Wittgenstein, Moore and the Allure of Transcendental Idealism

To write about Moore’s discussion of the early Wittgenstein in his The Evolution of Modern Metaphysics (EMM) is an honour and a pleasure.
 But it is also an intimidating prospect. The book is a monster, written on the basis of a remarkable breadth of knowledge of the history of modern philosophy. So in trying to engage with Moore’s views, I bring a breadth of view on these matters that does not come close to matching his. Secondly, though Moore insists he is a generalist, he admits to being a ‘moderate expert’ on Wittgenstein (EMM xix). This characteristic modesty disguises the fact that the discussion of Wittgenstein in EMM is the peak of an iceberg, in the form of an extended and substantial discussion of Wittgenstein beginning in some of Moore’s very earliest publications.
 Thirdly, the way in which Moore reads Wittgenstein ties him closely to another—perhaps the—colossus of modern philosophy, Immanuel Kant, the discussion of whom has been another central element in Moore’s work over the years. Fourthly, there is the on-going debate between Moore and Peter Sullivan about the place in Wittgenstein’s work of a central Kantian theme, transcendental idealism (hereafter TI). In this debate, these two penetrating readers of Wittgenstein’s work politely argue over whether they have reason to argue; and if they can’t decide, what hope have I got of saying anything useful about the matter? As I’m sure I have none, I will steer clear of that debate in as much as I can, though I will say a few words about it in a moment.
Though I will discuss particular passages from EMM, my topic is really the iceberg, as I put it above—Moore’s understanding of the early Wittgenstein as he has presented in a variety of places over the years. I hope it will help those navigating around the EMM chapter, difficult as sailing near the tips of icebergs can be. A large part of what follows is exegetical; but I will go on to question how happily some of Moore’s central themes sit together, and make a suggestion of my own about how one might draw on some of those themes in telling a rather different story about TI and its place in the Tractatus.
1.
A Word on the Moore-Sullivan debate

The Moore-Sullivan debate is one between scrupulously careful readers of Wittgenstein whose respect for one another as such is manifest. What emerges is a very subtle exchange, leaving Moore feeling that ‘it is enormously difficult to say what exactly is at issue between us’ (WATTI 248, WTI 182) and Sullivan with an awareness that their ‘inability to agree even as to whether they are in disagreement’ ‘would tax any reader’s patience’ (Sullivan and Potter 2013: 11). Though this makes me feel that my commenting on the debate will call to mind bulls and china shops, I will offer a couple of words on it.

Of the above reader-taxing inability, Sullivan has, nonetheless, offered ‘a simple diagnosis’: an ‘ordinary first-order disagreement’—over whether TI is to be found in the text as a ‘commitment’ or ‘only as something to be diagnosed and dispelled’—is here ‘caught up in’ a ‘”second-level” issue of ‘how what we thus find in the text is to be reconceived in the light of the book’s final self-renunciation’ (Sullivan and Potter 2013: 11), Wittgenstein’s declaration in TLP 6.54 that ‘[m]y propositions are … nonsensical’.

But this ‘catching up’ still leaves us with a very complex state of affairs. Moore and Sullivan both clearly agree that

· TI is presented in the Tractatus, 
and that
· Wittgenstein ultimately rejects TI as nonsensical.

I think Sullivan could accept the Moorean theme that 

· TI is recognizably a reaction to a recognition of the confusion at work in other forms of philosophizing – e.g. brands of realism, and empirical idealism.
But Moore also could—and I think probably needs to—agree that 
· the material on the basis of which we come to reject TI as nonsensical is there in the book.

I say he needs to because otherwise how this rejection comes about would be a mystery. Here there is something potentially misleading in the distinction of first- and second-level issues in Sullivan’s ‘simple diagnosis’. Wittgenstein must have given us a basis of some sort in the book on which to see sense in this self-denunciation; otherwise it will be simply odd—itself unintelligible. It is true that we need to ‘process’ the nonsense that the book provides (IN 191) prior to its ‘final self-renunciation’. But it is the processing of that nonsense that must lead us to the recognition of TI as nonsensical; the ‘final self-renunciation’ can at best confirm the conclusion that this processing leads to, or prompt us to look back at what we have read to see how it, if suitably processed, leads to the self-renunciating conclusion. But then—crudely put—the material necessary for TI’s renunciation is in the book.
I suspect that this is a pro-Sullivanian conclusion, though I am also suspicious of its simplicity, given the nature of the exchange it concerns. Either way, in what follows I want to focus on what draws Moore to TI and leads him to reject Sullivan’s view that this doctrine is present in the Tractatus ‘only as [an] enemy’ to be ‘diagnosed and dispelled’ (WTI 177-78, WATTI 242).
2.
Moore on Transcendental Idealism
In EMM, Moore defines TI in the following way:
Let s be a kind of sense-making.  Then idealism with respect to s may for these purposes be defined as the view that certain essential features of whatever can be made sense of in accord with s depend on features of s itself.  Empirical idealism, as I intend it, includes the rider that this dependence is itself something that can be made sense of in accord with s.  Transcendental idealism, as I intend it, includes the rider that it is not. (EMM 142)

Both doctrines propose ‘the dependence of the world of our experience on our experience of it’, but they differ over the question, ‘Is the dependence of the world of our experience on our experience of it of a piece with, or does it utterly transcend, what we can know about that same world through experience?’ (EMM 142) It is a version of TI that Moore finds in the early Wittgenstein:
There are, in the Tractatus, notably in the 5.6s, remarks in which the limits of language and the limits of the world appear not merely as limits, not merely as essential features, but as limitations, as features that at some level exclude certain possibilities.  Because these features appear to exclude certain possibilities, they also appear to admit the question why they are as they are.  The answer implied in those same remarks involves the subject, who both understands language and has thoughts about the world, and who somehow sets the limits—is a limit—of each.  And this is a version of transcendental idealism. (WTI 176, WATTI 241)

But Moore also believes that Wittgenstein sees TI as ‘a tissue of nonsense’—‘utter nonsense’ (WTI 186, 187, WATTI 254)—and as incoherent for reasons Wittgenstein himself spells out:
We cannot say in logic, ‘The world has this in it, and this, but not that.’

For that would appear to presuppose that we were excluding certain possibilities, and this cannot be the case, since it would require that logic should go beyond the limits of the world; for only in that way could it view those limits from the other side as well. (TLP 5.61)
Here Wittgenstein presents a version of the Limit Argument that looms so large in EMM. He also does so in a passage in the preface of the Tractatus, which Moore presents as follows:

In order to be able to draw a limit to thought [understood as a limitation of thought], we should have to find both sides of the limit thinkable (i.e. we should have to be able to think what cannot be thought). ([TLP] p.3, cf. EMM 234)
This theme is tied to a motif that will be of importance later—that ‘[i]n logic nothing is accidental’, ‘there can never be surprises’ (TLP 2.012, 6.1251)—as a ‘substantive’ logic would make possible a drawing of the bounds of sense in a way that that the Limit Argument shows to be impossible.

If TI is ‘utter nonsense’—by virtue of being such a confused attempt to draw such bounds—but is nonetheless there to be found expressed in the Tractatus, we must ask—as Sullivan puts it— ‘what it’s doing there’ (WTI 176, WATTI 240). For Moore, it is not simply an ‘enemy’ to be ‘diagnosed and dispelled’; instead it retains an ‘allure that is still at times almost irresistible’ (PV 137). So whence his ‘obsessive concern to locate Wittgenstein in relation to this abstruse piece of Kantian metaphysics’ (WTI 175)? Whence ‘the lure of transcendental idealism’ (IN 185 n. 61)?—an absurdity, ‘but what a resonant absurdity!’ (PV 214)
3.
Four reference points

To set us on our way, I will identify four ideas to which Moore subscribes and that may help us understand what he thinks a reading of the Tractatus needs to explain:

S/S) Philosophical confusion as sign/symbol conflation

Moore’s Wittgenstein sees philosophical confusion as arising out of ‘superficial patterns in the various combinations of words that we use to express our thoughts’ (EMM 224): so, for example, the fact that we talk of time flowing and traffic flowing may prompt us to wonder whether the flow of time—like the flow of traffic—might be reversed. One might well wonder whether philosophical confusion really can be convincingly depicted as such confusion: superficial similarities between the signs we use—the physical marks or auditory sequences—leading us to believe that the further signs these similarities prompt us to produce carry meaning—are, in Wittgenstein’s terminology, symbols (TLP 3.326). But Moore’s early Wittgenstein thinks so: ‘the mark of bad philosophy is just such confusion’ (EMM 226).

TCP) A therapeutic conception of philosophy

To S/S, Moore adds a notably strident version of what one might call a ‘therapeutic’ conception of ‘good philosophy’, the kind in which Wittgenstein engages:

The aim of good philosophy … is to combat bad philosophy. … And this is its sole aim.  If there were no bad philosophy, there would be no need for good philosophy. (EMM 226)

To this he further adds, ‘This is where the analogy with Kant breaks down’, a matter to which we will return.

ACN) The austere conception of nonsense

Moore subscribes to what has become known as the ‘austere’ conception of nonsense, according to which nonsense is a ‘brute’, ‘sheer lack of meaning’ (EMM 230): ‘the only way in which [a] person can have produced nonsense is by using signs to which, as so used, “he has failed to give a meaning” ([TLP] 6.53)’ (EMM 230).

Now these ideas leave us with a puzzle when we turn to the Tractatus itself. What they would lead us to expect is—as Moore puts it (EMM 227)—something like Kant’s transcendental dialectic, a piecemeal working through of philosophical confusions, demonstrating how they arise in the way that S/S describes. Instead we get something that seems very like the kind of philosophy that, according to S/S and ACN, is sheer nonsense. As Moore puts it, if nonsense is the ‘target’ of the book, it also seems to be its ‘content’ (IN 190); this is a puzzling outcome, our puzzlement only deepened by 6.54’s self-renunciation.

The fourth idea I want to introduce offers a way of proceeding here, positing modes of understanding which we can express at best by talking nonsense.

ISU) Ineffable states of understanding
Rightly or wrongly, ACN is often associated with ‘resolute’—or as Moore labels them, ‘new’—readings of the Tractatus. But a distinctive feature of Moore’s reading is an attempt to suggest that such readings and their arch-enemy, the ‘traditional’ reading, may not be as distinct as some of their proponents believe. Key in the dispute is the notion that ‘there are things that cannot be put into words’; but according to Moore, in deciding ‘what … someone mean[s] who claims that there are things that cannot be put into words’ and what someone means ‘who claims that, on the contrary, there are no such things’, the crucial but unasked question has been: ‘What does the term “things” range over here?’ (EMM 240)
If the term ranges too widely, then it will include things that trivially cannot be put into words, such as bricks (EMM 240), socks (IN 175) and chairs (PV 155). So might it instead range over truths in particular? While some traditionalists may seem to have adopted this view,
 Moore sides with ‘new’ readers in maintaining that ‘[t]he idea of an ineffable truth is quite foreign to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus’ (IN 175, cf. also PV 155). Nevertheless, he disagrees with those ‘new’ readers who have taken this to entail that ‘there are no such things’ as ‘things that cannot be put into words’.
 Moore thinks there are, including ‘various … states of understanding that Wittgenstein mentions in the Tractatus—understanding a proposition ([TLP] 4.024), understanding the constituents of a proposition (ibid.), understanding logic ([TLP] 5.552), and understanding language ([TLP] 5.62)’, as well that of ‘understanding Wittgenstein’, that of ‘seeing what he is up to in this extraordinary work’ (EMM 241).
 Relatedly—as we will see—he also suggests that our recognition that a claim is nonsense may itself find best expression in our talking more nonsense.
As a general category of understanding, Moore characterises such ineffable understanding in two key ways:

· ‘the best we can do to express [such] understanding … is to produce nonsense’ (IN 188-89)); and 

· such understanding ‘has nothing “to answer to”’ (IN 177 n. 31);
 it is  ‘non-representational’ (PV 147).
Given that some states of understanding certainly seem ‘effable’,
 we need reasons to think the particular states of understanding listed above ineffable. In his recent discussions, Moore’s focus has been on the example of ‘understanding Wittgenstein’ and the possibility that ‘the best we can do to express [that] understanding … is to produce nonsense’. More important for our later discussion is his view of our understanding of language, which he characterises as ‘a mode of reception’ and ‘not itself a reception’:

It includes my knowing how to exercise the concept green, for instance, which in turn includes my knowing what it is for something to be green. But this is not the same as my having an answer to any question. … My understanding is knowledge of how to acquire knowledge … But it is not itself a true representation of how things are. It is not a representation at all … [This] is not to deny that what it delivers is genuine representational knowledge … The point is rather … that it enables me to make sense, not … that it enables me to make the ‘right’ sense. There is no question of right or wrong here … (PV 184-85)

Familiar Kantian and Wittgensteinian ideas underpin this view,
 and I won’t assess it or Moore’s case in support of it here. But I will return to it below. For now, let us note that if we look back to the puzzle about the Tracatus itself being nonsense, ISU opens up the possibility that it may nonetheless be the best means of expressing an ineffable understanding. On such a basis, TI might be ‘a tissue of nonsense’ without being ‘only an enemy’ to be ‘diagnosed and dispelled’.

4.
The allure of Transcendental Idealism

So let us return now to the allure of TI and consider five bases that might have for Moore’s Wittgenstein. The first three all have clear Kantian resonances but, for a variety of reasons, I will not discuss these at length. I will concentrate on the fourth and fifth, which I will discuss together.
a) Accounting for synthetic a priori truth
Though Moore sees in the Tractatus a significant ‘recoil from Kant’, he also see it as ‘in many ways a thoroughly Kantian book, with a thoroughly Kantian problematic’ (EMM 246). So a natural place to start is with the question of why TI was an ‘obsessive concern’ of Kant’s, the doctrine’s inventor.
In one sense, Kant’s most immediately obvious interest in TI fails to carry over to the Tractatus, by which I mean his interest in it as an account of synthetic a priori knowledge. The possibility of providing such an account is ‘one of transcendental idealism’s greatest enticements’ but Wittgenstein handles very differently from Kant the ‘commerce with all the ways things might have been’ that knowledge of this broad kind seems to involve (PV 117).

One might say that Kant and Wittgenstein agree that such knowledge is not knowledge of the ways things might be; but what they would mean in saying that differs profoundly. Quite what Kant’s phenomenal/noumenal distinction amounts to is clearly a matter of great debate but there would not seem to be anything like that apparatus at work in the Wittgensteinian account. While Kant proposes that synthetic a priori knowledge is confined to knowledge of the phenomenal, one might say that, for Wittgenstein, such knowledge is not of any domain of reality at all. So, for Moore’s Wittgenstein, ‘[a] logically true proposition’, for example, ‘earns its title of truth by dint of its construction as a proposition, and by dint of that alone, not by dint of any relation in which it stands to reality’ (EMM 231).
 Kant’s principal concerns lie with mathematical rather than logical truth, of course, and Wittgenstein handles these in very different ways.
 But he handles them in the same spirit: in mathematics too we never encounter any ‘surprises’ because the ‘knowledge claims’ in question don’t have anything like the content that we may imagine.
 There is a sense in which Kant could agree with that statement; but it would be an agreement that conceals more than it reveals, not least because ‘Wittgenstein is utterly hostile to the idea of the synthetic a priori’ (EMM 234).

b) Accounting for the unity of the world

In Points of View in particular, Moore presents an account according to which TI can be said to secure the unity of the world. This account is informed in complex ways by Williams’ reflections on the nature of knowledge and a concern over the possibility of non-perspectival representations. Put extremely briefly, Moore sees the possibility of understanding a proposition as true as requiring that it be possible to arrive at a representation that entails it and any other representation that we also want to understand as true.
 The possibility of such a unifying representation imposes the requirement that—very roughly speaking once more—those it unifies not be tied in a profound way to particular perspectives on things; yet there are ‘considerations’ arising from various sources—from Putnam to Derrida—‘in favour of the necessary perspectivalness of any representation’ (PV 113). TI—and its vision of a perspective from which all our representations are entertained—represents a way of ‘respecting’ those considerations without surrendering the notion of a unified world that the above reflections seem to demand: according to TI, ‘the unity of reality is determined by its being held together’ through ‘a transcendent process whereby we contribute a conceptual structure to reality’ (PV 125). This structure ‘is something we effect ourselves’ (PV 125):
[W]hat gives reality its substantiality, its unity, and its autonomy … is precisely its being held together at the transcendent level—at a transcendent point of view. (PV 113)

In several very dense pages in Points of View, Moore goes on to extend this Kantian vision to the Tractatus.
This may come as something of a surprise to the reader of EMM, in particular, because it is less than obvious that this vision is consistent with TCP: as Moore himself says, with TCP, ‘the analogy with Kant breaks down’. We must not be too quick here, of course. There clearly are therapeutic dimensions to Kant’s work, most obviously, in his offering what could be seen as a ‘diagnosis’ of dogmatic metaphysics.
 Moreover, Sullivan’s reading of Wittgenstein can be seen as specifically attempting to reconcile a Kantian/Moorean concern with the unity of the world with a therapeutic assessment of what ‘securing’ that unity requires: while ‘[f]or Kant it is a matter of constitutively explaining unity’, ‘for Wittgenstein it is a matter of neutralizing threats of disunity’ (Sullivan 2013: 263).

But our present issue is whether such a concern can assign TI a status as more than that of an ‘enemy’. Though Sullivan himself has previously spoken of Wittgenstein’s view as a ‘disarmed idealism’ (1996: 199), more recently he insists that Wittgenstein ‘works to evaporate the idealism out of Kant’s transcendental endeavour’ (Sullivan 2013: 263). This is just one of the many issues that emerge in the course of the Moore-Sullivan debate to which, as I have indicated, I cannot do justice here. Nor can I do justice to the broader vision of PV. But the parts of the PV story mentioned above seem to have rather fallen into abeyance in Moore’s more recent discussions of Wittgenstein, and for that reason too, I will set these matters aside. Other thoughts now seem to crowd those out.

c) Intimation of the higher

In a way anticipated in PV,
 but most explicitly stressed in more recent work, Moore sees a further Kantian parallel in ‘what seems to [him] to be in many respects the most significant fact about the appearance of transcendental idealism in the Tractatus’ (EMM 248, cf. also WATTI 249). Kant famously ‘den[ies] knowledge, in order to make room for faith’ (1961: B xxx). He sees ‘our rational engagement with things—that part of our engagement with things which is made possible by the fact that we are rational, thinking beings‘—as including faith, hope, aesthetic judgement and ‘the practical use of pure reason’ (WTI 184, WATTI 251-52, cf. EMM 250).  These ‘other modes of rational engagement with things’ ‘involve[] our engaging with things in a way that is not just a matter of discursive knowledge’, and in recognizing these, ‘we come to regard empirical reality’ as ‘restricted to … objects of sensible intuition’ (WTI 185, WATTI 252). In this way, in our ‘allowing for due acknowledgement’ of the ways in which we engage with ‘value, … freedom, … God, and the like’, and ‘articulating what we [thereby] recognize’, ‘we are led to transcendental idealism’ (WTI 185, WATTI 252).
Moore ‘see[s] the same structure in Wittgenstein’, even if with ‘profound differences’ (WTI 185, WATTI 252). Wittgenstein ‘recognizes modes of rational engagement with things other than that which finds expression’ in propositions with sense: ‘[t]hat is, he recognizes modes of rational engagement with things other than thought’ (WTI 185, WATTI 252-53). Indeed TI’s ‘greatest service’, ‘for both Kant and Wittgenstein’, is ‘helping us to see what else’ lies beyond—beyond thoughts with content for Kant and thought full-stop for Wittgenstein (WTI 184, WATTI 251).
A question one might raise here echoes that raised above about (b): are (c)’s concerns consistent with TCP’s claim that the ‘sole aim’ of ‘good philosophy … is to combat bad philosophy’? A more constructive role for Wittgenstein’s philosophy seems to be implied by claims that ‘part of th[e] point’ of the Tractatus ‘is to uphold a fundamental separation of fact and value’, and that ‘genuine insights’—‘ineffable insights into what it is to think, into what it is to exercise the will, and into what separates these’—‘lead us to construe the world’s limits as limitations [and] endorse [a] version of transcendental idealism’ (EMM 251). 
So is this not another respect in which the ‘the analogy with Kant breaks down’?
 Certainly TCP’s ‘sole aim’ claim would seem to require that these insights are first and foremost insights into ‘bad philosophy’; but, as a matter of fact, I do think a view of this broad kind might be defended, having attempted to do something not so very dissimilar elsewhere.
 The case I make draws indeed on an argument, inspired by remarks of Wittgenstein’s (on ‘conscience and ‘decency’), that parallels one of the Kantian arguments that Moore cites in connection with his view that understanding of language is in large part ‘unanswerable’ (cf. PV 186 n. 13.). But beyond that similarity, I have no particular reason to think that Moore sees these matters as I do, which takes me to my main reason for not discussing these matters further here.
As Moore notes, ‘Wittgenstein does not say a great deal’ about these matters, ‘highly suggestive’ though ‘the little he says’ is (EMM 251).
 As I concede in my own discussion, any such discussion of these matters will necessarily be highly speculative (McManus 2006: 177); and Moore himself says little about them—‘highly suggestive’ though that is too.
 So I do not think there is much to be gained here by my speculating about how Moore may be speculating in the little that he says about the little that Wittgenstein says.

Instead I will look at two particular ways that Moore identifies in which TI may be involved with ‘an urge that we have to transcend our limitations’ (WTI 178, WATTI 243-44): its serving to express that urge and its serving to combat it. I have already raised questions—if only briefly—about how (b) and (c)’s understandings of the ‘allure’ of TI stand in relation to the broader conception of philosophy that Moore ascribes to Wittgenstein, asking how they stand to TCP.
 In what follows, I will ask of (d) and (e) a question of the same kind, asking how they stand to S/S.

d) and e) Expressing and combating an  urge to transcend our limitations

Moore proposes that 

[I]n the Tractatus, Wittgenstein brings us to transcendental idealism by indulging an urge that we have to transcend our limitations; … the limitations in question are those that ground and shape our concepts. (WTI 178, WATTI 243-44)

He goes on to clarify just how he understands this urge and these limitations in a passage I will label UTF—for ‘the urge to transcend our finitude’:

(UTF) My idea [is] not that, given whatever such limitations we are subject to, we aspire not to be subject to them. It [is] rather that we aspire not to be subject to any such limitations at all. It is ultimately the very finitude of our thinking that we have an urge to transcend: the very fact that our thinking is answerable to something. This is not to suggest that there is any alternative to our thinking’s being thus finite. Our urge may be utterly ill-conceived. What is true is that for our thinking to be thus finite is for there to be an alternative to whatever qualifies it as thinking which is thus finite—to whatever equips it to answer to that to which it is answerable, namely reality, or the world. (By way of analogy: even if there is no alternative to a stick’s having some finite length, for a stick to have some finite length is for there to be an alternative to its having whatever finite length it has.) So, for example, our thinking involves our using signs in some particular way ([TLP] 3.1 ff.), where what this means is our using them in some way rather than some other that would have equipped us to think just as well ([TLP] 3.326 – 3.327). (WTI 178, WATTI 244)

We will consider this passage in detail later. But here I want to present the texts in which Moore connects this urge to recognizable Tractarian concerns, and those concerns to TI. The above passage continues by offering the following ‘example of our using signs’, ‘our naming objects’:

Our thinking is about objects ([TLP] 3.2 ff.).  This is how it touches reality.  If our thinking did not touch reality in this way, then it would not be able to answer to reality ([TLP] 2.15 – 2.1515 and 5.542).  For our thinking to be about objects in this way, we need to know the objects it is about ([TLP] 6.2322).  But our knowing an object does not itself consist in our thinking anything: we cannot say what we know when we know an object. ...  [But] one particularly significant way in which our urge [to transcend our finitude] is liable to manifest itself is through the attempt to say what we know when we know objects; to say what objects are, not just how they are; to put objects themselves into words (cf. [TLP] 3.221). (WTI 179, WATTI 244-45)

He then offers two ways in which the above ‘connects with’ TI:

[This] is an attempt to say, not how things are, but how their limits are.  And this is liable to involve casting those limits as limitations.  It is liable to involve embracing some version of transcendental idealism. (WTI 179-80, WATTI 245)

I confess that I find this less than transparent;
 but here is one possible reading. Saying ‘not how things are, but how their limits are’ could be seen as ‘liable to involve embracing some version of transcendental idealism’ because one otherwise wonders how such limits can be drawn. Recall the passage from WTI 176/WATTI 241 above; there too we saw the casting of ‘limits … as limitations’, which in ‘appear[ing] to exclude certain possibilities’, ‘also appear[ed] to admit the question why they are as they are’. ‘The answer’ said to be ‘implied’ there ‘involve[d] the subject’, the subject ‘somehow set[ting] the limits’ of the world. These limits being set in this way would also explain our sense that we know them a priori: that a physical object can be red or green but not red and green all over is not something we discover through experimentation.
The second connection to TI is that when we attempt to express our understanding that our ‘knowledge of objects’ is instead actually ‘inexpressible’, ‘the attempt to express it is liable to issue in some version of transcendental idealism’:  
We are liable to say that reality consists of how objects are, not of what they are, not of the objects themselves—or, in somewhat more familiar terms, that the world is the totality of facts, not of things (cf. [TLP] 1.1)—intending this as a corrective, as a way of signalling that only our knowledge of facts is a form of thinking, answerable to reality, and apt to be expressed.  But if we do say this, ... we … exclude certain possibilities; and we exclude them, moreover, on the grounds that they are not consonant with the nature of our thinking.  In sum, we embrace a version of transcendental idealism. (WTI 180, WATTI 245)
This second connection is ‘less direct’ but ‘more significant as far as the project of the Tractatus is concerned’ (WTI 180, WATTI 245) as it bears on the puzzle raised above of how nonsense can be ‘both the target of the book and the content of the book’ (IN 190):

While the first connection illustrates one source of our temptation to construe limits as limitations, namely the urge to transcend our own limitations, the second reveals another: the very urge to counter that first urge. (WTI 180).

Moreover, our expression of this countering urge will itself naturally ‘involve producing more of the very nonsense in question’; as Moore asks,
Will it not involve trying to transcend the relevant limitations in an effort to stake off the territory that is home to the illusions; and perhaps also trying to implement some form of transcendental idealism whereby we cannot talk about anything that is not part of ‘our’ world, a world that is itself in some mysterious way bound by these limitations? (IN 189-90)
This, Moore suggests, promises in outline ‘a fair characterization of the project of the Tractatus’ (IN 190).
5,
A worry

But—for me, at least—(d) and (e) raise a worry: even if TI does not figure only as an enemy of philosophical confusion, it is still not much of a friend. It is not simply its being incoherent that lets us down but its making us look in the wrong place—as it were—to understand where our confusion lies. In this respect, TI seems at best a false friend.
Attempts to ‘draw a limit to thought’, and TI’s attempt to rule out such a drawing, both confusedly ‘represent the matter as if there were something one couldn’t do’ (PI sec. 374). The insight that we really need to reach is instead S/S, the realisation that what lies behind both forms of confusion is ‘superficial patterns in the various combinations of words that we use to express our thoughts’ (EMM 224). All of the above are commitments of Moore’s Wittgenstein; but it is not clear to me how ‘processing’ TI’s nonsense—in the way described above—to the point where we see it ‘fall[] apart in our hands’ (EMM 242, IN 190) gets us to S/S.
 Moore claims that

The nonsense in the Tractatus has been carefully crafted both to have the appearance of sense and, in quite particular ways, to militate against that appearance.  We come to appreciate it as nonsense when we find that we cannot in the end make full and integrated sense of it.  (EMM 242)

He goes on to claim that 

This brings us to an appreciation of the forces that give this nonsense the appearance of sense in the first place, and of what it takes to resist those forces.  (EMM 242)

But if—as S/S insists—the ‘forces’ in question are ‘superficial patterns in the various combinations of words that we use to express our thoughts’, then I am not convinced.
The sequence of philosophical moves that Moore identifies surely are part of a general pattern of ‘processing’ with which the Tractatus invites us to engage. We believe we grasp a philosophical state of affairs, concerning logical possibilities of the world, thinkable thoughts or graspable propositions. These generate familiar problems: what kind of states of affairs are these, and how can we know them? But Wittgenstein points us to deeper troubles. These being the states of affairs that they seem to be dictates that alternative states of affairs do not hold: ‘These are indeed possible/thinkable/graspable, whereas those are not’. But we then realise that thinking/grasping the latter clause requires us to think/grasp that which, ex hypothesi, cannot be thought/grasped. There can be no such space of alternatives, as it would require thoughts of which we cannot make sense. At this point, we may insist the space must somehow be closed; but this is followed by the realisation that this demand for closure makes no sense either: closure of what?

The rise and fall of TI could be seen as instances of these last two steps. We propose that the ‘possibilities’ that we must ‘exclude’ are excluded ‘on the grounds that they are not consonant with the nature of our thinking’—a move made even more natural by its promising to solve the familiar problems mentioned above; but then we realise that this gets us no further, in that we are still engaging in the double-think of affirming and denying that ‘these possibilities’ are objects of our thought: to use an expression of Moore’s from a different, though related context, TI ‘compounds the absurdity’ (PV 147).
But it seems to me that, at this point, one might simply be baffled. If thinking through TI is a crucial part of the ‘nonsense in the Tractatus [that] has been carefully crafted both to have the appearance of sense and, in quite particular ways, to militate against that appearance’—nonsense which is meant to ‘bring[] us to an appreciation of the forces that give this nonsense the appearance of sense in the first place, and of what it takes to resist those forces’ —then I am not convinced that it is well crafted, or—if it is—that we have yet seen how. If S/S is true, we need to have turned off our road earlier—or to stretch our metaphor—we need to back up to examine the thoughts that put us on this road in the first place; and it is not clear to me how TI ‘falling apart in our hands’ gets us there. We may have come to realise that we are in a mess. But why should this also yield an ‘appreciation of the forces that give this nonsense the appearance of sense in the first place’ if those forces are those that S/S envisages?

Moore characterises Sullivan’s Wittgenstein as ‘aim[ing] … to dissociate himself from [TI] entirely, even to the extent of denying it a rôle as an attempted expression of our understanding of its sources’ (EMM 247). I think it does have something like such a rôle, in that one could certainly see it as a progressive step in our working through our philosophical confusion; but when we turn to it, and even when we recognize its incoherence, we are—it seems to me—a long way short of understanding ‘its sources’, ‘the forces that give this nonsense the appearance of sense in the first place’.

6.
Finitude and Transcendental Idealism
So let us try another approach, beginning with another look at UTF. This passage identifies an ‘urge that we have to transcend our limitations’, where that means ‘ultimately the very finitude of our thinking’. That ‘we are finite’ is ‘a rich, polymorphous premiss’ (PV 158) and ‘[t]here are many … marks of human finitude’ (HFIIC 427): it is an undeniable fact that I cannot multiply two 100-digit numbers in my head, for example. But, in UTF, Moore has another—though also seemingly undeniable—‘mark’ of the ‘finitude of our thinking’ in mind: ‘that our thinking is answerable to something’. He says that the ‘urge to transcend’ such finitude ‘may be utterly ill-conceived’,
 and implies that there need not be ‘any alternative to our thinking’s being thus finite’.  But in another sense, Moore does point to an ‘alternative’—if not an alternative for our thinking.
 The note that he attaches to his mention of our ‘answerability’ points us to Kant’s notion of ‘an understanding that is itself intuitive’:

[F]or example, a divine understanding which should not represent to itself given objects, but through whose representation the objects should themselves be given or produced. (CPR B 145)

Such a ‘divine understanding’ is doomed never to encounter an object, an ob-ject—as Heidegger often puts it
—that is, something thrown against it and standing opposed to it. It can never encounter objects resistant to its wishes, its further understanding or its expectations: these are unanswerable,
 and its world is, hence, a world without surprises.
Crucially for present purposes, one can indeed see a sense in which TI might be seen as an aspiration to such a condition—and hence as expressing an urge to transcend our finitude as answerability to objects—at least in the sense that TI would have we subjects somehow determine the range of ways the world might be.
 That range would be determined by facts about us, and hence be something apt to be known a priori: that the world takes any of these forms would not then come to us as a surprise.

But UTF offers another suggestion about how we are to understand the finitude that the urge in question is an urge to transcend: ‘for our thinking to be thus finite is for there to be an alternative to whatever qualifies it as thinking which is thus finite’. What would the alternative state here be that our (possibly ill-conceived) urge to transcend seeks? Moore says that his ‘idea [is] not that, given whatever such limitations we are subject to, we aspire not to be subject to them’: ‘[i]t [is] rather that we aspire not to be subject to any such limitations at all.’ The example Moore gives of what ‘qualifies’ our thinking as finite, and which ‘equips it to answer to that which it is answerable’, is ‘our thinking involve[ing] our using signs in some particular way’. If so, our urge to transcend our finitude here is an urge not to use signs in some other particular way, but to not have to use them in any particular way at all. How then could TI be an aspiration to that state?
Thinking about another passage from Kant may help. He tells us that

Reason … approaches nature in order to be taught by it, not as a pupil who listens to everything that the teacher chooses to say, but as an appointed judge who compels the witnesses to answer questions which he has himself formulated. (1961 B xiii).
But how are we to know that the questions we formulate are the right questions?—that nature will answer to them? How do we know that the terms those questions use are ‘the language of nature’ too, as one might put it—articulating ranges of possible answers that correspond to how nature might be?
 One way one could dispense with such worries is by our dictating ‘the language of nature’. The above quasi-sceptical worries arise as long as our using signs in particular ways rather than others means we pose of nature particular questions in particular terms when we could be asking others in others. But the kind of TI alluded to resolves these worries by dictating the questions to which nature—the world—answers, the terms in which it is.

What I want to do in the remaining sections of this paper is draw on these and other Moorean themes to paint a different picture of the ‘allure’ of TI. For me too, it will turn out to be not that good a friend but—to return to the criticism raised at the end of the previous section—it may bring us closer to S/S, the ultimate realisation that Moore’s Wittgenstein seems to see as key to grasping the nature of philosophical confusion, including that which leads us to TI.
7.
A variation on Moorean themes: Unanswerable knowledge and being-in-the-world

From PV through EMM, Moore has maintained that TI is nonsense. For example, he thinks that ‘transcendental idealism is more or less explicit’ (EMM 246) in remarks such as that ‘The world is my world’ (TLP 5.62), but also that the latter can be given no adequate interpretation. ‘[A]s [Wittgenstein] himself makes clear … these claims do not admit of a transcendent interpretation’; and ‘[w]hat would an immanent interpretation of the claim that the world is my world be?’: ‘That I own everything? That I am God?’ (PV 151)

When God put in an appearance in the previous section we saw that His thought is unanswerable and hence—by Moore’s first criterion in UTF above—in-finite. But, of course, Moore believes that we possess modes of unanswerable understanding too, including our understanding of propositions. Such understanding is a pre-condition of our finite, answerable propositional thought but is not itself answerable or—by UTF’s first criterion—finite.

We saw above that God is trapped in a world without surprises: the world is always His world, one might say, free of forms of ignorance to which He is not entitled, unable to break out to a world of true ob-jects.
 Similarly, having created the world to His own plan, nature was created to realise His ideas—to ‘speak' His language, to exist in His terms. If our understanding of propositions is unanswerable too, is the mastery of the world with which that understanding endows us similar? In one way, it is, and in another, obviously not. The propositional thought that p is answerable and fallible: its holding can come as a surprise. But entertaining such a thought presupposes that we already possess a sufficient mastery of its subject-matter. We must already know what it is for p or not p to be the case; and this cannot be a matter of surprise, as prior to such mastery we cannot entertain thoughts—have expectations—about any such matter. But, of course, our possessing unanswerable understanding of such matters cannot—sanely—be seen as arising out of our having created the world of possibilities of which it is mastery: we do not stand in ‘a God-like epistemic relation of creative intellectual determination to the world’ (HFIIC 433).
In this way, the formulation, ‘The world is my world’, rightly indicates that we cannot make sense of—are not entitled to—a certain kind of ignorance of the world. But if that is not to mean ‘that I am God’, what is it to mean? Let us look at again then—let us back up and reconsider—this impossible ignorance, and do so via a discussion of Heidegger’s of early reflections of Kant’s. These address the question, ‘on what basis rests the relation to the object of that which, in ourselves, we call representation?’; and they run a course similar to our own above; for, for example, Kant comes to consider the following:
[I]f that in us, which is called representation, were active with respect to the object, i.e. if the object itself were produced by it, in the same way as divine knowledge is imagined as the prototype of things, the conformity of the representation to its object would be intelligible.

Now Kant rejects such an answer—as ‘countenanc[ing] every whim and pious or speculative figment of the imagination’ (Kant 1968: 114)—but Heidegger’s concern lies with a presupposition on which the question it would answer rests. ‘There is no problem in seeing how Descartes’ position shines through the problematic’, he claims, in the form of a presupposition—in which, I will suggest, our own puzzlement above partakes—of a ‘content with the character of being prior’, which ‘resides first of all and fundamentally within the subject’:

Here . . . we can see . . . how Kant remained imprisoned in this way of posing the question: How does the subject in its knowledge come out [kommt . . . hinaus] to the object? (2010: 318)

Heidegger rejects this question and that presupposition in setting out his own notion of Being-in-the-world, his own seeing of sense in the claim that ‘I am my world’ (cf. TLP 5.63). This too has been seen as expressing a form of idealism;
 but it is better understood, I believe, as setting out a condition that must be met by anything that we would see as a subject. I suggest that, despite their natural expression in idealist terms suggestive of a dominion that the subject has over the world, our above reflections can equally be seen as specifying conditions that a subject must come to meet if it is to entertain thoughts about the world—or, in other words, conditions that an entity must meet if it to be a subject.

In Wittgenstein too, we see a vision of the constitution of a subject that makes a nonsense of ‘content with the character of being prior’. That constitution requires the formation of a representational system with an appropriate linkage to a body of possible facts. One aspect of that linkage is the system’s states that we come to see as representational states possessing a logical form that mirrors that of the possible fact that we come to see them as representing: when the condition is met, what we come to think of as the signs the system uses are used in a manner that mirrors the logical possibilities of the objects combined in the fact that we now come to see those signs as representing. This isomorphism is necessary if—to borrow a McDowellian turn of phrase—we are to have a subject in view; such an attunement—such a facility with—the world is necessary if we are to have in view a system capable of fallible, answerable thought. As Sullivan puts it,

The idea that we might be thinking and yet failing to present a possible state of affairs simply gets no grip in Wittgenstein’s theory: what defines the possibilities of how things might be defines also the possibilities in, that is, what constitutes, thought. (Sullivan 2001: sec. 7)

‘Prior’ to our having before us an attunement to such possibilities, we have no content before us either—somehow ‘first of all and fundamentally within the subject’—and, hence, no subject.

One way to express this realisation would be to say that when we come to be suitably attuned to a region of the world, we grasp what it is not how it is (cf. TLP 5.552). A second—echoing a distinction in Moore’s discussion of Hume between ‘epistemic’ and ‘semantic empiricism’, a discussion that also issues in reflections on omniscience (EMM 89 n. 10)—would be to say that the subject cannot be subject to semantic surprises. And a third would be to say that ‘The world is my world’, but this heard now as expressing not the subject’s dominion over the world, but the subject’s dependency on the world: my existence—my existing as a subject, a me rather than an it—depends on my coming to use signs in ways isomorphic with possible facts. I have no other existence apart from the realisation of such representational systems; one might say that '[t]he thinking, representing subject’, conceived of as distinct from such systems and the space of possible facts its states represent, ‘does not exist'—that ‘the I of solipsism shrinks to an extensionless point and there remains the reality co-ordinated with it’ (TLP 5.631, 5.64). That, for a subject to exist, it must find itself in a world it already finds meaningful—immediately and intrinsically so, one might say
—is now what we hear in ‘The world is my world’: in this way, ‘solipsism strictly carried out coincides with pure realism’ (TLP 5.64).
As the reader may already have detected, it is in his discussion of picturing that I believe Wittgenstein sheds most light on these matters and I turn to that in the penultimate section of the paper. We see most vividly there, I think, the demands set out above that a possible fact places on the would-be subject that would entertain it in thought, as well as how one might indeed come to say that both ‘[t]he world is my world’ and that ‘bad philosophy’ arises out of ‘superficial patterns in the various combinations of words that we use to express our thoughts’.

8.
Picturing
To adapt Wittgenstein’s famous and fecund example of how ‘[w]e make to ourselves pictures of facts’ (TLP 2.1),
 we may imagine modelling a road accident with a pepper pot for a pedestrian, a cup for a car and folded napkins representing a cross-roads. When we consider such a case, we see vividly—for example—the insight that Wittgenstein sees in a Fregean context principle: prior to seeing the pepper-pot at work in the ‘proposition’ as a whole—prior to seeing it walk along the road, so to speak—we have no sense of how it might be said to ‘represent the pedestrian’. Until we have in view such a use—of an articulated proposition as a whole—we have no ‘component’ symbols in view either.

Relatedly, and as we saw above, the analogy also makes vivid how the impossibility of ignorance—of surprises—that is our unanswerable semantic knowledge is a mystery calling for solution (through a brand of idealism, say) only if we ‘remain[] imprisoned’—in a more Wittgensteinian idiom, ‘bewitched’—by the question, ‘How does the subject in its knowledge come out to the object?’ The picturing analogy gives a sense to ‘The world is my world’ but not as an answer to that question but as an indication of precisely why it is wrong-headed, the possibility of ‘semantic surprise’ resting on a notion of a ‘content’ ‘first of all and fundamentally within the subject’ which cannot itself be given content.
How then can we come think the illogical? Wittgenstein’s answer, of course, is ‘We cannot’ (TLP 3.03)—or, better, ‘We do not’: when one might be tempted to say we do, it is because ‘we have not made an arbitrary specification, NOT because a sign is, shall we say, illegitimate in itself!’ (NB 1). Philosophical confusion arises not out of a contentful signs that somehow cannot establish such attunement with possible facts—signs that are ‘illegitimate in themselves’—but our readiness to confuse signs that have such an attunement—that have content—with those that have not, a confusion caused by ‘superficial patterns in the various combinations of words that we use to express our thoughts’. Indeed once the message of the picture analogy has been taken on board, there is no other option; as Sullivan says, ‘[t]he idea that we might be thinking and yet failing to present a possible state of affairs simply gets no grip in Wittgenstein’s theory’.

But thinking further through the picture analogy—and in the very concretion that Wittgenstein’s model of an accident presents—also makes the required picture of ‘the illogical’ plausible. By placing the pepper-pot and the cup in various places on our napkins we represent what happened in the accident or entertain various alternative courses of events that might have come to pass. But consider what we would say if someone were to reach over and say ‘But what if this had happened?’ placing one of our napkins on top of the cup, or placing the toast-rack in the middle of our ‘junction’. We might be tempted to say of the first ‘That cannot happen’, but the reason we are only tempted is because we also feel drawn to what we would naturally say to the second: ‘Well, what is that meant to represent?’

The latter reaction comes naturally with an improvised model such as that above. But it is inhibited when the signs in question already have an established use. Then they may seem to carry their senses over into the world of unprecedented, un-dreamt-of possibilities that such cases seem to reveal: we scratch our heads and wonder whether—since time flows and the traffic flows—the flow of time might be reversed.
 Wittgenstein’s radical metaphilosophical proposal is that these thoughts do not reveal the radical and unsettling possibilities we may take them to; rather—like the toast-rack ‘at the cross-roads’—they are not thoughts at all, configurations of objects that resemble those we use as signs but for which we have established no such use. One understates our confusion—indeed one ‘compounds’ it by inviting us to misunderstand it—when one says that the reason for this is that these ‘possibilities’ are impossible—or with a form of TI, that they are ‘not consonant with the nature of our thinking’. For that reason, TI strikes me as a false friend: even its abandonment—when we see it ‘fall apart in our hands’—leaves us a long way from recognizing the ‘forces that give this nonsense the appearance of sense in the first place’.
9.
Conclusion

Mapping a path through the ‘extraordinary and perplexing book’ that is the Tractatus and addressing some of the most important of ‘the countless exegetical problems’ that it poses (BS 328), Moore’s discussion of the early Wittgenstein in EMM and across his career to date is nuanced and complex. There is much in that discussion that I have been unable to examine here, and as a result, I may not be doing full justice to the path he maps. What I have attempted to do in the confines of this paper is sketch another path one might take through the Tractatus by drawing on Moorean themes; but it is a path that takes us closer to where Moore’s Wittgenstein—and, I believe, Wittgenstein himself—believes we need to get.

In our discussion of Moore’s reading, we saw a movement from 
· attempts to ‘say, not how things are, but how their limits are’, to

· the proposal that a brand of TI is needed if we are to determine such limits, to

· the proposal that TI is a way of expressing the impossibility of drawing any such limit, on the grounds that doing so requires us to ‘think both sides’ and thereby possibilities that can be nothing to us, to

· the realisation that TI must also be nonsense, on the grounds that it too refers to those same possibilities that can be nothing to us.
Our own discussion has flowed—I will not make any stronger claim than that—from considering 

· the Moorean notion of an our unanswerable understanding of propositions, to

· the proposal that formulations evocative of TI might be seen as expressing the impossibility of ‘semantic surprises’ that such understanding entails, to

· a duck-rabbit moment, so to speak, in which we realise that such formulations might instead be heard as expressive of the dependence of a would-be subject on coming into attunement with the world’s form, as Wittgenstein’s picturing discussion would have it, to 
· the corresponding realisation, also facilitated by the picturing discussion, that beyond ‘the bounds of sense’ lie not possibilities that can be nothing to us—and that a TI might somehow disallow—but signs to which no sense has been assigned.

Could Moore take the latter path too? I strongly suspect he could, a suspicion that my presentation of it as a variation on Moorean themes supports. But I do think that it puts pressure on the special status that Moore wants to assign to TI in the Tractatus, his saying ‘with … myriad qualifications’ that ‘Wittgenstein is a transcendental idealist’ (EMM 247). It does so by suggesting that the quasi-realist themes in Wittgenstein’s discussion have just as strong a claim to our ‘friendship’ as TI—perhaps even stronger in as much as they help us move towards S/S.
 Not that they are great friends either: I label them ‘quasi-realist’ because we need to ‘process’ them too to dispel the illusion that they also provide answers to the kinds of questions that we saw in Sec. 6 provide pseudo-motivation for TI.
 This need would be the subject of one of the myriad qualifications that would have to accompany any characterisation of Wittgenstein as a realist, because seeing that the questions such a realism—or TI—might answer are pseudo-questions—and specifically ones which result from ‘the bewitchment of our intelligence by means of language’ (PI sec. 109)—is our ultimate destination.
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� In what follows, I use the abbreviations given in the bibliography in referring to works by Moore and Wittgenstein.


� Moreover, Moore explicitly gives Wittgenstein a crucial place within EMM as a whole. Cf. EMM 589 identification of Wittgenstein as a ‘touchstone’ for the book.


� According to PV 116, these ‘essential features’ including ‘its essential constituents, if any; whatever qualifies it as reality; and its very existence’. Cf. also PV 110: ‘[O]n a suitably extreme idealist view, what true representations can be produced is not dictated by what reality is like; rather, what reality is like is dictated by what true representations can be produced.’


� Cf. also EMM 255, 257 and 289.


� Cf. also PV 197-200, and, for discussion of this particular reading of ACN, McManus forthcoming.


� Cf., e.g., Sullivan 2003: 198 on Peter Hacker’s reading.


� Cf. EMM 241 n. 55.


� Cf. IN sec. V.


� Cf. also PV ch. 8 sec. 3.


� Cf. EMM 240.


� Cf. HFIIC 429-30, 436-37, and PV 159-62 and 183-86.


� Given the range of forms of ineffable understanding that Moore postulates, ISU leaves possible a range of understandings of the Tractatus, from strongly therapeutic—according to which the Tractatus expresses our grasp that philosophical claims are sheer nonsense—to seemingly rather un-therapeutic—according to which the Tractatus expresses, in some way, our grasp of language, say. To air a concern I discuss further below, it is not clear to me which path Moore would have us take here. S/S and TCP seem to pull us towards the former, but passages like the following towards the latter:





[T]he understanding that [Wittgenstein] imparts … has as much to do with sense as it does with nonsense.  In particular, it has to do with propositional sense.  The Tractatus helps us to make sense of propositional sense. (EMM 242)





‘[T]he sense that it helps us to make of propositional sense is not itself propositional’ and the understanding imparted ‘is ineffable’—‘expressed, not in words, but in good philosophy’, an ‘activity’ through which we ourselves produce nonsense but thereby come both to ‘resist[] illusions of propositional sense’ and to achieve ‘the clarification of propositional sense’ (EMM 242). But this seems to envisage a more ‘constructive’ role than one might expect having been told that the ‘sole aim’ ‘of good philosophy … is to combat bad philosophy’. Similarly, in IN, we read:





Our grasp of concepts comes to have two aspects. Alongside our knowledge of how to use them, there is knowledge of how not to use them; alongside our command of what sense they can be used to make, there is our command of what ostensible sense they can be used to make. (IN 184)





‘Each of these admits of degrees’ and, consequently, our ‘struggle against merely seeming to make sense’ with concepts can yield a ‘grasp of these concepts [that] is thereby fuller’ (IN 184, 185, 190):





For instance, although all of us know what it is for something to be green, this is partial knowledge, and, at least in as much as we are prone to philosophical reflection, it is constantly having to be re-earned against the lure of certain incoherent pictures of what it is for something to be green … (IN 185).





If such ‘re-earning’ makes ‘fuller’ our ‘partial knowledge’, it would seem wrong to say that, ‘[i]f there were no bad philosophy, there would be no need for good philosophy’ (EMM 226).


A related thought is that, in our efforts to diagnose a philosophical confusion, we cannot make do with an ‘empirical, provisional, and metalinguistic’ account of ‘the actual history, to date, of … particular sign[s]’ (IN 186). That one must instead engage in the nonsense in question, if—as one might put it—one is even to have the confusion on the table for consideration, strikes me as importantly correct. (For some related thoughts, cf. PV 217 and McManus forthcoming.) But Moore links this rejection of a mere ‘lexicographical’—as opposed to ‘philosophical’—project to the acknowledgement of the need for some sort of ‘general philosophical understanding of what assignments of meanings to signs can achieve and what, despite appearances, they cannot’ (BS 331). Moore thinks that such an understanding cannot be ‘attained and expressed’, but thereby leaves open the possibility that it is ineffable  (BS 340); and I believe that part of the ‘allure’ of TI for Moore is that it suggests an explanation—even if an ‘abortive’ one (EMM 245)—of something like this sort. I return to these ideas in n. 29 below.


� Nor does our knowledge of patterns of valid inference owe its title to embodying any worldly knowledge, knowledge even of mere appearances: ‘[A] conjunction of two propositions p1 and p2 does not depend for its truth on the behaviour of some function … at work in the world.  It depends solely on the truth of p1 and p2.  And ‘and’ is just a sign that enables us to produce the conjunction of any two propositions.  It does not designate anything in reality.’ (EMM 232 n. 30)


� Cf. EMM 235 n. 37. Cf. also Sullivan’s review of the Tractatus’ rejection of Kant’s examples of synthetic a priori truth cited in EMM 234-35.


� Cf., e.g., TLP 6.21.


� Wittgenstein’s account of logical truth could be seen as a consequence of his insistence on a particular, general form that all propositions instantiate, their either being what he calls ‘elementary propositions’, which are logically independent of each other, or truth-functional combinations of elementary propositions. This insistence might then be seen as a matter of some feature of the subject—namely, the propositions it can entertain—‘setting the limits’ of the world: anything we might conceivably entertain a thought about would have to conform to the general form of the proposition and this might then be seen as a version of TI. But what seems to motivate Wittgenstein’s ‘general form of the proposition’ is the requirement that ‘there can never be surprises’ in logic (TLP 6.1251, quoted above)—for discussion, cf. McManus 2006: ch. 11 and 2009—and it is not that clear that this is best seen as a requirement that a fact about the subject imposes on the world. I will not pursue this matter here, as these notions do not loom large in Moore’s own accounting of the ‘allure’ of TI, though n. 28 will return to a related issue.


� Cf., e.g., PV 187: ‘[A]ny true representation must be capable of being assessed from a position of critical reflection in such a way that it can be seen as a true representation, alongside any other true representation.’


� Cf. EMM 258 n.13.


� Cf. PV 153.


� Sullivan 2013: sec. 6-7 makes a case for thinking so.


� Cf. McManus 2006: chs. 14-15.


� In PV, Moore proposes that this is Wittgenstein being ‘deliberately laconic’ (PV 153).


� He has much more to say about Kant’s understanding of the matters in question in his NRIF.


� (a) might also face a version of this question, in the light of, for example, the absence from TLP of the ‘constructive’ mechanics of a phenomenal/noumenal distinction.


� The difficulty here may have a connection with issues raised in n. 28 below.


� This is not in any sense a problem unique to Moore’s reading. For some relevant discussion, cf. McManus forthcoming.


� I will refer to this pattern of thought in the following note.


� Two related hypotheses may have a bearing here. (I believe these may have emerged for me out of conversation with Moore, though I certainly do not mean to suggest he endorses either.) The first is that Moore’s account comes to possess plausibility in capturing in vivid form the abstract pattern in the confusions that Wittgenstein targets—and which the previous note flags—but then loses it by tying that general pattern to the one particular and vivid realisation of that pattern that he explores—the rise and fall of TI—an ‘object of comparison’ (PI sec. 131) that may not serve to illuminate all of this pattern’s realisations. (E.g., another can be seen played out in the discussion of contextualism and picturing in the Tractatus; see below, and for further discussion, McManus 2006: ch. 5 and sec. 15.1-15.4.) The second hypothesis concerns the very abstraction of the notion of ‘sense-making’ using which Moore gives his canonical specification of TI in EMM. If we are to hear ‘the view that certain essential features of whatever can be made sense of in accord with [a kind of sense-making] depend on features of [that kind of sense-making]’ (EMM 142, quoted above) as restated in the claim that ‘the subject, who both understands language and has thoughts about the world, … somehow sets the limits—is a limit—of each’ (WTI 176, WATTI 241, quoted above), then ‘kinds of sense-making’ must belong—to use the crudest possible terms—on the ‘subject side’ of the fence. The discussion in Sec. 7 below could be seen as questioning whether any ‘subject’ might be thought to exist prior to language or to a world it might ‘limit’; instead one might say that its existence depends on that of kinds of sense-making, but without implying that the subject thereby sets limits to the world of which those kinds make sense; rather, that ‘[l]ogic must take care of itself’ (NB 1) may be specifically a way of saying that neither subjects nor objects can ‘take care of’ sense-making. For what I believe are related thoughts, cf. McManus 2012: sec. 7.5 and 2013.


� To return to the ideas raised at the end of n. 12, the insistence that our road must end with S/S (see below) might encourage the thought that we can take a shortcut there—perhaps through a ‘metalinguistic’ ‘history, to date, of … particular sign[s]’; one would indeed thereby lose, for example, ‘insights into what an abortive attempt to express [ineffable] knowledge … would be an abortive attempt to do—insights, that is, into what would motivate [such] attempt[s]’ (BS 332). This may be why we need philosophy’s activity to be ‘as complicated as the knots [in our thinking] that it unravels’ (BT 311) and why ‘the only strictly correct method’ ‘of philosophy’ is not that which the Tractatus adopts (TLP 6.53). But TI still suggests a misleading understanding of what ultimately motivates our philosophical confusions which—even when we recognize its ‘abortive’ character—leaves us far from the end of that process.


� Cf. also IN 189.


� One can certainly imagine questions being raised about whether the ‘thought’ to be described really counts as a form of ‘thought’—or really makes sense—full-stop. In HFIIC, Moore suggests it is ‘of a kind that humans partake in’ by virtue of being thought ‘that determines how things are in the world’ (HFIIC 432). In PV, when Moore considers the kind of understanding that ‘an infinite or divine being might have’, he declares that he does so ‘without prejudice as to whether the notion of such a being makes sense’ (PV 37).


� Cf. also the passages from Kant and Descartes cited in WATTI 252 n. 33.


� Cf., e.g., Heidegger 1973: 39.


� Cf. HFIIC 432 and PV 210-11, 255.


� Moore has his own account, of course. Cf, e.g., HFIIC: sec. VI and PV ch. 11.


� Cf. Sullivan 1996: 209 on ‘[t]he jangling skeletal worry that reality might outrun language’.


� For an examination of Heidegger’s discussion of such an idea in Aquinas, cf. McManus 2012: 133-34.


� Might one compare this to the predicament in which Kant’s TI would leave us? We can no longer claim a deep ignorance of the world of nature, as that is a world of which we have an a priori grasp by virtue of having—as it were—constructed it ourselves. But a world of truly independent objects remains elusive for us, as things in themselves of which we are doomed to ignorance. Needless to say, I pass very rapidly here over a host of interpretive controversies.


� Letter to Herz, 21 February 1772, in Kant 1968: 111–12.


� For further discussion of these reflections, see McManus 2012: sec. 2.1.


� For discussion of this charge, cf. McManus 2012: sec. 2.2, 3.4, and 5.3-54, and 2013.


� This has a bearing, I believe, on Wittgenstein’s comments—made in the course of his discussion of solipsism—on the shape of the visual field. Cf. TLP 5.6331.


� Cf. von Wright 1954: 8, and NB 7.


� In as much as we cross the ‘bounds of sense’ here, then—to adapt an expression of Moore’s—those bounds lie ‘between what has … [a] subject matter and what has none’ (BS 329).


� It also surely plays a role in cultivating the notion of a ‘content’ ‘first of all and fundamentally within the subject’.


� Must Moore reject that thought? Again, I think not. Cf., HFIIC 432’s rejection of the ‘claim that there is always such a thing as “the” result of trying to put someone’s ineffable knowledge into words’, and EMM 252 n. 79’s proposal that we should experience ‘neither suspicion nor surprise’ at the thought that a sentence of Wittgenstein’s—which ‘is an abortive attempt to put into words what cannot be put into words’—might be ‘no better suited to this rôle than its denial’.


� The passage from PV 184-85 quoted above makes relevant points, in depicting my unanswerable semantic understanding as ‘enabl[ing] me to make sense’, not ‘to make the “right” sense: ‘There is no question of right or wrong here’. Cf. also HFIIC 435 on why ‘the framework within which we receive things … cannot be something further that we receive’, and, for further discussion, McManus 2006: chs. 7-8, and pp. 217-18.


� For helpful comments on material on which this paper is based, I would like to thank Jonathan Beale, Oskari Kuusela, Mihai Ometita, John Preston, Severin Schroeder, and Daniel Whiting, as well as other audience members at the Universities of East Anglia and Reading. I would also like to thank, in particular, Adrian Moore for discussion of some of the issues raised above.
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