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Introduction
The Content of a Lecture on Ethics
I
II
it is the paradox that an experience, a fact should seem to have absolute value. And I will make my point still more acute by saying ‘it is the paradox that an experience, a fact, should seem to have supernatural value’.13
Up to this point, Wittgenstein had puzzled over relative and absolute senses in language. He had also given examples that elicited from him expressions used in absolute or ethical senses. For example, when wondering at the existence of the world, he felt inclined to say, “How extraordinary that anything should exist.”14 These discussions of language and examples of experiences of absolute value that preceded the main point have been mere precursors to making his main point. The main point does not follow from these precedents nor is it a summation. Indeed, to understand the main point and the purpose of the lecture, we will have to reconstruct it by moving back and forth in the text of the Lecture. Not only will we move non-sequentially, we will have to consider the content of the Lecture that is overt and covert or latent.
For his main point, Wittgenstein gives the general form of those experiences that arouse in us thoughts of value, those that bring the ethical to mind. The form is paradoxical. At first it is difficult to see why, since a paradox arises when we are drawn toward two contradictory beliefs.15 Wittgenstein gives just one belief: that an experience seems to have absolute value, the kind of value Wittgenstein suggested is problematic. For a paradox, we should be drawn toward the contradictory belief that an experience does not have absolute value. Wittgenstein does think, however, that we are drawn to this belief too. Earlier in the lecture he puzzled over and denied that absolute value could be found in the world. It is not found in the description of a murder16 or of the whole world,17 viz. a state of affairs whose value was such as to coerce our pursuit of it on pain of being judged if we do not is an illusion.18 If absolute value is not found in the world, how could one seem to have an experience with it?
Wittgenstein’s reformulation of his main point to make it more “acute” makes a subtle change that makes the paradox more perspicuous by substituting ‘supernatural’ for ‘absolute’ value. This exposes a tension between natural and supernatural, or between facts and seeming experiences of value. Just before introducing the main point, Wittgenstein emphasized that experiences occur in the natural world of ordinary facts, saying, “surely, [experiences] are facts; they have taken place then and there, lasted a certain definite time and consequently are describable.”19 The paradox is more acute then, because on the one hand we have an experience having something seemingly supernatural – that is, something beyond the natural world – yet on the other hand all experiences are within the natural world, the world of facts. In short, what makes experiences that arouse ethical thoughts seem paradoxical is that something that occurs in the natural world should seem to have something found in the supernatural world.
Now whenever we should have recovered from our surprise, what I would suggest would be to fetch a doctor and have the case scientifically investigated […]. And where would the miracle have got to? For it is clear that when we look at it in this way everything miraculous has disappeared; unless what we mean by this term is merely that a fact has not yet been explained by science, which again means that we have hitherto failed to group this fact with others in a scientific system. This shows that it is absurd to say ‘Science has proved that there are no miracles’. The truth is that the scientific way of looking at a fact is not the way to look at it as a miracle.20
A scientific response preserves neither the miracle nor the experience that inclined us to speak of it as a miracle. It fails to resolve the paradox because in the scientific way of looking at things we cannot keep our experience of the miraculous. For by investigating it scientifically we have sought to dissect the miracle into facts, albeit ones whose precise interrelation with other facts is not yet known. If the analysis were to succeed or if we presume success to be possible, what was miraculous will no longer be so. It will simply be a part of the natural order. Rather than preserving and explaining the miracle, the scientific way of looking at it will have explained it away.
This result is a return to ground Wittgenstein covered at the outset of the lecture.21 At that point he distinguished between words used in their relative and absolute senses. Using words like good or valuable in their relative senses – for example, this is a good chair or a valuable necklace – is ordinary and unproblematic. Good chairs are so relative to other chairs and the functions of chairs; and valuable necklaces are so relative to the price they command. By contrast, words used in an absolute or ethical sense prove problematic, because they cannot be made relative to some order. Things described as absolutely good or valuable are not just the most good or the most valuable, with something slightly less good or valuable close behind. They are outside the order of relative rankings; thus, for example, there are not little and large miracles.22 Indeed Wittgenstein points out that here too ‘miracle’ is being used with relative and absolute senses.23 To approach the miracle scientifically just is to respond as if the miracle were relative to other happenings, but that approach seems to miss the essence of a miracle, of something being miraculous in an absolute sense.
Now when this is urged against me I at once see clearly, as it were in a flash of light, not only that no description that I can think of would do to describe what I mean by ‘absolute value’, but that I would reject every significant description that anybody could possibly suggest, ab initio, on the ground of its significance.28
This is not a response with an argument. Wittgenstein sees “at once,” “in a flash of light,” from the start (“ab initio”) that he will reject any description of absolute value. Each is a marker of immediate recognition without inference or deduction or reasoning. His rejection comes before he has considered any detail of what is proposed. By ‘significant’ Wittgenstein means ‘meaningful’ or sense-making. Thus, any attempt to give a meaningful description of absolute value – or absolute good, or ‘miracle’ used with absolute sense – is one Wittgenstein would reject solely on the grounds that it proposes a meaningful description of absolute value. Wittgenstein expands on his realization that being nonsensical – having no meaning, making no sense – is of the essence of expressions with an absolute sense. For these expressions aim beyond the natural world, they aim at the super-natural. And just as Wittgenstein had observed that experience is of the world, so too is language of the world, and so too is that of which we can speak meaningfully.
The situation is analogous to the paradox that Wittgenstein says is the main point of his paper. There we had an experience that seemed to have absolute or supernatural value. Here we have a use of language that seems to have an absolute or supernatural sense. In each case, we are inclined toward a contradictory belief, viz. that experiences are part of the natural order or that language is part of, and can solely speak of, the natural order. The contradiction between these beliefs is the paradox. Here too, Wittgenstein proposes that we resolve – rather than dissolve – the paradox by rejecting the belief we have that language with an absolute sense is meaningful. Though people are drawn to speak and write in this way, we should accept that what they appear to say and write does not make sense, at least not in the way other uses of language do. Similarly, even though people may have experiences that incline them to speak this way, the content of these experiences cannot be described in language. Indeed, these experiences only seem to have absolute or supernatural value.
[…] I should use this opportunity to speak to you not as a logician, still less as a cross between a scientist & a journalist but as a human being who tries to tell other human beings something which some of them might possibly find useful, I say useful not interesting.44
Contrary to this introduction, the lecture proceeds – overtly – as if it were a lecture on the logic of language, beginning with G.E. Moore’s definition and explanation of ethics, further analyses of these and posited conclusions.45 If Wittgenstein were true to his introductory remarks and was not giving a lecture on logic; were communicating something that he was keen to communicate; and had meant it to be one human being telling others something useful, then the content of the lecture must serve a purpose contrary to overt appearances. The overarching motivation attributed to Wittgenstein above – viz. to warn his fellows – is certainly consistent with his prefatory remarks. Indeed, covertly seeking to warn others of the false succor in explanations of ethics would be well served by an overt demonstration of the knots and confusions that result from attempting such explanations. It is just this demonstrative role that should be assigned to the content of the lecture from the point when Wittgenstein says he will “now begin”46 the lecture until the point when he rejects any explanation just because it is an explanation.47 If we give the bulk of the lecture the role of an exercise in explanatory futility, we can be true to Wittgenstein’s introductory remarks: He does not give a lecture on logic. Moreover, the futility, rather than the detail, is precisely what Wittgenstein is keen to communicate. That is his warning. Recognizing that explanation – and the techniques attendant on it – is futile is useful to anyone who hoped to evade personally facing the ethical demand in his situation in life.
Ethics, so far as it springs from the desire to say something about the ultimate meaning of life, the absolute good, the absolute valuable […] is a document of a tendency in the human mind which I personally cannot help respecting deeply and I would not for my life ridicule it.49
If Wittgenstein were saying that he respects nonsense, this would be peculiar. Nonsense, by its nature, speaks of nothing. What would there be to respect? Wittgenstein’s focus is not on the nonsense, but on the human “tendency” to produce it. The tendency indicates something that Wittgenstein deeply respects and would not ridicule.50 It indicates generally that humans are capable of an awareness of their situations that is very different from what is usual. Usually, our perspective is shaped by the immediate, contingent situation in which we live, work and desire to achieve our goals. It is the perspective of the here and now, of the familiar, often habitual, goings-on in a life. By contrast, sometimes one’s perspective or awareness can shift from the usual here and now into one encompassing all of existence: what is, what was, and what will be. Contemplated this way, the world seems very different. It seems perhaps timeless or immutable or singular, without relation to anything else, that is, absolute. Another possible manifestation of this perspective is the wonder seen in a miracle. This is also the perspective in which the ethical appears to us, in which we become aware of it. One might say this was awareness of the timeless, immutable, absolute realm of value or worth or good – though saying as much is strictly nonsense on Wittgenstein’s view.
In a particular person, the tendency for someone to speak of the meaning of life or related ideas indicates that person’s effort to attend to an awareness of existence as absolute, as described above. This tendency is important, for if someone did not have it, he would be ethically incapable or apathetic. Wittgenstein does not think that the ethical demand must be attended by actions – for these would have as their aims states of affairs. However, effort is required of someone as an ethical subject. The effort is directed to awareness and consideration of his situation, of what is ethically demanded of him. The tendency to desire to speak nonsense about the meaning of life is a symptom of the awareness essential to someone’s being an ethical subject.
Vindicating Wittgenstein’s respect for this human tendency to produce nonsense about the ethical makes clear how his response relates to his overarching motive for giving the lecture. The tendency is the source of the linguistic expressions of the experiences that gives rise to the paradox that is the main point in the lecture. In resolving the paradox, we must disregard these experiences, their putative expressions in language, and the tendency that is their origin. For so long as we attend to the experiences and their expressions in hope of an explanation, we will be attending the wrong thing. Our awareness will be oriented to these worldly experiences and worldly attempts to express or describe them. We will thereby be drawn away from an awareness oriented to the extraworldly that is the prerequisite for attending to what is demanded of us ethically.
Wittgenstein’s goal therefore is to show the tendency for what it is: a hopeless “running against the walls of our cage.”51 The paradox must be resolved by rejecting our experiences and their expression as candidates for explanation. No amount of analysis or explanation will produce the slightest progress. There is no answer to be given in language to the riddle of life, to life’s meaning. Our attention must be focused elsewhere if one is to confront the situation of an ethical subject.
Notwithstanding that it produces nonsense, the tendency indicates something.52 It should not be suppressed, for example as an unhelpful reflex or pathology. What the tendency indicates is important because it is a manifestation of the capacity for ethical response. To suppress the tendency would be to cultivate ethical apathy. Wittgenstein dismisses any such suppression by avowing his deep respect for the tendency. This is wholly consistent with an overarching motive of warning his audience away from the false hope that explanation and analysis will help in meeting the ethical demand, yet it avoids advocating any ethical disinterest.
III
Do I find it right that a person suffers an entire life for the cause of justice, then dies perhaps a terrible death, – & now has no reward at all for this life? After all, I admire such a person, place him high above me & why don’t I say, he was an ass that he used his life like that. Why is he not stupid? Or also: why is he not the “most miserable of human beings”? Isn’t that what he should be, if now that is all, that he had a miserable life until the end? But consider now that I answer: “No he was not stupid since he is doing well now after his death.” That is also not satisfying. He does not seem stupid to me, indeed, on the contrary, seems to be doing what’s right. Further I seem to be able to say: he does what’s right for he receives the just reward and yet I can’t think of the reward as an award after his death. Of such a person I want to say “This human being must come home.”73
The passage is not a statement of fact nor an answer to the question with which Wittgenstein began. Instead, it ends with Wittgenstein exclaiming. The question was whether it is right that someone should live a miserable life in the cause of justice and have nothing to show for it?74 We can imagine someone who has struggled against a cruel, unjust regime without living to see its fall or any significant effects of his struggle. Wittgenstein allows that a commonsense thought is that this man is a stupid ass, who has endured a misery that is now all there will have been in his life. He has squandered the chance of happiness during the time allowed to him.
This thought, though common sense, contrasts with Wittgenstein’s esteem and admiration for such a man. He is inclined to reply by saying that the man was not stupid, because, after his life has ended, in death he is doing well. This does not quite satisfy Wittgenstein, as if the words do not quite make sense. Though it seems the man was not dumb, though it seems he did what was right, though it seems he received what was right, Wittgenstein cannot accept that the man has been rewarded for his life.75 Wittgenstein is constrained by language, seeming to say something, but unable to mean it; to say it as if it were true, to believe what he says. Wittgenstein cannot confute the commonsense thought that the man has made a wrong choice in his life with nothing to show for it. He wants to do so. There is something also right about how the man lived, but Wittgenstein cannot say what. Instead, he is drawn to exclaim, almost cry out; not answer, not decide.
This example so far shows several things. Wittgenstein considers an ethical matter and is blocked by language, he struggles to make sense. On the one hand, there is considerable intuitive sense to what is commonly said about the man who dies justly but without reward or recognition – that he has lost in life. On the other, Wittgenstein cannot accept that the man has lost – on the contrary! – but neither can he express his resistance by saying what would contradict or confute the common assertion. Frustrated, instead he exclaims. The exclamation Wittgenstein makes – declaring that the man must be returned from life back whence he came – is borderline nonsense insofar as it is neither an order on which someone could act nor a description of how things are. It is at best personal, serving some purpose for Wittgenstein.
The Lecture unquestionably aimed to make clear that talk of ethics is nonsense in its very essence. Talking about ethics ends in a frustrated attempt to run against the boundaries of language.76 The repeated attempts to do so are at best personal expressions or symptoms of a struggle. At this level of generality, the example above recapitulates the pattern described in the Lecture. Wittgenstein begins with ethics, gets tied up in language and winds up with frustrated nonsense. A year and a half after giving the lecture Wittgenstein addressed exclamations in ethics thus, “an ethical proposition is a personal act. Not a statement of fact. Like an exclamation of admiration.”77 Indeed, Wittgenstein ended the lecture with an exclamation, viz. expressing his admiration by exclaiming upon the tendency to produce nonsense while thinking of ethics.
These images thus impose themselves upon me. And yet I am reluctant to use these images & expressions. Above all these are not similes, of course. For what can be said by way of a simile, that can also be said without a simile. These images & expressions have a life rather only in a high sphere of life, they can be rightfully used only in this sphere. All I could really do is make a gesture which means something similar to “unsayable,” & say nothing.82
Directly the parallel with the Lecture is apparent. In the lecture Wittgenstein describes how ethical and religious language draws us toward similes or allegories but he rejects them for the identical reason that a simile can always be re-expressed without a simile to describe a fact directly.83 Second, Wittgenstein describes this language as having a use solely in some higher sphere, echoing the lecture’s claim that using this language is trying to go “beyond the world.”84 Third, the explicit conclusion of the Lecture is that what we wish to express about experiences that arouse thoughts of ethics is unsayable. The passage above makes the same point, making vivid that we are left with solely a gesture that indicates nonsense.
The discussion of passages from one day in Wittgenstein’s 1937 notebook shows the significant commonality between Wittgenstein’s ethical outlook then and in the Lecture. More comparisons in the same vein are possible. However, one is sufficient to show the continuity in Wittgenstein’s view on ethics from 1916 to 1937, during which his view on language changed considerably. This outcome is a strong reason to reject as improbable the claim that Wittgenstein’s view on ethics in the Lecture was determined by his view on language – that the lecture’s content was constrained by the Tractatus account of language.
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2
Established Text of the Lecture
MS 139b Normalized
Ladies and Gentlemen.
Before I begin to speak about my subject proper let me make a few introductory remarks. I feel I shall have great difficulties in communicating my thoughts to you and I think some of them may be diminished by mentioning them to you beforehand. The first one, which almost I need not mention, is, that English is not my native tongue and my expression therefore often lacks that precision and subtlety which would be desirable if one talks about a difficult subject. All I can do is to ask you to make my task easier by trying to get at my meaning in spite of the faults which I will constantly be committing against the English grammar. The second difficulty I will mention is this, that probably many of you come up to this lecture of mine with slightly wrong expectations. And to set you right in this point I will say a few words about the reason for choosing the subject I have chosen: when your former secretary honoured me by asking me to read a paper to your society, my first thought was that I would certainly do it and my second [2]1 thought was that if I was to have the opportunity to speak you I should speak about something which I am keen on communicating to you and that I should not misuse this opportunity to give you a lecture about, say, logic. I call this a misuse for to explain a scientific matter to you it would need a course of lectures and not an hour’s paper. Another alternative would have been to give you what is called a popular-scientific lecture, that is a lecture intended to make you believe that you understand a thing which actually you do not understand, and to gratify what I believe to be one of the lowest desires of modern people, namely the superficial curiosity about the latest discoveries of science. I rejected these alternatives and decided to talk to you about a subject which seems to me to be of general importance, hoping that it may help to clear up your thoughts about this subject (even if you should entirely disagree with what I will say about it). My third and last difficulty is one which, in fact, adheres to most lengthy philosophical lectures and it is this, that the hearer is incapable of seeing both the road he is lead and the [3] goal which it leads to. That is to say: he either thinks ‘I understand all he says, but what on earth is he driving at’ or else he thinks ‘I see what he is driving at, but how on earth is he going to get there’. All I can do is, again, to ask you to be patient and to hope that in the end you may see both the way and where it leads to. – I will now begin. My subject, as you know, is ethics and I will adopt the explanation of that term which Prof. Moore has given in his book Principia Ethica. He says: ‘Ethics is the general enquiry into what is good’. Now I am going to use the term ‘ethics’ in a slightly wider sense, in a sense in fact which includes what I believe to be the most essential part of what is generally called ‘aesthetics’. And to make you see as clearly as possible what I take to be the subject matter of ethics I will put before you a number of more or less synonymous expressions each of which could be substituted for the above definition, and by enumerating them I want to produce the same sort of effect which Galton produced when he took a number of photos of different [4] faces on the same photographic plate in order to get the picture of the typical features they all had in common. And as by showing to you such a collective photo I could make you see what is the typical – say – Chinese face so if you look through the row of synonyms which I will put before you, you will, I hope, be able to see the characteristic features they all have in common and these are the characteristic features of ethics. Now instead of saying ‘Ethics is the enquiry into what is good’ I could have said ‘Ethics is the enquiry into what is valuable, or, into what is really important’, or I could have said ‘Ethics is the enquiry into the meaning of life, or into what makes life worth living, or into the right way of living’. I believe if you look at all these phrases you will get a rough idea as to what it is that ethics is concerned with. Now the first thing that strikes one about all these expressions is that each of them is actually used in two very different senses. I will call them the trivial or relative sense on the one hand and the ethical or absolute sense on the other. If for instance [5] I say that this is a good chair this means that the chair serves a certain predetermined purpose and the word ‘good’ here has only meaning so far as this purpose has been previously fixed upon. In fact the word ‘good’ in the relative sense simply means coming up to a certain predetermined standard. Thus when we say that this man is a good pianist we mean that he can play pieces of a certain degree of difficulty with a certain degree of dexterity. And similarly if I say that it is important for me not to catch cold I mean that catching a cold produces certain describable disturbances in my life and if I say that this is the right road I mean that it is the right road relative to a certain goal. Used in this way these expressions do not present any difficult or deep problems. But this is not how ethics uses them. Supposing that I could play tennis and one of you saw me playing and said ‘Well you play pretty badly’ and suppose I answered ‘I know, I am playing badly but I do not want to play any better’ all, the other man could say would be ‘Ah then that is all right’. But suppose I had told one of you [6] a preposterous lie and he came up to me and said ‘You are behaving like a beast’ and then I were to say ‘I know I behave badly, but then I do not want to behave any better’. Would he then say ‘Ah, then that is all right’? Certainly not; he would say ‘Well, you ought to want to behave better’. Here you have an absolute judgement of value, whereas the first instance was one of a relative judgement. The essence of this difference seems to be obviously this: every judgement of relative value is a mere statement of facts and can therefore be put in such a form that it loses all the appearance of a judgement of value: instead of saying ‘This is the right way to Granchester’ I could equally well have said ‘This is the way you have to go if you want to get to Granchester in the shortest time’; ‘This man is a good runner’ simply means that he runs a certain number of miles in a certain number of minutes, and so forth. Now what I wish to contend is, that although all judgements of relative value can be shown to be mere statements of facts, no statement of fact can ever be, or imply, a judgement of absolute value. Let me explain this: [7] suppose one of you were an omniscient person and therefore knew all the movements of all the bodies in the world dead or alive and that he also knew all the states of mind of all human beings that ever lived. And suppose this man wrote all he knew in a big book. Then this book would contain the whole description of the world; and what I want to say is, that this book would contain nothing that we would call an ethical judgement or anything that would logically imply such a judgement. It would of course contain all relative judgements of value and all true scientific propositions and in fact all true propositions that can be made. But all the facts described would, as it were, stand on the same level and in the same way all propositions stand on the same level. There are no propositions which, in any absolute sense, are sublime, important, or trivial. Now perhaps some of you will agree to that and be reminded of Hamlet’s words: ‘Nothing is either good or bad, but thinking makes it so!’ But this again could lead to a misunderstanding. What Hamlet says seems to imply that good [8] and bad, though not qualities of the world outside us, are attributes of our states of mind. But what I mean is that a state of mind, so far as we mean by that a fact which we can describe, is in no ethical sense good or bad. If for instance in our world-book we read the description of a murder with all its details physical and psychological the mere description of these facts will contain nothing which we could call an ethical proposition. The murder will be on exactly the same level as any other event, for instance the falling of a stone. Certainly the reading of this description might cause us pain or rage or any other emotion, or we might read about the pain or rage caused by this murder in other people when they heard of it, but there will simply be facts, facts, and facts but no ethics. – And now I must say that if I contemplate what ethics really would have to be if there were such a science, this result seems to me quite obvious. It seems to me obvious that nothing we could ever think or say should be the thing. That we cannot write a scientific book, the subject matter of which could be intrinsically sublime, and above all other subject matters. [9] I can only describe my feeling by the metaphor, that, if a man could write a book on ethics which really was a book on ethics, this book would, with an explosion, destroy all the other books in the world. – Our words, used, as we use them in science, are vessels capable only of containing and conveying meaning and sense, natural meaning and sense. Ethics, if it is anything, is supernatural and our words will only express facts; as a teacup will only hold a teacup full of water and if I were to pour out a gallon over it. – I said that so far as facts and propositions are concerned there is only relative value and relative good, right etc. And let me, before I go on, illustrate this by a rather obvious example. The right road is the road which leads to an arbitrarily predetermined end and it is quite clear to us all that there is no sense in talking about the right road apart from such a predetermined goal. Now let us see what we could possibly mean by the expression ‘The, absolutely, right road’. I think it would be the road which everybody on seeing it would, with logical necessity, have to go, or be ashamed for not going. And similarly the absolute good, if it is a describable state of affairs would be one which everybody, [10] independent of his tastes and inclinations, would, necessarily, bring about or feel guilty for not bringing about. And I want to say that such a state of affairs is a chimera. No state of affairs has in itself, what I would like to call, the coercive power of an absolute judge. – Then what have all of us who, like myself, are still tempted to use such expressions as ‘absolute good’, ‘absolute value’ etc., what have we in mind and what do we try to express? Now whenever I try to make this clear to myself it is natural that I should recall cases in which I would certainly use these expressions and I am then in the situation and which you would be if, for instance, I were to give you a lecture on the psychology of pleasure. What you would do then would be to try and recall some typical situation in which you always felt pleasure. For, bearing this situation in mind, all I should say to you would become concrete and, as it were, controllable. One man would perhaps choose as his stock example the sensation when taking a walk on a fine summer day. Now in this situation I am if I want to fix my mind on what I mean by absolute or ethical value. And there, in my case, it always happens that the idea of one particular [11] experience presents itself to me which therefore is, in a sense, my experience par excellence and this is the reason why, in talking to you now, I will use this experience as my first and foremost example. (As I have said before, this is an entirely personal matter and others would find other examples more striking) I will describe this experience in order, if possible, to make you recall the same or similar experiences, so that we may have a common ground for our investigation. I believe the best way of describing it is to say that when I have it I wonder at the existence of the world. And I am then inclined to use such phrases as ‘How extraordinary that anything should exist’ or ‘How extraordinary that the world should exist’. I will mention another experience straightaway which I also know and which others of you might be acquainted with: it is, what one might call, the experience of feeling absolutely safe. I mean the state of mind in which one is inclined to say ‘I am safe, nothing can injure me whatever happens’. Now let me consider these experiences, for, I believe, they exhibit the very characteristics we try to get clear about. And there the first thing I have to say is, that the verbal expression which we give to these experiences [12] is nonsense! If I say ‘I wonder at the existence of the world’ I am misusing language. Let me explain this: it has a perfectly good and clear sense to say that I wonder at something being the case, we all understand what it means to say that I wonder at the size of a dog which is bigger than anyone I have ever seen before, or at anything which, in the common sense of the word, is extraordinary. In every such case I wonder at something being the case which I could conceive not to be the case. I wonder at the size of this dog because I could conceive of a dog of another, namely the ordinary, size, at which I should not wonder. To say ‘I wonder at such and such being the case’ has only sense if I can imagine it not to be the case. In this sense one can wonder at the existence of, say, a house when one sees it and has not visited it for a long time and has imagined that it had been pulled down in the meantime. But it is nonsense to say that I wonder at the existence of the world, because I cannot imagine it not existing. I could, of course, wonder at the world around me being as it is. If for instance I had this experience while looking into the blue sky, I could wonder at the sky being blue as opposed to the case when it is clouded. But [13] that is not what I mean. I am wondering at the sky being, whatever it is. One might be tempted to say that what I am wondering at is a tautology, namely at the sky being blue or not blue. But then it is just nonsense to say that one is wondering at a tautology. Now the same applies to the other experience which I have mentioned, the experience of absolute safety. We all know what it means in ordinary life to be safe. I am safe in my room, when I cannot be run over by an omnibus. I am safe if I have had whooping cough and cannot therefore get it again. ‘To be safe’ essentially means that it is physically impossible that certain things should happen to me, and therefore it is nonsense to say that I am safe whatever happens. Again this is a misuse of the word ‘safe’ as the other example was a misuse of the word ‘existence’ or ‘wondering’. Now I want to impress on you that a certain characteristic misuse of our language runs through all ethical and religious expressions. All these expressions seem, prima facie, to be just similes. Thus it seems that when we are using the word ‘right’ in an ethical sense, although, what we mean, is not ‘right’ in its trivial sense, it is something similar, and when [14] we say ‘This is a good fellow’, although the word ‘good’ here does not mean what it means in the sentence ‘This is a good football player’ there seems to be some similarity. And when we say ‘This man’s life was valuable’ we do not mean it in the same sense in which we would speak of some valuable jewellery but there seems to be some sort of analogy. Now all religious terms seem in this sense to be used as similes, or allegorically. For when we speak of God and that he sees everything and when we kneel and pray to him all our terms and actions seem to be parts of a great and elaborate allegory which represents him as a human being of great power whose grace we try to win etc. etc. But this allegory also describes the experiences which I have just referred to. For, the first of them is, I believe, exactly what people were referring to when they said that God had created the world; and the experience of absolute safety has been described by saying that we feel safe in the hands of God. A third experience of the same kind is that of feeling guilty and again this was described by the phrase that God disapproves of our conduct. Thus in ethical and religious language we seem [15] constantly to be using similes. But a simile must be the simile for something. And if I can describe a fact by means of a simile I must also be able to drop the simile and to describe the facts without it. Now in our case as soon as we try to drop the simile and simply to state the facts which stand behind it, we find that there are no such facts. And so, what at first appeared to be a simile, now seems to be mere nonsense. – Now the three experiences which I have mentioned to you (and I could have added others) seem to those who have experienced them, for instance to me, to have in some sense an intrinsic, absolute, value. But when I say they are experiences, surely, they are facts; they have taken place then and there, lasted a certain definite time and consequently are describable. And so from what I have said some minutes ago I must admit it is nonsense to say that they have absolute value. And here I have arrived at the main point of this paper: it is the paradox that an experience, a fact should seem to have absolute value. And I will make my point still more acute by saying ‘it is the paradox that an experience, a fact, [16] should seem to have supernatural value’. Now there is a way in which I would be tempted to meet this paradox: let me first consider again our first experience of wondering at the existence of the world and let me describe it in a slightly different way: we all know, what in ordinary life would be called a miracle. It obviously is simply an event the like of which we have never yet seen. Now suppose such an event happened. Take the case that one of you suddenly grew a lion head and began to roar. Certainly that would be as extraordinary a thing as I can imagine. Now whenever we should have recovered from our surprise, what I would suggest would be to fetch a doctor and have the case scientifically investigated and if it were not for hurting him I would have him vivisected. And where would the miracle have got to? For it is clear that when we look at it in this way everything miraculous has disappeared; unless what we mean by this term is merely that a fact has not yet been explained by science, which again means that we have hitherto failed to group this fact with others in a scientific system. This shows that it is absurd to say ‘Science has proved that [17] there are no miracles’. The truth is that the scientific way of looking at a fact is not the way to look at it as a miracle. For, imagine whatever fact you may, it is not in itself miraculous in the absolute sense of that term. For we see now that we have been using the word ‘miracle’ in a relative and an absolute sense. And I will now describe the experience of wondering at the existence of the world by saying: it is the experience of seeing the world as a miracle. Now I am tempted to say that the right expression in language for the miracle of the existence of the world, though it is not any proposition in language, is the existence of language itself. But what then does it mean to be aware of this miracle at some times and not at other times. For all I have said by shifting the expression of the miraculous from an expression by means of language to the expression by the existence of language, all I have said is again that we cannot express what we want to express and that all we say about the absolute miraculous remains nonsense. – Now the answer to all this will seem perfectly clear to many of you. You will say: well, if certain experiences constantly tempt us to attribute a quality to them which we call absolute or ethical value and importance, this simply [18] shows that by these words we do not mean nonsense, that after all what we mean by saying that an experience has absolute value is just a fact like other facts and that all it comes to is, that we have not yet succeeded in finding the correct logical analysis of what we mean by our ethical and religious expressions. – Now when this is urged against me I at once see clearly, as it were in a flash of light, not only that no description that I can think of would do to describe what I mean by ‘absolute value’, but that I would reject every significant description that anybody could possibly suggest, ab initio, on the ground of its significance. That is to say: I see now that these nonsensical expressions were not nonsensical because I had not yet found the correct expressions, but that their nonsensicality was their very essence. For all I wanted to do with them was just to go beyond the world and that is to say beyond significant language. My whole tendency and I believe the tendency of all men who ever tried to write or talk ethics or religion was to run against the boundaries of language. This running against the walls of our cage [19] is perfectly, absolutely, hopeless. – Ethics, so far as it springs from the desire to say something about the ultimate meaning of life, the absolute good, the absolute valuable can be no science. What it says does not add to our knowledge in any sense. But it is a document of a tendency in the human mind which I personally cannot help respecting deeply and I would not for my life ridicule it.
Note
1 Page turns in the original are marked in square brackets.
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The Manuscripts of a Lecture on Ethics
[…] I feel I shall have
great difficulties in communicating
my thoughts to you & I think
some of them may be deminished
by mentioning them to you beforehand.
The first one, whichI needn’t
mention, is, that English is not my
native tongue & my expression
therefore often lacks that precision
& subtelty which would be desirable
if one talks about a difficult
subject. All I can do is to ask
you to make my taskeasier
by [trying to get at my meaning
can inspite of the faults which
I will constantly be commiting
against the English grammar.]7
If Wittgenstein’s grammar and syntax were corrected, these remarks would become unintelligible and Wittgenstein’s own struggle for precision and subtlety would no longer be apparent.
Quotation marks and capital letters were added when necessary. The existing German-style quotation marks were changed to single quotation marks. Wittgenstein’s own underlinings were rendered in italicized type. Punctuation, dashes, indentations and paragraphs were retained without additions. The diplomatic transcriptions of the proto-draft and the three full versions of the Lecture (i.e. MS 139a, MS 139b and TS 207) are given in chapters 6–9. A table explaining the symbols used in the diplomatic transcriptions is found in chapter 5.
The experience of wondering at the existence of the world. Let us analyse this verbal expression of my experience. It is nonsense. Expression of existence and possibility of scientific expression they are a misuse of language in fact they are nonsense.
The sentence “Expression of existence and possibility of scientific expression they are a misuse of language in fact they are nonsense” is ill-formed. This is not surprising given that the two pages contain schematic and quickly written notes. In spite of this linguistic anomaly, the two texts are thematically continuous, for they both allude to the thought that certain linguistic expressions are nonsense. The supposition that the two pages are continuous explains the thematic continuity between pages 16 and 15 of the proto-draft. In addition, it explains the thematic and structural continuity between the proto-draft and the two handwritten versions, where the structure of the argument follows the content and order of the notes in the proto-draft.
There is reason to believe that the proto-draft was revised prior to being crossed out. This might show that Wittgenstein reviewed the draft and then decided to start afresh. We suggest that the following writing process took place. Wittgenstein first jotted some notes on unnumbered paper sheets. These are the notes we read in the proto-draft, with the notes on the verso of page 16 preceding those on the verso of page 15. Wittgenstein then crossed out the notes and started afresh with MS 139a. From this draft he wrote MS 139b. This is a much clearer text, in which he decided between the alternatives he had left undecided in MS 139a. He improved the style and chose better examples. He also abridged the text by removing some sentences. At some stage between the delivery of the lecture and its publication in the Philosophical Review, TS 207 was typed.
Dear Luki,
Of course, just when my letter had left my mouth! … But it’s always like that. – Your letter made me very happy.12 And I’m even more looking forward to the lecture. Something to look forward to. A great joy. I’m doing just fine. Shot through the mouth yesterday,13 riding on a high horse today going to Kobenzl in the car with Marguerite!14 By the way I don’t really want to be nursed by Marguerite. Your feelings towards her make her presence so refreshing to you. I’m well acquainted with this from another case! When I’m ill I would need a servant who calmly and skillfully performs the necessary tasks for me & and then somebody whom I love & who loves me, and where the latter should come to light in an extraordinary fashion. This reminds me of a joke in the Rire, where in a gramophone shop the commis says to the lady: “C’est convenue Madame, “Un baiser voluptueux” “Une nuit d’amour” vous aurez tout cela ce soir.” I’m noticing I’m getting obscene, and I shall give my letter a different direction. – Jerome is leaving New York on Saturday & is coming straight here. I’m telling you, I’m shitting myself.15 – And I thank you very much for the manuscript, I could not easily imagine a greater joy. Hugging you
Yours,
Gretl16
Although the letter bears no date, the editors of Wittgenstein’s letters speculate it was written after November 17, 1929, the date of Wittgenstein’s talk, probably because of the reference to a Vortrag in the opening lines. The last sentence of the letter suggests that Wittgenstein had previously sent a manuscript to Margaret, for which she thanks him. Since we know from von Wright’s catalogue of Wittgenstein’s papers that MS 139b was seen in Margaret’s house in Gmunden in 1952,17 it is tempting to think that both the Vortrag to which Margaret refers in the opening lines and the manuscript she mentions in the last sentence of her letter are MS 139b. Since the date of the letter is merely speculative, one could suppose that Wittgenstein had sent MS 139b to Margaret before delivering his lecture, and therefore he could not have read MS 139b to The Heretics.
This argument is problematic, as it rests on the assumption that the manuscript mentioned in the last sentence of the letter is a version of the Lecture. It is, however, far from obvious that the words “manuscript” and “lecture” (Vortrag) refer to the same text. For it would seem odd that at one point Margaret says that she looks forward to Wittgenstein’s Vortrag and at another she thanks Wittgenstein for sending the manuscript. While the remark about the Vortrag occurs in the beginning of the letter, the sentence about the manuscript occurs in the end, after a long diversion, and it begins with “and” as if to introduce a new topic. These aspects of the text suggest that the manuscript that Margaret thanks Wittgenstein for sending may not be the Vortrag to which she looks forward.
In her remark about the Vortrag, Margaret refers to a previous letter by Wittgenstein, now lost. She writes, “Your letter made me very happy. And I’m even more looking forward to the lecture.” One may suppose that, in his letter, Wittgenstein had promised that he would send or bring the Lecture to Margaret next time he went to Vienna. The supposition assumes more value, given that Wittgenstein was indeed in Vienna in December 1929.18 The remark about the Vortrag could therefore mean that Margaret was looking forward to receiving or reading the Lecture that Wittgenstein had supposedly promised he would send or bring to her. It is important to note that the supposition accommodates von Wright’s record that MS 139b was seen in Margaret’s house in 1952.
As it stands, the letter does not prove that Wittgenstein sent MS 139b to Margaret before giving his lecture. This conclusion provides only partial support to the claim that MS 139b is the text of Wittgenstein’s talk, as he could have read another version. Since there is no textual evidence that intermediate versions are missing, MS 139a and TS 207 are the only other texts that Wittgenstein could have used. MS 139a is, however, too tentative for public reading. It seems implausible that if he had to choose between two handwritten versions, Wittgenstein would have chosen MS 139a over MS 139b to give his talk. MS 139b is of a less provisional and improvised nature than MS 139a. There are fewer corrections, changes and cancellations. This is clearly because MS 139b is a later and stylistically more polished version of the Lecture. As such, it would be more suitable for public reading.
By the same token, however, TS 207 would be even more suitable, since it is a clean typed text, and very easy to read. The problem is that TS 207 seems far too clean for Wittgenstein’s working habits. As we know, Wittgenstein used to make corrections and alterations to typescript versions of his work. It therefore seems odd he did not make any alterations to TS 207 before giving his lecture. Although TS 207 does contain some handwritten orthographic corrections, they are printed in a careful hand that is certainly not Wittgenstein’s. Moreover, we know that Wittgenstein gave other public lectures during his philosophical career.19 Unlike the Lecture, they were mostly directed at philosophers. There is no record that any of these had been typed for delivery. It would therefore be very uncharacteristic of him to use a typed script to give a talk.
In addition, there is something notable about TS 207. On the upper margin of the first page, we read two handwritten notes: “Manuscript von Dr. Ludwig Wittgenstein” on the left side, and “Anscombe / 1+3 / no hurry” on the right side. The hands are different but neither is Wittgenstein’s.20 The first note does not seem to be an inventory label as TS 207 is, in fact, a typescript. This could be an indication that the typescript is a record of MS 139b realized to preserve the manuscript. Given that TS 207 retains some of the orthographic mistakes present in MS 139b, we should think of the typescript not as a careful transcription of MS 139b, but rather as a record of its content and nothing more. In other words, we should not regard TS 207 as a low quality normalized transcription of MS 139b or as an even lower quality diplomatic transcription of MS 139b. Rather, we should regard it as a tentative or provisional record of the content of MS 139b. As we will see later in the discussion, it is possible that the tentative nature of TS 207 relates to the typist being a non-native English-speaker without philosophical training.
The supposition that TS 207 might be a record of MS 139b gains more credence given the presence, at the Wren Library of Trinity College, Cambridge, of a further typescript, which is a transcription of MS 139a. We refer to this as the “MS 139a typescript.” This could also be a record realized to preserve MS 139a, with the difference that the MS 139a typescript is closer than TS 207 to being a normalized transcription of the original. The supposition, however, should not tempt one into thinking that the two typescripts (i.e. TS 207 and the MS 139a typescript) were realized by the same person or at the same time. For they could serve the same recording purpose and still be totally unrelated, as several aspects of the typescripts seem to suggest; for example, they were not typed on the same type of paper. Secondly, while the person who realized the MS 139a typescript did not copy any of the orthographic mistakes present in MS 139a, the person who typed TS 207 copied some of the mistakes present in MS 139b. This suggests that the two typists took a different approach to the typing of the originals. In the case of TS 207, the different approach might be the result of the typist being a non-native English-speaker with no philosophical training. Thirdly, unlike TS 207, the MS 139a typescript is not listed as an item of Wittgenstein’s Nachlass. Finally, one should resist the temptation to assimilate the manuscripts of the Lecture with other manuscripts by Wittgenstein, which were in fact typed or dictated for typing. While the Lecture was very close to Wittgenstein’s heart, it was not part of his research, for he did not write anything extensive on ethics after his 1929 lecture.
There is reason to believe that Wittgenstein did not type or dictate TS 207. Whoever typed it consistently misreads the word “tautology” and mistypes it as “tontology.” Wittgenstein would not misread his own handwriting and he would not misread or mistype, twice on the same page, a word so important to his philosophy. The same word is spelt correctly in the manuscripts. The typist also omits the sentence “And here I have arrived at / the main point of this paper [ . |:] it is / the paradox that an experience, / a fact should ↓seem to↓ have absolute / value,” which appears in both manuscripts and concerns the central point of the Lecture. This could, however, be a clerical error owing to the curiosity of the second omitted sentence beginning with the same words and at the same point on the line as the preceding sentence. There are a few typing errors, some of which have been corrected by hand after typing. Only some of Wittgenstein’s orthographic mistakes in MS 139b were corrected during typing; for example, “omnibus,” which Wittgenstein capitalizes in MS 139b, is correctly changed to lower case; “immagine” is changed to “imagine” and “vesels” to “vessels.” The evidence therefore suggests that the typist might have been a non-native English-speaker, probably without philosophical training, who typed TS 207 by directly looking at MS 139b.
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14 Marguerite Respinger, with whom Wittgenstein had a romantic relationship.
15 The original German expression “ich habe einen Schiss, der in kein Haus geht” has a more complex and vivid meaning than the English “I’m shitting myself.”
16 The German text of the letter reads as follows:
Lieber Luki
Natürlich, kaum war mein Brief dem Mund entflohn! … Aber das ist ja immer so. – Dein Brief hat mich sehr gefreut. Und auf den Vortrag freu ich mich erst recht. Something to look forward to. Eine große Freude. Es geht mir schon sehr anständig. Gestern durch den Mund geschossen, heute schon auf stolzen Rossen mit der Marguerite per Auto am Kobenzl gewesen! Übrigens möchte ich mich gar nicht von der Marguerite pflegen lassen. Dein Gefühl ihr gegenüber macht Dir Ihre Anwesenheit so erquickend. Ich kenne das von einem anderen Fall her so gut! Ich brauchte, wenn ich krank bin einen Diener der mir ruhig & geschickt die notwendigen Handgriffe leistete & dann jemanden den ich liebe & der mich liebt, wobei das Letztere in aussergewöhnlicher Weise zu Tage kommen sollte. Das erinnert mich an einen Witz im Rire, wo im Gramophon-Geschäft der Commis zur Dame sagt: “C’est convenue Madame, “Un baiser voluptueux” “Une nuit d’amour” vous aurez tout cela ce soir.” Ich merke dass ich obszön werde und gebe meinem Brief eine andere Wendung. – Jerome fährt Samstag von New York weg & fährt direkt hierher. Ich sag Dir, ich habe einen Schiss, der in kein Haus geht. – Und ich danke Dir sehr für das Manuskript, eine grössere Freude konnte ich mir nicht leicht vorstellen. Es umarmt Dich
Deine
Gretl
17 Von Wright, “The Wittgenstein Papers.” The manuscript was subsequently lost until 1993, when it was found in the literary estate of Rudolf Koder. In a note dating from March 1, 1972, Elisabeth Koder writes that she and her husband had received MS 139b, a typescript of the Tractatus, a manuscript of the Philosophical Investigations, and one of Wittgenstein’s diaries from the 1930s as a keepsake from Margaret after Wittgenstein’s death. J. Koder, “Verzeichnis der Schriften Ludwig Wittgensteins im Nachlaß Rudolf und Elisabeth Koder,” Mitteilungen aus dem Brenner-Archiv (1993), pp. 52–54.
18 F. Waismann, Wittgenstein and the Vienna Circle, ed. B. McGuinness, trans. J. Schulte and B. McGuinness (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1979), pp. 19 and 115−137.
19 In November 1912, Wittgenstein read a paper to the Moral Sciences Club. This was probably the first of several short communications that he gave to this and other societies. In 1929, Wittgenstein wrote “Some Remarks on Logical Form,” which was supposed to be read at the Joint Session of the Mind Association and the Aristotelian Society, held in Nottingham on July 13, 1929. Wittgenstein read a completely different paper instead, on the notion of the infinite in mathematics. In April 1941, he was invited to deliver a lecture at the British Academy. Although he wrote notes for a draft of the lecture, known as the “Philosophical Lecture,” the talk was never delivered.
20 Joachim Schulte (personal communication) notes that the inscription “Manuscript von Dr. Ludwig Wittgenstein” is written in a German hand.
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Description of the Manuscripts
MS 139a
The manuscript of MS 139a is held at the Wren Library of Trinity College, Cambridge. The text bears neither title nor date. It comprises 12 loose sheets written in pencil, both in recto and in verso, with many corrections and marks. The sheets measure 204 × 330 mm. The text is continuous, with no indentations or paragraphs (except at lines 1−2 of page 1). The pages are numbered in the upper right corner, with Roman numerals until the fifth page, and with Arabic numerals from the sixth page on. The versos of pages 15−16 bear no page numbers. The sheets are ruled and cut out from a notebook, as their jagged margin suggests.
The 21 written pages have 34 lines each. Exceptions are page 21, with 7 lines; pages 2, 10 and 14, with a line of text written in the lower margin; page 13, with two lines of text also in the lower margin; and page 17, with 32 lines, two of which are written in square brackets in the middle of the page. These lines are written in a lighter and more hurried hand. The text between brackets is a quotation from Shakespeare’s Hamlet that fills the gap Wittgenstein left on page 8 at line 19, probably because he could not recall the exact wording of the text when he wrote the first draft of the manuscript.
The verso of page 15 contains 26 lines; the verso of page 16 contains 30 lines. The text is crossed out on both pages. This is the proto-draft of the Lecture. Traces of erased diagrams or drawings are visible under the written text on both pages, which indicates that the sheets were reused. Both pages contain corrections.
The verso of page 17 presents a diagram or drawing in landscape position. The page contains dozens of lines, most of which are straight and positioned parallel to the edges of the page. There are many recognizable shapes, including cross-hatched grids, squares, rectangles, circles, pairs of parallel lines and bracket marks that seem to indicate groups. The content is oriented in landscape position with the original binding edge at the bottom. The phrase “The order of events” is written in the upper left margin; the word “hill” is written in the lower part of the left half of the page. Another word fragment – “Fr.” – is written in the lower part of the right half of the page. Although it is unclear whether the drawing relates to the content of the Lecture, it seems unlikely, given that the sheets were reused. The drawing could be a squiggle unrelated to the Lecture that Wittgenstein did not care to erase before he started jotting down his notes.
The manuscript is accompanied by a typescript version of the same text that is not listed in von Wright’s catalogue of Wittgenstein’s papers. The text bears the inscription “L. Wittgenstein. / Lecture on Ethics / According to the manuscript which Wittgenstein gave to R. G. Townsend.” The typescript appears to be a carbon copy; it comprises 9 loose sheets, numbered with typed Roman numerals. The paper type differs from the one used for TS 207. The text is a polished transcription of MS 139a. Wittgenstein’s own corrections, changes and overwritten words have been transcribed. The quotation from Shakespeare’s Hamlet has been inserted in the right place. Both punctuation and orthography have been corrected.
MS 139b
The manuscript of MS 139b is held at the Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, Vienna. The text bears neither title nor date. The manuscript comprises 10 loose sheets written in pencil, both in recto and in verso, except for the last page, which is written solely in recto. There are several corrections and marks. The sheets are ruled and probably cut out from a notebook. The manuscript comprises 19 pages numbered with Arabic numerals in the upper right corner. Each page contains 34 fully written lines, except pages 6, 8−12, 14 and 17, where a line is added in the lower margin and for page 19, which contains only 12 lines. There are no indentations or paragraphs, except at lines 1−2 of page 1.
TS 207
The typescript TS 207 is held at the Wren Library of Trinity College, Cambridge. The text bears neither title nor date. It comprises 10 sheets typed in recto, with few typed corrections and some corrections printed in pencil in a hand that is not Wittgenstein’s. The sheets measure 224 × 285 mm. They are numbered with Arabic numerals typed in the upper left corner and handwritten in the upper right corner. Some (pages 1−4, 9−10) contain 29 lines; others (pages 5−8) contain 30 lines. There are two indentations (on pages 1 and 2). Dashes (— and —) are typed at eight different points in the text. On the upper margin of the first page the note “Manuscript von Dr. Ludwig Wittgenstein” is written on the left side; the note “Anscombe / 1+3 / no hurry” is written on the right side. The hands are different, but neither is Wittgenstein’s. Of the two, the first note appears to be written in a German hand.1
Note
1 We owe this suggestion to Joachim Schulte (personal communication).
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Symbols Used in the Diplomatic Transcriptions
Corrections
[so|it] | “it” is written or typed over “so” |
[:|.] | “.” is written over “:” |
![]() | “ow” is written over something which is not readable |
W‹h›en | “‹h›” is an added letter |
subject ![]() ![]() | Insertion with a caret mark |
subject proper | Insertion without a caret mark |
phrases \ Expressions | “Expressions” is a word inserted as a possible alternative to “phrases” |
do|not | A space must be inserted |
will ![]() ![]() | The words must be transposed |
pour | Text overwritten by hand on an erased typed text |
Deletion Marks
| Single deletion mark |
![]() | Double or multiple deletion mark. The same symbol has been used to indicate the overtyped deletion marks “XXX” which occur in TS 207. The multiple deletion mark has once also been reproduced as \\. |
![]() | Text deleted, but not readable |
![]() | Text deleted but not readable, consisting of one word |
![]() | Text deleted but not readable, consisting of one single letter |
![]() | Readable part of a text which has been erased and overwritten |
![]() | Mark used for crossing out the entire page |
Underlinings
![]() | Dash underline |
above all other | Single underline |
![]() | Double underline |
![]() | Wavy underline |
![]() | Double wavy underline |
Other Symbols
* | Indicates that the line is written in the margin of the page |
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Proto-Draft
Diplomatic Transcription
Facsimile of MS 139a page 16 verso
Facsimile of MS 139a page 15 verso
7
MS 139a
Diplomatic Transcription
Facsimile of MS 139a page 1
8
MS 139b
Diplomatic Transcription
Facsimile of MS 139b page 1
9
TS 207
Diplomatic Transcription
Facsimile of TS 207 page 1
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