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In a recent paper of mine -How to Make Opposite Ends Meet? (Cakal, 2006)- I have contrasted Wittgenstein’s understanding of meaning in his two periods as to several respects.  One respect was his position on language. I have argued that Wittgenstein has two opposite approaches to meaning in his first and second periods: Meaning as representation (alias picture theory of meaning) and meaning as use. While in his first period where he adopted a theory of meaning as representation, he distinguishes language from reality, in the second period where the use theory of meaning is put forward he conceives language as something dependent on the human agencies that employ it, hence he conceives it as something into which actions are interwoven; in this sense, Wittgenstein considers language as a unit together with reality as far as the notion of meaning is concerned.
 My claim, in this paper, is that the gist of this radical change on the connection between language and reality can be found in the private language argument given by Wittgenstein in Philosophical Investigations (hereafter the Investigations). For, reminding that this is a semantic claim, I think, the repudiation of private language in Wittgenstein’s philosophy amounts to the repudiation of the representational relation between language and world -or reality; and hence, the traditional dichotomy of mind-body or inner-outer which is inherited from Descartes. This, I think, also means the rejection of the traditional distinction of language (as a vehicle of thought) and world or reality as two different realms where skepticism is possible. In parallel with the rejection of this dichotomy, in this paper, by focusing on Wittgenstein’s understanding of meaning by which his overall philosophy is structured, I will examine his rejection of the representational theory of meaning (to avoid skepticism) and I will evince the effect of it to his later understanding of meaning (or vice versa). To this aim, I will first talk about the traditional (dualistic) understanding of the world very briefly; and then, give a synoptic view of Wittgenstein’s understanding of language and meaning in general to be able to see what the radical change in his understanding of meaning is. Then, I will present the private language argument in parallel with its effects on his later understanding of meaning in order to be able to see why it is a rejection of identifying representational approaches concerning the notion of meaning and thence, renders private (internal) ostensive definition unintelligible and the internal part of the dualistic view something cannot be said, i.e., something lacks meaning. Finally, I will come to the conclusion that the gist of the radical change in his view on meaning and language can be found in his private language argument.
In traditional view, language is usually taken to be a vehicle of thought and thought is usually correlated with mind, which is, by Descartes, considered to be one of two substances, viz., matter and soul. ‘Matter’ is thought to be something which extends, moves, has location, and shape, whereas ‘soul’ is considered as something by which perceptual and intellectual processes are activated. In this sense, mind is, in general, seen as something that provides us with understanding through innate ideas as well as inspects perceptions (cf. Descartes, 23-33). According to Descartes, mind is a being “which affirms, which denies, which wills, which rejects, which imagines also, and which perceives” (ibid., 27). So, the domain of sense perceptions is in a sense under the control of mind [which is correlated with thought, the vehicle of which is language]. In this view, it is the mind that which sees, smells, feels, and intends to do things. Also, in Meditation VI, he argues that the mind, that is, a thinking thing, can exist apart from its extended body. And therefore, the mind is a substance distinct from the body, a substance whose essence is thought. The consequence of this view is, apparently, to contrast the public character of the body with the private status of the mind by drawing a distinction between ‘inner’ and ‘outer.’ In this view, while the operation of mind is considered as ‘internal’, the operation of body is considered as ‘external.’ 
Now, this dualistic view of the world, when conveyed up to the extreme – that is, to the idea that mental processes happen in isolated fields and human beings are completely confined within the mental happenings of their own so there is in fact no connection between happenings of the mind and those of the other- surely brings about the problem of skepticism; and this problem is labeled by Wittgenstein as something not irrefutable in Tractatus-Logico Philosophicus (hereafter the Tractatus) (6.51). It seems, Wittgenstein’s bugbear is the problem of skepticism. In the Tractatus, thence, to tackle the problem, as Kenny
 also remarked, Wittgenstein sets the programme of refuting skepticism, as follows:
Skepticism is… obviously nonsensical, when it tries to raise doubts where no questions can be asked. For doubt can exist only where a question exists, a question only where an answer exists, and an answer only where something can be said. (TLP, 6.51)
His programme then can be thought to be undermining skepticism to show that it is nonsensical. Now, if skepticism is nonsensical, and raises doubts, then what must be done, admittedly, is to abate that doubt. His programme, in this sense, must be to pick out the element that is responsible for that doubt and to refine his theory in accordance with it. It seems that the doubtful connection between the two components of the dualistic approach can be said to be the culprit for skepticism as the connection between happenings of the mind and those of the other can lead to skeptical problems when they are thought to be separated and when conveyed up to the extreme -as it is noted above. If so, then Wittgenstein must either revise the connection he established between the two (language and reality) in his theory in such a way that it is not doubtful anymore so that what he says would be something can be said or in order not to encounter with this problem at all, he must eliminate this doubtful connection in his theory as a whole so that there is no need to speculate on where something cannot be said. It seems to me that Wittgenstein, in his later philosophy, follows the latter way and eliminates the problem of skepticism by wiping out one component of the dual, namely internal –or what belongs to only mind. Note here that the internal part of dualism is associated with mind, and mind was associated with language as a vehicle of thought. And I think that he does this [wiping out one component of dualistic view (which is the internal part)] through his private language argument. In the argument, by rendering the bare ostensive definition unintelligible, he apparently eliminates the possibility of having a meaningful and merely internal language. Therefore, one can say that in his philosophy it is not possible for a language to have meaning only internally (through our mental faculties) –or by bare (internal) ostensive definition. As, for him, what is internal
 or what belongs only to mind is nonsensical. In this sense, his “programme,” can be said to avoid skepticism by rendering the internal (or mental part of dualistic view) nonsense by means of reducing it to what cannot be said, in Tractarian way of approaching the issue so that there will remain only the talk of external where there is no room for skeptical scenarios. Note here that what cannot be said, in the Tractatus, is considered as something nonsensical or something that lacks meaning
. So, what is internal or private must be proved to be what cannot be said if it is meaningless. And I think he does so through his private language argument by denying the meaningfulness of verification-transcendent statements; and this will explain why one cannot give a(n) (ostensive) definition of a private sensation by focusing on the sensation and on the symbol: It simply has no meaning.
But then the question arises: How about thinking? As a “mental activity” is it also meaningless? Is there no such thing as thinking as the internal part of dualism? Wittgenstein claimed in Blue and Brown Books that thinking is ‘the activity of operating with signs.’ (p.6 [my italics]) As, there, he maintains:

…thinking is performed by the hand, when we think by writing; by the mouth and larynx, when we think by speaking; and if we think by imagining signs or pictures, I can give you no agent that thinks. [my italics]

This idea in effect will bring about, in the Investigations, the idea that words and actions are interwoven. Language games which are introduced in the Investigations, in this sense, will be thought to be rule-governed activities. Thus for Wittgenstein “teaching of language” will be considered as training, not explanation (cf. §5). Language will be considered as something taught and learned by means of practices; not through one’s own mere internal faculties –like by focusing on the sensation and on the symbol –by bare ostensive definition.
A Brief Background: Wittgenstein’s Understanding of Language and Meaning 
(What is the radical change the gist of which could be found in the private language argument?)  
Wittgenstein’s theory in the Tractatus represents an approach to meaning based on language-reality/world distinction. What is meaningful according to the Tractarian notion of meaning is the representative of its reference: Language represents reality/world. And this representative relation is independent of subjects. In this respect, the thinking subject as a passive spectator on reality can only introduce correlations between entities within a realm independent of it. So, one can grasp the meaning of linguistic expressions through her ability to make correlations between entities within a realm independent of us. Thereby, one can understand the meaning of linguistic expressions by herself through her own mental faculties –by bare ostensive definition.
And if one can grasp the meaning of linguistic expressions given through the representation relation above-mentioned, then one could think that (Cartesian) dualism is embedded in the picture theory as mind provides us with understanding through innate ideas.
 
As to Wittgenstein’s later views on meaning –especially in the Investigations, for him, what linguistic expressions mean is not the representation relation between world and language -not the objects or states of affairs that correspond to reality, as it was in Tractatus, but it is rather, the use of those linguistic expressions in a language game by humans, and which is “the whole, consisting of language and the actions into which it is woven." (PI, §7) So, according to Wittgenstein’s later view, uttering something is considered as an action in the world; since actions are in the world and hence part of reality, and action and language are not separated from one another; hence, in his later philosophy, one can say that there is no distinction between world and language. Therefore, when one uses a term in the language game it belongs, actions are also inherent in the use of the term. In this sense, Wittgenstein does not view language as a fixed and timeless framework but rather as a vulnerable and changeable aspect of human life. Thus, we cannot look outside the linguistic practice to find that which governs it; we cannot “sublime the logic of our language” (§38). What we have is after all language and the forms of life, which arise from language and make it possible. It is this idea that brings about the idea that words and actions are interwoven. Language games, in this sense, are rule-governed activities. Thus, for Wittgenstein, “teaching of language is not explanation, but training (§5). Language is taught and learned by means of practices. 
So, one can acquire meanings not by herself through their representations in her mind but from the society in which she lives. In this respect, in his later views, meanings are something agreed upon (under the form of life –or grammar). The rules of language (grammar) are analogous to the rules of games; meaning something in language is thus analogous to making a move in a game. It must also be noted that in playing language games, following rules, and obeying them, as Backer and Hacker accentuates, there must be public criteria (p. 176). If someone satisfies the criteria for giving orders, framing rules, and playing them, asking questions, then she is correctly said to play these (language) games. Note that, in this view, since the meaning of linguistic expressions is formulated as the use of them in the language game they belong, expressions not used in a language game –hence have no public criteria for their rightness or wrongness- are not meaningful at all. 
Private language, we will see, is such a language.
Wittgenstein’s Private Language Argument 
Through the emphasis on the inseparability of language from human activities, Wittgenstein argues for the impossibility of a private language by, I think, implementing his new ideas on meaning to emphasize that the meaning of linguistic expressions is not somewhere accessible only by an individual (through ones own mental capabilities) but it is somewhere external to this mental domain -in the society in which one lives. Thus the idea of a private language, which is closely connected
 with a certain (Cartesian) picture of language explaining how words are defined, learned or obtain meaning criticized by Wittgenstein.
Wittgenstein defines private language as a language the words of which ‘refer to what can only be known to the person speaking: to his immediate private sensations.’ (§243)
If a private language is a language whose words refer to the speaker’s immediate private sensations, then one may ask: how is it that words refer to sensations? As, for Wittgenstein, we talk about sensations everyday and give them names, for him, this question should be asked as “how the connection between the name and thing named is set up?” and this is for him the same as asking the question: “how does a human being learn the meaning of the names of sensations?” (§244). He thinks, “..words are connected with the primitive, the natural, expressions of the sensation and used in their place” (§244). Referring to sensations is thus the replacement of the natural behavioral expressions of the sensation by the verbal expression. The sensation-word, however, does not describe (but replaces) the expression or the sensation itself; for, according to him, language cannot be used to step in between sensation and its expression. (§245) 

In a private language, Wittgenstein argues, words that stand for sensations cannot be “tied up with” the “natural expressions of sensation” because the words of this language have no natural expression (§256). For him, all sensations do have their natural expressions and they are publicly observable. So, any sensation word which has its natural expression is not private according to Wittgenstein. For example our (sensation) word ‘pain’ is not “private” because it can be understood or known by other people through its expression (as it is shared publicly).
A specimen: Suppose a person who has a kind of toothache, calls her sensation as X secretly. When she feels that sensation, which she calls X, for Wittgenstein if she shows ‘the natural expression’ of her sensation, in our case, say, she holds her cheek in a sulk, X is not a private language. Simply for it has its (publicly sharable) natural expression. Now the question arises: What if one does have the sensation but does not show any natural expression for it? In such a case, Wittgenstein avers, her sensations remain unexpressed and no one else can understand that she has the sensation. Therefore, for him, X would be meaningless. Then, one can further ask: what if human beings do not show outward signs of sensations at all? Then, by pointing out the connection between sensation and the expression of sensation in human life, Wittgenstein asserts that if human beings did not show outward signs of sensations, which amounts to saying that if sensations were to lack expression, it would be impossible to teach the use of sensation-words (§257). 
The remarks offered so far concerning private language as inventing names are obviously not enough to show Wittgenstein’s claim that private language is impossible. The impossibility claim is made in §258. As a private language is something impossible, from now on we should talk about it as putative private language. But before that let us be clear about what is it that which is impossible:
The thing which is impossible questioned in the argument by Wittgenstein is whether one can name
 her own sensations and if so, whether she could by herself understand and use those names in her private language. He investigates this through his celebrated diary example in §258:
Imagine someone who wants to keep a diary about the recurrence of a certain sensation, but in accordance with the putative private language, viz., the words of which can only be known to the person speaking. In order that one may do so, Wittgenstein thinks, one has to “associate” her sensation with the sign ‘S’ and write this sign in a calendar every time she has the sensation. Such a diary in fact cannot be kept according to Wittgenstein. For, it is simply something cannot be said. And the reason why it cannot be said is that there is no criterion for the correctness of it because in a (putative) private language there is no difference between ‘something’s being true’ and ‘thinking that it’s true.’ In this sense, it lacks criteria for its rightness or wrongness. And as one cannot know whether what one says is true or not, one cannot know what one means by it according to Wittgenstein. Therefore, one cannot name one’s own (putative) private sensation. For a linguistic expression to be meaningful what is needed for Wittgenstein is ‘outward criteria.’ (cf. §580) And it is in this sense that meanings are somewhere out of mental domain –somewhere at stake, in the society in which one lives.
Since, for Wittgenstein, meanings are acquired from society through its use in a social environment, by being attached to publicly accessible conditions, which determine their senses, to understand a word is to know how to use it, the meaning of a word is the use that we make of that word; and this can only be done within a social context. So meanings are not in the mind, and what belongs only to mind is meaningless -forwhy it lacks criteria for its correctness. Then one may ask: What is the criterion for a public language, which is not a private one? The use of language, for Wittgenstein, is fundamentally rule following and rule following is a practice, which is the result of custom and training within a social milieu. A language is thus based on an agreement for him. It is agreement in form of life. This agreement is that which functions as the criterion of correctness in his philosophy; and it is what makes linguistic expressions meaningful. As in §242, Wittgenstein argues, in order for a language to be a means of communication, there must be agreement not in definitions but also in judgments. 

The reason, in the diary case, for the impossibility of naming a private sensation, for Wittgenstein, is that a definition for the private sensation ‘S’ cannot be formulated. And this claim of him is what renders private ostensive definition unintelligible and private language impossible. 
A definition for the private sensation ‘S’ cannot be formulated because one cannot know what one means by her private sensation. For, in order to mean something, it must satisfy the condition for its meaningful use. In order for it to be meaningful it must have grammar –or rule- with which it can be checked for correctness of its use. So in order to define the sign ‘S’ it is needed a grammar or a ‘stage setting’ under which the sign can be used correctly or incorrectly. Now, since ‘S’ is the putative name of a private sensation, which is impossible for another person to know or have, hence which it has no grammar to check for its correct use, a criterion for its correct use cannot be given. Therefore it does not mean anything. 

Then, the question arises: can I myself not be the standard of the correct use of the sign ‘S’? Or one may ask this question in another way: Can I not give myself an ostensive definition –a private mental ostensive definition- that would function as a criterion for the right or wrong use of ‘S’? For Wittgenstein, it cannot be given either; because the definition of a name serves to establish its meaning. That is, the function of a definition is to provide the meaning of a sign and establish a criterion for the correctness of its future use. And one cannot achieve this by simply concentrating on the sensation as speaking or writing ‘S’ and thereby memorizing the relation between the sign and the sensation. For one thing, one cannot remember correctly the relation between ‘S’ and the sensation every time she has? In our (public) language, there is no such question; because we follow rules in the course of the practices of everyday life. But in this case there is no difference between thinking that we remember and remembering itself, viz., believing to remember and remembering. So there is no guarantee that it is exactly the same sensation that I feel today with the sensation I had yesterday. The only judge to decide is me, myself; because there is no one else, who can know or understand my mental states. 
Then again one may ask what if there is such a person who remembers the connection by means of concentrating her attention on the sensation through a mental pointing or “pointing inwardly”, i.e., gives a private mental ostensive definition. Even then, Wittgenstein would reject it. His rejoinder would be then the criticism of the way of reasoning. He criticizes this way of reasoning by labeling it as a “ceremony” –which is for him inherited from a custom that is fixed long time ago (§258). Remember that early in the Investigations Wittgenstein argued against the idea of ostensive definition (§23-28) He considered the example of someone pointing to two nuts while saying "This is called two" and asked: How does it come about that the listener associates this with the number of items, rather than the type of nut, their color, or even a compass direction? One conclusion of this, for Wittgenstein, was that to participate in an ostensive definition presupposes an understanding of the process and context involved, of the form of life (§23). Another was: "an ostensive definition can be variously interpreted in every case" (§28). So without a stage-setting –a form of life- we already cannot talk about an ostensive definition. We cannot by ourselves connect a name and the thing named.
In the diary case, there is no such setting, which will function as a criterion for the correctness of the use of ‘S’; so ‘S’ lacks meaning.  And if we grant that the definition of a name serves to establish its meaning, then since the private sensation ‘S’ is meaningless, definition of ‘S’ cannot be given. That is to say, the private sensation ‘S’ cannot be defined ostensively. 
In this sense it can be thought that Wittgenstein’s private language argument eliminates the possibility of internal meaningful language as it is shown that it cannot be said. Briefly, in a (putative) private language since the subject would not have any criterion of correctness to decide whether the sign ‘S’ is used correctly or not -for she is the only one to decide- it would lack meaning; and therefore would be something which cannot be said. In this scene, as Kenny emphasizes, when next I call something “S” I do not know what I mean by “S”, thence, according to commentators of Wittgenstein, ‘I do not say anything’ (Ayer, p.52 ; Rhees, p.66.), such a use is ‘empty’ (Strawson, p.28; Hacker, p.234).
What is not a private language?
Now, having seen in general what the private language argument is, let’s see what is not a private language: From the above mentioned remarks we can see that what Wittgenstein means is not a contingently private language which no one else can understand, but rather, it is a purely private language that it is logically impossible for any one to understand. The words of such language refer to the speaker’s immediate private sensations and inner experiences. So, the question for Wittgenstein does not simply concern the possibility of someone’s inventing a name for her own sensation. For this is something very well possible in Wittgenstein’s philosophy, as it is something knowable by any other person by means of its natural expression or it can be translated into an “ordinary” (public) language. To open this up a bit, let’s consider a specimen: Suppose, now and then, I feel a sensation of throbbing my head twice and then tingling my ear for about 3 seconds right after that and suppose I call it, say, “füştürük.” When it happens, I say, “this is ‘füştürük’ again,” but nobody knows that I call it ‘füştürük.’ Now, according to Wittgenstein, is this, i.e., calling my sensation ‘füştürük’ secretly, a private language? The answer is obviously not. For here what’s the case is only inventing a name for a sensation that which is not unknowable by others; it can be expressed and understood –therefore knowable- by any other person. Thus, it is neither a private sensation nor a private language. Inventing a name for a sensation is not something impossible in his philosophy. So let’s not confuse it with an invention of a name for a sensation.
What Does the Repudiation of Private Language Mean in W’s Philosophy?

Wittgenstein’s repudiation of private language whose words acquire meaning simply by being linked to private experiences can be assessed as the rejection of the traditional distinction and accompanying philosophical approaches or principles on such as meaning, mental states, sensations, subject-object duality, and so on. In this respect, although his discussion of private language can be related to many sub-disciplinary issues of philosophy and discussed from various perspectives in philosophy, since his revolutionary character of philosophy is structured by his notion of meaning, which is a radical rejection of identifying representational attitudes and the way of asking questions of traditional approaches, here, I have focused on his rejection of the traditional distinction between language (as a the vehicle of thought) and reality through his rendering the ‘internal’ nonsense by means of reducing the internal part of the dualistic approach to meaningless or more properly to something that cannot be said, in Tractarian words; hence rendering bare ostensive definition unintelligible. 

In the picture theory of meaning, since language and world are distinguished from one another, the connection between them is in question. It is doubtful, and as the doubtful connection between them brings about questions concerning skepticism, to avoid the threat of skepticism it had to be explained indubitably. This is the reason why it renders problematic the dualistic way of approaching the issue. So, I think, by being very much aware of this threat of skepticism on his theory, Wittgenstein, in Tractatus, set the programme of coming up with a new theory of meaning which avoids the problem of skepticism. Thence, in his later theory, by wiping out the doubtful connection between language and reality as the culprit of skepticism, he eliminated the distinction between language and reality. And if we consider bare mental activities as internal part of Cartesian dualism, it can be said that Wittgenstein’s elimination of the doubtful connection between the two is through reducing the internal part nonsense and hence rendering only the talk of external part meaningful; so there is no need to establish a doubtful speculative connection between those two realms, viz. inner and outer or internal and external. Thereby, he can be thought to exempt himself from being expected to establish a speculative (doubtful) connection between two different realms. Only external would be proper and sufficient to give an account for a meaningful language. Thus, by melting language and human action in one bowl (language games) he can be thought to render them as a unit consisting of reality and language under the external. And I think the private language argument assures the inseparability of language from human activities and give an explanation for an external account of meaning.

In the private language argument, by showing the impossibility of private language, Wittgenstein reduced
 private language to what cannot be said. Private language, as a language knowable by only the speaker herself, which can be thought to be in a sense the representative of the internal part of dualism, is not possible. For according to Wittgenstein, one cannot acquire meaning only through one’s own mental faculties; [–this idea can be thought to be the internal part of Cartesian dualism.] In this view, it can be thought that private language implies what belongs only to mind and what is knowable only by mind. The rejection of private language, in this sense, is the rejection of inner/internal component of dualistic approach. So it is the rejection of dualism through the reduction of one component of it to nonsense. Therefore, it is the rejection of picture theory of meaning, in which the Cartesian dichotomy is embedded. 

Through private language argument, I think, it is abated the dichotomy by rendering internal nonsensical. For it does eliminate (pure) internal -or what is knowable privately, i.e., by bare ostensive definition; and thereby reduces the internal-external dual into a unit which consists only of external. That is to say, by private language argument, Wittgenstein eliminates bare internal (private in the sense of communicability
) on the grounds that it is meaningless -as it is something that cannot be said. In this view, so, by focusing on the sensation and on the symbol, it cannot be given an ostensive definition. As it wouldn’t be a meaningful expression. 

Conclusive Remark

His “programme” of undermining the dichotomy of “inner” and “outer” set in Tractatus seems to be undermined with Wittgenstein’s repudiation of private language by means of reducing it to something what cannot be said (on the grounds that there is no criteria for the correctness of it, thence that it is nonsense).  
Now if there can be no such thing as private language whose words acquire meaning simply by being linked to private experiences, then, it is impossible for one to ascribe meaning to a linguistic expression by herself –through one’s own mental faculties. But in the Tractatus, this was possible because in there, “we picture facts to ourselves” [2.1, my italics]. We are aware of the facts by virtue of our mental representations. Yet, now in the Investigations, by eliminating the possibility of internal way of grasping the meaning of linguistic expressions (through mental representations), Wittgenstein has carried meaningfulness to the external domain. The meaning of a linguistic expression can only be acquired from the society in which one lives through its use. So, since it is the impossibility of private language which excludes internal domain from the meaningful area, the gist of the radical change in Wittgenstein’s position on meaning can be found in his private language argument.
So, for Wittgenstein, as far as the notion of meaning is concerned, mental -as a doubtful domain- is excluded from the meaningful area in order to avoid skepticism and this is something renders representational approaches meaningless or nonsense; and thus this idea gets contrasted with his early understanding of meaning, which is one of the pioneer representatives of the dualist approach mentioned at the very outset. 
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� I wish to give my special thanks to Ali Karatay for his mind-opening comments on my peculiar questions on the issue, and to Banu Yılankaya for our little discussion on the argument and for her sharing me the lecture notes of Sidiropoulou.


� For in the latter view praxis as a part of reality is included in language; since language and reality interwoven (as the speaking of language is part of an activity or of a form of life –hence a concept of language is woven in a form of life) they are in a sense one and the same. The meaning of linguistic expressions is not independent of humans as it was in Tractatus. In the Investigations it is the way they are used; it depends on how they are used (by humans –in a society). And it is in this sense that language and reality is a unit. Language is inseparable from humans –human actions. Also, in support of this idea, he says,  “…to imagine a language means to imagine a form of life” (§19)


� Kenny, Wittgenstein, p.180.


� Caveat: sensation names are external, according to Wittgenstein.


� For my purpose, I will not consider the subtle difference between meaning and sense Wittgenstein made in theTractatus. I will rather use the term ‘meaning’ for both terms in order to provide a congruity in terminology in overall paper.


� At this point one may object that since in Wittgenstein’s account it is a world of objects and facts; it’s a world which lacks selves, values, cognitive relations (such as belief), and God, the world Tractatus presents is monistic, not dualistic. Yet, I think that it is dualistic. For: 





In the Tractatus, it is said “We picture facts to ourselves." [2.1, my italics] So, as Kemerling notes (Philosophy Pages, � HYPERLINK "http://www.philosophypages.com/hy/6s.htm" \t "_blank" �http://www.philosophypages.com/hy/6s.htm�, 24.04.2007),“Human beings are aware of the facts by virtue of our mental representations or thoughts, which are most fruitfully understood as picturing the way things are.” Tully� also touches upon the same point and writes that Tractatus is not concerned with determining the conditions of good representation or with deciding when a fact must forfeit its claim to be a picture. For him, it is enough that there are many non-failures; we do “picture facts to ourselves.”


As Tully writes in his article called Tractarian Dualism, “Wittgenstein seems to have the activity of thought in mind although he elaborates very little beyond remarking that “a propositional sign applied and thought out is a thought” [3.5] and immediately after that “a thought is a proposition with a sense”.” [4.0] For Tully, “Nothing would be a Tractarian picture if we did not cast some fact into a representational role, and no propositional sign would project any possibility at all if it were not our expression of that possibility. The semantical circuit, according to Tully, between a proposition and its sense is not closed until a further component is introduced, for what also finds its expression in a proposition is a thought.” For, as Wittgenstein noted, “The method of projection is to think of the sense of the proposition.” [3.11] Hence, for Tully, in order for propositions have any sense at all, they have to be applied and thought. He thinks since Tractarian propositions points us towards the world, they add a dimension to the world. The terms Wittgenstein uses like “display” (display logical form [4.121]) or “show” (they show their sense [4.022]), according to grammatical terminology, do take indirect objects. That is, they are 3-term relations. And subject, the “I” to whom the sense of a proposition might be shown is, according to Tully, not mentioned explicitly up until later in Tractatus. For him, till then only grammar is served by this move. 





So, by following up especially Tully who defend the view that the Tractatus points away from monism towards dualism and that Wittgenstein’s concepts of thought, sense, and understanding are an essential part of its structure, although for some philosophers it seems ironic that Wittgenstein defends dualism in the Tractatus, one can see that in fact he does so in the only form in which it could be defended. 





� It is closely connected because the possibility of private experiences renders the acquisition of knowledge through our private experiences, and this makes bare ostensive definition possible. 


� By ‘name’ he means ‘word whose meaning is learned by bare ostensive definition. (cf., Blue and Brown Books, 82)


� Communicability, as Kenny introduces the term, connotes that the language used or the expression uttered is knowable by any other person.
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