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I. Introduction
This essay has four sections. The first is this introduction. The second section is an analysis of Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, which is most concerned with Wittgenstein’s picture theory of language and its ethical consequences. There are aspects of the picture theory that are explained in that section, but do not recur later in the essay; they are kept in the analysis so that arguments involving the consequences of the picture theory can be traced to their foundations (and shown to have a foundation). The third section is an analysis of structural elements in Thomas Pynchon’s Gravity’s Rainbow, as well as an introduction to one of the novel’s central themes. The fourth section attempts to integrate Gravity’s Rainbow and the Tractatus, and concludes by examining the effect on the reader when the texts are taken together.
II. Analysis of Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus
A proposition pictures a possible state of affairs. The picture must be made up of significant relations among its component elements to represent a possible state of affairs—to be a picture. This is stated at 2.14 in the Tractatus: “What constitutes a picture is that its elements are related to one another in a determinate way.”[footnoteRef:1] If the relations of the component elements were not significant—if they signified nothing—the picture could not be a picture of something. For example, unconnected lines and a circle on a page would not be understood as a picture of a stick-person without clarification. This is because the lines and circle are unconnected and thus do not relate to each other in a determinate way. If significant relations among a picture’s elements—e.g. diagonal lines connected to a straight line to signify limbs connected to a torso—do not hold, the picture is incoherent: it cannot be said to picture a state of affairs.  [1:  Wittgenstein, Ludwig. Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. Translated by D. F. Pears and B.F. McGuinness.  Routledge, 2001. Pg. 10] 

 Passages from G.E.M. Anscombe’s An Introduction to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus support and extend the previous paragraph’s contention. She writes, “only if significant relations hold among the elements of the picture can they be correlated with objects outside so as to stand for them.”[footnoteRef:2] Stated by Anscombe and demonstrated in the example of the stick-person, significant internal relations are required for a picture to be a picture of something. And a picture must be understood as a picture of something for its elements to be “correlated with objects outside so as to stand for them.” Otherwise, an incoherent picture—a picture without significant internal relations—would be said to stand for a real object or situation. This is implausible because if a picture cannot be understood as a picture of something, how could it be understood as a picture of something standing for an object or situation in reality? This leads to Anscombe’s conclusion, a concise recapitulation of the matters so far discussed: [2:  Anscombe, G.E.M. An Introduction to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus. Hutchinson & Co, 1959. Pg. 68] 

There are two distinct features belonging to a picture…: first, the relation between the elements of the picture; and second, the correlations of the elements in the picture with things outside the picture; and as we have seen, the first feature must belong to a picture before the second one can.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Anscombe 68] 


But one should not suppose that the internal relations of a picture must align with those of a real object. Because the picture is a possible state of affairs, it does not need to correspond to the relations of a real object or situation to be understood. Anscombe puts this plainly: “we must not suppose that what is pictured by a proposition has to exist.”[footnoteRef:4] This aspect of Wittgenstein’s picture theory —picturing a state of affairs that does not exist—might seem absurd but can be untangled by an analysis of propositions throughout the Tractatus, including 2.221-2.224.  [4:  Ibid.19] 

These propositions read:
2.221: What a picture represents is its sense.
2.222: The agreement or disagreement of its sense with reality constitutes its truth or falsity.
2.223: In order to tell whether a picture is true or false we must compare it with reality.
2.224: It is impossible to tell from the picture alone whether it is true or false.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Wittgenstein 12] 

Though central to the Tractatus, Wittgenstein does not define his notion of “sense.” Severin Schroeder’s definition of “sense” will be adopted instead, as it is quite simple and references the quoted propositions. He writes: “The sense of a proposition is what it represents (TLP 2.221), a situation that may or may not obtain.”[footnoteRef:6] As noted earlier, the situation depicted by a meaningful proposition—its sense—does not need to exist. This extends from the basic idea that a proposition is a picture of a possible state of affairs.  [6:  Schroeder, Severin. Wittgenstein: The Way Out of the Fly Bottle. Polity, 2006. Pg. 55] 

If a proposition’s sense is the situation it represents, a proposition describing a situation that cannot be pictured has no sense. That is, if a proposition cannot be pictured, it cannot be said to represent a situation; and if a represented situation is a proposition’s sense, a proposition that represents no situation has no sense. It is important here to distinguish a situation that cannot be pictured from a situation that is not the case. A meaningful proposition can picture a state of affairs that is not the case because of Wittgenstein’s conception of negation. If “p” is a proposition that pictures a state of affairs, the negation “~p” must also picture the same state of affairs, according to the Tractatus.[footnoteRef:7] The negation of p must picture the same state of affairs as p because “not” cannot be pictured. In other words, one can picture a situation and declare that it is not the case, but one cannot picture a situation not existing. To negate, then, is for a proposition to picture the situation existing and say it is not the case. [7:  Wittgenstein 28 at 4.0621–analyzed on pages 4 and 5.] 

Schroeder exemplifies this idea of negation using the proposition “the cat is on the mat.” He writes: 
The sense of the proposition “The cat is on the mat” is the situation that the cat is on the mat. Now what is the sense of “The cat is not on the mat?…The cat’s not being on the mat is not itself a configuration of objects, but the non-existence of a configuration. So it is not something that a picture could represent…The only picture that can plausibly be said to be involved in “The cat is not in the mat” is the picture of the situation that the proposition asserts not to obtain: the picture of the cat being on the mat.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Schroeder 86] 


Schroeder’s example of “the cat is not on the mat” pictures the same situation as “the cat is on the mat,” but it uses the picture in a different sense. Anscombe accords with Schroeder on this point. She writes, “the proposition in the positive sense says: “This is how things are” and in the negative sense says: “This is how things aren’t”—the this in both cases being the same.”[footnoteRef:9]  This passage bolsters Schroeder’s claim that a proposition and its negation (p and ~p) picture the same situation but say something different, i.e., that a proposition in the positive sense asserts the situation as the case while the negative sense asserts the situation as not the case. And because one must picture a state of affairs to negate that exact state of affairs, one must be able to picture a state of affairs that does not exist for the negation of a proposition to be true. Returning to Schroeder’s example to illustrate this point, if one says “the cat is not on the mat” and that proposition is true—if the cat is not on the mat—the pictured situation is still the cat on the mat, and one thus pictures a state of affairs that does not exist. Anscombe and Schroeder’s reasoning leads to 4.0621: “The propositions “p” and “~p” have opposite sense, but there corresponds to them one and the same reality.”[footnoteRef:10] This proposition is analyzed, following Max Black in A Companion to Wittgenstein’s “Tractatus,” in the next paragraph. [9:  Anscombe 67]  [10:  Wittgenstein 28] 

Black’s analysis of 4.0621 is meticulous, with particular attention paid to the phrases “opposite sense” and “one and the same reality.” He also references 2.06, a proposition that defines reality, and seems necessary to analyze alongside 4.0621. Wittgenstein states: “The existence and non-existence of states of affairs is reality. (We also call the existence of states of affairs a positive fact, and their non-existence a negative fact.).”[footnoteRef:11] That the existence and non-existence of states of affairs compose reality is essential to understanding 4.0621. Using the example of “the cat is on the mat” as p and “the cat is not on the mat” as ~p, the reality that corresponds to both p and ~p is either the (positive) fact of the cat being on the mat or the (negative) fact of this state of affairs being non-existent, of the cat not being on the mat. Black writes, “Both p and ~p lead us to the same state of affairs”—the cat on the mat or the cat not on the mat—“but whereas p is verified if that state of affairs occurs and is falsified otherwise, the situation is exactly reversed with ~p.”[footnoteRef:12] As p and ~p refer to the same reality and picture the same state of affairs, one might say that their difference—the opposition of their senses—emerges in the way their pictured state of affairs is said to relate to reality. This is precisely the distinction that Anscombe makes of a proposition in its positive sense from a proposition in its negative sense.[footnoteRef:13] The positive sense of a proposition pictures a state of affairs and says “this is the case,” while the negative sense does the same and says “this is not the case.” “The cat is on the mat” is thus a proposition in its positive sense; it pictures a cat on a mat and says that it is the case. But a proposition saying that a situation is the case does not mean that the situation is the case. A meaningful proposition pictures a state of affairs and says that the picture is or is not the case, but one must consult reality to determine if the proposition is true—if the state of affairs it claims to be the case is in fact the case. This is stated at 2.223: “In order to tell whether a picture is true or false we must compare it with reality.”[footnoteRef:14] Comparing a pictured state of affairs—said to be the case by p and said not to be the case by ~p—with reality demonstrates the principle Black describes: “p is verified if that state of affairs occurs and is falsified otherwise, [and] the situation is exactly reversed with ~p.” Because p and ~p picture the same situation, but p declares its existence and ~p its non-existence, p and ~p cannot both be true. No situation can exist and not exist. Because a proposition and its negation picture the same state of affairs with opposite senses, it must hold that, as Black states, the state of affairs that verify p as true also render ~p false, and vice versa.  [11:  Ibid. 9]  [12:  Black, Max. A Companion to Wittgenstein’s “Tractatus.” Cornell University Press, 1964. Pg. 182]  [13:  Anscombe 68]  [14:  Wittgenstein 12] 

Because a proposition and its negation picture the same state of affairs, for p to be a meaningful proposition that can be true, there must also be the chance of the proposition being false. In other words, the same picture is pictured by p and ~p, and because 2.224 dictates that “we cannot tell from the picture alone whether it is true or false,”[footnoteRef:15] the truth of either p or not ~p is an external determination—it is outside of the proposition’s control. Returning for a final time to Schroeder’s example, the cat is pictured on the mat whether one says it is there (p) or says it is not there (~p). And whether one pictures the proposition by stating p or ~p has no bearing on reality, i.e., the picture can be said to exist or not exist, but its (non-)existence in reality is independent of the proposition. This is the truth of 2.224, as well as an illustration of 2.223’s assertion that “to tell whether a picture is true or false we must compare it with reality.”[footnoteRef:16] One might thus describe the “process” of a meaningful proposition: a proposition pictures a situation and claims it to be the case or not the case, and the truth or falsity of this claim is determined in its comparison with reality—the seeing whether the pictured state of affairs is the case. The indifference of reality to a proposition’s claim to truth produces for Anscombe a conclusion that “follows from the picture theory; a proposition and its negation are possible; which one is true is accidental.”[footnoteRef:17] Or, as is stated at 5.634: “Whatever we see could be other than it is. Whatever we can describe at all could be other than it is.”[footnoteRef:18] The rest of this section analyzes the consequences of these statements. [15:  Ibid. 12]  [16:  Ibid. 12]  [17:  Anscombe 170]  [18:  Wittgenstein 69] 

Because all that is the case is accidental,[footnoteRef:19] “there is no logical connection between will and world.”[footnoteRef:20] No matter one’s wishes or efforts for something to be the case, all that is the case happens independent of one’s will.[footnoteRef:21] This does not lead Wittgenstein to a careless ethics. Though the will cannot alter the facts of the world, it is not completely divorced from the world. Schroeder takes the “opposition of world and will” to mean that “the will is outside the world.”[footnoteRef:22] (This interpretation seems right and garners further support in the later analysis of the self as a limit of the world.) The foundation for this interpretation is Wittgenstein’s designating the will as “the bearer of the ethical.”[footnoteRef:23] A natural confusion might arise here: if the will does not affect the world, is it not a contradiction to call the will the bearer of the ethical? One might begin to answer this question by turning to 6.41:  [19:  Schroeder 100]  [20:  Anscombe 171]  [21:  Wittgenstein 85 at 6.373 and 6.374.]  [22:  Schroeder 100]  [23:  Ibid. 100] 

The sense of the world must lie outside the world. In the world everything is as it is, and everything happens as it does happen: in it no value exists—and if it did exist, it would have no value. If there is any value that does have value, it must lie outside the sphere of what happens and is the case. For all that happens and is the case is accidental. What makes it non-accidental cannot lie within the world, since if it did it would itself be accidental. It must lie outside the world.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Wittgenstein 86] 


In the world, there is nothing of value because all that is the case is accidental. And, for Wittgenstein, the accidental nature of the facts of the world are a denial of value. That value belongs to the non-accidental is thus implicit in 6.41. And all that is not an accident must lie outside the world, for all that is in the world is an accident. So if value exists, it exists outside the world.
Anscombe makes the arguments concerning value more visibly ethical in stating that the “good or evil character of what is good or evil is non-accidental.”[footnoteRef:25] Taken with 6.41, these statements permit a simple and useful formulation. Good and evil are non-accidental: they are valuable: they are outside the world. Schroeder’s interpretation begins to take shape here. If the will is Wittgenstein’s “bearer of the ethical,” and the ethical is outside the world, so must the will be outside the world. But how does it bear the ethical? [25:  Anscombe 171] 

There is a series of digressions on the matter of the “subject” that must precede an answer to this question. Wittgenstein writes at 5.632 and 5.633: “The subject does not belong to the world: rather, it is a limit of the world” and “Where in the world is a metaphysical subject to be found. You will say that this is exactly like the case of the eye and the visual field. But really you do not see the eye.”[footnoteRef:26] Just as the eye does not belong to its visual field, the subject does not belong to its world. And just as the eye shapes the visual field that it does not belong to, so the subject shapes the world that it does not belong to: the subject is a limit of the world. The ethical consequences of this will be discussed soon, but the linguistic underpinnings of this strange ontology help to clarify why the subject is a limit of the world. [26:  Wittgenstein 69] 

The matter of consciousness in an “I” is problematic.[footnoteRef:27] This is because the contents of consciousness are experienced from within consciousness. All that is registered by consciousness becomes a content of consciousness and, as such, is impossible to consider outside the perspective of ‘“as I know things.’”[footnoteRef:28] Reframed in the matter of language-use, one’s attempts to communicate cannot escape consciousness—one can describe the world as they know things and in no other fashion. Hence 5.6: “The limits of my language mean the limits of my world.”[footnoteRef:29] The use of “my” is notable: “the” world is replaced by mine and defined by my language. Wittgenstein proceeds at 5.62: “the world is my world: this is manifest in the fact that the limits of language (of that language which alone I understand) mean the limits of my world.”[footnoteRef:30] This passage clarifies 5.632’s assertion that the subject is a limit of the world and does not belong to it, as is explored in the next paragraph. [27:  Anscombe 166 (and paraphrasing continues in the ensuing analysis)]  [28:  Ibid. 167]  [29:  Wittgenstein 68]  [30:  Ibid. 68] 

If consciousness dictates that one consider all things as they are known to that particular consciousness, one cannot think of the world outside the language they alone understand. Furthermore, one cannot make their language understood to another, because to explain one’s language is to explain it in one’s language, still from the inside of consciousness.[footnoteRef:31] It is in this manner that, as stated at 5.62, the world is my world—it is defined by the limits of “that language which alone I understand.” But one is not in this world, as expressed in the earlier metaphor of the eye and the visual field. The subject thus delimits the world but does not exist within those limits, which is the essence of 5.632: “The subject does not belong to the world: rather, it is a limit of the world.” With an understanding of the subject as a limit of the world, the ethical discussion can resume.  [31:  Anscombe 167] 

The will is outside the world, as demonstrated earlier, and the subject is a limit of the world. But what is the relationship of subject and will? Two passages from Wittgenstein’s Notebooks address the interactions of subject, will, and world. The first reads: “Good and evil only enter through the subject. And the subject is not part of the world, but a boundary of the world.”[footnoteRef:32] The second: “my will penetrates the world…my will is good or evil…therefore good and evil are somehow connected with the world.”[footnoteRef:33] There are parallels in these passages, written less than a month apart, that can be brought together to illuminate each other. The second passage supplements the first in its implication that the will belongs to the subject. This can be shown by combining the passages: good and evil only enter through the subject because the subject’s will penetrates the world and the subject’s will is good or evil. The first passage contends that good and evil must enter through the subject; appending the second brings out the implication that good and evil are able to enter through the subject because their will is good or evil. Taken together, it is also clear that the will is something exercised by the subject and needed by the subject to be the conduit of good and evil. Subject and will are thus bound as mutual necessities in conveying the ethical to the world.[footnoteRef:34] [32:  Schroeder 100. Cites NB, 2. Aug. 1916]  [33: Wittgenstein, Ludwig. Notebooks 1914-1916. Translated by Marjorie Perloff. Liveright, 2022. Pg. 177]  [34:  Schroeder 100] 

The will can bear ethics to the world—through the subject—because the will itself is good or evil. But, in this conception, the will must lie outside the world because the nature of all that is good or evil is non-accidental, as determined in the analysis of 6.41. That analysis paused at the question: how does the will, being outside the world, bear the ethical to the world? With the relationship of subject and will established, this question can be answered. 
From the analyses of 6.41 and the Notebooks, one can state that the will is outside the world and it bears the ethical through the subject. But the subject is a limit of the world and not in the world, so the will—bearing the ethical through the subject—could not be said to affect anything that is in the world. Furthermore, all that is in the world is accidental and has no value, and if the ethical is not accidental it must remain outside the world.[footnoteRef:35] Wittgenstein’s response to this apparent denial of ethics—his answer to how the will bears ethics to the world—is to write that the will affects the limits of the world and not the facts.[footnoteRef:36] In other words, the subject’s exercise of the will does not change anything in the world but changes the world itself. It must be remembered that, as 5.62 states, “the world is my world.”[footnoteRef:37] The facts of “my world” are still independent of the subject’s will, but the world is delimited by the subject and their language. The will thus bears the ethical to the limits of the world so that the world fluctuates with the ethical. This is stated at 6.43, which brings this account of the Tractatus to its end. Wittgenstein writes: [35:  Anscombe 171]  [36:  Wittgenstein 87 at 6.43–analyzed in the next paragraph.]  [37:  Ibid. 68] 

If the good or bad exercise of the will does not alter the world, it can alter only the limits of the world…In short the effect must be that it becomes an altogether different world. It must, so to speak, wax and wane as a whole. The world of the happy man is a different one from that of the unhappy man.[footnoteRef:38] [38:  Ibid. 87] 


What can be spoken about—a fact—cannot be altered by the will because it is a matter of chance. But that is not a dismissal of the ethical. The subject is a limit of the world they do not belong to, and their will creates its shape such that “the world of the happy man is a different one from that of the unhappy man.” The facts in both worlds remain, but the difference means that there are more than facts. And if the subject’s language limits the world, there must be both sides to the limit.[footnoteRef:39] All that is past the limits of language cannot be spoken about, but as it is outside the world, it lies with the non-accidental. In this reading, the conclusion of the Tractatus is mystical: “Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.”[footnoteRef:40] It is a silence that touches God. [39:  Ibid. 3-4]  [40:  Ibid. 89] 

III. Analysis of Gravity’s Rainbow’s Structure and Preterition
This examination of Gravity’s Rainbow begins with a discussion on the structure of the the novel. Campbell Tatham characterizes the structure as “deliberately scattered…in which various orders and groupings are made possible, though no single, binding, and necessary order is insisted on.”[footnoteRef:41] The diffuse structure resists and encourages efforts to synthesis[footnoteRef:42]; it is a dismissal of and luring into the attempt to form meaning. Consisting of a disarrangement of episodes, Gravity’s Rainbow confounds any “agreed assignment”[footnoteRef:43] of its scenes. Thus repelling an “authentic” reading,[footnoteRef:44] there are countless possibilities for organizing the text, goading the reader to futile assertions of structure. Tatham describes this formal quality as leading to “no final transcendence, only endless transfiguring.”[footnoteRef:45] That is, in lieu of unifying revelation, there is continuous reshaping. Seeming to accord with this thesis on the novel’s structure, Pynchon writes: [41:  Tatham, Campbell “Tarot and Gravity’s Rainbow.’” Modern Fiction Studies, vol. 32, no. 4, 1986, pp. 581–90. JSTOR. Pg. 590]  [42:  Hayles, N. Katherine. “Caught in the Web: Cosmology and the Point of (No) Return in Pynchon’s Gravity’s Rainbow.” The Cosmic Web: Scientific Field Models and Literary Strategies in the Twentieth Century, Cornell University Press, 1984, pp. 168–98. JSTOR. Pg. 168]  [43:  Pynchon, Thomas. Gravity’s Rainbow. Penguin, 2006. Pg. 739]  [44:  Mackey, Louis. “Paranoia, Pynchon, and Preterition.” SubStance, vol. 10, no. 1, 1981, pp. 16–30. JSTOR. Pg. 22.]  [45:  Tatham 584] 

The rest of us, not chosen for enlightenment…must go on blundering inside our front-brain faith in Kute Korrespondences…kicking endlessly among the plastic trivia, finding in each Deeper Significance and trying to…bring them together, in their slick persistence and our preterition, to make sense out of, to find the meanest sharp sliver of truth in so much replication, so much waste.”[footnoteRef:46] [46:  Pynchon 600-601] 


This passage reflects the reader’s fruitless efforts to arrange Gravity’s Rainbow such that it engenders or reveals truth. “Kicking endlessly among the plastic trivia,” the reader’s transfiguring is ceaseless—correspondences, emanating an illusory sense of significance, lead them to form and renew structures of textual data. But this only amounts to blundering about the material of the text, mirroring Pynchon’s characters in their failure to “make sense out of…so much replication, so much waste.” Linda A. Westervelt also aligns the reader’s and characters’ reaches for truth, writing, “the reader finds that his own activity parallels the activity of the characters,” so that the reader bears a “close resemblance to obviously deluded characters.”[footnoteRef:47] The mutual disorientation of reader and character is related to the notion of “preterition” mentioned in the Pynchon quote, and is analyzed in the next paragraph. [47:  Westervelt, Linda A. “‘A Place Dependent on Ourselves’: The Reader as System-Builder in Gravity’s Rainbow.” Texas Studies in Literature and Language, vol. 22, no. 1, 1980, pp. 69–90. JSTOR. Pg. 69-70.] 

The origin of preterition is in the Calvinist doctrine of predestination. Louis Mackey describes this doctrine: “All men are either Elect, the handful chosen for salvation, or Preterite, passed over and tacitly consigned to damnation.”[footnoteRef:48] The majority of the novel’s characters belong to the Preterite (e.g., Tyrone Slothrop, Miklos Thanatz, Roger Mexico, and Gottfried, among others).[footnoteRef:49] Evident in the Gravity’s Rainbow quote from the previous paragraph, a characteristic of Pynchon’s Preterite is impotence in searching for “the meanest sharp sliver of truth.” Perhaps the most prominent character belonging to the Preterite, Slothrop often manifests this condition, deluged with facts he cannot tie into certain meaning. For example, after rescuing someone from an octopus assault, and noting peculiar peripheral coincidences, Slothrop tells his friend, “either I’m coming down with a little psychosis here, or something funny is going on, right?”[footnoteRef:50] And as the story progresses, Slothrop’s confusion becomes enormous. He starts to wonder “why is he out here, doing this?”[footnoteRef:51] and “just what the fuck is happening here.”[footnoteRef:52] Slothrop flounders in a sea of data. By the end of his narrative, he is almost incapable of parsing anything, much less delivering discrete pieces of information into truth. This is an expression of his damnation—a denial of cohesion among endless waste and replication.[footnoteRef:53] [48:  Mackey 17]  [49:  That many more characters belong to the Preterite than the Elect is also implied in Pynchon’s brief definition of the Preterite. He writes on page 565, “Nobody wanted to hear about all the Preterite, the many God passed over when he chooses a few for salvation.”]  [50:  Pynchon 194]  [51:  Ibid. 571]  [52:  Ibid. 512]  [53:  Ibid. 601] 

Westervelt’s parallel of character and reader holds after the association of (most) characters with the Preterite. Though Slothrop’s confusion is perhaps unsurpassable—causing his actual fragmentation[footnoteRef:54]—the reader is nonetheless mired in obscurity. Mackey writes of Gravity’s Rainbow that there is “nothing assuredly signified; a jumble of texts but no reliable edition.”[footnoteRef:55] Just as Preterite characters cannot validate correspondences, so the reader cannot singularly unify the text. Perhaps the most the reader can understand about the text is their necessary failure to bring its scattered episodes to truth. Or, as John M. Muste states, “poor members of the Preterite that we are, we readers can only know that we do not know.”[footnoteRef:56]   [54:  Ibid. 726 and 757]  [55:  Mackey 17]  [56:  Muste 176] 

The Preterite reader, unable to bring the text to a “final transcendence,” is confined to “endless transfiguring.”[footnoteRef:57] But the endlessness of the transfiguration—its unlimited possibilities—dictates that any arrangement of Gravity’s Rainbow could be otherwise. This recalls 5.634: “Whatever we see could be other than it is. Whatever we can describe at all could be other than it is.”[footnoteRef:58] In the Tractatus, this proposition expresses Wittgenstein’s contention that the facts of the world are accidental: if it is the case, it could also not be the case.[footnoteRef:59] Because of the endless transfigurations that replace transcendence, any interpretation “could be other than it is.” And since the apparent facts and Kute Korrespondences of the text are accidental—just as all the facts of the world are accidental to Wittgenstein—what is non-accidental about the text must lie outside of it. The next section approaches the non-accidental outside of Gravity’s Rainbow. [57:  Tatham 584]  [58:  Wittgenstein 69]  [59:  This is related to Wittgenstein’s idea of negation, the pertinent aspects of which are discussed on page 6.] 

IV. A Reading of Gravity’s Rainbow Contextualized by Wittgenstein 
This section begins with an examination of a couple of Preterite symbols—dodoes and pigs—before analyzing and intertwining the conclusions of Gravity’s Rainbow and the Tractatus.
Dodoes make their sole appearance in the novel on the island of Mauritius in the 17th century. Pynchon describes them as a satanic ugliness that the Christian settlers consider an affront to Creation. But a Dutch hunter, separate from the settlers, witnesses the miraculous Conversion of the Dodoes.[footnoteRef:60] They gather on the shore “to be sanctified,” and become “brothers…they and the humans who used to hunt them, brothers in Christ.”[footnoteRef:61] However, the nature of their redemption is soon clarified: “Sanctified now they will feed us, sanctified their remains and droppings fertilize our crops.”[footnoteRef:62]  Though “brothers,” the dodoes are still at the mercy of the settlers, for whom they are food and fertilizer. And if they are related in Christ, the birds are cast as Preterite to the slaughtering human Elect. The Conversion of the Dodoes does not change the facts of life on Mauritius, and Didus ineptus becomes extinct by 1681. Their sanctification thus appears as a disguised damnation, but a later passage concerning Preterite pigs and Tyrone Slothrop’s ancestor can transfigure—though not transcend—the dodoes’ annihilation. [60:  Pynchon 112]  [61:  Ibid. 113]  [62:  Ibid. 113] 

William Slothrop’s pigs inspired his treatise, On Preterition. Taking them to market to sustain his and his son’s business, William came to love the pigs and their journeys together. But each trip ended the same. “He took it as a parable—knew that the squealing bloody horror at the end of the pike was in exact balance to all their happy sounds, their untroubled pink eyelashes and kind eyes, their smiles, their grace in cross-country movement.”[footnoteRef:63] Perhaps because of—or perhaps establishing—the Slothrops’ intimacy with preterition, William’s sympathy for the pigs became a doctrine. His treatise states the belief—expressed in the example of Jesus walking on the Sea of Galilee—that “without the millions who had plunged and drowned, there could have been no miracle…the last piece to the jigsaw puzzle, whose shape had already been created by the Preterite.”[footnoteRef:64] On Preterition foregrounds the “passed over”[footnoteRef:65] in its discussion of miracles, representing Jesus as dependent upon them. William Slothrop thus sanctifies the Preterite as the shape of salvation. And responsible for all but the last piece of the puzzle, there must be “holiness for these “second Sheep,” without whom there’d be no elect.”[footnoteRef:66] This argument cannot undo the pigs’ deaths, for example, but it binds them to the miracles arising in their wake, consecrating the gathering of form that can become redemption.  [63:  Ibid. 565]  [64:  Ibid. 564]  [65:  Mackey 17]  [66:  Pynchon 565] 

Steven C. Weisenburger, in A Gravity’s Rainbow Companion, references On Preterition in his discussion of the dodoes. He writes, “Slothrop’s Puritan ancestor William’s treatise, On Preterition, is described as having extended eternal salvation to all…Even to dodoes.”[footnoteRef:67] Weisenburger interprets the birds as recipients of eternal salvation. This reading is perhaps too straightforward in light of their eradication—Weisenburger might be correct, but his account of the dodoes omits the destruction that occurs simultaneous to their conversion. Nonetheless, his use of On Preterition as an analytic frame for this scene is justifiable, as the treatise’s concern with sanctification of the Preterite seems a thematic parallel to the history of Didus ineptus. The ensuing analysis aims to elaborate Weisenburger’s interpretation to account for the ambiguity of a sanctified Preterite. [67:  Weisenburger, Steven C. A Companion to Gravity’s Rainbow. Pg. 85.] 

One of the final narratorial statements on the dodoes reads:
Indeed, if they save us from hunger in this world, then beyond, in Christ’s kingdom, our salvations must be, in like measure, inextricable. Otherwise the dodoes would be only what they appear as in the world’s illusory light—only our prey. God could not be that cruel.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  Pynchon 113] 


The dodoes’ damnation binds them to the salvation of the Elect—their death is the settler’s food. Intertwining damnation and salvation accords with On Preterition’s argument that the Elect are dependent on the Preterite, and that the Preterite thus participate in election. But the quoted passage might be read as a more oblique parallel to William Slothrop’s treatise. Because the light of the world is “illusory,” the dodoes’ appearance therein does not reflect the real state of their existence. Their damnation at the hands of the settlers is an illusion because, according to William Slothrop, it is also a shaping of salvation, a delimiting of miracle like that at the Sea of Galilee.[footnoteRef:69] Using this conception of preterition as a limit or shape, this essay connects Pynchon’s Preterite with Wittgenstein’s subject.  [69:  Perhaps Weisenburger had something like this in mind when composing his Companion. In other words, that the physical damnation was not a damnation in the greater scheme. Regardless, it seems significant that the dodoes were so thoroughly eliminated, and to not mention the juxtaposition perhaps gives a misleading impression of the scene.] 

At 6.43, Wittgenstein writes: “if the good or bad exercise of the will does alter the world, it can alter only the limits of the world, not the facts…In short the effect must be that it becomes an altogether different world.”[footnoteRef:70] The Preterite’s will is demonstrated in section III to be ineffectual. Their “Kute Korrespondences” can be endlessly transfigured but cannot reveal truth, and their impotence to change the facts of their life is such that, as Pirate Prentice thinks, “It will be possible, after all, to die in obscurity, without having helped a soul: without love, despised, never trusted, never vindicated.”[footnoteRef:71] Pirate’s surrender in this moment recalls Schroeder’s interpretation of the Tractatus. That there is no connection of the subject’s—or Preterite’s—will and the facts of the world “suggests that the will is outside the world.”[footnoteRef:72] And because the subject is a limit of the world[footnoteRef:73] whose will cannot affect the facts of the world, the effect of their will is that it affects the limits of the world. As a result, the world must “wax and wane as a whole.”[footnoteRef:74]  [70:  Wittgenstein 87]  [71:  Pynchon 553]  [72:  Schroeder 100]  [73:  Stated at 5.632 and analyzed on pages 9 and 10.]  [74:  Wittgenstein 87 at 6.43] 

On Preterition says that the Preterite are the form of salvation—the shape of the puzzle whose last piece is the miracle itself.[footnoteRef:75] But the will of the Preterite is also significant. This is exemplified in an intimate moment between Pirate and Katje Borgesius. Discussing their mutual preterition, Katje whispers to him: “the People will never love you…or me. However bad and good are arranged for them, we will always be bad. Do you know where that puts us?”[footnoteRef:76] Pirate smiles and they dance, feeling “quite in touch with all the others as they move…into the race and swarm of this dancing Preterition…grimly flirtatious, and striving to be kind.”[footnoteRef:77] His silent affirmation of Katje’s question is an embrace of damnation, confirmed in joining the rest of the Preterite. Wittgenstein writes that “the world of the happy man is a different one from that of the unhappy man.”[footnoteRef:78] This is because, as demonstrated last paragraph, the limits of the world fluctuate according to one’s will. The world of the Preterite, then, dances with a grim kindness. It waxes and wanes with Pirate and Katje among the rest of the damned. And as limits of the world[footnoteRef:79] with an ineffectual will, the Preterite’s helplessness is inextricable from their forming the world. Returning briefly to On Preterition, their ruin is similarly inseparable from the ensuing miracle. The Preterite thus find themselves caught at the ends of a divine continuum, and bringing these ends together within themselves. In their damnation—their hopelessness for transcendence—the Preterite touch the sacred. This is further supported in the next paragraph, which concludes this essay. [75:  Pynchon 564]  [76:  Ibid. 557]  [77:  Ibid. 558]  [78:  Wittgenstein 87 at 6.43]  [79:  That the subject is a limit of the world is an idea recurring throughout this essay. Having linked Wittgenstein’s subject with Pynchon’s Preterite (pg. 18), the Preterite are addressed here as limits of the world.] 

As discussed in section III, the reader is faced with similar barriers to truth as the characters, both belonging to the Preterite. With arrangements that could always be otherwise, “there is no final transcendence, only endless transfiguring.”[footnoteRef:80] The lack of transcendence is made plain by the silence of Gravity’s Rainbow’s conclusion. Following a hymn written by William Slothrop, the book ends with an invitation and a pause: “Now everybody—”[footnoteRef:81]. The silence is ephemeral and indefinite, a textual moment stretching always beyond itself. And the reader is kept from revelation by the suspension of the text’s final instant. Gravity’s Rainbow is eternally deferred, if one understands eternity as Wittgenstein does. He writes: “If we take eternity to mean not infinite temporal duration but timelessness, then eternal life belongs to those who live in the present.”[footnoteRef:82] There is no transcendence for the reader, but in its place is an unending silence “with much, perhaps, everything, in it.”[footnoteRef:83] In eternal silence, the reader sees the text sub specie aeterni—apprehending it, Wittgenstein writes, as “a limited whole.”[footnoteRef:84] And, for him, “it is this that is mystical.”[footnoteRef:85] Gravity’s Rainbow, with its deferred finality, must be seen as a limited whole. There is nothing else to the text and it does not end. The reader’s preterition, in characteristic simultaneity, is magnified and made mystical by silence’s timeless interruption of revelation. Delivered to eternity, the Preterite remain just before transcendence, sensing all that is past the limits of language. It is here that this paper must stop. On preterition and silence, nothing further can be said. [80:  Tatham 584]  [81:  Pynchon 776–the period is intentionally outside the quotation mark so it does not appear that the quoted sentence ends with a period.]  [82:  Wittgenstein 87 at 6.4311]  [83:  Pynchon 663]  [84:  Wittgenstein 88]  [85:  Ibid. 88 ] 
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