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Attention: this thesis inlucdes both the English and Farsi versions of the thesis.

abstract

The thsis is concerned with the emergence of Carnap’s conventionalism in his Logical Syntax of
Language (1934) against the background of Wittgenstein’s dominance over analaytic
philosophy. It survyes Carnap’s denial of Wittgenstein's absolutist conception of language,
which leaves out the conventional factor in language construction. The question is where do the
conventional nature of logic and mathematics lead us. Thus, it unfolds the question of the
relation between logical and empirical parts of language. It seems that the relation cannot be
settled satisfactorily without a bluntly ontic interpretation of the relation between reality and the
empirical parts of language. Thus the thesis develops Carnap’s philosophy of science not only
into sophisticated semantic issues but also into a minimal metaphysical understanding of the
nature of the theoretical entities.
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abstract

The thsis is concerned with the emergence of Carnap’s conventionalism in his Logical Syntax of
Language (1934) against the background of Wittgenstein’s dominance over analaytic
philosophy. It survyes Carnap’s denial of Wittgenstein's absolutist conception of language,
which leaves out the conventional factor in language construction. The question is where do the
conventional nature of logic and mathematics lead us. Thus, it unfolds the question of the
relation between logical and empirical parts of language. It seems that the relation cannot be
settled satisfactorily without a bluntly ontic interpretation of the relation between reality and the
empirical parts of language. Thus the thesis develops Carnap’s philosophy of science not only
into sophisticated semantic issues but also into a minimal metaphysical understanding of the
nature of the theoretical entities.
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Chapter one

Introduction; about scientific
empiricism

“Scientific Empiricism” was a term used for the first time in beginning of 1930s, in a
preconference, before the International Philosophical Congress of Prague (Morris 1963, p.87).
Apparently there was some determination to unite remarkable American and European
philosophers whose works were sort of relevant to the empiricist tradition. The term was coined
as a comprehensive title to encompass the most promising attempts for philosophizing in a

proper manner. A lively specter was going to haunt the decaying mansion of philosophy.

But what is a proper manner of philosophizing? Well, it is a question which I do not even
try to answer in this dissertation, or in any other place. As a matter of fact, I believe that any
promise for giving a clear-cut answer to this question is doomed to turn out to remain
unfulfilled. Still we can try to philosophize in a promising manner and deal with the question via

producing a sample of the proper philosophy, or as a more impending solution, to provide some



samples of the fruitful and prosperous works done by other prominent philosophers. “Scientific
empiricism” is an instance of rich and colorful philosophical movement which shone just too
brightly, though not too lastingly, and the philosophical resources which it supposed to

encompass where among the ever brightest intellectual enterprises.

To be more precise about what I am talking about, I should explain that “Scientific
Empiricism” was also the title of Charles Morris’ speech at the mentioned meeting, a speech
which was planned for reviewing and cherishing the affinities between the aims, methodologies
and working plans of logical empiricism and American pragmatism of the day. Participation of
Morris (a fervent pragmatist and loyal advocate of Mead and Dewey) to a program which was
originally planned by logical empiricists was indeed an early instance of the realization of the

very aim of the program.

The concept of “scientific empiricism” was used by Carnap (who perhaps was the original
architect of the plan), a few years later, in his “Testability and Meaning”’(1936) in an
illuminating footnote which was presented to define the main characteristics of philosophical

approach of the philosophers who were allegedly called logical positivists:

It has sometimes been called Logical Positivism, but I am afraid this name
suggests too close a dependence upon the older Positivists, especially
Comte and Mach. We have indeed been influenced to a considerable
degree by the historical positivism, especially in the earlier stage of our
development. But today we would like a more general name for our
movement, comprehending the groups in other countries which have
developed related views... The term 'Scientific Empiricism' (proposed by

Morris [i] p. 285) is perhaps suitable. (Carnap 1936, p.422)



The contemporary empiricism was going to overgrow the geographical borders of Vienna
and perhaps even trespass the dominant form which was preserved — in spite of certain amount
of differences of points of views- within the circle. There was the hope of contribution to an
international enterprise for construction of what was sought by many thinkers through ages as

the most elevated form of human intellectual powers.

But alas, the program remained of course aborted and the plan never got realized in the
grandeur which was foresighted by its inventors, thanks to the harsh change of social and
political setting in Europe which led to the WWII, and finally, as Limbeck-Lilienau hints, it was
“only the cooperation with the Americans seems to have succeeded on a broad scale” (2012,
p.98).. That’s true, philosophical correspondence between some representatives of the branches
(like Carnap, Morris Quine) was never stopped and even thickened, after Carnap’s immigration
to United States. It even seems that Carnap, on the more productive side of the relation, began
to reconsider and refine his version of empiricism by attending to what he grasped from the
progresses made by pragmatists, even before appearance of the new creative generation of
philosophers who were committed to empiricism and scientific philosphy. Thus happily enough
the seeds were fructified in the works of the main designer of the plan (Carnap’s outset in 1934
and 1936 was followed by his more sophisticated work in 19507). It could even be maintained
that in a two or three decade after the mentioned meeting in Prague, some other towering
figures like Quine played a key role in making integration between pragmatism and logical
empiricism. That is to say, the plan have been realized, at least, in the form of a mutual relation
between trends like Viennese empiricism of Schlick and Carnap and empirical pragmatism of
Peirce, James and Dewey, through the genuine enterprises of inter-regional figures like Charles

Morris and W.V. Quine. However, there were originally more trends which supposed to have a

7 “Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology”



part in realization of the plan (in Dictionary of Philosophy®, Carnap included trends like
Cambridge School, American neo-realism and operationalism beside the American pragmatism
under the heading of “Scientific Empiricism”). In this way, that primary plan for making a
comprehensive version of empiricism in the predicted grandeur sank under the waves of

oblivion, due to upcoming harsh social and political strives.

Be that as it may, the aim of this dissertation is not to awaken that forgotten zeal, nor I
am advocating any plan, program or conspiracy to reunion different empiricists who are still
working with some extent of commitment to scientific achievement, and to make them to
participate in a common agenda for overcoming the defaults of empiricism and reaching to a

comprehensive unified version of it. My thesis instead would lead to more circumscribed results.

In this dissertation, I will try to cover the work of just one of the members of the
scientific empiricism movement, actually its principal member, Rudolf Carnap, and even then,
to deal with only one certain problem within the domain of his philosophy. Not surprisingly, the
problem is about the Carnap’s conventionalism and arbitrariness of the truths that are to be
defined within the conventionally adopted linguistic systems. Is there any share of objectivity
pertained to those system and their truths? Could we deal with the question of realism within
the framework of Carnap’s conventionalism? Are those truths to be trusted? The questions of
truth, reality and objectivity are not the least important among Carnap’s concerns and yet it may
seem (in a surficial glance) that Carnap’s conventionalism does not cohere with taking any
justifiable stand toward these questions. In this setting Carnap is accused of being afflicted by an
out of date and vulnerable form of relativism even in his epistemology. (however weird it may
seem, but I barely preserve any difference between epistemology and ontology in this

dissertation, Carnap, on the other hand regards, epistemology as a legitimate endeavor for

8(1942) “Scientific Empiricism, Unity of Science Movement”, in: Dagobert Runes (ed.) The Dictionary of Philosophy,
New York: Philosophical Library, 285-286.



philosophers, while dismisses ontology as a dubious enterprise, or recognize it as a legitimate
activity when it is taking place inwardly, i.e., inside of a linguistic framework). Objectivity of

truths is very much my concern in this dissertation.

In order to deal with this question, I begin with a short review of emergence of Carnap’s
conventionalism in his Logical Syntax of Language (1934) in chapter two. The chapter is named
“Carnap’s Syntactical Innovations”. In that chapter, the emergence of Carnap’s conventionalism
goes to be traced down against the by-then dominant Wittgensteinian background which was
deemed by Carnap as dogmatic and unviable. The chapter begins by showing how Wittgenstein’s
account of the tautological status of mathematics and logic pleased the empiricists at first, and
then displeased them. Then we attend to Carnap’s denial of Wittgenstein's absolutist conception
of language, which leaves out the conventional factor in language construction. Carnap’s attempt
for giving a suitable account which befits the conventional nature of logic and mathematics leads
us to the question of the relation between logical and empirical parts of language. It seems that
the relation cannot be settled satisfactorily in his Logical Syntax of Language. Perhaps it is the
formal characteristic of Carnap’s syntactical endeavor which prevented him from giving a
convincing and straightforward account of the relation between reality and the empirical parts
of language. If so, the question shall be followed in his allegedly more sophisticated semantical

period. And that would take us to the third chapter of this dissertation.

The portion of Carnap’s work which is examined in chapter three, “conventionality and
semantical approach” is contended with the problem of existence of abstract entities, as it is
depicted in his “Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology” (1950). Carnap’s approach toward the
problem delicately leans to the principle of tolerance, which for some audience may had been
forgotten and buried in his syntactical exercitation, but survived robustly to show that Carnap’s

conventionalism reproduced itself even in the semantical period. In this work, the questions of
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reality, existence and even that of truth are decided internally, within the linguistic framework.
This achievement is indeed remarkable because it is a determined step toward realization of
empiricist dream, by closing the door to any metaphysical speculations about some REAL
external world. Even in the semantical period, on the other hand, the meta-language seems so
shallow that it does not permit any meaningful discourse about the relation between language
and extra-linguistic reality. The adoption of the linguistic framework, even in the semantical
period, remains mostly conventional, in spite of what one may expect. This could mean that the

hope of achievement of objectivity dwindles, even in the semantical period.

Although I am in full sympathy with Carnap’s introduction of ingenious idea of linguistic
frameworks in dealing with the problem of existence of abstract objects and similar ontological
problems (dealing here means dissolving, rather than articulating), I try to recalibrate his
original approach toward the problem by sketching some alternative schemas which are inspired
by his original approach, but are immune from some principal objections which could be made
against some of its weak points. My approach to this refinement remains, however, very loyal to

my interpretation of the “scientific empiricism” movement.

In the same chapter, I will show that Carnap proposed a charming way for elimination of
the prejudicial differentiation between the terms referring to abstract and concrete entities and
reaching to semantical homogeneity (I try to show that a radical interpretation of this
homogeneity is not necessarily coexistent with Carnap’s linguistic solution to the problem of
existence of abstract entities, and it shall be avoided). Moreover, Carnap’s linguistic approach is
very efficient in ablation of the metaphysical claws which scratches the face of our discourse
whenever we begin to talk about our ontological commitments to the existence of some entities,

especially when we are careless about our usage of that sneaky word, existence.

But the approach is not so seamless. Carnap’s primary account of the uniqueness of a

linguistic framework (or at least his silence about possibility of multiplication of them) and his
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approach toward analyticity are not as perfect as they potentially could be, and his theory of
reference seems a bit slippery and unsupported. That is to say, the relation of language and
external world is a bit unsupportable in his account. I try to explore Carnap’s achievement and
explain why I think that there are some shortages in some aspects. To give just a taste of the
shortcomings that I attribute to Carnap’s approach, I remark that in his linguistic program,
truth and objectivity are to be forged within the linguistic framework. But the choice of those
frameworks is matter of convention, and could be led by fiat and whims. Carnap was smart
enough to emphasize the role of the practical aspects, considerations of fruitfulness, expedience
and simplicity in choice of linguistic frameworks, but since those considerations are of non-
cognitive nature, they could barely play any serious role in philosophical and logical discussions
about the choice of linguistic framewroks, and epistemically speaking, the choice remains sadly

arbitrary.

As I am knowingly, though indirectly, champion “scientific empiricism” in this
dissertation, I feel no shame in extending a warm hand toward the fellow empiricism for
providing an amendment for the seams which haunted Carnap’s enterprise in syntactical and
semantical periods, and prevented us from attainment of a robust sense of objectivity in

construction of linguistic systems.

As I would remark in chapter two and three, even in syntactical and semantical periods,
Carnap’s emphasis in practical aspects of the choice of the linguistics frameworks intimated him
to the pragmatist ways of thinking. and, paradoxically, takes him away from pragmatism at the
same time. Showing interest to the practical aspects of the choice could be a token of regard for
pragmatism. And yet pragmatists, unlike Carnap, believed that theory of values and preferences
could be studied within the framework of meaningful theoretical language, while by calling them
practical considerations, Carnap exempted those elements from being assessed within the

framework of theoretical language.



Yet pragmatism can legitimately be appealed to, in the way of refinement of Carnap’s
original linguistic approach. But in my application to pragmatism, I won’t impose bulks of ideas
unknown to Carnap and inconsistent with his original plan. Quite on the contrary, in later years
(1963), Carnap affirmed that during his stay in States, not least of all because of his engagement
in fruitful discourses with open-minded pragmatists like Charles Morris, a handsome amount of
pragmatist ideas has been projected to his thought. And as a matter of fact, the pragmatist
solutions which I figured out for amending the unlikely aspects of Carnap’s approach are
inspired by his sophisticated dialogues with Morris and Abraham Kaplan in Schlipp’s volume on
Carnap (1963). I can even claim that Carnap himself applied those solutions to some aspects in
his answers to Morris and Kaplan’s question, or at least have been providing the necessary
outset for cultivating the answers. Appealing to those answers, I try to promote and support
some of Carnap’s original achievements. As we will see in Chapter four, perhaps it is pragmatics
(in a very especial sense) which is at issue in refinement of Carnap’s original plan. But there is
no doubt that this especial sense of pragmatics is provoked by the mentioned pragmatists
(especially Morris), and conveys a pragmatist flavor. Pragmatics, in the sense that would be
explained in its due place, would help Carnap in giving a theoretical status to the considerations
of fruitfulness, expedience, simplicity, which had been formerly recognized as non-cognitive
elements, and deemed to be useless in philosophical or logical discussions about the preferences
which are at issue in adoption of the linguistic frameworks which were allegedly the context of
the constitution of truths and facts. But courtesy of this relatively recent pragmatic turn, the
proper base for arguing for rationality and plausibility of the choice of the linguistic framework
would be provided, and the long missed objectivity could be injected to Carnap’s linguistic
frameworks and their encompassed truth. At the end of the chapter I would insist that this
approach toward objectivity of the choice was present in Carnap’s thought from the very

beginning due to his emphasis on importance of the practical aspects of the choice. But it was



only in pragmatic period that he had achieved the necessary philosophico-logical instruments to

involve this objectivity-preserving element into his philosophical system.

But to stay away from problematic metaphysical and ontological debates, Carnap (1950)
had proposed that every question and answer and deliberation which might take place before
the introduction of a linguistic framework is metaphysical, ontological and hence unintelligible
and should be dismissed. So, where do deliberations about the choice of linguistic frameworks

would take place, if not inside of another linguistic framework?

Pursuing Morris and Carnap’s suggestions (1963) I will come to the conclusion that the
possibility of the existence of a most general framework as the context of discussions about the

reasons for preferring some linguistic framework to the other is not unconceivable.

Still one further qualm persists; the general linguistic framework is a vast sphere which
includes a wide range of entities. In other words, a general all-comprehensive framework
includes everything which is the case, and in this sense it is so disheveled and unruly that it
could not be preferred to a much degenerated and indeed weird metaphysical plane which may
very well confuse us, and in this way ingenuity of Carnap’s original plan would be totally spoiled.
In appendix, “The metaphysical-ontological stain”, this final question would be taken care of. To
address the problem, I begin by declaring that in speaking of the vastest linguistic framework, I
claimed that the general framework includes all of the entities which are indicated by
meaningful expressions, but I never claimed that those entities are ontologically full-fledged, I
did not accept that those entities exist in a full-blown way. And this will give me the opportunity
to express my views about the ontological commitments and existence, which I believe to be
fuzzy and matter of degree. Although I have no wish to be engaged in the old platonic,
Meinongian or McXian riddle of nonbeing, which presumes that nonbeing most in some sense
exist, what is it that does not exist, otherwise?, yet I accept that this final solution takes me away

from the established views of classical empiricists like Quine and Russell about the
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wholesomeness and integrity of existence. Yet this would be the least of my worries, because I
assume that the “scientific empiricism” with the vast, coulorful and rich diversity of the trends
that include, could include one more empiricist who knows himself indebted to the legacy of
Carnap and pragmatists and tried to promote Carnap’s heritage at the cost of manipulation of
some of the old tenets which haunted empiricism for quite a while. I try, however, to support my
final existential turn by appealing to some arguments about its plausibility, arguments which
show that the fuzziness of existence is not to be dismissed lightly, when we attend to folklore
linguistic acts in forming the concept of existence, or when we heed to the common practice of

scientists in forming their ontological commitments.

Thereby, I proudly present a comprehensive and seamless, though a bit eccentric,
version of scientific empiricism, inherited originally from Carnap, and promoted by taking help

from the fellow empiricist-pragmatists.



Chapter Two

Carnap’s syntactical innovations

Strangely enough, Bertrand Russell, one of the remarkable revivers of the mainstream of
contemporary empiricism did not elaborate an acceptable empiricist account with regard to
mathematics and logic. The best example of classical empiricist account of mathematics can be

found in David Hume who affirmed that

All the objects of human reason or enquiry may naturally be divided into
two kinds, to wit, Relations of Ideas, and Matters of Fact.* Of the first
kind are the sciences of Geometry, Algebra, and Arithmetic; and in short,
every affirmation, which is either intuitively or demonstratively certain.
That the square of the hypothenuse is equal to the square of the two
sides, is a proposition, which expresses a relation between these figures.
That three times five is equal to the half of thirty, expresses a relation
between these numbers. Propositions of this kind are discoverable by the

mere operation of thought, without dependence

on what is any where existent in the universe. Though there never were a
circle or triangle in nature, the truths, demonstrated by Euclid, would for

ever retain their certainty and evidence. (1748, p.18)

Russell, in the most part of his philosophical life, was not convinced about the usefulness
of this approach. He took a seemingly contrary approach toward the problem: “Whatever may

be an object of thought,..., or can be counted as one, I call a term. ...I shall use it as synonymous
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with the words unit, individual, and entity. ... [E]very term has being, that is, is in some sense. A
man, a moment, a number, a class, a relation, a chimera, or anything else that can be
mentioned, is sure to be a term....” (1903, p. 43)”. This view is what usually called Platonism in
the context of the debate, and it seems that it was exceedingly popular between mathematicians
of caliber in certain time, and still enjoys part of its popularity. In the later phase, Russell
repented from this mystical attitude to replace it with the logical realism of “On Denoting”
(1905), which held that we are acquainted directly with some mathematical or at least logical
objects, alongside the objects of sense-experience. Having acquaintance with objects seemed a
guarantee of the reality of the objects, although later on, he cherished the wild idea that we are

acquainted with the universal concepts as well.

This approach toward mathematics and logic was not plausible to the empiricists of the
Vienna circle, who (rightly) assumed that taking mathematical entities to the Platonic heaven or
burying them amongst the concrete furniture of the world, would be inconsistent with the
principles of empiricism. It was why Wittgenstein’s Tractatus appeared to them like nothing
less than the gospel of empiricism which showed that salvation is at hand, because it does not
make the empiricist to be Platonist about the mathematics, and does not make her to put

mathematics in the world of experience either:

4.461 Propositions show what they say...tautologies and contradictions show that they

say nothing.

As we can see, the resemblance of Wittgenstein’s approach to Hume’s is remarkable. For
both of them, the mathematical (or rather logico-mathematical) sentences are devoid of any
factual content, and still none of them appeals to Platonism to settle the status of mathematical

sentences.



Wittgenstein’s solution, which would be examined in more details in coming pages, did
not stay unobjectionable for logical empiricists for long. From the beginning of the 1930s, some
of them began question the sense of this Wittgenestinian theory of meaning. They began to
understand that Wittgenestinian theory of meaning would commit them to something very

metaphysical, to something that cannot be expressed in the scientific terms. This

...had brought to the surface an internal contradiction within the positivist
tradition. At the point positivists divided into two major groups: those who like
Schlick and Waismann, chose to preserve semantic dimension of positivism, and
those who like Neurath, Reichenbach and Popper, allowed the old positivist
instincts to take over once again, flatly denying the factuality of meaning. Carnap
remained in a class of his own, ... and opting for a strategy intended to ignore the

problem. (Coffa 1991, p 317)

But as a matter of fact, Carnap took a different approach to the problem of meaning and

logical-factual dichotomy, and in the next section, we are going to the knob of his new theory.

2.1. A prison breaker

Wittgenstein’s TLP was welcomed warmly by logical empiricist because, among other things,
it proposed a solution for the problem of cognitive status of mathematics and logic. The logical
empiricists were primarily unable (or unwilling) to suggest that there is an empirical foundation
for logic and mathematics, and (unlike Russell) they were also reluctant to embrace any form of
Platonism about logical concepts. Wittgenstein relieved them by showing that Logic and

Mathematics say nothing and hence dwell in no domain, empirical or heavenly:



4.461 Propositions show what they say...tautologies and contradictions show that

they say nothing. 9

But there are other sentences which have factual content and represent what is the case.

They are pictured in the language.

2.1 We picture facts to ourselves.

2.11 A picture presents a situation in logical space, the existence and non-

existence of states of affairs.

2.12 A picture is a model of reality.

This is the content of Wittgenstein’s picture theory of language (or meaning). Picture
theory, and its component, that is an absolute and unconventional distinction between
"judgments which are true purely because of their formal (logical) structure” and judgments of
non-logical sentences which “cannot be recognized from the sentences alone", was rejected as
incorrect by Carnap in LSL. He denied the view as “Wittgenstein's absolutist conception of
language, which leaves out the conventional factor in language construction” ([1934] 1937,

p.186).

But putting an absolute distinction between logical and non-logical parts of language was

not the only incorrect part of Wittgenstein’s non-conventional attitude. In absence of

9 The phrases that are numbered in this way are quoted from TPL



conventional elements, Wittgenstein’s overall conception of language had some realistic halo

around it. In Alberto Coffa, concise and elegant account of the theory;

Tractatus had offered correspondence of meaning, according to which
something present in the fact we are trying to depict must also be present in the
linguistic object through which we try to depict it. This is true not only locally
but also globally, not merely atomic facts but the world and reality has a form
or essence, and language as a whole, if it is to depict reality, must share that

form (1991, p.269)

That is, language shares the form of reality and the correct language is the one which its
form matches to the reality, and has a foothold in it. Probably when Carnap called Wittgenstein
an absolutist (versus conventionalist), he had meant to criticized his “striving after '

correctness'”” of the logical form, instead of surrendering to temptation of embracing the

“boundless ocean of unlimited possibilities”. ([1934] 1937, p.xv).

It is in relation to the picture theory and within this context that Wittgenstein came to

delimit our ways of speaking in a very significant way:

4.121 Propositions cannot represent logical form: it is mirrored in them.

What finds its reflection in language, language cannot represent. What
expresses itself in language, we cannot express by means of language.

Propositions show the logical form of reality. They display it.

And the corner-stone of Wittgenstein’s philosophy, the seventh commandment, settles

the point for good:

7. What we cannot speak about we must pass over in silence.

1



The concept of Logical Form is one of the most complicated concepts of LPT. I do not
want to go to any details about the meaning of the logical form (it is what we would do in the
next section and the one after that. But very briefly, I hint that. On the one hand, it seems that
the possibility of meaningful sentence, which its truth and falsehood depends on the
arrangement of the matters of the fact of the world, could be realized only through this
sophisticated notion of the logical form, which somehow (it is hard to see how) connects reality
to the language (naturally the concept of the proposition (in Russellian sense of the word) jumps
to the mind). As Wittgenstein indicated in the phrases 1 and 2 of the book, all propositions
which constitute logical form are analyzable to elementary (atomic propositions), which are the
basic units of construction of the language and the world. These atomic sentence do not
necessarily correspond to simple sentences of language, and the philosophical confusions raise
from unsuitable curiosities about the logical form and the relation between world and language,

a relation which is unspeakable.

It is the relation of the logical form to reality (which was considered in Wittgenstein
dogmatism) which leads to the impossibility of speaking about logical form. If so, Carnap can

overcome this unspeakableness, only after defeating the dogmatism.

At any rate, Awodey and Carus, used the metaphor of a prison to describe this
Wittgensteinian limitation of language. In their “From Wittgenstein’s Prison to the Boundless
Ocean: Carnap’s Dream of Logical Syntax”(2009), they interpreted Carnap’s LSL as an attempt
for by-passing Wittgensteinian barrier of speaking meaningfully about the structure of the

language. As I said before, this interpretation roots in Carnap’s own remarks;

According to another opinion (that of Wittgenstein), there
exists only one language, and what we call syntax cannot be
expressed at all—it can only "be shown". As opposed to these

views, we intend to show that, actually, it is possible to

1



manage with one language only; not, however, by renouncing
syntax, but by demonstrating that without the emergence of
any contradictions the syntax of this language can be

formulated within this language itself.([1934] 1937, p.53)

Therefore, Carnap not only regarded the Wittgensteinian dogmatism as incorrect (and
tried to replace it with conventionalism), but he also ventured to reject the other part of TPL

which was about impossibility of speaking of syntax, by doing the opposite. Let us see how.

2.2, Carnap’s syntactical venture according to standard reading

A short account of Carnap’s attempt for bypassing the limits of Wittgenstein’s prison

seems suitable. I am afraid that I shall begin with some platitudes.

According to Carnap : "By the logical syntax of a language we mean the formal theory
of the linguistic forms of that language - the systematic statement of the formal rules which
govern it together with the development of the consequences which follow from these rules"
(Carnap 1937, p. 1). Thus In LSL, Carnap tried to construct a formal system constituted by signs
which could be shuffled and processed. The syntax of a language", he argues, "is concerned, in
general, with the structures of possible serial orders (of a definite kind) of any elements
whatsoever" (p. 6). Syntax is concerned with only the order of symbols, with no attention
whatsoever to either how those symbols are physically constituted or what they might represent.
"In pure syntax only definitions are formulated and consequences of such definitions developed.
Pure syntax is thus wholly analytic, and is nothing more than combinatorial analysis, or, in

other words, the geometry of finite, discrete, serial structures of a particular kind" (p. 7).



The main procedure for constructing the system was to define the formulas (via rules of
formation) and rules of inference (rules of transformation) for two linguistic levels. His
notations may be a bit unfamiliar today, but his method of construction is quite understandable
for anyone with some logical education. He constructed two languages in the book. Language I is
suitable for construction of arithmetic in a recursive way. The theory of types and the axiom of
choice could be defined in Language II. Moreover there is possibility of speaking about
Language I in Language II, mainly by application of Godel’s arithmetization procedure (by
assigning prime numbers greater than 2, and cube, fourth, fifth, and sixth powers of prime
numbers greater than 2 to symbols of language I, i.e., to its variable, positive integers, undefined
and defined predicates and functions)([1934]1937, p.55). In this way “all definitions of pure
syntax become arithmetical definitions, namely definition of properties, or relation between

numbers” (ibid, p.57).

Some more information. Language I is intended by Carnap to be "definite". As Carnap

informed us its "limitation",

consists primarily in the fact that only definite number-properties occur - that is
to say, those of which the possession or non-possession can be determined in a
finite number of steps according to a finite method . . . . [I]t is not a definite
language in the narrower sense of containing only definite, that is to say,

resoluble.., sentences. (Carnap 1937, p. 12)

Transformation rules for Language I are laid down by specifying: (i) primitive sentences
(axioms) for the language; (ii) rules of inference; and (iii) rules of consequence. Primitive

sentences and rules of inference are both introduced, rather than only the latter, for technical

simplicity (p. 29).



What ensures the "definiteness" of the language are the restrictions imposed on the use
of quantifiers: they are intended to ensures that whether any number possesses a given property

can be determined in a finite number of step.

A few words about Language II: Language II, developed in Part III of Syntax, is richer
than Language I: it permits the definition of all of classical mathematics (including set theory).
It is, however, in Carnap's term, "indefinite". It contains Language I as a sub-language in the
sense that all symbols and sentences of Language I are also symbols and sentences of Language
II. Language II is based on the simple theory of types. Then Carnap introduce into his Language
IT the "method of consequence or c-method". This, through a process that does not need to
concern us here, helps him to reach to the concepts of analytic and contradictory instead of the

concepts “demonstratable” and “refutable”.

To make a distinction between descriptive and logical sentences, Carnap endeavors to
show that all logical sentences are either analytic or contradictory, that is, "L-determinate" (p.
116). With the definitions of "analytic" and "contradictory" at hand, that of "consequence" in

Language II is supposed to be easily defined.

At any rate, now here is a linguistic system which is good enough for speaking about
arithmetic, mathematics and empirical facts of the matter. Most important of all, the syntax of
the language is expressed constructively in this language, that is, by construction of rules of
formation and transformation and the arithmetization procedure, in spite of Wittgenstein’s

forbidding. But there was more in Wittgenstein’s absolutist point of view.

Wittgensteinian absolutism, in Carnap’s interpretation, also implied that: "It is the
characteristic mark of logical sentences that one can perceive from the symbol alone that they

are True” and “also it is one of the most important facts that the truth or falsehood of non-



logical sentences cannot be recognized from the sentences alone." (Carnap [1934]1937, p.186).

What happens to this distinction in Carnap’s syntactical approach?

Although the initial distinction between logical and descriptive expressions cannot be
handled without attending to the material interpretation of the language S (because we should
pay attention to extra-formal domain in dealing with judgments about non-logical sentences)
.([1934]1937, p.177), yet it is not an alarming point because the possibility of translation from
material to formal mode is contrived in the system and the material part “can be formally

represented and thus be incorporated in the syntax.”([1934]1937, p.239).

Now, in the formal mode, the difference between descriptive and logical is going to be
introduced into the vocabulary by attaching gothic “d” and “1” respectively to descriptive and
logical functors and predicates ([1934]1937, p.18). From this initial distinction on the level of
vocabulary, Carnap proceeds to show that a symbol (or a function or predicate which involve it)
is descriptive if it is undefined, or if a descriptive symbol is used in the chain of its definition,
and it is logical otherwise (Ibid p.25). By “undefined”, Carnap simply means that the symbol has
been absent from the list of the formal rules, in which each symbol and its functioning is defined
in the syntactical axiomatic scheme. To project this simple definition to Language II and general
syntax Carnap added some other technical terms (determinate and indeterminate) as well as a
semi-semantical concept (consequence) ([1934]1937, see 8§14, 8§33, §34f)), to show that
sentences which contain only logical signs are determinate.'® But the relation between logicality
and determinateness does not work as flawlessly as expected. Because among the other things,

as Creath (1996) showed, if we take logical vocabulary as the intersection of maximal classes

10 “But if we reflect that all of the connections between logicomathematical terms are independent of extra-linguistic
factors, such as, for instance, empirical observations, and that they must be solely and completely determined by the
transformation rules of the language, we find the formally expressible distinguishing peculiarity of logical symbols
and expressions to consist in the fact that each sentence constructed solely from them is determinate”. (Carnap 1937.,
177)



such that everything sayable in them is determinate (as Carnap took them to be (1937, pp.177-
178)), for some examples the intersection of the maximal classes would finally turn out to be
empty! " On the other hand, if we want to say that certain predicates or variables were
problematic in this definition of logicality because they were originally descriptive, it appears
that completeness or determinateness in some domain is no guarantee of logicality [because
they are “determinate” descriptive phrases which are not logical) (1996, pp.258-259). In the way
of explanation, I remark that; A class is a maximal class of expressions iff you cannot add any
expressions and still some specified property that the original class had. In the case of Carnap's
definition of logical expressions we are to take classes of expressions such that (1) one can makes
sentences out of them, and (2) all of the sentences that one can make with only those
expressions are determinate (valid or contravalid), and (3) those classes are maximal in the
sense that one cannot add any expressions to the class and still have it be the case that all the
sentences that one can make with those expressions will be determinate. Then it is supposed to
take the intersection of all such classes to find the logical expressions. The objection that was
raised to this is that under certain not unreasonable circumstances (ones that might occur in the

languages that Carnap accepts), this intersection would be null or nearly so.

Creath counter-argument is, I believe for obvious reasons, quite convincing. For that, and for the
simple fact that Carnap took determinateness as the criterion of logicality, and then, in the case
of P-rules (I will talk more about soon) proceeded to show that there are phrases which include
descriptive signs and still are determinate (because they are rules of the language), a syntactical

differentiation between descriptive and logical expressions (or synthetic and analytic ones) is

1 This is the schema of Creath’s counterexample; According to Carnap the claim that the ‘International Prototype
Kilogram (that lump of metal in Paris) has a mass of one kilogram’ is part of the definition of the metrical concept of
mass. In this example take ‘F’ as a predicate 'has a mass of one kilogram', and ‘a’ as a constant, hence ‘Fa” would be
determinate as part of this definition. {'F', 'a'} is a class of expressions such that everything sayable in it is
determinate. To make it maximal class we can add ‘=’ to it, but no variable or quantifiers could be included (because
then we could reach to indeterminate sentences in the system). We can add quantifiers and variables, but not ‘=" by
then. Hence intersection class is empty.



not that compelling. In other words, unlike Angelides (2012, pp.153-154), I cannot be sure that
Carnap was totally successful in giving a correct syntactical formulation of the formal concept of
logicality (in the sense of analyticity) in the face of Wittgenstein’s forbiddance (TLP. 4.126)2. 1
do not go so far, however to say that Carnap’s lack of success in giving a clear-cut syntactical
definition of analyticity shows that he failed in defying Wittgensteinian thesis. Because if we
take Carnap’s conventionalism seriously enough, we can say that having a clear-cut syntactical
definition of logicality may not be at issue, because it is matter of convention which parts of
language are descriptive and which are logical, and giving a general definition for logicality is
not necessary. Actually, even in the semantical period Carnap was modest enough to say that he
could not find a satisfactory definition for or clear-cut distinction between “descriptive” and

“logical” parts of language;

[in general semantic the question is] whether and how "logical"
and "descriptive" can be defined on the basis of other semantical
terms, e.g. "designation" and "true," so that the application of the
general definition to any particular system will lead to a result
which is in accordance with the intended distinction. A
satisfactory solution is not yet known. (Carnap 1942, p.59, the last

emphasis is mine).

2 Angelides went to details to show that Carnap took TLP 4.126 to mean that a class of sentences—those sentences in
which universal words appear independently—as the particular class that Wittgenstein holds to be nonsense. (2012,
p-154). Although Angelides is quite right to follow Carnap to that point of disagreement with Wittgenstein (and I am
not sure whether Carnap was successful in beating Wittgenstein at that point or not), yet I do not think that it is the
knob of disagreement between these two philosophers.

The other point which is made by Angelides (about the relation between elucidatory role of philosophy and say/show
distinction for Wittgenstein) is quite important and indeed goes to the knob of the matter. In the final pages of this
paper, I will express my own views about this issue.



In any way, the distinction can be taken care of in conventional terms, and this would
serve Carnap’s anti-Wittgensteinian anti-dogmatic agenda pretty well. This point would be

clearer after assessment of Carnap’s conventionalism with regard to P-rules.

The linguistic system is constructed axiomatically by setting rules of formation and
transformation. Those rules are usually logico-mathematical, but in depicting the general

syntax, Carnap comes to say that:

We may, however, also construct a language with extra-logical rules of
transformation. The first thing which suggests itself is to include
amongst the primitive sentences the so-called laws of nature, i.e.
universal sentences of physics (' physics' is here to be understood in the
widest sense). It is possible to go even further and include not only
universal but also concrete sentences—such as empirical observation-
sentences...we shall call all the logico-mathematical transformation

rules of S logical or L-rules; and all the remainder, physical or P-

rules.([1934]1937, p 180).

Now, along the conventionalist program, the question of “[w]hether in the construction
of a language S we formulate only L-rules or include also P-rules, and, if so, to what extent, is
not a logico-philosophical problem, but a matter of convention and hence, at most, a question of

expedience.” (1937, § 51. p.180).

Most salient manifestation of this conventional approach is the principle of tolerance,

the kernel of Carnapian philosophy.

In logic, there are no morals. Everyone is at liberty to build up his own
logic, i.e. his own form of language, as he wishes. All that is required of

him is that, if he wishes to discuss it, he must state his methods clearly,



and give syntactical rules instead of philosophical arguments.([1934]1937,

p.52).

Thus Carnap overcame the dogmatic part of Wittgenstein’s view.

Both parts of Carnap’s agenda are accomplished. He gave a theory of syntax and he

overcame absolutism. Hence the standard interpretation of SLS-TLP relation.

It would have been very nice if we could end our quest right here, but there is more to be

said.

2.3. Wittgenstein and Carnap on the poor and rich senses of syntax

In some primitive level, for Wittgenstein “logical syntax” is the “grammar” that governs the
sign language (TPL, 3.325). This grammar would be sort of self-evident (sich von selbst

verstehen), as soon as we learn about the signification of signs;

3.334 The rules of logical syntax must go without saying, once we know how each

individual sign signifies.

Now, I do not know whether “how each individual sign signifies” is something that can
be expressed linguistically or not. But I am very tempted to say that saying (or showing) how the
signs signify, was exactly what Carnap bothered to do so elaborately in LSL, through giving the
rules of formation and transformation of formulas. In some sense these rules are expressed in
the language. But I doubt that this formal mode of expression is any different from showing how
each sign signifies and how formulas are related together. Here, the concept of syntax as a
grammar which governs sign language is still so vague and unarticulated that no dramatic
difference could be drawn between saying it and showing it. To this extent Wittgenstein could

not possibly have any qualms about the possibility of speaking of construction of logical systems

1



or being involved in saying (or showing) how the signs signify and Carnap’s syntactical

enterprise was not infringing Wittgensteinian borders. 13

But as soon as we begin to read the absolutist or conventionalist attitudes of these
philosophers into their conceptions of syntactical system, the whole picture changes. In other
words, when we consider syntax as something abstracted from the absolutist/conventionalist
attitudes which may adhere to it, it would not be obliged to be either speakable or unspeakable.
In this weak sense, it is vaguer than what can be a subject of disagreement between Carnap and
Wittgenstein, (and this shows that two  controversial problems, about
dogmatism/conventionalism, and possibility of speaking about the syntax or its impossibility,

are one and same problem).

Syntax, when it is tainted by absolutist or conventionalist attitudes, could be called syntax in
the rich sense. When it is abstracted from those attitudes, it can be called syntax in the poor

sense.

Note that insisting that Carnap spoke about syntax in LSL in the poor sense (by constructing
a combinatorial theory of the signs and their relation) is not good enough for the advocates of
the standard reading, because one may answer that then he did not really faced Wittgenstein’s
challenge. Actually, in a different context, Friedman held that “Carnap’s assertion that logical
form and logical syntax are perfectly capable of exact expression has very little to do with
Tractarin denial of similar sounding proposition” (1999, p.193). To convert Friedman’s view to
our new terminology, we may say that Carnap spoke about syntax in the poor sense while
Wittgenstein had the rich sense in mind; Carnap was only concerned with a combinatorial
theory of the signs in a formal level (no realistic strings attached) while Wittgenstein cultivated

some speculations about the relation of syntax to reality (although he really was clear about his

13 In a later occasion Carnap even came to say something very similar to the phrase 3.334, TLP. He said that once we
settled this formal construction “any further explanations as to the nature of the propositions (i.e., the elements of the

system indicated, the values of the variables "p", "q", etc.) are theoretically unnecessary because, if correct, they follow
from the rules.” to borrow Wittgenstein’s word, sich von selbst verstehen (Carnap 1950, p.89).
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formal attitude toward syntax). I do not want to refute this conception, but I am rather inclined
to think that both of them were wavering freely between the poor and rich senses of syntax.
Even here, Friedman’s interpretation may be quite true, because Wittgenstein and Carnap’s rich
sense of the syntax may be quite different and even immeasurable (one of them was a dogmatist
and the other was conventionalist). In the face of this interpretation, I try to show that even with
regard to the rich sense of syntax, Carnap and Wittgenstein saw each other eye to eye. Here

comes my account.

In a more general picture, Wittgenstein’s view about the rules of syntax in terms of
signification of signs (TLP 3.334) does not need to be understood exclusively in terms of
Carnapian constructive theory of syntax. Knowing how each individual sign signifies could be
understood in terms of knowing how it contributes in the general picture of reality. Here we are
facing a stronger sense of syntax, which is connected to what Wittgenstein said about pictorial
form. Actually it seems that wherever Wittgenstein used the term “logical form” or “grammar”
as something unspeakable, or whenever we want to interpret him as doing so, we could safely

assume that he used it in the pictorial form sense.

Wittgenstein’s straightforward definition of logical form comes in the following terms:

2.18 What any picture, of whatever form, must have in common with
reality, in order to be able to depict it—correctly or incorrectly—in any way

at all, is logical form, i.e. the form of reality.

The link between logical form and pictorial form is obvious in TLP. Just look at his

definition of pictorial form:

2.15 The fact that the elements of a picture are related to one another in a
determinate way represents that things are related to one another in the

same way. Let us call this connexion of its elements the structure of the



picture, and let us call the possibility of this structure the pictorial form of

the picture. [emphasis is mine]

2.151 Pictorial form is the possibility that things are related to one another

in the same way as the elements of the picture.

Let me explain. Syntax or grammar shows that the elements of the language are connected to
each other in certain way. But is there any connection between the grammatical structure and
the structure of the world? Syntax, in the poor sense of the term, doesn’t seem to have any
connotation about that issue. A grammatical structure is not ipso facto obliged to be attached to
or detached from reality. The pictorial form, or grammar in the rich sense of the word, has
something to say in answer to this question however; Although we shall not believe that we can
‘find’ a rule of inference in the same way as “one can find a tree with a green trunk and red
leaves”, that is, although “we are not at the mercy of empirical experience” for identifying the

rules, yet “the entire system of propositions is applied to reality” (Wittgenstein and Waismann

2003, p.233):

the uneasiness which one feels with the expression: ‘The rose is identical
to red’ could make somebody conclude that something is wrong with this
expression, which, in turn, means that it somehow does not agree with
reality, hence that it is an incorrectly formed expression and that
sometimes reality guides grammar.4 (Wittgenstein and Waismann

2003, p.235, emphasis is mine)

14 Perhaps in rigid Tractarian mode, it could be said that reality dictates grammar instead of saying it guides it. So I
am well aware that in this interpretation, Wittgenestin’s tune may be more agreeable and compromising than in
original Tractarian formulation. But the Carnapian free mindedness, as it is preached in the principle of tolerance, or
the standard interpretation of it, should shun even this amount of dependence to reality. The standard interpretation
as I will show, does not work.



The important point is that although reality guides grammar, and the similarity between the
structure of the picture (or language) to the structure of the reality is manifested in the grammar
(i.e., in the pictorial form), yet the similarity of the picture to its target cannot be represented
within the picture itself. To estimate this similarity within the picture, we should stuff both
relata (the picture and the target) within the picture and compare them there, which is
obviously impossible. It is rather an obvious fact, because “a picture cannot, however, place
itself outside its representational form”(T. 2.174), to capture both itself and its target. And it is
exactly why we cannot speak about the relation of the language (the picture) to the world which
shares something (some reality) with it. There is no hindrance for speaking about mere
grammar, or syntax (or giving a theory for its construction), but speaking about the relation of
the correct grammar (as linguistic picture of reality) to the extra-linguistic reality, within the
language which has something in common with that reality, is unintelligible. As Wittgenstein

3

put it clearly in the preface of TLP, “...for in order to be able to draw a limit to thought, we
should have to find both sides of the limit thinkable (i.e. we should have to be able to think what
cannot be thought). It will therefore only be in language that the limit can be drawn, and what
lies on the other side of the limit will simply be nonsense.”(TPL, pp.3-4). And it is actually his
hints to this relation between language and reality (which were mentioned in his view about
pictorial form), which makes him to accept that his own propositions in TLP are only elucidatory

and finally nonsensical (TLP, 6.54)'s. Hence the relation between Wittgenstein’s view on reality-

directedness of logical form and its unspeakabeleness.

Apparently for Carnap, on the other hand, linguistic system is not attached to any form of
reality. There is a boundless ocean of possibilities for construction of linguistic frameworks, and
instead of correspondence to reality, or even being “guided by reality” as Wittgenstein

paraphrased, constitution and choice of linguistic systems would be governed by convention. As

15 Look at the end of footnote 4.



we saw, even P-rules, which allegedly are the general laws of physics, are absorbed into the body

of the system according to this conventional procedure.

But wait a minute! Who said that conventions couldn’t be guided by reality? I mean, when
we say something is conventional, do we mean that it is detached from reality and it is

constructed arbitrarily and adopted by fiat?

From the very beginning, there were parts of Carnap’s philosophy in which it was
maintained that appealing to convention does not mean that the choice of linguistic system is
“arbitrary”. These parts are usually neglected under the roars of the surges of the boundless
ocean, but almost in every work that Carnap mentioned convention, he also spoke about the

factual parts of the choice. In LSL he had said that:

The construction of the physical system is not effected in accordance with
fixed rules, but by means of conventions. These conventions, namely, the
rules of formation, the L-rules, and the P-rules (hypotheses), are,
however, not arbitrary. The choice of them is influenced, in the first
place, by certain practical methodological considerations (for instance,
whether they make for simplicity, expedience, and fruitfulness in certain
tasks). This is the case for all conventions, including, for example,

definitions. ([1934]1937, p.320, emphasis is mine).

Thanks to these considerations, the conventional choice is not arbitrary (i.e., the choice
is guided by something which has some foothold in factual domain, domain of facts of matter),
yet these considerations are practical and cannot be expressed in the theoretical language
(language of science, logic, or philosophy, which is the logic of science). So what connects

language to objective elements (whatever those elements may happen to mean for an empiricist)



is inexpressible in language. In later stage of his work, in semantical period, Carnap changed his
mind about the practical nature of these considerations; “"Are our experiences such that the use
of the linguistic forms in question will be expedient and fruitful?" This is a theoretical question
of a factual, empirical nature.” (1950, p.90). Yet he still spoke about the factual essence of these
considerations, and he continued to do so almost to the end of his engagement with the topic of

conventions:

Factual knowledge is necessary in order to decide which kinds of
conventions can be carried out without coming into conflict with the facts
of nature, and various logical structures must be accepted in order to

avoid logical inconsistencies. (1966, p.68)

Now, I believe that it can safely be assumed that the choice or construction of conventions is
guided by reality through these factual considerations. It is how the conventions consist with the
facts of nature and do not clash with them. It is why our linguistic statements and assertions
make sense and are not dislodged from the objectivity of the external world. The conventions
which are at the bottom of the linguistic systems are bridled by the factual knowledge. Yet, and
here comes the interesting part, even in the semantical period, when the factual elements can be
expressed in the theoretical language, “the thesis of the reality of the thing world cannot be
among these statements, because it cannot be formulated in the thing language or, it seems, in
any other theoretical language.”(1950, p.90). We cannot say that “the thing world is real” and we

cannot say that the “the factual elements match the linguistic system to the reality of the world”.

Carnap is wisely silent about the cause of the impossibility of formulation of the thesis of
reality in theoretical language, but to me, it seems that it is the Tractarian prohibition of
speaking about pictorial form (which is what is really unspeakable about syntax) which is deeply

reverenced at the core of Carnap’s conventionalism.



At this point, the standard reading may unshakably persist that there does not exist any
significant affinity between this overlooked aspect of Carnap’s conventionalism and
Wittgenstein’s similar sounding tenet about the impossibility of speaking about pictorial
relation. These two kinds of unspeakableness are quite different and Wittgensteinian “inability
to justify grammar does not lead to conventionalism or Carnapian tolerance...” (Coffa, 1991 pp
270). This standard persistence does not match our assessment of thoughts of Carnap and
Wittgenstein about the pertinent topic, however. Moreover, there are some suggestive historical

pieces of evidence which sound supportive of this new interpretation.

Interestingly enough, Gédel who had observed the developments of logical empiricism
intimately, remarked that 1930s views of Carnap, Hahn, and Schlick about the nature of
mathematics, a view which is called by Godel as “syntactical viewpoint” and characterized as “a
combination of nominalism and conventionalism,” was developed largely “under the influence
of L. Wittgenstein” (1953,pp 334-335). Godel however, was a bit eccentric, and perhaps not
particularly precise about the significant aspects of influential relation. Bet even more
interestingly, in a letter to Schlick, same view was expressed by Wittgenstein in more precise
(and vicious) terms: “That Carnap, when he is for the formal and against the “material mode of
speaking” doesn’t take a single step beyond me, you know well yourself; and I can’t believe that
Carnap should have so completely misunderstood the last sentences of the Tractatus—and so the
fundamental idea of the whole book” (Wittgenstein [1932] 2004). Well, Wittgenstein was quite a
character, and eccentric as well, but I believe that after going through what we went in this last
section, we can safely affirm that this eccentric interpretation of LSL-TLP relation is not totally

unfair.

Of course I do not mean to underestimate the importance of Carnap’s venture in LSL. I am
well aware that it played a key role in improvement of logic, semantics and philosophy in the

past century. Carnap’s syntactical machinery, the principle of tolerance and Carnap’s open-



mindedness with regard to the possibility of entertaining alternative logical systems, although
were not at odds with allegedly parochial view of TPL, are still quite remarkable. Carnap’s failure
in bypassing Wittgensteinian borders was not due to want of more laborious attempt. The
enterprise failed only because Wittgenstein’s prison is inescapable in a very in principle, and
perhaps trivial sense. But perhaps this failure could be amended by appealing to a layer of meta-
language in which the relation of the language to the referents of the terms and sentences of the
language could be pictured, could it? What if the relation between picture and its target could be
pictured in another plane, a third one, which in this case is the plane of semantical discourse?

This question is to be addressed in the next section.

2.4. A semantical endeavour

In LSL Carnap had been defining an axiomatic linguistic system which was deprived of
semantical concepts in today’s sense, i.e., concepts of reference and designation. According to
this interpretation, the truths of Carnap’s system in his 1934/37 period are fixed conventionally,
because they are detached from the realities of the outer world in absence of any referential or
designative relation which fixes them in to the world. The interpretation is not totally devoid of
good sense, because if we can conceive that there is a robust relation between our sentences and
the states of affairs which are the referents of those sentences in the world, then the truths
would naturally be more robust and acceptable than what was described in the logical syntax
period. In the first realistic sense, the referents of the terms could fill the place of the truth-
makers. In that sense their choice is neither arbitrary nor whimsical. The sentences are true

because they refer to certain state of affairs.



The viability of this claim can be checked against the historical facts, almost easily. Indeed
Carnap left his syntactical approach and shifted to a semantical period by the beginning of
1940s. In that period, Carnap elaborated his conceptions of the concepts of reference and
designation, and unlike the syntactical period in which he was concerned with validity and
contra-validity in the first place, and considered the concept of truth in a subsidiary way, in
semantical period the concept of “truth”, and “designation” as a relation between the language
and the world, received Carnap’s keenest attention. The invocation came from a conversation

with Tarski;

Even before the publication of Tarski's article I had realized,
chiefly in conversations with Tarski and Godel, that there must be
a mode, different from the syntactical one, in which to speak about
language. Since it is obviously admissible to speak about facts and,
on the other hand, Wittgenstein notwithstanding, about
expressions of a language, it cannot be inadmissable to do both in
the same metalanguage. In this way it becomes possible to speak
about the relations between language and facts. In our
philosophical discussions we had, of course, always talked about
these relations; but we had no exact systematized language for this
purpose. In the new metalanguage of semantics, it is possible to
make statements about the relation of designation and about

truth.

When Tarski told me for the first time that he had constructed a
definition of truth, I assumed that he had in mind a syntactical

definition of logical truth or provability. I was surprised when he

1



said that he meant truth in the customary sense, including
contingent factual truth. Since I was thinking only in terms of a
syntactical metalanguage, I wondered how it was possible to state
the truth-condition for a simple sentence like "this table is black".
Tarski replied: "This is simple; the sentence 'this table is black' is

true if and only if this table is black". (Carnap 1963, p.59)

And this was exactly what was missing from Carnap’s syntactical system. Carnap saw the
point and absorbed the idea as soon as he heard it, and developed it later in works
like Foundations of Logic and Mathematics (1939) and Introduction to Semantics (1942).
Carnap developed this approach to elaborate a linguistic system in which the concepts of
meaning and referring can be scrutinized with enough care. Now, there are interpreters like
Soames who believe that Tarski’s theory does not deal with the concept of truth in any
philosophical sense, and even Tarski was deviated by Carnap to the wrong direction when he
thought that “his notion of truth can be used to define the central concepts of the theory of
meaning.” (2010, p.41). I do not share Soames ideas and moreover, I am not concerned with the
problem of meaning in here. Concepts of truth and designation are ponderous enough to fill my
plate in this dissertation. At any rate, still it cannot be denied that Carnap’s primarily encounter
with semantics is indeed very austere and, even deflationary: he introduced the concept of
semantical system as “system of rules, formulated in a metalanguage and referring to an object
language, of such a kind that the rules determine a truth-condition for every sentence of the
object language, i.e., a sufficient and necessary condition for its truth.”(1942, p.22). In this
second quotation there is no talk about speaking “about the relations between language and
facts”, which was one of the most interesting parts of the first quotation. Tarski’s proposal was

enough for dealing with the concept of truth in formal systems, and Carnap would say that his



semantical system is a formal one, and no deeper account is necessary for the aim that he

pursues.

Tarski had explicitly said that his theory is neutral about any metaphysical or

epistemological scruples about the source of these truths.

. the semantic definition of truth implies nothing regarding the
conditions under which a sentence like ... snow is white can be asserted. It
implies only that, whenever we assert or reject this sentence, we must be
ready to assert or reject the correlated sentence ... The sentence "snow is
white" is true. Thus, we may accept the semantical conception of truth
without giving up any epistemological attitude we may ever have had; we
may remain naive realists, critical realists or idealists, empiricists or
meta-physicians-whatever we were before. The semantic conception is

completely neutral toward all these issues (Tarski 1944, p.362).

And Carnap followed Tarski in that austere aspect. In this approach, speaking about the
relation between language and facts cannot go any further than a layer (or several layers, for that
matter) of meta-language in which we speak about the truth of sentences of object-language.
Anything further than that would draw us to the metaphysics of the external world or something
like that. But this austere account does not take care of the relation between language and facts,
and the concepts of designation and reference are applied in it in a very minimalistic way. But to
me, it seems that without speaking more profoundly about the relation between linguistic
frameworks and what makes some of their sentences true (whatever it is), Carnap’s account of
truth would be as arbitrarily conventional as it previously was, in the syntactical period (as we

will see in the next chapter, in further details). I believe that that more profound discourse is



possible even in Carnapian terms (and that would be the subject of the fourth chapter of the
dissertation), but for the time being, I go to show why Carnap’s present account of truth is

incomplete and unconvincing.

For one thing, unlike Tarski who was genuinely concerned with the concept of truth in
formal (mathematical systems), Carnap, as a philosopher might attend to epistemological
considerations (although he regarded epistemology as the logic of science). Apparently Carnap
took the minimalist aspect of his works as a privilege of his semantical method, an aspect that
helped him to dispense with deviating ontological question about any metaphysical or
ontological debate. For him, truth of the sentences of the object language would emerge as soon
as we add rules of reference and designation, to the rules of formation and transformation which
were defined in the syntactical level. Give the rules of formation and transformation and add the
rules of reference in terms of “ ‘snow is white’ is true iff snow is white”, and stop it in the level of
metalanguage. In a certain reading of Carnap’s semantical endeavor, what is beyond this meta-
language does not concern Carnap, how truth emerges between OL and ML, is not at issue for
Carnap either. The correspondence theory is intuitively very useful of course, but perhaps these
are scruples about the abstract entities and numbers (as we will see in the next chapter) that
prevent Carnap from a whole-hearted acceptance of that theory (if every true statement should
correspond to a fact, what are the correspondents of the numbers and universals?). He believed
that we do not need to be bothered about what lies beyond metalinguistic level. Tarski gave a
clear cut theory for logical and mathematical truth, and Carnap picked it up and used it. But
although the theory may appear enough (actually more than enough) for logical formal
operations, I believe that there are still epistemological questions that can be raised with regard

to Carnap’s conception of truth.



I endeavor to give a more complete account of truth (in Carnapian framework, in
chapters four and five). But before that we will go to chapter 3, when I make more detailed

discussions to show the present Carnapian account is incomplete and unconvincing.



Chapter 3

Conventionality and semantical turn

To begin the discussion, I hint that the connection of the linguistic system to the
objective reality, even in the semantical period may seem a bit problematic. For Carnap, the
questions of reality, existence and even that of truth are decided internally, within the linguistic
framework. This achievement is indeed remarkable because it is a determined step toward
realization of empiricist dream, by closing the door to any metaphysical speculations about
some REAL external world. Even in the semantical period, on the other hand, the meta-
language seems so shallow that it does not permit any meaningful discourse about the relation
between language and extra-linguistic reality. The adoption of the linguistic framework, even in
the semantical period, remains mostly conventional, in spite of what one may expect. This could

mean that the hope of achievement of objectivity dwindles, even in the semantical period.

In an almost short but very to the point paper, named “Empiricism, Semantics and
Ontology”’(1950), Carnap had showed that how his semantical approach is applicable to the
problem of existence and reality of the entities (especially the abstract ones which have been
permanently burdensome for the empiricists). The interesting point is that the main aim of the
paper is reestablishment of the principle of tolerance, the corner stone of Carnap’s

conventionalism.

In this paper, he began his account by proposing a dilemma. The dilemma posits the
views of the majority of empiricists who generally feel themselves in “much more sympathy with
nominalists” against other philosophers whom are accused of being Platonists. This is the

dilemma;



e Regarding the abstract terms'¢, either we should call them meaningless (i.e., referent-

less) and become nominalists, or we should commit ourselves to Platonism.

This is Carnap’s account of the situation:

Empiricists are in general rather suspicious with respect to any
kind of abstract entities like properties, classes, relations,
numbers, propositions, etc. They usually feel much more in

sympathy with nominalists than with realists... .

Some semanticists say that certain expressions designate certain
entities, and among these designated entities they include not only
concrete material things but also abstract entities, e.g., properties
as designated by predicates and propositions as designated by
sentences. Others object strongly to this procedure as violating the
basic principles of empiricism and leading back to a metaphysical

ontology of the Platonic kind. (1950, p.85)

Therefore with regard to the problem of referent of terms implying abstract entities, in
the face of this delimma empiricist choose the horn of nominalism, that is, they generally adopt
a negative standpoint, and accuse their opponent of Platonism, which is one of the most vicious
insults that an empiricist may throw to someone. For empiricists, the terms allegedly referring
to abstract entities are actually referent-less. They are flatus vocis. Some semanticists on the
other hand, affirm that there are such things as referents of the terms denoting to abstract
entities. Semanticists are called Platonist in despise by the former party, but from Carnap point
of view, the resistance of semanticists against nominalism does not need to commit them to

Platonism.

16 | am not sure that ‘the abstract term’ is meaningful literally but | use it here as a term that probably will refer to an abstract
entity



So, in any way, Carnap tried to overcome this dilemma. For him, nominalism was every bit
as metaphysical, and hence avoidable, as platonism, and the empiricist shall try to stay away
from nominalism as he tries to keep his distance from platonism. Both of this stands imply
ontological implications about existence or non-existence of entities in a dogmatic way, i.e., as
the entities exist outside of the linguistic framework, and Carnap hoped to replace this
dogmatism with the conventionalism which lied at the heart of his semantical approach. He
claimed that “acceptance of a language referring to abstract entities does not imply embracing a
Platonic ontology but is perfectly compatible with empiricism and strictly scientific
thinking”(Carnap 1950 p.85, emphasis is mine). To fructify his approach, he claimed that we
should not search for referents of those terms in what a metaphysician would call a real world.
But unlike his empiricist colleagues who had began to profess nominalism, he did not want to
say that the words are without any referential relation whatsoever. He contrived a much subtler

device, more consistent with the essence of his liberal version of empiricism.

As I already made some hints, Carnap’s principal strategy for dealing with the problem
is a linguistic one, and more precisely, it is based on the concept of “linguistic framework”, or in
more exact words it is based on differentiating between questions inside and outside of a
linguistic framework. The original idea actually comes from syntactical period again. Unlike the
ideas of truth, reference and designation, the idea of linguistic system played a key role in
Carnap’s LSL, and as emerged as an appropriate solution for dealing with pointless
metaphysical debates about reality as well. In this view internal questions are questions directed
toward existence of certain entities within the framework of an accepted language. The
external ones are questions concerning the existence or reality of the system of entities as a
whole (Carnap like many others use existence and reality interchangeably). The important point
is that, for Carnap, only the first kind constitutes the class of legitimate questions, the latter

questions are actually pseudo-questions. In Carnap’s words:



Many philosophers regard a question of this kind as an ontological
question which must be raised and answered before the
introduction of the new language forms. The latter introduction,
they believe, is legitimate only if it can be justified by an
ontological insight supplying an affirmative answer to the question
of reality. In contrast to this view, we take the position that the
introduction of the new ways of speaking does not need any

theoretical justification because it does not imply any assertion of

reality. (1950, p.91)

Once the framework settled, its pertinent internal questions may be answered either by
a logical or an empirical method. The concept of reality occurring inside framework is an
empirical, scientific, logical and in anyway a non-metaphysical concept. The point deserves an
emphasis, because being “raised and answered before the introduction of the new language
form” is what gives a question and its answer a shameful metaphysical air which is too
poisonous for any healthy philosophical activity. Ontological question can be rejected because
philosophers presumably attempted to answer them before the introduction of linguistic
framework, and this turns them to counterfeits. In this context, I have no objection to
elimination of those metaphysical questions. But what about the questions about the reality of
the system which are to be asked after the settlement of the system? Could the reality of the
system as a whole be questioned after “the introduction of the new language form”. Of course
these questions can be asked from the practical point of view, as questions about the
convenience and expedience of the system. But in certain reading these scruples are as senseless
as any other metaphysical endeavor, because, if for nothing else, they do not fit within the

framework of the theoretical speech. The relation of practical-theoretical aspects of the language



is one of the significant points that I am discussing in this dissertation, and we will return to it

more thoroughly again and again.

At any rate, if we ask Carnap “does number five or redness, and now also the golden
mountain, or even these table and chairs, exist or not?”, he would answer that depending on the
linguistic framework that you chose, they might or might not exist, but there is no absolute

sense in the existential question. There is no absolute sense in existence.

Carnap believed that by suggesting the semantic view, he had get rid of the dilemma and
achieved a more seamless version of empiricism. His semantic approach removes any
implication about the ideal referents of the abstract term dwelling in the platonic sphere (hence
Platonism is no longer at issue), and yet (unlike the nominalism) does not imply that such
referents do not exist, because any talk of existence or nonexistene is metaphysical alike.
Moreover, in this approach Carnap overcomes nominalism, because he legitimized the
referential relations, although in a very strict and narrow sense and only within the borders of a
linguistic framework. The choice of the general framework is conventional, but there are
factual elements involved in the choice of the framework. These elements are highlighted in the
term of practical considerations as we will see. On the other hand, he believes that since the
existence has no absolute sense and is relative to the frames of an adopted language, then
Platonism is not the case anymore; no platonic sphere is devised for existence of abstract
referents. Carnap’s effort was ingenious, but by no means decisive. In a more general look at the
schema of Carnap’s sematical turn, one begins to doubt that Carnap’s approach to reference and
designation (the basic constituents of the semantical approach) is very satisfactory.
Consequently, in spite of some formal innovations, Carnap could not finally make a meaningful
difference between the syntactical and semantical rules in his work in stretching his system
toward any external domain that may include the referents of the terms and sentences. His

approach to semantic is indeed very (and perhaps too) formal, and as Quine had been remarking



in his “Two Dogmas of Empiricism”(p.33), simply heading a class of rules “semantical rules” in
not good enough for making a distinction between these rules and more, so to speak, syntactical
ones, or putting them under the burden of the referential relations of the system. In the coming

sections I present a detailed account of the weak points of Carnap’s semantical approach.

3.1. The inside, the outside, and introduction of the new entities

In this section I will depict a problem which is rather pertained to the Carnapian conception
of linguistic systems or frameworks, and it could be mentioned in relation to Carnap’s work in
both periods, semantical and syntactical, but as I do not deem it such a fundamental problem, I

just present a sketchy account to warm up for more serious problems in the next sections.

In any way, facing the question of ‘what there exist’, Carnap took the issues of reality and
existence to be meaningful only internally, as far as they are discussed within the theoretical
framework. For him to be real is to be an element of the system. There are scruples about the

meaning of reality in this view, however.

In the first place, as one Archytas of Tarentum pointed out for the first time, it is strange
ipso facto, to have some inner space without having the pertinent outer space. Suppose that I
am encircled within a space, which is deprived of the neighborhood of any outer space, just as
Carnap suggested that it is the case when we are speaking of the existence of entities within a
framework. Outside of the framework nothing exists. But what if I stretch a hand (or a spear, to
follow old Archy’s example) outside the framework? Does the spear simply vanish, does it
simply get non-existent? Although there are linguistic spaces that we are talking about, not the
physical ones, there is something wrong with the Carnapian picture (or we can say that it leads

to an antinomy, in Kant’s terms).



Let me translate the example of the outstretched hand in Carnap’s own terms. There
certainly have been ages when people didn’t speak about electrons and then speaking about
them began from a certain time. Where did electrons dwell before that? What is the story of
their genesis, how they come to begin to exist? Did Stoney say let there be light and electrons
began to run all through the wires of the creation? We can ask the same question about the
existence of any other scientific entity in the same tone. If we suppose that the scientific entities
are created in the linguistic framework out of thin air, we could not boast of belief of existence of
any meaningful relation between scientific theories and the world which is modeled in those
theories. An intuitive realistic sentiment pushes us to assume that before being absorbed into
the texture of the linguistic framework, entities enjoyed a joyous mode of existence out there.

But intuition had known to be wrong, and we cannot rely on it seriously.

Obviously if there did exist any comprehensive ontological framework as the context of
the narrower official framework of scientific entities, i.e., entities established in the physicalist
talk, then the transference of some entities-terms from the vaster framework to the narrower
one could be accounted for by arguing about the usefulness of the pertinent entities (or any
other criterion that may seem viable). There are discussions of usefulness and fruitfulness and
etc., in philosophy of Carnap, but these considerations matter in an wholesome scale, in choice
of linguistic system, and not with regard to adoption of certain term-entities into the linguistic
system, nor even with regard to the choice of theories. After the choice of linguistic framework
“the question of the admissibility of entities of a certain type or of abstract entities in general as
designata is reduced to the question of the acceptability of the linguistic framework for those
entities” (1950, p.92). In other words, in absence of such a comprehensive framework, Carnap
came to believe that the introduction of new entities as new variables into the linguistic
framework does not need any theoretical justification because they follow from the rules which

are adopted at the foundation of the framework:



It is important to notice that the system of rules for the linguistic
expressions of the propositional framework (of which only a few
rules have here been briefly indicated) is sufficient for the
introduction of the framework. Any further explanations as to the
nature of the propositions (i.e., the elements of the system

indicated, the values of the variables "p", "q", etc.) are theoretically

unnecessary because, if correct, they follow from the rules.

(Carnap 1950, p.89)

According to this definition, at the basement of the system of linguistic framework there
exist some rules of inference and some postulates which produce other true sentences of the
system, exactly as the linguistic system which was defined in the syntactical period was
constituted by the rules of formation and rules of transformation, manifested in the form of L-
rules and P-rules. Introduction of new scientific entities into the system, could take place only
through addition of new axioms which would lead to constitution of a linguistic framework. The
axioms are adopted conventionally and without any epistemic justification. This unjustifiable
appearance of new entities into the scientific system, the impossibility of any theoretical
discussion or negotiation about the adequacy of the new entities that are absorbed into the

system, makes it really hard to assume that the system had any foothold in reality of the world.

As we will see more thoroughly later, although Carnap’s approach does not have any
particular realistic indication, fortunately it does not include any particular commitment to anti-
realism either. But at any rate, naive realism is not at issue for Carnap. Only an unrelenting

realist can be so eager to know where the electrons where before entrance to the linguistic



system of science. Carnap is not such a realist, and attending to the concept of reality before
introduction of the linguistic framework is for him, a metaphysically implausible endeavor. So
the objection which was made in this section against Carnap’s approach is not that damaging.
Moreover, I believe that although electrons are not so REAL for Carnap (in the sense of pre-
linguistic realities), he is not willing to accept that these entities are fabricated and fictional.
These would take us to the question of relation of factuality of the world to the conventional

choice of the linguistic frameworks.

Convention and arbitrariness

As we saw in the last quotation in the previous section even in his semantical period,
Carnap believed that the propositions of the system follow from the system of the rules adopted
at the foundation. Here, Carnap’s account does not differ from the syntactical account which
assumed that the propositions of the system follow validly from the “primitive sentences” as far
as the process of the derivation conforms to the transformation rules. Rules of designation and
meaning postulates (a la 1948 and 1952) were allegedly added to the set of the syntactical rules
which are at work at the basement of any linguistic system, but the general process of setting the
rules and deriving the sentences of the system remained dryly formal, at the cost of endangering

the objectivity of the designating relations.

Does this mean that these propositions are derivable in a deductive manner? If it is so
what is the role of experience in our acquaintance with the entities, the new ones, and the old
ones that once were new? The general account of Carnap about the relation of the linguistic
framework to the external world remained almost unaltered in these two phases of his work. As
I remarked before, in Carnapian axiomatic system of language in syntactical period “If P-rules

are desired, they will generally be stated in the form of P-primitive sentences”, but generally



({113

Whether in the construction of a language S we formulate only L-rules or include also P-rules,
and, if so, to what extent, is not a logico-philosophical problem, but a matter of convention and
hence, at most, a question of expedience” (1937, § 51. p.180)” (italics are mine). P-rules are
peculary important in the context of our discussion, because it seems that they are somehow
attached to the world of nature, and concept of objectivity is indeed at stake in definition of P-

rules;

We may, however, also construct a language with extra-logical rules of
transformation. The first thing which suggests itself is to include
amongst the primitive sentences the so-called laws of nature, i.e.
universal sentences of physics (' physics' is here to be understood in the
widest sense). It is possible to go even further and include not only
universal but also concrete sentences—such as empirical observation-
sentences...we shall call all the logico-mathematical transformation

rules of S logical or L-rules; and all the remainder, physical or P-

rules.([1934]1937, p 180).

And yet, in spite of being related to the world of nature, Caranp does not hesitate to
affirm that they are supposed to be chosen or constituted conventionally. This approach is by no
means restricted to his syntactical period. The same is at work, for example in his semantical
treatment of the relation between L-truths and F-truths and their role in the linguistic system in

later period (1948, § 16.p.87).

So all in all, we are facing a linguistic framework which is an axiomatic system,
composed of some primitive sentences and some rules of inference. All of these, the rules and
the primitive sentences, are to be chosen by conventions and heart desire. The rest is mostly
constituted by some formal operations involved in deriving the possible consequences from the

posited rules and primitive sentences. The formality vouchsafes the validity of the inferences,
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and all is well and works well. But the idea of embedding the empirical knowledge within the
main body of an axiomatic system, although is a genuine move on Carnap’s part, leaves the

room for some scruples.

In the case of mathematics, this formal approach works perfectly well. In mathematics
the new phrases of the system are deducible from the main body of basic assumptions via rules
of inference. But as Carnap himself affirmed, it seems “the language of physics serves for the
communication of reports and predictions and hence cannot be taken, as a mere calculus”
(Carnap 1950, p.85). But let us suppose that the laws of physics could be defined abstractly (i.e.,
free from any explicit bond to the world of experience and in form of pre-designed scaffold).
Even if the ingenuity of this approach could be confirmed, a further question remains, and I
believe that it is a devastatingly important question in philosophy of science. Carnap still owes
us an explanation to show that why our theories get expanded according to our expectations of
the experimental world, although they are formalized in a logico-mathematical calculus. We
need something more than an arbitrarily conventional choice to see that how our explanation,
prediction or even reports of the world of experience are matched so neatly to the body of the
axiomatic system. What is the source of reinforcement of the bonds of affinity between linguistic
system which is axiomatically constructed and the realities of the experimental world? In some
sense, it is the most important question of this dissertation. In answer to that question most
naturally, it can be assumed that “designation”, is the first candidate for explanation of the

relation between the linguistic framework and the world of experience. Let us see how it works.

3.2. Semantics and designation

Although even in semantical period Carnap still believed that he is going to make a

system of rules which could be used for construction of linguistic framework, mere introduction



of semantical rules does not help us with this situation (interestingly enough, especially as in his
SEP (1950) Carnap did not even appeal to the concepts like descriptive predicates (1934, p.30),
or F-Truths (1939, p.13), concepts which seem to be somehow useful in depiction of a relation
between the system and the external world (although not without problems of their own.)).
Perhaps Carnap silence about relation of the empirical facts to the logical-linguistic framework,

on the other hand, rooted in a deep wisdom:

The problem is more difficult in the form it takes in general

semantics. Here it is the question whether and how "logical" and

"descriptive" can be defined on the basis of other semantical
terms, e.g. "designation" and "true," so that the application of the
general definition to any particular system will lead to a result
which is in accordance with the intended distinction. A
satisfactory solution is not yet known. (Carnap 1942, p.59, the last

emphasis is mine)

But if we could show that there is a satisfactory solution for this question (whether in
general semantics or somewhere else) then a seamless theory of truth would emerge. In the
coming chapter I go to claim that such solution exists in later period of Carnap’s thought. But

now I am busy showing why the solution is not satisfactory in semantical period.

Being connected to something empirical, (not in a syntactical level, but in a material
interpretation) is what really distinguishes the descriptive expressions from the logical ones, but
it seems that for Carnap, perhaps out of Wittgensteinian reasons which were discussed in the

previous chapter, this connection in syntactical (and even semantical) level is so inexplicable

1



that even the introduction of the concept of truth and designation won’t help to settle the
relation of the world of experience to the sentences and terms of language. What Carnap does
instead, in his semantical period and especially in his SEP (1950) paper, in to emphasize that the
choice of linguistic framework (and its relation to the world of experience) is conventional, and
hence it is free from any demand for any justification. In more technical level, Carnap appeals to
the differentiation between internal and external questions (as I explained in the previous
sections) and overlooked any question about the relation of the linguistic system to the external-
world facts, with the excuse that these questions are concerned with issued outside of the
supposed linguistic framework, and thus lack the necessary condition for being discussable. For
him, only the sentences that happened to be about some internal assertions are of an “empirical,
factual nature” (Carnap 1950, p.89). The external questions are related to choice of the linguistic
framework, and in absence of argumentations upon empirical grounds, this choice is totally
conventional. So there are the postulates and rules adopted conventionally and the true

sentences derived from them analytically.

The point needs some further reflection. The introduction of concepts like reference and
designation should have been helpful in binding the linguistic system to a real and well-
established world. In a naive correspondence theories, it had been supposed that the
designation is sort of relation that shows what terms and propositions within the linguistic
system are related to things and states of affairs in the external world. But Carnap is not an
advocate of any correspondence theory, and his conception of designation is not totally such a
binding conception. Actually he is dedicated to his linguistic approach so whole-heartedly that

even interprets designation relation as an analytic relation which supervenes upon conventional

m "

base of language; “Generally speaking, any expression of the form " ..." designates ..." is an
analytic statement provided the term " ..." is a constant in an accepted framework.” (Carnap
1950, p.92). The truths of the phrases emerge immediately after acceptance of the general

framework of the relevant thing language; “thus the question of the admissibility of entities of a
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certain type or of abstract entities in general as designata is reduced to the question of the
acceptability of the linguistic framework for those entities” (ibid); which in its turn is a practical
choice and free of demand for any theoretical justifications. It seems that in Carnap’s picture, all
the roads lead desperately to this concept of convention. This is a bit strange especially in the

case of the road of designation. As he explicitly remarked in Introduction to Semantics;

It is especially important to be aware of the fact that the rules of
designation do not make factual assertion as to what are the
designata of certain signs. There are no factual assertions in pure
semantics. The rules merely lay down conventions in the form of

definition of ‘designation in S.’(1942, p.25).

As 1 said before, there is no doubt about Carnap’s reluctance about acceptance of
nominalism, because for him, nominalism was every bit as a metaphysical position as
Platonism. Yet in the first glance, it seems that his approach for overcoming this metaphysical
shallow stand was not robust enough. Alright, we know that nominalism is a metaphysical
stand, but please show us that, in your semantical approach, the expressions of language are
more than shallow referent-less terms. Naively speaking, Designation could be conceived as a
relation (a function) from sentences to the world states. Carnap’s conventional account does not
seem to fit this conception. Conventions bond the linguistic framework to something in anyway,
and that is for sure. Well, but is that tie strong enough for preserving the objectivity of language?
In a more smug tone, I am even inclined to ask are the conventions good enough for
construction of mathematical and logical systems? (the question of objectivity is not as

burdensome and serious in the case of mathematical and logical systems). Quine’s attempts



([1935] 1966) for showing that linguistic-logical system cannot be set down just by use of

conventions deserve to be studied with the due attention at this point:

For it is impossible in principle, even in an ideal state, to get even
the most elementary part of logic exclusively by the explicit
application of conventions stated in advance. The difficulty is the

vicious regress, familiar from Lewis Carroll... .

Briefly the point is that the logical truths, being infinite in
number, must be given by general conventions rather than singly;
and logic is needed then to begin with, in the metatheory, in order
to apply the general conventions to individual cases (Quine [1935]

1966, p.108)

Quine’s objection was directed toward what Carnap said in SLS, but as Carnap’s
conventionalism transferred without any alteration to the semantical period, and as the same
kind of objections are reformulated by Quine in “Carnap and Logical truth” ([1963]1966), I
assume that the objections are applicable to what goes on in the semantical period as well. In
Quine’s argument there are at least two issues that Quie raised with regard to conventionalism

in the mentioned quotation.

First: logical truths, being infinite in number, must be given by general conventions

rather than singly

Second: logic is needed then to begin with, in the metatheory, in order to apply the

general conventions to individual cases.

These two are interdependent. The first problem is not too destructive. It is hard to see
why in giving general conventions, the generality is to be preferred to dealing with the cases in

smaller portions. Conventions may vary from one linguistic framework to another, and be
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general enough for the sentences of one linguistic framework, without being able to join forces
with their sisters which do their witchcraft in other parts. Are these conventions general or
restricted? Well, the question does not make much sense. They are general enough to settle the
rules of the presumed linguistic framework, but they are not general for any linguistic

framework, what may come, and that is very much Carnap’s point.

It is hard to answer the second issue which rose by Quine, and I believe the answers like
those that were mentioned by Lewis in his Convention (1969) are not totally convincing in
addressing this kind of objection. Acceptance of a pre-linguistic consensus about the content of
the conventions is a step backward for someone who wants to defend a conventional account.
Beside Quine’s objection to this backward move (who held that “it is not clear wherein an
adoption of the conventions, antecedently to their formulation, consists; such behavior is
difficult to distinguish from that in which conventions are disregarded.”([1935] pp.98-99)), I
have a more serious problem with the move. That step really gives to the conventionality of the
supposed axioms a trivial sense, and turns it to an idle label. Taking this approach seriously we
shall consent that linguistic convention are based on social and cognitive facts of matter, not on
conventional decision. Social, psychological and in one word factual elements could be involved
in construction of a convention, but how far we could go in application of these factual elements
without endangering the conventionality of the conventions, remains a legitimate question in
my view, and the burden of the providing an answer for it, remains on the shoulder of the

advocate. 17

At any rate, it is not the end of Carnap’s conventionalism. It still could be claimed,

firmly enough, that conventionality does not need to mean arbitrariness and wantonliness. As I

17 As | emphasized at the beginning of this phrase, and indicated all over this chapter, | am fully sensible to the
facts that there are writers (Lewis (in 1960) is the most renown one) who believe that a conventional assent can
very well be based on the factual (social-psychological-cognitive, etc.,) consideration. As | said, | just cannot see
how the difference between conventional and factual can be preserved in this account, and it gives the convention
and idle name.



hinted in the previous chapter, actually Carnap believed that the convention which takes place at
the basement of a designating linguistic system for the purpose of regulating designation of the
terms and sentences could be quite deliberated and rational, without being justifiable with any
philosophical or logical argumentation. There is some truth in this claim. Actually the
conventions which are at work at the foundation of linguistic system are not to be conceived to
be that arbitrary. The non-arbitrary element shines especially in the case of physical and
descriptive propositions, which to some extent preserve their foothold in facts, unlike their

logico-mathematical relatives.

To this I [say]: It seems to me that the difference lies in that the
stipulations in logic and mathematics can be so effected that the truth of
all true logical and mathematical sentences is laid down. Against this we
can never lay down physics so that the truth of all true sentences is laid
down. Yes, also for every physicalistic primitive term there are
indeterminate sentences in every physical system.-In other words: the
meaning of logico-mathematical terms is stipulated univocally through
the rules, the meaning of empirical (i.e., descriptive) terms is only
restricted, but never to the point of a single meaning. I would therefore
say: Logic and mathematics are (not in contradistinction to physics)
conventional, and indeed (in contradistinction to physics) completely
conventional. Physics on the other hand is a mixture of conventional and
non-conventional empirical components. (Carnap®, pp. 2-3 qouted in

Creath (1987 p.495))

18 «Reading notes on Quine's "Truth by Convention"” (MS #: RC 102-61-06), Rudolf Carnap Collection, Special Collections Department, University of
Pittsburgh Libraries, transcribed from German shorthand by Richard Nollan, translated from German by Richard Creath.
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This minimal, but decisive difference between empirical and mathematical expression
had been formulated to some extent, even in the syntactical period ([1934] 1937 §36.), where
Carnap draw attention to the difference between resoluble and irresoluble sentences, between
the determinate and indeterminate ones. Given all rules of formation and transformation which
have been posited conventionally, there still remained expressions which were not totally
determinate within the linguistic system (because they had their origin in the world of
experience). Yet we know that this difference is not so sharp that we can say that the logico-
mathematical parts of the linguistic system are posited conventionally and the physical parts are
free of the conventional elements. This is a critical point and I will come back to it in the next

section.

We remember that Carnap had told that “Generally speaking, any expression of the form
" ..."designates ..." is an analytic statement provided the term " ..." is a constant in an accepted
framework.” (Carnap 1950, p.92). Quine’s other disagreement with Carnap about the

analytic/synthetic distinction jostle at Carnap’s account right at this point. To borrow Quine’s

words once more;

One conspicuous consequence of Carnap's belief in this
dichotomy may be seen in his attitude toward philosophical
issues as to what there is. It is only by assuming the
cleavage between analytic and synthetic truths that he is
able to declare the problem of universals to be a matter not

of theory but of linguistic decision.(Quine 1966, p.125)



According to Quine’s judgment, in absence of any device to maintain the cleavage
between analytic/synthetic, (which overlaps with the distinction between linguistic/descriptive,
logical/empirical, etc.,) Carnap’s innovation for dealing with the problem of designation of
abstract terms as matter of choice of linguistic framework falls apart. It is not to say that his
objection to Carnap is decisive at this point however. As a matter of fact, Carnap was well aware
that no definite distinction can be put between these two classes of sentences (see his “W.V.
Quine and Logical Truth” (1963), and every other place that Carnap spoke about this distinction
[1934]1937 , 1942, 1948). All in all, I do not think that Quine’s disagreement with Carnap in this
point is as vicious or damaging as his criticism about the relation of convention to the world of
experience (or rather a conclusion which I derived about the relation of convention to the world
of experience from Quine’s original criticism). And getting disconnected with the world of

experience is quite an unpleasant thing. In Micheal Friedman’s words;

If we succeed in disengaging objective meaning and knowledge
from ostension and lodge them instead in logical form or
structure, then we run the risk of divorcing objective meaning and
knowledge from any relation to experience or the empirical world
at all. We run the risk, that is, of erasing completely the distinction

between empirical knowledge and logico-mathematical knowledge

(1987, p.533).

Yet Carnap was smart enough to see this danger, and preclude such an uncomely
collapse, in a very promising way, as I later show, by switching from the domain of semantics to
the domain of pragmatics. The shift was almost in the final years of Carnap work, and except in
one or two occasion, it is generally overlooked in Carnap’s studies and history of the

contemporary philosophy. It is the subject of the next chapter in any way.



3.3. Convention and the issue of epistemic justification

It is now time for turning back to the question of non-arbitrariness of conventions, and

asking how Carnap did not dislodge the reality from his system:

It seems that appealing to the conventional side of choice of linguistic framework is the
same as surrendering the system to the arbitrary elements. But we can rest assured that
conventionality does not need to mean arbitrariness and whimsicality. This point is repeatedly
remarked by Carnap, and it is not only unjust to overlook those remarks, but it would distort
also the real sketch of Carnap’s linguistic program to great extent. Carnap mentioned the point
in LSL, and continued to advocate it almost to the end of his philosophical career. For example

in “Testability and Meaning” he wrote that:

Thus the acceptance and the rejection of a (synthetic) sentence always
contains a conventional component. That does not mean that the decision
-or, in other words, the question of truth and verification- is conventional.
For, in addition to the conventional component there is always the non-
conventional component-we may call it, the objective one-consisting in

the observations which have been made.(1936, p. 426)

He insisted, almost unalterably, on involvement of factual elements in the choice of

linguistic system, until the mid-1960s:

Factual knowledge is necessary in order to decide which kinds of

conventions can be carried out without coming into conflict with the facts



of nature, and various logical structures must be accepted in order to

avoid logical inconsistencies. (1966, p.68)

Yet, although he asserted that his linguistic approach does not imply that the choice of
linguistic framework is arbitrary, yet he believed that the involvement of factual elements leads

to practical consideration, rather than theoretical ones (ibid, p.69).

To express Carnap’s view about this problem in a nutshell, it can be held that the
convention which lies at the basement of a designating linguistic system for the purpose of
regulating designation of the terms and sentences could be a deliberated and rational
convention, without being justifiable with any philosophical or logical argumentation. The
factual elements which are involved in the choice of linguistic framework show themselves
through practical considerations, and the issues of expedience and convenience. The Important
point is that “This discussion of pragmatic usefulness and explication must not obscure,
however, the epistemic core of Carnap's doctrine. The choice among alternative postulate sets is

epistemically arbitrary9; the choice is a matter of convention.”(Creath 1992, pp.145-146).

And this epistemic arbitrariness of sets of rules can very well project itself to the truths of
the system: arbitrarily adopted sets of rules determine (or are) the postulates of the system, and
“the postulates (together with the other conventions) create the truths that they, the postulates
express”2° (Creath 1992, p.147). Hence Truth by Arbitrary Convention. This interpretation
firmly coheres with the principle of tolerance, because in absence of any epistemic justification,
we would be in complete freedom to construct or choose our logical systems in any way that we

like. The arbitrariness of truths, nevertheless, is still a source of concern.

19 As the phrase indicates, it is this EPISTEMIC arbitrariness which is at the basement of Carnap’s
principle of tolerance and the subject of my endeavor in these chapters. Arbitrariness as such was never
meant, or hinted, by Carnap because as we saw, and as we will see, he always emphasized that there are
PRACTICAL elements which bond the choice.

20 As the context of the discussions shows, the truths in questions are truths of sentences not the propositions. The
conventions and postulates are at work in establishment of the truths of sentences of language, not the propositions in
the Russellian sense (propositions cannot be made true by conventions if they are not already true).
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This concern couldn’t be calmed down too easily. Carnap’s linguistic system is an
axiomatic one after all, and postulates actually are the definitions of the terms that they contain,
and it is in this sense that the choice is matter of convention. Notice that in the classical
approach, for example in the approaches of Frege, Russell and Whitehead, the work began by
defining the meaning of the terms and concepts and then putting them within the context of
axioms and definition. Carnap’s approach, both in the syntactical and semantical periods, is
actually taking place in the reverse course. He suggested that we can pick up the set of postulates
in absolute liberty, and then interpret the meaning of the terms and sentences involved
according to the adopted set. For Creath this means that the choice of the set of rules remains
epistemically quite arbitrary. There are disputable points in Creath and eventually Carnap’s

claim, however.

According to Creath’s interpretation of Carnap, “to lay down a linguistic convention is to

adopt a certain scheme of justification.”(1992, p.147). He continues to show that;

First, there are alternatives to certain aspects of the justificatory system,;

Second, the choice among these alternatives is arbitrary in the sense that no

justification is required for the choice. (Ibid).

These means that there are alternative sets of rules that can be picked up for realization
of the same propose (which is quite understandable view to hold) and, there is no epistemic
justifications at work to supply the adoption of any of these set of rules, because as I hinted
before, the choice is quite arbitrary (actually I am not quite sure whether the choice is arbitrary
because there is no epistemic justification at work, or whether there is no epistemic justification
because the choice is arbitrary). Creath believes that “the postulates (together with the other
conventions) create the truths that they, the postulates, express.” (1992, p.147), and hence they

do not need any justification to say why they correspond to something true. Truth itself is the



manipulated result of this choice. And it is why “in abandoning a postulate the system of
justification is revised and therewith the identity conditions for the belief. The words may not

have changed between the postulate and its apparent denial, but their significance has.”(ibid).

But it sounds as if justification in this narrow context means no more than validity, i.e.,
going from the adopted postulates to the likely results or consequences. Making such a close
relation between validity and justification may sound like the result of confusion between logic
and epistemology. But there is no confusion occurred, because for Carnap epistemology is
essentially the logic of science, and it is just natural for him to assimilate justification so neatly
to validity. Yet logical systems can be built in the vast number of arbitrarily ways, and all of them
could very well stay valid (it is actually the content of the principle of tolerance). It is why we
have such a vast ocean of possibilities before us, when we are dealing with linguistic systems, in

the sense of artificial logical construction:

The range of possible language-forms and, consequently, of the
various possible logical systems, is incomparably greater than the
narrow circle to which earlier investigations in modern logic have
been limited ...To eliminate this standpoint, together with the
pseudo-problems and wearisome controversies which arise as a

result of it, is one of the chief tasks of this book.

In it, the view will be maintained that we have in every respect
complete liberty with regard to the forms of language . . . Before us

lies the boundless ocean of unlimited possibilities. (Carnap, [1934]

1937, pp. Xiv—XVv)



It is something wrong however, with supposing that all of the logically consistent
systems are justified to be adopted and believed in, especially when the empirical and objective
issues are at stake, when we are dealing with the language of natural sciences and physics for
example. Actually Carnap’s system main merit appears, as Creath confirmed in providing us

with:

a way of resolving foundational debates in logic and mathematics. It is no
longer necessary to worry whether, say, Brouwer's intuitionism or
classical mathematics is the correct mathematical system (Carnap,
[1934]/1937, p. 305). Each can be construed as a separate proposal for
structuring language, in short as a system of implicit definition. Each can
be understood and its practical consequences noted. The proposals do not
conflict with one another so the foundational debate can end. It is
similarly an advantage that the system provides an epistemology for
mathematics which accords well with our ordinary convictions about how
to justify mathematical claims: the justification of theorems involves
deriving them from axioms; their justification is independent of
experience and not subject to experimental disconfirmation; and the

theorems are objectively true. (1992, p.149).

But on the other hand, objectivity does not matter that much in the case of mathematic
and logic, exactly because they are detached from experiment and the empirical facts, but
Carnap’s approach would face serious problem when there is objectivity of the synthetic
sentences (sentences which are allegedly about the external world), which is at stake, because
justification of experimental claims needs more than deriving them from arbitrarily adopted

axioms. Let me give an example.



I can take the postulates that the horses are the members of the class Aves, and all of the
members of this class are feathered bipedal, and I can derive the conclusion, validly, that the
black stallion (which is a horse) is a feathered bipedal. But is this belief justified? Clearly not,
because the premises are not objectively true. Even if we assume that logical validity and
justifications overlap in case of experimental claims, still at least it should be granted that a
significant part of the justification of experimental claims is to begin from the true premises,
and hence the adoption of the set of rules cannot be that arbitrary after all. I can imagine that
Carnap would advise that we should adopt and change the postulates according to the practical
considerations, but those considerations supposedly have nothing to do with the epistemic
justifications. Carnap can insist that assuming the truth of the postulates whould lead to the
conclusion that ‘the black stallion is a feathered bipedal’, is an epistemically justified belief, and
I am inclined to understand what he means, (he simply means that if we accepted his axiomatic
method of reaching to truths through implicit definitions, we should embrace the conclusion
which emerge from those axioms, whatever it may happen to be). However, even he cannot deny
that we are somehow bound to begin from objectively true axioms if we do not want to end to
weird conclusions, and I believe that the concept of objectivity and connection to the physical
world is entered into this conception of justification from the back door. The adoption of the
“objectively true theorems” does not befit the arbitrarily conventional element that Creath and

Carnap tried to put into the agenda.

Carnap would try to deal with this concept of objectively true axioms by claiming that
choice needs not be pragmatically arbitrary because there are practical considerations after all,
that show that the adopted conventions are “justified only by the pragmatic utility of doing so.”
(Creath 1992, p.154). Well, In page 147 of the same paper Creath told us that “the choice among
these alternatives [sets of rules] is arbitrary in the sense that no justification is required for the
choice”, and now he says that the choice is “justified only by the pragmatic utility of doing so”.

But here, justifications are involved again and thus the choice cannot be that arbitrary after all,
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although the justifications are essentially of practical and not epistemic nature. And Creath
would answer that alright, the whole point is that the choice is epistemically arbitrary, not
practically, and that would be exactly the next step that I will take in the course of my argument,
the dichotomy between practical and theoretical aspects. But before that I just should attend to

one further disputable point in Creath’s paper.

Existence of an arbitrary element in the process of the choice granted, Creath intends to
show that this arbitrary element needs not to be projected to the rest of the system. It is not
related to the topic of the existence of practical justification for the choice of the linguistic
framework, but it deserves to be mentioned and discussed in its own right, though in a small

space.

That the conventions constituting the system of justification are at bottom
arbitrary poses no threat whatever to the objectivity of the postulates and
their consequences... . Once a system of justification is chosen, i.e., once
the various terms of the language are given a definite sense, it is a
completely objective matter whether B is a consequence of A. “It in no way
depends on what any person may happen to imagine, think, believe, or
know about these sentences” (Carnap, 1950, p. 38). It is likewise a
completely objective matter whether or not a given claim needs further
justification. These things are no more subjective than the truth value of
the claim "All swans are white", given of course that the meanings of the
terms are fixed. If the word 'white' has a sense different than it in fact
does, then the truth value of the claim might be different, but this in no
way impugns the objectivity of "All swans are white". Whatever its truth

value, it does not depend on our believing it to be so. (Creath 1992,

pp.148-149)



But the inflexibility of the conventions to change after their establishment for the first time is
hardly any proof of the objectivity or verisimilitude of the conventions. That is the resoluteness
of persons for immersing in a make-believe games cannot be an evidence for objectivity, unless
the pertinent truth subsists in some robust resolute way, beside the primary convention for
adoption of the belief. The resoluteness of language-users is not ipso facto an evidence for
objectivity, because people can posit conventions and make themselves to observe them without
letting their imaginations and beliefs interfere with the process, and yet the system and all of its
constituents can be at best as objective as the roles that the innocent children assume in playing
vehemently murderers and judges. Well, no one is really enthusiastic enough to call that game
as objective as what goes in real courts or dungeons. There seems to be some confusion between
rule-following (which could be totally arbitrary, whimsical or subjective) and objectivity.
Removing this unlikely alternative, I go to attend to the problem of the relation between

practical and epistemic aspect which are involved in the process of conventional choice.

3.4. Bridling the wantonly elements

Concerning the nature of considerations of Simplicity, fruitfulness, efficiency and so on,
there is a turning point, a shift of emphasis in Carnap’s 1950 paper, which deserves to be
brought to light, and would leave a remarkable effect on the course of our discussions. The point
is that in “Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology” Carnap declared that “the decision of accepting
the thing-language, although itself not of a cognitive nature, will nevertheless usually be
influenced by theoretical knowledge” (Carnap 1950, p.87, emphasis is mine). The act decision of
accepting something is, tautologically, an act, and a practical matter. We knew that much before.
The new interesting point is that Carnap drew our attention to the theoretical knowledge that
influences this act. He goes into some further details to speak about the decisive factors in this

choice and their relation to the theoretical knowledge: “The efficiency, fruitfulness, and
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simplicity of the use of the thing-language may be among the decisive factors. And the questions
concerning these qualities are indeed of a theoretical nature.” (Carnap 1950, p.87). And a few
page later, Carnap brings the discussion to a beautiful conclusion: “ ‘Are our experiences such
that the use of the linguistic forms in question will be expedient and fruitful?’ This is a
theoretical question of a factual, empirical nature.” (1950, p.90, my emphasis). And as Carnap
told us, being of factual and empirical nature, is the property of cognitive statements (1950,

p.89, 1963, p.999). End of the matter.

So, to sum up, there are factual-empirical elements which guide the practical decision of
the choice of LF. The decision is not of theoretical nature, but it is influenced by theoretical
knowledge; and most important of all, the questions of efficiency, fruitfulness, and simplicity are
of factual-theoretical nature, not practical questions. The question of choice of LF is a practical

question. The question of whether this LF is expedience/fruitful /useful, etc., is not.

The role of this shift of emphasis, this overlooked refinement in reaching to a
comprehensive theory of truth, would be significant. Previously (before this refinement), truths
and referential relations had been defined within LFs which were adopted (at least
epistemically) wantonly by linguistic conventions; hence the truths and referential relations had
been arbitrary and unreliable. Now, truths and referential relations are defined within LFs
which their choice has been guided by facts and discussed in terms of theoretical questions;
hence the truths defined within these LFs are not (even epistemically) arbitrary and unreliable.
Thus a final answer to Quine’s call for clarification can be extracted from what Carnap told us

about the theoretical knowledge which bridles (though not determines) the choice of LFs.

Carnap’s view about the theoretical nature of questions of fruitfulness, efficiency,
simplicity, etc., is indeed notable according to my reading of his theory of truth, but it was

touched a bit briefly (and perhaps vaguely) in the 1950 paper. Moreover, it could be just a



transient stage in Carnap’s thought, etched on the edges of Carnap’s speculations about the
concept of linguistic frameworks, without conveying any deeper implications about the real
nature of these questions or sentences containing them. To see a more detailed account of this
topic, and to make sure that it was a significant shift in Carnap’s thought, we should turn to the
influence that Carnap received from some pragmatics (mostly from Morris and Kaplan),

especially in final stages of his work.



Chapter Four

A Pragmatist Contribution: Truth
Crushed to the Earth Shall Rise Again

In previous chapter, I showed that for Carnap there is a chasm (not a well-defined one)
between theoretical and practical aspects of the choice of linguistic frameworks. Emphasizing
the practical aspects of the choice brings Carnap toward the pragmatist ways of thinking, and,
paradoxically, takes him away from pragmatism at the same time. Showing interest to the
practical aspects of the choice could be a token of regard for pragmatism (at least Morris (1963)
took Carnap’s concern with practical elements in this way). Yet pragmatists, unlike Carnap,
believed that theory of values and preferences could be studied within the framework of
meaningful theoretical language, while by calling them practical considerations, Carnap
exempted those elements from being assessed within the framework of theoretical language. As

Richardson suggested:

This is a fundamental point of departure between the Lewis—Dewey wing of
pragmatism and Carnap’s philosophy: Lewis and Dewey both wish to establish a
proper science of value and do not wish to follow Carnap in his view that value
and preference are practical matters which, for precisely this reason, stand wholly

outside of science. (2007, p.309)

Yet I will claim that Carnap’s thought, can at least partly be reconciled to pragmatist

tenets at this point.



To refer to an authority to show that pragmatism could be appealed to in refining
Carnap’s original linguistic approach, I just remark that in his The Origins of Pragmatism
(1968), A.J. Ayer had showed that there are striking similarities between the works of logical
empiricists and pragmatists. The similarities and differences between these two schools, and
more precisely between the thoughts of pragmatists and Carnap, has also been subject of more
recent remarkable researches (Mormann 2012, Limbeck-Lilienau 2012, Richardson 2008).
Following Kaplan (1963) and Morris (1963), I try to shed some light on some aspects of
pragmatists’ influence on Carnap, which were a bit overlooked in more recent above-mentioned
studies. To begin my enterprise, I go to check Carnap’s disagreement with pragmatists in two
essential points, truth and the theory of values. Then I try to propose a consist reading of
Carnap’s theory of truth, through examination of his later views with regard to the possibility of
a theory of value, by taking a look to his responses to questions raised by Morris and Kaplan. Let

me begin with some platitudes.

4.1. Influence of Prgamatists on Carnap’s work

The importance of influence of pragmatism on the work of Carnap, and the full account
of the encounter between these two different branches of empiricism, can be read in Carnap’s

report of his acquaintance with the American school.

Logical empiricists from Berlin and from the Vienna Circle came
into closer contact with pragmatism chiefly after they had come to
the United States. A mutual understanding between the two
schools was mainly fostered by Charles Morris and Ernest Nagel.
Both attended the International Congress of Philosophy in Prague

in 1934, where I became acquainted with them, and where they



met their colleagues from Vienna and Berlin. Nagel was influenced
by both movements, but avoided the application of any school
label to his own view. Morris had the explicit aim of merging the
two philosophical movements into one to which he sometimes
applied the term "scientific empiricism"... . [M]y philosophical
views have clearly been influenced by pragmatist ideas, if not so
much theoretically then with regard to the approach to certain
problems. For instance, I put now more emphasis than previously
upon the social factor in both the acquisition and application of
knowledge, be it common sense knowledge or science;
furthermore, upon points where the development of a conceptual
system or of a theory involves practical decisions; and upon the
fact that all knowledge begins with and serves the relations

between a living organism and its environment. (1963, p.860)

There are important points in the phrase that deserve to be highlighted. First of all,
Carnap’s emphasis on the distinction between practical and theoretical aspects still is
predominant on his view. Although he accepts that pragmatism was effective in his
philosophical progress, yet he assumes that “my philosophical views have clearly been
influenced by pragmatist ideas, if not so much theoretically then with regard to the approach to
certain problems” and in remarking that “furthermore, upon points where the development of a
conceptual system or of a theory involves practical decisions”. What does this mean? We saw
that even in syntactical period Carnap knew that the choice of linguistic frameworks (or systems,
to use the terminology of 1930s) was a matter of convenience and decision. It was the content of

the theory of tolerance after all. Was there any new achievement or change in Carnap’s thought,



with regard to those considerations? This question would be addressed in our assessment of the
correspondence between Carnap with Morris and Kaplan in Schlipp volume, Philosophy of
Rudolf Carnap (1963) (as we will see, Morris would hold that Carnap’s concern about practical
considerations is a token of his interest to pragmatists’ ways of thinking, and that is a pivotal
point, because hopefully the point would lead to a more consistent reading of Carnap’s theory of
truth at some point.) At any rate, the interesting point is that, against this point, it can be held
that unlike Carnap, pragmatists generally believed that it is possible (and indeed inevitable) to
have a science, a theoretical discipline, for dealing with this practical considerations, taking
them in the form of theories of value judgment and preference or perhaps the newly founded
branch of pragmatics (and here I should be very cautious in putting word into pragmatists’
mouths, because pragmatics is not pragmatism, although Peirce had some share in founding

pragmatics and Morris was an active promoter of the discipline).

Even so, the next important discussion would be about the amount of Pragmatists’
influence on Carnap’s contribution. One can say that through the post 1930s liberalized form of
logical empiricism Carnap took serious steps toward a version of his empiricism which was
closer to pragmatism than to the old-fashioned primary form of neo-positivism. The legend has
it that Carnap’s open-mindedness emerged in the form of abolishing an idiotic version of
criterion of verifiability and choosing the criterion of confirmation in its stead (although he
never was a great advocate of an idiotic version of verification). We can see that Carnap’s
liberalization was essentially consistent with views which regarded verification principle
implausible and unacceptable, and some of those views were issued by pragmatists. For
example, Nagel held that: “I submit, therefore, that any verifying process has evidential value
only within a framework of pre-existing knowledge, which serves both to interpret the various
phases of an experimental process, and to express structural traits of natural subject-matter.

This framework is never directly verified as a whole or once for all. And in the case of the above



illustration at any rate, the meaning of the proposition verified cannot be identified with the

actual verification” (1934, pp.143-144).

But even with regard to the liberalization of the empiricism, which was apparently a
determined step toward joining forces with pragamatism, Carnap’s initial invocations were not
relevant to pragmatist ways of thinking. Although the result of this liberalization made Carnap a
likelier correspondent of the American ways of thinking, but Carnap’s open-mindedness was
rather the result of his discussions with Schlick, Hahn, Popper and especially Neurath about
thesis like physicalism and possibility of strict verification of scientific theories. Those
discussions brought Carnap to detach himself from the Wittgensteinian rigid framework in
which it was “in principle possible to obtain either a definite verification or a definite refutation
for any meaningful sentence” (Carnap 1963, p.57), and the detailed story of this anti-

Wittgensteinian move was mentioned in chapter II.

Moreover, Morris’ influence besides, we should note that Carnap’s concerns about the
pragmatist tradition were not primarily about the pragmatist thesis, but they began in relation
to the works of Lewis and Peirce, and he was primarily focused on their logical work in his
pertinent reflections (works like Logical Foundations of Probability ix and Meaning and
Necessity, 64ff, for more explanation see Limbeck-Lilienau (2012)). And even in the case of
Morris, although he saw Pragmatism and logical empiricism consistent and complementary
movements, yet there is sometimes an apparently uncompromising disagreement between his

thought and Carnap’s. For example, he suggested that:

Pragmatism as biological positivism may simply seem to get into
deeper water by orienting meaning around behavior, while its

stress upon the social might appear only to draw the net tighter



around the human scene. I shall suggest, however, that its theory
of meaning and intelligence is wide enough not to make
metaphysics (as cosmology) meaningless, while narrow enough to
exclude any metaphysics which does not frankly admit that it do
this, the argument will run, precisely because it has taken seriously
the restriction of knowing to problematic situations, and has
recognized the social aspects of minds, meaning, experience, and

knowledge. (Morris 1934, pp.550-551)

Carnap always persevered distaste for these metaphysics-friendly views of pragmatists.
For example, he always held that “philosophical development” has been growing first to the
insight that the main statements of traditional metaphysics are outside the realm of science and
irrelevant for scientific knowledge, and later to the more radical conviction that they are devoid
of any cognitive content.”(1963, p.8) Whether this inconsistency, between Carnap and
pargamatists is real or just apparent should be discussed in later sections. For now, we need to
go more deeply into details about the most prominent aspects of disagreement between Carnap
and pragmatists. There are two points that need to be considered in details. One is about the
truth, and the other about value judgments. Considerations of fruitfulness, convenience,
simplicity, etc., which at certain stage of Carnap’s work were dubbed practical methodological
considerations which cannot be discussed within the linguistic framework, are connected to the
both points. In other words, I hope to show that truth and value judgments are connected

together through these practical considerations.

4.2. Truth and value judgments; pragmatists versus Carnap



In previous chapters, I explained Carnap’s views with regard to truth. For him, truth was
something that can emerge through flaying the postulates and through the implicit definitions
within a linguistic framework, only after establishment of the rules of formation and the rules of
transformation. Truth is something that can be determined only within a linguistic framework.
The choice of the linguistic framework on the other hand is a conventional choice which takes
place with regard to practical methodological considerations, and the question about the truth of
linguistic framework in general, is meaningless. The question of the choice of linguistic
framework is the question of expedience and convenience, which could not be discussed in the
theoretical language. In other words, the concepts of truth and falsity are not applicable to the
choice of linguistic frameworks. The choice is matter of convention, and truth and falsity are to
be defined within the linguistic framework only after the choice takes place. I discussed these
points in length in the previous chapters, and moreover, I hinted that it seems that pragmatists’

view were fundamentally different from Carnap’s on this aspect.

To show the disagreements, I prefer to begin with a short account of Peirce’s conception
of truth, not only because of his historical priority in the pragmatist’s camp, but rather because
of elevated nature of his work. For Peirce, the founder of pragmatism, the concepts of truth and
reality are interdependent, and his definition of the relation between these two is seemingly very

simple and straightforward:

This great law is embodied in the conception of truth and reality. The
opinion which is fated to be ultimately agreed to by all who investigate, is
what we mean by the truth, and the object represented in this opinion is

the real. That is the way I would explain reality.

([1878].408)



There is no apparent disagreement between Carnap and Peirce on this point, except
Carnap’s commitment to internalism with regard to concepts of truth and reality (in the sense
that they are to be defined within the linguistic framework). Reality, outside any linguistic
framework, could only be appraised through metaphysical speculations, which is better to be
dropped off. But in the first glance, Peirce is as a metaphysical realist as any dogmatist

philosopher can be.

These thoughts, however, have been caused by sensations, and
those sensations are constrained by something out of the mind.
This thing out of the mind, which directly influences sensation,
and through sensation thought, because it is out of the mind, is
independent of how we think it, and is, in short, the real... This
theory of reality is instantly fatal to the idea of a thing in itself,--a
thing existing independent of all relation to the mind's conception
of it. Yet it would by no means forbid, but rather encourage us, to
regard the appearances of sense as only signs of the

realities. (1987, p.460)

Well, Peirce’s ideas are sophisticated and sometimes scattered through a vast corpus of
works, and it is hard to have any final comment about any final view of Peirce on any subject,
but some further investigations would reveal that Peirce is not a naive advocate of

correspondence theory of truth, nor a dogmatic realist:

Such is the method of science. Its fundamental hypothesis,
restated in more familiar language, is this: There are Real things,

whose characters are entirely independent of our opinions about



them; those Reals affect our senses according to regular laws, and,
though our sensations are as different as are our relations to the
objects, yet, by taking advantage of the laws of perception, we can
ascertain by reasoning how things really and truly are; and any
man, if he have sufficient experience and he reason enough about
it, will be led to the one True conclusion. The new conception here

involved is that of Reality.(1877, p.18)

In this way, in “Fixation of Belief” (1877) and “How to Make our Ideas Clear” (1878)
Peirce deals with the concepts of reality and truth in terms of accessories of scientific method, as
a hypothesis, although a fundamental one. In this sense Peirce could be called a scientific realist.
It does not mean, however, that he can give in to anything like the principle of tolerance, in
Carnap’s sense, because, for him, we can finally know how the “things really and truly are; and
any man, if he have sufficient experience and he reason enough about it, will be led to the one
True conclusion”. Peirce’s defense of idea of a unique truth has a heroic echo: “"Truth crushed to
earth shall rise again," and the opinion which would finally result from investigation does not
depend on how anybody may actually think. But the reality of that which is real does depend on
the real fact that investigation is destined to lead, at last, if continued long enough, to a belief in
it.”(1878.409). Carnap on the other hand, believed that people are quite free to adopt different
kinds of linguistic frameworks, and the scientific realist framework, the one that Peirce adopted,
is only one possible framework among many that could be adopted. I believe that Carnap’s
position, however, may really be closer to Peirce than what it seems, because, even Carnap
finally came to accept that empiricism, phsyicalism, and scientific realism (which holds that
assuming the framework of the natural sciences, scientific entities really exist), are indeed
advisable positions. They are advisable because they are expedient, if not for any other reason.
But the question of adoption of the linguistic systems, for Carnap, is not question of truth and

correctness of them, but the question of their expedience and convenience. And perhaps even
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Peirce, on the other hand may accept that there is no coercion in acceptance of the basic
hypothesis of scientific method, because it is just a hypothesis for him, after all. But did he put
the hypothesis just as an expedient suggestion, or was it a true hypothesis for him? That would

be a decisive question.

There is an answer for this question in pragmatist tradition, which is expressed, more
explicitly in James’ work. For pragmatists, there is indeed no difference between truth and

expedience:

‘The true’, to put it very briefly, is only the expedient in the way of our
thinking, just as ‘the right’ is only the expedient in the way of our
behaving. Expedient in almost any fashion; and expedient in the long run

and on the whole, of course. (1907, p.106)

Carnap, at least according to all of the standard interpretation of his works, was in
complete disagreement with pragmatists in this decisive point. For him, truth, is what is going
to be defined within the linguistic framework. The conventional choice of the linguistic
framework is matter of expedience, on the other hand. As I hinted repeatedly, the choice of the
linguistic framework, which is the context of truth cannot be true or false, neither could it be
correct or wrong. The choice is arbitrary, there are alternatives, and we will adopt the framework
which is the most convenient for us. That this certain framework is expedient, does not mean
that it is true. There are factual parts in the choice of the linguistic framework, beside the
conventional ones. But could we treat these parts in our theoretical discourse? Well, according
to what we saw in the previous chapter, the answer to this question is negative. The choice of the
framework is epistemically arbitrary, and a matter of preference. Epistemically speaking,

Carnap almost crushed the truth to the earth with this move.



4.3. On Preference of linguistic frameworks

Be it as it may, we need to go to some details about this preference issue. Preference of
one linguistic framework over the other, is a decision, and to that extent, it could be a normative
issue. It is not an ethical issue, but it could be regarded as something that is rather related to
norms and theory of value, in some very restricted sense. Pragmatists simply cannot digest this

dichotomy between factual and normative. Dewey for example held that

The hard-and-fast impassible line which is supposed by some to
exist between “emotive” and “scientific” language is a reflex of the
gap which now exists between the intellectual and the emotional
in human relations and activities. The split which exists in present
social life between ideas and emotions, especially between ideas
that have scientific warrant and uncontrolled emotions that
dominate practice, the split between the affective and the
cognitive, is probably one of the chief sources of the
maladjustments and unendurable strains from which the world is
suffering . . . We are living in a period in which emotional loyalties
and attachments are centered on objects that no longer command
that intellectual loyalty which has the sanction of the methods
which attain valid conclusions in scientific inquiry, while ideas
that have their origin in the rationale of inquiry have not as yet
succeeded in acquiring the force that only emotional ardor
provides. The practical problem that has to be faced is the
establishment of cultural conditions that will support the kinds of

behavior in which emotions and ideas, desires and appraisals, are

integrated. (Dewey, 1944/1970, 444—445)



This point of disagreement inherited to the later generation of the pragmatists, and Morris

restored it in his criticism of Carnap’s program:

It has been a central tenet of the pragmatists, no matter how great
their other differences, that judgments of value are empirical in
nature, and so have a cognitive or theoretical character amenable
in principle to control by scientific methods. Stated in another
way, the pragmatists have believed that judgments of value as well
as the statements of science conform to the pragmatic maxim and
are meaningful in the same sense. Carnap has certainly affirmed

the opposite. (Morris 1963, p.94)

Morris judgment was of course right. Carnap was certainly reluctant to admit the
possibility of empirical and scientific assessment of value judgments, and surprisingly (or
perhaps naturally, if one considers existence of some natural conservatism at the basement of
any society) this reluctance almost cost him imprisonment, because people were taking it as sign
of his immorality (Carnap 1963, p.81). This is an exact report of Carnap’s view on value

judgment, which was preserved by him almost during all of his philosophical periods:

In our discussions in the Vienna Circle we were much concerned
with clarifying the logical nature of value statements. We
distinguished between absolute or unconditional value statements,
e.g., one that says that a certain action is morally good in itself,
and relative or conditional value statements, e.g., one saying that

an action is good in the sense of being conducive toward reaching



certain aims. Statements of the latter kind are obviously empirical,
even though they may contain value terms like "good". On the
other hand, absolute value statements that speak only about what
ought to be done are devoid of cognitive meaning according to the
empiricist criterion of significance. They certainly possess
noncognitive meaning components, especially emotive or
motivating ones, and their effect in education, admonition,
political appeal, etc., is based on these components. But, since they

are not cognitive, they cannot be interpreted as assertions.(1963,

p.81)

To me, this sounds like the remainder of Wittgensteinian scruples in delimiting borders
of meaningful (cognitive language) which was preventing Carnap from giving up the deliberated
resistance to acceptance of possibility of theoretical discourse about value judgment. A

comparison would help in this point. In TPL Wittgenstein wrote that:

6.423 It is impossible to speak about the will in so far as it is

the subject of ethical attributes.

And the will as a phenomenon is of interest only to

psychology.

He was a transcendentalist about ethics and aesthetics, and the resolution for doing
moral acts were supposed to be independent of the factual world for him. Carnap was not a
transcendentalist in the field of morals. But his attitude toward differentiating between facts of

matter and the other more mysterious side of the coin had a Wittgenesteinian echo to my ear.



What could be the mysterious side for one without a taste for transcendentalism? Well it would

be the practical decisions side;

If T want to be clear about whether or not I should eat the apple
that is lying before me, then that is a matter of resolution, of
practical, not theoretical, decision. One tends, however, to express
the uncertainty of resolution in the same linguistic form as the
uncertainty of knowledge, that is, in the form of a question: Should
I eat this apple? This verbal form simulates for us a question
where there is no question. Neither my own thought nor all the
theories of science are capable of answering that apparent
question, not as if there were a limit to human understanding, but
simply because there is here no question. Theoretically, from every
day or scientific knowledge, all that can be said is: “if you eat the
apple, your hunger will disappear (or: you will poison yourself; or:
you will be sent to jail; or . . .”). These theoretical assertions
regarding the expectable results can of course be very important
for me; however, the resolution cannot be taken away from me by
them. It is a matter of practical resolution whether I want to
satisfy myself or remain hungry; whether I want to be poisoned or
stay healthful; the concepts “true” and “false” cannot be used

here.(Carnap, 1934b2').

21 Carnap, 1934, “Theoretische Fragen und praktische Entscheidungen,” Natur und Geist 2: 257—
260.translation from Richardson 2007, pp.299-300



The same view toward the practical nature of decisions, persisted in Carnap’s work in his

Logical Syntax of Language;

The construction of the physical system is not effected in accordance with
fixed rules, but by means of conventions. These conventions ... are,
however, not arbitrary. The choice of them is influenced, in the first
place, by certain practical methodological considerations (for instance,
whether they make for simplicity, expedience, and fruitfulness in certain
tasks). This is the case for all conventions, including, for example,

definitions. ([1934]1937, p.320, emphasis is mine).

In this way, for a while Carnap held that the objectivity-directing elements of simplicity,
expedience and fruitfulness are practical and non-cognitive elements. At this point, attending to
the assumption of correspondence of theoretical/practical dichotomy to cognitive/non-cognitive
distinction, as we saw in previous chapter, Creath (rightfully) came to hold that in spite of
existence of these practical considerations, the choice between alternative systems is
epistemically arbitrary; “this discussion of pragmatic usefulness and explication must not
obscure, however, the epistemic core of Carnap's doctrine. The choice among alternative
postulate sets is epistemically arbitrary; the choice is a matter of convention.”(Creath 1992,
Pp-145-146). And this epistemic arbitrariness of sets of rules can very well project itself to the
truths of the system: arbitrarily adopted sets of rules determine (or are) the postulates of the
system, and “the postulates (together with the other conventions) create the truths that they, the
postulates express” (Creath 1992, p.147). Hence Truth by Arbitrary Convention. This
interpretation firmly coheres with the principle of tolerance, because in absence of any epistemic
justification, we would be in complete freedom to construct or choose our logical systems in any

way that we like. The arbitrariness of truths, nevertheless, is still a source of concern.
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The role of factual knowledge

In another stage of his work, (and I am not very eager to say in the semantical period,
although it partly happened at the same time when he produced his semantical works), Carnap
changed his mind about the practical nature of the objectivity-directing considerations; “"Are
our experiences such that the use of the linguistic forms in question will be expedient and
fruitful?" This is a theoretical question of a factual, empirical nature.” (1950, p.90). Being of
factual and empirical nature, is the property of cognitive statements (1950, p.89, 1963, p.999).
The very choice of the LF is still conventional, and if you insist arbitrary, but the factual

considerations which bridle it are of theoretical and cognitive nature;

The decision of accepting the thing-language, although itself not of a
cognitive nature, will nevertheless usually be influenced by
theoretical knowledge, just like any other deliberate decision
concerning the acceptance of linguistic or other rules. ... The
efficiency, fruitfulness, and simplicity of the use of the thing-
language may be among the decisive factors. And the questions

concerning these qualities are indeed of a theoretical nature. (Carnap

1950, p.87).

Although Carnap’s shift of emphasis concerning the nature of the questions of
fruitfulness, expedience, etc., from practical and non-cognitive to theoretical and cognitive, took
place alongside his shift from syntactical to semantical period (it actually appeared in the later
period of his work on semantics), but they are not actually one and the same shift. They are of

course correlated, but the truth is that the first change is not of a semantical nature, nor totally



influenced by it. But this would be the subject of the next section, so let’s sweep it to the

background for now.

At any rate, attributing cognitive and theoretical nature to the questions of fruitfulness
and efficiency is indeed something new in Carnap’s works, and with dominant interpretation of
his view about the shift (see Creath 1992, Uebel 2013). The change is for the better, and I believe
it helps to settle the question of truth, but it is touched a bit briefly (and perhaps vaguely) in the
1950 paper. Moreover, it could be just a transient stage in Carnap’s thought, as far as 1950 paper
indicates. To see a more detailed account of this topic, and to make sure that it was a significant
and almost permanent change in Carnap’s thought, we may now turn to his 1963 answer to

Kaplan’s paper.

In a paper in the Philosophy of Rudolf Carnap (1963), Abraham Kaplan, relying on the
resources of pragmatist tradition, especially works of John Dewey, criticized logical empiricism
and Carnap’s attitude toward value judgments and questioned the validity of the cognitive/non-
cognitive dichotomy?2. It goes without saying that this question of value judgments is directly
related to the problem of choice of linguistic frameworks, because according to Carnap,
valuational statements, or “optative statements” as he called them, include “all statements
expressing a wish, a proposal, a request, a demand, a command, a prohibition, a permission, a
will, a decision, an approval, a disapproval, a preference, or the like, whether or not they also

contain meaning components referring to matters of fact.”(Carnap 1963, p.999; my emphasis).

The last sentence of the quoted phrase notwithstanding, there is a subtler distinction
between pure value judgments and preferences (pure optitives) and value judgment sentences

which contain meaning components and refer to matters of fact. In Carnap’s view there is a

22 In more recent literature the essence of Carnap’s disagreement with pragmatists on nature of value
judgments has been brought to light once more by Alan Richardson (for example by his 2007 paper in
Cambridge companion. As my account of Carnap’s answer to Kaplan will show, Carnap, at least in some
final stage in his thought, came to more agreeable stance toward value judgment than what is usually
attributed to him.



serious difference between the following two statements: ‘We should adopt classical logic over
intuitionist logic,” and ‘Classical logic is simpler than intuitionist logic.” Only the first is a pure

optative sentence, but the second is descriptive, and thus ‘theoretical and cognitive.’

In other words, In his answer to Kaplan (published in the same volume), Carnap went on
to declare that only pure value judgments and preferences (pure optitives) are of non-cognitive
nature and are exempt from being subjected to truth and falsehood: “If a statement on values or
valuations is interpreted neither as factual nor as analytic (or contradictory), then it is non-
cognitive; that is to say, it is devoid of cognitive meaning, and therefore the distinction between

truth and falsity is not applicable to it.” (1963, p.999):

1) “Let us take road ‘@’, rather than ‘b’.”

Although (1) could be connected to the factual data about the length of the road, the
beliefs or wishes of the one who made suggestion, etc., yet as a proposal it is genuinely
independent of those factual elements, and could not be interpreted as a factual-cognitive
statement. (1) is a pure optative sentence. There are some (perhaps impure) “optative
statements” however, which are not totally devoid of factual components and cognitive meaning,

and could be interpreted as factual sentences:

2) Let us take road a rather than b, and (or: because) it is more useful to take a than b. (See
Carnap’s examples in 1963,pp.1002-1003)

For Carnap (1) and (2) are not synonymous, because he thinks that “no factual sentence”
should be logically implied by (1), and (2) is a factual sentence (1963, p.1002). (2) is still an
optative sentence, because it contains a proposal or a preference, but unlike (1), this sentence
contains some cognitive component, which is, in this case, “usefulness”. And this befits Carnap’s
1950 view about the factual and cognitive nature of [questions of] fruitfulness, expedience,

simplicity, etc., and shows that he did not change his mind about theoretical essence of these



considerations afterwards, because when such terms are conveyed in a volitional sentence, they

change its nature to cognitive and factual. Unlike (1), truth and falsehood can be applied to (2).

This point is very important in the course of our discussion because what Carnap had
said with regard to the choice of the roads, can safely be projected to talk of choice of LFs or

logical and philosophical systems:

1) “Let us take road ‘a’, instead of ‘b’.”
And
1*) Let us adopt the linguistic framework of empiricism, rather than metaphysical

realism.

(1) is Carnap’s original example and (1*) is my expansion of his original example to the question
at hand. These two statements could be regarded as pure optatives, devoid of cognitive meaning.
In this sense (if we accept Creath interpretation of epistemically arbitrary core of the choice of
LFs) the choice between alternative frameworks or sets of rules which constitute them remains
epistemically arbitrarily conventional. But the important decisions, in most areas of life, and
especially in the field of logical and philosophical systems are seldom taken, or at least
presented, this blankly. Usually it makes more sense to wrap the decision in a subtle sheath of

arguments, justifications and reasons, for example by saying that;

2) Let us take road a rather than b, and (or: because) it is more useful to take a than b.
2*) let us take empiricism, and (or: because) it is more fruitful to take empiricism than

metaphysical realism.

(2%) is the exemplary sentence which represents the choice of LFs, and Carnap is very
clear that although (2) (which in our discussion is projected to (2*)) can be recognized as an
optative sentence, yet it is not a pure optative sentence, because it includes a factual counterpart

and possesses cognitive content. Now, if we take (2%) as a sentence which includes cognitive



meaning, we can assume that the choice between sets of postulates which are at the foundation
of LFs is no longer arbitrary, epistemically or otherwise, and the truths which are going to be
fostered in these systems would be as robust and unflinching as possible. As Carnap assumed
there are considerations of fruitfulness, usefulness, expedience etc. which could be put into the
form of theoretical questions and are intermingled in the part and parcel of the conventional
choice of the linguistic systems (1950, p.87). The proposition which expresses the choice should
represent this conglomeration, hence (2*) is by far a more viable candidate for representing the
situation than (1%). But (2*) not only provides us with a more realistic representation of the
situation, it is also the only informative way for speaking about this choice. (1*), which is devoid
of cognitive meaning, could barely be informative or revealing than the sheer proposal which it
is. It can inform us about the decision of the person(s) who chose the framework, but not of her

(or their) reasons and justifications for doing so.

Of course contriving the possibility of being guided by factual knowledge does not mean
that the conventional elements could be altogether banished from Carnap’s theory of truth. I am
told that “two opposite decisions can BOTH be equally “guided by factual knowledge””. For
example (to use some material from LSL), we can decide to use, Language I (which is suitable
enough for using Primitive Recursive Arithmetic) or Language II (the language of full classical
analysis). We can make the following two true factual claims: Language I is ‘safer’ (i.e., less
likely to lead to a contradiction) than Language II. On the other hand, Language II has greater
expressive power (enables us to prove more theorems) than Language I. Now, which of these
two languages are more suitable? We could choose language I guided by the fact that it is surely
consistent; or we could choose language II, guided by the fact that it is more powerful. The facts
do not determine which one of these two languages is the correct one. We cannot say that
‘Language II is the true language’ (and it is in our incompetence that the conventional element
slyly shelters against being eliminated from the theory of truth). We can say, however, that if it

is the case that we need a language powerful enough for modeling classical mathematics, and if
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it is true that Language II is more suitable (useful/fruitful/efficient) for realizing that aim, then
language II is to be chosen’, and this choice is based on justifications formulated in factual and
theoretical language: the phrase ‘Language II is more suitable (useful/fruitful/efficient) for
modeling classical mathematics’ is a theoretical sentence with factual and cognitive content.
Building upon Carnapian foundations, I do not go any further than this in banishment of
whimsical, wantonly and arbitrary elements from Carnap’s conventional approach to truth and
reference. Any more outright removal of conventional elements would crush the account to
some naive correspondence theory of truth (and from the present point of view the
correspondence theories of truth are mostly naive). Moreover, although questions of efficiency,
simplicity and fruitfulness are supposed to be of theoretical and factual nature, and hence are
the preservers of objectivity of the system, yet are somehow dependent to (if not our whims and
wills) our interest and goals; The Language II is more suitable for (or in the way of) reaching to
a viable model of classical mathematics. And this point, about interest-leadenness of

considerations would take us to the last part of this paper.

4.4. Pragmatics and preferences

There are two important points resulted from our investigations in the previous sections.
First, we have to let our interests and goals interfere with the choice of LFs, and still we want the
choice to be based on some factual justifications and follow from some discussions with
theoretical and cognitive nature, so that the objectivity and reliability of truths can be preserved.
Therefore we need some empirical argumentation for interest-leaden, goal-directed preferences.
Moreover, from our studies of LSL ([1934]1937, p.320) we remember that the considerations of
fruitfulness, expedience, simplicity, etc., were called practical methodological considerations. I
found nothing to indicate that Carnap radically changed his mind about the nature of these

considerations, and yet, there is a shift of emphasis, apparently from 1950 onward, which holds
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that these considerations are to be predicated in form of factual-descriptive sentences with
theoretical and cognitive nature which are to be subject to truth and falsehood. We could rest
assured that the shift of emphasis had nothing to do with Carnap’s 1940 turn to semantics,
because for Carnap, “there are no factual assertions in pure semantics. The rules merely lay

bbb

down conventions in the form of definition of ‘designation in S.”” (1942, p.25, emphasis is mine).
I go to claim that these two points are accounted for, and the tasks defined in them are
accomplished, when Carnap (or we, in our reconstruction of his theory) turned his (our)

attention to the field of pragmatics. But is this pragmatic turn ever recognized by Carnap or

Carnap scholars?

As Thomas Uebel indicated (2013, pp.528-9), tripartite division of three functions of
language which may correspond to divisions between syntax, semantics and pragmatics can be
traced back to 1934 and LSL period. Thereafter, every few years, there are some hints in
Carnap’s work which show that the subject was not altogether hidden from (if not the center, at
least the margins of) Carnap’s attention. It was in 1939 and 1942 that Carnap uses the very term
of pragmatics, which had been, in the meantime, coined and defined by Morris in contrast to the
notions of syntax and semantics (in 1935 and 1938), and transferred to Carnap in a chain of
philosophical correspondence which came to its climax at the same Schlipp’s volume which
include Kaplan-Carnap correspondence. Before reaching to that climax and in almost early
stages Morris had defined pragmatics in contrast to semantics thus: “Semantics deals with the
relation of signs to ... objects which they may or do denote. Pragmatics concerns the relation of

signs to their interpreters.” (1938/1971, pp. 35, 43). And Carnap said that:

If in an investigation explicit reference is made to the speaker, or, to put it
in more general terms, to the user of a language, then we assign it to the
field of pragmatics. (...) If we abstract from the user of the language and

analyze only the expressions and their designata, we are in the field of



semantics. And if, finally, we abstract from the designata also and analyze

only the relations between expressions, we are in (logical) syntax.(1942,

p-9)

Well, the first point that I remarked in the beginning of this chapter revealed that in the
leap toward a comprehensive theory of truth and designation, we need to let our interests and
goals interfere with the choice of LFs, and still we want the choice to be based on some factual
justifications and follow from some discussions with theoretical and cognitive nature. This
definition of pragmatics endorsed by Morris and Carnap, with the significant role that it endows
to the speaker or interpreter befits handsomely to the interest-leaden, goal-directed components
of the remark, because these are interests of the speaker or hearer that interfere with the process
of interpreting the meaning of the sentences (or according to my reading, in a deeper level, with
the process of setting LFs). The study is of course a theoretical study with factual and empirical
content (actually as Uebel showed, at least at that time (i.e., mid-1940s) “all pragmatics was
thought of by him [Carnap] as descriptive and empirical” (Uebel 2013, p.535, also see Carnap
1963, p.861)). Hence there is a field in which we can let the goal-directedness of our decisions in
choice of LFs or their interpretive frames?3 be studied with rigor and reliability of an empirical
science. Pragmatics, as it is applied to sorting out this point, correspond more or less to what
was called by Uebel the narrow conception of pragmatics (2013, section 6), an empirical study of
(mostly the psychological and sociological aspects of) the meanings of expression of a
historically given language, or equivalently, pragmatical rules for linguistic expressions (it is
descriptive pragmatics that we are dealing with in this point and it is constituted by descriptive

semantics and syntax, which are sort of empirical sciences which describe the facts (1942, pp.11—

2 Here, | do not need to make a serious distinction between choosing a LF according to any desired procedure, or
interpreting its axioms and sentences in any desired way. Choosing a desired LF, or interpreting the rules and
sentences of LF as desired could be imagined to the same result at this point.
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13), and it is about expression of a historically given language again). I believe I am in agreement

with Uebel at this point.

My account of the second point which was remarked in the beginning of this section, and
what has been led us to that point in previous sections, would push me to an open disagreement
with what Uebel said in section 7 of his 2013 paper about Carnap’s silence about “wide”
conception of pragmatics. This “wide” conception of pragmatics was primarily defined as
“anything that involves speakers of scientific languages... from methodology to the sociology of

science (and beyond)” (p.532), and later was called “methodological pragmatics” (p.538).

At any rate, in section 7 of 2013 paper, Uebel refers to parts of Carnap’s (1950)
“Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology” and Carnap’s answers to Morris in Schlipp’s volume to
show that Carnap left “it open whether he did or did not reject the wide notion of
pragmatics”’(Uebel 2013, p.541). I am inclined to disagree. In spite of Uebel’s brilliant
elaborations, I believe that Carnap did not drop the methodological wide sense of pragmatics,
and pragmatics in this sense was applied by him, though a bit vaguely, in 1950 paper, and then
was legitimized by him, though a bit implicitly, in his answers to Morris in the 1960 volume. Let

me defend my claim against Uebel’s arguments.

First of all, Uebel suggested that in speaking about fruitfulness, expedience, efficiency
etc., Carnap declared that “there —assessments of linguistic forms for their “efficiency as
instruments”(ibid.)—are results of investigations that fall under the heading of pragmatics in the
wider methodological sense. Yet Carnap did not call these considerations “pragmatic” in this

99

paper but instead spoke of “practical questions” and “practical decisions”” (Uebel 2013, p.540).

Then, after suggesting several ways for understanding Carnap at this point, Uebel comes

to the knob of his argumentation:



Crucially, “external” questions are “not theoretical.” Yet pragmatics is a theory. It
follows that discourse about external questions is not pragmatical discourse in
sense of pragmatics. If this is true then Carnap’s choice of terminology has
nothing to do with whatever he may have thought at the time about the wide
sense of pragmatics. But what makes “practical questions” of language choice

“not theoretical’?

The answer is that, for Carnap, they are normative questions asking for a
volitional decision. They are not factual questions to be answered by reference to

empirical or logical-mathematical evidence. (Uebel 2013, p.542)

As we saw, with all necessary details in the previous section, the choice of a certain LF is
trivially matter of decision and a practical question. Yet it finds a theoretical (and hence factual)
tenor as it gets influenced by theoretical knowledge. The elements of expedience and fruitfulness
etc., whether being of practical nature or of theoretical one, are predicated in the form of “a
theoretical question of a factual, empirical nature.” (1950, p.90). Carnap was very clear about
that and that was the shift of the emphasis that I talked about in the previous section. Hence in
choice of LF, we are not bonded to a practical question (or a pure optative), devoid of factual and
cognitive content. Of course there is a volitional decision at work as Uebel indicated, but as my
reconstruction of Carnap’s 1950 and his answer to Kaplan clearly shows, in the most plausible
situation the sentence conveying this decision would be influenced by theoretical knowledge,
because the factual questions of efficiency, fruitfulness, etc., would taint it, and thus it would be
deprived of its purity and practical nature. Then the decision thus transformed from the
practical to the theoretical sphere would be most prone to be studied in the field of pragmatics

(in the wide sense of the word), as an empirical, theoretical branch of study.



Some more pieces of evidence to cover my claim. Morris explicitly remarked that
Carnap’s growing concern about “the influence of considerations of efficiency, simplicity, and
fruitfulness” in choice of linguistic frameworks is “another place where pragmatics enters
Carnap's thought” (Morris 1963, p.90). As I said before, before Morris’ remark, Carnap did not
speak directly about the relation of the elements of choice of LFs to pragmatics. Yet Carnap’s
answer to Morris’ call was agreeable enough to let us to suppose that he came to give to

pragmatics a more serious role in reaching to a comprehensive theory of reference and truth:

Today I would agree with Morris that there is an urgent need to
develop pure pragmatics... It seems that this idea is now in many
minds, and is ready for realization. At about the same time, and
independently of each other, Morris and I said almost literally the
same thing; Morris writes: "An explicit concern with pure
pragmatics becomes an urgent task", and I said: "There is an
urgent need for a system of theoretical pragmatics" (in [1955-6]).
(Carnap 1963, p.861, notice that (in [1955-6]) is Carnap’s reference

to his own text)

Notice that in this new context which was developed by Morris and Carnap, pragmatics
is not defined in their mid-1930 to 1950 sense (as a theory of meaning of expressions of speakers
or hearers or a theory of interpretation or speech-acts). Instead, as Morris indicated and Carnap
affirmed, in this new context, pragmatics (in its pure form vs. descriptive pragmatics) is
delineated as the theoretical study of the preferences which are at issue in the choice of linguistic
frameworks. These preferences, and their arbitrariness or rationality has a unique statue in

Carnap’s overall theory of truth and reference as we saw.



Carnap-Morris’ conception of a theory of preferences, valuational criteria and pure
pragmatics has ended to be too sketchy and schematic, but even in this rough outlines, as far as
our quest for a seamless theory of truth and reference takes us, it plays a key role in reaching to
an objectivity-preserving approach toward the Carnapian subtle notion of truth. Obviously
appealing to mere syntax and semantics won’t be enough for providing the theory of truth with

the required amount of objectivity. As Morris put it:

[it is] on the basis of such considerations [practical considerations which
are at work at the choice of LFs and existential status of the term-entities
within LFs], that an explicit concern with pure pragmatics becomes an
urgent task. Such work does not take the place of pure semantics and
syntactics, and indeed was not in a technical sense possible until these

disciplines were considerably advanced.(Morris 1963, p.90)

This unusual definition of pragmatics, in spite of all of its vague points, is well-adapted
to the main body of Carnapian philosophy, which is based on the concept of logical systems or
linguistic frameworks. In this picture, pragmatics, beside semantics (and to a certain extent,
syntax) is the main device for establishment of objectivity of the linguistic frameworks which are

the milieu of cultivation of truths and referential relations.

Some after-thoughts on Gains and Losses of pragmatic approach

In spite of endurance of conventional elements in this refined theory of truth (remarked
at the end of the section “the role of factual knowledge”, it may be (rightfully) objected that the
assumption of guidance of the choice by the factual elements in such a decisive manner is partly
inconsistent with the principle of tolerance and the vast ocean of choices that we entitled to

enjoy in adoption of LFs in both syntactical and semantical periods. Well, as it was the case with



the semantical shift, there are gains and losses accompanying this pragmatic progress as well.
Adopting this new approach, the wantonly elements which were involved at the constitution of
the truths which were defined within the conventionally chosen frameworks in the former
syntatctical or semantical stages are taken care of at the cost of sacrificing a bit of epistemic
freedom that we were endowed with in previous stages. And I came to believe this is a fruitful

and expedient change.



Appendix

The metaphysical-ontological stain

A persistent problem

In the previous chapter, I argued that the problem of arbitrariness of the conventional
choice of linguistic frameworks, a problem which had been haunting Carnap’s theory of truth
from the early stages, could be resolved if we consider his later ideas about possibility of
engagement in theoretical and practical deliberation about the preferences of linguistic
frameworks. According to that view, introduction of frameworks, which is the essence of
Carnap’s linguistic philosophy, can be backed up by theoretical arguments about usefulness,

fruitfulness, efficiency, etc., of the candidate framework.

But to stay away from problematic metaphysical and ontological debates, Carnap (1950)
had proposed that every question and answer and deliberation which might take place before
the introduction of a linguistic framework is metaphysical, ontological and hence unintelligible
and should be dismissed. So, where would deliberations about the choice of linguistic

frameworks take place, if not inside of another linguistic framework?

Pursuing Morris and Carnap’s suggestions (1963) we came to the conclusion that the
possibility of the existence of a most general framework as the context of discussions about the
reasons for preferring some linguistic framework to the other is not unconceivable. Apparently
by attending to this possibility we would be immune from harmful metaphysical and ontological

blunders.



As we saw in study of Carnap’s 1950 paper, linguistic frameworks are the context of
existence and reality. Everything existent and real is so only within the linguistic framework,
and it was why for dealing with the problem of choice of preferences of linguistic framework we
still need to put the discussions of the choices within another linguistic framework, and finally
within a most general linguistic framework. The Carnapian tenet is maintained in this
dissertation in this way. Any kind of talk about existence of anything outside linguistic
frameworks is unintelligible, so existence of any assumed linguistic framework, and the
pertinent discussions about its existence, are to be set within the context of a general all-
comprehensive linguistic framework. Carnap’s original reluctance for stepping outside linguistic
frameworks rooted in his deep doubt about the fruitfulness of ontological talks (which hold that
we could talk about things in themselves, i.e., free of relation to the boundaries of any linguistic
framework). But what about the general linguistic framework which is the context of the
discussions about the choice of narrower linguistic frameworks? Is it detached of the objectivity
of the world of the facts, and hence devoid of ontological content, or it contains, brutally
speaking, facts-terms, and hence it is not really linguistic framework, but a map of the external
world? The general linguistic framework is the context of the discussions about the fruitfulness
and convenience etc., of the narrower linguistic frameworks, but when we attend to its status,
what is its relation to the world of the facts? The world is on the back of an elephant that stands
on a tortoise. Alright then, where does the tortoise stand? The problem of the relation of the
general linguistic framework to the reality of the world of facts, appear sooner or later, just like
the question about the relation of the narrower frameworks to the reality of the world. Carnap’s
approach to pragmatics and the idea of a general linguistic framework helped us to deal with
that question. But, there is no grantee that the same question about the relation of the most

general linguistic framework to the facts of the world does not occur in this final step.

Well, in answer to this question, and to deal with the problem of existence and reality

which is to be resolved within the boundaries of linguistic frameworks, it seems to me that this
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most general linguistic framework, just like the narrower (or higher-order ones), is rather the
context of formation of the ontological committments, rather than a mirror which represents
brute facts of something which is allegedly called external world. Even in the later periods,
assumption of the possibility of talking about the relation of the linguistic framework to the
world of facts is just as unintelligible (and moreover, unnecessary) in Carnapian terms, as it was

in Wittgenstein TPL (look at the chapter 2).

Asking about the relation of the sentences of the language to the facts of the world simply
rises from the wrong way of looking at the problem. In spite of the appearances lack of such a
relation never really bothered us in accompanying Carnap in his philosophical course. As we
attended to the situation more deeply, we grasped that the only thing that was sort of
problematic in Carnap’s semantical approach was lack of any reasonable way for the choice of
linguistic frameworks. Getting rid of this problem, any question about the reality and existence
of the referents of the terms are going to be answered internally: Do the electrons exist? If you
choose the linguistic framework of modern physics, you may have a very sure affirmative answer
to that question. With regard to the reality (or in better words objectivity) of the system, the only
reservation was about the conventionality of the choice of linguistic framework. But thanks to
the pragmatic turn and our interpretation of Carnap’s final approach to the considerations of
fruitfulness, simplicity, convenience, etc., we came to a reasonable way for dealing with the
question of the preference of linguistic framework, and that is the end of story. Since reality and
existence are going to be defined only within the frameworks and internally, contriving a general
framework which may work as the context of relevant discussions about the choices of linguistic
frameworks helps us to reach to a quite objective conception of the reality and existence of the
referents of the terms which are bounded within linguistic frameworks. This is the short sketch

of the argument which was presented in the previous section with regard to this problem:



The reality and objectivity are going to be defined within the boundaries of linguistic

frameworks;

The choice of the linguistic frameworks is an arbitrary conventional choice;

So the reality and objectivity which are defined within the boundaries of linguistic

frameworks are compromised, and are not that objective and real after all;

But we showed that:

There are theoretical-cognitive discussions at work in the choice of linguistic frameworks

which constrain the preferences;

Therefore the choice is not arbitrarily conventional;

Therefore reality and objectivity which are attributed to the referents of linguistic

frameworks are quite reliable, and well-established.

In this sense Linguistic frameworks host existence and reality just as they contain

expressions. Language is the home of existence.

But even this way of looking at the situation does not go without some qualms, because
appealing to an underlying vast linguistic framework which is the context of existence and
reality of everything, is not really that different from engaging with a disheveled metaphysical
universe which takes in every kind of unimaginable entity. To be more precise, there is of course
a difference between two to the extent that the former only deals with existence and reality to
the extent that our theories commit us, and the latter is supposed to be barren unjustifiable

speculation. But the general linguistic framework is a vast sphere which includes a wide range of

entities (emphasis: it does not include merely linguistic sentences and expressions, the

designation, reality and existence are to be defined within the linguistic framework and hence it

is the context of being). With regard to the narrow linguistic frameworks, the ones which




included any kind of unviable entities could be simply avoided by not being chosen. But a
general all-comprehensive framework includes everything which is the case, and in this sense it
is so disheveled and unruly that it could not be preferred to a much degenerated and indeed
weird metaphysical plane which may very well confuse us, and in this way ingenuity of Carnap’s

original plan would be totally spoiled. Let me elaborate.

In the first place, we appealed to linguistic frameworks, because we wanted to replace
ontology (rampant talk of existing being) by semantics (talk about designation and references).
Now, to debug Carnap’s semantical approach, following him and Morris we appealed to a vast
linguistic framework which literally includes everything which exist. In this way we bought
ourselves, in a double price, ontological discourses which we wanted to leave behind. We bought
them in the double price because the worst that we were facing in the pre-Carnapian ignorance
age, was mostly ontological commitment to reasonable things like chairs and tables and at worst
abstract things, e.g., properties, universals and numbers. Now we bought a messy ontological
(all-comprehensive) scheme which literally includes everything which may come to have a
name; cats and bats, red dragons and winged messengers, golden mountains and round squares,
as well as the set of all sets which do not include themselves. They are names and expressions
for these things, and the expressions are supposed to be embroiled within linguistic frameworks.
The meaningful expressions and terms of the linguistic frameworks are endowed with existence

and reality.

How could we deal with this problem?

To address the problem, I begin by declaring that in speaking of the vastest linguistic
framework, I claimed that the general framework includes all of the entities which are indicated
by meaningful expressions, but I never claimed that those entities are ontologically full-fledged,

I did not accept that those entities exist in a full-blown way.



I understand that Carnap said that being and reality are to be defined within linguistic
frameworks. But it does not mean that we need to suppose that everything that dwells within a
linguistic framework exists or is real. There is nothing wrong with including some terms within a
linguistic framework which do not refer to anything. Logical connectives for example, which
presumably exist in any linguistic framework or at least in most of them, hardly refer to
anything real or existent. But let us say that the case of logical connectives and operators is an
exception, and most of the meaningful terms within a linguistic framework, abstract terms
included, are there to refer to something, and that something, even in the case of the referents of
the abstract terms, is something real and existent. The logical connectives are not meaningful,
on the other hand. “Unicorn” or “goblin” are meaningful terms on the other hand, and yet the
sentences like “Goblin [hopefully] does not exist”, expressed in whatever linguistic framework
which you imagine, could not indicate that there are such things as goblins. But this shall not
bother me either. I have no wish to be engaged in the old platonic, Meinongian or McXian riddle
of nonbeing, which presumes that nonbeing most in some sense exist, what is it that does not
exist, otherwise? I am in total agreement with Quine who assumes that the confusion rises from
inappropriate application of the word existence. Yet I believe that even free from this platonic
riddle, and in spite of whatever sentence which may contain the word “goblin” or “unicorn”, the
vastest linguistic framework, which is the context of all being and reality, most endow them with

existence.

In addressing the question, I naturally try to show that the amount of existence in each
linguistic layer can be calibrated in a way that consist with our intuitions about the nonexistence

of ruddy things like goblins and round squares.

The existential turn



Let’s suppose that there exist a linguistic framework. Inside is constituted by terms
referring to abstract and concrete things that exist, as Carnap suggested. If we take the
framework of scientific discourse as an example, the inside of the framework would be filled by
terms that denote entities acknowledged by sciences as existing things: Rocks, planets, neurons
and neutrinos. But the inside of the framework is not disconnected with the outside, nor does it
emerge out of thin air miraculously. It has been chosen according to the pragmatic
considerations of fruitfulness, convenience, etc., which we described in the previous chapter,
and we do not need to repeat all of that in here. Now, taking the suggestion of existence of a
general framework seriously, we should consent that the outside of the framework is not empty
either. Outside of the narrow framework it is still inside of another linguistic framework. This
outer linguistic framework takes in terms which denote some entities, but obviously the range of
the entities that a vaster framework encompasses is wider than the range of the entities which a
narrower one includes. Moreover, the vaster framework would include entities which are not
totally consistent with scientific criteria. This follows from the fact that it is vaster than the
narrower linguistic framework of scientific discourse. And the most general linguistic framework
includes a weird wide variety of very different kinds of entities, of everything that is the case.

Now, do all of these wild things exist? Does this also include goblins and round squares?

To deal with this situation, I will suggest a gradual model of existence, according to
which outside of the linguistic framework is not an empty void like what was supposed in
Carnap’s 1950 paper. Yet unlike what was taken for granted in this chapter till here, the external
framework is not hosting full-fledged existent beings. To be more precise, outside of the
framework is full of all kinds of beings with incomplete degrees of existence, so that we can
assume that the framework of full-fledge existent beings is implemented within a vaster

framework of semi-existent ones.



There could exist more than two frameworks, and the relation between some of them
(although not all of them) could be hierarchical. It could be imagined that at the outside of each
inner framework there exists a vaster outer framework, which includes a bit less existing
constituents. The amount of the existence of the entities which are encompassed within a
framework would be enhanced, when a sub-framework which includes them gets chosen
through rational discussion. The nature of this choice and its elements has been discussed in the
previous chapter. The chosen framework and the term-entities which it includes would be
chosen and elevated to a more complete level of existence. It even could be imagined that the
most basic framework is the vastest framework which literally includes everything —even some
contradictory objects- with the least possible degree of being. Assumption of existence of such a
linguistic level, with the entities that have such a meager share in being, may seem redundant,
but it has its uses; it could work as a semantical seed germinator. And here comes the

explanation;

The entities that are going to be put into chosen narrower linguistic frameworks shall
dwell somewhere before being taken into the body of the narrower linguistic framework. It is
important to remark that in that primary stage, the entities are not still sieved, and they all lie
together, factual and imaginary, concrete and abstract, viable and contradictory. To amend for
this garbled state, we would decrease the existential grade which we assign to the general
linguistic framework and its entities to the lowest possible amount, and thus we will dodge the
risk of making ontological claims about troublesome entities like golden mountains and round

squares.

Now when we need to choose certain linguistic framework, we begin from the vastest
framework and negotiate about virtues and vices of any narrower framework which we are going
to choose for whatever goal that we have in mind (this was explained in detail in the previous

chapter). The rules of formations and transformations, the entities that are supposed to fill the



chosen framework, and any other feature that we are willing to give to the framework can be

deliberated by this approach as neatly as possible.

Now let us test this new approach by putting a simple question: do the abstract objects
exist? Well, depending on the linguistic framework that we had chosen, they may or may not
exist. To this extent our approach is very much Carnapian. Moreover, as we saw in the previous
chapter even in Carnapian framework the choice of linguistic framework could be discussed
theoretically and justified epistemically. Even the possibility of a general linguistic framework
was contrived there too. Following those Carnapian lines, to amend for the narrow-mindedness
which was the weak point of Carnap’s approach, we appealed to the vast all-comprehensive
framework in which all of the reasons for justification of adoption of any sub-framework can be
assessed and discussed. In this chapter, a new possibility was added to the previous refinement:
the graduality and continuousness of existence. According to this approach the amount of
existence of entities within each framework can be adjusted by assessments and evaluations
which take place in a vaster framework. The amount of existence of the entities of the most
general linguistic framework is estimated to be next to zero, in the way of dealing with the

mentioned problems.

Perhaps in some respects this continuous and gradual view toward existence is similar to
(or inspired by) the Mcxian or rather Meinongian layered ontology which included also semi-
existent beings alongside the existent and nonexistent ones. To be precise, for Meinong, there
existed existent objects, objects like chairs and pineapples; there were subsisting objects like
abstract entities, numbers and geometrical shapes; and yet the objecthood of objects was
deemed to be free from any bond to existence or subsistence, and hence there is the third
category of pure objects. Troublesome objects like round square could shun any form of
existence or subsistence, and still they could assume their objecthood (Meinong 1904, p82). But

we need not be afraid of being infected by the unruly characteristics of Meinongian system,



because the Carnapian linguistic frameworks work as hedges for imposing some order to this
semi-Meinongian jungle, i.e., to “the breeding ground for disorderly elements” (Quine 1948,
p-4.). In this way, and appealing to the concept of linguistic framework for giving order to these
ontological plans, we can rest assured that the most significant semantical feature of Carnap’s

approach (linguistic frameworks devices) is retained in the synthesis.

The concept of framework which is used in overcoming the narrow-mindedness which
prevented us from talking about the choice of linguistic frameworks is (I hope not ineligibly) an
extended one in here, though. As I said before, the point is somehow remarked by Carnap
himself in his more recent expression of his ideas: “I always presupposed, both in syntax and in
semantics, that a fixed interpretation of ML [meta-language], which is shared by all
participants, is given. This interpretation is usually not formulated explicitly” (1963, p.929). The
general all-comprehensive framework which I introduced could be something very like this layer
of ML described by Carnap. And yet, for coming to a final solution for dealing with the problem
that haunted Carnapian system from the beginning, we appealed to an alternative system with a

Mcxian or Meinongian touch.

In this manner and in accordance with Meinongian tenets, we can assume that there are
different degrees of beings ascribed to different classes of the entities which are conveyed in any
linguistic framework. Of course in the Carnapian picture, these are linguistic-ontological entities
which are contained in these frameworks, not real objects (and in the context of our discussion I
mean nothing more than ontological commitment to an entity by speaking about its existential
status). But these linguistic entities are the only features of THE REAL OBJECTS that we can
handle philosophically on the other hand, because according to Carnapian approach (which is
the other counterpart of the synthesis) reality and existence are to be defined only within the
linguistic frameworks. So the only adjustment occurred when I was binding the Meinongian

beings within the linguistic frameworks. They do not exist or subsist [or whatever it is that their



mode of being] in a metaphysical world or Platonic heaven. They are bounded within linguistic
regions. Moreover, the reason for appropriateness of Meinongian approach, to the extent that
we are appealing to it in here, is not related to the fact that without the Meinongian entities “the
proposition [that contain them] would seem to be meaningless”. The reason lays in the fact that
Meinongian twilight half entities are irreplaceably useful in the philosophy of empiricism, logic
of science and the approach that we tried to develop in this later chapter. Without appealing to
them, Carnap’s philosophy, which is the logic of science, is either bounded to the narrow-
mindedness with regard to linguistic framework, or (in the case of appealing to the general
linguistic framework without soothing it with the continuous view of existence) would give way

to a metaphysical overcrowded universe.

The basic elements of Carnapian conventionalism, on the other hand, in some sense
persist through this synthesis. Still, to the delight of Carnap, the sentences within the framework
are not connected to the facts, but their truths are determined within a vaster linguistic
framework. Since reality and existence are to be defined within the linguistic frameworks, the
frameworks contain some ontological implications, true enough. But the ontological
implications of the linguistic framework are not the result of comparison between the content of
the framework and something external. As we saw in this dissertation, Carnapian semantics has
nothing in common with a correspondence theory of truth. The designation relations are to be
defined within the pertinent linguistic framework. There were some reservations about the
objectivity of the designation relations which were defined so internally. But the pragmatic turn,
showed that the choice of the framework (and hence the establishment of the designation
relations)  follows from rational discourses which take place within a general linguistic
framework. However, in this definition, there is nothing to indicate that the objectivity of the
designation relations is lingered on the concept of brute facts of the external world. We are still
constrained within the boundaries of our linguistic systems, and to that extent subject to the

rules of conventionalism. The remained conventionality is a safe and healthy one though, like

1



the conventionality of just and reasonable laws of a blessed community. They laws come out of
the mouths of people after all, but they are not formed by their whims and caprices. They are
formed and entrenched through rational process. And this is very much my point, banishment

of the arbitrary and irrational elements from philosophy, and the theory of truth.

Afterthoughts, some historical scruples

Well, I believe that I showed that taking existence as something continuous helps a lot
with coming to a final solution for the problem of the objectivity of the truths and realities which
are to be defined in Carnap’s linguistic approach. But could we appeal to the continuous model
of existence for dealing with the objectivity of truth and designation relation while we are still
loyal to the main tenets of Carnap’s system? I mean assuming that existence is not something
monolithic and wholesome has some Meinongian taint in it, and both Carnap’s ancestor
(Bertrand Russell) and his successor (W.V. Quine) had some grudge against the Meinongian
philosophy. Could we appeal to the Meinongian philosophy (which was so undesirable for
empiricists) in answering the problems which are conveyed in Carnap’s philosophy? Meinong’s
theory seems to be unreasonable and contradictory. How could it be used for dealing with the

problem of objectivity in philosophy of Carnap? Let us attend to some details.

The infringement of the law of [non]contradiction, is allegedly the most serious objection
that Russell made against Meinong’s theory in his “On Denoting”. Russell hoped to solve this
problem in a formal way, that is, he wanted to show that, “a phrase is denoting solely in virtue of
its form”. (1905, p.479). Whether Russell was successful in diagnosing the problem of
Meinongian philosophy or not, has been subject of coming debates and paraphrases for decades
afterward. J.F Smith (1985), for example, followed the same route, by holding the infringement

of the law of contradiction as the main controversial point between Meinong and Russell. She



even figured out Meinong’s answer to this formal objection according to this view; “[t]he Law of
Noncontradiction was meant to apply to actuals and possibles, not to impossible objects.”

(Smith 1985, p.312).

Indeed for Meinong a round square, does not dwell in the realm of existing objects (like this
table before me), nor in the realm of subsisting objects (which are not concrete objects in the
real world), but rather, as an object as such, “without considering the occasional peculiarities or
the accompanying Objective-clause which is always present” stands "beyond being and non-

"»

being."”(Meinong 1905, p.86). Therefore, a sentence which holds that “the round square is
round, and is not round”, does not need to violate the law of [non]contradiction, because it
refers to something beyond being and non-being. As I hinted before, according to Meinongian,
there is some kind of difference between existence and subsistence, and yet the objecthood of
objects, is free from any bound to existence or subsistence. Troublesome objects like Round

Square (which I would dub Meinongian objects) could shun any form of existence or

subsistence, and still they could assume their objecthood.

Naturally this answer cannot bring the controversy to an end, because Russell “returns
again and again to the idea that anything we can think or talk about must have being (or ‘Being’)
in some sense.”(Jacquette 2009,p.171). As Russell himself put his view in a letter to Meinong
(Mentioned in Smith 1985, p.348) : “I have always believed until now that every object must be
in some sense, and I find it difficult to recognize nonexistent objects. Therefore according to the
Russellian view in any sense that we assume objects like a round square or a golden mountain,
we should ascribed some being to them, because “objects and propositions must always have
being” (Russell 1905, p.519). And in return, Meinongian can still insist on his claim about the
distinction of being and objecthood. Russell can repeat his. The debate remains sadly

inconclusive in this vein.



Quine (as a Russellian) tried to make the controversy short by claiming that, “The only
way I know of coping with this obfuscation of issues is to give Wyman the word ‘exist’. I'll try not

’”

to use it again; I still have ‘is’.” (Quine, 1948, p.3). And I am all for this simplifying suggestion.
Meinongian can still insist on existence of such a difference, (actually a lot of Meinongians did

s0), but I do not think that it could lead to fruitful results.

My sympathy with Quine in this issue should not show me as someone who assumes that
Russell’s view on the subject of the debate dominates smoothly, and preserves its integrity.
Unlike what Russell claimed (1905, p.479), he cannot show, “solely on virtue of the form”, that

there is a difference between (1) and (2):

* (1) A phrase may be denoting, and yet not denote anything; e.g., "the present King of
France".
* (2) A phrase may denote one definite object; e.g.," the present Emperor of Japan"

denotes a certain man.

He cannot show solely on virtue of the form, that the former phrase does not, and the latter
does, denote. The form of both sentence is plainly alike “the present Monarch of X” or M(x),
which is obviously not enough for making any meaningful distinction between the two. Even
further criteria, like having “no immediate acquaintance” with those [denoted] objects, are not
sufficient for dealing with the existential questions. Immediate acquaintance with the object of
denoting phrase is out of question, whether we take them to be present monarchs, or such
things as matter and minds of other people (Russell 1905, p.493). Actually, we are not
immediately acquainted with anything but the sense-data, and logical concepts. So Russell’s
formal approach for making a distinction between sentences denoting existing and non-existing
objects collapse to a level of intuitions or commonsense: the present King of France lacks an

actual referent, while other things like the Emperor of Japan, matter and minds of other people

1



have such referents. Formal considerations besides, being attached to reality, or rather not being
detached from it, is an important consideration with regard to what is meant to be analyzed in

logic. And Russell explicitly expressed this view some years later:

The sense of reality is vital in logic, and whoever juggles with it by
pretending that Hamlet has another kind of reality is doing a
disservice to thought. A robust sense of reality is very necessary in
framing a correct analysis of propositions about unicorns, golden

mountains, round squares, and other such pseudo-objects. (1919,

p.170)

Although this is much more sensible than claiming that the issue can be handled in
solely formal terms, still it cannot bring an end to the controversy. Meinong can answer that
Russell’s approach is poisoned with his partiality toward reality, and it is a case of the prejudice
in favor of the actual (Meinong 1904, p.78). Here again, a chain of repetition of claims can

regress ad infinitum.

Happily, we do not have to follow that infinite chain because, first, my version of
continuous ontological model is not exactly a Meinongian model. I do not insist in any ternary
division of regions of being into regions of existence, subsistence and objecthood. I just declare
that the amount of existence that we assign to the referents of the terms of an outer framework
should be different (and lower) from the amount of existence which we attribute to the entities
which are the referents of the terms which are encompassed inside of a linguistic framework.
Our semantical discussions in the previous chapter and this one showed that there should be a

hierarchy of linguistic frameworks, and I suggested that different amounts of existence should



be ranged over this hierarchy. Moreover, my suggestion has barely anything to do with the vague
intuitions about the subject of the “Golden Mountain” in “Golden Mountain does not exist”. I am
not concerned about the meaningfulness of such sentence, and my urge for existence of twilight
half entities does not come from my intuition about the subject of those sentences. I believe that
the idea of fuzziness and continuity of existence is mostly required by nothing more than the
discussions that we had about the status of truth and objectivity in Carnap’s logic of science and
nature of scientific activity, although it is not totally disconnected from the ordinary concepts of

existence which is used in ordinary language.

I try to explain this point by means of a bloody example.

Do the vampires exist? Sherlock Holmes would answer: “the idea of a vampire was to me
absurd. Such things do not happen in criminal practice in England”. But because there are
legends about them, and the legends most have some factual grounds, Dr Watson might believe
that “but surely vampires exist”. The standard explanation, in such cases, is that there were no
such things as vampires, and Watson was wrong about their existence before learning the truth.
Learning and cultivation may change his mind, and Holmes may bring him to his sense by
remarking that “You are right, Watson. It mentions the legend in one of these references. But
are we to give serious attention to such things? This agency stands flat-footed upon the ground,

and there it must remain”.

In their bloody darkness, Vampires are not as impossible as round squares, however.
They might be fictional entities, but well, they may participate in some sort of fictional existence.
And to be honest, one’s amount of certainty about the existence of vampires changes during
hours of the day and days of the week. To speak for myself, I was more certain about their
existence when I was much younger, and there are still melancholy evenings in some country-
sides when I hear sounds and think about wired things. The problem is not just about my mental

health. As Logicians, philosophers, scientists and mathematicians, our views about existence of

1



scientific and mathematical entities vary from time to time. I and Bertrand Russell are just two
among many who had experienced such harsh changes in their views. Every time that we change
our mind we forget about the previous time and would say ‘aha, now I've grasped the truth of it,
my former idea was simply wrong’. But a more realistic look reveals that our attitude toward
existence of entities is not as rigid and inflexible as it may seem. Our amount of certainty about

existence of things is unstable, fuzzy and flowing, and so is their existential status.

Do I claim that the amount of person’s certainty about existence of something is an
essential element in the existential status of that entity? Well, by person’s amount of certainty I
do not mean personal attitude of every person in the street with all its subjective ups and downs,
and yet, I claim that amount of certainty of an exemplary person, is an indispensible factor in
amount of one’s ontological commitment to existence of those entities. And as I said before, in
the context of our discussion I mean nothing more than ontological commitment to an entity by
speaking about its existential status. It is hard for me to conceive any other sense for the term

existence, in the current context of debate.

To elaborate this point, I remark that existence, as something in itself and beyond our
reach, is not something divided, fuzzy and diffused. It is only our beliefs about the existence of
the things which are fuzzy and diffused. Although I gave some priority to ontology or at least
accepted ontological calims as the legitimate content of linguistic frameworks, I am not ready to
accept that we can make claims about the existential status of things in themselves. The
ontological commitment stems from scientific image of the world, not from metaphysical
speculations. Moreover, if we follow that uncertain path of speaking about things in themselves,
I am not sure that we could find any ground to think that even observation, in itself, is
something diffused and fuzzy, for that matter. But I believe that we can readily accept that

observablity is something fuzzy and diffused, and I am very ready to assert that existence follows



the course of observation in this regard (for knowing about fuzziness of observation (and not

existence) see Creath (1985)).

A higgs boson in its private higgsiness, is either observable or unobservable, after all.
And if it is in itself observable, it is just matter of time and our smartness to contrive a devise to
observe it, or track some of its observable effects. If it is not observable on the other hand, no
matter how hard we try, we never can observe it. But from another point of view, observation
could be quite fuzzy and diffused. Our natural and cognitive abilities for observing things, as
well as our capacities for empowering and extending those abilities, and our craftiness and
problem-solving skills, matter very much in the process of making an observable entity from a
theoretical one. The border between observable and unobservable gets diffused only when we

attend to this aspect of observation as a subject-dependent and cognition-based activity.

In a very same manner, there are indeed cognitive and historical issues at stake which
are decisive in emergence of necessary experimental and intellectual tools which should be used

in theorizing about entities that are subjects of ontological commitments.

When I say that there are such things as bosons, I simply mean that assuming the
present scientific setting, making ontological commitment to those entities is reasonable. That
commitment did not emerge by any unexpected sleight of hand. It was formed as I read about
the theories that implied existence of subatomic particles, and models which made use of the
equations that include variables referring to bosons as indispensables terms which designate
some world states. I can imagine that the physicists’ community was convinced about their
existence through an even more sophisticated and time-taking process. Ontological
commitments to boson particles have been brewing gradually through the establishment of the
theories which referred to those entities. Formation of those theories and models was the result

of genesis of necessary intellectual and theoretical tools, let alone experimental and factual



settings. It was a gradual process and naturally in each step only a relevant amount of existence

could be assigned to the pertinent entities.

Can we imagine that after the establishment of ontological commitments there is no

more fuzziness in existential status of the pertinent entities?

Even after establishment, there is always very likely that another gradual change or
perhaps even a scientific earthquake changes the setting (take a look at the history of science
and enlist the entities that once were amongst the existent ones). Moreover, fuzziness of
existence is not only potential, it is something actual. Existential status of some entities could
never be established monolithically. It is true about most of the theoretical entities, and it is why

I like to call them, after Quine, twilight half-entities.

There is an example; some scientists speak about tiny bosonic strings which oscillate in
the center of atoms. Some physicsts even believe that it is reasonable to make ontological
commitment to these entities. But some other physicists incline to disagree (interestingly
enough, because they believe that this theory does not make any prediction about future
observable effects of those entities). There is no consensus among scientists about existence of
those objects, and diversity of the floating opinions in the air of the scientific community makes
it really hard to guess what amount of ontological commitment could appropriately be ascribed
to those oscillating entities. In a general picture of the universe, there is no precise amount of
ontological commitment that can be ascribed to them. Their existential status is oscillating as

well.

This is not only true about the entities and structures that are implied in string theory; it
is rather an observation about the nature of scientific activity in general. The ontological
commitments emerge through sophisticated theorizing and model-making procedures, and even

then there is no general consensus in scientific community about existential status of the entities



which are indicated by some theories. Those cases are not rare, and even in the case of entities
which are now generally believed to exist, there were (and always will be) stages of doubt and
uncertainty and changes of views. The ontological commitment is a fuzzy thing, and so is the

existence.

This synthetic view could even have a unique role in reconciling realists and anti-realists.
Considering the fact that the realist anti-realist debate is about the amount of ontological
commitment to the theoretical (unobservable) facts, the Meinongian inspired view promotes the
interests of both parties of realists and anti-realists in some unique way. This view should be
plausible to the realist to the extent that it attributes some reasonable amount of existence to
any entity, observable or theoretical. There is no prejudice in favor of observable in this
approach. It is also consistent with the empiricist’s point of view, to the extent that it is free from
any cumbersome ontological commitment to the unobservable entities. The ontological
commitments to the existence of the theoretical entities have a reasonable relation with the

amount of their observablity. Some final explanation is necessary.

Consenting to the continuous model of existence, we can assume that there is usually a
covariance between existence and observation. I do not want go so far to say that being
observable is the only decisive factor in attribution of certain amount of existence to an entity.
Obviously there are some other factors involved, e.g., the indispensability of the theory which
implies those entities, and its importance in the overall body of the scientific knowledge. Such
factors interfere even in the case of entities which might remain persistently unobservable. Of
course an unobservable entity which is implied by our fundamental scientific theories deserves
to be taken quite seriously, even though it is not as observable as my finger nails, which is not
included in any serious scientific theory that I know of. Moreover, as I hinted in the previous
section, there is no reason to believe that new ways for observing those entities or their effect

won’t emerge in the due time. But still, I believe that in a general schema, it is reasonable to



think that observable things (on the most uncontroversial level), peanuts, pineapples, apples,
my hand, your hand, and even some microscopically observable entities, are enjoying a full-
blown share of existence. The round squares, some mathematical structures that are used in
reductio ad absurdum arguments and things like the set of all sets which are not members of
themselves and other such ruddy things are the instances of the things which are neither
existent nor observable. In between lays the vast spectrum of all the other things, from a dying
star which sheds brightness to us from unfathomably far distances to sub-atomic strings which
oscillate in different dimensions. It is just natural to suppose that the entities that are
accommodated in this intermediary level (or in any of the other ones) are not in equal existential
footing even with each other, and the borders of the categories and their subdivisions are not

fixed rigidly.

The distinction in existential layers is a regulative one which is adopted for the time
being for the sake of observance of any trivial difference that may dwell between observable and
unobservable instances. The limits of the categories are anything but rigid. Shift of an entity
from one existential category to other (most probably in accordance with the change in its
degree of its observablity, among other things) is not a rare phenomenon by any means. Moving
across sub-domains in a category is even more prevalent than that, and some of the theoretical
entities can hardly be allocated in any special sub-domain. I am even eager to think that some
mathematical objects like numbers are instances of entities that enjoy a fuzzy mode of being in
principle, they can never be stuffed in any category or sub-domain properly (but it is another

story and I am not concerned about explaining it in here).

As we can see, the new existential approach is actually more than mere a compromising
solution for the realism-antirealism old controversy. This scheme does justice to the essence of
scientific activity, and the world picture which stems from it is much more accurate that what

was depicted by the realists or their rivals. We maintained our commitment to reality, perhaps



even more strictly than the classical realists could ever do, and yet we did not made any
unreasonably heavy existential commitment from the kind that empiricist hated to accept. This

picture of the universe is highly flowing and flexible, but who said that the universe is not so.

Conclusion

The problem of ontological content of the linguistic frameworks, and the issues of the
reality and existence of the entities which are to be settled there, are thereby taken care of.
Dealing with the question of existence and reality of the denizens of the linguistic framework in
this manner shows that assuming Carnapian framework, there is a subtle tie, not only between
pragmatics and semantics, but also between semantics and ontology. Restricting existence to
the walls of linguistic frameworks in this manner, seems like one rare way of being engaged in

ontological talk, without slipping to abyss of metaphysical speculation.

And I believe that it is the right place for finishing this project.
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