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Abstract  From the popular view that the property of truth adds nothing not
aready inherent initsbearersit has been inferred that classical theories of truth
are thereby refuted. Taking as representative a version of deflationism based
on a certain way of interpreting the Tarskian schema convention T—and pop-
ularly called “disquotational”—I argue that the view is beset by fatal difficul-
ties. These include: an unavoidable awkwardness in handling indexicals; an
inability to accept anything more than atoo anemic notion of atruth condition,
leaving it defenseless against clearly inadequate alternatives; and an incapac-
ity to show that its characteristic biconditional can support any acceptable de-
pendency claims (made evident by replacing the biconditional with ‘because’).
Finally, were there no predicate on the order of ‘istrue’, thiswould not annihi-
|ate the property of being true or the current grounds for philosophical inquiries
about it. Thisisanimportant clueto why deflationary approachesin general are
dead ends.

1 Armstrongwrites, “Two theoriesof truth...fight in the breast of any right-minded,
not to say clean-living, philosopher. |, at any rate, have oscillated between the two for
many years. Thefirst isthe Correspondence theory. To say that pistrueisto say that
this proposition corresponds to reality. The other is the Redundancy theory. To say
that pistrueis, fundamentally, to say no morethanto say p” ([Iﬁl, p. 435). Inner peace
isrestored when he concludesthat they are compatible. But the predicament isintelli-
gibleonly because the views appear to beinconsi stent with each other. What accounts
for this appearance? The redundancy theory (hereafter “redundancy”) is usually re-
garded as a member of agroup of closely related deflationary views. Subject to later
qualification, deflationism maintains

(D) truthisnot aproperty,

more specifically, not arelational one. Closely connected with thisis the usual sub-
sequent claim that
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(Dm)  thetheory of truth engages no metaphysical issues (viz., about the
conditions making a bearer true).

It may be unclear whether (Dy) isintended as a separate defining feature of defl ation-
ism or as an implication of (D)—say, with some allegedly indisputable principles—
but in either case it is integral to al forms of deflationism. On the other hand, the
correspondence theory (hereafter “ correspondence”) implies, inter alia, that truth is
aproperty attaching to abearer when it isrelated to acertain state of theworld. There
is certainly a conflict between deflationism and correspondence. The only remaining
guestion is whether we can detach redundancy from deflationism without eviscerat-
ing the former. | argue shortly that we cannot.

Theremainder of this paper is an extended argument to the effect that most pop-
ular formsof (D) collapse. Moreover, we may locate much of their failure by acloser
reading of the very constructions deflationists regularly cite asthe strongest evidence
for their view. To summarize alarge part of my claim, (D) relies on an impossibly
dight interpretation of those formulas. However, before seriously mooting these is-
sues, anumber of preliminary remarks are in order.

2 A pure form of the redundancy theory harks back to Ramsey’s oft-quoted “It
is evident that ‘It is true that Caesar was murdered’ means no more than that Cae-
sar was murdered” ([25], p. 142). Setting aside differences between the operator ‘it
istrue that’ and the predicate ‘is true’, another instance is Ayer’s claim that “in all
sentences of theform ‘ pistrue,” the phrase ‘istrue’ islogically superfluous. When,
for example, one saysthat the proposition ‘ Queen Anneisdead’ istrue, al that oneis
saying isthat Queen Anneisdead” ([Z], p. 88).! Initscurrently most popular version
redundancy utilizes atheorem schemadrawn from Tarski which he called convention
T:

sistrue (inlanguage L) if and only if p

in which sisto be replaced by a structural description of a sentence of the relevant
object-language. Let uscall the part of convention T, and instances occurring left of
the connective, its ‘target sentence’. The clamis: it is a condition of material ade-
guacy for any theory of truth that it contain as theorems all (true) instances resulting
from replacing ‘s’ and ‘ p’ with a structural description (/name) of a sentence of L
and the sentence of L thereby named, respectively. Call the results thereby obtained
‘T-biconditionals'.

To arrive at a T-biconditional an atomic sentence must satisfy clauses for names
and predicates. | shall ignore these prior steps (as well as relativization to language
and strict punctuation) to simplify the exposition and to prevent us from being side-
tracked by issues orthogonal to our main purpose. Utilizing this machinery should
carry no implication that Tarski himself subscribes to redundancy, or for that matter
any other form of deflationism. Nevertheless, as is well known, many deflationists
have incorporated related aspects of Tarski’s work into their own views. Unsurpris-
ingly, convention T becomes central just where the focus changes from truth operator
to truth predicate.

Again ignoring differences between a predicate and an operator, let us summa-
rize redundancy for handy retrieval asthe claim that
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(R) ‘istrue’ contributes nothing (new) semantically to that of which it is
predicated.

However, we shall concentrate not on redundancy, but on avariant (or at least afirst
cousin) recognizable under the title “disquotationalism.” For the disquotationalist,
the most revealing versions of convention T and T-biconditionals are those in which
s, the structural description, is supplied by a quotation name of the sentence of which
‘istrue’ is predicated, and in which the metalanguage in which the T sentence is
framed includes its own object language.? Thus, the translation of the quoted sen-
tence into the metalanguage is homophonic. For disguotationalism this makes man-
ifest the more exact relation between the target sentence and the right-hand side. To
wit,

(T) ‘p istrueif and only if (=iff) p.
Examples of T-biconditionalsinclude

(TB1) ‘dogsbark’ istrueiff dogs bark,
and
(TB2) ‘Zagorais52 daysby camel from Tombouctou' istrueiff Zagorais
52 days by camel from Tombouctou.

Indeed, all appropriate sentences will have atrue biconditional for each sentence of
which ‘istrue’ (or its trandation) is predicated. The right-hand side is obtained in
each case by two simple removal operations on the target sentence: of its predicate
and of the quotation marks from the quotation name. The disgquotationalist’s leading
point is that this procedure preserves “the same assertoric content” as the target sen-
tence in the disquoted sentence, thus displaying again the superfluidity of the truth
predicate.® For ahandy summary of disquotationalism | choose the following.

(Q) For dl instances of sentences of the form ‘ “ p” istrue’, the sentence
obtained by removing the quotation marks and deleting ‘is true’ has
the same assertoric (or informational) content as the original .

Theorists may prefer more careful statements of their doctrines, but these unqualified
summaries will serve us at this stage. Qualifications can be entered as needed.

As stated, both (R) and (Q) conspicuously lack deflationary consequences. We
obtain them by adding that (Q)—or (R)—is a complete account of truth, or at least a
complete account of thefact-stating contribution of ‘istrue’ in T-biconditionals. (Call
this ‘the completeness qualification’.) Being complete, the view leaves nothing for
classical theoriesof truthto supply; in particular it does not omit any further condition
that would, in conjunction with the bearer in question, makethat bearer true (or false).
This then brings us once again to

(D) truth isnot a property.

What follows is alaundry list of preliminary comments about (Q), (D), and (R), and
their interrelations.

First, given (Q)—or (R), hereafter understood—together with the completeness
qualification, a more immediate consequence than (D) appears to be

(Dp) thepredicate ‘istrue’ expresses no property.
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Thus, we might suppose that the inference from (Q) to (D) is mediated by (Dp). But
(Dp) might be true even where (D) isfase: that is, truth might be a property even if
its correlative predicate does not expressit. (Dp) isbasically asemantic claim, while
its alleged consequence (D) is ametaphysical thesis.* We can imagine the semantics
of ‘istrue’ going a certain way even if the world (including truth) does not. If this
were the situation, deflationism would have to confront the issue of truth-conditions
directly, rather than indirectly (asis the current practice) by way of seeing what can
be extracted from a consideration of uses of atruth-predicate. Other than noting this
difference between (D) and (Dp) for future reference, let us provisionally ignore it.
Thus, would-be deflationists who frame their views in terms of something like (Dp)
may betaken to be making claimsbearing on (D). The slack between the theseslooms
larger in Section 6.

Second, while (R) appliesto propositions, (Q) mentions sentences. Certain dis-
putes between these forms revolve about that difference: say, over the place of sub-
stitutional quantification, over predicating ‘istrue’ of what we do not understand, and
over the range of variablesin formulas that replace truth with the help of quantifiers.
But we may sidestep those issues here. The points pressed below concern problems
that cannot be eluded by switching versions.

Third, it should not be supposed that in calling the content in (Q) “assertoric”
| am acquiescing in the occasional disgquotationalist characterization of (Q) as show-
ing that the target sentence assertsjust what the right-hand sentence does and nothing
more, that the two sentences have the same assertive force. Thelink between the dis-
guotational procedure and assertion isat most incidental. What mattersisasimilarity
of content. It is qualified here as *assertoric’, occasionaly ‘informational’, because
there appearsto be a paucity of alternatives for describing it that are not in their own
way as misleading as those terms. Various disguotationalists may suppose the con-
nection with assertion to be more intimate because the embedded sentences are both
indicative. Even so, they could be used for acts other than asserting. (E.g., someone
about to rent a camel might exclaim in an incredulous tone, “Zagorais 52 days by
camel from Tombouctou?’ afamiliar conversational short form for “Do you mean
to say that...?" Similar cases can be conjured for whole target sentences.) Thus, if
we may separate the content of a speech act from the indicator of the speech act per-
formed with it,> we might put it that whatever similarity of the sides is unearthed by
the disguotational procedure isthat of content not, save derivatively, of assertion (or
any other speech act). Some take the disguotational procedure to have consequences
only for the practice of asserting. But for reasonsjust given the procedure as such has
no immediate consequences for assertions, much less confining itself to the practice
of asserting. Assertoric content is not the same as assertoric practice. Thus, the fol-
lowing, though perhaps correct, seems to me too narrow for (Q) as well as inviting
misconstrual:

(QA) toassertthat ‘ p’ istrueisto assert no more than that p.

No reason is discoverable in the T-sentences themselves to compel usto conceive of
their embedded sentences as (implicit) assertions.®

Fourth, it is well known among disguotationalists that the procedure in (Q) is
not always available. Two sorts of cases are customarily cited: those in which the
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sentence in question is not displayed, asin ‘What David said about the Cretaceous
extinction is true’, and those in which we universally quantify over sentences asin
‘Whatever the Pope saysistrue’. Let uslabel such casesin which the procedurein
(Q) will not work—for whatever reason—exceptional, and the other cases successful.
| shall highlight another sort of exceptional casein the next section. At present | want
to concentrate on disguotationalist strategy for the acknowledged exceptional cases.

While it is as a rule admitted that the existence of exceptional cases blocks a
reductive analysis of ‘istrue’, such cases are taken to illustrate a more general defla-
tionary point: namely, ‘istrue’ isno more than a device for semantic ascent, for talk-
ing about bearers of truth rather than for talking directly about those bearers’ subject-
matters. Reading back into the everyday case, disgquotationalists may adopt thisasan
official account of what ‘istrue’ achieveswhenever it is predicated, with T-sentences
showing why the accomplishment is normally dispensable.” Then for successful and
exceptional cases alike, the choice between talking in these contexts about the world
and words becomes negligible (e.g., saying that the sky is blue rather than that ‘is
blue' is truly predicable of what ‘the sky’ denotes). For this reason the target sen-
tences of (TB1) and (TB2) no more introduce a property of truth than do the other
sides of their biconditionals. Thisisnot, asit were, an independent thesis which may
be optionally attached to disquotationalism; rather it isintegral to the way disquota-
tionalists view the upshot of disgquoting in the successful cases. As such, itisama
jor reason for including the completeness qualification as part of the original view,
and it may be a source of what | later describe as their systemic misreading of T-
biconditionals.

Fifth, in connection with the last point it should be mentioned that some re-
gard (Q)—or (R)—as compatible with correspondence. These may be correspon-
dence theorists who concede (Q), but they are never (Q)’s died-in-the wool advo-
cates. At the outset we noted Armstrong’s version of this compatibilism for (R).
Searle ([28], ch. 9) promotesit for (Q).8 As for the true blue advocates of (Q)—and
most commentators—they regard the completeness qualification (and thereby defla-
tionism (D), which is certainly incompatible with correspondence) as an integral part
of the view. Someone may give various reasons for including (D) inside the posi-
tion. It may be believed that a form of (Q), perhaps with the help of uncontrover-
sia premises, implies (D), or perhaps the completeness qualification is intended as
anorigind, if separable, part of the disquotationalist doctrine. Others seem to see no
genuine distinction between (Q) and (D).° | agree with compatibilists that (Q) does
not, in fact, imply (D), not even with the help of any uncontroversial premises with
which | amfamiliar. Thiswasforeshadowed in earlier remarks about the gap between
the former’s semantic standing and the latter’s metaphysical status. Nevertheless, it
seems beyond dispute that a more fleshed out disquotationalism should be taken as
a deflationary view (viz., with the completeness qualification), however a defender
thinks that gets accomplished. Without that article (Q) is not avery interesting doc-
tring, and it is hard to imagine why serious thinkers would have gone to the trouble
of emphasizing it. For shorn of that implication all it saysisthat in many instancesin
which ‘istrue’ hasbeen used, the statement made can be reformul ated with adifferent
utterancein which ‘istrue’ doesnot appear. The simpleretention of content whilere-
formulating one's sentences is a rather humdrum occurrence, perhaps of significance
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for diplomats and advertisers but sustaining no particular philosophical interest. It
acquires significance when the rephrasal supplies alesson about the missing phrase.
This is the job of philosophical analysis, reductive or merely elucidatory. If we do
not credit (Q) with that much, it is hard to see the point of trying to accommodate it.
Thus, whether or not the implication holds, | shall take (D) as an integral part of the
view here and, except where stated otherwise, | understand (Q) as amended by the
completeness qualification.

Sixth, I am not concerned with attempts to show that a substantive concept of
truth is free of semantic primitives. While that is a perfectly legitimate enterprise,
it is scarcely a sine qua non of atheory of truth. Correspondence involves semantic
notions, and it isindifferent to its ultimate acceptance whether they can be generated
nonsemantically.

Seventh, while redundancy and disquotationalism are prominent varieties of de-
flationism, they do not exhaust the possibilitiesfor (D). Thereisalso, for example, a
prosententialist theory which suggests treating the target sentence on the left-hand
side of (T) aong the lines of ademonstrative.1® In addition some argue for (D) by at-
tacking the sensibleness of the bearer-independent worldly items such asfacts, which
appear to be needed by substantial theories. (This strategy is also occasionally em-
ployed by classical nondeflationist competitors of correspondence, e.g., coherence.
Here we note only its role as a supplementary argument for deflationism.) Again
some proceed directly to give a “noncognitivist” analysis of the truth predicate as a
substitute for considering target sentences as involved in fact-stating discourse. Yet
others have pursued a mixture of these strategies. | concentrate largely on (Q). This
survey could not hope to cover al the varieties in the field, so | have opted for the
most celebrated and widely held as representative. (Q) also cedes nothing in plausi-
bility to other forms. While not every problem | shall expose attaches, mutatis mutan-
dis, to each of the other forms, (Q)’s problems are representative enough to provide a
glimpseinto potential deficiencies of other versions of (D). (Recall that despite their
troubled logical relations, | am considering (Q) only insofar asit is supplemented by
(D).) Connected with this, we might mention another deflationary tenet:

(DA) thetruth-predicateismerely adevicefor (oneor another of avariety
of) endorsements of sentences, or, alternatively, merely adevicefor
semantic ascent.
(D) does not imply (DA): rejecting a predicate’s metaphysical aspirations does not
commit one to any particular view about its actual role. Nevertheless, if it isto be
plausibly maintained that ‘is true’ is not a factual predicate, the account is greatly
enhanced by at least some notion of what role the predicate does, in fact, play.
Finaly, (D) is often qualified (by supporters and critics alike) in various ways.
Some deflationists do not deny outright that truth isaproperty, but claim only that itis
not a“substantial” one.'* AsWright putsit, it is* metaphysically lightweight” rather
than “metaphysically heavyweight.” Othersmay argue, not that truth isnot a substan-
tial property, but only that our account of the truth-predicate does not commit us to
its being so. All such thinkers are to be thought of as covered by these deliberations
although | shall continue to use the simpler claim (D). We cannot delve deeply into
the qualifications. | shall satisfy myself with two brief comments. First, whatever
substantiality amounts to, certainly the correspondence claim that there are worldly
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conditions for a bearer’s being true counts as substantial. Second, even if ‘is true’
were to have, as some expressivists have claimed, noncognitive functions—such as
expressing a stance or attitude, or standing by, agreeing with, underwriting, second-
ing, or supporting a sentence, or satisfying a norm—it would not follow that it did
not also convey something about a substantive property. Indeed, it might do both.1?
(D) isnot entailed by showing that ‘istrue’ performs one of the tasks awarded it by
(DA).

Thus far we have said very little about the main victim of deflation—the corre-
spondence theory of truth. Correspondence maintains that a bearer is made true by
virtue of (= its truth is constituted by) a relation to something in the world.'® Bear-
ers cited in the literature have included beliefs, sentences, propositions, statements,
ideas, and judgments; things in the world have included facts, states of affairs, situ-
ations, and sets of individuals (with or without properties). It would be a distraction
here to elaborate the view further. The deflationist takes issue not with the details of
particular versions, but the very project correspondence setsitself. And the project is
something correspondence shares with classical competitors such as coherence. Cor-
respondence is selected as a foil for (D) because, insofar as the project of inquiring
into truth-making conditionsis concerned, correspondence has the edge over itsclas-
sical competitors. However, according to the deflationist, thetask of discovering what
substantial features make bearers true should not even get started, because conven-
tion T, asinterpreted by (Q) and the compl eteness qualification, tellsus all thereisto
know about the predicate ‘istrue’. For succinctness, | shall write below asif (Q) and
(D) are being played off against correspondence, but al that the latter requiresin this
setting is the legitimacy of its project, not a completed or detailed formulation.

Some have complained that this sketch glosses over the pivotal difference be-
tween antirealism and correspondence: namely, whether all truths are such in virtue
of asingle type of thing; that is, for correspondence—or so it is claimed—thereisa
single account of truth for every kind of belief. Although this seems to me to place
an unjustified burden upon that view, we need not broach the issue here, for (D), or at
least (Dy), implies that no truth—not even a single case—is constituted in the way
described by correspondence.

A major thrust of the remainder of this paper isthat (Q) isnot aminimal render-
ing of atruth theory onto which correspondence and its competitors would have to
be added; but rather it is either nothing or a competing (not neutral) and implausible
understanding of (T). Since anumber of writers have viewed (Q)’sreading of (T) as
saying something “minimal,” below the level at which traditional theories get intro-
duced, or as neutral between various truth theories,* this calls for some elaboration.

If we consider (T) as containing aleft-hand side, a connective, and aright-hand
side, it isfair to state that much attention has been paid to the first two constitutents,
and a good deal less to the third. Regarding target sentences, the literature on the
proper bearersof truthisprofuse. Will sentencessuffice? If not, what moreisneeded?
The current situation here seemsto be one of tolerant pluralism. Also, theorists have
disagreed about the strength appropriate to the connectivesif they areto apply to nat-
ural language: are they material conditionals, indicative conditionals (if that differs
from the material), conditionals supporting, or identical with, subjunctives? When
weturn to the right-hand side, there has not been nearly the same intense controversy
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over various readings of (T) it might mandate. To the extent that options have been
vetted at all, they seem to be confined to the syntactical properties of the right-hand
medium. Of course, we find there a string of words, a sentence with a syntax. But
suppose we ask, “How must this part of the formulabe understood to operate to sup-
ply an adequate account of ‘istrue’ in natural language?’ Some minimalists (recent
descendants of deflationists, see note 13) have satisfied themselves with the thought
that we need nothing more than to recognize that the two sides share assertoric con-
tent. But any further consideration of what is needed for the right-hand side to have
that content, beyond the fact that it is asentence, has been scuttled. Let me elaborate.

Subsequent parts of this paper pose aseries of problemswhich any interpretation
of (T) must solveif it isto cover natural language. The problems are not esoteric; in
fact, they are scarcely problems at all for correspondence and coherence, but merely
part of what those theories are designed to address. Aswill become evident, deflation-
ists themselves have addressed some of them. They involve such matters as methods
for choosing indices (Section 3), grounds for rejecting clearly unacceptable, but ex-
tensionally equivalent, alternatives to the biconditional (Section 4), and accounting
for why T-biconditionals are systematically mirrored by a set of because statements
(Section 5). They are issues deflationists cannot avoid, but, | argue, that they areill-
equipped to handle. Oneway to solve them would beto tie the right-hand sentence to
a (actual or possible) worldly state. Thisis unavailable to the disquotationalist, who
sees on the right-hand side, say, only a syntactic something capable of being negated,
conditionalized, and perhaps embedded in intentional contexts.

A useful way of viewing my later resultsisto posethefollowing trilemmafor the
deflationism integral to (Q) and (R): for the af orementioned problems, assuming that
they are genuine (and no one has to my knowledge seriously challenged that) view-
ing the right-hand side as no more than a sentence whose content can be compared
for similarity or difference with that of the target sentence’syields aclearly mistaken
solution, specifying aworldly state of affairswhich that sentence expressesisunavail-
able, and there is nothing intermediate. A view without further optionsis doomed.

None of thischallenges(T). Rather the point of the exerciseisto show that what
deflationists regard as a minimalist reading of it is, as of yet, no reading at al, at
least not until we know more about what the right-hand side conveys. And once we
know what deflationists as such must refuse to acknowledge about it, their view either
has yet to express a proposition or expresses one that is patently implausible. Thisis
not the only charge | lay at disquotationalism’s doorstep, but it is a thread that runs
through much of the following critique.

Anather useful way to view the issue is to compare the right-hand side of (T)
with a photograph, which is in turn contrasted with the scene of which it is a pho-
tograph. We can describe the contents of the original scene directly as ‘dark blue
vase with lilies on a mahogany table’. But we have a choice with the photograph.
We can describe its content just as we described its original scene, and when doing
this the words following ‘it is a photograph of...” constitute as much a description
of the scene as of the photograph. This seems the most natural kind of photographic
description. In it the describer ignores the medium (e.g., the gloss or matte finish of
the photographic paper, the singular way in which depth is photographically repre-
sented). She “looks through” its properties qua medium and describes it in terms of
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what it represents, perhaps subject to certain restrictions regarding the way a photo-
graph can represent things. We have a similar option for understanding (T). (Q) and
(R) maintain that we can get along largely ignoring the actual representational fea-
tures of the right-hand side—noting only that it represents (has assertive content) and
that whatever its content may be, it is the same as that on the other side. But nonde-
flationists construe the right-hand side in terms of what isrepresented viathe medium
appearing there. My twofold contention is (1) that thisis no more an unnatural way
of taking (T) than isthe anal ogous description in the case of photographs, and (2) that
various considerations adduced in the sequel force upon us the nondeflationist read-
ing: that is, only attention to what is represented by the right-hand side will give the
desired reading of (T).

Asjust noted, Sections 3-5 contain reasons for the second of these claims. A
concluding Section 6 argues that an initial mistake, playing into disquotationalist
hands, may have been to allow the entire issue about a truth property to rest on anal-
yses of its correlative predicate ‘istrue’.

3  Thusfar we have supposed that cases in which atarget sentence is present are
successful for (Q), those in which it is absent are not. This would appear to imply
that all T-sentences are successful. But sentences with indexicals falsify that view.
The exception is generally acknowledged, but its full significance is often missed.
Consider an example of such a sentence: ‘I am not acrook’. We would not want its
T-biconditional to be

‘I am not acrook’ istrueif and only if | am not a crook.

Because of the context-dependent (and conversational) way in which its truth-condi-
tion has been specified, putting it forward hampers “the plausibility of the claim that
what has been defined [here] is truth” (Davidson [[4], p. 34). Rather we need some-
thing delivering generalized truth conditions, asin

(TB3) ‘I amnot acrook’ istrueif and only if the utterer is not a crook (at
the time of utterance, say, t,).

But “the utterer is not a crook (at t;)” does not disguote the relevant part of the tar-
get sentence. What are the options for bringing this case in line? We might try to
transport the indexical elements to the left-hand side. That—and other local patch-
up jobs—fail for a simple reason: namely, the right-hand side must present a gen-
eral, noncontext-bound statement of the conditions making the quoted sentence on
the left-hand side true. Disquoting a context-bound sentence cannot achieve this by
itself. That does not mean that (T3) cannot serve deflationism: it is still a formula
in which ‘istrue’ is absent from the right-hand side. But that is insufficient to dis-
pel some serious misgivings. One of them concerns whether the emendations for T-
sentences dictated by the cases preserve the virtues that led one to sign on to (Q) in
the first place. Another one, not unconnected, is whether these sorts of changes are
favorable to adisquotationalist, or even a deflationary, reading of the end product.
Asfor the first misgiving, we begin with the plain observations that we cannot
always obtain the desired replacement by the straightforward method indicated by (Q)
and that this has nothing to do with ‘istrue’ being predicated of sentences which are
unknown, not understood, or instantiated infinitely. But suppose the disquotationalist
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rejoinsasfollows: “Little has been lost other than amechanical way to apply the pro-
cedure. Truth theory will now require additional clauses for speakers and locations,
but with the same result. The process from which disquotationalism derives itstitle
isonly that used in the simplest cases.” Why doesn’t this dispel the doubt?

Well, for onething, the variousforms of (D) cannot merely claimto getrid of ‘is
true’ inwhatever way isavailable on the occasion. (D) drawsits plausibility from the
systematic character of the method it proposes, be it disquotationalism, redundancy,
prosententialism, or whatever. This is because deflationism proposes to deal with a
truth-predicate without introducing any (substantial) truth-property. Inasensewhich
isdifficult to make as precise asdesirable here, thisincludes dissociating the syntax of
the predicate from its semantics. Thismay require abroad notion of syntax, but (D)’s
advertised discovery is, roughly, that the semantic treatments of classical truth theo-
ries are replaceable by syntactical ones.’® But syntax, however broadly construed,
is nothing if not rule-governed and mechanical. Given its resources, there is sim-
ply no other way to insure that its formulas can be extended to unexamined cases.
It loses that feature and its touted advantage over classical theories when it concedes
that it cannot get along without devices that are neither anticipated nor explained by
its method. This brings us to the second concern.

Whilewe cannot foreclose on additional clausesfor indexicals, interjecting them
seemsto undo whatever advantage may have accrued to the disquotationalist’s claims
for an unmetaphysical reading. The kinds of changes forced upon (TB3) and itskin
make correspondence-type explanations naturally appealing in waysthat it isdifficult
for deflationary explanationsto match. Correspondence theorists can argue plausibly
that when we decide what clauses to introduce and how to frame them, we are com-
pelled by adesideratum that the right-hand side yield the worldly truth-condition for
the target sentence. Worldly truth-conditions cannot have truth sensibly predicated
of them. We are deprived of anything like an anal ogue of the mechanical explanation
that (Q) suppliesfor the successful simple case, and we are thrown directly into con-
siderations of how the sentence (on thisuse) matchestheworld. Although for reasons
discussed shortly, the disguotationalist is not absolutely forced to acknowledge that
wecan only eliminatetheindexical by considering worldly conditions, the correspon-
dencetheorist’s hand is, nevertheless, strengthened. The foregoing explanation gives
substance to the claim that the appearance of a sentential something on the right-hand
sideisinsignificant and accidental (dictated by therules of Indo-European syntax, not
by truth theory): what mattersisthat aworldly item of a certain sort be specified. No
doubt this option has been there all along, but its virtues clearly emerge in indexi-
cal cases. For while we need not complicate correspondence just to account for the
sorts of elements required in (TB3), as additions to (Q)—or (R)—they are cast in an
unflattering light asill-fitting (if not ad hoc) addenda.

Thereare of course possible escaperoutesfor the deflationist here, although they
may only defer afatal reckoning. For example, it might be maintained that a cognizer
(speaker) associates each indexical with a mental file drawer containing names, de-
scriptions, and even other (ultimately eliminable) indexicals with which to complete
the right-hand side (see Field [B], pp. 280-81). The connections are between index-
icals and other linguistic items, and thus nonsemantic. No semantic relations have
been introduced.
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Itisunclear how thiswill work. For onething, it takes a detour through the the-
ory of content for a cognizer, and despite the popular assumption of some such con-
nection, it is not obvious how the requirements of truth-theory are tied up with those
for theories of content and meaning (that is, other than through the fact that truth is
itself one among other semantic notions). Even if we grant the connection, the solu-
tion has various drawbacks as a component of a theory of content, for it is doubtful
that atheory, one of whose main goals ought to be to preserve content in its substitu-
tionformula, will not introduce new content (and perhaps eliminate some ol d content)
when replacing an indexical by a description or even aname. Even the normal case
is problematic, much less the special ones to which philosophers have drawn atten-
tion whenwetry toreplace ‘I’ by ‘Richard M. Nixon’ or ‘Rene Descartes’ or ‘John
Perry’. Still, once again, the maneuver may be a delaying tactic rather than a solu-
tion, for there is yet no sign of a plausible supporting argument about how these file
drawers get filled without word-world connections.

But we can put al those objections aside for now. The main point is that to
get this strategy off the ground the deflationist must supplement the method of T-
biconditionals with an independent tenet. It is no longer the T-sentences themselves
that do the work, but atheory of content. Once again, given the limits of this project
we cannot attend to every deflationary supplement coming down the pike. For that
reason our original aim was simply to see whether the initial method aone was ad-
equate, because it is the one on which the disquotationalist in particular places great
emphasis before troubles arise. With that restriction on our inquiry, an appeal to the
addition of mental file drawers raises awhite flag.

It is a further advantage of this observation about indexicals that the truth-
predicate in the target sentence has secondary importance. What is crucial isthe pre-
sentation of realistic truth-conditionsfor the target sentence and for its quoted portion
if that hasthe same assertoric force. Nonindexical casesmay |ull usinto complacency
by making things too easy for the disquotationalist. They encourage an inordinate
concern with eliminating a certain predicate. Once accomplished, disquotationalists
have less inducement to take seriously the question what sort of a beast we have on
the right-hand side. Thus, it is easy enough to get off with the breezy answer “an
embedded sentence having the same assertoric potential, period!” However, the con-
templated changes on theright-hand side are dictated not by the truth-predicate but by
elements contai ned wholly inside the quotation marks of the target sentence. Their in-
dispensability for achieving the desired noncontextual conditionsisindifferent to the
presence or absence of the predicate ‘istrue’.

4  Letusbriefly compare accounts of truth with those of causation. Just about ev-
eryone, evenregularity theorists, acknowl edgesadistinction between causal and non-
causal lawlike connections. For example, while an ongoing manufacturing process
may beareliableindicator of smoke leaving thefactory chimney, theformer isnot the
cause of the latter; they are each effects of asingle cause. The reliability with which
A signals B (combined with, say, factors such astemporal priority) isinsufficient for
A to be the cause of B. Thisis not to say that there is not a large overlap between
causal and lawlike connections, but we can draw a conceptual distinction: casesin
which the different connections are dissociable would simply facilitate our drawing
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it. Isthere a comparable conceptual distinction in the offing for truth-indicators? In
particular, can we distinguish between

(a) necessary and sufficient conditions for the truth of P, and
(b) conditionsthat make P true, or that are constitutive of P's truth?

Of course, any instance of (a) may aso be one of (b), but it iscrucial that it also may
not. Thedistinction could turn out to be nothing but conceptual (with complete over-
lap of cases). But it isimportant to ask whether despite the possibility of extensional
equivalence such adistinction is enforceable, since (a) and (b) appear to specify dif-
ferent notions of a truth-condition. If it can be shown that the concept embodied in
(b) isindependently sensible, thenif therearetruthsit isan easy step toinfer that they
must satisfy it. Thus, the vital question is whether such adistinction can be sustained
at aconceptua level.

Cdll the thesis that there is nothing to (b) over and above what is contained in
(a) ‘the no distinction view’. What are its credentials? Although proponents of the
no distinction view are not all that scarce, arguments for it are. As just noted, the
considerable overlap between the two sorts of cases will not suffice to establish it.
Perhapsit will be asserted on the basis of a deflationary reading of convention T. But
that is not hel pful because the no distinction view isinstrumental, perhaps indispens-
able, injustifying that very deflationist reading. | have not been ableto discover more
than thisin the literature by way of an explicit defense.

Suppose we put the shoe on the other foot: what reasons are there for believing
that there is such adistinction? One answer is our occasional unwillingnessto count
something satisfying (a) as atruth condition.

Consider omniscient beings. We need not believethereare any; nevertheless, we
can say what conditions for their existence might be. If we were to attempt a char-
acterization of what it is to be an omniscient being in the style of (T), there seems
no better starting point than saying that a condition of material adequacy for A being
omniscient is the satisfaction of every sentence of the following pattern:

(O) ‘P istrueif and only if A knowsthat P

| doubt that anyone would accept (O) as yielding a truth-condition for all its target
sentences. ‘P’ might be any sentence. Few sentences are about cognizers, many
fewer yet about omniscient ones. An omniscient being knowing that dogs bark could
scarcely be atruth-condition for * “Dogs bark” istrue'; nevertheless, and despite its
introduction for a different purpose, the satisfaction of al instances of (O) by an om-
niscient cognizer yields a necessary and sufficient condition for * “P” istrue’. Infact,
it even displays a necessary and sufficient condition for plain ‘P'. Why prefer (T) to
0)?

Hereisanother way to view the unique contribution of (O). Varioustheoristswill
reject (O) asakind of T-sentence because it fails further criteriamet by (T): say, that
it isnot free of intentional or semantic primitives, that it does not support subjunctive
conditionals, or simply that it isanonstarter asthe basic theorem for ageneral seman-
tic theory. For the sake of argument | grant al complaints of thisilk. Now suspend
your belief provisionally and suppose, what seems quiteimaginable, that all the prob-
lemswere solvable so that (O) satisfied all relevant formal criteriafor aT-sentence. In
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other words, suppose that all such complaints are no longer relevant considerations.
Now would (O) be an acceptable truth-condition schema? The answer, or so it seems
to me, remains clearly negative. For thisreason it does not appear to me that one can
sidestep the problem that (O) poses by dwelling on those various other flaws, for the
one outstanding feature which attracts our attention here is that it does achieve what
(a), read strictly, requires: that is, it supplies an extensional equivalent for our target
sentences.

This in no way impugns the importance of convention T for truth theory, but
simply remindsus of themore sel ective reasonsfor which it waswanted. 1f we cannot
distinguish on groundsinternal to theview thevirtuesof (T) from (O), then we cannot
appreciatethevalue of convention T; if we cannot appreciate what (b) deliversbeyond
(&), we cannot distinguish on groundsinternal to the view the virtues of (T) from (O);
but if we appreciate what (b) delivers beyond (a), we have gone beyond deflationism
to correspondence. From thisit followsthat if we appreciate the value of convention
T, we have gone beyond deflationism to correspondence (that is, more properly, toits
project).

The correspondence theorist can see in convention T and its T-biconditionals a
telescoped way to elucidate his own view. (Special problems arise for the disquota-
tionalist version (C1) adopted bel ow—see note 19—though I'll provisionally ignore
them.) When, as he might put it, the synecdoche isremoved from convention T, what
it tells us is something on the order of

(C1)) “‘Pistrueif and only if ‘P’ correspondsto the facts’ ([22], p. 25).

Thisis not to claim that formulas such as (C1), even if we admit them, settle theis-
sue against (D). The deflationist will no doubt offer a different, deflationary reading
of (C1), one intended to take away its “merely apparent” potency. In Section 5 we
will examine Wright's effort to do precisely that (though we cannot, in this venue,
canvass the whol e spectrum of attemptsto offer similar aternative treatmentsfor the
wide variety of correspondence’s factative vocabulary). However, that does not de-
tract from the ability to read convention T as a correspondence theorist. Attempting
to deflate what is on its face a correspondence-looking formulasuch as (C1) isavery
different enterprise from interpreting (T) ason itssurface not involving usin substan-
tive truth conditions. The present point is only that we are driven toward something
that could not be more directly expressed than by (C1), and away from adeflationary
interpretation of (T), by the need to admit truth conditions of type (b).

5  Another way to shed light on the need for substantive truth-conditions, and on
what correspondence contributes to the reading of convention T, is to consider the
schema

(BT) sistruebecause p

which, we might maintain, realy yields the force of p’s status as a truth-condition
for ‘sistrue’ but resists handy deflating. This has not escaped deflationists notice.
Thus, after fleshing out the objection, | explore deflationary attempts to domesticate
(BT) constructions and explain why they fail. Why hasthis proved important enough
even for deflationists to take note? There are severa reasons; here | provide only a
single basic one.
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T-biconditionals state a sort of covariation. The latter’s strength does not mat-
ter for our purposes; it varies with the modality of the biconditional. The point here
isthat covariation by itself, of whatever strength, is not explanatory. To become ex-
planatory it must at aminimum imply dependence. But itisnotoriousthat covariation
assures neither mutual dependence nor that of one covariant upon the other. For ex-
ample, we have casesin which A and B covary because they are both dependent on
athird thing C. Even deflationists seem to agree that T-biconditionals display a kind
of dependence, which they then go on to claim (perhapsimplicitly) isminimal andis
all that we need. Without construing them as holding this much it is hard to see the
point of their arguments. Once again, covariation needs to be a sign of dependence
in order to be explanatory. (Thisis a necessary, not a sufficient, condition. Depen-
dence by itself may not be explanatory.) Of course, it helps when the covariation is
asymmetric—as it is not in T-biconditionals—but even this does not rule out both
terms being dependent only on some third thing: for example, in a case in which A
covarieswith B but B makesfiner discriminationsthat do not covary with A, both may
till depend only on C. Consequently, what we want is not merely covariation (in our
case, T-biconditionals), but an indication that those covariationsyield the sorts of de-
pendency relations that we have some grounds to regard as explanatory (in our case,
BT-sentences). Theissueisal the more pressing in the present case, in which there
is a natural suspicion that there is athird term C in the offing: viz., a truth-making
fact or arelated pair of them.

Relations such as because and in virtue of crystallize this dependency.'® Per-
haps thisiswhy even deflationists have felt the need for their accounts to accommo-
date the (BT) formula, although they underemphasize its importance—conceivably
for strategic reasons. It isalso for this reason that realists about truth may allow that
T-biconditionals serve as partia definitionsof ‘istrue’. Put otherwise, they may take
the displayed covariation as indicative of a dependency relation that when exposed
forces upon us aredlistic reading of the right-hand side, for covariation is an indica-
tor of dependence, even if it is not of one covariant upon the other. In fact, this an-
gle on our issue not only motivates our inquiries into correlative (BT)-sentences, but
supplies an additional motive for the distinction between types of conditions vetted
in Section 4.

(BT)'s apparent threat to deflationism lies in the difficulty of dismissing the
right-hand side’s claim to being a substantia truth-condition. For example, that the
right-hand side supplies an opportunity for rephrasing or asserting the same thing as
sis aclearly inadequate justification for its appearance. Thus, for starters it seems
that (BT) reintroduces a factor deliberately omitted in deflationist treatments but at
the heart of the correspondence project.

Deflationists appear to agree, in letter if not in spirit, that p specifies a truth-
condition.!’” But while it was agreed in Section 4 that they are entitled to maintain on
their own termsthat p is a necessary and sufficient condition for the target sentence
of (T), it was also shown why that is not enough to make it responsible for the target
sentence being true. If ‘because’ has any distinctive force in (BT), it certainly im-
poses this stronger understanding of p. Accordingly, we are once again confronted
with the question of how the deflationist, who disdains truth-conditions of this sort,
can account for instances of (BT). If welook at what disguotationalist treatments bar
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usfromimplying about theright-hand side of (T), thereisnothing approaching aplau-
sible answer. To begin with, it is patently clear that sis not true because of the pres-
ence of alternative ways of formulating it. Nor does the fact that the right-hand side
shares the assertive content of the left-hand side move us any closer to knowing how
the former is the ‘because’ of the latter. (Thislast gap nicely illustrates the differ-
ences between covariation and dependence.) Moreover, pace minimalism, it is not
the case that sistrue because of aconstruction which isthelowest common denomi-
nator, and therefore neutral, between deflationist and correspondence readings. Thus,
deflationism has yet to show how it can account for (BT) without going over to the
correspondence project. Let us pursue the matter further.

Formulas on the order of ‘ p because q', including (BT), need not be narrowly
causal. In addition, g might congtitute p, or might bear one of alimited number of
what we might call logical or entailment relationships. (For example, “81 isthe high-
est square expressiblein only two digitsbecause... .”) But ‘because’ isnot altogether
without restrictions: for onething, it excludesreflexivity. * p because p’ isnot accept-
able unless it is construed as a clumsy way of saying that p needs no reason. Sup-
pose we probe what it is about ‘because’ that, while allowing a wide collection of
roughly explanatory relationships, precludes reflexivity. The crude outlines of an an-
swer might start by mentioning that the force of ‘because’ isto provide a‘reason for
something'’s being so-and-so’. (The Oxford English Dictionary gives as arough syn-
onym “for the reason that”.) And however broadly we interpret reason here, athing
cannot be areason for itself—and that on some of the same grounds that we balk at
the notion of self-causation. Perhaps nothing isinherently absurd in something’s hav-
ing no reason whatsoever: indeed, it is arguable that there are instances of it, but that
is not the same as a thing's being its own reason. However, once we see the basis
for ruling out * p because p’, we see that the prohibition extends to would-be casesin
which what follows ‘because’ hasits standing in the formula only because what pre-
cedes‘because’ ispart of it: that is, for casesof partial identity. Although* p because
itispart of g, and g ismarginal at best, ‘ p because (p and )’ seemsto me beyond
the pale. Some may not wish to adopt this restriction on the solidity of these intu-
itions alone. But we have also given a robust explanation for them which is harder
to set aside. Moreover, the explanation tells us something about what ‘ because’ must
be conveying in (BT). It places an adequacy condition on any claim, deflationist or
nondeflationist, to interpret (BT).

This adequacy condition may explain why (BT) seemsto elude deflationism. It
resists attemptsto impose on it athesis modeled on (Qa)—the view that the relation-
ship between the connected sentencesis exhausted by the similarity of their assertoric
potential. The right-hand formula of (Qa) or (T), whatever else it may be, cannot in
general bethereason why itstarget sentenceistrue. An alternative, more abstemious,
way of saying something, even if it could show that a predicate is dispensable, isin
general irrelevant to the reason why what is said istrue. (Thisisafirst step toward
distinguishing two achievements that deflationists, and some nondeflationists, con-
fuse: namely, showing the dispensability of atruth predicate and eliminating a truth
property. Wereturn to thismatter in Section 6.) Moreover, to the extent that deflation-
istsrely on the partial identity of the formulasin the successful cases, as encapsul ated
in (Q), that right-hand sentence is disqualified from playing the corresponding rolein
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(BT). Now | do not seriously suggest that the deflationist would offer the explanations
| have just put into her mouth. But then it isincumbent upon her to tell us what more
there is about the right-hand side that enables it to yield true instances of the form
(BT) without conceding just the sorts of metaphysical implications correspondence
insistsupon. Itisherethat (BT) getsitsbite. Consider the asymmetric BT specimen

(BT1) ‘snow iswhite istrue because snow iswhite.

If theright-hand side yields areason why theleft-hand sideistrue, then, on deflation-
ist principles (in which all that mattersin (T) isthe sameness of assertoric content and
that the sides are reversible), we might ponder why we should not also accept

(BT1+) snow iswhite because snow iswhite.

How could the mere presence or absence of ‘is true’ make a crucial difference for
the deflationist? But, in fact, it does. This may not be immediately evident, in part
because there may be away of reading (BT1+) so that it makes sense and does not
violate the prohibition of reflexivity. However, its price is to give up the deflationist
reading. We might bring out this interpretation in the following way:

(BT1++) snow iswhite because snow IS white.

Herewe can regard the two sides asfunctioning differently. For example, we cantake
theleft-hand side merely asan asserted sentence, and theright-hand side as specifying
acognitively independent state of affairsfor that sentence. Thisisnot asimplausible
asit may at first seem, for with the ‘because’ formulas (but not, it must be noted, with
‘if and only if") it is quite indifferent whether we put the matter asin (BT1++) or in
either of the following ways.

snow is white because of snow being white.
snow is white because of the fact that snow iswhite.

The oft-ignored fact that should interest us about these last two rephrasalsis that in
neither oneisthe right-hand side suitable for pressing into service as an assertoric ut-
terance (and certainly not for disquoting the left-hand side of (BT1)). Still (BT1++)
may seem strained. In suggesting, nonetheless, that itisintelligible, | amrelying ona
distinction between the representational medium (left-hand side) and the represented
(right-hand side) drawn in Section 2 viathe comparison with aphotograph. The sim-
ilarity of expressions used in the specifications of each is no guarantee that the one
thing is simply making two appearances. Similarly, suppose the left-hand side of
(BT1++) isintended as a form of words having a content (but still not more than a
form of words, however qualified), while the right-hand side is the specification of
a potential fact described in terms of the would-be fact it specifies: that is, the for-
mer is aform of words with a content, while the latter is a content (or potential fact)
presented by aform of words. We should not be misled by the similarities of the con-
structionsinto not grasping the dissimilarities of the itemsflanking * because’, but our
use of that possibility to make sense of (BT1++) despite the prohibition of reflexivity
is not something of which the deflationist can avail herself.

What of deflationists who confront thisissue? | shall examine two such efforts:
those of Horwich and Wright. Each calls hisview minimalism, and, although thetitle
means something slightly different in the two cases, they agree sufficiently for our
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immediate purposes about the relation of their viewsto (D). For both, thetreatment is
in strict accordance with deflationist principles which, both maintain, can encompass
(BT) without crossing the line into substantial truth.

| begin with Horwich. He makestwo claims. First, (BT1) merely raises a ques-
tion of the order of explanation ([ILZ], pp. 111-12), and this can be part of deflationism.
The order of explanation beginswith “such things as basic laws and the initial condi-
tions of the universe.” From those we explain by familiar methods particular things
such assnow being white. That explanatory potency transfersto the right-hand side of
(BT1), which together with the principles governing (Q), explains the left-hand side.
Thuswe obtain (BT1). Second, to reinforce the intimate connection between our ‘ be-
cause’ and explanation, Horwich maintainsthat the following are no more than trivial
reformulations of (BT1).

(ET1) ‘snow iswhite’ beingtrueis explained by snow being white.
(MT1) ‘snow iswhite’ is made true by the fact that snow is white.

Let usdiscussthese pointsin turn. First, the ‘ order of explanation’ reasoning of Hor-
wich'sfirst claim finesses rather than accounts for the role of ‘because’ in (BT1). As
Wright ([22], pp. 26-27) observes, the redist will complain that ‘ “snow iswhite” is
true’ is not being explained in terms of snow’s being white. There is no distinction
between the levels at which theleft- and right-hand sides of (BT1) get explained. Let
us elaborate.

Basic lawstogether with initial conditions are supposed to explain (the fact that)
snow iswhite. Granting that, those laws and initial conditions also explain the truth
of the sentence ‘ snow iswhite' (theleft-hand side). Horwich claimsthat only after we
have explained that snow iswhite* do we deduce, and thereby explainwhy...* Snowis
white’ istrue” ([32], p. 111). But there are no grounds for interjecting the right-hand
side of (BT1) as an intermediate step in the latter explanation. One would be hard
put to show that the right-hand side was explanatorily more fundamental for physics
or chemistry than the left-hand side, whatever the situation for semantics and meta-
physics. Thus, its mediation in a physico-chemical explanation is out of place. The
result of Horwich'sfailureisthat the relation because between the two sides remains
unaccounted for.

We may cast the same point in a dightly different light. Horwich alleges two
stagesin the explanation: one from basic laws plusinitial conditionsto (the fact that)
snow is white, the second from (the fact that) snow is white to * “snow is white’ is
true'. It is the force of this top-down explanation that accounts for the strength of
the apparently problematic connective because. But if that explanatory forceisintro-
duced at thefirst stage, as seemsreasonable, then (T) is superfluous. We might just as
well proceed directly from the basic laws and initial conditions to the target sentence
of (BT1). On the other hand, if it enters at the second stage, which would be puz-
zling, then the basic laws, and so forth, are superfluous, and this account of because
falsapart. It isdifficult to see amediating rolefor the right-hand side of (BT1) in ei-
ther case. Neither aternative is acceptable: is there another? Only, it would appear,
the mysterious claim that the explanation is somehow the product of the two stages
combined. But we need not take this seriously in the absence of some hint about how
the elusive explanatory force gets divided and reassembled.
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In sum, on the above account the very same laws plus initial conditions that
would explain why snow iswhitewould explain why * snow iswhite’ istrue. Disguo-
tation is not an extra step in the same explanatory setup. If weimagine aridiculously
inconvenient but otherwise conceivable language in which it was impermissible to
say ‘snow iswhite’, but we could only say * “snow iswhite” istrue’, the explanation
would fare just as well despite the elimination of the detour through the right-hand
sideof (BT1).

Turningto (ET1) and (MTL), it wassuggested that they aretrivia reformulations
of (BT1). Although being a (trivial) reformulation of may not be strictly an equiva
lencerelation, we should be suspicious of thisclaimif only because (ET1) and (MT1)
are clearly not reformulations of each other. While the ‘is explained by’ of (ET1) is
certainly intensional, the ‘is made true by’ of (MT1) isnot.*® Thus, atornado so de-
scribed may explain the devastation, although described asthe most memorable event
inthe history of Hadleysburg it will not. In spite of that, under any description it may
very well be the cause of the devastation, or even may be what created or made the
devastation. Moreto the point, neither isatrivial reformulation of (BT1), and explor-
ing just why may further illustrate how thisversion of minimalism is unresponsiveto
correspondence’s attachment to (BT).

Perhaps the more plausible case for trivia reformulation can be made with
(ET1), since ‘because’ and ‘is explained by’ both create intensional contexts. How-
ever, thisis insufficient for their equivalence: ‘knows that’ and ‘believes that’ are
both intensional but not equivalent. Intensional expressions, even those with identi-
cal ranges, may differ in their classes of allowable substitutions salva veritate and in
the reasons for their restrictions upon permissible replacements. Both sorts of differ-
ence show up when comparing ‘because’ and ‘is explained by’. For example, ‘be-
cause' isintimately linked to singular causal statements, which license certain sub-
stitutions of codesignative expressions for the cause and effect that are prohibited in
singular causal explanations (see Davidson [3]). Thus, whenever we can truly say
that A caused B, we ought to be able to say that B because A. But explanations ap-
pear to have further restrictions—for example, regarding pal pability or context—not
contemplated for ‘because’. Philosophers widely disagree about what counts as an
explanation. But all seem to accept some of these restrictions which would distin-
guish that phenomenon generically from a because statement.

Furthermore, consider changes to the pattern of (BT1) that Horwich must make
to the right sides of (ET1) and (MT1) to obtain intelligible specimens. They make
evident just how far he has gone beyond (D). (These remarks, and the discussion
of Wright to follow, show that similarly damaging conclusions should be drawn for
(MT1)’s phrase “the fact that snow iswhite.”) (ET1)’s‘snow being white' isanoun
clause, not a sentence. Any pretense that the right-hand side could merely supply an
utterance equivalent to the left-hand side, preserved in (BT1), has been abandoned. It
ishard to see how anything short of arealist rendering of the right-hand side could do
theformulajustice. ‘ Snow being white' can be interpreted as being formally capable
of designating the state of affairs which, were it to obtain, would make the left side
true but scarcely as a sentence having the same truth-condition, much less the same
assertive content, as the left side. This does not result from an ill-chosen example.
The point can be made with asimilar gloss on an earlier example, say,
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(ET2) ‘dogsbark’ istrueisexplained by dogs barking.
The formulas

* ‘snow iswhite' is (/being) true is explained by snow iswhite.
x ‘dogsbark’ is (/being) trueis explained by dogs bark.

are construable only as misstatements for (ET1) and (ET2), respectively. The short-
comings of disquotational readings of (T) are, if anything, even clearer in an ‘is ex-
plained by’ paraphrase of (BT).

Wright offers a different deflationary reply. Although like Horwich he declines
thetitle‘deflationist’, also like Horwich, he holds that hisview “may be elicited from
reflection on the distinctive thesis of deflationism about truth, that the content of the
truth-predicate is (all but) fully explained by the role it plays in the Disquotational
Schema’ ([[32], p. 33). Earlier we noted aformulato which Wright refers as a“ plat-
itude’: namely,

(C1) ‘P istrueif and only if ‘P corresponds to the facts.

(He also repeatedly uses“trivia” to describe thisand like formulas ([22], p. 34). The
suggestion is that anything they convey can be accommodated by the deflationist.)
He deposes that nothing islost by paraphrasing it as the correspondence platitude: to
wit,

(CP) ‘P istrueif and only if thingsare as ‘P’ saysthey are ([32], p. 25),

given (T) and * “P” saysthat P’ (CP) is derivable.® Wright also asks us to accept
the equivalence of the expressions * “P” corresponds to the facts' and ‘things are as
“P’ says they are’. Although the former strikes me as too careless a characteriza-
tion of correspondence and the latter asintroducing an unfortunate mixture of actual
truth-making circumstancesand (typal) sentential meaning conditions, let usgrant the
equivalence for the sake of argument. From there Wright concludes that “thereis no
difficulty, once (CP) is secured, in saving [BT1] for minimalism (or deflationism) as
well” ([32], p. 27). Thewhole of his direct argument follows immediately.

...giventhat ‘P’ saysthat P, the question why thingsareas‘P saysthey areis
quite properly—if rather trivially—answered by citing its being the case that P,
Whence, given (CP), the truth of ‘P’ can quite properly be explained by citing
the fact that P. ([32], p. 27)

Itisunclear to mejust how thisis supposed to work. Certainly the two things Wright
claims can be “cited” as answering and explaining, respectively,

1. itsbeing the case that P, and
2. thefact that P

look asif they invoke just the sorts of worldly states of affairs which correspondence
declares are necessary for a sentence’s truth and for instances of (BT) and which de-
flationismisinvoked to prohibit. But let us examine more closely what Wright could
have in mind. We might gain insight by replacing two phrasesin (CP): * “P" istrue’
by ‘the fact that P', and ‘things are as “P” says they are’ by ‘its being the case that
P'. The replacements are just the “answers’ Wright commends to us in the recently
guoted passage. The result, making minor changes for the sake of grammar, reads.
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(CP*) itisafact that Pif and only if it isthe case that P,

Itishard to believethat this could be what Wright intendsto show, sincethistriviality
is beside the point. We could have achieved a much quicker triviality, ‘P if and only
if P, from (T) directly, but once again it reveals nothing of interest about the issues
being mooted here. Nor could Wright be recommending

itisafact that P because it isthe case that P.

That fails for prior reasons concerning the irreflexiveness of because. On the other
hand,

‘P’ istrue because of the fact that P
and
‘P’ istrue because of its being the case that P

may be exemplary ways of restating (BT), but each re-raises (BT)’s sort of abjection
to deflationism rather than answering it. Thus, itisdifficult to see how Wright can set
out these phrases as consequences of the minimalist’s acknowledged precepts. And
Wright's original answers/explanations

thingsare as ‘P’ saysthey are because of its being the case that P
and
‘P istrue because of the fact that P

are no less questionable in this respect. This deflationist minimalism is based upon
the notion that ‘truth’ can be defined solely in terms of syntactic constraints on ex-
pressions that allow certain sorts of subsemantic operations such as embedding in
conditionals and negation (e.g., [B2], pp. 27-28, 35-36). The leading idea s that it
can be shown how we are entitled to correspondence’s phrases without taking on its
representational commitments ([@, p. 27). However, if the foregoing formulas do
not embody just the sorts of claims (and in lieu of further argument the right interpre-
tations of them) that the deflationist critiques, | confess | no longer know what is at
issue. Wright introducestheidioms* being the casethat’ and ‘fact that” in hissolution,
but nowhere shows how a modest reconstruction is entitled to them.

Wright's use of the phrase “can be quite properly explained by” in his second
sentence (see quoted passage) hints that he glosses the because relation as the con-
verse of explains. that is, ‘ p because q' as roughly equivalent to ‘ p is explained by
g . Thediscussion of (ET1) showed that thefit is not perfect, but let us provisionally
accept their rough equivalence. We may then reiterate our earlier objection by noting
that Wright's solution does not work if we excise from his language (and subsegquent
interpretation) “its being the case that” from his first sentence and “it is a fact that”
from hissecond: that is, for plain ‘P, without the distinctive contribution (implied or
otherwise) of such prefixes, the answer falls victim to our earlier condition that be-
cause be irreflexive. This prevents our taking ‘ “P” is true because (of) P’ asif the
right-hand side eliminated something from the target sentence without introducing
anything novel. Qua product of disguoting, the right-hand side tells us nothing while
as afact or asbeing the case it delivers a substantia truth-condition. Thisisaclear
indication that the prefixes in question are not merely ornamental; they do seem to
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contribute something vital to the so-called “explanations.” The chosen phrases (de-
spite the difficulties they raise for Wright's view) are not accidents of incautious for-
mulation. “[T]he fact that B” a noun phrase rather than a sentence (asis “its being
the case that P’), asaminimal filler, drives home the point that nothing less than the
instantiation of what is represented by the sentence will suffice for (BT). Indeed, the
problem goes beyond theirreflexivity of ‘because’, for it isalso questionable whether
for the general case (and not just special ones depending on contingencies of the tar-
get sentence’s content: say, that we are discussing rules of logic) alinguistic formula
can be true because of another linguistic formula. Conceding that the relevant sen-
tences make sense, they cannot have the kind of sense minimalism requires.

Suppose instead we had concluded that (T) together with some uncontroversial
(and nonmetaphysical) premisesimplied (BT). Given what hasbeen showninthe past
three sections of this essay, the proper conclusion to draw would not be the platitudi-
nousness or metaphysical levity of ‘istrue’, but the impropriety of a deflationary in-
terpretation of (T) or of * “P” saysthat P. | earlier argued that their metaphysical,
as distinct from their deflationary, reading is quite natural. Subsequent argument has
shown why it is unavoidable, but | believe there is a deeper reason as well.

If, as Wright contends, (C1) ends up being too platitudinous to state correspon-
dence, it is difficult to see how anything else could succeed where it hasfailed. This
is not solely because of (C1)’s admirable straightforwardness (cf. the remarks from
Searle, note 13, and the opening quotation from Armstrong), but also because any
attempt to state the view in the end will need to use phrases such as ‘the fact that
P, ‘the state of the world’, or close relatives. And if such phrases can be rendered
“weightless’ asthey appear in (C1), havewe not been given the outline of ano less po-
tent strategy for similarly deflating thiswhole family of phrases wherever they occur,
including in more convoluted, detailed, and specific efforts to formul ate correspon-
dence? Isn't that precisaly what Wright attemptsin his subsequent uses of the phrases
“the fact that P and “thingsare as ‘P’ saysthey are” ([32], p. 27)? Thus, if Wright's
arguments were cogent, not only would it be the case that minimalism is preserved,
but the correspondence theorist would be deprived of any means of even stating her
view. Morethan adefense of minimalism, thisisfatal to correspondence as aformu-
lable option. That consequenceis so astonishing that we should be gravely suspicious
of any strategy employing the modest tools of Wright's argument to carry it off. (In-
deed, the whole method of argument, once we cut through its details, might be said to
boil down to the truly platitudinous observations that we must use language to state
theview, and that languageisjust words.) Quitegenerally, any claim to the effect that
the most straightforward way of formulating a view—without misstatements—does
not, in fact, state that view is an extraordinarily strong claim. It should be greeted
with the severest critical solicitude.

| conclude that ‘because’ always carries with it the notion of what makes the
thing preceding it so. Thus, it may yield the cause of that thing, the character of it,
how it is constituted, or even (in asense embracing the a priori) the reason for it, but
another assertion is not a candidate for bearing any of those relations, say, to * “snow
iswhite” istrue’. Deflationists have failed to eradicate this feature from any sensible
reading of (BT).
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6  Earlier, it was stated that there is a custom of approaching the question
(1) Istruth aproperty?

through another question
(2) Is‘istrue’ agenuine (ineliminable) predicate?

(See the comparison of (D) and (Dp) in Section 2.) This prompts the question, What
isitfor “istrue’ to be eliminable? Two sorts of answershave gained currency. First, it
isfor sentences without that predicate to contain the same informational (/assertoric)
content. If thiscan be accomplished in asystematic way—asit might be claimed, say,
by (T) for disguotationalists and other formulas for other kinds of deflationists—then
‘istrue’ iselminable. Second, it might be for the predicate’s explanatory function to
be performed without using ‘istrue’. Explanatory functionisnot atransparent phrase.
For our subject matter it might include such things as the nature, success, or reliabil-
ity of belief, or thismight be restricted to scientific belief, or it might be broadened to
cover the explanation of behavior other than belief (e.g., [6] and Schiffer [26]). Be-
causethenotionissoferal, occasionally the demand that ‘istrue’ have an explanatory
function will seem too restrictive, whereas a different set of expectationswill makeit
seem childishly easy to meet. Thus, | proposeto ignore it here and concentrate on the
first kind of eliminability: viz., that in which we have systematic ways of conveying
the content, if any, imparted by ‘istrue’ without actually using it.

But that does not end all need for clarification about how the issue precisely
raised by (1) can be probed by posing (2) in its place. To illustrate the continuing
problem consider Ayer’stypical deflationist sentiment that “[t]he traditional concep-
tion of truth asa‘real quality’ or ‘real relation’ is due, like most philosophical mis-
takes, to afailure to analyse sentences correctly” ([2], p. 89). Although deflationists
are generally receptiveto thisdiagnosis, it stands badly in need of further interpreta-
tion. By the sentencesto be analyzed Ayer no doubt meant those with the predicate‘is
true'. Hisremark may be understood as presupposing the failure of animagined rela-
tionship between those sentences and an alleged real quality (or relation), and thereis
more than one option to consider. What more exactly is the general relationship be-
tween the existence or eliminability of a predicate and the status of its property that
would do Ayer’'swork?

In raising this question | do not mean to suggest that there may be no connec-
tion between our practice of predication and our commitment to properties. (We need
not probe further into the details of the nature of properties. The only issue before us
is whether we lack a necessary condition for the commitment to, or possess a suffi-
cient condition for the noncommitment to, acertain property. This can be determined
whileleaving open the remaining features of propertyhood.) There seemslittle doubt
that predication in general has something to do with our reasons for acknowledging,
or at least defending, a class of properties, and in particular cases the availability of
a predicate may be prima facie evidence for its correlative property. But more than
thisis needed to assure us that we can trade in (1) for (2) without changing the sub-
ject. Theissue callsfor some delicacy. For example, making the simple existence, or
ineliminability, of a predicate necessary for that of a property would be making the
existence of a property—say, being reptilian—depend on the availability of acertain
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vocabulary. That'slogomachy run amok. Indeed, the dependency implication makes
it implausible even for those who may think of language as an eternal Platonic entity
(cf. Lewis[[20]). In the other direction, debates about the ontological argument in-
dicate that the mere presence of the predicate ‘exists' is not enough, at least without
further argument, for a commitment to a property of existence. Such cases remind
one of the occasional gulf between talk of propertiesasin (1) and talk of predicates
asin (2).

However, it appears Ayer’s only concern iswith predicatesin hand, so the ques-
tion of the existence of a predicate need not delay us. Rather theissue seems captured
by the question, Isthe predicate ‘istrue’ eliminable without atering the conventional
information conveyed in the pruned utterance? Whereas an answer may help reveal
whether the property ascription carries a semantic load, an affirmative answer is still
not adecisive reason for allowing (2) to stand in for (1). (For the sake of argument |
grant an affirmative answer. Elsewhere | would challenge it (cf. [B1]). In particular,
itisindecisivein the case of truth just because that property enters our deliberations
not only by way of the predicate ‘istrue’ and the operator ‘it istruethat’, but also by
way of the notion of atruth-condition. | now consider that a bit further.

Some bearers are true, others are not. It appears that most deflationists, save for
some in the expressivist camp, agree. Deflationists may hold that nothing accounts
for the distinction, but, the aforementioned exception aside, by and large such adis-
tinction is not rejected outright. They are certainly correct that the distinction’s justi-
fication is not to be discovered in the availability of apredicate such as‘istrue’, for if
adistinctionisdrawable, it could obtain even werethere no such predicate. If thereis
such adistinction, it must be justified by the notion of a truth-condition, a condition
which classifies a bearer by meeting or failing it. Occasionally deflationists will first
deal with the predicate ‘istrue’ and then extend the trestment to an account of truth-
conditions. But this seemsto me to get things the wrong way around. In the order of
things, truth-conditions make possible the distinction which isin turn a condition for
the utility of predicatessuch as‘istrue’ and‘isfalse’. But truth-conditionsare not bits
of language. They are not easily deflatable by aformulain which the predicate ‘isa
truth-condition’ or *has atruth-condition’ appears. (T) expresses the truth-conditions
for sentences, but it does not say anything about truth-conditions. Not only is

‘dogs bark’ has a truth-condition if and only if dogs bark

clearly false, but | know of no replacement formula that would do for ‘has a truth-
condition’” what disguotationalists believe (T) doesfor ‘istrue’.

Deflationists have not ignored truth-conditions. We have seen in Section 4 how
they may reject the distinction between (a) and (b): specifications of necessary and
sufficient conditions for truth vs. conditions making a bearer true. But the conclu-
sionsof Sections4 and 5 give as strong agrounds for separating (a) and (b) asthey do
for rgjecting (Q). In any event, if (D) begins with an attack upon distinction (a) —(b),
the result must be aradicaly different, much less plausible, deflationism than an ap-
proach featuring disquotationalism up front.

The problem with trading in question (1) for (2) is that even if we have dis-
patched the predicate ‘is true’ from the target sentence, we have not discharged the
obligation to account for the remaining content’s truth-conditions. This persisting
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concern is indifferent to the predication of truth, or whether such a predicate exists.
Thus, it can be raised about ‘P as easily asit can about * “P” istrue’. However, the
truth-condition question does not lend itself to the methods of disquotationalism or
redundancy. We are not asking whether ‘P or ‘that P is restatable in a more eco-
nomical way, for even if they were that would not yield further insight into the nature
of truth or our commitment toit. No doubt, we can rephrase questions about P'struth-
condition into questions about what it isfor Pto betrue: that is, to have the property
or to have the predicate ‘is true’ correctly attached. But once priority is given to the
guery about atruth-condition, the question when phrased about a truth predicate can
have no priority over one about the truth property. If we find the latter doing indis-
pensablework in truth-conditions, theformer’sstatusisimpotent to nullify that resuilt.

Thisis not to say that asking about truth-conditions is any less to ask about a
predicate—" has (or is) atruth-condition’—than it would have been to framethe ques-
tionintermsof ‘istrue’. Nevertheless, the predication of ‘ hasatruth-condition’ does
not lead to a treatment paraleling a disguotationalist reading of (T). Accordingly,
while acritic would be within her rightsto complain that the inquiry being suggested
isno less about atruth-conditional predicate than our original was about atruth pred-
icate, the important differences cancel out any ontological advantage to be had from
adopting the parlance of predicates. No question is begged by inquiring directly into
the nature of truth-conditions. But the deflationists task becomes more burdensome;
if she persists, she may be thicker with old-style idealists than she cares to acknowl-
edge.

NOTES

1. Cf. the earlier quote from Armstrong. The examples are about what ‘it is true that’
means, or what it isto say that something istrue. It should be at least curious that they
are thought to have implications for the existence or dispensability of a property, be-
ing true. (I state, advisedly, ‘should be', not ‘is’, for it iswell known that contemporary
philosophers almost universally assume that the conditions making something an X can
be probed only by way of an examination of the meaning of * X'. Nevertheless, the dif-
ferences between the targets of the inquiries should alert careful readers to the dangers
of thisblanket assumption.) For exposition’s sake | provisionally ignore these compl ex-
ities. The claims expressed in the foregoing quotations certainly have an antimetaphys-
ical intent asis presently made clear. But note that Armstrong’s claim that redundancy
is consistent with correspondence relies on a distinction between what it isto say that p
istrueand what it isfor p to betrue.

2. | begin with what Field ([6], p. 58) callsa“pure’ disquotational theory. Any plausible
account of thisform would have to be modified in light of what are called below ‘ excep-
tional’ cases. Some exponents take disguotationalism as applicable only to certain for-
mal theories, and regard its extension to natural language as, minimally, problematic. As
such they are concerned exclusively with formal theory. The current issue hasits shock-
ing metaphysical implications only when we regard natural language truth-predicates as,
at least, approximationstothat in (T). Thereisno lack of supporters of disquotationalism
in thisthicker sense, and it is their view which is now being examined.

3. Quine [23] writes, “ To say that the statement ‘ Brutus killed Caesar’ istrue, or that ‘ The
atomic weight of sodiumis 23’ istrue, isin effect smply to say that Brutus killed Cae-
sar, or that the atomic weight of sodium is 23" ([23], p. 24). Despite the fact that he is
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generally regarded as the view’s most prominent forerunner (and name coiner), Quine's
relationship to disquotationalism remains problematic. While on the one hand, praising
Sellars's disappearance theory of truth ([24], p. 11), he also steers clear of (D), which |
shall argueisintegral to disquotationalism, with remarks such as “ Truth hinges on real-
ity” ([24], p. 11) and “The sentence ‘ Snow is white' is true, as Tarski has taught us, if
and only if real snow isreally white” ([[24], p. 10). Tracing Quine's more exact location
on the map of these positions would require more exposition than is warranted here.

Some take correspondence et a. to be theories about the meaning of ‘istrue’, ‘it istrue
that’, and so on. Those who do so will tend to find it more difficult to distinguish our two
formulas. The issue was already broached in note 1 but is larger than we can do justice
to in this place. Briefly, correspondence is about the conditions making a bearer true. It
isnot primarily aview about the meaning of ‘istrue’, save where the meaning thesisis
construed to coincide with one about conditionsfor the truth of a predicate. This has not
aways been the case. For more detailed reasons for holding that correspondence should
not be regarded primarily as atheory of the meaning, see Vision ([2], ch. 2).

The content-indicator distinction is, for all practical purposes, similar to that in Searle
([27], ch. 3) between proposition and function-indicating device, that in Hare ([[16],
ch. 2) between phrastic and neustic, and that which Dummett [|5] attributes to Frege be-
tween the sense and the force of a proposition.

Thisisn’t intended merely to police loose talk. Not everyone using (QA) takes it this
tendentiously (e.g., Tarski [29], p. 71 does not). However, Wright says that “standing
just behind (T) is the basic platitudinous connection of assertion and truth: asserting a
proposition—a Fregean thought—is claiming that it is true. The connection is partly
constitutive of the concepts of assertion and of truth” ([32], pp. 23-24). Perhapstruthis
partly constitutive of assertion, but nothingin (T) or itstheorems showsthat we can only
understand truth viaassertion. Even were (QA) to follow with theaid of uncontroversial
premises from (Q), its message would be insufficiently general and misplaced.

The redundancy theorist, whose efforts are directed toward a predicate (and property) of
propositions or statements rather than sentences, has a different but not notably less ef-
ficient method for handling cases in which the relevant proposition is not presented. To
glimpse it, suppose we suspend any compunction about employing propositional vari-
ables, not merely their names. Then ‘What David said about the Cretaceous extinctionis
true' could, asafirst shot, havethe truth predicate eradicated by substituting the formula

(3 p) (Davidsaid p & p isabout the Cretaceous extinction & p)
while ‘“Whatever the Pope saysistrue’ can be rendered as
(V p) (The Popesaysthat p > p)

strengthening the conditionality as one sees fit. Normally thisis conceived as warrant-
ing a substitutional interpretation of quantifiers, but Grover [[L0] illustrates how propo-
sitional variables might interact even on adomains and values interpretation.

Kirkham may be another example, see [[19], ch. 10.

Thus, Putnam, athough neither a disquotationalist nor a deflationist, writes, “To call a
sentence ‘true’ is not to ascribe a property, truth, to a sentence; it is just another way
of asserting the sentence. (Thisisa'disquotational view’ in the jargon of Davidsonian
philosophers of language.)” ([22], p. 62).

Thisview has been pursued, perhaps most notably, by Grover (and coauthors) in aseries
of articlesincluding Grover, Camp, and Belnap [14] and Grover [[11], [12], and [[13].
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E.g., Forbes [[9], p. 29; Wright [[32], p. 13; Putnam [22], p. 62.

Therearehintsof viewsthat go directly from‘ having anoncognitivefunction’ to (D), but
no instances whose interpretations as such aren’t controversial. Questions of attribution
aside, it isworthwhile being inoculated against the inference.

Why not accept the simpler characterization, “A statement is true if and only if it cor-
responds to the facts” (see [I28], p. 201) or Armstrong’s earlier one, and leave it at that?
Because as we shall see, minimalism, an au courant brand of disquotationalism, claims
to be able to incorporate the same words without carrying correspondence weight. We
avoid giving the appearance of begging the question by deferring this characterization
until after the minimalist challenge has been met.

E.g., Gupta and Belnap ([15], p. 27).

| hope readerswill not come down too hard on the rough-and-ready notion of philosoph-
ica syntax employed here. | know of no precise account of it. Nevertheless, | use it
because it is a handy way of summarizing a common feature of all deflationary views:
namely, the claim to complete a treatment of a truth-predicate without drawing on any
(independent) features of a truth-property.

Note the revealing, and very close, parallel with Kim's discussion of the philosophical
uses of supervenience: see especialy [[L], 84, pp. 142-49. Here also the question is
getting from covariation, adefining character of supervenience, to dependence. Further-
more, ([18], p. 147) marks the dependence in terms of having a supervenient property
because or in virtue of having its base properties. The issues are mirror-images of each
other.

Field ([6], [[7]) talks freely about disquotationalist truth-conditions (although at other
places he writes as if correspondence raises the question whether sentences need truth-
conditions). This may be innocent enough if one alows (a) to suffice for a truth-
condition. But (BT) forces usto take *truth-condition’ talk with more gravity.

Thismay already beevident to readers, but for those desiring further defense, see Putham
(121, pp. 292-98).

Two observations are apt. First, in addition to the biconditional relation thereistherela-
tion of corresponding to in (C1) and that of things being as...saysin (CP). So neither is
aversion of (T). Second, ‘ “P’ saysthat P’ isadisquotational schemafor meaning (Van
Cleve [[30]). | cannot find Wright's estimate of the status of this formula (though see a
brief and obscure note 6 in Wright [33], p. 916), but if sentences don’t have their mean-
ings necessarily it is at most a true empirical generalization and more probably simply
fase. If false (or even contingent) (CP), derived here only with its help, would be prob-
lematic as would disquotational versions of convention T (our (T)). | let that pass here
because | want to discuss other, at least equally basic, difficulties for Wright's view.
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