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1 Introduction

“In what sense is logic something sublime?” Wittgenstein asks early in the
Philosophical Investigations (PI 89). He raises the question in response to his
earlier conception of logic as “the a priori order of the world: that is, the order
of possibilities, which must be common to both world and thought” (PI 97).1

On that view, put forth in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, logic precedes
all experience and the existence of particular things, in the sense that it makes
them possible; logic is the medium or ‘space’ in which both experience (and
hence thought, hence language) and the actual structure of the world have
sense. Logic transcends the whole of reality, and reflects its structure like a
mirror (TLP 6.13)—it is indeed ‘something sublime’, something solid, certain,
necessary, and exact.

This view later unraveled for Wittgenstein, as his question shows. Much of
the Investigations is dedicated to undermining the sorts of conceptions that un-
derlie the Tractatus, to showing where he went wrong and to coaxing his readers
away from the views of logic, metaphysics and epistemology presented in the
earlier work. The concepts put forth in the Investigations of language-games,
family-resemblances, and of the meaning of words residing in their use all serve
to dismantle the ‘crystalline purity’ that he had formerly seen in logic, for they
contradict the presuppositions of the Tractatus: there are no a priori conditions
of meaning, but only the common experiences and practices of language users;
there is no essence of propositions, but only a family of related types of propo-
sitions. Logic, which seeks to understand ‘the essence of everything empirical’
(PI 89), had seemed to require these things, and without them it appears to
dissolve. Wittgenstein thus advocates that his old conception of logic be aban-
doned, and that investigations like those in the Tractatus be completely turned

1In summarizing his earlier view of logic in this remark (PI 97), Wittgenstein refers the
reader to TLP 5.5563, which reads: “All propositions of our colloquial language are actually,
just as they are, logically completely in order. That simple thing which we ought to give here
is not a model of the truth but the complete truth itself. (Our problems are not abstract but
perhaps the most concrete that there are.)”
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around so as to begin from “our real need” (PI 108), instead of from idealized
requirements.2

At the same time, many of the remarks in Wittgenstein’s later philosophy
show that he continued to have a respect for logic and its role in philosophy,
although it was a respect of a very different kind. There is a question, then, as
to what Wittgenstein’s later view of logic is: if logic is not the sublime medium
of the Tractatus, how and why does it remain important? In remark 108 of
the Investigations, he asks, “But what becomes of logic now? Its rigour seems
to be giving way here.-But in that case doesn’t logic altogether disappear?-For
how can it lose its rigour?” (PI 108). It is this question of how we should
understand logic and its importance in light of Wittgenstein’s later view of
language as a collection of related language-games that I will attempt to answer
here, in reference to the Investigations and On Certainty.

Logic, loosely defined, is the study of the relations of propositions. To de-
scribe the way in which some statements follow from or contradict others are its
chief goals. It is therefore concerned with the meaning, or sense, of propositions,
and how they can be true or false. In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein presented an
essentialist account of propositions which at the time he felt was the only way to
guarantee that each had an exact meaning from which others could be derived,
contradicted, or shown to be senseless. The Investigations view of propositions,
on the other hand, is based on the concept of family-resemblance, and the con-
ception of logic that it implies is quite different. I will summarize the important
features of both of these accounts of propositions, in order to show how the lat-
ter grew out of and responded to the former, before assembling from them what
I take to be the later Wittgenstein’s view of logic as a whole. The ‘later logic’,
I will argue, is still a significant branch of philosophy, because it is the activity
of solving philosophical problems through the description of language-games.
Further, logic has three important features: (1) it is itself a language-game,
not a condition of the possibility of language-games; (2) it is primarily a ‘local’
rather than an ‘essential’ or ‘global’ activity; and so (3) while it still describes
the conditions of linguistic meaning, it does so in a way that is posterior to
language, rather than prior to it, as in the Tractatus.

2The remark here (PI 108) reads: “The preconceived idea of crystalline purity can only be
removed by turning our whole examination round. (One might say: the axis of reference of
our examination must be rotated, but about the fixed point of our real need.)” This statement
of the reorientation of logical investigation is somewhat mysterious, and Wittgenstein does
not explain it further in the surrounding remarks. Baker and Hacker offer that the ‘rotation’
of the investigation means that, rather than “examining the logic of our language in order to
discern the a priori order of things in the world, we should examine the logic of language in
order to disclose the illusion of there being any such a priori order of things.” As regards ‘the
fixed point of our real need’, “it is most plausible to suppose that the real need in question is
for conceptual clarity, clarity that will dispel the metaphysical illusions that have been under
scrutiny.” (Baker and Hacker, “Turning the examination around,” pp. 266-267). While I find
this a plausible reading, I don’t think Wittgenstein’s exact meaning is essential to what I say
here; it is enough to recognize that he is setting out to in some ways invert the Tractatus’
approach to logic, which is clear from the remarks leading up to this one.
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2 Propositions in the Tractatus

In his early work, Wittgenstein describes propositions as the expressions of
thoughts that are pictures of facts, which are true or false as a function of
their agreement with reality (TLP 2.1, 3, 3.1). This conception is based on his
metaphysics, which I summarize briefly here.

The ‘atomic facts’ of the world are the combinations and relations of ob-
jects, which are metaphysically-simple entities that may only be named, not de-
scribed (TLP 2.01, 2.02). Facts are higher-order combinations of these atomic
facts; they are structures of reality ultimately reducible to the atomic facts that
comprise them. Facts are hence regions of the logical space of all possibilities,
and atomic facts are the points that comprise those regions. Just as diverse
molecules can be built from the same atoms, each fact has a certain structure:
that Socrates was a wise Athenian, for example, is a composition of the facts
that Socrates was wise and that Socrates was an Athenian. These facts in turn
have their own structures, which depend on the facts of what it means to be
wise, what it means to be an Athenian, what it means to be Socrates, and so
on.3 Pictures are only pictures of facts insofar as they duplicate the structure
of those facts:

In the picture and the pictured there must be something identical
in order that the one can be a picture of the other at all. . .What every
picture, of whatever form, must have in common with reality in order to
be able to represent it at all—rightly or falsely—is the logical form [of
representation], that is, the form of reality. (TLP 2.161, 2.18)

Propositions are the expression in language of these factual structures: “The
logical picture of the facts is the thought,” and “in the proposition the thought
is expressed perceptibly through the senses” (TLP 3, 3.1). A proposition has
sense if the thought it expresses is analyzable into possible atomic facts, that
is, into a region of possibilities in logical space; this region—what the picture
represents, what it means—is its sense (TLP 2.221, 3.4). A proposition is true
if its sense agrees with reality: that is, if the region of logical space it represents
is a region occupied by the facts of the world (TLP 4.06).

Every proposition can be analyzed into elementary propositions, for “propo-
sitions are truth-functions of elementary propositions” (TLP 5). The elementary
propositions assert the possible atomic facts; they are the names of objects “in
immediate combination” (TLP 4.21-4.22). When making the sense of a propo-
sition determinate through analysis, these names must eventually be reached:
“It is obvious that in the analysis of propositions we must come to elementary
propositions” (TLP 4.221). The truth or falsity of every sensible proposition
turns on its asserting combinations of objects that are actually found in world.
That this analysis is possible for all propositions means there is a single general
form of propositions: the form of ‘being composed of elementary propositions’,
of having sense in virtue of nothing else beyond the atomic facts. The general

3This example is given by Bertrand Russell in his introduction to the Tractatus. See TLP
p. 12.
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form of propositions is the assertion that “Such and such is the case” (TLP 4.5),
that “This is how things are.”

For Wittgenstein, the significance of the account of propositions put forth in
the Tractatus was that it was absolutely general. He took himself to have given
the conditions that must obtain for any and all propositions to have meaning;
and in doing so, to have put forth the a priori order of the world. “The general
form of proposition is the essence of proposition,” he wrote; and “to give the
essence of a proposition means to give the essence of all description, therefore the
essence of the world” (TLP 5.471-5.4711). That the sense of any proposition
could be revealed by analysis was vital to this account, because even in the
Tractatus Wittgenstein recognized that the statements of ordinary language, no
matter how vague or inexact, had a sense and a meaning. He realized that “all
propositions of our colloquial language are actually, just as they are, logically
completely in order” (TLP 5.5563)—for otherwise they would not be considered
language at all, but only random strings of sounds or letters or words.4 Hence
it seemed that there is an order or structure implicit even in vague propositions
that somehow connects them to the world and gives them meaning, because
we are able to use such propositions sensibly. But that order lies hidden inside
them, for “language disguises the thought; so that from the external form of the
clothes one cannot infer the form of the thought they clothe” (TLP 4.002). The
picture of facts itself has to be ‘dug out’ or ‘brought forth’ from its expression
in language by analysis. But though “the silent adjustments to understand
colloquial language are enormously complicated” (TLP 4.002), in principle the
meaning of every (sensible) proposition can be made exact.

3 Dissolving Essentialism

Wittgenstein had seen the essentialism of the Tractatus as its greatest asset, for
it was the essence of propositions as analyzable statements that had guaranteed
ordinary language to be ‘in order as it is’. Later, though, he came to recognize
this essentialism as the work’s greatest oversight. The search for an absolutely
general form of propositions had blinded him to the way propositions actually
function by making it appear as if there were “a single completely resolved
form of every expression. . . as if our usual forms of expression were, essentially,
unanalyzed; as if there were something hidden in them that had to be brought to
light” (PI 91). The meaning of ordinary propositions seemed unclear precisely
because he assumed it to be located at some level of analysis yet to be obtained,
instead of in their ordinary use (PI 93); ordinary propositions did not seem
exact enough to have sense as they are. The Tractatus had not allowed for the
possibility that propositions could have varying degrees or kinds of exactness, or

4It is notable that this observation, which in some sense was the motivation for the whole
of the Tractatus—to explain the reasons why even the vaguest sensible propositions can have
meaning—was contradicted by Frege and Russell, who thought that ordinary language lacked
the exact meanings that their formal calculi had. See Hacker and Baker, “Turning the exam-
ination around,” p. 251.
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that an exact sense was not necessary for a proposition’s having meaning at all.
It had seemed that every sentence must have a definite sense, for “an indefinite
sense—that would really not be a sense at all” (PI 99). Only the order of logic
made such exactness possible. Hence, he was led to a view of logic as ‘something
sublime’ in its perfection, which he summarized in the Investigations:

Thought is surrounded by a halo.—Its essence, logic, presents
an order, in fact the a priori order of the world: that is, the order
of possibilities, which must be common to both world and thought.
But this order, it seems, must be utterly simple. It is prior to all
experience, must run through all experience; no empirical cloudiness
or uncertainty can be allowed to affect it.—It must rather be of the
purest crystal. (PI 97)

But the ‘crystalline purity’ of logic was a requirement, presupposed at the outset
by the Tractatus, not the result of any investigation (PI 107). This presupposi-
tion was a mistaken one, and because of it Wittgenstein had fallen “under the
illusion that what is peculiar, profound, essential, in our investigation, resides
in its trying to grasp the incomparable essence of language” (PI 97). Requiring
that there be an absolutely general form of propositions, an ideal of exactness
that all statements adhere to, had increasingly led Wittgenstein to see a conflict
between that conception and ordinary language. The theory of the Tractatus
became irreconcilable with his observations of language as it is actually prac-
ticed, and so a new account of propositions became necessary.

4 Propositions in the Investigations

Following these criticisms, Wittgenstein arrives at the insight from which his
new view of logic proceeds: “We see that what we call ‘sentence’ and ‘language’
has not the formal unity that I imagined, but is the family of structures more
or less related to one another” (PI 108, emphasis added). There is no essence
of propositions. We only find in language a variety of types of propositions,
which are related in their grammar and the circumstances in which they are
used, but which share no single property necessary to their being propositions
and having sense. The varying sorts of propositions form a family-resemblance,
much like ‘games’ or ‘languages’, not a closed set. Yet this raises a problem for
logic, since it means giving up the game of the Tractatus: without an essential
condition by which to classify them, it’s not clear what, if anything, can be said
of propositions generally. And so, asks Wittgenstein, “what becomes of logic
now?” (PI 108).

His answer to this question is characteristic of the Investigations in that it
begins by looking to ordinary language. The first part of the work is largely
dedicated to showing that the meanings of words derive from their use in lan-
guag—from the context in which they occur, a language-game that involves
a whole series of rules, common practices, experiences, and so forth.5 Thus,

5Cf. especially PI 43, “For a large class of cases—though not all—in which we employ the
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when philosophers and logicians speak of “propositions”, the reason that their
statements have meaning in the first place is that they are using the term in
the way it is normally used in language: “The philosophy of logic speaks of
sentences and words in exactly the same sense in which we speak of them in
ordinary life when we say e.g. ‘Here is a Chinese sentence’, or ‘No, that only
looks like writing; it is actually just an ornament’ and so on” (PI 108). If
philosophers stray outside this usage of the concept ‘proposition’, they are at
best playing a different language-game which does not bear on or clarify any de-
scription of the normal structure of language; and at worst, they are advancing
an empty theory (PI 109). Logic must therefore adhere to the ordinary family
of proposition-concepts to maintain its sense: rather than striving to find their
essence, “what we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical to their
everyday use” (PI 116). ‘Propositions’, ‘truth’, and related concepts form their
own language-game, rather than a metaphysical order; they have meaning only
because they are used in language.

So what then is a proposition, according to what Wittgenstein says in the
Investigations? As with any family-resemblance, when someone asks what a
proposition is, “we shall give examples, and these will include what one may
call inductively defined series of propositions” (PI 135, emphasis added). It is
from seeing clear cases of propositions in normal usage that we gain insight into
what we mean by a sentence like “That is a proposition.” Wittgenstein’s view
of propositions is therefore to be found in his description of this normal use.

To begin this description, Wittgenstein returns to the question that he
sought to answer in the Tractatus in remark 134, where he asks how “This
is how things are” can be considered the ‘general form’ of propositions. His an-
swer is twofold. First, the statement has the form of a proposition only because
it is itself a proposition in the language, “for I got it from there and nowhere
else” (PI 134); it can only be a proposition because it is used as one in that
language, not because it shares in any a priori essence. Second, the statement is
general because “it is employed as a propositional schema” (PI 134), meaning it
can be used to stand for other sentences. This feature is not unique to “This is
how things are”: we can use “such and such is the case”, “this is the situation”,
or a logical symbol in the same way. In accordance with Wittgenstein’s view
that the meaning of a statement is defined by its use, then, “This is how things
are” has the ‘general form’ of a proposition because we employ it in the language
as a propositional variable.

This marks almost a complete turnaround from the Tractatus view. There,
the general form of propositions constituted the essence of all particular propo-
sitions, so that it was logically prior to all of them. Each proposition only had
sense in virtue of its sharing in the general form. In the Investigations, on the
other hand, the ‘general form’ of propositions is derived from an observation
about a similarity in the way propositions are used; it is not logically prior to
the use of particular propositions, but follows empirically from the use of propo-
sitions in particular circumstances. Hence, it is nothing essential to them. If

word ‘meaning’ it can be defined thus: the meaning of a word is its use in the language.”
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certain propositions are used differently, so that “This is how things are” is no
longer a meaningful replacement for them—as will be the case for some of the
more distant relatives in the family-resemblance of propositions—the ‘general
form’ will not apply to them, but they are no less propositions as a result.

Wittgenstein next considers whether propositions in general can be defined
by saying, “a proposition is whatever can be true or false” (PI 136). This
amounts to saying, “we call something a proposition when in our language
we apply the calculus of truth functions to it” (PI 136). Such a definition
conceives of propositions in a way similar to the Tractatus account, as linguistic
structures that ‘engage’ or ‘fit’ the concept of truth by being decomposed into
elementary propositions which assert the atomic facts that determine their sense.
Wittgenstein considers this conception to be faulty, because ‘truth’ is itself
a linguistic concept and predicate, not an a priori condition that we use to
determine whether a statement is a proposition. He says, “the proposition that
only a proposition can be true or false can say no more than that we only
predicate ‘true’ and ‘false’ of what we call a proposition” (PI 136). It would
be misleading and circular to say that statements are propositions because they
‘fit’ the concepts of truth and falsity, since ‘truth’ and ‘falsity’ are simply those
concepts which we apply to propositions.

The concepts of ‘proposition’ on the one hand and ‘truth’ and ‘falsity’ on the
other cannot be used to define each other because they are both elements of a
single language-game. They are related, but neither can be used to completely
re-describe the other. To make this point clear, Wittgenstein draws an analogy
with chess: “It is as if someone were to say ‘The king in chess is the piece that
one can check.’ But this can mean no more than that in our game of chess we
only check the king” (PI 136). It is misleading to define the king as ‘the piece
that one can check’ because this definition does not help identify the king among
the other pieces to someone unfamiliar with the game; one must already know
something about chess to know that only one piece can be checked, and what
effect a piece being checked has on the game. (Similarly, one could not define
‘check’ solely by reference to the king.) Though it appears to be a definition,
the statement only gives a rule from within the larger framework of the game.6

The same is true in the language-game of propositions: the uses of the words
“proposition” and “true” are ‘interwoven’ (PI 225), and neither is logically prior
to or reducible to the other. To say that propositions are what can be true or
false gives a rule within the language-game of logic; it says how the two concepts
are related inside that game, but it does not give any external description of
what either of them is.

So if the concepts of ‘proposition’ and ‘truth’ cannot show each other’s mean-
ing because they are both internal to the language-game of logic, how could they
be explained to someone unfamiliar with that language-game? What external
description can be given of the meaning of these concepts? Wittgenstein sug-
gests that the truth of propositions lies in the agreements of the practices of a

6My thoughts in interpreting this remark were much clarified by Baker and Hacker, “Truth
and the general propositional form,” p. 348
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community of language users. Being able to use the concepts of the language-
game of logic, as in any other language-game, requires that a person be trained
to use those concepts correctly; that person must be shown the application of
the concepts by others already familiar with the game, corrected if she does not
use them properly, and so on.7 If for example a child exclaims “Today the sky
is orange!”, an adult might reply, “No, that’s not true, it’s blue like it always
is” (though the adult would have to look and see for himself first). As a result
of this lesson and others like it, the child learns the rules and practices by which
she can make statements to others about the color of the sky.

The rules for making assertions are embedded in common experience, as are
the rules for determining whether asserted propositions are true or false. When
the child proposes that the sky is orange, it is easy for someone else to verify
that the child’s statement is not correct, because the practice of discerning the
color of the sky is common to almost everyone. But if a Martian proposed that
plants on his planet are orange, we would be dumbfounded, because nothing in
our experience would tell us whether his proposition was true, false, or senseless
(especially since we do not know if he sees color in the way we do!). ‘Common
experience’ does not simply mean ‘having the same opinions’; it is a commonality
of learned viewpoints and patterns of behavior.8 Hence when Wittgenstein’s
interlocutor asks, “So you are saying that human agreement decides what is
true and what is false?” he replies, “It is what human beings say that is true
and false; and they agree in the language they use. That is not agreement in
opinions but in form of life” (PI 241, emphasis added).

5 Language-Games as Propositional Systems

The idea that the truth and falsity of propositions is grounded in common ex-
perience shows itself in the fact that not all propositions are equally certain to
us. Propositions occur in language-games. They are woven together with each
other and with the actions that surround them (PI 7), so that “it is not single
[propositions] that strike me as obvious, it is a system in which the consequences
and premises give one another mutual support” (OC 142). The propositional
systems which underlie and comprise our language-games are not simple net-
works or sets of relations; rather, different propositions play different roles of
varying significance, just as pieces in chess do.9 Some propositions, like “Here

7Cf. PI 6, 28, 157, and especially 208: “In the course of this teaching I shall shew him the
same colours, the same lengths, the same shapes, I shall make him find them and produce
them, and so on. I shall, for instance, get him to continue an ornamental pattern uniformly
when told to do so.” These remarks and others show how becoming able to play a language-
game is based upon acquiring a common experience with those who are already familiar with
it.

8Cf. PI 258, 261, and especially 269: “There are certain criteria in a man’s behaviour for the
fact that he does not understand a word: that it means nothing to him, that he can do nothing
with it.” Likewise, there are criteria in his behaviour that he does understand—namely, that
he can use it in the way we do.

9That propositions are related in systems and have mutual dependence again marks a
turnaround from the Tractatus view, where the fundamental elementary propositions are
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is my hand”, stand fast for us more than others, because they are so much
embedded in common experience that they serve as the basis for evaluating all
our other empirical propositions (OC 103, 136, 163). Thus, an understanding
of a language-game requires a description of the structure of the propositional
system that it is based on and the many ways in which propositions are related
within it. Language-games cannot be understood merely by enumerating a set
of facts. The activity of producing such descriptions turns out to be logic’s new
role.

In remark 109 of the Investigations, Wittgenstein lays out his new vision of
philosophy. He argues that philosophical problems must be resolved solely by
giving descriptions of language-games already in place, not by any search for
new facts:

We must do away with all explanation, and description alone
must take its place. And this description gets its light, that is to say
its purpose, from the philosophical problems. These are, of course,
not empirical problems; they are solved, rather, by looking into the
workings of our language, and that in such a way as to make us
recognize those workings: in despite of an urge to misunderstand
them. . . Philosophy is a battle against the bewitchment of our intel-
ligence by means of language. (PI 109)

Logic is principally concerned with giving the relations of propositions; hence,
“everything descriptive of a language-game is part of logic” (OC 56, also 628).
Logic is therefore the activity of ‘looking into the workings of our language in
such a way as to make us recognize them’, and so it is central to philosophy. It
is the tool or investigation from which philosophy begins. In this sense, logic
has maintained the position it occupied in the Tractatus of being the princi-
pal philosophical investigation. Its aim is to describe and clarify the conditions
in which propositions have sense. The approach we take in making those de-
scriptions, however, has inverted, so that it is based on the use of language in
ordinary contexts.

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein conceived of logic as being outside language.
It was the medium or ‘space’ of possibilities in virtue of which thought, proposi-
tions, and language were possible. The logic of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy,
on the other hand, is itself a language-game, or a family of related language-
games.10 No proposition has meaning except in how it is used within a language-
game (OC 10), and the propositions of logic are no exception. Logical proposi-
tions are asserted on the basis of common practice; there are rules for determin-
ing when and where logical descriptions should be given, what counts for giving

logically independent: “From an elementary proposition no other can be inferred” (TLP
5.134).

10It is worth noting here that because logic describes language-games and is itself a language-
game, we can understand ‘second-order logic’ as logic’s description of itself. Though it might
be possible to continue this hierarchical description of the levels of logic on without limit, at
some point that description will serve no further purpose for us, because ‘explanations come to
an end’. (Indeed, even classical logicians will generally stop after second-order logic, because
logics of higher order do not lend much usefulness to its role in philosophy.)
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a logical proof and what does not, and so forth.11 The concepts important to
the game, such as ‘proposition’ and ‘truth’, are grounded in the way they are
used to describe other language-games. The logical language-game may occupy
a special place in philosophy, but it is played out in the space and time of human
experience like any other.

Logic is also a local discipline, as opposed to a ‘global’ or ‘essential’ one.
Language-games are played by particular people under particular circumstances.
They are grounded in systems of propositions, some of which are more central
to the game than others; and these systems vary from one language-game to the
next. If logic is to describe the structures of language-games, it must therefore
do so on a case-by-case basis. The circumstances in which one language-game
is played may have very little to do with the circumstances in which another
is played. (And if these circumstances are at all similar, this will be revealed
by a logical description of each game in its own domain.) To search for an
essence of language-games, a global structure of language that logic describes
with the highest generality, is to make the error of the Tractatus. Language-
games, like games in general, form only a family-resemblance (PI 67). Logic
can describe similarities between particular members of this family, but it is
unable to describe anything common to all of them. It will only contribute to
the resolution of philosophical problems, therefore, if it confines its descriptions
to local regions of the family-resemblance: groups of language-games that have
many similar properties. It cannot describe the structure of the whole domain
of natural language at once.

It is also clear that logic is in some sense ‘posterior’ to language, rather
than a necessary and prior condition of language, as it is in the Tractatus. The
descriptions that logic gives of other language-games must come after those
other language-games are already in place. The propositions that occur in
these language-games do not require a logical medium in order to have sense,
because the meaning of propositions consists in their use in the language-game.
Nevertheless, logic does describe the conditions of meaning within language-
games by describing their structure and the circumstances of how, where, and
why the game is played. Hence logic is an ‘empirical science’ in the sense that
it investigates the usage of language-in-experience: for “isn’t it an empirical
fact-that this word is used like this?” (PI 306).

With these new conceptions of logic in place, logical investigation can be
“rotated about the fixed point of our need” (PI 108), so that it can begin to
truly resolve philosophical problems. Logic is no longer an abstract medium,
but a language-game with a use and purpose relevant to other parts of our
experience. It can be applied to diverse language-games, and its usefulness is
clear in each case: it reveals the correct use, and hence the meaning, of words
and propositions in those language-games; it shows us what we really mean by
our assertions.

11Wittgenstein says this explicitly for the analogous case of mathematics (which is arguably
a particular kind of logical language-game) in PI 240 and especially OC 651: “the mathemat-
ical proposition has been obtained by a series of actions that are in no way different from the
actions of the rest of our lives.”
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6 Conclusions

I have yet to answer Wittgenstein’s question, with which I began this article. In
what sense is logic something sublime? If my understanding of Wittgenstein’s
‘later logic’ is at all correct, the sublime character of logic lies in its centrality
in philosophy. Logic is the activity which characterizes philosophical investiga-
tions, and which leads to the resolution of philosophical problems by showing
that they involve misunderstandings of the meanings of words; it is our chief
weapon in the “battle against the bewitchment of our intelligence by means of
language.” Though it may not “describe the scaffolding of the world” (TLP
6.124), it at least describes the scaffolding of language. I do not think it would
far from Wittgenstein’s sentiments to say that logic must remain humble, al-
ways focusing on making its descriptions of language-games match those games
as closely as possible, without allowing itself to be carried away by essentialism
or inflated generalities. When this sentiment is put into practice, logic aids in
understanding the meanings of our propositions, and hence ourselves, in a way
that no other activity does. The sublimity of logic might just consist in its being
nothing sublime at all, but the most ordinary thing in the world.
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