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Abstract 

Analytic philosophers, whose concern has been the core areas of philosophy, logic, ontology, epistemology, and philosophy of 

language, have merely contributed to literary studies by providing their theories with examples drawn from literature. The 

growing interest in literature in the analytic tradition has often transposed their engagement with the questions about language 

and its related extents such as meaning, truth, and reference. Ludwig Wittgenstein, among others, has explored the reference to 

fiction names, which is the point of departure of such an attempt. That said, this unassuming paper seeks to unearth the bearings 

of Ludwig Wittgenstein‘s Trcacturain’s conception of language on literary criticism. Thereby, this article takes the tack towards 

the context principle Wittgenstein endorsed from Frege as the intersection thesis between picture theory and critical construal of 

fiction entities. With this premise, the researchers probe the analogy between the aesthetic and the philosophical logical by 

spilling the beams on the dialogue between Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-philosophicus and the ontology of fiction entities. 

The detailed pictorial analysis of statements of fiction, extracted from the novel the Sympathiser authored by Viet Thanh Nguyen, 

culminated in Wittgenstein’s picture theory as an apposite lens of construing literary works. The paper's inclusive outcomes are 

amalgamated in the fact that the sub-conceptions of Wittgenstein ‘picture theory do not fail to either silence the opponents of 

picture theory’s felicitousness to interpreting literary works or marginalise the aesthetic and cognitive value of literature. 
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1. Introduction 

As should now be introduced, such a thesis is not the first 

to generate the debate about Wittgenstein's philosophy apper-

taining to literature. In twofold reasoning this account pledges 

this general effect. At the outset, Wolfgang and Gibson's con-

tribution should necessarily be labeled as the first challenge. 

Then, the literariness of Wittgenstein's propositions has not 

failed to silence the challengers of aesthetics in his philosoph-

ical legacy. However, the significance of such an essay can be 

justifiably understood in the light of the following aphorism: 

the research is not so much to see what no one has yet seen, 

but to think what nobody has yet thought about that which 

everybody sees. That is, though the question of Wittgenstein‘s 

philosophical-logical conceptions of language in relation to 

aesthetics has received the bedrock of literature, some diver-

gence must be there. This does not necessarily mean that there 

are no existing convergent points between studies targeted the 

literary dimension of Wittgenstein. Unlike the previous efforts, 

the thesis's stance delves readers into a set of sub-conceptions 

constituting the core of his seminal book Tractatus Logico-

Philosophicus, and how they might contribute to the reading 

of literary works, with an emphasis on applying them instead 

of mere theorizing. 
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Out of this context, some questions spring to mind as the 

preliminary reflections: what can a perusal of certain sections 

of this article reveal about the connections between the two 

conceptions of Wittgenstein scattered over all his work? What 

can this read-through tell about literary criticism, and Witt-

genstein's philosophy of language? What contribution can 

Wittgenstein make to literary studies? What ultimately distin-

guishes Wittgenstein as being more philosophical-literary 

than other analytic philosophers? What can make him a pos-

sible philosopher of literature? Each of these aforementioned 

questions raises particular puzzles, yet this should not be taken 

as a matter for they all lead, finally, to the idea that Wittgen-

stein can be proved as a literary critic relying on his picture 

theory. 

This is not, contrariwise, an account of sketching out Witt-

genstein's conceptions about literature. This logical philo-

sophical investigation comes alternatively to the fore as a con-

tribution to the academic exchange about the protruding role 

Wittgenstein's philosophy can play in literary studies, lan-

guage interpretation, and critical judgment. It intends to par-

take in the scholarly dialogue over the literary criticism ap-

proaches. The study does serve, thus, as a practice-based ap-

proach 6 of Wittgenstein‘s conceptions of language to critique 

the practicality of its application in reading literature. To this 

end, the research in turn investigates in the light of picture the-

ory the fictional statements extracted from the twenty first 

century novel the Sympathizer (2015) authored by Viet Thanh 

Nguyen. 

1.1. Theoretical Framework 

Many of the appraisals associated with the literature of 

Wittgenstein‘s philosophy of language in relation to literary 

studies are merely theorisation; almost all studies devoted to 

literary dimension in his conceptions of language failed to ex-

pose the possibility of its applicability as an approach to con-

struing. Still, it is worth admitting that without those readings 

this contribution would not be in sight. To unmask the literary 

facade of Wittgenstein and how his Trcacturain’s conception 

of language can be applied to read literary works requires 

providing an ephemeral sketch of picture theory laid out in his 

groundbreaking book Tractatus logico-Philosophicus. 

1.2. Picture Theory Implications 

Wittgenstein's philosophical unassailability emerged out of 

his avant-garde conceptions of language and hence logic. 

Amid his philosophical aspects that have owned his unprece-

dented reputation amongst philosophers (not only those of tra-

ditional approach but also those of analytic method) is his the-

ory of picture which constitutes the pivot of TPL. A surfaced 

glance at the notion of ‘picture theory’ suffices to infer that it 

is a theory of representation. This representational conception 

seems as if it falls beyond the interest of Wittgenstein; this is 

not however what he sought to disinter. What is the concern 

of Wittgenstein then? Central to this question is Trcacturain‘s 

proposition 4.01 ‘‘a proposition is a picture of reality. A prop-

osition is a model of reality as we imagine it’’ [1]; such a prop-

osition implies that genuine propositions are pictures which 

picture a possible state of affairs; the latter depicted being the 

sense of a proposition. Wittgenstein provided in detail the ma-

jor properties of the picture in the following propositions: 

from 2.1 to 2.225 [1], and expounded the idea of propositions 

being pictures from proposition 4.01 to 4.125 [1].From such 

perspective, language is perceived as the totality of proposi-

tions as given in proposition 4.001 ‘‘the totality of proposi-

tions is language’’ [1];every proposition can be represented, 

using analysis, to be a function of the elementary proposition. 

Each of these propositions denotes a possible state of affairs, 

which both creates its sense and attaches to the world at the 

level of its constituent names, whose meanings are the simple 

objects they denote. 

A relevant start lies in and only in understanding as being 

captured by considering the theory of picture the theory of 

proposition, which argues for the theory of representing by 

propositions themselves (a theory of how a proposition ascer-

tains what it denotes, that is its sense). Also, the effectiveness 

of considering a theory of picture as that of prepositions is 

perhaps blatantly manifested in the complexity of propositions, 

which suggests the species of representing entails complexity 

in the representation. If the two conceptions are taken into ac-

count, the idea is thus a proposition that determines its sense 

through its internal structure, though the idea might appear 

with some familiarity of the Fregean conception. It is only by 

the internal structure a proposition can determine its sense ac-

cording to Frege [1]. Such an idea intersects Wittgenstein’s 

proposition with that of Frege. 

A proposition, for Wittgenstein, is something that identifies 

its sense by correlating the mode of permutation of its inte-

gralmbols and the construction of its sense. The existing struc-

tural association that relates proposition with its meaning in-

dicates a correlation between the constituents of the correlated 

structure; bracketing the structures means correlating their el-

ements. A proposition‘s constituent symbols can hence be said 

to mean the elements of the sense; to have the sense elements 

as their meanings. Name means the object; the object is its 

meaning, as it is proved in Trcacturain‘s proposition 3.203 ‘‘A 

name means an object. The object is its meaning. ('A' is the 

same sign as 'A')’’ [1]. Words are embedded with the meaning 

of a proposition; in a proposition, the component symbols re-

fer to the sense elements, and how those symbols combine 

echoes the blend of the meanings in the sense. 

In Frege’s philosophy, the sense of a proposition is ex-

pressed by a proposition itself on the one hand. On the other 

hand, if a sentence does not express a thought, it cannot be 

called a sentence proper (391-392). For Wittgenstein, how-

ever, it is the expression of truth conditions of a proposition 

that makes a proposition [1]. This is where Wittgenstein’s 

conception diverges with that of Frege, which implies that 

Wittgenstein's picture theory is a theory of the expression of 
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sense. Raising a query on what the theory maintains leads to 

considering the correlation between how words are combined 

in a proposition, adding to the focus on the way its meanings 

joined in the denoted fact to be a species of identity. Because 

of this and only this, Wittgenstein considered a joint relation 

between the components of the picture in a precise way, which 

connotes that the objects are so united with one another [1]. 

Ensuing discussion, beyond the correlation between the ob-

jects, there would not an entire picture that is subjected to the 

trilogy; true, false or nonsensical. Elsewhere in one of TPL 

corners, Wittgenstein argued that the truthfulness and false-

ness of propositions depend on the possibility of being pic-

tured in the world. That is, so that a language can be true or 

false, it must have a pictorial form in reality, otherwise it is 

nonsensical. Being a picture of reality is therefore an inescap-

able condition to judge its truthfulness or falseness as stated 

in the following Tractaturian's proposition 4.06 ‘‘A proposi-

tion can be true or false only in virtue of being a picture of 

reality’’ [1]. This condition prompts two interacted questions, 

first and foremost ‘how can so take place’? As suggested in 

TPL, picture theory cannot be fully understood if the repre-

sentational dimension of the fundamental proposition is not 

explicated by bearing in mind other aspects; one of them is the 

representation of reality as the only function of language [1]. 

Next question in order is’ how does ordinary language 

(propositions) represent reality’? If properly read, Wittgen-

stein's resolution is succinct that this is revealed by logical 

analysis, that the means of logical analysis is unambiguous 

notation along the lines of the principles of mathematics (1903) 

of Russell, and that based on analysis; a proposition of com-

mon language usually resolved to a certain basic quantity, 

propositions and some logical constants. The basic proposi-

tion, as defined in TPL, has the following characteristics: they 

contain no logical constants such as ‘nor’, and‘, and, ‘or ‘, they 

are logically independent of each other. They are entirely 

composed of nouns [1], and each noun represents a single ob-

ject [1]. Based on TPL, a fundamental proposition 4.2 ‘‘the 

sense of a proposition is its agreement and disagreement with 

possibilities of existence and non-existence of states of affairs’’ 

[1] sustains the existence of a [atomic] state. Much of what 

Wittgenstein and his commentators said about basic proposi-

tions applies equally to simple statements in ordinary lan-

guage such as ‘Mercury is less than Venus’; and the like. 

Additionally, Wittgenstein argued in Notebook that a prop-

osition can be arbitrated in terms of its falseness or truthful-

ness if only the following creation takes place: first, it has a 

sense, second it is a representational form of state of affairs, 

third it depicts it logically, and fourth it is in agreement or dis-

agreement with reality by picturing a situation [1].Wittgen-

stein curtailed the existing overlap between pictures and the 

truth or falsity of a proposition justifying so by the fact that 

pictures are logically articulated [1]. But being a picture of a 

situation entails to be logically uttered as shown in [1]. the 

articulation of a proposition is accordingly of a due consider-

ation; if not a sign can neither be adjudicated by its truth nor 

falsity, only articulated signs that can be either true or false 

[1]. Its truthfulness or falsity, say picture, is conditioned by its 

structure via which it is a representation of a state of affairs in 

the real world. Picture is not else, yet a pictorial structured fact; 

the latter represents elements in reality providing that they 

have to be combined as they are in the structure of proposi-

tions. Only by being so, propositions can be essentially true or 

false. Its truth- a proposition- lies hence in its being pooled in 

reality as they truly are in propositions. Contrarily, the oppo-

site is invalid. To conclude, the decision on truthfulness and 

falsity of propositions is exposed to either agreement or disa-

greement with reality, as given in TPL proposition 2.21’’A 

picture agrees with reality or fails to agree; it is correct or in-

correct, true or false’’ [1]. 

The existence of propositions represented by a picture re-

mains the overriding condition that amounts to the correctness 

(the truth), or the incorrectness (falsity) of propositions, and 

hence agreement and disagreement of a picture with reality. 

According to TPL, the truthfulness of an elementary proposi-

tion necessitates the existence of the state of affairs, if the lat-

ter does not exist; it is therefore false [1]. As a result, they are 

elementary propositions to which the pictorial account of 

propositional articulation is attributed, as they are the outcome 

of not only logical analysis, but also of putrefaction of com-

mon propositions into their constituent parts. This point to-

wards that a proposition according to Wittgenstein is a truth 

function of elementary propositions. Only those complicated 

propositions whose truth value is dictated by the truth value of 

their constituent propositions (such as negation, conjunction, 

and disjunction) are truth functions of basic propositions. Two 

propositions are consequently to be figured out. The first is the 

elementary proposition which is a pictorial form of state of 

affairs. The second is the molecular proposition (truth-func-

tions of elementary propositions) in that the latter with its pic-

torial role emerges as a truth argument. The existence of the 

state of affairs is asserted by elementary propositions through 

its representation on the edge of TPL [1]. Following a discus-

sion, the molecular propositions are taken as expressions of 

agreement and disagreement with the truth possibilities of el-

ementary propositions [1], they are in brief expressions of 

agreement and disagreement with the truth conditions of ele-

mentary propositions, and are equally expressions of agree-

ment and disagreement- the ones that can be expressed in a 

truth schema - with the truth conditions of elementary propo-

sitions, as indicated in the following proposition 4.4 ‘‘Truth-

possibilities of elementary propositions are the conditions of 

the truth and falsity of propositions’’ [1]. The subsequent 

propositions, those of logic (tautologies and contradictions,) 

are just subgroups of a set of all molecular propositions; the 

former are expressions of agreement with all truth possibilities 

of elementary propositions, while the latter expresses disa-

greement with all truth possibilities of elementary proposi-

tions. 

Picture theory is, however, unconfined to the making of a 

picture. Wittgenstein's interest is not only in picture-making. 
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This is evidenced by the fact that making a picture does only 

bear either being true or false, but also the necessity of affir-

mation of its truth. How could be that then? The essentials lie 

in the crucial distinction between the- said and the- shown. It 

is a two-fold determinant that guarantees the truthfulness of a 

picture; that is, elements are to be distinguished in the picture 

on the one hand and the relations between the picture's ele-

ments must be like those between elements in real life on the 

other hand. Of a significance to mention that a proposition is 

necessarily false at once, yet incompleteness of a picture 

might also take place considering fewer elements that a pic-

ture contains compared to those in reality, and fewer relations. 

Related to the same conception requires determining the char-

acteristics that every picture (true or false) must have in com-

mon with the described object, the degree of an array of its 

elements, along with the possible relations between them. The 

truthfulness of a picture is determined by the relations be-

tween its elements, yet to reflect the relations that exist in re-

ality, and hence a picture, must share the same with its objects 

at least in logical form. Briefly put, as it was stated in TPL by 

Wittgenstein in proposition 2.182 ‘‘every picture is at the 

same time a logical form. (On the other hand, not every picture 

is, for example, a spatial one’’ [1]. 

With the above conceptions of language, the pursuit is in its 

objective twofold. Firstly, it seeks to respond to following 

questions; (1) to what extent fictional entity's truth-maker and 

its reference to something in the world can contribute to rele-

vant judgment over its truthfulness or falsity, if not nonsensi-

cality? (2) What can make fictional propositions true, false, or 

nonsensical? Secondly, it aims to affirm how is TPL convinc-

ing in its explanation of the meaning of fiction of the previ-

ously noted features related to what is assumed to be accepted 

as a logic of fiction. These are the queries that this article in-

tends to explore based on the analysis of the fictional extracts 

from Wittgenstein’s pictorial analysis of language. 

2. Tracturain’s Analysis of Fictional 

Entities 

Among the most salient questions in recent literature of 

Wittgenstein’s philosophy of language about literary studies 

is the abundant discoursed, commented upon, and argued over 

Tractatus Logico philosophicus (TPL) [1]. On such a basis 

thus the theory of fiction is explored. A huge number of re-

searchers who were concerned with the philosophical enter-

prise of Wittgenstein acquiesced to the fact that Wittgenstein 

remarked neither on literature nor the issue of fictional dis-

course in his early writings. Nonetheless, Alex Burri in his 

chapter Facts and Fiction: Reflections on the Tractatus [2] 

presupposed that Wittgenstein's early ontology and philoso-

phy of language (or a particular interpretation thereof) es-

pouses the interplays between the theory of fiction and early 

philosophy [2]. The ontology of fiction can be read as the one 

of Burri's arguments, which results in his refutation of the 

opinion that argues against the representational dimension of 

fiction entities. The denial of such a claim involves that fiction 

texts are not senseless or subject to a virtuously instrumental 

interpretation in the spirit of van Fraassen [2] Believing that 

any sort of fiction entities are about something is thus embed-

ded with the fact that they have a truth-maker. 

Along with the ontology of fiction, its logic is equally a sub-

stantial subject that engages a dialogue between Wittgen-

stein’s philosophy of language (mainly in his picture theory) 

and literary studies theorists. That is, a set of Wittgenstein’s 

writings, TPL as an example, correspond to the logic of fiction. 

Arguing against the counter argument suggests pondering the 

features necessary for the semantics of fiction discourse. First, 

the very significant criterion seeks reference and description 

of the actual non-existent properties of objects and states of 

affairs. Second, the prominent condition remains the interpre-

tation of statements extracted ostensibly from fiction about 

non-existent properties of objects and states of affairs, as true 

in at least some cases relative to the non-actual worlds that are 

partly described in a work of fiction. Third, also it is of an 

important role to consider engaging in the deductive reasoning 

of fiction characters, and narrators concerning the situations 

they described as experiencing, and nontrivially to derive log-

ically valid inferences from the descriptions of the objects and 

states of affairs recounted in a work of fiction. The last, but 

not least, is understanding the personality and character devel-

opment, and explains the intentional psychological states, be-

liefs, desires, emotions, and the like, of fictional characters, as 

they are presented in literary works. 

Since one of the analytical tools applied in this study is pic-

ture theory, it unavoidable then to start with how the approach 

based on TPL takes place. Because TPL is a kind of ouroboros 

eating its tail, with all of the trouble that involves, a different 

propositions (constituents of picture theory) are required as an 

episteme to approach the chosen fiction statements. This anal-

ysis should not be, therefore, restricted to a single proposition, 

as there might be a risk of failure or at least misunderstanding. 

A reader of TPL would flop and then be unable to decode its 

puzzles if any attempt to understand them takes place beyond 

the logical basis. The logical stance suggests that only and 

only for one of the judgemental triadic: true, false or nonsen-

sical, propositions can be verified. The sections of the analysis 

of the fiction statements are therefore down to earth to the 

three conditions noted above. 

2.1. The Nature of the Proposition of Logic 

Fiction Statement One 

‘‘I am a spy, a sleeper, a spook, a man of two faces. Perhaps 

not surprisingly, I am also a man of two minds’’ [3]. 

This is how Viet Thanh Nguyen opens his novel. Such a 

fiction statement is situated at the very outset of the novel, 

particularly on the first page of the first chapter. It is a sort of 

confession of an anonymous Captain, whose life in South Vi-
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etnam is precarious, who works as a mole for the North Viet-

namese Communists. The unnamed narrator is a double agent 

who positions himself in America with the South Vietnamese 

character (the General), but serves as a spy for the North Vi-

etnamese. The acknowledgements are conversely written to 

his Communist Superiors after he goes back to Vietnam to 

shield his friend Bon in a self-destructive effort to re-take the 

country. The statement is an ineffable declaration of a new 

state of being that is attributed to the narrator. One more thing, 

the speaker's confessions are an explicit whisper of two iden-

tities. After having contextualized the statement, the shift 

turns to its analysis in the light of Wittgenstein‘s chief concern 

in the TPL [1] which is the meaning of propositions in general, 

and the nature of the proposition of logic in particular. 

In regard to TPL propositions, Wittgenstein comparison's 

reality with propositions [1] implies that its pictorial existence 

in reality can make them either true or false. The following 

proposition affirms 4.06 ‘‘A proposition can be true or false 

only by virtue of being a picture of reality’’ [1]. For example, 

the author’s declarative sentence: ‘‘I am a spy, a sleeper, a 

spook, a man of two faces’’ expresses the proposition that ‘‘I 

am a spy, a sleeper, a spook, a man of two faces’’. If it is be-

lieved that this proposition has a sense, it must tell something 

about the world, reality. The statement unearths the world of 

espionage; a world where the narrator caldestinates second 

identity, and sustains two lives. With the informative state-

ment ‘‘ I am also a man of two minds’’ the novelist introduces 

readers to the complex world of a spy, which is part of the 

existing world of human beings. This belief has its response 

in the so-called propositional theory of literary truth. Peter La-

marque and Stein Haugom Oslen in their book Truth, Fiction 

and Literature: A philosophical perspective (2002) argued 

that ‘’the literary work contains or implies general statements 

about the world which the reader as part of an appreciation of 

the work has to assess as true or false [4] The same is valid for 

‘‘I am also a man of two minds’’ [3].The informative nature 

of the novelist statement can also be read as an internal dia-

logue of the narrator, revealing how a spy lives in reality, 

which is a mirror of the world. But, does this belief suffice to 

claim that the statement is true? 

It is only within Wittgenstien‘s propositions, more precisely 

proposition 4.06 [1] the answer would be settled. According 

to him, a proposition‘s truthfulness or falseness depends on 

being a picture of reality, and on how the world is arranged. Is 

it the case then for the novelist’s statement? ‘‘I am a spy, a 

sleeper, a spook, a man of two faces. Perhaps not surprisingly, 

I am also a man of two minds’’ [3] expresses a proposition 

with a sense as every proposition has already a sense as it was 

stated by Wittgenstein in TPL in 4.064 ‘‘every proposition 

must already have a sense: it cannot be given a sense by affir-

mation. Indeed its sense is just what is affirmed’’ [1]. And the 

same applies to negation, but not only that, it must as well tell 

something about reality. However, not all propositions are true 

though they tell something about the world. Hence, so that ‘‘I 

am a spy, a sleeper, a spook, a man of two faces.’’ [1] can be 

true, a’ spy’ must have two faces in reality; if not, it is conse-

quently false. The question comes as follows: Can this propo-

sition be pictured in reality? 

Following the same line of thought, let‘s upside down the 

coin, and inquire into the second part of the proposition ‘‘Per-

haps not surprisingly, I am also a man of two minds” [1]. The 

very first glance at it evinces that it is a senseless proposition 

for it does not tell anything about the world. Yet, if the first 

part of the proposition and the last part are taken into consid-

eration at once and read through the proposition 2.022 ‘‘It is 

obvious that an imagined world, however different it may be 

from the real one, must have something—a form—in common 

with it’’ [1], the opposite can be valid; it is true as the two 

parts tell something about the world – that of espionage 

though it is an imagined world as there is always something in 

common between the real and the imagined worlds. Even 

though the proposition has a sense, its falsity and truthfulness 

are not proven since part of the difficulty lies in how the prop-

osition can be pictured in reality. 

As laid out in TPL, to be pictured, proposition constituents 

should have references in reality [1]. This conception necessi-

tates considering how Wittgenstein unveiled the general form 

of proposition. A proposition expressed by ‘‘I am a spy, a 

sleeper, a spook, a man of two faces, I am also a man of two 

minds’’ is sensical as it tells something about the world – that 

of a spy – and it can be hence analysed; it can be broken down 

into parts: ‘‘a man of two faces’’ [3] that comprises two prop-

ositions joined by the logical constant 'and' [3], a man who is 

of North Vietnamese face and mind [3], and a man with a 

South Vietnamese face. Following the line of argumentation 

requires taking into account a proposition 4.12: 

Propositions can represent the whole of reality, but they 

cannot represent what they must have in common with reality 

to be able to represent it—logical form. To be able to represent 

logical form, we should have to be able to station ourselves 

with propositions somewhere outside logic that is to say out-

side the world. [1]. 

Based on the above proposition it becomes obvious that 

Wittgenstein‘s objective is to show that propositions cannot 

represent logical form, but it is reflected in them [1].As lan-

guage fails to represent them [1], the act of expression cannot 

be realised using language. Believing that propositions display 

the logical form of reality as Wittgenstein asserted [1]. leads 

to raising a subordinate question; do the speaker‘s utterances 

depict reality? If the utterances of the narrator can be pictured 

in reality, they are then true as confirmed by Wittgenstein in 

the following proposition 4.06 ‘‘A proposition can be true or 

false only in virtue of being a picture of reality in proposition’’ 

[1]. If not, a proposition is either false or nonsensical. Never-

theless, it is sensical as already stated. In case it is assumed 

that a proposition pictures reality, the question in effect comes 

as follows: what sort of relation that both a picture and a model 

of reality have? 

Proposition 4.06 suggests that a picture and a model of re-

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ijla


International Journal of Literature and Arts http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ijla 

 

30 

ality should be in correspondence [1]. This is the core of Witt-

genstein‘s theory of meaning. He considered the truthfulness 

of a proposition the subject of the state of affairs reflected by 

the existing picture, otherwise a proposition is false. A short-

lived glance at the novelist's statement tells that a state of be-

ing cannot be true while being sought from TPL‘s perspective. 

A spy is presented as a man of two faces, which cannot be a 

picture of reality - that is the world.- if it is presupposed that 

propositions express facts, which implies that they are sym-

bols of facts. This pushes the line of thought towards recon-

sidering that propositions consist of words, some of them are 

simple, and they are not composed of any components, which 

results in the impossibility of being analysed. For example, the 

components of a proposition ‘Red Jack’ are used to refer to 

specific objects. If a simple predicate and a proper name are 

combined, they form an atomic proposition. The belief that 

language truly reflects the world brings another question into 

focus: Where can the colour ‘Red ‘be found in reality (or an-

ywhere in the world)? Is there anything like ‘Red’ in nature, 

where individual objects, predicted to be of such colour, ac-

quire its redness‘? 

Colours along with qualities reflected and expressed in 

speech acts (as linguistic elements) evoke anew probing the 

following questions: is it possible to effectually trace the 

structure, its basic and prototype, with reality? Do words, in 

the authentic sense, correspond to reality? If the answer is af-

firmative, to what extent then this can be true in the case of a 

spy? Taking into consideration that ‘a spy ‘exists in reality (or 

anywhere in the world), when is it possible to be attributed to 

the world of espionage? And when it can be seen as a man of 

two faces at once? Considering that language denotes things 

(objects) in the world, due pensiveness is required so that spe-

cific inexistent structures in the world cannot be imposed ar-

bitrarily. As literary works are characterised by the existence 

of figures of speech, symbolism included, the whole proposi-

tion can be symbolically interpreted. Nonetheless, to consider 

symbolism in this investigation, there must be conditions that 

should be attained by logically perfect language, as Bertrand 

Russell interpreted Wittgenstein’s concern with symbolism in 

the introduction of TPL. According to Russell, an ideal lan-

guage is the one that its syntax would work for two purposes: 

first, to avoid inferences, which are easily misleading because 

they are based on logical defects of language, from the nature 

of language to the nature of the world, and second exposing 

what logic entails in a language that must circumvent contra-

dictions [1]. 

The second purpose proves that the novelist‘s language is 

fallacious since a spy (referent to human beings) cannot have 

two minds and faces; if a proposition is true, the novelist is 

supposed to introduce ‘a spy’ with two faces, and minds in 

different contexts. Indeed, a spy, with both faces, that of a 

Captain in the South Vietnamese army, and that of the North 

Vietnamese, acts under the direction of the man, one of his 

‘blood brothers‘. But so that a proposition can be true, the nov-

elist is supposed to stage dual personality of the man. If a prop-

osition is judged to be false as it has no reference in the world, 

which world falls then within the concern of analysis? Is there 

only one world, or there are many? Can fictional world be ex-

cluded from Wittgenstein‘s conception? If the targeted world 

is the real one, are there any boundaries between the fictional 

and the real? Wittgenstein's assertion that the function of lan-

guage is to represent states of affairs in the world can be illu-

minating. It is due to the fact that the notion of the world can-

not be understood without having an insight into the state of 

affairs? According to him: 1 ‘‘the world is all that is the case’’ 

[1] and 1.1 ‘‘the worlds are the totality of facts, not of things’’ 

[1]. 

The two propositions operate together to highlight that the 

world is an ensemble of facts – the view against metaphysi-

cians. But, does Wittgenstein mean tangible or intangible re-

ality? If it is read from the perspective of Alex Burri, [2] Witt-

genstein’s reality (the world) is concrete and tangible because 

there are no abstract entities- this is also called Wittgen-

stinain's Kantianism [3]. If it is assumed that language must 

express reality, what is said must be seen in reality, other re-

alities must be debarred for they are metaphysical. Mental re-

ality is not counted in Wittgenstein's conception. Because it is 

not subjected to objective investigation and the facts it pre-

sents cannot accordingly be verified. If that makes any sense, 

the proposition is consequently false as Wittgenstein is against 

both psychological and spiritual realities. Keeping such view, 

though the novelist presents a spy in different situations, 

where a spy’s representation of his psychological and spiritual 

realities, the falsity of a proposition is maintained. 

If it is taken as given – there are only concrete entities, and 

thus reality- fiction entities (the case is the proposition that is 

made up of such facts) must be concrete. However, as long as 

entities are many, which ones should be considered? The type 

which corresponds to this analysis is the Ersatzism [2]. The 

latter is defined by Jessica Rett in her paper A Typology of 

Semantic Entities (2022) [5] as ‘‘a Type Ersatzist assumes one 

basic non-functional type – entities in general ‘‘ [5]. Rett pro-

posed that to deal with all natural-language phenomena this 

type should be used [5]. If this conception – an ersatz entity – 

is taken for granted, another question is annexed; are fiction 

entities ersatz? Burri suggested that the very first question that 

should be raised comes as follows: is it only through literal 

meaning a fiction statement can be understood? [2] Let‘s ex-

amine ‘‘I am a spy, a sleeper, a spook, a man of two faces. 

Perhaps unsurprisingly, I am also a man of two minds’’ [3]. If 

it can be understood beyond its literal meaning, then it requires 

a suitable paraphrase which can be taken at face value, and 

therefore enables readers to read off the ultimate objective of 

the source statement, as the possible derived entities – the par-

aphrase- are ersatz [5]. 

Taking into account ersatz entities ‘paraphrasing, it can be 

inferred that fiction statements are concrete and ersatz, and 

consequently the proposition is itself concrete and ersatz. If a 

proposition of the novel is paraphrased as follows: 'the captain 
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was forced to act in a paradoxical dualism', its entities are er-

satz (working as substitute referents of the fictional names like 

‘spy ‘and ‘a man‘). The two names occur in the source state-

ment (those tokens) –paraphrase – of linguistic expressions 

which present themselves literally as a concrete substitute for 

the original fictional entity ‘‘I am a spy, a sleeper, a spook, a 

man of two faces. Perhaps unsurprisingly, I am also a man of 

two minds’’ [3]. David Lewis in Noneism or Allism (1990) 

refers to this doctrine ‘substitutionalism‘which is defined as 

‘substitutionalists’ simulate quantification over fictional char-

acters by quantifying for real over fictional names‘‘ [6]. This 

construing implies that the occurrence –tokening – of the parts 

of the source fiction statement constitutes the truth-maker for 

the claim that 'the captain was forced to act in a paradoxical 

dualism' (in the context of the spy's novel). Such substitution-

alism is helpful in understanding the picture theory in its built-

in doctrine of truth-maker, yet still there are many takes of it. 

Certain names cannot be substituted, such as proper names 

and singular terms. This should be read as an escape from be-

ing in the quest for substitutionalism within the framework of 

Wittgenstein’s philosophical investigations. The question 

therefore is how do ersatz entities and substitutionalism work 

out in the framework of Wittgenstein’s Tracacturian philoso-

phy? 

This question by no stretch of a doubt necessitates bearing 

in mind the Tractaturian‘s conception about a picture. The lat-

ter - that is made of related elements [1] -is a fact [1], and 

hence a propositional sign should be recognised as it is given 

the proposition 3.14: ‘‘what constitutes a propositional sign is 

that its elements (the words) stand in a determinate relation to 

one another. A propositional sign is a fact’’ [1]. This proposi-

tion entails the so-called sentence tokens. For example, ‘‘I am 

a spy, a sleeper, a spook, a man of two faces. Perhaps unsur-

prisingly, I am also a man of two minds’’ [3] is made true by 

the tokening of a certain sentence in the novel The Sympa-

thizer, and it must have the logical structure of a fact. What 

should be noted is that propositions 2.14 and 3.14 [1] imply in 

order that a statement can be true, it should be seen from the 

context in which it occurred. This is exactly what Wittgenstein 

meant by proposition 3.3 ‘‘only propositions have sense; only 

in the nexus of a proposition does a name have meaning’’ [1]. 

In view of this background, the fictional proposition should be 

investigated. 

Since the objective is to verify whether the statement is true 

or false based on the contextual basis after having proved that 

the proposition has a sense, the notion of truth cannot be ig-

nored. Vis-à-vis fiction, the term true can be used in different 

ways including ‘sincere‘, and 'true to life 'in the sense of hav-

ing verisimilitude, or being ‘lifelike‘. The one that is adopted 

in this context is ‘sincere’as it is required for showing the au-

thentic side of fiction characters words. To this end, the truth-

fulness and falsity of a proposition should be analysed under 

whether the narrator is sincere and accordingly authentic or 

not. The statement‘s context, as shown below, that is the epis-

teme of the analysis is thus requisite: 

I am a spy, a sleeper, a spook, a man of two faces. Perhaps 

unsurprisingly, I am also a man of two minds. I am not some 

misunderstood mutant from a comic book or a horror movie, 

although some have treated me as such. I am simply able to 

see any issue from both sides. Sometimes I flatter myself that 

this is a talent, and although it is admittedly one of a minor 

nature, it is perhaps also the sole talent I possess. At other 

times, when I reflect on how I cannot help but observe the 

world in such a fashion, I wonder if what I have should even 

be called talent. After all, talent is something you use, not 

something that uses you. The talent you cannot use, the talent 

that possesses you — that is a hazard, I must confess. But in 

the month when this confession began, my way of seeing the 

world still seemed more of a virtue than a danger, which is 

how some dangers first appear [3]. 

Though the confessions can be interpreted as not being sin-

cere -inauthentic- the commandant claims that the Capitan- 

spy- is dirtied by the debauchery of the West (300). However 

a spy asserts his commitment to salve in favour of the com-

munist agendas, his language jackets him a bourgeois [3] as 

his words prove ‘‘not clear, not succinct, not direct, and not 

simple. It is the language of the elite, not written for the peo-

ple’’ [3] This is also very evident in a spy's words, confessing 

that rather than obscuring his 'sincere' self and ideals; the lan-

guage of his confession cannot be isolated from the authentic 

expression, as his words affirm: 

I was recalcitrant, for I could have shortened my unwanted 

stay by writing what he wanted me to write. Long live the 

Party and the State. Follow Ho Chi Minh's glorious example. 

Let's build a beautiful and perfect society! I believed in these 

slogans, but I could not bring myself to write them. I could say 

that I was contaminated by the West, but I could not inscribe 

that on paper. It seemed as much of a crime to commit a cliché 

to paper as to kill a man, an act I had acknowledged rather 

than confessed, for killing Sonny and the crapulent major were 

not crimes in the commandant's eyes. [3]. 

Based on above accounts, the analysis ends up with truth-

fulness of the statement on the basis of the meaning attributed 

to the truth – sincerity, which implies three major points: 

1) Fictional entities are always authoritative as far as fic-

tional truth is concerned. 

2) Fictional entities are not entirely determined. 

3) What can be learned of fictional complexes lies in corre-

sponding texts themselves. 

To shorten, what cannot be spoken by fiction statements, 

readers, interpreters and critics are themselves required to pass 

it over in silence. 

2.2. Simple and Elementary Propositions 

Fiction Statement Two 

‘‘They were my enemies, and yet they were also brothers-

in-arms’’ [3]. 

The statement is a continuity of a spy confessions that are 

entrenched with inner paradoxes. The first sight indicates that 
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a spy keeps his duality, ‘‘a man of two faces and two minds’’; 

an identity that itself questions the statement whether it is true 

or not. The statement implies that the author unveils the two 

selves, the person's secret 'spy' and non-spy public self. Is it 

true then to confess dual identity based on the Trcacturain‘s 

picture theory? Before being reconciled to the rightness of the 

assumption, it would be operational to contextually place the 

statement in the Tractaturian's propositions. The statement 

‘components position it more precisely within elementary 

propositions in relation to logical constants. 

A transient reading of the statement discloses that it is not 

an elementary proposition because it does contain logical con-

stants such as ‘and’, and thus it cannot be verified and ana-

lysed. From Wittgenstein stand,, the logical constants cannot 

represent an object as stated in proposition 4.0312 in TPL ‘‘the 

possibility of propositions is based on the principle that ob-

jects have signs as their representatives. My fundamental idea 

is that the 'logical constants' are not representatives; that there 

can be no representatives of the logic of facts’’ [1] The reason 

why logical constants do not stand for nothing is inexistence 

of logical objects or even logical relations (it is a view against 

Frege and Russell)1 as Wittgenstein avowed in proposition 

5.4611 ‘‘Signs for logical operations are punctuation-marks’’ 

[1]. This proposition can be construed as if one considers de-

notative nature of punctuation marks in the sense that they rep-

resent constituents of a proposition; logical constants 'and', 

along with 'or' stand for special types of relations. The two -

logical constants and punctuation marks- are merely means of 

combining a set of names (words) that indeed do not denote 

things. If this conception is kept as the superintendent's per-

spective, the statement – the narrator's utterances cannot be 

depicted in the world, and therefore false. If a proposition is 

read in reflection on logical constants, the analysis cannot be 

extended beyond, but it should be in due consideration to only 

logical constants. The else alternative is to prolong the atten-

tion and encompass all the constituents of a proposition in-

cluding names. 

Names in the statement are logically independent from each 

other for every elementary proposition consists of interrelated 

names, and each of which denotes a simple object [1]; accord-

ingly, every elementary proposition is independent of others 

as proposition 5.134 affirms: ‘‘one elementary proposition 

cannot be deduced from another’’ [1]. In the light of such, 

there should not be any doubt to claim that Wittgenstein’s ob-

jective is to foreground the correspondence between language 

and the world using the theory of propositions. Out of Such a 

theory, the sub-theory of elementary propositions emerged 

starting with proposition 4.2 ‘‘the sense of a proposition is its 

agreement and disagreement with possibilities of existence 

and non-existence of states of affairs’’ [1]. Additionally, Witt-

genstein’s theory of propositions could be read as a mirror of 

his metaphysics, namely the theory of facts and their constit-

uents. The fact that states of affairs determine facts entails that 

all propositions are to be explained, and they are determined 

by a class of basic propositions – elementary ones. As a result, 

the statement ‘‘they were my enemies, and yet they were also 

brothers-in-arms’’ [3] can be explained and described – ana-

lysed. 

In line with the possibility of the analysis of a proposition, 

as elementary propositions stand for states of affairs [1], all 

states of affairs are independent of all other states of affairs, 

and all elementary propositions are independent of all other 

elementary propositions. [1] This conclusion implies that ele-

mentary propositions are not propositions that are neither used 

with familiarity, nor the ones Russell termed atomic proposi-

tions. With the same line of thought the discussion continues, 

the statement ‘‘they were my enemies, and yet they were also 

brothers-in-arms’’ can be read in twofold: the first reading can 

be against classifying it as an elementary proposition because 

people to whom a spy refers as ‘enemies’ cannot be so for oth-

ers; the same is valid for ‘the brothers-in-arms’. The statement 

can be contradicted by another that goes against the grain if 

the utterance is said by the commandant for whom and his 

community is enslaved. This was also confirmed by Wittgen-

stein’s proposition 4.22 [1]. Such a conception parallels the 

nature of states of affairs, as it was stated in proposition 2.03 

‘‘in a state of affairs objects fit into one another like the links 

of a chain’’ [1] It is an indication that names stand for objects 

as a state of affairs refers to an arrangement of objects, and 

elementary propositions stand for states of affairs, and ele-

mentary propositions are an arrangement of names. In view of 

that, as elementary propositions are correlated with states of 

affairs, a mention of the Trcacturain‘s proposition 4.3 is re-

quired: ‘‘Truth possibilities of elementary propositions mean 

possibilities of existence and non-existence of states of affairs’’ 

[1]. 

The idea that elementary propositions are matched up one-

to- one with states of affairs involves all true elementary prop-

ositions point to what is to know about the states of affairs. If 

states of affairs determine all facts, then it appears that all true 

elementary propositions uttered are to be said about the facts. 

If however every proposition has its sense -some (possible) 

fact- and a proposition is true based on whether the fact is ac-

tual, the result must be that all true elementary propositions 

determine the truth value of all propositions. Because of the 

fact that ‘‘the simplest kind of proposition, an elementary 

proposition, asserts the existence of a state of affairs’’ as prop-

osition 4.21 shows in TPL [1], the statement ‘‘they were my 

enemies, and yet they were also brothers-in-arms’’ is then a 

simple proposition of ordinary language. Instead hence of 

naming them proposition, they should called elementary prop-

ositions. The same is as well true for states of affairs instead 

of atomic state of affairs. What make it a simple elementary 

proposition are the logical constants of which it constitutes. 

This in a nutshell argues for the possibility of analysing the 

proposition. Its analysis requires being understood as it was 

conceived by Wittgenstein. 

Wittgenstein synthesised and modified Frege and Russell‘s 

views about the relationship between propositions and the 

world. Yet, there is a point of commonness between Frege and 
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Wittgenstein which lies in ascribing the meaning of a sentence 

to its truth condition, as given in proposition 4.024 ‘‘to under-

stand a proposition means to know what is the case if it is true. 

(One can understand it, therefore, without knowing whether it 

is true.) It is understood by anyone who understands its con-

stituents’’ [1], to know if it is the case in ‘‘they are enemies, 

and yet rather brothers in –arms’’, it should be verified if it is 

true or not. In this vein an insight into the meaning of the case 

imposes itself. Wittgenstein defined the case as states of af-

fairs, but if they exist as shown in proposition 2 ‘‘what is the 

case—a fact—is the existence of states of affairs’’ [1], but 

what is state of affairs? Wittgenstein ‘state of affairs is a blend 

of objects in proposition 2.01 ‘‘a state of affairs (a state of 

things) is a combination of objects (things)’’ [1]. State of af-

fairs of this proposition ‘‘they are enemies, and yet rather 

brothers in –arms’’‘(the ones against whom a spy worked, but 

they were enemies) is what relates the constituents, including 

all words given in the propositions, but they must have their 

references in the world, which is unclear yet. It is doubtless 

that a proposition has a sense and is understood, but it cannot 

be pictured in the world because of the pronoun 'they'; the pro-

noun in English is used in plural form to refer to, people, ob-

jects and animals, which makes the proposition puzzling. This 

confusion arises out of using the pronoun 'they 'which remains 

a hurdle to figuring out the true referent of it. 

All that can be said is that the word 'they' can be used for 

different roles which is impossible according to Wittgenstein, 

as it was asserted in proposition 2 0122 ‘‘Things are independ-

ent in so far as they can occur in all possible situations, but 

this form of independence is a form of connection with states 

of affairs, a form of dependence. (It is impossible for words to 

appear in two different roles: by themselves and in proposi-

tions’’ [1]. This however should not limit the scope of the 

analysis. The semantic value of propositions in general and 

names in particular is suggested for one single reason; Witt-

genstein‘s philosophy mainly in TPL tackles in depth seman-

tic values.. The fact that Wittgenstein considered the signifi-

cance of semantic value lends credence to the adoption of the 

terminology of semantic significance. Wittgenstein claimed 

that the semantic value of a proposition is the situation it rep-

resents – its sense [1] for a proposition is a set of names, and 

the name's semantic value is the object it stands for – its ref-

erent [1]. In light of the above semantic value and semantic 

importance, the flow of analysis is continued based on the se-

mantics of pronouns; the use or the utterance of the pronoun 

‘they ‘alone results in its ambiguity. But once it is uttered in a 

certain context as follows: ‘they are enemies’’ [3] it implies 

pointing at a certain group of people; the same is valid for’ 

‘they are also brothers –in arms’’, yet if pointing out to another 

group. By referring that the pronoun has a sense and thus its 

referents, though the problem is that 'they' is used for the same 

group of people. The second 'they' (the one that is used with 

an indication of who) which is interpreted referentially is 

termed 'demonstrative,' and the first 'they' which is construed 

non-referentially is called 'bound'. The two types of the pro-

noun 'they' calls to reconsider semantic value of the pronoun 

in context because such a value differs from one context to 

another. To realise the significance of context and how it can 

fix the problem, the semantics of pronouns are required. Una 

Stojni along with other co-writers in their article Discourse 

and Logical Form: Pronouns, Attention and Coherence (2017) 

claimed that: 

The semantic value of a demonstrative pronoun, like that of 

a bound variable, depends on, and can co-vary with antecedent 

expressions; further, the linguistic meaning of a pronoun, on 

both uses, fully determines its semantic value in a context. [7]. 

Practically, the pronoun 'they' is not different from the pro-

noun 'I ' in the first fiction statement (I am a spy, a sleeper, a 

spook, a man of two faces. Perhaps not surprisingly, I am also 

a man of two minds) [3] since in both the context of the pro-

noun fixes the semantic value on any attempt of use. The 'I' 

refers to a spy – the speaker- in a context, so too, contra the 

received view of ' they'. Since the pronoun ‘I ' is given its char-

acter - determines its semantic value as a function of a fixed 

feature of context. The meaning of a pronoun by and large 

identifies its referent in its context. This entails locating the 

statement in which 'they' occurs in its context within the novel 

The Sympathiser. The statement is extracted from the follow-

ing paragraph in the first chapter. The narrator continues his 

narration in the form of the follow-up of his confessions: 

Then the guitarist began strumming the chords of another 

song. They do sing songs like this, Man said. It was Yesterday 

by the Beatles. As the three of us joined in singing, my eyes 

grew moist. What was it like to live in a time when one's fate 

was not war when one was not led by the craven and the cor-

rupt, when one's country was not a basket case kept alive only 

through the intravenous drip of American aid? I knew none of 

these young soldiers around me except for my blood brothers 

and yet I confess that I felt for them all, lost in their sense that 

within days they would be dead, or wounded, or imprisoned, 

or humiliated, or abandoned, or forgotten. They were my en-

emies, and yet they were also brothers-in-arms. Their beloved 

city was about to fall, but mine was soon to be liberated. It was 

the end of their world, but only a shifting of worlds for me. So 

it was that for two minutes we sang with all our hearts, feeling 

only for the past and turning our gaze from the future, swim-

mers doing the backstroke toward a waterfall [3]. 

On a rough first pass, as surmised, the narrator from a prison 

cell follows his story that started in Vietnam. A spy, who in-

filtrates the inner sphere of the General, an American sympa-

thizer and the head of the South Vietnamese secret police finds 

himself obliged to persecute communists. This context high-

lights that the pronoun 'they' refers to the two best friends - 

Bon and Man- of the narrator with whom he meets for a good-

bye drink. They are all blood brothers, Man is a communist 

and Bon serves the South Vietnamese agenda. The statement 

‘They were my enemies, and yet they were also brothers-in-

arms’’ [3] reflects the belief in his capability of seeing any 

problem from two sides—which is borne out in his role as a 
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communist spy permeating the anti-communist forces in his 

mixed-race heritage on the one hand, and his moral incon-

sistency on the other hand. Despite his allegiance to the com-

munist forces, he still keeps himself as a sympathizer with 

those people who are supposed to be his enemies. Before the 

fall of Saigon, in a heart-breaking the narrator's words ‘‘they 

were my enemies, and yet they were also brothers-in-arms’’ 

[3] are uttered when they are singing at the cliff of change, 

journeying into the communal past as stated in the following: 

‘‘feeling only for the past and turning our gaze from the fu-

ture’’ [3]. The two words 'enemies' and 'brother-in-arms' 

showcase the narrator's continuous dithering, which results in 

his complicated relationship with the external world. In brief, 

something of a great importance to this analysis is the seman-

tic value of the pronoun 'they' and its referent that itself cannot 

be evidenced in the absence of the former. 

The present account follows the same line of thought to de-

cide on the truthfulness or the falseness of the fictional state-

ment ‘‘they were my enemies, and yet they were also brothers-

in-arms’’. If it is presumed that sentences and nouns have 

meaning and semantic value, Wittgenstein argued that sen-

tences have meaning but have no semantic value, and nouns 

have semantic value, but not meaning, as it was proved in 

proposition 3.3 ‘‘Only propositions have sense; only in the 

nexus of a proposition does a name have meaning’’ [1] With 

this view, ‘‘they are enemies, and yet brothers in arms’’ has a 

sense based on its context. However, it is not demonstrated 

whether it is true or false. To recognise so, it is very necessary 

to consider the notion of reference in literature. Reference and 

reality recall the attention back to reflect on the two terms 

'truth' and ‘knowledge’. Literary writes, more precisely nov-

elists, reject the idea that literary works are deprived of truth; 

instead, they should be read with the same consideration as 

history because their stories are instructive as history. This is 

as well confirmed by the fact that literature presents some kind 

of truth, and yields some sort of insights that constitute its cog-

nitive value according to Peter Lamarque and Stein Haugom 

Olsen (1994) [4]. A good example is Charles Dickens who has 

strongly emphasised the truth of his novels; no place thus is 

left for probability or lifelike, Dickens has put: 

It is useless to discuss whether the conduct and character of 

the girl seem natural or unnatural, probable or improbable, 

right or wrong, it is true. Every man who has watched these 

melancholy shades of life must know it to be so. From the first 

introduction of that poor wretch to her laying her blood-

stained head upon the robber's breast, there is not a word ex¬ 

aggregated or over-wrought. ('Preface' to Oliver Twist) [8]. 

The same view was voiced by Henry James in his work The 

Art of Fiction‘ in ‗The Art of Fiction‘ and Other Essays (1884), 

as proven below: 

As the picture is reality, so the novel is history. That is the 

only general description (which does it justice) that we may 

give of the novel. But history also is allowed to represent life; 

it is not, any more than painting, expected to apologize. The 

subject matter of fiction is stored up likewise in documents 

and records, and if it will not give itself away, as they say in 

California, it must speak with assurance, with the tone of a 

historian. [9]. 

Based on Lamarque and Oslen, the two views are of the 

communal idea that the novel is true in its particulars in terms 

of certain types of situations, persons, etc. in the real world, 

which attributes to it a humanly interesting content [4]. Those 

events, characters, places, actions, and situations are all fic-

tional entities which are considered by Graham Dunstan Mar-

tin in his work A New Look collages of familiar bits and 

pieces‘[4]. According to him, fiction will: 

Never be entirely fictitious in the sense of there being noth-

ing anywhere that corresponds to it in any way: there will in-

deed always be things that correspond to its every detail, 

somewhere, in some way. In short, all its constituent parts will 

be drawn from reality. It is their non-occurrence together, in 

that combination, that constitutes the fiction. [4]. 

Martin's words hint at the idea that fiction concepts have 

'referring components' [4], a variety of descriptions which 

comprise the description of a fiction entity are referents to ex-

isting entities in the real world, and they can be true or false, 

of these entities. The author‘s aim is to ensure that the descrip-

tion of each single parcel or a combination of parts of the fic-

tional entity is true. A complex description becomes fictional 

and false in case only qualities and relations (entities) are as-

cribed to a character, place, or event, which does not exist in 

toto. This suggests taking into account Tractaturian‘s Wittgen-

stein‘s proposition: 

3.3 ‘‘only propositions have sense; only in the nexus of a 

proposition does a name have meaning‘‘[1] for an elementary 

proposition is made up of names; that is, it is a nexus of names 

as the proposition 4.22 confirms ‗‗An elementary proposition 

consists of names. It is a nexus, a concatenation, of the name’’ 

[1]. 

If the two interpretations are considered, one would not be 

able to acclaim beyond the notion of the aggregate, a combi-

nation of names constitutes an elementary proposition, and 

thus a proposition, which results in having a sense. This im-

plies that a collection of parts of the fiction entity makes the 

statement true. The proposition ‘‘they are enemies, and yet 

brothers in arms’’ is a mishmash of names that are put together 

in a nexus, which provides them a sense on a micro-level. On 

the macro-level, the fiction entity is true if it is looked upon as 

one single part of the fiction entities in the novel as a whole. 

An important point is the fact that such a literary work func-

tions as an eye-opener to real behavior, real actions, real situ-

ations, and real events, without which the literary work would 

not have its value. 

From a historical lens, this is indeed true for the novel The 

Sympathizer; it depicts a complex fictional representation of a 

post-1975 Vietnamese community in America. Such represen-

tations are characterised by a dreadful war, loss of everything, 

and struggle to survive in a new country, culture, and condi-

tions of life. The novel is located at a time of the retreating 
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Vietnam War when American forces were increasingly pull-

ing out their officers and people back to the USA from Saigon. 

The very first confession-two faced man - in the novel [3], and 

the portrayal of the narrator as a mixed-race protagonist along 

with the theme of espionage is intentionally presented to cre-

ate a politico-racial classification to dislocate the American 

perspective of ‗winning ‘this lost war. [3]. Like the first con-

fession ‘‘a man of two faces, a man of two minds’’, the second 

confession ‘‘ they are enemies, and yet brothers in arms’’ im-

plies that the narrator has the ability to see both sides of the 

war 119 and work effectively as a spy, demonstrated by his 

friendship with Bon and Man, signifying opposite ideologies. 

2.3. Thoughts and Propositions 

Fiction Statement Three 

The account precedes the narrator’s confessions which are 

embedded with the fragmented self. Such inference prompts a 

question that is open to many interpretations; does the writer 

intend to do so or not? This is what is envisioned to be uncov-

ered in the analysis of this fiction statement ‘‘Once again I was 

trapped by circumstances, and once again I would soon see 

another man trapped by circumstances’’ [3] based on pictorial 

conception. The question of intentions proposes an analysis 

relying on the relation between thought and propositions. A 

passing glimpse at the fiction statement implies that the narra-

tor sustains his confession with an attempt of earthling his as-

cribed identity ‘a spy ‘by attributing the role to the Major. The 

statement contains two key names ‘was ‘and ‘see‘ which are 

stative verbs employing them to unmask the intended narra-

tor‘s state of being. This state can be either mental or psychic. 

In whatever sense, names used to uncover that state of being 

indicate something of the significance in TPL which are 

thoughts and speech propositions. If a proposition has to be 

described, it is in the light of s thought and proposition, which 

necessitates considering the logical form of a proposition. 

The pictorial function of a proposition is seen on the basis 

of logical form. Wittgenstein assured that a picture is a fact [1] 

since a proposition is a combination of facts, and a fact should 

be pictured in the world; if it is a true picture, relations be-

tween its elements must mirror the relations that exist in real-

ity. This requires the existence of a picture's logical form that 

must be in common with a picture of an object. For this objec-

tive, Wittgenstein argued that every picture is as well logical 

[1]. What is in the quest is: how do relations reflect the mir-

rored relations in reality? Simply put, how does a form of rep-

resentation take place? Proposition 2.182 in which Wittgen-

stein highlighted that 'a picture is logical entails that there are 

other characteristics which can be attributed to it, also ''in use'' 

has added. What does this suggest? A logical picture is either 

no material means of representation are needed or there is no 

correspondence to the pictured object. That is, there is nothing 

in common, all but its logical form. And this is what the prop-

osition 2.225 suggests [1]. While considering the non-exist-

ence of pictures that are true a priori, Wittgenstein claimed 

that ‘‘there are no pictures that are true a priori’’ [1]. 

But if it is supposed that it is the case for the statement 

‘‘Once again I was trapped by circumstances, and once again 

I would soon see another man trapped by circumstances’’, 

how can this proposition correspond to that conception? It 

cannot be pictured in the world because it is a nonsensical 

proposition as it is neither true nor false. The reason lies in the 

idea the name ‘circumstances ‘cannot be pictured in the world 

since conditions are not determined. Such drawing conclusion 

brings the following question: which ‘circumstances’ are ad-

dressed by the narrator? If it is presumed that there are the 

same circumstances, are other characters in the novel en-

tombed by the same conditions? Since there is a variety of 

conditions which might differ from one person to another, it 

is hence beyond possibility to speak of all ‘circumstances’ as 

the novelist is supposed to be to point reading the sort of cir-

cumstances. In this vein, Wittgenstein stated that it is nonsen-

sical to speak of the total number of objects [1]. The otherwise 

analysis should consider Wittgenstein's proposition that high-

lights the logical picture of facts as thought to correspond to 

the proposition 3: ‘‘A logical picture of facts is a thought’’ [1]. 

Wittgenstein associated a logical picture of facts with 

thought; the one that constitutes a logical picture of facts. If 

pictures denote thoughts, it could not be in the right position 

to state that not only thoughts are represented by pictures, but 

also the speech of propositions, without which thoughts can-

not be transmitted to others. Wittgenstein argued that it is only 

in a proposition a thought can find an expression which can be 

perceived by the sense [1]. If thoughts are to be transmitted by 

speech propositions, of an integral mention is to get readers 

know what thought means from Wittgenstein's point of view. 

The word 'thought' is not to be mixed with mental events of 

thinking – in the latter mental images of things and of words 

occur within human beings – as justified by the fact that the 

totality of true thoughts is a picture of the world. [1]. If the 

proposition ‘‘once again I was trapped by conditions’’ is pro-

posed to be read in based upon the fact that a picture of the 

world is a true thought, another proposition from TPL should 

be considered: which is ‘‘there are no pictures that are true a 

priori’’ [1]. The latter indicates that so that a picture can be 

true, it must not be considered in isolation; it should be treated, 

yet not in the absence of its context. From the very first look 

at the proposition, it seems that being a two-faced man - a spy- 

is not a choice, but it is subjected to circumstances in particu-

lar. This is also clear in holding the second identity beyond the 

native in general. To be explicit, the context of the fiction 

statement is stated below. 

The statement is situated in chapter five when the General 

plans a celebration for the huge inauguration of his liquor store 

on the first anniversary of Saigon's fall. The narrator – a spy – 

is asked to leave his work at an unusual time – early- for the 

party by his immediate superior, a Japanese American woman 

named Ms. Mori with whom the narrator has already a sex-

ual—but not romantic or committed—relationship. This act 

reminds him of his first sexual experience- as a little child, 
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using a raw squid to masturbate. The narrator does not find 

masturbation or sex obscene -he believes violence and war are 

far more depraved than sexual liberation. Before the party, the 

narrator meets with the General and Claude their friend in the 

CIA. Once Claude communicates his lamentations about the 

bad decisions on America's part which leads to Saigon‘s fall, 

The General informs Claude that he suspects a communist in-

formant and names the crapulent major. He orders the narrator 

to plan the crapulent major's assassination; the narrator and 

Bon are forced to carry the murder out. Despite the narrator is 

hesitant to comply, he notes that Bon seems happy for the first 

time since the death of his wife and child. From this context, 

it becomes clear that the narrator targets the circumstances in 

which neither he nor his friend Bon can escape because they 

are ordered by their master – the general. This illustrates that 

the fiction entity is true yet in its context as suggested in the 

proposition number two ‘‘they are enemies, and yet brothers 

in arms’’ [3], for it is considered within the relationship be-

tween whole fiction entities of the novel. Once it is admitted 

that the picture represented by the analysed proposition is true 

– as stated above – in the context of the other fiction entities 

of the novel, its entities constitute thought, and the true 

thought is a picture of the world –the world of espionage- as 

the totality of true thoughts is a picture of the world. The 

thought that is presented by the proposition is true, and ac-

cordingly the proposition is true. 

Perhaps the analysis may take some way if the auxiliary 'to 

be’, as one of the key constituents of a proposition, is consid-

erably taken into account. The auxiliary in this context is used 

for stating the narrator’s thought, and what he thinks is neces-

sary to be true and realised in reality. Once 'was' is attributed 

to the narrator, two readings are to be inferred.: (1) if the first 

self (a spy) speaks, it can be understood that being a spy is not 

his real identity, (2) the second, the act of espionage can be 

read as his native identity. What he thinks of is not true as it is 

not a picture in the world. Beyond the novelistic context, if 

one says for example ‘W’ is wider than ‘‘X’; another can im-

agine at the same time that the utterer accommodates a map of 

the entire area of ‘X’ inside ‘W’. What is the thought in this 

case? In this context, it is not identical with imagination. The 

act of imagination of the narrator- a spy- is not identical to his 

thought as a spy –character-. The reason is what the narrator 

imagines is not what is pictured in reality, as everyone who 

reads his utterances can see him as a spy. The narrator in the 

second part of the statement ‘‘and once again I would soon see 

another man trapped by circumstances’’ ‘sees (imagines) his 

friend Bon trapped himself by the same circumstances. Con-

sidering the proposition 3.01‘‘the totality of true thoughts is a 

picture of the world‘‘[1] can lead to the conclusion that what 

a narrator imagines is not what is pictured in reality; it is not a 

thought thus. The novelist shows the narrator as a spy not else. 

The major's task is to give orders to a spy. With this consider-

ation, the proposition is untrue. According to the following 

propositions: 3.02 ‘‘a thought contains the possibility of the 

situation of which it is the thought.’’ [1], what is thinkable is 

possible too. This is additionally confirmed in proposition 

3.03 ‘‘Thought can never be of anything illogical, since, if it 

were, we should have to think illogically’’ [1]. 

With the perspective that a proposition is untrue, as it is not 

pictured in reality, it can be assumed that it exists elsewhere 

beyond logic, and thus the world. The thought of the narrator 

is also untrue and therefore outside logic. However, if it is seen 

through the lens of proposition 3.03 which indicates that 

thought can never be anything illogical, how comes to hold 

the view that a proposition is untrue; regarding the idea that 

thought is logic? Two possibilities are there; either the narra-

tor thinks illogically, or the proposition is nonsensical. And 

this is the case-nonsensicality - for the proposition ‘‘Once 

again I was trapped by circumstances, and once again I would 

soon see another man trapped by circumstances’’; is neither 

true nor false. 

The view that the proposition is untrue for it fails to repre-

sent what exists in reality pushes the lines of analysis forward 

to dissect its constituents and considers significantly the verb 

and the auxiliary 'see' and ' be '. The two are used to mean 

'think', and this implies the existence of 'thought'. Since what 

is imagined is not what is thought, the latter is hence ab-

stracted from the images. Thinking about something comes 

from the human ability to make perceptible images. The ele-

ments that compose parts of images denote parts of human 

thought. To make parts of thought or thought itself, people 

make up signs. To this end, people use words and propositions 

of speech, and this is what Wittgenstein proclaimed in propo-

sition 3 1431: 

The essence of a propositional sign is very clearly seen if 

we imagine one composed of spatial objects (such as tables, 

chairs, and books) instead of written signs. Then the spatial 

arrangement of these things will express the sense of the prop-

osition. [1]. 

As a sub-conclusion, plausibly it can be stated that people 

have the ability to express their thoughts using words, which 

implies however their experience of inquisitive thoughts that 

cannot be put into words. That is the case for the novelist; this 

is similar to the example of taking about thoughts in a dream, 

which turns afterwards to be nothing except a simple chain of 

associations. 

Even though the previous account concluded with the non-

sensicality of the proposition, this is true and only if it has been 

read from the logical possibility as laid out in TPL, exactly in 

proposition 3.02 ‘‘A thought contains the possibility of the sit-

uation of which it is the thought. What is thinkable is possible 

too’’ [1]. What should not be ignored in this respect is the no-

tion of imaginability as a criterion for the logical possibility 

[1]. To better clarify, the grammar of being able to imagine 

comes into prominence. Wittgenstein dedicated a chapter in 

his book The Big typescript (BT) (2005) to imaginability as a 

principle so that a proposition can have a sense. The latter 

should be joined with the imaginability and the logical possi-

bility of a state of affairs as stated below:  

Consider: "In fact, I've never seen a black spot gradually 
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turning lighter and lighter until it was white, and then turning 

more and more reddish until it was red; but I know that that is 

possible because I can imagine it. That is, using my imagina-

tion I operate within colour space and do with them what 

would be possible with colours." [10]. 

The above quote hints at the knowledge, if or not this colour 

change is possible, does not necessarily necessitate the expe-

rience of the colour change itself. It requires however no more 

than imagination. The possibility in question is its logical pos-

sibility. Yet, the word 'imagination' or 'imaginability' should 

not be understood as the faculty to call up, so to speak, ‘a par-

ticular image before one’s mind ‘ eye‘, that can be attempted 

and failed at. To elaborate, Wittgenstein‘s words are required, 

as long as the analysis engages with the imaginability as a con-

dition by the example of divisibility of a strip in BT he stated: 

But then there is the criterion of the imaginability of divi-

sion. We say "Oh yes, I can quite easily think of (or imagine) 

this strip as divided." […] And here one says: Surely I can 

imagine in this case that the strip is halved. But what does this 

mental ability consist in? Can I do it if I attempt? And what if 

I don't succeed in doing so? You can find out what is meant 

here by "I can imagine …" by asking "How is it that you can 

now imagine the halving?" The answer to that is: "All I have 

to do is imagine the black part of the strip as a little wider"; 

and it's assumed that to imagine that is no longer difficult. But 

in this case, it isn't a question of the difficulty of calling up a 

particular image before my mind's eye, nor is it a question of 

something that I can attempt but fail at; rather it's a question 

of acknowledging a rule for a mode of expression. To be sure, 

this rule can be based on the ability to imagine something; that 

is to say, in this case, a mental image works like a model, that 

is, like a sign, and of course, it can also be replaced by a 

painted model. [10]. 

Inferred from the quote, the term imaginability is used in 

the form of the enunciation ‘‘I can imagine it’’, an expression 

of admitting a rule for a style of expression. Simply put, the 

statement ‘’I can imagine it’’ denotes the acceptance of both a 

rule for a mode of expression and, the grammatical norms. For 

the utterance that something is imaginable is an application of 

language, of grammar itself, and hence an expression of the 

acceptance of the rules of grammar. Tout Court, Wittgenstein 

did not target a psychological capacity, but focused on certain 

situations in which language is put with imaginability that un-

derlies public rules of grammar. This conception of imagina-

tion parallels that of narrative in that the focus appeals to the 

different practices, in which the former has a role in investi-

gating the relevant referential and truth-bearing commitments 

regarding the proposition under analysis. Such understanding 

purposes due attention to the difference between imaginations 

in its twofold; an activity and an attitude. 

It might seem apposite to adopt the conception of imagina-

tion in the sense that it is reflective, but not its creative sense, 

a form of attention, and a way of holding something in the 

mind. More importantly, the concern of this account has noth-

ing to do with the imagination of the novelist as an activity of 

mind. But, there would not be reflective imagining – an atti-

tude of mind- in the absence of imagination of the writer be-

cause they are the images created by him that bring to the fore 

imagination of the reader. This distinction is very important as 

it is the one that leads the way towards imagination and fic-

tional works. Yet, imagination as an attitude is in sharp con-

trast with belief; the latter is associated with truth and asser-

tion. That is, to believe a proposition is to see, to be true, and 

to hold the disposition to assert it as true that should the occa-

sion ascend, as Lamraque and Oslen noted [4]. The concern is 

accordingly with imagining as a propositional attitude which 

encompasses suspending the link with truth and assertion. 

Such sub-conclusion entails holding in mind the proposition 

without the disposition towards the assertion [11]. The differ-

ence then is imagination in the attitude sense that can be 

adopted, whereas belief cannot. Another reason is that imag-

ining is neutral between truth and falsity. 

The idea that there is a possibility to imagine both what is true 

and what is not argues for the fact imagining is an attitude that is 

involved in the active stance. This is also clear if it is applied to 

the proposition in its context; the fact that the General orders the 

narrator to murder an innocent man (see the context of the prop-

osition above). The act of ordering can be read as if the General 

believes that he can take back South Vietnam. As for the narrator, 

there is a possibility to accept the orders of the General; he values 

his life and his position as a communist spy, which is why he says 

‘‘I was trapped by circumstances’’ The affirmation of the claim 

that the act of imagining the narrator is true lies in uneasy and 

guilty left —the major is innocent. To comfort his conscience, a 

spy seeks moral justification in a dinner party conversation with 

an old college professor and Claude, who eases his guilt by help-

ing him recall the major's corrupt behaviour during the war. The 

proposition ‘‘I was trapped by circumstances’’ as stated by the 

narrator reflects his true imagination as after weeks of planning 

the narrator and Bon ambush the major outside his apartment 

complex. And the narrator's friend Bon shoots the major in the 

head, which gives meaning to the second part of the proposition 

‘‘I also see another man was trapped by circumstances’’. This is 

unconcealed in the novel while the narrator is faced with assassi-

nating the major, he grapples with his clashed sense of guilt and 

duty; his situation requires his obedience, yet he wonders if this 

murder would be in favour of the common good. 

In short, the narrator's imagination is not only an attitude 

adopted by convention, but also a way of holding in mind the 

propositional content of the whole novel. If the coin is re-

versed, once a reader imagines that the novelist performs 

speech acts, this is also an attitude embraced by convention, 

and meanwhile it is a means of having in minded the proposi-

tional content of the novel. It is the context hence in which the 

proposition occurs that marks off truth-bearing uses of imagi-

nation from fiction-creating human beings. 

2.4. Subject of Names 

Fiction Statement Four 
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Tragedy was not the conflict between right and wrong but 

right and right, a dilemma none of us who wanted to partici-

pate in history could escape. The major had the right to live, 

but I was right to kill him. Wasn‘t I? [3]. 

At first sight, the proposition induces a step back in time to 

Hegel. The novelist takes Hegel as a reference to make the 

readers into the recognition of the snags of duality and oppo-

sition. Already stated, the narrator tries to split himself from 

his identity by attributing a spy to the major with the ascription 

‘‘trapped by circumstances’’. Yet, his later words- the propo-

sition above – reveal moral doubt he sustains; identity is a de-

terminant that relates the narrator's early and later words. The 

inconsistencies the narrator lives are to be described- ana-

lysed- to make sure if what is said is truly pictured in the world 

or not. From Wittgenstein's theory of logical language, exactly 

the subject of names, this investigation takes place. 

In the introduction of TPL, according to Russell’s under-

standing of the book, names are given to simples; two names 

do not refer to one thing, one name for one thing (11). This 

points towards if such a conception is excluded, no other 

means is available to describe the totality of things which can 

have a name (can be named). The totality concerned in this 

regard is what exists in reality. Russell himself equally pointed 

out that if there is another way to describe such a totality of 

things, it is required to be knowledgeable about certain prop-

erties that must belong to everything by a logical necessity [1]; 

this property is in itself an identity. He moreover appealed 

Wittgenstein's subject's identity to a critical criticism from 

which there seems no seepage. Russell, however, had another 

alternative while rejecting Wittgenstein's conception of iden-

tity using the identity of imperceptibles [12]. Succinctly, the 

identity of indiscernible seems to be not a logically necessary 

principle. In the light of such a principle, it can be said that ' 

x' is identical to 'y' if the latter gets every property of 'x'. [12] 

Russell's pursuit of argumentation lies in claiming that this can 

logically be possible for two things to have the same proper-

ties. Furthermore, he stated that assuming if such does not take 

place; it is then an inadvertent characteristic of the world, but 

not a logically necessary characteristic. For him, accidental 

characteristics of the world must not be admitted into the 

structure of logic. [13] Russell concluded that Wittgenstein 

banished identity and then adopted the convention that differ-

ent letters are to mean different things [12]. 

After such a short-term account of Russell's reading of 

Wittgenstein’s conception of identity, it could be appropriate 

to consider Wittgenstein’s conception based on TPL. For 

Wittgenstein, on the one hand, usually, the same word is taken 

as a word of different modes of signification in everyday lan-

guage, and these results in believing that they belong to dif-

ferent symbols. On the other hand, the two words that are con-

sidered as having different modes of significations are em-

ployed in propositions, yet in what is superficially the same 

way. Therefore, the word ‘ is‘ is considered as a copula, as a 

sign of identity, and as an expression of existence. ‘Exist ‘ap-

pears as intransitive as 'to go' and 'identical' as an adjective; it 

is as if talking about something, but also about something that 

is happening as it was stated in proposition [1]. A proposition 

suggests Russell perhaps failed to understand Wittgenstein ‘s 

conception of identity. Wittgenstein did not relate one word to 

different meanings. He alternatively argued stating that the 

word can have different symbols, but only one meaning. How-

ever, Wittgenstein did not deny that happens in everyday life. 

That is, people think of having the same word for different 

meanings, but this is not the case for Wittgenstein. 

On this basis the narrator‘s words ‘‘Tragedy was not the 

conflict between right and wrong but right and right, a di-

lemma none of us who wanted to participate in history could 

escape. The major had the right to live, but I was right to kill 

him. Wasn‘t I?’’ are interpreted. The narrator lives the com-

plications of duality and opposition which lies in his unspoken 

moral doubt. The question raised at the end of the statement 

argues for such a fact. An insight into moral doubt according 

to Wittgenstein is inescapable. Following an abundant discus-

sion of the issue, the two parts of the statement; ‘‘Tragedy was 

not the conflict between right and wrong but right and right, a 

dilemma none of us who wanted to participate in history could 

escape’’ and ‘‘the major had the right to live, but I was right 

to kill him. Wasn't I’’ [3] indicate something of commonness; 

both, the major and a spy seek safety. The major on the one 

hand gives instructions and orders for one single not else rea-

son, to live safe in a nutshell. A spy on the other hand betrays 

his brothers in arms to live safe as well. Moral doubt the nar-

rator lives is due to his quest for safety. The word 'safe' leads 

the analysis to argue with Wittgenstein's conception of 'abso-

lute safety' which was highlighted in his LE (8). However, Mi-

kael Burley (2010) doubted that Wittgenstein's statement on 

absolute security should be paired with the notion of morality 

as a security guarantee in the right sense, or it can be read to 

represent a point of view beyond what is ordinarily accepted. 

[14], both virtue and vice, a view that is consistent with 

thoughts expressed in Wittgenstein's Tractaturian‘s period, 

can be called mystic. 

Based on Wittgenstein’s ethical lecture, one might also call 

it the experience of absolute security. That is, the one termed 

another experience, which is also known, and which others 

may know. It means the state of mind where a person is in-

clined to say ‘‘I'm safe, nothing can harm me no matter what’’ 

[13]. Based on such construing, an assertion forces itself and 

then suggests considering moral goodness as a condition so 

that human beings can be protected against evil or punishment. 

Pursuing discussion on the statement of the novelist regarding 

Wittgenstein's absolute safety necessitates recognising what is 

meant by absolute safety. Hitting the nail directing towards 

reversing the question since 'safety' is opposed to harm, by in-

quiring: is there anything that can harm human beings? This 

is the question which was raised by Peter Winch in his essay 

Can a Good Man Be Harmed (1965) [14], but formulated dif-

ferently from how it is reworded now. This question bears dif-

ferent answers that should be considered. Winch was inspired 

by Wittgenstein and the question he highlighted his Lecture 
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on Ethics LE [13]. Such an appeal should not be beyond the 

fact that the question in essence was a concern of many phi-

losophers including Winch. Socrates in Plato's apology (399 

- 387 BCE) insisted on facing death with good hope because 

a good man cannot suffer any evil at all, be it in life, or after 

death, as confirmed by Winch in Can a good man be harmed 

in the following: ‘but you, too, my judges, must face death 

with good hope, and remember this one truth that a good man 

cannot suffer any evil either in life or after death, and that the 

gods do not neglect his fortunes’’ [14]. In the same regard, 

Kierkegaard in Purity of Heart (1948) argued that an innocent 

man cannot be punished, the following quote upholds ‘‘ […] 

Even if the world gathered all its strength, there is one thing it 

is not able to do, it can no more punish an innocent one than 

it can put a dead person to death […]’’ [15]. 

However the above conceptions are of some similarities 

with those developed by Wittgenstein, the latter as did declare 

any sort of relation between harm and moral goodness as well 

as virtuousness. The very shared between Wittgenstein and 

other philosophers is their explicit announcement that human 

beings cannot be harmed by anything. If this is a true presup-

position, the narrator‘s question ‘‘wasn‘t I? ‘’is no more than 

a fuss about nothing. This is not the case, as it implies some-

thing of full width if there is a possibility of bearing in mind 

the analogies between the entire statement and Wittgenstein‘s 

conception based on their contexts. In regard to the former, if 

one intends that nothing can harm him or her, the utterance 

still bears a predictive element. This results in the fact that 

‘‘whatever happens’’ if added to the utterance it becomes val-

ueless. In case he or she fails to do so, the absolutism does not 

exist in what is intended because predictive element' and 

‘‘whatever happens’’ are in brief forms of argumentation in 

the eyes of Wittgenstein. Notably, according to Wittgenstein 

‘‘whatever happens’’ is a phrase that deprives the whole sense 

of the proposition of its absolutism, arguing that it entails a 

prediction; that is, there is a possibility of not feeling safe 

(safety referes to absence of physical harm). For him, this is 

nonsense; if someone says ‘‘I am safe’’, ‘‘whatever happens’’ 

is nonsense, and this illustrates the misuse of the word ‘safe’. 

In brief, the proposition – the utterances of the narrator - is 

nonsense as it is subjected to the second part ‘‘whatever hap-

pens’’. According to Wittgenstein, absolute safety requires no 

additional phrase whatsoever it might be, yet the ones that im-

ply a sort of prediction, or any sort of doubt. If none of these 

takes place then the word 'safe' is not appropriately used and 

thus misunderstood. 

The first part of the statement, ‘‘he has right to live and I 

have right to kill him’’ might be contributory to elongate this 

account with the objective of ascertaining that the word ‘safe’ 

is misused. Likewise, it as well can help to realise the correla-

tions, if they exist, between the novelist and Wittgenstein. On 

the account of the fact that absolute safety should not be con-

fined to any other condition, or any proposition that can let 

readers suspect or predict something to happen, this analysis 

continues. Though the word ‘safe’ is not mentioned in the first 

part of the statement, the two sentences ‘‘he has right to live 

and I have right to kill him’’ imply that the narrator seeks 

safety, as the other -the major- himself does in the eyes of the 

narrator. Deletion of the logical constant ‘and ‘should not be 

ignored as it is of an instrumental role in Wittgenstein‘s con-

ception. For him, the utterances with logical constants are 

nonsensical, which implies that the novelist’s inability to 

properly understand the notion of ‘safety’. This is traceable to 

the use of two names:’ major’ and ‘right’ combined with a 

logical constant 'and'. The name 'right' is used as an adjective 

to indicate one and only one meaning; that is, it is employed 

by the narrator as a referent to the same symbol and the same 

meaning. 

The unassailability of ‘symbol ‘lies in its difference with 

the ‘sign’, which cannot be recognised in the absence of TPL. 

Overtly, Wittgenstein stated the distinguishing point that is 

notably set out in proposition 3.32 [1]; the sign is defined as 

what is perceived as a symbol. The perceptible aspect of a 

‘symbol’ is a sign which can be either written or even a sound 

– Wittgenstein used a scratch or noise to refer to a sound. This 

is what is oblique in proposition 3.323 [1], and in consequence 

the three propositions propose an implication of the fact that 

the difference of meaning is less strong than that of ‘symbol’. 

Providing that difference of situations, the same ‘symbol’ can 

have different meanings. A ‘symbol’ entails, as a result, a 

'mode of signification', but not meaning as a matter of its iden-

tity. The same sign is common to different symbols, in which 

they are used to signify in different ways as it has been sug-

gested in TPL proposition 3.321 [1]. 

Unlike Wittgenstein‘s conception, the name ' right' is used 

as a sign, which is common to the symbol' right' that itself is 

perceived in written form as 'right'. The issue is still confusing; 

the puzzlement lies in whether 'right' as a symbol has the same 

perceptible aspect or not. What is conceived as 'right' – sign- 

by a spy is the same as the one that is perceived by the Major? 

Nitty-gritty account requires reconsidering what the narrator 

means by 'right' for the self – a spy - and the Major. Since the 

novelist refers to Hegel to uncover the narrator‘s dual person-

ality based on the name ‗right‘, the latter‘s use should be read 

in its twofold ‘‘tragedy is a conflict between right and right’’ 

based on Hegel. The reference made to Hegel by the novelist 

is not out of the ashes; rather, the field of aesthetics makes 

them sink into the same pond, within aesthetics [16], Accord-

ing to Mark W. Roche in the article Introduction to Hegel‘s 

Theory of Tragedy (2006), Hegel defined the sufferings of 

tragic heroes using reconciliation with opposing moral claims 

[16]. The novelist himself addresses the tragic trajectories of 

his hero throughout his enduring journey as a spy. Heroism 

and tragedy are the two meeting points that bring the two, He-

gel and the novelist, together. The conflict- though hidden - 

between the Major and a spy- is rooted in Hegel’s conceptu-

alisation of the nuclear Greek tragedy. He asserted that the 

Greek tragedy lies in conflicting valid claims of ‘conscience 

‘which is represented by Antigone‘s obligation to give her 

brother a suitable burial and ‘law’ which is reflected by King 
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Creon's edict that enemies of the state should not be allowed 

burial. 

With such an account the move takes place towards Hegel 

dialectic in which it is manifested that the conflict is not be-

tween good and evil, but between the goods- as Hegel 

claimed-, the two sides - a spy and the Major- thus consider 

the grass greener only on their fence. Antigone (consciousness) 

– spy in this context – considers himself right on the one hand, 

and on the other hand, the king (law) – the Major in the novel- 

regards his orders right. If Hegel considered 'the original idea' 

as a thesis and its opposition as an antithesis; which one then 

can be considered the original and the opposition in the nov-

elist’s statement? Is he a spy or the Major? If the question is 

otherwise put as follows: are they a spy's words or the Major's 

words? All words are articulated by the narrator who is a spy. 

Is it possible, according to Wittgenstein, for Man to utter two 

propositions which are contradictory at once? If this is the case, 

how can the two propositions picture reality? 

As long as the novelist‘s aim is unveiling dual identity of a 

spy -the narrator- (complications and oppositions), it is palpa-

ble then that the issue of identity spreads over the surface for 

the novelist. And with the issue of 'identity', the analysis pulls 

back readers to that philosophical dialogue between, despite 

how distanced they are in terms of time, ‗analytic– continental 

split ‗– Hegel and Wittgenstein. Hegel explored things that 

look different as being the same. However, for Wittgenstein, 

the focus was laid on the things that seem the same as being 

different as given in M. O'C. Drury «Conversations with Witt-

genstein» in: Recollections of Wittgenstein (1981) [17]. De-

spite such a difference, affinity is also there, which cannot be 

apparent if the analysis fails to confess the contribution of 

John Niemeyer Findlay. In his two books, Hegel: A Re-exam-

ination (1958) and Wittgenstein: A Critique (1984) Findlay 

acknowledged the conceptions of philosophy of Hegel and 

Wittgenstein [18]. To the latter, philosophy is seen as a battle 

against puzzlements that results from a misunderstanding of 

the logic of language as stated in Philosophical Investigations 

PI [19], whereas to the former philosophy is regarded as a bat-

tle of reason in which the quest takes place to overcome the 

inflexibility which the understanding has brought in LE [13]. 

This point to the idea that both philosophers are amalgamated 

in their use of 'understanding', they both have agreed on the 

exaggerations of ordinary language in which philosophical 

language consists. However, there is a point of divergence 

which is associated with the ultimate goal of such a philosoph-

ical method. If Wittgenstein failed to realise no benefit at all 

in the use of exaggerations philosophically speaking and they 

are only there for confusion, Hegel insisted on the importance 

of these exaggerations and admitted that they are essential to 

the ultimate result as they are preserved in some sense [1]. 

After such a swift deal about 'from identity to difference' 

between Hegel and Wittgenstein, it is imperative to go back to 

the latter's insight in which Wittgenstein acknowledged his in-

terest in unearthing that things which seem the same are dif-

ferent. While this idea is applied to the two names 'right' and 

'right'; the first appertains to the Major, while the second is 

related to a spy. Keeping the perspective that ' right' and 'right' 

are similarly used to denote the same thing, for Wittgenstein 

they are different because what is 'right' for the Major is not 

necessarily 'right' for a spy. The name ‘right’ is thus misused. 

Let‘s hypothesise that the narrator reformulates his statement 

as follows: ‘the Major is right to give orders, and I am right to 

refuse them’. In this formula, it can be concluded that the 

name ‘right ‘is aptly used to indicate the same thing because a 

name can be used to mean only one thing; that is to refer to 

only one object. Wittgenstein argued in this regard stating that 

the identity of the object is expressed by that of sign, but not 

by the use of the sign to refer to identity since the difference 

of things is expressed by the difference of signs, the following 

proposition 5.53 in TPL confirms [1]. 

The proposition ‘‘Tragedy was not the conflict between 

right and wrong but right and right, a dilemma none of us who 

wanted to participate in history could escape. The major had 

the right to live, but I was right to kill him. Wasn‘t I? ‘’ cannot 

be verified as it lacks being pictured in the world. This is a 

reminder of the first statement, how can a man be with two 

faces and two minds at once? This also applies to the statement 

of the narrator in this statement. Wittgenstein added that how-

ever it is a must to know what the two expressions mean, it is 

impossible to realise the meaning of two expressions if we fail 

to know if they mean the same or different things. Because of 

that, the identity of the meaning of these expressions cannot 

be asserted as given in proposition 6.2322 [1]. Since it is nei-

ther true nor false, the statement is thus nonsensical. It also 

should be noted that the narrator can be understood as passing 

through two identities at the same time, which cannot be true 

at all based on the Tractaturian‘s approach to language. The 

statement's nonsensicality requires further proof. To this end, 

reference to the proposition 5.4733 is integral [1]. According 

to Frege, each lawfully formulated statement must have a 

meaning and believe that any potential proposition is properly 

created and that if it lacks meaning, it is only because a failure 

occurs to give some of its elements significance. (Even if we 

believe we have done so.). As an example, 'Socrates is identi-

cal' says nothing since any ‘adjectival meaning is given the 

term 'identical'. Because it is represented differently when it 

occurs as a sign of identity—the signifying connection is dif-

ferent—the symbols are likewise wholly distinct in the two 

cases: the two symbols share just the sign, and that is an acci-

dent. 

Such a conception suffices to conclude that the novelist 

fails to give meaning to the constituents of a proposition ut-

tered ‘‘Tragedy was not the conflict between right and wrong 

but right and right, a dilemma none of us who wanted to par-

ticipate in history could escape. The major had the right to live, 

but I was right to kill him. Wasn‘ t I? ‘’ The name ‘right ‘is 

inappropriately used as the novelist is unable to give meaning 

to it. If the novelist means by 'right' the opposite, he should 

then clearly put it wordily because the two symbols cannot 
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have the same sign as the case for 'right'. Though it is nonsen-

sical, the proposition still has meaning. But what if the novel-

ist intends so? The questions lead the analysis to reconsider 

the key concept of intentionality in the philosophy of Wittgen-

stein. 

2.5. Negation and Propositions 

Fiction Statement Five 

‘‘I was not a bastard, I was not a bastard, I was not, I was 

not, I was not, unless, somehow, I was  ’[3]. 

The statement above is located at the end of chapter 12 of 

the novel. It is not different from the ones that were already 

analysed in terms of its theme, identity. However, the narrator 

in his words confesses that he is not a bastard though a Viet-

namese person considers him as a product of colonial rule and 

American occupation. Seeing him as the dust of life as proved 

in ‘‘our countrymen preferred euphemisms to acronyms, call-

ing people like me the dust of life’’ [3] argues for the point. 

The narrator in the eyes of the Vietnamese people is nothing 

but a leftover after colonial occupation and war. Not only such 

attribute that shows why the narrator attempts to escape from 

being a bastard, in the context of the statement a spy is named 

‘‘a bastard who does not look like anyone’’, but he is also an 

outsider because he fails to make a test of racial purity within 

reach. The narrator's denial of the identity attributed to him 

proposes the negation of propositions as a paradigm of such 

analysis. 

A quick look at the proposition tells that it has to be con-

structed using negation. The latter brings the analysis of the 

meaning of negative and false propositions into prominence. 

Having said that requires bearing in mind two separate prob-

lems, negative proposition (-p) – which stands for ‘I was not 

a bastard’ that itself bears either truthfulness or falseness, and 

a false proposition. Wittgenstein's focus however considered 

the former. According to his conception, to say (-p) ‘I was not 

a bastard ‘is to perform a truth-functional operation on the pic-

ture (p).‘I was a bastard’. In the sense of the ‗normal ‘negation 

(he was not a bastard) and in the sense of radical ‘negation 

(There are no bastards), so that negative propositions have 

meaning requires being derivative from the meaning of the 

pictured proposition it negates. Applying this to the proposi-

tion: ‘‘I was not a bastard, I was not a bastard, I was not, I was 

not, and I was not, unless, somehow, I was’’ discloses that 

such a proposition has meaning if truly the narrator is a bastard. 

But the question is how can it be true? 

To decide if it is true or false, it must picture reality. This is 

an appeal to Wittgenstein‘s proposition 4.0621 in TPL: the 

signs ‘P ‘and ‗’P ‘are used to say the same thing as they depict 

that there is nothing in reality that corresponds to the sign [3]. 

Also in 4.0641, the logical place of the negated proposition is 

used by the negating proposition to identify a logical place for 

it defines it as being outside the latter's logical location [3]. In 

this analysis '-p' (was not a bastard) is the 'place' in logical 

space designated by 'p' (was a bastard) that determines the 

'Sinn' of the truth-functional statement '- p' (was not a bastard). 

In brief, this treatment of negation is expressed in nothing in 

reality that corresponds to the sign. Wittgenstein passed over 

in silence the question of negation from any ontological arena. 

This should be understood as 'not being' has secondary or de-

rivative 'reality' in Wittgenstein's philosophy; as an alternative, 

it represents no reality at all; rather, it only instructs human 

beings to perform a certain operation on completely positive 

places in logical space. 

Since negation is only an operator, negative propositions 

are not pictures at all, the proposition ‘‘I was not a bastard, I 

was not a bastard, I was not, I was not, I was not, unless, some-

how, I was’’ ’is therefore not true. The narrator is untrue in his 

claim as in the very beginning of the novel, he confesses that 

‘‘I am a spy, a man of two faces’’ and bearing in mind that in 

everyday life a spy cannot be truthful in his words merely be-

cause he is a spy. However, the two propositions seem a little 

bit paradoxical; how comes then a man confesses that he is a 

spy, which is a negative attribution and later on he denies be-

ing a bastard? If his denial is taken as a sort of nostalgia for 

his first identity, which is being a spy, it cannot be true that 

being a spy is a confession that implies that state of being 'a 

bastard '? With this consideration, it can be concluded that 

however the proposition is false, it has meaning. The one de-

rives from being a bastard because he is a spy and the latter is 

always a man of nowhere, which cannot escape him any at-

tributes given to him as Vietnamese people pinpoint to him. 

If it is presumed that the fiction entity does not represent 

reality and negative propositions cannot be pictures at all, an-

other issue is raised. How can a false proposition – picture re-

ality -have meaning? And this is one of the traditional platonic 

problems. As a result, the proposition ‘‘I was not a bastard, I 

was not a bastard, I was not, I was not, I was not, unless, some-

how, I was’’ is false as it does not picture reality and also be-

cause of its inclusion of ‘not‘, but it has meaning according to 

Wittgenstein's conception. 

3. Conclusion 

Based on TPL, the judgmental theses would not last beyond 

the three above choices.(true, false or nonsensical) However, 

it is worth mentioning to argue against that fiction statements 

do not refer to anything at all because they are not senseless. 

In light of such a view, the following account continues to ar-

gue for the possibility of reading statements of fiction as 

drawn from the above analysis. If all the extracts analysed are 

considered it would not be able to ignore the fact they are all 

embedded with the second thought on the one hand, and on 

the other hand they are either true or false in the context of the 

novel in general, and the biographical context in particular. 

This is prima facie the sound argument that fiction statements 

have a truth-maker and thus are about something. However, 

this should not be taken as a move towards a liberal ontology 

or a sort of Meinongianism. The reason is that fiction state-

ments do not necessitate to be understood as literary and they 
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are about something – as written in the original statement. 

Based consequently on logical philosophical analysis, it 

could be stated that fiction statements are referents of some-

thing, yet different from what its surface grammar proposes. 

This suggests that fiction statements should not be taken at 

face value so that they can have truth-makers. If any fiction 

statement is taken into consideration, it can be realised that it 

is true at least in the context of the author, without having to 

concede the existence of the uttered words in the statement. 

This requires paraphrasing suitably the original statement that 

should be taken at face value. In case this takes place literally, 

understanding of the paraphrase, those positions before the 

view the real truth-maker, and actual referent of the original 

statement, is mandatory. 

With brevity, fiction statements are about fiction entities how-

ever the latter does not require being the object's fiction state-

ments, taken at face value, pretending to be about something. The 

very important point that should be mentioned is while fiction 

statements need to be paraphrased so that they display their truth-

makers, fiction entities turn out to be ersatz entities. Subsequently, 

if any fiction statement is not necessarily limited to things, that 

are necessarily to be things; they can be about a real person or 

psychological state. This in a nutshell proves that they are their –

truth makers and hence they are true. 
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