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be without sense. But, if so, his view may have been that, eg “2 + 2
= 4”, when used in the way in which it would commonly be said to
express a necessary proposition, is used in accordance with the ordi-
nary rules of grammar, and is nevertheless “without sense”, and is so
partly because it is used in accordance with the ordinary rules; for he
certainly would not have denied that that expression might be used in
such a way that it had sense. But I do not know whether this was his
view or not.

[294] But finally there is still another reason why I am puzzled as to
what his view was about sentences, which would commonly be said to
express necessary propositions. His view was, if I am right, one which
he expressed by the use of the expressions, (8) “without sense”, as
equivalent to which he often used the expressions ‘“nonsense”,
“meaningless”, and even “useless” and (8") “rules of grammar”; and
these two expressions were used by him constantly throughout these
lectures. And my last puzzle is due to the facts that I think there is
reason to suspect that he was not using either expression in any
ordinary sense, and that I have not been able to form any clear idea as
to how he was using them.

(B’) With regard to the expression “without sense” I think there is
no doubt that he was using it in the same way in which he used it in
the Tractatus, 4.461, when he said that a “tautology” is without sense
(sinnlos). In that passage he gave as an example of the supposed fact
that a “tautology” is without sense the statement “I know nothing
about the weather, if I know that either it is raining or it is not”; and
in these lectures he used a very similar example to show the same
thing. Also in that passage of the Tractatus he said that a “tautology”
“says nothing”, and seemed to mean by this the same as what he
meant by saying that it was “without sense”; and this expression he
also used in these lectures, and apparently in the same sense. And [

~ think it is clearly true that we could say correctly of a man who only

knew that either it was raining or it was not, that he knew nothing
about the present state of the weather. But could we also say correctly of
such a man that he knew nothing at all? 1 do not think we could; and
yet, so far as I can see, it is only if we could say this correctly that we
should be justified in saying that the sentence “Either it is raining or
it is not” “says nothing” or is “without sense”. I think, therefore, that
Wittgenstein can only have been right in saying that “tautologies” and
other sentences, which would commonly be said to express necessary
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similarity to sentences which have sense”, and that “nonsense always
arises from forming symbols analogous to certain uscs, where they
have no use”. e concluded finally that “*makes sense is vague, and
will have different senses in different cases”, but that the expression
“makes scnse” is useful just as “game” is usctul, although, like
“game”, it “alters its meaning as we go from proposition 1o proposi-
tion”; adding that, just as “sensc” is vague, so must be “grammar”,
“grammatical rule” and “syntax”,
But all this, it scems to me, gives no explanation of how he was

[296] using the expression “without sense” in the particular case of
“tautologies” and other sentences which would commonly be said to
CXpress necessary propositions: it only tells us that he might be using
it in a different sense in that case from that in which he used it in
other cases. The only explanation which, so far as | know, he did give
as to how he was using it in the particular case of “tautologics”, was
where he asked in (I), “What does the statement that a tautology
‘says nothing’ mean?” and gave as an answer, that to say that 4 D q”
“says nothing” means thatp. (4 D ¢) = p; giving as an example that
the logical product “It’s raining and I've cither got grey hair or I've
not” = “It’s raining”. If he did mean this, and if, as he seemed to be,
he was using “says nothing” to mean the same as “js without sense”,
onc important point would follow, namely, that he was not using
“without sense” in the same way in the case of “tautologics” as in the
case of “contradictions”, since he would certainly not have said that
P-(g.~q) = p Butit gives us no further explanation of how he was
using “without sense” in the case of “tautologics”. For if he was
using that expression in any ordinary way, then I think he was wrong
in saying that “It’s raining, and I've cither got grey hair or I've not” =
“It’s raining”, since, in any ordinary usage, we should say that the
“sense” of “cither I've got grey hair or I've not” was different from
that of, e.g, “cither I'm six fect high or I'm not”, and should not say,
as apparently he would, that both sentences say nothing, and there-
fore say the same.

In connexion with his use of the phrase “without sense”, one other
thing which he said or implied more than once should, I think, be
mentioned, because it may give a partial explanation of why he
thought that both “contradictions” and “tautologics™ are without
sense. He said in (I) that “the linguistic expression” of “I"his line can
be bisected” is ““This line 7s bisected’ has sense”, while at the same
time insisting that “the linguistic expression” of “This line is infi-
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nitely divisible” is not ““This line is infinitely divided’ has sense” (he
held that “this line /s infinitely divided” is senseless) but is “an
infinite possibility in language”. He held, therefore, that in many
cases the “linguistic cxpression” of “It is possible that p should be
true” or “should have been true” is “The sentence ‘p’ has scnse”.
And I think there is no doubt that he here meant by “possible” what
is commonly called, and was called by him on a later occasion, “log-
ically possible”. But to say that a sentence “p” is the “linguistic
expression” of a proposition “q”, would [297] naturally mean that the
sentence “p” and the sentence “q” have the same meaning, although
for some reason or other “p” can be called a “linguistic expression”,
though the sentence “4” can not. And that he did hold that, if an
expression “p”'is “the linguistic expression” of a proposition “q”, then
the expression “p” and the expression “q” have the same meaning was
also suggested by a passage late in (III), where, having explained that
by “possible” he here meant “logically possible”, he asked the ques-
tion “Doesn’t ‘I can’t fecl his toothache’ mean that ‘I feel his tooth-
ache’ has no sense?” obviously implying that the right answer to this
question is “Yes, it does”. And he also, in several other places,
seemed to imply that “p can’t be the case”, where this means “It is
logically impossible that p should be the case” means the same as
“The sentence ‘¢’ has no sense”. I think that his view in the Tractatus
that “contradictions” are “without sense” (sinnlos) may have been a
deduction from this proposition. But why should he have held that
“tautologies” also are “without sense”? I think that this view of his
may have been, in part, a deduction from the conjunction of the
proposition that “It is logically impossible that p” means the same as
“The sentence ‘p’ has no sense” with his principle, which I have
already had occasion to mention (pp. 55-56), and which he said “gave
us some firm ground”, that “If a proposition has meaning, its nega-
tion also has meaning”, where, as I pointed out, he seemed to be
using “‘proposition” to mean the same as “sentence”. For it is log-
ically impossible that the negation of a tautology should be true, and
hence, if it is true that “It is logically impossible that p” means the
same as ‘““The sentence 9’ has no sense”, then it will follow from the
conjunction of this proposition with his principle, that a “tautology”
(or should we say “any sentence which expresses a tautology”?) also
has none. But why he thought (if he did) that “It is logically impos-
sible that p” means the same as “The sentence ‘¢’ has no sense”, |
cannot explain. And it seems to me that if, as he certainly held, the
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former of these two propositions entails the latter, then the sentence
“It is logically impossible that p” must also have no sense; for can this
sentence have any sense if the sentence “p” has none? But, if “It is
logically impossible that p” has no sense, then, so far as | can see, it is
quite impossible that it can mean the same as “’T'he sentence p” has
no sense”, for this latter expression certainly has sense, if “having
sense” is being used in any ordinary way.

(B") With regard to the expressions “rules of grammar” or “gram-
matical rules” he pointed out near the beginning of (1), [298] where
he first introduced the former expression, that when he said “gram-
mar should not allow me to say ‘greenish-red’”, he was “making
things belong to grammar, which are not commonly supposed to
belong to it”; and he immediately went on to say that the arrangement
of colours in the colour octahedron “is really a part of grammar, not
of psychology”; that “There is such a colour as a greenish blue” is
“grammar”; and that Euclidean Geometry is also “a part of gram-
mar”. In the interval between (11) and (I1T) I wrote a short paper for
him’ in which I said that I did not understand how he was using the
expression “rule of grammar” and gave reasons for thinking that he
was not using it in its ordinary sense; but he, though he expressed
approval of my paper, insisted at that time that he was using the
expression in its ordinary sense. Later, however, in (I111), he said that
“any explanation of the use of language” was “grammar”, but that if |
explained the meaning of “flows” by pointing at a river “we shouldn’t
naturally call this a rule of grammar”. This scems to suggest that by
that time he was doubtful whether he was using “rule of grammar” in
quite its ordinary sense; and the same scems to be suggested by his
saying, earlicr in (III), that we should be using his “jargon” if we said
that whether a sentence made sense or not depended on “whether or
not it was constructed according to the rules of grammar”.

[ still think that he was not using the expression “rules of gram-
mar” in any ordinary sensc, and I am still unable to form any clear
idea as to how he was using it. But, apart from his main contention

(whatever that may have been) as to the connexion between “rules of | |

grammar” (in his sense) and necessary propositions, there were two
things upon which he seemed mainly anxious to insist about “rules of

5. For more on this paper and Wittgenstein’s reply to it sec John King’s notes
recorded on pp. 97-98 of Witigenstein's Lectures: Cambridge, 1930-1932,
ed. D. Lee. (eds.) .
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