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Bimrenwmanin JI1.

JEAKI 3AYBATHY IOJ0 JIOTTYHOI ®OPMU

«esxi 3aysacu w000 noeiunoi gpopmuy (Some Remarks on Logical Form) — eduna cmamms, onyoni-
Kosana JIoosirom Bimrenwmavinom (1889-1951) 3a iioco scummsa. Bona micmums cnpody po3s’ssamu
K008y npobiemy tio2o pannvoi ginocodii, a came — npobiemy Mo€CIUBOCMi 0OHOYACHOI ICIMUHHOCT
080X eleMeHmapHUX NPONO3UYil 3 0OHAKOB0IO 102iUH0I0 YOpMOI0 PO 00UH i mou camutl cmawn cnpas. Lo
npobremy Oyno copmynboano K npunywierHs npo CyMiCHICmMb 080X KONbOPOBGUX ampubymie 6 0OHill
mouyyi npocmopy. Taxa cymicnicmo, X04 i YMONCIUBLEHA JIO2IYHOIO (CUMBONIUHOIO) HOMAYIE!O, Alle € PYLUHI6-
Hoto 01 meopii «Jlociko-pinocopcoroco mpaxmamyy (1921), sika ipynmyemuvcs Ha nNOCMy1amax npo Hes3a-
JIHCHICMb 3HAYEHD JIO2TUHOI 86APMOCI eleMeHMAPHUX NPONO3UYill 00He 8i0 00HO20 MA 600HOUAC HEMOJC-
aueocmi cynepeunocmi mivic Humu. Cmeopena y 1929 p., ysa cmammsi 8i0oopasicae 1io2o 0OCmManHio cnpooy
po36’azamu yio npoodnemy, sAKa 3a8epuiunaci 8i0Mo8oI0 8i0 meopii eneMeHmapHux npono3uyil yice Ha-
cmynnozo poky. Cmammsi cmano8ums 8elUKULl icmopuxko-Qinocogh)cokuti inmepec, 0CKilbKU 0eMOHCMPYE,
no-nepuie, me, 5K po3eusanacs ginocogis JI. Bimrenwumaiina, a, no-opyee, y 6ionogiovb Ha siKi npooniemu 6in
3pewmoro 80a8cst 00 CMBOPEHHS CBOEL HOBOL, Mak 36aHoi nizHboi Girocoii.

Iepexnao Hazapa Mamvosxu 3a opucinanohum eudannsam: Wittgenstein, L. (1929). Some remarks on
logical form. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volumes, 9, 162—171. Hayxogy pedax-
yito nepexnady 30iicuue B siuecnas [{uba.

Kurouogi cioBa: dimocodis MoBH, icTopis dinocodii, morika, BitreHmraitH, Teopis KOJIbOpY, JIO-
rigaa gopma, Teopis 300pakeHHS.

Koskna mporosuiist | Mae 3micT i popmy. Mu
OTpUMaeMO 00pa3 yrcToi PopMH, SKIO adcTpa-
TYEMOCS Bijl 3HAYEHHSI OKPEMHX CIIiB ab0 CHM-
BOJIIB (HACKUIbKH BOHH MarOTh CaMOCTIliHI 3Ha-
yeHHs1). ToOTo M oTprUMaeMo 1iei 06pas, AKIIo
3aMiHMMO KOHCTaHTH y TPOMO3MIi Ha 3MiHHI.
CUHTaKCUYHI MpaBHiIa, SIKi 3aCTOCOBYIOTHCS 10
KOHCTaHT, MYCSITh 3aCTOCOBYBaTHCS TaKOX 1 IO
3MiHHEX. [1i cHHTaKcHCOM, Y IIbOMY 3arajibHO-
MY CEHCIi IILOTO CJIOBA, 1 Maro Ha yBa3i IpaBuia,
SK1 BKa3ylOTh HaM JIMIIE Ha Ti 3B’SI3KU, B SIKHX
NEBHE CIIOBO HAOyBa€ CEHCY, 1 THM CaMUM BH-
KITIOYal0Th OE3CEHCOBI CTPYKTypH. SIK Bimomo,
CHUHTaKCHC OyJIeHHOI MOBH HE 30BCIM ITiTXOTUTh
Juis niei Metd. BiH y KonHOMY pasi He 3anobirae
noOynoBi  0E3CEHCOBHX  TICEBAONPOIO3UIIIH
(KOHCTPYKIIiil Ha KIITANT «4€PBOHE € BUIIIKM 32
3eseHey» uu «PeaibHe, Xo4a BOHO 1 came no cooi,
TaKOXX MYCHTb MaTH MOXJIMBICTh CTaTH [pealb-
HUM| 0Jis1 MeHe» TOIIO).

Every proposition has a content and a form.
We get the picture of the pure form if we abstract
from the meaning of the single words, or sym-
bols (so far as they have independent meanings).
That is to say, if we substitute variables for the
constants of the proposition. The rules of syntax
which applied to the constants must apply to the
variables also. By syntax in this general sense of
the word I mean the rules which tell us in which
connections only a word gives sense, thus ex-
cluding nonsensical structures. The syntax of
ordinary language, as is well known, is not quite
adequate for this purpose. It does not in all cases
prevent the construction of nonsensical pseudo-
propositions (constructions such as “red is higher
than green” or “the Real, though it is an in itself,
must also be able to become a for myself”’, etc.).

! Tlopsa i3 «IPOMO3HIIEIY, HIXKYE TAKOXK YKHTE CIOBO «TBEpKeHHs». Lle 3po0ieHo miis 36epexkeHHs po3pi3sHEHHS
aHIIHCBHKUX CIHIB proposition 1 statement, ke HasBHE B OpPUTiHAJIBHOMY TeKCTi. JlapMa, 10 Iie po3pi3HEHHs, HMOBIpHO, He-

cyrteBe it JI. BiTreHmTaiina (mpum. nepexiagada).
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Sxmo mu cipoOyeMo mpoaHaiizyBatu Oynb-
AKl MPONO3ULii, TO BUABUTBCA, IO, 3arajom,
BOHHU € JIOTIYHHMHU CyMaMH, pe3ylbTaraMu ado
IHIUMHE ~ QYHKIISAIMH  ICTHHHOCTI  ITPOCTIIINX
MIPOTIO3MINIA. AJie SKIIO IPOaHai3yBaTH IIe
muoIle, TO Halll aHai3 Ma€ MPUNATH 0 TOYKH,
JIe BiH csira€ Mpono3uIiiHuX GopM, SKi HE YTBO-
PEHi 3 MPOCTIIINX NPONO3ULIHHIX GopM. 3pem-
TOI0, MM MYCHMO JIOCSATTH TPAHUYHOTO 3B’SI3KY
MK TepMiHaMH — O€3M0CepeTHBOr0 3B’ S3KY,
SKMA HEMOXIJIMBO PO3IpBAaTH, HE 3HUIIUBIIH
npono3utiiay dhopmy sk Taky. [Ipomosuttii, ski
BiTOOpaKaroTh LIeH TPaHUIHHIA 3B’ 30K, 51, BCIi
3a b. PaccenomM, Ha3suBar aTrOMAapHUMU IIPOIO-
sunissMu. OTOK BOHU € SAPOM KOXKHOT TIPOTIO3H-
1ii: 60HU MICTATH MaTepiaj, 1 BCe iHIIE € JInIIe
pO3ropraHHsM IpOro Marepiany 2. Came B HHX
MU TIOBHHHI IIIyKaTH PEAMET Mpono3uii. Bin-
LIYKaTH iX 1 3pO3yMiTH, SIK BOHU KOHCTPYIOIOTh-
cs 31 cmiB a00 CHUMBOIIIB, € 3aBIAHHAM TeOpii
sHaHHs. Lle 3aBmanHsa € HagBakKuM, 1 Digoco-
¢is e HaBiTh HE TIOYMHANIA PO3B’SI3yBaTH HOTO
OKpeMi TIYHKTH. SIKMM METOIOM HaM CIIiJT
po3B’s3aru 1ie 3aBnanHg? Hama imes momsrae B
TOMY, OO0 BUPA3UTH 4epe3 aJeKBaTHY CHMBO-
JYHY HOTAMLIO Te, O y OyACHHIH MOBi PHU3BO-
JIUTh JI0 MOCTIMHOT IUTyTaHUHM. [HIIMMU clioBa-
MU, Tam, e OyleHHa MOBa IPUXOBYE JIOTIUHY
CTPYKTYypY; I€ BOHa AO03BOJSIE (OPMYNIOBATH
NICEBIOIIPONO3ULIl; € BOHA IOCIYyTOBYETHCA
OJJHUM TEPMIHOM Yy HECKiHUEHHiI MHOXHHI Pi3-
HHX 3HAYEHb, — TaM MU IOBUHHI 3aMIHATH i1 Ha
CUMBOJIIYHY HOTAllil0, SKa HajJa€ JIOTIYHIH
CTPYKTYpl SICHOTO 00pa3y, BHKIIIOYAE TICEBJIO-
MPOTIO3UIIii i HEABO3HAYHO MOCITYTOBYETHCS CBO-
iMu tepmiHaMu. OTOXXK MH MOXKEMO 3aMiHHUTH
HETOYHY CHMBOJIIYHY HOTALiIO SICHOIO JIMIIE
Yyepe3 MIBHUHI OIS SABHUIIL, SIKi XOUEMO OIrca-
TH, B HAMaraHHi 3pO3yMITH IXHIO JIOTiYHY Kpar-
HicTh *. TOOTO MU MOXEMO JTOCSATTH MTPaBUIBHO-
TO aHami3y depe3, CKaKIMO Tak, JIOTi9HEe JAOCHi-
JDKEHHsI CaMUX SIBHUIL, 11e0OTO B MEBHOMY CEHCI
a posteriori, a He 4epe3 MPUITYIICHHS Tpo [ixHi]
anpiopHi MOXJHMBOCTI. € CIOKyca 3amuTard 3
anpiopHoi TOUYKH 30py: YUM, 3PELITO0, MONCYMb
OyTu eauHi GopMH aTOMapHUX MPOMO3UIIH? —
1 BIOMOBICTH, HANPUKIAN, TaK: CyO €KTHO-

If we try to analyze any given propositions
we shall find in general that they are logical
sums, products or other truthfunctions of simpler
propositions. But our analysis, if carried far
enough, must come to the point where it reaches
propositional forms which are not themselves
composed of simpler propositional forms. We
must eventually reach the ultimate connection of
the terms, the immediate connection which can-
not be broken without destroying the proposi-
tional form as such. The propositions which
represent this ultimate connexion of terms I call,
after B. Russell, atomic propositions. They, then,
are the kernels of every proposition, they contain
the material, and all the rest is only a develop-
ment of this material. It is to them we have to
look for the subject matter of propositions. It is
the task of the theory of knowledge to find them
and to understand their construction out of the
words or symbols. This task is very difficult, and
Philosophy has hardly yet begun to tackle it at
some points. What method have we for tackling
it? The idea is to express in an appropriate sym-
bolism what in ordinary language leads to end-
less misunderstandings. That is to say, where
ordinary language disguises logical structure,
where it allows the formation of pseudoproposi-
tions, where it uses one term in an infinity of
different meanings, we must replace it by a sym-
bolism which gives a clear picture of the logical
structure, excludes pseudopropositions, and uses
its terms unambiguously. Now we can only sub-
stitute a clear symbolism for the unprecise one
by inspecting the phenomena which we want to
describe, thus trying to understand their logical
multiplicity. That is to say, we can only arrive at
a correct analysis by, what might be called, the
logical investigation of the phenomena them-
selves, i.e., in a certain sense a posteriori, and
not by conjecturing about a priori possibilities.
One is often tempted to ask from an a priori
standpoint: What, after all, can be the only forms
of atomic propositions, and to answer, e.g., sub-
ject-predicate and relational propositions with
two or more terms further, perhaps, propositions
relating predicates and relations to one another,
and so on. But this, I believe, is mere playing

2

KoHcTpykTHBHMIA MaTepiall TBep/UKeHb. IMOBIpHO, HaeThes Ipo GpopMy aTOMapHUX MPOIO3HUIIiH, siKa, 3rigHo 3 § 2.033

«JIoriko-(i10COPCHKOTO TPAKTATY», € MONCAUBICTIO CTPYKTYPH (DAKTIB 1 MPOMO3ULIH (IPUM. TIepeKIagayda).

3 Aurn. logical multiplicity i uim. logische Mannigfaltigkeit. J1. BiTreHITailH He a€ 0O3HAYCHHS [[HOMY TepMiHa, OHAK
i3 § 4.032-4.0412 «Jloriko-}izocodchKoro TpaKkTaTy» CTa€e 3p03yMiJo, o HeBHi JBi Mpono3umii abo GpakTy Tozi MaloTh Of1-
HAKOBY JIOT1YHY KpaTHICTb, KOJIM IXH: JIoTidHa popMa, Tak O MOBHUTH, 130MOP(HA: BOHH MaIOTh OJHAKOBY KUIBKICTh €JIEMCH-

TiB, CKOMOIHOBaHUX OJHAKOBHM YHMHOM (IIPUM. TIEpeKIIazaya).



68 e-ISSN 2617-5703. Haykosi 3anucku HaYKMA. ®inocodist Ta peniriesnaBctso. 2025. Tom 16

NPEIUKATHUMA W PENSIiIHHUMA TIPOTIO3UIIISIMU 3
JIBOMA 4M OLbIIIe TepMiHAMH, Jiajli, KMOBIPHO, TIPO-
TIO3MIISIMY, SIKi BITHOCATh MiXK COOOFO PETMKATH Ta
BIJTHOIIIGHHS 1 T. TI. AJIC 11e, Ha MOIO TyMKY, € BChOTO
JmIIe Tpa CitiB. AToMapHy (GopMy HEe MOYKHA TIepeT-
Gaunty. I Gy1o 6 AMBHO, SIKOM MifCHI SIBUIIA * HE Ha-
BYAITM HAC HIiYOTO MPO CBOK CTPYKTYpy. Jlo Takux
TPHITYILECHB IIPO CTPYKTYPY aTOMAPHUX MPOTIO3HIIi
Hac TiIBOAUTH Halla OyIeHHA MOBA, SIKa BUKOPHCTO-
By€ Cy0’ EKTHO-TIPEIMKATHY 1 peNsiiiHy popmu. Ase
B ITbOMY BOHA 3aBOAWTH HAC HA MAHIBIII: s CIIPOOYIO
TIOSICHATH TI¢ Yepe3 MOPIBHSIHHA. YSIBIMO JIBI Mmapa-
nenpHi miommad | Ta Il. Ha mmommHi 1 HakpecneHo
Girypy, HapUKIA eJiNcH i NPSMOKYTHHKH PI3HHAX
PO3MIpIB Ta (opM, 1 Hallle 3aBIIAHHS TOJISATAE B TOMY,
11100 BijioOpasutw 11i (irypu Ha twionwHi I1. Bimmo-
BIJTHO, MA MOYKEMO VSIBUTH, 30KpeMa, 1IBa CIIOCOOM
TaKoro BimoOpakeHHs1. [lo-riepiire, Mu Mo>keMo BCTa-
HOBUTH 3aKOH MPOEKIIIT, IK-OT OPTOrOHATBHY MPOEK-
if0 abo SIKYCh iHIIY, a MOTOMY CIIPOEKTYBATH BCi
¢irypu 3 | Ha Il BignoBizHo 10 1pOro 3aKoHy. AGO,
MO-IpyTe, MH MOXXEMO [STH OCh SIK: BCTAHOBUTH
TIPaBWIIO, 3a SKUM KOXKEH €JTiTc Ha TuiomuHi [ Mae
BiToOpasuTHCS SIK KOO Ha mroruHi 11, a kosxeH nps-
MOKYTHHK — 5K KBajipart. Takuii croci6 penpe3eHTa-
i Mo)Ke OyTW 3py4HHM ISl Hac, SIKIIO 3 SIKOIiCh
MPUYIUHA MH BIIZIAEMO TIEPEBary KPECICHHIO TLUTbKH
KT Ta KBajpariB Ha 1wionumHi 1. ABkex, 13 1ux 30-
OpaxkeHb TOmi O€3MOCepeHhO BHUCHYBATH TOYHI
(opmu opuriHanbHEX Giryp Ha momwHI . Mu mo-
JKEMO 3pO3YMITH 3 HUX JIMIIIE Te, 10 TIeBHA (hirypa B
opuriHaii € eniricoM abo mpsMokyTHUKoM. 1100 y
KOKHOMY OKPEMOMY BHIIAJIKy JOOYTH KOHKPETHY
(opMy OpHTiHATY, MU TIOBUHHI 3HATH iHIMBITyasb-
HHI METOJ, 33 JIOTIOMOTOIO STKOTO, HATPUKJIA]I, TICB-
HHI ENIIC CIPOEKTOBAHO Ha KOJIO, PO3TAIIOBAHE TTe-
peni mHORO. Te came 3 OymeHHORO MOBOO. SIKIIO
(haKTH peanbHOCTI € eNincamMy Ta NPIMOKYTHHKaMU
Ha miomuHi I, cy0’eKTHO-TIpevKaTHI Ta pessiiHi
(hopMH BiZNOBIIAIOTH KOJIAM 1 KBaipaTaM Ha IIOIIHU-
Hi IL. I1i popmu € HOpMaMK HAIIIOT KOHKPETHOI MOBH,
B SKI MU TIPOEKTYEMO 6exiyuio pi3HuX CTIOCOOIB
Oeziu oriaHUX (opM. | came ToMy MH HE MOXKEMO
I0UTH JKOJHI MACYMKH (KpIM X102 10 HESICHUX) 3
BUKOPHUCTAHHSI IIUX HOPM — IIIOJIO JIIHCHOT JIOTTYHOT
(hopMu ONMCYBaHUX HUMH sIBUILI, DOPMU Ha KIITAIT
«US CTaTTSI — HYJTHAY, «T0T0/Ia — JyJI0Ba», «51 —
JIeNaunii»y, K HE MaroTh HIYOIO CHUIBHOIO MK
€00010, BUVISIAIOTH SIK CYO’ €KTHO-TIPEAMKATHI Ipo-
TO3HITii, IE0TO BOHM BUJIAIOTHCS TIPOTIO3UIIISIME OJI-
Hi€l i Tiel camoi popmu.

with words. An atomic form cannot be foreseen.
And it would be surprising if the actual phenom-
ena had nothing more to teach us about their
structure. To such conjectures about the structure
of atomic propositions, we are led by our ordi-
nary language, which uses the subject-predicate
and the relational form. But in this our language
is misleading: I will try to explain this by a sim-
ile. Let us imagine two parallel planes, I and II.
On plane I figures are drawn, say, ellipses and
rectangles of different sizes and shapes, and it is
our task to produce images of these figures on
plane II. Then we can imagine two ways,
amongst others, of doing this. We can, first, lay
down a law of projection — say that of orthogonal
projection or any other — and then proceed to
project all figures from I into II, according to this
law. Or, secondly, we could proceed thus: We lay
down the rule that every ellipse on plane I is to
appear as a circle in plane II, and every rectangle
as a square in II. Such a way of representation
may be convenient for us if for some reason we
prefer to draw only circles and squares on plane
II. Of course, from these images the exact shapes
of the original figures on plane I cannot be im-
mediately inferred. We can only gather from
them that the original was an ellipse or a rectan-
gle. In order to get in a single instance at the de-
terminate shape of the original we would have to
know the individual method by which, e.g., a
particular ellipse is projected into the circle be-
fore me. The case of ordinary language is quite
analogous. If the facts of reality are the ellipses
and rectangles on plane I the subject-predicate
and relational forms correspond to the circles
and squares in plane II. These forms are the
norms of our particular language into which we
project in ever so many different ways ever so
many different logical forms. And for this very
reason we can draw no conclusions — except
very vague ones — from the use of these norms
as to the actual logical form of the phenomena
described. Such forms as “This paper is boring”,
“The weather is fine”, “I am lazy”, which have
nothing whatever in common with one another,
present themselves as subject-predicate proposi-
tions, i.e., apparently as propositions of the same
form.

4 «JlificHi sIBUIIa» — IUICOHA3M, KU BXKHUTO i B OPHIiHAIBHOMY TEKCTI, e MOBa Ipo «actual phenomenay. Tyt i maui i
SIBUIIA IPOTHCTABIIIOTHCS AIIPIOPHUM CYTHOCTSIM (TIPUM. TIepeKIIaada).
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Sxmo sk MU cripoOyeMo BAATHCS 10 AiHCHOTO
aHamizy °, TO OTPUMAEMO JIOTIuHiI (OopMH, HE
Jty’e MoiOHI 10 HOpM OyneHHOi MOBU. Mu 3y-
cTpiHeMO (OpMH TIPOCTOPY 1 Yacy 3 LiJIUM PO3-
MAITTSIM IMPOCTOPOBHX 1 JaCOBUX 00’ EKTIB, SIK-OT
KOJIOPIB, 3BYKIB 1 T. 1., 3 IXHIMH TpajalisimMu,
MOCTIHHUMHY TIEPEX0/IlaMH OJlHA B OJHY 1 KOMOi-
HalisSIMU Y Pi3HUX MPOMOPLIsIX, )KOAHY 3 AKUX MH
HE B 3MO031 BXOIIUTH HAIIUMU OyJICHHUMH 3aco0a-
MU BUpPaXeHHS. | TyT s Xouy 3pOOHTH MOIO
TepIry KOHKPETHY 3ayBary Ipo JIOTIYHUH aHai3
JUUCHHX SBHILI: JUIS IXHBOI perpe3eHTallii, yicia
(pauioHanbHI YM ippaLiOHANBHI) MYCSTh YBiliTH
B CTPYKTYpPY CaMuX aTOMapHHUX MPOIO3HLIiH.
[MpoimtocTpyto 1€ Ha MPUKIAIi. YSIBIMO B HAIIO-
MY TIOJIi 30py CHCTeMy MpPSIMOKYTHUX OcCeH, sKi,
Tak OM MOBHUTH, ITIEPETHHAIOTHCS HABXPECT 1 3a-
KpiTuteHi Ha siKiii-HeOynp mkami. SIcHo, o B Ta-
KOMY pa3i MH 3MOXeMO omucat GopMmy 1 po3ra-
LIYBAaHHS KOXKHOI KOJIbOPOBOI IUISIMH B HAILIOMY
TOJTi 30py 32 JIOTIOMOTOI0 TBEPXKEHb PO YMCIIA,
SIK1 MAIOTh 3HAYE€HHS BITHOCHO CHCTEMH KOOPAH-
HaT 1 0OpaHOI OAWHMII BUMIipIOBaHHs. 3HOB-Ta-
KH, SICHO, IO IIel OIUC MaTHMe TPaBUIIbHY JIO-
TiYHY KpaTHICTB 1 10 OIKC i3 MEHLIOIO JIOT1YHOIO
KpatHicTio il He Marume. [IpocTum TpuKIaIOM
Oyme 300paskeHHST KOJIBOPOBOI IisiMu P uepe3
BHpa3 «[6-9, 3-8]», i "epe3 MPOIO3HUIIII0 TIPO
Hel, Hanpukiaz, mo P — ygepBone, chopmymnbo-
BaHE 3a I0IIOMOTr0r0 cCUMBOITY «[6-9, 3—8] R», ne
R — 1e me HenpoaHamnmizoBaHe MOHATTS («6—9»
1 «3—8» Mo3HauaIOTh HENepepBHUI IHTEPBAI MiXK
BiJIMTOBIAHIMH YUCIIAMH).

5

If, now, we try to get at an actual analysis, we
find logical forms which have very little similar-
ity with the norms of ordinary language. We
meet with the forms of space and time with the
whole manifold of spacial and temporal objects,
as colours, sounds, etc., etc., with their grada-
tions, continuous transitions, and combinations
in various proportions, all of which we cannot
seize by our ordinary means of expression. And
here I wish to make my first definite remark on
the logical analysis of actual phenomena: it is
this, that for their representation numbers (ratio-
nal and irrational) must enter into the structure
of the atomic propositions themselves. I will il-
lustrate this by an example. Imagine a system of
rectangular axes, as it were, cross wires, drawn
in our field of vision and an arbitrary scale fixed.
It is clear that we then can describe the shape and
position of every patch of colour in our visual
field by means of statements of numbers which
have their significance relative to the system of
co-ordinates and the unit chosen. Again, it is
clear that this description will have the right
logical multiplicity, and that a description which
has a smaller multiplicity will not do. A simple
example would be the representation of a patch P
by the expression “[6—9, 3—8]” and of a proposi-
tion about it, e.g., P is red, by the symbol “[6-9,
3-8] R”, where “R” is yet an unanalyzed term
(“6-9” and “3-8” stand for the continuous inter-
val between the respective numbers).

MoBipHO, HAETHCS MPO aHANI3 TaK 3BAHUX AIMCHHUX SIBHI (IUB. IPUM. BUIIE) (MPUM. TICpeKIIaaaya).
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Cucrema KOOpJMHAT TYT — 1€ OopMa CII0CO-
Oy BHpa)KeHHS, BOHA € YaCTHHOIO METOMY Mpo-
€K1, 32 TOTIOMOTOIO SIKOTO PEaNbHICTh CIIPOEK-
TOBaHA Ha HAIlly CUMBOJIIYHY HOTaIlito. BigHo-
MEHHS MK TICBHOIO KOJIbOPOBOIO TUISIMOIO Ta
JIBOMa 1HIIIMMH, M)XK IKHMH BOHA PO3TaIllOBaHa,
MOXke OyTH aHAJOTiYHO BHpa)KEHE Yepe3 BHKO-
pHUCTaHHS BUAMMHUX 3MiHHHMX. Bapro ckasarwy,
110 LIel aHasli3 a HisSK He IPETeHIY€E Ha TOBHO-
Ty. Y HbOMY $1 HE 3raJIaB MPOo Yac, a BAKOPUCTAaH-
HSl TBOBHMIPHOTO IIPOCTOPY HE BHUIIPABIaHE Ha-
BiTh y BHWIIAJKy MOHOKYJSIPHOTO OadeHHS.
S nume xody BKasaTH HA HANPSMOK, Y SIKOMY
CHiJ IIyKaTH aHali3y Bi3yaJIbHUX SIBUIL, 1 IO
MpY TaKOMY aHaJi31 MU HATparIsieMo Ha JIOTi4Hi
¢dopmu, sKi 6arato B 4OMY BiPI3HSIOTHCS Bill
THX, 10 SKUX HAC MiaBOIUTH OymeHHa MoBa. Ha
MO0 JYMKY, HasIBHICTb 4rceN y opMax aTomap-
HUX MPOMNO3ULINA — I He MPOCTO pHca MEeBHOL
creniagbHOI CHMBOIIYHOI HOTAli, a if cyTHicHa
1, BIJNOBIHO, HEYyHUKHA PHCA PENpe3eHTAIllil.
I yucna mMaroTh yBiTH B i HOPMU TOMI, KOJTH —
K MU cKa3aiu 0 y OyneHHI MOBI — MU MaeMo
CIpaBy 3 BIIACTUBOCTSMH, SKi TependadaroTh
rpajamito, TOOTO BIACTHUBOCTSIMHM Ha KIITAJIT
JOBXHHHU 1HTEpBaly, BUCOTH TOHY, SICKPAaBOCTI
a00 YEepPBOHOCTI KOJLOPOBOTO BIATIHKY TOIIO.
XapaKTepUCTUKOIO IIUX SIKOCTEH € Te, 110 OJUH
iXHI CTymiHP BUKIOYae Oynb-SKAN 1HIIWHA.
OnuH BIATIHOK KOJBOPY HE MOXKE OJHOYACHO
MarTy J1Ba Pi3Hi CTYIEHi ICKPAaBOCTI UM YEPBOHO-
CTi, OJIMH TOH HE MOXKE OyTH Pi3HOI CHJIH TOIIIO.
BaxnmuBuM TyT € Te, IO 1 3ayBard He BUpaXKa-
FOTh HISIKOTO JTOCBITY, a pajIle, y IeBHOMY CEHCI,
BOHH € TaBTOJIOTisSIMU. Bci M1 3HaEMO 11€ 31 CBOTO
MOBCAKIACHHOTO HTTS. SIKIIO XTOCH CHHUTae
Hac: «SIka Temmeparypa Ha BYIULi?», — 1 MH
BIiAMOBIMO: «J[BaAlATE IIICTH TpagyciBy &,
a TIOTIM Hac TepenuTaroTh: « [puaLsAThH ABa rpa-
nycu?y», — 1o My 0 BignoBuu: « 51 %k ckasas, 1110
JBAIIIATE IIICTHY. MU PO3IMIHIOEMO TBEPIKEHHS
PO CTYIIiHb (HAPUKJIIA, TEMIIEpaTypH B TPaIy-
cax) sIK noGHuti OIUC, IO HE MOTpedy€e OTOB-
HeHb. TOX, KOJM Hac 3alMTYIOTh NP0 4ac, MH
BiJINIOBiIa€MO, KOTpa TOJMHA, HE JOJAF04YH, KO-
TpOI TOJMHY 3apa3 HEMAE.

The system of co-ordinates here is part of the
mode of expression; it is part of the method of
projection by which the reality is projected into
our symbolism. The relation of a patch lying be-
tween two others can be expressed analogously
by the use of apparent variables. I need not say
that this analysis does not in any way pretend to
be complete. I have made no mention in it of
time, and the use of two-dimensional space is
not justified even in the case of monocular vi-
sion. I only wish to point out the direction in
which, I believe, the analysis of visual phenom-
ena is to be looked for, and that in this analysis
we meet with logical forms quite different from
those which ordinary language leads us to ex-
pect. The occurrence or numbers in the forms of
atomic propositions is, in my opinion, not merely
a feature of a special symbolism, but an essential
and, consequently, unavoidable feature of the
representation. And numbers will have to enter
these forms when — as we should say in ordinary
language — we are dealing with properties which
admit of gradation, i.e., properties as the length
of an interval, the pitch of a tone, the brightness
or redness of a shade of colour, etc. It is a char-
acteristic of these properties that one degree of
them excludes any other. One shade of colour
cannot simultaneously have two different de-
grees of brightness or redness, a tone not two
different strengths, etc. And the important point
here is that these remarks do not express an ex-
perience but are in some sense tautologies. Every
one of us knows that in ordinary life. If someone
asks us “What is the temperature outside?” and
we said “Eighty degrees”, and now he were to
ask us again, “And is it ninety degrees?”’ we
should answer, “I told you it was eighty.” We
take the statement of a degree (of temperature,
for instance) to be a complete description which
needs no supplementation. Thus, when asked,
we say what the time is, and not also what it
isn’t.

¢ B opurinani 80° ta 90° BixnosiaHo 3a mkanor ®dapedreiita (IpuUM. Iepekanaya).
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MorkHa BBa)kaTH — 1 S CaM TakK JOHEJABHA
BBa)KaB, — IO TBEPUKCHHS PO CTYIEHI SIKOCTI
MOXKHa OyJ0 O PO3KJIACTH 0 PiBHSA JIOTIYHUX
pe3yNbTaTiB OHOTO BUCIIOBIIIOBAHHS PO KiJib-
KIiCTP 1 TOJATKOBOTO 3aBEPIIATEHOTO BUCIIOBIIIO-
BaHHs. Hanpukoan, s Mir O orucaty BMicT MO€T
KHUIIICHI TAKUMH CIIOBAMH: «Y KHIIIEHI € IEHHI,
IIMTIHT, Ba K041 H OLIbIn Hioroy. Lle «oimbn
HIYOT0» — JIOTIOBHIOBAJILHE TBEPIKCHHS, SIKS
3aBEpIIIyE OMKUC. AJie 1€ HE CIIPALIIOE Y BUITAJIKY
aHaJizy TBEpUKCHHSI Mpo cTymeHi. Hanpukian,
HAa3BIMO OJWHUINIO SICKPaBOCTI b, i Hexail E(b)
Oyle TBEpIHKEHHSM TIPO Te, IO CYTHICTH E Mae
ACKpaBicTh b, 1, BINOBiAHO, pono3uliito E(20),
sika TOBOPUTh, 110 E Mae 11Ba CTyIeHi sSCKpaBo-
CTi, CITiJT pO3KJIACTH Ha JoTiuHU pe3ynbsrar E(b)
1 E(b), sxwii, BTiM, mopiBHIoe E(b). Skmo, 3 iH-
moro 00Ky, MU ClIpoOyeMO pO3PiI3HUTH OJUHUIIL
[BuMiproBaHH: ], i, BiIMOBIHO, 3aMUIIEMO, IO
E(2b) = E(b") 1 E(b"), TO TyT iTUMETBCS TIPO 1IBi
pi3HI OAMHUIN [BUMIpIOBaHHSI| SICKPAaBOCTI; 1
3pEIITOI0, SAKIIO SKACh CYTHICTh MAa€ OIHY OIIU-
HUITIO [BUMIPIOBAaHHSA| ICKPABOCTi, TO MOXKE T10-
CTaTH MUTaHHSA, SKy — b'uu b", a 11e, 0O4EBUJIHO,
a0Cyp/IHO.

One might think — and I thought so not long
ago — that a statement expressing the degree of a
quality could be analyzed into a logical product
of single statements of quantity and a complet-
ing supplementary statement. As [ could describe
the contents of my pocket by saying “It contains
a penny, a shilling two keys, and nothing else”.
This “and nothing less” is the supplementary
statement which completes the description. But
this will not do as an analysis of a statement of
degree. For let us call the unit of, say, brightness
b and let E(b) be the statement that the entity E
possesses this brightness, then the proposition
E(20), which says that E has two degrees of
brightness, should be analyzable into the logical
product E(b) & E(b), but this is equal to E(b); if,
on the other hand, we try to distinguish between
the units and consequently write E(2b) = E(b") &
E(b"), we assume two different units of bright-
ness; and then, if an entity possesses one unit,
the question could arise, which of the two — b’
or b" — it is; which is obviously absurd.

51 BBaXxKalo, IO TBEPIDKCHHS, SIKE MPHITUCYE
MIEBHIN SKOCT1 CTYIiHb, HEMOXKIIUBO JaJli PO3-
KJIACTH Ha €JIEMEHTH, 1, 0a OlbIe, BIAHOIICHHS
BiIMIHHOCTI MiX CTYIIEHSIMH € BHYTPIIIHIM BiJI-
HOIIIEHHSAM ’, 1 TOMy BOHO BiJOOpa)a€TbCs y
BHYTPIITHHOMY BiJTHOIIEHHI TBEPIKEHb, SKi
MPUITACYIOTh Pi3Hi cryreHi. ToOto aromapHe
TBEPIPKEHHS MYCHUTh Mard Ty caMmy JIOTi4HY
KpaTHICTb, 110 i CTYIiHb, SIKUi BOHO MPHITUCYE,
3 4OTO BUILTUBAE, IO YUCIA MYCATh BXOIUTH Y
dbopMH aTOMapHHX MPOIO3UIlid. B3aemHe BH-
KJIIOYCHHSI HEPO3KJIaJHUX TBEPIXKEHb PO CTY-
NiHb CYNEpPEeYuTh AyMI, Ky 5 ONPHUIIOIHUB
KiJIbKa POKiB TOMY *, 1, 3TiJTHO 3 SIKOIO, aTOMapHi
MPOTMO3UIIil He MOXYTh BHKIIOUATH OIHA OIHY.
51 HaBMHCHO BXKHBAIO CIIOBO «BUKIIIOYATH», a HE
«CYTIePEUNTI», aIKe MiXK HUMH ICHY€E Pi3HHUILIA, 1
X04 MK arTOMapHUMHU IPOIO3HULISIMH HE MOXKe
OyTH CyIepedHoCTi, BOHU BCE )K MOXKYTh BUKJIIO-
yath opHa oxaHy. CopoOyroo MOSCHUTH IIe.

I maintain that the statement which attributes
a degree to a quality cannot further be analyzed,
and, moreover, that the relation of difference of
degree is an internal relation and that it is there-
fore represented by an internal relation between
the statements which attribute the different de-
grees. That is to say, the atomic statement must
have the same multiplicity as the degree which it
attributes, whence it follows that numbers must
enter the forms of atomic propositions. The mu-
tual exclusion of unanalyzable statements of de-
gree contradicts an opinion which was published
by me several years ago and which necessitated
that atomic propositions could not exclude one
another. I here deliberately say “exclude” and
not “contradict”, for there is a difference between
these two notions, and atomic propositions, al-
though they cannot contradict, may exclude one
another. [ will try to explain this. There are func-
tions which can give a true proposition only for

7 BHYTpIIIHIMH SKOCTSMH Ta BiJHOLICHHSMH € Ti, 0 HAJIEKATh CTPYKTYpi aroMapHuX (akTiB, 1eOTO BU3HAYCHIH KOM-
Ginaii 00’ exTiB, BianoiaHo 10 § 4.122-4.123 «Jloriko-dinocoderkoro TpakraTy». SKIo 18a TBEPAKEHHS MalOTh OHAKOBI
BHYTPIIIHI SKOCTi, TO BOHH MAIOTh CIIIJIbHY JIOTIYHY KPaTHICTB (IIPUM. ITepeKiIaaqa).

8 Vinerses, 3BicHo, mpo «Jloriko-¢inocodesknit Tpakram» (1921), a came — § 4.211. PenesantauME 10 wiel mpobiemu
TakoK € § 6.375-6.3751 (nmpum. nepekianaya).
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€ ¢yHkuii, IKi MOXYTb HaJaTH ICTUHHY HPOIIO-
3UL{IO JIMIIE Y BUMAAKY OJHOTO 3HaYCHHS iXHBO-
TO apryMeHTY, OCKIJIbKU, TaK OM MOBUTH, Y HUX
€ MicCIle JIMIIIE IS OJHOTO 3HaYeHHs. BizpMimo,
HaIPHUKJI, MPOTIO3UIIIO0, IO CTBEPIKYE 1ICHY-
BaHHS KOonmbopy R y momenT wacy T y micmi P
HAILIOTO Bi3yaJbHOTO MOJISL. 3aluIly II0 HpOIIo-
sumio sk «RPT» i abcrparyroch Ha MUTh Bif
OyAb-SIKMX TIPHITYIEHb PO Te, K i Aani po3-
kinagaty Ha eneMmenTu. Orox, « BPT» kaxe, mo
xonip B icHye B Micmi P y momeHTt wacy T,
1, oTXxe, OLTBIIOCTI 3 HAac Oyle OYeBUIHO B Ha-
momy OyneHHOMY *)uTTi, o «RPT i BPT» —
e cynepeyHicTs (a He mpocTo XuOHa MPOTMO3H-
mist). Otox sKOM TBEpIHKEHHS PO CTYIiHb
MO>KHA OyJ10 pO3KIIACTH JIaJi, 5K 5 1 BBaXKaB paHi-
e, MU MOTIIH O TOSCHUTH IO CYNEPEUHICTD,
cKazaBiy, 1o koiip R mictutek yci crymeni R
1 He MICTUTB >k0AHOTO cTyneHs B, 1 mo xomip B
MICTHTB Bci cTymeHi B i skogHoro crymenst R.
VTiM, i3 IILOT0 BUILIMBAE, 10 KOAHHI aHai3 HE
MOXKE YCYHYTH TBEPDKECHB Mo cTyneHi. Tomi sk
nie B3aemue BukirodeHHs RPT 1 BPT? S nepe-
KOHaHWH, 10 BOHO ToJjsrae y Tomy, 1mo i RPT,
i BPT €, y neBHOMY ceHci, noguumu °. Te, 1o B
peanbHOCTI Bianosigae ¢ynkuii «( )PT», 3amm-
11a€e MicIe JIUIIIE JJis OJHIET CyTHOCTI — B TOMY
CaMOMY CEHCI, B IKOMY MU Ka)KeMO, IO Y Kpici
€ Micie e 1 ofHiel ocoou. Hama cumso-
JIYHA HOTAIis, sSIKa JO3BOJISE HaM (hOPMYITIOBATH
3HAaKOBUH BHUpa3 Ul JIOTIYHOTO pE3yJbTaTy
«RPT» i «BPT», B upoMy pa3i He Hajgae mpa-
BUJIbHUI 00pa3 peanbHOCTI.

one value of their argument because — if | may
so express myself — there is only room in them
for one. Take, for instance, a proposition which
asserts the existence of a colour R at a certain
time T in a certain place P of our visual field.
I will write this proposition “RPT”, and abstract
for the moment from any consideration of how
such a statement is to be further analyzed.
“BPT”, then, says that the colour B is in the
place P at the time T, and it will be clear to most
of us here, and to all of us in ordinary life, that
“RPT & BPT” is some sort of contradiction (and
not merely a false proposition). Now if state-
ments of degree were analyzable — as I used to
think — we could explain this contradiction by
saying that the colour R contains all degrees of R
and none of B and that the colour B contains all
degrees of B and none of R. But from the above
it follows that no analysis can eliminate state-
ments of degree. How, then, does the mutual
exclusion of RPT and BPT operate? I believe it
consists in the fact that RPT as well as BPT are
in a certain sense complete. That which corre-
sponds in reality to the function “( )PT” leaves
room only for one entity — in the same sense, in
fact, in which we say that there is room for one
person only in a chair. Our symbolism, which
allows us to form the sign of the logical product
of “RPT” and “BPT” gives here no correct pic-
ture of reality.

S roBOpHWB y IHIIIN TIpaIli, IO MPOITO3UIIIS
«I0CsTaE peabHOCTI» %, 1 1M 5T XOTIB CKa3aTH,
o (GopMu CYyTHOCTEH MICTATBCS y hOpMi TIPO-
MO3UIIi1, IO OMHCYE IIi CYTHOCTI. AJ)Ke peueH-
Hs1, Pa30M 31 CITOCOOOM IPOEKIIii, SIKUI IPOEKTYE
peaNbHICTh HA pEUCHHS, BU3HAYAE JIOTIYHY
(dhopMy CYTHOCTE TaK camo, K y HaIIoOMYy IO-
piBHsSIHHI 300pakeHHs1 Ha TuiomuHi 11, pazom 3
oro cioco0oM TMpoeKITii, Bu3Ha4dae dopmy di-
rypu Ha tuiomuHi 1. s 3ayBara, Ha MO0 TyMKY,
JIa€ HaM KITIOY JIO MTOSICHEHHS B3aEMHOT'O BUKITIO-
yeHHd RPT Ta BPT. bo skmo TBepIKeHHA
MICTHTh ()OPMY CYTHOCTI, SIKY BOHO OIIHCYE,
TOJII MOXJTMBO, IIIO JIBi TIPOTIO3HUIIIi MAIOTh 3iTK-
HyTHCA y caMiil mid ¢opmi. Y meBHOMY CeHci
KOXKHa 3 TIpoTo3uLii — «bpayH 3apa3 CUANUTE y

I have said elsewhere that a proposition
“reaches up to reality”, and by this I meant that
the forms of the entities are contained in the
form of the proposition which is about these en-
tities. For the sentence, together with the mode
of projection which projects reality into the sen-
tence, determines the logical form of the entities,
just as in our simile a picture on plane II, to-
gether with its mode of projection, determines
the shape of the figure on plane I. This remark, I
believe, gives us the key for the explanation of
the mutual exclusion of RPT and BPT. For if the
proposition contains the form of an entity which
it is about, then it is possible that two proposi-
tions should collide in this very form. The prop-
ositions, ‘“Brown now sits in this chair” and

® V ToMy caMOMy CEHCi, B IKOMY L€ CIIOBO BXKHBA€ThCS BHILE, LEOTO 3aBEPLICHUMH, TPAaHHYHUMHI — TaKUMH, 110 HE
MoTpeOyIOTh HiSIKHX JOAATKOBHUX TBEPIKECHB JIJISI OTIUCY CHUTYyamii (IPHM. TIepekanaga).
10°§ 2.1511 «JIoriko-¢inocodcrkoro TpakTary» (MpuM. Mepekiiagada).
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Kpicii» 1 «/[oHc 3apa3 cuauTh y Kpicii» — Ha-
MAara€eTbCcsl BCAAUTH CBill Cy0 €KTHUH TEpMiH Y
Kpicio. A BTiM, JIOTIYHUH pe3yabTaT HUX HPOIIo-
3MIIHA YCAaAUTh TX 000X Y IIe KPICJIO OHOYACHO,
II0 TPU3BEAE 10 3ITKHEHHS — B3a€MHOTO BH-
KJTFOYEHHS [IUX TOHATH. SIK 11e BUKITIOUCHHS BU-
paskaeThCsl y CUMBOJIIUHIN HOTalii? Mu MoxeMo
3amycaTy JIOTTYHUHA pe3yabTaT HUX ABOX HPOIIO-
3ULiH, p 1 ¢, Tak:

o craneTsCs, KO HUMH ABOMA MTPOTIO3H-
uissmu Oymyte RPT 1 BPT? V nbomy pa3si Bepx-
Hild psagok «TTT» mae 3HUKHYTH, OCKUTBKH BiH
BUpa)XXa€ HEMOXIIMBY KoMOiHamito. IcTuHHI
MOXKJIUBOCTI TYT TaKi:

ToOTo B TIepmIOMYy CEHCI Hemae JOTIdHOTO
pesynerary RPT i BPT, i B HpOMy HaeThest Ipo
BUKJIIOYEHHSI, a HE CynepeuHicThb. CylnepedHicTh,

AKOM BOHa icHyBaja, mana Ou OyTH 3ammcaHa

TakK:

“Jones now sits in this chair” each, in a sense, try
to set their subject term on the chair. But the
logical product of these propositions will put
them both there at once, and this leads to a colli-
sion, a mutual exclusion of these terms. How
does this exclusion represent itself in symbol-
ism? We can write the logical product of the two
propositions, p and ¢, in this way: —

What happens if these two propositions are
RPT and BPT? In this case the top line “TTT”
must disappear, as it represents an impossible
combination. The true possibilities here are —

That is to say, there is no logical product of
RPT and BPT in the first sense, and herein lies
the exclusion as opposed to a contradiction. The
contradiction, if it existed, would have to be
written —
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II0 € HOHCEHCOM, OCKUIBKM BEpXHIH pPSIOK
«TTF» nae mpomo3uuii OiblIy JOTIYHY KpaT-
HICTh, HDK HIHACHI MOMKIIMBOCTI. ABXKEXK, cCaMe
HEJIOCKOHAJICTh HANIOro CcHocoly 3amucy He
nepemkomkae (HOPMyBaHHIO TaKUX T030aBlie-
HUX CEHCYy KOHCTPYKIIH, i TOCKOHAIHU CIIOCiO
3amKCcy Ma€ BUKIIIOYATH TaKi CTPYKTYPH 3a JOMO-
MOTOI0 YITKMX CHHTAaKCHYHHX npaBui. Lle mae
MOBiJOMJISITH HaM, IO KOJIU MIEeBHI BUAW aToMap-
HUX TPOTO3UII OMHCAHO Yy TEpMiHAX UITKHUX
CHMBOJIIYHHMX O3HAK, J€sIKl KOMO1HAIIl ICTUHHHUX
Ta XHOHUX 3HA4YeHb MAlOTh OYTH BiAKUHYTI.
IIpote Taki mpaBuiIa HEMOXKIMBO CHOPMYIIOBa-
TH, TOKH MU CHPaBJi HE JOCSITHEMO OCTATOYHO-
TO PO3KIIJICHHS PO3IVISLyBaHUX SBUILL. A 1€, 5K

but this is nonsense, as the top line, “TTF,” gives
the proposition a greater logical multiplicity than
that of the actual possibilities. It is, of course, a
deficiency of our notation that it does not pre-
vent the formation of such nonsensical construc-
tions, and a perfect notation will have to exclude
such structures by definite rules of syntax. These
will have to tell us that in the case of certain
kinds of atomic propositions described in terms
of definite symbolic features certain combina-
tions of the T’s and F’s must be left out. Such
rules, however, cannot be laid down until we
have actually reached the ultimate analysis of
the phenomena in question. This, as we all know,
has not yet been achieved.

BiJIOMO, ITOKHU 3pOOMTH HE BIAJIOC.

Ludwig Wittgenstein

SOME REMARKS ON LOGICAL FORM

Some Remarks on Logical Form is the only article published by Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889—-1951) dur-
ing his lifetime. It aimed to address the key problem of his early philosophy, namely, the possibility of two
elementary propositions with the same logical form, both about the same fact, being simultaneously true.
This problem was formulated as the assumption of the compatibility of two color attributes at the same
spatial point. This compatibility, which is allowed by the logical (symbolic) notation, would be destructive
for the theory of Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (1921), which is grounded on the postulates that the truth
value of any elementary proposition is independent of the others, and, at the same time, that there cannot be
any contradictions between elementary propositions. The article, created in 1929, marks his last attempt to
resolve the problem, which resulted in the abandonment of the theory of elementary propositions the follow-
ing year. This article possesses great historico-philosophical value: it demonstrates, first, the evolution of
L. Wittgenstein's philosophy, and, second, the problems which he consequently addressed in devising his
new, so-called later philosophy.

Translated by Nazar Matovka from the original publication: Wittgenstein, L. (1929). Some remarks on
logical form. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volumes, 9, 162-171. Scientific editing
by Viacheslav Tsyba.
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