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1. Introduction  

The philosophical tangle known as Moore’s Paradox is associated with the sentence “I believe it is 

raining and it is not raining”. Moore noted that it would be odd for a speaker to assert this 

proposition about herself, although it could be true that “she believes it is raining and it is not 

raining”. He calls this tangle an “absurdity”. The central tension in Moore’s “absurdity” is that there 

is something bewildering about the fact that there seems to be a logical obstacle to asserting a 

sentence which is well-formed and not contradictory. In an important sense, Moore’s paradox 

concerns the limits of the use of language. 

Since Moore and Wittgenstein, the paradox has been reformulated and reinterpreted many 

times over, sometimes to the extent that it is unclear whether what is discussed deserves to bear 

Moore’s name at all.1 Moreover, it is not clear whether the original problem should be called a 

“paradox” in the first place. Even Wittgenstein, allegedly the person who named the original tangle 

“Moore’s paradox”, considered the presence of a paradoxical feature open for scrutiny (ML, 177). 

In the following, I will show how Wittgenstein, by the help of grammatical investigation, makes 

clear that the paradox is only apparent. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351202671
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In discussions of Moore’s paradox, the idea that grammatical investigations render results 

in the form of general descriptions of language use sometimes manifests itself as the view that 

Wittgenstein’s overarching point in these discussions is to say something important about belief.2 In 

this paper, rather than condensing descriptions of grammar into pieces of perspicuous presentation 

or as theories of usage of psychological concepts, I try to pay attention to how Wittgenstein actually 

treats and comes to terms with different sorts of limits in language use. This of course is not a 

theoretically innocent approach, but a radical focus on methods of philosophizing. 

 

2. Differences and similarities of use  

Moore’s own solution to the problem was to distinguish between what is asserted and what is 

implied by the assertion. According to him, my saying something always “implies”, that I believe 

what I say is the case. In this way, a sort of contradiction between what is asserted and what is 

implied can be generated, a contradiction which – so Moore thought, although hesitantly – should 

explain the sense of absurdity.3 While Wittgenstein got very excited about the tangle, and wrote to 

Moore that it is “something similar to a contradiction”, that he had made a discovery, and should 

publish it, he did not agree with Moore’s solution (ML, 177). Wittgenstein’s remarks related to the 

paradox do latch on to Moore’s suggested solution but continue far beyond it.4  

In his discussions of themes related to Moore’s paradox, Wittgenstein investigates and 

clarifies the grammar of belief expressions and ascriptions. Already a first glean on this material 

displays important aspects of Wittgenstein’s method. This is not because of how he describes his 

method, but rather how he himself carries out the investigation. My contention is that rather than 

being a presentation of an outright alternative “solution” to Moore’s paradox, Wittgenstein’s 

treatment consists in the conceptual mapping of a territory around belief expression and ascription, 

which brings into view some of the assumptions which are needed for the paradox to arise. Some of 

these assumptions are related to transgressions of the limits of language use in different ways. In the 
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present discussion, I understand “limits” in a broad sense, and am not concerned with the Tractarian 

picture of language as a whole and its limits, but limits or boundaries in language use which 

manifest themselves in differences and similarities of use, sometimes called rules of grammar.  

 

3. The Wittgenstein material 

The most frequently discussed section of Wittgenstein’s writings on Moore’s paradox is found in 

what was posthumously published as Part II of Philosophical Investigations, also called Philosophy 

of Psychology, a fragment (henceforth PPF), section x. Wittgenstein returned to the issue or its 

vicinity many times over the late 1940s. Hence, apart from PI, I have paid some attention to the 

collections of remarks published as Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology I (RPP I) and Last 

Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology 1 and 2 (LW I, LW II). In these latter collections, the 

subject matter is quite similar to that of PPF, which is unsurprising as the material published in 

them was used as the basis for the whole which became PPF.  

The background of these published collections of remarks are a few manuscripts ranging 

mostly from 1946–1949. PPF was a manuscript on which Wittgenstein worked in the spring of 

1949 (MS 144 in von Wright’s numbering system; see von Wright 1969). This manuscript was a 

clear copy of a selection of remarks from 1946–1949. More than half of the remarks are from the 

period between October 1948 and March 1949, transferred or reworked from the two manuscripts 

published as LW I, and in a later versions as the typescript 229 published as RPP I. MS144 was 

later typed out into a typescript in which Wittgenstein added corrections by hand, and it was lost 

after the printing of the PI (von Wright & Nyman 1982, ix). The numbering i–xiv I was added by 

the editors, not by Wittgenstein himself. I use the paragraph numbering introduced by Hacker and 

Schulte in their revised version.  

Wittgenstein’s procedure towards more finalized work often followed the pattern described 

above: he would make notes in notebooks and then have entire notebooks or collections of remarks 
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from them typed up. After that, he would sometimes read through the typescripts and make notes in 

them by hand. Then, based on the typescript, he wrote out clear copies by hand. The collections I 

have used had been prepared to a varying degree – the LW I material for instance, was “of a more 

provisional and improvised nature” (von Wright & Nyman 1982, ix) and contains more variants 

than RPP, as it consists of two manuscripts (MS137 and MS138). (From these papers, the editors 

von Wright and Nyman excluded remarks marked clearly with “II” (parallel lines) and published 

them in Culture and Value.) Apart from these published collections, I have made use of digital 

sources and tools for searches.5 LW II contains an additional portion of material which Wittgenstein 

edited in 1948-1951 on the same themes. 

These four collections of remarks all pertain to what Peter Hacker calls Wittgenstein’s 

Philosophy of Psychology (Hacker 2010), which makes out altogether some 1900 pages (or 10%) of 

the Nachlass. Hacker summarizes the whole accurately by stating that “what we find is a 

painstaking exploration of language games with psychological concepts. Many different concepts 

are investigated, patterns of similarity and difference are painstakingly teased out, and conceptual 

connections described. The tone is tentative. We see Wittgenstein applying the methods of 

philosophical analysis that he had developed over the previous sixteen years” (Hacker 2010, 278). 

Hacker continues “… there are numerous reflections on methodology in philosophical psychology 

as Wittgenstein struggles to determine his goal and to find his way. Although these writings are 

incomplete and unpolished, we can learn much about how he thought problems in philosophical 

psychology should be handled” (ibid., 278). This paper is a case study in this vein, on a share of 

those remarks that relate to Moore’s paradox: How do different aspects of limits of language use 

play out in Wittgenstein’s discussions of Moore’s paradox? What role in the solution or dissolution 

of the paradox could these remarks play? 

I have surveyed some of the remarks in the above mentioned parts of Wittgenstein’s 

Nachlass in which he explicitly discusses Moore’s paradox, as well as the paragraphs in their 



 

5 

 

vicinity, i.e. in the context in which the issues are treated. (In the few cases when I refer to other 

parts of the material, I mention that explicitly.6) 

 

4. An asymmetry in language use 

In the PPF §§86–110 (PI II: x), Wittgenstein’s discussion of Moore’s paradox is framed in the more 

overarching discussion of “inner and outer”. It appears in connection with a discussion of the 

relation between first and third person, of what it is to observe, to observe oneself, for example 

one’s fear (PPF, ix), and what it is to “describe a state of mind”. In the paragraphs leading up to the 

mention of Moore’s paradox, Wittgenstein has elaborated on the way in which the relation one has 

to one’s own behavior is different from one’s relation to the behavior of others. 

He writes: 

Moore’s paradox can be put like this: the utterance “I believe that this is the case” is used 

in a similar way to the assertion “This is the case”; and yet the supposition that I believe 

this is the case is not used like the supposition that this is the case. (PPF §87.) 

In this paragraph, Wittgenstein rephrases the problematic feature in Moore’s absurdity: if I said “I 

believe it’s raining”, I would commit to an assertion, although perhaps hesitantly. This commitment 

could manifest itself in action – for instance, I might reach for an umbrella when I am about to go 

out. Here, I might as well have said “It’s raining” since the same action would follow. In this way, 

“I believe p” means roughly the same as the assertion “p”: it has the same use. By contrast, if we 

suppose that “it’s raining”, the picture before us must include drops of water; however, if we 

‘suppose that I believe it’s raining’, the picture would not necessarily contain any rain at all, 

although perhaps a stolen umbrella.  

Wittgenstein continues the train of thought:  

So it seems as if the assertion “I believe” were not the assertion of what is supposed in the 

supposition “I believe”! 
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Similarly: the statement “I believe it’s going to rain” has a similar sense, that is to say, a 

similar use, to “It’s going to rain”, but that of “I believed then that it was going to rain” is 

not similar to that of “It rained then”. (PPF §§88–89.) 

Outright assertions and expressions of belief have a similar use, but this similarity comes to an end. 

This discontinuity we can call a limit of language: it is the end of a parallel between the uses of two 

utterances, of belief expression and assertion.  

Having pointed at the similarity of the use of the expression “I believe” and the outright 

assertion and the ending of the parallel, Wittgenstein goes on to other expected and breaking 

parallels, such as the parallel between belief expression regarding past and future. This paragraph 

continues: 

But surely “I believed” must say the very same thing in the past tense as ‘I believe’ in the 

present!” – Surely √-1 must mean just the same for -1, as √1 means for 1! This signifies 

nothing at all. (PPF §89.) 

Hence, in the second half of the paragraph, Wittgenstein, in dialogical mode, enters a reaction in 

quotation marks: that surely the past and present of an expression must “say the very same thing”. 

Immediately thereafter he enters another reaction, thereby comparing the relation of “I believe” in 

the past and present tense to the square root of -1 and the square root of 1 with their respective 

radicands (the number inside the square root), and comments “This signifies nothing at all” (“Das 

heiβt gar nichts”). Indeed: the relation between the square roots of -1 and of 1 is merely 

orthographically or superficially the same: in mathematics the square root of -1 would be an 

imaginary number, i, by conventional extension, since the square root function (and thereby the 

sign, the radix) is originally defined on positive real numbers. The square root function for negative 

numbers works like this: the square root of 4 is 2. The square root of -4 is 2i (the imaginary number 

2), it is not -2. In other words, the relation between 1 and -1 within and outside the radix is not at all 
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“the very same thing”. Rather, such a comparison would entail a serious misunderstanding of the 

square root sign and its “logic”. 

Here, Wittgenstein shows by analogy that the expectation that assertion and belief should 

work in the same way in past and present tense would be the extrapolation of the working of a rule. 

This rule-induced expectation on how language works lies at the foundation of the absurdity in 

Moore’s paradox. We get a sort of contradiction, but it is only in the first person and in the present 

tense that this tension occurs. 

Wittgenstein concludes with a kind of explanatory remark: 

Different concepts touch here and run side by side for a stretch. One does not have to think 

that all these lines are circles (PPF §108). 

To this same paragraph in RPPI, Wittgenstein had included a picture, which he omitted from PPF: 

  

[PICTURE1 http://wab.uib.no/cost-a32_fax/bmp/137019.BMP] 

 

Hence, by way of contrasting and comparing, Wittgenstein brings out a limit in language use, 

manifested by a false expectation of symmetry.  

 

5. Differences between first and third person 

Another central and recurring theme in Wittgenstein’s discussions of Moore’s paradox, both in PI 

and elsewhere, ensues in circumstances in which Wittgenstein investigates how our relation to our 

own words, but also to our fears and beliefs, are different from our relation to the words, fears, and 

beliefs of others. 

For instance, in LW II Wittgenstein writes:  

I can not observe myself as I do someone else, cannot ask myself “What is this 

person likely to do now?” etc. 

http://wab.uib.no/cost-a32_fax/bmp/137019.BMP
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Therefore the verb “He believes”, “I believed” can not have the kind of 

continuation in the first person as the verb ‘to eat’.  

[PICTURE2 http://wab.uib.no/cost-a32_fax/bmp/K169001.BMP ] 

 

“But what would the continuation be that I was expecting?!” I can see none. (LW II, 10) 

He responds on the following page that if I could infer from my own utterances, the 

“continuation would be ‘I seem to believe’” (LW II, 11). This is a kind of limit in language 

use, namely, that I “cannot ask [about] myself ‘What is this person likely to do now?’” 

(LW II, 10), that “I do not draw conclusions as to my probable actions from my words” 

(LW II, 10f). 

 

Later on in, there is a note along these lines:  

So it’s a kind of disposition of the believing person. This is revealed to me in the case of 

someone else by his behaviour; and |192| by his words. And so just as well by the utterance 

“I believe . . .” as by the simple assertion. — Now what about my own case: how do I 

myself recognize my own disposition? – Here I would have to be able to do what others do 

– to attend to myself, listen to myself talking, make inferences from what I say! (PPF §102, 

cf slightly different formulation in LW II, 12). 

A few pages earlier he writes:  

My own relation to my words is wholly different from other people’s.  

I do not listen to them and thereby learn something about myself. They have a 

completely different relation to my actions than to the actions of others.  

If I listened to the words of my mouth, I would be able to say that someone else is 

speaking out of my mouth. (LW II, 9.) 

And in PPF:  

http://wab.uib.no/cost-a32_fax/bmp/K169001.BMP
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My attitude to my own words is wholly different from that of others.  

I could find that variant conjugation of the verb, if only I could say “I seem to 

believe”. 

If I listened to the words issuing from my mouth, then I could say that someone else was 

speaking out of it. (PPF §§103–104.) 

There is a shift towards a different story here, namely, that if the grammar of belief expression and 

ascription functioned differently, Moore’s paradox would not arise. Then the world too – human life 

– would have to be different.  

From our above observations, drawn from the remarks quoted so far, we see the Moorean 

absurdity unfold as a consequence of the failure to observe the way we actually relate to our own 

words, as opposed to the words of others. It is a failure which feeds on the expectation of 

grammatical unity or symmetry. It is important to note the fact that Wittgenstein does not speak 

about words alone, of mere de dicto as opposed to de re – Moore’s paradox is simultaneously a 

consequence of a failure to see the way things are, the way our world works.7  

 

6. Transgressions of limits? 

The differences between how we relate to our own words, our own beliefs, our own actions, and to 

those of others, are differences that must be observed in order to avoid philosophical entanglement. 

Nevertheless, the failure to do so is not the sole cause of the Moorean absurdity. Nor is this the 

endpoint of Wittgenstein’s investigation. He counters and works through the false expectation of 

grammatical unity with the help of imagined situations, but curiously does not expressly prohibit or 

inhibit the use of expressions which seemingly transgress these limits. Instead, he investigates the 

circumstances in which the continuations could make sense. 

“Judging from my words, this is what I believe.” (The same remark in PPF 105 & LW II, 

11) 
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(Now, it would be possible to think up circumstances in which such an utterance would 

make sense. But we are not talking about this use of the word “belief”.) 

And someone could also say “It’s going to rain, but I don’t believe it” if there were 

indications that two people were speaking through his mouth. Language games would be 

played here which we could imagine, to be sure, but which normally we don’t encounter. 

And then it would be possible for someone to say “It is raining and I don’t believe it”. 

[PPF addition: “… or ‘It seems to me that my ego believes this, but it isn’t true’”.] One 

would have to fill out the picture with indications that two personalities were speaking 

through his mouth. (LW II, 11, see PPF §105)8  

In a number of places, Wittgenstein returns to how “one would have to imagine a kind of behavior 

suggesting that two beings were speaking through my mouth” (e.g., PPF §105). Hence, 

Wittgenstein uses an imaginary language game to show how different the world would have to be in 

order for certain of our “grammatical expectations” to be fulfilled. But he also presents or includes 

non-imagined situations in which no boundaries of language use are touched upon but in which the 

parallel between assertion and first person belief expression do not hold. 

For instance, Wittgenstein provides examples of situations in which I observe myself. In 

PI, many of these remarks are situated in the first third of the book, in no textual vicinity of the 

sections on Moore’s paradox which are found in last third, but in LW II they are presented 

immediately before these: 

A thought which one month ago was still unbearable to me is no longer so today (A touch 

which was painful yesterday is no longer so today.) This is the result of an observation. 

(LW II, 6; see PFF § 68.) 

This serves to show that, despite making clear statements – in a number of remarks – that we do not 

observe our own behavior, the possibility of self-observation is not excluded, although it is not 

taken to be an ordinary course of action: “Language games would be played here which we could 
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imagine, to be sure, but which normally we don’t encounter”. Here, self-observation specifically 

relates to such mental states as pain and grief. Again, the above remarks are not an outright 

rejection of special uses of language or of imagined language games, but may be read as an 

explication and investigation of what such an extension of a language game would entail, the 

investigation of a possibility. Wittgenstein resists grammatical regimentation in the sense that he 

does not rule out certain ways of speaking (or uses of words), but views different instances of use as 

possibilities on a par, all eligible for investigation. In doing so, he treats language games as 

structures which may take different turns (cf. PI §108).9  

The question how to understand the later Wittgenstein’s results of grammatical 

investigations is a recurring theme in Wittgenstein scholarship which runs deep and relates to his 

very methodological convictions and his view of philosophy. I take the above illuminated character 

of Wittgenstein’s grammatical investigations as a clue to the kind of aim his investigations have. 

Classification or final description of grammatical traits of specific psychological concepts, or a final 

“analysis” is not the central result of his investigation, rather it is the continuous work on the ways 

in which philosophers (and others too) tend to be tempted to go wrong in their thinking. 

 

7. Moorean sentences and being in order 

We saw that although we are reminded that our relation to our own words, beliefs, fears, etc. is 

different from our relation to those of others, Wittgenstein does not rule out the possibility for us to 

observe ourselves in some circumstances – even if he notes about those circumstances that “We are 

not talking about this use of the word belief” (LW II, 11). 

What, then, is this difference between the circumstances or contexts in which we do not 

observe ourselves and the ones in which we may do so? Is it to be cashed out (as has been 

suggested) in terms of normal and abnormal or ordinary and special uses of language? And if so, is 

the difference to be drawn between normal and abnormal use the philosophical discovery of a 
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boundary in language or the instituting of such a boundary? What are we to make of the cases or 

language games in which Moorean sentences would be alright? There are variations of an answer to 

be found in Wittgenstein’s writings, such as his remark: “It is possible to think out a language game 

in which these words do not strike us as absurd”, but in that case, the speaker “no longer plays the 

ordinary language game, but some different one” (RPPI §820).  

Lawrence Goldstein (in Clear and Queer Thinking 1999) writes that there are cases “in 

which mooronic assertions are apt, just as there are cases in which utterances of a contradiction are 

intelligible” (Goldstein 1999, 104. He takes split personality as an example.) He goes on: “In such 

instances there is some story to be told, against which background an utterance which, when viewed 

‘cold’ or context-less looks odd, makes perfectly good sense” (ibid., 104). His answer about the 

difference between normal and “mooronic” or contradictory assertions is that the latter are 

utterances which require explicit contexts. 

As we saw, we can – as Wittgenstein himself does – think up cases in which the sentence 

schema could be or is used. Let me give another example where a Moorean sentence works: if I 

keep feeling with my hand behind my chair I may quite understandably explain to my company at 

the table that “I believe I have my bag with me, but I don’t” (Neuman 2015, 174;189).10  

However, when it comes to contextlessness or utterances viewed “cold”, contrary to how 

Goldstein sets up the dichotomy, a central characteristic of Moorean sentences is that they don’t 

work although they seem to be in order. Moreover, it is when they are void of context that they seem 

to be in order: it is in the very philosophical situation in which they are held under the magnifying 

glass, that they lack a context of use. The paradoxical feature runs on the very fact that, when cold, 

the Moorean sentences do not only look odd, but they also look alright. At the very least, they look 

alright to the extent that we feel that we need to mobilize some kind of philosophical apparatus of 

explanation to fence them off.  
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My claim is that we should take it to be a central feature of Moorean sentences that they 

are never in order. The moment we think up a use for such strings of words, with circumstances in 

which they can do work, they are no longer Moorean (i.e. problematic) and we are no longer in the 

grip of the paradox (i.e., “we are not talking about this use of the word”) (LW II, 11). Otherwise, we 

have moved on to a mere discussion of orthographical matters or psychological features of phrase 

meanings (surface grammar), the philosophical relevance of which would need to be established 

separately. When it comes to Moore’s paradox, then, “If we do indeed have a use for a certain 

expression, then it is, logically speaking, perfectly in order”, as Peter Winch writes about 

Wittgenstein’s mature thinking (Winch 2001, 207). What needs to be explained is not why the 

Moorean sentence fails, but why we feel the urge to philosophize about a mere piece of surface 

grammar, and why we cannot let go of the puzzlement. 

 

8. Features, not limitations 

In my view, the work that Wittgenstein is principally doing in his treatment of Moore’s paradox is 

this: he is issuing grammatical reminders, reminders of how language is used and not used, in order 

to reveal the roots of our inclinations both to get rid of the sentence and to keep it as part of our 

language. This is why the most suitable way out of paradox at a time of Moorean confusion would 

be to say “That’s not the way I meant it” (PI §125): when we follow the rules of language as we see 

them, yet things don’t go as we had assumed, we find ourselves entangled in our own rules. A 

reminder of actual reactions when things do not go as expected in our dealings in language is in 

place: “That is just what we say when, for example, a contradiction appears: ‘That’s not the way I 

meant it.’ The civic status of a contradiction, or its status in civic life, that is the philosophical 

problem” (PI §125).11  

So how are the limits of language used to show us the way out of paradox? Wittgenstein’s 

treatment of Moore’s paradox shows how the sentence is in order and how it is not; it brings out the 
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grammatical bases for the paradoxical feature, namely, our false expectations. Moreover, it shows 

us something about how the world is by providing objects of comparison in the form of descriptions 

of language games of different sorts. But rather than establishing “limits” in any prescriptive sense 

of the term, the remarks work as reminders of features of language use, the disregard of which we 

require to entertain this particular confusion. 

Moore’s paradox is an apparent paradox in that once the assumption underlying the 

paradox, namely, that we cannot express the proposition about ourselves although it could be true, 

is clarified, then we see that the proposition does not have a use. And when it does have a use, there 

is nothing paradoxical about it. This is how Wittgenstein shows the way out of, or around paradox: 

by dissolving it. 
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1 Some discussions of this kind are found in Green & Williams 2007. 

2 Marie McGinn sketches one grammatical feature of Wittgenstein’s reflections on Moore’s 

paradox, on the asymmetry in supposition and belief expression: “it is not that what is asserted 

presupposes our gasp of what is supposed; rather what is supposed presupposes our mastery of how 

we operate with the word ‘believe’ in the language-game in which we originally learned it, and in 

which its employment is equivalent to asserting ‘It is the case that …’” (McGinn 2011, 69). 

3 At the end of his manuscript, Moore discloses that he is not quite convinced that his implication 

actually explains why it is absurd to assert a Moorean sentence and he concludes by somewhat 

loosely referring to a remark by Wittgenstein that a similar situation would arise if one said 

“Possibly it isn’t raining, but as a matter of fact it is” (Moore 1993, 211). 

4 This is correctly diagnosed in McGinn 2011. 

5 The digital tools used are The Bergen Nachlass Edition, BNE in Wittgenstein Source, 

http://www.wittgensteinsource.org/BFE/Ms-144_f, WittFind (Beta version November 2017) 

http://wittfind.cis.uni-muenchen.de/ as well as the Nachlass Transcripts online (prepared by Alois 

Pichler) http://wab.uib.no/transform/wab.php?modus=opsjoner. 

6 As a disclaimer, my aim is not to provide a unified account of Wittgenstein’s take on Moore’s 

paradox. (Such attempts at exegetical syntheses have been made before, and they have brought out 

interesting aspects of Wittgenstein’s discussion but not succeed in their overall aim since 

Wittgenstein’s material is not set for it.) The idea leading my way is rather that the point of reading 

Wittgenstein is going on from his work in some way, and for philosophical work in that air, 

exegetic completeness is not a key value. 

7 The view that Wittgenstein speaks of linguistic traits only, not about how the world is, is mistaken 

although not uncommon, for instance expressed in Searle 1969, 148–149. 

8 Wittgenstein continues the stretch of reasoning on the possibility of saying “It is raining and I 

don’t believe it” with a sort of discovery on the assertion “I believe” (where that “I believe” is 
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stated and does not function as a force device or prefix as in some earlier remarks): Here it does 

look as if the assertion “I believe” were not the assertion of what is supposed in the hypothesis “I 

believe” (LW II, 11). This relates to the asymmetry in section II and to the idea of a sentence-

radical in PI.  

9 Beth Savickey discusses the normativity of these maps: “While Hacker contrasts description with 

explanation, Wittgenstein reminds us that there are many different kinds of description (PI §24). He 

characterizes descriptions as instruments for particular purposes (PI §291). Further, Hacker equates 

philosophy with the description of actual language-usage, while Wittgenstein writes that 

‘philosophy is not a description of language-usage, and yet one can learn it by constantly attending 

to all the expressions of life in the language’ (LW I, 121). In other words, for Hacker, the central 

preoccupation of the Investigations is the nature of language (Baker and Hacker 2009b: 43). While 

for Wittgenstein, it is life (i.e. all the expressions of life in the language).” (Savickey 2014, 111.) 

10 See Neuman 2015 for an extensive discussion on the role of examples of this kind in relation to 

Moore’s paradox. 

11 This echoes his letter to Moore in 1944, in which Wittgenstein writes that the assertion has to be 

ruled out and that it is ruled out by common sense, just as contradictions are, and that it “shows that 

logic isn’t as simple as logicians think it is. In particular: that logic isn’t the unique thing people 

think it is.” (ML, 177.)  


