Chapter 4
Deflationist Views of Meaning and Content

1. Two views of meaning and content

| see the philosophy of language, and the part of philosophy of mind concerned with intentiona states
like believing and desiring and intending and the like, as pretty much bifurcated into two traditions. The
traditions differ over the role that the notion of truth conditions plays in the theory of meaning and in the
theory of the content of intentiona States.

One of the traditions, whose early advocates include Frege, Russdll, the early Wittgengtein, and
Ramsey, hasit that truth conditions play an extremey centra role in semantics and the theory of mind; a
theory of meaning or content is, at least in large part, atheory of truth conditions. A strong primafacie
reason for the atractiveness of this position is that the way we standardly ascribe meanings and contents
isvia"that" clauses, and the ascription of "that" dlausesisin effect the ascription of truth conditions: to
describe an utterance as meaning that snow is white, or abelief date as a Sate of believing that snow is
white, isin effect to say that the utterance or belief state has the truth conditions that snow iswhite.
Since "that" clauses and hence truth conditions play such acentrd rolein our ascriptions of meaning
and content, it would seem asif they ought to play a centrd rolein the theory of meaning and content.
However, it isn't easy to say precisdy whet this centra role is that truth conditions alegedly play; that |

think isamain motivation for the dternative tradition.

Asacrude paradigm of the other tradition, consider the verifiability theory of meaning. Here the
main concept is not truth conditions but verification conditions. The verification conditions of atype of
utterance might be given by the class of sensory stimulations that would or should lead to the acceptance
of an utterance in that class. Notice that if the verification conditions of atype of utterance are givenin
this way, then they are given without a"that”" dause; and indeed, thereis no immediately dear way in
which to obtain a"that" clause from them. It is because of this that an advocate of the Frege-Russdll-
Ramsey- Tractatus tradition is likely to regard a verification theory of meaning asleaving out what is
centrd to semantics: atheory of meaning according to which you can fully describe the "meaning” of an
utterance without saying thet it meansthat snow is white (or that something se) has Ieft out the
centrd dement of meaning. That central eement is truth conditions.
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Some advocates of the Frege-Russdll tradition might prefer to describe what has been left out
not as truth conditions but as propositional content. Thereisaway of understanding this that makes
it unobjectionable, but it could be mideading. For a verificationis islikdy to smply deny the charge that

he has |eft out propositiona content (or even, the charge that he has demoted it from a centrad placein
his theory). A propogtion, he can say, is Smply a class of verification conditions; for an utterance or
belief state to express the proposition isfor it to have verification conditionsin that class. So
propositionsin the verificationist's sense needn't be described by "that" clauses: the most direct way to
specify apropogtion in the verificationist's sense is directly in terms of verification conditions. No one
can deny that propositions so under stood play a centrd role in the verificationist's theory. An
advocate of the Frege-Russdll tradition islikely to say that these "propositions” aren't what she means

by propositions, and that is doubtless so; that is because propositions as she conceives them must
encapsulate truth conditions. (They may encapsulate more than truth conditions, but they

encagpsulate at least this much.) So it seems to me that to describe the difference between the two
traditions in terms of truth conditions rather than in terms of propositiona content brings to the forefront
what is redly centrd.

| do not mean to suggest that a verificationist is precluded from speaking of truth or truth
conditions, he can do so in either of two ways. One way, which seemsto me avery bad ideg, isto
introduce some epistemic notion of truth conditions: thet is, to define truth in terms of verification (e.g.
"would be verified in the long run"), so that truth conditions are derivatively defined in terms of
verification conditions. | won't discuss this line here. The other way isto make use of what has been
cdled adeflationary conception of truth. | take this to have severd variants, but the variant | will

primarily focus on is cdled pur e disquotational truth. As arough heuristic, we could say that for a

person to cal an utterance true in this pure disquotationa senseisto say thet it istrue-as-he-
understands-it. (Thisis not intended to provide adefinition of pure disquotationd truth in terms of
some other notion of truth plus anotion of understanding; it is intended only as a heuridtic, to motivate
the features of pure disquotationa truth I now proceed to enumerate.) As the heuristic suggedts, a
person can meaningfully apply "true" in the pure disquotational sense only to utterances that he has some
understanding of; and for such an utterance u, the claim that u istrue (true-as-he-understands-it) is
cognitively equivalent (for the person) to u itself (as he understandsit)." A quaification is needed, since

the cdlaim that u is true involves an exigentia commitment to the utterance u, whereas u itsdf doesn't; this
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keeps the two from being fully cognitively equivdent. The quaified verson isthat the clam that uistrue
is cognitively equivadent to u rel ative to the existence of the utterance u; just as"Thatcher is such
that sheis sdf-identicad and snow iswhite' is cognitively equivadent to "Snow iswhite” relative to the

existence of Thatcher. (To say tha A is cognitively equivaent to B relaive to C meansthat the

conjunction of A and C is cognitively equivaent to the conjunction of B and C; sothat aslongasCis
presupposed we can treet A and B as equivdent.) Having made this quaification, | will generdly leaveit
tacit, and amply say that in the purely disquotationd sense of "true”, the clam that u istrue (whereu is
an utterance | understand) is cognitively equivalent for meto u itsdf (as| understand it).?

There are both oddities and attractive features to this as areading of "true”; | will discuss these
later on, starting in Section 5. But odd or not, the cognitive equivaence of the clam that u is
disquotationdly true to u itself provides away to understand disquotationd truth independent of any
nondisquotational concept of truth or truth conditions (and independent of any concept of proposition).
That is. if | understand " Snow iswhite", and if | dso understand a notion of disquotationd truth as
explained above, then | will understand "*Snow iswhit€ istrue’, snce it will be equivdent to "Snow is
white". Thiswill hold on any view of understanding, even a crude verificationist view according to which
undergtanding a sentence is Smply amatter of having verification conditions for it: for the verification
conditions of "'Snow iswhitée istrue’ will be precisaly those of "Snow iswhite'. Certainly thereisno
need to presuppose that understanding an utterance involves correlating a proposition or truth condition
with it, as propositions and truth conditions are understood in the Frege-Russall tradition. Because of
this, there can be little doubt that the notion of pure disquotationd truth is a notion which a verificationist
is entitled toCand which other opponents of the Frege-Russdll tradition who have a more sophisticated
dternative than verificationism are entitled to as well. (Adherents of the Frege-Russdll tradition are
entitled to it too, though not dl want it.)

And using this notion of truth, even a crude verificationist can grant the legitimacy of talk of truth
conditions of hisown utterances. For the cognitive equivaence of "'Snow iswhite istrue' and " Snow
iswhite' will lead to the (more or less indefeasible) acceptance of the biconditiona "*'Snow iswhite is
trueiff snow iswhit€’; and a natural way to put this (more or less indefeasible) acceptance isto say
"'Snow iswhite has the truth conditions that snow iswhite". A pure disguotationa notion of truth gives
rise to apurely disguotational way of talking about truth conditions.
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An opponent of the Frege-Russdl| tradition can try to use this purely disquotationa way of
talking about truth conditions, or some variant or extension of it, to dlow the legitimacy of tak of the
truth conditions of utterances and mentd states without giving truth conditions the centrd role that they
play in the Frege-Russdl| tradition. For instance, if one of our menta states can be described as an
attitude of believing or accepting the sentence " Snow is white", then it can be described both as a state
of believing that snow is white and as a Sate with the truth conditions that snow is white. The connection
of "that" clauses to truth conditions noted in the second paragraph thus remains, but the initid impresson
that it leads inevitably to the Frege-Russdll view is at least lessened. It may not be obvious that al
legitimate tak of the truth conditions of mentd states can be handled in thisway or by an extenson of it,
but that iswhat the opponent of the Frege-Russdll tradition contends. (This may involve disalowing as
illegitimate certain uses of truth conditiona talk that an advocate of the Frege-Russel view would

dlow.)® Such aview might naturaly be caled a defl ationist view of meaning and content; or

more accurately, adeflationist view of meaning that and having the content that, or a deflationist

view about the role of truth conditions in meaning and content. Thefirs of the three labds

(which | have used in thetitle for brevity) could be mideading, Snce some versons of the view arein a
sense quite undeflationist about meanings: for ingtance, the crude verificationism | described is not in the
least deflationist about verification conditions, and it identifies them with meanings. What it is deflationist
about is truth conditions; or, the locutions "meansthat” and "has the content that". From now on Il
amply usethe labd "deflationis”. So that my labels not be thought as prgudging the merits of the views,
Il call the Frege-Russdll tradition "inflationist”.

The divison between the inflationist and deflationist positions is in some ways the most
fundamenta divison within the theory of content and meaning (though as with many fundamentd
divisonsin philosophy, the line between the two views is not absolutely sharp). | mysdf srongly fed the
atractions of each pogtion, though | have come to favor deflationism. In this paper | will formulate a
fairly radical version of deflationism,” say afew thingsto try to motivate it, and try to defend it against
some obvious objections. | will aso mention some deeper lines of objection that | cannot dedl with here;
these seem to me the places where the battle between deflationism and inflationism must ultimatey be

fought.

2. More on the deflati onist/infl ationist distinction

The verson of deflationism | outlined in my opening remarks was built around a crude verificationism. It
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hardly needs arguing that such averson of deflationism isn't satisfactory. But the main idea behind
deflationism doesn't require verificationism, it requires only that what plays a centrd role in meaning and
content not include truth conditions (or relations to propositions, where propositions are concelved as

encapsulating truth conditions).

| must admit at the art that the question of whether truth conditions (or propositions
encapsulating truth conditions) play acentra role in meaning and content is not a very clear one, for
three reasons. Firgt, the notions of meaning and content aren't clear as they stand. Some ways of
darifying them involve legidating truth conditions into or out of meaning and content, which would make
the issue of deflationism totaly uninteresting. My way of resolving this undarity will be to interpret
"meaning” and "content” as broadly as possible short of explicitly legidating truth conditions into meaning
or content. Second, theidea of acentral roleisnt initidly clear a@ther. My god isto daify thisas| go
aong, by making explicit the limited role thet | think the deflationist can give to truth conditions, and
identifying kinds of role that deflationism cannot alow truth conditions to have. Unfortunately | cannot
complete the job in this paper: to keep the paper to a manageable size | have had to leave to another
occason discusson of the crucid subject of the role of truth conditions in psychologica explanation.
[But see Section 7 of the Postscript.]

Thereisadso athird source of unclarity to the question, one which | think makes a complete
sharpening impossible. If deflaionismisto be at dl interesting, it must dlaim not merdly that what playsa
centrd role in meaning and content not include truth conditions under that description, but that it not

include anything that could plausibly constitute a reduction of truth conditions to other more

physicdigtic terms. And it iswell known that there is no sharp line between reduction and dimination, so
this crucid tenet of deflationism is not an atogether precise one. In other words, a theory of content and
meaning might end up not employing the nation of truth conditions directly (in a centrd role), but
employing (in that role) certain physicaigtic relations that coul d be regarded as reducing the rdlation 'S
has the truth conditions p”, but could only be so regarded on a rather loose conception of reduction.
Such atheory of content and meaning would occupy the borderline between a deflationist and
inflationist theory: it would be rather amatter of taste which way we describeit. I'll have abit more to
say about this possibility later.

| remarked earlier that a deflationist need not be averificationist. What dementsinstead of, or in
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addition to, verification conditions does he have available for incluson in meaning or content? One
element that can certainly be included in content is conceptuad or computationa role: role in a (perhaps
idealized) computationa psychology that describes how the agent's beliefs, desires, etc. evolve over
time (partly in response to sensory simulations).” The conceptud role of abdlief state incudesits
verification conditions, but includes much more besides. (It includes awider variety of evidentid
rdations? it includes the conceptual consequences of having the belief; etc.) But conceptua role isn't
enough: it isboth "interndig” and "individudig”, and a plausible deflationism is going to have to give to
content both "externaigt” and "socid™ aspects.

In describing these further aspects of content, it will help if | make what | hopeisaharmless
assumption. The assumption is that we can speak of alanguage-user as believing and desiring sentences
of hisor her own languageCor at leadt, as believing and desiring interna analogs of them in which some
or dl of the ambiguities may have been removedCand that this relation can be made sense of without a
prior notion of content for the belief or desire states or of meaning for the sentences. In other words, this
relation is one that adeflationist can perfectly well gpped to. Thereisagood hit that needs to be said
about just what this assumption comes to, but let me smply say that | think that when it is unpacked it is
pretty unobjectionable.”

Now let's get back to the aspects of content that go beyond conceptud role. The most obvious
"externdist” dement that a deflationist can put into content is indication relaions. It isafact about me
that | am a pretty good barometer of whether thereisrain falling on my head at that moment: when there
israin faling on my head, | tend to believe "Thereisrain faling on my head"; conversdy, when | do
believe this sentence, usudly there israin faling on my heed. Thisisamply a corrdation, there to be
observed; and a deflationist is as free to take note of it asis anyone else, and as free as anyone e to
deem it an ingredient of what he calls content. The correlation of people's belief states to the world
outside presumably extends past the directly observed; the beliefs of astronomers in sentences of form
"The location of Haley's comet at timet will be x" generdly correlate pretty well with the location of
Haley's comet a timet, and in certain circumstances the beliefs of physicigsin sentences of form A
particle has recently tunnelled through the potential barrier” will correlate with whether a particle has
indeed done so.

These observations might make one think that a deflationist is bound to recognize (anon-
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disquotational version of) the rdation 'S has truth conditions p", in fact if not in name, Snce these
indication relations condtitute the truth-conditions relation. But this overlooks the fact that the project of
giving anything close to a believable reduction of talk of truth conditionsto tak of indication rdaionsis
at best agleam in the eye of some theorists. A way to see the point isto notice that there are plenty of
examples where the indication relations don't reflect what we would intuitively regard as truth conditions.
Congder the ancient Greek whose judgements (that we would trandate as) >Zeus is throwing
thunderbolts are rdiably corrdated with the presence of lightning in the vicinity. That reliadble
correation is akey fact about the use of the sentence, and is part of its Acontent() in the deflationist=s
sense, but it is not amatter of the truth conditions of his utterance as normaly understood. (It would be
possible to maintain that the Greek:-s judgements had as their truth conditions that lightning is present; |
wouldrrt want to say that that is exactly wrong, snce | doubt that there is a clear matter of right and
wrong here, but it certainly fitsill with the fact that there were systematic inferential connections between
this sentence and others containing >Zeus:, such as>Let=s build an idol so Zeus will stop throwing
thunderbolts.) In many other cases, the facts about indication relations are clear but a decision about
truth conditions seems rather arbitrary. The judgement >The sun isrisng today may have asits truth
conditions that the angle from the horizon to the sun is smdl, postive and increasing, but was this so at
earlier times when people believed that its motion relative to the earth was absolute motion? | have no
idea how to decide, but from a deflationist point of view it does¥t matter: the indication relations are
there anyway, and they are what isimportant.

| have given examples from earlier theories since we obvioudy carvt recognize any such serious
errors that may infect our own observationd clams, but it is not beyond imagination that even some of
our own observetiond reports reliably indicate something a variance with their own truth conditions.
When we move beyond observation reports to more theoretica sentences, thisis still more likely.

There are of course less systematic indication relations than the ones | have considered. Maybe
| sysematicaly exaggerate, so that my believing a sentence of the form "It isn feet high" is strongly
correlated with the object before me being f(n) feet high, where f(x) starts dropping off rapidly from x
after about 6 feet or 0. Or worse, maybe my beliefs of the form "In Bosnia, p* don't stand in any
interesting correlations with the actud facts about what's happening in Bosnia, but just reflect what
appearsin the newspapers | read. The deflationist can recognize these facts about indication too, and
attribute explanatory importance to them. The deflationist can dso use the disguotation schemato
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formulate the distinction between these cases and cases like my religbility about whether rainisfaling on
my head: in the latter case my beief date reliably indicatesits own truth conditions (as given by the
disquotation schema), in the former it indicates something else® What he can't do, it ssemsto me, is
say that this distinction isof much explanatory importance: for that would give truth conditions (rather
than just indication relations in generd) a centrd role in the theory of mind; and the clam that truth
conditions have a centra role in the theory of mind is the defining characteristic of inflationism.® But thet
ig¥t to say that he carvt differentiate the exaggeration and Bosnia cases from the rain faling on my head

case on other grounds, e.g. of how systemdtic the indication relaions are and how well they survive
under the addition of evidence. And hereit isworth noting that on these scores the Zeus example and
the rising sun example (and ana ogous examples of as-yet-undetected errors in our own observation
reports) come out more like the rain faling on my head example than like the exaggeration or Bosnia
examples: they are rather systematic indication relations not didodged by any smal amount of additiond
evidence. Itisthesefactors, rather than the factor of whether what isindicated is truth conditions, that
are explanatorily important.

Anyway, the deflationist can include indication reaions in content; this is enough to make
content externdit, but not enough to make it socid. However, since we are regarding many of our most
important beliefs as in effect attitudes toward sentencesin our language, the means to make content
socid isat hand. That is, it seems reasonable to decree that the content of these belief Statesisto be
influenced by the meaning these sentences have for us; that meaning is of course partly influenced by the
content of our intentional States, but since language is socid it will be influenced by the contents of the
dates of other members of our community aswell. In particularCand removing the appearance of
circularityCwe can understand "content™ in such away that the conceptual roles and indication
relations of other people's states of believing a certain sentence are counted as relevant
to the content of my state of believing that sentence;™ such away of understanding "content" is
not only possible, it is natural when one thinks of the ways that which sentences | believe influence
and are influenced by which sentences other s believe. Again, congruing content as socid in this
way is quite compatible with deflationism, that is, with kegping truth conditions (and hence "that”
clauses) out of the fundamental characterization of content.

3. The semantics of logical operators

"Deflationiam” and "inflationism” are broad labels, each encompassang many different views. | think it
would help to make the contrast between the deflationist and inflationist traditions clearer if | focussed
on severd problemsin the theory of content, and showed how they looked from each of the two broad

perspectives.
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Thefirst problem | will discussisthe problem of saying what determines the "referent” of a
logica operator like"or" or "not" or "dl"; or to put it less Fregeanly, the problem of saying what
determines the contributions that such alogica operator makes to the truth conditions of sentences that

containit.

| think it is clear in broad outline what an inflationist’'s best Srategy is for answering this question.
The answer will have two stages. The first stage involves spelling out the "conceptud role’ that "or" has
(for agiven person, or for the linguistic community generdly): in this case, it would largely be a meatter of
itsrole in deductive inference and perhaps inductive and practica inference aswell. For ingance, among
the rlevant facts about my use of theword "or" isthat | tend to accept inferences to adigunction "A or
B" from ether digunct, and to the negation of the digunction from the negations of both diguncts, but
not to the diguncts from the digunction; and when | do occasiondly dip and infer according to the |atter
rule, | can be brought to correct mysdf. Also rlevant perhapsisthat | tend to assign to adigunction a
degree of belief higher than the degrees of bdlief of each digunct but no higher than the sum of the
degrees of belief of the diguncts. (Indeed my degree of belief in adigunction A or B" tendsto be
about equd to the sum of my degrees of belief in the diguncts minus my degree of belief in A timesmy
conditiond degree of belief in B given A.) And so on.

But what does the word's having this conceptud role have to do with its standing for the usua
truth function (that is, with its contributing to truth conditions according to the usud truth table)? Perhaps
the conceptud role of "or" determinesthat it stands for that truth function in this sense: any word in
any linguigtic community that had that conceptud role would stand for that truth function. But that
doesn't seem very helpful, for it doesn't tell you why that conceptual role should be associated with that
truth function.

Thereis, though, arather naturd sory to try to tell. Theideaiisthat if we assgn truth conditions
to our sentences (and hence our belief states) according to thisrule of truth for "or" (and the standard
rules of truth for "not™), it will make our deductive inferencesinvolving "or" truth-preserving, and
presumably will make our inductive inferences involving "or" highly rdisble™ wheressif we used any
other truth table, the deductive and inductive inferences would come out totaly unrdliable. Religbility
congderations seem to give just the sort of link between conceptud role and reference that we want in

this case,
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There are of course some holes here. One holeisthat though it is true that no dternative truth
function makes our inferencesinvolving "or" a al religble, thisjust shows that rdiability consderations
make the usud truth table for "or" more satisfactory than alter native truth functions; but maybe
there is an dternative to a truth functiona account that would make us equaly reliable? A second holeis

that in explaining the contribution of "or" to truth conditions, we can't legitimately assume the contribution
that "not" makes to truth conditions unless that can be independently established; so unlessit can be
independently established (which is doubtful), or unless we can avoid mentioning it in our account of
what determines the truth table for "or", then we redlly need an account of how reliability consderations
give ustherules of truth for "or" and "not" together. (Using another operator like "if...then" or "implies’
ingead of "not" would give rise to Smilar problems.) This degpens the first hole: for now we need to
compare the package containing the usud truth functiona accounts of "or" and "not" to dternative
packages in which both truth rules are varied, and where there is no congraint that either truth rule be
truth functiond.

Even if the second hole can be avoided, the problem with the first hole is greater for more
complicated operators, like quantifiers: for instance, in the case of "some" our usud deductive inferences
turn out truth preserving if we suppose that its contribution to truth conditions is that of the unrestricted
objectud exigentid quantifier, but making it arestricted quantifier or subgtitutiona quantifier of a certain
sort would aso make the inferences truth preserving, and (depending on the details of the restriction)
might make us & least equally reliableCeven with the truth rules for the truth functiona connectives and
"implies’ unchanged.

So what determines that our word "or" or "not" or "some" makes the contribution to truth
conditions that we assume it makes? An inflationist has three choices. Either she can find some sort of
naturaigtic facts that could be cited in answer to this question (facts involving reliability considerations
might work in the end, despite the questions above); or she can say that thereis smply no fact of the
matter, that we have a surprisng example of referentia indeterminacy here; or she can say that itisa
non-naturalitic fact about us that our word "some" contributes to truth conditions according to the rules
of the unredtricted objectua quantifier and that "not" and "or" contribute according to the usud truth
tables. But this third option strikes me as rather repellent; the first may be hard to carry out; and the
second may not be atogether free of philosophical difficulties.
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The same sort of problem arises in the case of the predicate "isidenticd to" (and the numerica
quantifiers such as "there are exactly two" that are definable from it). The axioms that we accept as
governing this predicate determine (given ardiability assumption) that it stands for a congruence
relation, that is, an equivaence rdation for which subdtitutivity holds; but this is not enough to determine
that it stands for genuine identity, that is, for the relation that everything bearsto itsdf and to nothing
ese. It isegpecidly not enough if the extensions of the other predicates in the language are up for grabs.
as Quine has famoudy pointed out, it isn't so easy to say what facts about us make "identica to" stand
for identity and "rabhbit” for rabbits, rather than "rabbit” for rabbit sages and "isidentica to" for the
relation of being stages of the same object. And even if we can find facts about usage that would rule
out this example as violating a plausible reliability requirement, it isatal order to find facts about usage
which would rule out all choices of nonstandard congruence relaions. Again, an inflationist is
gpparently faced with the three options of finding such facts, or accepting it as smply a brute fact that
our word stands for genuine identity, or accepting asurprisng level of referentia indeterminacy in our
basic logicd vocabulary. Thisisachoice that not everyone would be happy to have to make.

A main motivation for deflationism isthat it gpparently avoids having to make this sort of
choice.*? According to the sSmplest version of deflationismCthet relying on the pure disquotationa truth
predicate mentioned earlierCit is an entirely trivia matter to explain why one's own word "or" obeys the
truth table it does: this follows from truth functiond logic together with the logic of the disquotationa
truth predicate, with no mention of any facts at al about our usage of "or". Recdl thet if "true" is used
purely disquotationdly, then "'p' istrue’ is cognitively equivdent to "p", for any sentence "p" that we

understand. As aresult, we get that each instance of the "disguotation schema”
() "p'istrueif andonly if p

holds of conceptua necessity, thet is, by virtue of the cognitive equivaence of the left and right hand

sdes. But for any sentences g and r, instances of the following schemas are dso ingances of (T), and
hence conceptudly necessary:

"gorristrueif andonlyif gorr

"g"istrueif and only if q

"r*istrueif and only if r.
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And now you can use the latter two to subgtitute into the right hand side of the first, so asto get the
conceptua necessity of each ingtance of the following:

(TF) "qorr'istrueif and only if "q" istrue or "r" istrue.

The conceptua necessity of the ingtances of (TF) redly isn't enough to judtify the claim that "or"
obeys the usud truth table: we need the conceptual necessity of the generdization

(TFG) For al sentences S; and S, of our language, AS, or S,A istrueiff S, istrue or S istrue.

But it is easy to get that if we start not from (T) but from some generdized form of (T). One such
generdized form of (T) employs auniversd subgtitutiond quantifier:

(TG) (p["p" istrueif and only if p].=2

(I assume atheory of subgtitutiona quantification that avoids the semantic paradoxes.) There are dso
way's to get the generdization without subgtitutional quantifiers. One dternative is to incorporate
schematic letters for sentences into the language, reasoning with them as with variables; and then to
employ two rules of inference governing them: (i) arule that alows replacement of dl ingances of a
schemdtic letter by a sentence; (ii) arule that dlows inference of Ux(Sentence(x)eA(x)) from the
schema A("p"), where A("p") isaschemain which al occurrences of the schematic letter p are
surrounded by quotes. Such aformaism corresponds to a very weak fragment of a substitutional
quantifier language, and is probably preferable to using the full subgtitutiona quantifier. In such a
formaism, (T) and (TF) themselves are part of the language, rather than merely having instances thet are
part of the language; and from (T) we can derive (TF) and thence (by rule (ii) and a bit of syntax)
(TFG).

Note that on any of these versions of the pure deflationary account, facts about the meaning of
our word "or"Ce.g., its conceptua roleCneed not be explicitly referred to in explaining why our word
"or" obeysthe usud truth table. Of course, we do need to use logicd reasoning, and in particular, the
deductive inferentid rulesthat are in fact associated with the word "or". But we needn't mention in the

explanation that these rules are associated with "or"; in that sense, the meaning of "or" plays no

rolein the explanation.

Doesthis mean that a deflationist can't make sense of the ideathat "or" obeysthe truth table it
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does because of its conceptud role? Not redly: the fact that the deductive inferential rules for

"or" areusad in the explanation of "or" having the truth table it hasis enough to give one quite naturd
sense to the clam that it obeys that truth table because it obeys those deductive inferentid rules.
However, the sense of "because” here does not support counterfactuas. That is, because the fact that
these rules are associated with "or" playsno rolein the explanation of "or" having this truth table,
we don't get the conclusion that if different rules had been associated with "or", its contributions to truth
conditions would have been different. (At least, we don't get this conclusion on the most straightforward
reading of the counterfactual.) Indeed, it is clear that this counterfactud (on its straightforward construa
anyway) is unacceptable if "truth conditions' is understood in a purdy disquotationa sense. (This may
seem an objection to the purely disquotationa notion of truth, but later on | will argue that it is not. | will

aso consder whether a deflationist can make sense of a modified notion of truth conditions according to
which such a counterfactua would be straightforwardly true; if so, the conceptud role of "or" might have

conditions are those of the usud truth table.)

What I've said here about the explanation of the truth-theoretic properties of the logical
connectives goes for other words aswell. Congider "rabbit": an inflationist presumably thinks that the set
or property that my term "rabbit" stands for is determined from the facts about this word's conceptud
role for me, together with its conceptud role for other members of my community, together with the
facts about what my believing various "rabbit" sentences tends to be correlated with, together with the
same sort of facts for other members of my community, and so on. This raises the question of precisaly
how it is determined; and it seemsto me thet if inflationism is to be bdlievable then the inflationist needs
to have some story to tell here. Of course, Quine's well-known difficulty about rabbits v. rabbit-stages
would be solved if we solved the problem for identity: religbility with respect to sentences like "For dl x
andy, if x and y are nearby rabbits then x=y" ties the extension of "rabbit" to that of "identicd" in such a
way as to handle such individuation problems. But there are further problems: for instance, what makes
"rabbit" stand for the rabbits rather than the rabbits-or-redigtic-imitations? | don't say that the
inflationist can't tell a reasonable story about this, only that there isa story to be told, and perhaps there
isroom for skepticism about the possibility of teling it adequately. If so, that provides a motivation for
deflationism. For the deflationist view is thet there is nothing here to explain: it is smply part of the logic
of "refers’ (or "istrue of") that "rabbit” refersto (istrue of) rabbits and to nothing e se.
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The deflationary view of truth and reference as I've presented it here gpplies only to words and
sentences that we understand. This may well seem worrisome, and it isimportant to ask both whether it
shoul d seem worrisome and whether it could be avoided. I'll return to these mattersin later sections,
but firgt | want to further explore the contrast between the deflationist and inflationist viewpoints.

4. Inverting the theory of reference

One qualm that one might reasonably have about the deflationist perspective isthat alot of work that
has gone into the theory of reference in recent years seems to be onto something, and it seems at first
hard to explain just whet it could be onto if truth conditions play no centrd role in the theory of meaning.
After dl, if truth conditions play no centrd role, reference can hardly play acentrd role: whatever

importance reference has surely derives from its contribution to truth conditions,

Let's consder first Kripke's observation (Kripke 1972) that description theories of the
reference of our proper names™ are incorrect. If truth conditions play no central role in meaning, and
truth is fully explained by the disquotation schema (and of vaue only asalogica device, in a manner
soon to be explained), then the same is true of reference: for the reference of singular terms, the relevant
schemais

(R)  If bexigsthen"b" refersto b and nothing ese; if b doesn't exist then "b" doesn't refer to
anything.

But if thistdls us everything we need to know about the reference for our own words, what could
Kripke's critique of description theories be telling us?

We need a concrete example before us. Consider Kripke's case against averson of the
description theory according to which the referent of our term "Godd™ is determined by the associated
description "prover of the incompleteness theorem™: the referent of the name (if it has one) isto be
whatever uniquely fits the description. Kripke's case againg this view is athought experiment, in which
we discover the following fact:

(F)  Theincompleteness theorem was proved by aman baptized " Schmidt" and who never cdled
himsdf anything other than " Schmidt"; a certain person who caled himsdf "Godd" and got ajob
under that name at the Indtitute for Advanced Study stole the proof from him.
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In this Stuation, Kripke asks, who isit naturd to say we have been referring to when we used the name
"Godd", the guy who caled himsdf "Schmidt" and proved the incompl eteness theorem, or the guy who
cdled himsdlf "Godd"? Nearly everyone says the latter, so the description theory (or thisversion of it) is
wrong. Surely there is something important in this critique, and if the deflationist can't make sense of it
then something is wrong with deflationiam.

| think that the deflationist can make sense of Kripke's observations. On the deflationist

viewpoint, though, the observations aren't at the most basic |evel about reference but

about our inferential practice. That is, what Kripke's example redly showsis that we would

regard the clam (F) asgrounds for inferring "Godd didn"t prove the incompleteness theorem”
rather than as grounds for inferring "Godd was baptized as 'Schmidt' and never caled himsdf ‘Godel™.
Reference isjust disquotationd. It does comesin indirectly: from (F) | can indirectly infer

"Godd" doesn't refer to the guy that proved the incompl eteness theorem.

But that isn't because of acausd theory of reference over adescription theory, but only because | can
infer

Godd isn't the guy that proved the incompl eteness theorem,
and then "semanticaly ascend”.

This does seem to me afairly plausible account of what the Kripke point shows. We seethat at
least in this case, the deflationist picture leads to a reasonably plausible inverson of standard views, and
tends to demote the importance of theories of reference and truth conditions from accounts of language

use and cognitive functioning.

But how about the positive view of reference that emerges from the writings of Kripke, Putnam,
efc.? The positive view isthat atypica name of mine refersto what it does because of a causal network
of bdiefs and utterances involving that name: in the Smplest cases, some people acquired beliefs
involving aname as aresult of direct causa interaction with the thing named; these beliefsled to their
using the name in utterances, which led other people to have bdiefsinvolving the name; these in turn
passed beliefs on to others, and so forth. And it is because my uses of (say) "Hume" stand in acausa
network of roughly this sort, a network whose dominant causa source is Hume, that my uses of the

name refer to Hume. The previous discussion shows how a deflationist can partidly capture the force of
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this he can say that it isjust part of our inferentid procedure to regard clams of roughly the form "The
dominant causa source of our beliefsinvolving 'b'isb" as pretty much indefeasible. But this doesn't
seem to fully capture the importance of the causd theory of reference. It has seemed to many that the
causa network emanating from Hume to my uses of the name "Hume" explains what is otherwise
mysterious, namely, how my name could be about Hume. Obvioudy a deflaionist can't say this the
whole point of deflationism isthat the only explanation we need of why my word is about Humeis given
by the disquotation schema.

Nonetheless, the deflationist can agree that this causal network story is explanatory of
something: what it explainsis the otherwise mysterious correlation between a knowledgeable person's
beliefsinvolving the name "Hume" and the facts about Hume. Y ou probably believe quite afew
sentences that involve the name "Hume", and alarge proportion of them are probably disquotationally
true that is, the conditiond probability that Hume was F given that you bdieve "Humewas F " is quite
high. Surdly this correlation between your "Hume" beliefs and the Hume-facts cries out for explanation.™
And the generd lines of the explanation are clearly suggested in the Kripke-Putnam account: you
acquired your "Hume" beliefs largely through interactions with others, who in turn acquired theirs from
others, and s0 on until we reach believers with afairly immediate causa access to Hume or hiswritings
or whatever. Moreover, the causal network has multiple independent chains, and contains historical
experts who have investigated these independent chains systematicaly, so the chance of large errors
surviving isn't thet high. Therole of "experts' that figures heavily in Putnam's account of reference thus
aso hasits andog when focusis put ingtead on explaining our reliabilityCindeed, when the focusiis put
on rdidbility it is obvious why the reliance on "experts’ should have such a centrd place.

Earlier | pointed out that the reliability of my bdiefs under the disguotation schemais smply an
objective fact about me, stateable without semantic terms, which a deflationist can hardly be debarred
from taking note of in his account of meaning. Here | am expanding the point, to observe that he can
hardly be debarred from wanting an explanation of it; and the explanation is bound to involve some of
the ingredients that inflationists tend to put into their theories of reference,

This of course reraises the possibility mentioned earlier, that by the time the deflationist is
finished explaining this and smilar facts, he will have recongtructed the inflationist's relation 'S has the
truth conditions p", in fact if not in name. My guessisthat thiswill turn out not to be the case, but to
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assart that conclusion with confidence requires a more thorough investigation than | will be able to
undertake in this paper. All | redly hope to motivate here is that we should be "methodol ogica
deflationigts': thet is, we should start out assuming deflationism as aworking hypothes's; we should
adhereto it unless and until we find ourselves recongtructing what amounts to the inflationist's relation 'S
has the truth conditions p". So methodologica deflationism is Smply a methodologicd policy, which if
pursued could lead to the discovery thet deflationism in the origind sense ("metaphysica deflationiam”) is
workable or could lead to the discovery that inflationism isinevitable. It could also turn out that we end
up congructing something that might or might not be regarded as the inflationis's relation 'S has the
truth conditions p*; in that case, the line between inflationism and metaphysica deflationiam will turn out

to have blurred.*®

5. More on disquotational truth

It istime now to be a bit more precise about what exactly deflationism involves. In order to do this; it
will help to ask what a deflationist should say about why we need atruth predicate. If truth conditions
aren't central to meaning, why not drop tak of truth atogether? Asiswell known, the deflationist's
answer isthat theword "true’ has an important logicd role: it dlows usto formulate certain infinite

conjunctions and digunctions that can't be formulated otherwise.™

There are some very mundane examples of this, for instance, where we remember that someone
said something false yesterday but can't remember what it was. What we are remembering is equivaent
to the infinite digunction of al sentences of form "She sad 'p, but not-p".

A more important example of this which has been widdy noted arisesin discussons of redism.
"Redism" has been used to mean many things, but one version of it is the view that there might be (and
amog cartainly are) sentences of our language that are true that we will never have reason to believe, in
contrast to "anti-redist” doctrines that identify truth with long-run judtifiability or whatever. To assert
reglism in this sense one needs a nation of truth. But the reason for thisis purdly logicd: that is, if only
finitely many sentences could be formulated in our language, we could put the redlist doctrine without
use of a predicate of truth: we could say:

It might be the case that ether the number of brontosauruses that ever lived is precisaly 75,278
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but we will never have reason to believe that; or the amount that Michael Jackson spent on
underwear in hislifetimeis exactly $1,078,852.72 but we will never have reason to believe that;

or...

where in place of the"..." goes similar clauses for every sentence of the language. It is because we can't
complete the digunction that we need anotion of truth. Or perhaps | should say, because we can't
otherwise complete the digunction: for the clam that it might be the case that some sentence of our
language is true but that we will never have reason to believe it can be viewed as smply away of

formulating the digunction.*®

Another example of "true’ as a device of infinite conjunction and digunction is the desre to utter
only true sentences or to have only true beliefs. what we desire is the infinite conjunction of dl daims of
theform " utter 'p' only if p* or "I believe'p' only if p". It is Sometimes claimed that a deflationist cannot
grant that there is any "substantial norm" of assertion beyond warranted assertibility.*® This seemsto me
aserious mistake: any sane deflationist will hold that truth and warranted assertibility (even long run
warranted assertibility) can and do diverge: as the previous paragraph should make clear, their
divergence is a consequence of the truth schema together with quite uncontroversid facts.

Consequently, anorm of asserting the truth is a norm that goes beyond warranted assertibility. But there
isno difficulty in desiring thet al one's beliefs be disquotationdly true; and not only can each of us desire
such things, there can be a generd practice of badgering others into having such desires. Isnt this
enough for there being a"norm” of asserting and bdlieving the truth? Admittedly, this account of normsin
terms of badgering isabit crude, but | see no reason to think that on a more sophisticated account of
what anorm is, norms of striving for the truth won't be just as available to the deflationist asthey are on

the crude account.

I'll give afourth example of the utility of a device of infinite conjunction and digunction, snceit
clearly brings out some points | want to stress. Consider some theory about the physical world,
formulated with finitely many separate axioms and finitely many axiom schemas (eech schema having
infinitely many axioms as ingances). For an example of such atheory, one can take atypicd first order
version of the Euclidean theory of space (which is not finitely axiomatizable). Suppose that one rgects
this theory without knowing which specific part of it to rgect; or dternatively, suppose that one accepts
it but regardsit as contingent. In the first case one will put the rejection by saying "Not every axiom of
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this theory istrue'; in the second case, by saying "It might have been the case that not every axiom of
the theory was true’. But the intended purpose in the first case is of course to deny the infinite
conjunction of the axioms, and in the second case to assert the possibility of the negeation of this
infinite conjunction.

My reason for focussing on this exampleis that it shows clearly the importance of whet | earlier
cdled pure disquotationa truth. Pure disquotationd truth involves two important features that certain
other truth concepts lack. Thefirgt isthat | can understand "Utterance u istrue”’ only to the extent that |
can understand utterance u; the second is that for me, the claim that utterance u istrue in the pure
disquotationa senseis cognitively equivaent to uitsdf as | understand it. (The firgt pretty much follows
from the second: if | can't understand u, and if an attribution of truth to u is cognitively equivaent to u,
then | can't understand an attribution of truth to u.)® The second feature of the pure disquotational
nation of truth means that this notion is of ause-independent property: to cal " Snow iswhite"

disquotationdly true is Smply to cal snow white; henceit isnot to attribute it a property that it wouldn't
have had if | and other English speskers had used words differently.

In ordinary English we seem to use a truth predicate that does not share these two features. It is
not entirely obvious, though, that what we say can't be understood indirectly in terms of disquotationa
truth. (More on thisin Sections 8 and 9.) In any case, these two features of pure disquotationd truth
makeit idedly suited to serve the logica need for a device of infinite conjunction and digunction
illustrated in the examples above, particularly the Euclidean geometry example. In the firgt place, the
only sentences we ever literally conjoin or digoin are sentences we understand, so it is clear that a
notion that isingpplicable to utterances we don't understand will serve our needs for truth as adevice of
conjunction and digunction. Second and more important, the use-independence of disquotationa truth
isrequired for the purposes just reviewed. For if "All sentences of type Q aretrue” isto serve asan
infinite conjunction of al sentences of type Q, then we want it to entail each such sentence, and be
entalled by al of them together. Thiswould fail to be so unless"Sistrue’ entailed and was entailed by
S. But the only way that can be soisif "true" doesn't ascribe a use-dependent feature to S. Suppose for
ingtance that Euclidean geometry istrue, and that we try to express its contingency by saying thet the
axioms together might have been fdse. Surdly what we wanted to say wasn't Smply that speskers might
have used their words in such away that the axioms weren't true, it is that space itself might have

differed s0 asto make the axioms as we under stand them not true. A use-independent notion of
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truth is precisely what we require.

Of course, there is another use-independent notion of truth besides disquotationa truth that
would be usable for these purposes: truth as gpplied to propositions, where propositions are
construed as language-independent (rather than, say, as equivalence classes of utterances). But | think
that pure disquotationa truth is better for these purposes, for two reasons. Thefirst and lessimportant is
ontologica: it is better to avoid postulating strange entities unnecessarily. The more important reason is
that unless oneis very careful to limit the use made of the notion of expressing a propostion, the
introduction of such a notion of proposition would beg the question in favor of inflationism.? There may
be good arguments for inflationism, but the need to expressinfinite conjunctions and digunctions can be
handled with the more minima gpparatus of purdly disquotationd truth, and it is best to use only the
more minimal gpparatus as long as the need of the more powerful gpparatus is unargued.

| have been arguing that inflationists as well as deflationists need some use-independent notion
of truth as adevice of infinite conjunction and digunction, and that such anotion is needed only for
sentences that one understands. Pure disquotationa truth serves the need admirably; and | think that a
deflationist should take pure disquotationd truth as the fundamental truth concept. Thisis not to say that
it isthe only notion of truth available to the deflationist: in Section 9 | will congder the possibility of
introducing amodified kind of disquotationa truth, which both gpplies to sentences in languages we
can't understand and is not use-independent. But | have argued that a deflationist needs a notion of pure
disquotationd truth, and | think that he should regard it as the basic notion of truth in terms of which

others are to be explained.

6. Disquotational truth versus Tarskian truth

In this Section | consider the relation between Tarskian truth definitions and disquotationa truth. To
facilitate the discussion | will pretend that English is alanguage without indexicals or demondratives or
ambiguous sentences, so that we can gpply talk of truth to sentence types. (1 will consder what the
deflationist should say about indexicality, ambiguity and the like in Section 10.)

As| have explained disquotationd truth, axiomatic statusis given to some generdized version of
the truth schema
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(M "p"istrueif and only if p.

The generdized verson might be the result of prefixing the schemawith a universal substitutiona
quantifier; aternatively, we might prefer the weeker gpproach involving schematic variables, mentioned
ealier. (Again, | assume sufficient regtrictions on the schemato avoid semantic paradoxes.) Actudly, if
our language contains amoda operator we need something a bit stronger, as the Euclidean geometry
example of the previous section indicates. the schema (T) should be replaced by:

(NT) ~["p"istrueif and only if p].

But even when the language doesn't have a moda operator, the left hand side of (T) isto be understood
as cognitively equivaent to the right hand sde. (Any view, no matter how inflationist, acceptsthe
ingtances of (T) as materid biconditionds.)

Tarskian approaches are somewhat different. First | should remind the reader that though Tarski
was interested in explicitly defined truth predicates, he aso proved a severe limitation of such explicitly
defined predicates:. they are available only for fragments of onée's language. If we explicitly define atruth
predicate in alanguage, not only must we exclude its gpplication to some or dl sentences of that
language that contain semantic terms, we must al'so exclude its application to a substantia body of other
sentences of the language without semantic terms but with unrestricted quantifiers. And this of course
limits the use of the truth predicate as a device of infinite conjunction and digunction: for instance, we
can't use it to form infinite conjunctions and digunctions of sentences with unrestricted quantifiers, at
least if arbitrarily large numbers of dternations of those quantifiers gpopear among the conjuncts or
diguncts. If we want to avoid such limitations on formulating infinite conjunctions and digunctions, we
should give up on the idea thet our truth predicate must be explicitly defined.

Evenif aTarskian wereto give up theingstence on defining truth, there would till be an
important difference between the Tarskian approach and the full-fledged deflationary approach that
takes a generdized verson of the truth schema as an axiom. For centrd to what is usudly thought of as
the Tarskian approach (though perhaps it owes more to Davidson than to Tarski himsdf) isthat truth??
is characterized (inductively if not explicitly) in terms of compositiond structure?® This gives
compostiond principles of truth amuch more centra role than they have on the full-fledged deflationary
account. Recdll the deflationist story | gave about why the word "or" obeys the usud truth table: the
principle
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If S, and S, are sentences of our language then AS, or S,A istrueiff S, istrue or S; istrue

isbuilt directly into the inductive characterization of truth on the Tarskian gpproach, whereas on the
deflationary approach it is smply a consequence of the generdized truth schema (together with the

principle"tUS(Sisasentencee " p(S=p)", on the subgtitutiona quantifier verson of the generdized

schema). Something smilar holds for other compositiond principles, such as that a sentence congsting
of a 1-place predicate and areferring nameistrue iff the predicate is true of what the name denotes. on
adeflationist account thisis smply a consequence of generdized disquotationd schemas for "true’, "true
of" and "refers’ (together with principles like the one just given parentheticaly, together with some

obvious syntactic principles and laws of concatenation and quotation marks).?*

Why does it matter whether such principles are built into an inductive characterization of truth or
viewed as consequences of generalized disquotational schemas? One reason why it mattersisthat there
is no guarantee thet for dl regions of discourse there will be such compositiona principles that follow
from the generalized disgquotation schemas. The compositiond principlesfor "or" and other truth
functiond operators smply fal out of the logica rules of inference that govern those operators (together
with the disquotationd principlesfor "true"); the same isbasicaly true of other sandard compositiona
principles (except that we sometimes need subsidiary semantic notions such as satisfaction, and
disquotationd principles governing them). But there is no obvious reason to think that in the case of dl
operators, eg. non-extensiona ones, there will be subsidiary semantic notions that yield compositiona

principles.

This shouldn't upset the full-fledged deflationigt: for the full-fledged deflationist, such
compositiond principles have no particular interest in their own right; we can explain why we have them
when we do, since they follow from the basic disquotational schemas whenever a subgtitutivity principle
is part of thelogic, but they are not of foundational importance. For the Tarskian they are of much more
fundamenta importance: they are needed in order to have a satisfactory notion of truth. Thisis one
important way in which a Tarskian approach isn't fully deflationist.

A Tarskian approach may or may not be partially deflationist: whether it is depends on the
datus that is accorded the Tarskian "truth definitions’. In particular, whet (if anything) makes such a

definition correct for agiven population? For aview to count asin any serious sense deflationis, it
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must say either that there isno sense at dl to be made of speaking of one Tarski-predicate for a
population as "correct”, or that the only sense that can be made of it is based on gtipulating that the
homophoni c truth predicate counts as correct for_us.

To daborate: it is easy to use Tarski-predicates in atheory that isin no way deflaionist. One
view of the sgnificance of a Tarskian truth definition (whether inductive or explicit) is as partidly
characterizing an abstract language, that is, alanguage viewed as an abstract entity that exists
whether or not anyone actudly spesksit: the language is defined by the rules governing it, including
Tarskian truth rules. (See Lewis 1975; Soames 1984; Stalnaker 1984.) So in addition to English there
is an abdtract language English*, with the same rules of grammar but different truth rules: eg. in English*
"or" might obey the truth table for conjunction and "rabbit" might be true of al and only the dinosaurs.

Then questions about the truth conditions of a person's sentences are rel ocated as questions about
which abstract language she speaks. An inflationist thinks that there are facts about a person's
employment of her sentences by virtue of which it is one aodtract language rather than another that sheis
gpeaking; such facts determine that Aristotle spoke in abstract Greek, and in the same way determine
that we are gpesking abstract English. The problem isto say what these facts are, and how they do the
determining. But a deflationist thinks that a homophony condition guarantees that we are spesking
English rather than English*, without the need of any such facts about our employment of the language.

Thereis of course a strong suggestion of the deflationist viewpoint in Tarski himsdf, semming
from his famous adequacy condition on truth definitions, "Convention T". (I should actudly say, a strong
suggestion of the partial deflationist view, because of the points earlier in this section.) My point is only
that if you deemphasize these and focus on the truth definitions themselves, and think itisa
graightforwardly factua question which truth definition is correct for a given population, then there is
nothing in the least deflationist about the resulting view.

7. Objections to deflationism

There are many different sorts of worries that one might have about deflationism. Some seem to meto
be based on misunderstandings. Under this heading | would include the commonly-voiced worry that
deflationism cuts language off from the world. The worry isthat if | Smply accept "T-sentences’ like
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"There are gravitational waves' istrueiff there are gravitationa waves,

then unless the sentence on the right hand side aready has truth conditions of a more-than-
disquotationa sort, it has nothing to do with gravitationd waves, and so the T-sentence doesn't redlly
supply truth conditions to "There are gravitational waves'. The responseis that we do indeed need to
establish a connection between the use of "There are gravitational waves' and gravitationa waves,
independent of the truth schema. But deflationism dlows for this (et least in the version | have sketched):
it admits that among the important facts about the use of "There are gravitationa waves' are facts,
stateable quite independent of disquotationd truth, that relate the sentence to gravitationd waves. For
ingtance, the laws of physcs are such that gravitationd waves, if they exist, will cause pulsesina
quadrupole antenna, and such pulses are one of the things that would increase our confidencein the
sentence "There are gravitational waves'. The objection tacitly assumed that the only kind of connection
between gravitationd waves and the use of "There are gravitational waves' (other than the derivative
connection that arises Imply from the use of "true" in accordance with the disquotation schema) comes

in the non-disquotationa assgnment of truth conditions to that sentence; but thisis smply fase.

In contrast, many of the worries that one might have about deflationism raise deep issues. In my
view the most serious worry about deflationismisthat it can't make sense of the explanatory role of truth
conditions: eg. their role in explaining behavior, or their role in explaining the extent to which behavior is
successful. Unfortunately it is abig job even to state the worry clearly, and abigger job to answer it; |
must save this for another occasion.”® Another kind of worry about deflationism that is too big to discuss
hereisthat it can't make the digtinction between vague and non-vague discourse, or between discourse
that is thoroughly factual and discourse that fals short of thisin various ways. | discuss thisworry in
Chapter 8.

But there remain some less serious objections that | can discuss here; discussing them will help
clarify what | am taking deflationism to involve. The objectionsto be discussed are

1. That deflationism can't handle the attribution of truth to utterances in other languages.
2. Tha deflationism gives the wrong moda propertiesto "true'.
3. That deflationism can't handle ambiguous utterances, indexica's, demondiratives, and the like.

and 4. That it can't make sense of how we learn from others.
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| think al of these can be easily answered, but it is worth spelling out how thisisto be done, for my
trestment will separate my verson of deflationism from certain other lessradica versons. | will treet

these objectionsin order in the fina four Sections.

8. Applying "true" to sentences in other languages

| have emphasized that a person can meaningfully apply a pure disquotationa truth predicate only to
utterances that he understands. This raises the question of what we are doing when we talk of the truth

or fagty of sentencesin other languages.

There are at least three different gpproaches that a deflationist might take toward talk of truth
for sentences in other languages. Perhaps the most obviousChut to my mind the leest
satisfactoryCwould be to use anotion of interlinguistic synonymy: regard "Sistrue’ (where"S' sands
for aforeign sentence) as equivaent to 'S is synonymous with a sentence of oursthat istruein the
purely disquotationa sense”. This option brings the semantic notion of synonymy into the
characterization of truth for foreign sentences. | will cal truth as so defined "extended disquotational
truth”.

Some may object that extended disquotationa truth is not a notion that a deflationist can dlow
himsdf, anceit involves interlinguigtic synonymy, which must be understood as involving sameness of
truth conditions. | hesitate to say anything so strong; | say only that a deflationist who wantsto employ a
notion of interlinguistic synonymy faces a serious chalenge, the chalenge of showing how to make sense
of it without relying on a prior notion of truth conditions. (Recal that the deflationist/inflationist contrast
was explained in terms of whether truth conditions play arole in semantics and the theory of content.)
But perhaps this challenge can be met. If for instance one were to adopt a crude verificationism,
synonymy would be just interpersond sameness of verification conditionsCassuming of course thet that
can be speled out. On a more reasonable deflationist view, meaning will involve avariety of
components. as discussed earlier, the meaning of a sentence of mine will depend on itsinferentia role for
me, itsinferentid role for my fellow speskers, and its indication relaions for me and my fellow speskers.
So whether one of my sentences is synonymous with a sentence used by someone else (e.g., aforeign
Speaker) will depend on avariety of digparate facts. In that case there is no obvious way to get a useful
and well-behaved synonymy rdlation.?” Still, it isn't idiotic to suppose that there is an unobvious way
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todoit; soitisnt initidly clear that a deflationist can't admit a useful and well-behaved notion of
extended disguotationa truth.

But extended disquotationd truth isn't the only option the deflationist has available for talking
about truth conditions for foreign sentences. A second option is more flexible: smply define whet it isfor

aforeign sentence to betrue relative to a correlation of it to one of our sentences. a sentenceis

true relative to the corrdation if the sentence of ours corrdated with it is true in the purely disquotationa
sense. This approach differs from the previous in that no claim is made that the correlated sentences are
synonymous. Of course, if we accept the notion of interpersona synonymy, we can useiit to get the
effect of the first option: we can say that aforeign sentence Sistrue in the extended disquotational sense
iff thereisacorreation of Sto asynonymous English sentence such that Sistrue rddive to this
correlation. But the second option can be applied by those like Quine who rgect a notion of
interpersona synonymy, or by those who accept it but want to consider truth relative to correlations that
violateit, or by those who want to keep track of where notions like synonymy are being used and

where they aren't.

| should note that even those like Quine who reject anotion of interpersona synonymy grant
that there are andards of trandation: it is beyond controversy that some trandations of aforeign
sentence are better than others, at least for certain purposes. If someone hears an utterance of
"Comment cava?' and trandatesit as"Y ou have just passed your French exam”, then that grosdy
violates any reasonable standard of good trandation. The skeptic about interpersonad synonymy holds
that though we of course have standards of trandation, they are amatter of being better or worse, not of
right and wrong, and aso are highly context-dependent (since the purposes for which they are better or
worse vary from one context to the next); and that these features together keep them from generating
any useful notion of synonymy. | don't want to discuss whether this rgection of interpersona synonymy
is areasonable position. But note that even if it is, standards of better and worse trandation can be
employed to partly capture the import of claims about extended disquotationd truth: what we are doing
when we conjecture whether some utterance we don't understand is true is conjecturing whether a good
trandation of the utterance will map it into a disquotationaly true sentence we do understand. If "good
trandation” is a highly context-sengtive and interest-relative notion that doesn't reflect an objective
synonymy relation, then there is a certain non-objectivity to the question of whether the utterance we
don't understand is true, but that consequence is not obvioudy undesirable.
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(Even a deflationist who thinks there is an objective notion of synonymy for good trandations to
reflect will have asmilar consequence to swalow. For presumably if there is an objective synonymy
relation, then there could be utterances that we know don't bear this relation to any utterances we
understand, and yet presumably it could still sometimes make a certain amount of sense to discuss
whether such an utterance was true. An inflationist can take such a discusson at face value; but asfar as
| can see, the only way for adeflationist to deal with this, even if he accepts a notion of "objective
synonymy", isto appedl to context-sendtive and interest-relative standards of trandation that do not
reflect objective synonymy.)

In addition to extended disquotationa truth and truth relative to a correlaion, thereisathird
option for adeflationist who wants to gpply "true’ to foreign utterances, and that is Smply to use the
concept of pure disquotationd truth as originally defined in connection with the foreign utterance,
without relativization. This may seem odd: didn't | say that my concept of pure disquotationd truth
gpplied only to utterancesin my own language? No: | said that it was defined only for utterances that |
understand. | understand the sentence "Der Schnee it weiss'. Following Quine (1953b, p. 135), | hold
that | can apply schema (T) to it, getting

"Der Schneeig weiss' istrueiff der Schneeist weiss,

which | can perfectly well understand despite its not conforming to the grammatica rules of any standard
language. (If it is objected that there would be a problem had | picked a sentence with a different
meaning in German than in English, my response isthet in that case "Der Schneeist weiss' would be
ambiguous for me, and there would be no problems in this case that don't arise equdly for ordinary
ambiguity within alanguage. | will discuss whether ambiguity cregtes a problem for deflationismin
Section 10.)

| don't see any reason to choose between the second and third options: the deflationist can use
whichever one uits his purposes of the moment. For some purposes the third option is better than the
second. For ingtance, if | understand a foreign sentence that has no exact equivadent in English, the third
option can be used to give more adequate disquotationa truth conditions than the second. The third
option is dso more useful in certain explanatory contexts, when we want to explain aforeigner's
behavior without bringing the English language into the explanation. But the second option is often more
useful than the third, in that it can in principle be used even for sentences we don't understand.
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Sometimes that broader application can come in handy: for ingtance, in trying to come to understand a
foreign sentence we may try out severd different correlations to our own sentences to see which makes
most sense. And in some contexts we want to use the second option in connection with semantic or
quas-semantic notions like synonymy or acceptable trandation: for ingance, in aperjury trid we might
want to know whether there is any acceptable trandation of an utterance that makes it come out true.
Findly, there are contexts in which the second option is ussful even in connection with our own
utterances. if we are congdering a counterfactua Stuation in which my use of wordsis very different, |
may be interested in the truth conditions of my sentences relative to a mapping of my language into itself
that is not the identity mapping. So a deflationist should not dispense with the second option. In many
contexts though | think that the third option is the most naturdl. It is the one that accords with my origina

gloss on disguotationa truth: a sentence is disquotationdly trueiff it is true-as-I-understand-it.

| think then that the notion of extended disquotationd truth should be avoided if possible it is
not obvious that a deflationist can make sense of it, it isless obvious that he needs it, and it seems better

to keep the logica aspects of truth cleanly separated from any semantic and quasi-semantic elements.

9. The modal properties of "true"

A further point about extended disquotationd truth as | have defined it isthet it is a concept of little
theoreticd utility. Thet is because it isacurioudy hybrid notion: whether aforeign utteranceistrue in this
sense depends on semantic facts, but whether one of our own sentencesis true in this sense doesn't
(gnce as applied to our own sentences, extended disquotationa truth is equivaent to pure disquotationa
truth, which is use-independent). Recall that certain logical uses of the pure disquotationd truth
predicate "true,q" (for instance, the moda version of the Euclidean geometry example) require thet
~("Snow iswhite" istrueyq iff snow iswhite). So even if "snow iswhite' had been usad in Englishin
pretty much the way that "Grassisred" is actudly used, "snow iswhite' would sill have been truein the
purely disquotationa sense, and hence in the extended disquotationd sense as well. Moreover, if in
addition grass and the German language had been as they actualy are, then "Der Grasist rot" would
have been synonymous with " Snow is white"', and hence would have been true in the extended
disquotationd sense too. The counterfactua supposition of a drastic change in the use of English

sentences |leaves their extended disquotationa truth conditions the same but aters the extended
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disquotationd truth conditions of foreign sentences! This, surely, is not atheoreticaly useful way to
make truth conditions use-dependent.

Obvioudy what we would need to do, if we wanted a more useful notion of truth conditions that
has semantic features built into it, is to build in such features for our own sentences aswell asfor the
sentences of others. And of course inflationary theories of truth conditions do precisdly this. The
guestion i, can one do this on atheory of truth conditions with any damsto being deflationary?

Thereis an obvious modification of the extended disquotationa gpproach: | don't know if a
view of this sort should be cdled deflationary or inflationary, o I'll cdl it quasi -deflationary. It requires
that we have not only anotion of synonymy, but a prior notion of meaning such that two sentences are
synonymousiif they have the same meaning; but meaning is to be defined independently of truth
conditions. (The crude illugration would be that meanings are just verification conditions; dightly less
crudely, perhaps meanings are some sort of equivaence classes of pairs of conceptua roles and
indication relaions; the point of using equivaence classes being of course to dlow that smal differences
of conceptud role don't make for a difference of meaning.) Then we define quas-disguotationa truth
(truth,y) and quasi-disquotational truth conditions by:

~(Sistruey iff = p[@m(m isthe meaning of S and @(m isthe meaning of "p")) and p]),

and analogoudly,

~[S has the quas-disquotationd truth conditions that p iff Gm(m isthe meaning of Sand @(m
isthe meaning of "p"))];

where"@" is an "actualy operator" which "temporarily undoes the effects of" the modal operator.?® This
seems to have the moda properties we desire if we want to mimic an inflationary truth predicate in
making the truth of sentences use-dependent.

Indeed, it mimicsit well enough o that it is naturd to wonder whether it shouldn't count as an
inflationary notion of truth and truth conditions. For note that according to it, a sufficient condition for
having the truth conditions that snow iswhite is having a certain "meaning” m: perhgps a certain
combination of such things as conceptud role, indication rdations, and the like. Why then shouldnt this
count as an explication of truth conditions in terms of such things as conceptua role and indication
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relaions?

It does nonetheless seem to me that there may be something to be said for counting aview like
this as somewhat deflationary, if the idea of ameaning is explained in asufficiently "un-truth-theoretic”
way. After dl, it is competible with this view that there be no very systematic connection between
"meanings’ and truth conditions: for ingtance, it is compatible with thisway of defining truth conditions,
abet not very plausible, that the "meaning” of "Snow iswhite or grassis green” have few systematic
linksto the "meanings' of "Snow iswhite’, "Grassis green”, and "or". Note further thet this view assgns
truth conditions only to sentences that are synonymous with English sentences (or anyway, sentences
that we understand). This points up the fact that there need be no "natura connection” between the
"meanings’ it assigns and truth conditions: the connection between the meaningsit invokes and truth is
supplied entirely by the disquotation schema for sentences we understand. So the view is somewhat
deflationary, though just how deflationary it is will depend very much on the details of what it says about
"meanings'.

One kind of worry about views of this sort concerns whether any acceptable notion of "a
meaning" and of "having a meaning" will do the job required. Putting aside purely ontologica concerns,
the main worry concerns the notion of synonymy (having the same meaning) that would be generated by
any such view of meaning and the "having" of meanings. Long ago Quine observed that it is an open
guestion whether interpersona synonymy and intrapersona synonymy can be viewed as two aspects of
the same genera equivaence relation. (Quine 19533, p. 56; see adso Quine 1960, sections9 and 11.)
Obvioudy we employ different criteriain the two casesCfor instance, in the intrapersond case we use a
spesker's willingness to subgtitute one expression for the other, and this criterion is unavailable in the
interpersonal caseCand reflection on the criteriawe do use in the two cases can lead to skepticism asto
how well they cohere. | won't try to elaborate this skepticism here, | smply want to note that such
skepticism is possible, and that it would make it impossible to regard intrgpersond synonymy and
interpersona synonymy as both cases of the genera relation of "having the same meaning”. (In addition,
the explanaion of synonymy as having the same meaning requires synonymy to be an equivaence
relation; thisis another assumption about synonymy that has been questioned.)

I'm not sure how serioudly to take these worries, but as | said in connection with extended

disquotationd truth, | think it advantageous to cleanly separate the semantic assumptionsoneis
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employing from the logica aspects of truth: failing to do so can easlly lead to obscuring the role to which
oneis putting one's semantic assumptions. (I think in fact there is a serious danger of thisin the case of
quas-disquotationd truth conditions: it is easy to fdl into trying to give them akind of explanaory role
that in fact is precluded given the peculiar way they are defined. But this and other issues about
explanation are beyond the scope of this paper.) In any case, | think afull-fledged deflationist should
make ho commitment to anotion of interpersona synonymy, let done to interpersondly ascribable

meanings.
Let us return now to counterfactuas like

1) If we had used " Snow iswhite" in certain very different ways it would have had the truth

conditions that grassisred.

Presumably the average person would cal such a sentence true. Doesn't this show that the average
person is clearly not using the word "true’ in its purely disquotational sense? And doesn't that in turn
show that aversion of deflationism that puts purely disquotationd truth at the center of things, and which
refrains from endoraing intersubjective meanings and hence quasi-disquotationd truth, is gratuitoudy
departing from common sense? | don't think so. We could after dl say that the "cash vadue' of (1) is

(1*)  inconddering counterfactud circumstances under which we used " Snow iswhite" in certain very
different ways, it is reasonable to trandate it in such away that its disquotationd truth conditions
relative to the trandation are that grassis red;

and that thisis dl the ordinary person redly means to assert. However, | am suspicious of thisand all
other claims about what the ordinary person meansin making assartions involving "true’: | rather doulbt
that there is a consstent way to make sense of dl ordinary uses of this notion. | am rather inclined to
think that many ordinary uses of "true" do fit the purely disquotational mold, though | regard the
question of whether thisis so as of only sociological interest. If, as may well be true, there is an ordinary
meaning of (1) that (1*) failsto capture, then that would show that ordinary speakers are committed to
anotion of truth that goes beyond the purdly disquotationd. But if we can lessen those commitmentsin a
way that is adequate to dl practica and theoretica purposes, and if in doing so we can till capture the
"cash value" of ordinary utterances aswell as (1*) captures the cash vaue of (1), then the charge that
we are "gratuitoudy departing from common sensg”’ is quite unfounded.
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10. Ambiguity and indexicals

So far | have been abit cavdier about whether a disquotationa notion of truth gpplies to sentence-types
or to utterances. | want it to apply to utterances, so that if an ambiguous sentence or a sentence
containing an indexical or demondrative is uttered on different occasons, we can regard some
utterances of it as true and others as false.®® One substantia worry about deflationism is whether it can

accommodate this.

In deding with thisworry it isimportant to bear clearly in mind that talk of truth conditions as|
am primarily congtruing it is thoroughly non-semantic. "True" in the purdy disquotationa sense means
"true as | understand it": it doesn't mean "true on the correct understanding of it", because theideaof a
"correct understanding” of a sentence or utterance is a semantic notion that has no place when we are
discussing purdy disquotationd truth. If on my understanding of "Der Schneeist welss' it is equivadent to

2u

"E=mc?", then for me this sentence is disquotationally true iff E=mc®.*° Anyone in the grip of the Frege-
Russd| tradition will think that this shows that we need a nation of truth conditions very different from
the disquotational one; but | don't think it at al obvious that they areright. As| observed in Section 8, a
deflationist can grant that there are standards of adequacy of trandation that do not presuppose truth
conditions, and can grant the legitimacy of saying that relative to a trandation manud that meets those
gandards the sentence will have different truth conditions. So anction like Atrue as | ought to
understand it (given my goals of trandation together with the facts about how the sentence is used)(

certainly make sense; it just needs to be digtinguished from the purely disquotationd notion that | am
taking to be primary.

Can the purdly disquotationa notion be gpplied to ambiguous utterances and indexical
utterances? Let's start with ambiguity. | believe that it poseslittle problem for the deflationist. Thereisa
rather common-sensica story of how we process ambiguous sentences, which | assume the deflationist
can help himsdlf to: the sory has it that when we come upon atwo-way ambiguous sentence like
"Vigting relatives can be boring” or "1 met my lover at the bank”, there are two dternative ways of
processing it and using it in inferences, one corresponding to each of the interpretations; indeed,
interpreting it one way rather than the other just is processing it in one way rather than the other (for
indance, goring it in memory in such away that it will be used in inferences of one kind rather than the
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other). When we are undecided as to how to interpret an ambiguous sentence, what we are undecided
about is how to process and store it and which of the two sorts of inference to make with it. The fact
that we can process and store a sentence in two different ways can be put metaphorically by saying that
we attach "inner subscripts' to lexicaly ambiguous dements and "inner syntactic markers' to mark
different ways of resolving the syntactic ambiguities. This metgphor dlows usto tak, if welike, asif
each person thinksin an ambiguity-free language. On thisway of talking, to say that an utteranceis
disquotationdly true isto say in effect that the sentence in my ambiguity-free inner language which |
associate with the utterance is disquotationdly true. Of coursg, if | am undecided how to interpret the
utterance, there is no unique ambiguity-free inner sentence to use and hence no unique disquotationa
truth conditions will be generated. We can regard that as a case where we don't understand the
utterance, so that the notion of disquotationd truth doesn't gpplyCthough of course we can also ascribe
it truth conditions relative to each of the ways of understanding it. The metgphor of the ambiguity-free
language is not redly playing an essentid role here: | could equaly well have said that | accept dl
ingtances of "That utterance of "Vigting relaives can be boring' istrueiff vigiting rdatives can be boring”,
but may process the right hand side in ether of two ways on different occasions. (I disalow inference
from the right hand side processed one way to the right hand side processed the other way.)

Now let's turn to sentences containing indexicals and demondratives. Hereit is naturd to divide
up the account of truth into two stages. The firgt stage concerns sentence types. here of course thereis
no hope of defining an unrelativized truth predicate, Snce sentence-types like "'l don't like her" don't
have a truth value, but we can associate a truth vaue to this type relative to a pair of objects <b,c>; to
say that "I don't like her" istrue relative to <b,c> isSmply to say that b doesn't like c. (I suppose that
thisian't grictly "disguotationd” in that it involves agrammatica adjustment from "don't" to "doesnt”, but
surely we can dlow the disquotationdist the machinery required for this grammatical adjustment.)

The second stage isto provide an account of unrelativized truth for sentence-tokens. Given the
first stage, this smply amounts to associating objects with each of the indexicd dementsin the sentence,
for then we can declare the token true iff it is true relative to the sequence of associated objects. How
are we to do the association? If we focus only on indexicaslike"I" and "now", there isasmple rule that
would work pretty well: dways rdativize "1" to the producer of the token and "now" to the time of
production. But thisrule isn't invariably such agood one: consder the subway advertisement " Stop
smoking now". At any rate, there seemsto be no such smple rulefor "she", or "that": the "correct”
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object to assign, if it makes sense to talk of correctness here, depends in very complex ways on the
intentions of the producer. In these cases anyway, and probably even in the cases of "I and "now", we
must regard dl talk of the "correct assgnment” as a semantic matter which cannot appear in a purely

disquotationa account of truth conditions.

Stll, nothing stops us from applying talk of disguotationa truth conditions to tokens: once we
remember that "disquotationdly true’ means "true-as-I-interpret-it”, the obvious thing to say isthat an
utterance of "p(iy,...,In)" is disquotationdly true (for me, that is, as | understand it) iff the sentenceistrue
rdative to the values of a,...,a, | regard as appropriate to associate with the indexicals® When | say
that | "associate values' with an indexical, of course, what | do is associate amenta occurrence of one
of my own expressions (possibly itsdf indexicd) with it. If | can't associaie aterm with anindexicd ina
sentence, then | can't attach disquotationa truth conditions to the sentence. Thisisjust an extenson of a
point made earlier for non-indexica utterances. sentencesthat | don't understand have no disquotational

truth conditions for me.

I've said that the expression | associate with an indexica may itsdf beindexicd: | may assgn
disquotationa truth conditions to an utterance of "Sheis here now" by thinking "She is here now". As
with ambiguity, the deflationist needs to say something about how thoughts involving indexicas are
processed, but the story is very Smilar to the story for ambiguity. When | think a thought involving "she"
to mysdlf on a given occasion, that thought will typicaly hook up causdly to acertain "internd file
drawer" of thoughtsinvolving other sngular terms, perhgps " Shelld’ and/or "that woman | saw at the
beach lagt Friday". (It is possble that dl the sngular termsin the "file drawer” are indexica: you can use
an indexicd to "open anew file drawer”. Even when there are other termsin the "file drawer”, nothing
need pick out any one person uniquely: the function of these associated terms isn't to explain how we
can be referring to a certain person, if indeed we are; the function is smply to tell an obvious story of
what it isfor meto regard agiven occurrence of "she' as "about Sheild' or "about that woman | saw at
the beach".) Again, you could if you like say that the internal occurrences of indexicas are "subscripted”
S0 asto remove their indexicality; | take thisto be just a digpensable manner of speaking for something
better stated in terms of the internal processing.

We see that there is no oecid difficulty in explaining disquotationd truth conditions for indexicd
tokens. If indexicals raise any specid difficulty for deflationism, it isthet for indexicasit isless beievable
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that we don't need amore inflationist notion of truth conditions. Surdly, it may be said, there will

typicaly beacorrect answer to the question of who another person was referring to with a particular
goplication of "she'; and the deflationist seems unable to accommodate this.

It seems to me though that the internd processing story does alot to accommodateit. Ina
typica case where we misinterpret atoken of "she'Cwhere we incorrectly interpret the spesker as
meaning Mary when in fact she meant SheilaCwe do so because of false beliefs about the speaker's
internal processing: we think that her token was connected up to an internd file drawer of thoughts
involving terms like "Mary" when in fact it was connected up to afile drawer involving terms like
"Shelld'. Standards of gppropriate trandation are going to rule that in that case, "Mary" isabad
trandation of "she'. The sort of factsthat this brings into the standards of good trandation are not in
themsalves semantic, o it seems hard to argue thet the deflationist isn't entitled to appedl to them. Of
course, it may be possible to argue that when we describe the standards of acceptable trandation for
indexicasin detall we will have to bring in machinery that is powerful enough to provide areduction of
the semantic notion of reference to non-semantic terms; if thisis so, then the would-be deflationigt isin
fact turning himsdlf into areductionist inflationist. As | remarked earlier, the digtinction between
deflationism and reductionit inflationism may not in the end be dtogether clear. At any rate, it certainly
isn't obvious without argument that the standards of acceptable trandation for indexicas give the

machinery necessary to reduce the semantic notion of reference to non-semantic terms.

11. Learning from others

The find objection that | will consder isthat you need an inflationist view of truth conditions to make
sense of how we learn from others. Much of our information about the world is acquired from othersCin
particular, from their utterances, and from the beliefs we infer them to have. The notion of truth figuresin
this process. typically, what we do is assume that certain things the other person tells us are probably
trueCor that certain things we can see that she believes are probably true. It might be thought that an
undergtanding of this process requires a non-deflationary notion of truth; or at least, that it requires more
than purely disquotationd truth. There are actudly two digtinct lines of argument that might be given for
this conclusion.

Thefirg isthat snce we learn from other people, including people who speak different
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languages, trandation must somehow be involved, so that some notion of interpersond synonymy is
presupposed in the inference. If thiswereright it would show that pure disquotationd truth, without a
synonymy relation, was inadequate for these purposes. you'd need at least extended disquotationa or
quasi-disquotationd truth, and maybe a more thoroughgoing inflationary notion, for the purpose. I'll get
back to this after discussing the other line of argument.

The second line of argument purports to show that even pure disquotationd truth plus synonymy
isnt enough. Let's dur over the possble need for a synonymy reletion, by imagining that | am learning
from Charley, a speaker of my idiolect. Charley says. "Y ou know, on one day in 1936 there was over a
foot of snow on the ground in Mobile Alabama’. Do | infer that one day in 1936 there was over afoot
of snow in Alabama? For most Charleys and most circumstances, surely not. But suppose thet in the
past Charley has asserted each of the following: ™Y ou know, there are parts of Virginiathat are north of
parts of New Jersey™; "Y ou know, in 1928 the Soviet government secretly supplied armsto Chiang
Kai-Shek to be used against Mao'"; ™Y ou know, Leon Russell was one of the sudio musiciansfor the
Fleetwoods'. Each time I've found the claim dmost unbelievable, but on checking it has turned out true.
If he has never said ™Y ou know, p* for ap that has turned out fase, then | think | might well believe his
claim about Mobile.

A crude way to formalize my inference is as an enumerative induction: dl the sentences of a
certain sort that Charley has uttered under certain circumstances that have been independently checked
have been true; "There was afoot of snow in Mobile" is a sentence of that sort uttered under those
circumstances, so (in the absence of defeeting evidence) probably that sentence is true. In addition to
the inductive inference, we need an instance of the disguotation schema, to get from the claim about
truth to the object level claim. Obvioudy the disquotationaist has no trouble with the last step. But the
inductive part of the inference might seem more questionable. For suppose we were to try to formdize
the inductive inference without use of the word "true’. What we would get isthis:

1. There are parts of Virginiathat are north of parts of New Jersey.

Nn. In 1928 the Soviet government secretly supplied arms to Chiang Kai-Shek to be used against

Mao.
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n+1. Charley said "Y ou know, there are parts of Virginiathat are north of parts of New Jersey."

2n. Charley said "Y ou know, in 1928 the Soviet government secretly supplied arms to Chiang
Kai-Shek to be used againgt Mao."

2n+1 . Charley said ™Y ou know, on one day in 1936 there was over afoot of snow in Mobile
Alabama."

Therefore (probably): On one day in 1936 there was over afoot of snow in Mobile Alabama.

And a possble reaction to this inference so formulated is that it has no inductive force whatever: none of
the premises, have anything to do with snow or Mobile; the first n have to do with diverse topics, and
the last n+1 have to do only with noises that Charley uttered. So, it might be argued, when we
reformulate the premises and conclusion of the inference in terms of truth, this can't be the innocent
reformulation that the disquotationdist saysit is. for the digplayed inference has no inductive force, but
the reformulation in terms of truth does have inductive force. So the reformulated inference works by
attributing a more substantive property than disguotationd truth to Charley's utterances, a substantive
property on which it is legitimate to enumeratively induce.

| have tried to set out this line of argument persuasvely, but in my view it rests on avery naive
theory of induction. (I'm not talking about its use of enumerative induction: | take the assumption that
learning from Charley is based on an enumerative induction to be a smplifying assumption on which
nothing important is likely to turn.) | grant that to someone who had no concept of truth whatever, the
displayed inference would probably have no inductive force. But that doesn't imply that we who do
have a concept of disguotationa truth should attach no inductive force to the very same inference (or
equivaently, to the inference as reformulated in terms of disquotationd truth). To be sure, our attaching
force to thisinference does not inevitably follow from our having a disguotationd truth predicate; in
principle, someone could perfectly well have a disquotationd truth predicate and regard it as
"unprojectable’. But the fact that we aren't like that, that we do regard it as "projectable’, doesn't seem
to me to have much to do with whether the predicate is "subgtantive” in the sense employed in the
objection: it doesn't show that "true’ isnt just alogica predicate defined by itsrole as a device of infinite
conjunction. (It's worth noting that someone could equally well introduce a more theoreticaly 1oaded
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truth predicate and find it "unprojectable’: "grue’ after dl isa"substantive" predicate in the sensein
question here, that is, it isnot amere logica devicein the way that disquotationd truth is.) Our
acceptance of enumerative inductions on "true” is presumably due to having discovered that we get
useful results by doing s0,? and such a discovery does not require that truth be anything more than what
the disquotation schemastd| us.

If thisisright then the second argument that learning from others isincompatible with
deflationism has no force. How about the first argument, that learning from others requires an
interpersona notion of synonymy, so that pure disquotationd truth by itsdf is inadequate to the job?
This too seems wrong. Suppose Charley speaks another language, which | think | understand: anyway,
| have atrandation manual that | use for it. Suppose | have found out in the past than when Charley
utters sentences, they usudly turn out to be true as | understand themCthét is, their trandations turn out
true, on the trandation manud | use. Then we have an inductive argument that the next one will be true,
on the manud | use: in thisway, we can inductively argue to the snow in Mobile, as before. Asfar as|
can see it doesn't matter in the least whether this manual accords with the genuine interpersond
synonymy relation between his sentences and ours, assuming that such talk of the correct interpersond
synonymy relaion even makes sense: truth-relaive-to-the-manud is the only notion we need in learning

from others.

12. Conclusion

| repest that there are many other arguments to be considered for the need of a more-than-
disquotationd notion of truth or truth conditions, some much more complicated to ded with than any
given here. What | have tried to do here is Smply to motivate afairly strong verson of
deflationisnCstrong in thet it does not rely even on a semantic notion of synonymyCand to sketch how
such aversion of deflationism can overcome various objections. | think what | have done here makes
some case for what I've called "methodologica deflationiam”, the idea that we should assume full-
fledged deflationism as aworking hypothess. That way, if full-fledged deflationism turns out to be
inadequate, we will at least have a clearer sense than we have now of just where it isthat inflationist
assumptions about truth conditions are needed.
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Footnotes

1. Because of the paradoxes, exceptions must be made for certain utterances u that contain "true”; |

won't be concerned here with just how the exceptions are to be carved out.

2. There is more than one acceptable way to understand "cognitively equivaent” here. My own
preferred reading, for what it's worth, is that to cal two sentences that a person understands "cognitively
equivaent” for that person isto say that the person's inferentia procedures license afairly direct
inference from any sentence containing an occurrence of one to the corresponding sentence with an
occurrence of the other subgtituted for it; with the stipulation, of course, that the occurrence to be
subgtituted for is not within the context of quotation marks or an intentiond attitude congtruction.

(Cognitive equivalencer el ative to some other assumption isthe same, except that that assumption

isalowed to be used in the inferences) | would aso take the claim of cognitive eguivaence to imply
that the inferences are more or less indefeasible. (More specificdly, that they are empiricaly
indefeasible, and close to indefeasible on conceptuad grounds as well, and that the personisnot in
possession of defeaters for them. These stipulations are motivated by the assumption that we should
describe someone who doesn't know the semantic paradoxes as a person for whom "'p' istrue” is
cognitively equivaent to "p" across the board; as the person comes to terms with the paradoxes he

revises his slandards of cognitive equivaence on conceptud grounds.)

3. Certain uses of truth conditiond talk in explanations seems to me the most likely target for excision.

4. Moreradicd, | think, than the one advanced in Horwich 1990. While | like much that Horwich says|

have substantia disagreements. see Field 1992b.

5. Of course, conceptual or computationa role can be described at different levels of abstraction, so
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there is more than one notion of conceptud role that meets this description. | think the notions of
meaning and content are too indeterminate for there to be aright answer about which notion of

conceptud role to include; one could even include more than one.

6. If the probability of S given E is higher than the probability of S, then (epecidly if thisfact is rather
"robugt”, that is, if except for very specid sentences F, P(SE&F) remains higher than P(SF)) it is
naturd to include thisfact in the conceptud role of S, evenif Eisin no sense "obsarvationd™ and could
never be established with enough certainty or whatever to count as evidence for anything. It was centra

to verificationism to exclude such facts from verification conditions when E was not observational.

7. Part of the idea behind this assumption is that when you read or hear a given unambiguous sentence,
thereisatype of thought state that you typicaly undergo in processng it, where this type is identifiable
in purely computationa terms; and thet this type of thought state also typicaly occurs when you utter
such a sentence. This coupled with some other plausible assumptions about the computational processes
of the language-user make it possible to define in computationa terms a correspondence between many
of the person's states of believing and desiring and their unambiguous sentences. A naturd

computational story about the processing of ambiguous sentences alows us to extend this to such

sentences too. | will not attempt to give the details of any of this here.

8. The deflationist can dso formulate the digtinction for other peoples' belief sates, by relying on

trandation, though to the extent that that is indeterminate the distinction there can obvioudy be given no

objective significance.

9. | have heard the objection that a deflationit is free to give truth conditions an explanatory role aslong
asitisonly "deflationary truth conditions' and not "heavy duty truth conditions' that are given that role.

This seemsto me aconfusion. | think it is quite mideading to speek of two kinds of truth conditions, the
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heavy duty ones and the disquotationd ones: this suggests that the advocate of "heavy duty” truth
conditions thinks that we should ascribe to " Snow iswhite" some truth conditions other than that snow is
white, and that of courseis asurd. It would be better to say that there are two kinds of relation
between truth conditions on the one hand and utterances and mental states on the other, the
disquotationd relation and the heavy duty relation. But the only ways | can see to make sense of the
distinction between these rlations directly or indirectly preclude giving the disquotationd relation certain
kinds of explanatory role. (In my view, the precluson isindirect, and slems from the deflationist's

account of how truth conditions attach to sentences and mentd tates.)

10. Thislast way of putting things gives away to make content socid without relying on an independent

notion of meaning. It thus leaves room for explaining meaning in terms of content if so desired.

11. 1 mention "not" because the deductive inference rules | listed include the rule that we can infer "not
(A or B)" from"not A" and "not B" together. It is possible to replace this by arule involving "if...then"
ingeed of "not"; or (asin naturd deduction systems and sequent calculi) by arule involving anotion of

implication.

12. It may not avoid the threet of indeterminacy in the end: | discussthisin Chapter 8. Even o, the
account to follow offers an attractive dternative to the inflationist's gpproach to the determination of the

way that our logical symbols contribute to truth conditions, and | will generdizeit in Section 6.

13. The argument from (T) to (TF) generdizes as an argument from (TG) to

(p(q"porq'istrueif and only if "p" istrue or "q" istrue].

By use of the additiona axiom
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Ux[x isasentence of our languagee ~ p(x="p")],

we get (TFG).

14. Or a the very least, description theories that use only non-metainguistic descriptions.

15. Thisincidentdly is why the Benacerraf problem about mathematica knowledge (Benacerraf 1973)
isn't dissolved by a disquotationa theory of truth. [ See the reformulation of the problem in Section 5 of

Chapter 11.]

16. Methodologica deflationism doesn't even preclude that we might in the end come to accept an

unreduced inflationig relation S has the truth conditions that p: we might concaivably seethe

need for introducing non-physical relations as explanatory. | think it does put the burden of proof against

such aposition, but | think that doing so is gppropriate.

17. This needs two small qudifications. Thefirg isthat the generdizations can be formulated otherwise if
the language contains certain devices of infinite conjunction such as subgtitutiona quantifiers. However,

this qudification is not aterribly severe one, since the presence of such substitutiona quantifierswould

dlow you to define "true"; Sistrueiff (p(S="p" e p). (Agan, | assume atheory of subgtitutiona

quantification that avoids the paradoxes.)

Note that the use of schematic |etters as an dternative to subgtitutiona quantification, mentioned
in Section 3, does not dlow usto formulate infinite digunctions without "true’, and therefore does not
dlow usto explicitly define "true'.

The second qudification isthat the view I've given (in ether the subgtitutiona quantifier verson
or the free schematic varigble verson) alows statements that are redly a bit stronger than infinite

conjunctions, in the same way that first order quantifications are stronger than the totaity of thelr
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ingances even when every object has aname: see the discussion in Section 3 of how to get the

generdizaion (TFG).

18. For present purposes | am regarding sentence types as "necessary existents', so that the fact that
the diguncts don't dl entail the existence of sentence types doesn't debar a sentence that does entall this

from counting asther "infinite digunction’.

19. Both Hilary Putnam (1983, pp. xiv-xv and 279-80) and Crispin Wright (1992, pp. 12-24) object
to deflationism on this ground. However, their discussons are directed at a verson of deflationism which
saysthat truth is not a property (Putnam) or not a"substantial property” (Wright), and I'm not clear
enough as to what that is supposed to mean to know whether the authors would have intended to be
arguing againg deflationism as | have defined it. (In along footnote, Wright does say that he thinks his
objection gpplies to the version of deflationism in Horwich 1990, despite the fact that Horwich

disavows the "no property” claim.)

20. Opponents of deflationism sometimes try to pin on it the claim that when we come to understand
new sentences, or when new words and hence new sentences are added to our language, our concept
of truth changes. But a deflationist can agree that on the most natura ways to individuate concepts over
time, adding new sentences to the language (or to our domain of understanding) leaves the concept of
truth unchanged: after dl, once we have come to understand the new sentences, the truth schema
dictates how the word "true" is to be gpplied to them. This doesn't conflict with what is said in the text:
the point there was that we don't now understand attributions of disquotationa truth to sentences
containing future words. (Also, there is no reasonable sense in which such atributions now have
disquotationd truth conditions, snce what truth conditions they may come to have will depend on how

the future words will be used.)
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21. We can introduce a purdly disguotationa notion of what it isto express a proposition, with the
property that claims of the form ™'p' expresses the proposition that p* are necessary truths. We can aso
introduce certain impurely disquotationa notions of what it is to express a proposition; these are
andogous to the impure disquotationa views of truth that we will consder later. Deflationists about
meaning-that and believing-that think that such disquotationa notions of expressng are the only
legitimate ones; inflationigts disagree. This digtinction between inflationist and deflationist notions of
expressing a proposition obvioudy needsto be clarified, if oneisgoing to talk in terms of propositions; |
think that some of the rest of the paper suggests away to clarify it, but | will obviate the need to discuss

this by avoiding tak of propostions.

22. Or amore basic nation like satisfaction from which truth is defined.

23. Actudly even the demand of a compositiond inductive definition must be rdlaxed, if we want to

both get anotion of truth that gpplies to sufficiently many sentences that contain semantic terms and
smultaneoudy avoid limiting the truth predicate to sentences containing no unrestricted quantifiers: the
usua methods like Kripké's for defining anotion of truth that applies to sufficiently many sentences that

contain "true’ require aredtriction of quantifiers even in the inductive definition (not just in turning

it into an explicit definition); that is, what is being defined isn't truth but only "comes out true under such
and such aredtriction of the quantifiers'. | think that alesson of the paradoxesisthat we must go to an
axiomatized truth theory rather than defining "true’, even inductively.

But this doesn't undermine the point intended in the text: for one might well demand (more or
lessin the spirit of Tarski or at least Davidson) that an axiomatized truth theory be built around explicit
compogtiond axiomslike"A digunctionistrueif and only if & least one digunct istrue’. A morefull-

fledged deflationist view would be that such compositiondity has no intringic importance.

209



24. Let Pbeaone place predicate and N aname. By the assumptionsindicated, = F(P="F") and

=a(N="d"). By laws of concatenation and quotation marks, it followsthat = F~ a(P*"N="Fa").

By syntax, (F(d"Fa' isasentence], so by the truth schema, (F(J"Fa" istrueiff Fg. By first

order logic, we can rewritethisas (F(d"Fa' istrueiff 6x(Fx and x=a)]. But then the appropriate

schemas for truth-of and reference will alow usto rewritethisas (F("Fa" istrueiff 6x("F" istrue of

x and "a" refersto x)]. Combining with the previous paragraph, we get that PN istrue iff 6x(Pistrue

of x and N refersto x).

The step labdled "by firgt order logic" implicitly assumesthat N denotes, thet is, that = gl N="a"

and 6x(x=a)]. If this suppogtion is abandoned, some form of free logic must be used; the details of the

freelogic affect the details of the compositiond principle that is derived.

25.At lead, thisis so for what I've called a"pure deflationist”. The idea of "impure deflationism™ will be

considered in Section 9.

26. | made arather confusing attempt to state the problem in Field 1986, Sections 1V and V. | now
think thereisaway around the problem there raised. (Stephen Leeds helped set me straight on this: see
Leeds 1995, adraft of which | received just as this paper was being completed.) [For further

discussion, see Section 7 of the Postscript.]

27. I'minclined to think that the problem isn't just that interpersond synonymy (is agood trandation

of") isahighly vague notion, but thet it isn't afully factua notion & dl; rather, it is an evduative nation.
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Thisis compatible with many clams of interpersond synonymy being factud relative to the gods of the
trandator; but not dl interpersona synonymy claims need be factua even relative to the gods. (For

more on the idea of evaduative clams as Anat fully factud@, see Chapters 8 and 13.)

28. See for ingtance Crosdey and Humberstone 1977.

Quantification over meanings seems necessary in this definition: certainly you can't replace the right

hand side by "~ p[@(S is synonymous with 'p')) and p]", since this makes only the actua meaning of S

relevant to whether S would be true in anon-actua context, contrary to intentions. And you can't Smply
take meanings to be equivaence classes of expressons under the (actud) synonymy relation: for then
the proposed definition would collgpse into the inadequate one just mentioned. In these remarks I'm
assuming that you don't quantify over possible worlds: if you do, then you can use the relation

expression e as used in world w is synonymous with €' as used in w', and take meanings to

be equivaence classes of pairs of expressions and possible worlds under this equivalence relation.

29. Incidentdly, | remind the reeder that | am counting it as an example of ambiguity if Someone
understands the same sentence as meaning one thing in German and something ese in English: thiswas
required by my adopting the "third option” for dealing with sentences in other languages, discussed in
Section 8.

30. Sinceit is disquotationdly trueiff der Schnee ist weiss, and hence, by the equivalence hypothess, iff

E=mc?.

31. Typicaly these values will be the ones | take the producer of the utterance to have intended, but not
adways eg., "now" on the sgn intended to be read by various readers a different times. And since

we're taking disquotationd truth for a hearer, the actua intentions of the producer don't matter, what
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matters is the reading the hearer gives.

32. We may well dso have an innate predisposition to believe other people, barring evidence to the

contrary; this does not affect my point.

33. I've had helpful conversations with many people about these issues in recent years. Among those
whose comments have influenced my presentation are Marian David, Michael Devitt, Paul Horwich,

Barry Loewer, and Stephen Schiffer. | have aso incorporated some useful suggestions by the editors.
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