Nietzsche & Nihilism; Worksheet on Rudolf Carnap (1891-1970), “Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology” (1950)
I am assigning this reading because I believe that it expresses essentially the same view of truth and value that Nietzsche holds.  Even though Carnap and Nietzsche are frequently regarded as from entirely different philosophical traditions (“analytic” philosophy and “Continental” philosophy), Carnap owes much to Nietzsche.  And indeed, Carnap makes his knowledge and admiration of Nietzsche clear in his 1932 “The Elimination of Metaphysics Through Logical Analysis of Language.”
(Note: Empiricism is the psychological view that there are no a priori ideas, and that all of our ideas are thus based exclusively on the senses.  
Semantics is the study of the meaning of words and the conditions under which sentences (i.e., statements, or assertions) are true.  Semantics presupposes syntax, the study of the rules governing which combinations of words (and subcomponents of words) count as (well-formed) sentences in a language.  (Formal) semantics, which Carnap helped to pioneer beginning in the late 1920’s, operates by taking at first meaningless expressions, i.e., words or sentences, and then assigning an interpretation to them.  Such an interpretation determines which objects names in that language designate (or refer to), and the conditions (i.e., possible ways the universe could be) under which sentences in that language would be true.  (Sentences are expressions that are either true or false.)  For example, take the sentence “München liegt in Bayern.”  We can assign this the following interpretation: “München” is a name that in German designates (or refers to) Munich; “Bayern” is a name that in German designates Bavaria; and a sentence of the form “x liegt in y” is true-in-German if and only if x is spatially contained within y.  Thus the sentence “München liegt in Bayern” is true-in-German if and only if Munich is spatially contained within Bavaria.  
Nominalists hold the metaphysical position that only individuals, or particulars, exist; they regard all words – such as “red”, “tall”, or “five” – that appear to designate universals as “empty sounds” (flatus vocis in Latin).  They are opposed to realists (in the medieval sense), who hold that abstract entities, or universals – i.e., things, such as Plato’s Forms, that have instances, or examples – exist.

Traditionally, ontology is the study of the being of beings, i.e., what it is for something to be as such; ontology is thus something that one does.  Carnap dilutes to the set of objects that someone believes exist; thus for Carnap an ontology is something that one has.
A linguistic framework, sometimes called a conceptual scheme, is a language, defined by its syntactic rules governing which combinations of expressions count as a word and a sentence, and its semantic interpretation.
A subjective idealist holds the metaphysical position that only minds and their ideas exist; thus neither physical objects nor abstract universals exist.)
1. What, in your own words, is the distinction between an internal questions about the existence of things and external questions about the existence of things?  Which kind of question can actually be answered, decided, or solved factually – and why?

*2. What factors enter into our decision about which language we ought to use (p. 208, p. 221)?  How are these related to Nietzsche’s will to power?
(A sentence is “analytic, i.e., logically true” [p. 209], if and only if its truth can be decided not by the empirical observation of facts, but simply by the logical analysis of the meanings of the terms involved.  Analytic truths are opposed to synthetic ones.  For example, the sentence “All bachelors are unmarried” is analytically true (since “bachelor” just means “unmarried adult male”), but “All human beings are less than 10 feet tall” is true but not analytically so (since one has to observe facts in the world to determine whether it is true or false).

3. Try to paraphrase Carnap’s argument that the sentence “There are numbers” is an answer to an internal question, but not to an external one.

4. By p. 208, Carnap has argued that internal questions are decided by appeals to facts.  This is because internal questions are answered just by true sentences, and facts are just what make sentences true.  External questions, on the other hand, are not decided by appeals to facts, but rather just by the choice of a linguistic framework.  In the last sentence of the first full paragraph on p. 208, however, he claims that “the efficiency of [a particular] language” is a fact, and can be appealed to in deciding whether to adopt a linguistic framework.  Do you see any way in which he can get around this apparent contradiction?
5. What does Carnap make of the attempt to ask whether there really are numbers, independently of which linguistic framework we adopt (p. 209)?

*6. Take the sentence “God exists.”  Is this an internal or an external question?  Why?

(Feel free to skip Carnap’s discussion of “The system of propositions” and the several short sections that follow it [pp. 209-213]; pp. 213-220 are also rather technical, and may be skimmed.)

7. The last paragraph of this essay contains what has been called Carnap’s “principle of tolerance” of linguistic frameworks.  Try to paraphrase it.  What do you think Nietzsche would say about it?
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