thi di tinction is to be able to explain "meaning" when it concerns communication77
. 

The analysis begins by focusing on representation as a relation between existing things, 

which can therefore enter into a real relation and then to extrapolate from that to all 

forms of representation including those that are apparently non-relational. 

ccording to H. P. Grice, there are natural signs, which sign if becau e the ent r into 

authentic relation '' ith \\hat they signify. A natural relation i trictl • p aking not a 

r pre nt tiona! r lation b au they lack a communicative intent. h y nly po 

an indi ati e r levan . But ' e n to under tand it in ord r to appr iat the 

n nn t I m anin hi h n itut th or in i ht of Jri th u ht \ll the 

: p 1 • 



phenomena so related are nnot o ur without the other. It is a form of a 

conditional relation, for mpk, "it th~.:r i. smoke, then there is fire", is really a 

statement that mo 

thatth 

h:11 c haractcrizes natural signs of this nature is 

n implies in reality, what it is related to. In our 

c 1 • th ·• ·lilt-. 1) implic the fact that there is fire. In this instance, smoke is 

1 fit ut fire i merely sufficient for smoke, therefore, it does not preclude 

oth ·r p -., tltue of moke without fire such as the continued presence of Smoke after 

th tire i dead or smoke caused by emergency braking of a fast moving vehicle on 

tarmac. 

Grice di tinguishes natural meaning from nonnatural meaning on the basis of facticity 

or non-facticity of a relation of meaning. The essence of natural signs is that the relation 

of meaning engendered is fact-implying. So, if one says that "that smoke means that 

there is fire in that house'' would imply that the addressee could indeed draw the 

conclusion that there is actually fire in the aid hou e. In that entenc "to mean" has a 

fa ti ·e import. atural meaning is therefore a type of meaning in which the relation 

n the ign and ' hat it repre ent is authentic. It i a r !at ion on the ba i of whi h 

on an formulate a Ja, of th t) p if then B \\h rc A i the ign and B i th 

of D fr m A thu onfirmin th 

it.. th n. 
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because Grice could very well b "T ng. Th cntence imply attributes to Grice the 

intention to communi at mt.:thin . I hl: di ff renee i that in the case of a natural 

inl ·nti m. 1 hi 

n t have to exist independently of the communicative 

the cau e of nonfacticity of nonnatural meanings. Martinich 

po ition thus: 

person means nonnaturally something by some thing or action if and 
only if the person intends to produce some effects in an audience by 
Q:etting the audience to recognize through that thing or action that he 
~ 78 
intends that effect. 

The philosophical task at this point becomes one of elaborating a theory of 

repre entation or meaning which adequately explains also the apparently nonrelational 

repr entation . 

Auletta as erts that throughout the history of modern philo ophy the problem of 

repre entation has ended up in one of three alternati\ e name! ; spiritualism, keptici m 

and naturali m. The works of philo opher uch as \11alebranche and Berk I y who hav 

turn d to G d to . pi in how r prt= ntation an \ ork d mon trat pirituali m. I hey 

in G an int rvenin fa tor in . plainin h c nne tion b l\\ c n 

th pti i b I urn "ho 

ill 

int m th r 



are produc'd by the creati e p wer f th mind, or are dcriv'd from the author of our 

being". 80 The third alt m ti n tur !ism . upported by a group of American 

philo opher chi f m 

·•·- Typ of ign 

h m i 1 rl l 1 rr.; tkc. According to Recannati, Drestke is 

• 
1 o we arc in the presence of a train of thought on the 

nd we will see how Wittgenstcin responds to these questions 

Ha\ ing noted that sign is the core object of general semiotics, it is necessary to indicate 

the variations that can obtain among signs in order to avoid the danger of simplifying 

the notion of a sign. This will involve a description of the sign-types together with the 

interpreti e relation that each one them exhibits. 

First we meet the most intuiti e usage of sign to refer to a collection of entities which 

po e a manifest indication from which inferences can be made about omething latent. 

orne . ·ample are medical s mptoms of a disease, evidence for a criminal ofti nc , 

tmo ph ric indicator for a' eather for t among other o. in thi cat gory of ign 

th natural and human ign. Thi dip n \ ith th nditi n that a 

mu t produ d ith a mmuni th int ntion or hum n nd r. 

'th th m thin impl~ it i 

0 in m int rp t r. m 
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this category of signs is the ignifying r Jati n hip that they display. This relationship is 

of an inferential nature, \ hi h t k. • th rm of a conditional statement: "if there is 

smoke th n th r i 

dclinition o 

in th L~viathan described these signs by his 

'i l nt ntcccdcnt of a consequent or the consequent of an 

have previously been observed.82 Pierce referred 

The econd type of signs is of those that are produced with the direct intention to 

c mmunicate an inner state or an external representation of state of affairs. Eco 

emphasizes that the existence of a certain rule, which enables the sender and the 

addressee to successfully transmit and understand the intended communication, must be 

presupposed. Examples of these signs are words as the basic elements of verbal 

language. road signs. signposts trademarks labels, and so on. They tend to be highly 

arbitrary in nature. Their signifying relationship according to Eco is that of equi alence 

rather than of inference.83 So. a dictionary entry which describes a brother as a male 

ibling appears to be as erting an equi alence relation hip to th effect that: a brother if 

and only if a male ibling. Or altemati\:ely. a red on th traffic lighting t m indicat 

top if and onl. if red light is on. 

hird furth r into i n and 

li in th tth nd h in 



intention to communicate. But th ~ re unlike the same category because their 

signifying relationship i infl mi I ; nd not ~:qui alcncc. 1t is, as it were, an intersection 

objects ttud 1 ·l1ti 

diu•run . lh· • 

ymbols are used to represent abstract 

mn ar logical, algebraic, chemical formulae and 

lc 1 n that arc open to any meaning attached to them. Icons 

in th ·it lUI n 1 ncrete objects but with a meaning that might transcend what 

th ') d 'l i ·t. F r e. ample. political party symbols. But unlike symbols their meanings 

might b multiple but definite. Besides, icons tend to have always a resemblance with 

\\hat the) tand for which distinguishes it from a symbol which may have no 

re emblance whatsoe er with what it represents. So, for instance, the no smoking sign 

at a filling station is really an icon because of the resemblance with an actual cigarette 

which is at the basis of its motivation. 

3.3 EMIOTIC THE TRACTATUS 

c ording to Odell. Wittgenstein e pou es what can best be de cribcd a a tripartit 

th or: of m aning in the Tract at us. ccording to thi theory ymbolic rcprl: entation i 

a tripartit rran ement among: 

)m I, for • ampl . ho 

obj to h 

o int din 



This demonstrates that Wittgen tein, lik Pier c, uphold a triadic relational character of 

a sign .. Wittgenstein of th Tr r f1 p. n .~.:miotic theory which is an extension 

~ in which systems of signs are constituted of rca. oning and lo i 

by the co1npl · m 1 btic n th· t exist between one sign and another. It is 

the logico scientific semiotic codes. 

1 par ·ntl) U1 n there i nothing radically new in Wittgenstein's semiotic theory in the 

ut De Iauro 5 points out the historical importance of the Tractatus which 

c n i ts in a revision of the Aristotelian and rationalistic conception of language and 

propo ition . The conception that language is made of propositions and propositions in 

their turn are made up of names whose meanings are objects. He observes that the old 

Ari totelian and rationalistic conception of language and meaning is rigorously 

expounded by Wi genstein. Wittgenstein's exposition completely reveals the logical 

implication of this conception. In deed it is the ery rigour and clarit) which allow 

~ ittgen tein to e ·po e the irrefutable paradox of this conception as mo t clearl 

e. pre _ din TLP 3.263: '1he meanings of primitive sign can b e ·pJained b m an of 

elu id tion . lu idation are propo ilion that ontain the primiti e ign . o th .' can 

on I) un if th m nin of tho ar a Ire d; kno" n. · ·r hi i ' hat 

ould ' If tor ·i thi ry tra iti n I on pti n tn 

th P i/o 1J1hi lim 



3.3.1 Linguistic Meaning and ommunication in the Tractatus 

In the Tractatus, Wittg n t in ir L hi. tkntion to many subjects: for example, logic 

q i tonolo . I Jowcvcr, the focus of his attention is the 

1b11it c f propositional representation. Auletta states that, c.l ·t 1 min 1tiou 1 

ll"ll 111 1
, lll. ctwccn analogical and propositional representations. 

include pictures, diagrams, planes, maps, charts and 

p 11truiL . Their ommon feature is that they resemble what is represented. Propositional 

Ul l 

r pre entation on the other hand, includes linguistic and symbolic representations. Their 

haracteri tic is that they do not resemble what is represented. Instead, they are 

conYentional hence. socially determined86
. The major question in the Tractatus is the 

determination of the possibility for language to represent reality thereby being able to 

speak of it truthfull . A central concern of Tractatus is therefore, an inquiry into the 

tatus of propositions. The Tractatus presents in its analysis of meaning two levels of 

reality. \\ hich confront each other namely· the world and language. o, before v e can 

full) under tand the Tractarian theorie on. meaning and communication it is imp rati e 

first to dir ct our attention to the ontology of the Tractatu . hi ontolog · form d th 

r 

a i on \ hi h the hoi of the Tractarian : t m \\a built. Th maj r probl m for 

and t tall ind 

h oth r? hi i th p I m 

in lh Tr. r tu 

rd r nd h ontological rdcr \\hi h 
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3.3.2 Tractarian Ontolo ' 

Wittgenstein declared th l '1h ' rl i i. . llthot i the case; the world is the totality of 

fact. not of thing ," 1 "It 

propo itiou. I h " II h 

1111 t1 ·ti · 'PI' ) h. It 1 m 

propositions are elaborations on this opening 

.trti ular structure, which can be unraveled through an 

of fact . Facts are the obtaining states of affairs, which are 

in th it turn d 1111ined b the objects. A fact is not a thing but it is what the case is 

utl 'r rrungement of things in a particular situation. To illustrate this difference we take 

· an e. ample a entence like the book is on the table. If this statement is true then it 

e. pre e a fact. On the other hand the book and the table are the things as it were. But 

that the book is on the table i.e. the arrangement of the things, such that it is the case 

that the book is on the table is the fact. 

A tate of affairs as stated is ··a combination of objects (things)."88 It refer to both the 

actual and the possible combinations of objects/ or things. For example going back to 

our in tan e abo ·e, it would be a state of affairs that the book i actuall on the table, 

th refore a fa t. But tilL it would be a state of affair if the book could ju t p ibl b 

onth tab! but it tuall:i not.Like,,i ifa upin. t adofth b ok ouldb nth 

th niti p ible tat of affair. ~ can th n con lud 

th t 11 

th o t inin 

th in in lu d i 

but n t lh 
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states of affairs, as it were. 

What determin ir . r th c hj ts or things. Objects are understood in the 

lu ihk uhstanccs of the world. Each object intrinsically 

of entering into a state of affairs. In T.L.P 2.0123; 

ery one of these possibilities must be part of the nature of the 

obj ·t:· Thi mean that it pertains to the nature of objects that they can enter into a 

Trattatw· t 

COil( tin 

rtain range of combinations or arrangements. Indeed, an actual combination of objects 

in a fact i ju t but one out of a range of possible combinations. It is important to realize 

that the objects. which Wittgenstein described, are purely logical constructs and are not 

the indi,idual objects of our sensations. T.L.P 2.02-2.021 describes the Tractarian 

objects as simples, which make up the substance of the world. Further on in T.L.P 

-·0-71 he adds: ··objects are what are unalterable and subsistent: their configuration i 

what is changing and unstable:' It is clear that physical objects of everyda sen ation 

like chair. table. cup, book etc. are composite and alterable and for that matter cannot be 

an object in the en e of Tractatu . \ ittgenstein states the natur of obje t thu : 

of imp! obj t from th 

an I ou t lh 

ritu in th unh ntui) r 



understood to be the smalle t indi\'i ibl units of the physical reality. The atoms 

supposedly moved freely in 1 • nd it is tlH:ir combination and separation, which 

cau ed the int gr ti n n i int~.: 1. 1 i()n of mattl:r. 

· ·ordin • Ill tl i ntology, therefore, the world arises from a purely 

· lmbin 1 d tl 111 u1 f bje . bjccts combine to form facts out of the possible states 

of flair.:. "hich can be realized from their internal structure or forms. The totality of 

btuined fa -all that is the case- in its turn makes up the world. The world hence is 

viewed as ultimately constituted of and reducible to the atom-like objects. It was on this 

ontological atomism that Wittgenstein built his linguistic theory of logical atomism. 

3.4 L~~GUAGE 

\\ ittgenstein gi es what in essence is the Tractarian definition of a language as ''the 

totality of propositions is a Janguage."90 The propositions can either be elementary 

propo ition or compound propositions constructed out of the elementary propo ition . 

n I m ntary propo it ion i made out of name . Language i h ld to ha a parallel 

of 

llu i n 

ith th ontological tructure of th \ orld abov - . ·p d. A uch ch I ' I 

in Jan 

in thi 

i nc: tly match d t a orre nding I ' I of ru tur in the 

res1oect th t th d finiti n o to ili h h v m d 

int rp t . 



In this scheme, an object is the orr late of a name/or a primitive sign; a state of affairs 

corresponds to an elemental) pr _ ilit n· fi t i the correlate of a (non-elementary) 

proposition. H reb l w is mill 1'-n.ti ( t II ofth<.: parallel levels of structure between 

language and th · wotl • 

Language 

Propositions 

Elementary propositions 

1 'ames 

World 

Facts 

States of affairs 

Objects/or things 

Given this parallel structure between language and the world, the foregoing analysis of 

the ontological le els of the world can be extended and applied to their linguistic 

correlates. It is the basis of the theory of representation in the Tractatus which lies in 

the effort to establish the relation between the linguistic order and the ontological order. 

Repre entation of a tate of affair is under to d as a model or a pictur \! hich ought to 

ha th m logi al multidim n ionalit: of th r pr cnt d tat affair . 

Pro in th T'"" tatu th lo i al pi tur of ar th 

an th ir d m 

bi 

m n m 



Elementary propositions are th lingui ti rr 1 te of the ontological states of affairs. 

·on "I ·u ti n n me ... 

- uch. an elemental) proposition is thus a function of the names constituting it. This 

implie that they are compounds analyzable into smaller units which are the names 

constituting it. The character of names that constitute elementary propositions is very 

important if we are to clearly appreciate the theory of propositional representation in the 

Tracratus . . ·ames are the components of elementary propositions. They are the basic 

units of meaning. This means that they cannot be analyzed further into smaller 

meaningful units. The stand for simple objects in reality. ln some propositions in the 

Tractarus. names are referred to as primitive signs. ames stand for object in the 

' ·orld. For that matter. ju t like the objects are simple. name are not analyzablc an 

furth r: "a name annot be di ct d any furth r by m an of definition : it i a 

primiti .. I arne .th r for b und od only b; an a quaintan "ith th ir 

ompl t r u ti an . \OUld nd with th 

funh r d. It i th rr p nd n l bj t 

. But n l th bj in th 

d n ph i 1 • th r hi h 

1 



therefore the objects of thought. The r th . imple references of thought like; things, 

properties or relation n thin s. lt is prcci ely because objects are simple 

reference. of thought, th t n. 11\t::. • n l said to be representatives of objects in the 

world in ; · th omt 1. k n in th Tract at us as the simple components of language. 

'I hi 111(1 I · ol 1 n ' rrantcd the dual nomenclature of names and/or primitive 

u ge ted that this dual nomenclature reflects two sides of the 

fname: 

jmple ign : they are signs that admit of no further analysis via other signs. 
The) are rock-bottom on the side of the language. As names they repre ent 
thing . Furthermore, this rock-bottom level of language is locked into the rock-

bottom level of the world. 92 

t this JeyeJ it is of importance to remark that names in the sense of the Tractatus are 

not ordinary names as used in the ordinary speech. or exampl a nam like ocratc 

not a simple name. Such a name is merely a contraction of complex expres ion or 

symbols like the teacher of Plato who drank hemlock Being comple it stands in need 

of analy is. Wittgenstein refers to such contracted names as symbols or e pr s ion and 

he in i t that they ha ·e en e \ hich can b true or fa\ e wherea nam or primiti 

ign cannot b true or fa\ e. 1argaret n ombe comm nting on thi fa t b rve 

'th tru n m of the Tr t tu \>.:ill 

rt of mpl it: th t then m '\ itt 3 



Naming is thus established a int gr l t l nguagc and it is names that execute this 

function. For a name to b n qu. ll.: n.:pr s ntation it should have a logico-syntactic 

form which faithful! · I th~ tIll J<) j aJ form O[ the simple object it stands for. 

sit k ombinations of names in a proposition according 

1 rule '"hi h should reflect the possible combinations of objects 

on th cr. uch, any one combination of names in an elementary 

pr l ·iti n i ju t but one of all possible combinations of the same names just like the 

.:tate f atTairs i ju t single out of many possible arrangements of objects . 

. 'ames build up into elementary propositions to depict possible states of affairs. When 

elementary propositions are true, they depict the essential nature of material properties 

in the world. Their simple structures reflect the articulation of objects in a situation. The 

elementary propositions make up the bedrock of all material proposition . The names in 

them simply hang together, that is. they are syntactically arranged on the device of 

immediate combination as is stated in T.L.P 4.221: "It is ob iou that the analy i of 

propo ition must bring u to elementary propositions. which con i t of nam m 

imm iat combination. · 

r m t.h r~ m ntai) propo iti n n id top th [i turc of 

. Thu th / ind u m 

d n 

ld 



from the assertion of say, the 1 ur f n objc t we could make a priori deductions 

about its shape or durati n. ut thi i. ntt th e bccau e from the truth or falsity of 

an elementary prop ~hi n it i imr < s ibl to deduce the truth-value of any other 

el m :otar pro~ < n i t~nt with the nature of their correlates, the states 

1 cnt of each other. This makes it impossible to anticipate in 

1dv Ill· wh f affair would be on the basis of what factually is. So, once again, 

'I 'Ill nt ·) p ition . just like names out of which they are constituted are known 

nly n I gical grounds. o even though Wittgenstein failed to give examples of objects 

and atomic tates of affairs, he still felt that they must somehow exist as the necessary 

correlates in the world for the names and the elementary propositions of a fully 

analvzed lang:uage. - - ~ 

The :ntax of the Tractarian language according to James Bogen, 'allows as elementary 

propositions all but onl arrangements of names which are isomorphic to pos ible 

concatenations of the objects they refer to".94 Thus, each elemental) propo ition 

depicts the i omorphic concatenation of the objects it mentions and the · arc true or fa] 

in the m -ure that the obje t their name mention ar con at nat d a th nam ar~ 

obtain. But cv n th 

m ith h th r t 



Compound propositions are form out f I mentary propositions by means of truth­

functional connective of njun tit n disjun tion , conditional, negation and bi-

conditional. Th y form th ul 

the ch ~~~~ · o th 1 

propo itions or sentences in ordinary language. In 

ir ontological correlates are the facts in the world. 

r p itions are compounded from elementary propositions 

truth-functional of elementary propositions. This means that their 

truth-v lue d pends on the truth-values assigned to their constituent elementary 

pr p iti ns. For example to say John is sick and tired is equivalent to a conjunction of 

pre umably two elementary propositions, i.e., assuming the simplicity of the name John, 

and the qualities, sick and tired. The conjuncts being, John is sick and John is tired. The 

truth or falsity of this compound proposition is dependent on the truth or falsity of the 

constituents namely; John is sick and John is tired. It is only true when both 

constituents are true otherwise it is false. 

In this scheme a conjunction is true if the conjuncts are true otherwi e it i fa\ e; a 

di Junction is fal e if both disjuncts are fa! e. otherwi e its tru : a conditional i fa! 

onl) if th antecedent i true and th con quent i fa! e. oth l'\\'i it tru and a bi-

onditional i true if and only if both 

th tru r b th r fal . In th Tr ratu 

tu of th 
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generating compound propo iti n ut f , impl r ones and for setting set truth-

conditions between prop iti ns. 

'I h · th ·or' o I > ,i d nn th s rc cals a complexity that is unique to compound 

prl>p > ittlm · n 1111 I : I i I ne c ity due to the logical relations created by them. As 

w · h v lr d) en in contrast to elementary propositions, compound propositions are 

not ind ndem of each other. Of all the relations that might occur between 

prop ition there are two limiting cases. These are tautologies and contradictions. The 

former are true in all possible worlds while the latter are false in all possible worlds. 

They are respecti el said to be true and false unconditionally. Russell thought of the 

logical necessary truths as descriptions of the general properties while Frege in his turn 

thought of them as descriptions of relations between objects. In the Tractatu 

Wittgenstein proposes that tautologies and contradictions are compound propositions 

structured in such a manner that their bipolarit is neutralized thereby draining their 

propositional content. They are all equi alent becau e the pecificall 

about realit ·. The only propositions that depict reality are the on that fall within th 

bound of ontradiction and tautolog_ . 

p hi h rc n ither ontradi tory nor utolo ou the one th t 

int nn n nth t o. iti n ' ith th u ht. 

It i m I. th u ht 
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sign with which we expre a th u_ht a pr po itional sign."A proposition in itself 

contains the form of a itu ti n, ' hi h it ~- pr . c , but not the content, which is the 

actual situation or fi 

warrant. th · 1 

nn i hat dd~;nnines the sense of a proposition and 

.14 that "a proposition itself is a fact". It is a fact 

preti ·I · b · L\1 or words arc articulated in a determinate way and not 

h ether to depict the structural form of a word. The thesis which 

\ illg 1u in i d' ancing here is that it is thought that captures the relation of things in 

fa ts or iruation and projects their perceived arrangement in propositions which can be 

perceived b. the sense of sight or hearing. It is thought which imparts the logical 

tructure of the world to the proposition. And it is this shared logical structure or form 

between propositions and the world that makes the proposition into a fact, too. 

nfortunately. the perceptible expressions in ordinary language do obscure this logical 

structure. hence the necessity for logical analysis of propositions to un eil their 

under!) ing logical structure. v e ha e to note that e en though compound propo it ion 

are fa b: virtue of their form. the actual facts are not mol cular or campo ite. It i 

thought \ hi h unit the fact by m an of the logical conn tiv d a e and 

h n m in th ample.· propo ition . h totality of th pr p ition i 

h t m · up I gu 

In rti 



of language in the world i th t t lit) f fi t , which is the world itself. In a way, the 

nature of language and h ' it r I. h; to th world became the main preoccupation of 

Wittgen. t in. In our 

proposition or 

qunlir , 1 

·1i i n 1thin' ut 

i . r I. n. u.1.'~ h maintained that there are two categories of 

, U1. l i . 1h meaningless or nonsensical utterances that do not 

nd 1 meaningful propositions. The meaningless sentences 

or the world and, therefore, should simply be ignored. They 

I ·k 1) inf rmati\e content. Meaningful propositions alone state facts and have a 

preci_ 1 gi a1 tructure. which though hidden by the grammatical appearances of the 

entence can be made evident through a detailed logical analysis. 

Just as we have seen in the foregoing analysis of the components of language, in the 

Tractatus. \\ ittgenstein held that every meaningful proposition is either a truth­

functional compo ite or instead, an elementary proposition itself. Only these depict 

situations in the world and hence have an informative content. Their totalit is a 

omplete picturing of the world and constitutes language. Thi mean that from the 

in i~ht into the workings of language ' e can grasp the de per dynamic and tructun: 

of th \\Orld. Thi vi w of language a proj ti e of the \\Orld Jed \\ ittg n t in to a 

on lu ion th t onl; the prop ition of natural n ) i ld a m ningful 

Jan 11 th ition the. of philo oph), r 1i ion r 

m n ith r truth-fun ti n I nor t mi 

t m t o 
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Tractatus takes the depth-logi al tru tur f language, which makes it possible for 

ul u I dh itic , all language is definable in logical terms, which 

h are all the same. What happens in any language is that we 

rbitrmily h name to objects and once this is done, we can then use these names 

"ith Yer atili~ to express various situations. This is what determines the individual 

natural language like. English, French, Kikuyu, Luo, Kiswahili, etc. They arise when 

people arbitrarily attach names to objects and then build the languages out of these 

imple names by articulating them to express the various facts of the world. o in T.L.P 

-t02-. \\ ingenstein \\Tote: 

When translat' ng one language into another, we do not proceed by translating each 

proposition of the one into a proposition of the other, but mere! tran lating the 

constituents of propositions. 

Therefore. notwith tanding the .. superficial" differences of \\'Ord and tructure . in 

parti ular individual languages. it should b pos ible to r due all of th m to th 

nti I b i lo ic I tru tur . Thi -tructur . pr ibl in l rm of ymb lie r 

. In doin thi th .:m oft ar it ril; . but 

um d n u d th 
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Wittgenstein as the logico-syntax, ' hi h implies that all natural languages are 

syntactically the same. 

F~ ' NTATION 

IItvin, I 1 11\ d 1 lh a tarian correlation of the world with language, we can now 

ttl mpt t rate hi emiotic theory in the Tractatus. Semiotics as the theory of 

m aning-cal'I') ing igns would be derivable from the Tractatus because the concept of 

meaning i extensi ·ely treated in the Tractatus. lt is closely linked to the concept of 

language. which we ha e just seen above, in that, language is the medium through 

which meaning is transmitted. Central to this concept of meaning in the Tractatu is the 

famou picture-theory of meaning. 

\\ ingenstein holds that language is projecti e of the tructure of the world. The theory 

of meaning in the Tractarian theory of meaning lies in this repre entational connection 

bet\\een language and the' ·orld. As uch. the picture-theory of meaning i an e. t n ion 

of th di u ion on Ian_ uage and it put fon ·ard a further e. planati n of th d) namic 

of n laneua and lh \\orld . 
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hieroglyphic script, etc.95 In thi br d en t: a pi turc can be a false representation of 

what it pictures. Th r for , p :.iti n b~:in) a picture in the broad sense can be false. 

In order to und II !h, kt. il of th picture-theory of meaning, we have to 

make t unthm nt ll Ji 111 ti n bctw n pictorial relationship and pictorial form. 

to the correlation between the elements of the picture with 

e '' orld, \\ hich they represent. With the notion of pictorial relationship, 

Wittgen rein i attempting to show the connection between language and the world. The 

correlation i established at the level of names and objects. Names and the logical 

operators are the elements of propositions. Whereas logical operators have no 

references. names ha e objects for their references. This connection between names and 

objects. howe er. is not inhe ent and necessary but merely arbitrary. 

In di cussing the projecti e potential of general statements Wittgenstein affirmed that 

thi arbitrary correlation of sign and objects signified is it elf "a conditi n of the 

po ibility of propo ition :· But ince the a igning of name to object i arbitrary, 

' e ha" a ituation ' •ht:rein c rtain combination of nam rna; fail to ha t: an · 

m in . nd hen thi it i n t au 0 an)'lhin ill itimat in th nm 

If but \ are mi n ut th ppli on th 

nm r nam n . ampl p int il un in 
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because the word identical ha no dj th I meaning, i.e., there is no property called 

identical. Hence he ay , '1h pr pl. ition is non en ical because we have failed to 

make an arbitrar ' t nnin.lli n . nd not bccau c the symbol in itself, would be 

i llcgitirnat ·." 

In th • pi ·t ri Ia ion hip there is also an clement of immediacy of correlation 

b ·tw n num and objects. So the object for which a name stands can be understood 

onl) if it 1 knm n before hand. Wittgenstein employs the analogy of a graduated 

measure to express this immediacy in T.L.P 2.1512-ff. A proposition which contains the 

names is comparable to a measure and the names are the graduating lines that actually 

touch the object that is to be measured. A proposition without names will therefore be 

like a measure or ruler without graduating lines. Conclusively we can say that with this 

notion of pictorial relationship, Wittgenstein establishes meaning as reference. The 

correlation between names and objects forms an integral part of the picturing 

relation hip. This means that at the deep le el of picturing, meaning i the reference of a 

Jingui tic expre sion. It e tablishe the congruence bet\ve n nam s and obj t and b 

e. ·ten ion me n language and the \\ orld. 
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of a picture to depict the ituati n it purport to reprc ent. In particular, the notion of 

pictorial form demand n im oti.:'· tit n int the way in which words stand to one 

I (ll I pt llH ntation of what it pictures there must be some shared 

" en the picture and what it represents. In the case of a proposition in 

I· 1gumr . i the pictorial fonn, which is shared or rather in common with reality. 

T .L.P _.l.: 1 defmes pictorial forms as ''the possibility that things are related to one 

another in the same way as the elements of the picture." As such there is an 

i amorphism of structure between the proposition and the situation depicted. As an 

illu tration we take an example of a spatial form. If in a situation it is a fact that the fork 

is to left of a knife then, we realize that in our assertion, the word "fork" is really to the 

left ofthe word ·'knife" and this coincides v.ith the fact depicted. This is a reflection of 

a spatial pictorial form. In T.L.P 2.171 we fmd that, "a picture can depict any realit 

who e form it has. A spatial picture can depict an} thing spatial, a colour d one anything 

coloured. etc:· 

Our amp! i illu trati ·e of h t pictori I form i . But n.ainl: th nn lo 

limp furth r. F m prop iti n i uu r d 'crb 11. 

th 

h .lt uld h n 

th t 



empirical characteristics. The har d fi rm are e entially logical forms and this implies 

that the world ontologi all h i . I stru ture, which is common with the logical 

structure of th pi turin ilil n . 1t i. this logical structure, which forms the internal 

i tur . '1 he correspondence of the two structures, i.e., of po. ~;ibilit 

Inn '\t ~~ · I . i th guarantee of the truth or falsity of propositions. The 

nt r fal e i the sense of a proposition. After such a review of the 

n ti n~ r pi torial relationship and pictorial form, we can now focus on the general 

pi ture-theory of meaning. 

3.5.1 Picture-Theory of Meaning 

The Tractatus presents a detailed theory of meaning under the figure of a picture. The 

\iew of Tractatus falls within what has been broadly referred to traditionally as the 

referential theor; of meaning. In essence, the picture-theory with the two foregoing 

notion of pictorial relationship and pictorial form holds meaning to be composed of 

reference and ense. Reference refers to what a name or a proposition tands for i.e., 

the obje t or state of affairs. en e on the other hand refer to the truth or fa! it of an 

ut n 

ion. For that r a on. a name ha a refer nee but no n e. ince it cann t be tru 

propo ition in d n b ither true or fa! o it ha a 

ordin to 

d pro iti n h 

in in th Tra tarian p riod a n m 

but no refi ren 

n comb 



The elementary proposition i the primary b arcr of meaning. For Wittgenstein, the 

proposition neverthele , i n t th~.: M:nkn l; u ed to express it. He describes a 

proposition thu : 

'"'''"'"'""'( c " ntial and accidental features. Accidental features 
• uh rc m th particular way in which the propositional sign is 
nlial feature arc those without which the proposition could not 

1 • \\hat is essential in a proposition is what all propositions 
n . s the arne sense have in common. And similarly; in general, 

"hat i entia! in a symbol is what all symbols that can serve the same purpose 
have in common. o one could say that the real name of an object was what all 

. 'fi d . h d . 98 
~ m 1 that stgm 1e 1t a m common. 

Thi i the central idea on which to anchor the Tractarian theory of semiotics. It opens 

up the possibility to the fact that a signifying system does not necessarily need to be a 

linguistic expression but rather any symbolic system that is capable of carrying a 

propositional representation. A proposition is thus a sign that is projective of a 

particular situation in the world. The mode of propositional representation is thus 

understood fundarnentall as the form of projection of the ontological order of reality in 

any other medium. It is in this regard that different sentences can be construed a 

e pre ing the arne proposition and by the same token it is concei able that different 

ign ~ tern can b e. pre i e of the arne propo ition. n illu trati e ca e can b the 

on inh nt to the probl m of ne ation that \\ ing n tcin di cu a gr t d al in th 

Tra tat . Let u up th t \ not the th t John 

p for~.: am I : 

nt th It P t r 

nt p It thrthnPtr 

ll 



c.) May be John sent omething but not a parcel to Peter 

c.) Perhap n ith t J hn n r ll r ~- ists 

A II th •s • und m 111 · would yield the proposition referred to above. We 

CHI\ ' IY th 'll th I iti n i one thing they all have in common and express it as 

us U1 Y~tem of ) mbolic logic and express it as '-p '. Yet it is possible for us to 

imagine another sy tern like the sign language of deaf and dumb in which the gesture of 

hakim! the head horizontally or waving of hands in a particular way would express the 

same proposition. Indeed, there is no upper limit to the ways and media that can be used 

to express the same proposition. All these cases would be pictures of the same reality. 

So. for Wittgenstein, pictures, propositions and sentences acquire a broader connotation 

and are not just limited to words but to any symbolic system where facts are 

d . . d I f I' "99 
represente . ··A picture IS a mo e o rea 1ty . 

Thu Bog n has identified two conditions that the Tractarian picture ought to m t in 

ord r to b an ad quate picture of realit.'100
: 

) The ircum an that e'en if the propo iti n i fa\ e the obj t orr !at d 

ith i nt to f4 und in r lity on titu nt of p ith 

nd n ti fl t . 



b) The circumstance that th . nt ti nl rules, which govern the arrangements 

of name in 1 m nt r. pn p siti n prevent configuration of names, which 

do not 

tit 'l . 

'I h ·s · tw 1 • ll 

ihl on figurations of objects and hence to possible 

ti cl correspond to the conditions we have established of 

r ·r ·r ·nc nd n e. The o erall implication of this theory of meaning is that the 

obj tiY w rld as the ultimate guarantor of references and consequently, of sense, is 

the basi of meaning. And since it is supposedly a datum to every observer, the meaning 

of propositions. just like language, is universal, objective and unconditioned by culture 

or linguistic di ersities. So in order to determine the meaning of any proposition, all we 

ha e to do is "take a look at reality." 

The fundamental idea in the Tractatus therefore is that meaning consists of both sense 

and reference. The co-ordination of sense and reference that is in other words, of 

pictorial form and pictorial relationship is necessary for meaning to be po ible and 

achievable. For a language therefore to be meaningfuL it propo ition mu t able to 

repre nt how it r ference could tanding in reality. The pictorial form of 

pre ntation ha to orrc pond to the form of reality and a such make it po sib\ for 

th hi h th prop itional I m nt tand for to b he \\ • · the 

p 

lit 

no iti n 

in t 

d i t tl 

th truth-



conditions of proposition . For a pr p . iti n t be a picture it is not necessary that it 

depicts something actu 1. It i m r~: l . ufti icnt that it depicts a possible state of affairs. 

An elementary pr p ~iti n kpi t : 1 o ·siblc tate of affairs and this state of affairs 

con~>titute it f affairs obtains then the proposition is true or else it is 

ition are in their tum truth-functions of their constituent 

iti n . The number of possible combinations of the truth-values of 

th ir c n tituent elementary propositions provides their truth-conditions. The truth­

condition of a compound proposition constitute its sense. In function of these truth-

condition . the compound propositions form a scale bounded by two extremes of 

contradictions and tautologies. In between there are the contingent propositions. 

Contradictions are false under all conditions while tautologies are true under all 

conditions. In this sense, tautologies and contradictions are senseless because their 

truth-values are unconditional. Nevertheless, in as much as logical propositions lack 

sense. they are not meaningless or nonsensical because they ha e a linguistic function, 

\\ hich is. to set the limit or extremities between meaningle propo ition and 

meaningful ones. They are al o erving as the limiting case for conting nt meaningful 

propo ition since their truth-value are in ariant aero all po ible world . 

on qu ntl .. fi r \\ in n tein a pr po it ion i ndo' d "ith only if it i ith r 

mp und pro 

m tht 



metaphysics, ethics, aesthetic and religion. Wittgenstein refers to all these discourses 

as "mystical"101
• Thi i r minis cnt f th po ition of the school of logical positivism 

but which nev rth I ss" h dit ~.:rult from the tenets of the Tractatus . 

. 5.2 The Trac:tatWi and Logical Po ·itivism on Meaning 

Th Iructal and the logical positivists agree on several points that it is easy to take 

the Tractarian theor) of meaning to be a logical positivist doctrine. For example both 

the Tractatus and logical positivism held that a genuine and meaningful proposition is a 

truth-function of its elementary constituent propositions and logical tautologies and 

contradictions are devoid of factual content. 

However there is a remarkable difference between the Tractatus and logical positivism. 

The latter rejected the doctrine of the picture theory of meaning of the Tractatus 

according to which a genuine proposition is the one that truly pictures the world. The 

logical po iti ists instead upheld the doctrine or principle of verification according to 

\\hich a genuine meaningful proposition is one that i reducible to a report of\ hat i. 

immediately gi~en in experience or what can be so given, that i what i mpirically 

erifiable. The verification principle of the logical po itivi t an b t ted a : rh 

m anin of a rat ment i ;r method of\ rification. 

mitt 1.. th re re m ition of th Tr. 1 ru th t uld p 

rifi ti n p · n ipl • fi r . mpl .l..P " un 



proposition means to kno\ • wh t the a i if it is true or yet another, where a 

proposition lie again t r lity mh:r." Yl;t the c pronouncements can still not be 

•rifi ution principle. Indeed, further comments by 
taken a c pli it! ' pr 

Wittg 'II t ·in in th • ti n n gate ·uch a conclusion. For example the assertion 

in 'I.L.P .0 - .0 hat a "proposition is understood by anyone who understands its 

con ·titu 'Ill'... • t that ou must know how to verify what it states as the positivists 

" uld h ld. For that matter even such Tractarian positions, which tend to lend 

them ehe to a positi istic inteq)retation when read in isolation, do not really propound 

verification. particularly when read in the context of the whole. 

Another remarkable difference between the Tractarian theory of meaning and the 

logical positivists is regarding the doctrine of simple objects. In the Tractatus, simple 

objects are not the data of sensation but rather logical constructions. This is oppo ed to 

the empirical demands of the logical positivists. To the positivists, in accordance with 

their principle of erification the empirical kno" ledge of the references of word 

what guarantees the construction of the enses of the propo ition stating the tat of 

affair . 

o \ on Iud that th pi ture th ry of meaning of the Tra t tU\ i- not 

o m m d thi n titut th fun nt l difli ren 

iti i m. 



3.6 CRITICAL RE 

The following remark im~;d 1 pointing ut the naws or the inconsistencies in 

Wittgcn. t in' dr um ·nh ' t h l <l far seen concerning propositional representation 

in the 'J'rart Jilt\ , \\ to identify the inconsistencies and give their implications 

Cor lh · f1r ·, in mi tic theory. This will pave the way for the adjustments that 

Wittg n ·t in underto k in his semiotic theory in the Investigations in the following 

chnpter10 .... 

3.6.1 Language 

As \Ve ha e seen above, the parallel structures of language and the world are 

fundamental in order to grasp Wittgenstein's theory of language. However when 

subjected to serious philosophical scrutiny these structures reveal fundamental 

asymmetry hence failing to correspond as the Tractatus pre upposed. The 

inconsistencies are identifiable in the ontolog) of the Tractatus, the problem of 

negation. the problem of non-elementary propositions and the lingui tic es entiali m of 

the Tractarus. 

Th Tra t rian ontology manife t an int mal in on i tency in it t\\ prin ip I tenet 

' rid i all th t i th th ' rid i the t t lit o fi t n t of 

thin 1-1.1 . n th oth r h nd furt.h r on. \ itt 

r thin bl th t m u th rid. Th 

1 I 



apparently contradictory are a tu 11, n t ontradictory when they are interpreted in the 

framework of analy i . 

except in th ir obL1inin 

fund 1111 ·n( II u//u 

bj ts ' ith nlltiH;ir pos ibilities cannot be perceived by us 

~: an only perceive objects as being in states of 

'1 hcrefore even though objects are logically the 

foe -~ f reality, what we can perceive are not the objects 

them· ·Jy ut t ther the facts of which they are constituents. The objects can therefore 

nly b kn ' n through a logical analysis of facts. 

But the very conception of what an object is supposed to be in the Tractatus is what 

poses the ftrst problem. The objects themselves are extremely abstract entities that we 

would doubt if they are actually existent. The failure of the Tractatus to furnish us with 

an instance of an object is attributable to this fact of their highly abstract form. This is 

hard to reconcile with the other point that facts, which are made up of the highly 

abstract objects, are perceptible in experience. We fail to grasp how Wittgenstein makes 

the transition from pure! abstract logical objects to construct physically concrete fact . 

The tran ition is not justifiable. It therefore \ eakens the re er e operation of anal 1 • 

\\ e cannot be ju tified in arriving at the imple obj ct b • m re analy i of on r t or 

th po ible tat ~ of affairs. 

Th n of fi t ub i t nt i nvin in . Th ni nth t th 

thin p ui 

up th rl in 



texture, shape etc. Facts are upp ed to be the combination of objects in reality. The 

objects making up th f: t n 1.: I . t d in spa c and time. But a fact in itself cannot 

rht~ in r fl rr d to a a fact is properly analogous to Kant's 

td tim , which arc Jacking existence in reality, but are 

n ·vl·rth ·I · · m ·n I 11 ur • of perception. And if this be the case then we see that 

obj · ·t · m king up fac belong to a different order from the order of facts. Facts are not 

phyj al entitie and hence to suppose -that physical objects create facts is vacuous and 

incon i tent. Objects are not the constituents or elements of facts. A fact turns out to be 

merely a way of stating that things are thus-and-so. We cannot point to a fact as we 

would point to a cup or a house. Instead we can only point out a fact by showing how 

the objects stand out. 

Closely bound to the foregoing criticism on the doctrine of facts is the problem of 

negation. The Tractatus held that the elementary propositions are basically a sertive in 

character. The are basically used to state what the case in realit is. egation a uch 

turns out to be merely an operation, '' hich re er e the en e of an given propo ition 

o to tate \\hat i not the c e. egation therefore pr uppo. e it affirmation. It 

reve I to u "hat i charact ri tic of a prop ition. nam I) that it can t t \\ h t i th 

If b it pr po it ion 

onto I rc the.: 

to th n ti p iti n ? P. . H · r I rl .. 



thinks is not the ca e, the t t of affair in question does not exist. Yet one 

thinks something for II th t. 10
• 

On the n · · >unt tion, we realize that negative propositions, which form an 

in t • • r tl p rt l have no direct correlate in the world as Wittgenstein had 

a hadow of doubt to the total conception of parallel structures 

b tw n language and the world, which would make it possible for language to depict 

thew rld. 

The next inconsistenc , which we can detect in the Tractatus, is in the doctrine of non-

el mentary propositions. The problem of non-elementary propositions pose to us 

logical inconsi tency at mo levels namely: the ontological level and the logical level. 

Even though, Wittgenstein upheld that the basic sensible unit of a language i the 

elementar) proposition. he acknowledg d that th bulk of our ordinary Ianguag i. 

made up of non-elementary or comple proposition . And the proposition are 

de criptive of fact . The puzzling que tion arise then at thi point: ar th n: omplc.· 

f: t to whi h ompl non- I m ntary propo ition r fi r? Fa t n on!· b 

m ntary or atomic. u h th n non- !em nt ry prop iti n h v n dir ct 

orrelat in th th fa oin ritici m of th trin f n uld 

•ant to th trin o n n- m nt pr p 

I. 



Logically, the Tractatus upheld th t th truth- alue of the non-elementary propositions 

is a function of the truth· \' lut th~.: ir on titucnt elementary propositions. This is 

mcntary propositions with a limited range of 
undeniably tru wh n " 

·I ·m ·nt u 

g ·n ·r I r 

i i n. ut ~c are faced with a difficulty when we are confronted with 

" ith an unlimited range of constituent propositions. For example, 

all men ar tzortai i supposedly a result of a conjunction of, "John is mortal", "Jeniffer 

i mortal". --~fwaniki is mortal", etc. But it is impossible to investigate all these cases 

(past. present and future) and determine their truth-values. Hence, going by the 

definition of truth-functions it is questionable if such general propositions are truth­

functions. Their status is not clearly defined in the Tractatus. 

Lastly. \ e can detect an inconsistency in the essentialist conclusion of the Tractatus 

about language. This holds that there is a uni ersal logical structure common to all 

languages. This makes it possible for them to depict facts. This conception i grounded 

on the view and a sumption that the essential function of propo itions i to d rib 

tat of affair and fact and nothing more. A such, for all th natural language to 

· ofthe' orld th y mu t ofne it; be alike in their under!. ing Jogico- )nt ti 

up dl; corr pond to lo i :o-ontolo i al tru tur of th ''or! d. 

Thi n 1 un rrant d on!; 

it i th 

fj 
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form with the descriptive fun ti n 1 ngu g . Therefore, the Tractatus' conception of 

the nature oflanguage i n t . h u~ti ~ 1 < 11. 

cvidt.·nt.· · th It dh ., lin ui ti families of the world have radical differences that defy 

my •.; · ·nti li t characterization . Their grammatical structures, for example, Bantu and 

il tic lingui ti families. are removed from each other so much so that our attempts to 

Cf) tallize from them a common underlying logical syntax would be fruitless. Hacker 

ha echoed this point: 

Far from the logical syntax of any possible language having to mirror the logical 

structure of the world, the rules of a language are autonomous. They owe no 

homage to reality. They do not reflect metaphysical possibilities, determined by 

the essential nature of objects represented, but rather themselves determine 

logical possibilities- that is, what it makes sense to say .... Different languages 

may be constituted of different rules, constrained only by human interests and 

needs, human discriminatory capacities, shared abilities and reactive 

propensities ... 104 

In other \\Ords, the} are cultural factors and not the logical structure of the world that 

determine the grammatical rules in our languages and by e ten ion d termin the 

p ible Jogi al inference we can make about our world. It i th n that \\ can abstr t 

i at infi ren e in one I ngu gc and formalize it in th formal I n ua e o 

lo 1 . 



3.6.2 Meaning 

The Tractarian th ory f m . nin 

meaning. But in th Ji hr t th~.: .)1 

ss ntially expressed in the picture-theory of 

d~.:mon tration of lack of correspondence between 

laugu 1' • tnd 1 • tlit'. lh · 'h I dificc of the picture-theory also collapses. The picture­

th · n ' p1 • ·u11 · a 1 1 omorp~i m of structure of language and reality. Only then 

w mid it p le for language to depict the true form of structure of the world or 

reality and communicate it, (the world). The doctrine of the picture-theory presented as 

con i ting of two aspects namely: the pictorial relationship and the pictorial form, is 

therefore \veakened as described below. 

The concept of pictorial relationship refers to the correlation between the linguistic 

elements. namely, names and propositions and the ontological elements, like objects 

and facts. This is the aspect then of the picture-theory that is entirely assailed by the 

observation that there is no actual isomorphism of structures of the world and language. 

It is true. for instance that b) ostensive definitions names can be connected to object 

(both phy~ical and conceptual). but till. e en the objects o defined are not the 

meanin_ of the word or names. We have e. ample of fictitious entitic . g nt.:ral term . 

hi ri 1 or pa t ' nt and p ople ' ho cannot b d fin d o ten ivcl; ) t intuitivd; 

hold th m m anm ful. Thu pi tori I rei tion hip th t t bli h m m 

inh rrin to th orld - th t i f m nl; 

minim I num r of Jj 

ti n nPI"U.' f'or 

th t i II r 

n in thi 

th r 
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name, "John" referring to an individu l i rbitrarily given to the person by the parents 

and the rest of the communi{) ' hi ' name. And the name would not loose 

meaning at th d mb. t 1h in Ji idu,Jl. 

i t rial form is also weakened by the same lack of isomorphism 

or ·tru ·tu1 . Pi t rial form is the way the elements of a picture, which in our case is 

language. relate to each other so as to depict how the elements of the pictured relate to 

each other. It presupposes a form common to both language and reality. Wittgenstein 

referred to this shared form as the logical form. It is inherent in the structure of reality 

and can be explicit! displayed by language when it is rigorously analyzed. But by 

denying that there is a correspondence of structures of language and reality, we equally 

minimize the possibility of a shared logical form between language and reality. Hence 

the claim underlying the concept of pictorial form that a proposition, preci ely an 

elementary proposition. consists of names combined in such a v.ay that they reflect how 

object ' hich they name. are combined in reality becomes untenable. Thus the idea of 

logical form ha nothing to do with the logical form of realit ·. It can impl · be 

on i\ d of the grammar of language and it e. pre ion dctcrmin d by the rule for 

their u . It i ju-t th grammar and the onte:t ' hich detcrmin ombinat ri I 

ibiliti of ord th mplo) m nt of th p ibl nd tual 

m in ti n 



3.7 CONCLUSION 

This chapter has focu don th r nstru tion of cmiotic theory in the Tractatus. It has 

given a gcn raJ d ripd n ,f s~,; m ic 1 i . und i ·o lated the problem of representation as a 

spctifi ·til phil 1 1I hi 1! mioti problem. In doing this we have shown that 

rl·prcs ·nt ti 111 i philo ophical problem particularly when we are confronted by 

usp ·ct · f re lit) that are outside of our perceptual range. The only way we can 

c nceive of that which is outside of our perceptual range is through some form of 

repre entation such as in the form of a picture, a proposition and even a theory. In a way 

then. representation turns out to be a relation some of whose terms may be non-existent 

or which might be a false representation. The determination of the nature of this relation 

and the adequacy of a representational system is, therefore, an intricate problem. 

\Vittgenstein in the Tractatus has dealt with the problem of representation as we have 

demonstrated. The focus of Wittgenstein in this work was on the nature and adequacy of 

propositional representation which specifically invol es the que tion of the po ibilit 

of language or any other sign sy tern to repre ent real it in \ a that can b judged as 



between tautologies and contradi ti n . What ver falls outside that range is devoid of 

any propositional content. 

Rut th • ch 1pl ·r h t in ol cd criticisms of the basic assumption of logical 

i Jill nphi ·m in lh Tractatu thereby revealing some shortcomings that make it 

imp ·rutiv adju t \\ ittgenstein's semiotic theory. These shortcomings are to be 

uddre ed m the next chapter when Wittgenstein tackles the same problem in the 

Irn· tigation. 

II 



CH PTERFOUR 

I~MI lTJ I PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS 

4.1 INTROD CTIO ... 

Thi chapter focuses on the theory of semiotics in the Philosophical Investigations. It 

begins by exposing Wittgenstein's critique of two different but related approaches to the 

question of meaning namely, semantic objectivism according to which the meaning of a 

word is its reference, that which the word denotes or names. The second approach can 

be called semantic subjectivism or mentalist approach according to which the meaning 

of a word is not the object named as such, but rather the internal representation or idea 

associated with the word. After the critiques the chapter outlines Wittgenstein' s 

alternative social conception of meaning -.; hich seeks to highlight the multiple facet of 

the pro es of ignification. Finall , the chapter focu es on the emiotic thcor in th 
• 

lm· tigarion which includes an attempt to )nthe izc Wittg nst in' th ory of 

nt tion from both the Tractatu and th Jm· sri ation . 

111 



4.2 THE CRITIQUE OF THE OBJECTIVE CONCEPT OF 

LANGUAG 1 

In th Wittg~.:nstein became dissatisfied with his ideas of 

1'igns . r llJflU ·ct in I ·a tatu ·. He thus pursued a new line of thought regarding 

~ign · in th • /1 r ·t:tigation . The· general theory of signs in the Investigations could be 

ituut 'd in the frame\\ork of his work on the theory of meaning of which linguistic 

meaning. which he primarily concerned himself with, can be extrapolated to include a 

theory of signs in general. But before we can delve deeper into the Investigations' 

theory of signs in general it is illuminating to try and see the motivation behind the 

ideas expressed in the Investigations. 

We have seen in the previous chapter that the questions of the nature and the possibility 

of meaning were at the centre of analysis in the Tractatus. This same interest for 

meaning would still remain central in the Investigations too. From the Inve tigation 

and the intermediary works, especially in the Blue and Brown Books, Wittgen tein 

pur ues a critique of semantic objecti ism and emantic ubjecti i m. 'I he fir t i · 

pur ued by Wingen tein in hi attack of .. ugu tinian" cone pt of language, the ond 

ritiqued in the rej tion of private Inn uagc and finally Wittg n t in propo hi 

th I)' of the pro ignifi tion by in du in th . We 

ri f ition ofth m 

n d th mi f 
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The view that meaning of a "ord r id . in the object that it denotes gets immediate 

attention at the very b ginnin f th~.: '"''' .fi[wtion . Wittgenstein refers to it in these 

opening ction . t' f I ,,JOS Th' A . . 
.. u •u,t tn~ . <)11 ~.:p 1011 o anguage . 1s ugustlman 

whi ·h pr • ·u1 1 tl. th meaning of a word be that which it denotes. The Tractatus 

Is lull · wiiliin thi , rubric. By this expression Wittgenstein is referring to a passage in 

U1 c nfe· ion of t. Augustine which describes how he (Augustine) learnt his 

language by noting how the meaning of words were explained to him by indicating the 

things that words signify. 

\\ben they (my elders) named some object, and accordingly moved towards 

something, I saw this and I grasped that the thing was called by the sound they 

uttered when they meant to point it out. Their intention was shewn by their 

bodily movements, as it were the natural language of all peoples: the expression 

of the face, the play of their eyes, the movement of other parts of the body, and 

the tone ofvoice which expresses our state of mind in seeking, having, rejecting, 

or a oiding something. Thus, as I heard words repeatedly used in their proper 

places in arious sentences, I gradually learnt to understand what objects they 

signified· and after I had trained my mouth to form these signs, I used them to 

express my O\vn desires. 106 

o according to Augustine, the acquisition of the meaning of words con ist tn 

e tabli hing an a ociation between a verbal e. ·pr ion and an obj and m hi 

d ription they are defined by imple o tentation that is. pointing out th of 

\ rd. thi .. ugu inian'' approa h in th \ ry o nin r m rk of 

th Jm 

II 



following idea: Every word h a m aning. This meaning is correlated with the 

word. It is the obje t fi r' hi h th ord tand . 107 

This is one of the pervadin n ~,;pti n. of meaning that have held us captive which 

philosophical th ffll u from a cording to Wittgenstein. 108 

n pl f meaning is not entirely wrong because there are words that 

u ed to refer to objects. What Wittgenstein faults is the tendency, in the 

Tractat . t ab ~I uti e the referring function of words thereby, reducing all the usages 

of language only to the referential function of names. In so doing, the 'early' 

Wittgenstein fails to recognize the diversity of the categories of words and the 

multiplicity of uses to which language can be put. In fact, language in the Investigations 

is a set of practices inscribed in the interactions between individuals. Such practices can 

serve a multiplicity of fun tions in which reference is just but one function. Referential 

theory, in claiming that the essence of signification resides in denotation really is 

merely an abstraction of the concept of reference from the set of practices of which it is 

an element. Reference b} means of words is a game within language but not the game 

of language. Wittgenstein presents the inadequac of such an image in th following 

It i game con i t in moving obj t ab ut n a 

rding to c rtain rule ... '-and' r pli d: You thinkin • 

. You can m vour d finition corr t b\' 
I ~ 

. 

II 
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The "Augustinian" model of ignifi at ion i ba ed on a specific description of how we 

acquire meanings of w rd thr ugh ostensive definitions and in order to contest this 

model, Wittg n t in u. ~,:, it:-. l r ha ·is by contrasting the method of ostensive 

definition. to th 11 lf u.1inin 110
• "'I raining" in this context does not refer to reflex 

conditi min, lr 1 ''c l) pcd reactions. By "training", Wittgenstein is referring to the 

fuct thut I ·aming fa language takes place by means of repetition and performance of 

certain action '' hich are embedded in a given context and involving interaction with 

other individuals. Let us take an illustrative case that Wittgenstein provides: 

Let us imagine a language for which the description given by Augustine is right. 

The language is meant to serve for communication between a builder A and an 

assistant B. A is building with building stones: there are blocks, pillars, slabs 

and beams. B has to pass the stones, and that in the order in which A needs 

them. For this purpose they use a language consisting of the words "block' 

'pillar·. 'slab', 'beam'. A calls them out;-B brings the stone which he has learnt 

to bring at such-and-such a call. Conceive this as a complete language 111 

In order to grasp the gist of the Augustinian model, we can extend the thought 

experiment above by imagining that the same materials serve as seats within the 

community of A and B. Their designation is such that Blocks are used by men, Pillar 

by women. lab by vi itor to the homestead and Beam by children. It i ea ily 

noticeable that in learning how to u the '' ord lab for in tancc, B ha to know th 

ont :t, when to bring it to the builder or ''h n to offer it to a vi itor. In both 

l learning m : have invoh 

out th t th m o n h d finition p di 

t. n in ol th r 

II 



involves the training on itting pattt.:m . Tn thi respect ostentation itself requires a 

indcpcnd ntly of th 

language. 

t th~:n tho meaning of a word cannot be grasped 

tc ' hi h th y arc put in the practice and context of a 

4. RITIQl.! OF THE S BJECTIVE CONCEPT OF LANGUAGE 

D IE 

By locating the notion of meaning around the notion of usage, Wittgenstein intends to 

put emphasis on the public practice of language. This enables him to carry out an 

effecti e critique of the second conception of meaning, which we can refer to as the 

subjective concept. According to this conception, words signify the contents of 

consciousness such as ideas, images and perceptions. This implies that words do not 

refer directly to objecti e reality but rather only indirectly through the mediation of the 

objective items of consciousness. These subjecti e entitie are therefore the direct 

referents of words. uch an argument, Wittgenstein contends i at the ery ba i of the 

o-called argument of the private language and he pur ue it ritique int n. iv I · in th 

/m tigation . The foliO\\ in_ quot d rib thi langua e \ hi h i in ontr t with 

th u tini n langu ~ p nted t th b mnm ofth t ·t. 



speaking; to his imm di te pri nt en ations. So another person can not 

understand the langu .11
:-

Thi i an im in r · )J In~ t thtti ul) language whose defining property is to be 

. u h a language can only be used to speak to oneself and 

nwr · w .,., it n d by its speaker because its content is only accessible to 

th · ·p uk ·r. The major problem that confronts the proponents of subjectivist theories of 

m W1ing u h as phenomenologists and intuitionists is how to account for 

inter ubjecti\ity in communication. Wittgenstein set out then to demonstrate the 

impossibility of pri ate language in order to be able to propound a theory of language, 

which is essentially public and gives an intuitive account of intersubjectivity in 

communication. 

A pri ate language according to Wittgenstein would be a language that de cribes only 

the subjecti e sensations in the consciousness of the speaker and those sen ations are 

pre umed to be inaccessible to others distinct from the peaker. He pro ide an analogy 

to illustrate the difficulties. The private language is de crib d a a "p r onal diar ·• in 

\ hi h a peaker y tematically not s a gi en ign \\h never h c. peri nc~.: a giv n 

n tion.113 uppo then that mebody I ha th hanc to r ad u h a diary it i 

bl uld not b able at II to und u d. \\ h t 

uld n in im 

thi . 
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Contrary to the obviou ubj ti\ bt answer that the incomprehension is caused by the 

fact that th ign r r 1 uHiti :-; that an; not accessible to others, Wittgenstein 

contends th 11 ii rh 1 m th fact that the so-called signs of the so-called private 

t all in reality and the private language is not a language either. 

e regulated by certain basic rules, which allow the discrimination of 

correct from incorrect employment of signs. For example, a definition requires the 

e. i tence of criteria that allows us to decide whether a term is applied correctly in a 

given discourse. But in the case of a private language, the existence of such rules and 

criteria is impossible. 

Going back to the example of Wittgenstein's diary, by what criteria would the speaker 

determine the correct application of its signs? In order to be decisive the criteria must be 

justified but according to Wittgenstein, "a justification consists in appealing to 

something independent"114
. On the contrary in the private language the justification is 

subjective since the ery speaker v.:ho assigned the sen ations as ociated with the ign 

the arne authority to judge the corre t application of the ign by rderring to hi 

n tion . The only ju. tification for the rule ' •ould b th r ognition b ' th ubjcct 

of th id ntity of the ign with it n tion. on qu ntly, a pri,·nt "ould 

:.orre tn • It i m hi h 

in to m n n ht. nd th t nl 

II rit ri n, hi h i n, rul 
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without criteria is not a rul and a language without rules is not a language. The so­

called "private languag " i thad r not a language. This is the conclusion of 

Wittgenstein ' 

'I he d · ·i~>iv • r ·um nl that allows Wittgenstein to assert the impossibility of private 

lmgu g i.: a ed on the fact that language is necessarily a public activity governed by 

rule . Thi fact leads v ittgenstein to draw an analogy between linguistic practice and 

other type of acti ities, such as games, which are ruled-governed. Wittgenstein 

operationalises this analogy by the concept of language-game. He defines a language­

game as "the "'·hole, consisting of language and the actions into which it is woven."116 

To characterize language as belonging to the category of games has two main points of 

interest in the Investigations. 

First. the metaphor allows Wittgenstein to highlight the social and collective nature of 

linguistic activities. In fact games can generall be considered a forming a ocial 

institution. a group of shared practices. Even the solitary games such as patienc games 

are till ocial becau e the rules that guide them are based on a colic tive con en · u . In 

thi n e a game is a product of cultur \\hich in it turn plays an e ntial role in the 

n t \Ork of human relation . Likewi c languag i m rib d in ulture nd thi ju tifie 

ini n int rpr tation u in th c t ory f m 'Th t rm 

'Inn - m ' i m t t rin into p mm n th fl t th t th f 
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language is part of an activity, r of a fonn of life."117 A "form of life" can be 

interpreted in thi the "h k ultural background which forms the basis of 

meaning the harin "hi h, c n titutc. the necessary condition for the possibility of 

mutual c<>rnpr ·h ·n i lfl: "\\ h t ha to be accepted, the given, is-so one could sayjorms 

of li(f. " 1 1 · I h • mpha i n the cultural roots of language thereby basing language on 

form of lifl we can ay, the method of language games, enables Wittgenstein to anchor 

lingui tic form on their contexts. It is an antidote to the confusions that emerge when 

we try to investigate language as an abstract reality. 

In the second place, the analogy between language and games allows Wittgenstein to 

underscore the multiplicity and diversity of linguistic practice, which just like games 

cannot be reduced to a single model. The concept of games cannot be unified under a 

homogenous order of reality, instead, the term denotes a multiplicity of activities that 

are impossible to describe by a unique characteristic common to all of them. 

Wittgenstein expresses it thus: 

11 Pl2 

Consider for example the proceedings that we call 'games'. I m an board­

games. card-games. ball-games. Olympic-game . and o on. \\hat i common to 

them all? - Don't ay: 'there mu t be omething common. or they would not b~.: 

called ·game .. _but look and ee \\h th r there i anything ommon to all. ... 

nd the re ~ult of thi c. ·amination i : \\t: t: a complicated n twork of 

imilaritic O\ erlapping and cri -cro ing: over II imilariti 

om time imil riti of detail. 119 
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So, we can see that absolute!) no ingl harncteristic can be proposed to define the 

category of game that in lu II th~; n ti iti~; designated by the term "game" without 

exception. The t rm · • m ' i .Hl quivocal term, which embodies various analogical 

ti' iti referred to as games. Wittgenstein uses the expression 

of ''funil , r . ., ·m I m c .. to depict this equivocation. The relations that exist between 

the v riou game are of the same type as the one that exists between the members of a 

fwnily uch as "build, features, colour of eyes, gait, temperament, etc. etc."120 There is 

not a single feature that all the family members share in common. Consequently, if 

language is approached as a form of a game then it should also display such a 

multiplicity such that the unity of language games is not a fixed unity formed according 

to a single model, but rather a multidimensional unity, which can be expressed in terms 

of family resemblances. It is this multiplicity that Wittgenstein alludes to in the 

following passage in which he criticizes the Tractatus: 

Re iew the multiplicity of language-games in the following examples, and in 

others: Giving orders and obeying them; describing the appearance of an object 

or giving its measurement· constructing an object from a description (a 

drawing): reporting an event; speculating about an event: forming and te ting a 

hypothesis ... It is interesting to compare the multiplicity of the tool in language 

and of the \\ays they are u ed. the multiplicit of kind of ,.,ord and cnten c. 

with what logicians ha e aid about the tructure of language. (Including th 

author of the Tractatus-Logico-Philo ophicu ). 121 

Th ignifi an e of thi analy i i that it lc d u to an awar n of the multipli it ' of 

~ nn and function nab] u to a • id th 

m in 

I 1 



4.4 OCIAL P 10 OF LANGUAGE AND MEANING 

I laving , ·n th 1t th ''' ot;om opposes two conceptions of language and meaning 

by att 1r~ing th • r ctu ti ni m of the objective conception of meaning and the focus on 

inn ·r. privat I nguage of the subjectivists, the Investigations proposes a new approach 

to lunguag and meaning which we can refer to as the social conception of language and 

meaning. In this ie'w, language is located on the public domain to which a given human 

community has equal access. The analysis of language in terms of games served the 

purpose of relocating language on the public domain but the task in the Investigations 

would then be on how to explain the dynamics of such social conception of language 

and meaning. Wittgenstein introduces "rules" and "rule-following" as the basic 

concepts necessary to explain the social conception of language and meaning. The 

concern for Wittgenstein consists in determining the equivalent of "rules of a game' in 

language in order for the analogy of language and games is to be complete. 

t first ight. we are inclined to think of such rule of language a the grammatical rul 

in a language and thi eem even to be upportcd by ittgcn t in in th philo ophicnl 

grammar122• In thi- ca to :amine a language i to examin i grammatical rule . But 

th notion of rule compte notion v.hich qui 

en t in in th Jm rig tio1 hi hligh t o diffi nt 



instance, a rule can be under tood in the normative prescriptive sense according to 

which a rule is a constraint imp !>~.:d n n tions or processes and to which they must 

conform. But rul • .10 bt I~: undc.:rstood in a descriptive sense in which it is 

interpret ·d 1 1 r · •til rit) lhat • cnt obey. The former conception of rules is rigid and 

docs 11 1t •iv • r m l c. ccptions. 'I he latter is instead flexible and allows for the 

po.' 'ibility me latitude to the agents. The rules of language according to the 

lnvc tigati01 fall '' ithin the category of descriptive rules. In order for us to clearly 

perceiYe this difference, we have to take note of a fundamental distinction Wittgenstein 

made benveen what one might call "a process being in accordance with a rule" and " a 

. I . 1 .,J23 
process mvo mg a ru e. -

Any kind of activity is in accordance with a rule if it keeps the regularities expressed by 

the rule. But it involves a rule if the actor actually uses a rule to guide and assess their 

actions. The examples to illustrate this distinction might be the rules of courtesy and the 

architectural plan of construction. Supposing that in a gi en culture, it is customary to 

bo\\ heads in greeting each other. Acting so would be in accordance with the rule since 

it i the regular way. Any other way of greeting e.g. shaking hand would be irregular 

and going against the rule. It is not involving a rule be au ; bO\\ ing the head i not 

uid d and d by th rule i If. In te d a on tru tor followin th r hitc t' 

pi to uide and a hi \\Ork anb rul . 

di in ti n t lin ui ti th m n th t in in 

m in p in n t 



involving the rules. To ay that a lingui ti activity involves the rule would mean that 

we know and con ciou ly pply thl l'l k ant rule to cases, which fall under them. But 

the rul · ·. 'J h ·y p · tk in u rdan c with the rules, but they cannot give any discursive 

•cc()unt )r th · rut • lingui tic process involving the rules might apply to a scientific 

linguist p ·rf rming hi duty, for example, of determining the syntactico- semantic 

tructure of an unkno\\n language. 

The difficult\·. however, in acting and particularly, in speaking in accordance with the 

rules is that no rule taken in itself can really determine its correct application. This 

constitutes the demise of the fast and hard stance of the rules previously maintained in 

the Tractatus. Wittgenstein observes this with an example: 

A rule stands like a signpost. .. but where is it said which way I am to 

follow it; whether in the direction of its finger or (e.g.) in the opposite 

direction?- and if they were not a single signpost, but a chain of adjacent 

ones ...... is there only one way of interpreting them?124 

His implicit answer to this is in the negati e. Moreo er he notes that the application of 

ea h rule i almost always go emed by orne other rule and there i no limit in 

principle. to the numb r of rule \\ho addition to the . i tent on mi ht b om 

n sary.125 o. the ontcntion of\\ ittgen t in h rc i that rule inclu i' c of lin ui ti 

rul do not d t rmin th ir own interpr tion and pli tion. In oth r ord th ' 
" 



cannot tell us how they (rule ) are to be under" tood and even if we suppose that they do 

still they do not guarant th t "' undt:r::>t. nd tht:m properly. 

If meaning of 'wrds Uld • pr s ion in a language is nothing more than the rule-bound 

huvc n • • aril) ne and only one correct understanding established by the rules 

them e!Ye . then we can have different meanings to the same words in the same context 

a a function of the arious alternative understandings and applications of the rules. 

The distinction between the two senses of rules indicates the shift in focus in the 

Investigations in the understanding of meaning within Wittgenstein' s thought and a new 

model of semantical analysis emerges. Michael McCarthy aptly captures this shift thus: 

The Tractatus explicated sentential meaning (Sinn) in terms of truth conditions. 

Propositions were essentially vehicles of truth whose sense depended on 

metaphysical atoms subject to universal and invariant normative laws. The 

foundations of linguistic meaning were set in an irreducible level of being 

radically independent of human deliberation and choice. The conditions of 

meaning were given to men rather than formed b them in their collective 

acti ity. By contrast the Philosophical Investigation concei e of lingui tic 

expressions by irtue of the inter ubjecti e con entions. tacit or xplicit: that 

regulate their u e in the language games to which the belong. The rule of 

u e are variable and not rigidly binding. and they derive their authority from th 

community of practice that promulgate them. The foundation of meaning ha'' 

b orne ciological rather than metaphy i al paralleling th ., hift from 

invariant logical law to hi torically condition d rammati I rul J. 

h Tractatus therefor corre pond to th pre ripth nann th c 

mp bl to rail 127 • t ndin to infinit, hile th 

to th ripti pti n ''hi hi mp 
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4.5 SEMIOTI I H F.. I J ESTIGATIONS 

Wittgcn tcin hints 11 1 hun in his ·cmiotic theory by the shift in his dominant 

met 1plwr~. In th · r. 1 rw. the dominant metaphor was that of language as an 

i...:om rphi · i ·ture of reality, but in the Investigations it is that of language-game. The 

form r i emantic while the latter is pragmatic. The representational theory of 

ignification espoused above in the Tractatus, claims that signs stand for something 

which can be ideas, objects or anything else. However, such a theory soon runs into the 

difficulties of how this relationship between a sign and its referent is produced and 

sustained. Concr.etely we can pose questions revolving around the meaning of sign such 

as these: 

• How do we get a sign to stand for something? 

• Is that for which a sign stands the meaning of the sign? 

In elaborating the new theory of meaning common! k.nov .. ·n as the u e-theory of 

meaning. Wittgenstein is really attempting to offer an answer to the que tion "\! hat 

comprise the meaning of a ign?" The core cone rn of Wittgen tcin m the 

Philo ophical Jm·e tigatioru i le \\ ith the nature of the i n but rath r \\ ith the 

int rp tability of the ign. In th lnv ri arion , h all up n philo ph to am in 

lin ion 'ithin the fi rm of li . In d in thi ' 

m in of ion b 



expressions and the rule regulating that fun tion. The Tractatus and virtually all work 

carried out in the philo ph. · I. ngun 1 ~.: up until the late 1950s according to Martinich, 

prcsuppo d th t th prim.lr) It u <1f meaning was in words and sentences. In this 

sen. c philo. (1ph · ynonymous with semantics. The pragmatic side of 

lungu tg '. whi h n em · an investigation into the connection between people and 

lunguug . w alma t totally ignored. 129 

Ordinary-language philosophy to which the 'later' Wittgenstein's philosophy belonged 

began to shift focus in their linguistic investigations on the relation between language 

and people. The basic question becomes "what do people do with language?" and the 

ans\ver intuitively lies in the word "communicate". Thus, communication takes a central 

position in the investigation of meaning that is explained insofar as it concerns 

communication. This can be referred to as "communicative meaning" 130 and it focuses 

on investigating the conditions necessary for the possibility of communication in a 

broad sense. In this case it is realised sooner rather than later that lingui tic 

communication is a ery narrow band within the sphere of communicative meaning that 

include many non-linguistic mode of communication. 1eaning i p r ei\ d a. an 

intentional b haviour that i dire t d toward another p r on. , 1eaning an b nal) ed 

in thi rding to n thu : 
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expressions and the rule r gulating that function. The Tractatus and virtually all work 

carried out in the phil ph l n uage up until the late 1950s according to Martinich, 

prcsuppo cd th t th rirnur I u of meaning was in words and sentences. In this 

phil ·)ph , f language was synonymous with semantics. The pragmatic side of 

lunguug . which concerns an investigation into the connection between people and 

11 . d 129 language. was almost tota y Ignore . 

Ordinary-language philosophy to which the 'later' Wittgenstein's philosophy belonged 

began to shift focus in their linguistic investigations on the relation between language 

and people. The basic question becomes "what do people do with language?" and the 

answer intuitively lies in the word "communicate". Thus, communication takes a central 

position in the investigation of meaning that is explained insofar as it concerns 

communication. This can be referred to as "communicative meaning" 130 and it focuses 

on investigating the conditions necessary for the possibility of communication in a 

broad sense. In this case it is realised sooner rather than later that linguistic 

communication is a very narrow band within the sphere of communicative meaning that 

includes many non-linguistic modes of communication. Meaning is percei ed as an 

intentional beha iour that is directed towards another person. Meaning can be analy ed 

in this regard according to Grice thus: 

I I P. 

p r on mean omething by orne thing or action if and onl if th p r on 
int nd to pr duce orne effe t in an audienc b g tting the audi n e to 
r ogniz through that thing or action that h int nd that fli t. 131 

it p 21 
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In language, the Jnve tigmion und r. on.:d this intentionality in its earlier passages.l32 

The ynchrony b I\V1.'t:l1 th int nti n of the utterer and the audience's perception of the 

intention 1 · su h i th measure of the degree of success of communication. 

Wittgcn ·t in identified this intentional communicative meaning with use of a word in a 

language-game. \\hich is commonly known as the use-theory of meaning. Let us now 

look briefly at the use-theory of meaning. 

Wittgenstein does not expound a rigorous and compact theory of meaning in the 

Investigations. On the contrary, Wittgenstein presents the notion of meaning in a series 

of diverse remarks, anecdotes and aphorisms throughout the text, occasionally dropping 

the theme and coming back to it later. Such a theory can then only result through a 

reconstructive and interpretive effort, which is the undertaking ofthis section. 

Wittgenstein asserts, "For a large class of cases - though not for all - in which we 

employ the word 'meaning it can be defined thus: the meaning of a word is its use in 

the language·.l33 Meaning in this context can be taken to refer to the instances of usage 

of a word or altemati el to the context and purpose of the speaker. But both 

interpretations are misleading. look at other paragraph highlights the fact that 

meaning for Wittgenstein refer to the basi of und r tanding and corre t int rpr tat ion 

of a ign and not to the re ult of interpr tation. It i ind d th n cc ary condition for 

th int rpr tat ion of a i n. ·· n thu b interpret d a rcfi rrin to the mplctc 

d PI 7 
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expression "rule of use" of a ign. Th th ory can therefore be stated that the meaning 

of a word in a languag , I , n i t of the ru lc of its use in L. This means that if one has 

f u \J rd in a language, then one has in effect known all there 

L to know ut ut th • w rd. Thi interpretation is the result of many further explanations 

und illu ·trati n . 

What we have said above about linguistic meaning can then be expanded to include 

meanings of signs in general. Thus, the meaning of sign is in reference to the operation 

of a whole sign code. The theory does not say that we need to know the meaning of a 

sign in order to use it correctly but rather it is the meaning that guarantees its correct 

usage. Correctness of use is not a result of meaning but rather it is the very meaning. 

Rudi Keller elaborates on this theme by proposing that according to the later 

Wittgenstein it is the rule of its use that makes a sign interpretable. "To know a symbol 

means to know under which conditions it is usable for the realization of which 

intentions". 1
3
4 It is the meaning of a sign that helps the addressees to decipher correctly 

the intentions of the sign-user. The only way to do so is by means of an inference made 

on the basis of knowledge about the rules of use of the employed signs. Meaning of a 

sign is therefore not the referent of the sign but rather the rule ofu e of that sign within 

it code. \\ hich would allow u to interpret it communicati e int nt corr ctl in a gi n 

!lliotic text. They are the key to interpretation of ign . 

01) 0 u d 
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According to De Mauro, the Jnv ligations represents a methodology and ontology 

entirely different from th Tru 'latus and the e must be taken into account if we are to 

gra P the mi ti th r " , pr <.:d in it. The new methodology of the Investigations 

involv ~ tht: · • rch fl r the conditions in which we know phenomena rather than the 

di covt!ry f phenomena. It is as such a search for the modalities of our statements in 

term of which alone we come to know phenomena. 135 Wittgenstein states that: 

We feel as if we had to penetrate phenomena: our investigation, however, is 

directed not towards phenomena, but, as one might say, toward the 

'possibilities' of phenomena. We remind ourselves, that is to say, of the kind of 

136 

statement that we make about phenomena. 

With regards to ontology, the later Wittgenstein rejects the traditional view that we saw 

in the preceding section which holds that reality is composed of primary elements. 

These primary constituents of reality are the ones the early Wittgenstein referred to as 

'objects ' and their linguistic correlates are names which are the primitive signs in a 

language. The later Wittgenstein rejects this view and proposes that we can not speak of 

Primary or simple elements in any absolute sense. The simplicity or complexity of an 

object is a function ofthe co-ordinates in relation to which the object is considered. The 

simple or composite object is not a datum existing prior to the choice of co-ordinate 

and hence to the experience of man. De Mauro a erts this b tating that ittgen tein 

in the Im·e ligations demonstrates the fa! ehood of the ··simpli tic id a that th wh lc 

\\ ~rld is ordered. before man· vi ion of it. in p rfc tly di tinct cat gori of 
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It is language that int rv nc . in th" determination of the co-ordinates according to 

Which w cat g ri sim I and complex objects. De Mauro suggests that in 

Wittgcn tcin · · th u ht language does so in two distinct but related ways: one 

metulingui tically and the other directly. Metalinguistically language intervenes to 

categorize objects as simple or composite by defining the words· simple or composite. 

'lT' 
n Ittgenstein states this thus: 

We use the word 'composite' (and therefore the word 'simple') in an enormous 

number of different and differently related ways ... to the philosophical question: 

Is the visual image of this tree composite, and what its component parts are?' 

the correct answer is: "That depends on what you understand by 'composite'. I38 

Directly, language intervenes at the level of immediate construction of categories of 

objects. Words are most often used as common landmarks by individuals and 

communities to designate categories of acts, objects and indeed abstract ideas which are 

notions without sensorial reference- cf. PI 45-46; 371-373; 381& 384; 65-67. The last 

references on this list provide us with reasons why we can speak of games numbers or 

leaves as related classes despite their differences. It is because at their roots there i an 

affinity benveen the different objects v.hich is re ealed by words. 

The primary con equence of rhi viev. point for miotic analy i i that in ord r to 

d . crib the meaning of a emiotic object like a \\Ord, \\C n~ not fo u on th thing or 

con pt it d ignate but in t ad" hould fi u on th u ofth mioti o ~ t. J'hi 

I I 



IS the famous use-theory of m aning in the Investigations which is customarily 

contrasted to the pictur -th I) f m aning in the Tractatus. Wittgenstein aptly puts it: 

f a:c , though not for all, in which we employ the word 

' defined thus: the meaning of a word is its use in the 

meaning of a name is sometimes explained by pointing to its 

The fact that Wittgenstein includes in his definition of meaning as use also ostensive 

definition of names by pointing to their bearers is important because it does strongly 

point to the fact that Wittgenstein did not intend use-theory to imply formal use of signs 

without any extrasymbolic correlation. Signs are not mere formal systems regulated by 

complicated and subtle laws, but rather the production of propositions and symbolic 

texts correlated to extrasymbolic entities and behaviour. Signification then is constituted 

by the conformity between the semiotic system and the entities correlated with the 

system. While this is in agreement with the position of the Tractatus, De Mauro 

observes that in the Investigations, Wittgenstein "seeks to transform semantics from the 

science of meaning or meanings into the science of the signifying activity.' 140 

In this regard the Investigations rejects the traditional idea of semiotic forms and their 

meanings as classes of entities that are co-related b either rea on of the y tern or by 

identity of the human spirit which provides the nexu for the semiotic y tern and the 

structure it repre ents. Instead. it propound a ne\\' conception in which a emiotic 

s~· tern ha the meaning it doe b cau th y are o u ed by human and th continued 

uarant of i validity i found d only in it u · 

PI 
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But use-theory of meaning can lend it If to misinterpretation not only in the formal 

sense to which we h v llu c..:d bo c but it can also derive from the equivocal 

character of th w rd "u l .. which can very easily be given an individualistic 

int rpr tution , r in12 t which meaning depends on what the speaker uses the word 

or any oth r mi tic object to mean. Pushed to its logical extremes the individualistic 

interpretation would imply that communication is impossible because the speaker and 

the listener cannot have the same use in mind always and the listener will be compelled 

to ask the speaker constantly, what he (speaker) means by that and the speaker might 

also ask the listener, what he (listener) means by "what do you mean by that?". This in 

Principle might go on ad infmitum. But it is clear that this runs against what actually 

happens in a communicative context. 

In the Investigations, Wittgenstein offers explanations aimed at avoiding this 

individualistic interpretation of "use". He contends that meanings of semiotic systems 

are protected from individual whims by socio-historical constraints imposed by the 

community of its users. Besides such social constraints, signs are also parts of complex 

and elaborate body of signs whose parts cannot be changed from moment to another 

arbitrarily: 

Doubtles the osten i e teaching helped bring this about. but only tog th r with 

a particular training. With different t_rnining th arne o. t n iv t a hing of th se 

word would have effected a quite d1.:fTer nt under tandmg. 'I t th brak up by 

connecting up rod and Jever.' -Y gl\ nth \\hoi ofth ofth m hanLm. 

nl\' in coniunction with that is it brnk -1 ' r nd P t d from it upp rt 

• 'J 
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The meaning and value of a ign i th r fore embodied in the ethnography of the society 

in which it is adopt d. J hn nfi ld add that in the Tractatus, "use" refers to the 

mental proj cti n f pr r itional ign onto its sense by means of a thought. In the 

Investigations, "u · " ha nothing to do with the mental; rather, it refers to something 

ociol. 
14

- Thi deri e from the fact that language is an instrument that facilitates 

e. ·change between people. He contends that according to Wittgehstein, a symbol-token 

i used when it is uttered in the language-game. A language-game in this regard is a 

custom, a socially-constrained pattern of interaction between individuals. The second 

factor which keeps the sign from individual whims, is the system of signs to which a 

given sign belongs. The concept of context as the basis of use and meaning provided 

Wittgenstein with a powerful tool for broadening the conception of sign and thus be 

able to adequately address the problem of representation. 

4.6 SYNTHESIS OF WITTGENSTEIN'S THEORY OF 

REPRESENTATION 

We observe therefore that Wittgenstein in the Tractatu considered the sign as a relation 

between three elements namely. the signifier, the ignified and the interpr ter. But in the 

lm·e tigations he adds a fourth element to hi theory of ign and thi i the conte. ·t, 

Which j 0 io-hi torical in nature to the one pt of a ign. For him th r for , a ign 

b om now a four-term relation. ont . t di ambi uate a ign. It i po ibl at th i 



point then to ht'ghl t'ght orne f th d 't' f t · 
con 1 Ions o represen atwn proposed by 

Wittgenstein in the for g .To cf Perner identified these conditions as 

necessary 11 atur th 11 distin ui h a representation from a resemblance 143• 

Fir -t. in th fractatus. ~ ittgenstein conceives of the representational relationship as a 

Projective corre pondence between the representation and the represented object, which 

are re pecti ely a proposition and a fact. But from the critical remarks it is clear that this 

correspondence is not strictly isomorphic in which case the elements of the represented 

object and those of the representing medium are supposed to be in a one-to-one 

correspondence. The Tractatus leaves unanswered the fundamental question of the 

criterion on the basis of which the elements pertinent to a representation are decided. 

The answer is found in the Investigations in the suggestion that such elements are a 

matter of choice dependent on the use in a given context. It is the context, which confers 

an interpretive perspective in which a certain entity is isomorphic to another hence 

becoming the latter' s representation. 

The second feature is that of asymmetry of representation. From the Tractatu it i 

lllanifestl clear that the proposition is a picture of the fact. but the fact i not a pictur 

Of the proposition. This is the core of asymmetry of repre ntation . We ould ay that it 

15• a tually the property of all r pre ntation . o. in thi 

r pre nt me but I do not r pre nt it. But thi fi 

P bl m th t th Tra t tu in d n t 

my p port photo raph 

phil phi 1 
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representation. It spring from a dualit that can exist between a sign and its referent 

where it become p ibl f r r fcrcnt to be a representation of its sign. This can 

easily b illu tr t d b) 1h a ' of a real-estate development plan. The blueprint of the 

hou ' · muy b • iv n t a con tructor for whom it is a representation of a house. Then 

th c nstru t r puts up a prototype on a table, and then the first house actually 

con tructed and put as a display for prospective buyers. For the buyers, the house is the 

ign of the original plan. They use it to see if the house is all right for them. A 

supervising architect may use it also to verify if it corresponds to the original plan. For 

him too, the house is a sign. If we take the blueprint as the original sign, then the 

prototype is its referent and in its turn it becomes a sign of the real house. It is therefore 

a sign of a sign. In this order, for the buyer, the house is a sign of a sign of a sign. The 

prototype is a meta-representation while the house is a meta-meta-representation. 

In the Tractatus, this problem is encountered when a proposition is identified with a 

thought that it represents. Both of them can be signs of each other thereby violating the 

principle of asymmetry of the sign. It is again in the Investigation that Wittgenstein 

offers a solution to this problem of meta-repre entation. Wittgen tein propo e that in a 

communicati e process. it is the context \\hich detennine that an obj ct i a 

repre entation of another. o. in one context. one obj ct might b a rcpr ntation whil 

i~ another context it be om the repr nt d thing b · th v r ' r fl rent it rcprc ~ nt d in 

th fonn r contc. ·t. In th i ymm try of th 
\\c r 

di in i hing the 
.:mm t ' f th 
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An ontological asymmetry that an b found in various philosophical schools such as 

Platonism hold that th r prt: t:nt 'd thing i intrinsically to be represented and the sign 

is intrin ically t b l r~.: ft.'s nt ti nal item. 

The U1ird !I ature i that of singularity of representation, which only means that the 

r ferent of an} ign, \\hether it is an individual object or a genera:! property, is always a 

determined one. The referent should not be more or less like any other thing. A sign 

must have a specific focus for it to be a sign. This is illustrated by the simple example 

that even, in the case of identical twins, a picture of one is not a picture of the other. In 

case of linguistic signs however, we are confronted with a number of difficulties, such 

as imprecision of terms, ambiguity of structures, variability of meanings and diversity 

of natural languages that threaten the principle of singularity of representation. Again, 

the concept of context clearly intervenes in the Investigations to resolve this problem by 

fixing the precise referents of linguistic signs. 

The problem of negation in the Tractatus addresses other two repre entational feature 

name]}; misrepresentation and non-existence. Misrepresentation refer · to the fact that 

for any representation there are possible misrepre entation and non-e ·i tcnc mean 

that a ign ·s referents need not exi t in reality. The problem of nc.:gation ha air d , 

b . n allud d to in the critical remark on th Tra tarian mioti in th prcviou 

tion. Th olution to the difficuhi i a_ in found in th lm ti arion . It i the 

conte t of a mioti \\h i h 
n. h 

n t an Jut tu but n 
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th . . 
e mterpretatiOn and usage given to a ign in a specific context. We have examples of 

how the context d t rmin th~: d qu of igns. A drawing of a village home which 

aim at howin it p "iti n r lati c to given river and an adjacent hill would be 

ad quat ' for U1 t pur e en if the position of the cow pen relative to the gate is not 

c ·nctly r pr m d. In this context the faulty positioning of the cow pen and the gate 

Would not be considered as a misrepresentation and indeed if anyone conversant with 

the structure of the homestead would raise this anomaly in this given circumstance the 

answer would correctly be that "it does not matter". Yet, this would turn out to be a 

grave misrepresentation if the model is used to cross-examine a witness in a court of 

law Where evidence is being adduced to determine the guilt of an accused animal thief 

suspected of stealing a cow in the said cow pen. In the same vein, while in a class of 

solid geometry, a sphere would be a gross misrepresentation of a pyramid, on a tourist 

map, a spherical point on a map to indicate the position of the great pyramid in Egypt 

Would not be a misrepresentation. So, we can appreciate, that the context of 

representation is what determines whether a sign is an adequate repre entation or a 

misrepresentation. The same reasoning holds for the question of non-existence too uch 

that it is the context that determines which entitie exist or not. In a cia of biology, a 

drawing of a fl ing horse is a drawing of a non-exi tent p c1e while in a cia of fin 

an it is a dra\ ing of an actual creative imagination of the arti t. 

FinaJJ . . th other feature \\hich i uniqu 
n i 

Pluridim n ional. Thi ign n pre nt diffi nt thin t th 

m 
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So, a picture of me taken at a on fer nee while making a presentation can at the same 

time be a picture of '"h m li tc.:nl;r were; the conference room and its multimedia 

faciliti c , my ttir nd nd r. l3ut from it, one would not deduce what language I was 

muking th • pr •s nt ti n in, my nationality, the listeners at the back of the room 

e ·ctud ·d rr m lh focu of the camera. These are facts not represented in the picture. 

The ituation ·would be different certainly for someone who watched the videotape of 

the arne conference because he would be in a position to deduce for instance, the 

language I presented in. It is the context that determines the specific perspective we 

assume in interpreting a sign system while preserving its pluridimensionality. 

We now turn to the second philosophical question of representation, which is, "what is 

the guarantee that our (mental) representations correspond with the external objects?" 

Wittgenstein's answer to this question lies more in his intermediary writings, 

specifically, in the Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics and On Certainty'44. In 

brief his position is that there is neither intrinsic correspondence nor any need for a 

guarantee instead, it is the usage in a language game and the practical consequences for 

a gi en form of life that institute the apparent correspondence between the 

repre entations and the represented. In the Tractatu , Wittgenstein in the picture-theor 

of meaning as erted that the correspondence bet\ e n the form of the propo itional ign 

~d th fact i the guarantee of corr ct r pr ntation. But the que tion that r~;mains 

op n i how lh tructur ho\\ a r pre cnting tructur r lat d to 

th tructur 0 it re~ rent in th int rpr t r mind. In ontra i tin ti n t the 

141 
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Tractatus, the Investigation . the R marks and On Certainty share a common contention 

that sentences can b m ningful \ ithout being used to describe reality. It is this point 

upon which Witt ·n ll:in w uld indicate the relationship between a representational 

tructurc und il · r ·~ r ·n · for the interpreter. 

In the Remarks. Wittgenstein pursues the investigation of the connection between rules 

and necessity. The necessity he investigates is not physical necessity but propositional 

necessity traditionally tied to logico-mathematical propositions. Generally speaking, 

logical inferences as well as mathematical proofs and propositions have been held to be 

necessary and indeed more so than even propositions about laws of nature and causal 

relations. The philosophical question has been throughout the centuries that of 

determining the foundation of such a necessity. To this question, realism that is most 

clearly represented by Plato has provided a long-standing answer to the effect that the 

necessity of logical and mathematical propositions has an ontological foundation. Plato 

explains this foundation in terms of a world of ideas in which the mathematical and 

logical entities exist and whose properties become known to us by demonstrations. In 

the Remarks Wittgenstein refuses the ontological explanation and propo e that logico­

rnathematical propositions are neces aril true not becau e the de crib nee ar fact 

but rather becau e they are of a normati e chara t r. o the propo ition mu t b 

e_-plain d in different terms to ad quately ac ount for their n it ·. 

• . amin tion re I th t lo i -m th m ti I pr p ition r 

nti II rul f fun ti n i n t to ri n i I rc lit PI 



held but rather whose function i to p cify a et of norms or rules for the manipulation 

of signs and the op rati n th mind. Thi leads us to infer that for Wittgenstein, the 

m 'r •I limited to the role of determining the structural 

nrticulution )r th • ·I ·m n of a ign system. They also perform the role of establishing 

the prop ·r fun ti ning of a language game. It is to the class of such rules that must be 

included according to Wittgenstein, the necessary propositions such as logic and 

mathematic . But, this point of view seems to put the Remarks in conflict with the 

Investigations where it was held that the rules of grammar are not hard and fast thereby 

permitting the flexibility of the language games. It is ironical then that the very rules of 

usage that were introduced by Wittgenstein to explain and justify flexibility should be 

the very ones to explain necessity in the meaning of some propositions. Even 

Wittgenstein seems to have anticipated this difficulty as is evidenced in the following 

quote: 

But now suppose someone says: ' onsense-such considerations play no part in 

mathematics' .-But the question is not one of uncertainty, for we are certain of 

our considerations, but of whether we are still doing (Russellian) logic145 

In placing logic and mathematics within the frame of the language game of daily 

practical life. Wittgenstein \\as hifting the focus from a rigid int rpr tation of the e 

propo itions to that of an interpretation which emphasize the di er ity of u to which 

th n ce ary propo ition can b put. It i in no way ugg ting that \\e r noun 

ur \ 'cf)' mmar of th n ti n o n itv. In 

und 
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on human volition. Volition i th ba i of our freedom yet at the same time the basis of 

some determination in hum n lif . Thi in ight has an interesting ethical implication 

too, which r on ·il s i '!L:rminism and freedom in ethics by suggesting that we are 

alwuy, fr ··within th frame of determinations. We are not absolutely free. That is why 

Wittg nst in in\'ite u to recognize the multiple uses of the word "inexorable": 

We now draw attention to the fact that the word 'inexorable' is used in a variety 

of ways. There correspond to our law~ of l~gic very general facts of daily 

experience. They are the ones that ma~e It possible for us to keep demonstrating 

those laws in a very simple way ... This suggests the use of precisely these laws 

of inference, and now it is we that are inexorable in applying these laws. 146 

The logical and mathematical propositions are thus necessary in the sense that with 

them we are enabled to play the game of necessity. 

Wittgenstein cames this analysis of grammatical rules further in the work "On 

Certainty " in which he analyses the status of certain class of propositions which are 

evidently empirical yet apparently true such that no one dares to doubt their truth. For 

example, the earth exists" and ''this is my hand". They are presumed to be immediately 

evident, therefore certain. Yet they are not necessary propositions because if someone 

subjects them to doubt then it is impossible to pro e them b rational analysi uch a 

the case of mathematics and logic. Gi en the e condition of certaint and contingenc 

of the e kind of propo itions one quickly encounter the keptic problem that uch 

Propo ition can be ubjected to doubt. Wh r a . the n prop ition 0 

mathematic and lo ic hav provid d the mo t fTc the re pon to neutrali7 

· pti i m thi latter of pro 
the k pti l\\ n. 
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seems to have provoked Wit1gen t in' response. 147 In brief, Moore's position is that 

these proposition ar p. rt mmon sense and from this fact comes the proof that 

they con titut sp ·ifi Ius. f knowledge. 

'fhe strutegy adopted by Wittgenstein to respond to the skeptic problem is to 

demon trate that these propositions do not constitute knowledge and therefore are not 

amenable to doubt. The origin of the certainty of these propositions is purely 

grammatical. It also involves the rules of a game without which the game would not be 

played. In this instance the game is not that of necessity but of doubt. Doubt is a 

language game, which involves discussions, and discussions would not take place 

Unless certain propositions are capable of being doubted. But this can only take place 

Within the framework of some other propositions that are fixed and indubitable: "That is 

to say, it belongs to the logic of our scientific investigations that certain things are 

indeed not doubted:• 148 Such propositions, which are not doubted also ensure that the 

game of doubting does not slip into infinite regress as he says that "a doubt that doubted 

everything would not be a doubt. "
149 In order to clarify this position Wittgenstein 

makes a distinction betvveen empirical propositions and grammatical propo ition . 

· In 



The empirical proposition are th one that express the contents of our experiences. 

They are variable I m nt f I. ngunge bc;cau e they can be true or false. When they are 

true and ju tifi d. th n th · l me objects of knowledge
150. On the other hand, the 

grammutic tl pr p iti n d not have truth-value. They are therefore not objects of 

knowl~dg : in t ad the are the conditions for the possibility of the language game of 

doubting. They are constants in this language game. They are the minimal rules that 

guarantee the possibility of linguistic interaction within a given community: 

But I did not get my picture of the world by satisfying myself of its correctness· 

nor do I have it because I am satisfied of its correctness. No: it is the inherited 

background against which I distinguish between true and false. 151 

So when we assert that a certain proposition is indubitable, we are basically asserting 

that "with the word 'certainty' we express complete conviction, the total absence of 

doubt, and thereby we seek to convince other people. That is subjective certainty."1s2 

However, it is important to note that this distinction is not ontological such that certain 

propositions are just to be grammatical while others have the ocation to be empirical. 

These roles are functional and depend on the specific language game. It is therefore 

possible to have one and the same proposition being grammatical in one language game 

and transforming into an empirical proposition in yet another language game: 

Any empirical proposition can be tran fonned into a po tulate - and then 

becomes a nonn of de cription ... one almo t want to ay ·any mpiri al 

proposition can. theoretically. be tran formed.·· 
153 



With the foregoing ana1y i of n e ir and certainty, we see that for Wittgenstein the 

spectrum of "rul of gr mm r" i much wider than is traditionally taken to be. The 

broaden d rang thl s ruk i thl; one that provides an explanation for the 

correspond ·n ·tw • n reprc entations and their objects in the interpreter's minds. 

Ruth Millikan c mmenting on the importance of "use" in establishing this relation of 

corre pondence has apt! put it that "semantic value of a representation is determined 

by whatever mapping relation is in fact doing the work of successfully guiding the 

organism through its activities in its world when controlled by representation"154• 

4.7 CONCLUSION 

We have seen how Wittgenstein's semiotic theory is an attempt to grapple with the 

Philosophical problem of representation. In doing this analysis we have observed how 

the concept of a sign itself has progressed steadily by ever acquiring richer 

connotations. It started with a narrow concept of a sign as a natural sign of certain 

effects. Then progressively, the sign was perceived as a dyadic relation between the 

signifier and the signified. Then came the triadic conception which added the interpreter 

to the definition of a sign. Finally with Wittgenstein v.:e ha e encountered a much 

richer concept that integrates the context of ign u er to the very e nc of a 1gn 

thereby making it a four-term relation and. thu . finding a p werful tool for r ol mg 

ome of the old puzzle of philo ophical problem of n ral mioti . Hi naly c 

11 v al the condition under \\hi h '' may ) that an ntit) 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

MOD L-THEORETIC ANALYSIS OF WITTGENSTEIN'S 

EMIO-LINGUISTIC THEORY 

S.lJNTRODUCTION 

This chapter focuses on synthesizing Wittgenstein's semiotic theory. The purpose is to 

Unfold a unified semiotic theory from the respective works of Wittgenstein. This is 

PUrsued using a model-theoretic approach which then allows the theory so exposed to 

be amenable to a more rigorous fonnulation. The theory was proposed by Alfred Tarski 

but in this section we employ the general outline of it elaborated by Henry Hiz so as to 

render it relevant for semiotic systems in general. The chapter begins by clarifying the 

difference and relation ben een semantics and emiotic in order to model 

\\ ittgenstein ·s semiotic theory as ernie-linguistic. It eek to how that it i only when 

We con id r the t\vo works together as constituting a unifi d sy tern of thou ht that w 

can b able to develop Wittgenstein · emioti theory in th _tandard fom1 con j ting of 

·. nta. ·, mantic and pragmatic component · 

5.2 M YTI 11 Tl 

t thi juncture it i imp rtant t hi hli ht fund m nt I i tin ti n hi h 

n m anin in 
m nin in m ti . in 'I • 



Whatever we want in word . In thi ' a we are able to communicate information, a 

question, command, a riddl . n pinion a protest, etc. We do so in words and 

sentence whi h rt lin llJi ti uttl!rancl! '. But quite often we convey a lot of meanings 

not in word but y thcr media other than words. For example, dressing for different 

occu ' ion -. g ture . buildings, music, paintings and cultural markings can convey 

meaning without the use of words. Semantics is that part of meaning which deals with 

meaning as carried in words, while semiotics deals with meaning transmitted by any 

other medium and not necessarily with words. Semantics is therefore a specialized 

branch of semiotics as it were, and its elaborate development as a branch of linguistic 

research provides an appropriate paradigm for study in general semiotics. 

Model theory is a part of the discipline of logic which concerns itself with meaning 

relations that exist between sentences of a formal language and its interpretations. It 

Provides an appropriate paradigm for semantics because it places semantic discourse on 

an objective plane thus avoiding subjectivism that can easily obscure semiotic re earch. 

Thus, ~odel-theory concerns itself with the meanings of formalized languages and it 

\Vas proposed and elaborated by Alfred Tar ki. 
155 

The investigation and under tanding of formalized Jangua~ r quir a \\Orking 

~owl dge of the principle of formal lo i · Logi :an b d rib d th y tern ti 

In\ ti ation of con 
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meaningful sentences". 156 The con ept of meaningful sentence has no specific content. 

Instead it is relativ to i u1 fl m1al di cipline. It is understood as a well-formed 

sentence of is iplin . When we are given any arbitrary collection of 

meaningful · ·nt ·n ·, t gether with certain rules of inference applicable to the 

coll~ction f ·entence , it is possible for us to derive new meaningful sentences as 

con 'equence of the original set. The collection of the consequences of the sentences of 

the original set are also sentences which means that our rules of inference can yield only 

sentences. Tarski makes the two concepts namely; sentence and consequence, the most 

basic concepts in logic and asserts the following:
157 

a. That every sentence which belongs to a given set is to be regarded as a 

consequence of that set 

b. That the set of consequences of a set of sentences are solely sentences 

c. That the consequences of consequences are themselves consequences 

d. That every consequence of a given set of sentences is a consequence of a finite 

subset of the set and vice-versa 

e. That tv 0 sets of sentences are logically equi alent if their ets of con equence 

are identical 

f. That in a deducti e ystem every et of ntence implicitly contain all it 

con equence 

od 1-th r: then a fonnul ted b) T 

tribut me nin to i \\ 11-form 

·i im to 
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sentences of a formal language an be meaningfully described as true or false. 

According to Tar ki, th fi nn I dis ipline mu t be about a given structure, that is, what 

its cntcnc ut. o in order to ascribe meaning to sentences of a formal 

languug '. w • rnu"l n • aril have also a third domain of interpretation which 

u · ociut ~ th elements of the formal language to the elements of the structure that is 

talked about. leaning must therefore involve, in terms of model-theory, three 

categories. namely. the symbols of the formal language, the structure talked about and 

the system of interpretation which relates the elements of the previous categories. 

It is clear from the foregoing discussion that the core steps of model-theory employ the 

structure of a formalized language which imposes limitations on its applicability to 

semiotics as a whole which transcends the bounds of formalized languages. So, only 

very general investigations of model-theory can be helpful to semiotics. Hiz Henry has 

. · · 11ss H 

attempted this application of model-theory to sem10t1cs m genera. e propounds that 

in semiotics what we do is to draw consequences not from meaningful sentences alone 

but from meaningful objects in conjunction with a set of sentences. entence form a 

subset of meaningful objects. A meaningful object is any en tit \\'hich ha meaning, for 

example, buildings. mu ical piece. lathing. cigarette . high heel among infini.t Iy 

many other . entence are meaningful in the nexu of language and Iik wi all 

rryeaningful object are meaningful only in th contc ·t of a i nifyin or mioti 

) t m. Hiz ob rve that 1 arski and lo ian in ft: ith 
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semantic consequence . But on quence from meaningful objects other than 

sentences he refi r t on cquenccs. Accordingly, logic investigates 

semantic con qu •n 't.' "hi I :(miotic investigates semiotic consequences. 

Most imp rtantl): Hiz ob erves that whatever the nature of the meaningful object, its 

cmiotic con equence must still be a sentence. He defines semiotic consequences as 

'' entences inferable from a meaningful object ... and from sentences assumed". 159 Thus 

the semiotic meaning of a meaningful object depends on the set of assumed sentences 

and other assumed meaningful objects. Specifically, it consists in the increase of the 

field of consequences of the set augmented by that meaningful object. It is curious 

however, why Hiz insists that we can only draw semiotic consequences from 

meaningful objects in conjunction with assumed sentences, such that it is not clear 

Whether we can draw consequences from meaningful objects alone. The reason is 

Possibly based on the principle of logic known as deduction theorem which is at the 

very foundation of the technique of conditional proof. It holds that when to a given et 

of sentences you add another sentence and the resulting union alidl implies a given 

conclusion then it is also valid to state that the said et of entence unadultcrat d b 

the new one implies a conditional who e antecedent i the prcviou ly add d n \ 

ent nee and the con equent i the previou con lu ion. 

But m r fundamental to thi i the fi t that th :r are unlimit d 

tran fi rrin th " 'hole 1 m of h ym 1i m into th m1 

of 
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Edward Sapir points thi out clear! by e tablishing that we always operate with 

symbols of differ nt ord r · in rd 'r to ommunicate. He suggests that "the essence of 

languag con. i t in th s~i 'nin of conventional, voluntarily articulated, sounds, or of 

their qur'vul•·rtt··. l th d' 1 t f e ·e c "16° F 1 

.. , 1 er e e emen s o exp n n e . or examp e, the word 

"hou " b m a lingui tic fact only when it is associated with our experiences of 

actual hou e . The mere utterance of this word or mere writing of it would not make it a 

lingui tic fact. A word is said to be arbitrary when the word as such has no other 

significance for the user other than to serve as a symbol to refer to its denotation 
' 

Whenever it is necessary to do so. 

If we assume the primacy of spoken speech then we realize that language is primarily an 

auditory system of symbols and vision for instance is not brought into play. But it is 

Possible to transfer this system to a visual system of symbols by the invention of 

Writing. At this juncture, the written word becomes the symbol for the spoken word. It 

is thus a symbol of a symbol. that is. a symbol of the second order. We can tran fer the 

\\litten language further into the symbolic system of the Morse code in which written 

Words are represented by sequences of long andfor short tick . This transfer would b of 

the third order becau e the ~or e code now i a ymbol of a ymbol of a yrnbol. In 

Principle then there is no limit to the po ibilitie of u h tran fer . apir th rdor . 

. n : "We hall no doubt conclude that all voluntary ommuni tion of i a id 

from normal h · ith r tran r; r di t or indirc t from th t) pi 

. I 

• mb li m 

I J 



of language as spoken and heard, or at the least, involves the intermediary of truly 

linguistic symboli m. hi i fi t fthc highc t importance." 161 

5.3 WITT EMIO-LINGUISTIC THEORY 

In the light f Hiz' theory we can offer a synthesis of Wittgenstein's semiotic theory. 

ny theory of semiotic systems relates three domains namely, the domain of signs, 

objects and interpreters. Each domain may have its own structure amenable to analysis 

at different levels of abstraction. But actually the analysis, not of the domains in 

isolation, but rather the interrelationships between these domains is the object of a 

semiotic theory. These relationships are of three types namely, syntax, semantics and 

Pragmatics. It is in line with this classification that we attempt to reconstruct 

Wittgenstein 's theory of semiotic systems. 

5.3.1 Syntax: In order to understand the syntactic theory of a semiotic system we 

must first appreciate the fact that any sign system invol es signs in various relations to 

Other signs. These relations constitute a relational tructure of the gi en ign y tern. 

Wittgenstein contends that the sign system should have the arne form a the ituation it 

claims to depict. The fir 1 con equence of thi view i that on an on idcr th 

mapping of natural attribute of th obj ignifi d into th ign 

d t rmin the attribut of ign . Thi i pani ul rt' relevant with ard to pi t rial 

Jgn . \\ ith u h mappin it i fi r u to d n th n ti n f i ni m 

t rm of th ir d re o 1 ni it. 
hi h th ttri Ut in 



relations corresponding to the relational attributes of the objects signified. Wittgenstein 

expresses thi a an i m rphism of the logical form between the sign system and 

reality or ituati n it d pi t . I h~; r lational structure of the sign system constitutes its 

scns in virtu · r" hi h it i a picture of the situation it represents. 

The econd consequence ofWittgenstein's syntactic theory of signs is that for any given 

object we can consider all the signs which might possibly represent it. Maria 

Nowakowska refers to the class of signs which are co-referential as the "potentiality 

distribution" of the object signified. 162 Therefore in line with Wittgenstein 's thought, in 

Partitioning the signs into categories corresponding to the various media of 

representation for example, verbal, pictorial, symbolic, numeric, etc, we derive the 

bounds of the potentiality distribution of the object to various sign categories. The 

concept of potentiality distribution can be employed to set up an axiomatic theory of 

signs in the following manner: 

a) Set up a collection of sign-systems 

b) Use potential distribution to effect a partition of the collection into 

equi alence classes 

c) Introduce the operations of complementation, addition and 

multiplication 

d) Interpret compl ment th m•ironmcnt. dditi n a 

ofth ign ) t m . di nt t hin id r th nt nt 



con ecutiv I. and multiplication as the superposition of the sign-

) 1 m in multimedia 

11 " r th di ·tingui hed elements: non-sign or the blank and the 

initial collection of signs as the null and the unit elements 

re pecti vel y 

t) Employ the concept of semiotic consequence and the set-theoretic 

relation of inclusion to set up an ordering relation 

S.3.2 Semantics: Semantics describes relationships between signs and objects. The 

domain of objects consists of anything that can be thought of. These can be concrete 

objects such as stones and chairs; abstract ones like democracy or pairs; and relations 

between the objects of thought. Among relations are included qualities of objects. Any 

collection of objects constituting a subject of thought is referred to as a structure. There 

are two kinds of structures namely; constrained structures and free structures. A 

constrained structure is one that is well-defined such that for any object what oever we 

can detennine whether or not it belongs to the said structure. A free structure on the 

contrary is one \'.hich is not well-defined. o for orne obje t • we cannot t 11 wh th r 

or not the belong to the structure. It is arguable that the "early" Wittgen t in i 

focu ing more on the con trained tru ture while the ··Jater" Witt en tcin :fi u mor 

o.n the fre or fuzzy tructur . 

In ord r to on tru t on train t:rU tu d 

rnu t h v t 0 J •el o ttribut titl lith ofth ttri ut in 1 nn f 



Which we construct the omm n tructure of objects. These are the essential 

characteristic by m n an determine the elements of the structure. But 

be id 111ril Ull w r quire a econd level of attributes by means of which 

we distin •ui ·h in j, idual member of the structure. For example the set of attributes 

·uch u · huving n admitted to the university and paying tuition fees may construct the 

tructure of niversit students, but the registration numbers may be employed to 

di tingui h each student from all the rest in the university. The latter set of attributes can 

be seen as the ordering principle in the structure and it is the set of attributes in respect 

of which the individual members of a given structure might differ. Mario Bunge has 

devised a method of discretizing all the domains of signification which allows one to 

infer qualitative features of a system from its quantitative models. He states that: 

The discretization of a continous system model is not always a trivial exercise. 

Sometimes it is suitable to discretize the state variables themselves, as when one 

stipulates that any values below threshold count as 0, and any above threshold 

count as 1. At other times one is interested in growth and decline rather than 

absolute values. In such cases the rates are discretized, namely thus: the state of 

the variable is assigned the number 1 if its rate is positive and 0 if negative. In 

this case the momentary state of the system is represented by an n-tuple of zeros 

h . bl 163 

and ones exhibiting the state of eac var1a e. 

A emantic theory of signs should therefore consist in deri ing a function \\hich relat 

a class of signs to a gi en structure in such a way that any obj ct within th tructur 

ha a gi en sign to repr ent it. uch a function can b n th int rprct tion of th 

!gn y tern. However the Tracraru do not h d mu h li ht on th n tur of th 

101 rpr tati n function au it 
m Ill to hi h it 

it i not I r h 



interpreters. 

In the Tractatus, Wiu 't:nstt:.in make a di tinction between saying and showing. "What 

can b' ·hown · 111 t • "aid" - TLP 4.1212. He pursued the theme of showing in PI 

and in th r it turned out to be sayable. The distinction here is vital and related to the 

di tinction between reference and sense. 'What can be said' has to do with the 

referential character of the semiotic system while 'what can only be shown' has to do 

With the sense of the system. In the Investigations it boils down to the rules of use. 

Bowever, at this juncture it is the saying that concerns us most 

As We highlighted in chapter three, the ontology of the Tractatus runs parallel to its 

semantic theory. Van Peursen argues however, that a closer scrutiny of the details of 

this correspondence reveals that Wittgenstein departs from the standard logical practice 

of constructing a logical system which begins first by a choice of primitive (undefined) 

tenns, symbols, axioms and rules of inference that are arbitrary, which means not 

infonned by any ontological or material considerations. After uch a choice, one then 

Proceeds to interpret the resulting logical y tern in a particular way by tting up a 

!node! of the sy tern. The model usually include element from th fa tual world \\hich 

are taken to be repre en ted by the formal . 'tl1bol of th logic I y em. rin II) on 

a~t mpt to di cover if the model fit 

\\itt n tein a an Peu en ob n 

r fi I ifi tion. or 

arbitral) choi of thi ·ind i imp ibl 



because one can only frame an intelligible structure if it agrees with the structure of 

reality. 164 

Thus, lungu , • in ·n ral. and propositions in particular, fall under the more general 

term. "pictur ... picture of reality, whether it comes about through a combination of 

element of language or of other things, as in the reconstruction of a car accident by 

means of mall dolls and toy cars, is itself a model. "A picture is a model of reality"­

TLp 2.12. Here the model is not an interpretation of a formal system of symbols, but 

rather each system of symbols is already part of a picture or model. Thus for 

Wittgenstein, a system is formal not because it is arbitrary, but because it represents 

Possible rather than factual reality: "pictorial form is the possibility that things are 

related to one another in the same way as elements of the picture"- TLP 2.151. This 

model-character of language can only be shown but not said. 

This means then that the obtaining of a situation is just but a specification of what i 

given already in the logical network or logical pace as one of the possibilities. The 

logical space of a proposition is captured b rows of a truth-table. In thi rt:gard, th 

logical operator by means of which we generate compound tnt m nt can b 

quivalently interpreted as S) mbol that demar ate th b und of the "hole of Jo i at 

spa which limit any new fa tual p . ibiliti . Th po ibiliti d pi t d by pi tu 

tell u ffi th Jy what the ituati n ' ould ri 

tuaiJy d ari c nnot b inti rred from th J 
In thi find 
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Wittgenstein echoing Leibniz in a erting that the actual world is just but one of a 

number of po ibl w rl . It i th )uarantec of soundness in which we merely attempt 

to ec if a giv n iru.ui n •pi ted by a proposition is actually so in the actual factual 

World. Pcur · ·n ptl) apture thi idea of Wittgenstein: 

tatement has meaning in so far as it reproduces a state of affairs. yet 

it 'reproduces' it by way of experiment or by way of a model, for what 

the statement has is in common with the state of affairs is the logical 

form. the possibility of a state of affairs occurring or not occurring. That 

a situation does in fact occur cannot be expressed in language, any more 

than the fact that the logical form of language agrees with the form of 

reality. 165 

In the Investigations, Wittgenstein offers a new and expanded conception of a sign. He 

adds the context of the users of a sign as an integral element of a sign. A sign is then 

seen as a relation of four terms namely; the interpreter, the symbol, the object referred 

to and the context. But besides the sign, there is the interpretation function which maps 

a given sign to a set of values. Here lies one of Wittgenstein's semiotic insights. As 

opposed to the Tractatus which had considered as only meaningful statement which 

can be true or false, the Investigations expands the domain of emiotic alues to include 

truth-neutral values such as the moral apd aesthetic values. He note further that the ets 

of axiological values are inherent]_ fuzzy unlike the t of logico- pi t mological 

alues of true and false v.hich are determinate but the pro of a igning their 

r p cti e value i the arne. Pier e who aLo h ld th t lo i a! on \\ ith thic nd 

. 
8 th tic con titute all e ·p ri n and thought and th 1 th Y re II rep 

1&n ptly e ·pr th id thu : 



The work of the po t or noY li t i not so utterly different from the scientific 

man. The arti t intr du fi tion; but it is not an arbitrary one; it exhibits 

affinitie to \\hi h th~,; mind cords a certain approval in pronouncing it 

beautiful, ''hi h if it i. n t <.: ·n tly the arne as saying that the synthesis is true 

h. 
I k' d 166 

' 

om t tn , )/tht. am ~..:naa m . 

A iol gic I l r dure. no matter what value it is applied to, has a specific structure to 

it. Thi ·tructure deri es from the fact that there exists only a value of something for 

om one. The core of this structure is the relation between an object, value of the object 

and the interpretation of that v.alue. 167 In this regard, the interpretation function is what 

grounds the possibility of communication between emitters of signs and their audiences. 

It is the common background experience that gives the inertia of stability and continuity 

to this interpretive function. Truth-value is just one of the possible values that a sign 

might take. We can talk of the adequacy of the sign system to refer to the entire range of 

Values that can be attributed to a sign. These might include logico-epistemological 

systems evaluated on the scale of truth, moral values on the scale of goodness, aesthetic 

values of beauty, methodological values of testability or provabilit) and pragmatic 

Values of feasibility. 

5.3.3 Pragmatics: Contextual analy is is the ba is of a pragmati dim n ion in 

w· Jttgen tein's emiotic theory. Pragmati that branch of mioti \\hi h 

lnve tigate the relation bemeen a ign y tern and it u . Thi relation hip i 

mb di in th cont ·t of th ign u d. In a ~· th n. pra m ti tt mpt t 



fonnalize the connection between a emiotic system and the contexts of usage. The 

need for a pragmatic th ry f s~.:miotic y terns has been brought into focus by the 

ordinary-langu g phil < ph r and it i founded on three key problems. These are: the 

Problem of · nt . t-d • ndencc of expressions, the problem of analysis of the force of 

speech u nnd fin all ·. the problem of formulation of rules of conversation. 168 

The problem of context-dependence points to the fact that what is expressed by a 

proposition nonnally depends not only on the meaning of the constituent parts of the 

complex expressions by means of which the proposition is stated but also that more 

often than not, it depends also on extra-linguistic facts about the situation in which the 

Proposition is asserted. Examples of context-dependence is readily illustrated by 

expressions which employ personal pronouns like I and you, tenses like am, was and 

will, and demonstrative pronouns like now and here. Besides these obvious cases we 

also have sentences containing logical constants all and some whose meanings depend 

on the contextually determined universes of discourse. Pragmatics attempts to 

investigate how context constrains the content of such cases. 

The econd problem in olves the anal) i of force of a sp h a t. The th ory of p cch 

act \\hich was fir t propo ed by John L. u tin
169 

and later laborat d by hi tudcnt 

J_ohn arie l o brought thi probl m to the fore . u in di ingui h d th 



speaking which are distingui habl nnmcl · the locutionary act, the illocutionary act and 

the perlocutionary a t. 'I h uti nar act consists in the mere utterance of an 

exprc , ion, th ill on i t in what is done by uttering the sentence for 

c ample. ~>t Jtin 1
• u • ·ti ning, commanding, among others. Perlocutionary act consists 

in the fT t pr duced in the audience by the utterance for example persuaded, irritated, 

or indifference. among others. 

The problem of force of a speech act precisely is encountered in the analysis of 

illocutionary acts. It is standard to analyze illocutionary speech acts into two 

components, the content and the force. In order to illustrate the point we can use the 

following cases: 

"I assert that the Vice-Chancellor will be at the seminar" 

"I question whether the Vice-Chancellor will be at the seminar" 

"I bet that the Vice-Chancellor will be at the seminar" 

"I promise that the Vice-Chancellor will be at the seminar" 

Each of the above sentences has the arne content which is the entence "Vice­

Chancellor will be at the eminar" which ha a ubje t and a predicate. 1 h other pan 

of the peech act i it illocutionary force. It indicate \\hat i p rform d by th sp e h 

~ t. The content acquire a different for e 'ith the utt ran of h bo\ . It 

variou ly tated que tioncd 
h 

t fall .. 'thin th dom in of m nti 

of p m ti and it in' h p bl m u h : h t i it t iti n. I 
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Is assertion different from que tioning whether it is true? How does an assertion alter 

the context in which it i m d ·. 110\ i ' it related to the beliefs and intentions of speaker 

and audienc ?171 

The third pr blem i that of formulating rules of conversation and showing how they 

can be e. ploited for effective communication. H. P. Grice in his theory of conversation 

referred to such rules as conversational maxims which when combined with the context 

results in conversational implicatures. For example it is as a result of conversational 

implicatures that we might fmd an assertion inappropriate even though it is true; an 

inference may be valid but we still feel that it is unreasonable in a given context. 172 

The concept of context becomes in the 'later' Wittgenstein a central presupposition just 

like in the Tractatus the concept of compositionality according to which the contents of 

a complex expression is a function of the contents of its components, was a fundamental 

Presupposition. Even though Wittgenstein never sought to directly solve the above-

mentioned problems, his concept of context is amenable to the solution of the three 

Problems at the core of ordinary-language philo ophy and which can b e. tended to 

include semiotics in general. Thus employed. the arne cont . ·t on \\hich contc t­

dependent utterances are dependent ought to b the arne conte. ·t in t rrn of which 

P h d I th ru l of onve ation and 

ec act are analvz d an a o e 
. . 

n traint 

, D. J Pu li in 
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The development of such a unifying concept is one of the ways of developing a 

systematic pragmatic dim n i n of cmiotic . 

talnaker " ·rt · that in order to make sense of the activity of communicating, one must 

admit tht;! . i tence of alternative possibilities and he indeed takes "alternative 

po ibilitie " as a basic primitive notion which is useful in developing a formal 

pragmatic theory just like it is necessary in developing formal semantic theory based on 

possible worlds semantics. He accordingly interprets a context as a set of possible 

Worlds, but this is not necessarily a set of all logically or ontologically possible worlds 

but rather it includes only the possibilities "which are regarded, in the particular 

situation, as the live options ... These possibilities will be the ones compatible with all the 

information which is taken for granted in the conversation -with the presumed common 

b 
d. II 173 Th. . h h I 

ackground knowledge of speaker and au Jence . IS IS w at e ca Is a context set. 

The term context has some equivocation associated with it since it can be understood as 

referring both to the conditions surrounding the usage of a sign and also to the other 

signs which precede and follow a sign in a given situation. For purpo es of clarification 

it is enlightening to identify the different types of contexts. Robert Moore ha identified 

three categories into which the different types of context may b cia ifi d; phy icai. 

P ychological and verbal. 174 

rniotically the ph • ical contc ·t invoh th pi u d th time 

hen th y u d and th ti ·iti in round th mitt r th n. r mpl 



if a passer-by were to ee a young man carrying a luggage and saying to himself" how 

it feels good to b throu ... h ' ·ith II thi !"a he walks through the gate of a university, 

the pa r-by r !yin • n th ph , i al ontext would most likely interpret the young man 

to b r ferrin, l J hi having completed his university studies. The psychological context 

eriential background, the present mood or the future expectations of the 

mitter. For e. ample. if the same passer-by should hear the same utterance from a 

nephe, of his whom he knows was at the university, then regardless of the physical 

conditions under which the exclamation was uttered he would know that his nephew is 

happy to complete his university cycle. It is psychological context which provides a 

clue for an interpretation of the exclamation. Finally, the verbal context, which can be 

extended to include the context of a system of signs in general, involves the signs that 

are used together with a given sign. Our passer-by for instance may overhear a total 

stranger telling a friend through a phone-call that "after four difficult years of university 

Studies, J am happy to be through with it". It is neither the physical nor the 

psychological context that counts for him but rather the verbal context which give him 

the interpretive resources. 

context et, taken as what an individual sign eminer and audienc tak to b th 

common background of the emiotic pro e the ' ar in ·ohcd in con i t 0 the c 

thr typ 

th int rl 

of conte. ·t . In communication th fundam n I p umption i lly that 

uto hav the m ont . Ifthi p urn tion i ful JJI n r fi r 

to th ont • t nt. But ifth 
p ni ip nt nt 

rto th 
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than a static reality. Ba d on th for oing di cussion on the types of contexts, it is 

comprehensible that nr on tantly dynamic for at least three reasons. First, 

they adju t t in 1h ph i al environment, second, they change in response to 

· "hich gi e evidence to the fact that the presuppositions of the 

participant diYergent and thirdly, the context sets change in response to the ongoing 

emiotic proce e . For example, in a conversation process, if one accepts what the 

other is aying. the accepted proposition forms part of subsequent presuppositions of the 

ongoing conversation. A context can then be taken as a union of the set of individuals 

Who are the participants in a conversation with the corresponding context sets of each 

Participant. Context defined this way can provide a precise framework in which the 

analyses of force, context-dependence, conversational maxims and presuppositional 

constraints can all be stated as relations between a sign and its context. 

It can be used for example to account for conversational constraints in which a emiotic 

system is seen to be having common background pre uppo ition if their 

communicative function is to be realized. The analysis of presuppo ition in pragmatic 

terms of context throws some light to this phenomenon in meaning-making pr 

A tatement of the form if p then Q. for example. if Kibaki i th pre id nt of K nya 

th n Kibaki is over 35 year old pre uppo the propo ition that K nya i a over i n 

m 

P trol tation pre uppo 

m tori or th ir p 

ofth omm n b 
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context as has been pre ented provide u with a tool which allows us to provide a 

formal analy i of pre ·upp ~iti ns. Pn; uppo itions have been presented in semantic 

term a a r I lion b m u: n nt nc~ in terms of truth-conditions. In this view, a 

scntcnc • . pr ·upp a proposition, P, just in case, in all possible worlds, if s 

e ·pr ss s u pr p ition \ ith a truth-value, then Pis true in all the possible worlds.J7s In 

other word . P implies both Sand not-S. But the problem posed by this interpretation of 

presuppositions comes when its proponents are confronted with the so-called the 

problem of truth-gaps. This is a problem which we can easily appreciate when we 

consider a complex expression whose truth-value is a function of the truth-value of its 

components. The problem comes in when we want to determine the truth-value of the 

complex when some of its components have indefinite truth-values. For instance, in 

standard logic, the truth value of a disjunction is a result of the truth-value of its 

disjuncts. But what would be the truth-value of the disjunction if one of the disjuncts 

Was false and the other one undefined? The entire disjunction would be undefined too. 

Stalnaker, proposes that we need to transfer the problem of presuppo ition from the 

domain of semantics to the domain of pragmatic and he employ the idea of context to 

Provide the analysis of presupposition \\hich avoid the probl m of truth- alu gap . H 

y that .. a peaker pr uppo e a propo ition if and onl · if it i mail d by th 

a er' context et". 176 Thi mean that th pre up d prop ition i tru m 11 th 

three COnt , ·t of th 

I nd th 



further points out an immediate int rpr tation of this description of presupposition thus: 

"one might ay that ntc.:n prc.:suppo c a proposition if and only if the appropriate 

u c of that nt n · rc.: Juir . fl r nc.: n:a on or another, that the speaker presupposes the 

prop siti >n".
1 In thi · e, the presuppositions become pragmatic maxims that 

con ·truin th appr priateness of the speech act. 

The major ad antage of Stalnaker's insight is that presuppositions can now be applied to 

any semiotic system and not only restricted to truth-functional expressions. Besides, it 

can explain contextual constraints that govern both the propriety and the content of any 

semiotic entity. Another consequence ofthis is that any symbol would have no content 

in the possible worlds or context sets in which their presuppositions are false. 

Presuppositions in this case, just like the consequences, of signs must be propositions. 

The other case we may consider in this regard of context is the question of context­

dependent expressions. The clearest and intuiti e instances of the e are the 

demonstratives and the personal pronouns. Their extensions clear! depend on th 

contexts of their use. A sentence such as "I ha e left him there ju t now" e. pr a 

proposition whose truth- alue is contingent on who i talking. wh r "th r " "nO\\" and 

\\ho "him" refer to. to whom he/ he talking. David K pi n in hi th ry of 

d mon trati e ha given an anal) i of c.onte. ·t-d p nd nt . ·p ton fun tion 

\\hi h ta. in cont of u and m p th m int nt nt in 

th ir tum k in p ibl rid or i urn 
nd m p lh int 



extensions. In the ca e of a nten , the content is the proposition made while the 

extension i it truth-\ luc. 17 In thi. analysi then the context becomes an n-place 

relation whos term tn: lith(: feature of the circumstance on which the extensions of 

the c ·pr ·s ·ion d · ·nd. n interpretation of a context would then be a function from 

the n-plu relation to ordinary extensions such as individuals, places, time, and 

truth-value . 

This anal sis of context is in resonance with Wittgenstein's analysis in which contexts 

detennine the content of an expression amenable to a specific extension. The novelty of 

Wittgenstein's idea is that the content need not necessarily be propositional. They can be 

expressions of any form so long as they carry a content whose transmission is the 

Principal role of communication. Context therefore, determines the content of any 

context-dependent expression thereby bestowing it with a given value or extension. 

Thus, pragmatic rules constraining language use equally determine the content of 

context-dependent expressions. Stalnaker captures the same thought by tating that 

''these rules can be motivated in terms of the purpo es of di cour e only if we can 

represent what is said in an utterance in abstraction from the mean u d to ay it".l7!1 

This opens up the possibility of extending the arne analy i of cont :t and their abilit . 

to fonn the foundation for a pragmati th or)' to the whole rang of m ning- rcating 

Ytm. 
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5.4 CONCLUSIO 

This chapter ha art mplt:d 1 formulate a unified semiotic theory of Wittgenstein 

pur uant to th ·xp >sili n in the previous chapters. The synthesis has been guided by 

the thcor~ti ·ul frum .,, rk of model-theory as proposed by Tarski but extended by Hiz. 

Thi' nppr ach has the major advantage of ensuring objectivity of semiotics and the 

acce ibility of semiotic process. It has demonstrated the complementarity of the two 

Works of Wittgenstein. The Tractatus provides a syntactic and semantic analysis of the 

logico-epistemologic~l discourse that can take the values of true or false, but the 

Investigations, extends the analysis to include non-assertive values. Besides, the latter 

introduces the concept of context that enables Wittgenstein to introduce the pragmatic 

dimension to his semiotic theory. Together, therefore, the two works of Wittgenstein 

constitute a complete semiotic theory with syntactic, semantic and pragmatic 

dimensions. The Chapter has also exposed Stalnaker's formalization of the concept of 

context so that it is fitting for formulating a model-theoretic framework for general 

semiotics. This has aided us in perceiving the formal structure of Wittgenstein's four­

tenn conception of signs. The fourth term \ hich is the context pro ide the 

interpretation domain that brings the other three domains of object . interpr ter and 

signs together. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

RE ~ OF APPLICATION OF WITTGENSTEIN'S 

EMIO-LINGUISTIC THEORY 

6.1INTRODUCTION 

This chapter aims at indicating some areas in which Wittgenstein's theory of semiotic 

systems can be applied. Two specific areas of possible application are suggested in the 

chapter. The attempt at application revolves around the fact that the chief philosophical 

goals of semiosis are representation and communication. The first area for possible 

application lies in t1e possibility of employing Wittgenstein's philosophy of semiotics 

as a theoretical basis for unifying the analytical and structural semiotic trends founded 

respectively on the traditions of Pierce and Saussure. This would pro ide a richer theory 

of representation which effectively can be applied as a multidisciplinary methodology 

Which is becoming the dominant practice in the humani tic, lingui tic and ocial 

disciplines. econdly, his ideas can be helpful in developing a foundational thcor for 

elaborating a philosophy of communication . 



6.2 RECONCILING THE ANALYTICAL AND STRUCTURAL 

SEMIOTI HODOLOGICAL IMPORT 

\\itt ·n ·tein' thought can be applied is to provide a theoretical 

frum ·w rJ... l r n ile the divide between the main strands of semiotic research. The 

logical trand proposed by Charles Sanders Pierce and the more sociological one 

propo ed by Ferdinand de Saussure and which have inspired parallel and at times 

competing theories. Wittgenstein's earlier philosophy was much akin to Sanders' 

approach while the later philosophy is a kin to Saussure's approach. By developing a 

synthesis of his thought, we have therefore created a nexus for marrying these two 

approaches and revealing that they are not contradictory but rather complementary. 

The antagonistic nature of the two trends has been highlighted by Milton Singer by 

pointing out the six key areas in which a comparison between the two can be made so as 

to put their differences in the open. 18° First is on the general theory of signs where he 

observes that Piercean semiotic is philosophical normative and observational while 

Saussurean semiology is a descripti e generalized linguistic . econdl , on the 

dominant subject matter of their theories; Piercean theory focu e on logic, 

mathematics. sciences and logic-centred colloquial Engli h v.hile au ur an th ry 

focu e on natural language , literature. I gend and language- ntr d m th . ·1 hirdJy 
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Fourthly, there is the epi temologi al tatus of the subject which as a result of the 

various conception 

epi temologi I · n 

n th r lational nature of the sign conditions also the 

n of th~: ·ubjcct. Consequently, for Piercean semiotics, the 

, ubjcct is in ·lud d in th ·emiotic analysis as an integral part of a general theory of 

ign . but 11 r aus urean approach the subject is merely presupposed by but not 

included in emiological analysis. Fifthly, on the question ofthe ·ontology of the objects 

of signs: Piercean semiotics presupposes the existence of the objects of signs whereas 

Saussurean semiology does not take the objects of signs as given but rather as 

detennined by the semiological relations of the signs. Lastly, there is the question of 

arbitrariness of linguistic signs which in the Piercean system is accepted but 

arbitrariness includes natural signs such as icons and indexes whereas for Saussure, the 

arbitrariness is shrouded by the apparent necessity for the speakers of a language. 

The Tractatus which was written largely within the framework of truth-conditional 

semantics pursued meaning of sign systems in abstraction from its users and contexts of 

use. It focused attention to the formal and empirical semantics of logic and cience. The 

Investigations on the other hand recognizes the inadequacie of this approach and 

attempts to incorporate the u ers and their conte. ·t in the em antic analy i . Through 

the concept of "form of life" he give a p ification of ontc. t a an a p 1 of th 

u · o io-cultural realit. ·. 



The semiotic abilities of a o iety whi h ability in its turn, determines the informational 

Wealth or poverty of p pul. ti n i rucial in modern day information economy. IS! 

Luciano l·loridi ploit th 11 !.!pt of an infosphere in order to Jay the foundations for 

de ription )f thi.; a ilit)'. He defines an infosphere as "the whole system of services 

and do urn n . encoded in any semiotic and physical media, whose contents include 

any ort of data, information and knowledge with no limitations either in size, typology 

or logical structure.''l82 

The fundamental elements of an infosphere are thus data, information and knowledge. 

He describes a data as anything that makes a difference such as a light in the dark, a 

black dot on a white board, a sound in silence. It is a semantic atom below which there 

can be no smaller unit of meaning. A datum can be conceptualized as an answer without 

a question. Information instead is described as meaningful data. This means a datum 

together with a relevant question and finally knowledge is information together with 

relevant explanation.J83 An illustration of these descriptions can be the following ca e: 

a) "Socrates". This is just a datum 

b) ''Who was the teacher of Plato?, ocrates". This i information 

c) "Who was the teacher of Plato?. ocrate . be au e all the hi torian of 

philo ophy without exception have r orded it o ... Thi i 

d )' 

l 'd p 



The correctness of knov.ledg or information is not necessary for knowledge in this 

particular framework. J hi n l:pt is particularly illuminating when we place it in the 

cont t of di ir ll inf rrnati n t1.: hnology which is transforming the academic 

disciplin • th ·ir , ry fc undations. Most people are cognizant of the changes that 

informoti n t hn logy ha brought into the production of organized knowledge such as 

the reduction of the time-lag between production and utilization of knowledge, the 

promotion of international co-operation and free sharing of information among scholars 

and researchers up to and including the possibility of remote online teaching. But 

Floridi points to other aspects of information technology's innovations that are more 

radical and which properly call for adjustments of both intradiscip!inary and 

interdisciplinary methodologies of .knowledge production. 

The novelty of digital infosphere is that it is open to use, reuse and constant growth as 

more knowledge is acquired. This openness is almost limitless. The ordering principles 

of digital data are equally flexible and can be aried to suit the needs of pecific u ers or 

disciplines. Since. there is a direct correlation between an ordering principle and the 

range of questions that can be asked about a given info phere it tum out that in the 

digital age it is now possible to que tion the data domain and hap it a ording to 

Principle that are completely different from th on th t initi lly I d to th oil tion 

and or_anization ofthe info phere. Thi nt 
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typology and chronology of th po m . uch linear relations are replaced now by 

"complex relation m n d t -pr du ~r , data-collectors, data-processors and data­

con urn r .. . in whi h information may be used and recycled to acquire further 

informuti m nd , ·ntuall make trategic decisions or provide new explanations."JB4 

Within U1e in~ phere it elf the data fonn a complicated but complementary web of 

dependencie in which one data output can be reorganized to become a data input for 

other information processes. 

The patterns of these relations require a new approach which would accommodate the 

flexibility and complexity of the digital infosphere. Such a method of research must 

necessarily incorporate quantitative, comparative and qualitative dimensions. Floridi 

calls it the method of ideometry and contends that it is in line with the development of 

history of thought, which through time becomes progressively more and more self­

reflecti e and metatheoretical. He defines ideometry as the critical study of patterns 

resulting from a comparative and quantitative study of databases and textba es in order 

to deri e qualitati e inferences from whate er region of the infosphere that ha been 

subjected to investigation. 1 5 \Vhile Floridi point u to this direction he do not get u 

there. It i suggested therefore that orne of the in ights glean d at from Wittg n tcin · 

miotic theory may form a framework for uch a meth dology. 



6.2.1 Wittgenstein and ideometric analysis 

The key cone pt in d '~,;It pin an ideo metric framework would consist m 

Wittgcn t in' · m 't'fl! f "~ rm of life" which can be interpreted to mean a context 

ont • ·t i~; k y in th n e that it is what determines the dominant semiotic function of 

tgn in u given communicative situation. The divide between the Piercean and 

au urean conceptions of semiotics may ultimately be reduced then to simply a 

question of the contextual constraints in a given moment of communication. Sophia 

Mannaridou argues that the concept of "use" in Wittgenstein's thought transfonns 

meaning to be equivalent to the use of signs to construct reality as a meaningful 

experience. Such a construction is done within the constraints of a context such that 

context turns out to be an integral parameter in the specification of meaning. I86 A 

Precise specification of the concept of context is therefore necessary in any theoretical 

effort to reconcile the analytic and systemic approaches to semiotics. 

There have been efforts aiming at the precision of the concept of conte t. For example, 

Mario Bunge defrnes a context as an ordered triple \\ho e element are re pcctiv 1 • a 

et of statements, a set of predicate constants and a univer of di cour c rclat d in uch 

a wa_ that: 1 7 
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He concludes that in term of the e two conditions it is possible to derive two kinds of 

contexts namely; a fi nn I nte ·t , uch a logic, mathematics and philosophical 

semantic and fi tu tJ uch a hi tory, the natural sciences, among others. This 

PO it ion i ~ perber and Deirdre by claiming that a context is simply a set 

of a umpti n about the world which aid in understanding representations about the 

World. 
1 8 uch a thought can equally be traced back to Pierce himself who explicitly 

states that "communication takes place in a context of ideas that continue to exist as a 

shared coin and cognition is what the interpreting user contributes to 

communication."189 But this analysis focuses only on the verbal context while 

disregarding the physical and the psychological contexts. 

While it might be true that a context includes a set of assumptions held by an individual 

it is arguably inadequate as a specification of context which must also include the social 

conditions of the actors in a communicative relation. Thus, the specification of context 

as a semiotic variable must also include the socio-cultural parameter that upport the 

assumptions. Wittgenstein provides such a perspective \Vhich incorporates the ocial 

dimension of context in the Investigations by construing language a a ocial in titution 

and communication as a social activity. Given thi perception of language conte. t mu t 

imilarl be iewed as a ocial variable that condition the pani ular Jan u c.:-game . 

~ut Wittgen tein view i not to be tak n a a tati vi ' ·of ontc.:x • In d it i 

d)namic b au languag 
mplo) d n t ju t ' ithin th m of 



determinations but al o a a mean to construct and change the social determinants. 

Thus Wittgen t in vi w: nt . t n dynamic socio-cultural complex of signs and 

practic whi h rc ul t u r~ j tic form of life. 

uch n n truction of context reveals an implicit richness such that we must specify 

conte.~ in terms of multiple elements which exceed the three elements in Bunge's 

analysis. While this may serve to capture the richness of semiotics and provide a basis 

for reconciling the two competing alternatives to semiotic research it does also indicate 

the complications which are to be expected in specifying contexts. This follows 

naturally since the relations between the elements must certainly be more complex in 

enriched contexts. 

A context then turns out to be the environment of the infosphere which concretely 

consists of its producers, collectors, processors and consumers. We become part of a 

context by being components of one or more of these categories. In this regard, semiotic 

abilities are determined by the strength of the relationship between a context and its 

infosphere. This ability consists in access, control and u e of data, information and 

knowledge that constitute an infosphere; the ability to transform data into information 

and finally the ability to transform information into knowledge. Th interaction bet\\ e 
11 

a context and an info ph ere i con on ant with Witt gen. tein d) namic cone ption of 

cont ·t thereby e tabli hing miotic pr a fl :ible and pabl o continuou 

modifi tion c rdin to th u n d in p ifi tim nd pi 
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Ideometric analysis would then n un from the recognition that Wittgenstein adopts a 

constructionist vie\\ of mi ti in which ign systems are presumed not just to be 

pa sivc repr nt ui ns f r alit but rather they construct and shape whatever they 

rcpr ·cnt. p ··iii all) it can be fruitfully applied to a systematic analysis of 

documcntuti n taken a part of semiotic productions. Documentation can take various 

form including. \Hitten and visual texts, narratives, conversations and discourses. 

Ideometric analysis can be brought to bear on all these forms of documentation in order 

to achieve meaningful interpretation in ways that accommodate both the quantitative 

and qualitative dimensions of the contents of the documentation. The ultimate goal of 

ideometric analysis is to reveal how social, cultural, political and individual 

understandings construct and shape what is documented and it attempts to track such 

constructions in the various forms of documentation. In this section we will only 

indicate how Wittgenstein's ideas can be applied to the analysis of different forms of 

socio-cultural documentation. 

First. Wittgenstein's ideas can be employed in carrying out content anal is of both 

\\Titten and visual texts. This can employ both enumerative and thematic content 

analysis simultaneous! 10 a text. The enumerative approach would provide a num rica! 

or quantitative overview of the text uch a word frequency, rank ord ring of" ord and 

~ey \\Ord in conte:t. From uch quantitative mea urc r lation hip nd patt m might 

b di covered \\hich can highlight th tru tu of :ont . t. 

Floridi h indi t d on num 

i \ o th t t hil th r num 
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give us yet another per pecti e on the same text. These perspectives might fit the 

conceptual fram t: -g m . of Wittgcnstein in which the same linguistic 

resource an b u d I( 1 rform different functions in different contexts. But 

cnumcrutiv · 11 Jy.,.is in is lation i quite inadequate and superficial and must therefore 

be c mplt:mented '' ith a thematic analysis which would enable one to gain an in-depth 

and reflective interpretation of the text in question. The thematic analysis subjects the 

result of enumerative analysis to questioning and interpretation. This has the effect of 

creating information and knowledge out of the enumerative results as well as 

contextualizing the information thus acquired. This method of semiotic analysis and 

interpretation of texts has the advantage that it does meet the requirements of ideometric 

analysis of combining quantitative and qualitative approaches to texts. It also does 

simplify large documents by reducing them to enumerative information which can then 

be used to establish meaningful relationships between a text and its context. Lastly, it 

also has the advantage of incorporating such pragmatic elements such as intentions and 

attitudes of the interlocutors which quite often are contributive to the construction of 

meaning in communication processes. 

The other ke area of possible. application of Wingen tein · th ory i in th field of 

narrati e analysis. 1arrative may b defined a quenc of ev nt unfolding ov r 

time. arratives can therefore cover a bro d v riety of te tual po ibiliti . Di it 1 

information t hnolo ,. )nthc iz t \O fun m ntal mod of n rrath nwn Jr .. th 

lit ry and th 
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actor in the sequence of event . cmiotically, we can say that interlocutors in the 

literary mode ar ng g d in pr . l:ntation while in the experiential mode they are 

I hl:s semiotic modes of inquiry may require different 

approu ·h '1\ of inv · ti ati n to which Wittgenstein's ideas may fruitfully be brought to 

beur n. 

The literary mode may be informed by the Tractatus since it favours a logical focus on 

the text and the sequencing of events without factoring in the interaction between the 

narrator and the context. This may be termed as the socio-linguistic approach which 

fmds favour with information and knowledge that call for objectivity of presentation. 

The presentational perspective of a semiotic system would presume that a sign system is 

basically employed to represent reality as it is. But while it might be relevant in 

investigations where contextual aspects can be disregarded, another approach 

appropriate for the experiential mode of narratives is necessary. Such an approach 

would incorporate a contextual component in its investigation. This we can refer to as 

the socio-cultural approach. In philosophy it would befit analysis of texts on 

existentialism. phenomenology and idealism which are texts which require the narrator 

to be simultaneou ly an actor in the cour e of events. The lnve rigarion would provide 

the appropriate framework for uch an approach. It i an approa h of inv tigation 

~' hich , ·ould involve the broader int rpr th frame\\ ork that p opl u c 10 giv 
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provide a more powerful tool that an both aid to gain insights into the structure of texts 

and allow for conte tu I n tru tions and interpretations of texts. 

The third 01 ·tll ld I i al import of Wittgenstein's theory is that it does provide a tool 

for c nt •. ·tual analy i . The context as integral to a conception of sign is a core 

contribution of the 'later' Wittgenstein. Therefore, his insights in this regard can be 

contributory towards methodologies that must incorporate contextual analysis. 

Contextual analysis is important in that it does highlight the elements of the broader 

social systems which constrain or facilitate communicative behaviour. It sheds light on 

the background assumptions that underlie the social organization of the conduct of a 

society. Such an organization would be reflected and reinforced by the semiotic 

interaction on a given social setting. Semiotic actors, in Wittgenstein's conception of 

rule-following in the construction of meaning, are engaged in activities that produce and 

understand conduct. Contextual analysis would then concretely consist in the 

reproduction, description and explication of the set of procedures that actors employ 

While participating in intelligible and socially organized semiotic interaction . peech 

act theory may be exploited as a device for specifying the e procedure . Wittgen tein 

has pointed out in his u e-theory of meaning that there ar v raJ fun tion of 

ignifying sy tern and therefore re tricting ignification ju t to on function \\ ould be 

r_ ductive and mi leading. pe h-a t th ory provid a frarn \\ ork for nal rz ing th~.: 

Variou function that a 
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example, "I promise to repay you n . ·t' cek". Directives aim at producing some action 

or response, for amp! ... D not kill' and finally, expressives enable the emitters' 

feeling to b diffu · d tim u h the.: ·ign system for example, "I am so sorry". A 

Y ·t ·mutic d ·um ·ntati n f the procedures that guide the conduct of actors in each 

P t.:ch net w uld furni h us with a methodological tool for contextual analysis. 

Di course analysis is another area where Wittgenstein's ideas may be helpfully applied. 

As a philosophical method it derives from the works of Michel Foucault. 19° Foucault 

was mainly interested in exposing the technologies of power that are inherent in the 

discourses of cultural knowledge. Nevertheless, his ideas do furnish a guideline for 

methodological framework which is known as discourse analysis. Wittgenstein's theory 

may be used to add some creative adaptation to this framework. Discourse analysis is 

relevant especially in the evaluation of socio-cultural theories which can be contrasted 

to theories in the natural sciences. According to Bunge, ''a theory is not just a stray 

opinion but a hypothetico-deductive system, i.e. a set of formulas generated by a bunch 

of initial assumptions with the help of logic and mathematics. By virtue of the 

generality of some of those initial a sumption , as 'veil a b. the tran formation 

pos ibilities afforded b logic and mathematic , every theory is an infinit et of 

fonnulas:·191 But such a characterization of a theory \\Ould b fit natural cicncc thcoric 

'Yho e pr dicti e reliability i built in the mathemati I h)poth ti o-d du th 
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predictive power even if the. rna ha e high explanatory power. Thus, the proper 

interpretation of th lart~.:r tht: rit: s r quire further attention to the genesis and structure 

of the di. cour · . 

Di c ur , analy i i the tudy of linguistic units greater than a sentence. Precisely, a 

di cour e "i an extended sequence of sentences produced by one or more people with 

the aim of conveying or exchanging information."
192 

According to Foucault, a sentence 

is the basic unit of a discourse. The units that make up a sentence are signs. A system of 

signs would generate a sentence only if they possess an internal relationship. In 

discourse analysis, the resulting sentence is seen as related to a group of other sentences 

Whose conditions of emergence such as authorship are just as important in 

understanding the meaning of the new entrant into the wider group of sentences. The 

following are the defining characteristics of a sentence according to Foucault: 193 

a. It must be associated with an identifiable person who is making it 

b. It has to be part of a domain of other statements made by others 

c. It has to be meaningfully related (rele ant) to the is ues around which the 

domain it is embedded into has developed 

tring of entences \\OUid then generate a di ou "hich ha th folio\\ in , 

cpn ptual organization: a.) Fonn of u 
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exclusion and c.) Procedure of intervention and authentification of infonnation and 

knowledge 

Thus, I· u · 1ult i lu rating a highly pragmatic interpretation of a discourse whose 

analy i rnu t nece aril involve contexts and actors. Wittgenstein's concept of 

language-game can be exploited to provide broad outlines for a method of discourse 

analy is. particularly one whose pri?cipal goal is to uncover competing but 

peripheralised viewpoints to a dominant discourse. A language-game can be interpreted 

as a domain whose elements are discourses. A dominant discourse within a language­

game is the one sanctioned into a system of ideas by powerful individuals and groups 

within the context of the language-game. Discourse analysis can then be employed here 

to track the changes that a discourse has undergone over time in function of the players 

and their socio-cultural environment which prompted the change; to locate the 

challenges to a given discourse and the fate of these challenges. This highlights 

Foucault's contention that discourses are mostly part of the various technologies of 

power. 

Equally important is the possibility of u ing Wittg n tein · approach of lingui tic 

analy is as an aid in di cour e analy i 0 to a quir clarification of omplc 

di our . Thi might aid in the pro 
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elements thereby acquiring a b tt r omprchen ion of complex discourses such as the 

ones involved in org niz 

Ln. tly. Witt' ·nq in' '·mi tic theory may also be exploited to elaborate a method of 

inter-· rni tic tran lation . This is more so the case in the digital information 

technology which employs multimedia to store and process information. In the digital 

conte. t. each medium such as linguistic, audio and visual are data sets in themselves 

thereb e tabli hing the digital information as a multiple data et. Moving from one data 

set or transcription from one data set into the other can provide advantages to 

researchers as they can gain access to various perspectives and reflection of reality in 

particular contexts. The recognition that meaning might be carried by non-linguistic 

systems is the basis for such an effort that aims at inter-translatability of the semiotic 

systems. This method would require the development of projection procedures which 

can be used to map information from one semiotic system into another. This happen in 

a natural and spontaneous manner in ordinal) contexts, for example, in instance when 

one narrates to friends ones experiences in a foreign land one just i ited. The 

experience might be a visual one in which events occurred in a continuou mann r. Thi 

experience can then be projected into the narrative mod ''hich i a lingui tic ) t m of 

r pre entation with feature that are not continuou but rath r di u h a 

P.roj tion i po ible b of om impli it prin ipl hi h ndcr it ibl 

Tb n fl r u h int r­
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approach must incorporate an inve tigation on how signs are infused with meaning and 

on how the latter can b h.:d from one ystem and projected into another system. 

In T.L.P. 4.01 . Witt 1.:11 tdn already hinted at the possibility of multimedia 

transmis~;i n 1f 111 :~ning b pointing out that language is just but one medium of 

ml!nningful ystem ' ithin a broader framework of other semiotic systems in his 

general theory of representation. He gives the examples of gramophone record, the 

music score. the sound waves and an orchestra as all representing the same musical 

idea. They stand in a pictorial relationship with each other in function of their ability to 

represent the same musical idea. This relationship is due to the common shared 

structure of both the represented reality and the representing medium. The collection of 

all the systems which share a common representational relation to a given state of 

affairs are said to be isomorphic and can therefore be transformed into each other. 

The main advantage of projective transformations between semiotic systems is in 

investigations which aim at identifying the forms, structures and processes of meaning 

transmissions in particular contexts. This is particularly o when one is attempting to 

interpret and determine the commonly accepted meaning of ign in a gi n cultur 

thereby clarifying broad cultural values. Thi can b greatly u eful in e tabli hing the 

reliability of research finding in the ocio- ultural and hum ani tic di iplin . 

But e n though th Tracraw m Y h v in i ht Jon th lin ilit: 

ou t t fa tor in th 
th t m in mpJ • an 

uhthtth mm n m nin th u h p · 

I 7 



transformations may ju t be a common Ia cr of meaning while each semiotic system 

preserves more or infinit p s. ibiliti of meaning which are not necessarily shared by 

the oth r y. 1 ·m "ith "'hi ·h it i: i ·omorphic with respect to a given state of affairs. A 

miotic ·y ·t ·m is u multidimen ional space of meaning in which one layer of meaning 

111 comm n with ther terns is just but one possibility. The Investigations would 

ther fore inform a search in which alternative and deeper meanings are sought after. 

Pauline Rosenau has given a guideline on how to pursue this goal of acquiring 

alt . d . f . t 194. 

ernative an deeper meanmgs o a s1gn sys em . 

a. allow the arguments of the text to confront and challenge each other 

b. identify contradictions and generalizations 

c. disentangle the complexities of all dichotomies and hierarchies of meaning 

d. read against the grain of the text in order to discover alternative interpretations 

e. seek out links with other texts and marginalized voices 

f. avoid finite interpretations, that is, the ones that put a closure to further 

interpretations 

Such a method would enable an in-depth analysis and interpretation of emiotic s tern 

While establishing their relationship with other sy tern ' ithin p cific conte . Tt can 

aid in achie ing the meanings of the component of a miotic y t m whi h may b 

overlooked ,., hen we con ider only the emergent meaninQ of the y t m a "hole. 



6.3 PIDLOSOPHY OF COMMUNICATION 

The second area wh r lht: philc soph of Wittgenstein can be used is to act as a 

foundation for •Itt t)r;llin u n~ral philosophy of communication which consists in an 

c ·uminuti Ht f th, que tion related to the nature and function of human 

communi ation. ccording to Arneson, it involves an inquiry into the conditions for 

and con equences of, human communication. So, the different philosophies of 

communication are just the varying lenses through which we examine these conditions 

and consequences195. In this regard we hope that Wittgenstein's thought can provide one 

such lens. Philosophical reflection on communication is prompted especially in the 

contemporary times by globalization. Globalization as a process is the outcome partly of 

developments in communication and transportation which have compressed time and 

space thereby causing people to interact on a global scale. It has brought about with it 

huge economic, cultural and infonnational flows. Concurrent with these flows is the 

increased awareness about ethnocentric conceptions of life. As Arneson aptly puts it: 

People have an awareness of ~e n~mer~us conflicting and partial narratives to 

v.hich one may adhere at dlffenn.g tin:es. One. c.annot a ume that each 

indi idual one comes into contact v.tth will hold tmtlar under tanding of the 

world. 196 

In order to under tand Wittgen ·tein · relevance to the elaboration of philo ophy of 

communication. it i important to re o_niz th multiple fa t of globalization. hri 

Baker ha identified orne of th mo t important u h a the ' orld itali t onomy 

th lo I inform tion y t m. th int 
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united world military order.
197 pe ifi all communication technologies have expanded 

the interaction and ulmrnl f1 ws in today's societies. Indeed, societies are 

continuou.ly r is! rin 1 and pro c · ·ing information but in the contemporary times 

informati n • ne of the fundamental interactions in the globalized social 

Y ·t rn. Thu viewed, emiotic systems turn out essentially to be the various 

communication channels in a society. Information can then be considered as basic 

concept in the attempt to elaborate a philosophy of communication. It is in this regard 

that Wittgenstein · s theory of representation can be used to elucidate the concept of 

information. 

We may categorize information into two categories towards which Wittgenstein 

contributed in his two chief works. These may be referred to as propositional 

information and non-propositional information. The Tractatus' perspective captures the 

former while the Investigations captures the latter. Information is that which a sign 

system transmits to some recipients. Bunge points out that ''information is defined on 

the set of pairs signal-subject, where a subject is a iewer or hearer competent to decode 

the signal. Information. to be received. requires a recei er. i.e. a y tern equipp d \\'i th 
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conveyed by such system i thu qui alent to the proposition designated by the sign 

system. One benefit of pr p . it ion I information is that its theory is easier to construct 

since it i p ·sibl t .1l tra t it fr m the pragmatic context and users and treat it in 

i oint ion. u ·h n .;trJ t theory of information is what Bunge has referred to as the 

·cmuntic th ry of meaning which operates on the following postulates: 199 

1. If and p are sign systems respectively representing sets of propositions A and 

B then: 

a. the information conveyed by S is larger than or equal to P if and only if B is 

a subset of A 

b. the information gain acquired from S over P is the relative difference 

between A and B, that is the information contained in A that is absent in B 

The consequences of these postulates are that a sign system is rich in information to the 

extent of its propositional content and that a sign system is accurate in information to 

the extent of the truth of its propositional content. Such an abstraction can be helpful in 

developing a formal system of information theory which might be u eful in determining 

the news alue of information transmitted by a sign system. le el of di tortion of 

information along the emitter-receiver axi and a mea ure of the pread of ignorance 

which is e entially the amount of uncertainty with \\hich then.: ei\er intcra t with th 

i ed information. The Tractatu can ontribut tO\\ rd n lab rati n of a m nti 

th ory of information nd di iplin bj ti •ity f th 

in onn tion i cru ial. 
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Wherea uch an id li .ti n mi ht be desirable for the purposes of formalization, the 

pragmatic dim n i n fin rmation might not be overlooked. It is clear that even in the 

ca · · )f pr lp) 'iti nal m[! rmation the amount of information transmitted will depend on 

uch as the background knowledge of the recipient. It is in the light of 

thi that we can explain the fallacy of misplaced originality. This is the fallacy that 

de cribes the tendency to exaggerate the novelty of an idea by people who are new to a 

discipline. They are likely to be exhilarated by information that the practitioners of the 

discipline fmd absolutely obvious. For instance, a logical theory of deduction might 

impress someone hearing and understanding it for the first time as very insightful hence 

very informative while to a seasoned philosopher it would convey no information at all 

because it is already known to him or her. Such background knowledge which is a 

pragmatic matter is clearly contributive to the amount of information conveyed and 

received by an individual. The Investigations brings to the fore such pragmatic elements 

in the consideration of both propositional and non-propositional information. It can 

therefore be useful in the elaboration of pragmatic theory of information. uch a theory 

is appropriate for the elucidation of sign systems that con ey non-propositional 

information . 

. 'on-propo itional information on titut an imp rtant dim n ion of globalization. 

ccor in to Barker it i due to thr k :fa tor nam '~" movcm nt and nl m nt f 

nd im n ifi ti n o 

on mi nd fin II~ th liz ti n f nd 
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commumcat10ns . e c rr along with them unintended flows of cultural 

meanings which ar n t n ril propo itional. The transmission of such values 

would al o b f philo ophy of communication. But the analysis of such 

non-propo ition 1 in(! rmati n would require necessarily a pragmatic component which 

bring· int lny th the people and their contexts into the analysis. 

The general feature of non-propositional information is that they violate the principle of 

substitution of equivalents which demands that when you replace a statement in a given 

complex expression with its equivalent then the resultant statement should preserve the 

truth-value of the complex expression before the substitution. They involve certain 

attitudes to propositional information such as belief, doubt, knowing, conceiving. Bunge 

observes that they usually appear in two forms, one that is explicit and one that is 

implicifOI. The explicit form is one which can be directly reported as a given attitude of 

a given person towards a given proposition. For example, "Owino knows that 

Wittgenstein authored the 'Tractatus···. The analysis of such a statement reveals that its 

construction necessarily involves the propositional attitude itself as a function which 

relates the person, the proposition and the context as its terms. Replacing the 

proposition in this statement with one which has the arne truth- alue rna ary the 

value of the ,.,.·hole statement. The implicit form instead can b e ·pr ed as a 

_eneralization on the propo ition. Fore ·ample. "It i 

th Tra tatu · . Thi can b reformulat d a 'th r i at 1 a t on p r n , h 

puuJ d th t \\ in n t in ' ·r t th in 
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the fundamental structure ofthe .'pli it form given above. Pragmatic analysis therefore 

requires that propo it ion 1 nitu ~.: b r~;prc en ted as part of cultural meanings. 

Thi would b, 1uit, 1 '' vant in the elaboration of a semantic approach which can be 

termed s th pragmatic emantics for the disciplines engaged in cultural studies. This 

eem to be coming from the desire to broaden the scope of semantic approach in 

philo ophy. This has already begun with the elaboration of empirical semantics for the 

natural sciences which are engaged in the investigation of natural systems in order to 

extend the formal semantics adapted to pure mathematics and logic. There may be need 

therefore to elaborate a semantic theory for the socio-cultural systems. Wittgenstein' s 

later philosophy can therefore be put in the perspective of the dissatisfaction with the 

formal-empirical semantics which abstract from the users and the contexts thereby 

making them inadequate for the investigation and communication of cultural 

phenomena which is becoming increasingly important in today's globalized world. 

Attempts to apply Wittgenstein s thoughts in elaborating a semantic theory relevant to 

cultural contexts are most adequate at this juncture. Wittgenstein's contribution as de 

Mauro2o2 remarked lies more on his proposed methodolog than on the content of hi 

theory of ign . In thi chapter we are going to anchor thi methodological import on th 

cone pt of a emio phere a propo ed by Lotman to gi\'e a sy temati tru tur to thi 

method \ hi h Wingen tein him If did n t m any 

\hi h d ra i all • from th 
" 
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communication. We are going th r for to ee how this method leads towards the 

construction of a giv n I lit pherc that can enter into communication or 

dialogue with th r s ·mi talnaker has captured the need for such a study of a 

cont ·t >I' u lhu ·: 

11 u n a time. formal syntax was a rigorous, well developed theory, while 

mantic was just an informal intuitive commentary on it. At that time, anyone 

, ho liked to theorize rigorously tended to push semantical problems into 

·nta: ... Later. when semant!cs ~as a rigoro_us, well developed formal theory 

but pragmatics was a speculative mformal s.ubject, there was a tendency to try to 

let semantics -the study of content- explam as much about the use of language 

as it could. It is intuitively clear that the context in which language is used has a 

strong influence on the content language is used to convey, and a fully adequate 
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semantic theory must take account o t at m uence. 

6.3.1 The Notion of a Semiosphere 

Semiotics, which is principally concerned with the communicative action between sign 

emitters and receivers, presupposes that the communicating agents exist within a given 

semiotic space. This is the semiosphere and it is definable as the semiotic space 

necessary for the existence and operation of different language-games and signs 

s stems. y ouri Lotman develops the concept of a semiosphere on the analogy of 

anoth r cone pt ef bio ph r .204 Th concept of a biosphere thut in pir L tm n i 

tak n from Vemad k " ho d fin it a th t of th organic t tality f 1i mg matt r 

and the condition neces ary for the perpetuation of life. 

11 living group are intimat ly linked to one another. one can i t without 

th other~. 'I hi invariabl link b t\\e n different group and trata of Ji[i i on 

of th imm moria! a p ct of th m bani m at '' rk at th t rr tri 1 ru t 

hi h ha di pl cd it lfthr ughout h ' olo i I ra.20S 

, Op 11 p 

: p L1 



And regarding the condition n ar for the perpetuation of life, he adds much 

clearly that: 

Th bio ph r h 1 ' lll-d fin~;d tructure that determines without exception all 

thut i · pr Ju · "ithin it. .. A human being that we observe in nature, just like 

111 tivin' r ni'm and like each living being, is a function defined within the 

:p ·iii· limit.; ftime- pace ofbiosphere.206 

1 hi r v ul the bio phere as a collection of groups of living organisms together with 

the mutual relations that exist both within the groups and between the groups as 

influenced by the determinants of the biosphere itself. There are a number of structural 

characteristics that a semiosphere shares with a biosphere such as heterogeneity, 

asymmetric structure, and binary structures upon which the analogy is founded. Just like 

life cannot exist outside of the biosphere, there can be neither meaning nor 

communication outside of a semiosphere. Human beings are physically immersed in 

specific real time-space co-ordinates of the biosphere but the human mind 

simultaneously elaborates a semiotic space, some of whose models are founded on the 

constants of the real space. Lotman describes this semiotic space as having a 

geometrical structure thus: 

The substructures of a semiosphere, despite thei: differences are organized 

within the framework of a general s stem of coordmates: along a temporal axi 

comprising the past. present and the future and a patial axis compri ing internal 

pace. external pace and the boundary betv,:een them-07
. 

mio ph re i characteri tically het rogeneou which implie that all th miotic 

y tern th t con titut mioti div but link d with one another. I h 



heterogeneity is also a mark of th functions of the semiosphere itself. This is 

evidenced by the di r ir) I, ngung~ in terms of determinants such as age, 

profe ion and g nd r; rh if!i n.:n in lift: pans of the various sign systems in a given 

cmiotic ~P 1 • . I· . the drc ·sing codes have a shorter life span than the literary 

f dance changes faster than the architectural mode. Lotman asserts 

that all culture po sess an integral mechanism for multiplying the signifying modes 

that compose its semiotic space. But the elements of a semiosphere are not isolated from 

each other. They are linked in dynamic ways in constantly varying proportions. This is 

what maintains the unity and dynamism of a semiosphere. 

Ironically, to Lotman, the nature of these dynamic relations between the elements of a 

semiosphere is what distinguishes a semiosphere from a biosphere and thereby making 

the analogy between the two to grind to a half
08

· In a biosphere, the biological 

evolution of species implies the extinction of others by the principles of natural 

selection. We can only access whatever is currently part of the biosphere. On the 

contrary, in the case of a semiosphere, the elements that come down to a generation 

from past cultural periods continue to pia a significant role in the cultural de elopment 

of the gi en generation. uch elements are therefore acti e till in a emio phere that 

u them ultimately. 

mio pherc i al o marked b ' it mm tri tru rur \ hi h m an no 

on -t -on manti orr P nd n n it diffi nt i n · em 
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games. Nevertheless, there are po ibiliti of translation from one system to the other 

along a spectrum of tran I t t ilit which ranges from one extreme of complete 

translatability t of translatability. The capacity for translation from 

on sy .. tcm t) th 1lh ·r i ' hat makes the entire semiosphere permeable for exchange of 

id 'U • nnd infl rmati n. thu communication. The asymmetric structure comes out more 

clearly ace rding to Lotman when we reflect on the relation between the centre and the 

periphery of a semiosphere: 

At the centre of a semiosphere, most developed and structurally organized 

languages form themselves, and in the first place, the natural language of this 

culture. We can say that if no language (including this natural language) can 

function without being immcrsed in a semiosphere, then in the same manner, no 

semiosphere can, as Emile Bienvenist~0~as emphasized, exist without a natural 

language as the organizer of the centre. 

The fact that emerges from this is that beyond the horizons of a structurally organized 

language, we encounter a number of peripheral languages within the semiosphere which 

generally serve for certain cultural functions and also other sign systems which are less 

formalized but which serve as carriers of meaning on condition of being included in a 

semiotic context. 

The centre compri es structural organization expres ed in the form of Jf-d cripti e 

grammar . legal and cu tomary code which form th normati e ba j of a gi en 

!Jlio ph re. Whatever lie out id of the c ntr i ~ con id r d p riph raJ and m 

· · h th c ntrc It 1. not d riv d fr m th nonn t,·,. 
constant onfl1ct Wit e · 

tru tur but 

th r ind p nd ntl , v n th u n tnntl ' it i inv d b • th nt m 



effort to reduce excessi e di r it ' in a emiosphere. The centre of a semiosphere gains 

more structural organiz ti n b ~.:I. b rating the normative guidelines but in so-doing it 

loses it int rn I r ;; 'f\ (i r indd~rmination which renders it flexible, more apt to 

r c ivc inlbrm li n an d I p dynamically. It is the periphery, which guarantees the 

fc undity of a mio phere. In this sense, the centre also plays the role of a 

metadi cour e. in "' hich the semiosphere is capable of autodescr!ption. 

While the structural formations of the centre and the periphery in a semiosphere 

preserves its internal unity and dynamism, there is yet another unifying factor which is 

still equally fundamental in defining a semiosphere namely, the frontier. Jt is the 

boundary that "separates the internal space of a semiosphere from its external space"21o. 

It is equally the principle, which underlies the fact that a semiosphere is composed of 

conflicting structures yet it remains a unit. The unity of a semiosphere finds its 

expression when it begins to describe itself in terms of the first person personal pronoun 

and it is the notion of a frontier that provides the mechanism for effecting this semiotic 

individualization. Lotman has defined the frontier as "the external limit of a first person 

form .. m. It is the point at which we establish a bina.t) di is ion between 'our space" and 

"their space·'. Ordinarii . an indi idual or a group of indi iduals can be1ong 

concurrently to e eral frontier such a one that eparates men from v om n. the li ing 

from the dead town from villag educ t d fr m non- ducat d among other . Th 

indi idual or the roup of individual an int r tion of the fr nti r and it 

0 
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is only the context that allm · u t d t nnine the specific semiosphere a given frontier 

limit~. 

But th fr nt1 ·r i quh al in the cnsc that it is a boundary of a semiosphere and at 

the ·um • tim it ng t both contiguous semiospheres that it separates. In this way it 

parate and unite at the same time. This is very important because it implies that the 

frontier is an acti e point at which external semiotic systems are transfonned into 

internal semiotic systems relative to the given semiospheres while at the same time each 

preserves its characteristics. We can now demonstrate how a semiosphere can be both 

heterogeneous while retaining its unity. 

Any semiosphere with the form of a first person pronoun implying the presence of a 

frontier is simultaneously composed of multiple layers of sub-semiospheres. A 

semiosphere can thus be interpreted also as a multilayered system whose elements each 

constitute a semiotic "I' within the semiosphere. A common link, which runs between 

the sub-semiospheres and the centre of the principal emiosphere, is what ensures the 

unity of the latter. This implies that in one context a principal emiosphere can be al 0 a 

ub- emiosphere in function of where v e t the frontier. 0 emio pher 

ontologically inclu i e of the other or ontologicall · to b a ub- mio ph r to th 

oth r . It i m rely a function of ont . t. Lotman ha pro id d a g d . amp! t 

th hi rar hi 1 tru tur of m1 nd hm it n 1 d to pr bl m 

h n · iou miotic 
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include possession , or it an b a ociated with a certain social, religious or 

moral position. It i in thi en. that in some systems a spouse, the children and 

slaves can b in th pl;r onality of the master, the patriarch; the 

husband or th pmr n , nd n t po 'e s any individual personality of their own· 

whil in m 'stt. m th ha e their own separate personalities. Problems and 

reb ·IIi >n · t · •in "h n two coding methods are in conflict: it is the case for 

• · tntpl · wh ·n · i · ·cmiotic structure describes an individual as a part of a 

wh 1-. whit th indi idual himself feels that he is an autonomous unity a 
. . b' 212 ' 

· rni ti u ~e t rather than a semiotic o ~ect. 

Thi arne e. ample of collective personality instead of individual personality can partly 

e ·plain ethnic endettas and nepotism endemic in African socio-political arena. So, 

when an indi idual commits murder, the legal code as a semiotic system holds him 

individually responsible, but in some customary semiotic systems, the murderer's entire 

community is responsible and liable therefore to punishment deemed fit such as revenge 

killings. By the same token, the phenomenon of nepotism is closely related to the strong 

perception of the collectivity as a unique personality and one in which the importance of 

the individual is extremely reduced. The individual is thus not thought of as such but in 

relation to his relatives such as brothers, nephews, cousins, etc. Given such a fusion 

between the individual and his community it becomes consistent within the given 

semiotic system that when a member of a community is promoted, then the entire 

communit is promoted and when the same indi idual is demoted then the entire 

communit , feels demoted too; " hat in Kenya gets it commone t e ·pre ion in the 

con tant cry ''we are being jini hed", \\h never a prominent per onalit . lo hi 

po ition. 
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Nevertheless, a semiosphere n t an i elated system; it is an openness, which 

establishes itself a di 1 gi 1 nd , nturou . These are the determinants that render a 

scmio phcr dyn mi · tnd int ru ti ~.;. Dialogue between semiospheres can only take 

place if th · purti ·ir nt in the communication process are capable of overcoming their 

cmiotic burri r . lutual translatability is the means for overcoming such barriers. On a 

emio pheric cale the dialogue implies that a semiosphere oscillates between positions 

of transmission and reception. The frontier plays a significant role in this process of 

dialogue by providing a minimal degree of invariance of meaning. This is a necessary 

condition since in the one case where there are no semiotic differences it is pointless to 

talk of a dialogue between semiospheres; indeed, it would reduce all semiospheres to 

one only. On the other hand, where there is mutual exclusion between the semiospheres 

dialogue becomes impossible. Dialogue then is a semiotic exchange between different 

semiospheres but which nonetheless have certain commonalities as grounds for such an 

exchange. 

According to Lotman, the reception and transmission phases of a semiosphere take 

place in fi e principal stepS
213 

l. The texts and codes coming from the exterior of the frontier pre erve their 

foreign character at the moment of re eption and it is iewed a uch b the 
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2. A fusion between the n ' ur . of information namely; the external and the 

t . from the culture that transmitted them. The idea predominant at 

thi period is that the ideas and texts which have been received were realized 

badly and should now be altered and correctly appropriated and applied in the 

new semiosphere 

4. Dissolution of the received texts in which they become integral components of 

the receiving semiosphere and find themselves included in the grammars of 

auto-descriptions ofthe semiosphere 

5. Diffusion in which the receiving semiosphere begins to produce and transmit its 

texts and codes from the centre to the periphery and ultimately to other 

semiospheres beyond its frontiers 

This process ne ertheless describes an ideal scenario as Lotman himself realized 

immediate! by pointing out that: 

In the conte t of a real process of cultural contact what we ha e ju t de cribed 
chematically rna not be full_ realized. The C}cle requires in an ca 

fa curable hi toricaL social and ps chological condition ... ju t like in an 
dialogue. a situation of mutual attraction mu t precede th actual c ntact.214 

Wl}en applied to the hi torical a p t of a mio pher th n it i to that a 

hi torical 
n alon a continuou temporal lin would n.:ve 1 of 
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placed in the order of semioti e · hang would reveal reception which are analogical to 

a pause in a dialogu n m m nt f transmission analogous to moments of 

contribution in \ di I 

ut th . ult mating pha e of reception and transmission in a semiosphere are not 

appar nt t it inhabitants. It takes the observations of an observer external to the 

emio phere to be able to perceive these dialogical phases. Adventure is the method that 

Lotman proposes that can enable even the internal observer to perceive the dialogical 

character of his/her semiosphere. It consists in abstracting and seeing the entire 

semiosphere itself as a text endowed with its own specific organization.
215 

In summary, 

this method reveals in any semiosphere, not just the existence of the centre and the 

periphery but also the distinctive characteristics of each zone. The centre of a sphere is 

constructed as an integrated structural totality. For this reason it generates laws 
' 

reconstructs the world as an organized entity and having a defined meaning. It plays a 

normati e role in a semiosphere. Its parts are organically interconnected. On the other 

hand the periphery is structured as a chain joint by independent units. Adventure is an 

attempt not just to describe the semiosphere but also an attempt to connect and organize 

the mo zone b mean of semantic interpretation . This is ery significant becau e it 

mean that indi idual can step out ide their emio pheres theor ticall . even if not 

phy ically in order to ubje t it to rutin ' a though th wer i wing it from an 

•• 
1 

m 1 point of vi \ . \\ ithout ad" ntur it \ ould b imp ibl for inhabitant t 

tud lh ir o n mio ph r · 



6.3.2 Wittgen tein nd th cmi sph r 

At thi jun ·tur w t t put Lotman's ideas into a different set of terms and 

rder to create coalescence with Wittgenstein's thought. As we 

ha r con tructed in the preceding sections, Wittgenstein, tracked through all the 

pha e of the de elopment of his thought, has finally been seen as having developed a 

four-term concept of signs. A sign for him is a relationship between the representation, 

the represented, the interpreter and the context. The representation is what commonly is 

referred to as a sign. It is that which stands for something else for someone. It includes 

the various types of signs in Piercean classification according to which an icon is a sign 

or representation motivated by a similarity with its object, for instance, a portrait; an 

index is a sign motivated by a natural or necessary connection with its object, for 

example, smoke and fire and fmally, a symbol is a sign whose relationship with its 

object is by way of social convention for example, words in a natural language. The 

represented in its tum is a collection of objects referred to by the various signs and it 

includes objects that may be either real or abstract and relationships. The interpreters 

are the emitter and recei ers of signs. The context is the specific form of life in which 

the miotic process is taking place thus pro iding the background for meaning creation 

and con I"\ ation. 

in d not u 
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with useful methodology for con tru ting or better still, identifying semiospheres. De 

Mauro points out that thi i a c with the Investigations where Wittgenstein 

"seeks to tran form m nti fr m th ·cicnce of meaning or meanings into the science 

tivit\ :· 1 Tn thi regard the Investigations rejects the traditional idea 

f mioli r rm and their meanings as classes of entities that are co-related by either 

rea on of the y tern or b identity of the human spirit which provides the nexus for the 

emiotic s stem and the structure it represents. Instead it propounds a new conception in 

which a semiotic system has the meaning it does because they are so used by humans 

and the continued guarantee of its validity is founded only in its use in a specific socio­

historical context. Thus, the meaning and value of a sign is therefore embodied in the 

ethnography ofthe society in which it is adopted. 

In Wittgenstein's terminology, we can characterize the semiosphere as the cultural form 

of life and the myriad language-games that can possibly occur in it are the sub­

semiospheres. The signs, the objects and the interpreters are the constitutive elements of 

the semiosphere. Thus, a semiosphere is a system in the sense of a totality with a set of 

relationships defined on it. It is dynamic, organized and complex. It is this systemic 

character of a emiosphere that we can de elop in order to glean at orne of the po ible 

application of Wittgen tein 's thought in elaborating philo oph of communication. 

Thi . appr ach aliO\\ · u to recon truct geographic. juridical pace and regard it in t ad 

pa . Th mioti ppro h i mparabl "a journ y th 

nean orld ' hi h i ' rl f m nin hidd n hind th 



things, the world of symbol rything is meaningful, where everything speaks 

to those who know how t li t n.' :m 

A u ·y t ·m · •mi · h re i de cribable as social, open and concerned with 

communicoti n. that i ~ e change of meaning. We can now highlight Wittgenstein's 

idea in regard to a semiosphere. A semiosphere for Wittgenstein is a totality, which 

encloses other semiospheres. A given semiosphere may become a totality in one 

instance but becomes a sub-semiosphere in another context. The criterion that 

Wittgenstein employs is that of autonomy of the language-game in relation to other 

language-games. But as a totality, the semiosphere is certainly more than the sum total 

of its component semiospheres. This means that a semiosphere may not be reduced to 

its parts. It is a totality with emergent qualities that are totally different from the 

qualities of its components. The totality of a semiosphere is therefore a structured 

totality and not a mere aggregation of components. The organizing principle of a 

semiosphere for Wittgenstein is the form of life that establishes rules to guide conduct in 

the semiosphere. The rules are of various forms and it can include; values, norms and 

roles operational within the semiosphere. The form of life as an organizing principle 

establishes relations within and betv een the sub-semiospheres thus allowing a 

emiosphere to develop qualitie di tinct from its components. Organization of a 

emjo pher implie al o the proces of creating_ con erving and e. changing meaning 

•ithin th mio ph r . Therefore, th form of life a th organizin principl of a 
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semiosphere is both structural and fun tional in so far as it establishes the state and the 

semiotic process ofth mi ph r . 

In it tructur t1 "f · l a · mi ·phcrc has four basic elements that we can infer from the 

Jnvesti •atio11s . . mi phere has a frontier that separates it from its environment. But 

it i u penneable frontier such that a semiosphere interacts and remains open to its 

en ironment. The en ironment of a semiosphere consists of the other semiospheres, 

which surround it. Secondly it has elements, which are the identifiable semiospheres 

within its frontiers. Thirdly, it has a network of relationships that facilitate the 

communication of meanings in all its diverse forms within the semiosphere. Finally, a 

semiosphere has also a set of depositories where it stores its meanings. It is a form of 

collective memory for the elements of the semiosphere. For example, when we 

construct "Africa" as a semiosphere then these elements emerge clearly. Its frontiers 

cease to be necessarily the geographic borders but rather the semiotic boundaries that 

separate Africa from non-Africa for an individual or a group of individuals. This means 

that the geographic boundaries are semiotisable also. Its elements are infinitely varied 

and may include the nations. the peoples, the interest groups and the resources among 

other . The nen.._:orks are equall ha ing an infinite multiplicity and rna include among 

other . ialization structures. juridico-normati e structures, econoinic tructure 

ultural tructure and religiou tructure . The dep sitories can includ languag , 

m~'th ng lit rature art t hnolog ' and hi -t ry among other . 



In its functional aspect a mio ph r ha~ three basic components and these are the 

centre, the periphery nd th f now of meanings. The centre is the regulating 

zone of a miosph r "lll.:r aut de ·cription of a semiosphere takes place. The 

pcriph ry i lh · p int f c ntact with the environment of a semiosphere, that is, the 

fronti~r. lt i th d) namic zone of innovation in the semiosphere. As Lotman has 

ob er ed abm e. the centre is characterized by rigidity, rigour and organization while 

the periphery is much more flexible. In. relation to Wittgenstein, the continuous 

reference to the Tractatus in the Investigations is an indication that he realized that the 

former was more consistent with the nature of the center while the latter recognizes the 

fundamental role of the periphery as well which was discarded in the Tractatus. Finally 

there is the chain of flow of meanings between the depositories and the networks of 

communication within the semiosphere. Once again, taking the case of Africa, the 

centre can be seen as the various sites of power within it. Power in its broader sense 

from the analyses of Michel Foucault exceeds the institutions of state government to 

include any form of relationship in which certain individuals or groups of individuals 

exercise a mode of influence and action on others. This analysis opens us up to perceive 

power in di erse and subtle domains, which includes but transcends the study of power 

only within state institutions?1 
In this regard the peripher simply b come what the 

center con ider irregular. sub er ive. counterculturaL re olutionary, dangerou and 

di ntin . 
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6.3.3 Towards a systemic philo ophy of communication 

The essence of philo ph • f mmunication is to specify its conditions and consequences. 

ommunication in it turn i a mplcx process, which articulates six main factors namely; 

obj t, r fl·r ·nt. m ag . .;ender, medium, receiver and code. Thus we consequently have the 

following 'i: main functions of communication identified by Roman Jakobson?19 

i) Referential function: it is the basis of all communication and it defines the 

relation between the message and the object referred to. 

ii) The emotive function, which defines relations between the message and the 

sender. 

iii) The injunctive/conative function, which defines the relations between the 

message and the receiver. 

iv) The poetic/ aesthetic function defines the relation between the message and 

itself e.g. in poetry where the referent is the message. 

v) The metalinguistic function which defines the message and the code from 

which the sign takes its meaning. This function basically clarifies the 

meaning of the code and its signs. E.g. use of in erted commas in writing. 

vi) The phatic function affmns or halts an act of communication. Therefore it 

relates the message to the medium e.g. ''Hallo can ou hear me?' in a 

telephone communication. 

ln the ont t of our tudy \\here \\ e ar r lating ittg n tein th ught t 

c mmuni ation in a lobaliz d ra u h n nd our would on i t in th ific ti n 

o th ondition nd on of mmunic tion in th lh 
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conception of a semiosphere as a y tern of meaning provides the foundation of such a 

philosophy wherein globali ti n i int rprl:tcd as creative of a semiotic system rather 

than just forming I ati n f cmiospheres. A systemic approach is useful in 

avoiding th · · trt:m · f h li m and analytic atomism which might blur the 

chnructcristi s m rg nt in the global system. Holism views systems as integrated 

whole at the e pen e of their components and their mutual actions on each other. 

Vie\ ed in this way globalization can easily get the negative reaction as an ideological 

instrument employed to suppress the rights of individuals, minority groups and weaker 

nations. Analytic atomism instead reduces systems to their components such that the 

properties of the whole are unwarrantedly presumed to be identical to the properties of 

its parts. This runs the risk of blinding us to the emergent properties of the whole 

system that may be totally different from the properties of its components. Therefore, a 

systemic approach is the one that can enable to grasp the emergent characteristics in a 

globalised context by integrating the insights of both holism and atomism. 

6.3.3.1 Conditions for systemic theory of communication 

Mario Bunge defines a system as "a complex object the components of which are 

interrelated rather than loose''
220

· The system may either be conceptual or physical 

depending on the nature of its components, for example, a theory is a conceptual s stem 

\\ hile the predator-prey ystem may be een a a ph ical ·stem. emio ph re as the 

. 
realm of m aning hould fall then in the category of cone ptual y tern . ut , hat r 

i t;p ad finite omp ition' hich i nalyz bl into221
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a. its component or m mb r 

b. it nvir nm nt r nt t 

c. it. tru tur hi h i a union of the set of internal relations among its 

m ·m r and e temal relations between its members and their 

nvir nment 

d. i mechanism or processes that make the system operate, (occasionally, 

these are represented as set of laws of the system) 

A simple example would be that of a theory which can be interpreted as a set of 

propositions about a given universe of discourse. The propositions themselves 

constitute the elements of the system; its environment would be the relevant body of 

knowledge to which they belong such as metaphysics; its structure would be relation of 

entailment between the propositions such that some are premises for the theorems 

established as conclusions and fmally, the mechanism would be provided by the 

operationallogicallaws that justify the entailment relation. 

The abo e conditions are the ones that are necessary for any system to emerge. But it is 

in the third condition in ol ing structure of a system that we can discern a 

di tingui hing characteristic of a emiotic S)' tern or a semio phere. The tructuring 

relations in a y tern may be permanent or temporary. In ca e it i th former. the 

: m rna) b de crib a tatic ' ·hile in the latt r case the · tern would b d cri d 

mioti 

f ~'itt 

em rg d fr m ur 
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.. l-



systems the dynamism of it tru tur m ol e flows of information. As such they are 

referred to as communi ati n r in nn ti n y tems. 

In th light >f thi · it i s i I to ketch the broad outlines of Wittgenstein's thought 

that cun pr vi 

communication. 

the framework for elaborating a systemic philosophy of 

emiotic system can be seen as the fundamental unit for 

communication systems. They are systems in their own right composed of symbols 

which are employed for the purposes of thinking and communication. Then in turn the 

semiotic systems become embedded as components of communication systems. Such a 

system as we have seen must be composed of the four elements namely; members 

whom we may take as the users, environment, which is the context of use, the structure, 

which would include the connections created from the semiotic systems and the 

mechanism which would include the media such as audio, visual, chemical, among 

others. In this regard, the technology serves merely to create the relations and 

mechanisms of the system which in itself is a conceptual system. A detailed 

specification of these systemic components in regards to a semiosphere or a 

communication system would therefore pro ide the foundations for such a philosophy 

of communication. It is suggested that reading Wittgen tein " ith this in mind might 

shed orne light in thi direction. 

lu ion n b 1 aned fr m th 
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a. Physical component uch a u rs and the physical media they employ might 

generate a con ptu 1 hi can form a basis for the elaboration of an 

cmerg nti t phil mmunication 

b. n i a multi-level semiosphere composed of sub-

ther emiospheres 

c. Ther a possibility of a precise formulation of a systemic theory of 

communication based on the identification and elaboration of the composition, 

en ironment, structure and processes of a system. The insights from such a 

formulation might be helpful in designing systems of communication in ways 

that will maximize their integrity and cohesion 

d. It reveals communication as a genuine and fertile area of philosophical 

investigation since it presents communication system as coherent and patterned 

while nevertheless preserving its dynamism and variability. Both aspects 

integration and breakdown in communication systems are amenable to 

in estigation 



6.4 CONCLUSIO 

This chapter had th m in f indicating the possible areas of application of 

Wittg n t in'· !-; ·mi ti th r . lt ha done this in the light of the semiotic goals of 

d vel ping n IT th theory of representation and of communication. The first of 

the e goal h directed our study to a double task, the first of which was to indicate the 

po ibilit of employing Wittgenstein's thought to unify the traditions of structural 

social semiotics of Saussure and logical semiotics of Pierce. The second task was to 

reflect on the possibility of extending Wittgenstein's thought towards the elaboration of 

a methodology in the socio-cultural domain so as to complement the semantic 

approaches that have been developed philosophically to handle mathematical and 

natural science theories. The need for this approach is considered much more relevant in 

the age of digital information documentation which is increasingly forming the basis of 

systematic investigations with unique characteristics that call for new methodological 

approaches capable of giving a proximate representation of the socio-cultural reality. 

The second goal of the study was to attempt to indicate how to apply Wittgenstein's 

theory to the elaboration of philo ophy of communication. This has main! attempted to 

employ the systemic iew in order to account for the complex and fa t-changing context 

of ommunication engendered b globalization. p cifically, it has highlighted the cor 

condition that ar nece ary for effi ctive communication to take place. From the 

th 

th. thi ha con i ted in indicating th \' r) nPr-f'•c::c::nry and suffi i nt 

in mmuni ti n 
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two components namely; condition and consequences that may be gleaned from 

Wittgenstein 's thought c ul f1 rm b i for a detailed and rigorous formulation of 

Wittgen tein ' philo. ph • f mrnunication. 

...1 



CHAPTER SEVEN 

RAL CONCLUSION 

·r h aim f U1i · tud. w to pursue the semiotic relevance of Wittgenstein's philosophy by 

incorp rating a communicative interpretation to its purely formal analysis. Specifically, it 

in ol ed an attempt to unravel his theory of representation and communication as can be 

gleaned from the Tractatus and the Philosophical Investigation. Model-theory as expounded by 

Alfred Tarski provided the theoretical framework for the study. In this approach a sign system 

is studied in relation to its structure, that is, what the sign system is about. Such structures can 

include real, social and aesthetic structures. 

This chapter has the purpose of giving a general appraisal of the study. The study was 

undertaken by first spelling out the problem under investigation in the study as the 

problem of representation and communication as its corollary. The thesis put forward 

was that Wittgenstein · s philosophical insights include a semiotic theory with relevant 

applications to other fields of research. This has involved a critical e aluation of 

Wittgen tein's formal-logical theory of language which focuses on his iews on the 

relation hip b tween logic and language. It \ as therein argued that logic con i t in a 

matic im e tigation and d cription of the rules and principle of corr t r a ning. 

1t y matiz th rul that nab! u to draw all 

ition . It then;: on.: 

th t it 

n th truth-r l ti n 

th t n ur truth-
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preservation between propo iti 

of which an infinit numb r 

from a finit t 

u ge in its turn is a system of signs by means 

not necessarily truth-valued, are generated 

o l:r a vocabulary. The minimum conditions for a 

languag 1r a ular and a set of generative rules that will ensure that the 

peak ·rs g n r l all and onl well-formed sentences. The infinity of the sentences 

gen rated in a language is due to the recursive nature of the generative rules which 

allows the peakers of a language to reapply the same rules endlessly to their own 

output to yield a limitless number of sentences. This is what accounts for the unbounded 

creativity of languages evidenced by the ability of speakers and hearers to produce and 

understand infmitely many novel sentences of their languages. From this close formal 

relationship, the ' early' Wittgenstein concluded that logic is the very essence of 

language. It is the reason for its ability to represent reality meaningfully. 

But immediately he recognized the excesses of this view and modified it in the later 

philosophy by claiming that it is only a part of the general functions that a language can 

be put into. Indeed given that logic especially in its symbolic form is a system with a 

ocabulary and rules of formation, it turns out that it can be interpreted just as another 

language and reall not the essence of language. The formal interpretation that identifie 

language with logic has also been criticized for being blind to the ocio-historical 

cont ·t in "hich language de elop and continue to erve. 

Th ~udy 1 o av a detail d r c n tru tion of Wittg n tein · mi tic th n in th 

Tr rat and th Philo ophical Jnv ti arion . th t 

hum n ph n m n n ' hi h pi tur ur 
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objective to every observer, the Tractatu ontended that the differences between the 

natural languages wer ttribut bl t idcntal facts of vocabulary. Otherwise, all 

Janguag wa fund m nt lll th~o: sam . Thi universal character of all human natural 

[anguag c · pr · · ·i I in th t1 rm of the logical calculus. Such a logical form is 

upp dl univ r al in all natural languages and at the same time, it is what is shared 

bet\ en language and reality which makes it possible for language to depict reality. 

Consequently. 1eaning was also conceived by the Tractatus to be consisting of the 

depicting character of language. Our language is only meaningful when it represents 

reality. Anything short of this picturing function is not language at all. It is simply 

meaningless. 

Consistent with the above conceptions of language and meaning, the Tractatus held that 

signification by any sign system is based on the equivalence of the logical form of all 

the sign systems which are isomorphic with the ontological form of reality. So the 

essence of a semiotic system is the symmetry between its logical form and the logical 

structure of reality. Going hand in hand with this is the perception that the 

communicati e import of a semiotic s stem lies only on its descriptive potential. Only 

\\hen we u e a sign S)Stem to as ert or den anything about the world can we be aid to 

be communicating. Oth n is . ,.,. are just entertaining m aningl non- mioti 

.' t m . , ·ith pr ten ions to authentic ign y tern . 

But th Tr 1 tu it m h /m ,,; tim th t 

in fin I re lit . in introdu 



"game" to show that just a it i tmpo ible to give a defining characteristic of all that 

we call games, we cannot giY in 1 d fining feature of all that we call language. The 

merit of thi in. ight i !h 1 it ffi r an account for the natural fecundity of human 

language. It · tn t • u d t pre novel experiences, imaginary, past motives as well 

a factuul~.:. · p ri n 

On meaning the Investigations held that it is not something established a priori, that is, 

the isomorphic form of language and reality. Instead it is the ordinary usage of words 

and expressions in accordance with the rules set by the cultural context that determines 

the meaning of language. Hence, the assertion that meaning is use. 

Semiotically, the Investigations expanded the Tractatus' view by enriching the concept 

of a sign to be four-term relation incorporating context of usage as integral to the sign. 

This enabled him to expound a semiotic theory that is all-inclusive of any meaningful 

acti ity thereb transcending the constraining perception of the Tractatus which limits 

meaning to the descripti e realm only. It includes other non-informative functions like, 

joking. lying. poetr) wishing, commanding among others. The Investigations contends 

further that it i the context that allo~s us to respond adequate! to the fundamental 

problem of r pre entation which then make it po ible for communication to take place 

at 11. Hi analy ha ·e revealed the condition und r which we rna · a that an entit 

m thin nd uarant that our r pr entation rr p nd 
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usage form the common social-hi t ri 1 ba kground which must be minimally present 

if ever there is to b an p ibilit c f mmunication and semiotic interaction of any 

form. 

on 'l!4ll ·nl to th una! i f the cmiotic theories in the two chief works of 

Wittg n ·tein. the tud attempted to synthesise the two works thereby pursuing a 

rigorou formulation of a unified semiotic theory of Wittgenstein. ln doing this the 

stud was informed by the theoretical framework of model-theory as proposed by 

Tarski but extended by Hiz. This approach ensured the objectivity of semiotics and the 

accessibility of semiotic process. It demonstrated the complementarity of the two works 

of Wittgenstein by showing that The Tractatus provides a syntactic and semantic 

analysis of the logico-epistemological discourse that can take the values of true or false, 

but the Investigations, extends the analysis to include non-assertive values. Besides, the 

latter introduced the concept of context that enables Wittgenstein to introduce the 

pragmatic dimension to his semiotic theory. Together, therefore, the two works of 

Wittgenstein have been demonstrated to constitute a complete semiotic theory with 

syntactic. semantic and pragmatic dimensions. 

We al o e:ploited talnaker·s rigorou formalization of the concept of conte t thu 

r nd rip it adequate for formulating a model-theoreti frame\ ork for general 

mioti . Thi h id d u in p r iving th formal tructur 

t nn h fourth t rm ' hi h i th c nt . t pr vid d th 



interpretation domain that bring th th r three domains of objects, interpreters and 

signs together. 

inally, th · ·tud " n att mpt to identify possible areas in which we can apply 

theory contemporarily. It identified two main areas. The first 

ur n is to r vide a a i for reconciling the competing semiotic approaches. This is 

done in the light of the demonstration that Wittgenstein's works which might singly 

represent the competing approaches together form a unified and richer semiotic theory. 

His thought might then be used to develop a new methodological approach especially in 

the socio-cultural domains of study. This would make a contribution towards the efforts 

of developing an effective theory of representation in the disciplines that investigate this 

domain. The need for this approach is considered much more relevant in the age of 

digital information documentation which is increasingly forming the basis of systematic 

investigations with unique characteristics that call for new methodological approaches 

capable of gi ing a proximate representation of the socio-cultural reality. 

econd area of application is on the plane of communication. The concept of a 

emio phere has been borrowed and applied to s stemati e Wittgen tein s temic 

approa h in his ·tate' philo oph ·. While the Tractatu v a high! analytic and 

n mpt to give a phenom nolo ical definition of philo oph · v•ho charact r i 

Jm opt d a ~ · t mi appr a h t ignifi ati n nd 

hit I tt r pro h put n th 
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recognises and emphasi e the organi nature of meaning. In effect, the study has 

emphasized the con tru ti n n pt of a emiosphere as a space of meaning. It 

has sugge t d th t th s! mi i w i the most appropriate for developing a 

philo ophy or ·c.: mrnuni uti n b hawing that a semiosphere in itself is a conceptual 

unaly i can aid in determining the conditions and consequences of a 

communicati n y tern. 

The first parameter which we can use to appraise the study is one based on the 

assumptions which provided the research premises for the study by way of indicating 

the extent to which the study confirmed or rejected the assumptions. The first 

assumption of the study was that Wittgenstein's philosophical insights include a 

semiotic theory. In line with this assumption, chapters three and four of the study, 

attempted to reconstruct the semiotic imports of the Tractatus and the Philosophical 

Investigations respectively. Despite the inherent flaws ofthe arguments of the Tractatus 

regarding these concepts as revealed by critical remarks in chapter three, some 

arguments emerge as the strong points of the Tractatus. 

The Tractatus recogni es that language is a rule-guided system of words b mean of 

which \\e picture the\ orld. This means that language is a formal s stem of rule \\ hich 

can b rewritten in logical language. Thi form the ba i of hi anal_' i of 

propo itional repre ntation \ hich h lat r trctch to include an · ign y t m that an 

u d to r pr nt tat of ffai in r lity. It limi i ne\ crth I nl) 

i o- i ntifi mioti hi h ran v lu tru nd fll ithin 



the sphere of logico-scientific emt ti inherent in the Tractatus the sign systems are 

valid and flexible within th limit f th extremities of tautologies and contradictions. 

Tautologi and parat~; what is semiotically significant from what is 

cmioticnlly in ·i 'niti 1t. r he main purpose of Wittgenstein at this moment of his 

philo ·ophicul d v 1 pment was to eliminate vagueness and ambiguity in natural 

languug thereby making it well-equipped for philosophical discourse. This conditioned 

his emiotic thought to be restricted to well-defined or constrained structures which 

leave little room for vagueness and confusion as has been pointed out in chapter four. 

The other semiotic relevance of the Tractatus is that in as much as its focus was 

narrowed down to only the well-defmed fields of a logico-scientific character, it did put 

emphasis on the syntactic and semantic aspects, which are key components of any 

semiotic system. 

In this regard, The Tractatus broadens the view that meaning of a sign is its reference 

by noting that sign systems have the dual character of possessing a pictorial relationship 

and pictorial form. Pictorial relationship describes the connection between signs and 

their objects. This is the dimension of meaning upon which the Tractatus grounds its 

emantic findings. Pictorial form on the other hand describes the relationship between 

ign with e h other in a sign tern. The internal relation bet\: een ign in a ) tern 

ar \ hat make it po ible for ign to picture facts in the world. Thi is th dimen i n of 

m anin up n \ hi h h build th vnta tic th rv. Th r fore a . . rding to Tractatu ·, 

m in and nt ti 
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contends that semiotic sy tern have g t only an informative role in communication. 

They are limited to only th dt..:~ ripti n f tates of affairs. The various restrictions in 

the Tractatu!; w r r ' i " i Wittgen tein in the phase of his Philosophical 

JnvesliKftlion'·· 

The Jnve tigation principally corrects the flaws of the Tractatus. Wittgenstein employs 

the concept of a language-game in order to underline the fact that language has a 

fecundity which is revealed in its having a multifarious and open-textured character. 

This makes it possible for language to express all experiences easily and effectively. 

Extended to include the entire semiotic range, the Investigations recognizes the 

multiplicity of the functions of sign systems that transcend the genre of mere description 

or of stating states of affairs. It is therefore, plausible to have a meaningful 

representation in all fields that are not necessary of assertive nature such as, questions, 

commands, wishes, art, ethics, religion and politics among others. 

In this manner, the Investigations opens its regard to fuzzy structures that are not well­

defined. Equi ocation is accepted in the Investigation not as problem of a sign system 

but rather it trength which injects fle ibility into the s ·stem. Philo oph s aim should 

not the elimination of equi ocation but rather th elucidation of the multipl 

m anin of a given i n in function of the cont . t of u age. The Jnve ·tigation thu 

nt t of u an inte al l m nt o a i n • t m. hi t iii tat th 
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basic to any semiotic theory to b 

Wittgenstein to adequ t 1 r 

representation. 

n trued a a four-term relation thereby enabling 

the fundamental philosophical problems of 

Th cond umption of the study was that all semiotic systems are inherently generative 

hence amenable to general formalization. This has specifically been pursued in chapter five 

, here the model-theory was applied to unify Wittgenstein's semiotic theory. A generative 

system is any that presumes that from a limited resource of elements and specific rules of 

formation and transformation it is possible to generate infinitely many well-formed strings of 

the elements. For example, in a language, from the basic vocabulary and the rules of formation 

it is possible to generate infmitely many sentences of a language. But such systems without an 

interpretation function remain purely formal and devoid of any content. Model-theory is thus an 

approach that gives procedures of constructing such interpretation functions so as to give 

content to such formal systems. In its original formulation, it is restricted to the interpretation of 

formal deductive systems of sentences. But Hiz has adequately extended the original 

formulation so as to be applicable to an semiotic system. This was complemented b 

talnaker's formalization of the concept of context. Context as an integral part of a sign is 

perhap one of the major insights of Wittgenstein s later philosoph . The e formalization of 

emiotic and conte. ·t e tabli h miotic as an obje ti e and rigorou field ,, hich i not 

contin nt on th \\him of th h ' provid d a fram ' ·ork to unif) and la rat 

in a con itutin on ompletc · tern of thought n mi ti 



basic to any semiotic theory to b on trued as a four-term relation thereby enabling 

Wittgenstein to adequat 1) r nd t the fundamental philosophical problems of 

rcprc entation. 

The ccond u · umption of the study was that all semiotic systems are inherently generative 

hence amenable to general formalization. This has specifically been pursued in chapter five 

where the model-theory was applied to unify Wittgenstein's semiotic theory. A generative 

system is any that presumes that from a limited resource of elements and specific rules of 

formation and transformation it is possible to generate infinitely many well-formed strings of 

the elements. For example, in a language, from the basic vocabulary and the rules of formation 

it is possible to generate infmitely many sentences of a language. But such systems without an 

interpretation function remain purely formal and devoid of any content. Model-theory is thus an 

approach that gives procedures of constructing such interpretation functions so as to give 

content to such formal systems. In its original formulation, it is restricted to the interpretation of 

formal deductive systems of sentences. But Hiz has adequately extended the original 

formulation so as to be applicable to any semiotic system. This was complemented by 

talnaker's formalization of the concept of context. Context as an integral part of a sign is 

perhap one of the major insights of Wittgenstein s later philosoph . The e formalization of 

miotic and conte. ·t establi h emiotics as an objecti e and rigorou field ' hich i not 

contm cnt on the v.him of the ign u r . The provided a frame' ·ork to unif and lab rat 

th in j t of Witt en t in a con titutin one ompl t · t m of thou ht n cmioti 



The third assumption of the tud · \\a that communication constitutes the pragmatic aspect of 

Wittgenstein' theory 

attempting to 

the g n rul th · 1ry 

hi a sumption has been approached indirectly by 

mi ti r -!~vance of Wittgenstein's philosophy. Semiotics being 

a u ed for communication must therefore underlie any attempt to 

construct u th f) f c mmunication. Communication is presumed to be a fundamental 

fLmction [ language and so Wittgenstein in explicitly addressing linguistic issues in his works 

must ha e implicit! intended the communicative import of his ideas to become apparent. So, 

in e plicitl establishing the semiotic relevance of his philosophical works, the study has 

established communication as the pragmatic dimension of Wittgenstein's philosophy which has 

received predominantly a formal logical interpretation at the expense of a pragmatic 

interpretation. 

The other parameter of appraisal is in terms of the objectives of the study which gives 

indication of what has been accomplished in the study. The first objective of the study was to 

describe the semiotic theories in the Tractatus and the Philosophical Investigations. In order to 

achieve this objective, the descriptive method was predominantly used to reconstruct these 

theories in chapters three and four. This was preceded by a critical e aluation of the logico­

forrnal interpretation of Wittgenstein · s philosoph which re ealed that it pragmatic, 

communicative element has been neglected. Therefore. the stud ha achie ed it fir ' t objecti e 

of i\'in ad cripti e recon truction of ittgen t in· emiotic th ori in th two work . 

ond obj tiv o th tUd) ' a t int rprct th mmum ti t: th 
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into one complete and con i tent ' t m of thought on semiotics. The synthetic method was 

used, particularly in hapt r 

informed by th th rt;ti at r~1111 

nthc ise the semiotic ideas of Wittgenstein. It was 

rk of model-theory which enabled us to establish that the 

Tractatu,· md th /m· ,·ci atron complement each other. The semiotic inadequacies of the 

rr ted and completed by the Investigations. Model-theory showed that the 

philo phical in ights of both works could be brought into a union which provides syntactic, 

semantic and pragmatic components of a semiotic system. Therefore the study achieved the 

second objective. 

The third objective of the study was to indicate the relevant areas where Wittgenstein's ideas 

can be applied. The study identified two areas in which Wittgenstein' s theory of semiotic 

systems can be put. The first one is the theoretical import which can contribute to offering a 

framework for reconciling the dominant semiotic movements. The one being the highly logical 

approach founded on the ideas of Pierce and the other being sociological and structuralist 

approach founded on the ideas of Saussure. By demonstrating that Wittgenstein 's ideas which 

respecti el fall in the two categories are unifiable we have in principle established that the 

movements are reconcilable thereb forming a richer theory of representation. The econd area 

i emerging from the fact that Wittgenstein 's theory in ha ing a semiotic import, can form the 

basi or part of the literature at the foundations of a philosoph of communication which might 

b lab rated a a di ciplin in it O\\ n right within general philo oph . Thi ha e. ploited th 

ri h r on pt of a mio ph re prop d by Lotman which i quit 
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in ph). hi bj ti hi cd. 

ti 
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Based on the foregoing r m rk. th 

further rc carch pur u lnt t ) thi tud 

wing recommendations are proposed for 

1) In li 'ht f lh mu h de eloped formal semantics for the logico-mathematical 

di ·tip lin and empirical semantics for the natural sciences, there is need to 

develop a supplementary rigorous semantic theory for the humanities and the 

ocio-cultural disciplines, too. Wittgenstein's semiotic theory might be 

contributory to this end. 

2) Elaborate a systemic philosophy of communication based on the identification 

and elaboration of the composition, environment, structure and processes of a 

communication system. Wittgenstein' s semiotic theory can provide a foundation 

for such an undertaking 

3) Apply the philosophy of Wittgenstein to reconcile the analytical semiotics with 

systemic semiotics. Such an integrated approach to semiotics might be used to 

develop methods of designing communication systems in ways that maximize 

their integrity and cohesion 

4) De elop a formal theory of pragmatics that includes context as a basic concept 

5) Construct an axiomatic theof) of general semiotics 

..... 
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