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ABSTRACT

| defend the correspondence theory of truth, adegrid which a statement’s truth consists in a
relation of correspondence with extralinguistictfathere are well-known objections to this view,
which | consider and rebut, and also importantl @zaounts, principal among which are so-called
deflationisttheories an@pistemiaheories. Epistemic theories relate the conceputt to our

state of knowledge, but fail, | argue, to resphetdrucial distinction between a criterion of truth
and the meaning of truth: the view that one canieatemantics, or metaphysics, without
addressing epistemic issues is rejected by thik.wagainst epistemic theories, I illustrate how
truth is independent of epistemic consideratiorefldlionism is the more popular of the rival
accounts and has gained considerable momentuntlm/east two decades. It is therefore dealt
with in greater detail by this work. Deflationistetories exploit the paradigmatic “Snow is white”
is true iff snow is white’ biconditional to arguerfan insubstantialist account, according to which
truth is conservative with respect to non-semahtars. On this view, truth’saison d’étreis

merely to perform the useful expressive functiogeferalising over possibly infinite sets of
assertions. Against deflationist theories, | clémat the work done by Jeffrey Ketland and Stewart
Shapiro conclusively demonstrates how truth isrmfationally additive over non-semantic facts,
while deflationism itself is also an excessivelypwrerishing theory, inadequate to the tasks it

purports to accomplish.

This work also defends the thesis that Alfred Tésskell-known theory of truth is an authentic
correspondence theory. To say this is to say beatlauses of a Tarskian truth-definition can be
interpreted in terms of a relation of corresponéethat holds between true sentences and the states
of affairs they describe. | provide a precise aot@i what the correspondence in question consists
in, claiming that true sentences are homomorphages of facts, i.e. a true sentence represents, in
a form-preserving manner, the truth-making facts.ihis gives precise expression to
Wittgenstein'’s thesis that true sentences pictugentorld.
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PREFACE

| would like to thank Colin Howson for his carefupervision of my thesis, for reading
(uncountably) many drafts of each chapter and fiidigg my style. His advice has been
invaluable. | would also like to thank Hannes Leligor his charitable help and patience in
allowing me to see ways in which the thesis presknan be improved. Naturally, | would like to
thank my brother, Adipat, and my sister, Arhan,tfair unfailing love, support and inspiration.

Gurcharan Kaur, my mother, passed aw&yévember 2002 just after my third year as a PhD
student at the LSE had begun. My mother suffergdreehardships throughout her life, yet her
spirit remained unbroken as she remaining firmlyglelem to the virtues of forgiveness, love and
tenderness toward others. Whosoever came intoaomiidn her could not walk away without

being greatly impressed by my mother’s gentilitd amagnanimity. Lamenting her lack of
education — citing her not possessing a university degrekehan sufferance as evidence — my
mother persevered to ensure her children’s eduetieell-being. All caring parents wish the best
for their children. In my mother’s case, this wasmgthing. | have often thought about this. My
mother taught English to non-native speakers agdrozed and administered courses for a highly
successful London college for adult learners (inHmnour that college annually awards a prize to
the student who overcomes the greatest difficultiaginning an ESOL certificate). My mother
singly raised, nurtured and schooled three chilgvbile maintaining a home, its finance and under
painfully difficult circumstances. These are fe@tg experience of) people schooled even in the
very top universities would be unequal to. Theyses a testimony to my mother’s very unique
fortitude and conviction. They also served to gitkean my own resolve in continuing with this
effort when all was lost that autumnal day. Conttarwhat she herself thought, my mother’s life is
a beacon of light. My mother is the only angeldlskver know; she is mgine qua nonl dedicate

this effort to my mother.

! My mother studied for an MSc in Education (at lintitute of Education, University of London) bhuetneed for her
to be hospitalized from the cancer very sadly pneae her from completing the degree.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Logic, like any science, has as its businggspursuit of truth. What are true are certaitestents; and
the pursuit of truth is the endeavour to saoitthe true statements from the others, whicHase.
W.V.0. Quine, Methods of Logic

When entering upon the study of a scienceneesl to have some idea, if only a provisional ofiés
nature. We want to have in sight a goal twetiowards; we want some point to aim at that gilide our
steps in the right direction. The word ‘tre@@n be used to indicate such a goal for logic,gastan
‘good’ for ethics and ‘beautiful’ for aesthei Of course all the sciences have truth as tjosil, but
logic is concerned with the predicate ‘truetjuite a special way, namely in a way analogouldbin
which physics has to do with the predicatesity’ and ‘warm’ or chemistry with the predicatasit’
and ‘alkaline’. There is, however, the diffece that these sciences have to take into accthgt o
properties besides these we have mentionédhanthere is no one property by which their rata so
completely characterized as logic is by thedvtrue’.
Gottlob Frege,Logic

This work seeks to defend the twin claims thathtigt in nature, a substantial notion and, in
meaning, correctly articulated by the correspondeheory of truth. To understand what these
claims are, and why they are considered correét,nomst undergo a sort of propaedeutic of what a
philosophical investigation of truth consists itlus begin by making clear that the thesis
defended here does not hinge on how we are to staaher the medium through which truths get
conveyed: our truth-vehicles could be beliefs, &gjgadgements, propositions, statements,
sentences, other forms of linguistic representatian the sake of argument, let us here take
propositions to be our truth bearers. Consider,,ibevquestion ‘What is truth?’ What exactly is
this thing, truth, that propositions are endowethwin ability to carry? Common amongst the
philosophical community is an expression of baféenconcerning truth. This might be a
consequence of the Fregean view expressed abdviaéina is no one property characterizing any
science so completely as ‘true’ does logic. Thasother pieces of information seem available, as
one might expect in the other sciences, to halmithate the conceptQuine, however, did not

share this view. He thought the concept of trutlmambiguous

There are philosophers who stoutly maintain thagtsaid of logical and mathematical laws andetru
said of weather predictions and suspects’essibns are two usages of an ambiguous term ‘triie....
What mainly baffles me is the stoutness ofrth@intenance. What can they possibly count azecel?
Why not view ‘true’ as unambiguous but very gieh, and recognize the difference merely between
logical laws and confessions?

2 This is part of Frege’s reason for holding trudtbeindefinable

% Quine cites Gilbert Ryle (Ryle 1949a, p.29) andted Russell (Russell 1912a, Chapter 1X) as exasnpf such
philosophers.



(Quine 1960, p. 131)

The reason Quine gave for holding this view is inguat. They are to do with our pre-theoretical,
pre-analytic grasp of truth. But before we proctenhvestigate what this might amount to, it is
important to get right what the question is askeny resist the invitation from some corners to
apologize for asking it. Some take ‘What is truttt?be thenvrong questiorio ask about truth For
example, inAn Introduction to Philosophical Logid.C. Grayling argues that this is owing to the
guestion having “the character of a smooth she#rwhich one cannot see how to climb..., [it]
looks like a request to know what truth (‘Truthg)in some ultimate, inclusive, perhaps mystical
sense.” Granted — but appearances can be deceiving. And ase would deny Grayling’s
sensible counsel “that there can be no progresaderstanding a concept unless one’s enquiry
begins with the right questiofi"'what, then, would btheright questionto ask about truth?
Grayling’s manner of asking the right question'What is it for a proposition to be true?” On this
there is no disagreement between us. Our enquihat\é truth?’ is taken to mean precisely this.
Truth is a concept that applies to propositionga@y, truth is not a concept applyingatib
propositions; it applies only to those that aretrlhus, this investigation seeks to understand
‘What is it that all true propositions share thifase propositions lack?’, or, equivalently, ‘\Ath

is it for a proposition to be true?’ i.e. ‘Whattigth?’

Still, a lack of clarity might persist. A way of tj@g to grips with the nature of this enquiryds t
understand what it is not. This enquinnist ‘What is tre?’; it does not aim to discern truthst
attempts rather to discern what it is about trpsitions that constitute their trittn his seminal
The Problems of PhilosophBertrand Russell gave the following warning (reiscent of
Grayling’s counsel above) to the wayward truth Btigator conflating the two questions:

...for the present we ask only ‘What is truthPiot ‘What [propositions] are true?’...1t is very impant
to keep these different questions entirelasae, since any confusion between them is sypeotuce
an answer which is not really applicable tbei.

* Note that this is quite different from the deftatary attitude to the question (see below). Aceaydo the deflationist,
this is an acceptable question to ask, but any answolving ‘substantial’ notions would be the wgpanswer.

® Grayling 1997, p. 122.

® Ibid.

" As it is often misconstrued whenever | respondyti’, to the question, ‘What are you writing ydein.D. thesis on?’
8 Cf. Davidson: tt is an error to think that if someone seeks tdenstand the concept of truth, that person is
necessarily trying to discover important generaitiis about justice or the foundations of physit& mistake

percolates down to the idea that a theory of tmutlst somehow tell us what, in general, is trueatdeast how to
discover truths (Davidson 1999, p. 105).



(Russell 1912a, p. 69)

The question that is the focus of our investigaparallels the type of question focusing Socrates’
attention in the Platonic dialoglithyphro— that of unpacking the notion of ‘piety’:

Socrates And what is piety, and what is impiety?

Euthyphro Piety is doing as | am doing; that is to sapsgicuting anyone who is guilty of murder,
sacrilege, or of any sanitrime - whether he be your father or mothewylooever he
may be - that makes néedéince; and not to prosecute them is impiety...

Socrates ...at present | would rather hear from you aemrecise answer, which you have not as
yet given, my friend, teetquestion, ‘What is “piety”?’ When asked, youyordplied,
‘Doing as you do, chargyaur father with murder’.

Euthyphro And what | said was true, Socrates.

Socrates No doubt, Euthyphro; but you would admit ttisre are many other pious acts?

Euthyphro There are.

Socrates Remember that | did not ask you to give me twthree examples of piety, but to explain
the general form which mslall pious things to be pious. Do you not recoléaying
that one and the same forade the impious impious, and the pious pious?

Euthyphro | remember.

Socrates Tell me, what is the nature of this form, ahdrt | shall have a standard to which | may
look, and by which | magasure action, whether yours or those of anyome &l then
| shall be able to sayt#ch and such an action is pious, such anoth@pim.

I'E”uthyphro Piety, then, is that which is dear to the g@uafg] impiety is that which is not dear to them.
Socrates Very good, Euthyphro; you have now given e $ort of answer which | wanted...
(Hare & Russell 1970, pp. 41-42)

{Needless to say, Socrates goes on to quiz theenbof Euthyphro’s proposal of what constitutes

piety'}

This investigation is not easy. As Plato makesrdlethe Theaetetustruths do not come with a
‘mark’, like a date on the corner of photograplet tistinguish them from falsehoods. To many,
however, this attitude is puzzling. For them thera straightforward answer to the question ‘What

is truth?’” Appealing to Aristotle, they are aptréanark that:

To say of what is that it is not, or of whahiot that it is, is false, while to say of whathat it is, or of
what is not that it is not, is true.
(Aristotle,MetaphysicsI, 7, 101$25)

True propositions, then, tell it like it is, @n other wordgfor a proposition to be true is for it to
correspond with the facts. It is in this that tmaonbiguity of truth resides and to which Quine
alludes in the quotation above. It is importanatalerstand that this ispdatitudethat no one

denies. As Ralph Walker puts it:
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Colloquially, “corresponds with the facts” camction as a long-winded way of saying “is true”...
(Walker 1999, p. 309)

but, continues Ralph Walker, any theory of truth “swlerstood...becomes an empty tautology”.
Owing to their being harmless, these platitudesatcseem to raise the theoretical temperature very
high? So any theory of truth worth its salt must profiegenuineslucidationof the notions

involved here.

Many argue that we need not look very far. Latarlatitudes like ‘truth is correspondence with
fact’ or ‘truth is agreement with realitys a substantial theory of truth, t®rrespondence Theory
of Truth According to it, the platitude indicates trutinsolvement in aeal two-place relation (a
seriously dyadic onéf, between propositions, on the one hand, and fastthe other. Unpacking
the notion of truth in this way, it argues, offargenuine account of truth, one where the notion
plays a significaninformationally additiverole, i.e. to say of a proposition that it isetiig to say
something more than that already contained in tbpgsition itself. This thesis seeks to defend the

correspondentist’s point of view.

What could possibly be wrong with the correspondaheory? One difficulty, often cited, lies in
the very attempt to flesh out the notions involirethe correspondence aphori$hwhatkind of
thing is a fact? Are there negative facts, condaldacts, disjunctive facts, or are facts just
‘general? And if so, what are they made of? Caythe enumerated? It is not entirely clear that
the relevant facts can be specified beyond makiagihinformative (and circular) claim that they
are those which make a particular proposition thiereover, would we not be making the same
unwarranted move Russell is often accused of makingifying universals by saying that true
propositions are those which fit the facts? Thmtd#act’ in sentences like ‘The fact that grass is
green’ appears to acquire its meaning by referemseme worldly correlate of the proposition
‘grass is green’, but only by presupposing somsiwarof the unstable ‘Fido’-Fido principle: is not

the impression that facts are independent existeatsmisequence of our illegitimately projecting

° This way of putting the point comes from Simondiaurn. See, for example, Blackburn 1984, p. 22&lackburn
2005, Chapter 3.

1 This is Crispin Wright's way of putting the poirBee Wright 1992.
M william James, for example, is a partisan of ttacern observing that “quarrels [begin] only after the question is

raised as to what may precisely be meant by the tagreement’, and what by the term ‘reality’, whieality is taken
as something for our ideas to agree wittdames 1907b (1999), p. 53).
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onto the world divisions we find operating in thbit@}? Also, whatkind of correspondence is
involved? Arguably, the only kind of understandingolved in saying that true propositions
correspond with the world, that they somehow ‘pietit, is the metaphorical kind. Surely there is
more involved here in cashing the idea of corredpane out than that involved in the employment
of a metaphor? But again, it is not entirely cldsat anything can be said about the correspondence
relation, other than making the uninformative, giac claim that it is the relation with which a
proposition stands to the world when it is truer s@me, attempts at explaining the notions of fact
and correspondence generate nothing but pseudoexipias — they are understood only in terms of

what they are supposed to explain.

Such concerns have made many sceptical about thespondentist’s ability to offer credible
answers to these questions. Pumping the platitpdeta a substantial theory of truth involving a
two-place relation generates (what are considerde)} insurmountable problems. The theory also
seems to require that we tolerate a (not altogethageous) separation between the mind and the
world. Being naturally (though, as Chapter 3 wigiilight, erroneously) associated with
metaphysical realism — the view that there is geailve reality whose nature is independent of our
language and thought — weakens the theory by lgntlto the criticism of epistemological
scepticism. Being epistemically unconstrained,civecept of truth is considered to be objective
owing to its independence from justification andnaat; it hinges only on the way the world is.
Truth is “radically non-epistemic” (to use Hilargyfam’s words) or “evidence-transcendent” (to
use Michael Dummett’s term for realism). The chatben, is that we can never determine whether
propositions are true because we cannot compane \thih the facts true propositions are said to
correspond to. Such “realist theories” of truthPasidson prefers to call them:

...seem to throw in doubt not only our knowleddgevhat is “evidence-transcendent”, but all thet i&f
what we think we know, for such theories dédrat what is true is conceptually connected in\aay to
what we believe.

(Davidson 1990, p. 299)

We cannot confront propositions with facts thatexternal to them as there is no way of getting
outside our language so as to facilitate the coatpa examination correspondentism requires.

Strongly motivated by this epistemological conc&ayl Hempel spoke of the “fatal confrontation

12 Since the name ‘Fido’ gets its meaning by refertiman individual — Fido — should we suppa#ievords function in

a similar way? The ‘Fido’-Fido principle was coineyd Gilbert Ryle in his review of Carnap 1947 (R§@49b). Ryle's
attitude to such speculation is actually share@bgar Wilde. InThe Importance of Being Earne@wendolyn Fairfax
is made to exclaim:Ah! That is clearly a metaphysical speculation, ékd most metaphysical speculations has very
little reference to all the actual facts of redEli as we know themn
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of statements and factt* The reason typically advanced for why a propositiannot be compared
with the facts to see if a fact corresponding ®gstatement obtains is that propositions are
comparablenly with other propositions. Initially voiced by Otieurath, Carl Hempel and the
early Carnap, the objection continues that anyrgiteat such a comparison with the world results

solely in the acquisition ahorepropositions:

We call a content statement “false” if we catnestablish conformity between it and the whotaddtire
of science...The verification of certain contstattements consists in examining whether theyoronto
certain protocol statements; therefore wectdfge expression that a statement is compared relity’,
and the more so, since for us ‘reality’ islaepd by several totalities of statements thatarsistent
with themselves but not with each othr.

(Neurath 1934 (1983), p. 102)

Abjuring the correspondence theory, but still matéd by a concern to subserve the ‘substantiality’
of truth, philosophers attempt to articulate al&enproposals promising to be more faithful to our
epistemic situation. The result of such attemptaledEpistemicismabout truth. Chapter 2 aims at

undermining epistemic theories of truth.

Indeed, given the potential difficulties with therespondentist view indicated above, one might be
tempted to think that there is, in fact, somethirgng in thevery natureof the project in

discovering what truth is. Many have been temptethlts thought. They invite philosophers to
reject abstract questions about the nature of,texpressing their view by saying that truth is ot
‘real’ or substantial property, or a robust andapétysically interesting notiomeflationismabout
truth is the doctrine of those desiring to defldée inflationary intentions and metaphysical
excesses of correspondentism (and epistemicisey;dategorically reject the presupposition that
truth has an analyzable and reducible ‘inner natwéy? We have already encountered a deep

concern with the (perceived) generation of pseupiaeations in attempting to elucidate the

13 Hempel 1935, p. 51. Hempel is not articulatingréqeresentativesiew here of the logical positivists’ stance outttr
Though Otto Neurath and Rudolf Carnap (at one tiwee co-conspirators, Moritz Schlick, by contragis an ardent
defender of the correspondence interpretationsrdbbates with Neurath and Hempel (see Schlick)1926| Popper,
too, found no difficulty with the correspondencedhy of truth, recording in his intellectual autofiaphy his belief
that Alfred Tarski had rehabilitated “the much rgakd correspondence theory” (Popper 1974b, p AfR), of course,
the manifesto of logical atomismFactatus Logico-Philosophicuswas written by a philosopher wholly imbued with
correspondence intuitions.

14 Desirous of having a test for truth, Carnap, Shéit al (in virtue of their strong empiricist imgtions) called
statements reporting immediate perceptual expegigmotocol statements”, viewing them as incorrgim that they
are directly subject to verification. The truthather statements is to be tested by their logiglations to these
‘protocols’. Neurath, in fact, was dubious abow stupposed incorrigibility of protocols (in a wdnat is hidden from
this quote), and in denying the possibility of tHeting subject to direct verification, held thag¢ bnly test for truth
consists in relations among statements themseBadeffler 1967 has a lively account of the contreies between
Hempel, Schlick, Carnap and Neurath.
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relation of correspondence and the notion of laeflationists surmise that this renders both empty.
They argue that the moral to draw from this is thatcorrespondence account should therefore be
trimmed (or ‘deflated’ of naive correspondenceitins), leaving bare the insubstantiality of truth
Consider, for example, the proposition that snowhg&e. According to the correspondentist’s

account:

(1) The proposition that snow is white is true just@se the proposition that snow is white

corresponds to a fact

However, presumably:

(2) The proposition that snow is white corresponds fictajust in case snow is white

In recognizing this connection, philosophers suekr@ge, Ramsey and Quine, proceed to shave
(1) as follows:

(1*) The proposition that snow is white is truetjirscase snow is white

(1*) is a perfectly acceptable fact about whatttinéh of the proposition that snow is white corsist
in. It is owing to the triviality of such statement schematically represented by the Tarskian
scheme — that deflationists urge their tautologessnin the case above, deflationists continue, the
truth predicate is simply superfluous. However,dk#ationistalsorecognizes that truth is not
universally redundant. It proves to be useful irfquening certain linguistic roles. For example,

how else could one express one’s agreement witlajtarin, everythinghat follows from the
Peano-Dedekind axioms for arithmetic without empigytruth? Of course, one could try to list all
the propositions but this would be an infinite tasiking an infinite amount of time to convey the
intended meaning. By saying, instead, ‘Everythimgg follows from the Peano-Dedekind axioms
for arithmetic is true’, truth endows one with dilidy to finitarily express and capture the intended

meaning. Truth is here increasing our expressivespo

There are differing views on what deflationism atiyis, and is best characterized as a
philosophicakendencythan a specific doctrine. This does not makess laf a challenge however.
Arguably, it presents the most potent challengeotoespondentism. While the motivation of the
epistemicist’s activity is the epistemological centto render truth humanly accessible, which they
deny correspondentism is able to do, both defletisrand correspondentists nevertheless agree on

14



where to begin. Both attempt to do justice to aergnalytical grasp of truth inherent in such
platitudes as ‘truth is correspondence to facttr€sgpondentists attempt to fine-grain our already
coarse-grained understanding and bring to beabstantial theory of truth; deflationists, on the

other hand, staunchly deny the validity of so doing

According to the deflationary point of view, once Wwave identified the theoretically ‘cool’
platitudes associated with it and the logico-liragigi functions it performs, there is no ‘propery’
truth existing independently of these facts. Irtipatar, we need not burden truth with any
metaphysical baggage or intumescence. If trutlspethsable and contentless, then one might
reasonably suggest that adding a correct theomuthf, call itT, to some non-semantical e.g.
physical theory of the world, callW, would produce aonservative extensicni.e., any (non-
semantical) fact provable from the unidblW should already be provable without the addition of
T. If, as the deflationist contends, truth is ingahgal then, as Stewart Shapiro and Jeffrey Kdtlan
point out™® it is difficult to see how she could not to be cuitied to truth’s conservativeness. It is
owing to a commitment of this sort that the defiaist’s position proves to be untenable. There are,
for example, deflationary functions that the trptlkdicate is said to perform whichnnotbe
undertaken by a conservatively extending theortyuth. More significantly, conservatively
extending theories of truth are inadequate todkk of legitimizing truth claims.

Chapter 2 addresses the epistemological motivédiorejecting the correspondence theory of truth
and finds it indefensible. Chapter 3 recounts Alfif@rski’'ssemantiaconception of truth and
argues in favour of the view that it exoneratesespondentism. Chapter 4 critically surveys the
various brands of deflationism and identifies tivairious shortcomings. Chapter 5 deals with the
issue of deflationism and the conservativenessiaafobn, concluding that there are important
features to truth which deflationism is inadequatthe task of justifying, unlike Tarski’'s semantic

defence of correspondentism.

15 Shapiro 1998; Ketland 1999.
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CHAPTER 2
EPISTEMICISM

What is the difference which actually cong&githe truth or falsehood of a belief? | am nétrasfor
what is called the criterion of truth, i.er Bome quality, other than truth, which belongs/hatever is
true and to nothing else. This distinctiondmtn the nature of truth and a criterion of trgtimiportant,
and has not always been sufficiently emphaddxephilosophers.

Bertrand Russell,Philosophical Essays

According to all forms of epistemicism about truffuth is an epistemically constrained concept not
capable of being evidence-transcendent. Each tioddshe proposition th&is true means that the
proposition participates in some epistemic propBrtjke S coheres with some specified set of
propositions believed, @is useful to believe, dgis that opinion to which investigators will
converge in the limit of inquiry. This chapter onés three popular versions — coherent{ime

most popular), pragmaticisand_instrumentalism and finds them all indefensible as theories of

truth (they may well be viable as theories of nadility). | deal in detail with early instances of
epistemicist truth (those of Neurath, Peirce amde}s and find that the fundamental criticism that
they all fail to obey Russell's (above) instructioikkeeping the nature of truth and the criteribn o
truth distinct is taken to imply that truth is regnonymous with any epistemic property
whatsoever. As the features of the early instahcaticize are the same in both the early and late
instances of epistemicist truth, there would beeabd gain in dealing separately with the later
instances — such as Dummett’s theory of warrangedraibility, or Putnam’s theory of (idealized)
rational acceptability.

2.1 Motivating Epistemicism about Truth

When people first start to sympathize with ¢berespondence theory, they are apt to seize spoe
homely immediate truth, a truth which “leapghe eye”. | consider, say, the fact that my typewis on
the table and say ‘wethats a fact,thatis what my judgement that the typewriter is onttige is made
true by’. This seems as pure a case of sloggraintance with a fact as can be got...The insbiabind
such a choice of case is sound. The critizéssing for a conception of ‘the facts’ [and of
‘correspondence’] which is not wholly deriveagifrom an antecedent conception of true judgement.
(Blackburn 1984, p. 23Rarenthetical addition is ming

Invoking the notion of ‘correspondence’ and of tfamports no explanatory value to
correspondence-type theorising about truth bectineseexplanandacannot be understood without
appealing to thexplanandumThe critic is troubled by the fact that nothingne can be said about

the correspondence relatiother thanits being the relation that a proposition stamdthée world
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when it is true. Similarly, it appears that nothingre can be said in unpacking the notion of fact
other thanit is that which makes a proposition true. Theagation of these interdependent, circular
definitions significantly undermines the sustaifigbof understanding the notion of truth in

correspondence terms. According to Richard Schantz:

It is the concept of truth that wears the bhes; facts and correspondence being simply progfriom
truth, according to the very simple rule ttinet fact thap is that which corresponds to the true statement
thatp...Thus all we seem to gain by introducing facts tiredrelation of correspondence is the ability to
say, in esoteric language, that a statemenies

(Schantz 2002, p. 2)

Tied to the critic’s concern of the impossibilitiyadequately reducing truth along correspondence
lines is the epistemological concern of the imdabsr of performing the kind of language-world
comparison that the theory is inviting us to m&k order to determine whether a proposition is
true we would have to ascertain whether it corredpdo the relevant fact in the appropriate way.
But this is impossible, so the thinking goes, &sdhs no pure, unmediated apprehension of facts as
they are in themselvegart from the way we judge them to be or fromways of conceptualizing
them Unlike the cartographer who can check his majnagthe landscape, we cannot check our
linguistic map against the extralinguistic landseHp\Ve cannot escape the ‘circle of our beliefs’
and scrutinize reality itself; in fact, we are perally pinned inside it as all our cognition okth
world is mediated by our thought and experience ddrrespondence theory is implicitly
committing us to (the myth of) ‘the givéfi'— the uncontaminated, raw presentation of factriie
received by our minds — proposing an intolerablé lgetween mind and the world, one that, for our

critic, simply does not exist.

Those seduced by this epistemological concern ttebd careful, however, not to overstate this
point. The fact that we can never know whetherdg@ment corresponds to the relevant facts in the
appropriate way does not mean that truth undersasamrrespondence is wrong. If judgements
cannot be known to correspond to reality then wanoainfer that they do not so correspond.
Someone committed to the correspondence poinesf ean still stand their ground. They might
even be compelled to agree that extraction of jodyd from apprehension of fact is impossible

andstill this would take nothing from the view that trutinsists in correspondence between

16 See Ewing 1934 for an early modern introductiothts epistemicist idea.

" To make this point, Wittgenstein was fond of ai@&n saying which translates as “you cannot shhétighan your
arse” (reported in Blackburn 2005, p. 57).

18 The phrase “Myth of the Given” is taken from WiitfiSellars 199 Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind
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judgement and the relevant facts. But the critespes for a more radical position: the very notion

of fact is itselfdependenbn our judgement:

Even such a low-grade judgement as that mgwviyiber is on the table involved recognizing thed t
elements of the situation are spatially exdeto me, that they are objects with a tempordblys that
they have various physical properties sucsotidity, and so on. Judgement jissthe isolation of facts.
(Blackburn 1984, p. 234)

As they are carved out by us in language, therdoeamn objective facts to make acquaintance of.
The correspondentist is left impotent, unabdlento support her claim that we are able to survey a
correspondence between perceptual awarenessesiofroadiate environment, like seeing a
typewriter in front of me — a “pure a case of she&uaintance with a fact as can be got”.

The idea that our source of conceiving facts cabeatholly extracted from the operation of
judgement-making is typical of Kant, a philosopheany epistemicists cite as their inspiration.
Central to Kant's thought is a critique of the potiofadaequatio intellectus et reithe adequacy

of thought or the intellect to things. He soughéxpose the interdependence of the categories of

thought and experience by saying:

Without sensibility no object would be givenus, without understanding no object would be ¢fiou
Thoughts without content are empty, intuitionthout concepts blind. It is, therefore, justn@sessary to
make our concepts sensible, that is, to adahiect to them in intuition, as to make our itiunis
intelligible, that is, to bring them under cepts. These two powers or capacities cannot egehidueir
functions. The understanding can intuit naghiihe senses can think nothing.

(Kant 1781 (1993), p. 75)

Arguably, the best illustration making the interdeg@ence of experience and thought most apparent

are double-aspect figures. Consider, for exampkefigures below:
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From one point of view the image that leaps otinés of a duck; from another, that of a radBit.
This ambiguous, bistable figure is not illusoryisinot designed to trick the eye. Depending on
your direction of attention, there are two kindgefceptual phenomena legitimately extractable
from this one visual stimulus. Changing from ontelipretation to the other gives the spectator
entirely different visual experiences. Thus, whenfoonted with facts, we cannot divorce an
understanding of their constitution from the praduaf our own imagination, interpretation and
excogitation.

It is owing to this that leads many epistemiciststress that in seeking to apprehend these
extracognitive/extralinguistic facts with whichd¢beck correspondence, we end up, in spite of
ourselves, with further beliefs or judgements iadteour beliefs are simply not controlled or
constrained by the way things &PeA problem with the argument from scepticism tdaary in

which truth consists in relations between judgemaiine is that thifils to solve the problem of
scepticism. The sceptical thesis (one implicit arlley’s famous claim that an idea can be like
nothing but an idea) is that what we take to bésfhear no resemblance to mind-independent facts:
since we cannot occupy a view from nowhere to alesarcorrespondence obtaining between our
language and (extralinguistic) reality, acces$i® teality is mediated by our cognition precluding
access to this reality as it is in itself. Hence,a&n never be justified that our beliefs are aateur
reflections of a mind-independent world. The eprstést’'s response to the sceptic’s concern is to
redefine truth so as to make it something attamabhey aim to argue for our having adequate
justification for our beliefs about a world whicbresists of mental constructs not resembling the
mind-independent world at all: the phenomenal faafgposedly bearing no cognizable relation to
mind-independent facts are artefacts of the epiststis imagination. But this fails to deal witheh
sceptic’s worry that our beliefs may not be justifias accurate reflections of an external worlé Th
epistemicist needs to put herself to the task ofipg that thereeally is no such world* Davidson

made this point too:

Epistemic theories are sceptical in the way ideabsid phenomenalism are sceptical; they are sakptic
not because they make reality unknowable, boabse they reduce reality to so much less than we
believe there is.

(Davidson 1990, pp. 298-299)

9 The American Psychologist, Joseph Jastrow,reméludwig Wittgenstein (as people commonly beliewes the
first to note the significance of this double-agdegre (see Jastrow 1899).

2 See Blanshard 1941, pp. 227-229 for an argumehigeffect.

2L Cf. Kirkham 1992, pp. 112-114. Kirkham sees clearbt & theory of truth isot the place to deal with the problem
of scepticism — that would be a burden for theooigsistification.
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More importantly for our purposes here, a the@isiut truth should ndie concerned to discover
that all epistemic access to facts is indeed mediby judgement. A theory of truth is not a theory
of how facts are accessed epistemically. The latgdes within the province of epistemology
while the former in semantics and metaphysics,thadtlaim that one cannot conduct semantics or

metaphysics without also being forced to attenejpistemic issues is to be rejected.

2.2 Coherentism

Owing to the belief in the incomparability of judgents with anything apart from other judgements
(a belief already undermined), epistemicists seakutline a theory of truth which renders its
understanding wholly reliant on the relationshipnwsen judgements alone; nothing other than
judgements and their inter-relations would be adégjin attempting to elucidate the nature of truth.
The chief motivation has been anti-sceptical, tikerauth accessible. Given that no arbitrary set of
claims and relations among them will do, philosaptiellowing this line of thought naturally

resort to expressing this reliance in terms of kil the judgements ‘hang together’, ‘mutually
support each other’ or ‘cohere’. This view foundngathy with elements of the Vienna Circle. As
the correspondence theory of truth was seen taljadstindependently subsisting facts or states of
affairs, articulating suspicious metaphysical pissj it comes as no surprise that that theory got a
poor press among the logical positivists. A typegbression of this suspicion comes from Otto

Neurath:

Statements are compared with statements, itfotexperiences’, not with a ‘world’ nor with artyhg

else. 2’Each new statement is confronted with the totalftgxisting statements that have already been
harmonized with each other. A statement iedatorrect if it can be incorporated in this tayal\What
cannot be incorporated is rejected as incbrhestead of rejecting the new statement, oneatt@n the
whole existing system of statements untilritbes statement can be incorporated... There can béeo o
‘concept of truth’ for science.

(Neurath 1931 (1983), p. 53)

What does it mean for a body of statements to beremt? In “Protocol Statements”, Neurath
offers the idea of mere consistency: given a sstaiements that are true, any addition can be

incorporated and thus determined true just in dasset “remains consistent if the statement is

% This is highly questionable. In logic, the valeatifunction is enomomorphisnbetween syntactical items and their
interpretation. For example, consider the tépm ..., x,). Then, the valuesal[t(x,...,X,)] = val(t)[val(xy),...,val(x,)].
Of course, this is merely an oversimplified modbeit it shows that it is perfectly possiblesing the device of a
metalanguage (not appreciated by Neurath), to eefirelation of representation between languageatdicture
external to it. | shall come back to this in thédaing chapter.
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added”? If coherence equals consistency then we have sustainable theory of truth for the very
simple logical reason that any consistent setadéstents can contain falsehoods (or, better, that
there are consistent sets mutually inconsistertit @ach other): another way of putting this is to
point out the fact familiar to every logician tteaty consistent s&can be extended to two
consistent setS and S’ obtained by adding an independent sentence @nueigation respectively
to S So the maintenance of consistency cannot be ragiea of truth as any new addition could
maintain the consistency of the set to which #dded and yet still be false. Understood as such,
this would constitute a comprehensive death-blothéocoherentist conception of truth. Moreover,

we should not forget the following sober Russeltamments:

[w]lhen I say ‘the sun is shining’, | do not amethat this is one of a number of sentences anwich
there is no contradiction; | mean somethingciviis not verbal, and for the sake of which sudnds as
‘sun’ and ‘shining’ were invented. The purpagevords, though philosophers seem to forgetdiigple
fact, is to deal with matters other than wolttlbgo into a restaurant and order my dinneto Inot want
my words to fit into a system with other warllat to bring about the presence of food. | chwdde
managed without words, by taking what | wéit, this would have been less convenient.

(Russell 1940, pp. 140-141)

But perhaps we are being too quick in passing jodige on the coherence theory. It is not the case
that a partisan of coherentism “must consider ahigrary fairy tale to be no less true than a
historical report or the propositions in a chenyidiook, so long as the tale is well enough
fashioned to harbour no contradiction anywhéfdh all its forms, the coherence in question is not
just the mutual support that a body of statemeivis gach other, but the mutual support between
statements that aextually believedr subscribed toThe coherence in question is then with a
certain designated set of beliefs. A fabricated taight be a consistent body of statements but that
does not mean it is a consistent body of truthatéaiThe intended set of statements is the set of
beliefs actually held, those which the believer foamd reasons for committing herself to, and it is
their consistency that the coherentist is offedsghe determinant of trufABut then this raises the
question of what the grounds are for holding tHesliefs. Would it not be that they are tréfer?

S0, coherentism is presupposing the concept df truits attempt at illuminating it.

% Neurath 1932 (1983), p. 95. Neurath fails to apiate that there are uncountably many, mutuallpmsistent,
extensions of any given set of sentences. So cobeignnojust mean consistency.

24 Schlick 1934 (1979), p. 376.
% Cf. Walker 1999, p. 310.

% possibly not. A Bayesian would saytually reinforcing probabilitiegsee Bovens & Hartmann 2003), in which case
truth is not being presupposed.
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In any case, even with the above qualification indnit appears that the consistent-yet-false
objection remains untouched. The logical objectaiewing truth as coherence, understood to
mean consistency, holds. Suppose that the potemtiegdnt to the set of beliefp,{p-—-q} is g. By
modus ponenghe augmented set would be inconsistent: thame mssignment of truth-values to
the particles that make up the sentences of thiaemakes them all true. Thus, we could either
maintain a commitment to the old set, thereby tajga, or revise the initial set of beliefs to enable
our being able to accommodate the newcomer in sistemt way. However, in doing the latter, at
least one of the setp{q} and {p- —q, g} would have to contain a falsehood. And so Schdick
objection continues to hold. Mutual consistencgimply too weak: there are uncountably many
ways of extending a consistent set which are miytuatonsistent with each other.

The Viennese contingent were not the only onesgada attempting to elucidate truth as
coherence. In fact, in wishing to defend coheremtidout truth, one might well do better than
appeal to the logical positivists’ descriptions Waant of not weakening their case by the argument
given above. Alluding to the British Idealists bEtlate nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, i
is clear that, perhaps because of appreciatingititeof objection given by Schlick above,
coherence was not understood in terms of consigi@onoe. For example, in “The Nature of Truth”
Harold Joachim acknowledges on behalf of the cottistehat:

[tlhe ‘systematic coherence’...in which we aveling for the nature of truth, must not be conéLraéth
the ‘consistency’ of formal logic. A piecetbinking might be free from self-contradiction, ride
‘consistent’...and yet if might fail to exhilihiat systematic coherence which is truth.

(Joachim 1906, p. 170)

One suspects that Joachim does not wish ‘format’lég be interpreted in too limited a fashion
here. Not only would a set of formally inconsisteahtences be ruled out as participating in the
systematic coherence involved, but also those oontacouples that are conceptually inconsistent
or together impossible. | have in mind pairs suehColin is a bachelor’ and ‘Colin is a married
man’, or ‘Peter is the father of James’ and ‘Jaradlse father of Peter’.

Coherence, then, requires something more thanstensiy, and this was recognised by the British
Idealists. F.H. Bradley, for example, required thaet of sentences needed to be ‘comprehensive’

in additionto being consistent for it to be coherent:

In speaking of system | mean always the unfdhese two aspects [i.e. consistency and
comprehensiveness], and this is the senséharehly sense in which | am defending coheremesther
of these aspects of system will work by itself
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(Bradley 1909 (1994), pp. 202-203)

Comprehensiveness deals with the explanatory saiopaet of beliefs: a set of beliefs is more
comprehensive than another just in case it habakxplanatory scope of the latter but harbours at
least one more description or explanation of a phemon that the latter does not. Now, it is
important to ensure that the set of bel@fs coherent, that they mutually support each otlievel
consider the set {Arhat has two eyes, LSE is a @latte University of London, All bachelors are
unmarried men}, it contains nothing but truth claiamdit is more comprehensive than any of its
subsets, but it can hardly be considered a sdaiwhs that in any plausible sense cohere. What is
required is a sense of coherence in which the mesydf¢he set mutually support each other very
much like how the poles in a tepee support eackr @h Kiinne 2003, pp. 384). Blanshard claimed
that the poles in this tepee are co-entailmeng:g¢hch judgement is entailed by the others (either
jointly or singly)?’ But a moment's reflection would tell us that thénstrual is absurd. The best
chemistry text book or depiction of a historicatipd would fail to meet this condition; and so they
would fail to be true. But we would hardly wantdonclude this, unless of course there were
reasons to do so independently of its lack of cemes. What we need is a weaker sort of mutual
support, a weaker kind of inferential link. It seereasonable to suggest that these poles might
better be understood as some sort of probabilityezence: that any subset of the set in question
confers a higher probability to a claim than thearal would do of its own accord. Following
Kiinne?® the following set of judgements would be good emlnof this kind of unification

between the elements: {Most of the people herdappy, and Ben is here if and only if Ann is
here, Ben is here and is happy, Ann is here ahdppy}. Assuming any two members of this set

confirms the third in the sense that the probabditthe third being true is thereby increased.

This would be a good place to gather our thoughteerning how best to articulate a coherence
theory of truth: a judgement is true just in cdss & member of a consistent, comprehensive and
(not necessarily logically) mutually entailing sétbeliefs. Let us call such a setraximally
coherent set of beliefs

Could not a maximally coherent set of beliefs confalsehoods? Equivalently, could it not be
possible for a proposition to be a member of a maky coherent set of belieisdependentlyf its
truth? Could it not be possible to be epistemicd#iuded about some object in a fashion that is so

27 Blanshard 1941, pp. 264-265.

2 Kiinne 2003, p. 384.
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systematic as to escape non-conformity with th@nties of a maximally coherent set? Maximally
coherent sets can be arrived at without any retatice actual world; our flights of fancy can
generate such sets. Borrowing from Chishdlidjinne says that, after all, “the most hopelessfor
of insanity is that in which the various factorsloé delusion are most systematically rationalised
with reference to one anothef Consequently, could it not be possible to acquioee than one
maximally coherent set of beliefs concerning am afediscourse that totally diverge from one
another? It is their attempt at dealing with tlhigttleaves one considering coherentist views quite
frustrated, for the following reason. Coherentisggo dispel concerns relating to systematically
delusional statéSoffering sets of maximally coherent beliefs byudng that what keeps a check or
control on these sets is their footing in realitykich, in order to be a check must be independent
of what is believed about it. This sounds very miikd correspondence talk! In particular,
coherentists tend to refer to perceptual judgemardsired from one’s immediate environment —
such as ‘I see a typewriter on the table in frdmhe’ or ‘It is raining’. These are meant to acteas
constraint on the maximally coherent set of acquiveliefs. Any maximally coherent set of beliefs
must allow for these. Those that do not cannotiee Bradley, for example, wrote:

With regard to the world as perceived...my poiserery limited. | cannot add to this world atafigtion
and at my pleasure create new and oppositeri@iatHence, to speak broadly, the material hegivien
and compulsory, and the production of whabistrary is out of my power.

(Bradley 1909 (1994), p. 215)

...imagine my world made on the principle of.. gming mere fancy as fact. Could such a world beemo
comprehensive and coherent than the worldasanranged?...[you must] include everything to be
gained from immediate experience and perceptio

(Bradley 1909 (1994), p. 213)

Neurath made a similar point:

...for us striving after knowledge of reality is rexd to striving to establish agreement between the
statements of science and as many protodeinséats as possible.
(Neurath 1934 (1983), p. 107)

For Neurath, protocol statements report deliverami@mmediate sensory experience. They
express, in effect, Bradley’s ‘world as perceivéldie coherentist is going back on herself here.

The primary (epistemological) motivation for rejagttruth as correspondence was that in

2 Chisholm 1977.
30 bid.

3L Or indeed any other state that churns out maxjnealherent sets of beliefs which have no regardhemway the
world actually is.
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attempting to judge the nature of any corresponel&etween a judgement and its associated state
of affairs the judger is found, according to thé@®ntist, to be perpetually trapped by the
generation of further judgements and beliefs disahg her to perform the relevant assaying task.
By appealing to protocol statements or to percépigdgements (that report sensory experiences
derived from one’s immediate environment) to guegeinst the objection of systematic delusions
the coherentist severely weakens her case. Conslisitgpulating when immediate sensory reports
are to be included and when not do not seem talaked by principle. When such reports are

meant to play a significant role and when not iad. The coherence theory of truth is incoherent.

Further criticism comes from acknowledging thas itlearly possible to have more than one set of
judgements that cohere in the relevant fashion.ré&/teethence? If there is more than one set of
beliefs that determine the standard of coherehes, there is no guidance on which one set is to be
preferred, which one in whose coherence truth stgshIso, false beliefs can participate in
coherent systems; one can imagine a world no @ssrent than our own in which a false belief
passes as true. But the most damaging criticistheo€oherentist position is that it simply fails to
supply an adequate theory of truth. The coheremeay may be an adequate theory of rationality,
but in offering a theory of truth it fails to apprate the crucial distinction between the critevith
which to determine whether a proposition is trué e meaning of the concept ‘true’, and to
respect further that a theory of truth is seekhgglatter. This difference is very much like
appreciating the difference between fixing the niegwof ‘feverish’ as having a temperature higher

than some given point and specifying the procediaregeciding whether someoifeverish®?

2.3 Peircean Pragmaticism

In wishing to ‘make our ideas clear’ and banisHgdudphical arguments whose resolution could
have no practical significance to our lives, Peiuas committed to the following pragmatic

maxim:

Consider what effects, which might conceivably hpxectical bearings, we conceive the object of our
conception to have. Then, our conception déeleffects is the whole of our conception of thieath
(Peirce 1878 (2001), p. 202)

In application to the concept of truth, Peirce ustleod the pragmatic maxim to imply that truth is a

property of those beliefs unassailable by doubt:

32 Cf. Haack 1978, p. 88.
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...If by truth and falsity you mean something notidigle in terms of doubt and belief in any waynthe
you are talking of entities of whose existepoa can know nothing, and which Ockham'’s razor lefou
clean shave off. Your problems would be gyesithplified, if, instead of saying that you waatknow
the “Truth”, you were to say that you wangttain a state of belief unassailable by doubt.

(Peirce 1905 (1960), p. 279)

The act of having obtained these indubitable beliegisters that we have come to some form of
settled opinion or consensus and reached the eindufy. These beliefs on which everyone
agrees is the ineluctable conclusion of those wdrsigt enough with their investigations, with all

the relevant information, and is independent ofrtte#hods they might happen to employ:

If a general belief...can in any way be produdbdugh it be by the faggot and the ratiktalk of error in
such belief is utterly absurd.
(Peirce 1960, Volume 8, Section 16. Emphagiedd

This is crucial to Peirce’s view: if some form ofss hypnosis were just as effective at realising a
consensus as that produced by employing the sioeemigéthod then mass hypnosis is no less
deficient at realising truth. The aetiology of tensensus is irrelevant. Bigfinition, a proposition

is true just in case it is universally assentetf e are fated to reach truth in the limit of our

investigations:

The opinion which is fatéd to be ultimately agreed to by all who investigatevhat we mean by truth...
(Peirce 1960, Volume 5, Section 407)

Peirce did, howevenlsoexpress the view that, despite our being fatedtimate agreement once
the relevant experiences have been felt and syitabfough investigations undergone, there is no
guarantee that a consensus will be reachetince, the final opinion representing the reakis

that onlymightbe reached all the relevant investigations are carried ouhtr limit. {This
observation will prove fatal for Peirce later}. Netheless, when Peirce does express confidence in

the fact that all those who engage in the relewvamgstigationwill eventually reach a limit in which

% Although, Peirce did emphatically believe that seéentific method is the most efficient in faciling universal
assent.

% peirce adds the following footnote herBate means merely that which is sure to come tnd,can no how be
avoided. It is a superstition to suppose that daiarsort of events are ever fated, and it is arot suppose that the
word fate can never be freed from its superstitiairst. We are all fated to die

% Cf. “I do not say that it is infallibly true that thei®any belief to which a person would come to ifveee to carry

his inquiries far enough. | only say that that adas what | call Truth. | cannot infallibly knowahthere is any trutfi
(Peirce 1966, p. 398).
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everyone agrees, it is owing to a doctrine he hettterning reality. According to Peirce, reality is
objective and mind-independent. Owing to thisjrmipact on our individual perceptions is such that
reality determines what is perceived; we cannotrobor influence it. This fact is true for everyon

investigating. Hence, everyone will reach the saorelusion at the end of their investigations:

The conception of truth gradually develops...reachirgidea of truth as overwhelmingly forced upon
the mind in experience as the effect of anpedeent reality.
(Peirce 1960, Volume 5, Section 564)

So far, there seems very little to distinguishttieory of truth unfolding here and the
correspondence theory: doesn't the plausibilityhe$ pragmaticist view lie in the plausibility dfe
correspondence theory? There appears to be n@flight to be shed with the Peircean
identification of ‘is true’ with ‘is ultimately agred to by everyone investigating’ than that already
shed by the correspondentist’s identification sftfue’ with ‘corresponds to the facts’. But Peirce
held a curious doctrine concerning reality. Realtgbjective and mind-independent of any finite
numberof minds, not mind-independent af minds This is what makes the pragmaticist’s view
on truth epistemic: there is no allowance madefaality which is in principle epistemically
unattainable and plays no role in guiding our imgulhe opinion ultimately agreed on by all those
who investigate is what represents the real — blog@ quotation proceeds thus: “...and the object
represented in this opinion is the real. That eswlay | would explain reality”. Elsewhere, Peirce

outlines his ‘social theory of reality’ thus:

Reality is independent of , not necessarily of gidun general, but only of what you or | or anyite
number of men may think about it...On the othed) though the object of the final opinion depenals
what that opinion is...what that opinion is does depend on what you or | or any man thinks.
(Peirce 1960, Volume 5, Section 408)

This view is untenable. Peirce is arguing thatadityeindependent of any one mind (or of any finite
subset of minds) impinges on us externally causstp undergo certain experiences. As it is mind-
independent, this reality will force all those itwed in an investigation to undergo similar
experiences in a fashion that, in the limit, wilbguce a consensus opinion. But that reality is an
idealist object: it is that idea in all those miridat have followed through with their investigaiso

to the bitter end. How can a group of people unaesgperiences whose causal origin is in a reality
determined by the end product of their exercishregrtcognitive faculties over those very

experiences? Peirce does admit that it seems pacatlto claim that “the object of final belief

27



which exists only in consequence of the belief uéthitself produce the belief® But in defending

himself against this fundamental weakness, Peleims that there is nothing extraordinary:

...in saying that the existence of external realitiepends upon the fact, that opinion will finalgtte
in the belief in them. And yet that these itesgiexisted before the belief took rise, and vesten the
cause of that belief, just as the force of gyas the cause of the falling of the inkstandth@ugh the
force of gravity consists merely in the fadttthe inkstand and other objects will fall.

(Peirce 1960, Volume 7, Section 344)

The analogy Peirce is offering in his defence @&lgguate. First, he is stating the relation between
gravity and the tendency for objects to fall todme of identity alone. Second, even if we accept
this, gravity and objects falling are not tempaorédicatable events in the way that the occurrerfice o
perceptions that mould individual beliefs and tpemn arrived at by all in the limit of

investigation are. Thus, asserting that gravityath the cause and consequence of objects tending
to fall does not validate the possibility of rev@hronological causatiol.The analogy Peirce is

suggesting breaks down.

A further observation undermining this view of catisn is that if, as Peirce admits, the opinion
settled on in the final outcome is one of hypottatexistence — it is not “infallibly true that tleeis
any belief to which a person would come to if heen® carry his inquiries far enough” — then how
can that opinion representing the real possiblyeawr present actual experiences? The thesis
advanced here is that soessibleexistent in the futuractually shapes our current experiences.

One ought to seriously doubt entertaining the phality of a theory of truth so based.

2.4 Jamesean Instrumentalig€m

In James’s writings, one can find endorsementsvardiability theory, a coherence theory, a
Peircean consensus theory and a correspondencg.thigoresponse to critics pointing this out is
that they “seem...to labour under an inability almuesthetic, to understand the thesis which they

seek to refute® claiming quite outrageously that “[t]he criticsviesboggled at every word they

% peirce 1960, Volume 7, Section 340.
37| borrow this way of identifying this position fio Kirkham 1992.

3 John Dewey and F.C.S. Schiller held an instruntishtdew on truth closely allied to James's. Faample, see
Dewey 1911 and Schiller 1907.

39 James 1909, p. 10.
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could boggle at, and refused to take the spifitaiathan the letter of [the pragmatist’s] discotifSe
Nevertheless, it is the instrumentalist view whigmes is most popular for espousing and is the

focus of this section.

James was united with Peirce under the pragmatxinma “[t]here carbe no difference anywhere
that does nomakea difference elsewher®— but was led to abandon the consensus view Peirce
saw as a logical consequence of the maxim. Jammgsysdenied the existence of some ultimate

opinion obtainable in the limit of inquiry, claingrthat:

...the fact that all experience is a process, ot @b view can ever be the last one. Every one is
insufficient and off its balance, and respolestb later points of view than itself.
(James 1909, p. 55)

In sympathy with this Jamesean point of view, RidH&orty poses the following question to the
Peircean: “How would we know that we were at thé ehinquiry, as opposed to merely having
gotten tired or unimaginative”?By responding that the end of inquiry is signallgtsome
convergence in opiniodoes noposit a time-invariant belief. James’s counselto@xpect some
endpoint to inquiry is a result of his conceptidpuaigement as tools of our own making, tools
designed to equip us with the means to deal witrsatroundings. He gets to this conception by the
following route. First, James endorses the preftamal, correspondence-type view on truth: as he
himself said, that conception is one you would fxgressed in any good lexicasf. James 1907b
(1999), p. 53). But James is swayed by the scemacecern of how we could ever be justified in

the truth of our beliefs if reality was mind-indeypkent:

How does the partisan of absolute reality know whiatorders him to think? He cannot get direchsig
of the absolute; and he has no means of gugssiat it wants of him except by following the hunstic
clues.

(James 1909, p. 46)

James appropriates the Kantian outlook that tleen® iroute out of our own conceptual scheme to
see if the sensations we receive are productsrohd-independent world at work. Our perceptual
organs and concept-deployment organize our expaEgei©ur ideas about objects and the objects

themselves are indistinguishabté James 1909, p. 35). Reality is, therefore, “aruawlation of

“°0p. Cit, p. 99.
“1 James 1907, p. 30.

“2 Rorty 1986 (1999), p. 329.
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our own intellectual invention$* But, unlike Kant, James does not think that suafstructs are
built into our minds. They are, rather, inventionade by our ancestors, inventions designed in the

way they are because it proved useful to do so:

[A]ll these were once definite conquests made...byameestors in their attempts to get the chaos of
their crude individual experiences into a nghareable and manageable shape. They proved of such
sovereign use &enkmittet” that they are now a part of the very structurewfroind.

(James 1909, p. 42)

As the latter part of the first (famous) quote bekrticulates, the thesis James held is one
according to which true propositions are exactiysththat prove usefoler the long term

The ‘true’...is only expedient in the way of our Kiirg, just as ‘the right’ is only the expedientlie

way of our behavindexpedient in almost any fashion; and expedietiiénlong run and on the whole of
course; for what meets expediently all the epee in sight won't necessarily meet all farther
experiences equally satisfactorily.

(James 1907, p. 106)

G.E. Moore held that this instrumentalist accouritwth is “intensely silly™ There are

compelling grounds for agreeing with Moore. For thement, here are four:

(1) There is more than one way for a belief to be Us€fme way is that the belief leads to the
fulfilment of a prediction; another is that it lesath the satisfaction of a desire. But, what if
my belief in the weather turning for the worse suacessful prediction but also frustrates
my desire to have a picnic in the park?

(2) Shouldn’t the pragmatist specifiyr whomthe belief is intended to be useful for? If the
benefactor of the true belief is the agent belig\tiren it might quite conceivably be the
case that belief ip is useful for Smith while belief in ngtis useful for Jones. But this
violates the adequacy condition on any theorywhtthat it not violate the principle of non-
contradiction. Moreover, it commits pragmatism attouth to a form of relativism,

something widely regarded asealuctioof any theory on the nature of truth. {l expand on

3 James 1909, p. 43. On page 42, James includessnchpts as the notion of time and space as sioglénuous
receptacles; the distinction between thoughts himdj$, matter and mind; and the separation of itous from
regularly caused connections.

“** Instruments of thought.

4> Moore 1908 (1959), p. 115.
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this type of criticism below}. Indeed, James exjpliyccommits himself to relativism about
truth:

[lln any concrete account of what is denotedifugh’ in human life, the word can only be used
relatively to some particular trow& Thus, | may hold it true that Shakespeare wratepthys
that bear his name, and may express my opioianctitic. If the critic both be a pragmatist and
baconian, he will in his capacity of pragmasisé plainly that the workings of my opinion, | kggin
what | am, make it perfectly true for me, whilehis capacity of baconian he still believes that
Shakespeare never wrote the plays in question.

(James 1909, p. 146)

We must side with Bertrand Russellimaling this position totally unintelligible. Who
wroteHamletis a “question of fact, totally independent of whaybody now living may
think#®

(3) Some false beliefs are useful. The fishing industilyemploys a system of navigation
based on Ptolemaic astronomy. Though it cannoebéed that true beliefs are on the whole
useful and, by and large, useful beliefs are tituere are exceptions. The falsity of my belief
that the train’s departure time is midday couldubeful if the facts conspire to be so; |
would not have avoided the train crash that kifednany passengers had | held the true

belief that the train was set to depart at 1 pm.

(4) Even if it so happens that all and only usefuldfslare actually true, the instrumentalist
definition of truth has unacceptable modal consege&. As Russell argues, in divorcing
truth from the facts, this theory implies thamightbe useful to believe that A exists even if
A does not exist; and ihightbe useless to believe that A exists even if A doegst. Hence,
it follows on the pragmatic theory that, absurdiynight be true that A exists even if A

does not exist; and it might be false that A exastsn if A does exist:

The [instrumentalist] account of truth assumest seems to me, that no one takes any interest in
facts, and that the truth of the proposition thainfriend exists is an adequate substitute fofahe
of his existence.

(Russell 1910b (1910a), p. 123)

8 A believer.

*" This occurs in “Two English Critics” — in James099- and is a response to Bertrand Russell’s “Barstic Truth”
that appeared in th&lbany Revievof January 1908.

8 Russell 1959, p. 134.
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Our pre-theoretic, folk theory of truttccording to which a proposition is true meas th

the proposition agrees with realityy sghematically be represented thus:

(T) Itis true thap iff p

As there are both actual and possiblanterinstances to ‘it useful to believe tpatf p’,
(T) fails when ‘useful to believe’ is substituted foue’. Hence, truth is not utility.

2.5The Non-Viability of Epistemic Theories of Truth

There is a deep sense in which epistemicism abailnt ¥iolates common-sense. It does much
violence to our ordinary ways of thinking and talli Others have felt this: opposing the
Hempelian view that propositions are comparallly with other propositions, Schlick made the

following pertinent observation:

| have been accused of maintaining that stésican be compared with facts. | plead guilbave
maintained this. But | protest against my ghnient...l have often compared propositions tesfa |
had no reason to say that it couldn’t be dbf@und, for instance, in my Baedeker the statemidimis
cathedral has two spires.” | was able to campgawith ‘reality’ by looking at the cathedraha this
comparison convinced me that Baedeker’s aseesas true.

(Schlick in Macdonald 1954, p. 232)

Bertrand Russell, too, in fighting the cause of nwn-sense (here in opposition to Neurath) says:

Take first the necessity of empirical statementaualvords, e.g., ‘Neurath says so-and-so’. How do |
know this? By seeing certain black marks evhde ground. But this experience must not, accwdo
Neurath and Hempel, be a ground for my assettiat Neurath says so-and-so. Before | can agert
must ascertain the opinion of mankind, ancteisly of my cultural circle, as to what Neura#lys. But
how am | to ascertain it? | go round to al ftientists of my culture circle, and say: ‘wha¢sl Neurath
say on p. 3647’ In reply | hear certain soutds this is an experience, and therefore doegimetany
ground for an opinion as to what they said eWw/hA answers, | must go round to B, C, D, and ds¢ of
my culture circle, to ascertain what they khfnsaid. And so on throughout an endless regiesges
and ears do not enable me to know what Newseith no assemblage of scientists, however
distinguished, can enable me to know. If N#uimright, his opinions are not known to me tigiotnis
writings, but through my decisions and thosmyp culture circle. If we choose to attribute imh
opinions completely different from those whtahin fact holds, it will useless for him to cadrct, or to
point to pages in his writings; for by suclhaeour he will only cause us to have experienagich are
never a ground for statements.

(Russell 1940, pp. 139-140)

A further violation of common-sense is that epigtesm renders truth relative. There can be no

fact of the matter as to what Neurath says, taRussell’'s example, so it is possible for what
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Neurath says to be true only relative to the “a@tcircle’s” point of view. Hence, it all depends o
the culture milieu you refer to. A commitment tasemically-fashioned theories of truth compels
one to be committed either &bethic relativism- ‘the truth value of a statement is relative to a
system of beliefs’ — or tmealism- ‘how the world is depends upon what humans happe
believe about the world’ or ‘the Earth has onlyatetl around the Sun since Copernicus’. Either

position is incoherent.

Alan Musgrave (see Musgrave 1997 (1999)) has a etimg expression of this anti-epistemicist
argument? It consists of first assuming the following: tizat adequate theory of truth for any
language must yield an instance of the TarsKimechemesSis true if and only iP, for every
sentence of that language (suitably constrainddamo contradiction ensues). Combining The
scheme with an epistemic theory of truth commits tmunacceptable, idealistic viewpoints. For

example, consider the following epistemic theoryroth:
Sis true if and only if Arhat thinks th&t
This ‘theory’, together with th&-scheme, entails:
P if and only if Arhat thinks thal®
No-one would be willing to accept that, as a consege, things in the world are the way | think
they are. If so, we could either (a) give up Thecheme, or (b) give up epistemically fashioned
theories of truth. Pursuing (a) would force us iatounsustainable position. The scheme is crucial

to our common notion of truth; to have a correetsgrof the notion of truth requires that we accept

the scheme and all its instances as primitivelyeliimg. Each instance of tlHescheme is

9 In arguing for the anti-epistemicist cause, Musgralso has the following to sayAti immediate consequence [of
epistemic truth theories] is relativism about truthA’s belief that P possesses the internal femtind B’s belief that P
does not, then P is true for A and false for B....

To avoid relativism (and preserve the laws of tjughbjective truth theorists tend to go ideal andhe long run. For
example, coherence theorists will say that somgttsiirue (by definition) if it ‘coheres’, not witfour or my beliefs,
but with the beliefs an ideally rational inquireowd have in the long run.

Of course, such moves immediately threaten thesaeftical virtues (if virtues they be) of [epistejntruth theories.
What God will be coherently believing at the entirog is just as inaccessible to you or me asuthtas-
correspondence. (I think it is more inaccessible.)

To solve these problems, [epistemicists] tend tupad policy of flipping back and forth. When episblogical
concerns are paramount, they stay subjective; véleemantic concerns are paramount, they go idealtarnile long
run. The resulting fandango is one of the leastyatj sights in philosophy. Let us view it no mo(®lusgrave 1989
(1999), p. 168).
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necessarily, conceptually true; it is rendered by¢he concept of truth. How then can there be any
room for the epistemic status of a proposition beiacessary and sufficient for its truthSo,
some might argue, we have no option but to relepsgemic theories of truth from the set of

theories we are willing to be committed®fo.

Indeed, epistemic theories of truth may have malily pernicious consequences. The claim that
‘there is no objective truth’ amounts to a denilah@ possibility that historical and political oles
have an objective truttf. The following is a pertinent quote from George @l 1984 The quote

begins with O’Brien leaning over a torture devioespeak to Winston, who is lying on the device:

“Power over matter - external reality, as yauld call it - is not important. Already our cooltover
matter is absolute”. For a moment Winston rgdahe dial. He made a violent effort to raise dethinto
a sitting position, and merely succeeded ienghing his body painfully. “But how can you coihtro
matter?” he burst out. “You don’t even contta climate or the law of gravity. And there argedse,
pain, death”. O’'Brien silenced him by a moveing his hand. “We control matter because we abntr
the mind. Reality is inside the skull. You Mdarn by degrees, Winston. There is nothing teatould
not do. Invisibility, levitation - anything.dould float off this floor like a soap bubble #ish to. | do not
wish to, because the Party does not wishati Must get rid of those nineteenth-century ideasibthe
laws of Nature. We make the laws of Nature.”...

“But the world itself is only a speck of dusnd man is tiny, helpless! How long has he been in
existence? For millions of years the earth washabited.”

“Nonsense. The earth is as old as we areld®av.dHow could it be older? Nothing exists exdépbugh
human consciousness.”

“But the rocks are full of bones of extinciranls, mammoths and mastodons and enormous reptiles
which lived here long before man was ever heid

“Have you ever seen these bones, Winston@e not. Nineteenth century biologists invenkesirt.
Before man there was nothing. After man, if bald come to an end, there would be nothing. Oatsid
man there is nothing.”

“But the whole universe is outside us. Lookhat stars! Some of them are a million light-yeassy.
They are out of our reach forever.”

“What are the stars?” said O’'Brien indiffedgntThey are bits of fire a few kilometres awayeWwould
reach them if we wanted to. Or we could blenthout. The earth is the centre of the universe.stim
and the stars go round it.” Winston made arratbavulsive movement. This time he did not say
anything. O’'Brien continued as though answedrgpoken objection: “...Do you suppose it is beyosd
to produce a dual system of astronomy? The star be near or distant, according as we need them

0 william Alston 1996, p. 209 raises this point. Bka 2003 contains a discussion of this issue.

*LIn Larry Laudan’s view: The displacement of the idea that facts and evielematter by the idea that everything
boils down to subjective interests and perspecivessecond only to American political campaigrtke-most
prominent and pernicious manifestation of anti-iietetualism in our time¢ (Laudan 1990, p. x).

2 See Deborah E. Lipstadf¥enying the Holocaust: The Growing Assault on Trartld Memoy. | thank Jeffrey
Ketland for pointing this reference out to me.
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you suppose our mathematicians are unequhhttfgt Have you forgotten doublethink?”
(Orwell 1949, pp. 277-278)

Epistemic theories of truth equate truth with aistgnic property. In the case of coherentism, a
proposition is true just in case it coheres witmeapecified set of (held) beliefs; for Peirceans,
truth is that opinion to which investigators corgeein the limit of inquiry; for Jameseans, truth is
utility. We have seen compelling reasons to doléirtviability as theories on the nature of truth.
This chapter does not pretend to be exhaustivis itbverage of all the forms of epistemicism on
offer; there are other types, such as that acagivah in Putham 1981 where truth is (idealized)
rational acceptability? or in Dummett 1959 where truth is warranted a#sity. But there is a
central criticism applicable to all types. Theydsmn the question ‘On what grounds can | lold
true?’ Epistemic theories exhibit a deep confusibaut the difference between a theory of
knowledge or rationality and a theory of truth, dhat is a consequence of not heeding the
Russellian maxim of keeping the nature of truth dredcriterion of truth distinctly apart. The
epistemicist’s focus is what it is for a propogitim beadoptedor countedas true, as opposed to

what it is for a proposition tbetrue. Consider, for example, the following telliremark by James:

A new opinioncountsas ‘true’ just in proportion as it gratifies thedividual’s desire to assimilate
the novel in his experience to his beliefstotk.
(James 1907, p. 36. Emphasis added.)

Epistemic theories of truth are better construethasries ofationality: verifiability, coherence,
the potential for leading to successful action ate.all relevant to rationality. They may be vebl
contenders for what an adequate theory of ratipnialoks like, but one must insist that they aré no

viable contenders for an adequate theory of tnuitself.

%3 Over the past two centuries, it has been well knamong mathematicians that it is possible to otaaiearth-
centred system by coordinate transformation. Itldidoe interesting to know whether Orwell was awafréhis.

** Here, the circumstances pertaining to the epistestaitus of a proposition would kkeal just in case all the relevant
evidence is readily available (both Alston 199494 and Schmitt 1995, p. 113 understand “epistdiickeal
conditions” in this way). There is a straightfordiabjection to this view on truth. There are proposs that are true
butnotjustified in epistemically ideal conditions. Coahsi, for example, Thomas Nagel's “What Is It LikeBe a
Bat?” (1974). It seems reasonable to supposehbet is a fact of the matter concerning whatlikiesto be bat.
Certain propositions concerning the inner life nfexho-locating creature are clearly true. And, yet, as cognizers,
are cognitively closed off from accessing suchdagb matter what amount of physical evidence wghtrpossibly be
able to muster.
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CHAPTER 3
CORRESPONDENTISM

Per conformitatem intellectus et rei veritaimtur. Unde confirmitatem cognoscere, est cogaos
veritaten®>
Thomas Aquinas Summa theologiae

The basic idea underlying the correspondence thafaruth is given by the slogan ‘truth is
correspondence with fact’ or ‘truth is agreemenhweality’. For many, the central notions of
‘correspondence’ (or ‘agreement’) and of ‘fact’ eabeen found wanting; most notoriously because
allegedly they presuppose the concept of truthifitées not entirely clear, it is argued, how the
notion of ‘fact’ is to be specified beyond articiihg it to be that which makes a proposition true.
Also, whatkind of correspondence is in question here? Arguabg/pnly kind of understanding
involved in saying that true propositions corregpuauith the world, that they somehow ‘picture’ it,

is the metaphorical kind. Surely there is more ingd in explicating the idea of correspondence
than that involved in the employment of a metaptigwfPagain, it is not clear that anything can be
said about the correspondence relation other tsdreing the relation which a proposition stands to
the world when it is true. Consequently, many hiaumd alternative (and often more attenuated)
expressions for what the correspondence theowaigusly attempting to sidestep what they take

to be deficiencies in the underlying concepts.

This chapter intends to outline what is right alitvet correspondence construal. The principal
objections levelled against it are, | shall arguestaken. | shall also point out how the claim that
truth bearers may, without circularity, reflectamrrespond to extralinguistic fact has been
comprehensively accomplished by the logico-semahtiechniques of Alfred Tarski in his
celebrated work(s) on truth. Tarski's explicatiared notin other words, fall foul of the common
objection (initially due to Freg&that the idea of correspondence necessarily ppeses truth.

3.1The Primal Attraction of the Correspondence Theory

We should remind ourselves of the lesson learr@d fRussell in the previous chapter. In asking

after what truth is we are not seeking the supplyoaditions that are jointly necessary and

®“Truth is defined as the agreement of intellect #uirg. Hence recognizing that such an agreemerginbtis
recognizing that something is tfue

%% See, for example, Frege 1979, pp. 139-140.
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sufficient for a claim’s being true. What we aréeais what the concepbnsists inthat is to say,
anintensionaldefinition of truth as opposed to a purely extenal one. We want to answer the
guestion: what does meanto say of the proposition thpt ‘p is true’? By way of analogy, if you
were to list the various positions that manifestadmate in the game of chess then you would not
say that this furnished you with an understandirag to checkmate your opponent is the objective
of the game. We need to appreciate the differert@dencriterion andmeaning we should not
confuse (as the epistemicist does) one for ther @then seeking an answer to the question ‘What is

truth?®’

First, we outline what the primal attraction of derespondence idea is. We also make an initial
attempt at understanding the terms ‘correspondearwt’fact’, how they fit into what might
properly be called a correspondence theory, anceadgbopular objections while keeping a (keen)

eye on identifying the reach, and boundaries, etltieory.

The slogan ‘truth is correspondence with fact’ idely considered to be not only correct but
platitudinous, so much so that it can be regardeiti@ ‘everyman view’. Thus th@xford English
Dictionary supplies the following piece of lexicography: “Tmun. Conformity with fact;
agreement with reality”. What is this common denmaor, ‘correspondence’, involved in our
shared understanding of the notion? It seems taatto the claim that “truth...is a matter of
accuracy.” Consider, for example, the fact that | want taogaa bus ride tomorrow. | need to buy
a ticket for my intended journey, which | do todayd place the ticket in my (only) inside coat
pocket. To validate my place on the bus | neecetoahstrate to the bus driver that | have bought
this ticket. | can only do so by showing the buselrthe ticket. | succeed in doing this by reaghin
for the ticket in my coat pocket. It is precisebchuse | believe thdtis true thatthe ticket is in

this coat pocket that accounts for why reachingtie coat pocket succeeds in my being able to
(ultimately) obtain a seat on my intended bus. Miydh that the ticket is in my coat pocket, in athe
words, isvalidatedby a corresponding state of affaifsThe critic (most notably the deflationist)

might respond by saying that the corresponderstisegging the question here. | succeed only

" Cf. Russell: tf you wish to know whether a certain book is iibaary, you consult the catalogue: books mentioned
in the catalogue are presumably in the library, k®mot mentioned in it are presumably not in thesliy. Thus the
catalogue affords a criterion of whether a booknishe library or not. But even supposing the caggle perfect, it is
obvious that when you say the book is in the Ipsayu do not mean that it is mentioned in the cgfaé. You mean
that the actual book is to be found somewhereérsttelves$ (Russell 1910b (1999), p. 75).

%8 Searle 1995, p. 200.

%9 Ceteris paribusthat is, there is no bus driver strike on the disny intended bus journey, etc.
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because | believe that the ticket in my coat poekek (indeed) the ticket is in my coat pocket

Invoking truth is superfluous.

But there is something crucially missing from saclkeflating’ account. Compare why this

account:

(&) | believe that the ticket is in my coat pdcked the ticket is in my coat pocket

is better at explaining my success than this one:

(b) | believe that the ticket is in my coat poc&ad the ticket is on my bedside table

(a) is better because the fact it picks out coordp to my belief that the ticket is in my coat ketc
while the fact picked out in (b) crucially does sotcorrespondt is truethat the ticket is in my
coat pocket in that this claim corresponadshe fact that the ticket is in my coat pocKdtiad the
organization of the world been such that the tiekas on my bedside table then reaching for my
coat pocket would have been redund#ns impossible to account for preferring (a) to) {n a
fashion that eschews any reference to truth sonstaled Surely, without being able to invoke this
kind of explanation for why | succeed in getting ticket from my coat pocket it would be entirely

mysterious as to why | do so succeed.

Many authors have written extensively on the colimmepower of the correspondence idea — that
the truth of a statement implies that the contéth® statement represents or somehow mirrors

aspects of the ‘external’ world. Blackburn, for exade, writes:

What makes true the belief that there is arctte garden, is there being a cat in the gartleere being
a cat in the garden is...a very different kifidhing from there being a system of beliefs, coltdd in
whatever way we like which would have thisiéfehs a member. It is the cat which we respondadb,
anything mental. We are good instruments &tedting cats, and that is why, if we are carefut, beliefs
about them tend to be true...l am a good signall the presence or absence of cats. My belsgfards
to the cat.

(Blackburn 1984, p. 24%’1)

% This observation is also made in Vision 2004,.p/igion’s example involves Maud and accounts fer $uccess in
fetching the umbrella from the rack arising frore thuth of her belief in the umbrella being in thek (and nothing
less).

®1 Also see Kitcher 2002, p. 197 for a defence of ittéa.
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Our shared folk-theory of truth — that precedeseutaking the burden of any further analytical or
explanatory obligations — consists in the commosisahview that what marks true propositions
out from false ones is their being distinguishdieeference to things which are not themselves
propositions, but something extralinguistic. Ce#gbd twentieth century proponents of this idea
were Rusself and G.E. Mooré&® Russell's pupil, Ludwig Wittgenstein, is famous &sticulating

an early philosophy heavily pregnant with corresjmnce ideas and notions:

2.21 The picture agrees with reality or nois right or wrong, true or false.

4.06 A proposition can be true or false only in virtudeébeing a picture of reality.
(Wittgenstein 1922)

But no_theoryof truth can amount just to the claim: ‘A propamitis true if and only if it
corresponds with fact’. This ism@atitudebeing “sufficiently bromidic to be acceptable tmumon
sense” as John Dewey once plif 80 something more is required for the phrase tas a
philosophical explanation of truth. We need ‘cop@sds’ and ‘fact’ to be independently
understood, to have their own significance, so ploting them together as ‘corresponds with fact’
succeeds in offering @enuineelucidation of the idea, and in particular oneatde of a fruitful

theoretical development.
3.2The Correspondence Relation
Following Crispin Wright, we might say that onetbé things which should be implicit in the

phrase ‘agrees with’ when it occurs in expresslies'What Dummett said agrees with reality’ or

in the phrase ‘corresponds to’ when it occurs ipregsions like ‘any statement asserting the

%2 See Russell 1912a, pp. 128-129.

%3 See Moore 1953, p. 277. Moore was onlyeantualadherent of the correspondence view (as was Rudsis|
initial view, one kindred with the view of ‘goodeharticulated irfPrincipia Ethicg was that truth is a simple,
unanalyzable, intuitable property. This view wafeimed principally by his overall rejection of theo-Hegelian
Absolute Idealism dominating the British philosagdiiscene under the influences of T.H. Green aHd Bradley in
the late nineteenth century. Moore rallied agaifsalism’s monism, insisting that reality consistzoncepts which
combine to form (mind-independent) propositiongging against the Hegelian notion that the unitg gfoposition
depends on the synthesizing activity of consciossngloore came to believe that a true proposisamt one which
corresponds with reality, but actualya part ofreality.

% Dewey 1911, p. 33. If these platitudes were alt tieeded to be said, then what would the differdratween

statements that are true and those that are falsarg to? We would need a more ‘serious’ attempiuinexplication
of truth, surely. See Blackburn 1984, p. 225 foeapression of this thought.
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existence of unicorns corresponds to no fact'ssrously dyadicelation®® To illustrate what this

amounts to, to infer:

(a) There is something into which Mukti fell

from:

(b) Mukti fell into the swimming-pool

is to adopt a seriously dyadic attitude to ‘fetioinin (b). So, commitment to a correspondence
conception of truth results in licensing the infeze:

(c) There is something with what Dummett said agjree

from:

(d) What Dummett said agrees with reality

Frege, most notably, disagreed with the relatienalstrual. According to Frege:

Correspondence is a relation. This is conttadi however, by the use of the word ‘true’ whichot a
relation word and contains no reference tdting else to which something must correspond.
(Frege 1911 (1999), p. 86)

Was Frege right? Although the predicate ‘...is trajgpears from its grammatical form to be
monadic, unlike ‘agrees with’ or ‘corresponds tbfoes not follow that no relation is signified by
it. Russell has taught us to be wary of being rdislg the casual surface structure of natural
language. By way of analogy, consider the monarkdipate ‘...is a spouse’, which, not appearing
to signifying a relation either, actually meanséféis somebody to whoris married’. Spouse-
hood signifies aelational property. As Russell once put it, “the differen@tvireen a true belief

and a false belief is like that between a wife arspinster ®

% See Wright 1992, p. 83.

% Russell 1948, p. 165.
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3.2.1 Deflationism and the Correspondence Relation

We mentioned earlier that ‘a proposition is truanfl only if it corresponds with fact’ is
platitudinous, acceptable to everyone, and thides the deflationist. Deflationism, however, is
properly a rivalview of truth to correspondentism and, as thevthictory chapter made clear, holds
that — if a property at all — truth is an insubsirproperty whose existence owes entirely to the
logico-linguistic utility it provides. Despite itseing a rival view, deflationism does have featumes
common with correspondentism — endorsement of ldtéyme should indicate as much.
Importantly for this section, the shared featurefude endorsement of the idea that truth involves
some kind of correspondence relation obtaining.clisely examine deflationism in chapters 4 and
5 but it would be prudent here to explore this @mtion with the correspondence theory, and to
specifically identify in which respects, if at athrrespondentism’s correspondence relation

contrasts with that of the deflationiéfs.

Taking our cue from Armour-Garb & Beall, let us gtinely first consider the deflationism-
correspondentism contrast lying in what kind ofgexty each position takes truth to be: for the
deflationist truth is an insubstantial property, tioe correspondentist it is a substantial (refetip
property®® However, clearly such a characterization is simiptyimprecise to be of much u%e.
For if we were to consider tieschema:

Sis true if and only ip
where S is replaced by a name of the sentence on thé-hghd side of the equivalence, then,
according to correspondentists, its instances sgs@eorrespondence between the sentence and the

state of affairs represented on the right. For eotamn examining the following instance:

‘Snow is white’ is true if and only if snow is whit

67 Chapter 4, section 1, deals further with the @siing features of both these positions.

® This is in their introduction to the antholoBgflationary Truth(Armour-Garb, B. & Beall, J.C., 2005a). Both
attempt to identify what is at stake first by calesing that as substantialists view truttb&oa property, the deflationary
contrast would be the denial that truth has anp@nty-like features. But, as Armour-Garb & Beallrextly recognize,
this cannot be the contrasting feature as therdeftationists who think that truik a property — Paul Horwich being
the notable example.

%9 Cf. Armour-Garb, B. & Beall, J.C., 2005a, p. 2.
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a correspondentist would say that this states@spondence between the sentence ‘Snow is white’
and the state of affairs described on the righthtrs being defined in terms of an attribution of
various non-linguistic ‘worldly’ properties to varis non-linguistic ‘worldly’ entitie$® But, of

course, deflationists appeal to exactly sheneschema in advancing their insubstantiality claim,

viz. truth has no underlying nature whose task ibigohilosophers to unpack. In their view, any
sentence is equivalent (logically, or cognitivady necessarily) to its truth predicated counterpart
and this is what th&-schema conveys.What, then, distinguishes correspondentism from
deflationism?* We take up Jan Waiski's invitation to mark a distinction between wesid

strongcorrespondentism. On this distinction, Jan \iiske has written:

Under the strong concept, the relation ofespondence is seen as a similarity...of truth-lsaned
reality, but under the weak one, this relationsists in asserting a semantic correlation betwe
expressions and extralinguistic entities;ridation of designation (reference, denotatior@rigexample
of semantic correlation.

(Woleaski (web article), p. 15?

George Pitcher made a similar distinction, one betworrespondence-as-congruereed
correspondence-as-correlatidof. Pitcher 1964, p. 10). Strong correspondence wegé general
characterization of the structural relationshipamsn sentences and worldly states of affairs, while
weak correspondence involves truth just being deégeon how the world i$. Correspondentism

is to be understood as advocating ‘correspondandbestrongsense, the sense of
correspondence-as-congruence. Many deflationistappy to advance the idea that the truth of a
proposition ‘depends’ on extralinguistic mattetgsljust that this dependence is not a perfectmat
nor, indeed, does it imply anything substantiallinuth. Here are a couple of telling comments

from arch deflationists:

"0 Cf. Sher 1999, pp. 134-135.

" See Horwich 1990, pp. 7-8, Quine 1960, p. 24, A\@86 (1971), p. 116 for examples. This part ofdbBationary
proposal on truth is discussed in the followingptea

"2 Douglas Patterson 2003 and Panu Raatikainen’s @@g similar observations.

3 Wolenski's first articulated this distinction in 1989 the paper (jointly written with Peter Simons) “Beritate:
Austro-Polish Contributions to the Theory of Triitbm Brentano to Tarski”. Interestingly, they segsfotle as
espousing both types of view in his works. The fam@o say of what is that it is not, or of what is twt it is, is
false, while to say of what is that it is, or ofatfis not that it is not, is trugin MetaphysicsI, 7, 101225 conveys a
weak correspondence theory of truth, whilst, byticast, a strong version is to be understood fréta Who thinks the
separated to be separated and the combined to indioed has the truth, while he whose thought & state contrary
to that of the objects is in errérin MetaphysicsI', 7, 105%3.

" In Truth, A.R. White (1970) identifies this distinction ase between ‘correspondenesih’ and ‘correspondende’.

An illustration of the correspondence-as-congruene® is when a kegorresponds witlits keyhole, while an
example of the correspondence-as-correlation vdeanientry in a ledger thedrresponds t@ sale.
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No sentence is true but reality makes it $® Jentence ‘Snow is white’ is true...if and onlygél snow
isreally white.
(Quine 1970, p. 10. Emphasis added.)

...minimalism [Horwich’s particular brand oéfthtionism]...does not deny that truthscorrespond—in
somesense—to the facts; it acknowledges that statenwame their truth to the nature of reality...
(Horwich 1998a, p. 104)

So deflationistshould be understood as correspondentists abahj but only in theveak,

correspondence-as-correlatisense?

We pause here to rehearse what we have learnt.da thoing justice to our folk theory of truth —
encapsulated in slogans like ‘truth is correspondemith fact’ — the correspondence theory
(contrary to what Frege thought possible) viewsgimperty expressed by ‘true’ as analyzable in
terms of the relation expressed by ‘correspond&°t6his relation is seriously dyadic and
understood in the strong, correspondence-as-congetsensé’ this contrasts with deflationism
which, though also committed to the folk theoryagsulated in th&-schema, observes a
correlative relation alone obtaining between tioglarers and worldly facts. We aim to demonstrate
precisely what a strong correspondence theory lbk&sbut first we turn to an examination of the

notion of ‘fact’.

3.3What are Facts?

There appear to be undeniable cases of concrdte fanong them, we might include the facts that
John F. Kennedy was assassinated Sfl128vember 1963, that London is in England, the fiaat
Paris is the capital of France, and that the pbical study of truth is taxing. Moreover, thetfa
that Paris is the capital of France appears todifeaent fact from the fact that London is in

England. However, in their role as securing whattthth of a statement consists in, it is not clear

> Notice how even this weak sense of ‘correspondésaeifficient to exclude epistemic theories aftkr if one finds
the type of correspondence expressed by instariche B-scheme undeniable (which one should).

" As in: x is true iff there is a fagt such thak corresponds tg. Importantly, it cannot be the case that the
correspondentist views the monadic property expreby ‘true’ adgdentified bythe binary relation expressed by
‘corresponds to’.

" Indeed, this implies that some traditional coroesfentists must be taken to advocate only a wesiipo, i.e. a
position not strong enough to allow us to see whtngibly at issue between correspondentism afidtebnism. J.L.
Austin’s view on truth would be such an example viete: “A statement is said to be true when the histoatesbf
affairs to which it is correlated by the demonsgtratconventions (the one to which it “refers”) ifatype with which
the sentence used in making it is correlated byd#seriptive conventiotis(Austin 1950 (1999), pp. 152-153).
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how facts are to be individuated independenthhefstatements whose truth they are playing a part
in constituting. Typical constructions involvingetifact-operatorit is a fact that.!.say exactly the
same thing as typical constructions involving thetht-operatorit is true that..: ‘it is a fact that

John F. Kennedy was assassinated dfli28vember 1963’ is only a stylistic variant ofisttrue

that John F. Kennedy was assassinated 8hNeember 1963’ and nothing more; it might appear
then that ‘fact’ has been created only to furnisiwith a perfect substitute for ‘true statement’.
Fact-talk — so this typical metaphysical objectymes — is entirely parasitic on truth-talk; one is
paraphrasable in terms of the other. Hence, fante been mistakenly reified, whence the charge
that they are not fit to serve as truthmakers; tingye no independent resources of their own with

which to confer truth to statements. This sentimemtidely shared:

We could...eliminate the word ‘fact’ from tlemguage altogether and substitute for it the longe
expression ‘true proposition’...[ijn ordinangage they are surely identical, in that whenewweassert
that something is a fact we could assertithatrue without change of meaning.

(Woozley 1966, p. 12)

| contend that “a fact” and “a true propositionean identically the same thing. The evidendéas the
expression “It is true that...” can alwayssostituted for “It is a fact that...” and vice-sar and that
nothing can be deduced from what either exgwagormulates, which can not be deduced from vitneat
other formulates.

(Ducasse 1940, p. 710)

By nominating facts as determiners of truth, arenagjust fabricating substance, projecting “from
true sentences for the sake of correspondefitétz convergence of fact-talk with truth-talk can

be explained in one of two ways, as Vision explains

(a) Facts are nothing more than reifications of a stylepeaking.

(b) Since itis a, perhaghke, chief job of statements to state facts, it isarathndable that the same
linguistic resources would be marshalled to forrreutzoth.

(Vision 2004, p. 66)

Despite the sound observation that the languagénich fact-talk is couched is (roughly)
equivalent to that in which truth-talk is, it dosst follow that the correspondentist is magically
attempting to prise rabbitsout of her metaphysical hat. While it is a triteservation that facts are
specified by means of statements to which theyespond, it is premature to take the ontological
category to be illusory once a structural simijabetween a style of speaking and the ontological

category has been observed. The (equally) vialdieropf the linguistic structuractually

8 Taken from Quine 1987, p. 213.

® Fact-bits?
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reflectingin some interesting way a genuine ontologicalgatgis not considere®f.Wwhy could
the statement that ‘snow is white’, as one kinthaig, not correspond to the fact that snow is
white, as another kind of thing? It is irresponsifir opponents of facts to embrace (a) without at

the same time dismissing (B).
3.3.1 The Slingshot Argumétit

Opponents of facts-in-themselves may still havasechowever, and we now turn to what appears
to be a very powerful argument that the very notibfact is incoherent. The slingshot argument is
a reductio purporting to show that if there aradaat all there is only one to which all true
statements correspond. If facts are not non-tfwiablividuable then this presumably must render
the notion of fact, and by implication the corresgence theory, incoherent. This would indeed be

a reductio ad absurdum.

The slingshot was first developed by Alonzo Churcthe introduction to Church 1956 (pp. 24-

25). He considers the following set of sentences:

(1) Sir Walter Scott is the author @faverley

(2) Sir Walter Scott is the man who wrote twenty-niaverleynovels altogether

(3) The number, such that Sir Walter Scott is the mha wrote that manWaverleynovels
altogether, is twenty-nine

(4) The number of counties in Utah is twenty-ifthe

Given that the name or description ‘the authowaiverleyis replaced by another (‘the man who

wrote twenty-ninéNVaverleynovels altogether’) which has the same referereeScott, (1) and (2)

8 By way of comparison, Vision observes (2004, p.t6a} the words ‘violets on a mahogany table’ areduto talk
about violets on a mahogany tahledto talk about the mirror image of violets on a iwgdiny table; however, we do
not infer that the mirror image is not differerrin the violets on the mahogany table.

8. Another issue: how can true statements enterciabsal relations in the way that facts do? It isthe true statement
‘the British rate of interest was set at the Geritear!’ that cause@lack Wednesdaiy 1992 but the fact that the
British rate of interest was set at the Germanllthag cause®lack Wednesdaiyp 1992.

82 Barwise & Perry 1981 first coined the name “slimgsargument”.

8 A formal presentation of the slingshot was presented im€hii943, pp. 299-301, where he criticised Carnajga

that sentences stand for, or designate, propositi©hurch demonstrated that if propositions ekishtthere can be at
most only the one proposition.

45



must have the same referefft@he same applies to (3) and (4): the latter isiokd from the

former by replacing the description ‘the numbeghsthat Sir Walter Scott is the man who wrote
that manyWaverleynovels altogether’ by another referring to the saject (the number twenty-
nine). Given that (2) and (3) are “if not synonyraoythen] at least so nearly so as to ensure its
having the same denotation” for Church, they tosthave the same reference. Therefore, (1) and
(2), (2) and (3), and (3) and (4) have the sanereate when taken pairwise, which means that (1)
and (4) must do too. So, (1) and (4) have diffesagseyetthe same reference. The only semantic
feature that they retain is their truth-vafi€Church used this example to demonstrate that
sentences with non-equivalent senses may still bguévalent referents, and that no matter what

the reference is each will have the same one.

Davidson lost no time in using the argument exgji@gainst the correspondence theory. And this
was in spite of his earlier self who ardently deliesh both the correspondence theory and the thesis
that Tarski delivered such a theory. Davidson séidis earlier self: “[t]here is...serious reason t
regret having said that a Tarski-style truth theeag a form of correspondence theory” (Davidson
1990, p. 304) identifying the slingshot argumerleitly as “the real objection to correspondence
theories” (bid. p. 303)%° Davidson’s later work is considered by many tospre an influential and
thorough critique of interpreting Tarski's legacyterms of correspondence. We develop Tarski's
theory later and demonstrate how precisely Davidgaswrong to defect from the position his
earlier self occupied. First, however, let us exaravidson’s version of the slingshot argument.

In “True to the Facts”, Davidson first considersamh

(S) The statement thatcorresponds to the fact tiaat

8 Godel 1944 preferred ‘signification’ to ‘refereneenen translating the German ‘Bedeutung’ as, Biiew, it
conveys the ordinary meaning of the term bettefottnote 4 of Gédel 1944 (1964), p. 213, he sdysse the term
‘signify’ ...because it corresponds to the Germamdvbedeuten’ which Frege...used in this connetti€hurch 1956
referred to it as ‘denotation’.

8 Church took the argument to elucidate the Fredggeathat thé8edeutungf a sentence is that sentence’s truth-
value. Although Frege never explicitly gives a gihot argument against the correspondence theboyc® argued
that implicit in Frege’s view was that all true smmces refer to just one thing. According to Fr&g82, one of the
things that linguistic competence requires is thatfar as the meaning of a singular term is coekrone needs to be
sensitive to the distinction betweenBsdeutungand itsSinn(or sense). Given the principle according to wtiitdh
replacement of a singular term embedded in a seateyanother having the same reference leavesfifrence of the
whole unchanged (an application of thanciple of compositionality’), it is possible twonstruct sentences that differ
in sense but not in reference.

8 There should be no misunderstanding of Davidsothisrpoint. Lorenz Kriiger (Kriiger 1995) and IlKKéniluoto

(2004), to give just two examples from among plebtth confirm that Davidson here cites the slimgsgtrgument as
thereason for his defecting from the position hidieaself occupied.
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would be trué”’ Clearly(S) s true when botp andq are replaced by the same sentence. However,
unless facts are to be understood as mere refhsotibtrue sentences, there ought to be true
instances ofS) wherep andq are not identicaDavidson then observes that since (as an example)
Naples satisfies the following description ‘theglest city within thirty miles of Ischia’, then the
statement that Naples is farther north than Redf Bauresponds to the fact that Red Bluff is farthe
south than the largest city within thirty milesls€hia. Given further that Naplesso satisfies the
description ‘the largest city within thirty mile$ schia, and such that London is in England’, then
“we begin to suspect that if a statement correspomne fact, it corresponds to’Zft This

suspicion is validated as long as the following fwimciples are assumed to hold:
* The statements replacing and ‘q" are logically equivalent

* ‘p and ‘q differ only in that a singular term has been eg@d by a co-extensive singular
term

For Davidson then, the argument is this:

Let 's abbreviate some true sentence. Then surely #tersent thas corresponds to the fact thatBut
we may substitute for the secosdhe logically equivalent ‘(the such thak is identical with Diogenes
ands) is identical with (thex such thak is identical with Diogenes)’. Applying the printgthat we may
substitute coextensive singular terms, westdostitute t' for ‘s’ in the last quoted sentence, providéd *
is true. Finally, reversing the first step egnclude that the statement teabrresponds to the fact tHat
where § and 1" are any true sentenc 3.

(Davidson 1969 (1984), p. 42)

Formally, the argument looks like this {wherex means ‘thex such that. x..."}:

1.s Premise

2. (¥)(x=d0s) = (1x)(x=d) From 1., given substitutisalva veritateof logical equivalents
3. (¥)(x=d0t) = (1x)(x =d) From 2., given substitutisalva veritateof co-referring terms

4.1 From 3., given substituticsalva veritateof logical equivalents

87 Davidson 1969 (1984), p. 41. Davidson presentsichdar argument in 1967a (2001), pp. 18-20.

8 Davidson 1969 (1984), p. 42.

8 Given that the mechanics of the argument restioimmal logical machinery and appears to crippleaerable
philosophical thesis in one fell swoop, one seeg thib David and Goliath metaphor has been employed.
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All four lines of this argument correspond to tlaeng fact. In “The Structure and Content of

Truth”, Davidson argued that the moral to draw fribns is that it:

...trivialize[s] the concept of correspondenoepletely; there is no interest in the relation of
correspondence if there is only one thing hiclv to correspond, since, as in any such casegethagon
may well be collapsed into a simple propetys, ‘S corresponds to the universe”, likecorresponds to
(or names) the True”, os Corresponds to the facts” can less misleadinglsebd S is true”.

(Davidson 1990, p. 30%)

In fact, as Godel indicated in “Russell’s MatheraltiLogic”, the slingshot being loaded here can
be made even more powerfilGodel employed a notion of equivalence weaker thanof logical
equivalence — what Stephen Neale has teiGtgklian equivalendé— one obtaining between
sentences likeFa’ and ‘a = (1X)((x = a) OFx)’ %% they are to “mean the same thifgThis is

weaker because true identity statements remainiegunder the substitution of logically equivalent

% In fact, Davidson thought that this demonstratibfacts collapsing into ‘the Eleatic one’ (Godeksminology) has
repercussions that go beyond pinpointing the ve@afitorrespondentism — we ought to banish reptatenal
semantics altogethertf‘{the slingshot argument] is right, and | am camsed it is, we ought also to question the
popular assumption that sentences, or their spoékens, or sentence-like entities or configurationsur brains, can
properly be called “representations”, since theseniothing for them to represent. If we give upSas entities that
make sentences true, we ought to give up represmméaat the same time, for the legitimacy of edepends on the
legitimacy of the othé&r (Davidson 1990, p. 304).

Convinced by the slingshot and its significanceyiBson in his later work came to defend a priméngiabout truth, a
position he occupied while lamenting the fact thipte are still under the spell of the Socratic idéeat we must keep
asking for the essence of an idea, a significaadyais in other terms, an answer to the questioatwinakes this an act
of piety, what makes this, or any, utterance, ser@gebelief, or proposition true. We still fall fibre freshman fallacy
that demands that we define our terms as a prelodaying anything further with or about thérfDavidson 1996
(1999), p. 320). The importance of the conceptutht according to Davidson’s later philosophygefdpses on the
possibility of finding a foundation for it reachimggeper into the bedrockf( Davidson 1996 (1999), p. 309). Contrary
to Tarski who believed that ‘true’ is explicitly filgable, Davidson expressly treated ‘true’ as anfiive predicate in his
later works.

%1 See Godel 1944 (1964), pp. 213-214. His wholeudision of this issue appears on pp. 213-215 i1 86 edition of
the Benacerraf & Putnam antholoBfilosophy of Mathematic&6del did not present a slingshot argument, but
indicated what one would look like.

92 See Neale 1995, 1997 & 2001. The accounts defeéndbese are considered by many to be authoritativ
commentaries on slingshot arguments (Graham Op@y,04 being his most prominent rival). In théeale
reconstructs the argument along Quinean linesnasams by which to demonstrate what logical featoeesin general
sentential connectives must have in order for thebe non-extensional. And this has a bearing endue of the
viability of such intensional entities as facts.

% Godel also assumed that any sentence standirgfémt can be rephrased into a predicate-arguroemt fThis is
assumption (2) in Godel 1944 (1964), p. 214, fotetrto “every proposition [that] “speaks about somethingan be
brought to the forng(a).” Clearly, without this assumption the slingshovisaged will only hold for all truatomic
sentences.

% Godel failed to expand on how he intendeteén the same thiigp be taken here, but given his way of parsing

signification in the main text it seems reasonablsuppose that he intended it to mean ‘signifysdu@e thing’ in that
‘Fa’ and ‘a = (1X)((x = a) OFx)’ stand for the same fact. So they preserve subjatter, adding no new non-logical

vocabulary ¢f. Neale 2001, p. 131).
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statements entailStdelian equivalengéut not vice-versa. The argument runs throughrassy

this weaker equivalence principle.

There remains a question, however. The validitshefslingshot argument presumably depends on
the validity of the semantics of definite descops adopted. Such a semantics, it is argued, must —
in the case of the Church-Davidson version — ez 'S and ‘ix(x = d 0 s) = 1x(x = d)’ logically
equivalent, (ii) declare the definite descriptiongx =d [0s)’ and ‘ix(x = d [t)’ co-referential

when s and ‘¢’ are true, and (iii) treat definite descriptiorsssingular, referring ternts.And

similarly for the Godelian version: if one wishexdhold that definite descriptions are singular &rm
that refer and that sentences standing for faetsletermined by the referents of their component
parts then one cannot hold thBa® is somehow a different fact from the fact that= (1X)((x=a) [
FX)'. However, as many have pointed out, on Russ#ksry of description¥, definite

descriptions do not stand for objects, or reféhings; they are not referential because they are n
singular terms. According to this theory, any seaéeof the form ‘thé= is G’ ought rather to be
understood as belonging to the class of quantifinat-predicational expressions; they are on a par
with the quantifiers ‘every’, ‘some’, ‘a’, ‘no’ wikeh are syncategorematic terms that, when
combined with nominal expressions, yield noun pésasf. Russell 1905 (1956), p. 4%)Thus, the
sentence ‘th& is G’ is equivalent to the corresponding sentence &hgone and only orfg and it

is G', formalized as ™x(Fx O Oy(Fy — y=xX) 0Gx)’,*® giving us the wherewithal to turn any

sentence containing definite descriptions into gmalent that is description-fré&Given this

% Smullyan 1948, p. 39 was the first to spot thaisicance of treating definite descriptions as narfa singular
terms), but in the context of the collapsing argotder modality found in Quine’s work. Garcia-Carf@ro & Pérez
Otero 1998 highlight its significance for Davidssm@rgument against facts too.

% See Russell 1905, 1918.

" This employed the method obntextual definitiorthat precipitated the so-called ‘context principieFrege’s: that it
is only in the context of a sentence that a wosirhaaning. This is why Russell took denoting ptedsde
‘incomplete’ cf. Whitehead & Russell 1925, p. 67). According tar@u contextual definitions are the rewafdr"
recognising that the unit of communication is thatence not the word(Quine 1981, p. 75).

% This is essentially a variant of Principia Mathé¢ice*14.01: [x¢] Z(1x$) =g DX(Oy(@(y) = y=x) 0Z(X)), where

> (1x¢) is a sentence containimgh andZ(x) is the result of replacing any occurrencesxdfby x in Z(1x¢); and [x¢]
indicates that the description has minimal scopés & the proposition defining definite descripso*14.02 is often
also taken to be involved but essentially it jusald with talk of existence (statements of the fahaF exists’) and is
included to deal with the fact that Russell regayelisuine singular terms as never failing to referexistence cannot be
represented by a predicate symbol.

% Russell’s theory, therefore, furnishes us withrifeans by which to make expressions such as ‘ésept King of
France does not exist’ meaningfuthout it having to referlt is important to note that (a) the domain o&nqtification
in Russell’s description-free paraphrases mustioerstood as contextually indicated — by saying tht is on the
mat’ clearly | do not mean to say ‘there is one anly one cat in the whole universe and it is annfat’, and (b)
Russell’s theory is intended to apply only to diéfimlescriptions that involve singular referenc@aeticulars — so
objecting that his paraphrases fail to deal witthsiecutions as ‘the cats are on the mat’ or ‘tog jn Oxford colleges’
is irrelevant.
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theory, and the ‘principle of compositionality® it cannot then be the case that bath ‘(x)((x =

a) OFX) and ‘a= (IX)((x=a) Oa# b)’ are obtainable from each other from the substituof co-

referring termsAnd so, it does not follow that they stand fag #ame fact. The property of beiRg
is part of the fact corresponding ®= (1X)((x = a) LJFx)’ but not the fact corresponding ta =
(1X)((x=a) Da#Db). Indeed, Fa' has a truthmaker that is an entirely differemgsilar) fact from
the general fact making = (1X)((x = a) OFx)’ true, and so a Russellian need not accept kiest t
stand for the same fact. On Russell's theay (1X)((x =a) OFx)" is shorthand forCy[((y =a) U
Fy) 00z((z=a) OF2) - (z=y)) O(a=y)] ***and so its truthmakera— need not be the

truthmaker of Fa'.

Godel, however, was hesitant to endorse this agijic of Russell’s semanti¢¥ saying:

...I cannot help feeling that the problemedi®y Frege’s puzzling conclusion [that all truatsaces
have the same signification] has only beemestdy Russell's theory of descriptions and thatehs
something behind it which is not yet comphetahderstood.

(Godel 1944 (1964), p. 215)

Godel was right to be hesitant. Excluding definigscriptions from the primitive notation just
creates the illusion of a solution, since, as Chisttowed>® the argument can be reformulated in
terms of set-abstraction operators where there guestion that they refer (in the standard model,
whose existence we can reasonably assume 1{éf&).argue, as Neale does, that Gédel’s slingshot

“forces philosophers to say something about theasdios of definite descriptions...as soon as they

10 Katz & Fodor first coined the phrase “the prineijpif compositionality” in 1963. There they statattthis principle
is highly intuitive, not to be questioned; inde€&didel himself viewed it as awbvious axiorh(Godel 1944 (1964), p.
450).

191 strictly speaking, Russell’s theory that defirdiescriptions are ‘incomplete’ means that they havanalyzedvithin
a sentencethey are not themselves sentences (nor equivelesgntences).

192|ndeed, as did Quine (albeit in a different cofteX.ooking upon quantification as fundamental and ¢amnis
singular terms as contextually defined, one mu$téd concede the inconclusiveness of a criterioafefential
opacity that rests on interchanges of constantudergterms” (Quine 1953b (1966), p. 174).

193 Church 1943.

1% This is what Davidson’s slingshot looks like wthriota operators are replaced by set abstractss datlt
abbreviate true sentences. The following thenvalial argument, with each line corresponding to the statie

1l.s Premise

2. {xx=d0Os}={x: x=d} From 1., given substitutimalva veritateof logical equivalents
3. {xx=d0Ot}={x x=d} From 2., given substituti@alva veritateof co-referring terms

4.1 From 3., given substituticsalva veritateof logical equivalents
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diLOS

posit entities to which sentences are meant tespaon would, therefore, be wrong-headed:

too much weight has been placed on imaginary pnebleoncerning thiota operator®

Does the slingshot argument force us to reviseoalinary speech permitting us to speak, as it
appears to be doing, of nothing more than one fattat the argument does demonstrate is that the
folk theory of facts has (quite possibly) unaccbfaonsequences, and rather graphically exhibits
one. It shows that there is a need to move frok’‘fact-based semantics, which doesn’t work
properly, to a more scientific semantics in elutiiathe idea of correspondence. The conceptual
apparatus provided by Tarski, it will be argued;caeds where the ‘folk’ fact-talk failed: facts are
very important, almost indispensable, ontologi@kegory whose intensional structure is actually
preserved in a theory like Tarski's and it is owtoghis kind of faithfulness to the structure atts
which serves to deflect the slingshot. But thergtilsclarificatory groundwork yet to be done on

the nature of facts.

3.3.2 Is Correspondentism the View of Metaphysical Redlis

Evidently, the relata involved in the corresponaeradation are required to be distinct. In
particular, the truth-maker is a non-mental, naogliistic, ex-cogitational entity. It is owing tagh
that some see correspondentism as entailing redlisfowever, this entailment is easily seen not
to be valid. In what follows | shall follow Micha@levitt and take realism to be the doctrine that
tokens of (most, current) common-sense and sdieptifysical types objectively exist
independently of the ment&F There are thus two distinctive elements to thistiilee: anexistence
element concerning what entities, and what typesnaty (physical and, presumably, mental) exist,
and anndependencelement concerning their independent nature. Gpamdentism does require
the reality responsible for the truth of sentertodse objective (so it entails the independence
element) butt is entirely silent on the existence elementtr€gpondentism does not tell us which
entities exists for it does not tell us which sents are true; the theory tells us only what the

grounds are for using the concept of truth byrgllis what it is for a sentence to be true.

195 Neale 2001, p. 223.

1% This does not mean that the friend of facts haking instructive to say; only that she is not &dnto making any
commitments about theemanticof descriptionsdf. Rodriguez-Pereya 2003).

197 5ee, for example, Putnam 1981, p. 273, and E9851pp. 50-51.

198 Devitt 1991, p. 23.
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3.3.3 Taking Stock

What has the preceding discussion told us? Thespondence theory of truth states that the truth
of a proposition consists in some relation of cgpmndence to a truth-maker, or ‘fact’, which may
or may not be cognizable. But what elevates it aliaviality is that it understands the word
‘correspondence’ as a real relational propertyereossly dyadic one. Contrastively with the
deflationary relation of correspondence-as-con@athe correspondentist advocates seeing the
correspondence relation in the strong, correspaean-congruence sense. The truth-maker is
understood to be a different type of entity frora thuth-bearer — the latter is a linguistic itemile’h
the former is an extralinguistic one. However, shegshot argument arguably shows that a
semantics based on a folk theory of facts, i.e.ionehich the inner structure of facts are not
explicitly identified and subjected to compositibreasoning, is unsuited to participating in a
rigorous theory of correspondentist truth. It has/@ver been claimed that there is a fatal objection

to any such correspondence theory, an objectievhtoh | now turn.

3.4Ramsey’s Ladder

Consider, for example, the judgement that theeedat on the mat. Check whether this judgement
corresponds to the facts (by inspecting the mat); etonfront the judgement with reality. But there
is only the one standpoint here — that of the iogpe- and not another constituted by having the
judgement and the facts before us so that we cackalhether the one corresponds with the other.
What would such a confrontation look lik8%Deflationists (such as Frank Ramsey who first
voiced the issue) want to argue that since theme gifference between judging a situation from
judging that we are judging that situation, théelats essentially absorbed into the former. For
Ramsey the interplay of attitude and content isiafinere. He considered the following three
statements?°

(a) The earth is round
(b) It is true that the earth is round

(c) Anyone who believes that the earth is round betidudy

He remarked that these are all equivalent, androoed:

199 Cf. Rorty 1986 (1999), p. 327.

10 Ramsey 1991.
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...we can think of the earth being round asssite subject of belief and say “If you think #wrth is
round, you think truly” and this amounts tomore than that the earth has the quality you thihlas
when you think it is round, i.e. that the bastround.

(Ramsey 1991 (2001), p. 441)

If the judgement thgt contains exactly the same content as it is tragpthnd for it is really true
thatp, and similarly for it is really and truly a fadtat it is true thap, and so on, then surely every
rung on this apparent ladder of ascending and asang insight cannot be considered more
informative than the very bottom rung. Blackburrbglthis “Ramsey’s Ladder”, cautioning

philosophers who attempt to climb it and profestearer philosophical view ‘from the top**

In their introduction to th@©xford Readings in Philosoplanthology on truth, Blackburn and
Simmons give the following description of Ramseyésider:

Thinking this way, it may appear, involvesiting of two distinct standpoints. There is thendfzoint
we occupy when we judge thmatThen in addition there is the standpoint we ogaupen we step back,
and judge that the judgement thahdeed bears the right relation to the fact fh&ut then it is
reasonable to urge that there are not twindisstandpoints here, but only the one...Thereraitead
mental processes that we can call ‘standiegg’ bbecoming cautious abopt checking one more time
whetheip, and so on. But these are all processes of regftpand checking wheth@r None of them
introduce a separate topic, and yet the cooredence theory seems to demand that there isaboth
separate topic and a separate standpointyidaich it can be judged. It is here that we sedlthgory
nature of the idea that we can step outsidewoua skins or stand on our own shoulders.

(Blackburn & Simmons 1999, p. 7)

Why should it be considered unintelligible to havdistinctly alternative standpoint or attitude
from that occupied when judging thatin which the judgement thatplays a part? Why can one
not judgep andjudge one’s comparison of this judgement withfde thatp? Let’s call the first
kind of judgement a ‘first-order’ judgement and gezond kind of judgment a ‘second-order’
judgement. For the Ramsey objection to hold, it M@aquire that the second-order judgenjast

is the first-order judgement as it is not possibletfi@ episode of (having the attitude of) first-@rd
judging to play two separate roles at the same: tiha of (having the attitude of) second-order
judgingandbeing part of the content of this same secondrqudigement. It is, therefore, not
possible to have a second-order attitude toless the content of this attitude is crucialliestd so
as to manifest two distinct standpoints with respe@ And this is what is required for there to be

a legitimate, distinct, second standpoint. Bus idifficult to see why this requirement is supposed

H1Blackburn 1998, p. 78 and pp. 294-298. Frege pasgthllenge that in some ways seems rather si(siar;, for
example, Frege 1911 (1999), p. 87), but the lessgh wishes to draw differs. Frege thought thaireespondence
account involves a logical regress, one accordingttich truth is necessarily presupposed. Ramsmygtft that a
correspondence account involved a hierarchy ofigtaints which is equally untenable.
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to hold and, moreover, why second-order judgemestscannot be different from their first-order
counterparts. There is, for example, nothing utligtele about noting the fact that while | can see
this cat on the mat, | cannot see myself seeirggadi on the mat; but this does not incline me to
think that the content of ‘me seeing this cat anriat’ is not different from the content (or ob)ect
of my observation — namely, this cat on the mat.iMapility to see this cat on the mat and see
myself doing this in the very same episode doesuapport the idea that there is no content to my
seeing this cat on the mat; if this is so, then whwyild one not give content to judging something
about the relation between one’s judgementphatwhat it is a judgement about — nam@ly; in a

fashion that intelligibly differs from simply malkgrthe judgement that

3.5Dr. Tarski, or: How Truth Theorists Learned to Stdorrying and Love
Semantics

We saw earlier that correspondentism sees the¢artbept as a real relational property (in the
strong, correspondence-as-congruence sense) dntlishia this that we are to identify what the
notion consists. Part of Tarski’s achievement vas he showed truth to be equivalent to
satisfaction**? This is why Karl Popper was so delighted in Tasskiork. In Objective Knowledge
Popper says the following about his pre-Tarskiamceons with truth:

It was not so much the antimony of the liaickHrightened me, but the difficulty of explainitige
correspondence theory: what could the cormedpace of a statement to the facts be?
(Popper 1972, p. 320)

Tarski, then, had come to Popper’s rescue:

[w]hat can we possibly mean if we say thatihtia correspondence with the facts (or with
reality)?...Tarski solved...this apparentlypéless problem by making use of the semantic megabge,
reducing the idea of correspondence to thaaisfaction’ or ‘fulfilment’.

(Popper 1959, note *]ff‘

And so, accordingly, Popper thought:

121f we make the restrictive assumption that alividlials in the domain concerned are named thendnting

‘satisfaction’ as a separate item is clearly naassary.

13 |ndeed, despite what he was later to defend sreailier thoughts on truth Davidson appreciatisspbint: “The
semantic concept of truth as developed by Targemes to be called a correspondence theory beazube part
played by the concept of satisfaction; for cleavlyat has been done is that the property of being lras been
explained, and non-trivially, in terms of a relatibetween language and something .&ld@avidson 1969 (1984), p.
48)
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Tarski’s greatest achievement...is that haléitated the correspondence theory of...truthciwhiad
become suspect. He vindicated the free ufeeahtuitive idea of truth as correspondence &of#itts.
(Popper 1960, p. 22":§§1

Popper overlooks further reasons for applaudingkiar one being Tarski’s forestalling Frege’s
famous regress objection. Frege believed thatmgstigation into determining what the truth of a
proposition consists in must presuppose that fauifivolved in that very determination exerciée.
To determine whether ‘snow is white’ is true, tleerespondentist must assay whether or not the
claim that snow is white corresponds to the relechnnk of reality; but then she must also
determine whether or ndtis truethat such a correspondence obtains, and whethntaris true
thatthisis true, and so on. Tarski’s vindication of cop@sdentism (crucially) involves explicating
correspondence in the sense above in a manneatdbatot presuppose the notion itself
(something that deeply concerned Frege about reduamalyses of truth). There is the further
reason for applause: the slingshot conclusiontiglanvable in Tarski’s theory. Fact-talk, and the
correspondence theory, became unfashionable anoomg ghilosophers after the attacks of Frege
on the one hand, and of the slingshot on the ofifes. section hopes to succeed in showing that
both these objections are successfully avoidedhéynomomorphism account implicit in a Tarskian

truth-definition.

We now recount Tarski’'s approach to truth, layiogeist some popular concerns as we go along,

and then attend to what are taken to be fundamehjattions to Tarski's work.
3.5.1 Correspondentist Aims
Tarski explicitly intended his conception of truth catch hold of the actual meaning of an old

notion”, a notion he found expressed in the “cleaSi(Aristotelian) conception and according to

which truth is correspondence with realfity Thus, contrary to a claim sometimes expresselen t

14 part of the suspicion referred to by Popper hethat in the heyday of logical positivism whendkamwas doing his
research the concept of truth was viewed as intigreretaphysical and, thus, philosophically suspisi Only if the
notion could be rendered scientifically respectdiblieich most commentators understand Tarski to rateepreted as
physical especially since Hartry Field's 1972 paper “Tésskheory of Truth”) could it then be accepted as
meaningful. There is, of course, some disagreemeiitis issue. Frost-Arnold 2004, for example, agagainstthe
idea that Tarski was motivated by physicalism. Amother themes, Frost-Arnold mentions that Tarpkiraciated the
prejudices of his audience in the 1930s and netxpthcate them enough to be able to convey hisatiygackage on
truth.

15 3ee, for example, Frege 1979, pp. 139-140.

MO Cf. Tarski 1944 (1999), p. 116. See also Tarski 1943683), p. 155. Tarski borrowed the expressidassical
conception of truthfrom Kotarbiaski 1929, a reference Tarski often consulted. Tadition of the ‘Lvov-Warsaw
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literature, Tarski did intend his conception tosbineory of correspondent¥.Tarski called his
conception of truth ‘semantic’ and understood tiseigline of semantics as dealing with the
relation between linguistic entities and the (dkiguistic) entities they are about, or referredado
Tarski 1944 (1999), p. 120).

3.5.2 Truth is Relational

Tarski 1944 noted Frege’s claim that in contraddton to the relational concepts of designation
and definition the word ‘true’ is of a differentdizal nature’*® since unlike them it appears to be
monadic. But it does not follow that truth in n&sh understood as a relational concept. Tarski
argues that it ipecausdruth is semantical — picking out a relation beswéhe expressions of a

language and what they refer to — that it designateertain class of sentences. He writes:

A characteristic feature of the semanticalcepts is that they give expression to certainigglat
between the expressions of language and fleetstabout which these expressions speak, obthat
means of such relations they characterizaicectasses of expressions.

(Tarski 1936a (1983), p. 252)

Though not explicitly articulating a relation be®vesentences and the objects they are about, truth
does characterize certain classes of expressiansvay that isleterminedy such relation*®
And so, truth is relationaf°

3.5.3 Satisfaction

Tarski introduced the notion of satisfaction in {d¥ahrheitsbegriff in den Formalisierten
Sprachen’ (1936a). The basic idea can be illustrites:

Sequence of objects[= (s1, S, Ss,...)} satisfies (-ink) the formula X <X iff s is less thas;.

School’ in which Tarski operated is extensively dmented by Jan Walski in Woleiski 1989a (with P. Simons),
1989b and (web article). Also see K. Szaniawskiogl@8d A. Rojszsczak 1998, 2002.

17 For example, Susan Haack says the followifigrski does not regard himself as giving a versibthe
correspondence theoty(Haack 1978, p. 114). See also Read 1995, p. 22.

18 Tarski 1944 (1999), p. 120.
H9Cf. Ibid., p. 121.

120 This is especially so given thahe simplest and the most natural way of obtaimingxact definition of truth is one
which involves the use of the semantic notions tleegnotion of satisfactioh(lbid.)
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The point of having a satisfaction relation caradambrated as follows. Suppose we have the

following:

0] an object language and a metalanguad#l, with ML containingL, and
(i) for each sentenaeinL, a naméqﬂ in ML, and
(i)  atranslation functiorfrom L to ML, =(.), mapping every-formula to an associatddL-

formulai.e., if$ is anL-formula ther=(¢) is the associatedL-formula.

If we letMT be the metatheory containing a predicate intetnol@dean ‘true-in-’ and letTr be this
predicate then, following Tarski, we stipulate tbkkowing definition for a materially adequate

truth theory:

Tr is a truth predicate fdr within a metatheoriT in ML just in case,

for each-sentence, everyML-sentencd@r(d) « =(¢) is a theorem ofAT 2!

If the object language under consideration contaiosuntable number of sentences then “the
general definition has to be, in a certain sensagiaal conjunctionof all the partial definitions®*?
This is unproblematic for a correct definition afth can be supplied by completing the following

disjunctive scheme (under the usual constraints):

x O Tr if and only if eithex = x; andpy, or X =Xz andpy, or X = Xz andps,

or X = X4 andpy, Or X = Xs andps, Or X = Xg andps,...,0r X = X, andp...

and this is materially adequate. However, any @stang formalized language has a potential
infinitude of sentences for which such a (finits}-like definition cannot be compiled. Allowing
for logical complexity by introducing the truth-fatmonal logical connectives to operate on
sentences df guarantees this. Accordingly, “the idea of using tlcursive method suggests

1123

itself”~*" so that the truth of any complex (molecular) folans determined by the truth of the

atoms that compose it. For instance, the recudauese for ‘disjunction’ operating dnwould be:

21| present material adequacy this way becauseeaditinificance Tarski attaches to the translatgtili object
language sentences into the metalanguage (see T@88a (1983), p. 187).

122 Tarski 1944 (1999), p. 120. Emphasis added.

13 Tarski 1936a (1983), p. 189.
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For any sentenceg andS;, S, [0S is true-inLiff S is true-ink or S is true-ink

But this presupposes that object language sentences are truth-functionalq&antificational
languages the above ‘direct’ recursive method wéalthder; there are logically complex sentences
whose atoms are not necessarily closed — whatutredf sentences likexF(x) consists in cannot

be explained in terms of the truth of what its paxinsist in as there is no instruction so faoas t
what the truth of the open sente{®) consists in. Tarski’'s solution was to employattion or,

more preciselysatisfaction by a sequence of objeiéfs

[1ln general composite sentences are in noceaypounds of simplsentences.In view of this fact no
method can be given which would enable usfmd [truth] directly by recursive means. The plogisy
suggests itself, however, of introducing aengeneral concept which is applicable to any stiale
function, can be recursively defined, and, nvapplied to sentences, leads us directly to theegut of
truth. These requirements are met by the natfahesatisfaction of a given sentential function by give
objects..

(Tarski 1936a (1983), p. 189)

When the object languadiecontains quantifiers, the concept of satisfacfafra formula relative to
a sequence of objects in the domain) is first @efiby recursion on the syntactical complexity of
formulas. The concept of truth (of a sentencehéntdefined as satisfaction by one (and, hence,
every) sequence of objects in the domain. A forpnasentation of these ideas is provided in the

appendix, section 3.7 ).

Note how the satisfaction relation can indeed lem $e be a “correspondence relation”, one holding
between objects in the world and (in particulaemypformulas. It is certainly seriously dyadic
relation for it is_needeah order for a theory of truth to be compositionabne wants the truth of a
statement of the form:

for all x F(x)

or:

124 The finite subset of objects to which the varialbéa complex formula refer are the only rele\satisfiers. So, for
instance, the predicate “loves()” is satisfied by a sequensgust in case thith element o6 loves thgth element.
An alternative way of defining the truth value afhgplex sentence is the game-theoretical approaehHmtikka
1996). In Hintikka's treatment, complex sentenaesraplaced by a game with the structure of awrteese branches
represent the various ways in which the sentenegshm verified or falsified. Truth simply means thastence of a
winning strategy for the verifier. Note that garhedretic semantics gives an objectual treatmeatahic sentences
and quantifiers so that, as with Tarski’s theolng, ¢game-theoretic approach can be regarded amaofdhe
correspondence theory.
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there is an x, such th&i(x)
to depend semantically on their proper syntactit pa
F(X)

in some way then one needs a semantic conceptribatan apply sensibly to an open formula
rather than just to a closed one (i.e., a sentel¢ighout satisfaction one would have to fall back
substitutional quantification, where instead of mpifeed sentences being made true by objects in
the world they are made true by their substituinmtances in the language, and this should be
¢i2*

avoide Many deflationists, however, would be willing tocapt the satisfaction scheme:

For all x: Sa(x,rF(y)T) - F(X)

Hartry Field, for instance, endorses this schermaany of his publication¥® So we have yet to
develop seeing how Tarski’'s theory does justica torrespondence theory in the strong,

correspondence-as-congruensense.
3.5.4 Truth-in-a-Model

Tarski’s ‘Der Wahrheitsbegriff in den Formalisiert8prachen’ (1936a) falls within the early
period of his work in semantics and deals expliaitith the “absolute concept of truth” (1983, p.
199). This notion of trutlsimpliciteris not relativized to any model, it is understeéoanean the
same as correctness in “the class of all indivislu@d983, p. 207), i.e. according to Tarski thigon
world domain is assumed to consist of all objaatduding individuals, classes and higher-order
entities; it is a single and fixed comprehensiviverse'?’ But it is the general model-theoretic

concept which builds on this and which definesitmaliative to any arbitrary domain (introduced by

125 As the argument against the use of substitionahtification is highly relevant to my discussiondafflationism |
delay expanding on this point to Chapter 4.

126 For example, see Field 1998.
127 As Wolenski and Simons 1989a make clear, Tarski's preodaupavith the absolute conception of truth was a
heritage from the Lvov-Warsaw school, influenceganticular by Twardowski, Kotarbéki (to whom Tarski

dedicated_ogic, Semantics and Metamathemagtiasd Léniewski, and by their support for the classicalstotelian
definition of truth as correspondence with fact.
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Tarski during his mature work in the 19588)which is of interest. It demonstrates how, rekatio
whatever convention we happen to select in linkamguage up with the world (i.e., the
interpretation function), a notion of truth in thgong,correspondence-as-congruersense is

deliverable. We develop truth-in-a-model in thistgm.

In his mature work, Tarski adopted the conventiccoading to which the non-logical constants of a
languagéd. (individual constants, one-place predicates, tawg predicates, etc.) are enumerated in
a fixed order and their interpretations in a reladil structure are then given in the same order. So
for a given interpretation function | fromto a domain of individualX, we can treatl(, I) as an
interpreted language and define a structure farlmguage asralational systenof the form K,

S1,..-, A, ..., Ry,...) with designated elemendssubset#\ and relation® that are the I-images of

the vocabulary ok in the domairX (i.e. the function | maps individual constantelements ok,
predicates to subsetsXfand relations o, and function symbols to functionsX). Tarski did

not make the interpretation function | explicit litus clear that such a function froto the

relational system is presupposgédin textbooks on model theory, it has become stahtia

explicitly express the link between languagand a set-theoretic structuvk by the interpretation
function 11%° An L-structureM is thus defined as the pak, (). Languagé. is then an

uninterpreted syntactic language which becomesprdgged viaM. For convenience, we follow the
standard modern formulation. For atomic senten€és touth in structuré=(X, 1) is defined by

the following conditions:

M=P(a) iff I(a)0I(P)

128 See Tarski 1954-55 and Tarski & Vaught 1957.

129 This is arguably confirmed by the fact that in R@indations of Logic and Mathematiasdintroduction to
SemanticsCarnap’s own characterization of Tarski’'s appho@d which he was a great admirejesignation
functionDes corresponding to the pait,(1) is explicitly given in Carnap’s semantical /s S. For CarnapDes is a
language-world relation where individual constatgsignate individual objects and predicates detigmaperties.
Des is first defined for individuals and predicateslahen by recursion for sentences. For exampieddsignates
show {DesInd(‘a’, snow)}andP designates the property of being whigegAttr(‘P’, the property of being white)},
thenP(a) designates the proposition that snow is whidegProp(‘P(a)’, snow is white)}. Truth of sentences in
semantical syster@is defined as follows:

(C) Sentencs is true inSiff there is a propositiop such that designatep in Sandp

(C) clearly resembles TarskiEschema but does have the advantage of makingthargic connection between
sentences and their truth conditions expligitthe relation of designation. Niiniluoto sayfg}n this respect...the
treatment of semantics by Carnap in the late 138@@kearly 1940s was more satisfactory than Targki%4) own
explanations’ (Niiniluoto 1999a, p. 96). While this is certayrirue, it should not be overlooked that Tarskisvexplicit
in restricting his attention timterpretedlanguages, i.e. languages assumed to be intedpretee domain of all objects
(see Tarski 1936a (1983a), pp. 166-167 and Takd 1p. 68 ).

130 5ee, for example, Chang & Keisler 1973 or Monk6éL97
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M=Q(ana) iff <lI(az), I(a)>0LI(Q)

An open formula A of. with free variable xis assigned a truth value in the structuMrddy some
element ofX. Lets = (s, &, S3,...) be an infinite sequence of objects frmrhen sequence
satisfiesformula A in structuréM, i.e. the relatioM =sA, is defined by recursion on the complexity

of A. For example:

M=sAB iff M=sA or M=sB
M =5 XA iff M t:S@/b)A for all bOX

wheres(/b) is the sequence obtained frary replacing the i-th element sivith b. The basic

clauses for atomic formulas take the following form

M=sP(x) iff sOI(P)
M=sQ(a,x) iff <l(a), 5>0I(Q)

When A does not contain occurrences of free vagghle. it is a sentence lofthen it is satisfied
in M by one sequenceif and only if it is satisfied by all sequencesride, we can defind’s

being a model of A, i.e. Alis true M, thus:

M=A iff M=cA for everys

The later Davidson worried that the ‘correspondshfmind in the recursive clauses for
satisfaction were simply artefacts of the axiomsessary to produce the recursions. But the
recursive axioms can quite sensibly be justifiednalependent grounds, in particular on the
grounds that truth is itself fundamentally a comiasal concept; indeed, the very notion of
compositional semantics is often itself identifigith that of recursive semantics (see Janssen
1997).

The key components of the above &e:

) L is syntactically well determined, i.e. thesentences have a unique compositional

structuré®?

131 follow Niiniluoto 2002.
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(i) Truth is defined for sentenceslof

(i) Truth is defined relative to a structuve

(iv)  Aninterpretation function | mapping the syntactiements ot to structureM is
presupposed

v) The relation of satisfaction between open formalad sequences of objects is

presupposed in the recursive definition of truthdoantified sentenc&s

According to the model theoretic approach pioneéredarski, truth in a model is relative to lan
structureM .*** The truth or falsity of ah-sentence depends on the structfréhe world relative to
the descriptive vocabulary bf true sentences are therefore not in a relatiamoofespondence with
a non-structured reality but rather to a structmesisting of objects with properties and relations
There are as mariystructures representing the world as there aguiaged. and the same
languagd. can be interpreted in different domains or byedi#ht interpretation functions on the
same domain; one might say that thstructures represent tpessible worldglistinguishable
within theL-vocabulary**® Relative to whatever convention we choose to limiguage with the
world, Tarski’'s definition gives us a notion of tinun the stronggorrespondence-as-congruence
sense. In the case of the ‘correspondences’ fautitkeirecursive clauses for satisfaction, the later
Davidson worried that these were simply artefatth® axioms necessary to produce the

recursions.

We have observed that a model (or structure) stanasatisfaction, or making-true, relation to the
sentences of a language when true. Facts haveehbegn defined, that is entities to which single
true sentences are said to correspond to haveehbegn cast into open view. It is still the cdms t

if two distinct sentences of one language arefgadign a model by its making-true relation then it
is thatoneand samemodel satisfying both the two distinct sentenbes,from a correspondence

theory in the strong sense one would naturally aehtlhaat two distinct sentences are satisfied by

132 This point is emphasized in Wakki 1993 and, as Tarski points out in many plat@sifstance in Tarski 1944),
this requirement is at least approximately satiskig portions of natural language. So it is incorte remark, as Haack
does, that Tarski washoroughly sceptical about the applicability of iieory to natural languagé¢Haack 1978, p.
120).

133as Niinliuoto emphasizes, except for (iii) and (ig)l these ideas are in fact clearly presentébhirski 1936a.
134 And has proven to be successfully applicable nt o artificial formal languages but alsoftagments of
scientific and of naturallanguagesFor examples, see Przetecki 1969, Tuomela 199&,ce 1987 and Niiniluoto
1987.

13530 we may say that states of affairs are relatithe languages used to describe them. But it doefllow that

truth is therefore in some sense ‘epistemic’. @ up to the world to decide whether, having dixbe meanings of
‘London’, ‘Edinburgh’ and ‘is south of’ for a givelanguagéd., London is south of Edinburgh.
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two distinct entitiesyiz. two distinct facts, when true, and by nothing elseldress this in 3.5.5,
providing a theory much like Tarski’'s, fundamentddlilding on it, in which explicit reference to
facts is made.

The model theoretic approach to truth is an extheiflexible tool with which to express relations
betweerL-sentences and set-theoretistructures. In the case of mathematics, arithnsetyc
Tarski’s definition allows us to investigate theaieas structures that are models of such axiomatic
theories. If the theory has a unique intended jimégation, like the structure of natural numhksrs

for arithmetic, then truth iM captures the standard notion of truth for the legg of arithmetic. If
what we are particularly interested in is the aotu@|d, then as the actual world is a member ef th
set of possible worlds, truth in the actual woddispecial case of truth in possible wolfisThus,

let L be a fragment of natural language that speakst &xating objects. Among tHestructures

M there is a uniquk-structureM* = (X*,I*) where X* is the domain of existing objects and I* is
the interpretation function mapping the syntactesaities oflL to their extensions iX*. A sentence

of L is then actually true if it is true M *.*3" *%°

Despite Wilfrid Hodges'’s “disconcerting experiencest having found the notion of ‘structure’,

and hence ‘truth in a structure’ in Tarski 1938%he early account can be seen as a special case of
the model-theoretic approach outlined héPeccording to Hodges, the central notion of an
uninterpreted constant symbol acquiring an intégpi@n by being applied to a particular structure

is completely missing. However, this ignores thet fhat Tarski’s classic paper follows the Lvov-
Warsaw tradition of explicitly restricting attentido interpretedlanguages, i.e. languages assumed
to be interpreted in a domaicf(Tarski 1936a (1983a), pp. 166-167). In his earnbykyin

providing his definition of the absolute conceptmofth, Tarski assumed the domain interpreting the

136 From the explanations given in Tarski 1944 itlesac that in his earlier work Tarski attempted &dime truth in the
actual world.

137 Sentences that are actually true, but not logidalie, are thefactually or materially true.

138 For formal languages, the interpretation functigsfixed by stipulation. But terms in natural tarages have
historically determined meanings which are basedamventions. It is owing to these conventiondaoguage games
played by linguistic communities, that statemeiks 1'‘Russell’ refers to Bertrand Russell” expressitingent
semantical facts. Hence, though this model themestitount presupposes an interpreted object laegtisig account is
compatible with various methods of fixing reference

139 Hodges 1986.

140 Niiniluoto expresses this view in a number of fislications — see, for example, Niiniluoto 200&nNuoto
reminds us also that Tarski often referred badkigdl 936 paper for a definition of truth in a sture. Indeed, Vaught
1974 states that Tarski’s major contribution in 89&s to show howdis true inM’ can be defined inside ordinary
mathematics (iZF set theory for example).
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language to consist afl objects However, with reference to “the Gottingen schgraluped around
Hilbert”, Tarski also points out threlative notion of “correct or true sentence in an indinatiu
domaina” (p. 199) according to which “we restrict the end®n of the individuals considered to a
given clas®” (p. 199) — whera is a subdomain of the domain of all objects. Thisrpretation is
confirmed by Tarski’'s remark that such specificividual domains are relevant in connection with
the various special sciences (p. 239). Niiniludd®4£2 points out that Tarski's early work can be
understood as occupying a middle position (onedvorany languages) between what Hintikka
1997 refers to as ‘language as a universal medjang world-one language) and ‘language as a
calculus’ (many worlds-many languages). Indeed.arski 1936b, Tarski complains that previous
attempts at supplying a semantics for languagecgeded as though there was only one language
in the world” (1983, p. 402}** The final move to the calculus view of the genemnabel theoretic

approach is taken in the possible worlds semantiish drops the one-domain assumption.

3.5.5 Tarskian Truth and Facts

We have seen how in Tarski’'s model theoretic actthentruth maker is a relational, set-theoretic
structure. Tarski avoided speaking about ‘factswash — a consequence, as is well documented, of
his following his teacher Tadeusz Kotdiski who advocated an ontological doctrine rejectiig
species of abstract entities such as facts, stheffairs, properties and sets. In his rejectibrats,
however, Tarski did not follow Kotanski. Tarski is after all renowned for sophisticated
mathematical work in set theory. Indeed, Tarskis@xplanation of the concept of satisfaction in

‘Der Wahrheitsbegriff in den Formalisierten Sprachexemplified by:

For every individuah, a satisfies the sentential functianis white’ iff a is white**?

is a condition guaranteeing that the claksbjects satisfying the conditior i's white’ is simply the
classof white objects. If the interpretation of the gicate ‘white’ is fixed so that its extension is
the set of white objects, then the truth condifmmnthe sentence ‘snow is white’ is formulated as

follows:

141 This point is overlooked in objections that clatmt the application of model theory to the sentanif natural
languages presupposes some absolute conceptibea witrld — one that is fixed and ready, and whieeeanswers to
all possible questions is decidead. Sundholm 1994). Model theory connects each laggu to a family ofL-
structures, of which one would be a fragment ofréa world. This particular structure would only &ble to answer
those questions that can be asked within the |layejua

142 Tarski 1936a (1983), p. 190.
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Snow belongs to the class of whitegh

and it is natural to regard this as a set-theofetimulation ofthe fact that snow is white

One might still complain that what a correspondeheery requires is explicit guantification over

or reference tdacts (or to obtaining states of affairs) and th& is entirely absent in Tarski's
work. In other words, this complaint amounts touiigg more from Tarski than simply a scientific
precisification of the idea that a propositionrigetif and only if it corresponds (congruently) lwit
fact. It is certainly true that in both the earhddate stages of Tarski’s work truth does not
explicitly involve any seriously dyadic relation between psipons and facts — there is no
primitive, or defined, binary predicate in the laage of Tarski’s theory intended to apply to pairs
of propositions and fact$® However, it is perfectly possible to reformulatrdki’s theory — in
which states of affairs gelescribed- to one in which states of affairs geterred tq or quantified
over. One can demonstrate this in the following wiyconsider a first-order languafién which,

for simplicity, all individual termg are individual variables. A semantic value mappingapping

L-formulas (also opebh-formulas) to states of affairs can be inductividfined thus:
V(P(ty,....tn)) = <v(P), \(t),..., V(t,)>
v(notA) = <NEG,v(A)>
V((A or B)) = <Vv(A), OR,v(B)>
V(Existsx F(x)) = <EXISTS_x, V(F(x))>
where NEG, OR, and EXISTS; are distinct constituents of states of affairgtjpps identical to
the truth functions that correspond to the logsighs in question, where in the case of the
existential quantifier the relevant variable wohbilve to be carried along in some way), where

“<...>" are delimiters giving states of affairs hiechical structure or ‘depti*> and wheres

applied to a predicate of arikyyields a relation of aritix. Note that this way of setting the

43 This does not mean that one cannot still acceptkl'a theory as a correspondence theory.
144\We will stick to Tarski’s original 1936 theory.

145 Barwise & Etchemendy 1987 identify thes of each equality above with set-theoretic tupleis. not necessary for
our purposes to be committed to set theoretic fuipéze.

65



apparatus up means that variables themselves paseqbto their values, would becomes
components of states of affairs; for otherwise gfiaation would not be handled correctly as one
might see by applying the recursive recipe abowntexistentially quantified senten¢@ Truth

can now be defined as follows:

Tr(A) ~ V(A) obtains (with respect to every sequescéindividuals}*’

where “obtains with respect to a sequesioéindividuals” is an undefined, primitive termdan

whose meaning can be described as follows:

a state of affairs of the form <NES®; obtains with respect to a sequesa# individuals
if and only ikt does not obtain with respectdo

a state of affairs of the formsit OR,st> obtains with respect to a sequescéd individuals

if and only i6t; obtains with respect ®or st, obtains with respect ®

a state of affairs of the form <EXKTX, st> obtains with respect ®
if and only it obtains with respect to at least one sequenitet differ froms at

most at

wherest, st;, st; are states of affairs. In true Tarskian spiritagfing is thus relativized to
sequences of individuals, just as satisfactioeletivized to sequences. Moreover, such a
correspondence theory would include the followiegagioms for atomic states of affairs on the one

hand and atomic formuldts,..., t;) on the other:

a state of affairs of the form(R), X1, ..., Xn> obtains with respect to a sequescd
individuals if and only ¥f(P)(s(ky), ..., S(kn))**®

14%1f one is not happy with variables as componehttates of affairs then there are other ways ofiliag
quantification. This approach is advantageous sisijts close to Tarski.

17\Where the sequeneds rendered obsolete in the obtainingAofihereA is a sentence, not an open formula.

148 |n mathematical language, the correspondence-agraence view is calledkomomorphisngSher 2001 makes this
observation on p. 202). This is the Boolean algetaaalogue of an interpretation. Closely relate@and not to be
confused with) a homomorphism is an isomorphisiiterdlly the ‘same form’ — which is a special casa
homomorphism. Two objects are isomorphic when 8fere the same form. But, when one object ‘reflects an
‘image’ of another object, then the reflection isaamomorphic imagef its subject, and the above demonstrates how
true sentences are homomorphic images of factsndlbyr (following Dunn & Hardegree 2001, p. 15), popeL is an
object language withA (L) its associated algebra, and supposeRhatan algebra of propositions for this language (t
be understood as equivalent to an ‘algebra’ oéstaf affairs, and which must be appropriateLfar the sense of their
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The Davidsonian point alluded to above — that doeirsive clauses for satisfaction factitiously
service correspondence since that machinery ismrelsent to enable the recursions — can be
addressed here as it was above (Davidson’s poiatdaxad course run hemautatis mutandigor the
recursive clauses for obtaining). There is no redmk so pessimistic since the recursive axioms
can quite sensibly be justified on independent gdsyin particular on the grounds that truth is
itself fundamentally a compositional concept.

One might wonder where the correspondence relatisrdisappeared. The answer is simple: it has
not disappeared. Use of the semantic value mappiragm above amounts to correspondence in the

following sense:
Corr(A,st) - Vv(A) =st
whereA is a sentence argdis a state of affairs. Such a theory is a corredpoce theory of truth in

a ‘narrow’ senseyiz. a proposition is true just in case the proposifmongruently) corresponds to a

fact (or to an obtaining state of affairs), and vehihis very equivalence is spelled out such that

facts are quantified over and/or referred to byttie®ry It stays very close to Tarski’s original

theory; indeed it should be viewed as nothing ntlba@ a reformulation or modification of Tarski’'s
original theory — in particular, the clauses fobtains with respect to” correspond to the Tarskian
clauses for satisfaction, and it is provably mailgriadequate in the sense of Tarski. It meets the
objection from negative facts, disjunctive factsgd &o on, and notice also how this is an account of
modelling states of affairs which preserves thaiemsional structure, thus immunizing it from the
slingshot objection, i.e. one cannot derive theseguence that only two states of affairs obtain.
ContraDavidson, we have a model for a theory of facteeivimakes no allowance for collapsing,

existing a one-to-one correspondence between titactic operations and their semantic counterpartsn an
interpretation ot in P will be any homomorphism froA(L) into P, i.e. there is a functionsuch that the following
condition is satisfied by every sentential conneotiin L:

HO(@1,---0)) = Q((@),---1(@))

where Q is a syntactical operation on sentences assoaiated (with O, its propositional counterpart), and where
@y,... 0 are well-formed formulas.

149 Barwise & Etchemendy 1987 have a truth-theory siratlarly quantifies over states of affairs anahisarly fends
off the slingshot objection owing to preservatidrnntensional structure. Moreover, theirs develaggheory fortype-
freetruth predicates, thus bypassing the Tarskianirexpent that we construct a hierarchy of languageghich
conduct our semantical investigations. The diffeeesbetween their approach and ours is that thelgsaamitsatomic
states of affairs (with 1s and Os as components)complex states of affairs. In their view, likeny others (see, for
example, Pendlebury 1986), truth-makers are sedsoafiic (obtaining) states of affairs, and complegher-level facts
are determined by recursion on these atomic, bewid-facts.
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slingshot arguments; we do not, as Barwise & Pgutyit, “lose track” of subject matter that lead to

slingshot type concerrg’

3.5.6 Addressing Three Popular Objections

The first objection, often raised, is that Tars&fided various predicates of the formis true’,
and_nota predicate of the fornA‘is true-inL’ for variableL. Furthermore, Tarski failed to furnish
us with an ability to apply the concept to a newecg@f. Davidon 1996 (1999), p. 314). Hence, this
objection continues, we cannot recognize that akian truth predicate is indeed a truth predicate
unlesswe were to have some antecedent grasp of theajengh-concept — a grasp that Tarski
necessarily failed to capturef(Dummett 1978, pp. xx-xxi). The best articulatafrthis objection

is Hartry Field’s “Tarski’s Theory of Truth” (1972 here, Field maintains the criticism that the
relation of satisfaction, being defined for partasdanguages, does not give us what is common to
each definition and this is so because the baaicsels of the relation are enumeratively defined (or
rest on the enumerative definitions of other semamncepts — thereby, even more appositely for
this objection, running counter to Tarski’s own egsed intentions). According to Field, Tarski
eliminates the notion of truth by reducing it th@t concepts, but does so without shedding light on
the nature of truth. Field illustrates this by diragvon an analogy from chemistry. Consider what
the notion of valenceof a chemical element’ would look like: “the inegghat is associated with
that element, which represents the sort of chencimabinations that the element will enter int3"”
We could give a list-like definition of valence thisted every element and its associated valence,
together with giving rules by which the valenceeompound elements can be determined by their
constituent, atomic elements. In this way, we cgitg an eliminative definition of valence in the

form:

OEON(E has valence o E is potassium andis +1, or..., ofE is sulphur anah is -2)">?

Such a list-like definition does not demonstratayéver, what a definition of valence ought to
give,viz. the physical properties of elements and how tpesgerties make the elements bond in
the proportions and manner that they do. Fieldstlis that Tarski gave us a definition of

satisfaction that is similarly list-like and, thissmilarly unilluminating.

150 Barwise & Perry 1981a. See also Restall 2004 &imilar argument.
151 Fjeld 1972, p. 362.

152 1bid., p. 363.
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This objection is answered by first pointing owttfiarski 1936a supplied an explicatioithe
concept of truth (see 1983, pp. 152-154nd explications are not normally achieved by miovi
of an explicit definition of the type ‘truth is...Rather, explications proceed step by step, from
simple cases to more complex cases; the paradigagiications are extended to new (similar)
cases which satisfy certain stipulated adequacyglitions™* This type of research programme is
familiar from explications of concepts like indwarti confirmation and truthlikeness. As Niiniluoto

remarks:

Tarski’'s semantical approach to truth...follows thagtern of explication. His early paper definesttru
for set theory and first-order logic, and latex programme is extended to cover new casedréigeents
of natural language, language of scientifioties, indexical expressions, vague statementnsianal
languages etc.

(Niiniluoto 1999a, p. 95)

Second, in the usual model-theoretic definitiorrskagives a uniform definition that appliesdt
structuresM that can interprdt’s descriptive vocabulary, and that truth with ®spoM is
entirely determined by the facts abdlit— which, of course, vary as we go from one stmadti to

any otheM’ .**>Hence, no simple list will exhaust the contenaafuth definition:>°

The second objection is that Tarski’s theory falslo justice to correspondentism owing to its
employing the notion of satisfaction il (infinite) sequences of objeg¢tgithout discrimination.
All true sentences are satisfiedabysequences of objects; if a sequence of objedtdisatone
sentence when true, then they all do. In his laténgs, Davidson goes as far as interpreting in
this that “though this was not his intention, Tatsére indirectly vindicates Frege’s slingshot
argument.*>” Not being able to discemhichsequence is doing the work is taken to signifigant

undermine Tarski's success in discerning a “sifidly precise and cledr® conception of the

153 This is how many other authors interpret Tarskee, for example Wolenski & Simons 1989a, Kirkh&82, p.
170 and Niiniluoto 1999a.

154 Cf. Carnap 1962.
135n the full blown calculus view, just likel, L too is universally quantified over so as to ineluble class of afirst
order languages (prefixing each basis clause fith contains an n-ary predicate R then...’,LlIEontains constants,c

C,,...then...’, ‘If L contains an n-ary function symbol f then...’, etc).

16 Moreover, as Carnap’s schen®) (in the footnote above) from his semantical wdrkthe 1930s demonstrates,
there is aggeneralschema underlying Tarski’'s approach.

157 Davidson 1999, p. 110.

158 Cf. Tarski 1944, p. 54.
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correspondence intuition expressed in the clasgiodts Tarski aims to subserve. A.C. Grayling is

an advocate of this objection. He says:

[Tarski’s truth] definition seems to contaimi@rial for supporting a correspondence construgal...i
proceeds in terms of a definition of satigtattand satisfaction is a relation between se®and
sequences of objects. But the difficulty iattifarski’ definition states that true and falseteaces are
respectively satisfied by all sequences ameknwith no appeal being madesteecificsequences.
(Grayling 1997, p. 156)°

This objection is unwarranted for the following seas:

(a) The fact thatll true sentences are satisfieddblysequences of objects is an indication only
that the truth of a sentence does not depend ovelbes of the free variables for the very
simple reason that it does not have any. As thmitieh above shows, the only relevant
members of the sequences are the relevant objekedpout by the variables when
satisfied. To say that a sentence is true jusagedt is satisfied by all infinite sequences is
just a mathematical way of saying that the satigfador a closed formula does not depend
on the valuation function chosen. The underlyingjddias been misunderstood by Grayling

etal.

(b) The truth of atomic sentences need not be defiméerms of satisfaction; rather it is the
intended domain that furnishes these sentenceghétparticulars and the

properties/relations in which their truth consists.

(c) Satisfaction can be definedthoutinvolving infinite sequences. Also, quantified sartes
are (only) satisfied by the relevant members ofséaguences of objects. For example,
consider the existentially quantified senteh&gA(x), whereA(x) has the intended
interpretationx is a Ph.D. student of keiewski’. According to Tarski, a sequerce
satisfiesTA(%) just in case some other sequesigagreeing witts in at most the ?
place, satisfied\(x), i.e. those that have Alfred Tarski —$heewski’s only Ph.D. student —

as their second member. The remainder of the segusiirrelevant and made redundant.

391n a similar spirit, Haack (1978, p. 113) sayBafski's definition of truth makes no appeal toaifie sequences of
objects, for true sentences are satisfied by @jusaces and false sentences by ffd@eayling’s (and Haack’s) can be
viewed as being equivalent to the point that thelehtheoretic definition, in and of itself, fails provide explicit
reference to facts, and is such that it cannotatieo distinct sentences of a language to corredpomwo distinct
facts when true. As pointed out above, sectiorb3afidresses this type of criticism by presentingHis theory in a
fashion that does makes explicit reference to facts
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(d) There is a sense in which the satisfaction foresesgds trivial. But the relation’seal work
is done by their operation on the open sententiatfons that compose these sentences and,
ultimately, on the atomic open sentential functiendbedded within them. It is by making
an appeal to the relations between sequences @ftslgnd the atomic sentential functions
that the satisfaction (and truth) of sentencemallfy explicated. Also, in the atomic clauses
of the recursive definition of satisfaction, diiat sequences of objects satisfy different
atomic sentential functions and, thus, differenjusaces of objectse indeed
distinguished®°

The third, and final, objection we deal with hesehat Tarski’'s model-theoretic account applies
only to uninterpreted, formalized languages whereasiging an interpreted, unformalized
language. This sounds like a powerful objectiondsuexamination it is no objection at all. While it
is true, and universally acknowledged as such,thegki argued in favour of syntactically
regimenting fragments of natural language so d&adtate a truth definition — so that their syxta
is to be made formally precise — and that it wowdtlbe possible to supply a truth definition for
‘whole’ natural languages owing to liar-type paragl® resulting from semantic closure, we should
note immediately that though working in formalizadguages, Tarski’s “real interest” was natural

language:

I should like to emphasize that, when using thentéormalized languages’, | do not refer exclusivtd
linguistic systems that are formulated engirelsymbols, and | do not have in mind anythingessially
opposed to natural languages. On the contifaeyonly formalized languages that seem to beaif
interestare those which are fragments of natural languagethose which can at least be adequately
translated into natural languages.

(Tarski 1969, p.68. Emphasis add&d)

We have already noted how Tarski explicitly resgérchis attention to interpreted languages — in
accordance with his heritage from the Lvov-Warsakosl: for Tarski (1936a), language is
assumed to be interpreted in the domain of allabj@éhough the interpretation function is only

implicitly present). The formalized languages Taeskployed are really more or less simple

180 Despite his later reservations, Davidson undecdstbis point in 1969: Truth is reached, in the semantic approach,
by different routes for different sentences. Aletsentences end up in the same place, but therdifferent stories
about how they got there; a semantic theory ohttatls the story for a particular sentence by ringnthrough the
steps of the recursive account of satisfaction appate to the sentencgDavidson 1969 (1984), pp. 48-49).

181 See also Tarski 1944 (1999), pp. 122-123, whersklsemarks that his solution to the problem aftiris to be
“rigourous’ for “languages whose structure has been exactly spdc#fie “approximaté for natural languages. In
dealing with natural languages, the portions wergtsrested in should be replaced by a syntacyieedil-specified
language differing from the given natural languaage little as possible This flatly contradicts Haack’s claim that
“Tarski...is thoroughly sceptical about the applicépibf his theory to natural language@Haack 1978, p. 120).
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models, but which have sufficiently many featurearsd with or approximating those of natural
languages, and which can be used like experimeriest out certain claims and properties. The
results have frequently yielded important inforraatabout the logical propertiesaf languages,
formalized or not. This objection overlooks thet@sount of explanatory power you get as result,
in particular about the nature of correspondersmdfitThus, Tarski’s work shows that truth does, in
quite a precise way, consist in correspondence théHacts; Godel's incompleteness theorems tell
us something we would never otherwise have knovauiathe limits of deductive theorizing in
general (in particular, no theory can capturetaltruths about its domain of interpretation, and n
theory can consistently prove its own consistenCyyrch’s theorem tells us that we can’t get a
machine to decide mathematical truth; and Tarskeerem not only implies Godel’s first
incompleteness theorem as a corollary but telthaistruth is transcendental: it always outstrips t
descriptive capacities of any language to charaetewhatever that language'f8.English only
appears to be a counterexample in being semantabed, i.e. contains the wherewithal to talk of

its own semantics, because the semantic closuadimconsistency®”

The proposal here should be misunderstood as imgptlie claim that Tarski’'s is a good picture of
semantics foall possiblelanguages featuring true sentences; it would bepimistic a proposal

to claim that every possible language featuring s@ntences is amenable to Tarskian semantics.
What is an arbitrary sentence or language anywagmmbtion of ‘all possible languages’ is
virtually meaningless since there do not exist ssagy and sufficient conditions which would be
agreed on by all people for all times for any givieing to be a language. My — and | think Tarski’s
—aim is much more limited and | would claim scigain spirit, which is to show how an authentic
correspondence theory can be defended with regpaainodel language that shares salient features
with a natural language. As philosophers we shbehtery happy with a philosophically successful
theory of truth for aif fragment of natural language, whichiid ufficiently idealized, and which
(iii) allows only for purely extensional contexts (sash for example, the language of some typical
mathematical or scientific theor$j? But, in any case, as picked out by Niiniluotolie guotation

182 Consider the language of Peano Arithmetig,. Then, by Tarski’s theorem, there is no formula)Af Lpa such
that in the standard modi| A(X) is satisfied by exactly the Gédel numbers trudl.in

183 Kripke’s work looks like another counterexamplat that is only because of a restriction imposeddiyantic
closure on its ability to express negation.

14 Tarski's (early and late) work is extensional siiitcdefines truth for sentences relative to thersions of names
and predicates. In Carnap 1963 (pp. 889-900), @adeanonstrated how this can be reconciled wittotis (1947)
systematic theory of extensions and intensions (@hetions like ‘property’ and ‘proposition’ areté@msional entities
expressed by predicates and sentences respectiathtjve designation functions are defined inhsaavay that
correlate linguistic expressions with their extensiin each ‘possible world’. For example, for eegi predicaté® and
possible worldV, the designation functioRes assigns a class of objectsWh These intensional entities — functions
from possible worlds to extensions — became thediesyce in possible worlds semanticé Hintikka 1975).
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above from his 1999a paper, the philosophical arebeprogramme initiated by Tarski in the 1930s
did leadto the development of semantics for more inclufanguages, such as for those concerning
modalties and counterfactuals, i.e. possible watiaantics (now universally considered as
standard for such languages). Tarskian semantissyatsabandoned for philosophical research

programmes concerned with more inclusive langudges.

3.6 Closing Remarks

According to correspondentism, truth is a relatideaam meaning ‘correspondence’. This relation is
comprehensively carved out by the semantical tegles of Tarski, and in a way that quietens
Frege standing at abay against the reductionigfranome. Tarski fine-grains the coarse-grained,
folk theory of truth found in platitudes like ‘thuis correspondence with fact’ into a mathematycall
precise theory. Tarski ‘rehabilitates’ truth in tense due to Popper: it is scientifically resgaeta

to incorporate a notion expressing a significanglaage-world relation. The correspondence theory
is reported by many to be vulnerable to the slingsingument. This chapter establishes the validity
of this argument, but also argues that all thattigeiment demonstrates is precisely the need for an
appeal to the kind of conceptual apparatus proviedarski.

Truth has a nature, one expressing a (substalatijuage-world relation. We have so far only
considered substantialism about truth. Those wist W advance ansubstantialisn{or
deflationism about truthseek to deny the central presupposition — commaii substantialists —
that truth has a nature. The following chapterineal, and critically appraises, the theories ahtru

borne out of denying truth a nature.

185 For successful applications not only to artifidi@mal languages but also to fragments of scientind of natural,
languages, see, for example, Przetecki 1969, Tuwot®73, Pearce 1987 and Niiniluoto 1987.
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3.7 Appendix

(i) The Origin of the Correspondence Theory

Aristotle Metaphysicsl', 7, 10125 is often cited as the original articulation loé torrespondence
thesis'® Marian David (David 1994, 2005) disagrees, sugaggshstead that we ought to locate the
first proper citing in Thomas Aquinas@uestiones Disputatdee Veritate Q.1, A.1&3:

Veritas intellectus est adaequatio intelleeiusei; secundum quod intellectus ‘dicit esse gestdvel non
esse quod non est'.

(“The truth of the intellect is the agreembatween intellect and thing; insofar as the iptalisays of
that which is that it is or of that which istrthat it is not’.”)

However, Wolfgang Kinne writes that we could legately date the true origins of the
correspondence interpretation to the second ceBGry to Carneades’ As head of the Academy,
Carneades is reported to have taught that “a ptes@mis true when it ig1 accord withthe object

presented, but false when it is in discord with'&

(i) The (Tarskian, 1936) Route from Satisfaction toth

Consider an object languabewith the following characteristics:

Vocabulary ofL: parentheses ), (
variables V1, Vo,..., V...
logical connectives O (and),= (not)
quantifier O (for all)
individual constants C1, C2y.++y Ciye-
function symbols % (n andk are any positive integer)

186 Some feel, however, that despite invokimgnerelation to reality this definition — to say of aths that it is not, or
of what is not that it is, is false, while to sayhat is that it is, or of what is not that itrist, is true — does not do full
credit to the spirit of correspondence: the refatonot made explicit and, moreover, there ispecHication of what
on the part of reality is responsible for estalitighwhat truth consists in. This concern with Astt’s strict allegiance
to correspondentism is misplaced. Elsewher€dtegories Aristotle does give a more faithful versioifhe fact of the
being of a man carries with it the truth of the position that he is...for if a man is, the propositisherein we allege
that he is, is true...the fact of the man’s beingscseem somehow to be the cause of the truth pfdlpesition, for the
truth or falsity of the proposition depend on thetfof the man’s being or not beif@Aristotle Categories 1414-21).

187 Kinne 2003.

188 Emphasis added. Quote taken from Kiinne 2003,%.\Bo in turn references it to Plotinus c¢.250.
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predicate symbols B (n andk are any positive integefy

one binary relation symbol = (identity)

Inductive Definition ofWell-Formed Ternof L:

(i)
(if)
(iii)

(iv)

A variable is a well-formed term.

A constant symbol is a well-formed term.

If f" is a function symbol and, ..., t,, are terms therd'\{t,..., t,) is a
well-formed term.

Only expressions obtained by a finite number ofliappons of (i)-(iii)

are well-formed terms.

Inductive Definition ofWell-Formed Formulaf L:

(i)

(if)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

(vi)

If t; andt, are well-formed terms thdp=t; is a well-formed (atomic)
formula.

If P"y is a predicate symbol ang..., t, are terms then"gty,..., ty) is a
well-formed (atomic) formula.

If ¢ is a well-formed formula then so-s}.

If ¢ andy are well-formed formulas then sogiSI.

If vis an arbitrary (free) variable agds a well-formed formula then
Ovg is a well-formed formula (the variablas boundby the quantifier).
Only expressions obtained by a finite number ofliappons of (i)-(v)

are well-formed formulas.

Definition of aSentencef L: X is a sentence &f if and only ifZ is a well-formed formula of

with no free variables.

LetL be given an interpretatiavl with domain D. In this model, we fix some (ordered

denumerable sequence of objects or individsalss, si, S,...> that will get assigned to the (free)

variablesv, vi, V»..., respectively. Le® be the set of all denumerable sequences of elsmént.

To help us define what it means for a sequece&sy, S, S,...> In @ to satisfy a well-formed

formula inM, we need to define a functiehthat assigns to each tetnan elemens*(t) in D:

%9 The positive integen indicates the number of arguments, whereas thecsipbk is an indexing number
distinguishing different predicate and function $gis with the same number of arguments.
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0] If t is a variabley, lets*(t) bes.

(i) If t is an individual constam, thens*(t) is the interpretatiorr:}()M of this constant.

(i) If f"cis a function symbol, {f)™ is the corresponding operation in D, @nd.., t,, are
terms, thest(f"(ts,..., tm) = YV (S* (1), ..., S*(tm)).2"°

Now we can proceed to a recursive definition ofséattion bys:

(iv)  If ¢ is the well-formed, atomic formulds, ..., tm) and (B)" is the corresponding
place relation of the interpretatiorenip is satisfied by sequenesef and only if
(P (s*(ta), .., S*(tm)-" "

) - ¢ is satisfied by if and only if¢ is not satisfied byg.

(i) ¢ is satisfied by if and only if is satisfied bys andy is satisfied bys.

(i)  DOwvi¢d is satisfied by if and only if each sequensédiffering fromsin at most the i-th

component satisfie.

What we need now is a lemma effectively saying thatvalue of any termatsy, 1, $,... and the
satisfaction (or otherwise) of any formydlaoy s, s1, S,... depend®nly on the those values gffor
whichy; is a free variable, i.e. it independentf all the other members, and the length, of the

sequencé’? From this, we obtain the following corollary:

Letp be any formula with no free variables, and whasenl variables are among... vp.
M satisfies, i.e.M = ¢, just in case is satisfied iV by some (or, equivalently, every)

sequengdg,...,S,.

Whence we get our definition of truth:

Ox[x is true-inL iff (x is a sentence-ih-andx is satisfied-ink by all sequences)]

10 |ntuitively, s¥(t) is the element of D obtained by substituting,dach j, a nams for all occurrences of int and
then performing the operations of the interpretatiorresponding to the function letterst.of

1) e., if then-tuple <s*(ty),..., S*(tm)> is in the relation (R)". If, for example, the domain of interpretatioritie set
of real numbers, the interpretation & B the relatiors, and the interpretation of;fis the functiore’, then
P%(f11(v2), Vs) is satisfied by sequenses <, s1, S,...> if and only ife¥ < s,

"2 The proof is given by induction on the complexifyformulas. See Proposition 1.3.16 of Chang & Kei$973.
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Tarski worked in the calculus of classes, whérds the only predicate symbol. His recursive

definition of satisfaction is given in 1936a by idéfon 23:

DEFINITION 22: The sequencksatisfies the sentential functianf and only iff is an infinite sequence
of classes andis a sentential function aricandx are such that either:

@) there exist natural numbeksandl such thak = ‘t, Ot andfy O f;;
B) there is a sentential functigrsuch thak = ‘-y andf does not satisfy the functign
() there are sentential functiopgndz such thak = 'y [1Z andf either satisfiey or satisfies,

©) there is a natural numbkind sentential functiopsuch thak = ‘ZAy’ and every infinite sequence of
classes which differs frofrin at most thé-th place satisfies the functign
(Tarski 1936a (1983), p. 193. | have updalednotation slightly.)

Whether a formula is satisfied by a given sequelepends on the correspondence between the free
variables of the formula and the terms of the segeieco-ordinated through indices. From a proof

of a lemma showing that whether a sequesgaisfies a formul& depends only on the valuessof

on the free variables &, it immediately follows that for closed formulasher every infinite

sequence satisfies it, or none do. And this iski'ardefinition 23173

(iii ) Correspondence as Homomorphiétn

Tarski truth-definitions can be expressed in thvang form:

Consider a first—order languafecontaining constants a, b, c,... amglace relation symbols P, Q,
R,... . Let | be the fixed interpretation forand letC be the set of constants (assumed enough to
name all the elements of the domBitto simplify this little example) and the relatispmbols ofL.
Let F be the set of formulas &f defined as the closure of the atomic formulaseurioe

application of the operators - (unarly)(binary), and the infinitely many operators /\xéuy) for
each variable (universal quantifiers). These are assumptiongsywade in standard logical
semantics, as any logic text will confirm, and arerely part of the modelling strategy. As with
many model-simplifying moves, these conditions lbamelaxed at the cost of somewhat greater

complexity.

13y is a true sentence — in symbol&/Ar — if and only if X7 S[the set of meaningful sentencesid every infinite

sequence of classes satisfie's(Xarski 1936a (1983), p. 195). As pointed oub\ad the use of infinite sequences is
only one (and not the most natural) way of definsatjsfaction: you can instead use valuation famstiwith finite
domains that assign values to the variables cosdlaimthe formulas. Moreover, if you assume thatryanguage has
names for all elements of the domain you can défirth recursively on sentences, i.e. closed foasuuthemselves.
See the introductory chapter of Chang & Keisler3.97

174 See Dunn & Hardegree 2001, p. 15.
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Let D" be the nth Cartesian productfwith itself. | can be represented as an orderéd pav),
wherev is a function fronCOF into DOD?0...D"0...0{0,1}. Let Id be the 2-place function from
D?into {0,1} such thatd(u,v) = 1 if u = v andld(u,v) = O if not (i.e.ld represents the identity
relation onD). LetR be a function fronD" into{0,1}, let ~ be the function from {0,1} intod,1}
such thaw(0) = 1 andv(1) = 0. Definev inductively as follows:

1.v(c)OD for every constant c &f

2 v(c=d) =1d(v(c)v(d))

3V(R(ay, ... &) =V(R(V(&0), ... M&))

4Nv(—~(A)) = ~(\V(A)), where A is a well-formed formula

5Vv([(A,B)) = \(v(A),v(B)) where/\ denotes the greatest lower bound and A, B are well

formed formulas
6.v(/\x(A)) = \(v(A(a/x))) for every a irL
Note thatv is a union of homomorphisms, and a sentendeisfrue in | just in case its value is 1

underv. In fact, we can represent each of the homomanphisy a commutative diagram: e.g. the

one for =(A) is:

Vi Vv

{0,1} ------- > {0,1}
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CHAPTER 4
DEFLATIONISM

It cannot be that axioms established by arguaten provide for the discovery of new works cgirthe
subtlety of nature is greater more times dlan the subtlety of argumentation.
Francis BaconNovum Organon

The umbrella ternbeflationismis a doctrine understood in a number of diffekgays by different
philosophers. No attempt at specifying what mightle central deflationary characteristics would
invite anything like universal agreement; eree deflationist would commit herself to any proposed
(exhaustive) list of commitment§> One might think that picking out what each defiagry theory

of truth has in common would furnish us with theecprinciples of a coherent doctrine of
deflationism. However, there are too many alteugatmutually exclusive, deflationary conceptions
of truth for this to present itself as a credibdl@atggy: the result would approximate the empty set
Deflationism is best characterised, if you like nasre of a philosophical tendency. Fundamentally,
those succumbing to this tendency do so owingadtiief that the concept of truth is “a relic of a
bygone age”, as Bertrand Russell famously (andriectly) once said of the notion of cause in
modern day physicE® Deflationism about truth is thus not a single drediose distillation
commands universal consent. Rather, itp@apourriof (strongly non-equivalent) ideas. Broadly,

the spectrum is this:

o Truth is not a genuine property; as with the notbfrexistence’, the surface
grammar of language misleads us into thinking theh is a property ascribed by a
predicate

o0 The truth predicate is redundant; if anything, atl something true is an
illocutionary act of endorsement

0 The statementsSis true’ and S are (logically, or cognitively, or necessarily)
equivalent

o Truth may be a real property, but it is indefinainl¢hat what underwrites our
understanding of the property is our dispositioadoept eacfi-schema instance; if

you prefer, truth ismplicitly definedby that schema

17> Maybe parts of any such proposed such list. Baithole point is that the parts subscribed to wealy among
deflationists.

176 Russell 1912b.

79



0 The concept of truth is a logico-mathematical dewatgeneralization or semantic
ascent, allowing us to express infinite (logicahginctions and disjunctions

o The truth predicate is a linguistic device: of glietation’, of sentence de-
nominalization, or an anaphora-inducing, proserdeaperator; it also allows us to
restore the structure of a complete sentence

o0 The theory of truth is neutral with regard to epimsblogical/metaphysical questions
and the concept of truth (on its own) has no thezakeexplanatory power

o0 As the truth property, if any, does not exist inelegiently of (and above) the logical
and practical functions performed by the truth pra@, we need to minimize the

employment of philosophically-laden conceptual tgses in explaining it

This chapter attempts to elicit what the core dfadi®@nism might be. It begins by summarizing —
as far as is possible — what the constituentsisfcibre are. Then, since deflationists can be viewe
as grouped into either one of two camps — thodestmathel-scheme as fundamental, and those
that do not — the latter of these groups is detlt first. ForT-scheme based deflationists, one
might propose the following three deflationary piosis as currently dominating the literature:

redundantismdisquotationalisnand_minimalismand each is then subsequently treated separately.

This chapter ultimately finds the deflationary taitie to truth untenable.

There are numerous references for deflationisnethay with authors’ attempts at identifying what
this philosophy consists in by examining the pipatiactors involved. They include Halbach 2004,
Armour-Garb, B. & Beall, J.C., 2005a, Candlish&3amnjanovic, N. 2007, Stoltjar, D. &
Damnjanovic, N2007, Kirkham 1992 and Kiinne 2003. This chapterdesived inspiration from

many of these.

4.1 Introductory Remarks

Deflationists oppose the idea that the questionaW4 (the nature of) truth?’ is in any sense
meaningful for the simple reason that they (coilety) reject the claim that there is indeed a
nature to truth; there is thus no philosophicatiesddded to posing such questions. If there is no
such nature, then the correspondentist is errohgatismpting to unearth or uncover its features.

Any attempt at reductively analyzing the notiortrokh in the following manner:

xis true if, and only i is F
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is fraught with difficulties, and unsurprisingly &ar the deflationist, since no such reductive
analysis identifying truth’s constituents is at@dissible. This is not to say that the deflatiodsts
not take away from the correspondentist any vatibsisons. Many card-carrying deflationists
accept that the correspondence intuition is a ggmt constraint on an adequate theory of truth —
they adopt exactly the same methodological attitndgtempting to do justice to our pre-analytical
understanding’’ Where the deflationist parts company with the espondentist is her view that
the correspondence account — which for her naivelgs onto to pseudo-explanatory, weighty (or
substantial) concepts like ‘correspondence’ anct*fashould be trimmed, or deflaté.In so

doing, we would leave bare truth’s insubstantiality

Deflationism characterizes itself as a negativeithe contrast with the substantialist
presuppositions of correspondentism, which it aiondeflate. Some have argued, for instance Paul
Horwich and Michael Williams, that part of this ¢mast involves the claim that deflationism
employs aminimumof conceptual resourcé&. But it is actually difficult to see that hereiedia
defining contrast. The argument is that, whiledberespondentist appeals to deeply
philosophically-laden conceptual resources suchktates of affairs obtaining’, ‘corresponding to
facts’, ‘representation’ and their ilk, the deftatist means only to get by with the fewest possible

theoretical constructions. This attitude is moBinig in the following deflationist’s remark:

[Dleflationists...are united in their intentito explain the workings of truth-talk in a thetizally
economical way...This is to be expected. dffilnction of truth-talk is merely expressive sireasonable
to suppose that the mechanism of truth caexptained using limited theoretical resources.

(Williams 2002, p. 148)

If part of being a deflationist about truth invadvimvoking only a minimum of explanatory
resources, then there is no reason why the comelsmtist could not eithéf After all, both share
exactlythe same methodological attitude in attemptinfinte-grain our already coarse-grained, pre-

theoretical understanding of truth and appeal éossime schematic representation of what the truth

17 Cf. Douven & Hindrinks 2005 who argue that the dediaist need not be so constrained. If not, thes dlificult to
see in what sense the deflationist is a theoristigtbuth. Both correspondentists and deflationists attemfine-grain
our pre-theoretic, folk understanding of the notidnd this understanding is fundamentally undeneritby the
correspondence intuition. See Christopher Hil'&Marriage of Heaven and Hell: Reconciling Definéiry
Semantics with Correspondence Intuitions” (2001iciialso discusses this.

178 This contrast between deflationism and corresputiste was discussed in 3.2.1.

179 See Horwich 1998a, p 6. David 1994 p. 4 also padnt that according to the deflatioriigthe correct explanation
of truth...requires less extravagant resoutdbsn those found in the traditional substanticeaunts.

180 Mou 2000, pp. 266-268 argues that this is an itgmometaphilosophical point bearing on the deflisit-
correspondentist distinction.
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of a claim consists iff* This might explain why, in some accounts of tratéflationism is
articulatednot in opposition to substantialist accounts of triathit court— for this would include
epistemic theories — but in opposition only to mgistemic accounts that conform to our pre-
theoretic grasp of truth. Both share the presupiposihat philosophy cannot Ivevisionaryin the
sense of countering this kind of understanding théthodology counsels us not to scratch where it
does not itch. Blackburn calls this approach tdgsiaiphy ‘quietism™®? It is clear that this owes
much to the later philosophy of Wittgenstein, wiheiroed that, instead of solution, what
philosophical problems really require is therdpyThere are radical versions of quietism, versions
according to which philosophy has not much to gaflabout its traditional concerns. In the
context of the present debate however, it is resserto suppose that both parties involved —
substantialists and insubstantialists alike -napeleratequietists, in that we ought not to revise our
ordinary understanding of trutinlessthere are ineluctable theoretical reasons conmgells to do
s0!® Appealing to minimal explanatory resources is § ngen both to deflationists and to
correspondentists. If there is a contrast, it da#die in the number of conceptual resources dalle
upon by both theses.

From thenegativethesis that we should do without the obscure, enysis and (worse) question-
begging constructions of correspondentism, theatleflist takes @ositiveturn in her outlook. The
positive thesis is that no more information aboutit can be garnered than that already gotten by

adopting the schemata:

the sentencqd' is true if and only ifp, or
the proposition thatis true if and only ip

These adoptions are such that Thecheme is to be considereahceptually basidDavidson

(though not a deflationist) said in this connection

The reason Conventidhis acceptable as a criterion of theories [of frighhat.. T-sentences are clearly
true (pre-analytically) — something we cowddagnize only if we already partly understood tredzate

181 Of course, how to understand fheschema is differently accounted for by deflatitmiand correspondentists.

182 Blackburn 1984, p. 146.

183 Although see Blackburn 2005, pp. 129-136, on Waralding Wittgenstein as the patron saint of gsietwould be
a “bizarre misreadingof his later works. See also O’Leary-Hawthornéd&ice 1996 for a discussion of the quietist

approach.

184 And even then, it is doubtful whether moderatestisin ought to be thglobal attitude to take with respect to
philosophical problems.
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‘is true’...
(Davidson 1977 (1984), p. 218)

It is perhaps here that we ought to pick up onggestion made by Bo Mou (Mou 2000). At the
metaphilosophical level, both deflationists and-espondentists adopt the quietist, non-revisionary
attitude. Howeverthe deflationist locates the primary pre-theaadtunderstanding of truth in the
logico-linguistic functions it performs. This isn@cessaryart of what it means to be a deflationist
about truth. The same clearly does not apply tatmeespondentist; she gives primary status to the

fact that true sentences describes things as #datly are, or, in other words, tell it like is.

The primacy of th@-scheme accounts for why most deflationists asaibedal status to its
instances — that they be considenedessaryr a priori. Hence, the only intelligible question to ask
with respect to the notion of truth is ‘What (coptieal) role does the truth predicate play in our
language?’ and, clearly, this role, given the madailus of thd-sentences, will be underwritten by
theT-scheme. What, then, is this role that an obsemaif linguistic behaviour tells us is played

by the concept of truth? The deflationist highlgtite following:

(a) Blind Ascriptions and Endorsemenidot knowing what Michael Dummett has just said,

and supposing he just said ‘We ought to reasoritionistically’, then, given the relevant
instance of thd@-scheme, | can indirectly make the same asserii@aping ‘What Michael
Dummett said is true’. Relatedly, | am able to esdmr commend Michael Dummett’s last
claim by employing the truth predicate. Note, tia correspondentist does not deny any of
these truth-theoretic roles. Where the correspamsteatiffers is in her explanation of how
truth is conferred these abilities. She would tgflicargue that these abilities are conferred
owing to some fact about timatureof truth. As deflationists deny any presuppositioithe
effect that truth has a nature, she would instegdlsat it is in virtue of th&-scheme and
nothing more than that, that enables truth to gi@ge roles. She might even insist that,
even if truth admits of reductive analysis in theywejected by the deflationist, we need not

look further than the above schema to explain thegaistic roles.

(b) GeneralizationsEvidently, it is possible to make indirect asserswithoutthe concept of
truth. But the point that deflationists wish toesss is that truth facilitates this function in a
finitary (and, therefore, accessible) manner. Kangple, | could indirectly assert (or

endorse) what Michael Dummett said by using thiewahg infinite conjunction:

(If what Michael Dummett saidssow is white’ then snow is white) &
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(If what Michael Dummett saidgsass is green’ then grass is green) &
(If what Michael Dummett saidBandersnatches are frumious’ then Bandersnatches

are frumious) &...

or, the following infinite disjunction:

(What Michael Dummett said isdsv is white’ and snow is white) or
(What Michael Dummett said isags is green’ and graissgreen) or
(What Michael Dummett said ifiglersnatches are frumious’ and Bandersnatches are

frumious) or...

or, by simply employing the truth pieate as above. The advantage, of course, with the
latter (the point pushed by deflaists) is that we cafinitarily capture the intending
meaning. In other words, the infirdigjunction/conjunction is of the same logical
_strengththey are equivalent in this sense. The situatia@xactly the same when dealing
with quantificational phrases. Formyde, we could assert the infinite conjunction of
instances of the Law of Excluded Malbly asserting the single sentence “Every instance
of ‘p or not-p’ is true”. The truthgxicate affords language-users the ability todily
expressa potentially infinite conjunction/disjunctionei.furnish us with a sentence that has

the same logical powé&nd what underwrites truth the ability to perfothese functions

is the equivalence between a sentgii@nd the sentence, " is true”, i.e. theT-scheme.

There is nothing, says the deflationist, of anyqdaphical interest pertaining to truth in addition
identifying the logico-linguistic functions it penfms. No singular, unifying explanation to which
truth is reducible is possible. Deflationists, #fere, reject this ‘substantialist’ metaphilosogathic
presupposition. Truth cannot exist independentlthege functions and, indeed, these functions are
determined, or licensed, by tliescheme, which is to be considered conceptuallicbh@sving
fundamentally to the primacy of tiHescheme, the abilities truth possesses cannotigisything
more about the non-semantical world than what we ladready gained without it. A manifestation
of this is the equipollence in logical strengthlod infinite conjunctions/disjunctions and their
finitary truth-theoretic counterparts.

The observation that thescheme is to be viewed as conceptually basic peumsito immediately
discard any deflationary theory of truth —amytheory of truth, for that matter - failing to ende
this commitment. This is owing to the fact thauadamental constraint of adequacy on any
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candidate theory of truth is that it do justiceto pre-theoretical commitment to the idea that a
proposition is true if and only if it correspondgiwfact. Strawson’s illocutionary theory, C.J.F.
Williams’ redundancy theory and the Prosentenhiabty all fail to meet this constraint, but
nonetheless, perplexingly, are among the thednegsdominate the literature on deflationism. We
ought to first cursorily examine these theorietuim, partly due to the punctilious purpose of
paying homage to their presence in the literatame, partly also because their critical examination
exposes some important philosophical lessons. \&fetiirn our attention to deflationary theories

that view thel-scheme as fundamental.

4.2 Deflationary Theories Not Committed to the T-scheme

4.2.1 Strawson'’s lllocutionary Theory

On Strawson’s view, what we do when uttering ahtagcription is perform a certain kind of
speech-act: that of endorsing or signalling oueagrent with somethin®> Analogously with
emotivism in ethics — where to make utterancesi@fform ‘torture is wrong’ only indicates the
speaker’s attitude to torture, and (significantlgs not, despite appearances, predicate ‘is wrong’
of torture — Strawson’s view is that to utter sents like “Snow is white’ is true” or ‘What the
policeman says is true’ is not, strictly speakitogsay anything at all; it is, rathelping something,
namely confirming, very much like uttering ‘confirtihat snow is white’ or ‘Hooray to whatever the
policeman says’, which are more like gestures. detocutter “Snow is white’ is true” is not to say
anything about the sentence ‘Snow is white’. Indesds widely acknowledged, Strawson makes
the stronger claim that the truth predicate isapglicable to anythingrhatsoever, from which it

follows that it cannot be applied to sentences:

[T]he phrase ‘is true’ is napplied tosentences; for it is happlied toanything
(Strawson 1949, p. 84)

Truth ascriptions are, thereforegnassertoric performativeatterances:

The sentence “What the policeman said is thas’no usexcepto confirm the policeman’s story;
but...the sentence does not say anything fugtheutthe policeman’s story or the sentences he used in
telling it. It is a device for confirming trstory without telling it again. So, in generalusing such
expressions, we are confirming, underwritegmitting, agreeing with, what someone said; bxtépt
where we are implicitly making a meta-statenjeiz., that so-and-so made a statement], in making

185 The titlesPerformative Theory of TrutandExpressivist Theory of Trutire sometimes also given to this
deflationary position.
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which the phrase ‘is true’ plays no part),ave not making any assertion additional to theinst are
neverusing ‘is true’ to talkaboutsomething which isvhat they saidor the sentences they used in saying
it. To complete the analysis, then, of therergentence...“What the policeman said is true” haee to
add, to the existential meta-statement, agghwehich is not assertive, but...performatory. Wehnig.g.,
offer, as a complete analysis of one casegxpeession: “The policeman made a statement.flrooit”;
where, in uttering the words “I confirm it"am not describing something | do, but doing somgth
(Strawson 1949, p. 92)

Moreover, given the illocutionary role played bwyttr, attributions of truth, on this view, typically
take place in a context — one where someone firstsua statement that is then endorsed or
confirmed by someone else. The context is impoitaatiowing one to apply truth, to gesture their
agreement to what is said. Both Ramsey (at one time& Carnap (at another) held similar views to
Strawson’s here. In his Critical Notice of Wittgexia’s Tractatus Logico-PhilosophicuRamsey
points to the emotive or stylistic uses to whiché is put. In hidntroduction to SemanticRudolf
Carnap, whilst endorsing the semantic equivaleftieeoclaims p’ and ‘p is true’, also says that
they have™®®

...different features and different conditiori@pplication; from this point of view we may egpint to
the difference between these two statemergmiphasis and emotional function.
(Carnap 1942, p. 26)

There are some serious objections and drawbadksstgiew on truth and the following three are,

in my view, the most telling:

(a) There is simply no argument offered for this dediadry thesis. Rather, as Richard Kirkham
(1992 p. 311) points out, Strawson presupposefottosving Ockham’s Razoprinciple:
one ought only postulate entities when not doingisables us from adequately explaining
the semantics and syntax of language use. Sinddjowiew, linguistic analysis shows that
the use of the truth predicate fails to name agmypto argue that there can therefore be no
such property is a highly dubious inferential lefafis no less reasonable to infer that the
linguistic analysisoncealghe identity of the truth-property and truth-bearean to infer

that itrevealsthat there is no such property or entities cowasing to its bearef’

18 Ramsey 1923, Carnap 1942. Frege makes this maintEhe truth claim arises...from the form of the dediam
sentence, and when the latter lacks it usual foeag, in the mouth of an actor upon the stage, évesentence ‘The
thought that 5 is a prime number is true’ contairtie .same thought as the simple ‘5 is a prime nuhibiérege 1892
(1980), p. 64.

187 0n this point, Kirkham sayshis kind of assumption about how to discover nfetsigal truths has a venerable

history in philosophy, but most of those who halied on it implicitly would cough nervously asisget laid out
baldly like this” (Kirkham 1992, p. 71)
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(b) If truth-ascriptions are illocutionary acts onligeh it is difficult to see how they could
participate in arguments we standardly accept bd. ‘athe truth-ascription ‘Oscar’s claim
is true’ is amact, then it cannot play the role ofpaemisein the following argument:

Oscar’s claim is that snow is whitesc@r’s claim is truegrgo, snow is white.

As this argument is indubitably valid, it wdiseem that Strawson’s performative theory of
truth must be wrong. Truth predications ardeed, associated with speech-acts, like that of
conceding, but, as Warnock 1964 observesiong by attributing the property of truth to

the claim in question, not instead offt.

(c) In 1950, Strawson, whilst still maintaining the foemative theory, did concede that certain
non-linguistic conditions must obtain to equip ratscriptions the ability to perform their
function as acts of endorsement. One can’t saygXample, “Penguins waddle’ is true”
unless it is a fact that penguins waddle: “Certainle use the word ‘true’ when the
semantic conditions...are fulfilled; but we do netussing the wordstatethat they are
fulfilled”. *¥° But if the semantic conditions are not being statieen how are they relevant
to the use of the truth predicate, as understodtiéyllocutionary theory? Surely, in
making the (honest) gesture of signalling one’agrent, one isayingsomething about
the relevant facts of the matter. Strawson 196dadlgtconcedes this point — that, whilst

still performing an action, one is also saying stiimg in making utterances like is true’.

4.2.2 C. J. F. Williams’ Redundancy theory

Williams’ principal reference here is his 19%What is Truth? All commentaries on Williams refer

to Williams’ views by referring to this particulaource. InWhat is TruthVilliams says:

The doctrines for which | argue are, to a largeeitinherited from the discoveries made in
Philosophical Logic by the late Arthur Prior.
(Williams, C.J.F. 1976, miii)

Later in his book, Williams confirms that:

.. the type of analysis of truth we are offering i® dlu great measure to the methods employed in this

188 Horwich 1998 and Geach 1960 make these objectimms

189 Strawson 1950, p. 44.
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area by the late Arthur Prior.
(Williams, C.J.F. 1976, p. 3)

It is therefore prudent to begin our expositioWafliams’ theory with those aspects of Prior’s
philosophy Williams viewed as so influential. Tie#arence here is Prior's 19@0bjects of

Thought As the title suggests, Prior sought to understaott ‘what we think’ and ‘what we think
of’. In the course of doing so, he undermines (esiog to Williams) the correspondence theory of
truth by questioning both the notions of ‘propasitiand of ‘fact’. According to Prior, if we begin
with the idea that the primary truth-bearers arateter the objects of thought are, then it would be
mistaken of us to think that our believing someghima relation involving sentences. Instead,
believing must be a relation involving propositioBsit there are no such things as propositions, for
propositions aréogical constructionsi.e. sentences which have grammatical subjegisamg to
designate propositions mean no more than equivatriences in which no expression plays this
role. Thus, ‘The proposition that Madrid is in Kanig false’ means no more than ‘It is not the case

that Madrid is in Kenya’:

‘Propositions are logical constructions’ wastfsaid as a summing-up of this theory [viz. Riliss
multiple relation theory of judgment]. It médhat statements which appear to be about people a
propositions are really about people and cptiter things, so that it is not necessary to ss@ploat there
really are such things as propositions.

(Prior 1971, p. 8)

Hence, ‘The proposition that Madrid is in Kenydeieved by Joshua’ means that the property of
being in Kenya as far as Joshua is concerned belongadrid; it does not, according to Prior,
ascribe the property of being believed by Joshusioe proposition. Facts, similarly, are logical

constructions:

...facts and true propositions alike are mesgitial constructions’...and...they are ts@melogical
constructions’ (to have ‘true propositionstddfacts’ is to haveoo manylogical constructions).
(Prior 1971, p. 5)

If all possible objects of thought are dismisséénttruth cannot be a genuine predicate at all and
there are no objects that we can appropriatelyosay truth. Williams was deeply influenced by all
this, favouring blind ascriptions of truth to exqiliascriptions as his arena for analysis. Thisndit
mean that Williams denied the significance of esiplior transparent, ascriptions of truth. He only
wished to stress that, owing to their being thetmosxmon and fundamental kind, blind

ascriptions of truth are those we ought to anadyskthen, presumably, that analysis would carry
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over to ascriptions of truth where the sentenceenred is explicitly displayet?® Blind
ascriptions, such as ‘What Dummett says is truetilal then be explained thusf.(Williams 1976,
p. 38):

[(pq ((p =g « Dummett says thaj) [1p)

Now, according to Williams, despite appearancdheacontrary the nominal phrase ‘What
Dummett says’ does not name anything; it is toheustood rather as behaving just like a
guantifier. The grammatical subject of the sentent&hat Dummett says’ — fails to name
anything, anymore than ‘What the postman brougb¢sdin ‘What the postman brought is on the
mantelpiece’; ‘What the postman brought’ and ‘Wbammett says’ are (in the language of
Russell and WhiteheadRrincipia) “incomplete symbols”, much like the quantifiefhe phrase ‘is
true’ allows us to complete the structure of aseoe without giving it the content of a completed
sentence. Hence, the facts of English createlirgah of making us think ‘What Dummett says is

true’ concatenates a name with a predicate, stremntains neither.

We can note immediately that the criticism levelédbtrawson above {criticism (a)} applies here
too. It is a highly questionable methodology touase that if analyses of a sample of (only blind)
ascriptions of truth conclude by saying that tremeeno truth-bearers, then there cambentity
capable of possessing truth. Why should we thiak tte concept of truth is gratuitous simply
because we can paraphrase the word ‘true’ awayMbsé favourable conclusion one can draw, if
Williams is correct, is that our language, despjipearances to the contrary, does not presuppose
the existence of truth-bearemmr does it eliminate their possibility eith&t: Indeed, Williams’ own
theory cannot do without presupposing the existeftrith-bearers. Setting aside the requirement
that there is a unique proposition said by DumnWtlliams’ theory for blind ascriptions amounts

to the following:

[p(Dummett says that [1p)

On pagexii and 28 ofWhat is Truth?Williams suggests that this is equivalent to:

190 williams 1979 ppxiv - xv points out that it is up to the reader to deteattiow his theory for blind ascriptions
carries over to transparent ascriptions.

191 Alston puts the same point differentlyhy shouldn’t we say that the equivalence showsahan we assert [an
instance of the T-scheme] we are really, contrargurface appearances, attributing the propertyrath to a
proposition? (Alston 1996, p. 49).
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[(p(Dummett's statement states tipdil p)

which in turn suggests the following equivalent:

Ox(x is true « [p(x states thap [1p))

which is a quantified sentence witlianging over statements, a fact Williams deniesedsnging

to his theory of truth®? Connected to this issue is the complaint thatmiéied or general account
of truth ascriptions is being offered — only thdtedent types of sentences imply different typés o
truth claims. More significantly, entities answeyito truth-bearerwill be postulated given that
such approaches aim at constructing (adequatedrmeqalry theories. Kirkham makes this point

well:

Our interest begins with a certain value choige value having justified beliefs, and that ckainakes
scepticism a problem, and solving the probdéscepticism leads us to the justification projectd that,
in turn, requires a solution to the metaphglgicoject, at which point the question of what sdrthing
can bear truth arises or, more correctly, litivpoint wepostulatethat certain kinds of entities can be
true or false. At no point do we presuppose there are truth bearers and/or that truth asonprefer to
them.

(Kirkham 1992, p. 72)

4.2.3 Prosententialism

Grover, Camp & Belnap (henceforth G.C.B.) formuliieProsentential Theory of Trutin
G.C.B.1975'* The key idea underlying this account is that tledatrue’ has no independent
meaning outside of phrases like ‘That is true’lbrs true’ any more than ‘re’ does outside of
‘heresy’ or ‘lu’ outside of ‘mellifluous’. Phrases the ‘That is true’ ilk are semantically atomic

and, thus, the belief in a separable truth predisamistaken precisely because the surface
grammar of language misdirects us into viewingpteslicate as genuinepredicate. It is

inseparable, they argue, from ‘That is true’ onisltrue’ constructions, once we come to understand
the deep structure of languagéTruth is, therefore, not a predicate nor is ir@perty-ascribing

192 Kirkham makes a simiar observation in Kirkham 199.2322.
193 See also Grover 1990, 2001 & 2002 for later deferaf prosententialism.

9% This is a verylear departure from (the typical deflationaryllersement of th&-scheme, according to which is
true’ takes subject-predicate form.
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locution. To elucidate the idea, G.C.B take advgmiaf the grammatical categguyosentence

Taking their cue from the redundantist’s paraphcdsgverything Michael Dummett says is true’:

For alP, if Michael Dummett sayB, thenP

G.C.B. argue that we should observe that just asmad variables have their ‘pronoun’
counterparts in natural language, so propositisaaténtial variables have prosentences as their
natural language counterpaftd Commonly, pronouns are employed in ‘reading aftjital
expressions. For example, the sentehbé€Fx — Gx)’ is rendered into natural language as
‘Everything is such that it is F, thent is G’ where the pronoun ‘it’ stands in for the iadte X'.
Naturally, we cannot similarly render our statem&ffaith in Michael Dummett’s truth-telling
ability as we would then get the ill-formed ‘Evdmytg is such that if Michael Dummett says it,

then it'. What is required to get the comparablephrase is an expression:

which is like a pronoun, but which occupies a satikposition. What is wanted ispgosentence
(G.C.B. 1975, p. 82)

Hence, employing the prosentence ‘it is true’ wethge rephrase ‘Everything is such that if
Michael Dummett says it, then it is true’, whertgsitrue’ stands to the propositional variali®inh

that same way ‘it’ stands to the variabkeih ‘ Ox(Fx — Gx)'.

On pages 86-87, G.C.B. 1975 elucidatgpooforms— that grammatical category whose members
stand in for their anaphoric substituends in threseeghat the latter “might just as well” have taken
the place of the former (p. 84). Prosentencesa-@sform — inherit their content from antecedent
statements, just as pronouns inherit their referdéram antecedent singular terms. In the following

example:

Bill: There are people on Mars
Mary: That is true

‘That is true’ serves as a prosentence (of laziresse whatever content ‘That is true’ has is
inherited from what Bill says). Owing to prosentesistanding in for other sentences,
prosententialists claim that the sentengéshd ‘p is true’ have the same content. Prosententialists

depart company with redundantists herabiclaiming the word ‘true’ to be redundant. Aftel, al

19 Redundantism is given a thorough treatment below.
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anaphora are important speech acts and ‘it/tHaies is not eliminable, hence they do not believe
we can say without ‘is true’ anything we can withlihey do maintain, however, that sentences
containing the word ‘true’ are (in some sense) seioaly equivalent to those that do not, i.e. from
those that bequeath the content. Clearly, oneliak 6f many more kinds of prosentence. Each of

the following is also a prosentence:

Goldbach’s conjecture is true
‘Snow is white’ is true

The claim that penguins waddle ig tru

where each is formed by conjoining an expressiahrifers to a sentence to the truth predicate.
According to prosententialism about truth, thegeregs no more than the following sentences,

respectively:

Every even number is the sum of twmps
Snow is white

Penguins waddle

It would be useful here to briefly point out howopententialism about truth, as a deflationary
theory of truth, participates in tlngeakform of correspondentism outlined in chapter ov&r

writes:

Many other truth theories assume that a seateontaining a truth predication, e.g., ‘Thatit, is
about its antecedent sentence (‘Chicago ¢gelpor an antecedent proposition. By contrast, the
prosentential account is that ‘That is trueesd not say anything about its antecedent senferwge
‘Chicago is large’) but says something abouéxtralinguistic subject (e.g., Chicago).

(Grover 1992, p. 221)

The truth predicate is not used to say somethiogiatiouth bearers; in particular, it is not invalve
in ascribing a substantive property to them. Raitheremployed to say something about the
world**® When a referring expression is used to explicitBntion an antecedent utterance token —

as in ‘Michael Dummett’s last claim is true’ — iaatl of talking about the utterance, the locutor:

1% Quine 1970 makes exactly the same point in defefibes (deflationaryfisquotationalisview on truth: the truth

predicate serves t@bint through the sentence to reality; it servesaasminder that though sentences are mentioned,
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expresses an opinion about whatever (extnaitig thing) it [is that Michael Dummett] exprefsle
an opinion about.
(Grover 1992, p. 19)

Anaphoric inheritors of content are focused entiel the world, and not on language.

In addition to proforms of laziness there are pnoi® that play @uantificationalrole. Consider the
following example (taken from G.C.B. 1975, p. 85):

Each positive integer is such thitig even, adding 1 tib yields an odd number

The pronoun ‘it’ does not pick up its referent fram antecedent in the same straightforward way as
pronouns of laziness do. Replacing ‘it’ by the appaantecedent ‘each positive integer’ yields the

following:

Each positive integer is such thaa€h positive integer is even, adding 1 to eagcltipe

integer yields an odd number

This clearly does not express the sense of thénatigentence; ‘each positive integer’ cannot
therefore be construed as a referring expressispitéethe fact that it is the antecedent of ‘it’.
Rather, ‘each positive integer’ picks out a fanufyadmissible expressions that can be substituted

into the claim. It is therefore to be representgd b

Ox{(x is a positive integer & is even)- adding 1 to yields an odd number}

where the (restricted substitutional) quantifietedeines the class of substituends. The
prosententialist needs to be careful here to erthatehe universe of discourse is always suitably
restricted, i.e. not universal. For in the casé&wErything Michael Dummett says is true’, with an
unrestricted substitutional quantifier, the domaifithe sentential variable in the prosententiaist’
paraphrase would be all things that can be saith, @ividefinitely large) vacuously true conjuncts
(as there will be indefinitely many things Mich&almmett does not say rendering the antecedent

of these individual conditionals false). Therehis further subtlety that, once the relevant doméin

reality is still the whole poirit(pp. 10-11). Similarly, Grover claims that prosemces functiondt the level of the
object languageg(lbid., p. 221).
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discourse has been identified, each quantificatiprasentence will be tied to a distinct domain
without any clue as to what each has in commonttisireason, Belnap 1973 suggests replacing
the material conditional with that ofcenditional assertionA conditional assertion does not assert
the conditional ‘IfA thenB’ but rather assert8 on the condition thak. Hence, in the
guantificational prosentence, instead of assedamfinite conjunction of conditionals, a
conjunction of individual (atomic) claims are assdr all of which satisfy the stipulated condition
(in this case, thatis a positive integer and an even number).

Prosentences, then, are phrases, which occupyabe @f a declarative sentence, possess an
antecedent and can be employed in either of thedathe quantificational ways. Whenever ‘is
true’ occurs outside the context of a prosentetieesurface grammar of language is misleading us
into thinking of truth predicatively. G.C.B. (p. P@iagnose this state of affairs by saying thatngwi
to the frequency with which so many expressioranguage take the subject-predicate form it

seems altogether convenient to maintain that pgnadi

There are a number of objections one can raisestgidie prosententialist thesis:

1. The argument that ‘true’ semantically functionghe same way that proforms do without
telling us what proforms — such as ‘he’, ‘it’, ‘setc. — have in common with ‘it is true’ and
‘that is true’ is no argument at all. All that hHasen identified is an idle analogy. What is
required is a systematic answer to the questiowirtue of whatdo ‘it is true’ and ‘that is
true’ work as proform® Worse, it does not follow that the word ‘trueessentially
proformalonce an analogy between the paraphrases of ‘EaegyMichael Dummett says
is true’ and, say, ‘Everything green is colouredvé been identified. Respectively, the
paraphrases are ‘Everything is such that if Miclaginmett says it is true, then it is true’
and ‘Everything is such that if it is green, thersicoloured’ (where the quantifier in each
determines the class of anaphoric substituend®) s€mantic effects of ‘true’ — such as the
inferential relationship between truth predicatedtences and non-truth predicated
sentences — can be described and explaimbdut making any appeal to proformal

similarities.
2. The locution ‘That is true’ need not always sers@grosentence of laziness. Consider

Bill's saying ‘There are people on Mars’ and Maegponding likewise: ‘There are people

on Mars'. This is not the same as affirming whdt &id, since Mary might just like
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repeating Bill's locutions independently of whetlsbe believes in the content of what he

expresses.

3. According to G.C.B., each occurrence of ‘it’ anllat in a prosentence is not to be
interpreted as a referring expression with an ieddpnt meaning; ‘it is true’ and ‘that is
true’ are semantically atomic. This is part of thegise against the claim that truth is a
separable predicate engaged in property-ascribingiibns. Hence, G.C.B. are forced to
find prosentences where there don’t seem to belang;windedly paraphrasing (what
appear to be) truth predications by typically ergplg quantification to preserve
prosentences like “it is true” as an unbroken uUFiiiey argue that, despite appearances to
the contrary, “Snow is white’ is true” is not cowged of the nominalising, referring
expression ‘Snow is white’ and the (separablehtpredicate “...is true’ but has instead the
true logical form “For any sentence, if it is ‘Sndswvhite’, then it is true” or ‘Consider:
snow is white. That is true’. But there seems tomdenotivation for supposing that “Snow
is white’ is true” hides genuine quantifiers undsath. Does it not seem equally plausible to
suppose that constructions like “it is true” contpronouns that refer to some previously
mentioned truth bearer to which the property othtig being attributed? Moreover, there
are a whole range of inferences that involve twdtich equipollently suggest that truth
indeedis a predicate. Paul Horwich is keen to make thisp&Vhen we infer “fronx = that
p’ and X is true’ to that pis true’, and hence t@™, **” such inferences are most readily

made sense of by supposing that truth functiorss@edicate.

4. Robert Brandom 1994 defends the prosententialcgiwat of truth, but (perhaps for the
objection just alluded to) does not view “it isé¢fiand “that is true” as atomic. He insists
rather that *...is true’ should be treated as a prtesece-forming operator in that when
conjoined with a nominalised sentence or referergression the result has the same
content as the sentence nominalised or expressierred to. However, as Wilson 1990
points out, nominalised sentences and referringesgpons do not always behave like
proper names — they can bring with them more bagtjzan is necessary to succeed in

referring®® Consider the following example:

Bill: John has just been awarded the Lakatos Schgdarshi

7 Horwich 1998a, p. 125.

19 5ee Wilson 1990, p. 26.
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Mary: What that good for nothing so-and-so just samde#ue

Mary’s utterance, if the prosentensiais right, should have that same content assBiBut

it is clear that Mary’s remark does mthran reassert the content of what Bill is saying.

5. As will be amplified below in describing redundami’'s central weakness, in arguing that
truth is not a property expressed by the truth ipetd (because therens such genuine
truth predicate), if the analysis employs sentérgiables with quantifiers to bind them,
the wherewithal to characterize exactly the prop#rat all truths share become available
after all. It then becomes difficult to maintairath...is true’ is not a predicate applicable to

exactly those things that are true.

4.3T-scheme Based Deflationism

There are three principal camps into whicecheme based deflationists faédundantism
disquotationalismandminimalism We first describe the tenets of redundantismeefeoving on
to identifying its central weakness. Disquotatigsral and minimalism will then subsequently be

given the same treatment.

4.3.1 Redundantism

Central to the redundantist’s claim is that, ageample, the proposition expressed by (1) below is

to be considered the sameths proposition expressed by (2):

(1) The thought that 5 is a prime number is true

(2) 5 is a prime number

This particular illustration is taken from Gotttléloege. This is how he expressed his ‘equivalence’

view:

One can, indeed, say: ‘The thought, thatébpsime number, is true’. But closer examination
shows that no more has been said than innh@essentence ‘5 is a prime number’. The trutlincla
arises in each case from the form of the datle sentence, and when the latter lacks itsldstuze,
e.g., in the mouth of an actor upon a stagen ¢he sentence ‘The thought that 5 is a primebeuns
true’ contains only a thought, and indeedstéime thought as the simple ‘5 is a prime number’.
(Frege 1892 (1993), p. 30)
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Each of the redundantists to be considered sulesctdothe view that truth is a redundant predicate
in the fashion just adumbrated. The reasons peaffedrowever, differ across them. There are in
addition two types of class into which redundastcsin be classified: ‘no property’ redundandists —
who believe that there is simpiyp propertyof truth answering to this redundant predicated- a
‘property’ redundantists — who believe otherwisattiruth is in fact a property (albeit a redundant
one). Frege is the most famous exponent of ‘nogutgpredundantisn®® Ramsey most famous for

‘property’ redundantism. We begin by continuing exposition of Frege.

Frege was an actually amefinabilistabout trutt?*® truth, according to him, issui generisnotion
not amenable to being reduced to explanatorily rpareitive notions:

7. What true is, | hold to be indefinable...

16. Following the laws of logic can guarartteetruth of a judgement only insofar as our owdji
grounds for making it, reside in judgement tire true,

(Frege 1906, or earlier (1979), pp. 174-175)

In fact, Frege went even further claiming thathrigtprimordial — we cannot even think of a

proposition without presupposing that it is true:

...we cannot recognize a property of a thindheiit at the same time realizing the thought thatttiing
has this property to be true. So with evegpprty of a thing there is joined a property ofiaught,
namely, that of truth.

(Frege 1911 (1999), p. 88)

Frege’s view that truth is a simple, unanalyzahlality is intimately tied in with his systematic
considerations involving sense and referéfitdccording to Frege, the sense of a statement is
distinct from its reference. For example, ‘Biagiranteacher of Alexander the Great’ and ‘the
founder of formal logic’ have different senses despoth having the same reference — Aristotle.
Guided by the principle that the sense (or refezn€a complex expression is a function of the
sense (or reference) of the atoms composing igg-observed that in a large number of cases the

substitution of co-referring expressions with inegilent senses alters the proposition expressed,

199 AJ. Ayer is also considered a central figure @imtaining the twin theses of the truth predicatetundancyand
the claim that there i1so propertyof truth answering to this redundant predicate @&ger 1963, 1953 and 1963).
However, a commentary on his works relevant talbitationismin additionto that supplied of Frege’s would be
redundant: for the purposes of this background telnaghe lessons to be learnt from both are egemtal

20 Hans Sluga in Sluga 2002 provides an excellenviae of, and background to, Frege’s indefinabiliabout truth.

21 Qutlined in Frege’s “Uber Sinn und Bedeutung” (289
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whereas the same is not true for substitutionydisymous expressions. Since he also observed
that the only thing that remains unaltered for esprons in which co-referring atoms have been
substituted is their truth-value, Frege was lemlémtifying the proposition expressed by a
statement with its sense and the truth-value wstihefferent. As referents, truth-values are only to
be conceived of as objects and so can never forhopa thought; they cannot be the sorts of
things that are the constituents of propositiongdrticular, they cannot be the sorts of things th
are the constituents of propositions expressedatgraents containing the truth predicate. This led
Frege to maintain that the truth predicate is ngéruine predicate (it is not used to describe
anythingf°? and that, therefore, the proposition expressefd pgbove is the same te

proposition expressed by (2)

Many will find the premises of his argument conéegrthe sense and reference of statements
unacceptablé®® But, as Scott Soames observeblimderstanding Truti®* Frege’s argument fails
to succeeeven ifwe were to accept Frege’s views on sense ancerefer Given that th€rueis a
referent determined by true thoughts, all one néedse to define the truth predicate is assert the

following:
x is true if and only ik is a thought that determines fhimie as referent

Hence, the thought expressed by ‘the thought theg5rime number is true’ is the one that
predicates the property of truth so defined to(thierent) thought expressed by ‘5 is a prime

number’.

Frege also articulated what is understood to béhanaentral deflationary theme: that there are two

different types of ‘linguistic environment&®in which the truth predicate is used:

It is...worthy of notice that the sentence ‘ledhthe scent of violets’ has just the same cordsrihe
sentence ‘it is true that | smell the scentiofets’. So it seems, then, that nothing is adeithe thought
by my ascribing to it the property of trutmd\yet is it not a great result when the sciemtitgr much
hesitation and careful inquiry, can finallysahat | supposed is true’? The meaning of thedvoue’
seems to be altogether unique.

(Frege 1911 (1999), p. 88)

22 Thjs view is referred to by Alfred Tarski ahé nihilistic approach to the theory of triitfTarski 1969, p.66).
23| the case of singular definite descriptions,e®ample, Russell’s theory of descriptions is prefd
24 50ames 1999, p.47.

25| use Soames’ terminology from Soames 1997, p. 2.
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We can identify the two environments as:

Linguistic Environment Alt is true thatS/ The proposition thadis true

Linguistic Environment BEverything Michael says is true
A vabdgument is one where if the premises are truegbas the
conclusi

All cauences of true statements are’ffue

Frege observed that uses of the truth predicat@wironmentA — such as in ‘It is true that | smell
the scent of violets’ — signal the predicate’s rethncy in that nothing of content is being added to
the proposition ‘| smell the scent of violets’: yhexpress the same thought (though, as indicated
above, Frege’s own way of justifying this is defbbs. One might tentatively say that ‘It is true
thatS and ‘S are trivially equivalent, and that such enviromtgeare important in identifying what
the concept of truth consists in. Frege failed, &oav, to investigate what might be of significance
for uses of the truth predicate in environmBrt blind ascriptions of truth, as in ‘what | suppdss
true’ — but it is abundantly clear that truth ig easily eliminable in such environments withowgsdo
in content: the proposition of which truth is preatied is not explicitly displayed and the structure
of the sentence is lost. It is in such circumstanoedundantists argue, that the truth predicate

derives its utility. We employ the concept of tryfecisely to accomplish such linguistic tasks.

Frank Ramsey is also famously regarded as a redtistlabout truth. However, Ramsey’s path to
redundantism differs quite starkly from Frege’scéiding to Ramsey, we need to sharply
distinguish (in contradistinction to many traditedraccounts of ‘substantive’ truth) theories othru
from theories of content (or meaning). Once this I@en achieved and a theory of content is

determined, we ought to see then that:

there is really no separate problem of truth butetyea linguistic muddle.
(Ramsey 1927 (1964), p. 16)

For Ramsey (and contrary to what Frege thoughtf) tsla property, and in particular a property of
propositions, which themselves supply truth-condsi, thereby rendering redundant any truth
ascriptions one might make. Hence, for Ramsey, rélaéproblem is not as to the nature of truth
and falsehood, but as to the nature of judgemeassertion” (pid.).

208 Cf. Soames 1999, pp. 2-3.
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Ramsey claimed that all uses of the word ‘true; argrinciple, eliminable. This is due to the fact
that (to employ the example he is most famous $ang) “Caesar was murdered’ is true” means
no more than Caesar was murdef®dHence, “Caesar was murdered’ is true” does ngt sa
anything about the proposition ‘Caesar was murdgbed rather it says something about Caesar
(namely, that he was murdered). In cases of exphention, an attribution of truth to the expligitl
given sentence can always be replaced by the ubatofery same sentence: the same content is
being expressed when one asserts a propositiohes ene asserts that that proposition is true

(andmutatis mutandisor falsity ascriptions).

It is clear, from our discussion of Frege, thatalbuses of the truth predicate are so easily
eliminable and, thus, not wholly redundant. Raneggyreciated this (and, contrary to Frege, went
on to investigate its significance). Truth may digoattributed to propositions that are not exghici
given. | may not know what Michael Dummett hasdg about Oxford academics, but, having the
utmost faith in his honesty, knowledge and sagatityay still insist that, no matter what he has to
say about them, it is true. Other examples oftaitions of truth to propositions merely described o
indicated (and thus employ the truth predicate mo-easily eliminable manner) involve

generalizations. Consider the following example:

Everything Michael Dummett says is true

This means simply that the propositions asserteldibiizael Dummett are true. The truth predicate

cannot, on pain of being ungrammatical, be soea$iihinated:

In the...case in which the proposition is ddsxliand not given explicitly...we get statements from
which we cannot in ordinary language elimirtawords ‘true’ and "false’. Thus if | say ‘He always
right’, | mean that the propositions he assare always true, and there does not seem toybeanof
expressing this without using the word “tro.

(Ramsey 1927 (1964), p. 17)

27 bid. p. 17. Ramsey’s sentence actually reads like thisvalue ‘Caesar was murdered is true’ is the s@se

‘Caesar was murderetiwhich fails to convey precisely what Ramsey hadnind, sinceCaesar was murderezhnnot
serve as the subject of a sentence witheirng ensconced within quotation marks.

28 \without employing the truth predicate, we would te following kind of ungrammatical, ill-formedstances:

If he says the proposition that the law afleded middle fails, then the proposition thatldae of excluded middle
fails
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However, according to Ramsey, the case for truttdsindancy castill be made: even in such
blind ascriptions of truth, the concept can beegattaightforwardly paraphrased away. For the
example Ramsey cited, ‘He is always right’ can &ephrased thus:

For alp, if he assertp, thenp

But this proposal is problemafi¢’ As the quantification over the propositions invahs first

order, the variablep’ can stand only as a substituend for names outangerms that refer to
propositions; the second occurrencepicannot, therefore, occupy — as it is doing —phbsition of

a sentence. One proposal out of this, which mighavailable to the redundantist, is to understand
the quantifier involved askigher ordertype of quantificatioi*° Let us consider the employment

of higher order quantification, as in:

(*) For allP, if he assert®, thenP

where the variablé” ranges over sentences — instead of names orlamigums — thereby
permitting us to quantify into sentence positiore @btain instances of (*) by replacing variables

with propositions, as in:

If he asserts that the law of excluded middle faisn the law of excluded middle fails

Such a construal is clearly a way out of the syitakinadequacies Ramsey talked of. However, it
does oblige the redundandist to explaow one is to understand the higher order quantifier
involved. What we araotafter here is how one migtefinethe quantifier; it is standard for any
such definition to spell out the quantified sen&gadruth conditions and thus employ the notion of

truth. Rather, the question is: ‘What is the natfrévhat should be understood as) the ‘primitive’

209 As highlighted in numerous places, for exampl8dames 1999, Kiinne 2003, Stoltjar, D. & Damnjand\li007.

#9|n a paper published posthumously, Ramsey wasrkeiy prescient in identifying a number of deftatary
themes that currently occupy centre-stage. In mfdib suggesting the equivalence of ‘the proposithatp’ and p’,

he also presented a contemporary explanation ofthikyails to imply the total redundancy of theglish truth
predicate — something that anticipates prosentemtiabout truth’: As we claim to have defined truth we ought to be
able to substitute our definition for the word ‘&uvhenever it occurs. But the difficulty we haventioned renders this
impossible in ordinary language which treats whesdlly should be called pro-sentences as if theyeypeonouns. The
only pro-sentences admitted by ordinary language'ges’ and ‘no’, which are regarded as by themsglexpressing
a complete sense, whereas ‘that’ and ‘what’ eveanwflanctioning as short for sentences always reqguairbe supplied
with a verb: this verb is often ‘is true’ and thpsculiarity of language gives rise to artificialglslems as to the nature
of truth, which disappear at once when they ara&sged in logical symbolism, in which we can rerfdérat he
believed is true” by “if p was what he believed, p(Ramsey 1991 (2001), p. 438).
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quantifier that participates in the redundaaoglysisof truth?®** One option is to understand the

guantifier_substitutionallyUnder this interpretation, the quantifier in {§)associated with a

‘substitution class’ — a class of expressions tlaatbe substituted for the variabi® bound by the
guantifier. A ‘substitution instance’ is obtaineg temoving the quantifier and substituting for the
bound variable a member from this class. Henceytinersally quantified sentence (*) in this
account, is true just in case each substitutiotant® is true. The first cause of disagreement with
this option is that it is clearly parasitic on sofather) antecedent notion of truth. The secorias
it is highly limitative: the sentences in the sutingion class may be inadequate to expessy
proposition. The language in which (*) is couchgdEnglish, so its associated substitution class is
the class of (the logical forms of) English sene=n@nd English does not have the resources to
express all and every proposition. There may bpgsitions about objects unnamed by proper
names in English and about properties not exprdsg&hglish predicates that speakers of the
language containing such resources would be aldggress. There are, thus, some propositions
relevant to the truth of (*) that are not captubgdts substitution class. Hence, the redundantist
cannot advance the higher order substitutionatpné¢ation of (*) as the correct redundancy

analysis of it*?

This leaves the option of interpreting the quaetibbjectually Under this interpretation, the
guantifier is bound to a domain of objects overchhi quantifies. The universally quantified
sentencd*) in this account is true just in case the senteitained by erasing the quantifier is true
for all assignments of objects in the rangeRfto the variable. | will now go on to claim thdti$

position is untenable.

4.3.2 The Central Objection to Redundantism

In our discussion of Ramsey, we concluded that#fationary truth-eliminating paraphrasis of
blind truth ascriptions could not be accomplishetheut the employment of higher order
guantification that range over sentences. Thene iway of achieving such a paraphrasis, and still
engage in what might properly be called a deflargriheory, without the employment of such an

apparatus. For example, in:

Everything Michael Dummett says is true

21 cf. Soames 1997, p. 7.

22 There are further problems connected with projmrsitexpressible by different sentences at diffeeetimes.
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we get the following deflationary paraphrase:

For alP, if Michael Dummett sayB, thenP

where P’ is a sentential variable. Naturally, the redundsns obliged to spell out how the
guantifier is to be understood. In our examinabbthe substitutional option, we concluded that
that there can be no redundancy analysis involkigher order substitutional quantification — the
substitution class is inherently limited in (potatly) not having any sentence that expresses
something/s Michael Dummett says. Also, such gtieation would presuppose the concept it is
being invoked to replace. This leaves the optiomtrpreting the higher order quantifier
objectually. There is an immediate problem for rethntism with this. Such quantification is
ontologically committed to the entities it quarggiover. If it quantifies over propositions, sdngr
this would undermine the programme (central to pebie Williams and Strawson) of doing away
with truth bearers. Furthermore, once the formabaatus demonstrating truth’s redundancy is in
place, the redundantist would be hard pressedrty tat there isndeeda property associated with

it. One could characterize that property sharedlbtyuth bearers in the following way:

For all objects[x is true iff (P(x = the proposition tha andP)]

Alternatively, if the redundantist wishes to dehg existence of propositions and give instead a

theory of sentential truth, then the property aftircan be determined thus:
For all objects[x is true iff (IS(x expresseS and9)]
The point is that the claim of the truth predicatedundancy rests on the provision of a coherently
motivated type of quantification. The redundangstommitted to some principle of the above
form. Once this has been achieved:
(1) the means by which to characterize that properayexhby all truths become available,

and

(2) it becomes impossible to shy away from a commitnb@tiie existence of truth bearers.
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4.3.3 Disquotationalism
The central defining disquotationalist thesis is:th

The truth predicate is a logico-mathematical dew€disquotation serving the

purpose of (finitarily) expressing infinitegical conjunctions/disjunctions

Both Quine and Field are regarded as the foremadenders of this position. For our purposes, we
focus exclusively on Quing? Quine articulates his views in a number of plases, for example,
Quine 1970, 1974b, 1992 and 1995). According tn@ubnce sentences of one’s own language
have been identified as the appropriate beardarsiibf, then - once names of these sentences are
obtained by placing quotation marks around thehettuth predicate may be used for cancelling

7215

out these marks-* Moreover, since “no sentence is true but realigkes it so**° it is owing to the

fact that reality is our focus that the truth poade is endowed with this disquotational feature.

Quine was not a full-blooded correspondentist,rggas he did in the employment of terms like
‘fact’ merely what he calls a “put-up jo*® His endorsement of the correspondence theoryris ve
limited, going only as far as agreeing that “tordsetruth to the sentence ['Snow is white’] is to
ascribe whiteness to sno#*” Disquotationalism, then, is a form of corresporidem about truth
(weakcorrespondentism) but what it insists on, howeigethe provision of aaustereaccount of

truth that does not evoke substantially loadedomatiike ‘fact’ and ‘correspondence’ while still
subserving the correspondence intuition. What eneires, so this deflationist insists, is to perfor

a kind of ‘deflationary surgery’ on the corresponce theory in order to eviscerate its metaphysical
baggage which can be excised without loss. In denisig, for example, the sentence ‘Snow is

white’, then according to correspondentism:

23 Field articulates his particular type of disquimiaalism in Field 1986, 1988, 1994a and 1994b.

4 This might be called the ‘disquotation effect’: e permitted to eliminate the truth predicatpredications
containing quotations, by inferring from a truttegdication (say,snow is white’ is trugto the quoted sentence itself (to
snow is whitg So, according to this view, the truth predida¢daves very much like a logical concept, withsule
analogous to those for disjunction and conjuncfrafes like, for any sentences A and By A (0B, or, for any
sentences A and B, BB + A). As Davidson has remarked: . Tarski’'s methods allow us to replace the truth
predicates he defines in any context, and the oepleent leaves no explicitly semantical predicatassiwake; in this
respect, his truth predicates are like the sen&mibnnective “it is true that”, which may be rensaby simple
deletion” (Davidson 1990, p.285).

215 Quine 1970 (1986), p. 19.
2% Quine 1992, p. 80. See also Quine 1987, p. 213.

27 Quine 1992, p. 80.
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The sentence ‘Snow is white’ is tjust in case the sentence corresponds to thelfaict t

snow is white

However, presumably:

The sentence ‘Snow is white’ corregfsto a fact just in case snow is white

which is made true by the ‘whiteness of snow’. Tgnempts the following shave:

The sentence ‘Snow is white’ is tjust in case snow is white

Thus, to say that the sentence ‘Brutus killed Caeséue, or that ‘The atomic weight of sodium is
23’ is true, is, in effect, to say that Brutus édlCaesar, or that the atomic weight of sodium is
232 \We may wish to represent this thesis in the folifmschematic fashion:

DS ‘p’is atrue sentence if and onlygf

DSis a schema postulated to apply to (quoted otefhenon-quoted on the right) sentences for
some object language which is not necessarily ic&rtb the language in which the equivalences
themselves are formulatét’. DStells us nothing about theatureof truth: an analysis of a
presumed nature of truth would take the form dfisgiawhat that property is that is commonly
shared by all and only all true sentences andstthisma does not do that. But it is clear what each
instance does say once the object language ielbclis also clear th@Sis a variant of Tarski’s
ConventionT and says something metalinguistiz, that a materially adequate theory of truth
ought to derive all sentences of a particular sstitdorm.DSis a scheme which is just as hard — or
rather just as unproblematic — to comprehend asdbgxiom schemes or logical rules, like modus

ponens’?’ But DSleads us into the liar paradox. Consider the rsdéfrring sentenck:

%8 These famous examples come from Quine 1960, p. 24.

%9 The object language is required to be a subsieaietalanguage, for otherwise non-homophoniskasions of the
object language into the metalanguage would beatkexthd hence more than simply disquotation isiredu

220 Marian David argues th&iS's intelligibility forces us to invoke more thaminimal conceptual resourcegl 994,

p. 66). This issue of deflationary theories offtraalling upon minimal conceptual resources wasudised earlier in
Introductory Remarks
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A: A is not a true sentence

By DS we get:

A’ is a true sentence if and onlyAfis not true

Contradiction! One might argue that $ifis in need of revision. Quine did not consides thi
implication from the liar. However, Tarski did. Medted principally by the fact that not all truth

ascriptions are to quotation names of sentenceskil@onsidered the following revision:

DS* xis a true sentence if and only if, for som& is identical to p’, andp

taking advantage of the fact that every sentensatd@wn quotation name, as expressed by the

following principle?*

For alk, if x is a true sentence, then, for sop& is identical with p’

Clearly,DS* helps solve the issue concerning the fact@f&its not eliminative in only dealing
with a restricted class of sentencesDB*, anysingular term denoting a sentence — such as a
guotation name or definite description — can belsstuend forx'. Despite this, and apart from
the fact thaDS* leads us to the liar parad®¥,there are intrinsic complications involved witketh

guantification inDS*s associated universal generalization:

For alk, xis a true sentence if and only if, for some is identical to ', andp

These problems are similar to the quantificatiarads plaguing the redundantist. Here, we cannot
objectually quantify into quotation marks. Quotaabcontexts areeferentially opaqueFor
example, we cannot objectually quantify into ‘Giorge’ in “Giorgione is called ‘Giorgione’

because of his size” as the second occurrenceiofgi®ne’ does not refer to the person

221 Tarski 1936a (1983), p. 159, footnote 1.

22 pavid 1994, p. 162 has all the details. It istfis reason that Tarski prefers steuctural-descriptivenethod of
referring to expressions; furthermoBS$* is not something Tarski would endorse since peional quantification of
the form “for someg” where ‘p” occurs in sentence positions are unacceptalidéntolssues surrounding the liar
paradox are orthogonal to the central concernisfttiesisyiz. to demonstrate how an authentic corresponderogyth
can be defended with respect to a model languaaynghsalient features with a natural language.ddwer, the
correspondence theory is itself similarly plagugdgemantic paradoxes. But this choice in exposisdairly standard
and leads us quite naturally to the central poémeftoncerning quantification.
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Giorgione®* The solution would be to substitigentencesand not names of sentences, for the

variable p’ — something objectual quantification does nov\all

What about substitutional quantification? Standarsilibstitutional variables are associated with a
substitution class of admissible substitueffd#\ substitutional (particular) quantifier is truesi in
case the open sentence that obtains from erasnguémtifier has one true substitution instance; a
substitutional (universal) quantifier is true justtase every substitution instance of the open
sentence that obtains from erasing the quantgiéie. The problems concerning quantification
into quotation contexts can thus be eliminated. disquotationalist may then seek salvage in
stipulating that thelefiniensof DS*s universal generalization be governed by the tsuiisnal
(particular) quantifier, as in:

Ox{x is a true sentence just in caggx = ‘p’ andp)}

The semantics of substitutional quantifiers thatego formulas involving both substitutional and
objectual variables would then have to be modifeethake any sense at all. The modification
required would be to incorporate how the object thaubstituted for the variablg ‘satisfiesthe
sentencé? But herein lies the problem. Not only does putessitutional quantification presuppose
that the notion of truth is already at hand — gxplained in terms of theuth of its substitution
instances — the semantics of substitutional queatibn over mixed (substitutional and objectual)
variables would have to employ the highly substantion-deflationary tool cgatisfaction The

disquotationalist would not want to avail hersdlttos particular resource.

So far, Quine asked us to appreciate that an atitoib of truth to a sentence merely undoes the
effects of the quotation used to nominalize theessre. “In speaking of the truth of a given

sentence”, Quine writes:

...there is only indirection; we do better simplysey the sentence and so speak not about language
but about the world.
(Quine 1970 (1986), p. 11)

2 This is taken from Quine 1953a (1980), p. 140.
224 See Kripke 1976.

22 This can be easily done — see David 1994, p. Bthéodetails.
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Why then, if the truth predicate is superfluous, Quine think we have a truth predicate at all?
Consider the following: from the sentences ‘So@adenortal’, ‘Aristotle is mortal’, ‘Aristophanes
is mortal’, etc. one can generalize to ‘Fonalif x is a man, ther is mortal’. However, there are
problematic cases where a similar move cannot leenfidhe quantifier is read objectually. For,
consider ‘If time flies then time flies’, ‘If Bolsihungry then Bob is hungry’, etc. On the model
given, our generalization would be the incoheréwot ‘all p, if p thenp’ — we would want the
variable appearing in the consequent to play aeséat role, something which is incompatible with
the objectual reading of the quantifier. The trpitedicate comes to the rescue by allowing us to
make the required generalization coherently byitigra sentence nominalization into something

the use of which is equivalent to a use of thatesere; truth acts as a ‘de-nominalizer’:

We could not generalize as in ‘All men are tabyrbecause ‘time flies’ is not, like ‘Socratea’ name of
one of a range of objects (men) over whicgeneralize. We cleared this obstaclesbynantic ascenby
ascending to a level where there were indégetts over which to generalize, namely linguistigects,
sentences.

(Quine 1992, p. 81)

By ‘semantically ascending’, our discourse is adanguage — sentences that share a common
feature. We can then restore the structure of gptEtmsentenc&® The truth predicate allows us to
descend — cancelling the effect of semantic aseand talk instead of the worfd’

This ascent to a linguistic plane of refereisocenly a momentary retreat from the world, fog thility of
the truth predicate is precisely the candeltedf linguistic reference. The truth predicate isesminder
that, despite a technical ascent to talk ofesees, our eye is on the world. This cancellatorge of the
truth predicate is explicit in Tarski's pag@di ‘Snow is white’ is true if and only if snowghite.
Quotation marks make all the difference betwadking about words and taking about snow...Byingll
the sentence true we call snow white. Thdtpuedicate is a device for disquotation.

(Quine 1970 (1986), p. 12)

In principle then, the truth predicate can be alimbed by replacing an open formula such as:

226 Cf. Soames 1984, p. 412.

22T\We could represent the idea that the truth preeliabows one to semantically ascend/descemsymisctical
operations

Semantic ascent
From the premise: owris white S
You infer: @ is white’ is true Siis true’

Settia descent (disquotation)
From the premise: ‘snow is white’ is true Sis true’
You may infer: snow is white S
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(a) xis true

in favour of the infinite disjunction:

(b) (x = ‘snow is white’ and snow is white) ax € ‘grass is green’ and grass is green)

or (x = ‘penguins waddle’ and penguins waddle) or ...

or the infinite conjunction:

(c) (If xis “snow is white” then snow is white) & (fis “grass is green” then grass is green) &
(if xis “The Moon is made of cheese” then the Moon aslenof cheese) & ...

The argument is that the truth predicate ‘servissghrpose’ of “expressing infinite conjunctions
and disjunctions®*®Note that this purpose also covers blind ascrigtioftruth — both the purpose
of expressing generalizations and that of blindipgons are actually intimately connected.

Consider the blind ascription:
The sentence most favoured by Tasskue

which is equivalent to the following infinite comjation:
If the sentence most favoured by Hiass'Snow is white’ then snow is white, and ifth
sentence most favoured by TarskTfe‘elementary theory of groups is undecidable’
then the elementary theory of grospsdecidable, and if...

To the extent that the truth predicate has anyevéds it has no metaphysical depth), it increases

our expressive power by serving the (sole) purpdsxpressing infinite conjunctions and

disjunctions:

28 gimilarly, following Quine’s lead, Stephen Leedstas, ‘1t is not surprising that we should have use fqradicate
P with the property that “..." is P” and *..." are alays interdeducible. For we frequently find ourselirea position
to assert each sentence in a certain infinite fetg., when all the members of z share a comnran);ftacking the
means to formulate infinite conjunctions, we findanvenient to have a single sentence which isaméed precisely
when each member of z is warranted. A predicatétPthe property described allows us to construathsa sentence:
[X (xz — P(x)). Truth is thus a notion that we might reasoly want to have at hand, for expressing semarsient
and descent, infinite conjunction and disjunctidheeds 1978, p. 121)

22 This particular example of what Tarski’s most faxed sentence might have been is borrowed fromardHalbach
(Halbach 2001a, p. 174).
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We affirm the single sentence by just utteithgnaided by quotation or by the truth predichiat if we
want to affirm some infinite lot of sentendbat we can demarcate only by talking about théesers,
then the truth predicate has its use. We itdedestore the effect of objective reference wfa the
sake of some generalization we have restaredrantic ascent.

(Quine 1970 (1986), p. 12)

Though Quine is referring here only to universalegalizations, the point clearly carries over to
existential generalizations as well. This particgjaotation is, in fact, referred to by Volker

Halbach as:

serv[ing] as a motto for many disquotationalistaacts [after Quine].
(Halbach 2004, p. 66).

Most deflationists tend to append to the aboveghtsithe following remark: once we have spotted

its logical features and understood the use to lwtrigth is put, this isll there is to be said about
the concept®

Since the central objections to be raised agaisgudtationalism are of equal force against

minimalism, we turn to a critical exposition of nmmalism first before coming to these objections.

4.3.4 Minimalism

Paul Horwich’sMinimalist Theory of Truthakes propositions to be the appropriate beafdrsib.
Letting <> stand for “the proposition that — a term-forming operator which, when appliedie
sentence, yields the singular term referring to the propiosi expressed by — the following

equivalence schema lies at the bedrock of Horwitttésry:

(ES) p=istrueiffp

Schema (ES) is understood to express a propodifiametion. It takes any propositigninto the
result of applying the schema to that proposition:

[W]hen applied to any proposition,this structure (or function) yields a correspagdaxiom of the
minimal theory, MT. In other words, the axioofdMT are given by the principle

For any object: x is an axiom of the minimal theory if and onlyfiy somey, when the function E* is

20 This is thecompleteness conditidn the following chapter.
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applied toy, its value ix.
Or in logical notation

Ox(x is an axiom of MT— (Cy)(x = ES§))).
(Horwich 1998a, pp 19-20)

In The Structure and Content of Trybavidson 1996), Davidson raised the following sjien

related to the schematic generalization (ES): nts&ta are obtained by replacim 6ccurrences by
tokens of English sentences (or tokens of sentdnoespossible extensions of English) and both
are placed idifferent contextgthe first forms part of the referring terp>). How, then, are these
two connected? Horwich 1998b replies by arguing ¢eaain conditions need to be placed on such

instantiations. These are:

(@) each p’is to be replaced by tokens of an actual or fedEnglish sentencg?
(b) these tokens are given the same interpretation,
(c) under that interpretation they express a proposiand

(d) ‘that’ and ‘proposition’ terms are given their Eisfjl meanings.

This means that when specifying the axioms of thremalist theory of truth, we must employ
semantic notions such as ‘language’, the relatfdexpressing’, ‘interpretation’ and ‘proposition’.

Minimalism relies on these heavily but, clearlye thuth-concept cannot be used to explain these

The whole challenge is to explain the conceptuhtnon-circularly. Horwich evokes the
Wittgensteinian account ofieaning- that use exhaustively determines meaning —lfmdwercome
this; he argues that a use-theoretic account dmilgiven of, for exampleu‘andv express the

same proposition®3? However, a dilemma still lingers. Consider “thsai cat”. An account of its
meaning could proceed thuhiS' is an indexicaleferring to an associated object on occasions of
use; tat is atrue predicate of all and only cats. It is easy totbe¢ the desire for non-circular
reasoning quickly evaporates here — semantic ngtsuch as reference and truth, are presupposed
by the account of meaning just given. But let ygpEise, instead, that this isn’t the case and the

account uses notions like causal links to the boaiiixation of attention on things in understarglin

#1350 Horwich’s minimal theory is composed of infalit many axioms, infinitely many of which we canfmtmulate

or understand. But note that our understanding®tbncept of truth, according to Horwich, consistsur disposition

to acceph priori those axioms we can formulate and this disposjiimvides the best explanation of our overall Use o
the term ‘true’.

232 |n fact, minimalists rely heavily upon the Wittgeainian (use-theoretic) account of meaning. Giteir
maintenance that it is our disposition to accelpnatances of the equivalence schema which comssitour
understanding of the concept of truth, it is onjynbaking an appeal to this account that minimabsts sustain the
thesis the meaning of ‘true’ isdeedconstituted by this disposition.

111



our use of demonstratives. To be a successful ptiemouldn’t these have to fill in the notions
conjured up to a reasonable approximation to ‘exfee’ and ‘truth’ in any case? An account of
meaning in terms of use can only be satisfactoityeihables us to infer a correspondifiigentence,
but such an account would run contrary to the ent® of deflating notions like reference and

truth. As Simon Blackburn and Keith Simmons put it:

They seem to have proved their robustnessdobns like reference and truth] via the robustyn
deflationary story that started out tryingdtowithout them, but ended up constructing them.
(Blackburn & Simmons 1999, p. 22)

There is, in fact, a dilemma facing the whole dédlast project concerning the choice between
dressing up ‘sententially’ or ‘propositionally’. Ehis discussed in Jackson, Oppy and Smith 1994.
The objection is that if deflationists present thikeory of truth in accordance with sententialism
then it is simply false; if, on the other hand tipeesent their theory in accordance with

propositionalism then it is trivial. Consider traléwing claim:
‘Snow is white’ is true if and onlfysnow is white

If we understand this claim to be about a sentethes,, assuming it is interpreted as making a
necessary claim, the claim is false. There is alote involved than the whiteness of snow for it to
be the case that ‘Snow is white’ is true. Tarskisght was that the truth predicate here should be
viewed as (tacitly) indexed by the interpreted laeqge to which it belongs: it must be the case that
‘Snow is white’meanghat snow is white, but this is a fact ignoredoy claim. If we were to let
‘Snow is white’ denote a proposition — in partiaulhe proposition that snow is white — then the
theory looks trivial sincéhe proposition that snow is white is defined asdérue just in case

snow is white

This triviality charge may not be particularly tatening; at least it has the advantage of beirg tru
Furthermore, the charge of triviality may be sonregtdeflationists wish to wear as a badge of

honour. There are, however, two principal reasomg deflationists fail to adopt this positiGf

(a) the triviality at issue here has its source indbecept opropositionand not in the concept
of truth

233 Cf. Stoltjar & Damnjanovic 2007.
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(b) nothing is being said about ttieeory of meaning an account of the connections between
the sentences of natural language and the propasigéxpressed by them. Deflationists are
engaged in a much larger philosophical project {agrovide a deflationary accountadf
semantical notions) and they can only accept thility of their doctrine by remaining
silent on an account of meaning, thereby underrgitiie magnitude of the program they are

involved in.

Another possible response to the dilemma then woeltb assume that their theory applies to
interpretedsentences — those possessed of meaning. In thjdefgtionists overcome the

objection that they are ignoring the fact that eenés have meaning as it forms part of their
presumptive apparatus. In this case, the deflaionbuld need to provide soréheraccount of

what it is for a sentence to mean what it degboutemploying the concept of truth, on pain of
circularity. Given that most theories of meaningmact employ the concept of truth, this would
prove to be a monumental task. And, as we havadjrseen, the appeal made to the use-theoretic

account of meaning favoured by Horwich is fraughhwall sorts of difficulties.

Unlike most deflationists, Horwich is prepared tzept that truths a real and non-redundant
property. The very presence of a well-defined tpudicate in our language is, in Horwich’s view,
sufficient to support the claim that there is asoasated property of truth — though, indeed, of a
peculiar kind, namely one not susceptible to “cqaal or scientific analysis®®* The minimalist
idea is that all there is to the concept of trgtkemcapsulated by what is expressed by all inssance
of the equivalence schema (ES); all that a thebtsuth has to offer is the (non-linguistic)

proposition expressed by any such totality of insés:

...our thesis is that it is possible to explalinthe facts involving truth on the basis of the mrial
theory...the minimalistonceptioni.e., the thesis that out theory of truth shazddtain nothing more
than instances of the equivalence scheme.

(Horwich 1990, p. 7-8)

This is intended to sidestep the problems of q@iang over the schema that we saw above. So,
Horwich’s minimal theory is the infinitely largetsef (ES) instances and it is our “brute
acceptanceé™® of (ES) instances that constitutes our understanef truth; nothing deeper than this
is involved. The word ‘true’ picks out an indefinalproperty of propositions and, according to

Horwich, this is owing to truth’s not possessinguaaerlying nature which philosophers are

%4 Horwich 1998a, p. 5.

3 pid., p. 13.
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supposed to tease out and give expression teveeannotsay (indeedshould notsay) thatx is
true’ is equivalent tx having the characteristics / property / naturbehgF; we cannot describe

the conditions under whickx is true ~ x is P holds?*®

Horwich also emphasizes the point that truth settvepurpose of generalization (in the minimalist
case, generalization over propositions). He bedigkiat the concept of truth provides the solutn t
the problem of finding “a single, finite propositithat has the intuitive logical power of the intén
conjunction"?*” So, the central thrust of the minimalist thesides in the fact that our
understanding of the truth predicate consists mdgposition to accept, without evidence, any
instantiation of the equivalence schema. We daeetl any more theoretical constructions in
explaining truth — “the entire conceptual and tle¢ical role of truth may be explained on [the basis
of the minimal theory]”®®® Our understanding is not refined as the enumeratighe instances
grow; rather our understanding consists in haviregdisposition alluded to. And this is part of the
reason Horwich views his theory simple. In all rtamial deployment of the truth predicate, it is
acting as a device of generalization and, to da s®necessary and sufficient that it satisfy the
equivalence schema. Hence, that schema is condlgptasic?*° Its instances implicitly define

truth.

We can summarize the central claims of minimalisifi@

1. Utility of the Truth Predicatethe truth predicate increases our expressive pbwallowing

us to express schematic generalizations by a sstgtement (as demonstrated above).

2. The Concept of Trutithe concept is implicitly defined by the equivate schema and fixes

the meaning of “true” (which is indefinable in thiis not amenable to reductive analyses

of the type X is true ~ x is F'). We already possess a (pre-theoretic) undersigraf the

3% Compare this with our search for an understandfnghat it is for something to bred, for instance, which would
be given in terms of determinate wavelengths dttl{gr in terms of the set of all red things if@tensionalefinition
{as opposed to aimtensionalone} was preferred).

%7 Horwich 1998a, p. 3.
238 bid. p. 5.

2% Horwich is no half-hearted minimalist! He is a inmalist to related notions such as reference atisfaetion. For
instance, Horwich believes that the only viableotiyeof reference consists of all instances of ttema:/ k (‘a’ refers
to X » x=a).

240 o, Horwich 1998b (1999), p. 262. See also Lindstr@12
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truth concept and it is this grasp, which accofmtsvhy we have a disposition to accept
each, and every, instance of the equivalence schtmbe explanatory resources that need
to be called upon in explicating truth is viewedt therefore (and contrary to the

substantialist), ‘minimal®*?

3. The Nature of Truthtruth has no underlying nature — the equivalesateeme contairall
the basic facts about it. If we consider the follogvinstances of the equivalence scheme:

the proposition that reality is socially consted is true if and only if reality is socially

constructed

the proposition that mathematics has no foundaimitrsie if and only if mathematics has

no foundations

the proposition that Horwich's theory of truth @& a viable theory of truth is true if and

only if Horwich's theory of truth is not a vigdiheory of truth

then we realize that there@thingin commonn virtue of which these instances are made

true. It seems that each is true itueiof conditions quite independent of each other.

4.3.5 Objections

As with the disquotational theory, the minimaliseory of truth ismutatis mutandisnconsistent.
The liar paradox can quite straightforwardly beegated from (ES). The set of equivalence
instances is, therefore, inconsistent. Horwichuséites, as a refinement of his theory, that we

simply reject all ‘problematic’ instances:

Given our purposes, it suffices for us to @mlecthat certain instances of the equivalence szlaeenot
to be included as axioms of the minimal theand to note that the principles governing ouvecén of
excluded instances are, in order of prioKi&y:that the minimal theory not engender ‘liar-type
contradictions; (b) that the set of excludestances be as small as possible; and—perhapssjust
important as (b)—(c) that there be a consitractpecification of the excluded instances thasisimple
as possible.

(Horwich 1998a, p. 42)

241«Each, and every, instance of the equivalence sclteWivaat part of our pre-theoretic understandinghefconcept
of truth is responsible for furnishing us with ateptance of the liar-proposition instance of (ES)?

242 cf. David 1994, p. 4.
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Constraint (a) is, however, ad hdd And even if we did throw caution to the wind andbserve

“the mere desire to preserve as many instances3)f4s possiblé* then, as Van McGee has
demonstrated, this “will give us too little to go m constructing a consistent alternative to the
naive [i.e. inconsistent] theory of truth” (McGe®92, p. 237). The idea is that there are too many
ways of consistently adding instances of Threcheme (or Horwich’s (ES)) to the syntax theory,
most of which have consequences wholly unaccepfaiie an intuitive point of view, e.g. the

truth of 2 + 2 = Bis in some maximal consistent extension of Robir@amithmetic®*® This is an

immediate consequence of the following (Theoren lMadGee 1992):

Theorem 1

LetA be a set of sentences consistent with some tf&oontaining Robinson Q arithmetic,
formulated in languadethat contains the truth predicate(( xT). There is a sdt of T-sentences
such that (1) all elements®din S are entailed bly, (2) I is consistent with S, (3) every set of
T-sentences with as a proper subset is inconsistent with S, an8[(4) is a complete theory,

l.e. from ' JQ, for every sentenag of L, we can deduce eithéror —¢.

This theorem is a remarkably nice result. It restshe following: suppose we have a first order
languagd. containing the truth predicaTe(rxw), as in Theorem 1. Then, for any sentence A,of
there is a sentence B lofsuch that A is provably equivalent toB Tr((BT). This is easy to prove
given Godel's Fixed-Point theorem, for the formAla- Tr(rxw) is a formula of the forn:p(rxw) and

by Gddel's Fixed-Point theorem there is a senté&hedich is its fixed point, i.e. a sentence B such
that B » l]J((B—l) is provable. Hence, B. (A - Tr((BT) is provable, which by propositional logic is
equivalent to Ao (B Tr((BT), i.e. A is provably equivalent to tiHeschema instance involving

B. McGee’s theorem follows from the fact that folyasentence A i there is al-schema instance

involving some B (as above) which entails A. Ass by assumption consistent with S, then so is

23 |ndeed, one may newenknow that the ‘liar-type’ contradictions can begendered; the inconsistency may not be
apparent.

244 McGee talks of th@-schema (T). There is no logical difference betwiderwich’s (ES) and th&-schema (T) —
Horwich’s (ES) is (T) with propositions as truthdpers.

245 As Godel numbering allows us to intertranslatetagtic facts with number-theoretic ones, the tdsseeking

maximal sets oT-instances consistent with the laws of the undegyyntax can be reformulated into one seeking
maximal sets oT-instances consistent with the basic laws of argtien
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the set of correspondinigsentences equivalent to thosé\irand by Zorn's Lemnf&’ this set is

extendable to a maximal consistent set.

The Horwich constraint is, practically speaking,eampty one, failing to provide an acceptable
deflationist theory. Imposing a ‘maximalizing’ cdrent on the set of-sentences gives us no
guidance on how best to choose among the (uncdyhtabny correct (and manifestly wrong)
theories. Theorem 1 holdésen ifwe were to strengthen our reasoning capacitighdoy
(superhumano-rule (this is Theorem 2 of McGee 1992):

Theorem 2
If we replace all occurrences of “consistantTheorem 1 with “consistent w-logic”, then

Theorem 1 still holds.

The addition of theo-rule enables one to generalize to ‘All the infnéxioms of any consistent
extension of Robinso®, like PA, are true’ from the fact that the truth of eackaparately

provable fromPAtogether with the correspondifignstance. These generalizations are central to
the deflationist’s philosophical packagewhywe have a truth predicate at all. The damage done
by Theorem 2 can be seen from the fact that thiécaipn of Zorn’s Lemma in Theorem 1 to
generate a maximal consistent set presupposethéhanderlying logic is compact, i.e. the sekLof
sentences is satisfiable just in case any finibssuofL-sentences is satisfiable. If the underlying
logic were not compact then one might have therunfanfinitely many finite consistent subsets
being inconsistent. The addition of ttherule destroys compactness. And since this rule msany
ways a natural one when the syntax language naetic, Theorem 1 acquires greater

philosophical weight by being seen to hold evenmiie underlying logic is not compact.

This is, in fact, the most damaging criticism —tfti&ie with the disquotational theory, minimalism
simply fails to ‘explain all the facts about truti’he weakest chink in their armour is the fact tha
their theories fail to prove the very generalizasithe purpose to which truth is claimed to serve.
These generalizations are the deflationistison d’étrefor truth and the one theoretically

significant role for which the deflationist ackn@allges truth to be essential. Both disquotationalism
and minimalism fail to prove, for example, the gahéact that every true conjunction has true

conjuncts. The closest they get to this is prowengry instance, e.g. the instances ‘if the propmsit

248 Also known as the Kuratowski-Zorn lemma, thisdsiigalent to the Axiom of Choice of Set Theorystites that

every non-empty set of sets closed under uniom®oémpty chains, i.e. if Y1 X and Y# 0 and Y is a chain, thAdY
O X, has a maximal element, i.e. an elementX such that if X1y OX then x = y.
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thatp andq is true then the proposition thats true and the proposition thats true’. The
generalization and the conjunction of all its imsts differ in logical strength — for one thingg th
generalization entails the collection of its instas, but not vice-versa: the entailment relation is
asymmetric*’ As with DS, (ES) isw-incomplete®*® Horwich acknowledges this and proposes an
escape routeia the w-rule ?*° Horwich says, “Clearly, a set of premises attiibgisome property

to each object of a certain kind does not entail @verything of that kind has the property”:

...for its reliability hinges not merely on theeanings of the logical constants, but also om#tare of
propositions. But it is a principle we do fipthusible. We commit ourselves to it, implicitig, moving
from the disposition to accept any propositibthe form X is F’' (wherex is a proposition) to the
conclusion ‘All propositions aff€. So we can suppose that this rule is what susthie explanations of
the generalizations about truth with whichave concerned.

(Horwich 1998a, p. 137)

Consider the consequences of Horwich’s proposadopting theo-rule. Recall that this rule
allows the inference of the universal statemém®(n) from the infinitely many premiseab(0),

®(1), D(3),... that result from replacing the numerical variabla ®(n) with the numeral for each
natural number. Thex-rule is valid only if the relevant quantifier cagoted to it is interpreted
substitutionally?>° But, as already maintained, given that substingiquantification is understood
in terms of the truth of its substitution instanddé& minimalist cannot help herself to this ompai
of circularity. Moreover, thex-rule is notevena decidable relation between the (infinitely many)
premises and conclusion of the argument Horwiclegin the first line of the quote above. Itis, by

nature, annfinitary rule of inference and, as Panu Raatikainen haanked:

[clonsequently, we finite human beings areeméw a position to apply the-rule...even if the rule would
in theory entail the desired generalizatidnsua truth, we human beings would never reach élyese
generalizations. It would only be possibledaridealized infinite mathematical super-being.
(Raatikainen 2005, p. 176)

But, clearly, we do actually reach these genertadina and so something is amiss in the

deflationary proposal on truffi*

247 This argument against deflationism, dressed gh#i different clothing, is given much weight inet next chapter.

248 A theory isw-incomplete just in case there is a sentence A{tt) @ne free variable such that (i) (s a theorem
for every natural number n, and (iixA(X) is not a theorem.

29 Tarski made similar observations in Tarski 193828@), pp. 256-258.
#035ee Harman 1971 and Hazen 1998.

%1 n accepting an argument due to Patrick Grim (GE881) according to which the collection of minifsahxioms is
too large to form a set, Horwich conceives hisltiytef minimalist axioms not as a set but ggraper clasgHorwich
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This chapter has outlined a number of weaknessiideflationary thesis about truth. There are
quite a few compelling reasons already to rejestttiesis in its various forms and lay it to r8ste

purpose of the following chapter is to hammer thalfnail in the deflationist’s coffin.

1998a, p. 20). The intended universe of discowsthérefore, uncountable. But, how is this supgdsesquare with
the w-rule — a rule requiring that for every elementtia intended domain there is a canonical name?’&drgument
is similar to Cantor’s paradox concerning ‘thealdy of all sets and the Russellian conclusiontf@non-existencef
such a set. Lindstrém 2001, pp. 174-177, citesrajbestion-begging issues on the similarity in apph adopted by
Russell and that adopted by Horwich. Crucially, $&lisand (Grim) direct their attention to tivell-definednessf the
totality of propositions that it makes sense torgifia over, and not against the assumption thah sutotality forms a
set — something that Horwich assumes in applying@& argument in conceiving of his minimalistatity as a

proper class.
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CHAPTER 5
DEFLATIONISM AND CONSERVATIVENESS

If truth is admitted into the induction priptg, it is counterintuitive to maintain that thetioa is thin and
insubstantial. How thin can the notion oftamiktic truth be, if by invoking it we can learn ra@bout the
natural numbers?

Stewart Shapiro,Proof and Truth: Through Thick and Thin

As the discussion in Chapter 4 has shown, defleiommbout truth is neither a single philosophical
standpoint nor a uniform position. Rather, it issgsortment of disparate, and mutually
incompatible, doctrines. Deflationism is a broadrch and best characterised as more of a
tendency than anything else. Different deflatiafstmulate this tendency variously, placing
emphases differently, thus making it difficult targer what may be considered as unshakably
essential and what optional. As Crispin Wright seglg, this makes it “...a rather more complicated
business to elicit what is fundamentally unsatisfgcabout the deflationary conception of

truth”.2%?

Nevertheless, recently, Stewart Shapiro and JeKetland have proposed a set of common
principles. They maintain that, given the deflaipntendency, the picture deflationists paint
comfortably fits into asinglesemantical picture. If what is at the heart of daffationary view of
truth is the claim that the concept of truth is essential to explanations, that it is dispenstible
one argues for a substantial claim because it s¢hke the logical connectives) a logico-linguisti
function only, then this amounts to the claim & ¢bnservativenessf the axioms and rules for
truth. This chapter demonstrates that the defleatiomould be hard-pressed to deny such a

commitment and that this ultimately proves to beuraoing.
5.1The Conservativeness Implication

Ketland 1999 sees an analogy with deflationism abmthematics — theispensabilityprogramme
initiated by Hartry Field in 1980 with hiScience Without Numbers: A Defence of Nominalidns
is a response to a challenge laid down by Hilaty®m in his 1971 thesBhilosophy of Logic® to

translate Newtonian Gravitational Physics into ‘meafistic language®* A central component of

2\Wright 1999, p. 209.
23 Reprinted in Putnam 1975b (1979)).

%4 A language in which talk of abstract universal®ibe replaced by talk of linguistic entities, redynpredicates.
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Field’s work is to show that adding mathematicabemxs M to a ‘mathematics-free’ or

‘nominalistic’ theoryN would yield aconservative extensiaf N, i.e.:

...any inference from nominalistic premises twainalistic conclusion that can be made withhakp
of mathematics could be made (usually morg-wimdedly) without it?>°
(Field 1980, p. x)

It follows that the addition of the mathemathss redundant in explaining or deducing the
phenomenon described by any logical consequentiéBfAs Ketland 1999 points out, a

deflationist about truth might put her view simijar

Any inference from non-semantical premises to asemantical conclusion

that can be made with the héla wuth theory can be made without it.

In particular, a theory of truth is conservativé dloes not prove new theorems that do not contain
the truth predicate and which are not provable autlthe axioms of the truth theory — adding the
truth predicate, with rules essential to it frora tteflationary point of view, should not imply
anythingnot related to truth. It is difficult to see hold conservativeness thesis contit be a

consequence of the deflationary tendency. As Shapmarks:

...it seems that in some sense or other, tHatiefist is committed to the conservativenessuaht
Deflationism presupposes that there is somsesef ‘consequence’ according to which truth is
conservative.

(Shapiro 1998, p. 498)

Conservatism is just what we ought to expect froposition opposed to ‘substantial’ theories of
truth. Aninsubstantiattheory ought to only have insubstantial consegegneot contributing any
substantial insights to what we already know,the.theory should not imply any new non-

530, if we letN be a ‘mathematics-free’ theory of the natural @oM be a standard mathematical theory érige
any mathematics-free assertion. The, i$ a logical consequence NfIM, ¢ is a logical consequence Idf

%%t could be argued (and indeed Field 1980 hassinigestion) that what ‘deflationary’ mathematisiaaquire is that
the addition of mathematical axioms is dispensédii¢heorem provingi.e.if ¢ is a theorem of WM theng is a
theorem of NBut Shapiro 1983 shows that this metatheoremtisrne. This deals with whether the base theary (t
which the mathematical axioms are being ‘addedd) dtanguage containirgxiom schemedf we include formulas
containing vocabulary from the extended language fiiom the language of the combined theorie§)iiming
instances of the axiom schemed\afand the schemes are treatedisis) then the addition dfl to N yields a
conservative extension. If the schemes are tresgrdes however, then the addition yields a non-conséergat
extension. Shapiro illustrates this in the contéxield’s effort to nominalize the theory of grtion in flat Euclidean
space-time. Ketland 1999 deals with this subtlety.
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semantic consequences. If we start off with a bizsery/and add to it its theory of truth i.e. &H
sentence's"r((¢1) - @, for sentenceg in the language of, and nothing elsgt is essential for the
deflationist that this extension be conservativerdfie base theor¥;, otherwise there would be
statements irf” that could not have been established without &he bf the extensionf that were
to be the case, then the deflationist would beeidto admit that the truth predicate has added

content to our base theory, and is thus more catalntitan it was previously understood to be.

Michael Sheard first raised the issue of conseritgtibut without making any (explicit) connection
to the insubstantialist-substantialist philosopha=bate:

...does the fact that a particular theory i®aservative extension of the base theory in a laggu
without the truth predicate indicate that vesrdnselected the ‘appropriate’ additional axiomgrfigth
itself, or should we expect the introductiéradheory of truth to provide more formal powetlwiespect
to the underlying domain?

(Sheard 1994, p. 1053)

and perhaps it is owing to this philosophical catio® not being made explicit that many working
in this area claim that they are “not aware of daffationist who has explicitly bound him- or

herself to the doctrine that her theory of trutkdsservative™’ But, as Shapiro puts it:

I do not know if there is a consensus amorilatienists over how metaphysical substance linzgvith
expressive and proof-theoretic power, butdhemt least cause for thought hiete.
(Shapiro 1998, p. 495)

Besides, as Ketland notes, despite this non-comlnaititude the (restricted)scheme’s
conservativenessoesfurnish the deflationist with a justification fdne kind of metaphysics she

wishes to advance:

...the fact that the (restricted) T-schemeonservative provides an important analysis dimlber of
features of the truth predicate that the deftést wants, such as:

1. Thedispensabilityof the truth predicate;

2. theepistemological neutralitgf truth;

3. thecontentlessness truth.

...this isexactlythe sort of (formal) behaviour that the deflat&girwants (or should want) from a truth
theory.
(Ketland 2000, p. 320)

%7 Halbach 2001a, p. 167.

28 Shapiro continuesWhy is it that the metaphysically thin, or natussleor lightweight concept of truth should be a
sure-fire sign of expressive and proof-theoretiersgth?
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There is a further bonus in deflationary truth lpdimgically conservative: it is demonstrably
consistent>® Unless the base theory already happens to besistent, no contradictions can be
generated from a conservative truth theory. Hetineeyiew that deflationism about truth entails

conservativity ought to be especially attractivéhiose wishing to advance a lean concept of truth.

But deflationism is a stronger claim than mere stipson to conservativity. According to Paul
Horwich, the totality of all instances of the ecalence scheme yield all there is to say about the

concept of truth. For example, Horwich writes:

...our thesis is that it is possible to explalinthe facts involving truth on the basis of thimimal
theory...i.e., the thesis that our theory offtrshould contain nothing more than instances ®f th
equivalence scheme.

(Horwich 1990, pp. 7-8)

Another deflationist, Michael Williams, agrees:

[Deflationists] think that when we have pothte certain formal features of the truth-prediqaiatably
its ‘disquotational’ feature) and explainedywhis useful to have a predicate like this (e&g.a device for
asserting infinite conjunctions), we have ga# about everything there is to be said abathtr
(Williams 1988, p. 424)

We can sum this up in the following:

The Completeness Conditidhere is nothing more to the concept of trutmtisa

given by the theory consisting ofiaitances of th&-schema, deflationarily

understood. Such a theory ®mpletetheory of the concept of truth.

The remainder of this chapter will be devoted tmdestrating that the deflationary thesis, so
understoodis false Before doing so it will be useful to link the dission to that famous

foundationalist movement, Hilbert's Programme.

29 A point that David Hilbert understood in his atfgrto establish mathematics on a secure footink ki
Consistency Programme - see below.
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5.1.1An Analogy with Hilbert's Programme

The idea that certain philosophical claims candmelered harmless by making use of
conservativeness arguments dates back to the fitine century, to David Hilbert. Hilbert was
concerned to show (among other things) that theotisertain abstractdeal) entities in
mathematics is legitimate. The intellectual climat¢he time was one in which mathematicians
were preoccupied by foundational concerns. Onairtiqular was the problem of the legitimacy of
abstract object®® Despite the work done by Weierstrass in clarifyting role of the infinite in
analysis and Cantor’s systematic theory of traftsfimumbers, many influential figures in the
mathematical community (in particular Kroneckerirféaré and Brouwer) challenged the validity
of infinitistic reasoning. Hilbert, however, wastdenined to save what he called ‘Cantor’s

Paradise’. Speaking of Brouwer, Weyl (Brouwer’stpge) and Kronecker, Hilbert said:

They seek to save mathematics by throwinghmaend all that which is troublesome...They would chop
up and mangle the science. If we would folkaeh a reform as the one they suggest, we woulthaun
risk of losing a great part of our most valeaibeasures!

(Reid 1970, p. 155)

A recent commentator explains Hilbert’s view in eveore dramatic (even melodramatic)

language:

Actually, Hilbert saw the issue as having smpathematical significance. Mathematics is not dinéy
most logical and rigorous of the sciencesdian the most spectacular example of the powenmditied”
human reason. If mathematics fails, then ssdioe human spirit. | was deeply moved by th@fatg
passage: “The definitive clarification of thature of the infinite has become necessary, notlgnéor
the special interests of the individual scemnbut for the honour of human understanding itself
(Maddy 1988, p. 492)

The Intuitionists, by contrast, possessed an exignevisionary attitude. Hilbert, however, wanted
to rescue classical mathematics. He argued tha abmathematics — and not just the finitistic part
— is to be rejected. Hilbert sought to justify mfistic mathematics, and attempted to demonstrate
that finitistic mathematics can be used to this. ¢fitbert realized that if he could show by fintics
means that the use of abstract techniques is c@isar then one need not worry about such
abstractions. We might call this Hilbert’'s ‘Consation Programme’. More precisely, all he needed
to concern himself with were the finitistically mmeiagful statements of concrete mathematics (the

real statements involving reasonably simple functioiiBe abstract statements involving ‘ideal’

20 The fires of this controversy were fanned by #eotutionary developments taking place simultanoinsthe
world of physics.
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entities were to have no independent meaningveué nonetheless, candidates for abstract
manipulatiort® The ideal statements and the abstract reasoninlgiiiave to be, according to
Hilbert, codified in some formal system with effieetrules for the combinatorial manipulation of
symbols. The reason for this is that since protmegronsistencyf the formal system encoding the
abstract concepts involves simple combinatorialimaations, this already helps establish the

sought conservation resaft

Sadly, in 1931, Kurt Gédel proved a couple of inpteteness theorems delivering ttaup de
graceto Hilbert’'s Consistency Programme — and, by icgdlon, his Conservation Programme. In
particular, according to Godel’s second incomplessiresult, il is a consistent, sufficiently rich

formal theory, thefl cannot prove a sentence asserting its own consiste®

5.21s Deflationary Truth Conservative?

In setting up formal models of truth with respexatformal syster, it is often taken to be a
predicate applying to the Gddel numbers, or othber@priate codings, of sentences which allow
those sentences, and their properties, to be disdusS. Peano arithmetic (hencefoA) is
commonly chosen as the theory of those objectshiohtruth applies principally because it is
equivalent to simple theories of syntax that ledneestructure of the underlying syntax bare and
perspicuous. But the choice BA is not inevitabl€®* our investigation could equally be conducted
with set theory as the base theory. However, agtionis chosen because it is the most formally
economical systerff> and has moreover proved versatile in yielding matsresting systems once

the truth-theoretic axioms have been addwill serve as the base theory in this sectitn.

%1 gych as the imaginary numbehough not a real numbércan be manipulated algebraicali§% 1) and its use
leads to no new algebraic identities among realbars

%2 gee the appendix to this chapter for a demonstrati how this works.
23 There are infinitely many such sentences: seeMastowski 1966, Lecture II.

%4 Although, as Shapiro notesarty serviceable theory of strings will have analesjof the basic Peano axidms
(2002, p. 110). For example, this is the analogubeinduction scheme in string theorydifholds of the null string,
and if, for any string, if ®(2) then® holds of the result of adding a charactez, tthen®d holds of all strings.

255 Although this does makes it correspondingly fartieenoved from intuition, which is why Tarski hiniisesed set
theory.

%% There is a discussion in the literature on whettediationary truth entails conservativeness dogic or over the
underlying syntax. According to Halba¢fC]onservativeness over logic guarantees the cogtgpheutrality of the
truth theory with respect to any non-semanticalgio@s, while conservativeness over a theory ofesgons...renders
the axioms neutral with respect to questions thatleft undecided by the theory of expressionsréfaee,
conservativeness over logic is more desirdl2001a, p. 168). However, a trivial argumentvesrto establish that
even the most modest theory of truth (the resttistt ofT-sentencesA' is true iff A, whereA is any sentence not
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As far as the (restricted) setBisentences is concerned, adding thefAags indeed a conservative
extensiorf®’i.e. no more arithmetical sentences are deriviiale those already derivableRw *°®

If we let PA(T) represent the systeRA + (restricted)l-scheme then the following fact obtains:

Fact 1:- The systdPA\(T)is a conservative extensionf.?®® This means

containing the truth predicate)nst conservative over logic. If we |8t be any tautological sentence of the base
language wittn a name (or code) & andm a name (or code) ofW, then the following are the correspondifig
sentences associated withand-W:

Tr(n) - ¥
Tr(m) » ~W

SinceW is provable in first-order logic with identity, dm W refutable in it,Tr(n) and-Tr(m) are logical consequences
of our modest theory of truth. This means th&tm s also a logical consequence. So, our modestythes the
following claim as a consequence:

XDy(x # y)

which is not a logical truth. Any adequate thecokyroth entails that there are at least two objetthe universe.
(thought in his corrigendum to Ketland 1999, Kedlaloes provide a proof according to which the aaldiof theT-
sentences to any theory entailifig /(x # y) is a conservative extension of that theory). lem@s Halbach puts itiHe
deflationist has to accept that even the most ma@daioms for truth have ontological impagibid.) This means that
the requirement that a correct theory of truth dmeservative over logic puts too stringent a den@mthe deflationist
(cf. Shapiro 1998, pp. 497-498). Unless ontologicakeguences are considered an intrinsic featuiegaf,lthe
concept of truth cannot be understood as a logmagtant as the deflationist intends it to beutftsan impacis
permissible, then it is difficult to know what lagis. Truth, therefore, is unlikie logical connectives and quantifiers
that serve their logical purpose in an ontologicakutral fashion.

Given that in formulating the abovesentences both were assumed to have names (& icotthe envisioned Gdodel-
numbering), that the theory logically implies théséence of at least two different objects showthe as no surprise.
However the formul& (our truth-bearer) is to be understood — propmsijtutterance, sentence type, etc. — the
background syntax ought to entail tNais adifferentsentence fromW. In other words: [A] truth theory makes sense
only if it comes with a theory of the objects timaty be true, whether they are sentences, proposijtiar something
else. Truth theoretic axioms should not be judghdmseparated from their underlying ontologicaldtfies that serve
as base theories...That certain presuppositions (nradetivating the axioms for truth) drop out agéiom these
axioms should hardly be surprising. This means ftiefiationists] asked for the wrong kind of conssiveness

before. If truth is not substantial, then it shoalat imply anything beyond the presuppositions ki@ate been made
when setting it up. The truth theory should notduae more than one has sunk intd (iHalbach 2001a, pp. 181-182).

%7 Ketland 1999, Theorem 1. The model-theoretic pissketched as follows: Any model of PA can be expanded to
a model ¥, E) which satisfies the restrict&ddscheme by taking the interpretation of the truddicateTr (ourE) to be
the set of (codes ofjpa-sentences true M. This in turn implies that if we can deduce arhamietical sentencg from
PA(T), then we can deduggfrom PA itself.

28 Moreover, even if we were to choose only instarfele induction scheme A as the axioms of our base theory
and extend the language to include Theentences together with truth-theoretic instainéése scheme (i.e. not just the
arithmetical ones), conservativity is maintainede ¥én go further:One can...strengthen this truth theory without
losing conservativeness by replacing the T-sentenith their uniform counterparts: the uniform Tagences saying
that for any x, A(v) is true for x if and only if¥).” Halbach 1999b has the proof. However, note tiohtevery model

of PA can be expanded to a modeR# + truth-theoretic induction axioms + uniforfrsentences. (Kaye 1991,
Proposition 15.4).

29 fact, as already mentioned, extending the lagguwfPA to include the non-truth-theoretic instances offthe
scheme, means that the resulting thd®®yT)is consistent (assuming the consistenci & Note that, according to
Paul Horwich, we should not restrict thiescheme apart from when pathology is imminent iterations of the truth
predicateare (sometimes) permissible, though sometimes not.
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that, ifp is an arithmetical sentence apA(T)+~ ¢, thenPA+- ¢

Even if we were to allow induction axioms that iqporate semantic reasoning by permitting the
inclusion of the truth predicate, thBA\(T) generates a conservative extensioRAfDo these
results mean that the deflationist can rest cofit€ain she vindicate her position by alluding to
these conservativeness facts? Unfortunately, ne@ameot. This is owing to the deflationist’s
commitment to a theory of truth much stronger ttiat recommended by the restricted set of
instances o1r([¢6 -~ ¢. Trouble for the deflationist begins when it isagnized that truth-theoretic
equivalents of infinite conjunctions amet derivable from the theory consisting of fheentences.
A central deflationary contention is that partlod {ogicalraison d’étreof the truth predicate is to
endorse a potential infinite list of assertiong liRll logical consequences of true statements are
true’ or ‘All theorems oPA are true”?’° Generalizations of this sort are precisely thetéatcal

purpose the deflationist says is discharged b¥ytrut
Fact 2:- The systdP\(T)does not imply ‘All theorems d&?A are true’

Moreover, there are certain generalizations abvath that one would like to establish from this
proposed theory of truth which (provably) cannoebtablished. For example, this theory of truth
cannot prove the truth-theoretic law of excludedate nor prove that a sentence is not true if its

negation is true.

One natural proposal for strengthening the (rdstlicset off-sentences is to pick the Tarskian

inductive definition of truth for arithmetic. Thiakes the form of six inductive axioms:

{a) If ¢ has the formt = u, theng is true iffval(t) = val(u)
(-) —¢@istrueiff @ is not true

o ¢LWis true iff bothg andy are true

o @LWis true iff either is true onp is true

T K@ is true iff, for each numbaer, @(f) is true

{0 [X¢is true iff, for some numben, ¢(i) is true

[where thef's and /s are arithmetical sentences orfi{|

2% Halbach shows how to produce truth-theoretic egjaivts of infinite conjunctions (1999a, Propositign

21 The axiom ‘{sen) If @ is true, therp is a sentence afpy’ is sometimes added.
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By induction on formula complexity, the theory givBy the axioms oPA + arithmetical induction
axioms + the above axioms governing the truth pegdiimplies each (arithmetic) instance of the
T-scheme. So, this meets Tarski material adequawyitton. Let us call this theorf(PA) The first

important result to note is the following:

Fact 3:T(PA)is a conservative extension#®’?

These inductive clauses for truth ought to be tieflarily acceptable. Indeed, Field embraces
them, arguing that “it is clear that without su@ngral laws the truth predicate would not serve its
main purpose [of allowing us to make natural gelimtions we could not otherwise maké[®
However, a question mark still lingers. An appearl arski's theory here already brings with it
stronger ideological commitments. Moreover, ittresger than the pure (restricted) disquotational
T-sentence theory as, using just Tagsentences, you cannot prove things like “For antencex of
Ypa, the negation af is true iffx is not true”. There is a case, then, to be maaleappealing to
Tarski’s inductive definition moves the deflatianisto strictlynon-deflationaryterritory. The
deflationist’s position is forced into untenabilltgre. The conservativenessIgPA) ensures that
certain natural generalizations, like the soundpesgiple forPA are_unprovablen the extended
theory:

Fact 4:- As a corollary of FactT§PA)does not imply ‘All theorems d?A
are trifé*

Furthermore, once the truth predicate is addedit@rtended language, with quantificational

assistance and by using the provability predidzaé€RA possesses, we can express generalizations

272 Kotlarski, H., Krajewski, S. & Lachlan, A. 1981\shown how to establish this result model-thécaty. The

idea is to expand eountablyrecursively saturated model BA to a model off (PA), to overcome the problem that only
recursively saturated models can expanded. Thikadetorks because every countable modé&lAhas an
elementarily equivalent extension that is recutlgigaturated. Halbach 1999b, however, establidhiesésult by cut
elimination, an argument that can be carried oftAntself, thus allowing a consistency proofilfPA), under the
assumption thaA is itself consistent.

2B Field 1998, p. 535.
27 Moreover, the reflective proposition that ‘All thems ofPA are true’ is provably stronger th&\. So, the
deflationary claim that an acceptanceéPéfand its corresponding truth-claim are logicallyieglent is mistaken. For

instance, from the reflective proposition you caove (under the assumption thA is consistent) the consistency
statement oPA, together wittPA's Gédel sentencé&pa. And, you cannotio this withPA alone.
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like ‘All axioms of PA are true?”® or ‘All the rules of inference dPA preserve truth’. An adequate
theory of truth (deflationary or otherwise) shouklve the resources éstablishsuch claims. The
deflationist is met with difficulty in that such igeralizations are not capable of being established
this proposed extended theory. And recall thaptiogision of such logico-linguistic fertility is

precisely theaison d’étreconferred on truth by the deflationist.

The deflationist may wish to avail herself of tieldwing fact. By including the truth predicate in
the induction scheme &fA, she can, with the help of this enlarged systewvethe requisite
generalizations. The problem, however, is thatehisrged theory isot a conservative extension
of PA. Let us call the theory ¢A (with the induction scheme expanded to admit fdasiu
containing the truth predicate) + the Tarskian tictive’ clauses for truth[r(PA).2"® We have the

following:
Fact 5Fr(PA)is not a conservative extensionRA

Fact 6:Fr(PA) implies soundness/reflection principles like ‘Aleorems oPA are

true’

Fact 7:- From ‘All theorems of PA dree’ you can prove (assumii is

consistent) the comsisy statemer@on(PA)for PA

The presence of the truth predicate in the firdeoinduction scheme &A endows the reasoner
with the ability to generate reflective results. fdaver, the consistency statem@ain(PA)
expressible in the languagePA is, by Godel’s second incompleteness theorem,awajte inPA.
But, from ‘All theorems oPA are true’, we can proweon(PA)(if PAis consistent). If we can
prove ‘All theorems oPA are true’ then we must have generatedm@-conservativextension.

Hence,

(a) Acceptance of the axsoofPA, and

(b) Accepting the soundness claim that ‘All theosemhPA are true’,

5 There is a subtlety here that there are many fasfr(x,y) which represent the relation ‘x is the code @roof of
the formula with Gédel number y’ and they are ribéquivalent. One has to distinguish between ttssee not all
express this relation in any natural sense.

28 Tr(PA) is Feferman’s (1991) terminology. Ketland 1999 &age 1991 call this theofA(S) Tr(PA) andPA(S)are
intertranslatable.
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which are considered to be equivalent in logicargith by the deflationist, are provably not s9. (b
is a_logically much strongetaim. As Ketland 1999 shows, Tarski's inductiefidition of truth is

adequate in this sense (i.e. non-conservative).edew this is crucially in contradiction with the
deflationary requirement that her axioms and rafasuth conservatively extend the theory
subscribed to. Indeed, this helps to lend furthedence to the Tarskian claim that his semantic
conception of truth is doing justice to the ‘classi correspondence theory of truth. And so, it

would appear that substantial assumptions have $reaggled in through the back door.

5.2.1Tennant’s Rebuttal

The topic of whether one needs to license refleattasoning truth-theoretically has recently been
vociferously discussed in tiMind journal of philosophy. As explained above, Ketlaadners the

deflationist into occupying one of the followingawpositions:

0] abandon the conservation condition and commitdolestantialist construal of truth, or
(i) abandon the adequacy condition, offering a norHtinéoretic understanding of the fact
that one’s acceptance of a mathematical base tiseetyas?A commits one to an

acceptance of a number of further statements ifatiguiage of that theory (one of these

of course being the Godel senteBg)*’’

Neil Tennant (2002, 2005) believes that optioni¢iiavailable to the deflationist. He claims thad t
deflationist has properly deflationary means foaiatng the insight that the undecidable Godel

sentencépp is one we ought to accemtf.(Tennant 2002, p. 553Pne suspects Tennant believes

further that there are deflationarily licit meanswshich to prove the soundness claimough this is
nowhere explicitly mentioned in hidind responses to Ketland, for that would indeed curtsthis
occupying a counter-position to Ketland’s. If Tenhs right, and he does indeed legitimately
occupy such a counter-position, then clearly théake-Shapiro argument fails. Let us closely

examine what Tennant has to say on behalf of tHetimist>"®

2" Ketland calls this commitment adnditional epistemic obligatidr(Ketland 2005, p. 80) and, according to him, this
is to be explained using the notion of truéind in so doing, allies the concept of truth withnon-conservativeness,
i.e. substantiality.

2’8 Tennant is actually a substantialist about trhitasays: I'am not a deflationist. | believe that truth armdsfty are
substantial: However, Tennant believes that there is stitble for a devil's advocate to playite devil — an unwitting
client, for whom | [am] appearingro bono- [is] the deflationist. (Tennant 2005, p. 89).
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In “Deflationism and the Godel Phenomena” Tennartdubled by what he refers to as ‘the
substantialist dogma’ pervading the philosophicehmunity and according to which only a
substantial notion of truth permits one’s beingeabl establish the truth of the Godel sentgBge
Tennant cites Michael Dummett as an example ofilaggpher falling foul of such dogmatism,
citing the following passage from Dummett’s “ThelBsophical Significance of Godel's

Theorem” as evidence:

The statemend] is of the formOxA(x), where each one of the statemeX(®), A(1), A(2),...is true:
sinceA(X) is recursive, the notion of truth for these estants is unproblematic. Since each of the
statement8(0), A(1), A(2),...is true in every model of the formal systemy anodel of the system in
which [G] is false must be a non-standard model...whenewesdme predicatB(x), we can recognize
all of the statemeni(0), B(1), B(2),...as true in the standard model, then we caogréze thatIxA(X)

is true in that model. This fact...we know oe #trength of our clear intuitive, conception af gtructure
of the model.

(Dummett 1963 (1978), p. 191)

Tennant refers to this as the ‘semantical argunaant’it is clearly designed to help one understand
why an acceptance of the Godel sentgBggis the right thing to do. On behalf of the defhaiist,
Tennant seeks to arrive at this very understanoyngvoiding any use of the truth predicate and to
thereby demonstrate that this insight is deflatidtyattainable ¢f. Tennant 2002, p. 562).
However, immediately alarms bells should be ringifige point that Ketland and Shapiro make is
that the reflective proposition ‘All theorems A are true’ and acceptanceA are_not

equivalent there are commitments that logically follow frahe reflective proposition that do not
follow from a mere acceptance BA. The reflective proposition @eductively strongeicontrary to
what the deflationist contends. There isgical differencen accepting®A and acceptin@A's
soundness statement. So, to argue@atcan follow from the soundnessA in a deflationarily
licit fashion is_not relevartb the dialectic here. What is important is thennex by which we arrive
at the soundness claim. And this is significangligvant to the dialectic because the deflationist
claims that th&-sentencesentail all there is to be said about truth, andttd the facts about

truth can be explained solely on the basis of tHamt, as demonstrated above, this is only
licensable with a ‘thick’, robust, substantial, rmanservative notion of truth. In fact, Tarski had
already pinned down the result that reflection @ples for our non-semantical base theBgyare
provable from his theory (which is non-conservativia a proof of the soundness principle. In his

1936alocus classicushe says:

The definition of truth allows the consisterafya deductive science to be proved on the bdsis o
metatheory which is of higher order that theary itself. On the other hand, it follows fromdedis
investigations that it is in general impossitd prove the consistency of a theory if the pisaought on
the basis of a metatheory of equal or lowdenrMoreover, Gédel has given a method for constrg
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sentences which — assuming the theory congdaee consistent — cannot be decided in anytibrem
this theory. All sentences constructed acogydd Godel's method possess the property thatnite
established whether they are true or falstherbasis of the metatheory of higher order hasicgrrect
definition of truth. Consequently, it is pdssito reach a decision regarding these senteneethey can
be either proved or disproved.

(Tarski 1936a (1983), p. 274)

Nevertheless, Tennant still persists in wishingeémonstrate that there exist deflationarily licit
means by which to carry out the semantical argurfogrthe truth of the Godel sentenGea.

Tennant adopts what he calls ‘the principle of ammf primitive recursive reflection’:
(URy.1): Ox(Provea( ¢(dot(x))) — Oxg(x) [with ¢(x) a primitive recursive predicaté]

The union of our non-semantical, mathematical laseryS and UR; ;) does indeed prove the
Godel sentencEepy, i.e. PAD (UR,,) - Gpa?® And clearly allusions to alethic concepts are not
involved in this reflection principl&* According to TennanpaceKetland, this furnishes us with
another way to recognize the truth of Gédel semtemdthout invoking anything like Tarski's
theory €f. Tennant 2002, p. 567). Tennant is clearly corextivy Ketland’s claim that “our ability
to recognize the truth of Godel sentences invadveeory of truth (Tarski’s) which significantly
transcends the deflationary theories” (Ketland 19088). Strangely, it is tthis claim, on behalf of
the deflationist, that Tennant addresses hinféeHlowever, as has already been highlighted, this is
completely beside the point! Ketland’s (and Shap)raim is to investigate whether the
justificatory resources needed to prove truth-tagoigeneralizations requires, as the deflationist
contends, nothing more that thesentences. Proving that something like Tarskimpaositional
theory of truth meets the adequacy condition at&ws that the conservation condition is violated
and, hence, that deflationism about truth is mestalMoreover, the meeting of the adequacy

condition yielded by employing Tarski’'s theory helgxplain/justify the ‘reflective reasoning’ that

2¥ This is Smorynski’s “First Uniform Reflection Pciple”. See Smorynski 1977, p. 845. It originaté§n@olomon
Feferman in Feferman 1962. The nota{i;')(dot(x))1 indicates that the variablemust range over elements hamable by
constants.

280 Ketland is completely correct to point out her¢ig acceptable to finitists, intuitionists, deftanists, nihilists,
deconstructivists, etc. that-gfollows from the soundness of PA.... [b]ut what dbéshave to do with what Shapiro
and | discuss?(Ketland 2005, p. 82).

1 Note significantly that contrary to some commeie&iT ennant isot wishing to point out, on behalf of the
deflationist, that the truth of the Godel sente@gg follows from the conjunction d®?A with the statement th&A is
consistent, i.ePA + Con(PA). To suggest otherwise would be to misunderstaamthant. In fact, Tennant himself flatly
contradicts commentaries that do wish to point onthis behalf, that the truth of the Gédel sergghg, follows from
PA + Con(PA).: “We are requiring that our regimentation...of thensetical argument be faithful to its informal
structure._This requirement also rules out making ase of Con(PA)(Tennant 2002, p. 563. Emphasis added.).

%2 Tennnat repeats his being concerned by this atoR@05 paper, p. 93.
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begins with an acceptancef and concludes with an acceptance of the globkatsin

principle?®® According to Shapiro and Ketland, this is duertaiaderstanding of the notion of truth
for the base language. By contrast, Tennant doegraffer any justification for his principle of
uniform primitive recursive reflectionUR,..). He just posits it>* No motivation is provided for it

in his 2002 paper. More significantly, he doesstaiw that such a justificatioreed not beéruth-
theoretic. This is what an advocate on behalf efdéflationist ought to be concerned by in order to
meet Ketland’s anti-deflationist challenge.

In his 2005 reply to Ketland, in highlighting ththe adoption of all instances of his principle of
uniform recursive reflection with the non-semaritlzase theory A affords a proof of the Godel

sentencé&pp, Tennant maintains the following:

There is no truck here with a substantialarotf truth. All one is doing here is applying tieflective
thought involved in the soundness princigt¢here is only reflection on one’s present axioimand
deductive commitments...[n]o further justitica is needed for the new commitment made by esging
one’s earlier commitments. As soon as oneegygtes the process of reflection, and how itsauteis
expressed by the reflection principle, oneady has an explanation of why someone who acBépts
should also accept all instances of the reflegrinciple...[w]e do not need a substantialapt of truth
in order to establish this result...

(Tennant 2005, p. 92)

Elsewhere, Tennant writes that one alternativesafying reflection principles non-truth-
theoretically is provided by “engaging in suitabieellectual reflection...[so] one can regard the
theorizing about truth as a ladder to be kickedyalwathe deflationist who has discovered (in the
reflection principles themselves) other means oéat *®°> What Tennant has in mind here is that,
gradually, new axioms and principles (owing to agasss of repeated exposure?) appear to us to be
self-evident. What Tennant has in mind is very makinm to the following Gédelian hypothesis of
how one gains a grasp of indispensable mathematxeains logically independent of those already
held:

If one considers the development of a chiltk notices that it proceeds in two directionsoitgists on
the one hand in experimenting with the objetthe external world and with its [own] sensondanotor
organs, on the other hand in coming to a battd better understanding of language, and thahee as
soon as the child is beyond the most primitigsignating [of objects] — of the basic conceptsvhich it
rests. With respect to the development irsgmnd direction, one can justifiably say thatdhiéd passes
through states of consciousness of varioughi®ie.g., one can say that a higher state otarsness is
attained when the child first learns the useards, and similarly at the moment when for tinstftime it

23 And, indeed, 6ne might...insist that somethishould explain why this is sqKetland 2005, p. 80)
24 And only in his short 2005 reply to Ketland 2005.

25 Tennant 2005, p. 96.
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understands a logical inference...a systenaaticconscious advance in the second direction ¥l
exceed the expectations one may have a piridiact...even without the application of a systtimand
conscious procedure, but entirely by itselfpasiderable further development takes placearsétond
direction, one that transcends “common serdainely,it turns out that in the systematic establishment
of the axioms of mathematics, new axioms,hwdiicnot follow by formal logic from those previlyus
established, again and again become evident.

(Godel 1961 (1995), pp. 383-385. Emphasis @dde

Tennant is submitting something precisely alongeh@ddelian lines: that reflection principles are
examples of “new axioms that become evident” ovingne’s having achieved a “higher state of
consciousness”, thereby negating any recoursetibstantial theory of truth. This illustrates, as
Ketland points out, what Bertrand Russell onceechlthe advantages of theft over honest toil”. It

seems then, according to Tennant, that the deafiatican assume principles without argument.

Ketland and Shapiro (and unbeknownst to Ketlarttieatime of writing his original 1999 paper,
also Feferman in 1991) all deal with the issueaf Istrong the justificatory resources are required
to be in proving global reflection principles suah‘All theorems oPA are true’. The plan

common to all was to use truth-theoretic extensiottgs being all the more pertinent for
deflationism given its insistence on the logicalipgllence of theory? A with the claim *All

theorems oPA are true’. In demonstrating that conservativelteaging truth theories are
inadequate to prove global reflection principlestlKnd reasonably concludes that deflationary
theories of truth tell much less than the wholéhtabout truth. As he points out, his argumentgleal

with deductive conteniTennant’s 2002 paper deals with the non-dedugtistficatory resources

needed for apprehending the truth of the G6dekserGra, and so does not answer the point
raised by Ketland at all. We must, therefore, tahis conclusion Tennant draws, namely that
deflationist strategies are available for ‘reflagtiupon essentially incomplete formal systems, and
accept that, as with Hilbert’'s programme, Godetiansiderations crushingly demonstrate the

unworkability of the deflationary programme of deihg the concept of truth.
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5.3 Appendix

To see how a proof of consistency for a formaleyséncoding abstract techniques establishes
conservativity, let R denote a formal system emugdieal’ statements with finitistic proofs, and le
| denote an ideal system involving abstract reaspriietd be the statemenix(fx = gx), where the
guantifier ranges ove¥ andf andg are primitive recursive functions. Let us assunseaadard
Godel coding of the language of | in R. Now supplosé. Hence, there is a numbesuch that
(wherePr(u,v) is the primitive recursive predicate ‘u i tbode number of a proof in | of the
formula with code number v’):

R-Pr(d,' ¢, where' ¢ is the code fop.
The following can be established (Smorynski 197 B34):

R-fx # gx — Pr(c(x),=¢7), for some derivation(x) depending on £&°
Now suppose R proves the consistency of |. It fedahat:

R-=[Pr(d,"¢™) OPr(c(x),"=¢ )]
Hence, R - Pr(c(x),/=¢")

Hence, R fx =gx

Hence, R- Ox(fx =gx) by universal generalization.

28 This is becauskx # gx for any given x is a finitary statement and henaa/gble in R, and since R is included in |
it's provable in | too. And sincedontains logic, | then proveéx(fx # gx) and hence provesx(fx = gx).

135



CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

That the elements of a picture are relatazhtbanother in a determinate way represents that th
things are related to one another in the saaye
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus

The question ‘What is truth?’ invites us to detarenwhat the concept of truth consists in. It does
not invite us to identify those qualities, othearttruth, which belong to whatever is tiiéTo

understand the question as inviting us to do ttierlgas we learned in Chapter 2) is to err as the
epistemicist errs. This is made starkly apparetténfollowing account of James’ instrumentalist

view:

Our account of truth is an account of truths ingheal, of processes of leading, realizedebus and
having only this quality in common, that tizy.
(James 1907a, p. 104)

The trivial sort of correspondentism expressed@tschema, and one acting as a minimal
constraint of adequacy, is not implied by any eprst theory whatsoever. It is, however, implied
by two rival theories: the correspondence theod/the deflationary theory. The fundamental
difference between the two views lies in their glifiig attitude to the nature of the enquiry
undertaken here. Inherent in the correspondenoaularis, so the correspondentist maintains, an
analysisof truth, one that identifies the nature of tratid endows it with nontrivial properties. In
opposition, deflationists maintain that no suchlygsia is possible because to say that truth has a
‘nature’ is a misnomer, and one which has misledymato investigating what its features might
be; there is on this view no philosophical valudeatito asking questions like ‘What is (the nature
of) truth?’ for there is no nature to truth to beadvered. As mentioned above, these two views do
accept that to say of a proposition that it is isue say that the proposition corresponds with

fact?®®289But theT-schema is just a (true) biconditional nowhererapth favour of one or the

287 Cf. the quote from RussellBhilosophical Essayssed as the epigram for Chapter 3.

28 \We saw in 4.2.1 and in 4.2.3 how the illocutiontirgory of Strawson’s and the prosententialism &.8. make no
appeal to th@-schema whatsoever. To sayis true’ is to say, according to Strawson, sonmgthike ‘Hooray top’

and, according to prosententialism, the senteméetrue’ stands in for the sentence denoteg Just as ‘she’ does for
Mary in ‘Mary had a little lamb, but she preferr@danadillos’. If no appeal is made to theschema in explicating truth
then the minimal constraint found in the folk the@ not met. Both the performative and the prometil theories are
(rightly) not considered mainstream deflationarydties of truth.

29 This is supported by the following deflationisteamark: ‘It is indeed undeniable that whenever a propositioan

utterance is true, it is true because somethingpéworld is a certain way — something typicallyeexal to the
proposition or utterancé (Horwich 1998a, p. 104).
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other view; it is entirely neutral on that accounfeatures as a sort of explanandum (which is why
it is a triviality acceptable to all) and accorditmgTarski’'s (and Kripke’s) theory of a relation
between a language and an interpretative strudtugdgiconditional appears only as a (low-level)
deductive consequence. Tarski himself emphasizdhike biconditional is not a definition of truth;
rather it is an adequacy condition for such a d@&dim; T-biconditionals are to be derived from, and
explained by, a definition linking expressionsheit interpretation in the world. If the object
language is included in the metalanguage, we camagski’'s standard example:

‘snow is white’ is true if and onlfysnow is white

which expresses a relation (of the particular giroorrespondence type) between a sentence of the

(tacitly) indexed object language and a fact. Geltdhere are true instances such as:

‘Phlogiston is given off during condtion’ is true if and only if Phlogiston is

given off during combustion

which seem to commit us to a particularly pecutiat, viz. the existence of Phlogistétf. but
equivalence statements can be true even when ioleth &re false. In cases where the object
language is not included in the metalanguage —aylier examplel. is German antiL is English

— then instances such as:

‘Schnee ist weiss’ is true if andyoifilsnow is white

are to be understood in such a way that the teBusriee’ and ‘weiss’ are interpreted in the world

to denote those entities that are denoted by ‘sama’‘white’ in English.

According to deflationism (the ‘empty theory’), tre other hand, the biconditional itself is all one
knows, and — according to that theory — all onfaat needs to know. But as we saw, this view has
unacceptable consequences. For example, it seeois/anus adequacy condition on an acceptable
theory of truth that it should be able to prove tha set of sentences is true then the set is
consistent. But th&-schema combined with Gddel’'s second incompletetiesgem tells us that

the consistency of the Peano axioms is not a coeseg of them (if they are in fact consistent)
while the truth of each is. If anything should bken as a reductio of deflationism, this surely

should.

290 This criticism is made in Jennings 1987.
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We now summarize the findings of this work:

We conclude that the traditional problems assodiaii¢h the correspondence theory are
ungrounded. That the fact-operatiiis a fact that...says the same thing as the truth-operatos *
true that.." is not taken to imply that a fact is nothing méhan a reification of a style of speaking
(or, at any rate, we deny that this observationligspnore is not involved). A rudimentary folk,
fact-based semantics would naturally be misleadihgs is the insight we gain from our
examination of the slingshot argument. That theisuent is valid should not disturb our state of
ataraxiabut force us to recognize the need to evolve fcoarse-grained theories to finer-grained
ones that are scientifically more sophisticatedebd, this is also the lesson to be learnt from the
Liar paradox. Tarski’s developmenttofith-in-a-modelplaced the correspondence theory in a
clearly delimited formal setting. This accomplishea things. First, the threat posed by the Liar is
removed since the theory’s consistency is guardrigel arski’'s theorem. This theorem tells us
that the paradox is not reproducible since ‘is’trsi@ot definable in the object language; there is
therefore, nothing in the nature of truth itselittiyenerates paradox — it arises, if you like, beea
we attempted to do something akin to dividing bye,thinking that, since there is a word ‘true’ i
English, English is a semantically closed languagehich the central properties of truth are
maintained. Tarski showed that you cannot havettigsther with bivalence (Kripke in his
celebrated work on truth showed you could have séioa closure, but at the cost of bivalentg).
Second, Tarski's work allows us to see exactly e sentences correspond to facts: true
sentences are homomorphic images of facts, ireeasentence represents, in a form-preserving
manner, the truth-making facts in it. To see thigmine the clauses of a Tarskian truth definition:
(a) basis clause R(a,...,a&) is true in liff IR)(I(ay),...,I(&)), where 1§) is the denotation in the
structure | of the linguistic iteng (b) induction clauses (b)) ~Ais true in | iff = (A is true in I);

(bi) AOB is true in | iff Ais true in | or B is true in (b;i) OXA(X) is true in | iff for all I(a), A[l(a)]

is true in 1. On the right hand side of each clabsaonditional you have a conditiamith exactly

the same logical formas the sentence on the left (and, with no memidruth, this forestalls

Frege’s objection), employing the same atomic fdenstructure for atomic sentences and the same

21 |ndeed, not only can ‘ordinary’ negation not béirded (for then a Liar sentence could be reconstd)an Kripke's
semantically closed languagecontaining its own truth predicate, but the seceeh is not true’, whera is a Liar-
sentence of, itself lacks a truth-value even though it is itiely true. Such statements can only be evaluated
correctly (according to intuitive criteria whichmetheless seem very compelling) in the classicéhlaeguage. But
then, as Kripke himself admitted, we are still @ed of a Tarskian metalanguage to make intuitimeesef what goes
on in the supposedly semantically closed language
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connectives and quantifiers for the compound seeterthe corresponding facts are built up

recursively matching the functional compositiontpayed in the sentence-structdreé.

The popular objections raised against this theogynat well founded. We saw, in Chapter 3, how
the ‘list-like’ objection popularized by Field, wdhi claims that all that is achieved are definitiohs
the form A is true’ (and not crucially of the form\' is true-inL’ for variableL), misses the point
that the model-theoretic definition provides ushvatuniform definition applying tall structures
capable of interpreting’s descriptive vocabulary. Indeed, contrary todbgction that Tarski's
work dealt exclusively with uninterpreted, formakizlanguages with nothing of interest to say
about natural languages, the formalized languageskirfemployed are best viewed as simple
models sharing sufficiently many features with naltitanguages so as to be capable of serving as
experiments with which to test out certain claimd groperties. Tarski understood this well. As he
himself said: “the only formalized languages trestra to be of real interest are those which are

fragments of natural languages™

Tarski’s theory has, of course, been famouslyazigid by Kripke (and others; since Kripke is the
author of the most serious objections | shall retstny remarks to him), precisely on the ground
that it does not model natural language well: indesry badly in some important ways. In
particular, qua model of English truth-discourse, Tarski theory implicitly stratifies truth-in-
English into a potentially infinite hierarch¥f of distinct truth predicates such that truth aele
has in its scope only the truth predicates on keheatln, on pain of ushering in the Liar
paradox. But English appears to have a single preticate, not a numberless hierarchy, within
whose scope moreover it is quite consistent to Baméences containing that predicate. Kripke
1975 has supplied a famous example with his NixeasbDimaginary dialogue (Nixon was

President of the USA at the time, with Watergatecent scandal). Dean states ‘All Nixon’s

292 This is how Tarski's theory meets Wittgensteimary) view that true sentences correspond to factseing

pictures of them. Both understood that the logstalcture of sentences is in every case a fundtmomaposition of
corresponding names of Boolean functions. Thusames the Boolean me&tnames the Boolean join, names
complementatiof] andO andname the infinitary Boolean meet and join ovelratances. The truth-table rules just
ensure that the truth-value in the Boolean algé®y® is given by the composite Boolean functiorrrared in the
structure of the proposition. For example, consttlerformula ‘- (gCr)’. Using 1 to symbolize ‘true’ and 0 to
symbolize ‘false’, supposép) = 1,v(q) = 0 andv(r) = 0 under a valuatiomof the generators p, g and rlp(gqr)’ is
true under the valuation i.e.v(p(gr)) = 1, just in case the Boolean functidad10[10) has the value 1 in the
Boolean algebra {0,1}, which it has. More generalfyp1{q(Tr)) is the value of the functiow(p)C(v(q)Cv(r)). This

can be represented by the kind of commutative diaggiven in 3.7i¢). The rigorous and general development of this
algebraic approach is provided in Rasiowa & Sikot§l68.

293 Tarski 1969, p. 68.

294 |n the model, actually infinite, up to the firstnrecursive ordinal (see Halbach 1999b).
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assertions about Watergate are false’ (1), but gnmibxon’s assertions about Watergate is the
following: (2) ‘Everything Dean says about Wateryet true’. But suppose that Dean had made at
least one unequivocally true assertion about Water(g.g. ‘Watergate is Watergate’). In that case
Nixon’s statement (2) is clearly false, and iffdikon’s other statements about Watergate are false
then Dean’s assertion (1) is true. There is applgranthing paradoxical or inconsistent in the way
we arrive at these evaluations: indeed, given tippased facts we are pretty much compelled to
them. Yet in being compelled to them we use thetfat (1) and (2) lie in each other’s scope, and
so the evaluations are precluded within the Tarsbdel (which Kripke calls the “orthodox
approach”). As Kripke remarks, it is possible tosuct all sorts of similarly intuitive and
consistent truth-evaluations which are difficulbdt impossible to accommodate with the Tarski
approach (Kripke 1975 (1984), p. 60).

This seems to be a profound objection to Tarskiésty, at any rate insofar as the latter claims to
model ordinary, reasonable truth-discourse; ibgsinot then it is just a formal model of purely
logico-mathematical, but not philosophical, intéré&sipke’s celebrated response was to construct
an alternative formal model to Tarski’s in whickiagle predicatér is included in the extralogical
vocabulary of the formal (in fact, first order) taragel.,>*® whose intended interpretation is a
correspondentist truth a la Tarski but with théetgnce that the semantics alldwto be undefined
for certain of its arguments, including all Liap/sentences constructiblelinTarski's theorem,
proved by a Liar-type reductio, tells us thatcan’t be a total predicate. The existence of truth
value gaps of course necessitates a revision diatd logic, since it is based on bivalence, but
Kleene had several years before, and for a quitereint purpose (to construct a logic of
computable predicates and functions), exhibitdd-eetvalue logic, in fact two, the so-called weak

and strong systems, the latter of which Kripke usedhis own model of truth.

Kripke’s theory has itself come in from serioudicism, not least by himself, not only for being
unable to accommodate intuitive judgements abaoith that Tarski’s theory can accommodate (for
example, as we have already noted, that the Ligesee is not true), but also failing to eradicate
stratification: its construction is carried outartlassical metalanguage. But these matters, @&nd th

formal details of Kripke's theory, don’t concernhusre: from the point of view of the present

2% |_can either be a language in which self-refereactefined via a Gédel-type encoding and the coaiitn of a
diagonal function, or simply be such that its stddnterpretation contains all its sentences sibaomain, in the
manner of Martin and Woodruff 1975. Martin and Wndtis language also contains its own truth pretlictike
Kripke’s, and the authors use Zorn’s Lemma to pra¥ixed-point theorem corresponding to Kripke'si@identally,
Martin and Woodruff's seminal paper appeared instume year as Kripke’s, though Kripke's is betteowkn because
of its accompanying philosophical discussion whietluded a remarkable statement of some of thessdeficiencies
of his own theory.
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discussion, the important point to note is thapKe's theory is just as correspondentist as Tagski’
only the underlying logic is different. As to howellva formal model can model all the intuitive
judgements we might want to make, about truth-diss®, or the set of all sets, the lesson of the
semantical paradoxes no less than the set-thealrpicadoxes is that some of these ‘intuitions’
have to be given up on pain of inconsistency. Kelpkheory may ‘correct’ Tarski’s in some ways
relative to these intuitions, but at the inevitaxst of failing to be ‘correct’ relative to otheido
model will be ‘correct’ relative to all. Whetheribg able to accommodate the Nixon-Dean
exchange is more important than having a sensegsdtion that allows us to say that the Liar

sentence is not true is a matter of opinion. Mgthat it is not.

The most popular objection to Tarski’s theory cornes deflationism. While the Tarskian views
theT-schema as a consequence of his theory which defiath in terms of attributing non-
linguistic ‘worldly’ properties to non-linguistiavorldly’ entities?*® most deflationists view tHe-
schema as conceptually basic; that is, no logieheations taking us deeper are needed (or,
indeed, are possible) to understand what truthistnis. On this opposing view tAeschema
underwrites truth’s ability to state useful genzi@ions and make blind ascriptions/endorsements
but it is entirely to this logico-linguistic fadiyi that truth owes its existence; that truth isfukgan
artefact of bookkeeping hatitédoesnotimply, for the deflationist, that truth exists loey this
function. Thismeanghat deflationism about truth can be representeithd idea that ‘adding’ truth
to a (non-semantical) theory of the world — leussPA — adds no new informational content, or
garners no new (mathematical) fattslt is in this sense that deflationary truth istibstantiaf*®
Technically, this amounts to the claim that thisaty conservatively extend®A. However, one’s
acceptance of the base theory (h&), commitsone to an acceptance of further statements in the

language of the base theory (and one of theseAas its Godel sentend®p,).>°° And this

commitment, as reported in Chapter 5, uses themati truth thus allying truth with its non-
conservativeness i.e. substantiality. The abibtyeicognize the truth of the Godel sente@Geg
involves a theory of truth, i.e. Tarski’s, signéittly transcending the deflationary thed¥This

298 Cf. Sher 1999, pp. 134-135.
297 | borrow this phrase from Simon Blackburn.
298 Cf. Shapiro 1998, p. 497 and Ketland 1999, p. 79.

299f truth is not redundant in this sense, thes difficult to see what, alternatively, could bederstood by the claim
that truth is insubstantial.

300 Ketland calls this acbnditional epistemic obligatidr(Ketland 2005, p. 80).

301 Cf. Ketland 1999, p.88.
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means that we are, after all, entitled to plactess$ of Ramsey’s ladder Tarski’'s sturdier

replacement, professing greater insights as wendsce

The propositions — such as ‘All theoremsP# are true®®? — which form part of the deflationary
package araot provablein the conservatively extending theory. This metias the proposition

‘All theorems ofPA are true’ and an acceptance”# are_not equivalent.e. there are
commitments that logically follow from the firstggosition thatlo notfollow from a mere
acceptance dPA The reflective proposition @eductively strongecontrary to what the

deflationist contends; there idagical differencan accepting?A and acceptin@A's soundness
statement®® Hence, the deflationary claim that the instandeb@T-schema entail all there is to be
said about truth, that all the facts about truth lca explained solely on the basis of them, iefals
These are only attainable with a robust, substantim-conservative theory of truth* which is the

theory devised by Tarski and defended here.

392 |ndeed, it is a condition of adequamy any theory of truth that it be able to prove équivalence of a (possibly
infinitely axiomatized) theorgnd its truth ¢f. Ketland 1999, p. 90).

33 Hence, to argue as Tennant 2005 does that thel GékenceSp, can follow from the soundnessBAin a
deflationarily licit way is_not relevarnb the dialectic here. What is important, howeiethe manner in which we
arrive at the soundness claim. The justificatospteces needed to prove truth-theoretic generaimtequires,
contrary to deflationary claims, motiean the instances of tieschema.

304 A result that Tarski had already established inli9i36locus classicugTarski 1936a (1983), p. 274).
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