Postscript to ADeflationist Views of Meaning and Content@. EXCERPT

3. Thegeneralizing role of >refers. | dressad in the pgper (following Quine and Leads) that
theterm >trues increases the expressive power of our language, by serving as adevice for expressng
infinite conjunctions and digunctions (which could have been expressad by more cbvioudy logica

means like subdtitutiond quantifiers). Theideaoovioudy works equly wel for>true of-. But one might
doubt thet the same holds for >refers as gpplied to Sngular terms: we dreedy have quantifiersthat play a
generdizing role in the name pogtion, o it might seem thet no expressive power is gained.

| think this argument incorrect: ordinary quantifiers dort dlow for generdizations of names that gppear
both inside and outside quotation marks, but thet iswhat we would need to expresswhat issad
by AEvery name that came up in Department X:s discusson of who to hire referred to amalef) without

ueof rrefers.

4. Untranslatable utterances (1). | now think thet my restriction of an agent=s disquotationa
truth predicate to the sentences the agent currently understands wasrvt quite right, and isin condderable
tendon with my remarks on our commitment to extending the truth schema as we expand the language.
Those later remarks suggest that once we come to regard an expression S as an acceptable dedardtive
sentence, then even if we have no understanding of it (or virtualy none) sill we ought to acoept the
corresponding indance of the truth schema. Admittedly, the cognitive equivaence thessimpliesthet to
the extent that we dort yet underdand S, we dort undersand the atributions of truth to it; this may
seem to meke the extenson of thetruth schematoitidle But it isnot completely ide, for wetie any
future improved undersanding of >truer as gpplied to Sto the future understanding of S. Oneway to
think of the metter isin terms of indeterminacy: asentence | dorvt underdand at dl ismaximdly
indeterminate in content for me, and 0 is an atribution of truth to it; but the indeterminacies are Atied
together(l (see the discussion of Acorrdadive indeterminacy@ in Chapter 7, and Chepter 9, secs 1 and 2)
in such away tha the truth schema holds

Themain point of modifying my view in thisway isto better accommodate tak of truth for
untrandatable utterances, utterances that are in no sense eguivaent to anything in our current language.
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When | wrote the pagper | was tempted to bite the bullet and say that we Smply caret goply the notion of
truth to such utterances; | wagrrt happy with this, but could see no good dternative. Stewart Shapiro
(unpublished) presented a nice problem case for this pogtion. 1N Shapiros example, we have aguru
who meakes pronouncements about st theory; adisciple who thinks thet everything the guru saysistrue,
but who doesr¥t undersand st theory; and alogician who digrugts the guruss set-theoretic
pronouncements, but likesto draw their number-theoretic conssquences, which the disciple does
underdand. Shepiro arguesthat if in addition the disciple trugts the logiciarks acumen about logic
(though not about st theory), then the disciple ought to be adle to reason that 9nce everything the guru
saysistrue, and conssquence preserves truth, and the logician truly says that the number-theoretic
sentence > isaconsaquence of what the guru says, then >p= must betrue, o p. But though the disciple
undergands this condusion, the reasoning is blocked if we carvt meaningfully goply >trues to the guruss

utterances.

There areways of handing this example without modifying the view of the Chapter, but they
arertt entirdly naturd, and I:m not sure that they would extend to dl dlterations of the example® But the
modified view suggested two paragrgphs back handles the example very nedtly: the distiple regardsthe
gurus sentences asin a patentiad expangon of the disdpless language, S0 that thereis no difficulty in his
carying out the reesoning. 1t may seem mysterious that the reasoning can be carried out in this
framework, snce according to this framework the guruss utterances and the nation of truth for these
utterances have quiite an indeterminate content for the disciple. But the joint acogptance of the dams (i)
thet the gururs utterances are true, (i) thet they logicaly imply the number-theoretic daim >p, (jii) thet
logicd consquence presarvestruth, and (iv) the truth schema, give just enough determinecy to encble
the ressoning to be carried out.? (The ressoning could be carried out evenif the gurus language were
digaint from the discipless, rather than an expandon of it; though in that case some might prefer to
apped to expangons of the disdpless languege thet transl ate the gurus utterances rather than that
include them.)

Incdentaly, the guru problem isa primafade problem nat only for the verson of deflaionismin
the paper, but for versons of deflationiam thet take truth to be attributed primerily to propostions. The
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|atter, if they areto have any damsto thetitle of deflationiam, mugt explain whet it isfor asentenceto
express the propodtion thet p in terms of equivalence in content to our sentence>p=; but this explanation
isunavallable for the gururs sentences. For those views as for mine, the idea thet the attributions have a
quite indeterminate content, condrained only by such beliefs as that they have goedific number-theoretic
implications, provides the way out.

5. Untranslatable utterances (2). Theincorporation modd for deding with foreign utterances hes
wider goplication than my remarksin Section 8 of the Chepter sugges. Indead, in the next to last
paragrgph of Section 8 1 explidtly ruled out using it for sentences that we dort understand. Asthe
discusson of Shapiros example should meke dear, | recant.

Congder our reaction when on acertain occason Z we hear another pegker, Mary, usea
proper name such as>Georges, and we take her to be Ataking about someone we have never heard of
beforell (aswe calloquidly put it). If we areinterested in what she says, we may pick up the name
>Georges from her and dart speculating with it oursdf. (Al wonder if George livesin Cdiforniad) When
| say thet we pick it up from her, | dor¥t just mean that we Sart usng the sound >Georges: we probgbly
usad that sound dreedy, eg. in connection with various U. S Presdents. But we pick it up with anew
use, not equivaent to these prior uses, and ause that isin some way deferentid to Mary:s: we base our
own beliefs on hers (more accurately, on what we take her beliefsto be).2  If you like, you can put this
by saying thet we mentaly introduce anew term of form >George: where»j= isan Ainner subscriptl thet
we haverrt previoudy used in connection with >Georges, and we use>Georger- to trandate those of
Mary:s assartions that we regard Mary as having Amentdly subscriptedd by the same substript thet she
mentally ataches on occason Z.

| do not see any reason to think that understanding this incorporation of Mary:sterm requires an
antecedent gragp of the notion of reference. Of course, once we have a disquotationd notion of
reference, we can useit in this connection: | can say AGeorges (as I-m udng it now) refersto Georged,
usng theterm >Georges to incorporate Mary=s use of it on the occasion in question. Or on the Ahidden
subscriptl picture: AGeorge: refersto Georgey (end to nothing dse)i. Since we trandate Mary:s use of
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>Georges on occason Z with >Georgey=, we can dso say that Mary=s use of >Georges on occason Z
refersto George (and to nothing dse). In other words, | can condude:

George isidenticd to the referent of Mary-sterm >Georges on occason Z.

Thisdlows meto use the phrase Awhat Mary was referring to by >Georges on occasion Zj) indteed of
>Georgg=. Sincethe inner subscripts are Slent (and other people dorrt know my inner subscripts even
were| to vocdize them!), doing S0 is sometimes useful: it isavery good way to make dear which way
I=m using >Georges on this occason. Of course, | could have introduced other meansfor doing the
dissmbiguating: | could have jugt said Al-m going to introduce the new term >Georgemay, z= (or >Shralur)
as an equivdent of Mary:s use of >Georges on occason Z; but Snce we have anation of disquotationd
reference dready, there isno nead for such new terms.

The gpproach carries over draghtforwardly to demondratives. Suppose that on occasion Z
Mary usestheterm >that:, and suppose that | have no idea how to pick out in English (either
demondratively or descriptively) whet | take her to be talking about; dternetively, suppose | havelitile
or no ideawhat to take her astaking about. Hereit might be mideading to incorporate her use of >that:
into my language with my own use of >that=: norma conventions about the use of >that= might suggest thet
my term sands for something quite different. But | could dways introduce some spedd term, say
>Oscar- of "THAT wary, 77, a8 adevice for incorporating her use of >that- on thisoccagon. But if | did so,
| could argue just as above that in adisguotationd sense of >refers: (extended by trandation), Oscar is
identicd to the referent of Mary-sterm >that= on occason Z; o given that we have anaotion of
disquotetiond reference dreedy, thereis no need for these pedid terms.

The gpproach jugt suggested is quite Smilar to, and perhapsidenticd to, the proposd of
Brandom 1984. What I-ve said isthat we should view the phrase Athe referent of Mary:=s>that: on
occason Zj) asfunctioning as adevice for incorporating her use of >that: on occason Z into our
language. What Brandom saysisthat it functions as adevice of cross-spesker angphora. | dort
entirdy like Brandomsway of putting things, because taken by itsdf it ssemsto suggedt thet thereisa
non-deflationary nation of reference goplicable to Mary:s pronoun, and that our angphoricaly
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dependent phrase getsits referent from it. However, Brandom say's things incompatible with thet
undersanding of angphora, and in support of some sort of deflationary sory, and | think the
incorporation modd isa least very doseto what he intended.

The point thet I-ve been making for reference can be mede for truth aswel. There are many
reasons why adirect incorporation of another persorys utterance into my language could be
inconvenient (eg. if | cart pronounceit) or mideading (eg. if it containsindexicas thet would shift thar
reference were | to usethem). In such cases, we can use>Her utterance is trues as ameans of
incorporating her utterance. Thisindead iswhat Grover, Camp and Bdnap (1975) seeastheman
function of >trues. | prefer to view the main function of >trues asthe disquotationd function. But aswith
reference, | can argue from the disguotationd use of >trues to the incorporation use. For if | wereto
introduce anew sentence, say >UT Taurny, 27, to incorporate the gururs unpronounceeble utterance on
occason Z, then the disquotationd properties of truth give an equivaence between

@ SUT Ty, 27 istrue

ad

2 UTTeu, z ;

but Snce>UT Tayny, 2= ISmy trandation of the gurus utterance, (1) is equivaent to
(1)  Thegurusutteranceistrue,

and 0 (1) mus beequivdent to (2). That is, (1) islegitimized asaway of incorporating the gurus
utterance, S0 we dorrt need the specid sentence>UT Teyry, = @y more.

Thediscusson in this section (and in Brandom, and in Grover, Camp and Belngp) shows
another way, besdes asadevice of infinite conjunction and digunction, in which >trues and>refers can
increase expressive power: or a leadt, can increase the range of what can be expressed easily and in
a way not subject to confusions of ambiguity. Agan, thisexpressve function could have been
achieved by other means (Georgewvary, z= or >Shrd s in the case of >refers); but refers andbtrue of- are
aconvenient way to doit, and | have argued that if we did use ancther device for doing it we would

239



have no need for the other device once we hed the disquotationd use of >refers and >trues.

6. APure Disquotational @ and AQuasi-Disquotational @ Truth. The centrd festure of Apure
disguotationd truthf) isthat A= istrued is cognitively equivaent to Apd (at leest, modulo the existence of
the sentence). | say in the chepter that >trues in the pure disquotationd senseisto be understood as
somehing like>true-as-|-understand-it=; what | redly meant was>true-as--actudly-understand-it=. Asl
emphadized, thisisjust aheurigtic, and | daim that the notion does nat reguire that we take Away's of
undergandingd to be understood in terms of propositiond content. | have a bit more to say about thisin
the next Chapter.

The paper recommends usng this notion of pure disquotationd truth where possible, but it of
course recognizes that we use the nation of truth in connection with other peopless utterances and in
connection with our own utterances in counterfactud drcumstances, and it suggests way's of
accommodating thisfact. Oneway isto usewhat | cal Aquas-disquotationd truthi); | downgrade it
because it assumes a gand on Quinean issues about interpersond synonymy that | prefer to remain
neutrd about. But the generd idea behind quas-disquotationd truth could have been put in away that
ismore neutra about interpersond synonymy:

(*)  Sistruey (a possbleworldv) - Sisto betrandated by a sentence of mine (in the actud
world) thet is purdy disguotationdly true (&t V).

My method of Aexplaining avayil modd intuitions about the truth of our sentences a the end of Section
9 redly amounts to suggedting thet it istruey in the sense of (*) rather than pure disquotationdl truth thet
we are operaing with in many contexts

| have cometo think that it is unnecessary to use two distinct truth predicates, the purdy
disquotationd and the ques-disquotationd. We can use asngle truth predicate aslong as we teke the
entitiesin its extendgon not as orthogrgphic types but as computationd types: equivaence classes of
(potentid) tokens under the rdation of computationd eguivalence. | explain what | mean by
computationd equivaencein the next chapter, but an important festure of it isthat it is defined only
within an individual X in a given possible world u: it does¥t meke senseto ask if oneof my
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tokens is computationaly equivdent to atoken of yours, or to atoken of a counterpart of mein another
possbleworld. So we can rewrite (*) with theindividua and the world mede explidit, asfollows

(**)  Sxuistruey (a possbleworldv) = Sk isto betrandated by a sentence of mine (in the actud
world) that is purdy disquotationdly true (& v).

But then Apure disquotationd truthfl can be viewed asjug the oedd case where theindividud isme
and theworld isthe actud world (by assuming that in thet case the Atrandationfl isjudt the identity
function); (**) ismerdy away to generdize from the pedid case of mein the actud world to others
and to my counterparts. (Of course the heuridictrue-as-| actudly-understand-it: is gopropriate only
for the specid case where trandaion dropsout. It isworth emphagzing, though, thet this gpecid case
playsacentrd role in the account: the other cases result from the specid case by trandation.) I
sentences are typed orthographicaly, the same sentence can be usad in diginct waysin digtinct worlds
and we nead to didinguish between atruth predicate that Aholds meaning condant@ and one which
doesr¥t; but if sentences only exig within asngle world then no such didinction is required.

If ordinary or quas-disquotationd truth is defined ether asin the text or by (*) or (**), it has
the curious fegture that utterances nat trandatable into our language are not true. It ssems more naturd
to suppose it indeterminate (or maybe just undetermined) whether they aretrue. The matter may be
somewhat academic: if the points mede in the two preceding sections of this pogtstript are correct, the
notion of an untrandaable utterance does not have entirdy dear goplication. Stll, 1 would now prefer
to do thingsin the more naturd way. Theway to do o isdear: indead of defining ordinary or ques-
disquotationd truth in terms of purdy disquotationd truth, we explain it by aschema

(***) If Scyistrandaable as>p- then ~(Sx y istrueiff p). [Andif S yis
trandaable as>p- then ~(Sx , hasthe truth condiitions that p).]

In the paper | atached some importance to the idea that we ought to define ques-
disguotationd truth, in terms of the more-or-lesslogica nation of purdy disquotationd truth together
with trandation. | must have thought that the mativation for demanding a subgtantive theory of truth and
truth conditions and reference, like that advocated in Chapters 1 and 2, could only be undercut if these
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notions are expliatly defined in terms of more-or-lesslogica notions plustrandaion. But thisseemsa
mistake the argument for a subgtantive theory of truth conditions and reference depends on taking truth
conditions and reference as having acartain kind of Acausa explanatoryll role, as noted in the Postscript
to Chapter 1; and introducing anotion of truth conditions by means of the schema (***) does nothing to
mekethe nation Acausd explanatonyi. Of course, using (***) to introduce the notion of truth conditions
doesr¥t guarantee against putting the nation to the rdevant sort of Acausa explanatonyll use, but as
long as one does¥t do thisBand aso doest meke unwarranted determinacy damsfor these notions
(seefootnote to Postscript to Chapter 1)Bthen one can maintain a deflaionist pogtion.

7. Bigger issues. Therearetwo hig areasin which much more neaded to be sad then | sad inthis
Chepter. Hrg, thereislittle discussion of the agpects of meaning that go beyond truth, reference, and
relaed notions. Dorrt we need a deflationary account of those agpects of meaning too? The answer is
thet we do nead a deflationary account of meaning generdly, but thet thereis no spedid difficulty for
getting one once we have a deflationary account of truth and reference; | hinted as much a the beginning
of the chapter, and say more abouit it in the next chapter.

The other areain which alot more nesded to be said was the explanatory role of the assgnment
of truth conditionsto mentd dates, bath in the explanation of behavior and in the explanaion of the
extent to which behavior is successul in achieving various results. 1n a paper written some years eatlier
(Reld 1986), | hed flirted with deflationism but ended up tentatively arguing againg it, on the ground thet
such explanations required arole for the assgnment of truth conditionsto mentd datesthet the
Oeflationist could nat legitimize. The argument was o abdract and convoluted it couldrrt possibly have
convinced anyone; | was skepticd mysdlf, but couldr¥t pinpoint whet waswrong withiit. | now think it
meade a number of migtakesthet collectively deprived the argument of dl force. Or as Jmmy Carter
sad of hisatempt to rescue the American hosiagesin Iran (an attempt that had to be aborted with eight
deeths before the rescue hdlicopters even reached Iran): it was Aan incomplete successl. It it worth
going through the argument in detall here, but 1=l Sketch the sort of congderationsit involved and whét |
now think a deflationist should say about them. One key point (which was recognized in the =86 paper,
but not mede aufficently sdlient) will be thet there is nothing in deflationiam thet prevents the use of >trues
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in explanations aslong asits only role thereis as adevice of generdization.

It is perfectly ooviousthat in explaining how a pilat managesto land a plane sfdy with some
regularity, one will gpped to the fact thet she has agood many true bdiefs bdiefs about her airgpeed a
any moment, about whether sheis above or below the glidedope, about her dtitude with respect to the
ground, about which runway isin use, and o forth. (None of these bdiefs need be based very directly
on obsarvaion; she might be flying in bad wegther with some of her insruments not working, o thet she
must rely on complicated cues) The deflationist obvioudy nesdsto grant this explanetory ralefor the
truth of her beiefs and will haveto say thet it is somehow licensed by the generdizing rale of Strues.

Can this deflationist strategy be maintained? A detailed explanaion of how the pilot functions
would involve the exisience of some dass C of internd representations, intuitively representing airgoesd,
such that when she bdlieves arepresentation in C that represents too high an airgpeed she dowsthe
plane and when she believes one that represents too low a speed she peedsiit up; and the
representationsin C that she believestend to betrue. Thelast part can of course be rephrased asa
gengdization: shetendsto beieve arepresentation in C that represents too low a speed when the plane
isinfact too dow, etc. But isthis restatement of the daim that she hastrue bdliefs about arspeed
Ainnocent() from the deflaionist viewpoint? What may wel seem aproblemisthat it isput in terms of
what the pilotsinternd representations Argpresent(l. The basic idea behind the tortuous argument of the
=86 paper was that the deflationist isforced to undersand the sense in which the representations
Arepresent(() airgpead in terms of thelr trandation into the explainer=slanguage, but thet thisis
ingppropriate since this should be an objective explanation in which the explainer plays no causdl rale?

An obvious drategy for regponding to this argument isto say thet talk of represantation is
saving amerdy heuridic rolein the explanation of the pilot=s ability; put without the heuridic, the
explanation involves the exigence of some dass C of internd representationsin the pilot and two
subdasses C; and C, of C such that (i) when she bdieves arepresantation in C; she dowsthe plane
and when she bdieves onein C, she speadsit up, (i) thereisa 1-1 function f from C to acertain st of
red numbers such thet (a) C; isthat subdass of C that is mgpped into numbers above acertain
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threshold and C; isthat subdass of C thet is magpped into numbers below a cartain (dightly lower)
threshold, and (b) she tendsto bdlieve arepresantation r in C when the airgpeed in knotsis
goproximatdy f(r). This mekes dear thet we have a parfectly objective explanation, expressible
without translating the pilot=s representations or talking of their truth conditions or of
what they represent. Of course part (ii)(b) of the explanation uses an indication relaion, but no
deflationist could object to that. (See the postscript to Chapter 2.) The function mapping internd
representations into alrgpeeds needrrt even give the intuitive truth conditions of those representetionsin
al cases one could tdl agory in which the pilots beliefs about what she was doing were So weird thet
it would be naturd to assgn quite different truth conditions to her representations. (Perhgps she
bdieveseigttinan arplanea dl, but isusing the contrals to direct US ground forces on aforeign
misson.) The representations would be rdiably corrdated with argpeed but would represent something
quite different that they were not rdiably corrdated with.

It isdso important to redlize that in norma cases (as opposad to cases where the pilot has very
weird beiefs about whet sheis doing) we can explain the pilot=s competence in less detall, by Smply
saying that she tends to bdieve truths about the argpeed. (We would have to rest content with thisif we
hed no idea thet the pilot nesded to maintain airgoesd within a certain range to safdy land, but knew
only that she needed to base her actions somehow on her argpeed.) The objective core of such an
explandionisdear: it isthat afunctiond correspondence between internd representations and airgpeeds
like thet mentioned above is playing some sort of role thet we may nat bein apostion to specify. But
when we are not in a podition to oecify thet role with enough precison, it isinevitable that we usethe
notion of truth in oneway or another. Oneway to do so would beto just say: some explanation roughly
like the onein the previous paragraph istrue; hereit is trangparent thet truth is playing Smply ardlein
generdizing, and S0 dearly thisway of proceeding is avaladeto the deflationist. But thisway of
proceading requires thet we have a sample objective explanation, however crude, to use asamodd,
and it isnot dways convenient to provide one. But the dternative way of procesding mentioned a the
dart of this paragrgoh does not require this: if we just say AShe tends to believe truths about the
argpead, and this somehow entersinto her landing successfullyfl, we can be vague on the details without
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even ketching asample precise modd.

Isthis latter way of procesding available to the deflationist? When we give this sort of
explandion, we say in effect (i) thet she has cartain internd representations thet are Smilar enough in
their roleto our representations of form >The argpeed is e to count as Asaying the same thingf, (ii) thet
they tend to be disquotationdly true under the trandation scheme just dluded to, and (jii) thet the fact
thet their disquotationd truth condiitions under this mgpping tend to be satisfied plays an important rolein
explaining the sefelanding. ThisisaAprojectivisi or Asecond dass) explanation, in that we make use of
asmilarity between the agent and oursglves to avoid the need to fill in explanatorily crudd detalls, but it
Isaprojectivigt explanation of abroader sort than those congdered in Section 4 of the Pogtscript to
Chapter 2. The projectivis explanations discussad there are ones that in effect assart the existence of
fuler explandtionsin the agent:=s computational psychol ogy, explanaionswhich they leave only
vagudy spedified. Here, on the other hand, the projectivigt explanaionsin effect assart the existence of
fuller explanationsin the agent:s extended psychol ogy which they leave only vagudy soedified;
where the extended psychology isthe computatationd psychology together with the assumptions
about correlations between the agent:s internal states and the external world. But the
cantrd point isthe same: assgnment of truth-conditional content is something we need only when we
dorrt know how tofill in the details of the explanation.®

The same badc paint holdsin cases where the agent islessrdiadle in his bdliefs about the
externd world. Suppose | explain Kennedy:s having avoided nudear war over Cubain taemsof a
lucky guess asto what Khrushchev would do. Again, the objective core of the explanation isthet
Kennedy:s action tends not to lead to wer if Khrushchev acts as he did but to leed to war atherwise,
and that the action was cruddly based on his having bdieved a cartain representation; if we knew alot
of detall about Kennedy and his decison making process, we could say agreet ded about this
representation and the ralein his psychology, but typicaly we dorrt know enough to do this: So here
we Joedify the representation by its truth conditions; or what amounts to the same thing, by atrandation
into our ownidiolect. That is, our explanation isthat Kennedy bdieved (or anyway, assumed as abess
for action) some representation which had for him roughly the role thet >Khrushchev will blink= has for
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us and hisbdieving or assuming thiswas a dient cause of hisactions, and that those actions didnt leed
to war only because Khrushchev blinked. Again, it isaAsecond dlass) explanation, in that a comparison
to our psychology is usad in place of gpecifying the rdevant detalls of the agent=s psychalogy. Assuch,
it isnathing thet causes any problem for adeflationis.

Footnotes

1. For indance, in the example asit dands, where the guru and the disciple share an underlying logic,
the disciple has a notion of consaquence thet gpplies to the guruss language; one might argue thet the
dsdplessfath in the guru isinadequatdy represented by the dam that everything the guru saysistrue, it
should be represented by the daim that al conssquences of what the guru say's (indeed, dl
consequences of those together with other truths) aretrue. In that case, we would get the desired
condusion without the need to reason asin the previous paragraph.

2. Itist essentid to suppose that the disciple accepts the gpplication of the truth schemato the gurus
sentence prior to his knowing thet an extraordinarily rdigble guru uttered it and prior to knowing thet it
has the number-theoretic conssquence. These pieces of informaion do give the disciple somevery
minimal undersanding of the gurus sentence, o it iSFt redlly necessary to hold thet we can gpply

>trues to sentences of which we have no under standing at all.

3. Thisisso even if we know Mary to be unrdiable. For indance, if we know her to have exaggerated
bdiefs we might merdy acoept >George is over 6 4= when Mary acogpts>Georgeisover 6= 7=, Or if
Mary gushes over George, we might accept >Mary isinfatuated with Georges indead of >Georgeisa
wonderful guy-.
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4. Asnoted in Leeds 1995, pp. 28-9, arguing in such amanner seems primafadeto be misguided: of
cour se it isthe corrdation between the agent:=s Sates and externd conditionsthet is of primary
explanatory importance, but why should the fact that we use a corrdaion between an agent=s sates and
our sntences as ameans of setting up the corrdation be thought to undermine this? Why should we
think thet there mugt be some means of spedifying the rdevant corrdation that does¥t go viatrandation
into our language but is given by asubstantive theory of truth conditions? | would rather not pressthis
line, however, because doing S0 leads quickly to complicated issues. (Indeed, the most confusing parts
of the=86 pgper concern precisdy this) Ingtead of arguing thet the basic line of argument againd the
Oeflationist is misguided in very conogption, | will argue merdly thet it cannot be carried out in detall. |
bdieve that thisway of procesding has the additiond advantage of meking dearer therole that talk of
representation playsin the explanation.

5. In probably the most crudid passage in my 1986 paper (p. 97 middle to 99 top), | assumed nat,
without any dear argument. [In theimmediatdy preceding pages | had discussed avoiding mention of
truth conditionsin explanations, dong the lines mentioned two paragrgphs aove. | thenraised the
guestion about what to do when we didrrt know the full explanatory detalls The discussion is obscure:
it recognizesthet it is legitimate for a deflationist to use adisquotationd truth predicate asaway of giving
an explanaion sketch in aasance of full knowledge of the detals (and thet even an inflationist would
need to resort to this), but concludes for reasonsthat it doesvt make a dl dear that we would ned
something moreAinflationisl in addition.] Stephen Leadsrightly focuses much of his critique of my
paper on this crucid passage (Leeds 1995, pp. 17-20), and is undergandably baffled asto what my
argument could have been. For what it=sworth, my own diagnogsis given in the next footnote

6. | think the key problem in the 1986 pagper was an ambiguity about >projectivis explanatiors. In some
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passages | usad it in the more indusive sense, aswhen | argued that the deflationist could apped to the
truth condiitions of ancther agent=s sates only in projectivist explanations. But in other passages| usad it
in the narrower sense, aswhen | argued that the role to which we put the assgnment of truth conditions
in explanations of Asuccess phenomenall like landing the plane with regulaity cant be projectivist. The
confusng sructure of the peper disguised the ambiguity.
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