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1. INTRODUCTION

THERE HAVE BEEN many opponents of metaphysics from the Greek
‘sl'ceptics to the empiricists of the 19th century. Criticisms of very
dl'verse kinds have been set forth. Many have declared that the doc-
trine of metaphysics is false, since it contradicts our empirical knowl-
edge. Others have believed it to be uncertain, on the ground that its
problems transcend the limits of human knowledge. Many anti-
tpetaphysicians have declared that occupation with metaphysical ques-
tions is sterile. Whether or not these questions can be answered, it is at
any rate unnecessary to worry about them; let us devote ourselves
entirely to the practical tasks which confront active men every day
of their lives!

The development of modern logic has made it possible to give a
new and sharper answer to the question of the validity and justi-
fication of metaphysics. The researches of applied logic or the theory
of }(nowledge, which aim at clarifying the cognitive content of sci-
entific statements and thereby the meanings of the terms that occur
in the statements, by means of logical analysis, lead to a positive
and to a negative result. The positive result is worked out in the
domain of empirical science; the various concepts of the various
bra'nches of science are clarified; their formal-logical and epistemo-
logical connections are made explicit. In the domain of metaphysics,
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including all philosophy of value and normative theory, logical
analysis yields the negative result that the alleged statements in this
domain are entirely meaningless. Therewith a radical elimination of
metaphysics is attained, which was not yet possible from the earlier -
antimetaphysical standpoints. It is true that related ideas may be
found already in several earlier trains of thought, e.g. those of a
nominalistic kind; but it is only now when the development of logic
during recent decades provides us with a sufficiently sharp tool that
the decisive step can be taken. '

In saying that the so-called statements of metaphysics are mean-
ingless, we intend this word in its strictest sense. In a loose sense
of the word a statement or a question is at times called meahingless
if it is entirely sterile to assert or ask it. We might say this for in-
stance about the question “what is the average weight of those inhabi-
tants of Vienna whose telephone number ends with ‘3°?” or about
a statement which is quite obviously false like “in 1910 Vienna had
6 inhabitants” or about a statement which is not just empirically,
but logically false, a contradictory statement such as “persoms A
and B are each a year older than the other.” Such sentences are
really meaningful, though they are pointless or false; for it is only
meaningful sentences that are even divisible into (theoretically) fruit-
ful and sterile, true and false. In the strict sense, however, a sequence
of words is meaningless if it does not, within a specified language,
constitute a statement. It may happen that such a sequence of words
looks like a statement at first glance; in that case we call it a pseudo-
statement. Our thesis, now, is that logical analysis reveals the alleged
statements of metaphysics to be pseudo-statements.

A language consists of a vocabulary and a syntax, i.e. a set of
words which have meanings and rules of séntence formation. These
rules indicate how sentences may be formed out of the various sorts
of words. Accordingly, there are two kinds of pseudo-statements:
either they contain a word which is erroneously believed to have
meaning, or the constituent words are meaningful, yet are put together
in a counter-syntactical way, so that they do not yield a meaningful
statement. We shall show in terms of examples that pseudo-statements
of both kinds occur in metaphysics. Later we shall have to inquire
into the reasons that support our contention that metaphysics in its
entirety consists of such pseudo-statements.

2. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF A WORD

A word which (within a definite language) has a meaning, is
usually also said to designate a concept; if it only seems to have a
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meanipg while it really does not, we speak of a “pseudo-concept.”
How is the origin of a pseudo-concept to be explained? Has not
every word been introduced into the language for no other purpose
than to express something or other, so that it had a definite meaning
from the very beginning of its use? How, then, can a traditional lan-
guage contain meaningless words? To be sure, originally every word
(excepting rare cases which we shall illustrate later) had a meaning.
.In the course of historical development a word frequently changes
1ts meaning. And it also happens at times that a word loses its old
sense without acquiring a new one. It is thus that a pseudo-concept
arises.

Wffat, now, is the meaning of a word? What stipulations con-
cerning a word must be made in order for it to be significant? (It
does. not matter for our investigation whether these stipulations are
explicitly l:did down, as in the case of some words and symbols of
plodern science, or whether they have been tacitly agreed upon, as
is the case for most words of traditional language.) First, the syr,ztax
qf the word must be fixed, i.e. the mode of its occurrence in the
simplest sentence form in which it is capable of occurring; we call
this sentence form its elementary sentence. The elementary ’sentence
form for the word “stone” e.g. is “x is a stone”; in sentences of this
form some designation from the category of things occupies the
place of “x,” e.g. “this diamond,” “this apple.” Secondly, for an
elementary sentence S containing the word an answer must i)e given
to ﬂg goll‘gvging question, which can be formulated in various ways:

. at sentences i j
are donoitns ooten is S deducible from, and what sentences

(2.) Under what conditions i
what sondaer what ons is S supposed to be true, and under

(3.) How is S to be verified?

(4.) What is the meaning of S?

(1) is the correct formulation; formulation (2) accords with
the phraseology of logic, (3) with the phraseology of the theory of
knowlc.adge, (4) with that of philosophy (phenomenology). Witt-
genstein has asserted that (2) expresses what philosophers mean by
4) 3 the meaning of a sentence consists in its truth-condition. ((1) is
:ggedmetalogti.cal” fformulzlltion; it is planned to give elsewhere a de-

exposition of metalogic a : i
i.e. relations of deducibilityg) * the theory of syntax and meaning,

In .the case pf many words, specifically in the case of the over-
whehr.nng majority of scientific words, it is possible to specify their
meaning by reduction to other words (“constitution,” definition).
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E.g. “‘arthropodes’ are animals with segmented bodies and jointed
legs.” Thereby the above-mentioned question for the elementary sen-
tence form of the word “arthropode,” that is for the sentence form
“the thing x is an arthropode,” is answered: it has been stipulated
that a sentence of this form is deducible from premises of the form
“x is an animal,” “x has a segmeénted body,” “x has jointed legs,”
and that conversely each of these sentences is deducible from the
former sentence. By means of these stipulations about deducibility
(in other words: about the truth-condition, about the method of veri-
fication, about the meaning) of the elementary sentence about “arthro-
pode” the meaning of the word “arthropode” is fixed. In this way
every word of the language is reduced to other words and finally to
the words which occur in the so-called “observation sentences” or
“protocol sentences.” It is through this reduction that the word
acquires its meaning.

For our purposes we may ignore entirely the question concerning
the content and form of the primary sentences (protocol sentences)
which has not yet been definitely settled. In the theory of knowledge
it is customary to say that the primary sentences refer to “the given”;
but there is no unanimity on the question what it is that is given. At
times the position is taken that sentences about the given speak of the
simplest qualities of sense and feeling (e.g. “warm,” “blue,” “joy”
and so forth); others incline to the view that basic sentences refer to
total experiences and similarities between them; a still different
view has it that even the basic sentences speak of things. Regardless
of this diversity of opinion it is certain that a sequence of words has
a meaning only if its relations of deducibility to the protocol sen-
tences are fixed, whatever the characteristics of the protocol sen-
tences may be; and similarly, that a word is significant only if the
sentences in which it may occur are reducible to protocol sentences.

Since the meaning of a word is determined by its criterion of
application (in other words: by the relations of deducibility entered
into by its elementary sentence-form, by its truth-conditions, by
the method of its verification), the stipulation of the criterion takes
away one’s freedom to decide what one wishes to “mean” by the
word. If the word is to receive an exact meaning, nothing less than
the criterion of application must be given; but one cannot, on the
other hand, give more than the criterion of application, for the
latter is a sufficient determination of meaning. The meaning is im-
plicitly contained in the criterion; all that remains to be doge is to
make the meaning explicit. '

Let us suppose, by way of illustration, that someone invented
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the new word “teavy” and maintained that there are things which
are teavy and things which are not teavy. In order to learn the
meaning of this word, we ask him about its criterion of application:
how is one to ascertain in a concrete case whether a given thing is
teavy or not? Let us suppose fo begin with that we get no answer
from him: there are no empirical signs of teavyness, he says. In
that case we would deny the legitimacy of using this word. If the
person who uses the word says that all the same there are things
Whlcl.l are teavy and there are things which are not teavy, only it
remains for the weak, finite intellect of man an eternal secrzzt which
thmgs are teavy and which are not, we shall regard this as empty
Verblag?. But perhaps he will assure us that he means, after ali
something by the word “teavy.” But from this we only learn the;
psycho.logical fact that he associates some kind of images and feel-
ings with the word. The word does not acquire a meaning through
su'ch associations. If no criterion of application for the word is
stipulated, then nothing is asserted by the sentences in which it
occurs, they are but pseudo-statements.

Secondly, take the case when we are given a criterion of appli-
Sat%on for a new word, say “toovy”; in particular, let the sentence
‘ th.xs thing is toovy” be true if and only if the thing is quadrangular (It
18 irrelevant in this context whether the criterion is explicitly stated
or whether we derive it by observing the affirmative and the nega-
tive uses of the word). Then we will say: the word *“toovy” is synon-
ymous with the word “quadrangular.” And we will not allow its
users to tell us that nevertheless they “intended” something else by
it than “quadrangular”; that though every quadrangular thing is also
toovy and conversely, this is only because quadrangularity is the
V{s1ble manifestation of toovyness, but that the latter itself is a
hidden, not itself observable property. We would reply that after
the criterion of application has been fixed, the synonymy of “toovy”
and “quadrangular” is likewise fixed, and that we are mo further
at liberty to “intend” this or that by the wotd.

Let us briefly summarize the result of our analysis. Let “a” be
any word and “S(a)” the elementary sentence in which it occurs.
Then the sufficient and necessary condition for “a” being meaningful
may be given by each of the following formulations, which ulti-
mately say the same thing:

1. The empirical criteria for a are known.

2. Tt has been stipulated from what protocol sentences “S(a)”
is deducible.
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3. The truth-conditions for “S(a)” are fixed.
4. The method of verification of “S(a)” is known.!

3. METAPHYSICAL WORDS WITHOUT MEANING

Many words of metaphysics, now, can be shown not to fulfill the
above requirement, and therefore to be devoid of meaning.

Let us take as an example the metaphysical term “principle”
(in the sense of principle of being, not principle of knowledge or
axiom). Various metaphysicians offer an answer to the question
which is the (highest) “principle of the world” (or of “things,” of
“existence,” of “being”), e.g. water, number, form, motion, life, the
spirit, the idea, the unconscious, activity, the good, and so forth. In
order to discover the meaning of the word “principle” in this meta-
physical question we must ask the metaphysician under what con-
ditions a statement of the form “x is the principle of y” would be
true and under what conditions it would be false. In other words:
we ask for the criteria of application or for the definition of the word
“principle.” The metaphysician replies approximately as follows:
“x is the principle of y” is to mean “y arises out of x,” “the being
of y rests on the being of x,” “y exists by virtue of x” and so forth.
But these words are ambiguous and vague. Frequently they have a
clear meaning; e.g., we say of a thing or process y that it “arises out
of” x when we observe that things or processes of kind x are fre-
quently or invariably followed by things or processes of kind y (causal
connection in the sense of a lawful succession). But the metaphysician
tells us that he does not mean this empirically observable relationship.
For in that case his metaphysical theses would be merely empirical
propositions of the same kind as those of physics. The expression
“arising from” is not to mean here a relation of temporal and causal
sequence, which is what the word ordinarily means. Yet, no criterion
is specified for any other meaning. Consequently, the alleged “meta-
physical” meaning, which the word is supposed to have here in con-
trast to the mentioned empirical meaning, does not exist. If we
reflect on the original meaning of the word “principium” (and of the
corresponding Greek word dpyi””), we notice the same development.
The word is explicitly deprived of its original meaning “beginning”;
it is not supposed to mean the temporally prior any more, but the
prior in some other, specifically metaphysical, respect. The criteria
for this “metaphysical respect,” however, are lacking. In both cases,
"1 For the logical and epistemological conception which underlies our exposition,

but can only briefly be intimated here, cf. Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philoso-
phicus, 1922, and Carnap, Der logische Aufbau der Welt, 1928,



























