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ABSTRACT

The philosophy of language, which has historically been developed through an anthropocentric lens,
is now being forced to move towards post-anthropocentrism due to the advent of large language
models (LLMs) like ChatGPT (OpenAI), Claude (Anthropic), which are considered to possess lin-
guistic abilities comparable to those of humans. Traditionally, LLMs have been explained through
distributional semantics as their foundational semantics. However, recent research is exploring
alternative foundational semantics beyond distributional semantics. This paper proposes Robert
Brandom’s inferentialist semantics as an suitable foundational semantics for LLMs, specifically
focusing on the issue of linguistic representationalism within this post-anthropocentric trend. Here,
we show that the anti-representationalism and logical expressivism of inferential semantics, as well as
quasi-compositionality, are useful in interpreting the characteristics and behaviors of LLMs. Further,
we propose a consensus theory of truths for LLMs. This paper argues that the characteristics of LLMs
challenge mainstream assumptions in philosophy of language, such as semantic externalism and com-
positionality. We believe the argument in this paper leads to a re-evaluation of anti-representationalist
views of language, potentially leading to new developments in the philosophy of language.

Keywords large language models · philosophy of language · inferentialism

1 Introduction

The philosophy of language, which has historically been developed through an anthropocentric lens, is now being
forced to move towards post-anthropocentrism due to the advent of large language models (LLMs) like ChatGPT
(OpenAI)3, Claude (Anthropic)4, Gemini (Google)5, and Microsoft Copilot (Microsoft)6, which are considered to
possess linguistic abilities comparable to those of humans (Cappelen and Dever 2021; Millière and Buckner 2024).
Traditionally, LLMs have been explained through distributional semantics as their foundational semantics (Enyan
et al. 2024; Grindrod 2024; Lenci and Sahlgren 2023). However, recent research is exploring alternative foundational
semantics beyond distributional semantics (Grindrod 2024; Mallory 2023). This paper proposes Robert Brandom’s
inferentialist semantics (Brandom 1994) as an suitable foundational semantics for LLMs, specifically focusing on the
issue of linguistic representationalism within this post-anthropocentric trend.

In philosophical inquiry concerning the nature of language and the process of meaning formation, truth-conditional
semantics and inferentialist semantics have stood as two major opposing approaches (Brandom 2010, chap.5.2). The
former aligns with representationalism, while the latter champions anti-representationalism. This debate represents a
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fundamental conflict within the philosophy of language and epistemology, offering fundamentally different views on
the relationship between language and the world.

Representationalism views language as a mirror that reflects truths about the world. Truth-conditional semantics, a
leading representationalist approach, defines the meaning of a sentence by its truth conditions—that is, the necessary
and sufficient conditions under which it is true (Heim and Kratzer 1998). A key example of this is Montague semantics,
which is a formal semantics grounded in logic, assuming compositionality in meaning. Montague semantics is also
model-theoretic, offering an externalist semantics that defines meaning through models of possible worlds, entities, and
universals (Partee 2016).

In contrast, anti-representationalism rejects external representations from the outset to avoid the skepticism towards
meaning that representationalist semantics can lead to (Kripke 1982). Its roots can be traced back to Richard Rorty’s
Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature (Rorty 1979). One form of anti-representationalist semantics is the inferentialist
semantics proposed by Brandom (2010), which grounds meaning not in external representations but in the norms and
inferential roles among language users.

This paper highlights the anti-representational nature of LLMs and argues that Robert Brandom’s inferentialist semantics
(Brandom 1994) is more effective in explaining the functions and characteristics of LLMs than distributional semantics
or the widely accepted truth-conditional semantics in contemporary philosophy of language.

The structure of the paper is as follows. First, we provide a brief explanation of LLMs and the paradigm they
belong to (Section 2). Next, we argue for the suitability of inferentialist semantics over distributional semantics as the
foundational semantics for LLMs (Section 3). We then outline the philosophical debate between representationalism and
anti-representationalism and discuss how inferentialist semantics falls within the latter category (Section 4). Following
this, we explain the core concepts of the ISA approach and linguistic idealism within inferentialist semantics (Section 5).
We further analyze the nature of LLMs through the three components of the ISA approach: inference, substitution,
and anaphora, demonstrating that inferentialism’s anti-representationalism aligns with the characteristics of LLMs
(Sections 6 and 7). Finally, we propose a consensus theory of truth for LLMs (Section 8).

This paper argues that the properties of LLMs challenge mainstream assumptions in philosophy of language, such
as semantic externalism and compositionality. We believe the argument in this paper leads to a re-evaluation of
anti-representationalist views of language, potentially leading to new developments in the philosophy of language.

2 Large Language Models

LLMs such as OpenAI’s GPT-4, Anthropic’s Claude, Meta’s Llama 37, and InstructGPT (Ouyang et al. 2022) are based
on an architecture called Transformer, proposed by Vaswani et al. (2017) 8. In particular, Transformers with multiple
heads and layers are referred to as multi-head, multi-layer Transformers9. The multi-head, multi-layer Transformer, a
central component of LLMs, retains information separated across subspaces corresponding to each head, allowing the
model to represent syntactic structures, categorical hierarchies, and concepts (Voita et al. 2019)10. The Transformer
takes as input the sum of embedding vectors (words or characters) and positional vectors (vi + pi), and computes
self-attention through the QKV mechanism within the Transformer. In this process, the relationships between elements
of the input sequence are captured. The vectors flowing through the residual stream undergo linear transformations in
the attention mechanism, producing three vectors: queries (Q), keys (K), and values (V )11. Equations (1) to (3) are the
mathematical representation of a typical multi-head Transformer architecture. Equation (1) shows that the geometric

7https://ai.meta.com/blog/meta-llama-3/
8The arguments regarding LLMs in this paper also apply to small language models (SLMs) (Lu et al. 2024; Nguyen et al. 2024).

Small language models refer to language models designed to achieve performance comparable to LLMs while utilizing fewer
parameters and less computational resources.

9For a detailed mathematical explanation of the Transformer architecture, see Elhage et al. (2021).
10From the perspective of retaining information separately, the empirical property that embedding vectors and positional vectors

are orthogonal is also significant. The vectors input into a Transformer are a weighted sum of word embeddings and positional
embeddings. If these vectors belong to the same subspace, the sum operation could cause their information to mix. However,
according to Maeda et al. (2024), the embedding vectors and positional embedding vectors in most input vectors are orthogonal.
Thus, each vector retains its distinct information, and the combined vector can flow through the residual stream. The direct sum
property of subspaces prevents information mixing.

11In Equation (1), the concatenation operator (
∥∥) joins given vectors or matrices sequentially. This operation corresponds to

the direct sum of vector spaces. Conversely, splitting vectors (for example, splitting a 4-dimensional vector (x, y, z, w) into two
2-dimensional vectors (x, y) and (z, w)) corresponds to the direct sum decomposition of vector spaces. Both are operations between
subspaces that are mutually orthogonal complements, enabling the multi-head Transformer architecture to retain information
independently.
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function of multi-head attention lies in the direct sum of multiple subspaces. Equation (2) indicates that the core of the
self-attention mechanism (QKV mechanism) is the dot product between the query vector (Q) and the key vector (K).
Equation (3) shows that the self-attention operation is performed for each head.

MultiHead(Q,K, V ) =

h∥∥∥
i=1

HiW
O (1)

Attn(Q,K, V ) = softmax

(
QKT

√
dk

)
V (2)

Hi = Attn(QWQ
i ,KWK

i , V WV
i ) (3)

The orthogonality of subspaces defined by the weight matrices (W ) performing linear transformations enables informa-
tion to be retained separately within each layer and each head of the model. This multi-layer, multi-head structure allows
the model to acquire hierarchical and distributed representations, enabling it to capture complex linguistic phenomena.
The Transformer architecture can address the intricate syntactic properties of language by capturing word-level features
in shallow layers and abstract concepts or context in deeper layers.

The multi-head, multi-layer Transformers combine properties of classical symbolicism and classical connectionism.
Symbolicism (computationalism) views human thought as a chain of discrete symbolic representations. In contrast,
connectionism assumes representations are distributed within neural networks12. Traditional AI before LLMs, known as
GOFAI (Good Old-Fashioned Artificial Intelligence), belonged to the symbolicism paradigm, aiming to process natural
language through discrete symbol manipulation. In contrast, LLMs are based on artificial neural network architectures,
belonging to the connectionist paradigm while also exhibiting symbolic behavior in higher layers, such as syntax and
coreference resolution13. Chalmers (2023) argues that the properties of LLMs fall under ‘subsymbolism’ (Smolensky
1987).

3 Foundational Semantics of Large Language Models

In the philosophy of language, semantics is divided into foundational semantics and descriptive semantics (Stalnaker
1997, p.535)14. Foundational semantics is a theory that explains the very meaning of meaning itself and includes
truth-conditional semantics, verificationist semantics (Dummett 1975), inferentialist semantics (Brandom 1994), and
teleosemantics (Millikan 1984). In contrast, descriptive semantics refers to theories that assign semantic value to
sentences within a given semantic framework. Descriptive semantics is similar to the semantics described in the division
of linguistic inquiry into pragmatics, semantics, and syntax by Charles Morris (Posner 1987).

Currently, the foundational semantics most often attributed to LLMs is distributional semantics, constructed within
the American structuralist linguistic tradition by Firth (1957) and Harris (1954) (Grindrod 2024). Distributional
semantics is the theory that the meaning of a lexical item is determined by the distribution of its surrounding contexts
(Grindrod 2023). Modern LLMs and distributional semantics models (DSMs) adopt this distributional semantics as their
underlying theory of meaning, relying on statistical co-occurrence probabilities of linguistic elements, such as word
co-occurrence frequencies in texts. For example, the de facto standard for count-based word embeddings, known as
the ‘standard model’ (Lenci and Sahlgren 2023, chap.4.1), represents word embeddings as column vectors of matrices
produced by applying singular value decomposition (SVD) to a word-document co-occurrence matrix weighted with
positive pointwise mutual information (PPMI)15. The embedding vectors produced by this standard model are unique
to a given document. Modern Transformer-based LLMs take these sequences of embedding vectors as input and
return sequences of embedding vectors as output16. Regarding whether distributional semantics can encompass LLMs,
Grindrod states:

12The difference between symbolicism and connectionism can also be seen in the tools they use: the former relies on logic, while
the latter employs linear algebra, calculus, and topology.

13For a comparison between GOFAI and LLMs, see Gubelmann (2023).
14Foundational semantics is also called meta-semantics, while descriptive semantics is sometimes referred to simply as semantics

(Kaplan 1989, p.573–4).
15The pointwise mutual information PMI(x, y) extends the notion of self-information SI(x), i.e., SI(x) = PMI(x, x) (where x

is an observed value of a random variable). Also, according to Lenci and Sahlgren (2023, chap.4.1), there are two versions of the
standard model: PPMI-SVD and PPMI-iSVD, where PPMI-iSVD uses a Laplace-Carson-p transformed SVD instead of standard
SVD. PPMI-SVD was used as an example here.

16Some state-of-the-art models use Byte-Level BPE (Byte Pair Encoding) (Wang, Cho, and Gu 2020) for embeddings. This
method operates at the byte level rather than the character, word, or sentence levels by repeatedly merging frequent pairs of characters
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The crucial linguistic point to note about transformers is that the architecture does not depart from
the basic distributional approach insofar as they take the word embeddings that are at the heart of the
distributional approach and then modify them on the basis of their contexts, where the context itself
is only represented in distributional terms. (Grindrod 2024)

However, distributional semantics is considered insufficient for explaining the behavior of LLMs. For instance, Enyan
et al. (2024), based on their research in computational linguistics, argue that distributional semantics needs further
refinement to explain the behavior of LLMs. Additionally, the linear representation hypothesis (Mikolov, Yih, and
Zweig 2013; Park et al. 2024) suggests that subspaces within LLMs represent concepts, implying a need to extend
distributional semantics, which typically does not account for such conceptual structures.

To explain the nature of LLMs, we aim not to refine distributional semantics but to adopt alternative foundational
semantics. In other words, we propose to interpret LLMs through meta-semantics other than distributional semantics.
Restricting the semantics of LLMs to distributional semantics is analogous to interpreting human linguistic phenomena
through a single meta-semantics. In reality, multiple semantic theories exist for human language (e.g., truth-conditional
semantics and teleosemantics), and dismissing the possibility of a pluralistic foundational semantics for LLMs lacks
justification and is anthropocentric. Limiting foundational semantics to distributional semantics goes hand-in-hand with
a reductionist view that Transformers merely perform (non-)linear transformations of vectors. This risks undervaluing
the significance of LLMs (leading to “underclaiming” (Bowman 2022) or the “Redescription Fallacy” (Millière and
Buckner 2024, chap.3)) and undermining appropriate analyses.

This paper examines how adopting inferentialist semantics, rather than distributional semantics, as the foundational
semantics for LLMs succeeds or fails in explaining their behavior and properties. Of course, other foundational
semantics could also be used to interpret LLMs. For example, truth-conditional semantics is a viable option. However,
truth in LLMs is relative to the training data, suggesting that these models generate and interpret sentences independently
of the truth conditions defined as meaning in truth-conditional semantics17. If truth-conditional semantics were adopted,
we would conclude that LLMs generate language without meaning, which seems counterintuitive. Therefore, truth-
conditional semantics should be rejected for analyzing LLMs18.

When applying anthropocentric meta-semantics (Cappelen and Dever 2021) to LLMs, the primary concern is whether
concepts like intention can be ascribed to them. For example, applying intention-based pragmatics like that of
Grice (1957) requires addressing whether LLMs possess intentions or minds that support such intentions. However,
inferentialist semantics does not rely on the intentions of the speaker19. Therefore, applying inferentialist semantics to
LLMs, which intuitively lack psychological intentions, should be unproblematic.

4 Representationalism and Anti-Representationalism

This section provides an overview of the two opposing positions in the philosophy of language: representationalism and
anti-representationalism. The inferentialism adopted in this paper as a framework for interpreting LLMs aligns with
anti-representationalism.

4.1 Representationalism

Representationalism is the view that language is a mirror reflecting the truth of the world. Since ancient Greek
philosophy, the dominant perspective has been that our language and beliefs should be understood in relation to the
truth of the world.

or strings and treating them as new tokens. The implications of this embedding method for the metaphysics of meaning remain an
open question.

17Shanahan (2024, chap.5) states: “The model itself has no notion of truth or falsehood because it lacks the means to exercise
these concepts in anything like the way we do.”

18The validity of this argument depends on the theory of truth underlying the truth conditions. For example, if the truth in truth
conditions is defined by anti-realist truth theories like the consensus theory (see Section 8) or the coherence theory, one might argue
that large language model outputs are based on truth conditions. Here, we are considering truth conditions concerning truths about
the world external to LLMs. Additionally, since many truth theories rely on propositional beliefs, it remains unclear whether LLMs
maintain beliefs in propositional form. Further philosophical insight is needed to understand the relationship between LLMs and
truth.

19Intuitively, LLMs do not possess psychological intentions. For attempts to attribute intentions, beliefs, or attitudes to LLMs
from the interpretivist perspective in the philosophy of mind, see Lederman and Mahowald (2024). For arguments claiming that
LLMs exhibit Kantian cognitive autonomy, see Gubelmann (2024).
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As Aristotle states in Metaphysics (1011b25), “to say of what is that it is not, or of what is not that it is, is false, while to
say of what is that it is, and of what is not that it is not, is true” — a proposition that represents the correspondence
theory of truth, which holds that a sentence or proposition is true if it corresponds to a fact in the world.

Tarski’s definition of truth formalizes Aristotle’s correspondence theory and is known as the Convention T: “The
sentence ‘P’ is true if and only if P” (Tarski 1944). This biconditional links language and metaphysical ontology within
truth-conditional semantics.

The transcendental linguistic theory presented in the early Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, which
brought about the linguistic turn, asserts the correspondence between language and the logical form of the world (“die
logische Form”). This theory equates the limits of language with the limits of the world. The early Wittgenstein’s theory
is known as the ‘picture theory’, best expressed by the following proposition:

A proposition is a picture of reality. A proposition is a model of reality as we imagine it. (Wittgenstein
2014, Proposition 4.01)

The linguistic turn refers to a shift in philosophy that asserts philosophical problems arise from language and that
resolving these problems requires analyzing language (Rorty 1967). Logical positivism, analytic philosophy, and
the truth-conditional semantics dominant in contemporary philosophy of language inherit this representationalist
relationship between language and the world. According to Soames (1989, p.575), “the central semantic fact about
language is that it carries information about the world.”

This representationalist view of language is highly compatible with the formal languages of science and engineering,
such as equations of motion or chemical reaction formulas, but is generally considered difficult to apply to everyday
language. Nevertheless, Wittgenstein (2014) and early Donald Davidson (Davidson 1967) attempted to apply represen-
tationalist views to everyday language. For example, Proposition 5.5563 in Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus expresses a
representationalist view of everyday language: “All the propositions of our everyday language, just as they stand, are in
perfect logical order.”

The idea that everyday language is a picture of the world and shares its logical form continues in theories like Donald
Davidson’s truth-conditional semantics and Richard Montague’s semantics (formal semantics). Montague (1975) stated,
there is no “contention that an important theoretical difference exists between formal and natural languages.”

4.2 Anti-Representationalism

Anti-representationalism opposes representationalism’s view that language mirrors the truth of the world. This
position was advocated by Rorty in his book Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature published in 1979. Rorty’s anti-
representationalism builds on Sellars’ critique of the “myth of the given,” which argues that epistemic justification
occurs within the “space of reasons” (Sellars 1997, §36) and that epistemic linguistic practices are normative. In this
view, epistemology and semantics are inseparable, and pure, unmediated knowledge of the world is impossible. Facts
and values are thus inseparable. This view of truth rejects the dualism that separates epistemology from ontology.
Given that truth-conditional semantics relies on this dualism, the contrast between representationalist truth-conditional
semantics and anti-representationalist inferentialism becomes clear.

Inferentialism, as described by Brandom, is influenced by the later Wittgenstein’s use theory of meaning. The use
theory of meaning is encapsulated by the following proposition:

The meaning of a word is its use in the language. (Wittgenstein 1953, §43)

According to Wittgenstein, language is one of many games, and entering the linguistic space is equivalent to participating
in a language game20.

According to the functional linguist Harder (1995), “semantics is frozen pragmatics.” The meaning of linguistic elements
is solidified through their recursive use. Zellig Harris, a leading figure in distributionalism, states that “[l]inguistic
elements are identified by the distributions of the contexts in which they appear” (Lenci and Sahlgren 2023, chap.1.1.1).

Leonard Bloomfield, another structural linguist, similarly notes:
20Wittgenstein concludes that language use is “bare” and that scientific investigations into meaning are impossible (Wittgenstein

1953, §109, §126). However, considering computational linguistic paradigms like BERTology (Rogers, Kovaleva, and Rumshisky
2020), mechanistic interpretability (Kästner and Crook 2024), and explainable AI (XAI) (Arrieta et al. 2020), it is debatable whether
strict nihilism about meaning is appropriate. Millière (2024, sect.3) categorizes computational linguistics methods into behavioral
studies, probing studies, and interventional studies. The latter two investigate causal relationships between input and output by
decoding or intervening in neurons, which seems to conflict with Wittgenstein’s view.
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There is nothing in the structure of morphemes like wolf, fox, and dog to tell us the relation between
their meanings; this [the meaning of words] is a problem for the zoölogist. The zoölogist’s definition
of these meanings is welcome to us as a practical help, but it cannot be confirmed or rejected on the
basis of our science. (Bloomfield 1933, p.162)

Here, meaning is defined pragmatically and considered inappropriate for scientific inquiry. This structuralist tradition is
sometimes labeled “anti-semantic” by analytic philosophers (Murphy 2003).

This stance on meaning aligns with the later Wittgenstein’s philosophy, which emphasizes description over analysis.
Proponents of the Augustinian view that words name and refer to objects are called ‘nomenclaturists’, while those with
anti-representationalist views like the later Wittgenstein and structuralists are called ‘anti-nomenclaturists’. The conflict
between early and later Wittgenstein reflects the broader conflict between nomenclaturism and anti-nomenclaturism,
and between representationalism and anti-representationalism. This theoretical divide manifests as the opposition
between formal semantics and structural linguistics. Brandom captures this divide succinctly:

I actually think that the division of pre-Kantian philosophers into representationalists and inferential-
ists cuts according to deeper principles of their thought than does the nearly coextensional division of
them into empiricists and rationalists. (Brandom 2000, chap.1.2)

5 Inferentialism

Inferentialism is an anti-representationalist theory in the philosophy of language, proposed by Robert Brandom in his
book Making It Explicit. It primarily consists of inferential semantics and normative pragmatics. In this section, we will
discuss the components of inferentialism, focusing particularly on the ISA approach within inferential semantics, its
anti-representationalist nature, and its linguistic idealism. These elements of inferentialism will serve as a framework
for interpreting the mechanisms and behaviors of LLMs in Section 6.

5.1 Inferential Semantics

Brandom distinguishes between three forms of inferentialism: ‘weak inferentialism’, ‘strong inferentialism,’ and ‘hyper-
inferentialism’ (Brandom 1994, pp.131–2). He adopts strong inferentialism for his own theory. Strong inferentialism
recognizes not only inferences between conceptual contents but also the situations and consequences related to them,
considering inferential articulation sufficient for determining meaning. Inferential articulation refers to making explicit
the role that words or sentences play within inference21.

Inference itself is called ‘material inference.’ In contrast to formal inference, as seen in model-theoretic truth-conditional
semantics, material inference reflects our actual inferential practices. For example, consider the proposition “p” (“I
have twenty dollars”) and the inference to “s” (“I can buy a paperback priced at twenty dollars”). In classical logic, this
inference is invalid because, for “s” to be true, other propositions like “q” (“There is a bookstore that sells paperbacks”)
and propositions regarding proximity to the bookstore or transportation means must also be true. Formally, this is
expressed by the invalid entailment “p ∧ q ∧ · · · =⇒ s ⊢ p =⇒ s.” Material inference, however, allows us to treat
such inferences as valid, reflecting our inferential practices. This view, which considers formal inference as a derivative
of language use, is called ‘logical expressivism.’

Brandom’s inferentialism introduces the concepts of substitutable expressions and anaphoric expressions. In truth-
conditional semantics, concepts like truth and reference are central. Inferentialism treats these as substitutable
expressions and anaphors, respectively. For instance, the concept of truth is treated as an anaphor in statements like “‘P’
is true,” where “true” anaphorically refers to the expression “‘P’.” Similarly, reference is treated as an anaphor referring
to designators within a sentence.

Singular terms and predicates, which plays key roles in representing individuals and universals in Fregean semantics,
are given as follows. In inferentialism, these are defined as follows: If the inference from “Qa” to “Qb” is valid, and
the inference from “Qb” to “Qa” is also valid, then “a” and “b” are singular terms. Conversely, if the inference from
“Qa” to “Q′a” is valid but the reverse inference is not, then “Q” and “Q′” are predicates. For example, the inference
from “The Morgenstern is a planet composed primarily of carbon dioxide” to “The Abendstern is a planet composed

21The difference between hyper-inferentialism and strong inferentialism lies in the former’s exclusion of perceptual experiences
from inference, whereas the latter can include them. Purely linguistic LLMs, which rely solely on linguistic data, may align with
hyper-inferentialism but not with strong inferentialism. In contrast, multimodal language models (MLLMs) can potentially align
with strong inferentialism. Although this study focuses on pure LLMs, the discussion can extend to multimodal models. Therefore,
the difference between strong and hyper-inferentialism does not pose a problem for this analysis.
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primarily of carbon dioxide” is valid, and the reverse inference is also valid22. Therefore, Morgenstern and Abendstern
are singular terms referring to the same object. Such substitutional inferences determine whether elements are singular
terms (if symmetric) or predicates (if asymmetric).

In inferentialist semantics, demonstratives like “this book” and “that”, which were considered as true proper names in
the final stage of Russell’s theory (Russell 1940), are treated as anaphors. For instance, in the sentence “I am reading
Introduction to Inferentialism, and that book is already out of stock,” “that book” anaphorically refers to “Introduction
to Inferentialism.”

Brandom refers to this inferential semantic approach as the ISA approach, derived from the initials of Inference,
Substitution, and Anaphora. The ISA approach can be seen as translating representationalist semantic concepts into
anti-representationalist semantics. Through the ISA approach, sentences and words connect to the external world,
thereby acquiring representationality.

5.2 Linguistic Idealism

Inferentialism is sometimes characterized as linguistic idealism. Linguistic idealism is the view that the world
constructed by language is all that exists. In inferentialist semantics, the meanings of words are determined solely by
their roles in inference. Therefore, meaning is confined within language, and sentences do not structurally correspond
to the world23.

Inferentialism has been criticized as a relativist theory that “loses the world,” making it unable to describe scientific
progress as outlined by Thomas Kuhn (Brandom 1994, p.330-331) (Bernstein 2010; McDowell 1996; Rorty 1997).
In response, Brandom argues that introducing the distinction between normative attitudes and normative statuses can
avoid relativism (Brandom 1994, p.54-55, 597). Additionally, in Brandom (2019), he incorporates conceptual realism
to account for world-responsiveness within inferentialism. Conceptual realism holds that the world has a conceptual
structure that exists independently of us.

6 Large Language Models and the ISA Approach

In this section, we will discuss LLMs and their connection to the inferentialist ISA approach, showing how the
characteristics of LLMs support the logical expressivism and quasi-compositional, anti-representational principles of
inferentialism.

6.1 Inference

In classical symbolist approaches, formal inference constituted inference itself, with its syntax and semantics described
by logic. In contrast, the Transformer architecture performs inference not through formal logic, but by using statistical
rules captured by the heads in higher layers. In other words, LLMs acquire inferential abilities from patterns of language
use contained in the training data, without being explicitly given logical inference rules. This feature aligns well with the
concept of material inference and is less compatible with truth-conditional semantics dependent on formal inference.24

Sellars (1953) defends the indispensability of material inference (MI) to our linguistic practices, exemplified by the
inference “A is an apple =⇒ A is a fruit.” Proponents who emphasize formal inference consider this inference as an
enthymematic form of a syllogism and do not accept it in its raw form. They regard inference MI as an abbreviated
form of the following syllogism:

Premise 1: A is an apple
Premise 2: For all X, if X is an apple, then X is a fruit
Conclusion: A is a fruit

22Both Morgenstern and Abendstern refer to Venus. This example is commonly used to illustrate Frege’s distinction between
“reference (Bedeutung)” and “sense (Sinn).” Note that substitution inference does not require actual reference to entities.

23Compare with (Wittgenstein 2014, Proposition 5.5562), regarding the relationship between ordinary language and the world.
24Buder-Gröndahl (2023) question the generative-linguistics-based Structural Descriptions (SD) interpretation in BERTology

(Rogers, Kovaleva, and Rumshisky 2020), and propose a paradigm shift in linguistics. Recognizing the essentially connectionist
nature of LLMs, they highlight the limitations of evaluating these models within a rule-based symbolic framework. From this
perspective, they advocate for what they call a “LLM-first linguistics,” an approach that abandons the theoretical premises of
generative linguistics and takes the behavior of LLMs as a direct object of study. Furthermore, they point out that the concept of
representation is becoming theoretically unclear and increasingly difficult to defend. This viewpoint potentially strengthens the
anti-representationalist stance that representation should be eliminated from linguistic theory.

7
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The inference ability of LLMs is trained through the material use of inference rules embedded in their training data.
It is then stored in the weight matrices of the higher layers of the model and expressed when these weight matrices
operate during token output. Language models are not performing inference by some indirect means such as analyzing
shortened syllogisms (enthymemes) in formal inference. The material inferences advocated by Sellars (1953) are
directly derived from statistical patterns whenever such emergently sufficient inference rules are included in the training
data. Thus, it is appropriate to consider the inference in LLMs as material rather than formal inference.

In addition to the fact that language model inference is material inference, it is also important that the formal logical
relations that appear in LLMs are not directly coded into them. In pre-LLM symbolist GOFAI, logical operators were
embedded into the language processing system, making it difficult to represent everyday material relations. In contrast,
LLMs acquire the material logical relations that exist between sentences from massive training data, and they mimic
and output the logical relationships that emerge therein. The logical inference in a language model is not coded into
the model; rather, it is an attendant property arising from the neural network’s weights. It does not perfectly achieve
classical logical inference. For instance, researchers continue to face challenges improving text entailment recognition
tasks (Putra, Siahaan, and Saikhu 2024), which ask whether a logical entailment relation exists between sentences. In
other words, the logic in LLMs is acquired bottom-up from massive training data, rather than top-down from formal
logic implementation. In this sense, the subsymbolism (Chalmers 2023) of LLMs aligns with the logical expressivism
of inferentialism.

Next, we will show that Transformers do not strictly support the principle of compositionality, and that the quasi-
compositional nature of LLMs aligns with Brandom’s quasi-compositionalism.

In the Transformer architecture, relationships with other tokens are realized through an attention mechanism, where
vectors known as attention play a crucial role. Attention vectors take as arguments the matrix representing the input
sequence and the vector of the target token itself, forming a probability simplex25 that represents how strongly a given
token depends on other tokens. By this attention mechanism, the contextual principle that “the meaning of a word must
be questioned in the context of a sentence” (Frege 1884/1950) is maintained.

However, it is not clear whether the principle of compositionality, i.e., that “The meaning of a complex expression is
determined by its structure and the meanings of its constituents” (Szabó 2024), holds for this architecture. Indeed, some
argue that the inductive biases and meta-learning of LLMs can give rise to compositionality (Russin et al. 2024), or
attempt to preserve compositionality within the domain of distributional semantics through compositional distributional
semantics (Baroni, Bernardi, Zamparelli, et al. 2014; Coecke, Sadrzadeh, and Clark 2010; Smolensky 1990), or
study ‘compositional generalization’ in computer vision (Fu et al. 2024; Li et al. 2019). However, the principle of
compositionality generally is not guaranteed in connectionist systems, unlike in symbolic systems. The same applies to
LLMs.26 Similarly, inferentialism does not adhere to the principle of semantic compositionality. Fodor and Lepore
(1991) criticizes inferentialism for deviating from compositional principles of meaning. For example, inferentialist
semantics would also admit the inference “brown cows are dangerous” as valid. But from a perspective that regards
compositionality as essential to semantics, the meaning “dangerous” should be derived compositionally from the
meanings of “brown” and “cow.” Since neither “brown” nor “cow” can yield the meaning “dangerous,” inferentialist
semantics is considered inadequate as a semantics. As Fodor puts it, “ ‘brown cows are dangerous’ is contingently true,
true in virtue of the facts about brown cows, not in virtue of the facts about me” (ibid., p.24). In response, inferentialism,
which takes material inference as meaning, can accept such “accidentally true” meaning within its semantic framework.
Rabovsky and McClelland (2020) notes that natural language is ‘quasi-compositional’. The quasi-compositional nature
of LLMs, the skepticism towards the principle of compositionality (Pelletier 2016), and the quasi-compositionality
of natural language all align with the quasi-compositional stance of inferentialism that “[i]t is important not to treat
languages as more compositional than they are.” (Brandom 2007, p.177). 27

6.2 Substitution

In inferentialism, singular terms and predicates are defined by means of inferential substitutions. However, LLMs
do not introduce linguistic categories such as singular terms or predicates by design. These categories are acquired

25A probability simplex is also known as a probability vector.
26The attention mechanism given to token sequences might be seen as corresponding to ‘radical contextualism’ (Searle 1980). A

similar argument can be found in Nefdt (2023). However, it is not clear whether the property of LLMs aligns with the context-sensitive
form of compositionality (COCC) described in Szabó (2024). First, it is not clear what counts as a language L in a language model.
Second, it is not clear what counts as meaning in a language model.

27Peregrin (2009, chap.9) takes the principle of compositionality not as describing an act of composition, but merely as a
methodological principle for decomposing the meaning of the whole into the meanings of the parts.

8



Do Large Language Models Defend Inferentialist Semantics? A PREPRINT

automatically and verified post hoc.28 LLMs do not extract singular terms by means such as “if Qa =⇒ Qb and
Qb =⇒ Qa, then a and b have the same meaning as singular terms.” The same applies to predicates. Thus, there is a
mismatch between the inferentialist approach of extracting singular terms and predicates via substitutional inference
and the way singular terms and predicates are handled within LLMs.

However, there might be a connection between the role of substitutability in generating meaning or content (Adriaans
2024) and the process by which LLMs produce tokens according to induction heads (Olsson et al. 2022) and suppress
heads (McDougall et al. 2024). Induction heads and suppress heads refer back to previous tokens and replicate or
suppress them. On the other hand, inferentialism focuses on normative linguistic practices based on non-commutativity,
such as the ‘material incompatibility’ that one cannot simultaneously commit oneself to both “this apple is green” and
“this apple is red” (Brandom 1994; Sellars 1953). The role of heads dealing with substitutability, such as induction or
suppression heads, may be key to explaining normativity in LLMs in a way that does not fall into dispositionalism,
which inferentialism criticizes. Their properties might be crucial to a non-dispositional account of normativity that
inferentialism seeks.

6.3 Anaphora

The inferentialist way of resolving concepts like deictics and reference through anaphora treats the meaning of
demonstratives not by their relation to the world but rather internally within language. This approach aligns with
the anti-representational nature of LLMs. In inferentialism, the connection to the world is ultimately given, and
demonstratives are given by substitutional inference that involves anaphora of terms within sentences. Non-multimodal
LLMs, which take no input other than linguistic data, cannot connect to the world through non-linguistic media, and so
concepts like deixis and reference remain enclosed within language.

In Transformers, anaphora can be considered to be realized by the attention mechanism or by special attention heads
known as ‘induction heads.’ 29 Attention represents a probability simplex indicating how much one token depends on
other tokens. Figure 1 visualizes the attention paid by the demonstrative “it” in the sentence “That pig is grunting, so it
must be happy” within BERT, one of the Transformer encoder models30. As seen in the figure, “it” has a large inner
product (similarity) with “that” and “pig” respectively, indicating that BERT is performing anaphora resolution of the
demonstrative.

Figure 1: Neuron View by BertViz. The inner product between “that” and “pig” is large respectively, showing anaphora
resolution of a demonstrative. The color and brightness of each neuron represent the sign (blue for positive, red for
negative) and magnitude of the inner product value of each neuron, respectively.

Induction heads are circuits that, given a sequence “[A][B]...[A],” choose “[B]” as the next token to complete the
pattern by copying previously occurring sequences (Elhage et al. 2021; Olsson et al. 2022). For example, given a token

28In contrast, in formal semantics such as Montague grammar, singular terms and predicates are given a priori as entirely different
linguistic categories.

29Masked attention is used to prevent backward references in Transformers. The encoder model BERT (Devlin et al. 2019) uses
self-attention that allows backward references, whereas the decoder model GPT (Yenduri et al. 2023) uses masked attention that does
not allow backward references.

30This figure was created using BertViz (Vig 2019), displaying Neuron View on the bert-base-uncased pretrained model. The
figure shows the attention in layer 8, head 10.

9



Do Large Language Models Defend Inferentialist Semantics? A PREPRINT

sequence “That pig is grunting ... it”, and with attention linking the demonstrative and its referent, the induction heads
would have a higher probability of choosing the word “grunts” next.

By means of attention and induction heads, demonstratives are associated with their referents, and the surrounding
context is also linked. Since the language model can only imagine the world through the linguistic information given,
the meaning of demonstratives like “this pig” or “it” is not obtained by pointing to the world, but through forward
anaphora resolved by attention.

7 The Anti-Representationalism and Semantic Internalism of Large Language Models

In this section, we point out the anti-representationalist and linguistically idealist characteristics of LLMs and, on that
basis, discuss their semantic properties and affinity with semantic internalism.

7.1 The Anti-Representationalism of Large Language Models

LLMs exhibit strongly anti-representationalist characteristics in their learning processes and functionalities. The only
points at which one might consider LLMs to be connected to the world are: (1) weight adjustments through training
data, (2) reinforce learning through human feedback (RLHF), and (3) in-context learning that occurs during interaction
between models and humans. Weight adjustments are made based on large-scale corpus data, RLHF is a reinforcement
learning-based method that uses human evaluations of the model’s responses to adjust internal parameters (Kaufmann
et al. 2024; Ouyang et al. 2022), and in-context learning refers to parameter shifts during ongoing interaction with the
model (Dong et al. 2024). The corpus data and human evaluations used for RLHF, as well as the interactive inputs for
in-context learning, can all be freely altered by humans. Thus, there is no principled guarantee that the system maintains
a representational relation with the world. For example, consider replacing every instance of the sentence “Apples are
red” in the training data with “Apples are rainbow-colored.” In this scenario, the LLM would likely come to believe that
“apples are rainbow-colored,” which should not be controversial. Likewise, if model’s ethical responses are consistently
rated poorly during RLHF, the model is likely to start producing unethical responses. In this way, LLMs are only open
to truths of the world via the humans involved in providing training data and RLHF, and these truths can be easily
distorted by humans. This allows us to say that LLMs are anti-representationalist 31. Moreover, non-multimodal, purely
linguistic LLMs can be said to be linguistically idealist, in the sense that they lack any perceptual experience.

The meaning acquisition process in LLMs is based on the distributional hypothesis, whereby the meaning of a word
is learned from its context of occurrence. This indicates that the LLM’s nature aligns with an anti-representationalist
position, which holds that meaning exists within language use itself. Such semantic internalism stands in contrast to the
semantic externalism of early Wittgenstein, who, in the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, postulated a logical form in
which everyday language corresponds to the world. LLMs do not presuppose such syntactic correspondences between
language and the world.

Furthermore, these models do not generate sentences compositionally from their constituent parts; instead, they use
context-dependent mechanisms (such as giving attention to all tokens in a sequence). This non-compositional approach
contrasts with representationalist approaches like truth-conditional semantics. Truth-conditional semantics mainly
focuses on declarative sentences, and it is well-known that it struggles to handle other sentence types like interrogatives
or imperatives. On the other hand, LLMs can handle dynamic, context-dependent language processing regardless
of sentence type. This feature is closer to Brandom’s inferentialist approach, which does not rely on the concept of
sentence type. Additionally, in these models, notions like truth or reference are not ontological concepts existing
outside language, but rather are treated internally to language. This aligns with anti-representationalist and deflationary
semantic positions that view truth and reference as language-internal roles.32

Moreover, the intrinsic nature of concepts in the linear representation hypothesis in LLMs (Mikolov, Yih, and Zweig
2013; Park et al. 2024) seems to align with the anti-representationalist nature of inferentialism. According to Park et al.
(2024), in LLMs, categorical hierarchies are represented as subspaces in a linear space. In the linear representation
hypothesis, the vector representing animal is said to exist in a distinct subspace that does not intersect with the subspace

31Maruyama (2019) states: “Compositional symbolic semantics is usually referential, and presupposes reality outside language,
[...] and it may be seen as realism. Contextual distributional semantics does not presuppose anything outside language, deriving
meaning vectors just from contexts within language. It may thus be seen as antirealism.” His anti-realist perspective seems to conflict
with the conceptually realist view of inferentialism. While LLMs are indeed anti-realist, this does not imply the nonexistence of the
external world. To mitigate the anti-realist nature of LLMs, inferentialist considerations are necessary.

32Mandelkern and Linzen (2024) argue that adopting an externalist, causal theory enables LLMs to achieve reference. However,
this does not contradict our argument. Considering the social externalism in inferentialism, the anti-representationalist notion of
reference and the causal theoretic notion of reference can coexist without difficulty.
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containing the vectors representing dog or cat. In contrast, in model-theoretic semantics, the validity of the asymmetric
inference about the predicates mentioned earlier is derived from the asymmetric inclusion relationships between the
sets corresponding to these predicates. For example, the inference “If an individual is a dog, then that individual is
an animal” is valid, whereas the reverse inference “If an individual is an animal, then that individual is a dog” is not,
because the set of individuals that are dogs is included within the set of individuals that are animals, but the reverse
does not hold.

The relationship between superordinate and subordinate concepts is described in terms of set inclusion in model-
theoretic semantics, whereas it is described as orthogonal relationships between subspaces in the linear representation
hypothesis. For instance, the relationship between the antecedent and consequent in the proposition “If an individual is
a dog, then that individual is an animal” is interpreted as follows in each framework (see Table 1).

Theory Representation
Model-theoretic Semantics Set of dogs ⊂ Set of animals
Linear Representation Hypothesis

−→
dog ⊥ −−−−→

animal
Table 1: Comparison of Model-theoretic Semantics and Linear Representation Hypothesis

In this way, while relationships are described using first-order predicate logic in model-theoretic semantics, categorical
hierarchies are represented by the geometric properties of the embedding linear space in the linear representation
hypothesis33. If such categorical hierarchies emerge in the representational space within LLMs, it might become possible
to explain concepts like universals and individuals not as metaphysical categories but in an anti-representationalist
manner as psychologistic concepts34. Through research on the explainability of LLMs, such as BERTology (Rogers,
Kovaleva, and Rumshisky 2020) and probing techniques (Arrieta et al. 2020), it is expected that the manner in which
concepts such as individuals and properties are represented internally in LLMs will become increasingly clear.

7.2 The Semantic Internalism of Large Language Models

The anti-representationalist stance of LLMs supports a form of semantic internalism. A semantic internalist, Collins,
states:

Why can’t we speak of arrivals having duration? After all, every worldly event takes some time.
There seems to be nothing in the world precluding an arrival being stretched out over time. In a sense,
though, the very idea of an arrival having duration is absurd, for arrivals just are terminations, which
are aspects of how we view the world, not aspects of the world which we reflect. (Collins 2015,
pp.66–67)

From this passage, it can be inferred that he regards language as capturing the way we see the world. Such a semantic
internalist understanding of meaning clearly applies to LLMs. This is because the world model that the LLM references
as its coordinate system when generating sentences is not the world itself, but the internal representation learned from
its training data. The language model generates output through its internally represented world model, and that output
reflects how it sees the world.

Additionally, LLMs partially align with Heidegger’s philosophy of language. Heidegger (1959, p.259) remarks that
language is spoken by language itself, and its imitative quality is so strong that it deprives the speaker of subjectivity
(“die Sprache spricht”). This observation about the imitative nature of language is exactly on target for LLMs, whose
generated texts are derived from existing linguistic data. Since a large language model is given its language by the
linguistic training data, it cannot escape that language. Thus, in LLMs, language indeed speaks itself.

8 A Theory of Truth for Large Language Models

Which theory of truth might LLMs fit into? First, their connection with numerous external subjects through RLHF
can be interpreted as supporting a consensus theory of truth. The consensus theory of truth is a semantic stance taken

33Set inclusion (⊂) is asymmetric, whereas orthogonality between vectors (⊥) is symmetric. In other words, orthogonal
relationships lack information about which vector represents the superordinate (or subordinate) concept.

34Regarding whether the linear representation hypothesis is anti-representationalist, one might argue that linear representations in
the hypothesis are representationalist in that they represent the structure of the world. In response, it could be countered that linear
representations in LLMs are extracted from linguistic training data and are unrelated to the truth or falsity of the real world, thereby
being anti-representationalist.
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by inferentialists and by Habermas, holding that the agreement of all cognitive subjects serves as the criterion for
truth (Tugendhat and Wolf 1989). RLHF is a reinforcement learning method that improves a model’s performance by
having multiple humans evaluate the correctness and appropriateness of its outputs (Kaufmann et al. 2024; Ouyang
et al. 2022). This means that truth in a language model is given according to the consensus theory of truth. The truth
within the language model does not necessarily align with the truth of our world, since the truth in the language model
is based solely on the training data and the evaluations provided through RLHF. RLHF is performed by multiple human
cognitive subjects, and the set of their beliefs becomes the model’s beliefs. In other words, truth within the language
model is nothing other than the consensus of the cognitive subjects who provide feedback.

This consideration is not limited to LLMs alone. There are no strong grounds for positing a significant epistemic
difference between a language model with perceptual modalities and humans in context of idealism. These reflections
also relate to the general issue of the attainability of truth for humans, not just for LLMs.

9 Conclusion

In this paper, we have attempted to interpret and describe the behavior of current Transformer-based LLMs through
Robert Brandom’s inferentialist semantics, which is representative of the pragmatist tradition.

The main points of this study can be summarized in the following two points:

First, we have argued that LLMs are essentially anti-representationalist and linguistically idealist. LLMs learn solely
from linguistic data, have no direct contact with the external world, and the sentences they produce do not syntactically
correspond to the world. This is consistent with the anti-representationalist linguistic view (linguistic idealism),
according to which language encompasses the world.

Second, we have demonstrated that inferentialist semantics is more suitable than truth-conditional semantics and
distributional semantics for interpreting LLMs. LLMs adopt a non-compositional approach that relies on understanding
the entire context, in contrast to representationalist approaches such as truth-conditional semantics. While it remains
unclear how LLMs might express the normativity at the core of inferentialist normative pragmatics, inferentialist logical
expressivism and quasi-compositional principles present strong explanatory potential for LLMs. Furthermore, although
we argued that truth-conditional semantics is not an appropriate semantic framework for interpreting LLMs, we also
noted that the suitability of truth-conditional semantics depends on the theory of truth that provides the definition of
truth in truth conditions. It remains possible that, given future research on theories of truth, truth-conditional semantics
could become a valid semantic approach.

However, this paper did not address the relationship between the normative pragmatics—an important pillar of
inferentialism—and the characteristics of LLMs. While we have not been able to indicate a possible interpretation of
normativity in LLMs, we hope that future philosophical research on artificial intelligence and work on mechanical
interpretability will offer new insights into this issue.

This paper represents one philosophical attempt to interpret rapidly evolving AI technologies, especially LLMs. Future
challenges include empirically testing the theoretical framework presented here and exploring new philosophical
problems that may arise as LLMs continue to evolve. We also anticipate that the findings of this study will provide new
perspectives on AI ethics and the coordination between humans and AI.
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