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The Right Language for Real Metaphysics | Siantonas Alec

The Right Language for Real Metaphysics
Siantonas Alec (Sonipat, India)

Abstract

This paper considers the predicament of someone who is puzzled about a facet of reality: in
this case, composition. What language would be best for working through their puzzlement?
Four options are considered: Ontologese, a language stipulated to hew to the fundamental
metaphysical facts; Ordinary English, the vehicle of everyday speech; Theorese, a maximally
expansive language designed to accommodate reference to an unconstrained abundance of
objects; and Logic, which is to say any well-defined and understood formal language.
Methodological doubts are raised about each of the first three in turn. Ontologese is overly
focused on simplicity, and risks ignoring much of our relevant evidence; Ordinary English is
overly-focused on common sense, and risks discarding theoretical elegance; Theorese is
overly-focused on explanatory power, and risks discarding theoretical simplicity. Logic,
meanwhile, achieves an ideal balance between all of these theoretical virtues, inheriting the
strengths and addressing the weaknesses of its rivals. Concerns that it risks changing the
subject are answered.

Wanda is puzzled about some facet of reality: the way that bricks and mortar
can sometimes make a house, roots and branches a tree. ‘What’, as Wanda
expresses her puzzlement, ‘is going on here? What is composition?” Wanda
wants to work through her confusion towards understanding, but recognises
that this topic is so puzzling that it requires a great deal of delicacy even in
framing the questions, let alone finding answers. What are the right words? Is
she so much as speaking the right language?

This paper will consider four different languages in which Wanda might
choose to work out her puzzlement. First is Ontologese, a language stipulated
to be maximally sensitive to underlying metaphysical reality. Then there is
Ordinary English, supposed to be the language we all speak (at least, if we are
native English speakers - others will have their own equivalents) outside of the
specialised contexts set aside for discussion of such metaphysical questions.
Another, more speculatively identified, is Theorese, a language stipulated to be
maximally responsive to the demands of scientific enquiry. The fourth, an old
answer which has made a recent resurgence with a new twist, is Logic: for
these purposes, any well-defined and understood formal language.

We will review a basic case for each language, and identify a guiding
methodological principle with which it is associated. More critically, we will
identify for each a hostage to theoretical fortune. But Wanda is most

Siantonas Alec, "The Right Language for Real Metaphysics". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage der Osterreichischen Ludwig
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concerned with her initial puzzlement about composition, and isn’t familiar
with these technical details. Given her fairly naive, methodologically
uncommitted starting point, in what language should she have most
confidence as a tool for working through her perplexity? I will argue that
Ontologese, Ordinary English, and Theorese are unsatisfying in various ways,
and that Logic is left as the most promising candidate, combining the strengths
and addressing the weaknesses of the others.

1. Ontologese

Wanda wants to understand composition itself, not just what people usually
say and think about it. But the language she habitually uses has been shaped
by the unreflective assumptions and practical concerns of a host of ordinary
folk whom she can hardly trust to think for her. So perhaps she should
stipulate her way to a new language, Ontologese, in which truth and falsity is
determined entirely by the fundamental facts of metaphysics (Dorr 2005; Sider
2009, 2011). She need no longer be misled by peculiarities of ordinary usage
that are really about convenience, rather than fundamental truth. She would
be using an instrument designed for the singular purposes of metaphysical
enquiry.

Wanda prefers theories to be simple, and so would like to end up with a simple
account of composition. Ontologese looks set to deliver one (Sider 2013). For
one, it is beholden to fundamental metaphysical reality, and Wanda suspects
this preference for simple theories makes most sense given that fundamental
reality is simple. Beyond this, the theories stated in Ontologese need take no
account of what we would say in everyday speech, being solely a vehicle for
fundamental theorising, Thus the complications arising from our ordinary
judgements are excised, simplifying what remains.

Wanda recognises that Ontologese has a hostage to theoretical fortune: the
assumption that there is some layer of fundamental metaphysical reality open
to investigation. While she is intrigued by the claim, she is in no position to
assess it now, and wants meanwhile to press on through her perplexities
concerning composition. Nevertheless, she has independent misgivings about
Ontologese. At what cost does its simplicity come? If Wanda ignores the
judgements she would render in ordinary speech, is she not throwing away
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her evidence? (Williamson 2007) There is much she takes herself to know
which bears on questions of composition: that there came to be a house where
there had only been bricks, that the ship sailed safely into port through the
storm.

That this store of knowledge is accessed in a natural language shaped by
practical concerns is beside the point: it remains part of her evidence, and in
considering other, less abstruse, questions, she would consider it folly to
ignore so much of it. Surely it is the worse folly here, where she needs as much
guidance through her puzzlement as she can get? At least as much as she
wants them to be simple, Wanda wants her theories to be constrained by the
evidence. Polishing those theories to a fine sheen of simplicity in isolation from
it is a futile exercise: unless she takes her account of her evidence, she is not
properly attending to the facet of reality which initially puzzled her.

2. Ordinary English

Given these worries, Wanda might be interested in Ordinary English. Those
advocating it as a language for metaphysics, such as Amie Thomasson (2014)
and Eli Hirsch (2011), profoundly oppose Ontologese. Designing a language
that is perfectly sensitive to fundamental metaphysical reality is a mistake,
since there is no fundamental metaphysical reality. Wanda may be genuinely
perplexed by composition, but the solution to such perplexity is not a hubristic
attempt to limn the ultimate fabric of things from the armchair, but simply to
pay proper attention to the ordinary use of words. Hence to settle supposedly
metaphysical perplexity, we had better be resolute in our commitment to
Ordinary English.

If Wanda has spent enough time wrestling with questions of composition, they
might well start to ring hollow for her, prompting her to ask whether they
might be merely verbal. She might also be impressed by the thought that,
despite her initial ambition to understand composition itself, the armchair is
after all a much better vantage from which to survey language than
fundamental reality. Beyond this Wanda may suspect that our ordinary ways
of talking are just fine: that ‘There are mountains’ and ‘The ship sailed safely
into port through the storm’ are plain truths as we speak them, and not
responsibly abandoned in search of supposedly deeper truths.

Siantonas Alec, "The Right Language for Real Metaphysics". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage der Osterreichischen Ludwig
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Approaching metaphysical questions in Ordinary English brings with it a clear
methodology: ‘Attend to the nuances of quotidian speech’ is already a
methodological prescription. While it may be an imposition to speak of
‘theoretical virtues’ in this connection, we can identify a concern which plays
the central role that simplicity does for Ontologese: conformity with common
sense. What the folk assert and believe is the great test of any metaphysical
claim, and Wanda is at least sympathetic to this approach, having already
faulted Ontologese for diverging too sharply from it.

Wanda again recognises a hostage to theoretical fortune: the claim that there
are no deep metaphysical facts (Hawthorne 2009). Again, she sets this aside to
focus on concerns about how well this language is likely to help her
puzzlement about composition. Why, Wanda wonders, should we be so
invested in ordinary English? While she wants to respect ordinary composition
talk, she may well find it muddled. She seeks elegant answers to her questions,
whether or not this preference should have a basis beyond personal aesthetics,
and so rejects muddles. Artists like Shakespeare and Milton innovated freely
on the ordinary speech of their day in pursuit of beauty: why should Wanda
not do likewise? If departing from Ordinary English might prove the price of
elegance, then Wanda will be wary about making any advance commitment
not to pay.

3. Theorese

So how might Wanda achieve elegance by departing from Ordinary English?
Well, some think that there are many more composite objects than English
speakers typically acknowledge, objects with both asteroids and chins as parts.
Proponents of Ordinary English often accept that, if such people were
foolhardy to form their own linguistic communities, their utterances of ‘There
are objects with both asteroids and chins as parts’ would be true. But Wanda
finds truth-conditional compositional semantics elegant, and so, if she were to
grant that some utterances of ‘There are objects with both asteroids and chins
as parts’ are true, would want to appeal to objects satisfying the predicates ‘has
asteroids as parts’ and ‘has chins as parts’ to explain this. In general, for any
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more expansive language, acknowledging more objects than Ordinary English,
in which others might utter truths, she would want to interpret that language
within an equally expansive meta-language (Eklund 2009).

This position is related to Neo-Fregean views in the philosophy of mathematics
(Hale and Wright 2009; Eklund 2009; Russell 2017). Hume’s law tells us that the
number of xes = the number of ys if and only if there are exactly as many xes
as there are ys. This bridge principle tells us when sentences containing
syntactically singular number-terms are true, and given that they are true, we
know that those terms refer, without making any extra check on whether
there exists a special class of objects, the numbers, to which they refer.

This helps our mathematical reasoning go smoothly, but we might extend such
reasoning indefinitely, invoking covering principles for any putative class of
objects. Take the outpees, rupee notes that are beyond the territory of the
Republic of India, and which come into and go out of existence on the border.
We cannot say in advance how talking about outpees will help us to describe
and explain the world, so, Wanda might reason, we should use a more
expansive version of English which refers to them just in case it might prove
useful. But Wanda could have substituted any putative class of objects for
outpees, so she might as well start trying to speak a maximally extended
English to cover them all, which we can call Theorese.

The point of calling it Theorese is that this language has the resources to posit
any class of entity that might help our descriptions and explanations go more
smoothly. The theoretical virtue with which this language is associated is
clearly explanatory power, and it is primarily because of the promise of easy
explanations that Wanda might want to use it.

Wanda recognises that Theorese has a hostage to fortune quite similar to that
of Ordinary English: assuming that the world imposes no constraints on what
syntactically singular terms can refer, given the right bridge principle (Eklund
2007). But setting direct exploration of this aside, Wanda might feel similar
misgivings as she did for Ontologese. She is not used to thinking within this
maximally expansive language, and in preferring it over a more familiar
alternative she might risk losing her evidence. In particular, she accepts
sentences which seem to her to express evidence about what does not exist: for
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instance, ‘There are no sakes’. Even though ‘He did it for her sake’ is a true
sentence in which ‘sake’ is a syntactically singular term, Wanda is confident
that ‘sake’ does not refer, since reality is without sakes. Shifting to Theorese,
which is designed to enable inferences such as that from ‘He did it for her
sake’ to ‘Sakes exist’, endangers such evidence of non-existence.

In contrast to Ontologese, however, Theorese is totally antithetical to
considerations of simplicity. It posits all manner of thing, not ultimately on the
basis that such posits are valuable, but on the basis that they are costless. But,
as we have seen, Wanda wants a simple theory. If she were puzzled by the
weather, she would not want just to posit any assorted meteorological
phenomena, at least without establishing that such posits really are what the
evidence best supports: why should she be so lax in positing mereological
phenomena? Wanda might not have any settled account of why simplicity
matters, but matter to her it does. As with her preference for elegance, it could
rest on a purely aesthetic basis, but again it is not clear why this should make a
difference. Wanda admires the beauty created by Shakespeare and Milton
under the constraints of iambic pentameter. In seeking for a theory of
composition, why should she not, in her own small way, follow them by
pursuing beauty under greater constraint than Theorese allows?

4. Logic

A final option for Wanda to consider is Logic, understood here as some well-
defined and understood formal language or other. The idea is that Wanda
would aim to work out her theories of composition in this formal language,
given a canonical interpretation of its logical vocabulary, and definitions for
its non-logical vocabulary in the meta-language of English (Quine 1948;
Williamson 2013). This meta-language will not be Ordinary English, but a
flexible, theoretically-enriched English. Unlike either Theorese or Ontologese,
however, this meta-language will differ only in small simple ways from the
language in which Wanda first posed her metaphysical perplexities, as well as
the language which we use to interpret formal languages in contexts where no
one is explicitly trying to build metaphysical theories.

Like Ordinary English, Logic is something that Wanda can understand well.
Crucially, if she uses her meta-language deftly, she will be able to move
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smoothly between sentences of English, in which she takes most of her
evidence to be stored, and the formal language whose sentences she seeks to
evaluate. Like Ontologese, though, this is an expressly theoretical language,
insulated from practical concerns. The sentences which Wanda will evaluate
are not the very ones she is habituated to affirming or denying, and while she
can translate to and from English, identifying the best translation is a matter of
fine judgement. Like Theorese, this language is a flexible one with great
expressive power. Wanda could introduce and define new predicates, add
modal operators to a non-modal language, and higher-order quantifiers to a
first-order language. Should she be so inclined, she may, for all we have said,
adopt a well-defined and understood non-classical language. This language,
however, would still be constrained in ways that Theorese is not. For one, the
consequences of any given sentences are easily identified; for another, though
we can define the predicate P as translating a world like ‘sake’ used as (part of)
a singular term in true English sentences, there is no guarantee that 3xPx is
true.

It is worth pausing to consider this last point more closely. The idea is that
Logic allows for the articulation of ‘deep metaphysical facts’, and in particular
that it is, in some sense, ‘answerable to the world’ for its existence claims: like
Ontologese, but unlike Ordinary English or Theorese. Why think this? Surely
what is true in a formal language depends on the model used to interpret that
language: boringly, 3xPx will be presumably true given that P is assigned the
set of planets as its extension; more interestingly, it will be true even if it is
assigned the set of sakes, given that there are sakes in the domain of discourse
(see Chalmers 2009).

This is not the only way to think about the matter, though, and not obviously
the best. I alluded vaguely above to the ‘canonical interpretation’ of logical
vocabulary: in a crucial case, the quantifiers are interpreted as ranging
unrestrictedly, over absolutely everything. Were sakes there to be quantified
over, then 3xPx would be true, on our interpretation of the predicate P; but
they are not, so it is not. Thus Logic is answerable to the world, particularly in
respect of its quantifiers (Williamson 2013).

This, Wanda might think, is a hostage to theoretical fortune, but each of the
languages we have considered so far has had such a hostage. Setting it, like the
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others, aside, a worry of the sort that Wanda has had before is that moving to
Logic is changing the subject. The questions she had initially asked were in
English: either she would be left asking a new question entirely, or there is a
mismatch between the logical answer and the original English question
(Hofweber 2022).

Such worries, however, need not give Wanda too much pause. The original
question simply is not that important to her: indeed, it was simply ‘What is
going on here?”, and only incidentally happened to express her non-linguistic
state of puzzlement at a particular facet of reality (compare topics in Capellen
2018). Part of which she wants is to aim for better questions. Of course, she
may be mistaken about which questions are better, but there is little reason to
expect that questions framed in Logic should be worse. Indeed, we have seen
reasons to expect that they will be better: it is precise, powerful, its formal
properties and relationship to English have been the subject of extensive
study, and so on.

All told, Wanda should focus her efforts on Logic. She sees value in multiple
theoretical virtues: simplicity, explanatory power, fit with common sense.
Unlike the other options, dominated by a single virtue, Logic allows a balance
between all three. Moreover, when comparing alternatives, a theory’s trying to
hit three targets and succeeding tolerably well in all is a more interesting
result than a theory’s trying to hit only one and succeeding perfectly. So
insofar as Wanda may be puzzled about which among competing theories of
composition to choose, Logic is a powerful tool for discrimination. seeking not
only a good theory, but for ways to discriminate between theories, it is to Logic
we should turn. For all that, the substantive commitments behind Logic may
be wrong, and those of other languages may be right. But as a matter of which
language’s hostage to fortune Wanda should hope to see redeemed, the answer
is Logic.
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Degrees of Reality
Damian Aleksiev (Vienna, Austria)

Abstract

This essay outlines a hierarchical framework of Reality that allows for degrees of Reality. I use
Reality (with a capital “R”) to designate reality in a primitive, metaphysical sense. Reality,
grounding, and essence are the key elements of the framework presented here. I assume that
Reality must have a fundamental level and all fundamental phenomena must be Real.
Moreover, I postulate that everything non-fundamental is ultimately grounded in the
fundamental Real. But what about the Reality of the non-fundamental? I argue that it is
possible for non-fundamental phenomena to be Real, Unreal, or Semi-Real. The framework
developed here accommodates these possibilities and illuminates them using the notion of
essence. I argue that the essential nature of a phenomenon determines its degree of Reality.
The framework does not assume that Reality must have degrees but only that it may have
degrees. Its theoretical attractiveness consists in its ability to accommodate many diverse
intuitions about grounding, help us better understand and classify theories about grounding,
and illuminate Reality and its possible degrees.

1. The Hierarchy of Reality

Reality appears to have a hierarchical structure. The less fundamental facts
seem to be grounded in the more fundamental facts. It is plausible that all non-
fundamental facts are ultimately grounded in fundamental and perfectly Real
facts. These privileged facts might concern physical entities like particles or
spacetime, or minds, or God, or something else. Let the fundamentalia be
whatever they may be. What interests me in this essay is what bearing does
the grounding relation have on the reality of the non-fundamental. 1 will
articulate a framework where some non-fundamental facts might be perfectly
Real, others Semi-Real, and yet others perfectly Unreal. In other words: I will
demonstrate how Reality might come in degrees.

By “Reality” (with a capital R), I mean reality in the metaphysical sense.
Reality, thus understood, is likely a primitive concept, as Fine (2001) believes it
to be. Still, Reality can be illuminated in a few ways. For instance, it seems
evident that existence is a necessary condition for being Real. Moreover, it is
plausible that the Real should exist independently of our ideas, attitudes, or
perceptions towards it. If so, being Real also requires representational
independence.

The preceding glosses of the Real are not meant to be exhaustive. My proposal
will focus on a further gloss. I will attempt to illuminate Reality via
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considerations of essence. My preferred way to understand “essence” is
inspired by the idea of a real definition, a definition of what something is (Fine
1994; Lowe 2012). For example, the essence of being human is to be a rational
animal. T assume that all phenomena have essences, although, as I will show,
some essences might be impossible to express in words.

Following the current orthodoxy, I understand grounding as a relation
between facts. I will assume that facts are worldly entities. Specifically, every
fact is a non-mereological unity constituted by one or more particulars and
their properties or relations (Armstrong 1997). Every grounding connection
obtains between ground/s and a groundee. The ground/s are always more
fundamental than the groundee. They metaphysically determine and explain
their groundees. Grounding, as I understand it, is asymmetric, transitive, and
irreflexive.

The view I will be articulating takes for granted that there is a fundamental
level: that some facts are absolutely fundamental. Moreover, it requires that all
fundamental facts are Real.

Reality and grounding generate a hierarchical structure: a hierarchy of being.
Fundamental Reality grounds a hierarchy of nodes ordered by grounding
relationships. The nodes in this hierarchy can be Real, Unreal, or somewhere
between the perfectly Real and the perfectly Unreal. The essential nature of
every phenomenon determines its degree of Reality. Moreover, as I will
demonstrate, it also determines the position of both Unreal and Semi-Real
phenomena within the grounding hierarchy.

2. The Unreal

Any conception of Reality with a hierarchical structure requires that the
fundamental facts are perfectly Real. But what about the derivative facts? Are
the derivative facts likewise Real? Before going any further, I must note that
grounding, as standardly conceived, is neutral on this question. As Fine (2001:
27) acknowledges, groundees might be either Real or non-Real. Nevertheless,
many philosophers—for example, Cameron (2010), deRosset (2017), and Sider
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(2011)-have assumed that the derivative facts fully lack Reality. Fine himself
maintains that: “In the absence of any reason to the contrary [...] we should
assume that any given grounded proposition is unreal.” (2001: 27)

I will refer to groundees that fully lack Reality as Unreal. Grounding is neutral
on the Reality of groundees. Thus, the Unreality of a groundee cannot result
solely from its role as a groundee; instead, it must result from additional
factors. In this section, I will show that one good way to understand the Unreal
is by considering essence.

Since grounding is a relation between facts, my focus will be on the essences of
facts. For any fact F, I will understand F’s essence to be the fact corresponding
to the answer to the question “what it is to be the case that F?” (Correia &
Skiles 2019). For illustration, consider [Socrates is human]. It is reasonable to
assume that for it to be the case that Socrates is human is for it to be the case
that Socrates is a rational animal. If so, the essence of [Socrates is human] is
[Socrates is a rational animal].

Many friends of grounding are what I call top-down essentialists. Top-down
essentialists believe that many grounding connections are mediated by the
essence of the groundee. Top-down essentialists include Aleksiev (2022),
Dasgupta (2014), Fine (2012), Goff (2017), Jago (2018), Rosen (2010), and others.
Top-down essentialism assumes an essential connection between groundees
and their grounds. As Fine (2012: 76) puts it, the groundee’s essence, in some
way, “points” to its ground. I offer the following characterization of the Unreal
inspired by top-down essentialism:

The Unreal: a fact F is Unreal only if

1. Fisultimately grounded in a Real ground, and
2. Every possible ground of F contains an aspect identical to F’s full essence.

Clause (1) in the above characterization follows from the basic assumptions of
my framework. Thus, my focus will be on illuminating clause (2).

Clause (2) states that the essence of every Unreal fact is identical to an aspect
shared by all possible grounds of that Unreal fact. First, by “aspect,” I have in
mind the product of abstraction, what we get after we abstract away from

Damian Aleksiev, "Degrees of Reality". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage der Osterreichischen Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft /
Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed. by Yannic Kappes, Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo,
Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



Degrees of Reality | Damian Aleksiev

some detail in an entity. Aspects are contained in the entities they are
abstracted from. Second, I mention possible grounds because many groundees
are multiply realizable; they can be grounded in many different grounds.
Moreover, groundees often belong to grounding chains; they are separated
from the Real by many derivative facts serving as mediate grounds.

Put another way, clause (2) says that for any Unreal fact F, F’'s essence
corresponds to a condition that any possible ground of F must satisfy. This
condition can be seen as the set-membership condition for being a member of
the set of F’s possible grounds.

The essences of Unreal facts are identical to aspects of their Real and ultimate
grounds. Thus, it is adequate to say that the essence of every Unreal fact fully
points to or, better put, fully drains away into its Real ground. This is why the
Unreal facts lack Reality. They are exhaustively explainable by their Real
grounds and are nothing over and above their Real grounds. An example might
help. Consider the following fact:

Table: t is a table.

Table is likely grounded in some fact—call it ®—about the macroscopic structure
of t’s legs, surface, and other parts. In turn, ® might be grounded in some fact
W about t’s chemical structure. And lastly, ¥ might be ultimately grounded in a
Real fact Q about t’s physical structure. ®, ¥, and Q are three among many
possible grounds for Table. Table is multiply realizable. It could have been
grounded in many different arrangements of fundamental physical entities, or
molecules, or macroscopic parts.

Now, consider Table’s essence. Table’s essence is likely a fact about ¢t having the
structural features of being a table. I propose that @, ¥, and Q, as well as any
other possible ground of Table, share an aspect identical to Table’s essence. In
other words, Table’s essence can be abstracted away from @, or W, or Q. Thus,
Table is Unreal.

The above example is overly simple and lacks detail. Nevertheless, it illustrates
my proposal. Moreover, its logic can be generalized to many other groundees.
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Facts about ordinary objects, and presumably, also about societies, geology,
living organisms, and so on, seem to be at least in principle subject to an
analogous analysis. That is evidence of their Unreality.

3. The Real

Essence can also help us get a firmer grip on the Real. I stated that the Real
facts can be fundamental or derivative. The fundamental facts must be Real,
while the derivative facts may be Real. In this section, I will offer an
essentialist gloss of both the fundamental and the derivative Real. Consider the
following characterization.

The Real: a fact F is Real only if

1. P’s essence is inexpressible or trivial or concerns other fundamentalia,
and

2. P’s essence is not identical to any substantive aspect of F’s ground (if F is
derivative).

Clause (1) intends to capture the intuition that Real phenomena are special
because they have special essential natures. Clause (2) states that if a Real fact
is grounded, its essence will never be identical with any substantive aspect of
its ground. I say “substantive” because, for any two phenomena, no matter
how distinct they may be, there will certainly be at least some aspects they
have in common. For example, they will both be facts, or they will both exist.
The substantiveness requirement is meant to exclude these aspects as
obstacles to the grounding of Real facts.

Simply put: for any Real fact F, F’s essence will either point inwards, to itself, or
point to Real facts of equal rank to F. In either case, even if F is derivative, F’s
essence will never point to nor drain into F’s ground. Thus, it is reasonable to
say that the derivative Real facts will always be fully over and above their
grounds.
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Plausible candidates for Real facts include facts about fundamental physical
entities, consciousness, God, moral and aesthetic value, and mathematical
entities. I will illustrate my proposal with two examples: a form of physicalism
and a form of dualism.

Consider physicalism: the thesis that all fundamental facts are physical.
According to one influential view, the physical facts concern dispositional
properties (Bird 2007). Dispositional properties essentially are what they do.
Their essences plausibly are exhausted by their stimulus and manifestation
conditions (Bird 2007: 45). These conditions will concern other dispositional
properties that are fundamental and causally related to the property whose
essence we are considering. If so, the essences of the fundamental facts in this
view will likely only point to other fundamental facts. Thus, they will be Real.

Consider the following form of dualism: the thesis that both physical and
mental entities exist, yet the physical entities are fundamental and ground the
mental. Let us moreover assume that the physical entities are dispositional
properties while the mental are phenomenal properties. I have already shown
that, if fundamental, facts about dispositional properties are Real. I will now
show that if this version of dualism is true, facts about phenomenal properties
are likewise Real.

It is plausible that the essential natures of phenomenal properties concern
their phenomenal characters; they concern what these properties are
qualitatively like (Goff 2017). For example, the essence of red is what red looks
like, while the essence of pain is what pain feels like. Such essences appear to
be ostensive and, thus, inexpressible. If so, the essences of phenomenal facts
will likely not point beyond themselves. There will be no essential connection
between them and their physical grounds (Aleksiev 2022). Thus, this form of
dualism posits both Real physical facts and Real phenomenal facts.

4. The Semi-Real

Reality is often viewed in a binary way. According to the standard view, Reality
has no shades; things are either Real or Unreal, and there is nothing in
between. In this section, I will sketch an alternative to the standard view. I will
show that it is both coherent and in line with our intuitions that Reality might
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come in degrees. Some facts may be Semi-Real. Essence will once again help us;
this time, to understand the Semi-Real.

The Semi-Real: a fact F is Semi-Real only if

1. Fis ultimately grounded in a Real ground, and
2. Every possible ground of F contains an aspect identical to a constituent of
F’s essence but never F’s full essence.

Clause (1) should be obvious. Clause (2) expresses the idea that the Semi-Real
facts are part Real and part Unreal. Like the Unreal facts, their essences point
to or drain into their grounds. However, they do not do so fully. Like the Real
facts, their full essence is non-identical to an aspect in their grounds. This
makes the Semi-Real facts something over above their grounds, but never fully.
They are, in a sense, semi-reducible. Consider the following two facts as
examples:

Set: {Socrates} exists.
Heavy-Table: t is a table.

I begin with Set. Set is a fact about the existence of the singleton set {Socrates}.
Intuitively, facts about the existence of sets are grounded in facts about the
existence of their members. If so, Set is grounded in the fact that Socrates
exists.

It is reasonable to assume that Set’s essence concerns Socrates’ existence (Fine
1994). But will that be Set’s full essence? According to a deflated or lightweight
conception of sets, sets are nothing more than their members or aggregates of
their members (Armstrong 1991, 1997). However, it is also possible that sets
are something more than their members, that sets are entities in their own sui
generis way. Call this second conception inflated or heavyweight.

Set’s essence will concern Socrates’ existence on both the lightweight and the
heavyweight conception. Thus, at least a part of Set’s essence will be identical
to an aspect of Set’s ground. On the lightweight conception, that will be all
there is to Set’s essence. However, there will be more to Set’s essence on the
heavyweight conception. On the heavyweight conception, Set’s essence will
contain a part about {Socrates} being a set. If so, being a set will be a
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constituent of Set’s essence. This constituent will not be identical to an aspect
in Set’s possible grounds. If so, Set is Unreal on the lightweight conception;
however, it is Semi-Real on the heavyweight conception.

Onto Heavy-Table. In §2, I argued that facts about tables are Unreal, and I used
a fact called Table to illustrate this. On the surface, Table and Heavy-Table are
identical. However, just as we can have a lightweight or heavyweight
conception of sets, so we can have of composites. I assumed a lightweight
conception of composites in §2. In contrast, Heavy-Table assumes a
heavyweight conception of composites.

On both conceptions, the essence of Heavy-Table will mention a structure that
any possible ground of the corresponding fact must have as an aspect.
However, according to the heavyweight conception, there will be more to
Heavy-Table’s essence. Heavy-Table’s essence will contain a part about ¢ being a
composite (in the heavyweight sense). If so, being a composite will be a
constituent of Heavy-Table’s essence. This constituent will not be identical to
an aspect in Heavy-Table’s possible grounds. If so, Heavy-Table is Semi-Real
while its lightweight relative Table is Unreal.

In summary: facts about sets and composites will be Semi-Real if sets and
composites are heavyweight entities. The essences of such facts will be part
Real and part Unreal. This distinguishes them from plausibly Real entities such
as minds, fundamental physical particles, numbers, God, etc. Moreover, it also
makes them distinct from Unreal entities such as lightweight composites or
lightweight sets.

5. A Framework

I used essence and grounding to shed light on the Real, the Unreal, and the
Semi-Real. My goal in this paper was not to argue for a specific worldview of
what is Real, Unreal, or Semi-Real. Instead, I aimed to offer a framework that
can accommodate many worldviews. The nodes in this framework can be
filled or left empty depending on our views about what exists, what grounding
relationships hold, and what the essences of the entities in these relationships
are. Moreover, my goal was not to be exhaustive. Some phenomena may not
fall under one of the three categories outlined here.
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The unique feature of this framework is that it can accommodate a Realty with
degrees. 1 did not argue that Reality must come in degrees nor that actual
Reality comes in degrees. My goal was to demonstrate that Reality may have
degrees.

The framework I presented assumes that all groundees are ultimately
grounded in the Real. Moreover, it entails three categories of grounding
connections. A grounding connection can fall under one of the following
categories based on the essence of the groundee it involves:

1. Reductive: the groundee is Unreal.
2. Semi-Reductive: the groundee is Semi-Real.
3. Non-Reductive: the groundee is Real.

Reductive and semi-reductive connections are mediated by the groundee’s
essence. The mediation is full in reductive connections while partial in semi-
reductive connections. Even in semi-reductive connections, the groundee’s
essence limits the possible grounds. In contrast, non-reductive connections—
i.e., connections where both grounding partners are Real-are not mediated by
essence. Instead, they must be either a matter of brute necessity or be
mediated by (grounding) laws.

The above categories can help us better understand existing grounding
proposals. For instance, Dasgupta (2014), Fine (2001), Rosen (2010), and Sider
(2011) advocate for or lean towards the Unreality of the derivative. When
taken all the way, views like these result in worldviews where all grounding
connections are reductive. In contrast, Schaffer’s (2017, 2021) system is best
interpreted as only posting semi-reductive or non-reductive grounding
connections. His system does not allow for Unreal groundees. Instead, it
appears to require that all groundees are Semi-Real or Real.

I did not defend any of the foundational principles of this framework in this
short essay. Moreover, I did not provide thorough support for the framework’s
elements. More work certainly remains to be done. Nevertheless, despite its
current rough state, I believe the framework is theoretically attractive and
motivated. It can accommodate a diverse spectrum of intuitions about
grounding. It can help us better understand, classify, and compare current
theories of grounding. It clarifies the notions of reduction and lack thereof, as
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well as the notions of nothing and something over and above. Lastly, it
illuminates the Real, the Unreal and the possible degrees of Reality between
the Real and the Unreal.
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Is There a Dispositional Ground for the Contingency of Origin?
Jonas Amar (Paris, France)

Abstract

Could our reality have had a different origin? This paper examines a central claim for the
modal dispositionalists: the necessity of origin. According to this theory (especially in Vetter
(2015) and Kimpton-Nye (2021)) nothing has a disposition such that the origin of the universe
could have been different. However, combined with other plausible claims, Werner (2022)
and Vetter and Busse (2022) have shown that this could lead to necessary perfect masks and a
form of necessitism. I suggest a possible solution to ground the contingency of origin within
the “classic” modal dispositionalist account. For this, I argue that the necessity of origin relies
on implicit assumptions concerning the debate after Kripke (1980) and his claim of the
essentiality of origin. After recalling the two major interpretations of this claim, the
sufficiency principles and the branching model, I show that the modal dispositionalist almost
only rely on the latter. I can then present an argument for the contingency of origin: first I
explain why the branching model isn’t fit for the problem of necessary perfect masks, and,
then, I argue that one could find better resources in the debates concerning the sufficiency
principles. If I am right, it is especially the tolerance problem that one can apply to the origin
of dispositions. I conclude that one could thus find an ordinary disposition that is such that its
manifestation is compatible with a limited set of possible different origins. Modal
dispositionalism seems then compatible with the contingency of origin, a claim that would
contradict necessitism.

1. Introduction: modal dispositionalism and the threat of necessitism

According to modal dispositionalism, every possibility is grounded in
dispositions. This theory is especially presented and supported in Borghini and
Williams (2008), Jacobs (2010), Vetter (2015). The central claim is the
biconditional: p is possible iff something x has a disposition to be such that p.
The idea is to ground every de dicto possibility in a de re claim. This is why
Vetter (2015) suggests extending considerably the notion of disposition: it is
not restricted to the individual and actual disposition, but could be applied to
joint dispositions, past dispositions and iterated dispositions. One may thus
suggest the dispositional biconditional:

DB - It is possible that p iff some things xx have, had, or will have an
iterated or noniterated disposition for it to be the case that p.

With this considerable extension of the notion of disposition, the modal
dispositionalist seems to have all the means she needs to account for all
possibilities and necessities. That being said, the theory seems to face a major
difficulty when it has to account for non-actualized possibilities. It seems to be
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naturally committed to a form of necessitism (i.e. the thesis that every truth is
necessarily true) as well noted by Vetter and Busse (2022) and Werner (2022a).
This appears as a result of the conjunction of DB with three very plausible
claims for the modal dispositionalist:

Necessity of origin — No xx have, had, or will have an iterated or
noniterated disposition for the first state of the universe H to be different.

Determinism - The initial state of the universe H and the set L of all the
actual laws of nature given, it is logically possible to deduce all true
propositions about the state of the universe at a given time.

Necessity of laws - No xx have, had, or will have an iterated or
noniterated disposition for the set L of all the actual laws of nature to be
different.

The conjunction of those four claims contradicts the non-actualized
possibilities:

Non-actualised possibilities — There is at least a proposition p which is
possible but actually false.

Suppose then that p is a possibility non-actualized at t,. So, one has some xx

that are such that p but actually -p. However, given the Necessity of origin
and Necessity of laws, one has LI(H/L). Given then Determinism, one should
obtain [I((HAL) — -p). By the K-axiom, [I(HAL) — [J-p. This directly
contradicts the idea that p is possible. One must then conclude that the
conjunction of the Necessity of origin, the Necessity of laws and
Determinism entails that there is no non-actualized possibility, and that every
truth about our world is necessarily true.

This is a serious problem for the modal dispositionalist who seems then to be
committed to necessary perfect masks. Some dispositions, such as the
disposition of a glass to break, but which will never manifest itself, will
necessarilynever manifest itself. This limits the explanatory power of the
theory: how can a disposition that cannot manifest itself still be considered a
disposition for a certain manifestation? Worse still, and even more threatening
to the theory, one has a disposition for p without the possibility that p.
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Werner (2022a) suggests that the modal dispositionalist should extend his
theory to include all the possibilities that are logically entailed by the
manifestation of a certain disposition. If the glass broke, then it would be
possible that -(HAL), even if there is no disposition that is such that -(H/AL).
Dispositions are then sufficient for grounding a possibility, but they are not
necessary: some possibilities are not directly grounded in dispositions. I think
that the major problem with this kind of solution is that one gives up the initial
motivation of the modal dispositionalist: grounding every possibility in
dispositions. One loses the explanatory strength of the theory.

In this paper, I want to suggest another provisional answer to the problem. I
think that the classic modal dispositionalist has the resources to refute
necessitism. An important step is to notice that the claim of the Necessity of
origin isn’t self-evident. I contend that the modal dispositionalist can argue for
this (i) by noting that the apparent attractiveness of this claim relies on certain
implicit assumptions concerning the former debate after Kripke (1980) and his
affirmation of the essentiality of origin. The reference is explicit in Vance
(2014) and Vetter (2015), but remains still under-exploited. I will argue (ii) that
the modal dispositionalist could then find the proper resources to deny the
necessity of origin, and suggest a precise argument for it.

2. The necessity of origin and the use of a branching model
In order to understand the claim that the origin is necessary, I argue that it is
important to see how it relies on a classical debate after Kripke (1980).
According to him, the origin of an object is a non-trivial essential property.
This applies both to inanimate objects and living beings.

There are two different interpretations of this claim. The first interpretation of
Kripke’s claim asserts that the essentiality of origin presents a sufficiency
principle. The origin seems then to be a necessary and sufficient condition to
be a specific object. This interpretation is the most important one found in the
literature and also the metaphysically heaviest. It has been supported most
notably by McGinn (1976), Salmon (1981; 2005), Forbes (1985) and Noonan
(1983). It is yet challenged by two major problems: the recycling problem and
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the tolerance problem. What this discussion ultimately leads to is that neither
the sufficiency principle nor its conclusion, the necessity of origin, is self-
evident (see Robertson and Atkins (2023) for an overview).

By considering those sceptical issues, J. L. Mackie (1974) and P. Mackie (1998;
2006: chapter 6) suggest another argument for the necessity of origin which
relies no longer on sufficiency principles, but on a branching model. This
model can only allow forward branchings and divergences. The origin is then a
necessary feature of it. One can always draw a new segment diverging from a
point p, and this even in the past. The origin of the segment, however, is fixed
by definition since there are no possible converging segment. In other words,
possibilities must always start somewhere (i.e. in the origin).

Two remarks can be made here. Firstly, I want to note a defining limitation.
The model has been designed explicitly to represent de re possibilities, and not
de dicto ones. It seems then that it cannot directly claim to represent every
metaphysical modality. Complex possibilities or logical necessities for instance
do not seem to fit well into the model. P. Mackie explicitly acknowledges this
restriction (2006: 107-108). Secondly, there is another limitation, which seems
to restrict the scope of the model. It appears too coarse-grained and prevent
more fine-grained distinctions from being made. The model shows that the
origin is a necessary feature so that the various diverging possibilities can then
be constructed. But it does not tell us what the origin might consist of. Worse
still, since it makes the origin of the segment necessary, then all the
circumstances surrounding it are at the same time necessary by the same
token. She explains then that a distinction must be made between two very
different questions (2006:98):

1 - Why origin (rather than development)?
2 — Why these features of origin (rather than the others)?

According to her, the first question is more fundamental, and this is the one
the branching model addresses. The second, on the other hand, is the question
concerning the sufficiency principle. What I am worried about here is not the
branching model itself than its extension to other questions that are not within
its scope and its claim to account for all modalities whether de re or de dicto. It
is also worth noting here that if one applies the second question to the
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branching model, it turns out to be equally subject to the recycling problem and
the tolerance problem.

That being said, one could notice then that the modal dispositionalists almost
only refer to branching models when arguing for the necessity of origin. They
explicitly revive this post-Kripkean debate, but within a different framework.
The debate is no longer localized to the essence of objects, but is considerably
extended to the universe as such. One may note from the outset that the step,
not taken by P. Mackie, of extending the model to all metaphysical modalities
is taken.

This necessity of origin has been highlighted by Cameron (2008) and Vetter
(2015: chapter 6) and happily approved by Vance (2014) and Kimpton-Nye
(2021). But the main arguments for this claim are to be found especially in
Vance (2014) and Vetter (2015). Their views are similar and have a number of
points in common. First, they appeal to the relation of dispositions to time and
then they explicitly both apply Mackie’s branching model. One may already
note that the reference to the sufficiency principle is almost absent, which
might be seen as a significant shortcoming. I will only focus on Vetter’s
argument, since Vance explicitly and directly applies Mackie’s branching
model. Vetter’s (2015) seeks to build a theory which would allow, while
reducing all modalities to the dispositions of actual objects, to find back the de
dicto modalities of which one can have an intuition. As one can observe, the
modal dispositionalist want to account with the most acute granularity what
precisely grounds the de dicto modalities. The branching model, on the other
hand, has a more limited scope since it can only coarsely and indiscriminately
represent the modalities. However, Vetter uses it in order to account for the
temporal asymmetry of dispositions. Dispositions are forward-looking. They
are dispositions for a possible future manifestation. On the other hand, the
possession of past dispositions is always trivial. There is then a modal
asymmetry in the dispositional framework due to what she calls the triviality
thesis:

Triviality Thesis — Nothing has a disposition at some point in time ¢ for
the state of the world at any ¢’ < ¢ (i.e. at any time ¢’ before or identical to t)
to be different from what it is like at ¢’.
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The reference to the P. Mackie’s “why origin” question is explicit. Vetter notes
the undeniable proximity between the branching representation of
possibilities and the potentiality-based one (see 2015:204, note 4; 291). There
seems to be, according to Vetter’s analysis (although cautious and tentative), a
fundamental difference between past concerning dispositions and future
concerning ones. Dispositions possessed in the past must necessarily manifest
themselves, whereas future-oriented ones may or may not. Their
manifestation remains contingent. This temporal asymmetry can be then also
extended to account for the claim that the origin of the universe is necessary
(2015:205).

Vetter (2015: section 5.8) and Kimpton-Nye (2021:14) suggest that the only
likely solution to refuse the triviality thesis would be either backward
causation or time travel. It seems to me that this double suggestion is mistaken
and can only lead to dead ends.

First, concerning backward causation, even if this had important
consequences for the notion of causality, it clearly misses the point of the
triviality thesis and the necessity of origin. An important distinction must be
made here. The notion of backward causation is only the idea that the
temporal order of cause and effect is a mere contingent feature, and that there
are cases where the cause is causally prior to its effect but temporally
posterior. But the causal link is the same. The problem facing the modal
dispositionalist is rather to know if the past could be different or changed. It is
a completely different question. A distinction must be made between changing
the past, such that it could be different from what it is, and influencing the
past, such that it could only be such that it is. Backward causation entails only
that the future could have an influence on what happens in the past, but this
absolutely cannot change their modal status. The past, being causally
influenced by the future, is just as fixed.

Time travel seems to be a better option for changing the past. However, it
seems to me just as unable to account for the contingency of origin. First,
contrary to backward causation, if a system S is travelling in time, it would
preserve its temporal order during the trip, so the triviality thesis is still
effective on this limited scale. But then suppose that I want to change the
origin of the universe and I go back to the first state s,. The paradox is that if I
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want to completely change the past, there must always be that state s, beyond

which I cannot go. This first state, being the ultimate hypothetical point at
which one can go back in time, is necessary.

It seems to me that those two solutions are thus far from less promising than
they appear. In the next and final section, I will present an argument which, if
successful, will at least show that the triviality thesis and the necessity of origin
are not as robust as it seems.

3. An argument for the contingency of origin
This argument has two parts.

First, I want to question the use of Mackie’s branching model in the modal
dispositionalist framework. It doesn’t seem fit as an explanatory and heuristic
model for the dispositional grounding of de dicto modalities. Let’s take our
initial interrogation: is there some xx such that they have, had, or will have an
iterated or noniterated disposition for the origin of the universe to be
different? The problem is not to distinguish the origin from the future
development, but rather to know whether there are dispositions such that they
can ground the de dicto statement: “It is possible that the very first state of the
universe could have been different”. The question is to know if there are
dispositions such that their origin could have been different. This is typically a
“why these features?” question: what are the features of origin that are
necessary and sufficient to give rise to those dispositions? So, one is looking
precisely for what is non-trivial about the origin. If I am right, then it is
appropriate to contest P. Mackie’s hierarchy of questions, particularly for de
dicto modalities, and reject the branching model as an inadequate explanatory
model for our present problem.

The inversion of the two questions allows me, secondly, to note that this gives
one the opportunity to return legitimately to the debates on the sufficiency of
origin, since it is a matter of knowing what is necessary and sufficient in the
origin to produce a disposition. Hence one can easily argue that modal
dispositionalism isn’t immune to the two objections facing the sufficiency
principle, the recycling problem and the tolerance problem. Those objections
are also applicable to the necessary origin within a dispositionalist framework.
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The difference is that they have to be reformulated without reference to
possible worlds. I will focus on the tolerance problem which questions not only
the sufficiency of origin, but also its necessity.

I suggest what I would call the glassmaker’s example inspired by Chandler
(1976). Suppose a glass. For the modal dispositionalist it is defined by its
dispositional properties, such as its specific disposition to break precisely if
struck with a force from 8 N. Suppose then that this dispositional essence is
tolerant: it may vary precisely between 7.5 N and 8.5 N, but no more than that.
So, the tolerance margin is very precise and not vague here. For a variation to
happen, the glassmaker should slightly change the fabrication of the glass, by
using a different shape or a change in the composition of the glass. The glass’s
disposition to break is then such that it could ground the possibility that its
shape or composition could have been different. This being admitted, it is
possible to use S4 and the transitivity of iterated dispositions to prove the
contingency of origin. There is a discussion about whether modal
dispositionalism could ground the S5 axiom (see Vetter (2015: section 6.4),
Kimpton-Nye (2021) and Werner (2022b)). My argument is neutral on this
issue. S4 is quite independent of S5 and seems to fit much better with modal
dispositionalism and the notion of iterated dispositions. S4 says that if x is
possibly possible, then x is possible. Within the modal dispositionalist
framework, this gives: if some xx have an iterated disposition for some yy to
have an iterated disposition that f, then the xx have an iterated disposition for
f. This appears plausible. So, returning to my example and given the
transitivity of disposition, one could argue that if the glass has a disposition
such that it could have had a different origin (for instance the glassmaker
could have manufactured the glass differently) and in turn an iterated iterated
disposition such that the glassmaker could have learned differently how to
manufacture glasses, and so on. One can then suppose a hypothetical chain of
iterated dispositions such that the origin of the universe could have been
completely different from what it is. The glass is then such that there is the
possibility p that -H, that the origin of the universe could have been different.
An ordinary disposition then such as a glass’s disposition to break could be
argued to ground the possibility that the origin of the universe could have
been different.
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4. Conclusion

Given the limitations of the branching model and its use for the argument of
the necessity of origin, I attempted to present a possible ground for the
contingency of origin relying on the tolerance principle. One could then find
the resources to argue that the claim of the necessity of origin appears
superfluous. My conclusion here is that this solution seems to reject necessary
perfect masks. It is a form of No Mask solution (see Vetter and Busse (2022)).
The glass that never breaks only contingently never breaks. This disposition is
compatible with a specific tolerant set H = {h ,h,,h, ... h } of possible origins

that all could have led to the same disposition and possible manifestations.
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Abstract

Extended Abstract. Here, I provide a general overview of an in-progress book, tentatively titled
Sexuality in Social Context: A Philosophical Analysis. The book aims to develop a systematic
social constructionist theory of sexual orientation and sexual identity.

In “What’s Special About Sexual Orientation?,” I ask what (if anything) might meaningfully
distinguish sexual orientations such as asexual, bisexual, homosexual, and heterosexual from
other aspects of human sexuality such as sexual dispositions with respect to height, weight, or
power dynamics. I argue that the dispositions that ground sexual orientations are not
intrinsically differentiated from dispositions that do not ground sexual orientations. Instead, I
argue that sexual orientations are only special in virtue of having significance within (what I
call) heteropatriarchal kinship structures, which are key to arguments later in the book (as
well as to new work on friendship and love). On my view, heteropatriarchal kinship
structures unjustly organize sex, love, reproduction, and care via ideologies that privilege
relationships in which sex, love, reproduction, and care are organized “wholesale” within
dyads between cisgender women and cisgender men.

Next, in “Sexuality is Essentially Sociopolitical,” I critique recent “gender-critical feminist”
arguments that aim to exclude trans women from queer spaces. The aforementioned
arguments appeal to trans-exclusive interpretations of sexuality categories such as lesbian,
which in turn rely on (what might be called) “common sense epistemology.” While I agree that
philosophy must start somewhere, such that ordinary judgements in ordinary contexts might
be taken into account as part of metaphysical theorizing, I argue against the idea that trans-
exclusive interpretations of sexuality categories amount to common sense in any
epistemically authoritative way. Given that common sense is variegated, with incompatible
judgments, any work in social ontology that appeals to common sense must answer a
methodological question: how ought a theory to decide from which ordinary judgements to
take guidance? At minimum, I expect that gender-critical feminists would agree that the
common sense that would be epistemically authoritative is not the common sense to be found
in contexts of gender and sexuality oppression. Instead, if common sense is epistemically
authoritative, it is the common sense to be found in liberatory social movements. But the
ordinary judgments in the aforementioned contexts are (at minimum) indeterminate and
(more likely) trans-inclusive, such that any methodologically defensible appeal to common
sense would not provide reason in favor of gender-critical feminist arguments aim to exclude
trans women from queer spaces.

In “Being Queer,” I defend the cultural analysis of sexual identity as originally developed in
“Queer and Straight” (2022, in: Clare Chambers, et al., eds., The Routledge Handbook of the
Philosophy of Sex, New York: Routledge, 117-30). Foundational to this work is a distinction
between sexual orientation and sexual identity, in which “sexual identity is the social meaning
of sexual orientation” (M. Andler, 2021, “The Sexual Orientation/Identity Distinction,” Hypatia
36, 259-75). Here is the cultural analysis of queer sexual identity: “An individual has a queer
sexual identity in virtue of (i) being excluded from straight culture and (ii) being such that
according to the constitutive norms of queer culture the individual ought to be included in
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queer culture” (ibid., 124). Likewise here is the cultural analysis of straight sexual identity:
“An individual has a straight sexual identity in virtue of failing to satisfy conditions (i) and/or
(ii)” (ibid.). The constitutive norms of queer culture include those related to self-constitution
and solidarity; for example: “[i]f an individual is excluded from straight culture on the basis of
their sexual orientation, then — according to the norm of solidarity — the individual ought to
have special access to queer cultural practices that curate normatively important
resources” (ibid., 126). The overarching idea here is that queer cultures are governed by social
norms that determine the membership conditions of sexual identity categories such as queer.

Here, in response to recent criticism from Ben Caplan, I appeal to hyperintensional
metaphysics in order to argue against orientation-based views of sexual identity (according to
which facts about individuals being queer are grounded in facts about individuals being non-
heterosexual). And in response to recent criticism from Raja Halwani, I argue in favor of the
following theses. First, queer and straight sexuality cultures admit of metaphysical analysis,
with cultural practices such as drag and vogue literally composing queer cultures. Second,
cultural practices are queer and/or straight in virtue of resisting and/or entrenching
heteropatriarchal kinship structures (as theorized in “What’s Special about Sexual
Orientation?”). With these addendums, I continue to endorse the cultural analysis of sexual
identity.
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How Hegel brought Brandom back to Wittgenstein
Pavel Arazim (Prague, Czechia)

Abstract

Brandom is one of the most influential philosophical heirs of Wittgenstein. While accentuating
his indebtedness, he also does not conceal that he reads Wittgenstein somewhat selectively,
just as Hegel, another of his major inspirations. The basic lessons Brandom took from
Wittgenstein are that language is based on rules and that some rules are implicit. I argue,
though, that these lessons become seriously distorted when isolated from the rest of
Wittgenstein's thought. Basically, this boils down to appreciating that Wittgenstein did not
want to advance philosophical theories of language and had strong reasons for that. The way
in which Brandom pictures the functioning of rules and how we can allegedly make them
explicit, underestimates their elusiveness. We are too intertwined with our rules in order to
be able to just examine and change them at our will. Despite this criticism, though, I point to
the way in which Brandom, in his reading of Hegel, came to appreciate the historicity of rules.
This appreciation is very close to the Wittgensteinian insight that our rules are founded in our
form of life. Though he himself does not acknowledge it, there is an early and later Brandom.
And the later Brandom is in a much better position to do justice to Wittgenstein, especially the
later Wittgenstein. Given the influence of Brandom, it is important to note this break in his
thought. It prevents overlooking what is valuable in Wittgenstein.

Besides his teacher Wilfrid Sellars together with the classics of German
idealism Kant and Hegel, Robert Brandom typically emphasizes his
indebtedness to Wittgenstein. Brandom's account of language and normativity
develops many of great Wittgensteinian insights and Brandom thus can be
seen as his philosophical heir in many respects. I would, nevertheless, want to
point to some essential aspects of Wittgenstein which Brandom leaves aside.
This omission has grave consequences for his philosophy. Nevertheless, I also
argue that later in his development Brandom manages to save a lot of what is
valuable in Wittgenstein, though he does so rather by engaging with Hegel
than with Wittgenstein.

1. Inferentialism and logical expressivism or the early Brandom

The basic tenet of Brandom's approach, known as inferentialism, is that
meaning is consituted by inference rules. Primarily, a sentence is meaningful
due what it is entailed by and by what it entails, possibly with further
premisses. Continuing the work of Sellars (1948), Brandom (1994) points out
that even what comes close to the protocolar sentences which the logical
positivists were so keen to find, has to be able to play a role in inferences. To
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cite one of his favourite examples, when I claim that it is raining, then my
utterance is meaningful partly because one can, in normal circumstances,
infer from it that the streets will be wet (Brandom 2000, p.52).

Brandom tracks this normative account of meaning back to Kant, yet he sees
Wittgenstein as a vital ally in this respect, too. Nevertheless, it is another
ingredient of Brandom's philosophy which he considers as specifically
Wittgensteinian. To start somewhat vaguely, the rules which are supposed to
constitute meaning, are not easily available. Brandom speaks of the rules
which are implicit. Here he has in mind those passages in Wittgenstein where
he shows how we struggle to clearly formulate what the specific shape of the
rules is. Very often, this concerns the rules on a metalevel which are supposed
to explain some rules which we encounter more directly, for example the rules
for the interpretation of the sign-post, or the rules which specify how a given
order, for example continue this number sequence, is to be interpreted
(Wittgenstein 1984, §85, §185).

According to Brandom (2000, chapter 1), the implicit can be rendered explicit.
He even reserves for our purported capacity to do so the noble title of Socratic
rationality. To illustrate, we can be implicitly guided by the rule that when it
rains, then the streets are wet. Nevertheless, we may render this rule explicit
and claim that if it rains, then the streets are wet. By doing so, we are able to
discuss and potentially criticize and modify the given rule. Typically, this
would happen in cases when a rule or a set of rules does not satisfy us in some
way. Should we find the streets as good as dry after a significant portion of
rains, then there seems to be something wrong with the rule and it may be the
right time to change it.

Instrument for the performance of this Socratic, or also expressive rationality,
is logic. We could see the conditional if, then at work making explicit the link
between raining and wet streets. But here I think we should pause to see to
what degree this picture is indeed such a straightforward development of
Wittgenstein as Brandom suggests. Not only will I oppose this understanding of
Wittgenstein, I will show that it is significantly less convincing than
Wittgenstein himself and fails to take some important lessons from his thought.
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2. The first thing which Brandom missed in Wittgenstein

There are at least two ways in which Brandom breaks with Wittgenstein. He
does recognize both these ways but insufficiently. This is even more the case in
the second than in the first way.

The first way of breaking with Wittgenstein consists in the fact that Brandom
obviously creates a monumental theory of rules, namely inferentialism. Maybe
it is closer to some fundamental aspects of the late-Wittgensteinian spirit than
what Brandom calls representationalism (Brandom 2000, Chapter 1). Indeed,
representationalism, the thesis that a meaning of a given word consists in
what it denotes or represents, is very close to the Augustianian picture of
language that Wittgenstein attacks in Philosophical investigations. It is clear
that Brandom very much likes what Wittgenstein has to say about the
philosophically-laden memories of the early childhood of the saint. Indeed, the
understanding of language which is present in the text of the Confessions,
according to which meaning is conveyed by the means of pointing to the
purported referent, seems as a germ of a theory of representationalism which
Brandom sees as the semantic mainstream which he wants to oppose his
inferentialism to. But Brandom is still too hasty if he considers Wittgenstein as
an ally here. After all, Wittgenstein opposed advancing any philosophical
theory at all.

Indeed Wittgenstein (Wittgenstein, §128) claims that philosophy should not
present any theses, which presumably should concern also the thesis that
meaning is constituted by inference rules. Furthermore, the passage which
many philosophers love to quote so much, namely §43, is rather cautious about
the declaration that meaning is use. And in that very paragraph, after what
became a popular slogan, Wittgenstein mentions that sometimes, meaning is
clarified by pointing to a referent. Rather than an announcement of the grand
new philosophical school which with the slogan that meaning is use, it is a
very cautious suggestion of how we can liberate ourselves from a certain
deluding image of language.

In such a context it is very surprising that one would engage in a programme
of explaining reference away in order to give inference rules the opportunity
to explain linguistics meaning in all its aspects, including reference, the
abandoned explainer. Brandom might be free to diverge from Wittgenstein
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and try proposing a theory. Yet I believe that he differs from Wittgenstein also
very much in his understanding of what a rule is. Wittgenstein dedicates a lot
of space to the notion of a rule, which naturally leads the reader to suppose
that he deems it very important or even central. But the way Wittgenstein
speaks of it might also suggest that he rather wants to dissuade us from
creating theories which are based on the notion of rule. For example the
passages about the sequence of even numbers can be read as an ironic hint at
how little of our lives and practices can be explained by the notion of a rule.
All the popular rule following considerations from the Investigations might be
understood as warnings not to replace representationalism by something
resembling Brandomian inferentialism.

3. The second thing which Brandom missed in Wittgenstein

The different understanding of rules brings us to the second way in which
Brandom breaks with Wittgenstein. This divergence consists in Brandom's
notion of an implicit rule. The idea of an implicit rule which can be rendered
explicit may not be completely alien to Wittgenstein but still the way Brandom
puts it is just too simplistic and crude. At least by Wittgensteinian lights. It is of
prime importance for Wittgenstein that we are always too much entangled in
rules in order to have a clear overview. Obviously, Wittgenstein seems to by
trying to shed some light on rules in his writings, so perhaps he believes that
there is a sense in which they can be made explicit. Nevertheless, there is also
a sense in which it is absurd that we can just bring a hidden rule to the surface
and decide whether we want it or not. In an important sense, we are the rules,
we do not float above them. And though there are ways in which various
language games can be relatively enclosed and independent of each other,
there are also ways in which they are intertwined. Wittgenstein indeed
insisted not only on the plurality of language games, but also on their
interconnectedness, as in the end of §7, he claims that even the whole of
language with related activities should be considered as a language game. A
given rule, then, is in some sense what it is only in the context of all other
rules, indeed of the whole form of life that we are. If one rule is supposed to be
implicit, then all rules are. Maybe it makes sense to say that some rules are less
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implicit than others, but implicit nonetheless. Therefore the very distinction
between explicit and implicit rules on which Brandom relies, is highly
problematic.

Brandom is partly aware of this difference between his account and
Wittgenstein's when he discussess whether the language has a downtown. For
him, the downtown, the core of the imaginary city of language, is the game of
giving and asking for reasons. Brandom (2000, pp. 14-15) denotes his approach
as rationalist. For him, arguing "seriously’, so to say, is necessary in order to
engage in any other linguistic activity. We can compose poetry, tell jokes, play
with words in many ways but all these suburban activities are genuinely
linguistic only when we engage in the central game of giving and asking for
reasons. It seems that the scenario in which some people would use language,
for instance, merely to tell jokes, does not make sense for Brandom. He would
contest that what they would engage in truly linguistic activities. It would not
make sense to interpret the sounds issuing from their mouths as words which
conspire to make funny sentences. Wittgenstein would likely agree but he
would also be ready to argue the other way round. It hardly makes sense to
countenance serious argumentation without countenancing jokes and all the
other things we do with words, to use the phrase of Austin (1962).

What is the picture of the city of language that Wittgenstein conveys to us? In a
way, it seems quite opposite to what Brandom confronts us with. Wittgenstein
(Wittgenstein 1984, §18) speaks of a more typically European city such as
Vienna, Prague, Paris and the like. In the centre we have curvy and somewhat
chaotic streets, in the suburbs we have rather a more linear and clearly
organized districts. Brandom seems to see rather the center as rectilinear and
the suburbs as whimsical, curvy and also perhaps more entertaining and
charismatic.

In fact, when Brandom claims that some rules are implicit in practice and can
be made explicit by means of inference rules, he renders himself vulnerable to
the criticism Wittgenstein addressed to Augustine. Brandom presents an image
of language practice which is too discursive. Wittgenstein did not want to see
the thoughts of a child Augustine as a kind of language which only awaits its

Pavel Arazim, "How Hegel brought Brandom back to Wittgenstein". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage der Osterreichischen
Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed. by Yannic Kappes,
Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



48

How Hegel brought Brandom back to Wittgenstein | Pavel Arazim

expressions. Equally, I believe, we can criticize the notion of your practices
purporting to say something, namely to state rules, which only await an
explicit expression.

The notion of rule Brandom had was therewith too intellectualist for
Wittgenstein and I believe that we can see in what way it was indeed
problematic. We can observe our practices or practices of others and it can be
helpful to formulate rules which we observe in them. But that does not mean
that there are always specific rules which are correctly associated with a given
practice. Wittgenstein could use his early notions of Zeigen as opposed to Sagen
in order to differentiate himself from Brandom. We can only point to the
language games we play, we cannot make them explicit in the way Brandom
pictures. We are just too much inside our form of life in order to be able to
express it. This does not imply that there could be a divine point of view from
which the the true shape of our rules can be glanced at, rather it is meant to
show that it makes no sense to strive for such a correct expression. There is no
correct expression.

4. The Hegelian turn

But Brandom has moments where he seems to realize the problematic aspects
of his conception and indeed become more Wittgensteinian. This is the case for
example in first chapter of Articulating reasons where he speaks of how the
inference rules are modified and claims that Dummet's notion of harmony
between inference rules gets its content only in the course of work with the
concepts we have(Brandom 2000, p.75). We do not have a notion of harmony
in advance and then only apply it, we have it only as we work on it. This
reflection, I believe, could be applied to very notion of rule and of an
expression of rule, which are so central for inferentialism.

But it is only in his relatively recent Spirit of trust that Brandom (2019) truly
manages to correct the shortcomings of his early approach. In this book,
Brandom makes explicit his hitherto rather implicit philosophical passion for
Hegel. In the course of interpreting the Phenomenology of Spirit, Brandom
shows that our concepts and our knowledge are radically historical and

Pavel Arazim, "How Hegel brought Brandom back to Wittgenstein". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage der Osterreichischen
Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed. by Yannic Kappes,
Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



How Hegel brought Brandom back to Wittgenstein | Pavel Arazim

depend on the specific context in which they have arisen. This Hegelization
ultimately brings him closer to Wittgenstein and makes him partly abandon
the too naive logical expressivism which he defended earlier.

Brandom differentiates, following Hegel and the tradition of German idealism,
between understanding, in German Verstand, and reason or Vernunft. While
understanding considers its concepts as given and static, reason understands
that they are dynamic in their nature. Creating them and applying them
cannot be really separated. Brandom (2019, p. 17) writes that it is of essence of
Vernunft that it regards social institutions both as created and as discovered,
that it reckons with both these perspectives. And I believe on the passage from
his early to his later philosophy, Brandom himself passed from Verstand to
Vernunft which is also a more Wittgensteinian perspective.

Both Brandom and Hegel still probably are much more optimistic about the
possibility of expressing the rules which make up the fabric of our society than
Wittgenstein. But the later, Hegelian Brandom is certainly closer to
Wittgenstein than the early Brandom. Rules are not anymore simply here for
us to inspect them and make them explicit, partly because they are still in the
making. Applying the old rules means also re-creating them, giving them a
new shape.

Just as there are significant foreshadows of the later Wittgenstein in the
Tractatus, i.e., in the early Wittgenstein, so there are signs of the specifically
later Brandom in the early Brandom. Nevertheless, it took an irreducible leap
to make the change.

The historicity of rules prevents us from taking the rules lightly out of their
historical situation and asking how they could work in a different context.
Because the creation and discovery of the rules are intertwined, seeing the
rules just as highly specific entities which are simply here for us to inspect, is a
picture which Brandom overcomes. And it does not matter so much whether
these rules are thought of as hidden under some surface as implicit rules or
whether they are in the open and known as the explicit rules.

Brandom, following Hegel, interprets the rules as necessarily historical in the
sense that only if we understand them as a result of an error, as a corrected
error, can we overcome scepticisim, the topic Wittgenstein had targeted since
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the Tractatus and which is central especially in On certainty (Wittgenstein
1969). While Brandom focuses on the scepticism claiming that we cannot know
the reality as it is, his argument works even against the scepticism which casts
its shadow over the rules in Philosophical investigations, which is the
scepticism that fascinated Kripke (1982) so much.

While Brandom and Hegel are more keen on constructing broad visions,
whereas Wittgenstein remains much more terse and indeed tuciturn, we can
see that the later Brandom not only is closer to Wittgenstein but might also
cast a useful light on how our rules are in a way not ours, as they are always
somewhat inaccessible. This is what he, I believe, was aiming at, though in a
flawed manner, when he spoke of the implicit rules. While probably not
entirely corresponding to what Wittgenstein was aiming at, just as he in many
ways may misread many fascinating passages in Hegel, Brandom does a
remarkable job at pointing to the insights which are not so easy unearth in the
writings of both these difficult philosophers. There might be a sense in which
Hegel still is closer to Wittgenstein than Brandom is, namely by considering
the rules much more as embodied in specific historical situations and much
less as abstract entities which can or cannot be realized in those specific
contexts. That Hegel and Wittgenstein are much closer than one might suspect
is suggested, among others, by Kolman (2019). But Brandom manages to revive
a lot of what could otherwise remain unnoticed.

The rules can sometimes be much more in our power than we might dream of.
At other times, though, they can be much less under our control then we can
imagine and the idea of making them explicit, let alone of modifying them in
any way, is naive. These are great insights of Wittgenstein. And Brandom, with
the help of Hegel, has opened them for himself and the contemporary
philosophy of language. It took him a little bit longer to get to the second
insight but that is a minor issue.
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“Will the Sun Rise Tomorrow?” Wittgenstein on Scepticism and Hinge
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Abstract

In this paper I deal with the problem of 'hinge propositions' in Wittgenstein's later writings,
and in particular in the manuscript published after his death under the title On Certainty (0C):
here he states that there are propositions which we cannot call into question and which
appear to be certain in the highest degree (OC 341, 342). Hence, the interpretation of this
writing is particularly important in the contemporary debate on the foundations of
knowledge.

I will try to explain the features of ‘hinge propositions’ through a brief analysis of the origins
of this concept. To do this, I'll first consider the problem of elementary propositions in his
Tractatus Logicus Philosophicus (TLP), with the aim of showing its significance in relation to
Wittgenstein's conception of causal laws. Then I'll try to explore the development of these
themes in his later writings. In particular, I will focus on the claim he made in the Tractatus
that we cannot know that the sun will rise tomorrow (TLP 6.36311). Using this example as a
starting point, I will try to understand the development of Wittgenstein's thought on this
subject: this analysis will show that hinge propositions play a semantic role, that is, a role
concerning the meaning of our sentences.

The independence of elementary proportions and the existence of laws of nature
In his early writings, Wittgenstein assumes that semantics must be
independent of ontology, which means that the meaning of a proposition must
not depend on the truth of another proposition, as he remarks in a note to
Moore:

"The question whether a proposition has sense (Sinn) can never depend on
the truth of another proposition about a constituent of the
first." (Wittgenstein 1961: 18)

Indeed, if the meaning of a proposition (e.g. "p") depended on the truth of
another proposition (e.g. "q"), the meaning of the second proposition would in
turn depend on the truth of a third proposition, and this would generate a
regressum ad infinitum (see also Frascolla: 2000, p.91). Prima facie, this
principle is far from obvious: if we consider, for example, the sentence 'the
present king of France is bald', the meaning of the sentence depends on what
we mean by 'king of France', and so we probably have to assume that the
sentence 'there is a king in France' is true, in line with Russell's well-known
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solution (Russell 1918: 125; on this point see also Diamond 1996: 73-93). The
Tractarian analysis of language is designed to avoid this kind of problem (see
Barba 2023: 42-43); indeed, thanks to the the use of truth-tables, it is possible to
make the logical relations between propositions clear, so that the meaning of
molecular propositions clearly depends on the meaning of elementary
propositions (TLP 4.4). Thus, if we consider an ideal language, each elementary
proposition is independent of the others and "every proposition is a truth-
function of elementary propositions" (McGinn 2022: 115, see also Gargani
1993: 31).

This idea has some important consequences for epistemology, since, for
example, the truth of the proposition 'the sun has risen today' cannot imply the
truth of the proposition 'the sun will rise tomorrow' (TLP 6.36311). As he
explains:

"A necessity for one thing to happen because another has happened does
not exist. There is only logical necessity." (TLP 6.37)

In fact, the hypothesis that the sun will rise tomorrow depends on a more
general hypothesis represented by the truth of Kepler's laws (on the basis of
which we can predict not only that the sun will rise tomorrow, but also what
time it will rise). Hence, our prediction cannot be more than hypothetical:

"It is an hypothesis that the sun will rise tomorrow: and this means that
we do not know whether it will rise.” (TLP 6.36311)

The consequence of the independence of elementary proportions is, therefore,
that it is impossible to formulate an a priori principle affirming the existence
of natural laws:

"We cannot infer the events of the future from those of the present. Belief
in the causal nexus is superstition." (TLP 5.1361)

"At the basis of the whole modern view of the world lies the illusion that
the so-called laws of nature are the explanations of natural
phenomena.” (TLP 6.371)

However, this kind of impossibility does not lead to a form of scepticism;
indeed, even if we do not know whether the sun will rise tomorrow, we do not
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doubt that it will. The lack of knowledge in this case does not imply a lack of
certainty or a state of doubt.

"If there were a law of causality, it might run: {There are natural laws) .
But that can clearly not be said: it shows itself." (TLP 6.36, see also TLP 6.32)

The possibility of natural laws cannot be proven, but it lies unexpressed at the
basis of our knowledge. It is for this reason that scepticism is considered not to
be false, but "nonsensical":

"Scepticism is not irrefutable, but obviously nonsensical, when it tries to
raise doubts where no questions can be asked." (TLP 6.51)

The mistake of metaphysicians, from this point of view, is to try to answer a
question we cannot either ask.

The revision of the Tractatus and the notion of 'grammar’

When Wittgenstein started revising the Tractatus, he began to doubt the
possibility of creating a perfect sign language. In a writing named Some
Remarks on Logical Form (RLF) we find an important step in the revision
process. There he considers sentences containing numbers expressing the
degree of a value:

"If someone asks us 'What is the temperature outside?' and we said 'Eighty
degrees', and now he were to ask us again, 'And is it ninety degrees?' we
should answer, 'T told you it was eighty' We take the statement of a degree
(of temperature, for instance) to be a complete description which needs no
supplementation.” (RLF: 167)

His argument suggests that the sentence "The temperature outside is eighty
degrees" logically contradicts the sentence "The temperature outside is not
ninety degrees". On the basis of the tractarian conception of language, we
should conclude that these sentences aren't elementary propositions, but
rather molecular ones that require further analysis:

"One might think--and I thought so not long ago -that a statement
expressing the degree of a quality could be analyzed into a logical product
of single statements of quantity and a completing supplementary
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statement. As I could describe the contents of my pocket by saying " It
contains a penny, a shilling, two keys, and nothing else ." (RLF: 167)

However, there are some problems with the analysis of these propositions, and
in particular the use of a symbol for equivalence is problematic; Wittgenstein
explains this point with reference to the concept of brightness:

"For let us call the unit of, say, brightness b and let E(b) be the statement
that the entity E possesses this brightness, then the proposition E(2b),
which says that E has two degrees of brightness, should be analyzable into
the logical product E(b) & E(b), but this is equal to E(b); if, on the other
hand, we try to distinguish between the units and consequently write
E(2b) = E(b") & E(b"), we assume two different units of brightness; and
then, if an entity possesses one unit, the question could arise, which of the
two- b' or b"- it is; which is obviously absurd." (RLF: 167)

Even if he was not completely satisfied with this argument and he decided not
to present the writing to the public, however he went on working on similar
ideas, as it is testified by his conversations with Ramsey and Sraffa. The
conclusions he reached are essential to the later concept of "grammar": he
acknowledged that two elementary proportions may exclude each other, and
this means that there are linguistic norms which cannot be expressed by the
rules of formal logic (McGinn 2022: 123). In a manuscript, he illustrates this by
deleting a line in the truth table of the logical product between the two
propositions (Wittgenstein 1994 Band 1: 58):

nMMsS O
MmETEa
nTmTE

(Fig.1, Wittgenstein's original scheme is on the right)

The concept is that certain sentences, even if they are not contradictory from a
strict logical point of view, must be excluded from language as meaningless, as
he would later write in the Philosophical Investigations (enchforth PI, see PI
500). The conclusion is that sentences like "If the temperature is 80 degrees
outside, it is not 90 degrees"” have a grammatical rather than an
epistemological function, inasmuch they are the articulation of the
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comprehensive system of rules that sustains our language. The significance of
this new perspective on language is also relevant to the theory of knowledge.

Scepticism and hinge propositions

A manuscript, which has been published with the title On Certainty, discusses
Moore's arguments against idealism. These arguments were presented in a
lecture held by Moore in 1939 at the British Academy: in essence, Moore
asserted that there are fundamental statements which are evident and true for
all individuals and which form the foundation of our knowledge. These
statements can be referred to as 'truisms' and represent common-sense truths,
as Baldwin (2010) states. In summary, the author aimed to defend a common
sense realist perspective and to invalidate idealist views that deny the
existence of an external world. To support his argument, while replying to his
critics, he referred to the presence of material objects using his own hand as
an example and stating:

"This hand is a material thing; therefore there is at least one material
thing." (Moore 1942: 668).

As Coliva points out, a modern exposition of the argument might be the
following (Coliva 2012: 13):

1. This is my hand;
2. If there is a hand here, then the external world does exist;

3. The external world does exist

The sentence (2) is equivalent to the sentence "if the external world does not
exist, this is not my hand". In this way, according to Moore, it is possible to
prove the existence of the external world.

In contrast to Moore's view, Wittgenstein's remarks aim to show that
propositions which seem to represent the highest level of epistemic certainty
are in fact grammatical propositions (see Conant 1998: 249-250). He analysed
Moore's argument and pointed out that it only makes sense to discuss
knowledge if it makes sense to doubt (OC 622), and he maintains that a
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differentiation can be drawn between sceptical doubts concerning the external
world and the commonplace inquiries we pose about the objects surrounding
us (Williams 2004: 143, McGinn 2022: 11). When sceptical doubts are raised,
with McGinn’s words, about "facts which are, on a particular occasion,
available to anyone with mastery of the appropriate concepts" (McGinn 2022:
15), the result is the invalidation of the question and of any effort to answer it.
Wittgenstein's comments are unambiguous on this point:

"I know that a sick man is lying here? Nonsense! I am sitting at his bedside,
I am looking attentively into his face. - So I don't know, then, that there is a
sick man lying here? Neither the question nor the assertion makes sense.
(0C 10)

Similarly, we can draw a comparison between the case of the possible
existence of a planet, say Saturn, where doubts might arise, and the question
the existence of my hand, or that of the external world (OC 52, OC 20 and see
also McGinn 2022: 12). In other words, the issue with sceptical doubt does not
lie in the query itself, but in the conditions in which it is posed. As Conant
points out, the sceptic faces a dilemma because he can express doubts, which
nevertheless are not "the sort of super-doubt that he is after”, or he can strip
his words from the usual language-game to express 'super-doubts’, but in this
case he "remains unclear which of the many things he can mean by his words
he wants to mean" (Conant 1998: 250).

To illustrate this point, we can consider the previous example: does the
sentence "The sun will rise tomorrow" express real knowledge? In other
words, we can ask what it means for someone to doubt that the sun will rise
tomorrow. Is it possible to doubt this? Interestingly enough, it is possible to
find an example in Wittgenstein's diaries, where here is a note in which he
wondered whether the sun would have risen the next day. The odd thing is
that when he posed the question he was not interested in its possible
philosophical implications; he was in Norway, it was March (14.3.1937), and he
was wondering whether he would have seen the sun the next day:

"Ich glaube, dafd heute die Sonne in mein Fenster hereinscheinen
wird." (MS-183, 213[2])

"I think the sun will shine through my window today"
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And later he added:
"Bin wieder enttiuscht worden." (MS-183, 213[2])
"I've been disappointed again”"

To be precise, he was near Skjolden (latitude 61°N, more or less), and here the
phenomenon of the polar night is not complete: the sun was probably only a
few degrees above the horizon, and it was hidden by the mountains to the east.
The point is that in the right context (say, near the North Pole or near the
South Pole) the question is not a philosophical problem at all. This means that
it makes sense to say that we 'know’, 'doubt’, 'wonder if', 'ask’, 'be sure’, 'be
certain or uncertain' if, we are able to make a projection of meaning in an
appropriate context (Conant 1998: 239-241). Wittgenstein explains the question
in this way:

"Just as the words ‘T am here’ have a meaning only in certain contexts, and
not when I say them to someone who is sitting in front of me and sees me
clearly, — and not because they are superfluous, but because their meaning
is not determined by the situation, yet stands in need of such
determination.” (OC 348, see also Conant 1998: 240)

From this point of view, it is possible to question the time of sunrise on a given
day and, for example, I can say that I know that the sun rise on Monday 12
August 2024 exactly 43'52" after 5 a.m. in Vienna; someone can say that he
'doubts' that this will be the case, or that he 'believes' it. However, if I asked
whether the sun will rise tomorrow, the meaning of the question would not be
clear: that is, it would not be clear whether I thought I'm near the Pole (in
August the question is relevant near the South Pole). McGinn came to similar
conclusions when she stated that "within our ordinary practice, we cannot
doubt" apart from ordinary doubts (McGinn 2022: 10-11), and, in her opinion,
it is possible to dismiss sceptical doubts because "we are in some sense
justified in not doubting" (McGinn 2022: 10). Nevertheless, in these situations it
is questionable if we are entitled to say we know it, or we are certainly about
it: the point is that the meaning of these sentences is not clear (Conant 1998:
249). Similar remarks can be made concerning the names of colours:
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"If someone were to look at an English pillar-box and say "I am sure that
it's red", we should have to suppose that he was colour-blind, or believe he
had no mastery of English and knew the correct name for the colour in
some other language. If neither was the case we should not quite
understand him. (OC 526).

The question of the existence of "material” or "physical objects" may be
perceived as similar too. We can inquire about the objects inside a box or we
can ask about presence of material objects in the Universe a few milliseconds
after the Big Bang (say in the Plank era, when the Universe was 10-43s old),
and the answer could be negative, according recent theories (Ridpath 2018).
However, if one were to ask about the existence of "physical objects" in the
present world, the response would likely consist in an explanation of what is
the meaning of the word "object" (see OC 36). Thus, it is possible to talk about
'knowing' concerning sentences like these, but it is a kind of knowledge that is
different from empirical knowledge, as McGinn explais (McGinn 2022: 62). In
this sense, on the other hand, it would be possible to doubt these sentences for
someone who speaks poor English and who is not sure about the meaning of
words such as "physical objects"”, "red" or "hand"; thus, for instance, someone
who is learning English could ask: "Is this my wrist?" Similarly, the sentence
"this is my hand" can be uttered to explain the meaning of the English word
"hand" or to teach someone the use of the possessive in English (OC 369, and
also McGinn 2022: 13-14):

“Only in certain cases is it possible to make an investigation "is that really
a hand?" (or "my hand"). For "I doubt whether that is really my (or a)
hand" makes no sense without some more precise determination. One
cannot tell from these words alone whether any doubt at all is meant - nor
what kind of doubt.” (OC 372)

To sum up, I do hope I've been able to show that when Wittgenstein wrote the
Tractatus, he thought that, thanks to sign-language, it was possible to resolve
the question of regressum from the meaning of a sentence to the truth of a
second sentence; however, once he rejected the notion of sign-language, he
had to acknowledge the existence of "hinge propositions" concerning the
meaning of other sentences.
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Inside and Outside the Boundaries: Probability in Wittgenstein's
Tractatus

Matteo Bizzarri (Pisa, Italy)

Abstract

The relationship between probability and classical logic can be approached from various
angles. While the prevailing perspective often views probability as an extension of classical
logic, there exists a less conventional approach that involves interpreting probability within
the framework of classical logic itself. This alternative viewpoint, though less common, holds
considerable interest and is exemplified in the works of philosophers such as Wittgenstein, De
Finetti, Makinson, among others. Here, our focus lies on Wittgenstein’s contribution, which
holds both historical and philosophical significance in bridging probability and classical logic.

In his Tractatus, Wittgenstein introduced a method for computing probability using truth
tables, which subsequently influenced the work of scholars like Carnap and Ramsey. Despite
its historical importance, Wittgenstein’s method has often been overlooked in the literature.
Some scholars have interpreted it as an extension of the indifference principle, while others
have seen it as an exploration of the relationship between beliefs and logic. Wittgenstein’s
method involves comparing two propositions: one analyzed solely in instances of truth, while
the other is considered only when the first holds true. Remarkably, this approach bears
resemblance to Makinson’s supraclassical logic, albeit with differing methodologies.

This study aims to clarify Wittgenstein’s method and its connection to probability and classical
logic, with a particular focus on resolving the Lottery Paradox within the framework
established by Wittgenstein.

1. Introduction

In a separate publication (Bizzarri 2024), we endeavored to offer a thorough
analysis of Wittgenstein’s concept of probability, demonstrating how it
resolves or, better, dissolves the lottery paradox within his framework. Here,
we aim to delve into the philosophical aspect of the coherence between
probability and classical logic, starting from probability as presented in
Wittgenstein’s Tractatus.

Wittgenstein defines probability in terms of the relationship between "belief’s
truth-possibilities” (Wahrheitsmoglichkeiten) (Figueiredo 2023; Hay 2022;
Cuffaro 2010; Ongaro 2021) and the truth possibilities of the proposition under
consideration. Throughout his Tractatus (Wittgenstein 1922), Wittgenstein
asserts that probability is inherently a priori, a stance he maintains in his later
works where he vehemently rejects frequentism as the correct interpretation
of probability.
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Let’s assume that someone playing dice every day were to throw, say,
nothing but ones for a whole week, and that he does this with dice that
turn out to be good when subjected to all other methods of testing, and
that also produce the normal results when someone else throws them.
Does he now have reason to assume a natural law here, according to
which he always has to throw ones? Does he have reason to believe that
things will continue in this way — or (rather) to assume that this regularity
won’t last much longer? So does he have reason to quit the game since it
has turned out that he can throw only ones; or to continue playing,
because now it is just all the more likely that on the next try he’ll throw a
higher number? - In actual fact he’ll refuse to acknowledge the regularity
as a law of nature; at least it will have to last for a long time before he’ll
consider this view of regularity. But why? - I think it’s because so much of
his previous experience in life refutes such a law, experience that has to
be, so to speak — vanquished before we accept a totally new way of looking
at things. (Wittgenstein BT, §33.7)

The philosophical idea of this paper lies on the fact that for Wittgenstein
probability is a sort of extension of classical logic:

It is in this way that probability is a generalization.

It involves a general description of a propositional form.

We use probability only in default of certainty—if our knowledge of a fact
is not indeed complete, but we do know something about its form.

(A proposition may well be an incomplete picture of a certain situation,
but it is always a complete picture of something.)

A probability proposition is a sort of excerpt from other propositions. (TLP
1922, §5.156).

In Wittgenstein’s conception of probability, truth is not solely dictated by logic
but also by knowledge, specifically beliefs. Consequently, propositions that
don’t conform to classical logic as tautologies can still be ascribed non-zero
values within a probabilistic framework.

Furthermore, we establish a correlation between the well-known Lottery
Paradox and Wittgenstein’s concept of probability, showcasing its straightfor-
ward resolution within this framework while also presenting intriguing
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philosophical implications. By delving into these interconnections, our
objective is to elucidate the distinctive characteristics and ramifications of
Wittgenstein’s probabilistic approach.

In the following two sections, we will revisit the concepts introduced in
(Bizzarri 2024), omitting the details covered in the referenced paper.
Additionally, in the third paragraph, we will present a philosophical argument
that stems from probability in Wittgenstein’s Tractatus and extends to the
relationship between probability and Classical Logic.

2. Probability in the Tractatus

Wittgenstein’s early notions regarding probability were first deliberated
within the Circle of Vienna (Wright 1969) before undergoing refinement and
solidifi- cation in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. The treatment of
probability in the Tractatus might seem peculiar at first glance, especially
when contrasted with the conventional contemporary understanding of
probability. Wittgenstein’s distinct characterization of probability is elucidated
in proposition 5.15:

If Tr is the number of the truth-grounds of a proposition r, and if Trs is the
number of the truth-grounds of a proposition s that are at the same time truth-
grounds of r, then we call the ratio Trs/Tr the degree of probability that the
proposition r gives to the proposition s (TLP 1922, §5.15).

To understand better let’s consider an example:

Example 2.1. Now, let’s explore a common example from everyday life:
flipping a coin. The central proposition we’ll focus on is denoted as xVy,
where V signifies the mutually exclusive disjunction. In this scenario, the two
potentiﬁ outcomes, "heads" and "tails," are mutually exclusive. The truth table
for the proposition x\Vy is as follows:

Ny | T Y
1 F |T T
2| T |T F
3| T |F T
4| F |F F
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When considering only the instances where xVy holds true, we observe that
only the second and third rows meet this criterion. Let’s now calculate the
probabilities of x and y given the proposition xVy. For proposition X, among
the two instances where x\y is true, only the second instance has x as true,
while the third instance has x as false. Consequently, the probability of x given
xVy is 1/2. Similarly, for proposition y, among the two instances where xVy is
true, only the third instance has y as true, whereas the second instance has y
as false. Thus, the probability of y given xVVy is also 1/2.

In summary, when flipping a coin and considering the mutually exclusive
disjunction proposition Xy, the probabilities of x and y given this proposition
are both 1/2, as anticipated.

3. Kolmogorov's axioms and Wittgenstein truth tables
Wittgenstein’s truth tables satisfy Kolmogorov’s axioms, validated in the
Tractatus. The axioms, informally established in previous work, are:

KNDo<=px) =1

(K2) p(x) = 1 for some formula x

(K3) p(x) =< p(y) whenever X -y

(K4) p(xVy) = p(x) + p(y) whenever x -y

(K1) and (K2) derive from construction, bounded between 0 and 1. (K3) is
validated via a truth table, substituting x - y with x—y as true. To indicate the
probability of a certain proposition x given y we write py(x).

K3lz—y|lz y
1 T T T
2 F T F
3 T F T
4 T F F
where px_w(x) = 1/3 and px_w(y) = 2/3, so px_>y(X) < px_w(y) and (K4) can be
proved by the following:
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Kilz——-ylx y xVy
1 F T T T
2 T T F T
3 T F T T
4 T F F F

where pxﬁﬂy(x) =1/3, pX_Hy(y) =1/3 and pX_Hy(x Vy)= px_hy(x) + pX_Hy(y) =1/3 +
1/3 = 2/3 as wanted.

If we want to prove something generic the things become a little bit worse,
because we have to check every case, for example if we want to prove (K5)
p(-x) = 1 - p(xX) we must distinguish between the four combination of
truthfulness and falsehood.

K5|F0rmula|x —mz:]
1{ T |T F|

2 F F T
pformula(X) = 1’ pformula(_'X) =0and pformula(_'x) =1- pformula(X)'

K5‘Formula‘x —lzc‘
1 T T F
2 T F T

pformula(x) = 0'5’ pformula(_'x) =0.5and pformula(_'X) =1- pformula(X)'

K>S ‘ Formula ‘ T
1 F T F
2 T F T

pformula(X) = O’ pformula(_'X) =1and pformula(_'X) =1- pformula(X)'

K5 ‘ Formula ‘ T I
1 F T F
2 F F T
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This last case is obviously special because we are giving a contradiction
formula as a belief, so it’s always false. Despite this, it was not really useful
proving K5 from a formal point of view, because once K1-K4 were proved, than
also K5 is provable from the first four axioms without using the truth tables.

Proving the Kolmogorov’s axioms has a double benefit: it proves that
Wittgenstein’s idea of probability is something related to the common idea of it
and it permits us to restrict the set of valuations to make a supraclassical logic.

4. Generalization of Wittgenstein’s probability

Wittgenstein’s probability offers a consistent probabilistic logic within classical
limits, enabling resolution of belief paradoxes like the Lottery Paradox. By
extending classical logic, we maintain conjunction principles, contrary to
previous suggestions. This approach addresses paradoxes effectively, notably
the Lottery Paradox (Hawthorne 2009; Foley 1992; Leitgeb 2017; Kyburg 1961),
which persists under classical frameworks. The Lottery Paradox can be
formulated as follows:

"Let’s consider a fair 1000-ticket lottery that has only one winning ticket. A
perfectly rational agent knows that each ticket has a probability of 999/1000 of
not winning. Thus, it is rational for the agent to accept that each ticket will not
win because this probability is greater than her Lockean threshold. This
reasoning can be extended to every other ticket in the lottery, leading to the
conclusion that somehow every ticket will not be the winning ticket. However,
the lottery is fair, so the conjunction of all these statements has to be false,
rather than true as it appears."

The idea of solving this paradox thanks to Wittgenstein’s idea is interesting
because of the proposition 5.156 that we have addressed in the introduction.
Leveraging Wittgenstein’s notion of probability as a generalization, we
demonstrate a method to resolve the paradox. This involves establishing a
unique True line amidst a conjunction of numerous negative propositions,
maintaining its position as propositions vary. Utilizing this insight, we
construct a disjunction to encompass all scenarios, yielding exactly n True
lines, where n is the count of literals within the formula.
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—p1 AN —p2 A .. N Pr A TPry1 A ... AN Dy
1 F F T F F
2 F F T F T
ST Y ;
2n—1 41 T F F F F
yiip2 |7 F rF r
2=l 4 on=2 41| T T F T F
2" — 2’1_9” -1 | T T T T F
2" —2n% T T T T T
2n=-2"7"41 | T T F F F
S FooF r

This truth table needs some hint to let it be cleared:

« Highlighting significant transitions enhances clarity. For instance, 2™1
marks the last row where - p, changes, at the midpoint of the table.

Similarly, 201 + 212 precedes the change of -p,.

» The row 2M-2"% is notable, filled entirely with T. It results from doubling
T instances left of p, while halving them right of p_, ending with a single T

for -p,_.

« 20-20% signifies the last row before p_ changes, equivalent to

summing halved values successively, reflecting diminishing T instances.

The following theorem is the main theorem to be proved in order to generalize
Wittgenstein’s probability proved in (Bizzarri 2024):

Theorem 3.1 If a proposition made by an arbitrary number of elementary
letters is made by all negated formulas and one positive formula, the only line
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that is made by true instances is the line marked with the number 2 - 2%
where x is the position of the elementary letter starting from the left.

Thanks to Theorem 3.1, we can observe how the truth table regarding the
Lottery Paradox can be resolved. Interestingly, a similar outcome was
presented in Bizzarri 2024, albeit through a completely different method.
However, we will delve into this in the next section. Surprisingly, the Lottery
Paradox can also be solved in Fractional Semantics as presented in (Bizzarri
2023) and also in the limits of Classical Logic.

5. Probability and classical logic

Probability has long presented a challenging relationship with classical logic.
On one hand, it appears to extend classical logic’s, yet on the other hand, it
seems to impose constraints on its rules. Within Wittgenstein’s conceptual
framework, probability finds a place within the limits of classical logic,
particularly in his exploration of the interplay between beliefs and
propositions.

By the way Wittgenstein’s method was seen as a generalization over pos-
sibilities, also if the question is more challenging. In De Finetti’s "Theories of
probabilities” (Finetti 1931), a clear distinction is drawn between possibilities,
which are objective, and probabilities, which are subjective. Wittgenstein’s
perspective occupies a middle ground between these concepts. While he
meticulously analyzes each possibility of falsity and truthfulness akin to De
Finetti’s framework, the subjective element emerges from the agent’s capacity
to select the initial set of propositions, intertwined with the agent’s personal
comprehension of a given argument.

Despite its significance, probability in Wittgenstein’s oeuvre is often treated as
peripheral, with scant exploration of his specific viewpoints on the subject.
Notably, Wittgenstein’s fundamental musings on the nature of probability are
encapsulated in the Tractatus, commencing from proposition 5.1:

Truth-functions can be arranged in series. That is the foun- dation of the
theory of probability (TLP 1922, §5.1).

Matteo Bizzarri, "Inside and Outside the Boundaries: Probability in Witt?enstein’s Tractatus". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage
der Osterreichischen Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed.
by Yannic Kappes, Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



70

Inside and Outside the Boundaries: Probability in Wittgenstein's Tractatus | Matteo Bizzarri

In essence, Wittgenstein’s exploration of probability can be interpreted as a
compelling endeavor to bridge the gap between beliefs and propositions, but
also as the first tentative of include probability into the limits and confines of
Classical Logic. While it shares similarities with objective possibilities, it also
exhibits subjective features by empowering agents to shape the initial set of
propositions according to their individual knowledge. Despite its relatively
limited exposition, Wittgenstein’s reflections on probability in the Tractatus
offer invaluable insights into this intricate domain. Initial reflections on these
can be traced back to the Notebooks 1914-1916 and discussions within the
Vienna Circle.

In this argument, I posit that Wittgenstein’s notion of probability, despite
facing substantial critique—many of which have been aptly addressed by
Cuffaro in (Cuffaro 2010)—remains a significant exemplar of the symbiotic
relationship between classical logic and probability theory. This synergy has
been further advanced by eminent philosophers such as Ramsey and De
Finetti, who have embraced and expanded upon this conceptual interplay in
their respective works. For instance, De Finetti elucidates in "Theories of
Probabilities" that probability inherently resides within subjective realms,
encapsulating one’s "degree of beliefs." This intrinsic link between classical
logic and the subjective assessment of probabilities is widely acknowledged
and appreciated within philosophical discourse.

Moreover, what Wittgenstein suggested in the Tractatus, i.e., that probability is
a relationship between beliefs and the logic, will be a firm point also in his
later writings. For example in the Big Typescript he writes:

Induction is a process based on an economic principle. (BT §33.3)

Articulating a notion that resonated strongly with De Finetti, it becomes
evident that probability is inherently grounded in subjective interpretation
and operates on an economic principle. By leveraging beliefs alongside
classical logic, the framework fundamentally aligns itself with Classical Logic,
thus situating probability within the confines of Classical Logic and
concurrently diminishing its boundaries due to Post-Completeness. This
perennial issue arises when beliefs are contextualized within Classical Logic,
necessitating a trade-off between consistency and structural integrity. The
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forfeiture of structurality precludes the utilization of Substitution, one of the
fundamental operation within classical logic.

Concluding, Wittgenstein’s view on probability has several peculiar as- pects. If
we follow Wittgenstein’s idea until the very end, his view on probability
remains within the boundaries of Classical Logic (it is, in fact, only a
generalization, but the structure remained the same), and, as we have shown,
it also satisfies Kolmogorov’s axioms and resolves the Lottery Paradox. These
significant aspects aid in understanding how probability can be constructed
within or outside Classical Logic. Expanding the boundaries of Classical Logic
is technically challenging but straightforward: it suffices to add semantics that
can reconnect our logic to the mathematical form of probability. Conversely,
staying within the boundaries of Classical Logic is more difficult to justify but
technically simpler and philosophically more intriguing. We believe that
Wittgenstein was able to grasp many of the problems that logicians still face
today when dealing with Probability and Classical Logic, and he resolved them
in an elegant and synthetic manner. We propose that this initial attempt
served as the foundation upon which De Finetti and Ramsey based their work,
and its philosophical significance must be revitalized.

6. Conclusions
In this paper we provided a description of the first Wittgenstein’s view on
probability.

In our paper, we have extensively tackled the challenges posed by
Wittgenstein’s probabilistic framework, particularly focusing on the Lottery
Paradox. At first glance, Wittgenstein’s approach to probability may seem
unorthodox, but upon closer examination, it reveals a coherent structure that
aligns with Kolmogorov’s axioms and qualifies as a supraclassical logic.

Our research underscores the consistency of Wittgenstein’s perspective,
offering a resolution to the Lottery Paradox within this framework. What was
once considered a paradox now finds clarity through an extension of classical
logic.
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While our methodology isn’t a complete departure from conventional ap-
proaches, it deserves more attention for its innovative incorporation of beliefs
into the analysis of probability. This inclusion adds a fresh dimension to the
field and sets the stage for the development of a robust supraclassical
probabilistic logic.

Looking forward, we anticipate that our exploration of supraclassical logic and
probabilistic reasoning, enriched by Wittgenstein’s philosophical insights, will
contribute significantly to the establishment of a solid founda- tion bridging
logic and philosophy.
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Toward a Dissolution of the Color-Exclusion “Problem”
Edgar Boedeker (Cedar Falls, USA)

Abstract

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein makes numerous demands, including the following: (1) All
propositions are sentential or, for the purposes of this paper, quantificational truth-functions
of logically independent elementary propositions. (2) All necessary, impossible, or contingent
propositions are logically true (tautologous), logically false (contradictory), or “senseful” (
sinnvoll), respectively. (3) It’s “impossible” “for two colors to be in one place in the visual field
at the same time” (6.3751); attributions of just one color to a place and time are contingent.
Upon his public return to philosophy, Wittgenstein argued in “Some Remarks on Logical
Form” that (1)-(3) are inconsistent, and (1) must be abandoned. What’s known in the literature
as the “color-exclusion problem” is the puzzle of how to reconcile these demands. Employing
quantification, three dyadic predicates, and the additive “RGB” color-model, I show how to
accomplish this for attributions to visible objects of white, black, and pure primary and
secondary colors. These analyses are “ontologically” neutral, thus bypassing longstanding
debates concerning whether the Tractatus is committed to phenomenalism or physicalism.
The syntax of the notation I propose mirrors the “logical form” of visible objects: all such
objects have some color. I conclude by arguing this approach should be regarded not as
providing a solution to a problem, but as dissolving a pseudo-problem.

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein makes numerous demands, including the
following:

Dem1: All propositions are sentential or, for the purposes of this paper,
quantificational truth-functions of logically independent (4.211, 5.134,
5.152) elementary propositions (5, 5.3, 6-6.001).

Dem2: All necessary, impossible, or contingent propositions are logically
true (tautologous), logically false (contradictory), or “senseful” (sinnvoll),
respectively (5.525; cf. 6.375).

Dem3: It’s “impossible” “for two colors to be in one place in the visual field
at the same time” (6.3751). Attributions of just one color to a place and
time are contingent.

Consider the sentence “Just red is in place P at time T and just blue is in P at T,
expressed as “RPT A BPT” (RLF 1929: 168-171). If “RPT” and “BPT” are
elementary propositions, Dem1 implies it can be expressed in a standard, four-
row truth-table (figure 1).
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RPT | BPT

M|
|||
m|m|m|A

Figure 1.

Dem2-Dem3 imply this proposition is a “contradiction” (6.3751). The four-row
truth-table, however, wrongly displays it as if it were senseful, hence
contingent, as seen in its first row. Its proper expression (figure 2) eliminates
this row (RLF 1929: 1691).

RPT | BPT
T|F |F
F | T |F
F|F |F

Figure 2.

But this violates Dem1. Dem1-Dem3 thus appear inconsistent.
At 6.3751, Wittgenstein proposes dealing with this difficulty as follows:

Consider how this contradiction manifests itself in physics — roughly like
this: that a particle cannot have two velocities at the same time; that is,
that it cannot be in two places at the same time; i.e., that particles in
different places at one time cannot be identical.

Frank Ramsey argued this “solution” is untenable, for “Wittgenstein is only
reducing the difficulty to that of the necessary properties of space, time, and
matter”; but these “properties [...] are hardly capable of a further
reduction” (1923: 31) to logical truths or falsehoods. If no such analyses can be
found, Dem1-Dem3 remain inconsistent.

This puzzle is known in the literature as the “color-exclusion problem” or
“color-incompatibility problem”. Upon his public return to philosophy,
Wittgenstein (RLF 1929: 168-171) maintained it’s insoluble, inferring he must
abandon Dem1. This is often regarded as the first crack in the edifice of the
Tractatus (e.g., Jacquette 1997: 153-192, Medina: 2002: 5-53). Moss (2012) and
Hintikka and Hintikka (1986: 121-124) have proposed “solutions”, but they face
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difficulties; cf. Welty (2021) on Moss, and Sudrez (2014: 36-40) on Hintikka and
Hintikka.

Here, I’ll propose a way to analyze certain color-attribution statements that
satisfies Dem1-Dem3, and Dem4-Dem5 below. Employing quantification, three
dyadic predicates, and the “RGB” color-model, it allows for the expression of
attributions to visible objects of white, black, and pure primary and secondary
colors. I conclude by arguing this approach should be regarded not as
providing a solution to a problem, but as dissolving a pseudo-problem.

Canfield (1976; cf. Chandler [2023]) proposes a way to satisfy Dem1-Dem3. It
will prove helpful to present my proposal through an explication and critique
of his.

He analyzes color-attribution sentences as sentential truth-functions of
elementary propositions formed using Wittgenstein’s triadic predicate xPT.
The values of x are degrees of primary colors red, blue, green, and yellow,

referred to by names “r7 s “rj”, “D.”; woes “bk”, “GL75 v 807 Y75 e Y

“RPT”, e.g., gets analyzed as RPT1:

“r PT A\ =T,PT A .... A =TPT A =b,PT A ~b,PT A ... A ~b,PT \
-g,PT A\ ~g,PT A ... \ ~g PT A\ -y, PT A\ y,PT ... A\ -y PT”,

the ellipses standing for the conjunctions of the negations of the appropriate
remaining elementary propositions. “BPT” is analyzed as BPT1, resulting from
RPT1 by replacing “r, PT” with “-~r PT”, and “-b,PT” with “b PT”.

Canfield treats non-primary colors as mixtures of degrees of primary ones (cf.
BT 2005: 340f). Here, he employs a “subtractive” color-model: although degrees
of primary colors are not pigments (BT 2005: 341, PR 1975: 273), they possess
combinatory properties mirroring them. “Orange is in P at T” (“OPT”), e.g., is
analyzed as OPT1, resulting from RPT1 by replacing “-y, PT” with “y, PT”.

Since Canfield’s approach allows for the possibility that degrees of different
primary colors occupy the same spatiotemporal location, it satisfies Dem1.
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His analyses also form the basis of a way to satisfy Dem2-Dem3. E.g., analyzing
“RPT /\ BPT” as the conjunction of RPT1 and BPT1 shows it’s contradictory,
hence impossible. Accordingly, necessary truth

“RPT — -BPT”
is manifestly tautologous, and “RPT” and “BPT” senseful, i.e., contingent.
Wittgenstein, however, makes a further demand:

Dem4: “There is one and only one complete analysis of a
proposition” (3.25).

The propositions to be analyzed here are such color-attributions as “RPT”.
There’s a one-to-one relation between these propositions and what I'll call
possible (truthmaking) “visible situations”: the presence of just one color in P
at T. In four ways, CD1-CD4, Canfield’s proposal fails to satisfy Dem4. CD1-CD3
concern its yielding more than one analysis of certain color-attribution
sentences, something Wittgenstein deems “obviously absurd” (1929: 168).
Every proposition, after all, has just one set of truth-conditions. Indeed, since
all Canfield-style analyses are mutually contradictory, his proposal entails
there would be contingent color-attribution sentences with mutually
contradictory analyses.

CD1, endemic to subtractive color-models, pertains to attributions of just one
primary color to a spatiotemporal location. Since a single “dab” of a color in P
at T looks the same as two or more “dabs” of it, RPT1, e.g., describes the same
visible situation (RPT) as does RPT2, resulting from RPT1 by replacing “-r,PT”

with “rzPT”.

CD2 involves attributions of mixtures of primary colors. Since degrees of the
same color are indistinguishable, analyses differing only by interchanging
their names describe the same visible situation. OPT1, e.g., describes the same
one (OPT) as does OPT2, resulting from OPT1 by replacing “r,RT” with “-r,RT”,

“=r,RT” with “r,RT”, “y, PT” with “~y PT”, and “-y,PT” with “y,PT".

CD3 concerns the joint negation of each attribution of a degree of primary
color. It becomes pressing when we complete the color-octahedron by
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supplementing Canfield’s primary colors with black and white (PR 1975: 51f,
278f; WWK 1984: 42f1), required to attribute not just hue, but also brightness.
Since it makes no sense to try to say that a “patch” (2.0131) with positive
extension in two dimensions (RLF 1929: 166) is colorless, i.e., invisible, this
sentence is either nonsensical or attributes the color of the background
“canvas” (cf. PR 1975: 115) to this spatiotemporal location. But the latter
proposition asserts the existence of the same visible situation as does the
proposition explicitly attributing this color to P at T. Here again, we’d absurdly
have mutually contradictory analyses of the same color-attribution.

CD4 lies in Canfield’s analyses failing to be “complete” (RLF 1929: 167; cf. PR
1975: 1080), i.e., to specify exactly what color is said to be at a spatiotemporal
location. For they only state that the explicitly named degrees of primary colors
are or aren’t in P at T. It’s thus unclear whether Canfield’s analyses lay out the
full truth-conditions of the propositions they purport to analyze. To eliminate
this “indeterminalcy]” (MS 105: 82), we’d have to conjoin to his analyses a
“completing supplementary statement” (RLF 1929: 169) asserting that no other
colors are there and then. Wittgenstein suggests such an “addition” can’t “be
made” (PR 1975: 109). In standard predicate logic,

““(Ix)XPT N p)”

might fit the bill, where p is the conjunction of all expressions -x = z for every
degree-of-a-primary-color z attributed to P at T. But this departs from
Canfield’s non-quantificational analyses, opening the door to the
quantificational ones I'll propose.

To satisfy Wittgenstein’s demands, I’ll adopt not a subtractive color-model, but
an “additive” one. In the case of physical colors, the one I'll be employing
works by bathing an otherwise unilluminated black surface in combinations of
red, green, and blue colored lights of various intensities. It’s well known that
colors of (virtually) any hue, saturation, and brightness can be determined
with this “RGB” color-model. I’ll use the “classical” model, not one employed in
graphics applications. The color space of my analyses is discrete, not
continuous. This tallies with Wittgenstein’s claim that all “systems for
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describing the world” have “a specific fineness of grain”, such that we “can
always get as close as [we] want to” the world’s being “completely
described” (6.341-6.342).

Relations among electromagnetic light, color as perceived, and various color
spaces are highly complex. Here, I'm not proposing a physical, psychological,
or physiological theory of color or color-perception, but a way to analyze
logically certain color-attribution statements. The sole purpose of the analyses
I provide is to satisfy Dem1-Demb5, and that’s just how they should be
understood. They’re “ontologically” neutral as to whether visible objects occur
in a “phenomenological” sphere of sense-data (a view Wittgenstein maintained
in most of 1929) or in the physical world, thus appropriately circumventing
longstanding debates concerning whether the Tractatus — a work not in
“epistemology” (4.1121), but the philosophy of logic - is committed to
phenomenalism (e.g., Hintikka and Hintikka [1989: 137-175]) or physicalism
(e.g., Lampert [2000]).

Here I'll bracket spatiotemporal locations, focusing exclusively on attributing
colors to simple objects in the visual field. The analyses employ just three
dyadic predicates, which I'll elucidate — not define — as follows:

RVixVyi:  (visible object) xV is-bathed-in-a-degree-of-red-light-by

(illuminator) y'.

GVixVyl:  (visible object) xV is-bathed-in-a-degree-of-green-light-by

(illuminator) y'.

BVixVyl:  (visible object) xV is-bathed-in-a-degree-of-blue-light-by

(illuminator) y'.

The ordered superscripts indicate which arguments may and may not occur in
the first and second places of the predicates; thus that all and only visible

objects aV, bY, etc., can be-bathed-in-a-degree-of-colored-light, and all and only

“jlluminators” @, b, etc., can thus bathe them.

These predicates therefore satisfy a final Tractarian demand, not met by
Canfield’s analyses:
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Demb5: Something is a visible object only if it can occur in a possible state-
of-things (Sachverhalt) in which it has a color (2.013-2.0131); and it must be
possible to construct a “correct concept-script” (5.534) whose “logical
syntax” (cf. 3.325) precludes the formation of “nonsensical pseudo-
propositions” (4.1272) not conforming to this “logical form” (2.0233; cf.
2.0251) of visible objects.

Whereas our predicates are “real functions” (4.126) corresponding to “real
(external) relations” (4.122) among objects, “visible object” and “illuminator”
express “formal concepts” (4.122, 4.126, 4.12721) corresponding to “formal”,
“internal”, properties of objects: what’s “unthinkable that [they don’t]
possess” (4.123). We employ predicates to say how visible objects and
illuminators are related, but we can’t say what formal properties they have;
this “shows itself”, via superscripts, “in the very sign[s] for the object[s]” (4.126;
cf. 4.124).

Colors of visible objects are determined as follows. Let n be the total number of

illuminators, the set of which is finite and non-empty. If visible object aV is-
bathed-in-a-degree-of-red-light-by r illuminators, is-bathed-in-a-degree-of-
green-light-by g illuminators, and is-bathed-in-a-degree-of-blue-light-by b
illuminators; then a" has the color yielded by combining red, green, and blue
lights of intensities

(r/n),(g/n),and (b/n),
respectively, where 1 is full intensity.

Each illuminator can bathe any combination of visible objects independently
in any combination of one or no degree of red, green, or blue light. Our
predicates thus satisfy Dem1.

We can imagine things as follows. Illuminators are like white lights with equal
intensity, each focused on every visible object via three conduits. One contains
just a red filter, another green, the third blue. Each conduit is either closed

(e.g., “RViavcY) or open (“bathing”, e.g., RViaVc). With visible objects a” and bY

and illuminators c! and d., figure 3 illustrates

“RVig¥c! \ GVia¥c! A\ -BViavc! A\
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~RVig¥d! A\ ~GVavd' A -BViad' A\
-RVipVel A -GViBVE A BVipVel A
RVipVd: A -GVipVdl A -BViHVd?™.

visible illuminator

CI

B. .
illuminator

R dl

G
R: red filter B
G: green filter
B: blue filter
Figure 3.

Assuming ¢! and d' are the only illuminators, full-intensity colored light is two
degrees. Since aV is bathed (by c) just in one degree of red light and one of
green, and bV is bathed just in one degree of blue light (by c) and one of red

(by dY), a¥ is dark yellow and b¥ dark magenta.

Key to my approach is the fact that no constant names of illuminators occur in
analyses of color-attribution sentences. Rather, each analysis contains bound

variables — “x” in the analyses below — ranging over all illuminators.
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I'll now provide some examples of such analyses, for perspicuity using
standard notation instead of Wittgenstein’s N-operator (5.5, 5.502, 6-6.001) and
his way of eliminating the identity-sign (5.53-5.533):

(i) “a¥ is just red”:
“VXHRVa"x A ~(FxHGVa %! N\ ~(IxHBViavx™.
(ii) “a” is just blue”:
“2(IXHRViaVXE A ~(IxHGVia"xt A (VxHBYia x>,
(iii) “aV is just [pure secondary color] magenta”:
“(VXHRViaVXE A ~(IxHGViavxt A (VXHBYia"x™.
(iv) “a’ is just white”:
“(VXHRViaVxE A (VXHGViavxE A (VxHBViavx?.
(v) “a” is just black”:
“2(IXHRVIa"xE A ~(IxHGViaxE A ~(IxHBViavx?.
(vi) “Something is just black”:
“(IY)(TXDHRVYXE A ~(IxXHGVyVxE A (3 xHBViyvxh)”,

Such analyses allow us to satisfy Dem2-Dem3. The analysis of “a is both just
red and just blue”, e.g., is manifestly logically false: the conjunction of the
analyses of (i) and (ii), which I’ll abbreviate as

(A-1) N\ (A-id).

Accordingly, analyses of such necessary truths as “If a¥ is just red, then it’s not
just blue” are manifestly logically true; and analyses of attributions of just one
color senseful, hence contingent.

My proposal also satisfies Dem4. I'll illustrate this by showing how, mutatis
mutandis, it overcomes CD1-CD4; as far as I can see, these are the only
difficulties with Canfield’s approach. My use of an additive color-model avoids
CD1; for whereas in subtractive models adding degrees of a single primary
color doesn’t change the visible situation described, adding degrees of a
colored light does. This approach also circumvents CD2; although illuminators
themselves are indistinguishable, since we attribute a color to a visible object
via bound variables whose values are names of illuminators, just which
instantiations make these quantificational statements true or false is
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irrelevant. And since (v) is the analysis just of “aV is just black”, CD3 doesn’t
arise. Finally, my proposal overcomes CD4; whereas we can’t tell from
Canfield’s non-quantificational analyses whether there’s a degree-of-primary-

color they don’t name, the use of bound variable x' in our analyses allows us to
make statements about all illuminators.

We can thus see that my approach satisfies Dem1-Dem5 for attributions of
white, black, and the remaining pure primary color (green) and pure
secondary colors (yellow and cyan).

It encounters a complication, however, for it can’t provide one and only one
complete analysis of attributions of tertiary, quaternary, etc., colors. Take
orange, resulting from combining just full-intensity red light with green light

in a 2:1 ratio. a’ is orange if

“(IxHIYHRYa X! A RViayt A ~xt=yi A ~(TZHRVIaVZ! A -zt =x! A -zE=y) A
(Bu)(GVa"ul A (Ul =x V ul=y) A ~(IwHGVia"w! A -wi=ub)) A
(in)R"ia"xi A ﬂ(Exi)B"ia"xi”

is true. This analysis implies there are exactly two illuminators, so full-

intensity colored light is two degrees. But a’ is orange also if the ratio is the
same and the number of illuminators, hence degree of full-intensity colored
light, is four, six, eight, etc. To yield the one-to-one relation, required by Dem4,
between color-attributions and their analyses, we must analyze the
proposition by asserting the “disjunction” of the members of the “formal
series” (Formenreihe: 5.501, 4.1273) of propositions asserting that the 2:1 ratio
obtains, each with a different even number of illuminators. In my (2023), I
show how to construct propositions involving formal series.

I suggest we regard my approach to color-attribution statements not as
providing a solution to a problem — a term generally used in the literature — but
as dissolving a pseudo-problem. Here’s what I mean. Someone expresses p’s
being a puzzle for them when they ask a question expressible as “Why is ‘p’
true?”, “Why is ‘p’ impossible?”, etc. (I disregard cases where this isn’t the case
for “p”.) Posing such a question opens the floor to two kinds of adequate
replies. One is a true explanatory sentence expressible as “p’ is true (etc.)
because g”, where the proposition expressed by “p” occurs in the reply worded

Edgar Boedeker, "Toward a Dissolution of the Color-Exclusion “Problem™. In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage der Osterreichischen
Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed. by Yannic Kappes,
Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



84

Toward a Dissolution of the Color-Exclusion “Problem” | Edgar Boedeker

only as in the question. Such a reply (partially) solves the puzzle. A puzzle is a
problem if it can be solved. Electromagnetic theories of physical light and
physiological theories of retinal functions provide (partial) solutions to the
problem of why we perceive colors as we do.

A second kind of adequate reply dissolves the puzzle expressed in the question.
Here, the reply formulates “p” in more perspicuous terms so it’s no longer a
puzzle for the person who had asked it. A puzzle is a pseudo-problem if it can
be dissolved.

We can reformulate the puzzle raised by our initial example as “Why is ‘a’ is
just red and just blue’ impossible?”, the proposition imperspicuously expressed
as

“Ra’ N Ba"”.
Our analyses permit the reply that it’s impossible because it means
(A-D) A (A-iD).

Since this is a manifest logical falsehood, the initial puzzle is dissolved,
revealing it to be a pseudo-problem.

Here we have an example of the “activity” Wittgenstein at 4.122 posits as
definitive of philosophy. Its “purpose is the logical clarification of thoughts”
through “elucidations”, i.e., analysis, the “result” of which “is not ‘philosophical
propositions’, but propositions becoming clear.” Such elucidations allow us to
“avoid” (3.325) philosophical “confusions” (3.324) that “rest on a
misunderstanding of the logic of our language” (Preface, 12; cf. 4.003). I hope
to have accomplished this with puzzles concerning certain impossible color-
attributions, and pointed a way toward doing so with others.
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Being Pleonastic
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Abstract

In his book The Things We Mean (2003) and in other works, Stephen Schiffer has proposed an
interesting and original theory of meaning. According to it, statements (or token declarative
sentences) express Schifferian propositions, i.e. propositions which are (i) pleonastic, (ii)
unstructured, and (iii) more or less fine-grained depending on the conversational contexts
where the statements are made.

This paper will examine the feature (i) of Schifferian propositions. I will first introduce and
attempt to elucidate the notions of pleonastic proposition and pleonastic entity more
generally, by presenting five interpretations of them in terms of nonexistence, essence,
ontological dependence, supervenience, and conceptual soundness. I will select the
interpretation that seems to me most convincing and, in order to address certain challenges, I
will propose refinements to those notions. Yet, additional problems will arise, to the extent
that the usefulness of pleonastic propositions and pleonastic entities will be ultimately called
into question.

In his book The Things We Mean (2003) and in other works, Stephen Schiffer
has proposed an interesting and original theory of meaning. According to it,
statements (or token declarative sentences, i.e. utterances and inscriptions of
type declarative sentences) express Schifferian propositions, i.e. propositions
which are (i) pleonastic, (ii) unstructured, and (iii) more or less fine-grained
depending on the conversational contexts where the statements are made.

The present paper focuses on the feature (i) of Schifferian propositions. After
introducing (§1), attempting to elucidate (§2), and even refine (§3) Schiffer’s
notions of pleonastic proposition and pleonastic entity more generally, it will
be argued that these notions are problematic in various respects (84, §5), to the
extent that their usefulness will be ultimately called into question.

1. Pleonastic entities and pleonastic propositions
Schiffer (2003) characterizes pleonastic entities, viz. properties and
propositions, as follows:

Pleonastic entities are entities whose existence is typically secured by
something-from-nothing transformations ... . We have a something-from-
nothing transformation when from a statement involving no reference to
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an F we can deduce a statement that does refer to an F. The property of
being a dog is a pleonastic entity. From the statement

Lassie is a dog,

whose only singular term is “Lassie”, we can validly infer the pleonastic
equivalent

Lassie has the property of being a dog,

which contains the new singular term “the property of being a dog”,
whose referent is the property of being a dog. (2003: 61)

Incidentally, by “valid inference” Schiffer means conceptually (rather than
logically) valid inference (2016: 390).

Propositions ... are also pleonastic entities. They have their something-
from-nothing transformations, such as the one that takes us from

Lassie is a dog,

whose only singular term continues to be “Lassie”, to another of its
pleonastic equivalents,

That Lassie is a dog is true

... which contains the singular term “that Lassie is a dog”, whose referent
is the proposition that Lassie is a dog. (2003: 71)

In addition to properties and propositions, the list of pleonastic entities
includes fictional characters (2003: 51), events (2003: 63) and arguably all
abstract entities.

So, like Frege, Russell and their contemporary followers, Schiffer admits
abstract entities, but he regards them as pleonastic. This is thought to be an
advantage of Schiffer’s view over the Fregean/Russellian view: the former
should be ontologically more parsimonious or less committed than the latter

[We should not] take the existence of [pleonastic] propositions very
seriously. They exist, but only in a very deflationary, or minimalist ... way.
(1990: 268 — boldface mine)
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[Pleonastic entities] are hypostatizations of certain linguistic or conceptual
practices. (2000: 7)

[Als properties are shadows of predicates, so propositions are shadows of
sentences. (2003: 71)

Yet, it is somehow unclear what it means for something to exist in a
deflationary or minimalist way, or to be a hypostatization or a shadow of
something else.

2. What exactly does “pleonastic” mean?

First hypothesis: nonexistence

It is rather common among analytic philosophers nowadays to conceive
existence as a first-order property (Salmon 1987; Kaplan 1989: 541 and 1989a:
580n29; Crane 2013: 34; Priest 2016: 13, 59), especially after Salmon’s (1987)
influential arguments in favor of it. Based on this conception, the totality of all
objects can be divided into two (mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive)
categories: existent objects, which exemplify the (first-order) property of
existence; and nonexistent objects, which we can quantify over and refer to but
which lack such a property. The passages by Schiffer (1990, 2000, 2003) cited at
the end of §1 (especially the underlined sentence) may lead to hypothesize that
pleonastic “entities” are nonexistent objects.

I think this hypothesis should be rejected. For, first, there is no evidence that
Schiffer subscribes to the conception of existence as a first-order property and
to nonexistent objects. Second, even in recent works such as (2016), he
unequivocally affirms that something-from-nothing inferences establish the
existence of pleonastic entities.

Second hypothesis: essence

Another option that must be turned down is one hypothesizing that the essence
of a pleonastic entity, e.g. a proposition, is contained within the essence of the
premise of a something-from-nothing transformation: the former essence,
unlike the latter, includes e.g. the role of primary truth bearer with truth
conditions that are essential and absolute.
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Third hypothesis: ontological dependence
A further hypothesis posits that pleonastic entities ontologically depend on the
premises of their something-from-nothing transformations.

Ontological dependence: An object a ontologically depends on an object b
if and only if a can exist only if b exists.

In the following passage, Schiffer would seem to endorse such a hypothesis:

Unlike electrons, trees, rocks and other things that enjoy the highest
degree of ontological and conceptual independence from our linguistic
and conceptual practices, pleonastic entities ... [are] determined by our
hypostatizing linguistic practices. (2000: 9 — boldface mine)

But in (2003) Schiffer clarifies:

Pleonastic entities are entities whose existence is typically secured by
something-from-nothing transformations — “secured” not necessarily in
the sense that they are brought into existence (like fictional entities) ...
(2003: 61)

Of course, if pleonastic entities are not brought into existence by something-
from-nothing transformations, then the former do not ontologically depend on
(the premises of) the latter. Schiffer’s rejection of the ontological-dependence
hypothesis is even more explicit in the following passage from (2016):

I do say that propositions, properties et al. are not as ontologically and
conceptually independent of us as rocks and electrons, [but] I nowhere say
that pleonastic entities other than fictional characters are language-
created ... . (2016: 392)

Regarding properties specifically, Schiffer offers an argument against the
hypothesis under consideration:

I don’t see how [the view that pleonastic properties are creations of our
conceptual or linguistic practices] can be literally true, since properties
exist in every possible world, and thus in possible worlds in which there
are neither thinkers nor speakers. (2003: 66)
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Fourth hypothesis: supervenience
Pleonastic entities are entities whose existence is typically secured by
something-from-nothing transformations — “secured” ... in the sense that
their existence supervenes on the premises of something-from-nothing
transformations. (2003: 61 — boldface mine)

I’'m not sure to understand the claim that (j) the existence of pleonastic entities
supervene on the premises of something-from-nothing transformations, at
least if the standard characterization of supervenience below is adopted.
Conversely, I understand, based on that characterization, the claim that (jj)
pleonastic entities supervene on the premises of something-from-nothing
transformations: (jj) entails that if two pleonastic entities differ, then the
premises of their something-from-nothing transformations must also differ.

Supervenience: The Fs supervene on the Gs if and only if there can be a
difference in the Fs only if there is a difference in the Gs.

However, the supervenience hypothesis raises questions about the purported
advantage (highlighted in §1) of Schiffer's ontology over the Fregean/
Russellian one: it is true that abstract entities a la Frege/Russell enjoy complete
independence of language and mind, whereas pleonastic abstract entities
would supervene on linguistic and cognitive practices; yet, the latter entities,
exactly as the former, would exist and would be ontologically independent of
those practices; consequently, the advantage of Schiffer’s ontology over the
Fregean/Russellian one would be very limited, if not insignificant.

The supervenience hypothesis also faces another problem. Suppose that by
observing two similar dogs without knowing their names and without
possessing sufficient descriptive information to discriminate them, Mary utters
(1) below, once referring to one dog and another time referring to the other
dog. Additionally, consider that according to Perry (1993), the demonstrative
“it” in (1) is not replaceable by any coreferring term without compromising its
cognitive significance. All this poses a challenge to the view that the pleonastic
propositions expressed by Mary’s utterances of (1) supervene on premises of
something-from-nothing transformations: in this case, it seems that two
different propositions are introduced using twice one and the same sentence,
(1), which may play the role of the premise of a unique something-from-
nothing transformation.
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(1) It's a beautiful dog.

Fifth hypothesis: conceptual soundness

In personal communication, Schiffer has insisted that the existence of
pleonastic entities, e.g. the pleonastic proposition that Lassie is a dog, is
secured by the conceptual soundness of the inference (Inf 1) below. An
inference is conceptually sound if and only if all of its premise are true and
there is no conceptually possible world where all its premises are true and its
conclusion is false.

(Inf 1)
(P1) Lassie is a dog.
So, (C1) that Lassie is a dog is true.

Nevertheless, as in the case of the supervenience hypothesis, it is unclear what
the ontological advantage of the pleonastic conception of abstract entities over
Frege's/Russell's conception would be.

Moreover, conceptual soundness relies on the notion of concept, which, in the
context of Schiffer's theory, is a delicate notion: concepts, i.e. ways of thinking
of objects (2016: 411, 433), might be regarded as pleonastic entities; of course,
defining a pleonastic entity by appealing to pleonastic entities themselves risks
to create a vicious circle.

3. Attempts to refine Schiffer’s characterization of pleonastic entity

Restoring the ontological-dependence hypothesis

In order for the ontology of pleonastic abstract entities to be more
parsimonious or less committed than the Fregean/Russellian one, it seems to
me indispensable that the ontological-dependence hypothesis is adopted, pace
Schiffer. As regards at this point the supervenience and the conceptual-
soundness hypotheses, they can either (a) be integrated in some way with the
ontological-dependence hypothesis or (b) be dismissed altogether. Option (b)
seems to me the preferable one, given the difficulties posed by those two
hypotheses.
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Nonexistent pleonastic objects

However, once the ontological-dependence hypothesis is restored, the problem
mentioned in §2 of properties that appear to exist in worlds where there are
no speakers/thinkers re-arises. A solution to it could be attained by invoking
the notion of nonexistent object (§2): worlds devoid of speakers and thinkers
might be supposed to contain pleonastic properties and pleonastic objects
more generally as permanently nonexistent properties/objects.

Incidentally, a similar strategy could also be invoked to account for pleonastic
propositions which were intuitively true at a time when no speakers/thinkers
had yet appeared in our spatiotemporal universe (e.g. the proposition that
immediately after the Big Bang, matter was very hot and dense): we might say
that those propositions were already “around” at that time but only as
nonexistent objects capable of bearing truth. They came into existence (i.e. they
acquired the first-order property of existence) at a later time when speakers/
thinkers came into existence, more precisely when the premises of appropriate
something-from-nothing transformations (or at least their parts) came into
existence. The thesis that nonexistent propositions can bear truth is also
upheld by Salmon (1998: 286) and Soames (et al. 2014: 102-103).

Something-from-nothing transformations as inscriptions

We have established that pleonastic entities depend (at least ontologically) on
the premises of something-from-nothing transformations. Now, something-
from-nothing transformations are inferences (§1), i.e. sequences of type
(declarative) sentences. Type expressions are typically regarded as abstract
artifacts, as such falling into a category of things that Schiffer regards as
pleonastic. But if something-from-nothing transformations themselves are
pleonastic, then the characterization of pleonastic entity leads to a vicious
circle.

We might of course concede that something-from-nothing transformations are
sequences of token (declarative) sentences, thus concrete entities. If so, a single
pleonastic entity would not be associated to a single something-from-nothing
transformation as Schiffer usually claims, but to a class of tokens of a
something-from-nothing transformation type.

Even with this concession, though, the circle persists: by definition, a token
sentence is either an inscription or an utterance; utterances are events and, on
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Schiffer’s (2003: 63) view, events are pleonastic entities. So, in order to avoid
that pleonastic entities end up depending on other pleonastic entities, we must
exclude utterances from the aforementioned class of something-from-nothing
transformation tokens.

Summing up, a pleonastic entity would be an entity that depends, at least
ontologically, on a class of inscriptions of the premise of a something-from-
nothing transformation type. In the remainder of the paper, I will show that
even this refined characterization of pleonastic entity encounters obstacles.

4. A difficulty with language-independent propositions
The view that pleonastic propositions depend on linguistic and cognitive
practices (§3) clashes with Schiffer’s general definition of proposition:

[propositions are] abstract, mind- and language-independent entities
that have truth conditions, and have their truth conditions both essentially
and absolutely. (2003: 14 — boldface mine)

In itself, this is not a serious problem: advocates of pleonastic propositions
could simply discard Schiffer’s definition of proposition or classify pleonastic
propositions as sui generis propositions.

A more severe concern instead arises from the quasi-linguistic nature of
pleonastic propositions. Consider sentence (2) below, where the “that”-clause
refers to the proposition that the food is ready. Assume that (2) is true.
Incidentally, propositions cannot be seen; (2) should in fact be construed as
something like (2*) below (Kaplan, personal communication). Now, if
propositions are pleonastic, namely they are “shadows of sentences” (Schiffer
2003: 71), it is doubtful that (2)/(2*) is true, since Lassie is a languageless
creature. An objection of this sort is raised against logo-centric propositions by
Soames (et al. 2014: 174, 176).

(2) Lassie sees that the food is ready.

(2*) Lassie knows that the food is ready, by seeing the food.
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5. Doubts about something-from-nothing transformations

Do something-from-nothing transformations suffice to render entities pleonastic?
It is far from obvious that

(T) Being introduced by a something-from-nothing transformation is a
sufficient condition for an entity to be pleonastic.

In fact, consider the something-from-nothing transformation (Inf 2) below,
proposed by Amie Thomasson (2016). According to Thomasson, it follows from
(Inf 2) and thesis (T), unacceptably, that tables are pleonastic entities.

(Inf 2)
(P2) There are particles arranged tablewise.
So, (C2) there is a table.

Schiffer (2016: 395), of course, denies that tables are pleonastic entities.
However, he (2016: 393-394) rebuts Thomasson’s objection by arguing that
“arranged tablewise” abbreviates a phrase like the following:

so arranged that some subset of [those particles] would constitute a table
if there are any tables. (2016: 393 - boldface mine)

Since this phrase, and consequently the premise (P2), encompasses the word
“table”, (Inf 2) does not qualify as a genuine something-from-nothing
transformation.

I think there is a way to reformulate Thomasson’s objection so as to
circumvent Schiffer’s reply. Consider a particular table, t, situated (at a fixed
time) in a room, r, where no other tables are present. Let’s reformulate (Inf 2)
as (Inf 2*) below. Schiffer correctly contends that the phrase abbreviated by
“tablewise” includes the word “table”. However, “table” is not a singular term
referring to the table ¢: it is a common name referring to the kind table
(Salmon 2012: 472). In fact, the abbreviated phrase contains no term referring
tot.

(Inf 2%)
(P2*) There are particles arranged tablewise in r.
So, (C2*) thereistinr.
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Perhaps, Schiffer could counter that even (Inf 2*) does not qualify as a genuine
something-from-nothing transformation, because (P2*) contains a term,
“table”, which refers to a pleonastic entity, viz. the abstract (Salmon 2012: 472)
kind table.

Consider then (Inf 3) below. This inference should evade both objections raised
above against (Inf 2) and (inf 2*): the phrase “collectively designated by an
inscription ‘Vienna’” in (P3) does not encompass any term referring to Vienna
or referring to any abstract (and thus pleonastic, on Schiffer’s view) entity.
Therefore, (Inf 3) should qualify as a genuine something-from-nothing
transformation, leading, on the basis of thesis (T) above, to the conclusion that
Vienna is a pleonastic entity. Since this conclusion is unacceptable, (T) must be
rejected.

(Inf 3)
(P3) There are particles collectively designated by an inscription “Vienna”.
So, (C3) there is Vienna.

In a passage of (2000), Schiffer seems to admit the falsity of (T), implicitly
replacing it with something like (T*) below:

pleonastic entities ... have, as Mark Johnston (1988) would put it, “no
hidden and substantial nature for a theory to uncover. All we know and all
we need to know about [them] in general” is determined by our
hypostatizing linguistic practices. (2000: 9)

(T*) Being introduced and being exhaustively explained by a something-
from-nothing transformation is a sufficient condition for an entity to
be pleonastic.

On the other hand, I suspect most metaphysicians would dispute the claim that
entities such as propositions, attributes, fictional characters and events lack a
“hidden and substantial nature for a theory to uncover” (Johnston 1988),
which (claim) warrants the italicized insertion in (T*). Hence, (T*) is another
dubious thesis.

Something-from-nothing transformations?
Reconsider Schiffer’s something-from-nothing transformation (Inf 1) at the end
of §2. The pleonastic proposition that Lassie is a dog depends on the premise
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(P1). Now, (P1) is more than a mere sequence of symbols: it is an English
sentence, thus a sequence of symbols endowed with a meaning and thereby
with a semantic content. So, the pleonastic proposition that Lassie is a dog
depends on the sequence of symbols (P1) plus its semantic content. This
content, i.e. what (P1) expresses, cannot be the pleonastic proposition that
Lassie is a dog itself: otherwise, we would fall into a vicious circle. The content
in question will be, by exclusion, a non-pleonastic proposition that Lassie is a
dog. But, what is the point of introducing pleonastic propositions in ontology if
their explanation ultimately depends on corresponding non-pleonastic
propositions? This concern extends to all pleonastic entities: e.g. the pleonastic
property of being a dog ends up depending on the non-pleonastic property of
being a dog, thus rendering the former entity redundant and thereby
dismissible.
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Are Artificial Neurons Neurons?
Johannes Brinz (Osnabriick, Germany)

Abstract

The media often discuss artificial neural networks like ChatGPT or Amazon's Alexa, and
policymakers grapple with regulating emerging technologies. However, the precise nature of
"artificial neurons" remains ambiguous. Is this term to be understood merely metaphorically
or does it refer to physical entities resembling biological neurons? While commonly
understood as mathematical nodes in Al, the discussion extends deeper, particularly with the
advent of neuromorphic engineering. This paper discusses whether artificial neurons are
indeed neurons and what the potential implications are. Specifically, the paper addresses the
question: Are artificial neurons functional analogs of biological neurons? I discuss three types
of artificial neurons against the background of the two main theories of biological function,
viz. Causal Role and Selected Effects Theory. My thesis contends that while artificial neurons
lack the morphological structure of biological neurons, certain types, especially those in
neural circuits, exhibit functional parity, and thus can be considered functional analogs.

1. Introduction

The news are filled with talks of artificial neural nets such as ChatGPT or
Amazons’ Alexa, and politics currently struggle finding the right measures to
cope with those emerging technologies. But what do we actually mean, when
we speak of artificial neurons? Do we refer to real neurons (or something
similar) as in “artificial hearts” or are we speaking metaphorically? Most
people familiar with AI might think the answer is obvious: When we say, for
example, that ChatGPT has over 100 billion “neurons” we are talking of
mathematical nodes, or learning parameters, nothing alike biological neurons.
In that sense artificial neurons have nothing to do with real neurons, just as
bell curves have nothing to do with real bells. But I think, the question runs
deeper than that. First, because all artificial neurons are implemented in
hardware, and therefore become physical entities that do something
essentially neuronal: processing information. Second, computers no longer
need to be totally unlike biological brains. The field of neuromorphic
engineering works on building chips that consist of actual physical neurons
and synapses that operate with mechanisms akin to those of biological brains.
So the question I want to be asking is: Are artificial neurons neurons?

But why would that be an interesting question to ask? First of all, with AI
increasingly penetrating our everyday world, we should be clear about what
exactly we mean when we use central terms, one of them being “artificial
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neuron”. Is there a reason for calling them that way, other then it being a
useful metaphor? The term “neuron” in our everyday use if language refers to
very different structures that should be distinguished carefully in order to
better understand what we are talking about, and in order to see whether
those different structures might have some relevant similarities. Second, it has
been argued elsewhere (Brinz, forthcoming) that systems consisting of actual
neurons are more likely to generate artificial consciousness. When we
implement artificial neural networks on neuromorphic, i.e. brain-like,
hardware, we go from simulating towards replicating the brain. This might
have important moral, legal and political implications (Metzinger, 2021; Gibert
and Martin, 2022; Ladak, 2023; Shevlin, 2021; Gordon and Pasvenskiene, 2021).

In the present paper I argue that artificial neurons are not real neurons, since
they are morphologically distinct from biological neurons, but that some of
them, however, are neural analogs, i.e. they serve the same biological function as
real neurons. I proceed as follows: First, I distinguish between three types of
artificial neurons: (1) Implementations of mathematical neurons on standard
digital hardware, (2) cores on neuromorphic chips, and (3) artificial neural
circuits. Then, I discuss the two main positions in the philosophy of biological
functions: Causal Role and Selected Effects theory. I conclude that neurons of
category (3) come closest to being functional analogues of biological neurons.

2. Three categories of artificial neurons

As already mentioned, it makes sense to distinguish three categories of
artificial neurons ranked by their degree of biofidelity. (1) First, let us consider
implementations of artificial neural networks (ANNs) in standard digital
hardware. ANNs are abstract mathematical models that describe high
dimensional computations with graphs of interconnected nodes, so called
“neurons”. Effectively, they utilize matrices and non-linear functions to
process and transform input data, enabling them to learn complex patterns
and relationships through training. This allows them to perform various tasks
such as classification, regression, and pattern recognition in machine learning
applications. In this context “artificial neuron” refers to parts of graph
theoretical descriptions of complex computations, thus to abstract entities.
However, in actual Al applications ANNs are always implemented in some
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hardware. The most common hardware architecture is the von Neumann
architecture that consists of a CPU, a memory device, input/output devices, etc.
Since the vast majority of computers today operate according to this hardware
design, I refer to it as standard digital hardware (SDH). On a very simplified
view, artificial neurons in SDH are certain numbers (8, 16, 32, etc.) of
capacitors that change their state (charged, discharged) according to the
program specified by the ANN, and are arranged in a grid-like manner. (2)
Second, of particular interest to the question at hand is a different kind of
hardware architecture. Neuromorphic hardware comprises a range of
different computational approaches, all of which have in common that they
consists of “neurons”, i.e. circuits that emulate the electrical behavior of
biological neurons up to a certain degree of accuracy and “synapses” that
connect those neurons with a variable conductivity. Examples include Intel’s
Loihi (Davies et al., 2018), IBM’s TrueNorth (Merolla et al., 2014), and the very
large scale system SpiNNakker2 (Mayr & Furber 2019). Those systems are
developed to simulate ANNs with higher speed and energy efficiency. (3) The
third category consists of small scale research chips that use the same
organizing principles as the nervous systems of biological brains. Examples
range from sensory systems (Wen and Boahen 2009), to networks with
biologically 2plausible neural dynamics (Benjamin et.al. 2014)), to spike based
learning circuits (Qiao et.al. 2017). For further detail see (Indivieri 2021). Some
systems can even be used as neuroprotheses (Abu-Hassan et.al. 2019).

3. The biological function of a neuron

In neuroscience the textbook definition of neurons is something like: “cells
specialized for the generation, conduction, and transmission of electrical
signals [...]” (Purves et.al. 2018), or: “the cell type that conveys
information.” (Delcomyn 1998) Thus, neurons are partly defined
morphologically as a certain type of biological cell. This precludes all three
types of artificial neurons from being real neurons. Therefore, the answer to
the question: Are artificial neurons neurons? strictly speaking must be: No.
However, in biology the concept of (functional) analogy exists, i.e. the principle
that two morphologically different structures can have the same biological
function (Abouheif et.al. 1997, Amundsen & Lauder 1994). A well known
example are isofunctional enzymes, i.e. structurally different molecules that
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catalyze the same chemical reaction in the human metabolism. (Piergiore et.al.
2017) So the more interesting question is: Are artificial neurons functional
analogues of biological neurons?

To answer that question, we first need to understand what the function of a
neuron is. In philosophy of biology there are two main approaches to
biological functions: Causal Role, and Selected Effects Theory. I discuss them
consecutively.

The Causal Role Theory of biological functions is usually attributed to
Cummins (1975 and 1983, ch. 2), where he tries to define the function of a
certain trait. If we translate his definition to the case of neurons and the brain
we get the following statement:

[A neuron] functions as a ¢ in [the brain] (or: the function of [a neuron] in
[the brain] is to ¢) relative to an analytical account A of [the brain]’s
capacity to { just in case [the neuron] is capable of ¢-ing in the brain and
A appropriately and adequately accounts for [the brain]’s capacity to { by,
in part, appealing to the capacity of [the neuron] to ¢ in [the brain].
(Cummins 1975: 762)

So the question now is: What is ¢? What is the function of the neuron?
According to Cummins, in order to answer that question, we first need to know
what 1 is. Which capacity of the brain is it that neurons contribute to? I think
three capacities should be considered: (y,) information processing, (,)

information integration, ({,) electrical signaling. Neurons might have different

functions that contribute to those different capacities of the brain. Cummins is
also not particularly clear on what an analytical account is supposed to be.
Following that critique Carl F. Craver (2000) proposed that systems in
Cummins account should be understood as mechanisms and that “[a]n analytic
account for a mechanism is not just a list of entities and activities; [...] it
involves, in addition [...], a description of how they are organized together
actively, spatially, and temporally [...].” (Craver 2000: 61) If we want to
understand what the mechanistic role, i.e. the function, of a neuron is we need
to know how exactly it fits into the causal mechanisms of the brain. “It is by
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detailing how an item fits into the spatial, temporal, and active organization of
a mechanism (showing exactly how it contributes to S’s -ing) that one
specifies its mechanistic role.” (Craver 2000: 62)

On this understanding, the function of a trait is its disposition to bring about a
certain effect to a given cause in a specific context (Walsh & Ariew 1996).
Therefore, any two objects with the same function respond to the same cause
with the same effect as described by a given account. Any functional analog
must have the same disposition to respond to a given input stimulus (cause) in
a certain way (effect). This fact opens up the possibility of what I call the
neuronal replacement test of (biological) function:

Given a capacity Y, a description A, and a part i of a mechanism, an item 1’
is an functional analog of m if and only if the system where m is replaced with
m’ does still bring about Y as a result of the mechanism described by A.

Now we can apply the replacement test to neurons and brains. Let us begin
with the capacity to produce electrical signals (};) and a standard

neurobiological explanation of it. A given entity then is a functional analog of a
certain neuron, if the latter can be replaced by the former without affecting
the neurobiological mechanisms that produce the electrical signals of the
brain. So for 1, the application of the replacement test is rather straight

forward: Replace one biological neuron with an artificial one and see if the
brains electrical mechanisms are still intact. If they are and the brain sends the
correct impulses to muscles and glands, the artificial neuron is a functional
analog with respect to electrical signaling.

One main criticism of the Causal Role Theory, issued by the Selected Effects
Theory (Wright 1973, Milikan 1987), is that it cannot distinguish between
actual functions and mere side-effects. Besides pumping blood, one of the
effects of hearts is making throbbing noises that leave marks on an
cardiogram. According to the Causal Role Theory, heart, body, and cardiogram
form a mechanism, and the causal role of the heart in that mechanism is to
make throbbing noises which the cardiogram picks up. But it seems wrong to
say that the function of the heart is to make throbbing noises. So what is
special about pumping blood? The answer of the Selected Effects Theory is that
pumping blood is the one effect of the heart that it was selected for in the
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evolutionary history. Healthy animals survived because their hearts were
pumping sufficient amounts of blood, not because they were making certain
noises. Making throbbing noises is a mere side-effect of the hearts actual
function, viz. pumping blood.

From this perspective, one might wonder whether something similar is true
for the functions of the brain. It is alluring to say that processing ({,) and

integrating information (y,) are the relevant functions of the brain while

electrical signaling is only a mere side-effect. It is the fact that the information
about dangerous animals and nourishing food sources were processed and
integrated correctly that gave animals with healthy brains an evolutionary
advantage. The fact that this process is implemented in an electrical neuronal
mechanism seems to be merely accidental. I believe this objection holds.
Neural encoding is only one out of many ways to process and integrate the
relevant information about danger and food. However, so far we have not
been discussing a fourth important capacity of the brain: (1,") Consciousness.

Consciousness is generally considered not only a side-effect but itself a
function of the brain. Arguments have been put forward that conscious
thought production yields an evolutionary advantage (Eccles 1992). While
computationalists claim that processing information in the right way is
sufficient for a system to have mental states (Rescorla 2015), and e.g.
Integrated Information Theory conjectures that integrating information in
similar ways means having similar conscious experiences (Tononi 2004),
others believe that neither processing, nor integrating information is sufficient
for consciousness. They believe that the specific neural mechanisms give rise
to biological (Smart 2022) and artificial consciousness (Gamez 2020). Under the
assumption that consciousness is grounded in the processes described by
current neuroscience, the mechanisms that account for the electrical signaling
are the same that generate conscious experience of biological brains.

4. Results
If it is correct that the brains functions are either ({,) information processing,

(y,) information integration, (§,’) conscious thought production, or a

combination of those three, then we can now derive the biological functions of
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neurons. The function of neurons is either (¢,) being the appropriate
operational component in a certain information processing system, (¢,)
integrating information the right way, (¢,) responding to incoming spike-

trains from the post-synaptic side with the appropriate pattern of action
potentials on the pre-synaptic side, or a combination of those three. I now
consider the three types of artificial neurons to see if they can serve as
functional analogs for the different neuronal functions (¢, to ¢,). Let’s begin

with SDH. If we have an appropriately programmed ANN SDH neurons can be
used as operational components in a system that processes information in the
same way as a biological brain does (¢,). However, they are neither capable of

integrating information appropriately (¢,) (Koch 2019, Tononi and Koch 2015),
nor do they produce any spiking potentials (¢,). Neuromorphic chips also do
not have the same spiking behavior as biological neurons (¢,), however, they
are capable of processing (¢,) and also integrating information in a brain-like
manner (¢,) (Koch 2019, Tononi and Koch 2015). Artificial neural circuits are

the most similar to biological neurons. They are in principle capable of
processing (¢,) and integrating information (¢,) in the right way and they can

be build to have the same spiking behavior as biological neurons (¢,). Some

artificial neurons are specifically designed to pass the neural replacement test,
i.e. they are build as neuro-protheses (Abu-Hassan et.al. 2019). These results
are summed up in table 1.

Table 1: Artificial neurons ordered by the question of whether they serve the
corresponding function.

Information Information Spiking behavior (¢,)
processing (¢,) integration (¢,)
SDH vV # #
Neuromorphic v v #
cores
Artificial v v v
neural circuits
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5. Conclusion

In the present paper I argued that artificial neurons cannot be regarded real
neurons since they lack the right morphological structure. However, some of
them can possibly be considered functional analogs, i.e. morphologically
different entities that serve the same function. I differentiated between three
types of artificial neurons: Neurons in SDH, neuromorphic cores, and artificial
neural circuits. Considering the Causal Role and the Selected Effects Theory of
biological function, I worked out what I believe to be the most relevant
functions of neurons: Information processing, information integration, and
electronic signaling. I then tried to show that SDH neurons only can serve the
function of processing information, while neuromorphic cores additionally are
capable of integrating information in the right way. Artificial neural circuits
can serve all three functions of biological neurons, and thus are good
candidates for being considered functional analogs.
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Abstract

My essay aims to show that in Wittgenstein’s writings, as early as in the Tractatus logico-
philosophicus, there is an underlying idea of philosophy that can be traced back to a
transcendental approach, understood in a Kantian way. Wittgenstein’s intention consists in
not only to deconstruct grammatical deceptions, but also defining its limits and field of
legitimacy. In my article, the issues of the sentence as a picture and the representation are
introduced, together with the consequent anti-realistic semantics; furthermore, the
transcendental aspects of the Tractatus are explored; in light of Stenius’ theoretical proposal,
that takes shape as a discussion of the fundamental assumptions of the Critique of the pure
Reason, on the basis of which the central theses of the Tractatus are examined, an analysis of
Wittgenstein’s work will be suggested, with particular attention to the theme of
transcendental deduction. In closing, the problem of the ego is investigated, emphasizing that
the “Mystical” does not constitute the exoteric part of Wittgenstein’s masterpiece, but it is
attributable to a transcendental perspective.

The purpose of my essay is to explore transcendental features in Ludwig
Wittgenstein’s Tractatus logico-philosophicus, by highlighting that the meaning
of Wittgenstein’s critique of language is ascribable to a Kantian idea of
philosophy. Wittgenstein’s intention consists in not only to deconstruct
grammatical deceptions, but also defining its limits and field of legitimacy. The
Tractatus does not directly focus on the language, rather on its conditions of
possibility (cf. Borutti 2010: 36). In his preface to the work, Wittgenstein
himself points out that «the book will, therefore, draw a limit to thinking, or
rather, not to thinking, but to the expression of thoughts; for, in order to draw
a limit to thinking we should have to be able to think both sides of this limit
(we should therefore have to be able to think what cannot be thought)» (TLP:
27).

To ensure that the theoretical groundwork being analyzed is properly framed,
the notion of image (Bild), central in the Tractatus logico-philosophicus, will be
now examined; the conception outlined by Wittgenstein is known as
representational theory. The defining factor of an image is the coordination of
its elements with objects and their proper placement (cf. TLP 2.131), that «are
combined with one other in a definite way» (TLP 2.14) and the image shares
with its depiction what Wittgenstein calls “form of representation” (Form der
Abbildung), which «is the possibility that the things are combined with one
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another as are the elements of the picture» (TLP 2.151). In section 2.221,
Wittgenstein calls “sense” (Sinn) what an image represents (stellt dar). Every
image must have something in common with reality, and this is what
Wittgenstein refers to as logical form (cf. Perissinotto 2018: 79). Section 2.18
states that «what every picture, or whatever form, must have in common with
reality in order to be able to represent it at all, rightly or falsely, is the logical
form, that is, the form of reality». Every image has its logical form; otherwise,
its representative capacity would fail. Proposition 3.13 asserts: «to the
proposition belongs everything which belongs to the projection; but not what
is projected. Therefore, the possibility of what is projected but not this itself».
M. Black underlines that the expression “everything that belongs to the
proposition” must be read as everything that is internal to the depicting
relationship, that means the logical form that the proposition has in common
with what it represents (cf. Black 1964: 104). In section 4.12 it is stated that
«propositions can represent the whole reality, but they cannot represent what
they must have in common with reality in order to be able to represent it, the
logical form. To be able to represent the logical form, we should have to be
able to put ourselves with the proposition outside logic, that is outside the
world». As spatial image cannot depict its own form of representation,
similarly a proposition cannot represent what it must have in common with
reality. «The picture represents [stellt dar] a possible state of affairs in logical
space» (TLP 2.202). The depicting relationship is termed by the german verb
darstellen, which means to represent, in the sense of presenting intuitively,
also in a graphical form. While in the Tractatus the term vorstellen, to
represent in the sense of an idea, concept or mental reproduction of sensory
data, rarely occurs, the prevalence of the verb darstellen suggests that in
Wittgenstein’s idea of linguistic representation, and, therefore, his semantic
framework concerning the language-world relationship, the linguistic element
of presentation through a form would prevail over its conceptual aspect (cf.
Borutti 2010: 77). An image depicts a state of affairs (Sachverhalt); it does not
represent a fact that actually occurs, but its possibility, since a proposition can
be false and thus present a situation that does not exist in the world. The
conception of language as image of the world implies a reinvention of the
theme of image, of which Wittgenstein provides a non-mimetic idea (ivi: 75).
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The Tractatus offers a mere logical characterization of the notion of thought,
not referring to the psychological sphere. Wittgenstein does not reduce the
field of thinkable to what can be represented through a mental image, but to
what is capable of representation. By virtue of its depicting capability, an
image is something which truth and falseness can be predicated of. In the
proposition 4.001 it is declared that «the totality of propositions is the
language». Wittgenstein does not aim to counterpose our common language
with an ideal or logically perfect language. The essence of a proposition is not
something to which our propositions should aim and to which they might,
therefore, fail to correspond (cf. Perissinotto 2018: 72). Furthermore, a
proposition can be understood regardless of whether it is true (cf. TLP 4.024).

The conception of image previously explained has shown how the sense of a
proposition is internal, in a perspective of autonomy of language, or
immanence of language, which implies that language says what it says on the
basis of its own resources and not on the ground of conformity or
correspondence to an external structure. Although the idea of a proposition as
an image of a state of affairs could allude to a realistic semantics, the
semantics of the Tractatus does not reduce sense to reference to objects in the
external world, but is based on the autonomy of language, on its internal link
with the reality represented (on this topic, see Appelqvist 2023: 2). Logic marks
the limit of language; however, to be transcendental is not the formal logic,
rather the logical analysis of language, which leads to recognition of the logic
that underlies to the whole reality. In this particular sense, formal logic and
transcendental logic end up overlapping. Formal logic thus also becomes
transcendental, since, given that sense is conveyed in ordinary language, it is
possible to trace condition of possibilities in the assumption that there is an
isomorphism between language, thought and reality. As a result, the logical
analysis can fulfill its transcendental function of detecting the conditions of
sense, precisely because it presupposes something without which it could not
operate at all (cf. Gargani 2003: 30).

In this regard I will follow the interpretation provided by E. Stenius, that takes
shape as a discussion of the fundamental assumptions of the Critique of the
pure Reason, on the basis of which the central theses of the Tractatus are
examined. It starts from the consideration that Kant’s question about how
synthetic a priori judgments are possible is capable of establishing a
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dichotomy between what belongs to the domain of theoretical reason and
what does not. The mistake in Leibniz-Wolffian metaphysics, dogmatic
according to Kant, consisted of illegitimately applying the forms of theoretical
reason to questions lying outside its domain. This question serves as the basis
for setting the limits of theoretical reason. The analysis provided by Stenius
aims to show how some fundamental assumptions in Kant’s thought can still
be valid within a Wittgensteinian perspective. The Kantian thesis according to
which a world is a world of possible experience only if it is possible to
theoretical reason, that is, whether it is imaginable or intelligible, can also be
accepted in Wittgenstein’s philosophy, provided that imaginable and
intelligible correspond to thinking and that thought is the logical image of
reality, hence what is thinkable is what can be presented by a logical image,
that can be described by a depicting language. Thus, being possible to the
theoretical reason corresponds, in a Wittgensteinian perspective, to the
possibility in terms of what is describable in a meaningful language.

This is the essential modification of the Kantian view which gives rise to
all differences between Wittgenstein and Kant. The task of (theoretical)
philosophy is for Wittgenstein as for Kant to indicate the limits of
theoretical discourse. But since what belongs to theoretical discourse is
what can be “said” at all in language, the investigation of this limit is the
investigation of the “logic” of language, which shows the “logic of the
world”. (Stenius 1960: 218).

Given that the task of theoretical philosophy consists in a transcendental
deduction that deals with the limits of theoretical discourse rather than
speculations that transcend this limit and cannot be known theoretically, a
milestone in Kantian thought, can also be accepted in a Wittgenstenian
theoretical horizon, as long as we keep in mind that what belongs to
theoretical discourse is what can be said in language (ibidem). Section 6.13
states: «logic is not a theory but a reflection of the world. Logic is
transcendental»; according to Stenius, it can be interpreted as follows: «what
Kant’s transcendental deductions are intended to perform: this is performed
by the logical analysis of language» (ivi: 220). The Kantian thesis according to
which our experience has a form, grounded in theoretical reason, and a
content, based on our senses, remains true in Wittgenstein’s system, even
though also the external structure of reality must be included in this content.
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According to Stenius, the logical analysis of language as conceived by
Wittgenstein is a kind of transcendental deduction in the Kantian meaning,
whose purpose is to indicate the a priori form of experience, which is shown
and cannot be said. Kantian philosophy can be defined as subjective, but only
in a transcendental sense and non-empirical. Kantianism has been termed
“Critical Idealism” or “Transcendental idealism”; similarly, «Wittgenstein’s
philosophical system can be called “Critical Lingualism” or “Transcendental
Lingualism” or even “Lingualistic Idealism”» (ivi: 220).

For Wittgenstein as well the form of experience is subjective in a foundational
sense, in which the transcendental ego is to be distinguished from the
empirical one. In this regard section 5.641 is significant: «there is therefore
really a sense in which in philosophy we can talk of a non-psychological I. The
I occurs in philosophy through the fact that the “world is my world”. The
philosophical I is not the man, not the human body or the human soul of
which psychology treats, but the metaphysical subject, the limit, not a part of
the world». Therefore

The limit to thinking drawn by Wittgenstein’s transcendental deductions
can, as we have seen, properly be drawn only in language. We cannot
think what is unthinkable, but we can form linguistic expressions which
do not express thoughts, since they are simply nonsensical. Thus the limit
between what in Kantian terms belongs, and belongs not to theoretical
reason is shown by the logical distinction between sense and nonsense. It
follows that problems which according to Kant are unsolvable by
theoretical reason cannot even be raised. (Ivi: 222).

In line with Stenius’ work, K. O. Apel considers that, while Kant reframed the
traditional problems of metaphysics in terms of conditions of experience,
Wittgenstein transposed a “criticism of pure reason” into “criticism of pure
language”. H. J. Glock shares a similar view; according to him, the most wide
contact point between Wittgenstein and Kant must be recognized in their
general understanding of philosophy, that both of them interpret as a work of
delimitation of the field of scientific knowledge, and at the same time as an
activity rather than a doctrine (cf. Bastianelli 2008: 73). Under the heading
“philosophy” of his A Wittgenstein Dictionary, Glock specifies that the early
Wittgenstein remains within the tradition of Kant’s critical philosophy and
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places at the root of his vision the Kantian conception according to which
philosophy reflects on the nature and precondition of representation. The
“linguistic turn” undertaken by Wittgenstein, although in agreement with this
Kantian idea, differs insofar as these conditions solely lie in a system of rules
that regulates the logic of language. Wittgenstein draws a boundary Kantian-
inspired between science, which pictures or represents the world, and
philosophy, which reflects on the nature and conditions of possibility of this
representation, as expressed in 4.11. M. Black points out that, in Wittgenstein’s
work, the term transcendental must be understood as “beyond experience”
and “a priori”; reporting an expression from Elizabeth Anscombe, he
continues that it does not mean that logical propositions assert transcendental
truths, but they show something which pervades the whole sphere of sayable,
as all propositions do (cf. Black 1964: 329). On this topic also seems to be
significant the section 5.552, according to which «the “experience” which we
need to understand logic is not that such and such is the case, but that
something is; but that is no experience. Logic precedes every experience, that
something is so. It is before the How, not before the What».

Transcendental propositions, which, according to Kantian system cannot be
known as true by theoretical reason but only postulated by practical reason,
are not detectable in Wittgenstein’s perspective, as what they are trying to say
cannot be said. However, the ineffable plays a role of primary importance;
Wittgenstein says that «this shows itself; it is the mystical» (TLP 6.522). In
Wittgenstein, unlike the positivistic nonsense, the unsayable is not a set of
pseudo-propositions, but it bears a transcendental function: it is internally and
necessarily linked with what can be said. Saying cannot be comprehensible if
not opposed to the unsayable. In other terms, if it does not delimit it (cf. Borutti
2010: 168). Furthermore, Stenius notes that, unlike in a logical empiristic
perspective, where the nonsense has a mere negative meaning, for
Wittgenstein this notion reveals a positive value. However, the Mystical
Wittgenstein talks about should not be understood as the esoteric aspect of his
thought, as it is sometimes presented; Wittgenstein in fact had no inclination
toward mysticism (ibidem). It rather constitutes the nucleus of a classical way
of philosophizing, sharing traits with the transcendental perspective.

In order to secure the objectivity of the experience, Kant offers the solution of
a universal subjectivity, which plays the role of a unifying center of the
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multiplicity of experience. From Kant onwards, the subject has been
configured note as a mere mirror of an independent reality, but as a true core
of knowledge and guarantee of the stability of an objective and intersubjective
real world. In other words, the idea of knowledge consisting of a mere
reflection of an already given reality has been abandoned. In the Tractatus the
world is represented through meaningful propositions within the limits of
logical space. Therefore, logic is the all-pervasive medium in which the human
experience of reality takes place and the transcendental research becomes an
investigation into the condition of meaning of language. The result is that
representational knowledge is made possible by the original isomorphism
between reality and thought, manifested in the logical form of propositions (cf.
Bastianelli 2008: 173).

The logic at the core of Wittgenstein’s theory of representation is, at first
glance, a logic without subject. The risk of falling back into a solipsistic
perspective is made clear by the well-known section 5.6: «the limits (Grenzen)
of my language mean the limits of my world». However, the anti-realistic
semantics underlying to the theory of language as representation does not
imply that world and language coincide. Regarding the solipsistic risk inherent
in the Tractatus, see the section 5.633: «Where in the world is a metaphysical
subject to be noted? You say that in this case is altogether like that of the eye
and field of sight. But you do not really see the eye. And from nothing in the
field of sight can it be concluded that it is seen from an eye». And also, in 5.634:
«this [the fact that the visual field cannot be traced back to the eye] is
connected with the fact that no part of our experience is also a priori.
Everything we see could also be otherwise. Everything we can describe at all
could also be otherwise. There is no order of things a priori». An eye, while
watching, cannot see itself. It is not from elements contained in the visual field
that we understand we have eyes. The argument about the visual field shows
that we are not talking about an empiric subject which experiences the world
and represents it; rather, we are talking about language as an opening and at
the same time a limit to the world. Black points out the fact that each empirical
subject experiencing his own world is not a contingent fact. Therefore, if the
metaphysical subject were identifiable within experience, there would be
nothing a priori to discover as part of experience.
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The final section of the Tractatus, probably the most renowned of the work,
says that «whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent». (TLP, 7).
Consistently with the assumptions of the work already discussed, this duty is
not to be understood in a deontic sense, rather as the impossibility in principle
of saying something that cannot be said, showing from an inner perspective
the limits of language and the world.
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Abstract

Extended Abstract. All facts are supposed to supervene on the fundamental facts. However,
negative fact pose a problem for this supervenience thesis. If fundamental facts only include
"positive" facts, concerning (i) what fundamentally exists and (i) what fundamental properties
and relations are had by what exists, then such facts don't seem capable of necessitating
negative facts, such as "there are no ghosts". After all, it is consistent with the fundamental
positive facts that there are also additional ghosts. The fundamental positive facts only say
what is, they don't say what is not.

Alternatively, if the fundamental facts are all "atomic" (e.g. facts of the form [Fa] or [Rab],
which do not utilize any logical ideology), then such facts also have don't seem to be able to
necessitate negative facts like "there are no ghosts".

In light of this problem, most philosophers reject the view that all fundamental facts are
positive and/or atomic. However, the goal of this talk will be defend both that (i) all
fundamental facts are positive/atomic and (ii) all facts supervene on the fundamental facts.

I begin by first motivating the view that all fundamental facts are positive and atomic. Such a
view can be motivated on the basis of parsimony concerns (admitting extra fundamental
logical ideology is less parsimonious), anti-arbitrariness and anti-redundancy concerns (the
question of which logical connectives are fundmanetal threatens to be either arbitrary or
redundant), and on the basis of modal recombination arguments (fundamental positive facts
and negative facts cannot be freely modally recombined). Moreover, I argue that standard
accounts of "totality" facts do not fulfill the work that they are supposed to do.

I next turn to criticize some recent suggestions in the literature for how fundamental positive/
atomic facts might serve as a supervenience base. In particular, I argue that a commitment to
Monism (the view that there can only be one fundamental entity) does not solve the problem,
and I argue that a commitment to Necessitism (the view that necessarily, everything is
necessarily something) does not solve the problem. One common problem with both of these
views is that, while they do manage to account for why there cannot be any extra
fundamental entities, neither view is able to account for why there cannot be extra
fundamental properties/relations had by the fundamental entities.

Next, I argue that a view similar to David Lewis' Modal Realism is able to resolve these
problems. In particular, the following principle is needed:

Island Universe Plenitude: If it is possible for an island universe to have a maximally
specific qualitative character Q, then there is such an island universe.

Crucially, unlike David Lewis' view, the view that I defend is not committed to the reductionist
claim that modal facts hold in virtue of non-modal facts. It is also not committed to a Humean
recombination principle across possible worlds.
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Given Island Universe Plenitude, I argue that the fundamental facts can both be positive/
atomic and necessitate all the facts (including the negative facts). Roughly speaking, positive/
atomic facts are typically not able to necessitate negative facts because they can always be
supplemented with additional positive/atomic facts. However, if the positive/atomic facts are
plenitudinous in the way that Island Universe Plenitude describes, then this problem can be
avoided.

One potential objection to this view is that, even if Island Universe Plenitude is true, it still
seems that there could be additional numerically distinct but qualitatively indiscernible island
universes. In response, I argue that Island Universe Plenitude should be supplemented with
The Identity of Indiscernibles, according to which there cannot be numerically distinct entities
that share all of their qualitative properties and relations. In other work, I have given
independent reasons for such a principle as well (in particular, I've argued for a version of the
Bundle Theory that entails The Identity of Indiscernibles).

Lastly, I argue that, not only is Island Universe Plenitude and The Identity of Indiscernibles
sufficient to resolve the tension that we have been facing, but both views are also necessary to
resolve the tension that we have been facing. I use this fact to argue that, if it is necessary that
all fundmaental facts are positive/atomic, then it is likewise necessary that Island Universe
Plenitude and The Identity of Indiscernibles is true. I close the paper by addressing whether
this last consequence can be used to provide an answer to the classic question "Why is there
something rather than nothing?".
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Connecting Language-Games: Diamond on Truth, Realism and
The World

Barnaby Burleigh (Oxford, UK)

Abstract

Cora Diamond has argued that the real substantiality of truth lies in the connections we make
between language-games. In this paper, I investigate what Diamond considers this real
substantiality to be. Diamond's unfolding account of truth aims to steer clear of metaphysics,
without reducing truth to a grammatical instrument. She argues that in the connections we
make between language-games, it shows itself that there is a world. I suggest that Diamond is
right to point to the connections between language-games as the key to understanding truth,
but argue that Diamond's account leaves it unclear what her talk of there being a world is
supposed to mean. I explore Diamond's work on realism as a sketch of how she might get to
"the world". However, drawing on the work of Charles Taylor, I argue that there is a sense in
which Diamond's realism is in fact dependent on the idea of a world, thereby problematizing
Diamond's attempt to treat world-talk as a mere upshot of the connections we make between
language-games. I sketch how the resulting dialectic might be resolved by exploring the
sources of Diamond's realism. This paper, then, is an attempt to show that Diamond's work
points us in the right direction if we are properly to understand truth, but that the path
Diamond sketches out for unfolding the concept requires some adjusting, if it is to be
successful.

1. Introduction: Dummett, Winch and Diamond

In "Unfolding Truth and Reading Wittgenstein", Diamond makes a distinction
between substantial and non-substantial accounts of truth. She remarks that
ordinarily, this terminology is used to distinguish 'deflationary' theories of
truth from theories which take the concept of truth to have substantial
content. Diamond believes that truth cannot be adequately theorized, but she
still takes the substantial/non-substantial contrast to be helpful. By non-
substantial accounts of truth, Diamond means accounts which treat truth as a
mere grammatical instrument (akin for example to a pronoun). By substantial
accounts, she means accounts which take truth to be more than merely
grammatical (Diamond 2003: 25).

An unfolding account of truth is an account which refuses to analyse the
concept of truth in terms of a general theory. The reason for eschewing
theorizing is that Diamond believes, following Frege, that the substantiality of
truth is something that comes out in "the normative constraints on judging,
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where judging is taking to be true a content that can be judged true or
false" (Diamond 2003: 25). In order to give an account of the concept of truth,
we have to explicate these normative constraints.

The background against which Diamond formulates her position is Winch's
critique of Dummettian realism. Dummett's realist holds that any true
proposition is true in virtue of some fact. For example, the statement "Russell
is in prison", uttered in 1918, is true in virtue of the same fact as "Russell was
in prison in 1918", uttered today. Winch argues against the realist that it is a
mistake to say that these two propositions are true in virtue of the same fact.
The conditions which warranted the assertion of "Russell is in prison" in 1918
are very different from the conditions which warrant the assertion of "Russell
was in prison in 1918" today. Today we have to rely on memory and historical
documentation, whereas in 1918 we could have gone to visit Russell in his cell.
Winch argues that if we are to understand truth, we need to pay attention to
what actually allows us to call our propositions true. The appeal to a
metaphysics of facts which simultaneously function as truth-makers for both
present and past tense statements is meaningless, because it has no connection
to how we actually establish truth in each language-game (Winch 1987: 38-46).

Diamond is sympathetic to Winch's critique of Dummettian realism, but
worries that the idea that truth is established within separable language-
games is a mistake. Winch's account of truth is substantial in that it does not
reduce truth to a grammatical feature, but it lacks "real substantiality".
According to Diamond, Winch's account obscures the connections that in fact
exists between the two propositions about Russell, for example that we treat
"Russell was not in prison in 1918" as contradicting the 1918 statement "Russell
is in prison". Diamond suggests that such connections between language-
games are quite central to the concept of truth. It is here that we encounter
"the normative constraints on judging" which Diamond believes give the
concept of truth its real substance.

Imagine two friends with a playful interest in astrology gossiping about other
peoples’ star-signs:

Friend A: "Peter and Mary will have a great marriage.”
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Friend B: "I don't think that's true, Peter's a Capricorn and Mary's a
Sagittarius — they'll never agree on anything."

Consulting the zodiac shows Friend B's utterance to be true. Capricorn and
Sagittarius are believed to be star-signs with low compatibility. "Peter and
Mary probably won't have a great marriage" is true in virtue of the fact that
Peter is a Capricorn and Mary a Sagittarius. This is the correct elucidation of
truth in the zodiac-interpreting language-game. While there is nothing wrong
with this analysis, as far as it goes, Diamond suggests that if we are properly to
unfold truth in a case like this, we have to go further. Because of course it is not
true that Peter and Mary are less likely to have a happy marriage due to their
star-signs. Even though there is a context in which Friend B was right to assert
what he did, and even entitled to claim that what he was saying is true, in fact,
what he said is false. The upshot of this sort of case is that "the real
substantiality of our conception of truth is tied to the ways in which we take
the connections of different language-games". (Diamond 2003: 42). I want to
explore what this real substantiality might be thought to be.

2. A World that Shows itself
In "Unfolding Truth", Diamond writes the following:

[Jlust as the game in which we make statements that are about the past
has tense internal to it, and hence the statements made in it are logically
related to statements not in the past tense, the activity of using which is
quite different, so some of our language-games have, internal to them, that
what is said in them is true, if it is true, in virtue of circumstances that
form a world (as statements in the past tense and in the present are true, if
true, in virtue of circumstances that together form a temporal order). To
say “There is a world” would be to try to say what shows itself in the
compatibility-relations and incompatibility-relations of things said in
various games, what shows itself in the various truth-games (as we might
call them) not being self-contained, as the game of making past-tense
statements is not self-contained. (Diamond 2003: 49)

The connections in which Diamond is interested are supposed to render talk of
"circumstances that form a world" meaningful, without relying on the

Barnaby Burleigh, "Connecting Language-Games: Diamond on Truth, Realism and The World". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage
der Osterreichischen Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed.
by Yannic Kappes, Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



Connecting Language-Games: Diamond on Truth, Realism and The World | Barnaby Burleigh

metaphysics of Dummettian realism. Her account, as opposed to Winch's, still
manages to offer real substantiality, precisely by leaving room for this sort of
world-talk. How is this supposed to work?

Diamond wants to suggest that the fact that we take our statements about the
past to be capable of contradicting statements that were made in the past
shows us something about tense. Our life is tensed, or, as she puts it, "there is a
temporal order". Diamond does not mean for this to involve a metaphysical
claim. What she means to bring to our attention is just the fact that we make
these connections between language-games. To say that there is a temporal
order says no more than what is already there in the relations that obtain
between differently tensed statements.

This idea about the relations between differently tensed statements is the basis
for the analogy which Diamond makes in the above quotation. She thinks that
the connections we make between different language-games which involve
statements that can be construed as truth-claims show that "there is a world".
Diamond seems to be right to call our attention to these connections. The
astrology example is a case in point, as are tensed statements, or the many
cases where scientific study has led to the reassessment of beliefs that were
taken-for-true on grounds that are no longer acceptable to the modern
scientist. The question is to what extent calling attention to these connections
gives us an account of truth which has real substantiality without being
metaphysical. How do these connections amount to the idea that the claims
made in the language-games which are being so connected are "true, if they
are true, in virtue of circumstances that form a world"? Diamond seems to
want to say, by analogy with the case of temporality, that this idea is simply an
upshot of the connections we do make. As she puts it: "To say 'There is a world'
would be to try to say what shows itself in the compatibility-relations and
incompatibility-relations of things said in various games" (Diamond 2003: 49).
Diamond's argument in a nutshell seems to be this: pay close attention to the
connections we make between different language-games and you will see how the
concept of truth functions. Then, if you tried to say how it functions, you would
probably be tempted to speak of "circumstances that form a world". You can in
fact speak in this way without embracing the metaphysics of Dummettian
realism by acknowledging that all we can do to give meaning to this phrase is to
point to the connections we make between different language-games. Hence we
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get to the idea that the concept of truth has a real substance to it, without doing
any metaphysics.

3. Truth and Realism

The task then is to explain how Diamond's talk of showing that "there is a
world" links to the connections we make between language-games. The most
promising strategy for understanding the relation between truth and world
which Diamond sketches in "Unfolding Truth" seems to be to investigate what
she says elsewhere about realism. The connections we make across language-
games when assessing whether propositions are true are made via the
question whether what is taken to be true in a particular language-game is
really true. In "Realism and the Realistic Spirit", Diamond calls this question an
application of elementary realism (Diamond 1991, 53-55). Diamond's sketch of
what this elementary realism amounts to involves three strands:

1. Facing the facts.
a) not refusing to look at the facts.

b) not assuming that the facts are a certain way just because you think that
they ought to be.

2. Not buying into magic, myth, fantasy, superstition.

3. Paying attention to causation, i.e., being aware of how things actually
work, making sure your thoughts and plans cohere. (Diamond 1991: 39-41)

These characteristics of realism are clearly important when it comes to making
the connections between language-games which characterize truth. Within a
given language-game, there can be magic, myth and fantasy. Within a given
language-game, causation need not matter, nor need facts. The point of
Diamond's account of truth is that the truth-claims made within such language-
games can come under the scrutiny of elementary realism, as evidenced by the
astrology case above.

How might the idea that "there is a world" be thought to show itself in the
connections we make by bringing to bear elementary realism across language-
games? Is the answer just that people who buy into this realism are inclined to
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say that there is a world? This is all that Diamond seems to give us, although
the "showing"-terminology hints that she thinks that something more can be
said. If you claim that something shows itself, it ought to be possible to say
how. The problem is that none of the connections we make, taken as examples
in isolation, will be enough to make the Diamondian point. What Diamond is
saying is that it is in the whole practice of connecting language-games that it
shows itself that there is a world. But if we try to say something about this
whole practice of making connections, it is extremely difficult not to slip back
into metaphysical talk. The idea seems to be that the fact that the constraints of
realism can be brought to bear across different language-games, quite
independently of their respective conventions, shows that there is something
independent which plays a role in determining truth. The open-endedness of
truth is a reflection of the fact that it is not up to us to determine what counts
as true. But how is saying this any different from Dummettian realism?
Because surely, once we have said this much, it is hardly a further step to say
that truth is determined by the world?

The answer seems to be that Diamond is perfectly happy to say that truth is
determined by the world, so long as this kind of talk is taken as a mere upshot
of the connections we make in language, rather than being understood as a
foundation for such connections. As something that is shown, this world-talk
means something quite different in Diamond than it does in the mouth of
Dummett's realist. All Diamond seems to be saying is that if we pay proper
attention to the connections between language-games, we will end up with a
conception of truth which might prompt us to reach for world-talk. The
problem is that at this level of generality, Diamond's idea that there is a world
is a mere pointer which we cannot properly flesh-out without actually
unfolding the concept of truth. You do the unfolding, and, if you do it properly,
Diamond predicts, you will see why someone might want to say that there is a
world. That we are tempted to say this is a symptom of the real substantiality
of truth, rather than giving the concept of truth its actual content. That content
resides purely in the connections we make between language-games, the
concept's normative relations.

What is concerning about this solution is that it seems to want to connect
world-talk with the real substantiality of truth, without giving an account as to
how the connection actually works. What does it mean to say that what is
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really true "is true in virtue of circumstances that form a world"? Explanation
is deferred as something that will become redundant as the concept of truth is
unfolded. Once it shows itself in the unfolding process that there is a world,
you will understand all that there is to understand in this phrase. This 1)
leaves it obscure what Diamond's world-talk is supposed to amount to, and 2)
relegates world-talk to the status of a product of the connections we in fact
make between language-games. We could just accept both of these as natural
features of an unfolding account. However, I want to suggest that there are
reasons not to be content with this suggestion and to take investigation in a
different direction.

4. Realism and the World

If we ask where the elementary realism Diamond sketches in "Realism and the
Realistic Spirit" comes from, it becomes questionable whether world-talk
should indeed be thought of merely as an upshot of an established practice.
The connection between elementary realism and truth, which we have been
trying to unfold, is historically contingent. People were not always unwilling to
call magical, mythical or fantastical explanations true, and our conception of
what makes for a plausible causal story is certainly much changed since
mediaeval or ancient times. The crucial question then is why the connections
of elementary realism have the force they do. Why does elementary realism
win out when we bring it to bear on astrology?

Charles Taylor has offered an interesting genealogy of what he calls "the
naturalism of disengaged reason", which explores the historical origins of the
kind of elementary realism which Diamond articulates in her work on truth
(Taylor 1989: 495). Taylor's work suggests that any plausible genealogy of
elementary realism must involve the idea that there is a world as among the
forces that bring about our strong commitment to this realism (Taylor 1989:
337-351). The process of disenchantment, which furnishes elementary realism
with its opposition to myth and fantasy, according to Taylor, is dependent on
the emergence of the concept of a "buffered"-self, i.e., a self which is not
vulnerable to spirits, no longer porous. It is shielded from a "world", which lies
outside, as something which we encounter (Taylor 2007: 30-43). If this is right,
then the force of elementary realism comes in part from the very conception
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of the world which Diamond wants to treat as its product (namely as
something which is shown). This suggests that there is after all a sense in
which the connections we make depend on the idea that there are
circumstances that form a world, rather than vice versa.

How might this dialectic be further developed?

1) Diamond might argue that to treat the idea of a world as more than an
upshot from connections we make, i.e., to treat it as more than something that
"shows itself", is always metaphysical. However, showing Taylor's idea of "the
world" to be metaphysically confused would not be enough to falsify his
historical analysis. A metaphysically confused idea can still play an important
role in establishing and promoting a new way of thinking. Bearing in mind the
way in which the likes of Richard Dawkins wield elementary realism as a tool
for exposing all religious and much moral thought as fantasy suggests that
there is reason to suspect that even contemporary elementary realism may be
bound up with metaphysical prejudice. And even if Diamond can defend the
idea that the connections we now make between language-games do not
depend on metaphysical confusions, confidence in our current practice may
still be diminished, if metaphysically confused ideas turned out to be among
the historical sources of elementary realism.

2) Diamond might be brought around to the view that there is a way of giving
meaning to world-talk which avoids the metaphysics of Dummettian realism,
but does not make the idea that there is a world something that shows itself.
Dreyfus and Taylor's Retrieving Realism could be read as an attempt to give
such an account (Dreyfus and Taylor, 2015), which, if successful, might render
the complex relation between elementary realism and world-talk sketched in
Taylor's genealogy acceptable to a reader of Diamond.

These suggested developments take seriously Taylor's idea that the force that
elementary realism has for us today is best understood by paying attention to
its historical origins. Given the connection between realism and dis-
enchantment (a concept which has a temporal dimension very much built into
it), this seems a plausible approach. While Diamond's resolute commitment to
making sense of the real substantiality of truth without falling into
metaphysical confusion is admirable and should not be abandoned, treating

Barnaby Burleigh, "Connecting Language-Games: Diamond on Truth, Realism and The World". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage
der Osterreichischen Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed.
by Yannic Kappes, Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.

125



126

Connecting Language-Games: Diamond on Truth, Realism and The World | Barnaby Burleigh

this real substantiality merely as something that shows itself in the
connections we make between language-games seems an insufficient
characterization. It misses the complex role that ideas of the world have
played in giving the connections of elementary realism the central place they
currently have in our language. What the real substantiality of truth consists
in remains to be shown by a careful analysis of the sources which give the
connections between language-games their force.
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Logic as Metaphysics in Wittgenstein
Bangrui Chen (Chicago, USA)

Abstract

This paper offers a reading of Wittgenstein’s conception of logic. The stance I intend to defend
is the one I call “logic as metaphysics”. The thesis has its roots in Aristotle, and I think it can be
applied to both the early and the late Wittgenstein. The investigation serves two primary
aims: firstly, I elucidate how this perspective problematizes conventional notions of logic, and
secondly, by doing so, I hope to highlight important continuities in Wittgenstein’s
philosophical trajectory. In section 2, I provide the sketch of the view I call “additive theory of
logic” as an opponent to Wittgenstein’s conceptions of logic. In section 3, I provide and defend
my reading of the early Wittgenstein with then lenses borrowed from the observation of logic
as metaphysics. I also argue how some readings on Wittgenstein fall into the additive theory
and risk deviating from Wittgenstein’s main concerns. Section 4 adopts the same approach to
the late Wittgenstein. I will conclude in Section 5 by underscoring the philosophical merits of
this interpretive framework.

“Now it is becoming clear why I thought that thinking and language were
the same.” Wittgenstein, Notebooks, 1914-1916

“Like everything metaphysical the harmony between thought and reality is
to be found in the grammar of the language.” Wittgenstein, Philosophical
Grammar

1. Introduction

In this paper, I aim to offer a reading of Wittgenstein’s conception of logic. The
stance I intend to defend is what I call “logic as metaphysics”, which I think
can be applied to both the early and the late Wittgenstein.

Contemporary philosophy often treats logic as a discipline that studies the
formal principles of thinking. In ancient times, however, Aristotle suggests a
broader scope of logic when he first enunciates the idea that logic is
metaphysics. He defines nature as the form specified by logos (Physics
193a30-31), implying that logic concerns not only the laws of our thought, but
also their relation to the world. This is reminiscent of the doctrines specified
by Heraclitus (Fragment 1) and Parmenides (Fragment B3), that all beings are
in accordance with logos and that it is the same thing to think and to be. What
they suggest in these sentences, presumably, is that there is one and the same
logic underlying and ruling both nature (phusis) and the mind (nous).
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I argue that this Aristotelian theme reappears in Wittgenstein’s work, and it is
such conception of logic that we seek to explore in this paper. By elucidating
this perspective, I also hope to underscore some key continuities in
Wittgenstein’s thought. As articulated in the Tractatus (TLP), the world, that
which is, must be logical; in the Philosophical Investigations (PI), he maintains
that notions such as rule-following process will not abolish a certain kind of
logic. While Wittgenstein changes his mind on many things in different
periods, he consistently adheres to this conception of logic throughout his life.

I will proceed in stages. Section 2 outlines what I term the “additive theory of
logic”, which serves as an opposing viewpoint to Wittgenstein’s perspective. In
section 3, I provide and defend my reading of the early Wittgenstein,
demonstrating the way in which he expresses the idea of logic as metaphysics.
Section 4 extends this approach to the late Wittgenstein. I also expound on
how some readings on Wittgenstein fall into the additive theory and risk
deviating from Wittgenstein’s main concerns. I conclude this interpretative
framework in section 5 and highlight its philosophical merits.

2. Two Layers of Additive Theory of Logic

Taking logic as a theory of the form of pure thinking, and metaphysics
(particularly after Kant) as a science of being grasped by the knowing subject,
the expression “logic as metaphysics” denotes an identification of these two
branches of philosophy. In order to better characterize this stance, I will
briefly discuss its opponent view, which I name as Additive Theory of Logic
(AT).

AT does not accept the Aristotelian identification of logic and metaphysics. It
hence does not accept a presupposition of any original identity of thinking and
being. Instead, a supporter of AT will propose the following point: logic exists
only in one of the two realms (either thinking or being), and its occasional
extension to another realm is merely an additive process. This extension is
never fundamental nor necessary, or, at least, this process cannot be proved to
be fundamental or necessary.

There can be two layers of AT, namely the Onto/Logo Dualism and the Psycho/
Logo Dualism. The first layer concerns beings qua objects and facts, the
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existence and the givenness of which are independent of any logical
functioning of the mind. As a result, logic is said to be added to the objective
side. The second layer concerns true sentences or propositions, which have
objectively logical validity prior to and independent of the mind’s recognition
and affirmation of it. As a result, logic is added to the subjective side. To better
illustrate the point, I will now turn to some of Frege’s and Russell’s doctrines as
representatives of AT.

Russell’s early version of logical atomism, taken from the ontological level, can
be seen as an example of the first layer of AT. The tenet of logical atomism
consists in the belief that the world is composed of absolute simples (e.g.,
entities and the qualities they exhibit) that are devoid of any structure,
including logical structure, among them. If so, then the world is ultimately
reducible to simple objects that “do not presuppose complexes” and that “have
a kind of reality not belonging to anything else” (Russell, Analytic Realism, 94;
Russell, The Philosophy of Logical Atomism, 270). Therefore, since all simple
objects and the atomic facts made up of them are logically independent of one
another, it is correct to infer that the logical form between any two objects or
any two facts cannot be self-generated but must be additive from outside.

I take Frege’s notion of logic as an example of the second layer of AT.
According to Frege, the subject matter of logic is not within the mind itself, but
in some abstract orders holding among propositions. Logic studies not the
mind (as psychologism proposes), but the truth. On the other hand, these
orders of propositions must prescribe and reflect how we ought to think and
how we actually think. It sounds puzzling, however, that something whose
subject matter is not the mind can prescribe what our mind should think.
Frege addresses this problem by introducing the judgmental stroke (or, the
assertion sign, “+”) as the sign of the assertoric force. The reason why Frege
needs such a sign is his conviction that we are able to infer logical truth. But
inferences themselves are not truth; the principles of inference are not
themselves logical laws of truth. Instead, an inference is an act according to
rational permissions to access logic. Similarly, Frege later says that the
assertion is the act of our declaration or acknowledgment of the truth of
thought in a sentence. Yet the assertion sign, which marks an act of the subject,
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stands external to logical propositions. Logic standing on its own hence
becomes unassertive and forceless to our mind (see Frege, The Basic Laws of
Arithmetic 37-39; Thought 62-63).

Having outlined the two layers of AT instantiated by Frege and Russell, I will
now examine how the early Wittgenstein’s conception of logic diverges from
both layers of AT.

3. The Early Wittgenstein against the Additive Theory of Logic

Some interpreters endorse a view that the early Wittgenstein, following Frege
and Russell, treats logic in a merely formal or contentless manner (see, e.g., A.
Maslow 11-2; W. Goldfarb 172; O. Kuusela 13). I do not want to deny all
features Wittgenstein assigns to logic that seem formal, particularly not those
related to the atomist thesis concerning logically independent propositions.
But the danger lying behind these formalist readings is that they blur the
distinction between early Wittgenstein’s stance and the wuniversalist
conception of logic, the latter of which might easily slide into AT, as
demonstrated by the cases of Frege and Russell in the previous section. In this
section, drawing on sources from his Notes on Logic (NB) and Tractatus Logical-
Philosophicus (TLP), I argue that the early Wittgenstein distances himself from
both layers of AT.

First, regarding the onto/logo dualism, unlike Russellian ontological atomism,
Wittgenstein argues that objects as contents are innately connected with their
form, even though he occasionally expresses the idea such as “objects are
simple and cannot be composite”. An object can still be said to be complex in a
sense that it is a combination of matter and form. A simple object is an object
obtaining a first-order determination substantially, not an object devoid of any
potential determination from the world’s logical form (TLP 2.021-2.025; B. Allen
219-220).

The logical objects in Tractatus language are not things in the ordinary sense,
for these objects are not empirical - if logic is transcendental (and
Wittgenstein thinks that it is), so are the objects. Logic and objects are
interdependent to each other, precisely because the very notion of form
presupposes its content and is also presupposed by its content (TLP
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2.0211-2.00212; Anscombe 165-6). On the one hand, logic cannot merely be an
additive form applied to a pure mass because it cannot be prior to the question
“what” (TLP 5.552). On the other hand, logic cannot pre-exist independent of
the world; if that were the case, given that there is a world, logic would have
little to do with this world (TLP 5.5521). As an analogy, while Kepler’s laws
predetermine the positions of every possible planet, it makes no sense to say
that these laws exist prior to the existence of any planet. Similarly, the logical
laws prescribe the world’s way of being but cannot be independent of that
which exists in order to be applicable to objects in the world. Otherwise, if we
grant that logic can exist alone, it remains unexplainable how logic can be
applied to the world.

Second, regarding the psycho/logo dualism, Wittgenstein would respond that
first-personal acts to assert/judge/think a logical truth is the same as that
logical truth itself. That is, in any case, the same “p” stands in the proposition
sign “p” and the “X thinks/judges p”.

By Frege’s assertion sign, we have seen that “+p” and “p” stand for two very
different things. The latter is the container of a thought, while the former of
them concerns our mind’s activity in regard to this thought. The idea that the
assertion symbol is completely outside of the content of a proposition indicates
that the unity of propositions themselves is independent of the subject’s
consciousness of that unity. By contrast, Wittgenstein takes the Aristotelian
stance that every proposition must contain an assertoric force within itself (see
I. Kimhi 47). But the assertion is also psychological, since the proposition “p”
displays a possible act of our mind; the contents of both the proposition and
my mind’s act are identical (NB 93ff.). It is in this sense that Wittgenstein holds
that thought cannot be illogical (TLP 3.03, 5.4731). According to this, the
content of any good proposition “p” and that of my consciousness of this
proposition, namely “I think ‘p’”, are identical, because my consciousness of
such propositions must be both an act of my consciousness and contained
within my consciousness. On the other hand, thoughts like “p&-p” and “p—q, p,
hence -g” will not be possible acts of our consciousness; strictly speaking,
expressions like “p&-p” are not propositions at all.
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4. The Late Wittgenstein against the Additive Theory of Logic

Common readings of the late Wittgenstein often view themes such as
grammatical statements and rule-following considerations in Philosophical
Investigations (PI) as a departure from his early account of logic. People
disagree with where and how Wittgenstein expresses dissatisfaction with the
doctrines of the Tractatus. But this is not my focus here. The thesis I will argue
for in this section is this: though the late Wittgenstein gave up many of his
earlier conceptions of logic, such as the switch from logical atomism to logical
holism (D. Stern 98ff.) or the subsuming of the universal and calculus-based
logic as an element of a broader logical methodology (Kuusela 40ff.), his
adherence to the identification of logic and metaphysics remains unchanged,
and he is also consistent in against for the two layers of AT.

Once again, this move is not to reject many philosophical insights observed in
PI by commentators. Instead, I intend to show, given such discontinuities
between the two Wittgensteins, how we can make sense of some claims on
logic we encounter in PI, both exegetically and philosophically. To begin with,
an initial point of evidence can be found in §242, where Wittgenstein notably
speaks to his interlocutor that his rule-following treatment of language “seems
to abolish logic, but does not do so”. I propose that the pivotal point here is to
determine what kind of logic he is talking about in this sentence. I propose that
the term “logic” in this sentence should not be taken in a general sense, but be
properly understood only in a metaphysical sense, indicating an implicit line
of continuity between TLP and PI.

Consider the first layer of AT. Let me take Stern’s and Kuusela’s readings as
examples, to which I have little objection. But I think the development of
Wittgenstein’s conception of logic in these aspects do not alter or devalue his
previous thoughts that logic is not additive from a subjective or quasi-
subjective realm to the objective world.

In §142, Wittgenstein urges readers to think of a case in which the practice of
selling cheese by weight loses its point. As he states, “if things were quite
different from what they actually are — [...] if rule became exception, and
exception rule; or of both became phenomena of roughly equal frequency -
our normal language-game would thereby lose their point.” Prior to that
section, Wittgenstein reiterates that the meaning of a word cannot be
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identified as an isolated thing that is independent of the context or use, and
given a certain word, we can always come up with an imagination within
which the meaning of that word is misunderstood. In daily life, the conformity
between a word and its application is in determination since we are often in
normal cases, cases in which our mindset has previously been taught to act in
a certain way in this or that situation. Thus, Wittgenstein notes in the same
section that to explain the significance of a concept, we need to consider some
“extremely general facts of nature”, facts “as are hardly ever mentioned
because of their great generality”. These general facts of nature, not only
correspond to the objective features of the world’s appearance, but also
innately correspond to the formation of our mindset.

A rule should tell me the way of its application, just like a measurement should
tell me the weight of an item. I think the metaphysical sense of logic in
Wittgenstein consists in this: there has been a tacit agreement between the
way the world we live in is and the nature of our practice in grasping the
manner of the world’s functions, which is prior to our rule-following activities
and our recognition of our ability to follow rules. Thus speaking, the logical
structure, no matter whether it is the rule, or the grammar, or what have you,
is still not a subjective product external to and imposed on the world.

Hence, my construal of PI’s conception of logic differs from the transcendental
or idealist reading which sees the structure of our world as predetermined by
some of our subjective settings (P.M.S. Hacker 179; J. Lear 223; T. Nagel 105).
This is because in PI there is not a substantive boundary between what is
empirical and what is transcendental (for the certainty of our practices is not
lying outside the empirical world). However, there is also a significant distance
between my stance and the naturalized reading of PI which states that logic is
merely contingent, if by contingent one means the validity of logic/grammar is
possible merely by chance (N. Malcolm 18-9; P. Maddy 86-7; compare this idea
with PI §497). Logic is not contingent if we restrict our sight to every single
possible world in itself. In any possible world, say, for instance, the world of
nut-calculator in Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics (Part I §137) or
the Martian in PI §139, the interrelation and interaction between the nature of
actors and the nature of the world is fixed to a certain degree.
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As for the second layer of AT, it would suffice to refer back to PI §242 again.
Wittgenstein emphasizes here that to enable communication by means of
language, not only agreement in definitions but also agreement in judgements is
required. This latter agreement, is not determined by the concepts of true and
false, and hence, by our application of the calculus of truth functions to our
language (PI §136). Rather, when sticking to the grammar-in-practice thesis, we
reject the picture in which the use of a predicate in a proposition is logically
external to the psychological aspect of our mind (for elaborations on this point,
see Kimhi 51). Logic hence is immanently located in my consciously making
any judgement. Wittgenstein is in no way denying the existence of thought and
its logical form, but he argues that it is impossible to separate the “essence of
thinking” (i.e., logic) from the process of my actual thinking, that is, to separate
it from a concrete realm in which I can perform and use it under certain
descriptions of my judging acts (PI §97). What Wittgenstein implies by saying
that the “measuring” is partly determined by a certain constancy in the results
of measurement, is this: the methods of measurement (denoting logic) are, to
some extent, existing in the constancy in speakers’ agreement in their real acts
of making judgements. As in Tractatus, for late Wittgenstein it makes no sense
to see logic as something detached from the functioning of the mind, only
being applicable to and determining our actual thoughts from an independent
domain, as Frege’s view seems to imply. The real difference between his early
and later positions lies in the number of logics: while in Tractatus there seems
to be a pure, crystalized logic, later he the detects the multiplicity of grammar-
logical systems, the number of which is equal to the number of all possible
language games.

5. Conclusion

The problem with AT lies in its oscillation of logic’s position between
subjective and objective realms. In its first layer, logic is subjective in the sense
that it must be found as an aspect of the functioning of our thoughts and must
exist outside of the beings themselves. In the second layer, logic is objective in
the sense that the rules of thoughts must not be equated with all activities of
our mind; otherwise, either there would be no criterion for distinguishing
false judgments from correct ones, or anything I think would become logical
(even something like “p&-p”).
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Attempts to resolve this dilemma, such as Frege’s assignment of “objective
thought” to a third realm, only seem to complicate the issue for Wittgenstein.
This is because, as he argues, applying logic to both realms - objective and
subjective — creates additional problematic gaps. We may then ask, what
philosophical merits we can draw from his objection to AT and his
endorsement of the doctrine of logic as metaphysics? I conclude as follows:

First, inspired by Aristotelian hylomorphism, the logical form and logical
matter are only reflectively abstractable/distinguishable, but not ontologically
extractable/separable. As an analogy, we can think of a music passage’s pitch
and timbre, which are different but cannot be separated. Second, any logical
truth must stand as the readiness (potentiality) of its completion (actuality) i.e.,
my grasping it in my consciousness. A proposition standing alone is the same
as my ascription of it in thinking. As an analogy, we can think of a living
creature, in which its actions of eating and digesting cannot be taken as two
parts, but as different stages of the same process.

Viewed from this monist perspective, the seemingly separated parts taken by
dualists are actually identical and different at the same time. Contrary to
Frege’s terms, logic does not exist in an independent third realm. Instead,
Wittgenstein suggests that logic is not detachable from both the realms of
thinking and that of being. If both branches of my interpretation of
Wittgenstein’s objections to AT are correct, then it is also correct to say that
Wittgenstein, both early and late, strives not to separate thinking and being,
but to bring them into a possible unification.
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Sortal Terms and the Puzzle of Coincidence
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Abstract

Is an ordinary object, say, a statue, identical with its underlying matter, a piece of copper,
which occupies the same region as the statue, yet has properties not possessed its coincident?
This puzzle (typically under the name ‘the puzzle of coincidence’, has been discussed in a
variety of dimensions: whether the arguments for non-identity are invalid, unsound, or not
really by the so-called Leibniz’s Law; whether the intuition about the impossibility of place-
sharing is legitimate; and whether such intuition and the arguments for non-identity are
really incompatible. In this paper, I aim to show that the puzzle of coincidence arises mostly
due to our linguistic practice of employing sortal terms, that is, the terms that denote kinds.
For such purpose, a set of features of sortal terms will be laid out, and arguments for the non-
identity of coinciding objects will be analysed in these terms. This view, as I see it, would
imply that the truth conditions of our ordinary discourse do not extensively run afoul of the
underlying nature of the world.

1. Introduction

Sortals, such as ‘tiger’, ‘water’ and ‘statue’, in contrast with ‘big’, ‘tasteless’, or
‘well-made’, are taken to denote kinds. As will be made clearer, I conceive of
sortals to be those terms that can be used to answer the ‘what is it?” question:
suppose there is something on the table. When I ask my interlocutor what that
is, ‘A book.” would be a satisfactory answer, while ‘Something brown and
white.” or ‘Something weighing 0.5 kg.” would not, plausibly, tell me what that
thing is. (For my present purpose, I will not engage in the analysis of the
relation between kinds and properties in this paper. This issue is, however,
significant for bridging the fundamental reality and the ordinary language
discourse that I aim to examine. Chapter 2 will be devoted to this topic.) ‘Book’,
as the test case shows, is thus a sortal term, while ‘something brown and white’
and ‘something weighing 0,5 kg’ are not. Or so I will argue.

Why should we bother with sortals? As I see it, one of the most important
reasons to be concerned with sortal terms is that sortal terms are at the very
intersection of the study of ordinary language discourse and the study of the
fundamental structure of reality. To begin with, we customarily refer to both
ordinary objects and physical, chemical, or biological objects investigated in
particular sciences in sortal terms to achieve our communicative purposes. It
is unintelligible, if not impossible at all, to baptize every individual for the
mere purpose of referring to them. Since sortals are terms that denote kinds as
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introduced above, our linguistic practice implies that things can be grouped
under different kinds. A question then follows when we have sortal terms at
our disposal: are the ways we refer to a group of objects natural ways of
classifying things? Or are the ways random, or no more than gerrymandering?
It seems the most natural thing to group two copies of Sider’s Writing the Book
of the World together and to leave a cow, for instance, out of this group. But
things might become more complex once we put the philosopher’s hat on.
Furthermore, it is also contentious whether there are such entities as natural
kinds, that is, whether the notion of natural kind belongs to our categorial
ontology, and how do natural kinds interact with other entities in our
ontology, for instance with properties, objects, and events (processes).

Secondly, sortal terms are widely employed in a variety of metaphysical
puzzles including the problems of coincidence, of composition, of the many, of
ontological dependence. In fact, as I see it, these metaphysical puzzles arise
mostly due to our employment of sortal terms in the relevant arguments. In
the remainder of this chapter, I will seek to display how the metaphysical
puzzles are triggered by our usage of sortal terms.

I am, of course, not the first to examine the notion of sortal terms. Burke (1992,
1994) examines the relation between objects, kinds, sortal terms and
persistence conditions, Lowe (2006, 2009) offers a more comprehensive study
of sortal terms based on what he labelled ‘four-category ontology’, that is, a
realist theory proposing four most basic and irreducible concepts of ontology,
i. e. objects, kinds, properties, and modes. Mooney (2023, 2024) defends what
he calls phasalism about sortal properties, proposing that sortal properties
ordinary objects instantiate are phase sortal properties, the properties objects
can start or stop to instantiate without beginning or ceasing to exist.

However, Burke’s doctrine of dominant sortal terms is, as I argued in a
previous paper, incomplete in that it does not place any restriction on the
kinds that objects belong to which undermines the argumentative force of his
doctrine. Lowe’s theory, on the one hand, is comprehensive and clears ways to
employ the ontological notions that we would like to have, on the other hand,
however, it does not address the issue of the relation between the fundamental
structure of reality and our ordinary discourse, e. g. how the truths of our
ordinary discourse about existence, composition, and coincidence can still be

Zhengguan Chen, "Sortal Terms and the Puzzle of Coincidence". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitréage der Osterreichischen Ludwig
Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed. by Yannic Kappes, Asya
Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



Sortal Terms and the Puzzle of Coincidence | Zhengguan Chen

maintained in the face of objections from particular sciences that acknowledge
the existence of only the most basic simples. Mooney’s theory, as he concedes,
offers merely an alternative solution to the puzzle of coincidence that is no
better off than the rival strategies.

Therefore, standing on the shoulders of the precursors, I aim to propose a
theory of sortals which would connect to the categorial study of ontology,
metaphysical puzzles and the relation among the ordinary discourse, ordinary
objects, and the underlying nature of the world, but which tries to pinpoint
and to address the drawbacks and weaknesses of their theories, by
investigating, most importantly, the naturalness aspect and the essence aspect
of sortal terms. In this paper, I will motivate the study of sortal terms by
considering the puzzle of coincidence, which, as I see it, is not genuinely a
metaphysical problem in the sense in which it pertains to the underlying
reality of the world, but rather arises because of our linguistic practice of
employing sortal terms.

2. Features of ‘sortals’

Let me start by displaying the available conceptions and the reason why I
prefer one of them for my argumentative purpose. A variety of conceptions of
‘sortal’ has been proposed since its first usage by Locke (2008 [1690]).
Generally, four aspects have been appealed to in conceiving of ‘sortal’. The
four corresponding conceptions are listed below:

(1) The essentialist conception: a sortal tells us what the essence of an
item is.

(2) The counting conception: a sortal tells us the criterion for counting
items of a kind.

(3) The persistence conception: a sortal tells us under what conditions
items persist.

(4) The individuation conception: a sortal tells us the answer to the
question ‘What is it?’.
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As I see it, the notion of essence is itself not univocal; we would not want to
determine the extensions of a notion based on another ambiguous notion.
Therefore, I will leave out this conception in the first place.

The subsequent three conceptions seem to have rather unambiguous
intensions. Certain terms seem to be good candidates that satisfy all these
conceptions: ‘table’, ‘dog’, ‘apple’, ‘car’, etc. Nevertheless, there are sortal
expressions that may meet one conception but not the other. Phase sortals
‘kitten’, for instance, permit counting: we may count how many Kittens are
there in the room; however, it does not provide the conditions under which
the instances begin and cease to exist: a kitten can become adult without
ceasing to exist. Therefore, phase sortals like ‘kitten’ satisfy conception (2) and
(4) but not conception (3). Sortals such as ‘wave’, ‘volume of fluid’, or ‘garden’,
as Wiggins (1980) suggests, can be individuated but are not countable. If he is
right, then some sortals satisfy the conception (4) but not conception (2). With
these different instances considered, I will adopt the individuation conception
of sortals in this paper to include as many proper sortals available to us as
possible, so that our analysadum is not restricted by conception in the first
place.

After offering my conception of sortals, I would like to display what I take to be
the most uncontroversial features of sortal terms. These features would
constitute a basis for my following discussion.

To begin with, the notion of sortal terms is introduced as the name for kinds.
In other words, sortals are terms that denote kinds. No matter whether only
natural kinds are part of reality or whether kinds are reducible to properties
or other entities, it is undeniable that we have sortal terms at our disposal that
seem to suggest there being entities of kinds. I will not deal with the realism
about kinds, categorial ontology and criteria for naturalness now. They will be
the subject of the ensuing chapters. What I want to maintain at the phase is
simply that sortals are utilized to refer to kinds and not properties such as
‘red’, ‘sweet’, ‘wooden’ or ‘alive’.

Besides, associated with any sortal term, there is typically a series of predicates
that one can naturally use to describe instances of the sortal term (whether
truly or falsely) (Cf. Burke (1992, 1994); Fine (2003); Almotahari (2014); Sattig
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(2015).). This series of predicates we call the sphere of discourse of the sortal
term. Chairs, for instance, typically serve a particular function and can be
meaningfully said to be ergonomic and well-designed; ‘ergonomic’ and ‘well-
designed’ belong to the sphere of discourse of the sortal ‘chair’. On the
contrary, pieces of wood do not typically serve such a function and thus cannot
be meaningfully said to be ergonomic and well-designed; these expressions do
not belong to the sphere of discourse of ‘piece of wood’.

Furthermore, associated with a sortal term, there is typically a series of
persistence conditions which tell when an instance of the sortal starts or
ceases to satisfy the sortal or instantiate the kind. A statue would typically
cease to be a statue if it were hammered flat; a paper aeroplane would
typically start to be a paper aeroplane if a piece of paper is folded in a
particular manner; and a kitten would typically stop being a kitten when it
turns a certain age.

Based on the individuation conception of sortals, it seems hard to deny that an
object typically satisfies more than one sortal term. Let me firstly elaborate by
giving some examples: a cat is not only a cat but (possibly) also a kitten as well
as a living creature; a wooden table is not only a table but also a yellow table
as well as a piece of wood; a truck is not only a truck but also a car, a machine,
an integrate of parts, a large collective of metals, as well as a summation of
atoms. The reason for this proposition is that all these sortals, on the one hand,
are good candidates for the answer to the ‘What is it?” question, and, on the
other hand, can be meaningfully attributed to the objects at issue.

With these features of sortals at hand, we can open the discussion of the puzzle
of coincidence which, I think, can be accounted for by these features of sortal
terms.

3. The puzzle of Coincidence

Suppose I have a full drawer with all sorts of items including a box of markers.
Without noticing this fact, I buy a new box of markers and find there is no
room in the drawer. In this circumstance, it would be completely nuts to talk
myself into placing the box of markers in the drawer (more precisely, in the
region where the former box lies), by telling me ‘Distinct objects can occupy
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the same region at the same time. So no worries just put it there!” After all,
metaphysical principles and laws of physics stipulate that objects are extended
and extended entities cannot pass through each other.

A series of cases has been proposed to demonstrate the view that distinct
objects can occupy the same place at the same time. These cases principally
take two ways of argumentation:

(1) Suppose on an otherwise empty table there is a piece of paper. Then a

(2)

kid comes to the table and folds this piece of paper into a paper
aeroplane. Let us call the original piece of paper ‘Piece 1’ and the
paper plane ‘Aeroplane’. In the region Aeroplane occupies, it seems
plausible that there is also a piece of paper. Let us call it ‘Piece 2’. Now,
because a piece of paper can survive mere changing in shape, without
any quantity of matter being lost, it appears plausible that Piece 2 is
Piece 1; and because Aeroplane only comes into existence when the
kid finished her folding while Piece 1 exists before that, it seems
evident that Piece 1 is not Aeroplan. Given the premises above, we are
pushed to the conclusion that Piece 2 is not Aeroplane.

The main argument can be expressed in the following form:

Premise 1: Piece 2 = Piece 1
Premise 2: Piece 1 + Aeroplane
Conclusion: Piece 2 #+ Aeroplane

In this form of argument for the non-identity of the apparently
coinciding objects, different histories of the objects at issue are
invoked, and several identity relations are employed to come to the
bizarre conclusion.

The second form of argument does not specifically invoke temporal
properties. Consider the philosopher’s favourite toy example: statue/
piece of copper. On an otherwise empty table, there stands a copper
statue. It seems true to say that at the place where the statue stands,
there is also a piece of copper. Now there is the following argument:
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Premise 1: The statue is Romanesque / well-made / valuable / insured /
admired.

Premise 2: The piece of copper is not Romanesque / well-made /
valuable / insured / admired.

Conclusion: The statue is not the piece of copper.

A more general form of this argument has been given by King (2006),
which he calls The Master Argument (MA):

d(a)
-d(b)
Therefore, (a + b),

in which the predicate ‘@’ expresses a property and the variables ‘a@’
and ‘b’ are both singular terms.

The argument goes through by the principle of the indiscernibility of
identicals (also called Leibniz’s Law), which says if a is identical to b,
then any property possessed by b is possessed by a. In the statue case,
since the statue’s property being Romanesque, is not one of the
properties of the piece of copper, it follows that the piece of copper is
not identical with the statue. This conclusion implies that different
objects can occupy the same place at the same time.

In either form of argumentation, we seem to be compelled to accept the
position that distinct objects can coincide at the same time. Given that the
conclusion of these lines of argument clearly contradicts the view that a space
cannot be shared by different objects, we meet the metaphysical puzzle of
coincidence.

As I see, in many cases, the reason why the first premise is true while the
negated second premise is false is that the predicates in the first premise can
be meaningfully attributed to the sortal term, i. e. the predicate belongs to the
sphere of discourse of sortals, yet the predicates in the second premise
typically cannot be meaningfully attributed to the sortal terms, because they
do not belong to the sphere of discourse of the sortals in premise 2.
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There seem to be cases of the second form of argument for non-identity that
can be readily explained away by considering the characteristics of sortals,
and our intuition against place-sharing could thereby be rescued.

Consider the following argument:

The cat survives when it turns 10.
The kitten does not survive when it turns 10.
Therefore, the cat is not the kitten.

Clearly, something goes wrong in the second premise. The kitten does survive
when it turns 10. This is true because the sortal ‘kitten’ is a phase sortal, that is,
a sortal denoting a kind that an object can acquire and lose without beginning
or ceasing to exist. The solution to this easy case would also relieve us, at least
to a little extent, from the pluralist position that objects typically coincide.

Besides, if we mean by ‘existence’ that an object satisfies a certain description
(either a property or a kind), then it is very plausible to say that “‘there is a
kitten on the table’ is true”. If we mean by ‘existence’ that there is such a thing
in nature, independent of our conceptual scheme, then we need to address the
question of whether ‘kitten’ is a natural kind, whose answer seems to be false.

But there are other issues about sortals that interest me more.

Two related issues concern the puzzle of coincidence: most of the cases of
coincidence would parish if there are no ordinary objects - if eliminativism is
true, the statements in the arguments would, at least in a strong reading, be
false, such that the whole argument is simply unsound. We would have an
even more wild world view if there were not only ordinary objects but also
extraordinary objects such as snowdiscalls (an example from Sosa (1987), the
piece of snow having a shape between roundness and disc-shape) as well as
the summation of the washing machine in the garage and the cow in the field -
if permissivism is true, the arguments by Leibniz’s Law would bring
conclusion such as at the place where the statue lies, there are really infinitely
many objects there at the same time, that strikes most of us as unacceptable.

But whether ordinary as well as extraordinary objects exist, I will argue, turns
on our understanding of the relation among sortals, kinds and objects. We
claim there is such-and-such a thing, very importantly because there is a
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corresponding sortal term within our grasp. The sortal terms are something
available to us. Even though it does not follow that there are for each sortal an
entity as kind, it seems to imply that there is something in nature that allows
us to have these sortal terms. And if, as Lowe (2009) argues, kinds and objects
are interdependent and not reducible to each other, the natural kinds seem to
be able to give us an answer to what really exists.

To summarize, in this section, I have tried to show that the puzzle of
coincidence is not a metaphysical problem in the sense in which it pertains to
the underlying nature of the world. More specifically, if the arguments for non-
identity go through, I suggest that it does not necessarily mean that reality
allows objects to occupy the same region at a certain time; and if our intuition
about place-sharing persists, I hold that it does not necessarily mean there are
really such objects in the universe. Answers to these questions have to wait
until a more comprehensive understanding of sortals is at hand.
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Abstract

Extended Abstract. Recent years have witnessed a surge of interest in the nature and structure
of social reality. As part of this development, attempts have been made to elaborate general
models of the explanation of social entities, and specifically of social facts, such as facts about
the instantiation of social properties and relations by particular items. Particular social facts
are plausibly viewed not as fundamental constituents of reality, but rather as derivative and
dependent upon more basic entities. This raises the question of how they are metaphysically
explained: what explains them, and what is the nature of the explanatory relation(s) that ties
them to their constitutive determinants.

Brian Epstein (2015, The Ant Trap, Oxford: OUP) has distinguished two competing models of
the explanation of social facts. On one account (defended, e.g., in A. M. Griffith, 2017, ‘Social
Construction and Grounding’, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 97: 393-409; ].
Schaffer, 2019, ‘Anchoring as Grounding’, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 99:
749-67), social facts are partly grounded by facts about the particular in question, and partly
by social rules, which, in turn, are themselves grounded by their determinants (e.g., social
practices, collective actions and intentions). If, say, Esther has the right to vote in the US
elections, this fact is partly grounded in other facts about Esther — that they’re an 18-year-old
US citizen, say — and is also partly grounded in the existence of a social (legal) rule — that 18-
year-old US citizens have the right to vote in the elections - itself grounded in some
underlying practices, acts or mental states. This account has been variably called
“conjunctivism” and “grounding-only model” (Epstein 2015; 2019a, ‘Anchoring versus
Grounding: Reply to Schaffer’, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 99: 768-81; 2019b,
‘Replies to Hawley, Mikkola, and Hindriks’, Inquiry 62: 230-46), to emphasize that social facts
are grounded in two sorts of ingredients (rules as well as facts), and that only grounding
relations are needed to model the explanation of social facts.

In contrast with this model, Epstein has developed an alternative account that, in addition to
grounding relations, countenances an additional relation of metaphysical determination he
calls “anchoring”. On Epstein’s anchoring-grounding model, social practices (and the like) set
up, by anchoring, general conditions for how social kinds are grounded. Then, facts about the
satisfaction of these conditions fully ground social facts. Therefore, for example, law-making
practices anchor the conditions for having the right to vote in the US elections, whereas facts
about people’s satisfaction of these conditions fully ground their having the right to vote.
Here, social (or legal) rules play no role in the explanation of social facts. Rather, they are
mere summaries of how social properties are grounded across modal space. And a relation of
metaphysical determination distinct from grounding is taken to be necessary to model the
explanatory structure of social reality.

Epstein (2015, 2019a, 2019b) has raised an influential and powerful argument against the
groundingonly model and in favor of his own alternative account. Social kinds, he submits,
can be modally flexible in ways that grounding cannot accommodate, in that they can be
instantiated at worlds where the practices that set them up are absent. For instance, the kind
war criminal was anchored in social practices that took place in Europe in the XX century,
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with the enactment of the Geneva Conventions in 1949. Yet we can meaningfully ask whether
Genghis Khan, having committed atrocities that count as war crimes by the Conventions,
would still be a war criminal at a world that ended in 1500, where the practices that set up the
Conventions are absent. Epstein submits that he would. This social kind is universal in that,
once set up at the actual world, establishes conditions that can be met even at worlds where
no anchors are present. If Genghis Khan satisfies these conditions at a world that lacks them,
he still counts as a war criminal there. Grounding, however, is a world-bound relation: it only
relates entities that exist or obtain at the same possible world. Therefore, it cannot hold
between anchors and social facts when these are modally disjoint. So, we need a
distinct relation to capture the link between these two.

One possible reply is to deny that social kinds can allow for this sort of modal freedom, so
that social facts cannot be modally disjoint from their anchors. Another possible reply is to
concede that the phenomenon is real — that there are cases of “modal exportation”, as Schaffer
calls them (see Schaffer 2019) — yet maintain that this does not warrant the introduction of a
sui generis determination relation distinct from grounding, for grounding can, in certain
cases, hold between entities existing at different possible worlds.

Both of these solutions have costs. On the former, it is worth noticing that there need only be
one case of a kind that is modally flexible in the way that Epstein envisions for the problem to
emerge, so taking issue with Epstein’s specific example doesn’t preclude that other kinds
might to the trick. The latter reply, on the other hand, adopts the claim that grounding can be
a cross-world relation. This not only is dubious in itself, but also raises the question of when
and why this should be possible.

A more appealing solution is one that avoids incurring these costs. Here, I argue that such a
solution can be found. The modal argument says that grounding and anchoring are distinct
relations because they have different modal profiles: anchoring, but not grounding, can hold
between different possible worlds. That anchoring holds between different worlds is meant to
be supported by the existence of social facts that are modally disjoint from their anchors. The
fact that Genghis Khan is a war criminal, for instance, can obtain at worlds where no
enactment of the Geneva Conventions (and the like) takes place. The problem, however, is that
the anchoring-grounding framework does not countenance the existence of a cross-world
relation either, not even in cases such as these. In the Khan case, for instance, what happens is
that at the actual world social practices about enactments anchor the social kind war criminal,
whereas at some other possible world Khan’s committing the atrocities grounds his being a
war criminal. So what we are left with is not a cross-world relation, but rather two intra-
world relations holding at different worlds.
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Abstract

As the number of Tractatus translations have increased, translators have sought to justify and
distinguish their translations by enumerating the specific considerations that have guided
their work. This paper treats the consideration of opacity, which has been notably absent
from the explicit considerations of Tractatus translators. Opacity, as I use it, is a characteristic
of texts or passages from texts that demand substantial interpretive work, allow for repeated
interpretations, and resist being “settled.” Opaque passages are hermeneutically unstable.
This paper argues that opacity is an unavoidable and crucial consideration when translating
the Tractatus. As opacity in the Tractatus is not uniform, I first identify three types of
Tractarian opacity: defeatist, esoteric, and systematic. To substantiate these types of
Tractarian opacity, I present historical evidence from Wittgenstein’s correspondence and
consider various candidate opaque passages. Each of these three types of opacity present
particular challenges to any translator of the Tractatus, and I engage with opacity as a
specifically translational problem, situating it within the history of translation studies and
arguing that it has been a perennial concern for translators in certain traditions. How one
deals with opacity in the Tractatus, I suggest, is ultimately dependent upon how one interprets
the ethical thrust of the text. I conclude the paper by suggesting that translating the Tractatus
(and not just the explicitly ethical passages) requires one to take a stand on Tractarian ethics.

1. Making a Case for the Consideration of Tractarian Opacity

With the expiration of the copyright on Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus, a flurry of English translations have been published or are
currently in the works. Recent translations include those from Michael Beaney
(2023), Alexander Booth (2023), Damion Searls (2024), and a forthcoming
edition from David Stern, Joachim Schulte, and Katia Saporiti. These join the
well-known translations by Ogden and Ramsay (1922) and Pears and
McGuinness (1961), as well as other translations that have often accompanied
commentaries on the text, such as those from Daniel Kolak (1998) and Duncan
Richter (2021). As the number of Tractatus translations have increased,
translators have sought to justify and distinguish their translations by
enumerating the specific considerations that have guided their work. Booth’s
2023 translation seeks to foreground the text’s poetic and literary qualities,
presenting what Jan Zwicky in the introduction to that edition calls its
“musicality” and “lyric nature” (Booth, p. xx). Searls’ 2024 translation strives
for “normalcy” and colloquial language usage (Searls, p. XXXvi, XXXviii).
Beaney, in explaining the approach for his commendable 2023 translation,
goes even further and offers seven guiding considerations (Beaney Draft, pp.

Jeffrey Patrick Colgan, "Translating the Tractatus and Tractarian Ethics". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage der Osterreichischen
Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed. by Yannic Kappes,
Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.

149



150

Translating the Tractatus and Tractarian Ethics | Jeffrey Patrick Colgan

2-3). Notably absent from these translators’ explicit considerations—though
undoubtedly an aspect that every translator grapples with—is the opacity that
characterizes many of the Tractatus’ passages, its gnomic quality. Opacity, as I
use it, is akin to Friedrich Schleiermacher and Lawrence Venuti’s use of the
term foreignness, and about which I'll have much to say below; it is a
characteristic of texts or passages from texts that demand substantial
interpretive work, allow for repeated interpretations, and resist being
“settled.” Opaque passages are hermeneutically unstable. Opacity is
distinguished from ambiguity in that ambiguity allows for multiple successful
interpretations, whereas opacity leaves open the option of there being no
successful interpretation. An opaque passage may be ambiguous, but it may
also simply be enigmatic.

This paper seeks to take the consideration of opacity and clean it up, give it a
haircut and a shave, so that it is not something rejected out of hand nor simply
gestured to, but considered seriously. Opacity in the Tractatus is not uniform,
though, and in Part II of this paper I offer a taxonomy of sorts, identifying
three types of Tractarian opacity: defeatist, esoteric, and systematic. To
substantiate these types of Tractarian opacity, I present historical evidence
from Wittgenstein’s correspondence and consider various candidate opaque
passages. Each of these three types of opacity present particular challenges to
any translator of the Tractatus. In Part III, I engage with opacity as a
specifically translational problem, situating it within the history of translation
studies and arguing that it has been a perennial concern for translators in
certain traditions. How one deals with opacity in the Tractatus is ultimately
dependent upon how one interprets the ethical thrust of the text. Thus in Part
IV, T connect the consideration of opacity with the debates about how to
interpret the Tractatus as an ethical text. My concluding suggestion is that
translating the Tractatus (and not just the explicitly ethical passages) requires
one to take a stand on the text’s ethical thrust; the ethical is present
throughout the text, wherever there is opacity.

2. Opacity in the Tractatus
I take it as uncontroversial that there are many passages in the Tractatus that
can be characterized as opaque. Labelling a passage opaque does not imply

Jeffrey Patrick Colgan, "Translating the Tractatus and Tractarian Ethics". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage der Osterreichischen
Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed. by Yannic Kappes,
Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



Translating the Tractatus and Tractarian Ethics | Jeffrey Patrick Colgan

that it must resist interpretation; in fact, many readers of the Tractatus are
perhaps quite confident in their ability to offer an interpretation for any and
all passages of the text. What opacity means in this context is rather the
demand for substantial interpretation on behalf of the reader and translator
and the latitude of plausible interpretations offered. The number of readings
of the Tractatus that have been produced and the busy realm that is Tractatus
interpretation both suggest the presence of productive opacity throughout the
text. I offer three types of opacity that can be found in the Tractatus: defeatist,
esoteric, and systematic. In what follows, I treat each in turn and offer
examples when possible.

A passage is characterized by defeatist opacity when the author has struggled
to make clear her thoughts. That Wittgenstein struggled to adequately—
especially to his standards—express his thoughts is well-documented. In a 1922
letter to Ogden, Wittgenstein writes:

When I had finished the book roughly there remained certain
proplosition]s — about a hundred — about which I was doubtful whether I
should take them in or not. These prop[osition]s were — partly — different
versions of those now contained in the book; for it had often happened
that I had written down a propl[osition] in many different forms, when the
same thought had occurred to me in different ways during the long time I
worked at that business. (LO, p. 46)

Wittgenstein goes on to call these inadequate attempts to express his thoughts
“less clear than the rest of my prop[osition]s” and compares them to “the
shavings and sawdust and other rub[b]ish” left over from the construction of a
table (LO, p. 46). The same sentiment is present in the preface to the Tractatus,
when Wittgenstein acknowledges that thoughts can be expressed better or
worse and admits his awareness (bewusst) of falling short of what is possible
because of a weakness in his ability (TLP, Preface).

The correspondence between Wittgenstein and Ogden over the translation of
the Tractatus contains numerous instances where Wittgenstein intimates the
difficulty he experienced in attempting to express his thoughts in the original
German and his willingness to deviate from the German in the English
translation, if such deviations could achieve greater clarity of his initial
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thoughts. Even at this stage, when the Tractatus is being translated into
English, Wittgenstein still appears to be at times struggling to express himself.
In Wittgenstein’s notes to Ogden on TLP 6.4312, he attempts to explain to
Ogden what the original German sought to convey by means of a lengthy
example (LO, p. 35). For 3.328, Wittgenstein deviates from the German original
to make the point more explicit (LO, p. 25). 4.0141 is added into the Tractatus
from a collection of supplementary remarks (the shavings and sawdust) as a
supplement to 4.014, presumably to better explain the work that 4.014 is trying
to do (LO, p. 26). These sections of the Tractatus serve not only to illustrate the
difficulty that Wittgenstein faced in expressing his thoughts but also point out
specific passages that, at least to Wittgenstein, retained a level of opacity.

The second type of opacity in the Tractatus is esoteric opacity. Esoteric opacity
is the opacity that characterizes passages with both a surface and deeper
meaning or an intended meaning for a specific group of readers that will be
unacknowledged by readers outside that group. Frank Ramsay in a 1923 letter
to his mother echoes the Tractatus’ preface and reports that

His idea of his book is not that anyone by reading it will understand his
ideas, but that some day someone will think them out again for himself,
and will derive great pleasure from finding in this book their exact
expression. (LO, p. 78).

In the same letter, Ramsay relays that “some of [Wittgenstein’s] sentences are
intentionally ambiguous having an ordinary meaning and a more difficult
meaning which he also believes” (LO, p. 78). Russell, after calling Wittgenstein
a “complete mystic” (Beaney 2023, p. Ixiii), reports something similar in a 1912
letter:

I told him he ought not simply to state what he thinks true, but to give
arguments for it, but he said arguments spoil its beauty, and that he would
feel as if he was dirtying a flower with muddy hands.” (Beaney 2023, p.
Ixxxvi)

Wittgenstein is deliberately holding back in his remarks, unwilling to make his
point clearer, or purposefully offering ambiguities.
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Related to esoteric opacity is a pedagogical aspect of Wittgenstein’s writings. As
the Tractatus’ preface states, it is not a textbook; rather, as Beaney suggests, it
is “an exercise book: a text that has to be thought into a book for
oneself” (Beaney 2023, p. Ixxxvii). Unlike the esoteric writings of those seeking
to avoid arousing state or religious censors, Wittgenstein’s esotericism might
best be understood as due to his intent to avoid proffering dogmas and to
make his readers think—as well as due to aesthetic and stylistic concerns.

Offering clearcut examples of Tractatus passages with esoteric opacity is
intrinsically problematic. Any esoteric passage—because it is esoteric—will be
grasped by some and not by others. However, Wittgenstein in the Tractatus
and in his discussions and correspondence illustrates a willingness to conceal
some of his intentions in the Tractatus.

A third type of opacity in the Tractatus is systematic opacity. This is the opacity
characteristic of passages that offend the account of meaning offered in the

Tractatus; this is the opacity of nonsense. Whether understood as strings of
names that fail to abide by the combinatorial possibilities of the objects to
which they refer or as sentences without sense and significance that do not
permit any scrutiny of their constituents, and further whether this nonsense is
understood as mere nonsense or substantive nonsense, this opacity is that
which results when language use attempts to go beyond its limits (TLP,
4.02-4.03; TLP, 3.3, 3.4). Present in the preface of the Tractatus as well as the
6.4s and 6.5s, this is what Wittgenstein calls in his letter to Ludwig von Ficker
“gassing” or in the “Lecture on Ethics” as “essential nonsensicality” and
language that leaves behind factual expression and attempts to “go beyond the
world” (von Wright, p. 83; LE, pp. 50-51). It is systematic opacity because it is
not contingent upon having “not yet found the correct expressions” but
because these instances attempt to transgress the limits of language (LE, p. 50).
Though this is the deepest sort of opacity found in the Tractatus because it is,
according to the Tractatus, unavoidable, this is the opacity with which most
readers are familiar.

Representative passages in the Tractatus include 6.42 and 6.432, with their
discussion of the higher (Hoheres); the discussion of ethics in 6.421 and 6.422;
6.43, with its discussion of good or bad willing; the discussion of death as a
personal experience in 6.431 and 6.4311; the mention of God in 6.432; that the
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world is (dass sie ist) in 6.44; the feeling of the world as a limited whole in 6.45;
the solution to the problem of life in 6.521; and the ineffable (Unaussprechliches
) and the mystical (das Mystische) in 6.522.

3. Opacity and Translating the Tractatus

Opacity presents specific challenges to the practice of translation generally and
the translation of the Tractatus specifically. Opaque passages show any naive
insistence on equivalence to be wrongheaded, which of course conflicts with
the explicit treatment of translation in the Tractatus (TLP, 3.343, 4.025).
Without equivalence, the translator’s craft reaches its height, and it is here at
these sites of opacity that any specific target text demonstrates its quality and a
given translator proves her mettle. To navigate these challenges in a principled
way, translators often offer guiding considerations for their translations. In
offering such a set of considerations, translators are forced to reflect upon
difficult questions about who will be the audience, to what extent rendering
the target text accessible to that audience limits the originality and
idiosyncrasies of the source text, and to what extent the source text is, in
pursuit of fluency, distorted according to a particular interpretation. In what
follows I consider the guiding considerations offered by some of the more
recent Tractatus translators and argue that opacity itself should be among
those considerations that guide the translation of a text like the Tractatus.

As mentioned above, Beaney identifies seven considerations that guided his
translation. He glosses them as follows (Beaney Draft, p. 2-3):

1. Faithfulness: The text is all that is translated.

2. Correspondence: What is translated are sets of related expressions.

3. Consistency: An ideal translation of a German expression is a single
English expression.

4. Multiplicity: A translation is a reflection of the full sense or senses of an
expression.

5. Flexibility: A translated proposition is a transformed function of the
translation of its parts.

6. Fluency: The general form of a translation is: this is what the author
would have said in the language of the translator.
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7. Invisibility: Where invisibility [of the translator] is impossible, speaking
is imperative.

Stern broadly agrees with Beaney’s stated considerations; however, in his own
translation of the Tractatus he differs from Beaney by putting less weight on
the principles of correspondence and consistency (Stern Draft, p. 7).

Not only is opacity absent from both Beaney and Stern’s stated considerations,
it seems to oppose certain considerations—most obviously fluency and the
invisibility of the translator. Fluency especially can lead to a neglect of opacity
in the source text, running the risk of distorting the original and eradicating
valuable idiosyncrasies.

Opacity as a consideration is, I take it, present in the translation practices of
both Beaney and Stern; it is just not made explicit. Further, opacity is not a
new or remote concern for translators and scholars of translation studies.
Friedrich Schleiermacher in his 1813 lecture “On the Different Methods of
Translating” presents an opposition between the foreign (source text) and the
domestic (socio-linguistic group that the target text will address). For
Schleiermacher “a foreign language will always be available in fragmentary
form only: the exegete has not grown up in and with that idiom and can
therefore only ever grasp it partially and imperfectly, as an
outsider” (Hermans, p. 27). The best a translator can do is to convey “to readers
unfamiliar with the foreign language that particular sense of the foreign as it
inhabits this specific work by this individual writer and as the translator...has
apprehended it. [Thus] foreignness...enters the translating language” as an
inescapable aspect of the source text that evades full intelligibility (Hermans,
p- 29). Opacity is insurmountable in translation.

Translator and translation studies scholar Lawrence Venuti picks up this line
of thought and criticizes (primarily Anglo-American) philosophers and
translators for adhering to a “preference for fluency, immediate intelligibility,
the illusion of transparent communication” (Venuti, p. 116). Domestication is,
of course, unavoidable and in fact “necessary if the foreign text is to become
intelligible and interesting to domestic readers” (Venuti, p. 114). However, for
Venuti the dominant approach results in translations that unavoidably “revert
to a domestic standard...stylistic canon or...interpretation” (Venuti, p. 106). In
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its stead, he offers the strategy of “reading for the remainder.” He explains his
strategy as one that “continues to be philosophical, engaged in conceptual
analysis, but now made more literary, concerned with the formal properties of
language,” and one that “requires a reformulation of the notion of accuracy, a
broadening that takes into account both the foreign text and domestic
readers” (Venuti, p. 114-115).

Opacity as I use the term relates to this notion of foreignness in
Schleiermacher and Venuti, though without the emphasis on large-scale socio-
linguistic communities or the subtext of national character. Rather, the
emphasis is on the idiosyncrasies of specific authors and texts, especially the
unconventional uses of language and textual form that demand a departure
from our everyday and expected uses of language. In the Tractatus specifically,
it is a consideration to aid in the avoidance of flattening the text by subsuming
it wholesale into a philosophical tradition that it is, in part, criticizing. The
history of the translation of the Tractatus into English is, in many ways, a
history of confronting its opacity.

4. Opacity and Tractarian Ethics

It is uncontroversial that the translations of the explicitly ethical passages are
often influenced by the translators’ interpretations of Tractarian ethics. A most
egregious example of this comes from Kolak’s 1998 translation, where “
transcendental” in 6.421 is rendered as “transcendent.” But this latitude of
translation can be found in many passages. Consider the various translations
of “zeigt,” "Unaussprechliches," and “allerdings” in 6.522:

Deutsch
Es gibt allerdings Unaussprechliches. Dies zeigt sich, es ist das Mystische.

Ogden/Ramsay
There is indeed the inexpressible. This shows itself; it is the mystical.

Pears/McGuinness
There are, indeed, things that cannot be put into words. They make
themselves manifest. They are what is mystical.
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Kolak
The inexpressible indeed exists. This shows itself. It is the mystical.

Beaney
There is, though, the ineffable. This shows itself, it is the mystical.

Searls
Of course there are things that cannot be spoken. They show themselves;
they are mystical.

Booth
There is indeed the ineffable. It shows itself; it is the mystical.

Stern
Some things can’t be said, though. They show themselves; they are what is
mystical.

One can find similarly stark differences in the preface, 6.42, and 7.

However, I want to conclude by suggesting that one’s interpretation of
Tractarian ethics—the so-called ethical point of the book—does not only bear
upon the explicitly ethical passages but on the opaque passages throughout the
text. The thought goes as follows: the three types of opacity treated in this
paper can be located throughout the Tractatus—not only in the preface, 6.4s,
6.5s, and 7. Further, any specific instance of opacity will in most cases be
underdetermined with respect to which kind of opacity it is. As such, each
instance of opacity is ethically-relevant in that it is either itself nonsensical or
entangled with those opaque passages that are nonsensical. How a translator
(or even a reader) interprets such instances of opacity depends upon how she
interprets the ethical thrust of the Tractatus—e.g., resolute, ineffabilist, or like
Yaniv Iczkovitz as a spiritual exercise of purification (see Iczkovitz 2012; for
general overviews see Christensen 2024 and Bronzo 2012). Thus, the ethical
thrust of the text permeates the whole of any Tractatus interpretive project,
and this point holds irrespective of one’s particular interpretation of
Tractarian ethics. Translating (and interpreting generally) the opaque passages
throughout the Tractatus requires one to take a stand on Tractarian ethics.
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Vaidya’'s Method of Variation in Imagination Revisited
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Abstract

In their famous paper The epistemology of modality and the problem of modal epistemic friction
(2018), Vaidya & Wallner propose to switch the debate in the epistemology of modality from
possibility-first vs. necessity-first approaches to possibility-first vs. essences-first approaches.
This decision obeys the identification of the problem of modal epistemic friction for some
accounts of epistemology, according to which are essentialist theses which underpin those
accounts. If that thesis is correct, the epistemology of modality should be a special case of the
epistemology of essences. In this vein, Vaidya proposes a way to understand essences—and,
therefore, to gain modal knowledge-which is based in what he calls variation in imagination:
the essential properties of an object would be those that remain invariant through a method
of varying properties in imagination from time to time. However, since this method is closed
under logical consequence, the notion of essence involved is, in Finean terms, consequentialist
and not constitutive. Therefore, our aim in this talk will be to modify Vaidya's proposal
suggesting a way to capture constitutive essences starting from consequentialist essences
using the notions of grounding and relevance.

In their famous paper The epistemology of modality and the problem of modal
epistemic friction (2018), Vaidya & Wallner propose to switch the debate in the
epistemology of modality from possibility-first vs. necessity-first approaches to
possibility-first vs. essences-first approaches. This decision obeys the
identification of the problem of modal epistemic friction for some accounts of
epistemology of modality such a Williamson’s counterfactual theory (2007),
Yablo (1993) and Chalmers (2002) conceivability theories or Kripke (1971)
deduction theory. Roughly put, this problem consists in that the former
accounts rely on essentialist propositions. If Vaidya & Wallner thesis is true,
the epistemology of modality would be just a special case of epistemology of
essences. We will assume the former statement for the purposes of this paper.

But how can we know essences? It seems that to know something there should
be a connection between the subject and the truth-maker (knowledge will be,
therefore, incompatible with epistemic luck) and it does not seem we have that
connection in case of essences. This could be viewed as the modal version of
Benacerraf’s problem in epistemology of mathematics. However, in a paper
entitled Understanding and essence (2010) Vaidya makes a gambit to solve that
dilemma and argues that we should address the debate possibilist-first vs
essences first making a difference between “knowing essences” and
“understanding essences”. Even if both verbs-"know” and “understand”—are

Violeta Conde & Concha Martinez-Vidal, "Vaidya's Method of Variation in Imagination Revisited". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates.
Beitrdge der Osterreichischen Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg.
von / ed. by Yannic Kappes, Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



Vaidya's Method of Variation in Imagination Revisited | Violeta Conde & Concha Martinez-Vidal

viewed as factive, the first one is incompatible with epistemic luck, whereas
the second is not. What Vaidya calls “objectual understanding” allows him to
accept that we can accidentally arrive at the truth without having any causal
connection between the subject and the truth-maker, and, therefore, to avoid
what he calls the Meno paradox when using his method of variation in
imagination to understand essences. The basic idea in Vaidya’s proposal is that
“we can make a judgement about the essential properties of an object by
varying properties of the objects in imagination, and seeing which vary and
which do not” (Vaidya, 2010: 820). The variant properties would be the
accidental ones, whereas the invariant would be the essential ones. However,
the method of variation in imagination is closed under logical consequence, so
it produces essential properties that are not constitutive, but consequential, to
use Finean (2012) terms. Fine argues that is possible to arrive to properties that
are essential in the constitutive way starting from properties that are essential
in the consequentialist way and filtering them out. Our aim is this paper is to
pursue this Finean strategy to improve Vaidya’s method of variation in
imagination by suggesting that the needed depuration can be done applying
the notions of grounding (Fine, 2012) and relevance (Schnieder 2018; Hireche
2023).

The method of variation in imagination proposed by Vaidya is based in
Husserl’s method of eidetic variation. He argues that through it we can
understand what essences are and consider them as an entry point to our
knowledge of modality. To illustrate this method, let’s think of Aristotle in first
instance: in a first moment, namely, t,, we can think of him having certain

properties, such as “being human”, “being a philosopher”, “having two legs”,
“being born in Stagira” etc., in a second moment, t, we can think of him as

“being human”, “being a musician”, “having one leg”, “being born in Athens”,
etc.; in a third moment, t,, we can think of him as “being human”, “being a
soldier”, “having no legs”, “being born in Elea”, etc. In any case, we cannot
think of him as not being human, so it will be in the essence of Aristotle the
fact of being human (and every property which remains invariant through the
process of variation in imagination). In some way, this is similar to Kripke’s
view in Naming and Necessity (1980) when he says that a property is essential
to an object if and only if we cannot imagine a world in which that object does

not have that property.
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Vaidya (2010) is aware that this method leads to a version of Meno paradox if
we think that we are doing is knowing essences:

Intuitively, the problem is that one cannot preserve an object across a
series of transitions unless they know which properties they can alter. But
knowing which properties one can alter would require that one already,
either implicitly or explicitly, knows which properties are essential and
which are not (Vaidya 2010: 822).

Vaidya solves this worry adducing that we are really doing is understanding
essences and not knowing them, so our understanding is compatible with
epistemic luck. But our target here is other. This procedure is closed under
logical consequence; thus, i.e, for every disjunction one of whose members is
“Aristotle is human”, for example, could be considered as forming part of the
essence of Aristotle. The problem is not that we cannot capture every property
in the essence of Aristotle, for Vaidya acknowledges that this procedure cannot
be complete:

Second, when one considers a set of scenarios, the set of scenarios may not
be complete. Note in the example above, the initial set of properties
considered does not constitute a complete list of properties of O. However,
it is not necessary that in coming to have a justified belief, knowledge, or
understanding of O’s essence that one examines every property of O. What
is required is that the set of properties be adeciuate and representative in
an appropriate sense, not that the set be complete of all properties of the
object. Completeness or exhaustiveness as a requirement on the set of
properties considered would be over demanding, and render any finite
exercise of variation epistemically irrelevant (Vaidya 2010: 821).

We agree with Vaidya that the procedure, in order to be epistemically relevant,
should not be complete. Still, the problem is that the set of properties cannot
be “adequate and representative” if the procedure is closed under logical
consequence. We want to avoid conclusions such as “being human or the
moon is made up of cheese” or “not being Plato” being in the essence of
Aristotle. If we go back to the example of Aristotle, we can appreciate that the
understanding of essences that is in the background allows us to state that
“Aristotle or the moon is made up of cheese” is essential to Aristotle since that
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is a property which would remain invariant through the process of variation
in imagination.

Fine is going to distinguish between two approaches to the concept of essence.
On the one hand, “an essential property of an object is a constitutive part of
the essence of that object if it is not had in virtue of being a consequence of
some more basic essential properties of the object; and otherwise, it is a
consequential part of the essence” (Fine 1995: 57). So, it is constitutively
essential to Aristotle to be human, but it is just consequentially essential to him
to be a human, or the moon is made up of cheese.

Contrary to what one should think, Fine claims that we should start from
properties that are consequentially essential to somebody or something and
then to filter out or depurate this notion to obtain the properties that are
constitutively essential.

But how are we to understand the relationship between constitutive and
consequentialist essence? One view is that we understand the latter in
terms of the former. Roughly, to belong to the consequentialist essence of
something is to be a logical consequence of what belongs to the
constitutive essence. But another view, to which I am more inclined, is that
we understand the former in terms of the latter. One statement of
consequentialist essence may be partly grounded in others. The fact that it
lies in the nature of a given set to be a set or a set, for example, is partly
grounded in the fact that it lies in the nature of the set to be a set. The
constitutive claims of essence can then be taken to be those
consequentialist statements of essence that are not partly grounded in
other such claims. This way of conceiving the distinction enables us to
“factor out” the purely essentialist aspect of the concept of essence from
the partly explanatory aspect (Fine 2012).

Also, Rosen (2015) proposes something similar when he argues:

p belongs to the constitutive essence of x iff p to the consequential essence
of x, and there are no propositions such that p belongs to the
consequential essence of x in virtue of the fact that belongs to the
consequential essence (Rosen 2015: 196)
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So, Vaidya’s method of variation in imagination is problematic because it gives
us a consequentialist notion of essence. But what Vaidya means to capture is
the constitutive essence. Thus, when we observe through the method of
variation in imagination that the property Aristotle is human or the moon is
made of cheese remains invariant, we should filter out that claim in order to
obtain the property of Aristotle that form parts of his constitutive essence.
According to Fine and Rosen, grounding allows us to make the filtering.

However, Eileen S. Nutting, Ben Caplan & Chris Tillman (2017) argue that what
they call the “Fine-Rosen proposal” is not an appropriate method, since the
result of its application includes in the constitutive essence properties that are
not essential, but necessary. Let’s consider the reconstruction of the definition
of being in the constitutive essence of something proposed Fine that Nutting et
al. propose:

The unconstrained Fine-Rosen proposal: For any property F and any
object x, F is in X’s constitutive essence =df (i) F is in xX’s unconstrained
consequential essence, and (ii) it’s not the case that there is a property G
such that the fact that F is in x’s unconstrained consequential essence is
partly grounded in the fact that G is in X’s unconstrained consequential
essence (Nutting et al. 2017: 9).

According to that definition the property “not being Plato” cannot be in
Socrates’ constitutive essence since (ii) is not fulfilled, for it is the case that
there is a property G, namely, “Socrates is Socrates” such that the fact that “not
being Plato” is in Socrates’s unconstrained consequential essence is partly
ground in the fact that “Socrates is Socrates” is in Socrates’s unconstrained
consequential essence.

But this other example is harder to tackle:

(Unconstrained Universal Fact) Socrates’s unconstrained consequential
essence includes being such that, for any object x and any property F,
either x has F or it’s not the case that x has F (Nutting et al. 2017: 10)

According to Nutting et al. (2017: 10-11), “unless (Unconstrained Universal
Fact) is partly grounded in some fact about Socrate’s unconstrained
consequential essence, being such that, for any object x and any property F,
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either x has F or it’s not the case that x has F will be in Socrates’s constitutive
essence.”

We will argue that (Unconstrained Universal Fact) is just false if the notion of
consequence we manage is like the one proposed by Schnieder (2018) a
“relevant” one. Schnieder describes the standard notion of logical consequence
as the modal notion of consequence: necessarily if the premises in Gamma are
true, phi is true: [J(Tappo --> ). And objects to it that, despite its success, the
modal notion of consequence validates principles that are counterintuitive,
like, for example, the principle of explosion, and the principle that a logical
truth follows from anything. This is precisely the sort of case (Unconstrained
Universal Fact) puts forward. So, we explore whether the filtering out of the
notion of consequential evidence can be done by substituting relevant
consequence for modal consequence.

Consequence is a relation between propositions, so in this case it will be about
the relations among propositions concerning essential properties. Schneider
(2018) proposes the notion of “web consequence”, and he defines it like this:

WC x is a consequence of y,..., y, <> under the hypothesis thaty,, ..., y,
are grounded, one or more of the (thin) grounds of y,,...,y, (jointly, fully,

and thinly) ground x (Schnieder 2018)

According to this definition of consequence, for any object x and any property
F, either x has F or it’s not the case that x has F wouldn’t be in the
consequentialist essence of Socrates, for tautologies are not grounded in any
other truth (so they are not included in the ground consequence of anything).
However, “Aristotle is human or the moon is made or cheese” or “not bein_g
Plato” still belong to Aristotle’s consequentialist essence under the notion of
web consequence.

Thus, Vaidya’s method of variation in imagination can be seen as allowing us
to identify the constitutive essence in terms of the notion of consequential
essence, if the underlying notion of consequence is the notion of web
consequence proposed by Schneider, at least it leaves out cases such as the one
pointed out by Notting et alt.
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Starting with the notion of web consequentialist essence, uninteresting cases
such as (Unconstrained logical fact) are left out from the start. Then, the
filtering goes through the notion of grounding by assessing which properties
ground the others and still remain invariant. Aristotle is human or the moon is
made of cheese is grounded in the fact that Aristotle is human (a property that
remains invariant) for Aristotle. As Hireche puts it:

Grounding—unlike e.g. mere (strict) implication-is a relation whose relata
meet certain relevance conditions. More precisely, I will rely on the idea
that a full ground should contain exactly what is relevant for it to ground
what it grounds-i.e. no more and no less that what it needs to do so
(Hiréche 2023).

References

Chalmers, D. (2002) “Does conceivability entail possibility?", in: T.S. Gendler & J. Hawthorne
(Eds.). Conceivability and possibility. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 145 - 200.

Fine, K. (1995) “Senses of Essence”, in: Sinnott-Armstrong, W., Raffman, D. & Asher, N. (Eds.).
Modality, Morality and Belief. Essays in Honor of Ruth Barcan Marcus. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 53 - 73.

Fine, K. (2012) “Guide to ground”, in: Correia, F. & Schnieder, B. (Eds.). Metaphysical Grounding.
Understanding the Structure of Reality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 77 — 95.

Hireche, S. (2023) “Grounding, necessity, and relevance”, Philosophical Studies. doi: 10.1007/
$11098-023-01968

Kripke, S. (1971) “Identity and necessity”. In M.K. Munitz (Ed). Identity and individuation, New
York: NYU Press, 135 — 164.

Kripke, S. (1980) Naming and Necessity. Oxford: Blackwell. .

Nutting, E.S., Caplan, B. & Tillman, C. (2017) “Constitutive essence and partial grounding”,
Inquiry, 6 (2): 137 - 161. doi: 10.1080/0020174X.2017.1392895

Rosen, G. (2015) “Real Definition”, Analytic Philosophy 56 (3): 189 — 209. doi: 10.1111/phib.12067

Schnieder, B. (2018) “On Ground and Consequence”, Synthese (198): 1335 — 1363. doi: 10.1007/
$11229-018-02012-9

Vaidya, A. J. (2010) “Understanding and Essence”, Philosophia (38): 811 — 833. doi: 10.1007/
§11406-010-9243-z

Violeta Conde & Concha Martinez-Vidal, "Vaidya's Method of Variation in Imagination Revisited". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates.
Beitrdge der Osterreichischen Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg.
von / ed. by Yannic Kappes, Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.



Vaidya's Method of Variation in Imagination Revisited | Violeta Conde & Concha Martinez-Vidal

Vaidya, A. J. & Wallner, M. (2018) “The epistemology of modality and the problem of modal
epistemic friction”, Synthese (Suppl 8): 1909 — 1935.

Yablo, S. (1993). “Is conceivability a guide to possibility”, Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research, 53 (1), 1 — 42. doi: 10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199266463.003.0002

Acknowledgement

We would like to thank the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation and the Spanish State
Research Agency which financially supported this work as part of the research project
‘Concepciones deflacionarias en ontologia y metaontologia’ (reference number: PID2020-115482GB-
100). We are also grateful to the Spanish Ministry of Universities, which financially supported this
work through the National Program FPU (grant reference: FPU19/00199).

Violeta Conde & Concha Martinez-Vidal, "Vaidya's Method of Variation in Imagination Revisited". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates.
Beitrdge der Osterreichischen Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the Austrian Ludwig Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg.
von / ed. by Yannic Kappes, Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.

167



168

Levels of Abstraction As Family Resemblances From the Classical to the Quantum Mechanical Representation of Reality |
Niccold Covoni & Silvano Zipoli Caiani

Levels of Abstraction As Family Resemblances From the Classical to
the Quantum Mechanical Representation of Reality

Niccolo Covoni (Urbino, Italy)
Silvano Zipoli Caiani (Florence, Italy)

Abstract

This paper explores the challenges in expressing quantum mechanics using natural language
and proposes a solution through the application of the Method of Abstraction. Quantum
mechanics, deviating from classical physics, presents difficulties in language expression due
to phenomena like the double-slit experiment and entanglement. The paper introduces the
concept of Levels of Abstraction (LoA) as a framework to analyze information processes.
Wittgenstein's ideas on language as a practical tool, shared activity, and the rejection of
pictorial representation are invoked. The Method of Abstraction is extended to the quantum
domain, resulting in Quantum Levels of Abstraction (QLoA) and Quantum Gradient of
Abstraction (QGoA) models. These models provide a structured approach to understanding
quantum properties and serve as a bridge between microscopic and macroscopic realms. The
revised Method of Abstraction aids in capturing the informational processes in the quantum
world, emphasizing the limitations of natural language and the importance of specialized
languages, such as mathematics, in comprehending quantum phenomena. The proposed
approach aligns with Wittgenstein's paradigm shift in recognizing the role of language rules
in understanding different "games" or aspects of reality.

1. Introduction: the two worlds

Quantum mechanics is the field of physics where things happen in a way that
is very different to our classical view of the world. Quantum Mechanics is the
most accurate description of the world that we have access to. At the same
time, however, it is also the most difficult description to understand. This is
because the results of quantum mechanics do not seem to fit the categories of
our language. Let us elaborate on this slowly.

From the perspective of quantum mechanics, it is possible to notice the limits
of the language that we use every day or in the scientific description of the
macroscopic world. Some definitions of the natural language are intrinsically
different from the ones that we can derive from the theory of quantum
mechanics.To give a taste of this difference, we can mention two examples: a
famous experiment and a very strange quantum property.

One of the most famous experiments in the history of quantum mechanics is
the double-slit experiment. In this experiment, we shoot multiple electrons
through a double-slit plate in a wall. Without a detector that measures the
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electrons passing through the plate, it is impossible to determine where each
single electron is passed, and what is only observed is the wave behavior that
can be seen in the wall. Instead, with the observation things changed
completely: it is possible to detect the slit where each electron is passed, but
the interference of the electrons is no more visible.In this example, something
very strange for the macroscopic world seems to be happening but it is
possible to explain this phenomena with the help of one of the principles of
quantum mechanics: the complementary principle proposed by Niels Bohr in
1928.

The principle can be expressed as follows: when dealing with microscopic
objects in any experiment, the observer gains insights not into the inherent
properties of the objects themselves. Instead, the obtained information
pertains to the properties of the objects within a specific context, which
includes the use of measuring instruments. Information acquired about the
object under particular conditions should be viewed as supplementary to
information gathered under alternative conditions. It's crucial to recognize
that information obtained in diverse circumstances cannot be merely
aggregated or combined to form a unified depiction. Instead, they mirror
distinct (complementary) facets of a singular reality, each corresponding to a
specific aspect of the object under examination.

This principle seems very different compared to the macroscopic world.
However, things are different: the complementary principle applies to every
size of matter, while at the macroscopic level it is ignored, in the microscopic
world it is not still negligible. Given that, since our language is arranged on a
macroscopic scale, it seems unable to account for the parity principle.
Differently, the best way to interpret this principle is by using the language of
math.

The use of math allows us to understand the situation that is happening during
the experiment because it is impossible to measure the two properties when
we go under the number at the right of the equation. The world of quantum
mechanics becomes very clear if you use mathematics to explain the problems
of the lack of direct observation, the use of the Hilbert Space is a great way to
understand what seems difficult to catch without the tool of the numbers.
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Another typical quantum property that helps to understand the problem of
using natural language is entanglement.

Quantum entanglement was first formulated in 1935 by Einstein, Podolsky and
Rosen in the famous EPR paradox:

"When two systems, of which we know the states by their respective
representatives, enter into temporary physical interaction due to known
forces between them, and when after a time of mutual influence the
systems separate again, then they can no longer be described in the same
way as before, ... By the interaction, the two representatives [the quantum
states] have become entangled.” (Schrodinger, 1935: 555)

This is a typical quantum property, which has no counterpart in the classical
world, but which has several consequences in the theory of the microscopic
world; it is impossible to reduce this phenomenon to classical mechanics.

The natural language created by the observation of the macroscopic world is
incapable of capturing what this property shows. The only way to talk about it
is to use the proper language of physics or, again, the language of mathematics.

If we want to talk about the strange things that happen in quantum mechanics,
we need to bridge the specific language of the microscopic world and our
natural language as used for the macroscopic world, in doing so the auspicious
result is to obtain a correlation between the "two worlds" and a way to reach a
better knowledge about quantum phenomena.

The "strange" thing is that at first sight, it seems that the problem lies in the
fact that the two systems communicate with each other instantaneously, but
this is impossible because it would mean that the communication had traveled
faster than light, and according to the principles of special relativity, nothing
can break this limit. But this also means that the correlation between the two
cannot be explained by the measurement in the classical sense. Entanglement
is something deeply different from a classical property. Once again we see the
limits of natural language for describing the properties of quantum mechanics.

All the properties of entanglement seem impossible, not only for natural
language, but also for a theory of the macroscopic world such as general
relativity, which is the best theory of gravity we have. Consider that general
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relativity not only improves classical mechanics by extending its physical
range (to speeds comparable to those of light and to strong gravitational
fields), and not only provides the cosmological model that best describes the
evolution of our universe as a whole, but is also the theory whose field
equations, once solved, are potentially capable of providing an infinity of
cosmological models describing as many physically possible universes.

2. Language as a practical tool

The fundamental inquiry underlying this discourse is the interpretation of the
entanglement as a representation of reality. Does it denote something tangible
or remain abstract? This age-old question has guided and still guides the
debate regarding the ontology underlying quantum mechanics. The cogency of
this question grounds in the widely shared assumption according to which
every representation that is true corresponds to a matter of fact that makes it
true. According to the famous Aristotelian formula, it makes sense to say that a
representation is true because it corresponds to facts, while it makes no sense
to say that it corresponds to facts because it is true. In this vein, if the quantum
entanglement is to be understood as a truthful description of the way the
constituents of matter behave, it is assumed that it corresponds to the facts,
just as a photograph corresponds to its subject. According to the “pictorial
theory of meaning”, a meaningful sentence must share a pictorial form with
whatever state of affairs it reports. In this view, the elements of a linguistic
representation correspond to elements of the situation they represent, and
that the structure of the sentence is shared with that of the situation. However,
it is precisely this "pictorial” correspondence that is problematic.

Wittgenstein, in his later work, dismisses his own pictorial representation
theory of reality, asserting that the meaning of a proposition lies in usage
rather than in the pictorial representation. According to this perspective, the
quantum entanglement does not function as a depiction of reality; the crucial
aspect is physicists' capacity for calculations, leading to testable predictions.
The emphasis is not solely on the measurements, as a positivist might argue,
but on the conduct of physicists. The language and mathematics employed
serve as tools for regulating and influencing collective human actions to
accomplish meaningful work.

Niccolod Covoni & Silvano Zipoli Caiani, "Levels of Abstraction As Family Resemblances From the Classical to the Quantum Mechanical Representation
of Reality". In Facets of Reality — Contemporary Debates. Beitrage der Osterreichischen Ludwig Wittgenstein Gesellschaft / Contributions of the
Austrian Ludwi% Wittgenstein Society. Band / Vol. XXX. Hrsg. von / ed. by Yannic Kappes, Asya Passinsky, Julio De Rizzo, Benjamin Schnieder in
cooperation with Joseph Wang-Kathrein. Kirchberg/W.: ALWS 2024.

171



172

Levels of Abstraction As Family Resemblances From the Classical to the Quantum Mechanical Representation of Reality |
Niccold Covoni & Silvano Zipoli Caiani

Essentially, all the valuable information generated by science exists as forms
of the scientific activity, namely, as results of experimentation or calculation.
Wittgenstein illustrates this by stating that determining the length of an object
involves an activity rather than mere learning of theories and definitions.This
perspective implies that understanding quantum physics involves learning
how to make scientific activity with it, and vice versa.

Wittgenstein further suggests that mathematics is a shared activity. He poses a
hypothetical scenario questioning the belief that “twice two is five,”
emphasizing the role of a shared technique that might not be labeled as
calculating (RFM I, 168). Accordingly, if we do not perform the correct activity,
that is, if we do not use the appropriate set of rules, it is impossible to
understand the procedure of mathematical theorems. In this view,
mathematics and natural language can be seen as sharing a series of
similarities that allow us to consider them as part of the same family
resemblance.

As the use of words in language, according to Wittgenstein, also the use of
symbols in mathematics is governed by conventions. Following Wittgenstein,,
mathematical entities and truths are not discovered, but rather “invented” or
created by humans based on conventions that allow shared activities. In other
words, mathematical statements and concepts are considered to be human-
made activities or agreements rather than reflections of some inherent,
objective reality.

Following this suggestion, to inquire about the meaning of quantum
entanglement without specifying the corresponding activity — an experiment —
is like asking about the sound of a falling tree without a context. Such a
question is deemed nonsensical in this philosophical framework.

3. From actions to levels of abstraction

Any language can also be considered as a process of information exchange
between people, objects, computers. With this consideration we can take an
epistemic structure made in the philosophy of information, which tries to
create a way to define all possible processes where there is an exchange of
information.
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The core definition of this structure is the Level of Abstraction.

"A Level of Abstraction, LoA, is a finite but non-empty set of observables.
No order is assigned to the observables, which are expected to be the
building blocks in a theory characterized by their very definition." (Floridi
2011: 52)

This definition was created by Luciano Floridi and first presented in the
Method of Abstraction (2004). This structure is capable of analysing any type of
information process that can be extracted from a set of observations, from
those closest to nature (such as the colour of things) to abstract exchanges of
information (prices, analyses of social characteristics).

The main elements of the method are used to define the level at which a
system is considered, since each level of abstraction provides a quantified
commitment to the type and amount of information that can be extracted from
the set under consideration.

An interesting implementation of the method is to analyse the information
processes that can be derived from the observables of a given mathematical
set, and this can be done with a simple implementation of the elements of the
method. Thanks to this we have a method to analyse different sets of
observables (like numbers, objects, properties...) and also to make comparisons
with them, because we can easily compare the elements of LoA with the well-
known rules of set theory, as a result of the definition of LoA as a set.

Another interesting point is that Floridi thinks that his method is not a
prerogative of the human species, everyone can use different types of LoA.

"Since they deal with observables, LoAs are not an anthropocentric
prerogative but allow a more general (or indeed less biased) approach. We
do not have to limit ourselves to human beings or to communities of
speakers. Different sorts of empirical or abstract agents, not only human
beings but also computers, animals, plants, scientific theories,
measurement instruments etc., operate and deal with the world (or, better,
with the data they glean from it) at some LoAs. By neatly decoupling LoAs
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from the agents that implement or use them, we avoid confusion between
CSs, the languages in which they are formulated or embodied, and the
agents that use them." (Floridi 2011: 72)

LoAs are not mandatory for each subject, but the possibility of understanding
different levels of abstraction is opened up. It is possible to make a comparison
with the definition of family resemblance:

"I can think of no better expression to characterize these similarities than
"family resemblances"”; for the various resemblances between members of
a family: build, features, colour of eyes, gait, temperament, etc. etc. overlap
and criss-cross in the same way. — And I shall say: 'games' form a
family" (PI 2009: 56).

From this definition each GoA can be seen as a family resemblance and the
sum of the LoAs can be seen as a game.

If it is possible to capture the informational processes between mathematical
observations, what about the quantum world, which seems to be accessible
only through a particular language and a particular mathematics?

The Method of Abstraction can be applied to cases in the world of quantum
mechanics, and its explanatory power can be utilized there as well. To achieve
this, a promising approach is to link the observables of the method of
abstraction with the corresponding concepts in quantum mechanics.

The original version of the Method of Abstraction defines the observable,
which can be rearranged using the observable concept in orthodox quantum
mechanics. This results in a new observable with more constraints based on
physical theory. It is used to define the notion of observable in quantum
mechanics as the total energy of a particle with mass m in a real potential field
V. To rearrange the Method of Abstraction for quantum mechanics, we must
define the observables in that way. So using this definition, various sets of
observables can be created according to the rules of quantum mechanics. and
these sets can be referred to as observables.
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4. The Quantum levels of Abstraction

The Quantum-Levels of Abstraction (QLoA) model allows us to map all
observables starting from a set of variables and the rules of quantum
mechanics. Each QLoA shows us the observables that have the same properties
in common. The model maintains the same structure as the original Method of
Abstraction, allowing for the creation of multiple QLoAs with different
observables. Quantum Levels of Abstraction can be viewed as a sequence of
exponentiations of sets. The QLoA that is closer to the observables, less
abstract in Floridi's terminology, is the set that contains the observables
derived using the self-adjoint operator.

From there, we can take another step and use the notion of Gradient of
Abstraction (GoA), taken from the original formulation of the Method, to
construct similar objects for quantum mechanics.

A GOA is:

"A collection of different LoAs that focus on a particular system or feature
forms a gradient of abstraction (GoA)." (Wolf 2012: 24)

The quantum counterpart is a collection of the QLoAs and can be called the
Quantum-Gradient of Abstraction (QGoA). It can be compared to a quantum
state in quantum mechanics. A quantum state is defined as the wave function
that encodes all information about a system.The correlation can be identified
by observing that each QLoA represents a portion of the information of a
specific quantum state, such as position or energy. The set of all QLoAs creates
a QGoA that contains all the information of a system. This reformulation gives
the QGoA a foundational state compared to the GoA, where this structure is not
an axiom of the theory and is intended to aid the analysis of information
derived from large collections of LoAs.

By accepting the modification of the Method of Abstraction, it becomes
possible to explain the emergence of quantum properties. This is due to the
fact that LoAs, which take into account the laws of quantum mechanics, create
rules for determining an observable that are not used in a less complex LoA.
The latter is used to gain simplicity, such as the LoA that uses the rules of
classical physics for macroscopic objects.
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The revisitation of the Method of Abstraction can help us understand certain
aspects of quantum mechanics that are difficult to express in natural language.
It provides a way to bridge the gap between the language we use and the
world and language of quantum mechanics. QLoA and QGoA aim to create a
bridge between the information processes in the microscopic world and our
comprehension.

By reconsidering the concept of linguistic game as a means of analysing the
information that can be conveyed, one can comprehend the importance of
mathematics as a tool for comprehending phenomena in the microscopic
realm, as well as the essential paradigm shift of Bohr's Principle.

Phenomena such as the double slit and entanglement demonstrate the
limitations of natural language in capturing precise observations. Therefore,
specific tools are necessary to accurately represent reality. The revisited
Method of Abstraction enables us to capture both the formal language of
mathematics, used to describe quantum phenomena, and the natural language
we use for communication, in a common field. This allows for a unified
approach, with an high order formal language, to obtaining information from
the world, despite the differences between the two theories.

5. Conclusion

Considering these factors, expressing quantum mechanics in natural language
may seem impossible. The double-slit experiment and entanglement highlight
the difficulty in comprehending the microscopic world without a precise
conceptual framework or specific terminology. By incorporating the Method of
Abstraction into the quantum realm, we can create a model of the
informational processes that serves as a bridge between macroscopic and
microscopic situations. This model shows that the limitations of natural
language tools derived from the Level of Abstraction that we used and
highlights the importance of mathematics and specialised languages in
understanding the quantum world. By embracing this paradigm shift, we
follow Wittgenstein's ideas of changing the rules of the language in different
games and recognising the crucial role of language in comprehending reality.
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A Bipartite Reading of the Private Language Argument of
Philosophical Investigations

Haiqiang Dai (Beijing, China)

Abstract

In the “private language” sections (§§243-315) of Philosophical Investigations, Ludwig
Wittgenstein criticizes the idea of a private language, or a language that can only be
understood by its private user and thus is impossible to translate to others. One crucial
passage in these sections is §258, which, in a literal reading, shows how a private ostensive
definition fails. Commentators disagree upon the features of this passage and hold different
view on the private language sections. One group focuses on the memory issue, while the
other group emphasizes the reidentification issue. However, I will argue that these two
aspects of the private language argument are not in conflict. Both point out that without a
public standard of accuracy (a criterion of correctness), private language is impossible. In my
memory related interpretation, different interpretations can be reconciled with each other.
This essay will proceed in the following way. First, I will explicate and interpret the private
language argument. In §258, in order to explain the nonsense of the private ostensive
definition, there is a basic line, namely, the lack of a criterion of correctness of memory in the
naming ceremony. Then, I will show how this reading could resolve the debate between
different interpretations by showing that both the memory scepticism reading and the
reidentifications of sensations reading could be interpreted under my reading.

Many commentators regard the §258 of Philosophical Investigations as a
substantial argument to treat the private language and maintain that this
passage is a form of reductio ad absurdum in which there is an error in the
private ostensive definition such that the possibility of private language is
ruled out. As Malcom says, “The argument that I have been outlining has the
form of reductio ad absurdum: postulate a 'private’ language; then deduce that
it is not language”. (Malcolm1954:537) However, this reading diverges into two
groups. One group contends that the argument is relevant to the scepticism of
memory and argues that the real problem for the private language is the lack
of a criterion of correctness. (Canfield2001:379; Hardin 1959:518; Stocker
1966:47) By contrast, the other group believes that the problem is about
identifying the sameness of sensation. The failure of the reidentification of
sensations at two different times leads to the failure of the private ostensive
definition. (Pears 1988:328; Glock 1996:313; Ahmed 2017:50; Lin 2017:273-274)
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These readings raise questions that need resolution. First, which interpretation
is right with regard to the §258 passage? The criterion related one or the
reidentification related one? Textual evidence can support both, it seems. So, is
it possible to reconcile them?

In PI §258, Wittgenstein presents a case of a private ostensive definition in
which a private diarist attempts to produce a private language through a
simple private ostensive definition by concentrating on his sensation and
labelling it with a sign. However, this “christening” is not sufficient for the
establishment of the private language, as the private diarist believes.
Wittgenstein raises a conundrum:

But “I commit it to memory” can only mean: this process brings it about that I
remember the connection correctly in the future. But in the present case, I
have no criterion of correctness. One would like to say: whatever is going to
seem correct to me is correct. And that only means that here we can’t talk
about ‘correct’. (PI §258)

The point here seems quite clear: this passage says that the failure of the
private ostensive definition is due to the lack of a criterion of correctness for
memory. With regard to the interpretation of the content of the criterion of
correctness, the text seems to suggest simply the “memory of connection”.
However, commentators diverge on this question. It diverges into many types,
such as the meaning of the word, the sameness of sensations, and the
reidentification of the type of sensation. These interpretations conflict, and
they all can find evidence in Wittgenstein’s context. My view is that they are
not wrong but that they say the same thing from different perspectives that do
not conflict.

All agree: there is no criterion of correctness for the private ostensive
definition. Why is this so? To illustrate this problem, let us expand the process
of the action of the definition. How many factors are involved in the action?
Roughly speaking, there are two-time episodes.

At T, the private diarist has a sensation S, and marks a sign S.

At T, the private diarist has a sensation S, and also marks the sign S.
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For the second mark, he needs three activities. First, he must recall what
happens at T,, that is, he must recall S, and S and the connection between

them. Second, he must identify S, and S, as being the same Third, he uses the

rule established at T1 to mark S, with sign S.

Let us consider the first step, what happens in the recalling of the sensation:

T T,
S (Sign) S
C (Connection) C
S, (Sensation) S/

Figure 1

As shown in Figure 1, there are three main factors at T,

(1) S’: the memory of S;
(2) C: the memory of the connection, which is related to the rule;

(3) S’: the memory of S..

For the use of memory, it must be correct. However, in the private case, there
is no criterion to confirm the correctness of the memory results. In other
words, there is no way to check if one is getting things correct. This is true for
the sign, for the connection, and for the sensation.

Memory is unreliable, but this weakness is not the crucial problem. In a
significant sense, this feature is that which makes a language sensible. In the
TLP, Wittgenstein says that the bipolar of right and wrong is fundamental to a
sensible language. Rather, the subsequent action with regard to using the
memory is what is significant. This relates to checking one’s memory. It must
be confirmed whether a memory is accurate. How should people check their
memories? There are two different situations: for the public case, people could
appeal to an outside object that normally would not change; in the private
case, there is no such outside object, and the only criterion is a private one. In
the latter case, checking privately must rely on another memory. However,
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this is problematic. Because memory, in this case, has the intrinsic nature of
fallibility, the result of this check is still unreliable. This is because one has
merely pushed back or postponed the question of accuracy. In this line, the
mortal factor for the private ostensive definition is the problem of infinite
regress for the criterion.

This diagnosis has negative effects in many cases:
(4) The lack of the criterion of the correctness of the memory of S;

(5) The lack of the criterion of the correctness of the memory of the
connection;

(6) The lack of the criterion of the correctness of the memory of S,

Therefore, in §258, when Wittgenstein says that there is no criterion of
correctness, it could mean any of the three things mentioned above. They have
the same negative results, though they manifest in different aspects.

Without a criterion of correctness with regard to memory, there is no sample
established in the private language case.

In knowing what seeing red is you seem to say to yourself ‘seeing red is this’—
you seem to give yourself a sample but you don’t because the usual criteria for
the sameness of the sample don’t apply. I can say I call ‘red’ always the same
color, or whenever I explain ‘red’ I point to a sample of the same color.
(Wittgenstein 1968:236)

The problem of memory has two dimensions: one is that memory lacks the
criterion of correctness; the second is that memory cannot be used as a
sample. These two dimensions are correlated with each other. For a memory
to be used as a sample, there must be criterion for the sameness of the sample.
Wittgenstein does not completely deny memory as a mental activity. He simply
denies that memory itself can be used as a sample due to the lack of a criterion
of correctness. The requirement of a criterion is not an empirical requirement
but a semantic requirement. For a proposition to be used, its sense must be
determined by a criterion of correctness about the sameness of a sample.
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Why can a private diarist not notice that a sample cannot be established in the
private language case? The reason is provided by Wittgenstein in the following:

(The temptation to say “I see it like this”, pointing to the same thing for “it”
and “this”.) Always get rid of the idea of the private object in this way:
assume that it constantly changes, but that you don’t notice the change
because your memory constantly deceives you. (PI 2009: 218)

According to this passage, when a person wants to establish a sample of a
private object, the real situation could be that the object changes, but memory
causes him to believe that there is no such change. This possibility is due to
memory’s fallibility and the lack of a criterion of correctness about the
sameness of the object. Due to memory’s fallibility, a person may not notice
small differences. This causes the person to think that the object is still the
same. Without an external (public) standard against which to measure the
sameness, there is no opportunity to rectify this incorrect impression.

Many subsequent commentators in the ad initio camp argue that the problem
is unrelated to memory and insist that the problem is rather about the
reidentification of sensation type. In this case, people cannot determine
whether S, is the same as S,. For example, “. .. the argument is that a case can

be described in which there would be no distinction between applying a word
to a sensation-type correctly and applying it incorrectly.” (Pears 1988:328).
While this omits talk of “memory”, it is not incompatible with a reading that
emphasizes the role of memory. To see this, it is necessary to examine the
reason for the failure of the reidentification in the process of the private
ostensive definition.

See the following illustration:

s¢ s, T4

Figure 2
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For the whole process, there are two different types of activity. On the one
hand, after sensation S, occurred at T1, memories of S, > S, and S, occurred,
namely, S?, SP and S¢, at t2, t3, and t4. On the other hand, there are activities of
identification, namely, the identification of sameness between (1) S and S, at
T2, (2) SP and S;at T3, and (3) S¢and S Lat T4 The private diarist thinks that the
memories are all correct, so in the first type of activity, he regards S2, SP and s¢
as same as S,. In the second type of activity, he finds three forms of sameness.
S,
the same sensation. However, this final conclusion is not correct because he

makes one large mistake. Consider one piece of these series, such as the
reidentification between S, and S,,.

With this consideration, he can infer that S, S and S, are all

20

For this piece of activity, there are three procedures.

(A) A memory procedure that establishes the sameness of S, and S®.

(B) An identification procedure that sets up the sameness of S* and S,

(O) An inference procedure that sets up the sameness of S, and S,.

(Reidentification)

A positive result of (C) depends on the effectiveness of A and B. There is no
problem for (B), so the crucial point comes from (A). If the sameness between S,

and S?is confirmed, then (C) is valid. However, in (A), the memory is fallible, so
it needs a criterion to examine the correctness of the sameness. According to
§258, there is no such reliable independent criterion available; therefore, (A)
cannot be established. This leaves the result that (C) cannot be reached.
Similarly, the reidentification of sameness between S, and S A with S, cannot be

established.

Therefore, the reason for the failure of the reidentification of the sensation
type is that there is no criterion of correctness of the sameness between S, and
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its memory S2. Along this same line, it is easy to see that reidentifications of
aspects of sensation, and of the rule established at the first time, are also
correlated with the issue with memory.

As has been shown, commentators disagree about the exact reason for the
content of §258. One group focuses on the memory issue, while the other group
emphasizes the reidentification issue. However, as I have argued, these two
aspects of the private language argument are not in conflict. Both point out
that without a public standard of accuracy (a criterion of correctness), private
language is impossible. In my memory related interpretation, different
interpretations can be reconciled to each other.
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Abstract

To date, neo-Carnapian (meta-)ontological standpoints have focused on the conceptual
apparatus of Carnap's Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology, while that of Der logische Aufbau
der Welt has seldom been explored. This paper addresses this lacuna. In particular, it
proposes "ontology reconstructed" (OR) as a neo-Carnapian standpoint based on the
antimetaphysical programs of the Vienna Circle's anti-absolutism and of Carnap's early
project of rational reconstruction. OR recasts the distinction between internal and external
questions of existence and any subsequent deflationism in terms of the distinction between
empirical, or relative, questions and metaphysical, or absolute, questions. This paper shows
that OR thereby circumvents (1) Quine's objection to the distinction between theoretical-
internal and pragmatic-external questions and addresses (2) the neo-Quinean objection of the
"duck fallacy”, or verbal essentialism. OR is defined via (i) permissivism on existence, (ii) a
conception of empirically real entities as entities that satisfy certain structural properties, and
(iii) a conception of metaphysically real entities as entities that satisfy no structural properties
in principle. OR redesigns the ontological enterprise to identify the properties required by (ii).
The paper demonstrates that OR thereby addresses the objections that it (3) changes the
subject and (4) engages on uninteresting, or shallow, realism. While addressing (3) and (4),
this article outlines a comparison between easy ontology (EO) and OR.

Neo-Carnapian (meta-)ontology occurs in different shapes. Distinctive takes on
quantifier variance, fictionalism, the analytic/synthetic distinction, and easy
arguments constitute the diversified neo-Carnapian landscape—including
Price (2009), Hirsch (2011), Thomasson (2014)—to mention only some. (a) The
distinction between internal and external questions of existence and (b)
ontological deflationism can be considered hallmarks of neo-Carnapian
(meta-)ontology. Moreover, the contemporary neo-Carnapian landscape
gathers under the aegis of the (meta-)ontological apparatus outlined in
Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology (ESO). Thus, contemporary neo-
Carnapians capture only half of the whole Carnapian story. Indeed, as
captured in his own words, Carnap recognises that his early arguments on the
ontological problems of existence have never been refuted nor critically
discussed (see Schilpp 1963: 869).

My first goal in this paper is to identify a neo-Carnapian standpoint, what I call
"ontology reconstructed" (OR), that draws upon the (meta-)ontological
apparatus of Carnap's early works on rational reconstruction. My second goal
is to promote OR by addressing four criticisms of neo-Carnapian
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(meta-)ontology, in particular: (1) Quine's objection to the internal/external
question distinction, (2) the neo-Quinean objection of the "duck fallacy", or
verbal essentialism, (3) the "change of subject" objection and (4) that of
uninteresting, or shallow, realism. To achieve these goals, I divide the paper
into three main sections. The first outlines the stance of OR on existence,
empirical reality, and metaphysical reality by means of Carnap's (1928[1969])
(Aufbau) methodological toolkit. The second shows how OR satisfies (a) and (b),
thereby addressing (1) and (2), respectively. Finally, the third section addresses
(3) and (4) and outlines a comparison between easy ontology (EO) and OR.

1. Aufbau on existence, empirical reality, and metaphysical reality

After Quine's (1951[1976]; 1953[1980]) onslaught, there has recently been a
Carnapian revival in both the (meta-)ontology and conceptual engineering
fields (see, for example, Dutilh Novaes 2020). However, rational reconstruction
remains the Cinderella at such a revival.

The reception of Carnap's early works has experienced a sea change in the last
25 years. On the one hand, Aufbau's formal method has been reassessed from a
mathematical point of view, in which quasi-analysis appears to be an
application of Stone's maxim avant la lettre (Mormann 2009; Piazza 1991).
Accordingly, rational reconstruction can be seen as a model of conceptual
construction (Del Sordo-Mormann 2022: 336-337) or a methodological toolKkit.
On the other hand, the antimetaphysical spirit of early Neopositivism has been
considered an instance of comprehensive anti-absolutism, different from the
search for a criterion of cognitive meaningfulness (Parrini 1995[1998]: 18-21).
Accordingly, the Vienna Circle's position on antimetaphysics condemned any
claim to grasp absolute or transcendental facets of reality as a
misunderstanding of the concept of knowledge. It is here, illuminated by the
difference between empirical reality and metaphysical reality, that one may
rescue Carnap's early (meta-)ontological take.

Metaphysical knowledge is impossible not only because it goes beyond the
limit of human reasoning but also because its goals rely on a
misunderstanding of the concept of knowledge. [...] Inductive metaphysics,
instead, is not logically impossible, to the extent that it leads to testable
statements. But, if this is the case, then there is continuity with science,
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and the danger simply lies in the fact that one puts forward risky, fanciful,
and unfruitful hypotheses. (Feigl 1937: 401, translation and emphasis
mine)

One can find the empirical/metaphysical distinction in several Carnapian
places, such as Aufbau (§§ 170, 175 ff.) and ESO (22). Instead of relying on the
distinction between theoretical-internal and pragmatic-external questions, the
difference between empirical reality and metaphysical reality depends on the
distinction between the absolute and the relative (see also Neuber 2016:
108-110).

In addition to this 'constructional’ or 'empirical’ problem of reality, the
question may arise whether or not we must ascribe 'reality' in a special
sense to these empirically real objects. For this special sense, there are
various formulations; most commonly, it is characterized as independence
from the cognizing consciousness. Thus, we have to differentiate two
different meanings of the word 'reality’. (Aufbau: 283, emphasis mine)

To provide a definition of empirical/metaphysical reality, one appeals to the
methodological toolkit of rational reconstruction, particularly the bracketing
strategy (Aufbau: 101, 274). Rational reconstruction provides a perspicuous
representation of a given phenomenon first by bracketing its more abstract
and elusive traits and second by topologizing an appropriately chosen set of
more concrete and intuitive traits. Mathematical representation employs the
bracketing strategy as a forgetful functor of sorts, which momentarily ignores
the lattice-theoretical (namely, more abstract) properties of an algebraic
structure and takes its order-theoretical (namely, more intuitive) properties as
the grounds for reconstruction (Cf. Del Sordo-Mormann 2022: fn. 8; Davey-
Priestley 2002: 112). Carnap's early (meta-)ontology employs the same strategy
as withholding judgement on reality or unreality and takes existent entities (or
even phenomenological essences; see Thomasson 2019: 290) as grounds for
reconstruction. Within this context, there is a permissive stance about
existence (Cf. Aufbau: §1; Schaffer 2009: §2.1):

(i) A candidate entity counts as existent if and only if it fulfils the laws and
constraints of a phenomenological domain (be it perceived, experienced,
fantasised, imagined, hallucinated, or whatever).
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Therefore, if E is the set of existent entities, then E is endowed with an
appropriate relation S, giving rise to the structure (E, S). So, if one takes E as a
(meta-)ontological ground and applies Stone's maxim, then the following holds:

(ii) An empirically real entity is an element of the powerset P(E) that
satisfies certain structural properties.

From (i), (ii), and the passages quoted above, the following definitions can be
agreed upon:

(ii1)) A metaphysically real entity is not structurally describable in principle.

Evidently, the burden of proof for OR falls on our ability to identify the
structural properties required by (ii). The rational reconstruction project has
only rough outlines in this respect. However, the contemporary theory of
conceptual spaces may provide full-fledged indications. For instance, convex
regions of quality dimensions are suitable candidates for structural
representations of properties (see Gardenfors 2014: ch.2). More generally, we
let S be a partial order relation on E, giving rise to the structure (E, <). Then,
any element of P(E) that is <-convex can be considered an empirically real
property; otherwise, it is considered unreal. That is, for any element A, A €
P(E) is an empirically real property if and only if for any X, y € A, any element
z € E with x < z < y belongs to A (other generalisations of the classical
Euclidean convexity can be found in Caceres et al. 2005, for instance). Mutatis
mutandis, the same can be said of Aufbau's similarity circles (Ahnlichkeitskreis
), where similarity is a reflexive, symmetric, and not necessarily transitive
relation. Accordingly, any element of P(E), which is a similarity circle, can be
considered an empirically real quality; otherwise, it is considered unreal. That
is, we let S be a similarity relation on E, giving rise to the structure (E, ~). Then,
any element A< P(E) is an empirically real quality if and only if A is a maximal
set of similar elements, namely, if X,y € A,thenx~y,and forallz € E, if z ~ X
for all x € A, then z € A (Cf. Mormann 2009: 259).

2. Neo-Carnapian external/internal question distinction and duck fallacy
OR satisfies the hallmarks of neo-Carnapian (meta-)ontological stances.
However, unlike ESO, it does not interpret (a) in terms of theoretical and
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pragmatic questions but rather in terms of questions about structurally
describable entities (see (ii)) and structurally indescribable entities (see (iii)).
Similarly, OR interprets (b) by deflating ontology not because its questions
have no theoretical point of contention but because their claimed absoluteness
violates any form of knowledge (be it pragmatic or theoretical). Therefore, OR
may have at least two advantages in addressing (1) and (2).

For (1), the internal/external distinction of OR is unaffected by Quine's
(1953[1980]) objection. Indeed, the distinction relies on the separation between
structurally describable and indescribable entities, while the objection hinges
upon the distinction between theoretical and pragmatic questions. Moreover,
OR may appeal to Carnap's early divide between proper and improper concepts
(Mormann 2007: 59-62) to admit the analyticity of some existential statements.
That is, the analytic/synthetic distinction of existential statements can be recast
by OR in non-rigid terms as practices of justification occurring naturally as
different in pure and empirical sciences (Parrini 1995[1998]: ch. 2). Consider,
for instance, the different practices used by lattice theory and archaeology to
justify existential statements about maximal (or minimal) elements and the
ruins of Troy. The statement "for any Boolean lattice, given a proper ideal ],
there exists a maximal ideal I such that ] € I" is tested according to the
properties of formal abstract, viz. improper, relations, while "the ruins of Troy
exist" is tested according to the properties of material, concrete, viz. proper,
ones. In this manner, an analytic/synthetic distinction could have the
advantage of not relying upon Carnapian frameworks (see ESO), which would
be subject to Van Inwagen's (2020: §4) criticism, or semantic competences,
which would be subject to those of Williamson (2007) via Boghossian (1997)
(see Thomasson 2014: 235-8; Eklund 2002).

For (2), the neo-Carnapian defence of deflationism is subject to what I
generalise as the "duck fallacy", or verbal essentialism, a charge leveled
against neo-Carnapians by Van Inwagen (2020: §6). In particular, the duck
fallacy arises as soon as one's (meta-)ontological argument cannot be stated
without appealing to the old proverb "if it looks like a duck and walks like a
duck and quacks like a duck, then it is a duck"” whenever seemingly
ontologically substantial terms appear (incidentally, this proverb has its own
story in Carnap scholarship). Out of metaphor, the problem is one of mistaking
already deflated ontological contentions for inflated ones. Due to the
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deflationism of OR, one can be more tolerant with philosophical arguments for
the existence of entities. As a demonstration, I present two examples of neo-
Carnapian deflationism.

Let us consider Thomasson's (2014: §2.5) challenge of across-the-board criteria
of existence. According to OR, if an across-the-board criterion concerns
empirical entities (see (ii)), then there is no need for philosophers to deflate it.
For instance, the Eleatic criterion is structurally characterizable (see Banks
2014: ch.6). Thus, by invoking the internal/external distinction of OR, the
Eleatic criterion may count as an internal, deflated, though far-reaching,
ontological question. In contrast, versions of the mind-independent criterion
may concern metaphysical entities (see (iii)); therefore, they count as external,
inflated questions that require philosophers to deflate them. From the point of
view of OR, to avoid the duck fallacy in this context, the (meta-)ontological
bearing of across-the-board criteria must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

Let us now consider Price's (2009) challenge concerning indispensability
arguments, or even TYNQUA (following Van Inwagen 2020: §6). Both
indispensability arguments and TYNQUA argue for the existence of entities by
endowing them with either epistemic relations, such as our best scientific
theories for indispensability arguments, or with physico-mathematical
relations, such as the ratio of mass to volume in TYNQUA. Therefore, by
invoking the internal/external distinction of OR, indispensability arguments
and TYNQUA concern internal questions, and hence, there is no need for
philosophers to deflate them. I agree with Van Inwagen (2020) that the pivotal
point of Price's (2009) challenge is that neither the indispensability argument
nor TYNQUA shows the existence of numbers since none of them proceed from
ontologically inflated premises. From the point of view of OR, to avoid the duck
fallacy, such arguments must be evaluated according to whether they are
within or outside the limits of empirical reality (consider (ii)), regardless of
how abstract, remote, or even abstruse the claimed existent entities are.
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3. Shallow realism and deep realism

Both (3) and (4) raise the charge that neo-Carnapian (meta-)ontology is too
deflated. In this respect, the following comparison between EO and OR is not
intended to refute OE. More modestly, my aim is to present OR as an additional
neo-Carnapian (meta-)ontological standpoint on offer.

According to EO, existential questions are resolvable by simple, or pleonastic,
inferences where the premises include undisputed empirical or theoretical
claims and the conceptual truth, based on the application conditions of the
relevant terms (see Thomasson 2014: ch. 3).

Inference from undisputed{Inference from undisputed
theoretical claims empirical claims

Undisputed)4 is even Mary's healing requires time
claim

Conceptualllf P is a property, then P(x) ~|If P is subject to changes, then P
truth {x | P(x) is true} is an|develops
abstraction operator.

Derivative|X is even is a property Mary's healing is subject to
claim changes

ExistentiallA set exists A process exists

conclusion

Table 1. Examples of pleonastic inferences.

Objection (3) levels against neo-Carnapian meta-ontology the charge that it
initiates a "change of subject" (Cf. Dutilh Novaes 2020: §3.2). Since ontological
questions are long-standing, thorny problems, interpreting them in terms of
pleonastic inferences is the same as changing the point of contention.

[deflationism] can’t give an adequate interpretation of what disputants in
serious metaphysics are up to. [...] Neither, it is said, can [one] interpret
what serious ontologists are doing in a way that can preserve the idea that
there is a real disagreement between those on opposite sides of a
metaphysical debate that is non-trivial and worth having. (Thomasson
2017: 1)
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Objection (4) levels against neo-Carnapian ontology the charge that it is
engaged in only uninteresting, or shallow, realism. Since pleonastic inferences
hinge on the way we talk about the world, the reality thereby proven is
considered dim, shallow, or uninteresting.

But it is often thought that if we can arrive at ontological conclusions via
these trivial inferences, the objects we now say exist can’t themselves be
very substantial [deep realism]: they must be somehow reduced in
ontological standing, mere shadows of language [shallow realism] [...].
(Thomasson 2014: 145)

Propositions and properties are thus 'pleonastic entities,' [...] If, therefore,
'nominalism' entails the non-existence of propositions or properties,
nominalism is trivially false. And if 'realism' is by definition true if
propositions or properties exist, realism is no more interesting a thesis
than is 'If John is married, then John is not a bachelor'. (Van Inwagen 2020:
§3)

Ad (3), EO answers that thorny ontological debates can be interpreted as
conceptual engineering enterprises or metalinguistic negotiation of the
relevant terms. Ad (4), EO answers that its realism is not shallow but simple.
Accordingly, the distinction between theoretical and empirical claims can be
considered one of degree, depending on the prior theory accepted (see
Thomasson 2014: 149). In my view, the answers from EO deserve to be
explored in detail. Indeed, although a lengthy discourse on this topic is beyond
the scope of this article, EO can explicate the phenomenon of adding new
axioms to given frameworks, which Maddy (2013: 69) contends that ESO failed
to capture. For example, while constructing an ascending chain, e.g.,
Xx=<y=<z<.., intuitive and informal conditions arise to apply the term
"maximal element". Indeed, the existence of such an element and of a choice
function is vigorously debated, making a case for reshaping the contours of
mathematics itself (Cf. Davey-Priestley 2002: 52, §10).

Ad (3), OR responds that the objection is misguided. We naturally assume that
empirical realism is the OR analogue of simple realism in EO and that OR
basically consists of specifying the structural properties required by (ii). Thus,
OR is anything but pleonastic, for both empirical science and mathematical
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ingenuity enter the field to identify such properties (Cf. Mormann 2009;
Gérdenfors 2014). Ad (4), OR responds that the objection is missing the point.
Admittedly, one can say that the structural properties required by (ii), such as
convex regions or Aufbau similarity circles, are ontologically flimsy because
they are only formal entities, stripped of meaty, material contents.
Nonetheless, OR, via rational reconstruction, is anything but shallow or
uninteresting. Indeed, since one can align quasi-analysis with representation
theorems (Mormann 2009: 277), OR participates in revealing some "genuine
strains of mathematical depth" (Maddy 2013: 81 ff. ), to wit: the order-
theoretical and topological nature of abstract lattices. Consequently, rational
reconstruction can be taken as an instance of Maddy's (2013) normative
realism.

4. Conclusion

OR owes its formulation to the renaissance of the neo-Kantian and
conventionalist interpretations of Carnap's Aufbau, by means of which rational
reconstruction has been scientifically reassessed. OR builds on closely related
philosophical programs, i.e., the anti-absolutism of the Vienna Circle's
antimetaphysics and the Aufbau project. Although the project is still at an early
stage, OR exhibits philosophical virtues. The external/internal question
distinction, when recast in terms of structurally describable/indescribable
entities, and (meta-)ontology and deflationism, when recast in terms of the
rational reconstruction of empirical reality, enable OR to defeat criticisms such
as (1)-(4), which other neo-Carnapian approaches have encountered.
Moreover, intriguing questions come knocking at the door of the neo-
Carnapian standpoint outlined above: what do the structural properties of
empirical reality look like? To what extent does OR contribute to the
contemporary debate on quasi-analysis? Finally, what is the relationship
between explication and quasi-analysis? This last question is particularly
worth debating. To date, the recent discussion of conceptual engineering (see
Dutilh Novaes 2020, for instance) has concentrated on the conceptual
construction of explication, perhaps overlooking the philosophical potential of
quasi-analysis.
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Abstract

Hardly anyone contributed to the growth of interest in Frege’s ideas as much as Wittgenstein
during some thirty years of his various philosophical engagements. One of the consequences
of this impact was the project of translating Frege’s philosophical papers, ultimately gathered
in the collection Translations from the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege, edited by
Wittgenstein’s students Peter Geach and Max Black in 1952. However, Wittgenstein’s influence
on the collection editors, Geach and Black, did not stop at his general support for the project
or encouragement to study Frege. That he was more directly involved in the project is known
for some time now, at least since Geach’s 1977 recollection about how Wittgenstein thought of
Frege’s “Der Gedanke” in 1919 and around 1950 and how that affected his editorial decisions.
In this paper, I argue that Wittgenstein had a more profound effect on the matter, which
affected the structure and content of the collection more than Geach suggested in 1977. 1
further argue that this impact on the collection reflects Wittgenstein’s philosophical take on
Frege’s criticism of psychologism (including solipsism and idealism). That, in turn, I take to be
a valuable piece of evidence in attempts to understand Wittgenstein’s views on the matter
that, in one way or another, occupied him at different stages of his philosophical development.

1.

The first book-length English edition of Frege’s writings appeared in 1950
(Frege 1950a); the second followed two years later (Geach and Black 1952). In
the year between the two editions, Frege’s admirer, friend, and critic, Ludwig
Wittgenstein, died in Cambridge. One of the last remarks he wrote was about
the greatness of Frege’s writing style (Wittgenstein 1980: 87), but the remark
was merely Wittgenstein’s last Frege reference in his four-decades-long
philosophical development. There is a history of such references, and they
often grew into a promotion of Frege. To start with, Wittgenstein singles Frege
out by name, along with Russell, talking in the Tractatus preface about “the
great works of Frege” to which he owes “in large measure the stimulation of
[his] thoughts” (Wittgenstein 1955: 29). The Tractatusbeing a book otherwise
lacking references or credits makes that an admirable case of the promotion
(given the book’s subsequent impact). After the Tractatus, Wittgenstein often
referred to and reflected on Frege in his manuscripts and lectures, and he
promoted Frege in personal communication.

The well-known Wittgenstein recollections of von Wright (1955: 530), Geach
(1961: 129-130), and others reveal that Frege was a topic of their conversations
with Wittgenstein. The first recalls Wittgenstein “saying that it was Frege’s
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conceptual realism which made him abandon his earlier idealistic views”; the
second one recalls how Wittgenstein described his first encounter with Frege
(the famous floor-wiping episode). Malcolm (2001: 70) recalls that during his
stay at Ithaca, Wittgenstein sometimes met with him, Max Black, and others to
discuss various philosophical issues, including Frege’s “Uber Sinn und
Bedeutung”. Again, Geach (1991: 14; cf. 1977: viii-ix and 1989: xiii-xiv)
recollects: “Shortly before Wittgenstein’s death I often talked to him about
Frege; he was pleased at my taking Frege seriously, and gave me much help
and advice. [...] The very last time I saw Wittgenstein we were talking about
Frege; taking the book in his hands, he said slowly ‘How I envy Frege. I wish I
could have written like that.”

The preserved portion of Frege’s letters to Wittgenstein from 1914-1920 (Frege
2011) and hints about Wittgenstein’s letters from 1913-1920 (Frege 1976:
265-268) testify to the nature of their personal relationship. Being imprisoned
as an Austro-Hungarian soldier, Wittgenstein wrote to Engelman from an
Italian prison camp asking to send him there a copy of Frege’s Grundgesetze
(Engelmann 1967: 19). And even after he abruptly terminated his
correspondence with Frege in 1920 (cf. Dozudi¢ 2022), he quickly returned to
studying his writings: In an October 31, 1920 letter, he asked Engelmann
(again) to send him the two volumes of Frege’s Grundgesetze (Engelmann 1967:
39). Soon after, he discussed Frege with Ramsey (2012: 143). In 1931, Watson
(2012) wrote about Wittgenstein’s advice to dip into Frege’s Grundgesetze.
Various other sources testify to that relationship, too. Wittgenstein’s
manuscripts, scattered remarks, and lecture notes from 1929-1951 reveal
much of his later relation to Frege. As Geach pointed out more than once (e.g.,
1976; 1977), Wittgenstein often combated with a problem or theme from Frege
even when the latter was not explicitly mentioned (cf. Beaney 2017).

All the occupations with Frege manifested during Wittgenstein’s life naturally
led his students and friends to take Frege’s ideas more seriously and
appreciate how they relate to his ideas. Geach later recalled that he “come to
Frege by way of the Tractatus”(1991: 16). In her 1959 book on the Tractatus,
Anscombe explains that “almost all that has been published about [the

Tractatus] has been wildly irrelevant. If this has had any one cause, that cause
has been the neglect of Frege” (1965: 12). It is interesting to note, though, that
Wittgenstein’s other student and friend, Norman Malcolm, with whom
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Wittgenstein read Frege, managed to write a 14-page encyclopaedia entry on
Wittgenstein without even once mentioning Frege (cf. Malcolm 1967).

Despite the early translation of more accessible parts of Frege’s Grundgesetze
in The Monist (Frege 1915; 1916; 1917) thanks to Jourdain, but probably also
Russell and Wittgenstein (cf. Jourdain 1980: 77; Beaney 2019: 571), the project
of translating Frege’s writings started in the late 1940s (Frege 1948; 1950a;
1950b; and onwards). By the end of the 1970s, most of Frege’s logical and
philosophical writings were available in English translation (for the details, see
Beaney 2019).

2.

By the 1950s, philosophers close to Wittgenstein, including Geach and Black,
came to appreciate Frege and his impact on Wittgenstein, as fittingly reflected
in Anscombe (1965). No doubt, much of the appreciation came directly from
Wittgenstein. Thus, it is reasonable to assume Wittgenstein affected Geach and
Black’s decision, if only by paying attention to and praising Frege in their
company. Based on Geach and Black’s preface to Frege (1952), one might
conclude that Wittgenstein’s impact on the project was exhausted by such a
general reflection and that he contributed nothing in addition significant to
the collection. Indeed, after acknowledgements to the journal editors and
translators, Geach and Black only add: “Professor Ryle and Lord Russell have
been most helpful by lending works of Frege that were otherwise almost
unobtainable” (1952: v); not a single word about Wittgenstein. That is puzzling,
given Geach’s subsequent remarks about the 1952 project and how
Wittgenstein actually related to it. In the Preface to Frege’s Logical
Investigations, he (1977: vii) recalls:

[Wittgenstein] took a good deal of interest in the plan Max Black and I had
for a little book of Frege translations; and it was through him that I was
able to locate some rare works of Frege [...] in the Cambridge University
Library.

Later, he affirms and supplements the recollection (1989: xiii-xiv; cf. 1991: 14,
16):
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In those last weeks of Wittgenstein’s life we saw him several times; [...] He
gave me much help and support in the project Max Black and I then had,
of translating some works of Frege; he told me where certain articles by
Frege were to be found in the Cambridge University Library, and advised
me on points of translation. [...] Wittgenstein knew that Russell had
preserved in this form [namely, a hard-bound collection of Frege’s
writings] some articles not easily to be found elsewhere. On Wittgenstein’s
advice I wrote to Russell, mentioning the source of my information;
Russell generously sent the volume round to my house at once.

Wittgenstein, one would think, just because of that, deserved some credit in
the collection preface alongside Ryle and Russell. Why he did not get it back
then is unclear; Kinne (2009: 34) suggests an explanation, but not a
particularly appealing one.

Geach further reveals that Wittgenstein did not merely support him and Black
in a general and neutral way. From the last quote, that is unclear because
advising “on points of translation” sounds like Wittgenstein advised Geach how
to translate Frege, not what to translate. However, Wittgenstein did affect the
final selection of Frege’s texts more specifically — he advised what to translate —
and he did it based on his critical standpoint towards Frege rather than some
didactic lines. Geach (1977: vii) reports:

[Wittgenstein] advised me to translate “Die Verneinung”, but not “Der
Gedanke”: that, he considered, was an inferior work — it attacked idealism
on its weak side, whereas a worthwhile criticism of idealism would attack
it just where it was strongest. Wittgenstein told me he had made this point
to Frege in correspondence [...].

Thus, the fact that the first part of the Logical Investigations series was left out
of the collection is unlikely a coincidence (cf. Floyd 2011: 97; Reck 2002: 27).
With the omission, Geach (and Black) either decided to indulge Wittgenstein
based 