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ABSTRACT: The aim of the paper is to argue that the ontoldgietting of objects in
Wittgenstein'sTractatusis a version of structural realism. According to plan, one of the
opening statements of tAeactatus— The world is the totality of facts, not of thingsntroduces
structuralist perspective: structures are supéoitineir constituents. However, structuralists use
the notion ‘superior’ in various senses, but tldpgr argues that tlgactatusplaces its objects
within the framework of ontic structural realismiis moderate form. That form puts structures
and individuals on the same ontological footingclsthesis contradicts traditional object-
ontology that dominateBractarianliterature.
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Doesn’t my lack of clarity rest on
a lack of understanding of the nature of relations?

L. WittgensteinNotebooks 1914-1916

1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to argue that the ontalagietting of objects in WittgensteirTsactatus
(Wittgenstein 2002, TLP hereafter) is a versiostofictural realism (SR). SR is a variant of
scientific realism and comes in two forms — episteamd ontic. According to epistemic SR, our
theories reveal only form of the external world,structure, but not its content. Thus epistemic
SR creates a gap between what can be known (steuctlational facts, etc.) and what there is
(esp. particulars that instantiate structures atations). Ontic SR departs from traditional object
ontology in order to deny this gap. The most rddicaition of ontic SR states that there is no
gap between our structural knowledge and the extt@varld, because structure is the only
ontological ingredient. Within this approach, oltjeatology is replaced by structure-ontology.
But the departure from object-ontology needs nditetdhat radical. Moderate version of ontic SR
maintains the category of particulars but it agsibnly structural, relational attributes to them.
Hence the gap is closed again: particulars areegpiogically accessible to moderate
structuralists because there are no other propatimdividuals over and above their relational
attributes. In contrast, traditional object-ontglagews relations as ontologically unimportant.
Firstly, there are independent objects (with tiregducible intrinsic properties) and then,
secondly, there are relations in which they stdftatlerate form of ontic SR refutes the existence
of irreducibly intrinsic properties in favor of eixtsic ones, and puts objects and relations on the
same ontological footing (Esfeld and Lam 2006 Ashough structural doctrines are generally
recognized in TLP, the commentators usually preéafitional object-ontology instead of



structural® The paper attempts to eliminate this inconsistdncplacingTractarianindividuals
into the framework of ontic SR. Ontic SR will bedily introduced by J. Ladyman’s list of seven
principles “advocated by some defenders of onti@sgome time” (Ladyman 2008). These
principles enable us to construct several ontoligiackages and the task of this paper is to
identify which one of them is contained in TLP.dddition to textual evidence, the paper
considers contextual sources such as Wittgenstsistsbooks 1914 — 191@Vittgenstein 1979)
and the influence of H. HertzBhe Principles of Mechanidsiertz 2007) on early Wittgenstein.
The role of classical mechanics is important tomaject of linking TLP with one of the
doctrines of scientific realism. Roughly statedestific realism is a view according to which
scientific theories correctly describe the natdra mind-independent world (Chakravartty 2007,
4). As will be shown in the paper, Wittgensteinpaal to classical mechanics in relation to
TLP’s ontology and the picture theory of meaningjiiectly proves this thesfs.

Firstly, Tractariannotions of objects’ internal and external propartiéll be exposed.
These notions are important for determining arahitntological package derivable from the
principles on the Ladyman'’s list. The purpose é&fithitial ontological package is to expose some
basic structural features of TLP’s ontology. Sedgnallink between Hertz's material particles
and Wittgenstein's objects will be followed. ThisK places the first ontological package into the
Kantian setting and constitutes the second ontoddgiackage. Thirdly, identity conditions of
TLP’s objects will be discussed. As will be showrere are three possibilities of their
individuation but only two of them are acceptaldiestructuralists. Finally, regardless of the
differences between the packages, they both cotffiatnearly Wittgenstein refuses the principles
of epistemic SR (in contrast with, for instanceRBissell). The argument is based on TLP’s
principle of equal multiplicity between facts amir models — a doctrine also borrowed from H.
Hertz.

2. Objects’ internal and external properties

Two types of properties belong Toactarian objects: internal (essential) and external
(accidental). The purpose of this paragraph issto@hstrate that neither internal nor external
properties, in case of TLP’s objects, arginsic. TLP’s objects posses only extrinsic — relational
— properties (or properties reducible to relatiquralperties), which is one of the essential
ingredients of structural ontology.

The distinction between intrinsic and extrinsi@aisomplex one but we will follow some
simple-minded views that, | believe, are sufficitartour purposes. To paraphrase D. Lewis, a
thing has its intrinsic properties in virtue of tlvay that thing itself is, whereas extrinsic
properties may depend on something else (Lewis, 1BBB-12). For that reason, the property of
‘being taller then John’ is monadic but not intitnlsecause it involves two things: owner of the
property and John. In contrast, having a masstts fmonadic and intrinsic because, in a possible
world in which there is nothing but you, you stilve the mass. One of the assumptions of our
simple-minded approach is that polyadic propefieproperties reducible to polyadic

! Consider P. Cmorej and his (Cmorej 1989). Cmorejjsosition of objects, their forms, internal
properties and their relations to states of affisitargely structural (Cmorej 1989, 299, 302, 306)
However, his model of objects and states of affaitsuilt within the lines of traditional object-twhogy:
objects are ontologically prior, their structures secondary (Cmorej 1989, 300).

2 In my view, the commentators that admit physitaésding of TLP’s ontology (e. g. Blank 2007, 252-
257; Bradley 1992, 78; Grasshoff 1998, 261; Lampe3, 285-289) implicitly admit the position of
scientific realism.



properties) are necessarily relational and thusresit. How doTractarian objects fit these
distinctions? Firstly, we are not interested imiaf properties of TLP’s objects, properties such
as ‘being a particular’ or ‘being simple’ (TLP 2)02Ve are interested in non-trivial properties,
properties that can't be derived from mere defimi&il characteristics of objects as given in TLP
2.011 - 2.063. What are the objects’ non-triviggarties? The answer is in the distinction
between internal and external properties (2.012Ri¢re is an agreement in the literature that
external properties are indeed extrinsic (e. g.i@8p6, 185; Carruthers 1990, 87). Such
properties are constituted by relations in whicleotsactually stand and not by an object alone.
Thus external properties of TLP’s objects can’trignsic. However, according to 2.01231, only
internal (essential) properties are ontologicadigidive. So, if TLP’s objects are deprived of
intrinsic properties, then their internal propestiaust be extrinsic, in Lewisian sense, too.

TLP 2.01231f | am to know an object, though | need not kiitsvexternal properties, | must
know all its internal properties.

TLP 2.0123If | know an object | also know all its possiblecarrences in states of affairs.

TLP 2.013Each thing is, as it were, in a space of possiltdges of affairs. This space | can
imagine empty, but | cannot imagine the thing withthe space.

In these paragraphs, Wittgenstein is appealingstougturalist principle, which says that
individuals must be viewed from the perspectivetaictures they constitutdnternal properties
of a givenTractarianobject correspond to its potential to fuse witheotbbjects and form states
of affairs.* Consider twoTractarianobjectsa andb that can constitute a state of affairsaRb).
One of the internal properties afs that it can stand in relation RloA list of all of such
properties (defining's potential to form fusions) discloses its essefitese properties are
monadic but they are not intrinsic. Such propeniesessarily involve, at least, two distinct
objects and this disqualifies them from being it in Lewisian sensH.the internal properties
of objecta are disclosed, they are disclosed by referenohter objects that can fuse withand,
together, constitute states of affairs. As a rebalth internal and external properties of a given
Tractarianobject can’t be constituted by that object alorether internal nor external properties
of TLP’s objects are intrinsic in Lewisian sensa.Will be argued in the following paragraph,
this conclusion naturally leads to the moderatsiverof ontic SR.

3. The first ontological package
J. Ladyman lists seven varieties/principles of o&8tR:
() Eliminativism: there are no individuals (buéth is relational structure)
(2) There are relations (or relational facts) thanhot supervene on the intrinsic and spatio-

temporal properties of their relata.
(3) Individual objects have no intrinsic natures.

3 This idea has also its linguistic counterpart: TRBOnly propositions have sense; only in the nexus of
proposition does a name have meaning.

* One may argue that internal properties are alsndband trivial because they shape natures oftbje
and thus belong to them necessarily (TLP 4.123Wwéder, such properties differ from properties like
‘being a particular’ or ‘being simple’. As will beaid later in the paper, internal properties are afrthe
candidates for objects’ individuators but indivitioa is not a trivial task.



(4) There are individual entities but they don¥éany irreducible intrinsic properties.

(5) Facts about the identity and diversity of objeare ontologically dependent on the relational
structures of which they are part.

(6) There are no subsistent objects and relatistnatture is ontologically subsistent.

(7) Individual objects are constructs

In case of TLP, (1) doesn'’t hold: early Wittgenstisi not an eliminativist regarding individuals.
TLP assumes the existence of individuals — obj@dt® 2.01) or things (TLP 2.011) — over and
above relations Hence Wittgenstein is not displacing object-orggland if TLP is a version of
ontic SR, it must be its moderate version — a verfliat, in addition to relations, also admits
individuals. Principle (2) is in partial agreemerith the distinction between internal and external
properties: objects’ relations can't supervenenririsic properties because objects are devoid of
intrinsic properties. Whether their relations sweee on spatiotemporal relations is a different
issue that will be discussed later. Principle §¢43upported by our analyses because both internal
and external properties of TLP’s objects are, @irthature, extrinsic/relational. The category of
internal properties is also related to principl@sand (5). (3) is plainly true of TLP’s objects
because they are not endowed with non-trivialrsta properties. On the other hand, their
natures are affected by their internal propertiest, is, by their possible relations with other
objects. As a result, the identity of an objeatrisologically dependent on the relational
structures — states of affairs (TLP 2.0123) — oiciiit can bepart of. This is slightly
reformulated principle (5) but the individuationTfP’s objects will be discussed in a separate
paragraph of the paper. The same is true of (6 And\s Ladyman explains, ontological
subsistence means the existence which is indepeatianything else (Ladyman 2008). Can
TLP’s objects be separated from states of affé#rg?hey necessarily components of complex
structures? Are states of affairs (and their fusjdhe only existing entities of the external world
and objects just heuristic tools? These difficuiéstions will turn our focus to the contextual
sources, esp. on Heinrich Hertz andMechanicgHertz 2007). As will be shown, these
guestions should be answered in Kantian spiritwees brought to TLP from the Hertz's book.

In sum, the first ontological package includes gptes (3), (4) and partly (2). (1) is excluded
(it belongs to radical form of ontic SR) and (%) &nd (7) are waiting for further elaboration.

4. Hertz's material particles

The influence of H. Hertz on early Wittgensteinngisputable (e. g. TLP 4.04; Wittgenstein
1979, 36). However, Hertz was usually associatigd W.P’s picture theory (e. g. Griffin 1964,
99-102), rather then with its ontology. Studiesasipg parallels between Hertz's views on the
constitution of matter iBook L of hisMechanicsand theTractatushave appeared only recently
(e. g. Blank 2007; Bradley 1992; Grasshoff 1998)e Principles of Mechanidstroduces three
layers of reality. The fundamental layer is complsEmaterial particles and the suggestion is
that such entities are examples of TLP’s objects:

® Obviously, there are proposals suggesting thatg bbjects are universals, although nominalistic
interpretation seems to be a mainstream in todagrsiture. It is also assumed in this paper beat th
arguments are beyond its scope. However, an oftirarealistic approach within a structural settimit) be
offered in the concluding remarks.



The division of the body intoaterial point§ as we have it in physics, is nothing more then
analysis intasimple components (Wittgenstein 1979, 67).

Material particles are infinitely small volumesrofiss occupying extensionless spatial points
(Hertz 2007, 45-6). According to Hertz's definitiaghey are invariable and indestructible (Hertz
2007, 46). This correspondsTeactarianframework of objects as indestructible simples (TLP
2.02 — 2.023). Moreover, for Hertz, connectionsMeetn material particles compose material
points and physics, in his case mechanics, deétsté systems of material points (Hertz 2007,
46-7). The parallel is obvious: Hertzian materiaings are examples of TLP’s states of affairs
and systems of material points correspond to T (TLP 2.034) or complexes (TLP
5.5423). J. Lutzen maps Hertz's struggle to idgrdifsential features of material particles and
comes to the conclusion that the list of the pes$icessential properties includes only their
spatial and temporal relations (Lutzen 2005, 1B8)other non-trivial property can be attributed
to a single material particle. Mass volume is, bfirdtion, infinitely small and so the particles
represent ‘vanishing small identical blocks of mat{Lutzen 2005, 150). Other non-trivial
properties appear only within the systems of mat@aints and similar position is defended in
TLP:

TLP 2.0231The substance of the wofldan only determine a form, and not any material
properties. For it is only by means of propositiohat material properties are represented —
only by the configuration of objects that they preduced.

In agreement with the structural framework, intidafly bare material particles are only
bearers of spatial and temporal relations.

5. The second ontological package

Suppose that Hertzian material particles are inéggadples of TLP’s objects. Would TLP’s
objects — as Hertzian material particles — chamg¢hang in the first ontological package?
Principle (1) on the Ladyman’s list is still exckdland (4) preserved. Hertzian particles are
intrinsically bare relata of spatial and tempogdations and so Hertz is also committed to object-
ontology of individuals with extrinsic propertig2tinciple (2) is, again, in partial agreement with
material particles. Particles don’t posses irrelolecintrinsic properties and so their relations are
independent of this ontological category. Howesgeatial and temporal relations are the only
relations in which material particles can stand gm (2) is not fully satisfied. Principles (5)dan
(6) will be discussed in the following paragrapledogse they require an analysis of identity and
individuation. On the other hand, TLP’s objectss-Hertzian material particles — are directly
related to the principle (7). Firstly, there istted evidence that both Hertz and Wittgenstein
considered their simples givarpriori. Hertz defines material particlesBook I.of his
Mechanicsand that book starts with the following observatio

The subject-matter of the first book is completetependent of experience. All the assertions
made area priorijudgments in Kant's sense. They are based upolatigof the internal
intuition of, and upon the logical forms followegl the person who makes the assertions; with
his external experience they have no other conmettien these intuitions and forms may have
(Hertz 2007, 45).

® According to Hertz, material points are aggregafasaterial particles.
" According to TLP 2.021, the substance is compaos$edjects



Wittgenstein agrees with that:

It seems that the idea of the SIMPLE is alreadyetdound contained in that of the complex and
in the idea of analysis, and in such a way we ctantkis idea quite apart from any examples of
simple objects, or of propositions which menticenthand we realize the existence of simple
object —a priori— as a logical necessifWittgenstein 1979, 60).

However, according to Lutzen, some characteristicaaterial particles in HertzBook lare

given neithem priori nor a posteriori He considers invariability and indestructibil{tyutzen

2005, 137). These characteristics occur in defingtithat are obviously conventional. Moreover,
the ontology oBook lalso supports Hertz's program of the geometrisatifdhe external world
(Lutzen 2005, 153). This program may also implyweantionalism in the sense that the ontology
of mechanics is largely theory dependent construct:

[...] Hertz considers a plurality of systems which, éitihave ‘simple objects’ at all, have
different simple objects: he doesn't require of Mewans or energeticists that they must
recognise the existence of his ‘simple obje@séston 2006, 362)

To be a simple object means to serve a certainn@egiven theoretical context. Wittgenstein
doesn’t explicitly claim this but there is impligtidence that his simples may also appear in
various contextslhe mostly discussed case is that of a divisioa wfaterial body (Wittgenstein
1979, 67). However, Wittgenstein also discussestpaif visual field (TLP 2.0131, 6.3751;
Wittgenstein 1979, 3, 64)On the other hand, from tAeactarian perspective, it is not clear how
important this contextual evidence is and so we amdy state that TLP’s simples are given
priori (this is explicitly said by Wittgenstein), but théheory dependence and conventional
nature are open issues.

In sum, TLP’s objects — as Hertz's material pagtct are consistent with the principles (3),
(4) and partly with (2) and (7). (1) is still exded. As far as (5) and (6) are concerned, they wait
for further investigation concerning identity cotialis.

6. Identity conditions

There are three candidates for individuating TLdbBgects: (a) primitive thisness, (b) internal
properties and (c) spatiotemporal relations. Inegein (b) and (c) are consistent with structural
approach to individuation, whereas (a) is antitretel and anti-structural. On the other hand, (a)
and (b) have their support directly in TLP, buti&)rue provided that TLP’s objects are Hertzian
material particles.

(a) Primitive thisness is suggested in the followingagaaph:

TLP 2.0233If two objects have the same logical form, the aligtinction between them, apart
from their external properties, is that they aréelient.

8 R. Bradley (Bradley 1992, 70-80) identifies thoemtexts in which Wittgenstein appeals to simples:
metaphysical (division of a body into simple obfcsemantical (proper names) and epistemological
(points of visual field). T. Lampert provides ateresting version of TLP’s ontology based on the
assumption thafractariansimples also include points of visual field (Lam@2003, 297-8).



To share the same logical form means to shareatine internal properties (TLP 2.0141). If
numerically distinct objects share the same lodmah, then they differ only in external
properties constituted by thaiurrent positions within states of affairs. But these deaial facts
can't ontologically distinguish the objects (TLR®2231). Under these circumstances, only
primitive thisness can succeed. However, this sstiyeposes a serious threat to our project of
putting TLP’s ontology into the structuralist segfi Primitive thisness fixes a given individual
regardless of its actual or potential relationkgtiens don’t play any individuating role in casfe o
primitive thisness. Primitive thisness runs coutteihe idea of structural identity conditions
(principle (5) on the Ladyman'’s list). Within thisctural framework, identity conditions of
objects are set by their roles in the constitutbstructures, that is, by relations they actualy
potentially bear. On the other hand, Wittgensteiesth't say thaall of his objects share the same
form and this means that primitive thisness isneatessarily a universal individuator of TLP’s
objects. It is endorsed only in a very limited @t As will be argued in the following lines,
apart from the objects with identical forms, TLRdes structural identity conditions.

(b) The second, structuralist option to the indistion of TLP’s objects are their internal
(essential) properties. This assumption followsnffbLP 2.01231 and TLP 2.0123. As has been
explained, objects’ internal properties are relatetheir potentials to form complex structures —
states of affairs. In structural terms, the objdotdividuation criteria are based on their rolas i
the constitution of states of affairs and, as alteslentities of TLP’s objects can't be stated
separately (TLP 2.012)This is indeed a structural view of identity apessed by Ladyman in
principle (5).

(c) Identification of TLP’s objects with Hertzianaterial particles offers another
structuralist answer to individuation. When expigrcontextual sources of TLP’s atomism, T.
Lampert raises the following point:

All that can be said about a mass-partitiat a certain time is that it is or is not at a
certain point of space. If the statement that agwzerticle is at a certain point is true, the
position of any other mass-particle cannot be irgdy if the statement is false, it does not follow
that the mass-particle is at another point of spdmErause mass-particles at other points are
different mass-particle@.ampert 2003, 300-1).

Only spatial and/or temporal attributes can beipted to material particles and such attributes
easily distinguish their bearers. Similar views degended by Grasshoff and Lutzen (Grasshoff
1998, 259; Lutzen 2005, 151). If these authorsigtd, then actual or potential spatial and/or
temporal relations between individuals fix theiemtities. However, Wittgenstein doesn’t
explicitly mention this alternative but spatialatbns play an important feature in his exposition
of propositions:

TLP 3.1431The essence of a propositional sign is very cleseln if we imagine one composed
of spatial objects (such as tables, chairs, andkispinstead of written signs. Then the spatial
arrangement of these things will express the sehee proposition.

TLP 3.1432nstead of, ‘The complex sign “aRb” says thatansts to kn the relation R’, we
ought to put, ‘That “a” stands to “b” in a certaimelation says that aRb.’

° Wittgenstein goes even further when he claimsttieathing seesub specie aeternitatis the
thing seen together with the whole logical spacétfiahstein 1979, 83).

19 Lampert translates HertzMassenteilchems ‘mass-particles’, but we follow the translatain
Jones and Walley who renddassenteilcheas ‘material particles’ (Hertz 2007).



TLP 4.03110ne name stands for one thing, another for anathiexy, and they are
combined with one another. In this way the whoteugr—like a tableau vivant—presents
a state of affairs.

It is difficult to say whether the objects’ intetqmoperties are exhausted by their potential apati
relations. TLP is not clear in this regard. Howehis is rather marginal problem from our
perspective. TLP is not clear regardspgecificexamples of relations that hold between its
objects but, and this is what matters now, TLHeaarcabout their ontological importance to the
individuation. Potential relations constitute oltgeadentities but we are not sure whether they
are spatial. Finally, | would like to repeat thattbHertz and Wittgenstein share the same holistic
ingredient in their ontologies concerning objetiseir simples can’'t be conceived outside their
(actual or potential) fusions: TLP’s objects cdrétconceived outside states of affairs and Hertz's
material particles outside the systems of matenalts. These individuals are ontologically
dependent on structures they compose and this iddtirine behind the principles (5) and (6) on
Ladyman’s list.

7. Epistemic structural realism excluded

Depiction of physical facts is one of the centoglits of both TLP andhe Principles of
Mechanics As has been mentioned in the beginning of thettiqguaragraph, TLP’s pictorial form
of meaning is a variation of Hertz’ mechanical diggion of physical reality with its principle of
mathematical multiplicity:

TLP 4.04In a proposition there must be exactly as manyrdjsishable parts as in the situation
that it represents. The two must possess the sagital (mathematical) multiplicity. (Compare
Hertz's Mechanics on dynamical models.)

And this is what Hertz says about the dynamical etsd

A material system is said to be a dynamical mofiskoond system when the connections of the
first can be expressed by such coordinates asttafhg#he following conditions:

(1) That the number of coordinates of the firstaysis equal to the number of coordinates of the
second.

(2) That with a suitable arrangement of the cooadiés for both systems the same equations of
condition exist.

(3) That by this arrangement of the coordinatesekgression for the magnitude of a
displacement agrees in both systems.

Any two of the coordinates so related to one andththe two systems are called corresponding
coordinates. Corresponding positions, displacemegits, are those positions, displacements,
etc., in the two systems which involve similar galaf the corresponding coordinates and their
changes(Hertz 2007, 175).

The idea of mathematical multiplicity, and reprdation based on it, goes beyond the scope of
this paper. However, for our purposes, it is sidfitto state that epistemic SR violates precisely
this requirement when it introduces a gap betweleat where is and what can be known of it —a
gap between a fact and its model. Within the fraor&wef epistemic SR, there are elements of
the external world (esp. particulars) that can’tbptured by structural models. According to this



line of thought, theories reveal only structuresrmt individuals that bear them. The existence of
such unknowable bearers contradicts Hertz and @/itigin’s ideal of isomorphic representation.
Their ideals of representation are not achievalitleimvthe setting of epistemic SR because, due
mathematical multiplicity, every element of realityist have its counterpart in the model. This
requirement includes particulars as well. On theeohand, isomorphic representation is
achievable within the structural framework if tfi@mework admits particulars. This condition is
satisfied by the moderate form of ontic SR.

It is also important to emphasize that both Henid Wittgenstein agree with the plurality
of isomorphic representations. Even mechanics doesgply a unique picture of the world (TLP
6.341), rather:

TLP 6.343Mechanics is an attempt to construct according sirngle plan all the true
propositions that we need for the description efworld.

Different pictures of the same objects are possbldthese pictures may differ in various
respectgHertz 2007, 2).

It follows that each correct model of reality, with correct mathematical multiplicity, can be one
of many other correct models of the same physealhr. But any correct model precludes the
existence of unknowable physical elements.

8. Conclusion

According to the Ladyman'’s list, there are six pijites that shape the doctrine of moderate
version of ontic SR (the first principle belonggaalical form). As has been demonstrated in the
paper, TLP’s objects and their aggregates satisfst mf them. On the other hand, TLP’s
ontology doesn't represent structuralism in itsepiarm. We covered only one of its categories,
objects, and even in their case some anti-strlidtifaatures appeared (e. g. individuation of
objects with identical forms by primitive thisnesdpwever, a general tendency of TLP toward
ontological structuralism is indisputable. For arste, one of the opening statements of TLP — 1.1
The world is the totality of facts, not of thingsicely expresses one of the principal claimSIef
that structures are superior to their constitugntsvever, the paper explicates this claim in
accordance with the moderate form of ontic SR pluss structures and their constituents on the
same ontological footing.

However, a broader perspective reveals someitadltproblems of moderate form of
ontic SR that can be easily applied to TLP’s olgjécb. For instance, there are two distinct
ontological pictures attachable to TLP’s objectthimi the structural setting and these pictures
introduce ontological underdetermination to ouraosions. The objects can be conceived as
intrinsically bare individuals in extrinsic relatis (this was our choice), or they can be directly
identified with the fusions of those extrinsic taas (Dorato 2006, 3). The later option leads to
the bundle view: there is no need to postulaténisittally bare particulars in extrinsic relatiofis i
extrinsic relations themselves can be the onlylogtcal ingredients of particulars. This reading
opens a way to a realistic approach to TLP’s objddbwever, this doesn’t mean that the bundle
view is a problem-free response, but the final i¢ngould require an account of its own.
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