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In some passages in some Buddhist texts, contradictions appear to be asserted unambiguously as 

true in the straightforward literal sense. Yasuo Deguchi, Jay L. Garfield, and Graham Priest 

(DGP) persuasively argue that the appearance is not illusory.1 This paper is a modest attempt to 

help make some sense of such passages.2 I assume, without my own argument, that DGP are 

right and that some passages in Buddhist texts, including the ones they identity, do indeed 

contain unambiguous assertions of contradictions in the straightforward literal sense. DGP point 

out that the logic of contradictions is perfectly intelligible and claim that it is rational to accept 

some contradictions as true. I agree with them on the logical intelligibility of contradictions. I 

also agree that it is rational to accept dialetheism, the thesis that some contradictions are true, 

with an important qualification. I shall explain what the important qualification is. I believe that 

my importantly qualified version of dialetheism is rationally acceptable to many who may be 

                                                 

1 Deguchi, et al., 2008. 

2 A precursor of this paper was delivered at a conference on Deguchi, et al., 2008, held at 

Kyoto University on November 25–26, 2011. I thank the participants, especially Deguchi, 

Garfield, and Priest, for helpful discussion. 
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inclined to reject the unqualified version. I also believe that my importantly qualified version 

offers a new outlook on the Buddhist assertions.3 

Let us start with what DGP say: 

 

… contradictions are perfectly acceptable in some contexts but not in others.4 

 

DGP say this in their discussion of how dialetheistic Buddhists like Nāgārjuna can employ 

reductio ad absurdum arguments. I shall begin by discussing this passage from DGP 

independently of any specific questions concerning particular Buddhists, such as Nāgārjuna, or 

particular reductio arguments. The key idea in this passage on which I shall focus is the idea that 

acceptability of a contradiction is relative. DGP call the factor to which it is relative a “context.” 

My aim is to propose my own conception of a “context” so as to expand on the main claim by 

DGP in a way I believe productive. It offers a new way of approaching the contradictions DGP 

identify in Buddhist texts in a broad and independently motivated perspective. As an important 

bonus, it provides a precise delineation between those “contexts” in which contradictions are 

acceptable and those in which they are not, hence it tells us the exact range of the acceptability of 

reductio ad absurdum and other kinds of reasoning which depend on the illegitimacy of 

contradictions. 

                                                 

3 It is not part of my project to provide Buddhist textual support for my proposal. I shall 

leave such a task to those who have sufficient expertise in interpreting relevant Buddhist texts. 

4 Deguchi, et al., 2008: 401. 
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My first step is to endorse the position DGP attribute to some Buddhists, like Nāgārjuna, 

that contradictions are neither acceptable nor unacceptable by themselves but that they are 

acceptable or unacceptable in contexts. People may assert a contradiction, deny a contradiction, 

assume a contradiction, mention a contradiction for illustrative purposes, or do myriad other 

things with contradictions. Those activities people engage in with respect to contradictions occur 

in various contexts, and contradictions may be acceptable in some of those contexts and not in 

others.  

Reasons for accepting or not accepting contradictions may vary from context to context 

and even within a given context, but my focus is on alethic reasons, that is, reasons having to do 

with truth-values. The simplest alethic reason for accepting a proposition is the truth of the 

proposition, and the simplest alethic reason for not accepting a proposition is its falsity. When I 

assert to you in a biology class that I am a mammal or a reptile, you accept my asserted 

proposition because it is true, but if I assert that I am a mammal and a reptile, you will refuse to 

accept my asserted proposition because it is false. Some might suggest that when interpreting 

Buddhist texts, alethic reasons are unimportant, or at least not as important as some other reasons. 

They might or might not be right. I simply wish to offer, following the lead of DGP, a way to 

approach some Buddhist texts while remaining strictly within the alethic domain. I would like to 

propose a way to respect the idea that truth in the literal sense of the word really and centrally 

matters in understanding those Buddhist texts. I shall henceforth treat acceptability of a 

proposition (contradictory or not) and truth of the proposition in tandem. So, for example, when I 

say that such-and-such a contradiction is acceptable, I mean that it is acceptable because it is true, 

and when I say that such-and-such a contradiction is true, I mean that it should be acceptable. 
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According to DGP, some contradictions are true in some contexts but not in other 

contexts. The latter contexts include, inter alia, those in which an argument is pursued in the 

mode of reductio ad absurdum. It is not easy to say exactly what the former contexts include. 

The common sense says that no contradiction is actually true. I propose a way to honor this 

commonsensical opinion while providing true contradictions a place in reality. This means that I 

need to distinguish between actuality and reality. Thus my strategy is twofold. First, I make 

explicit that the contexts of which DGP speak include an element that opens up room for 

allowing reality to include some portions other than actuality. Second, I propose to interpret the 

contradiction-asserting Buddhists to be concerned with some portions of reality other than 

actuality when asserting contradictions. 

It is important to note that whether what is asserted is true or false is not an absolute 

affair; it is relative to many factors. Suppose that one makes an assertion by uttering the 

following sentence out of the blue: 

 

(1) Takashi Yagisawa was in Kyoto. 

  

Is (1) true? Well, it depends. The truth-value of (1) is relative to a time. I was in Kyoto on April 

7, 2010 but not on April 7, 2011, for example. So, (1) is true relative to April 7, 2010 but false 

relative to April 7, 2011. I shall put the matter as follows: What one asserts by uttering (1) is 

acceptable in the context of discussing how things were on April 7, 2010 but unacceptable in the 

context of discussing how things were on April 7, 2011. Next consider: 

 

(2) Takashi Yagisawa was in Kyoto on April 7, 2010. 
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(3) Takashi Yagisawa was in Kyoto on April 7, 2011. 

 

Suppose that one makes an assertion by uttering (2) now. This time, the truth-value of what is 

asserted does not shift from one time to another. Time relativization is otiose, for one particular 

time is already built into what is asserted. Relative to April 7, 2010 and also relative to April 7, 

2011, it is true that I was in Kyoto on April 7, 2010. For any time t after April 7, 2010, one’s 

assertion by means of (2) is true relative to t if and only if one’s assertion by means of (1) is true 

relative to April 7, 2010. The relativizing time t does not figure in this truth condition.5 

 Time is not the only parameter on which the truth-value of what is asserted, and the 

acceptability of the assertion along with it, may shift. Consider: 

 

(4) The best philosophy discussion on April 7, 2010 took place. 

 

Is what one asserts by uttering (4) true? There is no absolute answer, for again it depends. Many 

philosophy discussions took place all over the globe on April 7, 2010, but the best among them 

took place in Kyoto. (Or so we assume for the sake of discussion.) Thus, what is asserted by 

                                                 

5 I say “for any time t after April 7, 2010” rather than “for any time t,” in order to 

forestall a misconceived objection which might arise from the fact that the verb in (2) is past-

tensed. What I say, however, does not become false even if I simply say “for any time t.” I shall 

not elaborate on this matter, as the issue is entirely tangential to the main theme of the paper. 
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one’s utterance of (4) is true relative to Kyoto, but false relative to any other place.6 This is 

relativization to a place.7 As with time-relativization, we may build the relativizing element into 

what is asserted, making a further relativization to a place otiose: 

 

(5) The best philosophy discussion on April 7, 2010 took place in Kyoto. 

 

For any place p, one’s assertion by means of (5) is true relative to p if and only if one’s assertion 

by means of (4) is true relative to Kyoto. The relativizing place p does not figure in this truth 

condition. 

 The truth-value of what is asserted is sometimes doubly relative, both to a time and to a 

place. Consider: 

 

(6) The best philosophy discussion of the day took place.8 

 

                                                 

6 That is, any other place not overlapping Kyoto. Thus, the campus of Kyoto University, 

for example, is not such that what is asserted is false relative to it. 

7 Strictly speaking, the relativization should be to a spatial location, as distinguished from 

a place like Kyoto. But we shall not quibble about it. See Yagisawa, 2010: 27-8. 

8 The noun phrase, “the day,” is intended to be understood not in the referential sense but 

in the attributive sense. That is, it is intended to refer to the day that figures most conspicuously 

in the context of utterance, whatever that day may be. For the referential/attributive distinction, 

see Donnellan, 1966. 
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What one asserts by uttering (6) does not have a truth-value absolutely. Its truth-value is relative 

to a particular time and a particular place. It is true relative to April 7, 2010 and Kyoto. It may be 

false relative to April 7, 2011 and Kyoto, but true relative to that date and, say, Los Angeles. (No 

city can win all the time, even Kyoto.)  

This prompts the question: Are there further relativizing factors affecting the truth-value 

of what is asserted? The answer is a resounding “yes.” There are many other such factors, but 

only one stands out for our purposes: world. The word “world” is a technical term as I use it, and 

should not be understood in any way other than the way explained here. You, I, this table, that 

chair, and everything else around us are part of one universe. The universe extends in time and in 

space (or in spacetime, if you prefer). It also extends in other dimensions. Unlike temporal and 

spatial dimensions, these other dimensions are not physical dimensions, but metaphysical 

dimensions. Let us call them modal dimensions. You, I, this table, that chair, and everything else 

around us are currently located at a particular temporal location (now, or the present time), at a 

particular spatial location (here, or this place)9, and at a particular modal location in modal space 

(the actual world). All of these things have temporal parts, spatial parts, and world-parts. Your 

present part is at the present time, your various past parts were at various past times, and your 

various future parts will be at various future times. You have many spatial parts, which are at 

different spatial locations. For example, your brain is at a location farther away from the center 

of the earth than the location where your heart is. And you have various world-parts, which are at 

                                                 

9 When I say, “here” or “this place,” I am not pointing to a location on a map or a chart, 

but pointing to where I myself am at the moment. Alternatively, I may as well say that I am 

using the word “here” or “this” (in “this place”) as a pure indexical: see Kaplan, 1989. 
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various worlds. Your actual-world-part may be a tall karate expert, whereas your world-part at 

some non-actual possible world may be a short jockey. 

Some philosophers say that the present time is metaphysically special. They say that it is 

the only real time and that only those things which are present are real things.10 I am not one of 

these philosophers. I say that all times are equally real. The same is true of spatial locations. 

There is nothing special about now or here. For any time, if I exist at that time, then it is “now” 

for me while I exist at it. There is little more to the presentness of a time. For any place, if I exist 

at that place, then it is “here” for me while I exist at it. There is little more to the here-ness of a 

place. I say the same about worlds. There is nothing metaphysically special about the actual 

world. For any world, if I exist at that world, then it is the “actual world” for me while I exist at 

it. There is little more to the actuality of a world.11 

 What one asserts by uttering (2) has a time and a place already built into it, so its truth-

value is not non-redundantly relative to a time or to a place. But it is still non-redundantly 

relative to a world. It is true at some worlds and false at others. Among those worlds relative to 

which it is true is the actual world. I was actually in Kyoto on April 7, 2010. My actual-world-

part was in Kyoto then. There are worlds at which I was not in Kyoto but in, say, Tokyo on April 

7, 2010. My world-part at any of those worlds was in Tokyo then. These worlds are non-actual 

worlds but many of them share much with the actual world, that is, the world-parts of things at 

                                                 

10 This position is called “presentism.” For a more standard formulation of presentism, in 

term of existence, and a defense of presentism, see Markosian, 2003. 

11 This is a considerably simplified picture but should suffice for our purposes. For a less 

simple picture, see Yagisawa, 2010: 62-72, and Yagisawa, manuscript. 
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these worlds have much in common with the world-parts of things at the actual world. They obey 

the same laws of nature, for example. But the world-parts of things at some other worlds at 

which my world-part was in Tokyo on April 7, 2010 do not obey the same laws of nature as the 

actual-world-parts of things. The speed of light may be a little higher or lower, for example. We 

may call such worlds physically alternative worlds. The parts of things at still other worlds at 

which my world-part was in Tokyo on April 7, 2011 do not even obey the same laws of logic as 

the actual-world-parts of things. These worlds are worlds at which the universe behaves 

according to logical principles different from those according to which the universe behaves at 

the actual world. Let us call them logically alternative worlds. Contradictions are true at some of 

those worlds. 

I am now in a position to state my interpretation of DGP’s assertion that “contradictions 

are perfectly acceptable in some contexts but not in others.” Contradictions are acceptable only 

when asserted in those contexts in which they are to be understood as being evaluated for truth-

value relative to logically alternative worlds.  

Any assertion of a contradiction in the context of aiming at what is true at the actual 

world is unacceptable.12 This is what the orthodox dialetheist denies. I am offering a heterodox 

dialetheist way to respect the acceptability of assertions of contradictions. My working 

assumption is that heterodox dialetheism is easier to fathom than orthodox dialetheism. I am 

suggesting that those who reject orthodox dialetheism and believe that no contradiction is 

actually true can still accept assertions of contradictions in some contexts aimed at truth, such as 

those found in the Buddhist texts discussed by DGP. Those assertions are made with the aim of 

                                                 

12 That is, unacceptable for alethic reasons. 
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asserting truths relative not to the actual world, but to logically alternative worlds. Or so I 

propose.13 

 Two important questions arise immediately: (i) Why should we accept logically 

alternative worlds and world-parts of things at them? (ii) What is the point of making assertions 

aimed at truth at logically alternative worlds? 

The answer to the first question is “because we should take modal truths seriously and the 

postulation of logically alternative worlds and world-parts of things at them is an integral 

component of the best account of modal and related truths.” Modal truths are truths of the form 

“necessarily P,” “possibly P,” “actually P,” and “impossibly P.” The best account of them is the 

Leibniz-Kripkean account,14 which is couched in the so-called possible-worlds framework.15 

There are different theories within this framework, but the basic core idea common to all of them 

is straightforward. It uses four key proprietary theoretical notions, world, accessibility, actuality, 

and de re representation, and goes as follows: 

 

Necessarily P at a world w if and only if P at every world accessible from w; 

Possibly P at a world w if and only if P at some world accessible from w; 

                                                 

13 Dialetheism in its orthodox form has been subjected to close scrutiny by its critics. For 

a particularly trenchant critique, see Littmann and Simmons, 2004. My heterodoxy is intended to 

help the dialetheist skirt the difficulties of the orthodoxy. 

14 See Leibniz, 1710 and Kripke, 1963. 

15 The adjective “possible” in the phrase “possible-worlds framework” should be taken 

cautiously with a grain of salt. 
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Actually P at a world w if and only if P at the actual world; 

For any x, x is F at a world w if and only if x’s de re representative at w is F.16 

 

The mathematics of modal logic based on this idea is well understood and widely explored, with 

numerous elaborations and applications in many disciplines and practical fields well beyond 

philosophy. The metaphysics of it, on the other hand, is less settled and a little more 

controversial. The most popular view is actualism, according to which all worlds are abstract 

existing objects and represent (both de re and de dicto) how things are, how things could be, or 

how things could not be. The world which represents how things are is the actual world. It is 

assumed that there is only one such world. Those worlds which represent how things could be 

are possible worlds. The locution “could” admits many different interpretations, so there are 

correspondingly many different kinds of possible world. Those worlds which represent how 

things could not be are impossible worlds. Like kinds of possible world, there are many different 

kinds of impossible world. Actualism faces difficulties. Some of them concern the nature of 

representation it uses and its expressive power. Others concern the manner and extent of the 

reduction of modal notions it provides. A rival to actualism is possibilism, which takes non-

actual possible worlds and non-actual possible objects seriously as existing independently of the 

                                                 

16 For some modal theorists, the de re representative of x at w is x itself. For some others, 

it is the counterpart of x at w. For still others, like me, it is x’s world-part at w. There are yet 

other different proposals as to what the de re representative of x at w is. 
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actual.17 Possibilism is itself not without difficulties, many of which are overcome by 

impossibilism.18 Impossibilism inherits the ontological seriousness with which possibilism takes 

the merely possible, and extends it to the logically impossible.19 By extending the possibilist 

realist outlook to include the impossible, impossibilism increases theoretical attractiveness 

dramatically. The most honest and straightforward version of impossibilism is a fully realist 

theory of the merely possible and the impossible. Postulating world-parts of things at logically 

alternative worlds is part and parcel of such a theory. 

I propose to answer the second question (ii) by relying on a temporal analogy. The 

universe is extended in time, and its various temporal parts are located at various times. You, I, 

and our surroundings are a certain way at the present time. They were certain, different ways in 

the past.20 Confining our attention strictly to the present time is extremely limiting. It will blind 

us from gaining correct understanding of many aspects of how things are at the present time. For 

example, to understand correctly how we are now as members of a biological species, we need to 

pay attention to what happened to the planet’s biosphere in the past. Confining our attention to 

the present will be quite inadequate. We need to speak of our ancestors and the ancestors of 

creatures other than us. We need to concern ourselves with how the universe was at some past 

                                                 

17 For the contrast between actualism and possibilism, as examined from the possibilist 

point of view, see Lewis, 1986. 

18 See Yagisawa, 1988 and 2010. 

19 Impossibilism also embraces the metaphysically impossible. But it is logical 

impossibility that is the focus of this paper. 

20 And will be certain, still different ways in the future. 
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times. Replace times with worlds, and our current biological makeup with some important 

fundamental topics of concern to the dialetheistic Buddhist, and the answer to the second 

question begins to emerge. World-parts of things in the universe are the things as they are at 

various possible or impossible worlds. Worlds lie in modal dimensions in a way analogous to the 

way in which times lie in the temporal dimension. The universe spreads out in the temporal 

dimension and is different ways at different times. Likewise, the universe spreads out in the 

modal dimensions and is different ways at different worlds. Just one time is the present moment, 

now, but many other times lie on the temporal axis. Just one world is the actual world, but many 

other worlds lie in modal space defined by the modal axes. We remember how the universe was 

at some non-present times in the past, but not how it was at other times. The times at which 

dinosaurs roamed are among the times to which our memory does not extend. The logical laws 

that hold at the actual world hold at some non-actual worlds, but not at others. The worlds at 

which, for example, ultimately things are essentially essenceless21 are worlds at which our laws 

of logic do not apply. The passages in the Buddhist texts in which contradictions are asserted 

unambiguously in a straightforward literal way should be understood as being intended to 

describe the universe as it is at such logically alternative worlds because describing goings-on at 

such worlds would help us gain deeper understanding of how the universe is at the actual world 

and of reality at large. Exactly how it is supposed to help us gain such understanding is a difficult 

issue and open to serious debate, which is beyond the scope of this paper. The basic aim of this 

paper is to recommend that we broaden our metaphysical horizon to envision reality as 

encompassing not only the actual world but also non-actual logically possible worlds and 

                                                 

21 Deguchi et al., 2008: 399. 
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logically impossible (or alternative) worlds, and that we approach the Buddhist texts squarely 

within that vision of reality. 

The point of my recommendation is unaffected even if, as some Buddhist thinkers may 

maintain, time is unreal. If time is unreal, and if worlds are analogous to times, then worlds may 

be unreal. If so, we may have to reinterpret the authors of the Buddhist texts which assert 

contradictions as exploring unreal worlds in order to gain understanding about the real world. 

For the purposes of this paper, however, I assume that the present time is real, that the present 

time is not special among times, hence that past and future times are real. This paper is not about 

the metaphysics of time. I am merely using time as a useful pedagogical means for elucidating 

worlds by analogy. Thus, the position held by some Buddhists, as well as some non-Buddhist 

philosophers, that time is unreal is tangential to the substance of this paper. 

As already made clear, DGP do not reject reductio ad absurdum wholesale as a means of 

correct argumentation. In some contexts, if premises inevitably lead to a contradiction, then the 

contradiction should be rejected and therefore at least one of the premises should be rejected. By 

setting up one of the premises as the negation of a certain given proposition one wishes to defend, 

one may successfully establish the falsity of the negation of the given proposition, that is, the 

truth of the given proposition. DGP do not say in what contexts reductio arguments are 

acceptable and in what contexts they are not.22 I can fill this lacuna in their account. 

Priest does say quite a lot about what is relevant on this matter in Priest, 1987, 1995, and 

2005. He brings in the framework of worlds, both possible and impossible, when giving formal 

                                                 

22 Or in what contexts they are acceptable or unacceptable as the case may be, according 

to the dialetheistic Buddhist. 
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semantic accounts, but does not seem to take such a framework with full metaphysical 

seriousness. Still, when he defends dialetheism and says that some contradictions are true, I 

understand him as saying that they are actually true, i.e. true at the actual world, where the actual 

world is taken with full metaphysical seriousness, not as a mere formal semantic device. By 

contrast, I do not think that any contradiction is true at the actual world, but think that any 

contradiction is true at some logically alternative world (with “any” having a wider scope than 

“some”). 

It is acceptable to assert a contradiction only when truth at a logically alternative world is 

in question. So, it is never acceptable to assert a contradiction when truth at the actual world (or 

some other logically possible world) is in question. That is when a reductio argument is 

acceptable. When, on the other hand, no restriction is placed on what kind of world is under 

discussion, contradictions may be acceptably asserted, hence the reductio argumentation loses its 

legitimacy. 

Let us say that a particular individual α is said to be both Φ and not-Φ, according to a 

Buddhist text, and that DGP correctly tell us that we should interpret the text unambiguously, 

straightforwardly, and literally. So I give my interpretation: At some logically alternative world 

w, α is Φ and not-Φ, that is, αw is Φ and not-Φ, where αw is α’s world-part at w. Some might 

raise an objection here. They might say that αw’s being Φ and not-Φ holds without relativization, 

i.e. it is true simpliciter that αw is Φ and not-Φ, but then this contradiction must be understood 

with respect to the default world, namely, the actual world; thus my heterodox dialetheism is 

reduced to the orthodox dialetheism after all.23 In response, I deny the first step of this objection. 

                                                 

23 This objection was raised by DGP at the conference mentioned in note 2. 
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I do not deny that αw’s being Φ and not-Φ holds without (non-redundant) relativization to a 

world, but deny that it holds without any relativization at all. It is part of the version of modal 

realism I embrace that nothing of the form “x’s being thus-and-so” holds without relativization. 

In some cases, the relativization might be implicit rather than explicit. In the case at hand, αw’s 

being Φ and not-Φ holds with respect to modal space at large, where the modal space embeds 

possible worlds and impossible worlds, including logically alternative worlds.24 The notion of x’s 

being thus-and-so simpliciter does have a place in our theorizing but not in a way legitimate for 

truth simpliciter. Jane is tall now but not ten years ago. In saying this and meaning that Jane is 

tall now but that she was not tall ten years ago, I am implicitly relying on the notion of Jane’s 

being tall simpliciter. The sentence “Jane is tall” is part of the sentence “Jane is tall now” and is 

also part of the sentence “Jane was not tall ten years ago.”25 Jane’s being tall simpliciter is 

merely the result of abstracting the temporal relativizer away from Jane’s being tall now or from 

Jane’s not being tall ten years ago. It is just the common part of the two predications, and as such, 

it is not fit for truth evaluation by itself.26 Of course, it is true that Jane’s temporal part located at 

the present time is tall, and it is true that her past temporal part located at the time ten years ago 

                                                 

24 Various different modal spaces form modal super-space, various modal super-spaces 

form modal super-super-space, and so on. This hierarchy of truth relativizers never ends. For a 

very rough sketch, see Yagisawa, 2010: chapters 8 and 9. 

25 The parthood relation in question is obviously not phonological or orthographic, but 

(tense-)logical. “Jane was not tall ten years ago” is of the form, “It-was-not-the-case-ten-years-

ago-(Jane is tall).” 

26 I am ignoring some subtleties of tense that are important but not crucially relevant here. 
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was not tall, both without (non-redundant) relativization to a further time. But these truths hold 

only relative to a world, so we get no truth simpliciter. The role of the relativization to a world in 

the case of Jane’s temporal parts is analogously played by the relativization to modal space in the 

case of αw’s being Φ and not-Φ.27 

Let me conclude by pointing out that I may not be completely alone in endorsing the kind 

of recommendation offered in this paper. The picture I present dovetails well with the 

interpretation of Kegon arithmetic put forth by Deguchi and Katsuhiko Sano. They propose that 

arithmetical assertions found in the writings of the Hua-yen thinkers, Fa-tsang and Kyun-yo, be 

understood by means of non-standard models of contemporary modal logic, in particular, those 

underwriting contingent identity.28 If we take their interpretations with metaphysical seriousness, 

then the worlds of their non-standard models must be considered metaphysically and 

mathematically impossible worlds, that is, worlds at which the necessity of identity, which is one 

of the actual laws of metaphysics, and the actual truths of arithmetic fail to hold. Kegon numbers 

                                                 

27 Some might wish to come to my rescue by means of actualism. They might say that I 

should insist that “α is Φ and not-Φ at w” is not reducible to “αw is Φ and not-Φ,” thus blocking 

the elimination of the relativizing phrase “at w.” This rescue attempt would be welcome if it 

worked, but I do not believe that it ultimately succeeds in respecting the notion of reality needed 

for plausible metaphysically serious interpretations of Buddhist texts of the kind in question. 

This is a large topic, which deserves extensive discussion beyond the scope of this paper. Let me 

simply say here that the actualist notion of reality ascribable to non-actual worlds is at best a 

metaphysically cheap replacement (ersatz). The word “ersatz” is due to Lewis; see Lewis, 1986. 

28 Deguchi et al., forthcoming, and manuscript.  
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are impossible numbers. Deguchi and Sano may or may not agree with my reading of their 

papers. Like Priest, they may be inclined to see their non-standard models with less than full 

metaphysical seriousness. If so, I would urge them, as well as Priest, to put their metaphysics 

where their formal semantics is. 
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