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I am going to discuss in this essay twe related questions,
namely what types of things there are, and the nature of truth.In
parcieular I shall consider the wview that the word “true" is an in-
complete symbel, that is to say not the name of a property which has
no meaning b&t only as part of a santence and not'in iseclabdion'; and
that the enly things in whose exlistence we have reasen to belisve are
simple,not complex, To this view there are objestions which I do not
know hew te answer, but I believe that an answer can be found by any-
one ﬁnt has suffieient ingenuity and patience,

The gecond of those propositions, that everything is simple, is
1-; held by Russell, I got it from him in eonversation and doubt if
I should have thought of it myself. I shall begin by discussing it
and leave truth till afterwards.

First to explain what I mean by saying that everything is simple,
It you were waking a list of the types of things that there are you
would nnturllly.anunuratu the following: ineividuals or partieular
things , olasses, properties, rejations and facts. Further you might
distinguish somplex propoerties and relations from simple ones; for
example to be yellow is a simple propoeriy, to be taller than I am,
and to be liked by most peophe are complex properties. You might then
group together jndividuals and simple properties and relations &as
being simple, and classes, nalplu; properties and relations, and
facts as being complex. Se in saying that everything in whose existence

we have reason to believe is simple, I mean that there are ne slagses,
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gomplex properties or relations, or facts; and that the phrases which
gprear to stand for these things are ineomplete symbels., For example
such a propesition as "The :;allitna of Jupiter are three in number"
apparently as:certs a predicate of a class; on the view we are consid-
ering this cannot be the case but the propcsition is of a different
form having among its constituents no sueh entity as as the class
satellites of Jupiter, Emfxemkyxikaxzimpimxsxkikksx not even as the
eomplex prepoerty, being a satellite of Jupiter, but only =z the simple
entities in terms of whieh that complex proepmerty would ordinarily be
gsaid te be analysable,

The theory that symbols,which apparentlystand for elasses, are
inecomplete is putforward in Prinecipie Mathematiea, and I shall not
disouss it here,

The theory that there re no such things as facts , I defended
at length in a paper * read to the Méral Science Club and I shall enly
give a sketch of the argument here. Bya fact is meant an entity whieh
edngists in the possession of a propoerty by a term or in the heolding
of a relation between terms; the only important reasons whieh have
been given far the existence of sueh things are of twe kinds . Reasons
derived from eonsidering the nature of truth, for exaomle it is supp-
osed that facts are entities to whieh our beliefs correspond when srue,
and do not sorrespond when false, and reasond arising from the suppos-
ition that events or ceeurrences are facts, that for example the event
whieh is my blushing consista in the possession by me of the property

of blushing., The ressons connected with truth I leave till later , when
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when I shall discuss truth, but , deo net thinkx- there is mueh in them,
The supposition on whioh the other rests, namely that events are facts
is , I think , clearly false, for it can be shewn to imply the absolute
theory of time,

For the event which is my blushing at a given time t m-y be
thought to cosist either in the possession by me of tihe propoerty of
blushing or in the possession byume of the property of blushing at
time t, On the first alternative an$ twe blushes of mine woukd be
identieal with the possession by me of the property of blushing; this
is therefore impossible, The second alternative is also impossible,
for th blush er te have any other property at time t is te do so al
a piven time interval from a certain eveat E( thet i except on the
absolute theory of time); if we now analyse E, it cannot be held to
congistm in the possession by someting of a roperty at zere time inter-
val from B, without a vieious ecireles.

We come new teo comp.ex properties and rnlutian; ; this is the
weak point of the theory that everything is simple. The best way of

approaching the question seems to be as follows, If we take a relation-

al proposition "A is before B".This asserts that a relation "before® holds

between the twe terms A and B, Now we can make such gtatements as "all
the things which are before B are before C%, "Some of the tﬁing: which
are before B are after D"™The things whieh are before B are more than
1@ in number®, It is supposed that in these statements we are talking
about the complex property " being before B ", If there is this complex

property besides the proposition ™A is before B", there will be the

.
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the different propositions ™ "A has the property of being before B"
and, of ecourse,®B has the propoeriy mfxhmimg that A is before it",
Sueh a group of propositions will be related to one another by a rel-
ation whieh would not hold between a member of the group and any prop-
osition not of the group. The best name for this relationship is,I
think,"equivalence® , and I shall use the word equivalent to stand
for this relation, and not its usual logical semse, meaning implying
and implied by. This relation equivalence will, I think, have to be
taken asindefinable and we should define in terms of it what we mean
by ealling a property phi the property of being before E, For we
sannot do this by definkzimming A has phi to mean the same as A isg
be fore B, since ™A has phi" is not to mBan the same as "A is before
B" but only something equivalent to it,

If however there are no complex properties, there will not be
this relation of equivaiunca.‘l has the prnﬁerty of being before B"
will be another verbal expression of the relational proposition "A
is befowe B , In parenthesis I consider "A is before B®,"B is after
A" to be alternative sentences expressing belief in the same propos-
ition.

Wow what reasons can be given for the existence of comp.l.ex
properties ? The only kiﬁd of reason I can think of is that there are
propositions whieh eannot be satisfactorily mnalysed unless complex
properties are admiited as possible constituents, There are various
propositions which might bt thought to be of this kind. The

groups of

ones I have thought of fall into three kinds(with some overlapping];
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propositions in whose assertion we should naturally use the phrase
“some property" or ™all properties™, propositions asserting probab-
ility and propositions about what we believe,

First those in whose expression we should naturally u;o the
phrase "gsome property® or ® all properties™ or which in symboliam
would contain an apparent variable whise values are functiions. The
simplest case is "A has some property" (?fff:ﬁ On our view this eould
not be taken as an unanalysable statement, unless the property had
to be s.mple or what is ordinarily called a quality. If we meant
to inelu e in our statement relational properties also we should have to
analyse "A has some property" as a complicated alternative "Either
A has some quality , or has some two termemd relation +to some term
or some three termed relation to some two terms or...ete.,"

On the theory of types for Lhe words "A has some propertiy™ to
mean anything "property" must be definkéie as to type that is to say
must man;f‘proparty' in whose analysis oscur a dafinﬂ; number of
"all" and"some® of definipe kinds of things; this simplifies its ana-
lysis considerably, eg. "A has some quality, or has some two termed
relation to some term , +.... Or some n termed relation t;;zfl terms".
Were it not for for the fact that the predicative propertymight eonsist
not in a relation to a term but in not having a relation or in having
one relation if not another,In faet wes have to make some extra allow-
anees for the truth funotions; I do not see exacily hoe to do this but
I don't think much ingenuity would be required; if it prové imppdsible

our theory will only have to be amended so far as to allow certain
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complex properties and relations, namely sueh as san be constructed
from simpleones buusing truth fmnstions only. .

Howewer it might i:n any sase be objocted that on our analysis
*A hhas some predieative property"™ would be infinitely complicated
( unless of eourse there is anupper limit to the number of terims
& relations ¢an have), I do not see that this is any eobjection; but
it is possible that the analysis id not really infinitely coumplicat-
ed, but only apparently so, For consider "x is an ancestor of mine",
Thies appears to mean that™ x is a parent of a parent of mine or a_-
parent of . parent of a pﬁrent of & se..2t0,7 whioh is infinitely
complicated; but a method of analpaies by means of " hereditary
classes™ has been diswdvered on whieh this is not so. I think how-
ever that the appliocation of this method to "A has some predicative
property™ would involve a vieious eirele,( Wittgenstein says the
method does this in any case)

Let us turn to the question nf propositions asserting prob-
abilit}es, These are generally held to assert relations of probabilities
between two propositions the premiss and the conclusion; propositions
would be complex if there were any; I think they would be the complex
propoerties of thoughts which we assert of thoughte that they are
beliefs that this proposition ( sie) so if we are to h 1ld that there
are no complex entitiks we must provide some other analysis of prob-
ability propositions, Obviously we must say that '{)ha: probability

o/ given h " asserts a multiple relation between the constituents of
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el #T} and h, The difficulty only oecurs in connection with the laws
of pfuhnbility. Qur analysis of (abh) ab = b . & will have to be
infinitely complicated because of thqhinfin;:o nﬂzbur of the poss-
ible forms af for a,b and h, But this should not be an insuperable
obstacle; for if we accept the theory of types we can only make
general statements about propositions if the propositiona are of
definite type; and with thiasa limitation the various cases should be
quite manageable, I think they could be arraged in a series similsr
to that of the cardimml integers in order of magnitude in whieh each
term is formed from the last by a definite law, Wittgenstein has invented
e notation eontaining sueh a series of cases,

Lastly we mugt econsider propositions about our beliegs saying
that they are beliefs that the eat is on the hearthrug of that God
exists, How are we to analyse them so as to avoid all complex entities ?
It is very diffieult to see., If my belief ie a belief that A is before
B, how are we to analyse that; if we believed in complex properties
we could say that my belief was multiply related to the property of
being before B and the property of being possessed by something, whiech
the former property was asserted to have, But as it is we shall have to
say that my belief is related to before and to B and possibly to a
mystegious thing unllad}lugiill form, If you consgider the enormous
number of logical forms that can be constructed you will see that to get
a coherent account off belief in this way is awfully diffioult especial-
ly as there is also the problem of the constituenta of mathematisal

ptopositions, But I am inelined to think any such attempt misguided;
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for it rests on the assumption either that there are one or many

indefinable belief relations, or that if they are definable it is possible

to settle their logical form first and definethem afterwards, It seems

to me uﬁlikelr that there are any such indefinables, that souswhere

in the course of evolution, an animal "thought™ im unanalysable sense

for the firat time. It therefore suppoaea bulif ia to be analysed

into other uim@lar relations, probably causal relations, I admit

however, that neither Russell nr?ﬁiuhnrda who have tried to analyse

belief in this way have had any considerable success, But this seems

to me to be the buainess of the psyehologistm, and in view of the

little that is known about the possibilities of such analysis, chiefly

owing to insuffiecient study of the weaning of "ecause®™ I shoucd say

that difficulties based based on the nature af'thaugﬂt were not a

very strong ground for rejeeting the theory that everything :;a saimple,
I now turn to truth; at the beginning of my paper I coupled the

proposition that truth was an incomplete symbol with the proposition

that everything in the world is simple as part of the same wview,

Suppose we take it that everything is simple, Then I say that p is

true is merely a different verpal form for p, If however we ceonsider

"He's said something true"™ we cannot dispose of the maitter as ecasily as

ihi;. The remark would ordinarily be analysed as that there is a prop-

osition whieh he hes asserted and which is true, We are supposing there

to be no eomplex things suech as propositione and so cannot accept this ana

lysis; instead supposong the proposition to be elementary as it must be

of some definite type, we may give our analysis roughly as follows
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®There are terms and & relation, such that he has asserted the relation
to hold between the terms and such that the relation does in fact hold
between the terms™ ., Truth is thualuaan to be an incomplete symbol, not
the name of a prabarty, beeause in this analysis no sueh property is
mentioned,

1 I believed that there were such complex entities as proposition
(sis) I should define truth as that property i.auqh that to say that
P hlI“* is equivglent in the sense explained above to asserting p.
I ghould suppoae + to be a simple gquality; if asked why I should
suppose there to be such a properyy. I should say there were the
same reasons as for any complex property., It il Prinoeipia 9,15
Primiti#a Proposition, If for some a there i-lprupnuitinn +a then

there is & funoction 4’5 and vigce versa, In this nuu+§ is x



