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ABSTRACT

DEFLATIONISM ABOUT TRUTH AND THE GENERAL FORM OF
SENTENCE

Besler, Arman
Ph.D., Department of Philosophy
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. David Griinberg

March 2015, 139 pages

Deflationism about truth is roughly the negative thesis that truth is not a
substantial notion, and does not call for a reductive philosophical analysis.
Deflationism comes in several main varieties, each focusing on a particular
aspect/appearance of this negative fact, hence formulating the deflationary
thesis under the guidance of that aspect/appearance. This study attempts to
reformulate the deflationary thesis by (1) proposing a simple but illuminative
typology of deflationisms, (2) detecting the correct type, and (3) interpreting the
specification of the location of that type on the proposed typological map. The
proposal is made under the guidance of certain insights concerning the nature
of logical analyis, but specifically of the theme of the general/abstract
grammatical form of sentence. The study concludes by showing the implications
of the emerged neat picture of alethic deflationism with respect to the truth-

conditional account of meaning.

Keywords: Truth, deflationism, sentence, logical analysis, meaning.
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0z

DOGRULUKTA INDIRIMCILIK VE GENEL CUMLE BiCiMi

Besler, Arman
Doktora, Felsefe Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. David Grinberg

Mart 2015, 139 sayfa

Dogrulukta indirimcilik, kisaca, dogrulugun icerikli bir mefhum olmadig1 ve
indirgemeci bir felsefi ¢oziimleme gerektirmedigi yoniindeki menfi iddiadir.
Indirimcilik, birka¢ ana tiir olarak karsimiza cikar; bu tiirlerin her biri
bahsedilen menfi hakikatin belirli bir yoniine/tezahiiriine odaklanir ve
indirimci iddiayr bu yonden/bu tezahiire gore deyimlestirir. Bu calisma, (1)
yalin ama aydinlatici bir indirimcilikler tiplestirmesi 6nererek, (2) buradaki
uygun tipi teshis ederek ve (3) bu tipin onerilen tiplestirme haritasindaki yer
belirlenimini yorumlayarak genel indirimci iddiay1 yeniden deyimlestirmeye
calismaktadir. Tiplestirme 6nerisi ise, mantiki ¢éziimlemenin tabiatina iligskin
belli kavrayiglarin, ama bilhassa genel/soyut ciimle bi¢imi izleginin
rehberliginde yapilmaktadir. Calisma, dogruluk indirimciligine iliskin ortaya
citkan yalin resmin, dogruluk kosulu temelli anlam agiklamasina dair

icerimlerini gostererek sonlanmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dogruluk, indirimcilik, ciimle, mantiki ¢6ztimleme, anlam.
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(Red): It is true that p if and only if p [Redundancy]



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: THE DEFLATIONARY IDEA

One of Leibniz's mature period works on logica termini — his version of the
traditional type of logical theory which proceeds from an account of the
formation of terms (concepts, notions) to an account of the formation of
sentences (propositions, judgments) to exhibit syllogistic validity structures —
has the title General Inquiries about the Analysis of Concepts and of
Truths'(Inquisitiones de analysi notionum et veritatum). The title suggests, at a
first glance, that Leibniz's aim was to treat exclusively those validity structures
which yield sound arguments, since he dealt with the generation only of true
sentences out of the combination and separation of concept terms. But that is
not the case: the substantival plural usage here of alethic terminology — the
plural noun “truths”- differs clearly from its adjectival/predicative usage — the
adjective “true” or the predicate “...is true” — with respect to the notion of truth
being expressed.” The latter usage expresses the ordinary, surface conception of
truth according to which some things, in the shape of sentences, utterances,
propositions, judgments, etc., bear the property of truth, while others (of the
same kind) lack it. The former one, on the other hand, expresses a deeper
conception, according to which every proposition or (fact-stating) sentence,
whether true or not true, is a truth in the sense that it states a (truth) condition

or makes a (truth) claim.

! See Leibniz, 1966. The paper is dated 1686.

2 Rauzy, 2001, p. 24. The quote from Leibniz given in footnote 2 on the same page is especially
illuminating, where he opposes “idées ou termes” to “propositions ou vérités”.
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The shift of meaning in Leibniz's title can be represented as an emphasis on the
grammatical form of truths in the ordinary sense — shared by falsities or
untruths — for the point of the substantival plural usage is simply to oppose
truth-evaluable items, irrespective of their actual truth values, to items that
are grammatically unable in the first place to admit of a truth value (terms or
concepts in this case). To see the picture, one might find it useful to draw the
following (admittedly imperfect) analogy with properties such as length, weight,
and so on. Now every spatio-temporal thing has length in the sense that it is
linearly extended; but “length” can also be taken to mean — if we leave aside
matters about idiomaticity — the state of being long, in opposition to short, in
which case only some of the spatio-temporal things will have that property
(assuming, for the sake of simplicity, that we have some absolute metrics to
determine whether a given thing is long or not). Likewise, every statement or
sentence, whether it be true or false (but necessarily one or the other), has
truth. Truth in this sense is nothing but truth-evaluability, or more properly,

sententiality.

The deeper conception is perfectly displayed in alethic schemata, such as the
disquotational schema, “ ‘p’ is true if and only if p”, and the (minimalist's)
equivalence schema, “the proposition that p is true if and only if p”, and maybe
more vaguely displayed in the grammatical equivalence between alethic
prosentences such as “it is true” and “that is true” on the one hand, and salient
sentences for which they stand in the relevant communicative context on the
other. For such equivalences exhibit an illuminative regularity concerning the
truth discourse without yielding a criterion for knowing the true from the false,

or clearly stating the difference between the two — without, in other words,

signaling the ordinary conception.



However, a certain philosophical approach to truth, deflationism, roughly has it
that this deeper conception suffices to account for the ordinary one; the logical
and grammatical equivalences mentioned above suffice to show us what we
mean when we call our statements or sentences true and false. And they do so
in a way that frees us from the need for a substantial, reductive analysis of the
property of truth, and for the sort of general criterion that both Kant and Frege

declared to be principally unachievable.

The problem is that there is no satisfactory general statement of the
deflationary position other than some introductory formulations, such as the
claim that truth, like being, is not a genuine property, or the claim that the
truth predicate is not a real predicate, or negative theses such as the claim that
truth neither calls for, nor admits of, a substantial, reductive analysis; and each
alleged variety of deflationism seems to focus on a particular aspect of the
connection between the deeper and ordinary conceptions given above. Thus, for
instance, the disquotational account holds that the truth predicate is
essentially a device for neutralizing the semantic effects of directly quoting a
declarative sentence; the prosentential account holds that the truth predicate is
essentially a device for constructing sentential analogues of pronouns; and
minimalism holds that the equivalence schema, and the theory that stems from
it, give us a completely sufficient basis for understanding the overall use — and
therefore the meaning — of the truth predicate, and that the predicate is
essentially a device for generalizing with respect to the grammatical position of

sentence.

This thesis attempts to give a more concrete (i.e. specific) formulation of the
position which is still abstract (i.e. generic) enough to account for all the
particular phenomena brought under focus by the above mentioned main

implementations of the general deflationary idea, the idea that the ordinary



conception of truth can be accounted for by being bridged to the notion of truth-
evaluability. Specifically, what is required is the statement of a single general
deflationary thesis that can span the whole range of main deflationary
phenomena. However, the simple abstraction from the main varieties of
deflationism of a common mark will not do, for these varieties, taken in their
present clothings, differ from each other in certain important respects — such as
the attitude taken towards the idea of a truthbearer — that make it impossible
even to begin to compare them to each other, save only in an argumentative
fashion, that is, by defending one of them against others, or by endorsing yet

another (possibly inflationary) account of truth.

These accounts can nevertheless be brought into line by some method of
typification, whereby the individual variation among them turn out to be a
typical variation. In this way, the explanatory capability/incapability, and the
degree of internal consistency, of an individual deflationary account can be
attributed to the type it belongs with, or — which comes to the same thing — to
the overall structure it embodies according to the proposed typology. But then
there arises the possibility that the most correct type be found, which would be
able to account for all the main deflationary phenomena in the most effective
and coherent way. The aim of this study is to show that there is such a type of
deflationism, and its expression in the form of an explicit statement gives us

the general deflationary thesis.

Now the phenomena in question can be listed, in a rather telling way, as
sentence disquotation, sentential anaphora, and sentential generalization. It is
clear that in each case it is the grammatical notion of sentence (in opposition to
the sub-sentential) that is primarily of concern. In the following chapters, it is
shown, in line with this clue, how a simpler yet adequate enough formulation of

the deflationary approach emerges from a consecutive analysis of the



disquotational and prosentential accounts of truth, and how a certain problem
about the minimalist conception confirms this reformulation. The emerged view
is simply that the predication of truth of a nominalization of a declarative
sentence “p” of a given natural language is merely a conversion of “p” into a
certain canonical sentential form of that language, specifically into the
predicative form “x is F”; and that truth predication in abstracto is a composite
and semi-stipulative general representation of the sentence position in natural
language. The overall picture in which these hold is one according to which
truth talk is the natural device of sentential generalization. This way of stating
the deflationary thesis, it is argued, not only enables us to separate what is
central from what is incidental in particular deflationary accounts of the notion
of truth, but it simplifies to a high extent the task of applying the deflationary

lesson to the closely related sphere of meaning, via an effective deflation of the

notion of truth condition.

The following chapter gives reasons for placing the philosophical discussion
about truth around a certain grammatical appearance of the notion, namely,
the truth predicate. The third chapter executes the above mentioned
consecutive analysis of disquotationalism and prosententialism, and distills, as
it were, the proposed reformulation of the general deflationary approach. The
fourth provides a confirmation basis for the reformulation by radically
dismantling a certain type of objection to the minimalist conception, the
objection that the minimal theory cannot be stated adequately. And the
concluding chapter deflates the notion of truth condition in line with the novel
formulation, and shows very briefly what kind of sense the deflationist could be
expected to make of the idea of a truth conditional theory of meaning. Each
chapter begins with a very brief Overview section, numbered “x.1”, which will

give a more precise idea of what is being done in that chapter.



CHAPTER 2

TRUTH AND THE TRUTH PREDICATE

2.1 Overview

This chapter

e argues that it is the truth predicate, or more properly, truth predication
as a whole, that lies at the center of the philosophical investigation of,
and in particular, of the deflationary approach to, truth;

to that effect,

* it gives a first illustration of the significance of the difference between
the two basic logical appearances of truth: the so-called liar paradox can
be formulated with the truth predicate, but not with the truth operator;

e and shows why the truth predicate is, unlike the truth operator,
irredundant: truth predicative form is a much useful tool for sentential

generalization.

The chapter ends by setting the scene for the deflationary approach, discussed
and reformulated in the next chapter, by underlining the difference between

the transparency and the redundancy of truth.

2.2 Appearances of truth

The philosophical investigation of truth is a logical-philosophical analysis of the
notion of truth. The notion of truth is the originally vague concept or idea that
results from certain regularities, apparent or latent, concerning our overall use

of the truth discourse (or truth talk)?, which appear most naturally in the form

3 I assume in the following that the truth discourse under question is part of what I characterize
(in a universalizing fashion) as natural language, and that the particular language that functions
as natural language is again vaguely the English language or some extension thereof that

6



of natural language schemata, and less naturally in the form of quantified

(hence general) statements recruiting logical vocabulary.

The truth discourse is that part or mode of natural language which is
characterized by the employment of alethic expressions. Alethic expressions —
i.e. types of expression that can be said, somewhat circularly, to signify the
notion of truth — appear in multifarious forms of different kinds: kinds of
grammatical function, such as truth as predicate — or more commonly but quite
misleadingly,* the truth predicate — and truth as direct object; various parts of
speech (or simply, grammatical forms) such as the truth adjective and the truth
noun; logical forms such as the alethic operators, namely, the truth operator,
the falsity (or more safeguardedly, untruth) operator, along with their

modifications with respect to tense and mood, and so on.

It might be expected that a complete philosophical analysis of (natural) truth
talk give an exhaustive treatment of every such particular kind of appearance of
truth, and if the analysis is to have a logical character, such treatment will be
expected to result in schematic representations that codify the essentials of the
use of the kind of form under question. For a typical philosophical-logical
analysis of a given clause structure (representative of a certain kind of
discourse) is a regimentation of that structure according to a previously
specified language of analysis, that is, a logical language. In other words,
philosophical-logical analysis is essentially a matter of translating natural
language structures that, by the vagueness they are prone to, prompt

philosophical discussions about what is really meant by their instances.

contains certain philosophical/logical tools, unless otherwise stated.

* Roughly, the description “the truth predicate”, as it appears in the philosophical literature
about truth, signifies the predicative functionings of the verbal phrase “is true”. For the division
of linguistic forms as grammatical functions and grammatical forms, see Aarts, 2001, especially
the tree analysis illustrated in section 4.4, p. 108-10.
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A most illuminating example is Russell's analysis of definite description
structures, where we find surface forms that prompt a philosophical discussion
on whether ascriptions containing nominal expressions that fail to have any
referential value, such as “The present king of France is bald” (uttered in a
context where no such king exists) can have a definite truth-value and
meaning.’ Russell's logical analysis is simply a method of translating natural
language sentences containing such apparently naming or referring
descriptions into the language of analysis, namely, an extension of natural
English containing first-order quantifiers, variables and connectives. The
logical translations exhibit the deep form of such structures in a way that
makes us able to give a definite answer to the original philosophical question:
roughly, definite descriptions are not names but complex existential
quantifiers, and ascriptions containing definite descriptions that fail to have
instances are meaningful but false (for they are essentially conjunctions at least
one conjunct of which is false). The translation rule can be represented by a

schema of the following rather simplified form:

(DD) The F'is G if and only if there is at least and at most one x such that z is
FandzisG.°

The point is that this particular analysis of natural definite descriptions is
meant to answer a particular philosophical question, namely, whether
ascriptions containing unexemplified definite descriptions have a definite truth-
value; so there might be other regularities about the use of definite descriptions

that concern other aspects, or maybe parts, of the relevant discourse. In other

% See for example Russell, 1963, chapter 10.

¢ The capital letters on the left- and right-hand sides are schematic letters for natural language
adjectives, and the apparently natural quantifiers and the individual variable “x” that appear on
the right-hand side, along with the connective “if and only if”, pertain to the language of analysis.



words, it is — ideally — the particular phenomenon that concerns us prior to the
philosophical-logical analysis that determines which particular regularity about
the relevant discourse should be underlined. Thus the expectation that the
philosophical-logical treatment of a given discourse cover every fact about every
kind of expression that is able to characterize that discourse is ill-founded. To

put it simply, logical analysis is always intention-directed.

Our intention, then, in this study is to give the most adequate formulation of
the deflationary thesis about truth, a formulation that both applies well enough
to each main variety found in the cluster of approaches, theories or conceptions
that are said to be deflationary, and is still concrete enough to be viewed as an
independently significant thesis.” So we need a first, rough characterization of
the deflationary thesis to specify which uses of which types of alethic
expressions we should focus on. One such characterization is the claim that a
certain fact about truth, namely, that every truthbearer specifies its own
condition for being true, is necessary and sufficient for grasping the notion of
truth,®and for illuminating the further uses of alethic expressions, specifically,
the truth predicate. The contrast here is drawn with attempts to explicate the
notion of truth in the standard fashion, by reducing it to other notions, notions
that are not without explanatory content (or matter) but definitely simpler and
more fundamental than truth. These latter, (so-called) inflationary accounts

have the general form:

(Infl) =z is true if and only if z is F'

" The sense in which such formulation is to apply to main varieties of deflationism is a bit
complicated and unusual, and will be clarified in the following chapter. See also Appendix A,
“Clarifications” , the answer to the first objection.

8 Horwich, 1990. See especially, for the wording, “the Preface to the First Edition”.
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where the verbal phrase “is F” gives the intended reductive analysis — as in,
e.g., “...corresponds to reality”, “...is part of a coherent body of knowledge”,
“...has justification in ideal epistemic conditions”, and so on. The deflationary
thesis is not simply that there is no such “F”, or simply that we do not need one;
it is rather that we need and actually have a different kind of account of truth
ascription, one suggesting that truth has a rather formal or structural, and not
a material, “nature”. This is the point of the above characterization of the
deflationary thesis, where the meaning of truth seems to vary as the value of
the individual variable “x” varies, yet according to a definite rule: it is always
the particular sentence or proposition of which truth is being ascribed that
determines what truth means for that particular ascription. Thus there must
be a structural connection between the analysans of an ascription of the form “x
is true” on the one hand, and “x” itself on the other, if we are to have a general
explanation of the meaning of truth. This is the first, main condition that
should be satisfied by the alethic schemata that are to be the focus of attention

in our discussion about the deflationary approach.

Now the grammatical or logical phenomenon that finds expression in the
deflationary thesis is quite hard to label, but the idea of transparency seems to
be adequate for the present.” By the transparency of truth, it should be
understood that truth is a purely grammatical or logical notion, that it does not
have a real or natural — i.e. explanatorily relevant — content to be analyzed in
the inflationary fashion. For the sake of simplicity, call those alethic schemata

that are able to represent this aspect of truth transparency schemata.

® A characterization of the deflationary approach in terms of the transparency of truth can be
found in Lynch, 2001, p. 421.

10



As instances of transparency schemata, consider the following schemata for a
certain use of the the truth adverb “truly”, and a certain use of the truth noun

“truth”:

(TAdv) One speaks truly in saying that p if and only if both one says that p
and p.
(TNn) One tells the truth in saying that p if and only if both one says that p

and p."°

In each case, the alethic part of speech that occurs in the analysandum is not
simply eliminable, but is so in favor of an expression that already occurs in the
analysans, namely, the schematic sentential letter “p”. In other words, the
intended structural connection between the analysandum and the analysans is
provided via the schematic letter. Similar schemata for different but similar
uses of these parts of speech, and for other alethic parts of speech — such as the
truth adjective — can be found. But what concerns us exclusively at this point is
a couple of transparency schemata the comparison between which underlines
another, closely related aspect of truth, namely, irredundancy. The couple
consists of the basic schema for the identity truth-function’— i.e., truth

operation — and the denominalization schema®™ for truth predication.

(Red) It is true that p if and only if p

(Den) p is true if and only if p

10 Note that this use of the truth noun differs from the one where some character of the sort of
sincerity or honesty is attributed to the speaker.

1 The term is due to C. J. F. Williams, see his 1976.

2 The term is due to Wolfgang Kiinne, see his 2003.
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The first schema is a codification of the simple fact that the truth operator is
redundant, that the elimination of the identity truth-function — unlike, for
instance, its polarity, the negation truth-function — results in a schema that
expresses the most simple triviality that every sentence is equivalent to itself, p
if and only if p.'* The first thing to note about the denominalization schema is
that the alethic expression cannot be dropped, as in the case of truth operation,
without loss of grammaticality: “p if and only if p” would in that case yield only
grammatically ill-formed sequences as instances, since the left-hand side would
be occupied by a noun-phrase which is supposed to be some suitable
nominalization of the sentence replacing “p”. Thus the truth predicate, in this

occurrence, neutralizes the grammatical effect of such nominalization — hence

the label.

The really crucial point about the denominalization schema is that although it
takes the part of (Red), against (Infl), in expressing the transparency of truth, it
nevertheless fails to express the redundancy of truth. (Den) does set, unlike
(Infl), a grammatical proportion between the analysandum and the analysans,
which is the reason that it is a transparency schema. But this connection,
unlike the one set in (Red), is one that exhibits the usefulness of the truth
predicate, or more properly, the truth-predicative form as a whole. So the task
of the rest of the present chapter is to account for this incongruity between
transparency and redundancy in terms of the significant connection between a
sentence “p” and its nominalization “p”. The former difference will also set the

scene for our treatment of the varieties of the deflationary approach in the first

section of the next chapter.

3 Note, however, the redundancy claim does not extend over to the temporal and modal
modifications of the truth operator, such as “It was true that..” or “It be true that...”, in which
cases one needs, to bring out the transparency, to dig into the argument sentence to modify its
main verb.

12



Section 2 gives a first illustration of the above mentioned difference via the
formulation of the liar paradox. The final section shows why truth predication
in abstracto is a useful, irredundant device, and gives a first characterization of

deflationary truth in terms of transparent irredundancy.

2.3 Formulation of the liar paradox

There are at least two ways to analyze away the difference between the truth
operator and the truth predicate — and naturally the one between the
corresponding basic schemata. The first way is to take the truth operator as a
stylistic or idiomatic variant of the truth predicate. Paul Horwich, for instance,
takes this attitude in his discussion on truth:

In light of the locution “It is true that p”, it might be thought that a
theory of the truth predicate would have to be supplemented with a
separate theory of the truth operator; but this is not so. We can
construe “It is true that p”, on a par with “It is true What Oscar
said”, as an application of the truth predicate to the thing to which
the initial “It” refers, which is supplied by the subsequent noun
phrase, “that p”.'*
The second way is to give an ascriptive interpretation of the truth operator —
i.e., to read the formal rendering of the truth operator, say “I'p”, as a function
from the declarative sentence “p” to a truth predication of the form “p is true”.

This can be viewed as merely a roundabout version of the first strategy, for the

terminus of the analysis in each case is the truth-predicative form, “z is true”.

What is right about both strategies, and possible others agreeing with them in
the terminus of analysis, is that they underline the centrality of the truth
predication form to the philosophical discussion about truth. However, the
precise way that the non-trivial grammatical connection between the sides of

(Den) mentioned in the previous section expresses transparency — namely, by

 Horwich, 1990, p. 16, fn. 1.
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separating it from redundancy — suggests that we had better treat the locution
type “It is true that...” as what it first appears to be, that is, as a connective
that takes (declarative) sentences as arguments, in contradistinction to the

&

truth predicate “..is true” which completes suitable noun-phrases into

sentences.

The so-called liar paradox is one alethic phenomenon where the significance of
a separate treatment of those forms can be clearly observed. The liar paradox is
simply the result of the instantiation of (Den) with some version of the type of
sentence called the liar sentence. The liar sentence has various versions, but the
common idea is the simple one of predicating untruth of a name that denotes

that very predication:

(Liar) Liar is not true.

The paradox can be shown to emerge by replacing the sentence letter in the

15
),«z

quoting version of (Den P’ is true if and only if p”, with Liar. For what

results from this substitution is:

“Liar is not true” is true if and only if Liar is not true.

and replacing the name “Liar” with the within-quotes occurrence of Liar in this

sentence, we get:

Liar is true if and only if Liar is not true.

!5 This version, it will be argued in the next chapter, is nothing other than what is known as the
disquotational schema.
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which is an obvious contradiction. What gives to such derivations the air of
paradox is the fact that whichever of the two truth-values, frue and not true,
one initially ascribes to Liar, one ends up with the other: if Liar is true, then it
is, by its own declaration, not true, and if not true, then it will be erring in

declaring itself to be not true, therefore it will be true.

Now the key fact about the emergence of the liar paradox that prompts
philosophical discussion is that Liar can be replaced for the sentential letter “p”
in (Den) — i.e., that Liar is a genuine declarative sentence. From an intuitive
point of view, Liar cannot be a genuine sentence, as it is intuitively devoid of
cognitive content. There are two structurally similar deflationary
explanations® of this intuitive fact that highlight the nature of the connection
between a sentence “p” and the relevant basic truth predication, “p is true”: one
turns around the idea of ungroundedness on any object-level proposition free
from alethic terminology'’; the other around the notion of grammatical
inheritance, according to which the reason why Liar is not a genuine sentence
is, roughly, that there is no independently meaningful sentence from which
Liar is to inherit its content.”® Since what concerns us here is not so much the
paradox itself as the bearing of its formulation on the centrality of the truth-
predicative form, I will give another, simpler exposition of the mentioned
intuitive fact, which is along similar lines, but focuses on the difference

between the two main appearances of truth.

The idea is that a truth ascription is meaningful only when the (linguistic)

subject of the ascription is able, independently, to specify a full propositional

6 See Beall and Armour-Garb's 2005 edition, for a comprehensive treatment of the bearing of
Liar on deflationary truth.

7 See Horwich's discussion of Tarski's account of truth, in his 2010, ch. 5.

18 See Grover, 1977.
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content. The term “propositional content” might be misleading, as it might
suggest the ordinary semantic picture in which there are sentence-shaped
content- or meaning- entities called propositions, and the matter of being
meaningful for sentences is reduced to the matter of expressing — whatever that
is to mean — such entities. There is, however, a less committed possible use of
the term, prompted by Ramsey's use of the closely related “propositional
reference” in his 1927 monograph on truth'®, which it will be healthier to prefer

for reasons that will get clear in the next chapter.

Considering a case where two subjects are reported to believe alike that the
earth is flat, the most natural expression of which would be a statement of
identity of the object of belief, Ramsey makes the following warning: “It is usual
in logic to express this resemblance between the two men's beliefs not by saying
as I do that they have the same propositional reference, but by calling them
beliefs in the same proposition; to say this is not however to deny the existence
of such a character as propositional reference, but merely to put forward a
certain view as to how this character should be analysed.” And in the following
paragraph we are told: “Merely thinking of Napoleon cannot be true or false,
unless it is thinking that he was or did so and so; for if the reference is not
propositional, if it is not the sort of reference which it takes a sentence to express,

there can be neither truth nor falsity.”*

Thus in saying that a nominal expression specifies a propositional content, we
do not have to hold that it denotes (names, refers to, etc.) a sentence-shaped
meaning entity — we do not have to specify, or mean anything about, the
“character” our propositional reference is to take. What we mean is simply that

the nominal expression under question somehow re-codifies the original content

% “The Nature of Truth”, a part of his original material titled On Truth, reprinted in Lynch, 2001,
as ch. 18, pp. 433-445.

% Lynch, 2001, p. 435. The latter italics are mine.
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of a fully interpreted declarative sentence in the nominal position, or, which
comes to the same thing, that the expression can be converted, in principle, into
a that-clause where the content is explicitly specified. So, for instance, the
nominal expression “Einstein's law” is said to specify a propositional content,
since it re-codifies the content of the declarative sentence “E = mc®’ in the
nominal position, or it can be replaced, in idiomatically suitable contexts, by

“that F = mc”.

So the idea that gives us the condition a truth ascription has to satisfy in order
to count as a genuine sentence is as follows. If a given truth ascription bears
the form of a truth operation, as in “It is true that F = mc?’, the “subject” of the
ascription is by definition sufficient to specify a propositional content in the
above sense, for it must have the explicit form of a declarative sentence — here,
the form “FE = mc?. If, on the other hand, the ascription has the form of a
(singular) truth predication, then its subject should be a nominal expression
that specifies a full propositional content — such as “ ‘Snow is white’ ”, “that the
cat is on the mat”, “Pythagoras’ theorem”, “The sentence you just uttered” and
so on. Liar does have the appearance of a normal truth ascription, but only the
appearance of it, for the subject term of Liar, the name “Liar”, is unable to

specify all by itself a full propositional content.

To see this more vividly, we could try to formulate the truth ascription
(allegedly) made by Liar using the truth operator instead of the truth predicate.
Now Liar in its original form consists of two basic logical moments: the
specification of the required propositional content, realized by the name “Liar”,
and alethic ascription, realized by the untruth predicate “is not true”. To render
Liar in the truth operational form, the alethic ascription function should be
served by the truth operational correlate of the untruth predicate, i.e., the

negation operator “It is not true that...”. The element, likewise, that is to
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provide the propositional content (allegedly) specified by “Liar” in the
predicative case must take the form of a proper declarative sentence filling in
the sentential gap of the negation operator. What one gets by making such

projection is an infinite operator of the following form:

It is not true that it is not true that it is not true that...

The element that is to specify the propositional content of the alethic ascription
in the operational case is the whole ascription itself in the sentence position, as
it was in the predicative case the whole ascription in the nominal position. Thus
we must take the step of alethic ascription anew every time we arrive at the
moment where the propositional content is specified, since the element
realizing that moment directs us every time to the ascription itself. In other
words, no propositional content (independently of the alethic ascription
element) at all is specified, which means that Liar is devoid of propositional

content, that it is not a truth-evaluable item in the first place.

So the intuitive condition that a given singular truth predication of the form “p
is true” should satisfy in order to count as a genuine sentence, i.e. that “p”
specify a full propositional content independently of “is true”, corresponds, to a
certain degree, to the formal condition that the whole predication can be
converted to a truth operation of the form “It is true that p”. However, this does
not in any way show that the predicative form in abstracto is redundant, that
its instances can simply be eliminated in favor of their truth operational
projections. For there are cases in which a projection of this sort terminates the
expressive strength of the truth predicative form, cases, that is, in which the
logical®' structure of a (genuine) truth predication — which can be exhibited in

the form of a truth operation, and given that the redundancy schema (Red)

21 See the following chapter for the correct sense of this adjective.
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holds, in the form, in turn, of a declarative sentence free from alethic
terminology — cannot account for all the aspects of its grammatical appearance.
These are aspects that concern the grammatical limits of natural language with

respect to quantification, and will be discussed in the following section.

2.4 Sentential generalization and deflationary truth

The natural way we quantify “over” items has a distinctive aspect that clarifies
the difference between transparency and redundancy of truth. Specifically, it
displays the possibility of a deflationary picture in which the truth predicate —
or the truth-predicative form as a whole — preserves its transparency without
being redundant. The point is simply that the truth-predicative form enables us
to generalize with respect to the (grammatical) sentence position, within the
boundaries of natural grammar, where no sentential quantification tools, such

as sentential quantifiers and sentential variables, exist.

There are certain regularities we encounter in the world concerning individuals
which we are able to state using the ordinary machinery of natural
quantification. As an instance, consider the statement that a certain set of
individuals, characterized by having a certain common property such as being
F’, all have another common property, being G. One natural way to state this is
to say that every F is (also) G — formally, Vo (Fz — Gx). But there are also
regularities concerning the facts themselves we are able to state in this way
about individuals; for instance the regularity we encounter in the two
statements, that if snow is white then snow is white, and that if grass is green
then grass is green. The regularity we are set to express in this case concerns
neither the individuals — for snow and grass (considered to be mass terms) are
two different items — nor the properties of being white and being green. It
concerns rather the conditional form of the whole sentence in each case, which

can be represented schematically as “p — p”. Natural quantifiers, which are

19



composed of quantifier words and common nouns, as in “everything” and “no
man”, obliges us to bring the sentential structure over which we want to
quantify, into the noun position — specifically, natural quantifier words open up

a nominal position to be filled in with a common noun.

So in order to state the latter kind of regularity, we need to view the
schematically represented sentential form “p — p” as belonging to items of a
certain sort, labeled by a common noun such as “sentence” , “proposition”,
“thought”, “condition” and so on. Call this process of conversion, for ease of use,
natural nomnalization. Now we also need some other kind of expression to
complete the quantifier yielded by natural nominalization, say “every

4

proposition of the form ‘p — p’ ”, in order to restore the sentential force — the
force of stating something — found in the instances which suggested us the
regularity in the first place. What we need, in the minimum, is a predicate that
can complete the singular products of natural nominalization, in this case, “the
proposition that if snow is white then snow is white” and “the proposition that
if grass is green then grass is green”, to sentences materially equivalent to the
relevant original sentences that have undergone the process of natural

nominalization. In other words, what we need is a predicate that can fill in the

predicate place signaled by “F” in the following schema:

(PCFC) pis F if and only if p.

What we mean by the irredundancy of truth, then, is the simple fact that the
truth predicate satisfies the schema for predicative canonical form construction,
at least for certain sorts of natural nominalization, such as sentence,
proposition, belief and thought. It is quite obvious that the same condition does

not hold for the truth operator.
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Of course, the regularity codified in the above conditional schema is a general
fact that holds of logical necessity, that is, one that concerns the logical form of
a certain set of sentences; but there are also contingent matters of fact that can
be stated by generalizing with respect to the sentence position following this
natural strategy, irrespective of the logical form of the sentences in question. As
a vivid example, consider Wittgenstein's employment of a similar predicative
structure “r is the case” in the Tractatus. In the very beginning of the text,
Wittgenstein gives a distinctive definition of the world, as everything that is the
case, which views it not so much as a list or a mereological composition of
denotable items as a “conjunction” of truths. The idea conveyed here is not that
the world consists of possible states of affairs — entities having the shape of a
sentence nominalization — some of which happen to fall into the extension of
the predicate “is the case”, but rather that the world does not consist of items —
or that the world is not a domain — in the first place, for he remarks, following

the definition, that the world consists of facts in opposition to things.?

Now the surface grammatical form of this statement might suggest, quite
misleadingly, a logical regimentation containing as one of its parts an

individual quantification of the form:

Va(...Fz...)

where “F'z” is supposed to translate the natural predicate “is the case”; but the

correct logical regimentation of the statement, according to the picture

2 Thus Horwich, discussing the connection of the Tractarian picture to the more recent
truthmaker theory, says: “In particular, Wittgenstein's remark that the world consists of facts
rather than things (paragraph 1.1) should not be construed as the proposal of a new sort of entity,
but precisely the opposite”; see his 2010, fn. 22 on page 321. We find a similar characterization of
the idea of a world of facts in Russell's introduction to the text, in the form of a statement that
according to the Tractatus, we could not describe the world by pointing out to items, but only by
stating the facts, i.e., truths, about them; see Wittgenstein, 1961.
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suggested by the remark following the definition, should rather contain a

sentential quantification of the form:

vp(...p...)

Following the same strategy, a generalization to the effect, for instance, that
whatever a certain subject of speech, Subject, utters is true — or in a more

natural form, that Subject is always right — can be regimented as

Vp(Subject utters that p — p)

where the quantifier and the variables are sentential, and the incomplete
expression “Subject utters that” functions like a sentential connective. It seems,

however, that the same generalization can also be regimented as

Va(Subject utters z — x is true)

taking now “Subject” as the name of an individual or a definite description,
given that the language of regimentation itself will be supposed to contain the
truth predicative form, “r is F”. In this way, it might be contended that the
whole machinery of sentential quantification even for the language of analysis

is redundant.

Now this simple comparison suggests that there are two possible extreme views
of the analysis of the natural truth discourse via a logical language of analysis:
at one extreme, one might hold that natural language can be supplemented
with stipulatively defined sentential quantification devices, so that the truth
predicate in natural language becomes completely redundant; at the other

extreme, one might hold that the truth predicate subsists even in the language

22



of regimentation, so that sentential quantification is what is really redundant.
The first extreme gives us the correct form of the so-called redundancy theory of
truth, correct in the sense that it shows that no reasonable deflationary thesis
about truth could be thought to be a redundancy theory.? The second extreme,
on the other hand, finds partial support from certain deflationists, adding,
however, an element of vagueness to the sense in which their theories are

deflationary.”

The main claim of this study is that the adequate formulation of the
deflationary thesis hinges on the clarification of its location on the scale that
falls between these two extreme points. Thus the following chapter will classify
the main varieties of deflationism in light of the above discussion of the
structural deviation of natural from formal quantification, and the picture of
logical analysis suggested by that discussion. It will elaborate on two main
leading versions of the deflationary approach, the disquotational and the
prosentential accounts of truth, and propose a more abstract, yet specific
enough, formulation of deflationism. The main idea prompted by this
elaboration will be that the truth-predicative form resides — as a useful
sentential canonical form — only in natural language, for it can be shown to
disappear altogether in logical analysis. Specifically, it will be argued that we
do not need the transitional form of logical truth predication, “I'x”, recruiting
formal individual variables and the logical predicate of truth®, in order to

analyze our natural truth discourse. The third leading variety, minimalism,

% 1 admit that this interpretation of the label “redundancy theory” is not completely in line with
the common terminology. See the first section of the following chapter for a clarification of this
point.

2 Quine and Horwich are the first two examples to come to our minds, for both strongly oppose
the use of sentential quantification tools in the language of analysis. In what sense and to what
extent they give this support, and what results concerning their accounts follow from it, will be
clarified in the following chapters.

% The deflationary truth predicate, it will be shown, is not a logical predicate, in the sense that it
does not appear in the language of analysis.

23



will be discussed in the fourth chapter, in the context of a discussion on the idea

of a truthbearer.

We may conclude by noting that an inflationary theorist could well agree that
the truth predicate is irredundant in the above sense, and that the proposed
sentential quantification translations are perfectly correct, but still argue that
truth admits of the sort of analysis supposed to be suitable for ordinary
predicates which we take to express real or natural properties. What they will
not agree, thus, is that this particular grammatical-logical fact about truth is
the explanation of the notion of truth, that its being a device for sentential
generalization fully explains its further occurrences in the truth discourse. So
the point of deflationism is not only the irredundancy of truth, but what we
labeled as its transparency, i.e., its essentially being a phenomenon concerning
the grammatical structure of our natural/logical discourse. Deflationary truth is

transparent but irredundant.
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CHAPTER 3

FORMULATING DEFLATIONISM: TRUTH PREDICATION AS
CANONICAL FORM

3.1 Overview

This chapter

* proposes a criterion for classifying deflationary accounts, in the form of a
two-step question, namely, whether the truth predicative form appears
in the language of analysis, and if not, whether it is redundant even for

natural language;
» applies the criterion to Horwich's list of deflationary accounts;
* elaborates on the disquotational approach to truth, and show its defects;

» displays the three-step development of the prosentential account, and
shows that the limiting case of such development is the correct form of

deflationism; and

* concludes with the proposal of the canonical form approach to truth
discourse, according to which the truth discourse is a structural
component of natural language, namely, its very theory of sentential

generalization.

3.2 Deflationisms
3.2.1 Redundancy of truth and the general form of sentence

Deflationary truth has been characterized as transparent and irredundant. So

it is quite confusing that Ramsey's 1927 account, which forms one of the most
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important roots of the modern deflationary approach, is commonly viewed as a
redundancy theory. A typical redundancy theory about a given expression type
is expected to be the simple claim that this type can be analyzed away in all its
appearances, and hence is redundant for the language in which it originally
appears and for which it primarily functions. In this sense, a redundancy
theory of truth will correspond to one of the extreme views, defined in the final
section of the previous chapter, of the connection of natural truth discourse to
its logical regimentation — namely, the view that the logical apparatus of
sentential quantification could well replace the truth predicate in natural

language.

It is clear that Ramsey's account is not a redundancy claim in this sense. The
account consists of two main points about the truth predicate, one concerning
its function, the other its significance. The significance of the truth predicate is
given, according to Ramsey, by analyses of belief ascription paralleling the
transparency schemata given in the previous chapter: roughly, if Subject
believes that p, then Subject's belief is true if and only if p. The issue here is
that there does not seem to be a natural way to mark the sentential place in its
full generality, as done by the formal sentential variable “p”. Thus the
significance or meaning of truth cannot initially be stated, but can only be
intuited in singular analyses of truth predication.

...we must come to the point: what is the meaning of “true”? It seems

to me that the answer is really perfectly obvious, that anyone can

see what it is and that difficulty only arise when we try to say what

it is, because it is something which ordinary language is rather ill-
adapted to express.

Suppose a man believes that the earth is round; then his belief is

true because the earth is round; or generalising this, if he believes
that A is B his belief will be true if A is B and false otherwise.
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It is, I think, clear that in this last sentence we have the meaning of
truth explained, and that the only difficulty is to formulate this
explanation strictly as a definition. If we try to do this, the obstacle
we encounter is that we cannot describe all beliefs as beliefs that A
is B since the propositional reference of a belief may have any
number of different more complicated forms. A man may be
believing that all A are not B, or that if all A are B, either all C are
D or some E are F, or something still more complicated. We cannot,
in fact, assign any limit to the number of forms which may occur,
and must therefore be comprehended in a definition of truth; so that
if we try to make a definition to cover them all it will have to go on
forever, since we must say that a belief is true, if supposing it to be a
belief that A is B, A is B, or if supposing it to be a belief that either
Ais Bor Cis D, either A is B or C is D, and so on ad infinitum.?

So the fact about the significance of truth is that we need a completely general
mark of the sentence position to stand in for any sentence (of the relevant
language) of any grammatical or logical form, to achieve a general
characterization of truth ascription. In a word, we need a sentence variable:

In order to avoid this infinity we must consider the general form of a
propositional reference of which all these forms are species; any

(o)

belief whatever we may symbolise as a belief that p, where “p” is a
variable sentence just as “A” and “B” are variable words or phrases
(or terms as they are called in logic). We can then say that a belief is
true if it is a belief that p, and p.*’

Ramsey notes that the part of the analysans “and p” might strike one as an
ungrammatical sequence, for the variable “p” has the form, in natural
language, of an ordinary term. The point is that we need to know beforehand
that this term stands in for some expression which contains a verb, and hence
can be an argument or constituent of the sentential connective “and”. In other

words, we need to stipulate that this terms represents the general form of

sentence. But this means that the sentence variable is an unnatural expression

% Ramsey, 1991, p. 9.
 Ibid., p. 9.
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type, not available without stipulation. So the general character of truth cannot

be stated using only natural expression types after all.

If Ramsey explicitly held that the kind of general representation of the sentence
position exercised by the sentence variable could well replace the truth
predications in natural language, then he would be holding a simple
redundancy claim. But the point he makes about the function of truth suggests
that he acknowledges the need in natural language for a transparent predicate
like the truth predicate. After warning the reader about the misleading
nominal, verb-less appearance of the general form of sentence in natural
language, he remarks:
The same point exactly arises if we take, not the symbol “p”, but the
relative pronoun which replaces it in ordinary language. Take for
example “what he believed was true.” Here what he believed was, of
course, something expressed by a sentence containing a verb. But
when we represent it by the pronoun “what” the verb which is really
contained in the “what” has, as a matter of language, to be supplied
again by “was true.””
The correlates of formal (individual and sentential) quantifiers and (individual
and sentential) bound variables in natural (or “ordinary”) language are,
roughly, natural quantifiers, consisting of quantifier words and common
nouns®, and relative (hence bound) pronouns. The problem here, if any, is that
the sentential character of sentential quantifiers and variables is lost in
natural quantification; specifically, a natural pronoun that is to stand in for, or
specify the propositional content of, a full-fledged sentence — as “what” in “what
he said was true” — has the grammatical shape of a noun-phrase, and hence

calls for a verb — nay a transparent one — to take the shape of a sentence.

2 Ibid., p. 10. The italics are mine.

» See the third section of the previous chapter.
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A clearer way to make the same point is to abstract from the idea of pronoun
the generic idea of proform, and apply it back, this time, to the grammatical
category of sentence; the point then becomes that the prosentences we
encounter in natural language cannot make the required kind of contribution to
the natural framework for quantification, so that natural language employs
instead the pronoun+transparent predicate structure to serve the prosentential
function:

As we claim to have defined truth we ought to be able to substitute

our definition for the word “true” wherever it occurs. But the

difficulty we have mentioned renders this impossible in ordinary

language which treats what should really be called pro-sentences as

if they were pro-nouns. The only pro-sentences admitted by the

ordinary language are “yes” and “no”, which are regarded as by

themselves expressing a complete sense, whereas “that” and “what”

even when functioning as short for sentences always required to be

supplied with a verb: this verb is often “is true” and this peculiarity

of language gives rise to artificial problems as to the nature of truth,

which disappear at once when they are expressed in logical

symbolism, in which we can render “what he believed is true” by “if
» 30

p was what he believed, p”.

Two things must be noted here. First, the above analogy with the pronouns is
the real root of the later prosentential theory, according to the orthodox (1975)
version of which the idea of a truth predicate is actually a misleading
abstraction from essentially indivisible natural prosentences, such as “it is
true” and “that is true”. Secondly, and more importantly, Ramsey does not,
however, claim that the relevant natural expressions bearing the
pronoun+transparent predicate structure are natural prosentences, along with
“yes” and “no”. He seems to remain true to the picture of prosentence suggested
by the formal sentential variable — a monolithic body serving a non-composite
function; and in this respect, his account clearly differs from the orthodox

version of prosententialism (which point will be the subject of the final section

3 Ibid., p. 10.
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of the present chapter). What Ramsey tries to convey in the above paragraphs
is that natural language has its own way of serving a distinctive function the
nature and scope of which gets clear only through logical regimentation within
the framework of sentential quantification. None of this implies either that the
natural truth-predicative form is a mere appearance, or that the truth

predicate in natural language is redundant.

Thus the overall status of natural truth according to Ramsey cannot be
redundancy in the above mentioned sense. Yet Ramsey's account does contain a
restricted redundancy claim, one that concerns the singular instances of
generalized truth predications. In singular truth predications, the truth-
predicative form, such as “that A is B is true”, is replaced — after a recursive
application of the rule of analysis — by a non-alethic sentential form, such as “A
is B”. Considering the above example about pronominal belief ascription,
Ramsey notes: “If however we particularize the form of belief in question all
need for the words ‘was true’ disappears as before and we can say ‘the things he
believed to be connected by a certain relation were, in fact, connected by that

relation’.”®!

So it becomes clear that the real issue here is the absence of a general form of
sentence in natural language, i.e. of a non-stipulative form that is abstract
enough to mark sentences of all grammatical or logical shapes, but determinate
enough to mark sentences only. If we had such a natural form, truth would be
only transparent but not irredundant, and its (idle) functioning could be

exhaustively captured by the redundancy schema (Red).

31 Ibid., p. 10.
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3.2.2 The truth predicate, the sentence variable and the classification

of deflationary accounts

However, in order for the question of the presence/absence of a natural general
form of sentence to arise in the first place, it must be conceded that the natural
instances of the truth predicative form are logically regimented as sentential
quantification clauses. For the very idea of an abstract general sentential form
is initially suggested by the idea of a schematic sentence letter, whether it be
employed boundedly or freely in sentential quantification, or only freely in some
theory of propositional logic. In other words, the first step to be taken is to deny
that the truth predicate is a logical predicate.

Now a confusion might arise concerning the label “logical predicate”, for it could
be used to express two crucially different senses. The first sense concerns the
kind of notion supposedly expressed by the truth predicate: truth, unlike
notions that are expressed by empirically or predictively relevant ordinary
predicates, concerns the structure of language, and not directly the facts that
could be codified and communicated through language. It is obvious that this
sense captures the transparency phenomenon defined in the previous chapter.
The second sense, on the other hand, concerns the analytic reliability of the
truth predicative form, and conveys the idea that the form survives the process
of the logical analysis of the natural truth discourse, reappearing as “I'z”

within the logical framework of individual quantification.

The intended sense, then, above is the latter one, namely that the truth-
predicative form is preserved in the final analysis. To deny this, however, will
be to disregard certain accounts counted among the leading varieties of

deflationism, such as the disquotational theory and the minimalist conception.
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For both accounts (1) take the truth predicate as a reliable tool for logical
analysis, specifically, for generalization with respect to the sentence position,
and (2) view the framework of sentential quantification as an unreliable — or,
given the truth-predicative form, a redundant at best — machinery. However,
they still hold that truth is transparent, and that the very kind of transparency
it bears is what explains its place in natural language and in the logical
language of analysis. Such accounts are obviously in line with our

characterization of deflationary truth as irredundantly transparent.

So there are deflationary accounts for which the question of redundancy does
not arise at all. Thus the question whether the truth predicate appears in the
final logical analysis gives us the notion of the first specification or variance of

deflationism about truth; put simply:

(LR) The truth-predicative form is logically reliable, i.e. the truth predicate is

a logical predicate.

(LU) The truth-predicative form is logically unreliable, i.e. the truth predicate

is not a logical predicate.

The significance of this first division comes from the fact that (LR)-accounts,
unlike (LU)-accounts, need to hold in some sense/to some extent, that truth is a
property, and it has bearers. The simple reason is that any expression that
appears as a predicate in the final analysis will trivially specify an extension
(and a counter-extension) within the domain of the interpretation of the
relevant individual quantification framework (assuming that the interpretation
is of the domain-and-values type) — independently of whether the property

thereby expressed is or is not merely of a logical nature, in the first,
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transparency sense given above. Thus we have the interesting option of a

deflationary account of the property of truth.*

(LU)-accounts, on the other hand, will hold that the truth-predicative form is
redundant for the language of analysis, which will employ instead a stipulated
non-composite representation of the sentence position in abstracto. An extreme
form of (LU) is the redundancy theory of truth, in the above defined sense
according to which Ramsey’s account is not a redundancy theory. Indeed, it is
quite hard to find any actual instances of the redundancy theory defined this
way, so it could be treated merely as a distinct, ideal type. But a more
significant variation is available within (the irredundancy version of) (LU),
which concerns the grammatical architecture, so to speak, of the natural truth
predicative form: (LUM), the view that natural truth predications should be
modeled after the sentence variable, i.e. as non-composite or monolithic bodies,

or (LUC), the view that they should not be.

In the case of (LUM), the various ways in which a propositional content could
be specified in a natural truth predication are explained as various contexts in
which a non-composite natural sentence form (modeled after the sentence
variable) could appear. To state it simply, the logical machinery of sentential
quantification, according to (LUM), not only translates the natural truth
discourse as a whole, but determines how it is to be carved up into functional
pieces. In the case of (LUC), on the contrary, the truth-predicative form is
treated as an ordinary, composite (or modular) predicative form, so that the
functioning of the sentence nominalization is explained independently of the

functioning of the truth predicate “is true”. The functional division of natural

3 According to Richard L. Kirkham, however, this is not a real option. See his formulation of the
deflationary thesis as the simple claim that “there is no property of truth, hence nothing is a
truthbearer”; Kirkham, 1992, p. 311.
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truth discourse should be determined, according to (LUM), by natural grammar
itself, without altering in any way the fact that the correct logical
regimentation of this discourse employs a completely different division of

functions. So we have:

(LR) The truth predicative form is logically reliable
(LU) The truth predicative form is logically unreliable

(LUC) The truth predicative form is logically unreliable and

functionally composite

(LUM) The truth predicative form is logically unreliable and

functionally monolithic

The task of this chapter and the next is to show that (LUC) is the healthiest
formulation we could have of the deflationary approach, in that it is both able
to yield the core claims and observations of the main varieties of deflationism,
and to stand as a specific thesis in its own right about the natural truth
discourse, namely, that this discourse is natural language’s own theory for
sentential generalization. Now to ground my choice of the main varieties, I
apply the proposed classification to Horwich's list of deflationary accounts, and

show what remains of it.

Horwich gathers his list on the basis of a four-level characterization of the
deflationary approach. Briefly: as, (1) on the pragmatic or illocutionary level,
the idea that the truth predicate is essentially some sort of linguistic or logical
device; (2) on the semantic level, the idea that the meaning of the truth

predicate is given by transparency schemata instead of instances of (Infl); (3) on

34



the metaphysical level, the idea that truth is not a substantive property; (4) and
on the meta-philosophical level, the idea that truth-based theorizing in
philosophy is ill-directed. I quote the list in full:

1. The redundancy theory, whereby “The proposition that p is true”
merely rearticulates the meaning of “p”.

2. The minimalist theory, whereby we mean what we do by the truth
predicate in virtue of the fact that our overall use of it is explained
by our propensity to accept instances of the material equivalence
schema, “The proposition that p is true <> p”.

3. Tarski’s theory, whereby truth, for the sentences of a given
language, is defined in terms of reference within that language,
which is in turn defined by a mere list of what its words refer to.
(Note that Tarski is quite clear that the meaning of the expression,
“true in English”, is implicitly fixed by a disquotation schema. The
purpose of his further theorizing is to put this idea into the form of a
“respectable”, explicit definition.)

4. The sentence-variable theory, whereby “x is true” is analysed as

“Ip(z = (p) & p).

5. The prosentential theory, whereby “it is true” is a kind of dummy
sentence, or sentence variable, whose relation to other sentences is
similar to the relationship between pronouns and other singular
terms.

6. The disquotation theory, whereby our concept of truth for
sentences (at least for the context-insensitive part of our own

language) is captured by the strong equivalence of “p is true” and
«.» 33

p

The varieties that will primarily concern us in the following are the
disquotational and minimalist accounts as instances of (LR), and the
prosentential account in its 1972 origination and 1975 orthodox statement as
an instance of (LUM), but in its 1992 revision as an instance of (LUC). (LR) has

defects, some of which are explained in this chapter in the context of a

3 Horwich, 2010, p. 19-20.
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discussion on the idea of semantic ascent, and others in the following chapter,
in the context of a discussion on truthbearers. The main point about the
evolution of the prosentential account from (LUM) to (LUC) will be that (LUC)

is but a denial of the whole notion of prosentence.

As for the remaining varieties:

¢ The redundancy theory, it has been shown, is merely an ideal type in the
proposed classification, which signifies the exact opposite of (LR), since
(LR) could rightfully be formulated as the converse redundancy claim
that the framework of sentential quantification is redundant given the
truth-predicative structure, “Tx”, as a logically reliable tool. So it will

not be separately treated in the following.

* The so-called sentence-variable theory is not specific enough to mark a
place in the proposed classification, for it does not seem to be anything
more than the observation that sentential quantification can paraphrase

truth-predicative discourse.

* Tarski's account, although clearly deflationary in several respects, is too
unique to be counted as yet another variety of deflationism. First of all,
it is essentially a program for defining language-specific truth predicates
—i.e. of “true-in-L” for certain formal sorts of “L”. And secondly, his way
of dealing with the question of the abstract form of sentence is quite
distinctive: he incorporates the finitely statable compositional
mechanism that produces in the first place the infinitely many
sentential forms of the (formal) language in question to the very
definition of truth for that language. Tarski's account will be mentioned
in the discussion of the implications of deflationism as (LUC), with

respect to the idea of a truth-conditional semantics, in the final chapter.
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3.3 The disquotational account

One leading instance of (LR)-deflationism is Quine's disquotational account of
truth. Before giving a description of this account, however, it will be useful
(especially for what is to follow in the next chapter) to note that an account of
truth can be disquotational in two different but related senses. In the first
sense, the account could take the form of a theory of truth consisting of all or
some instances, for a certain (set of) language(s), of the disquotational schema,
““p’ is true if and only if p.”** In the second sense an account of truth might be
disquotational because it states that the appearance of the truth predicate in
the disquotational schema is explicative of the overall appearance of truth in
language. A disquotational account in this sense, therefore, is expected to

contain an account of the raison d’étre of truth in natural and/or logical

language, based on the idea of disquotation.

It is clear that Quine's account is disquotational primarily in the latter sense: it
is essentially an account of why truth is not redundant in terms of its
functioning in some certain instances of the disquotational schema. However,
the two senses are not that distant from each other, as also acknowledged by
Quine himself, who presents the account in some places in relation to the
Tarskian program of defining language-specific definitions of truth. The basic
idea at the center of this program is to define truth for a given formal language
— the compositional structure of which can be stipulatively manipulated and
perfectly exhibited — in a formally correct and materially adequate way.

Material adequacy concerns the extent to which the definition agrees with the

3 “Now in a wider sense of the word, we may call a disquotationalist anyone who believes that
our best theory of truth consists of some collection of Tarski-biconditionals. In this wider sense,
Paul Horwich is surely the most renown present-day disquotationalist”; see Horsten, 2011, p. 50.
Still, there is a strong sense in which Horwich's minimal theory, which forms a part of his overall
minimalist conception, is not disquotational, namely, because it employs sortally marked that-
clauses as names of propositions, instead of sentence quotations as quote-names of sentences. See
the first section of the following chapter.
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intuitive conception of truth possessed by the language user, for a definition of
truth can well have the correct form of a definition without defining truth as we
know it (if, for instance, it aims to be a completely prescriptive refinement or

alteration of the notion).

A simple, extensional way to state such adequacy condition is to oblige the
proposed definition to entail in full a certain set of sentences that together
codify the regularity of that use of the truth predicate which is able to express
the possessed intuitive notion. Such regularity of use can be codified by
sentences, in this case, of the form “ ‘p’ is true if and only if p”, a specific version
of the denominalization schema where we see the essentials of the appearance
of truth in language. So a materially adequate definition for the given language

will be expected to entail an instance of the disquotational schema, for each and

every declarative sentence that can appear in that language.

But if among the sentences of the language in question are those like Liar,
material adequacy could only be achieved for the price of formal correctness,
since the disquotational instances of such sentences will result in paradox,
signaling the formal incorrectness of the definition (or possibly the language in
question). Now one way to refine the material adequacy condition so as to
preserve the formal correctness of the definition is to restrict the theory
consisting of the initial instances of the disquotational schema® by simply
excluding such harmful instances. One common property of such instances is
that they contain the very truth predicate (or some modal or temporal
modification thereof) which is being defined.*® So the needed restriction rule can

be that the theory of truth the definition should entail in order to count as

% The naive theory of truth; Horsten, 2011, p. 49.

% Note that this property does not have to be genuine source of their harmfulness, especially in
light of the deflationary approach to the liar phenomenon, discussed in the previous chapter.
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materially adequate does not contain the instances of the disquotational

schema for sentences which already contain the truth predicate.

What results from such restriction is simply the disquotational theory of truth.
It is particularly a disquotational theory, for in each of its instances the truth
predicate that appears on the left-hand side, along with the quotation marks
around the relevant declarative sentence, disappear on the right-hand side, in
favor of an independent occurrence of that sentence — in a word, the truth
predicate disquotes the quoted appearance of the given sentence. Quine, in the

context of a discussion on the liar phenomenon, says:
The truth predicate will be said to disquote a sentence S if the form
is true if and only if

comes out true when S is named in the first blank and written in the
second. Thus what the disquotational account of truth says is that
the truth predicate disquotes every eternal sentence. But the lesson
of the antinomy is that if a language has at its disposal the innocent
notations for treating of quoting and appending, and also the
notations of elementary logic, then it cannot contain also a truth
predicate that disquotes all its own eternal sentences — on pain of
inconsistency. Its truth predicate, or its best approximation to one,
must be incompletely disquotational. Specifically, it must not
disquote all the sentences that contain it....And of course it must not
disquote all the sentences containing terms by which that predicate
could be paraphrased. This, apart from its special orientation to
quoting and appending, is substantially what has come to be known
as Tarski’s Theorem.*’

However, there is more to disquotation, and hence to the disquotational account
or conception — in opposition to theory — of truth®, that cannot be captured by

the simple idea of the disappearance of quotation marks. Disquotation is not so

much an orthographic as a semantic phenomenon, for it is closely related to the

3 Lynch, 2001, p. 477.

% The same holds of the minimalist conception of truth; see the following chapter.
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idea of the logical analysis of natural truth discourse. In the following two
subsections, I give a brief description of the orthodox version of the

disquotational account, and elaborate on it as an instance of (LR)-deflationism.

3.3.1 The definition

Quine's disquotational account of truth is essentially a statement of the raison
d’étre of the truth predicate, primarily as a disconfirmation of propositionalism
about truth. Propositionalism in general is the meta-philosophical attitude of
committing, in the logical-philosophical analysis of a given discourse D, to
entities that primarily function as the meanings of the characteristic sentences
of D. A propositionalist, for instance, about the (biasedly labeled) propositional
attitudes discourse, consisting of ascriptions of the form “Subject Vs that p”,
expressing notions such as belief, knowledge, thought etc., will hold that the
ascription clauses must be regimented in a way that represents propositions as
distinctively standing items. So a propositionalist logical analysis of the
ascription clause type, for instance, “Subject believes that p”, is one that either
represents the clause type as “Subject/believes/that p” or as “Subject
believes/that p”, suggesting the semantic independence of the entity allegedly
denoted by the sentence nominalization “that p”, but definitely not as
“Subject/believes that/p” or “Subject believes that/p”, where the propositional
reference (in the Ramseian sense) of the sentence is specified clearly in the non-

denoting sentence position.

Propositionalism about truth, specifically, is the view that among the basic
elements of the semantic analysis of the natural truth discourse are
propositions, sentence-shaped meaning entities, and that it is the propositions,

in opposition to sentences, that bear or lack the property of truth in the first
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place. There are various ways in which the propositionalist could argue for the
primacy of propositions in the analysis of the truth discourse — for instance, by
pointing to the common forms natural truth predications take in the actual
uses of natural language — but an indirect argument for propositions is one that
is put forward against sentences or other linguistic or mental items that are
also commonly posited as truthbearers. The core intuition is that truth
concerns extra-linguistic/extra-mental reality, obviously more than it concerns,
and/or quite independently of, the way it is stated in different systems of
representation, such as in different natural languages, or the way it is
represented in general via different kinds of representational systems, such as
speech, writing, thought etc. It is neither the sentence tokens/types, nor
particular utterances or thinkings, about the reality in question, but reality
itself, that produces truth or falsity; and this fact is best captured by the
(allegedly) language-independent and act-independent, eternal (non-temporal),

vagueness-free thought contents, namely, propositions.

Quine argues that the requirement that truth essentially concern reality and
not language, allegedly suggesting the propositionalist picture, is actually

satisfied without positing such sentence-shaped meaning entities.

Philosophers who favor propositions have said that propositions are
needed because truth is intelligible only of propositions, not of
sentences. An unsympathetic answer is that we can explain truth of
sentences to the propositionalist in his own terms: sentences are
true whose meanings are true propositions. Any failure of
intelligibility here is already his own fault.

But there is a deeper and vaguer reason for his feeling that truth is
intelligible primarily for propositions. It is that truth should hinge
on reality, not language; sentences are language. His way of
producing a reality for truth to hinge on is shabby, certainly: an
imaginary projection from sentences. But he is right that truth
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should hinge on reality, and it does. No sentence is true but reality

makes it s0.*
The argument is simply his disquotational explanation of the raison d’étre of
truth in terms of sentential generalization, echoing Ramsey's corresponding
irredundancy explanation given above: truth is predicated of sentences, more
properly, of names of sentences, but only to formulate certain generalities about
the extra-linguistic reality which happen to present themselves as constancies
of logical form only with respect to the sentence position, such as “p — p” or
“pV —p”. The generalization in such cases is formulated, accordingly, with
respect to the sentence position, employing, as we have seen in the previous
chapter, sortal quantifiers plus transparent predicates, but the topic is still the
same extra-linguistic reality, i.e. the topic of the possible (alethically free)
values of that position.

We can generalize on “Tom is mortal”, “Dick is mortal”, and so on,

without talking of truth or of sentences; we can say “All men are

mortal”. We can generalize similarly on “Tom is Tom”, “Dick is

Dick”, “0 is 07, and so on, saying “Everything is itself”. When on the

other hand we want to generalize on “Tom is mortal or Tom is not

mortal”, “Snow is white or snow is not white”, and so on, we ascend

to talk of truth and of sentences, saying “Every sentence of the form

‘D or not p’ is true”, or “Every alternation of a sentence with its

negation is true”. What prompts this semantic ascent is not that

“Tom is mortal or Tom is not mortal” is somehow about sentences

while “Tom is mortal” and “Tom is Tom” are about Tom. All three

are about Tom. We ascend only because of the oblique way in which

the instances over which we are generalizing are related to one

another.”
Quine, however, does not present the irredundancy of the truth predicate in

terms of the simple grammatical processes of (sortal) sentence nominalization

and denominalization (as done in the characterization given in the final section

% Quine, 1070, p. 10.

“ Ibid., p. 11.
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of the previous chapter), but rather chooses to oppose individual and sentential
generalization in terms of the idea of naming, which explains the centrality of
the notion of semantic ascent. The sort of generality witnessed in the simple
case of individual predication takes the form of a change solely in the names of
the relevant individuals, such as the change from “Tom” to “Dick”, suggesting
the reading of “All men are mortal” as “r is mortal for all things = of the sort
that “Tom’ is a name of.”

But what would be a parallel reading of the generalization of “Tom

is mortal or Tom is not mortal”? It would read “p or not p for all

things p of the sort that sentences are names of”. But sentences are

not names, and this reading is simply incoherent; it uses “p” both in

positions that call for sentence clauses and in a position that calls

for a noun substantive. So, to gain our desired generality, we go up

one step and talk about sentences: “Every sentence of the form ‘p or

not p’ is true”.*!

Quine's point here is simply that since a sentence cannot reasonably be
supposed to name items, the schematic sentence letter “p” cannot be used as a
variable, for the sole paradigm for variation in a framework of quantification,
according to Quine, is change of names for a certain set of items. In order to
quantify with respect to the sentence position, specifically, to state a certain
sentential regularity exemplified by the extra-linguistic reality, then, one needs
to ascend to a higher semantic level to take sentences themselves embodying
the logical form codifying that regularity as the new topic of discourse; what
only remains to be done is to turn this topic into a full-fledged statement by
conjoining to it the truth predicate (or some modification of it): “This ascent to a
linguistic plane of reference is only a momentary retreat from the world, for the
utility of the truth predicate is precisely the cancellation of linguistic reference.
The truth predicate is a reminder that, despite a technical ascent to talk of

sentences, our eye is on the world.”*

4 Ibid., p. 11-12.

2 Ibid., p. 12.

43



3.3.2 Semantic ascent and (LR)-deflationism

Now the way Quine states the equivalence between a quotational truth
predication®’, such as “ ‘Snow is white’ is true”, and the relevant object-level
sentence, namely, “snow is white”, suggests a strong interpretation of the
equivalence relation.* According to such interpretation, the relation is an
equivalence of meaning that holds between the sides of the singular instances
of the disquotational schema, and hence an equivalence of meaning structure
that holds between the sides of the schema itself. In other words, the schematic

[{EPe)

expression “ ‘p’ is true” has the same meaning structure as the schematic

(1o

sentence letter “p” .

Not only that, for the equivalence of meaning structure is established in favor
of the monolithic sentence letter on the right-hand side, so that the real
meaning structure of the instances of the quotational truth predication schema
is determined by the structure of the corresponding object-level instances of the
sentence letter. For instance, if the sentence letter is replaced with a relational
sentence of the form “aRb” , the corresponding quotational truth predication of
the form “ ‘aRb’ is true” will have, despite its monadic predicative appearence, a
dyadic relational meaning structure; or if the sentence letter is replaced with
an existential quantification of the form “Jz(...z...x...)", the corresponding
quotational truth predication will have an existential meaning structure. So
considering the instance of the disquotational schema for “Snow is white”,
Quine remarks: “By calling the sentence true, we call snow white.”* And

similarly, he takes the main function of the truth predicate in the context of

« 6o

3 A quotational truth predication is simply a predication of the form “ ‘p’ is true”.
“ See Horwich's list of deflationary accounts given above.

 Ibid., p. 12.
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singular and general disquotations to be the restoration of “the effect of

objective reference” —i.e., semantic descent — instead of bare denominalization.

In a word, the truth predicative structure borne by a quotational truth
predication is unreliable as a meaning structure indicator. But this is clearly in
tension with the (LR)-claim that truth-predicative form is logically reliable.*
The tension is caused by the very reasonable assumption that the genuine
meaning structure of a natural expression type is determined by its logical
regimentation — reasonable, for what will be the point of logically regimenting a
given natural expression type, if it is not the clarification of what is really
meant by the instances of that type? For instance, what is the point of logically
regimenting a natural definite description clause after the Russellian
paradigm, if it is not to show that what is really meant is not that the
individual named by the definite description is so-and-so, but that there are
individuals satisfying some certain condition, and those individuals are so-and-

so?

An easier way to underline the tension is to ask what exactly is meant by
“disquotation”. The meaning that seems to direct the disquotational account
depends not barely on quotation, but specifically on sentence quotation. In
quoting a proper name or any other kind of nominal expression, we essentially
do one thing: we step on a higher semantic level to mention what is normally
used to name or describe individuals. This is the bare form of semantic ascent.
In quoting, however, a non-nominal expression, specifically, a sentence, we do
more than one thing: we not only ascend semantically, but change the

grammatical category of the target expression, in this case from the sentential

46 “The truth predicate in its general use, attachable to a quantifiable variable in the fashion ‘x is
true’, is eliminable by no facile paradigm”, ibid., p. 13.
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to the nominal. This latter is the simple process of (sentence) nominalization.
So sentence quotation consists of two relatively distinct functions of semantic
ascent and nominalization. These functions are only relatively distinct, for
although it is possible to nominalize a sentence without ascending to a higher
semantic level — that is, without naming or denoting it — it is not possible to

mention, in the full sense, a sentence without also nominalizing it.*’

So what exactly is the function of the truth predicate: semantic descent and
denominalization, or solely denominalization? Now the dilemma is as follows.
Either Quine employs the semantic ascent terminology seriously, or only
figuratively. In the first case, the truth predicate will fail to neutralize the
effect of linguistic reference, for according to (LR), it is a reliable logical
predicate, having a real extension inhabited by the bearers of the (supposedly
logical) property it expresses, among which are the sentences the names of
which can appear as subject terms in truth predications. The only thing the
truth predicate could then provide is material equivalence between the sides of
the disquotational schema, so that Quine's dictum would come to mean that in
calling “Snow is white” true, we also happen to call snow white, and vice versa,
but nothing stronger. Truth, in this option, is merely a device of
denominalization, yet a transparent one, as it does not alter the propositional
content specified by the sentence nominalization of which it is predicated. If, on
the contrary, Quine employs the semantic ascent terminology only
metaphorically, so that a quotational truth predication has the mere

appearance of a truth predication, then the analytic reliability of the truth

Y7 It might be possible, however, in a conversational context, to relate in the general sense to a
sentence without nominalizing it. For instance, one might employ, aside from expressions such as
“yes” and “no”, sentential inheritors such as the alleged prosentences “it is true” and “that is
true”, to relate to sentences that are uttered or would be uttered in that context. This possibility
is one central feature of (LUM), and is disconfirmed, to some extent, in (LUC). See the final
section of the present chapter.
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predicate, or the truth predicative form as a whole, is put into question, which

contradicts (LR).

Otherwise stated, if any genuine semantic ascent occurs in the first place in
quoting a sentence, then there is no reasonable way to neutralize its effect — the
effect of linguistic reference — by truth predication. The most reasonable way to
manipulate the disquotation phenomenon is to leave (LR) altogether and hold
that a general quotational truth predication, such as “Every sentence of the
form ‘p — p’ is true”, has the mere appearance of a truth predication, that its
logical regimentation should have the form of a sentential quantification, in

this case, “Vp(p — p).

This opens the way to (LU)-deflationism, the leading instance of which is the
prosentential account. The following section will discuss the prosentential
account in its evolution from (LUM)- to (LUC)-deflationism, as a confirmation
of the claim that the most powerful and contentful statement of the

deflationary thesis in general is provided by (LUC).

3.4 The prosentential account

3.4.1 Origination of the position: the natural reading of sentential

quantification

The prosentential account originates rather indirectly with Dorothy Grover's
1972 discussion*®of propositional/sentential quantification. Grover's aim in this
discussion is to display the two main alternative ways of stipulating formal

sentential quantification, and giving an enriched version of natural English in

8 “Propositional Quantifiers”, reprinted in Grover, 1992, as chapter 2, pp. 46-69. The references
will be made to the reprint.
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which instances of one of these stipulations can be clearly read or pictured. One
of the alternatives is the employment of a formal language containing
sentential variables — i.e. variables that occupy the sentence position — and the
other is the employment of a formal language containing propositional term
variables — i.e. individual variables the possible values of which are sentence
nominalizations such as names of propositions, names of sentences, or simple
that-clauses — and transparent predicates like the truth predicate. The reason
for the enrichment of natural language is simply that it does not contain even
only approximate analogues of formal sentential quantification tools,
specifically of sentential variables, by which one could grasp the overall picture

of sentential quantification.

Grover also sets herself to show that Quine's rejection of viewing the schematic
sentence letter as a sentential variable is ill-based. As stated in the previous
section, Quine's rejection is based on a strictly pronominalist picture of
variables in general, according to which a letter can function as a variable only
if it can name or denote items; but since a sentence letter cannot be reasonably
taken to name items and to occupy the sentential position at once, we need the
semantic ascent + disquotational predicate framework to quantify with respect
to the sentence position. So according to Quine, even the purely stipulative use
of sentential variables and quantifiers is suspect. Grover tries to show how
Quine's picture misrepresents the essentially prosentential character of
sentential quantification, by arming natural language with items that are able
to mimic the schematic sentence letter and to appear in quantificational

contexts.
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"®natural

According to Grover, in order to give “faithful and perspicuous
readings in natural language of sentential (or propositional) quantification
clauses employing sentential variables, such as “Ip(p)” and “Vp(If John knows
that p then p)”, natural language should be armed with what she calls (after
Ramsey) prosentences. Grover also employs a bridging metalanguage,
philosophers’ English (as she calls it), which is rich enough to enable the
comparison of natural and formal structures: in philosophers’ English,
“propositional variables that take sentences as substituents can sensibly be

used™, without, contra Quine and Suppes®, viewing them as doubling as

names of (dubious) propositions or other sentence-shaped items.

Now the crucial point here is that natural language does give readings, to
certain extents, of formal sentential quantification clauses like the ones
mentioned above. But those readings, according to Grover, are not faithful or
exact enough in that they do not represent clearly the functional structure of —
i.e. the particular way the whole is divided into distinct functional parts within

2

—such clauses.”” Consider the following clause employing sentential

quantification tools:

(1) Vr(John believes that r — Bill believes that r)

One most appropriate natural reading of (1) is

* Grover, 1992, p. 47.
 Ibid., p. 48.

51 For Quine's position, see the previous section; for Suppes, see his 1957, the “Postscript on Use
and Mention” to Chapter 6, pp. 121-127.

52 This observation lies at the center of (LUM)-deflationism. See 3.2 above.
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Bill believes everything John believes.

This natural reading, although perfectly idiomatic, and quite faithful to (1) in
toto, misrepresents the functional structure of (1), for it employs, for instance,
the predicates “Bill believes” and “John believes” in place of the sentential

connectives “John believes that” and “Bill believes that”. Again, consider,

(2) 3Ir(r — snow is white)

which might read in natural language

(3) There is something such that if it is true then snow is white.

where the functional structural variation is quite obvious: there is nothing, for

instance, in (2) that corresponds to the truth predicate that appears in (3).%

However, such structural deviations do not seem to concern sentential
quantification exclusively; for they occur in cases even of individual
quantification, where no natural idiomatic correlate can be found, for instance,
for the unrestricted universal quantifier “Vz”, considered in isolation from the
quantification structure “Vz(...x...)", or simply for the unrestricted variable “z”
itself. The trivial reason is that natural quantification, individual or sentential,
employs its own framework for the resolution and composition of quantification

functions — so that a type of function that is embodied as non-composite in the

>3 Grover, 1992, p. 50.
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language of logical regimentation can appear to have a composite body in
natural language, or vice versa; and the parts of the composite body in one
language can reasonably fail altogether to have any correlate in the other.

In suggesting readings in English of quantified formulas, it is
essential to find something that does the job in English that the
variable does in the formal language. There is no single kind of
linguistic entity that is adequate for either quantifiers binding
individual variables or quantifiers binding propositional variables.

In the case of quantifiers binding individual variables, this point is
seldom or never mentioned but is nonetheless true: The effect of the
variable is obtained in English through the use of a combination of
common nouns that indicate the kind of variable, and anaphoric
uses of relative pronouns that do the cross-referencing required.**
Grover makes this point to counter possible objections to the stipulative use of
sentential quantification tools in the metalanguage; simply stated, the evidence
is that the use of individual quantifiers and variables are no less stipulative.
Still, it is easier to find faithful enough natural readings of individual
quantification clauses, for at least the grammatical position held by individual

variables match with the one held by natural variables — it is the noun position

in each case.

But the same does not hold of sentential quantification: we cannot even picture
in natural language the kind of functions served by formal quantifiers binding
sentential variables and by monolithic sentential variables themselves. This is
the very reason for extending natural language by adding to it appropriate
semi-stipulative types of expression in giving faithful translations of sentential

quantification clauses.

 Ibid., p. 51.
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So Grover's solution to enrich natural language with prosentences, specifically
with “thatt” mimicking essentially the binding occurrence of pronouns, and
“the-first” and “the-second”, mimicking their bound or relative occurrences.
Grover, using the analogy with the connection between nouns and pronouns,
and with the way they function in translating individual quantification clauses,
specifies three conditions for being a prosentence. First, a prosentence should
hold the grammatical position of sentence, just like a pronoun holds the
grammatical position of noun. This means that a prosentence should be
grammatically appropriate to fill in the argument place or places of a sentential

connective, such as “John believes that...”, yielding, for instance

John believes that thatt.5

where “thatt” stands in for, and so can be replaced with, a full-fledged

declarative sentence, such as “Snow is white”.

Secondly, cross-referential uses of prosentences should be available. A cross-
referential use of the pronoun “he” is witnessed in the simple dialogue between

Bill and Jane:

BILL: Fred is overworked.

JANE: He would manage if he worked more efficiently.

The pronoun “he” is used by Jane to refer to Fred, but only because the name

“Fred” itself happens to do so; in other words, in cross-referencing, the essential

% Ibid., p. 53.
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idea is not reference — as the label suggests — but standing in, in the sense of

serving the same semantic function. So although “thatt” used by Jane in

BILL: Snow is white.

JANE: If thatt, then it reflects the sun's rays.

does not in any sense refer to “Snow is white”, it cross-refers to it in the sense
that what Jane means is simply that if snow is white, then it reflects the sun's

rays.

Thirdly and finally, one should be able to employ a prosentence in contexts of
anaphora, specifically, those of bound quantification. The main difference
between cross-reference and quantificational anaphora is that in the latter
case, the semantic value of the antecedent expression from which the proform
in question is to gather its own could be indeterminate. A pronominal example

is the simple natural quantification

Every man knows his limits.

where there is no definite semantic value to be inherited by “his”. In the same

fashion, “thatt” is used anaphorically in the following translation of (1) above:

For each proposition, if John believes that thatt, then Bill believes that thatt.*

% Ibid., p. 54.
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To see how the proposed prosentential expressions are to operate in the
translation of sentential quantification more vividly, the following two

examples will suffice.

Vr(r)

could be translated as

For each proposition, thatt.

and

Vrds(r — s)

as

For each proposition, there is some proposition, such that if the-first then

the-second.”

What one sees, according to Grover, in such translations is that sentential
variables, once allowed by stipulation in the formal language of regimentation,

do convey some sense that cannot be captured in any way by a pronominal

57 Ibid., p. 55.
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treatment of quantification. However, one could alternatively choose to employ
the standard individual quantification tools, and merely sortally restrict the
relevant variables so that they only take sentence nominalizations as values. In

that case, (1), for instance, would have the more “natural” shape

Vu(John believes u — Bill believes )

However, the bound yet independent occurrences of sentential variables — such

as the final occurrence of “p” in “Vp(John believes that p — p)” — would in that

case be represented by the truth-predicative form “I'z”:

Vu(John believes u — T'u)

Crucially, the nominal gap contained in natural truth-predicative forms such as

“.is true” and “...is the case”®®

, corresponding to the individual term position in
“T'z”, can be filled in by some completely natural anaphoric device, such as the
natural pronouns “it” and “that”, yielding a completely natural expression type
that satisfies all the three conditions for being a prosentence:*® “it is true” and
“that is true” (1) occupy the sentential position (well, they are sentences); (2)
they can be used cross-referentially, as in “Snow is white; but if that is true,
then it reflects the sun’s rays”; and most importantly (3) they can be used
anaphorically in quantification, as in “every proposition is such that if Bill
believes that it is true, then it is true”. However, as the case of anaphora

suggests, a prosentential treatment of such truth-predicative forms will have to

represent them as monolithic bodies, modeled after the monolithic sentential

% Ibid., p. 66.

% Ibid., pages 17 and 56.
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variable of the formal language, and its shadow in the proposed enrichment of

natural language, namely “thatt”.

The prosentential account of truth, thus, originates with the inverted reading of
this consequence which essentially concerns natural quantification, as a
consequence concerning truth itself: the primary, explanatorily fundamental
appearance of the truth predicate is its appearance within (natural)

prosentences.

3.4.2 The truth-predicative form as prosentence

English + “thatt” is essentially a device for reading, or more properly, for
modeling the readability of, the formal sentential quantification framework,
S@. The alternative in formal language to sentential quantification is
propositional individual quantification (not necessarily employing meaning-
entities such as propositions), PIQ. Natural truth discourse, NTD, employing
the composite truth-predicative form and sentence nominalization paradigms,
can be rendered either in PIQ or SQ. (LR)-deflationism, in the form of Quine's
disquotational theory, argues that the correct translation is some form of PIQ;
SQ is not a real option, for it cannot be “read” in any coherent way. Grover's

earlier point can thus be seen as a disconfirmation of a certain kind of (LR).

The 1972 account of sentential quantification remains, however, quite
indifferent to the question how to render NTD in formal language. But the
allegedly prosentential uses of the truth-predicative form in natural language,
suggested by the projection of the equivalence between “p” and “I'z” as an
equivalence between “thatt” and “it is true” (or “that is true”), prompt the idea

that the essential use of the truth-predicative form might be the prosentential
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one. The truth-predicative form does the job of, on the formal level, the
monolithic sentential variables, and on the natural level, the prosentences
added to English by stipulation. Its prosentential functioning might after all be

the explanation of its overall employment in NTD.

The 1975 statement of the prosentential account is simply the answer to that
question in terms of the translatability of ordinary NTD to what we may call
natural prosentential discourse, NTD, which is not an enrichment of English
with stipulatively defined prosentences, but rather a certain fragment of it in
which the occurrences of the truth predicate within bodies of expression such as
“it-is-true” and “it-will-be-true-that”, which are the monolithic projections of
sentential variables and alethic sentential connectives/operators, are its only
occurrences. (That fragment of English Grover et al. label as English*, but I
will continue with the label “NPD” in order to mark the variation of that

fragment with respect to NTD.)

English* is not to contain the truth predicate in any interesting
sense, but English* does have the prosentences “that is true” and “it
is true”; however, these are to be treated as atomic prosentences like
“thatt”. That is, the truth predicate will not be isolable: sentences
such as “What Barbara said is true” do not belong to English*. And
the verb “is” in “that is true” cannot be modified....since English*
does not permit us to tinker with the interior of prosentences, it
needs some special connectives to get the effect of tensing,
modalizing, and so on, in the modification cases — just like the
Ramsey language. Since we want English* to be a proper fragment
of English, we will not, however, allow ourselves to add some funny
connective symbols; instead, we will draw from English itself such
connectives as

it was true that, it will be true that, it is possible that, it might be
true that, it is necessary that, it is not true that, it is false that

and so forth.%

% Grover et al., 1975, p. 92-93.
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The program is to show that NTD can be rendered exhaustively in terms of
NPD, and that the appearances of the truth predicate in NPD are explicative of
its overall employment in natural language. The reason why this account is a
version of (LU)-deflationism is obvious: it does not allow us to explain natural
truth predications in terms of PIQ; so it is not as liberal as the 1972 account.
But it is more specifically a (LUM)-deflationism, in that it models those
occurrences of the truth predicate in NPD after the monolithic architecture of
the sentential variables and connectives of SQ. The forms recruited in NPD,
unlike the prosentences of the 1972 account, are natural forms, but they are

viewed, just like 1972 prosentences, under the shadows of SQ forms.

To see how this program works, we may consider several translation paradigms
that parallel the ones encountered in the 1972 account. For instance, the simple

NTD clause

Everything John says is true.

appears in NPD as

For each proposition, if John said that it is true, then it is true.

after the 1972 paradigm of

For each proposition, if John said that thatt, then thatt.
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which was in the first place projected from an SQ clause of the form

Vp(Jp — p)

So a correct NPD instance, with respect to, say, “Snow is white”, of this NPD

quantification would read

If John said that snow is white, then snow is white.

and not

If John said that that snow is white is true, then that snow is white is true.

for the required anaphoric connection is not established between the pronoun
“it” in “it is true” and the sentence nominalization “that snow is white”, but
between “it is true” in toto and the sentence “Snow is white” itself.®’ This
means, however, that the temporal and modal variations of the copula within
the truth predicate should be explained as variations from without, with the
use of monolithic sentential operators of tense and mood. So the NTD simple

past tense clause

That was true.

5 Ibid., p. 94-95.
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is rendered in NPD as

It-was-true-that that is true.

and the NTD subjunctive

(whether) it be true

as

(whether) it-be-true-that it is true

and so on.

More complicated cases that call for sequences of prosentences, specifically
cases of indirect reference/definite descriptions, can be dealt with after the
model of “the-first” and “the-second” of 1972, by subscripting the prosentences
of NPD, and employing further sentential connectives. A telling instance is the
NPD analysis of the NTD clause “Goldbach's conjecture is true”. Grover et al.
employs the sentential connective “that...is-the-same-conjecture-as-that...”,

which they abbreviate as “=” ; so the NPD version reads
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There is a proposition; such that Goldbach conjectured that it is true;, and for
every propositions if Goldbach conjectured that it is truey, then it is true; — it is

truey, and it is true;.*?

So the essentials of the proposed NTD-to-NPD translations are clear. It would
be in vain at best to object to the use of alethic expressions within the proposed
connectives as prompting circularity, for Grover et al.'s point is not to analyze
“true” or “is true” in isolation, into other, more fundamental elements, but
rather to show that their occurrences “within” such apparently composite but
functionally non-composite natural bodies is able to account for all the on-
goings in the natural truth talk at large. However, one could meaningfully ask
what exactly the point of the whole prosentential program is, assuming that it
does work — that is, assuming that NPD can translate NTD. What do we
achieve by showing that a prosentential treatment captures the essentials of

NTD?

The answer can be given on two levels. On the pragmatic level, the point of the
prosentential program might seem to be to show that the property ascribing
model of natural truth talk is simply defective.®” In (seemingly) predicating
truth of subject terms of various forms that are able to specify a full-fledged
propositional content, the primary thing we do is essentially to establish cross-
referential connections with certain parts of discourse in a conversational
context in many different ways — such as “granting a point (“that's true, but...”),

considering a point (“if that is true,...”), expressing agreement, and so on”%.

% Ibid., p. 95.
% See Strawson's 1950 classic paper for a pragmatic criticism of inflationary truth accounts
suggesting a similar treatment of truth predicative form in its fotal functioning; the paper is

reprinted in Strawson, 1971, as chapter 10.

 Grover et al., 1975, p. 108.
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This point is significant, for the whole program is based on a simple analogy
with the cross-referential use of pronominal expressions, drawn by way of an
abstraction of the idea of proform from that of pronoun, and its application to

the grammatical category of sentence.

However, Grover et al. treats this facet of the prosentence phenomenon merely
as one consequence of their account.® The essential achievement of the account
is actually on the semantic level, and it can be stated most properly in relation
to the 1972 discussion on sentential quantification. So to see clearly the
semantic thesis of the prosentential account, consider the following kinds of

projection:

From NTD up to PIQ: projecting the forms of natural truth discourse onto

formal language.

From SQ down to NPD: projecting sentential quantification forms onto

natural language.

The first kind of projection corresponds to one of the alternative grammars for
propositional quantification defined in 1972, namely, propositional individual
quantification employing, on the one hand, individual variables that range over
sentence nominalizations, and on the other, transparent predicates like the
truth predicate. It roughly characterizes the essentials of (LR)-deflationism, as
it treats the truth-predicative form as a logically reliable tool. This is one of the

extremes of deflationism defined in 2.4 and 3.2.

% Ibid., p. 108.
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The second kind of projection corresponds to the prosentential fragment of
English defined in 1975, namely NPD. Now NPD is modeled after the 1972
extension, English + “thatt”, except that it is freed from the isolated
occurrences of the truth predicate. The point of the 1972 extension was to show
that SQ was readable in some purely grammatical enrichment of natural
language; the point of the 1975 fragmentation is to show, inversely, that NTD
can and should be analyzed in terms of SQ. The prosentential account shows
this by translating NTD first to a “natural” projection of SQ, that is, NPD. But
since the source of the projection is a grammar that employs a monolithic
canonical representation of the sentence position (in the form of the sentential
variable “p”, the basic forms of NPD are accordingly monolithic. This gives us
(LUM): NTD is, not only in toto, but also in its functional partitioning,
equivalent to SQ. More properly, the functional partitioning of NTD is to be
modeled after NPD, which is itself modeled after SQ.%

Thus the prosentential account of truth in its orthodox version is essentially the
proposal of a mediate analysis of natural truth discourse in terms of the
grammar of formal sentential quantification, the mediation being NPD. There
are two respects in which such mediation can be scrutinized. The first concerns
the connection between quantification and cross-reference at large; the second
concerns the general idea of logically analyzing a given non-logical grammar,
such as NTD. I conclude this subsection by commenting briefly on the first
respect, and leave the second one, which yields the (LUC) picture, to the final

subsection.

% Note that (LUM) would be the other extreme of deflationism, if it took the form of a redundancy
thesis that NPD could replace NTD in favor of the elimination of the truth predicate/truth-
predicative form from natural language. It cannot reasonably take this form, however, for NPD is
only a functional fragment of English, lexically containing the truth predicate, but pretending not
to employ it as one.
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The prototype of employing anaphoric/cross-referential devices in quantification
in general is the case of natural translation of ordinary individual
quantification. (Assume, for the sake of simplicity, that we have the grammar
of formal individual quantification somehow prior to its natural correlate,
which, of course, is actually not the case.) Now in ordinary (formal) individual
quantification, the boundedness of a context of relations to a quantifier is
provided by the uniform occurrence of the variables that are themselves bound
to the quantifier within that context; so it is the uniform occurrence of “z”
within the relational context “(......... Y, as “(..x...z..)’, that brings that
relational context under the scope of, say, “Vz”. The quantifier manipulates the
context through the variable(s) it binds. So although the quantifier in this case
is commonly represented by the head expression “Vz” in isolation, its adequate
representation is in fact the whole structure “Vz(...x...x...)". The alleged bound

variables are not so much in as they simply are the scope of the quantifier.®’

In natural (individual) quantification, on the contrary, the quantifier is quite
independent of the context it is to bind. For instance, in “Every man knows his
limits”, the quantifier “every man” has no agents within the relational context
“knows his limits” that is to bind that context to it. This is observed more
clearly in the case of instantiation: the singular instances are achieved simply
by replacing with the quantifier names of suitable individuals, as in “Bill knows
his limits”, with no change at all in the relational context. This is the reason
why the connection of the context to the quantifier is provided, in natural
quantification, anaphorically, from without so to speak, by relative pronouns.
Relative pronouns are not individual variables, natural quantifiers are not

binding quantifiers, and anaphora is not boundedness; nevertheless, correct

5 Of course the mentioned common representation that separates the quantifier from its
variables has its advantages in model-theoretic accounts of quantification, where the leading idea
is the satisfaction of open sentences by sequences of objects.
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and clearer translations can be given of (ordinary) natural quantifications in a

formal language employing the latter kinds of form/function.

In formal sentential quantification, the sentential variable, when appears in an

2

operational context, as in “(...p...p...)", similarly binds that context to the
sentential quantifier to which it is connected in the first place, as when it is
employed in “Vp(...p...p...)". So the grammatical transition from individual to
sentential quantification is perfectly uniform in formal language: from
individual to sentential variables, from individual to sentential quantifiers,
and, correspondingly, from relational to operational contexts — thanks to the
power of stipulation. However, no such uniform transition is observed in
natural language. The transition from ordinary natural quantification to NTD
is not a transition from individual/nominal to sentential quantifiers, nor a
transition from relational to operational contexts; and moreover, the
pronominal expressions employed in ordinary natural quantification do not
match, in isolation, with bound individual variables. So there does not seem to

be any strong reason to insist on the analogy with relative pronouns in

accounting for natural sentential quantification.

In other words, when we represent the monolithic sentence variable, in light of
the phenomenon of anaphora, as a pronominal truth predication, what we do is
merely to carry the deviation or the highly imperfect correspondence between
formal and natural individual quantification structures to the sentential level.
The constancy of such deviation through the transition from the individual to
the sentential level might prove heuristically useful, e.g., for showing, as in
Grover's 1972 account, that SQ is readable in some natural (or semi-natural)
way; but when proposed as an account of the actual functioning of natural

sentential quantification performed by NTD — which is not grammatically
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different from ordinary natural quantification in any significant respect — it

loses much of its strength.

The transition from individual to sentential quantification in natural language
seems to occur primarily within the subject term: it is the transition from terms
of various sorts that designate individuals — “Bill”, “every man”, “the present
king of France”, etc. — to terms of various sorts that are able to codify whole
propositional contents — “that the cat is on the mat”, “everything Bill believes”,
“what Percy said”, etc. — that characterizes NTD. This might suggest that PIQ
instead of SQ should be the correct analysis of NTD, for the mentioned change
within natural subject terms might correspond to the restriction of the possible
values of individual variables to sentence nominalizations (i.e. the restriction of
the possible values of “r” to those of the form “u”). However, as noted,
individual variables do not match in any way with natural subject terms, so the
kind of restriction performed by PIQ cannot represent the natural restriction of

subject terms to sentence nominalizations.

But what is more important is that PIQ merely employs the logical projection of
the truth predicate, i.e. “I'x”, and hence cannot explain its real contribution to
natural sentential generalization.®® That contribution can only be explained by
matching NTD structures with SQ structures. The point is, such matching does

not have to be mediated by a shadow grammar like NPD.

% This does not mean that an explanation of that contribution cannot be given externally, i.e.
without representing it in the logical grammar. This is exactly the (LR) strategy: leaving the
truth predicate as it is in logical grammar, and invoking semantic ascent (disquotationalism), or
the predictive/explanatory irrelevance of the truth predicate (minimalism) etc.
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3.4.3 (LUC) and the canonical sentential form

The doubtful nature of the shadow grammar of prosentential English is more
vividly displayed by Grover's 1992 remarks on the development of the
prosentential account, specifically on the relevance of the composite structure of
natural truth predications. The idea conveyed in these remarks is that
prosentential cross-reference is only one among many ways of “locating” a
sentential “antecedent”, i.e. of specifying a propositional content (in the
Ramseian sense), so that there is no apparent reason to view pronominal truth
predications as the paradigm of employing canonical sentential forms in natural
discourse. In other words, 1992 remarks acknowledge that in natural language,
there is no single canonical form of sentence, but are possibly many such forms
resulting from the different ways in which, on the one hand, the subject term,
and on the other, the verb of the relevant transparent predicate, can be
manipulated. However, the parts of a truth predication are manipulated
independently of each other, which suggests that there might be no canonical
sentence form at all, even in the functional sense, recruited by NTD.
Mentioning “the significance of the subject-predicate structure of prosentential
constructions in English”, Grover says in 1992:

In developing my account of prosentences, I had my eye on
pronouns. But that analogy can take one only so far, because
prosentential constructions, as found in English, e.g., “That is true”
as distinct from “thatt”, have a structure that introduces features
pronouns do not have: Verbs can be modified and subjects can be
manipulated in various ways....We highlighted the utility of
modifiable verbs in prosentential constructions....I, for one, had

blinders on when it came to the range of options made available by
the subject term position in English prosentences...

I think a reason for this blindness was the path by which I
arrived at the prosentential account of the truth predicate: from
propositional variables and pronouns to “thatt” — all without
syntactic structure. While working on various versions of the Liar
sentence, however, I began to recognize how we do indeed utilize
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alternative subject terms in making the connections we need to
make in discourse. In those situations where “That is true” will not
suffice for the anaphoric connections we want, definite descriptions,
quotation names, and demonstratives can be used in place of
“that”.®
This is rather a roundabout way of acknowledging that there are no
prosentences at all.” Nevertheless, natural language can still be seen to be able
to serve the prosentential function at large, but only with the condition that it
do so in its own way, namely, by modifying the subject and predicate terms
separately in truth predications. Grover draws the picture of this nuance in
terms of a distinction between the grammatical and logical subjects in
prosentences: “I now think ‘that’ in ‘That is true’ may sometimes be construed
as an independently referring pronoun that picks out the antecedent of the
prosentence. In figuring out what is said, we must distinguish between the
grammatical subject term ‘that’ and the logical subject ‘That is true’. The
grammatical subject term is ‘that’ and it locates the antecedent; the logical
subject derives from the logical subject of the antecedent, and there can be

complications.””

The possibility introduced here is a type of (LU)-deflationism which leaves the
given grammatical division of the (content specifying) functions in an NTD
clause as they are, without thereby projecting that division onto the level of
logical analysis — namely (LUC)-deflationism. (LUC) removes the mediating
element (in this case, NPD) altogether in the logical analysis of NTD via SQ,

and holds that even if the truth-predicative form disappears in logical analysis,

% Grover, 1992, p. 18, my italics
" Another instance of the attempt to save the prosentential “picture” without losing the
functional elasticity provided by the composite structure of natural truth predications is

Brandom's 1994 amendment, clearly shown to be ineffective by Horwich in his 2010, pp. 29-31.

" Ibid., p. 20.
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truth predications are on a par with non-alethic, object-level, ordinary natural
predications with respect to functional structure. To grasp the possibility of
such equivalence in toto between NTD and SQ clauses without a corresponding
equivalence between the relative functional parts introduced by the two
grammatical frameworks, the following simple consideration on the idea of

logical analysis might be useful.

The label “logical analysis” specifically characterizes the kind of translation
from the clauses of a certain type of “surface” language, namely of natural
language, to those of a certain type of language of analysis, of first- or higher-
order logical language. However, as stated in the previous chapter, a scheme of
logical translation cannot be determined independently of the specific set of
intentions it is to serve. So what essentially makes the languages of first- and
higher-order logic logical languages in the first place is that they are able to a
high extent to expose the inferential meaning structures of natural language
clauses, where the relevant intention itself is to study inference. Thus it seems
possible to abstract from the idea of the study of inference the more generic
idea of the study of meaning structure, and view logical analysis as translation

of meaning at large.

Under such a broad conception of logical analysis, even simple translations
from one natural language, such as French, to another, such as Korean, might
count as logical analysis; however, there are less trivial instances of this
broader conception that are able to highlight (LUC), such as the case of higher-
and lower-level computer programming languages. Very roughly put, a higher-
level programming language is one with a syntactic structure that calls for
quite a many mediating languages for the translation of its, say, “discourses”

in the form of whole program codes, into the machine “language” whose
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discourses are sequences of ones and zeros, representing sequences of
executable instructions for the computing machine. The analogy here is that
the compilation of a programmer's code written in a higher-level programming
language is a logical analysis of that discourse via the machine language. To
that extent, the relevant sequence of ones and zeros is “logically” equivalent to
the programmer's discourse; however, it would be absurd to look for an exact
sub-discursive match between the programmer's and machine codes, to look for,
for instance, exact correlates of single zeros or ones in the programmer's code,
or an exact machine correlate of some particular command that appears in a
“while”-statement of the programmer's code. A code written in a lower-level
language, such as an assembly language, on the other hand, can have a more
exact sub-discursive match with the machine grammar. Then the assembly
language, say, is relatively approximate to the machine language, while a

higher-level language is relatively distant from it.

So (LUC) simply holds that the logical analysis of NTD should be given in SQ,
but that their relative grammars are quite distant from each other. The upshot
is that there is no paradigmatic canonical/general form of sentence in natural
language — which is quite understandable in light of the fact that even the
individual variable “x”, supposedly representing on the logical level the
paradigmatic canonical form of term, has no exact match in natural language.
(Pronominal expressions, to state it again, are not individual/nominal
variables.) Nevertheless natural language uses NTD (and its extensions™)
essentially to establish connections on the sentential level between pieces of

natural discourse (connections that can only be incompletely captured by the

notion of sentential cross-reference) so that its correct analysis should be given

™ See the second and third sections of the following chapter.
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in the rather distant grammar of SQ, and not the seemingly approximate one of

PIQ.

(LUC) can trivially account for the deflationary phenomena of disquotation and
prosentential cross-reference, simply by employing instances of (PCFC), such as
“p is true if and only if p”, as transitionary forms between NTD and SQ. The
predicative form “p is true”, according to (LUC), is neither logically nor
naturally acceptable: logically not, for it employs the truth predicate, which is
simply logically unreliable; naturally not, for it employs “p”, the alleged
sentence nominalization variable, which actually necessitates a prior
understanding of the sentence variable “p”. However, it forcefully signals the
absence of a natural canonical sentential form, by representing the general
form of sentence nominalizations as a grammatical lessening from the sentence
variable, only to mark the purely grammatical contribution of the truth
predicate to truth predication. The truth predicate, according to (LUC), is

essentially a device of (transparent) denominalization, and has nothing to do

with either semantic descent or cross-reference/anaphora.

(LUC) can also account for further deflationary phenomena, such as the
inexpressibility of the theory of truth proposed by the minimalist conception, as
the deflationary basis of our notion of truth, the minimal theory; and the
disappearance of ¢ruthmakers, sentence-shaped entities posited by the
truthmaker theory as the ontic grounds of truth, in favor of an alleged identity
with true truthbearers. To extend the effect of (LUC) over to such phenomena,
we need to be able to see its philosophical import independently of the

specification of its location within the proposed classification of deflationisms.
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In other words, we need to see what (LUC) says other than that the truth
predicative form is logically unreliable yet functionally composite in natural
language. What it says is simply that NTD is (a part of) the natural theory of
sentential generalization; NTD is a “theory” only in the sense that, for instance,
propositional calculus is the theory of truth-functions or truth-functional
connectives. That is, NTD, as a whole, is (part of) a device of manipulating
sentential generalization within the boundaries of natural grammar. This is the
reason why it corresponds with SQ, but still cannot be efficiently dissected into
functional parts in ways other than the one introduced by natural grammar

itself.
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CHAPTER 4

TRUTH WITHOUT TRUTHBEARERS

4.1 Overview

(LU)-deflationisms, such as prosententialism and Williams' 1976 account,
characteristically ban the employment of the truth predicative form in the
logical analysis of NTD. According to (LU), not only the truth predicate in
isolation, but the “remaining” item in natural truth predication, the so-called
truthbearer, is a logically unreliable category. This short chapter is set to show
how a case can be made for a deflationary picture of truth that excludes bearers
of truth (with the deep sense of “truth” communicated by Leibniz's title) in

terms of a certain view of sentence nominalizations. So it

* sheds light on the connection of the category of truthbearers to the (LR)
thesis, in terms of the function of propositionalism in Horwich's

minimalist conception;

* shows the possibility of dismantling the common objection to this
conception to the effect that the theory of truth it proposes cannot be
adequately stated by reading it as a confirmation of the picture of
deflationism suggested by (LUC) (not, however, in favor of the

minimalist conception itself);

+ strengthens the (LU) picture that excludes truthbearers by a brief
discussion on sortally marked sentence nominalizations of the general

form “the F that p”, and on the alleged identity theory of truth.
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4.2 Inexpressibility of the minimal theory

Another leading instance of (LR)-deflationism is Horwich's minimalist
conception. The minimalist conception roughly consists of (1) the transparency
claim that the minimal theory provides the sufficient (deflationary) basis of our
notion or understanding of truth; and (2) the irredundancy claim that the truth

predicate is a logical device of sentential generalization.

The minimal theory is roughly a conjunction or list of non-paradoxical instances
of the equivalence schema, a propositionalist irredundancy schema of the
following form: “the proposition that p is true if and only if p”. The minimalist
transparency claim is essentially a semantic thesis concerning the truth
predicate, to the effect that the meaning of the truth predicate is “fixed” by the
equivalence schema. The equivalence schema, however, does nothing more than
to codify a basic regularity of the use of the truth predicate, which suggests that
the transparency claim employs a use conception of meaning. Indeed, the
“minimalist thesis is the product of two prior claims: first, that our underived
endorsement of the equivalence schema is explanatorily fundamental with
respect to the overall use of the truth predicate; and second, that the meaning
of any word is engendered by the fact about it that explains its overall use.””
Thus the transparency claim, concerning the meaning of the truth predicate, is

linked to the irredundancy claim concerning its basic employment in natural

and logical discourse, or simply its raison d’étre.

The minimalist thesis agrees with the disquotational account in holding that
the truth predicate is essentially a device of generalization with respect to the

sentence position, with two critical reservations: first, the bearers of truth — a

" Horwich, 2010, p. 37.
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category the positing of which is characteristic of (LR)-deflationism — are
meanings of (declarative) sentences in the form of propositions™, instead of
sentences themselves; and secondly, the equivalence between the sides of the
proposed irredundancy schema is material, not strong. These two reservations
— propositionalism and the weak nature of the minimalist equivalence — are so
closely connected to each other that both can be accounted for at once simply in
terms of the particular way the minimalist account formulates the

transparency phenomenon.

The irredundancy thesis of the minimalist account is (the already familiar one)
that the truth predicative form is primarily a logical device of blind ascription,
that is, of stating propositional contents which are not specified explicitly but
are merely characterized by noun-phrases, as in “what Oscar said” or
“Einstein's law”. The truth-predicative form “enables the construction of
another proposition, intimately related to the one we can't identify, which is
perfectly appropriate as the alternative object of our attitude.”” A blind
ascription such as “What Oscar said is true” is in fact a finite reformulation of
an infinite conjunction of conditionals of the form “If what Oscar said is that
eels are good then eels are good, and if he said that milk is white then milk is

white, ..and so on”™

. Blind ascriptions of this sort are then essentially
generalizations with respect to the sentence position. Indeed the real
contribution of the truth predicate, according to the minimalist account, is
observed specifically in those blind ascriptions where the subject of predication

explicitly specifies a common mark of some (possibly infinitely large) set of

™ Horwich is not committed to any particular conception of what propositions are; see his 1990, p.
17. However, the presentation here argues that they should be viewed as sentence meanings of
some sort in order for the deflationary transparency thesis to hold.

" Ibid., p. 3.

™ Ibid., p. 3.
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sentences, such as their common logical form, as in “every proposition of the

form ‘p — p’ is true”.”’

The minimalist transparency thesis is that this generalizing function of the
truth-predicative form — the statement of which is common to almost every
reasonable version of deflationism — can in turn be sufficiently explained on the
grounds of the minimal theory, the collection of the “uncontroversial”™
instances of the equivalence schema. So the minimal theory, which is a
collection of equivalences of the form “The proposition that quarks really exist is
true if and only if quarks really exist, the proposition that lying is bad is true if

”™ is an extensional characterization of the

and only if lying is bad,...and so on
basic use of the truth predicate, basic in the sense that it is able to account for
the overall appearance of truth in natural and logical discourse. Now the
minimalist program is to show that everything exclusively about truth in its
particular appearances in discourse can be explained solely on the grounds of
the relevant instances contained in the minimal theory; and that if something
in those appearances cannot be so explained, then it does not exclusively

concern truth in the first place, but can only be accounted for by recourse to

everyday, philosophical or scientific knowledge about matters other than truth.

To see this point, consider the following example (of Horwich's): we are to
explain the thesis “If all Bill wants is to have a beer, and he thinks that merely
by nodding he will get one, then, if his belief is true, he will get what he wants.”

" Ibid., p. 4.
" To see the problems concerning the determination of the range of the instances of the minimal
theory, see Horwich's 2010, ch. 3. Concerning the paradoxical instances, such as the instance for

Liar, see ch. 5 of the same book, especially pp. 90-91.

" Horwich, 1990, p. 5.
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Horwich's point is that the contribution of the notion of truth to this thesis can
be accounted for solely on the grounds of the corresponding instance of the
equivalence schema, namely, on the grounds of “(Bill nods — Bill has a beer) is
true iff Bill nods — Bill has a beer”™ . The explanation begins with the

assumptions

1. Bill wants (Bill has a beer).

2. Bill believes (Bill nods — Bill has a beer).

and continues with the following one that concerns matters such as belief,

desire and action, but definitely not truth

3. (Bill wants (Bill has a beer) & Bill believes (Bill nods — Bill has a beer)) —
Bill nods.

From these assumptions, it follows simply that

4. Bill nods.

The initial thesis contains the assumption that Bill's belief is true, so

5. Bill's belief is true.

8 In Horwich's symbolism, “p)” stands normally for “the proposition that p”, but here it seems to
stand for the bare nominalization “that p”. I avoided the symbolism as far as I can in my
presentation.
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6. (Bill nods — Bill has a beer) is true. [From 2, 5]

It is here that the minimal theory makes its contribution

7. (Bill nods — Bill has a beer) is true iff Bill nods — Bill has a beer.
[Minimal Theory]
8. Bill nods — Bill has a beer. [From 6, 7]

9. Bill has a beer. [From 4, 8]

And since

10. (Bill has a beer) is true iff Bill has a beer. [Miminal Theory]

11. (Bill has a beer) is true. [From 9, 10]

we conclude, from (1) and (11), that Bill gets what he wants®', without invoking
anything other than the minimal theory of truth, and assumptions that do not
necessarily concern truth. Horwich's program thus is to universalize such
explanation paradigms to account primarily for philosophical topics, such as
meaning, inference, belief, knowledge, realism/anti-realism, etc.,** to which the
“notion” of truth is wrongly supposed to make a substantial contribution. The

only contribution it could ever make to any topic whatsoever is already

81 Ibid., p. 22-23.

8 Especially for the bearing of deflationary truth on the realism debate in philosophy of science,
see Horwich, 2004.
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captured by the equivalence schema, which fully captures its basic use,* and

the minimal theory it engenders (relative to a range of substituents for “p”).

Now the truth-predicative form, “(p) is true”, can serve the function of
generalization with respect to the sentence position only if it is able to restate
the same propositional content as “p”, albeit in a different clothing, in one that
enables to abstract from the given propositional content in a uniform manner.
Otherwise said, the meaning structure of the sides of each instance of the
equivalence schema must be identical. Indeed, “the truth predicate allows any
sentence to be reformulated so that its entire content will be expressed by the
new subject — a singular term open to normal objectual quantification. In other
words, ‘p” becomes (p) is true’.”® But the identity of meaning cannot be provided
by the sentential connective “if and only if”, expressing simple material
equivalence between the sides (unless the meaning value of a declarative
sentence is to be equated with its truth-value). The point is that the required
meaning equivalence is provided by the ratio between the nominalized sentence
and the nominalization: the noun phrase “the proposition that p” denotes the
meaning expressed by the sentence “p”. The job that remains for the truth
predicate is to complete that name to a full-fledged sentence materially
equivalent to the initial sentence — “the truth predicate serves merely to restore

the structure of a sentence: it acts simply as a de-nominalizer.”®

8 Horwich himself prefers a use account of meaning at large, see his 2005; he presents the
minimalist account of truth as an application of his account of meaning to the truth predicate in
his 1997. The connection of the minimalist account of truth to the use conception of meaning at
large is much more complicated; see his 2010, ch. 8.

8¢ Horwich, 1990, p. 32.

% Ibid., p. 5.

79



In this way, the meaning equivalence is provided without altering in any way
the extensional character of the schema, or of the theory resulting from it. The
minimal theory is then able to fix the intension of the truth predicate on a basis
which is extensional in two different senses: in the sense of stemming from a
truth-functional relation, namely, material equivalence; and in the sense of
being a collection or conjunction or series of instances of the denominalization
schema, instead of a closure of it. The minimal theory characterizes the use
property of the truth predicate — which is sufficient for grasping its overall
employment — without stating it as a law or analysis, in the form of a quantified

sentence (expressing or not a relation stronger than material equivalence).

This is the root of the common objection to the minimalist account, to the effect
that the theory of truth it proposes is “so cumbersome that it cannot even be
explicitly formulated.”® For instance, Anil Gupta underlines the difference
between fixing the intension of an expression — via an infinite list of sentences
correctly employing the expression, and employing many other concepts not
necessarily accessible to every competent user of the expression — and

accounting for the understanding yielding that intension.

The biconditionals are particular in character. They explain the
notion of truth proposition by proposition, utterance by utterance;
and they do so wusing massive conceptual resources. Our
understanding of truth, however, has a general character. We seem
to possess some rules that enable us to understand truth
attributions, even when truth is attributed to something beyond our
conceptual ken. Our understanding of truth does not derive from the
conditionals. Instead, in the context of certain kinds of information,
it leads to the biconditionals.®’

8 Ibid., p. 25.

% Gupta, 1992, p. 366-67. The nature of the minimal theory can also be characterized as an
inversing of Tarski's framework for defining truth: Horwich's minimal theory is a version of the
list of sentences the entailment of which is required by a materially adequate Tarskian definition
of truth.
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Gupta remarks that the minimalist account can be a satisfactory explanation of
our understanding of truth only if we somehow disregard the difference
between our knowledge of the minimal theory on the one hand, and our
knowledge of the schematically represented generality about that theory, on the
other.® Horwich does imply at some places® such underestimation of the
difference between the general and the singular. In any case, Horwich is
committed to a use conception of meaning, purporting to account for meanings
via detectable law-like regularities of use. The more important question is
whether he himself admits that the minimal theory cannot be explicitly and

finitely stated, and if so, why.

Horwich admits that the minimal theory is not expressible in the form of a
quantified, finite statement.” (He also believes, to note, that the theory need
not be finitely expressible.) He considers several possible suggestions to
formulate the general truth about truth in the fifth article of his 1990%. Except
one, these suggestions all call for the use of schematic (and specifically,
disquotational) tools — such as disquotational reference clauses — which
introduce the problem of finitely non-statable infinities anew. The one
suggestion that differs from the rest is the employment of SQ forms in stating
the minimal theory; that is, the statement of a principle of the following form
(which we encountered in the shape of a sentence-variable analysis of truth in

our classification of deflationisms):

% Ibid., p. 367.

% He speaks, for instance, in his 2010, p. 19, of “our propensity to accept instances of the material
equivalence schema”, instead of our direct knowledge the minimal theory.

% Horwich, 1990, p. 25.

1 p. 25-31.
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(x)(xis true iff {I¢} (z = (q) & q))

Horwich uses the curly brackets to indicate that the interpretation of the
quantification should be substitutional. The reason why he rejects this
suggestion, then, is that the notion of substitutional quantification can be
explained only by recourse either to the notion of truth itself, engendering
circularity, or to inference schemata which bring back the problem of non-

generalizable infinities. I make the following three remarks at this juncture.

1. As shown in Grover's 1972 discussion on sentential quantifiers, the kind
of an interpretation is relatively independent of the grammar of
quantification for which it is to be proposed: not only individual
quantification clauses can be interpreted substitutionally, but clauses
employing SQ forms can be given a domain-and-values interpretation.
The problem is not so much the kind of the mathematical modeling of a
given grammar of quantification as its reading in some extension or
fragment of natural language. SQ clauses are readable, albeit only via

NTD forms.

2. But even if we hold that SQ calls for substitutional interpretation, it is
still not the employment of that interpretation per se, but the natural
statement of its functioning, that employs the “notion” of truth. So the
rule of use of the SQ structure “{3Ip}(...p...)” , which quantifies into an
operational context, is stated in an extension of natural language as
“Some sentence formed by replacing the ‘p’ in “..p..” with a sentence of
(some extension) of English is true”®. This is perfectly normal, given
that NTD's essential function in natural grammar is to generalize with

respect to the sentence position without quantifying into operational

2 Ibid., p. 25.
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contexts. And we could do substitutional quantification without stating

its rule of use.

3. The real problem with the proposed formulation is the employment of
the hybrid expression type “(p)”. Now since minimalism endorses the
(LR) thesis, it employs the truth predicative form on the logical level
within the general framework of individual quantification. The
“subjects” of natural truth predications, in this framework, are normally
represented in the individual position, either as individual constants or
as individual variables. In either case, however, the fact that they are
essentially sentence nominalizations should be marked, in order for the
irredundancy fact about NTD, namely, that it is a device of generalizing
with respect to the sentence position, to have logical import. So they
should be linked, in some way, to the sentence position, represented in
its full generality by the schematic sentence letter “p”. Simply put, the
expression type “(p)” can represent the ¢ruthbearer position only because
it can refer back to the sentence position, represented by the sentence
letter. Thus the simple (LR) strategy here is to employ the roundabout
structure “Jz(x = (p) & ...x...)", referring back to the schematic
sentence letter, in place of the SQ structure “Jp(...p...)”, which directly
employs the sentential variable. In the former case, even though the
“truthbearer” expression appears in a relational context that is open to
individual quantification, the desired generality cannot be preserved, for
the occurrence of the sentence letter is merely schematic; in the latter
case, however, the sentence letter preserves the desired generality, with

the proviso that the context in which it appears is operational.

Now the operational character of the contexts in SQ quantifications might be a
problem only if we decided beforehand to employ the truth-predicative form in

logical analysis. So there should be some independent reason to do so, and
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indeed a strong one, for the price to be paid is generality and semantical
economy. The former is clearly observed in the inexpressibility phenomenon;
the latter in the expansion of our domain of discourse with the suspect category
of truthbearer - suspect, because its representation in logical analysis refers
back to the sentence letter (whether used purely schematically or not). The
problem with (LR)-deflationism is that there does not seem to be any such
reason: the grammar of individual quantification is as equally suspect as, and
as equally reliable as, SQ. On the contrary, there is a strong reason in favor of
the employment of SQ in an analysis of NTD. It is that the logical discontinuity
between ordinary natural predication and NTD can be exhibited perfectly
clearly in the form of a grammatical discontinuity between the logical
frameworks of IQ and SQ, i.e. between relational and operational structures of
quantification. Natural language is not capable to exhibit this discontinuity, for
it canonically (and rightfully) treats the truth-predicative form on a par with

ordinary predications.

In fact (LR)-deflationism comes close to being capable of exhibiting this
discontinuity by employing the sentence letter in the equivalence schemata
which communicate the idea that the semantic structure of a truth predication
is a function of the substituents of the monolithic sentence position to which it
is equivalent. But it stops short there of employing that sentence position as the
correct logical translation of a natural singular (affirmative) truth predication,
since it finds the SQ grammar unreliable (for no satisfactory reason). The idea
of a bearer of deflationary truth, represented on the level of logical grammar by
hybrid forms such as “(p)” and “p”, is actually the product of this “timidity” of
the (LR)-deflationist.
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4.3 Sortal nominalizations and identity without identicals

Actually, Horwich's own view of natural predications recruiting various sorts of
sentence nominalizations underline the priority of the sentence position,
grasped in its full generality, with respect to truthbearer expressions. Horwich
presents his view in the context of his critique of the truthmaker theory, the
highly inflationary program of accounting for the ontic groundedness of truth in
terms of the existence/non-existence of sentence-shaped items, -called
truthmakers.”

A truthmaker for (a is F') is supposed to be an entity in the real

world, a thing distinct from the proposition itself, with which the

proposition, as a whole, is correlated. The believer in truthmakers

holds that complete truths, and not just their sub-propositional

constituents, have worldly relata. But this does not get to the bottom

of the idea that something in the world must make the truth in

question true. The correspondence theorist's intuition is not simply

that (a is ') must be correlated with an entity in the world, but that

there must be “something in the world which ensures that a is F™:

something which acts as the truth's “ontological ground”. The idea

here is that a true proposition's truthmaker must be such that its

mere existence guarantees that the proposition is true.”
The main idea is to form correspondences on the grammatical level of the
sentence between various suitable types of truthbearer (propositions,
thoughts/thinkables, utterances, belief states etc.) and the world; so the world
must contain, beyond ordinary individuals and their ordinary relations, certain
bits the specifications of which somehow codify full propositional contents, such
as states of affairs, events, facts, tropes etc. Very roughly stated, the program

focuses on specifying sufficient ontic grounds for molecular truths on the basis

of the ontic grounds of atomic truths; so that, say, the actual state of affairs of

% One orthodox statement and defense of the theory is Armstrong, 1997; a clear and complete
exposition of the various forms the theory does and could have, with arguments for and against
each, is given in Merricks, 2007; an elaboration of the account from the point of view of certain
adherents of the identity theory truth can be found in Beebee and Dodd, 2005.

% Dodd, 2000, p. 3. Dodd quotes from Armstrong, D. M., “Classes are States of Affairs” , Mind,
100, pp. 189-200, p. 190, with his own italics.
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snow's being white might be a truthmaker both for, say, the thought that snow
is white, and the thought that either snow is white or grass is green. The
truthmaking relation is most commonly formulated in the form of an
entailment principle: “For (p) to be true, there must exist at least one entity,

distinct from (p), whose existence entails that (p) is true.””

Now Horwich makes two important remarks concerning the program: one on its
overall character, the other its basic machinery of explanation. The first remark
shows, in view of the minimal theory, that the truthmaker theory does not
concern truth in the first place. The truthmaker theorist is actually set to find

suitable kinds of substituents for “z” in

(1) pin virtue of z.

The referents of the possible substituents for the individual schematic letter are
entities the existence of which is supposed to account for the “truth” of the
possible substituents of the sentence letter, but only in a minimalist sense of

“truth”; in other words, it is only via the minimal theory that we get from (1) to

(2) (p)is true in virtue of x.

Schema (2) communicates, idiomatically, the idea that

(3) (p)is made true by .

% Dodd, 2000, p. 9.
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Given the “sorts” of the sentence nominalization and the individual letter, the

schematic (3) is read in natural language as the following quantification:

(4) Every proposition is made true by something.

The sole contribution of truth to the statement of the theory is the deflationary

one of sentential generalization, as observed in (2)-(4).%

As for the basic machinery of explanation, Horwich claims that the truthmaker
approach to the bearing of truth on the world simply gets the explanatory
direction wrong. The basic truthmaker machinery is the account given for
(truth-functionally) atomic sentences of the logical forms such as “k is F”. The
mechanism is the simple projection of the logical form of atomic sentences onto
the ontic sphere, so that a typical atomic truthmaker has the form of a sentence
nominalization, considered, however, as a denotable entity residing in the
realm of reference, canonically “k’s-being-F” or “that k£ is F”; and this
consideration is represented, most commonly, by the sortal marking “(the) fact”.
So the idea is “that a simple contingent proposition of the form (k is F') is made
true by the fact that k is F. This could be extended into a general account, by

297

supposing that any true proposition, (p), is made true by the fact that p.

The truthmaker theory holds that the existence of the fact that p (or the
actuality of the state of affairs that p) is an explanation of the truth (if any) of
the corresponding proposition (or thought). Now Horwich states that “(p)” is

% Horwich, 2010, p. 306.

9 Ibid., p. 306.
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normally explained on the grounds of certain natural/scientific laws and initial
conditions; only then can the truth of the proposition be deduced (via the
minimal theory). But the same holds of the corresponding fact: there exists the
fact that p — or more colloquially, it is a fact that p — because p, and p because
the world is the way the laws and the initial condition statements say it is.
“Thus ‘the fact that p exists’ is always less fundamental in our explanatory
deductive hierarchy than ‘p’ is.”®® The (object-level) “proposition” itself is the
common ground of both the corresponding truth predication and the

corresponding “facthood” predication.

Within the same context, Horwich states, as another radical objection to the
truthmaker program, what might be viewed as the core thesis of the so-called
identity theory of truth. An identity theory of truth is actually a negative thesis
concerning the truthmaker, and more broadly, the correspondence program, to
the effect that facts are nothing more or less than true thoughts, that being
true for a (suitable kind of) truthbearer is being identical with a (or the)
corresponding fact.” Schematically, the idea is the simple identification of the
fact that p with the true proposition that p,’® as an objection to the truthmaker
theorist's employment of the former as the ontic ground of the latter. According
to the identity theory, then, the groundedness of truth/falsity of our
truthbearers on the world (or more properly, on the way it is) does not require

anything more than a sub-sentential correspondence between the mental and

% Ibid., p. 311.

% The leading modern statement of the position is Dodd's 2000. The historical development, if
any, of the theory is irrelevant in the context of our discussion, but see Candlish, 1989. The
identity theory in its modern form is essentially a simple deflationary rejection of the truthmaker
program, but for a rather distinctive context in which the identity thesis can be stated, see
McDowell, 1994, ch. 2.

100 Note that the identity theorist can be committed only to those kinds of truthbearer that are

capable of being identical with facts, such as propositions (considered paradigmatically as
possible states of affairs) or thoughts, but not, for instance, sentence tokens or belief acts.
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the real: nothing more than snow and the property of whiteness, no entity of
the “snow's-being-white type”, is required for the truth of the thought that snow

is white to have bearing on reality.

Horwich states the identity thesis only to show that the basic machinery of
truthmaker theory, i.e. the list of simple ontic projections of atomic
truthbearers, can have no real explanatory value. Horwich proposes several
reasons, concerning the natural grammar of sentence nominalizations and
ontological economy, in favor of the identification. But what is really significant
is the way he extends the identity thesis to other sorts of (what might be
characterized in general as) transparent predications. Now a possible objection
to the identity thesis draws on the distinction between Russellian and Fregean
propositions (i.e. objects, roughly, of de re and de dicto beliefs respectively):
“...although facts of type FR may be the same as true propositions (and hence
incapable of making those propositions true), the RU-facts’ — better called
events or states -- are concrete entities (quite distinct from propositions which
are abstract), and therefore perfectly suitable as truthmakers.”'™ Horwich's
answer to the objection is simply that each kind of proposition is identical with
the corresponding kind of fact; but more importantly, the case is generalized to
other types of sentence nominalization, so that a Fregean fact is not only a true
Fregean proposition, but an actual Fregean state of affairs, and an occurring
Fregean event, and an obtaining Fregean condition; the same holds of

Russellian facts mutatis mutandis. Horwich remarks:
Granted, the various nominal constructions
(i) the proposition that k is F

(i1) the state of k being F

11 Horwich, 2010, p. 314.
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(iii) the fact that k is F
(iv) the condition of k being F
(v) the event of k being F

exhibit certain syntactic differences and certain differences in
meaning. In particular, there is variation as to which of the
following predicates are appropriately deployed to single out which
instances of (i)-(v) entail that k is F: i.e.

(i*) is true

(ii*) is actual, obtains
(iii*) exists, is real
(iv*) is satisfied, holds
(v*) occurs, takes place

However, we need not conclude that the alternate sentence nominals

denote different kinds of thing. Such a multiplication of entities

would have to be justified in light of explanatory advantages. But it

is by no means clear what those would be.'*
Each sortal nominalization-transparent predicate couple then communicates
essentially the simple object-level thesis that k£ is F in a specific idiomatic
clothing. For this reason, the truthmaker theorist's search for an ontic ground
of the truth of truthbearers in terms of one or the other of such couples is a
vanity affair: “For the real foundation is expressed by sentences rather than
nominals.”'® In each case, the understanding of the object-level thesis in its full
sentential appearance is required for the understanding of such transparent

predications; and accordingly, the schematic understanding of each such

predication in abstracto calls for the schematic understanding of the

192 15id., p. 315, fn. 17.

193 1bid., p. 316.
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communicated object-level thesis in abstracto, namely, an understanding of the

(P

canonical form of sentence, represented by the sentence letter “p”.

However, this will also mean that the sub-sentential identity between the fact
that p and the true proposition that p — put forward by the identity theorist in
general and by Horwich in this context — might be misleading, for the real
common ground is sentential. A better move then would be to replace the
identity thesis with one of equivalence between whole transparent predications
communicating the same propositional content (originally specified by a full-
fledged declarative sentence), without any regard to the sub-sentential. The
simple reason why the analysis terminates in individual identity rather than
sentential equivalence is the (LR) inclination to preserve the truthbearer
category; but that category itself can be grasped only by recourse to some
canonical representation of the sentence position, whether it be merely
schematic or not. The identity theory is a correct thesis that is simply

incorrectly formulated.

So the healthy way to accommodate the priority of the understanding of the
sentence position to the understanding of transparent (sentential) predications
is to hold to the (LU) strategy of analyzing those predications in terms of
sentential variables appearing in operational contexts. And to do this without
losing the grammatical elasticity provided by the natural idiomatics of
transparent predication — without, for instance, disregarding the expressive
strength provided by the noun-phrase types such as “the fact that p” — one
should only hold to (LUC). The idea of truthbearers’ being true has no priority
over other transparent predications — they all logically correspond to

operational contexts (given (LU)), albeit in different ways (given (LUC)).
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(LU)-deflationism is even able to show the logical unreliability of the idea of
truthbearer clearly, via a certain kind of SQ analysis of NTD, devised by C. J.
F. Williams. Williams aims to expose what he calls the “apparent evaporation of
truth” in logical analysis, whereby, however, the whole structure of truth
predication becomes logically suspect. The idea behind the exposition is,
ironically, that the truth predicate serves an invaluable grammatical function
in natural language.'™ And the basis of the exposition is the SQ translation of
natural truth predications employing definite descriptions (that, of course,
locate a sentential antecedent) as the subject term, in analogy with the
Russellian analysis of ordinary definite descriptions. Now an IQ analysis of the
natural ordinary predication “What the postman brought is surprising” can be

given as:

wlzGx

where “F” and “G” translate, respectively, “the postman brought” and “is

surprising”.

The subject term in isolation corresponds to the complex relational quantifier
(i.e. the open individual quantification clause with a relational gap) “.o Fz( )2,
translating, more correctly, “What the postman brought (is)...”. Accordingly,

“What Percy says is believed by Pauline” is analyzed in SQ as

1pJpDp

104 The air of irony disappears when we view Williams's (LU) account as a species of (LUC)-
deflationism. So Kirkham's characterization of Williams's account as redundancy theory is quite
misleading. See Kirkham, 1992, p. 321.
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where the sentential operators “J” and “D” translate, respectively, “Percy says
that” and “Pauline believes that”. So the “truthbearer” expression “What Percy

says” is to have the form of a sentential complex quantifier:

wJp( )p

This, according to Williams, gives us the general form of truthbearer
expressions.'” Now what would be the correct representation of the truth

predication “What Percy says is true”? It will be translated to SQ simply as

1pJ pp

where nothing can be found that can correspond to the natural “is true” in
isolation — the truth predicate simply evaporates. But the difference we
encounter between “What Percy says” and “What Percy says is true” seems
likewise to correspond to nothing in SQ, for the operational “gap” found in the
general form of truthbearer expressions can be dropped without any loss of

grammaticality — simply because it is operational.

The point is that the natural language correlates of both relational and
operational definite descriptions are noun-phrases. In the relational case, the
incompleteness of the logical rendering is represented by the nominal character
of the corresponding noun phrase, i.e. the fact that it calls for a (first-order)
predicate to be completed into a full-fledged sentence. In the operational case,

however, there is no incompleteness at all: “op.Jpp” is as complete an expression

105 Williams, 1976, p. 45.
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as “ipJpDp” and “ipJp—p” . So it cannot be represented in natural language by
“What Percy says” in isolation. Read conversely, “What Percy says”, just like “is
true” in isolation, corresponds to nothing at all on the logical level:
To make a complete sentence of it a verb-phrase has to be added.
The verb-phrase ordinary language provides for this purpose is “is
true”. The verb “true” is needed in ordinary language because the
ordinary-language equivalents of definite descriptions demand
complementation by something which has the form of a first-order
predicate. It would be a mistake to say that definite descriptions
have this form in ordinary language because they have the form of
proper names or because they have the function of referring to
objects like letters or pseudo-objects like Propositions.'*
The idea of a bearer of deflationary truth, to state it again, is the product of the
hesitation on the part of the (LR)-deflationist to analyze NTD relations in terms
of SQ operations. (LU) in general holds that the logical functioning of natural
expressions of the form “What Percy says” can be grasped in some way by
contextual SQ-translations; (LUC) states, in addition, that their natural
functioning — i.e. the natural predication mechanisms whereby they contribute

to the formation of operational contexts — is as natural language presents them

to be.

Let me conclude by simply restating the advantages of (LUC)-deflationism
(aside from the one that it explains all the main deflationary phenomena

flawlessly):

e (LUC) does not fall short of showing the grammatical discontinuity
between natural ordinary predications and natural truth predications,
in the form of the grammatical discontinuity between quantification
frameworks, such as (P)IQ, recruiting relational contexts on the one

hand, and frameworks, such as SQ, recruiting operational contexts of

196 Ihid., p. 47.
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quantification, on the other. This advantage comes from, of course, its
genus, not its species. In other words, the point is the employment of SQ,
irrespective of whether the functional parts of NTD are specified under
the guidance of the grammar of SQ or the grammar of ordinary natural

predication.

* (LUC) preserves the general character of truth, in the form of the
generality provided by sentential quantification. This advantage comes
from the trivialization of the notion of a theory of truth, in the sense
communicated by the minimal and disquotational theories. Given that
NTD itself — considered broadly as covering also (what might be called)
the fact-discourse — constitutes the natural theory of sentential
generalization, the idea of a finitely expressible or inexpressible theory
of the truth predicate becomes useless. The logical functioning of NTD
cannot be generally stated, simply because NTD is itself a tool for

generalization.

* (LUC) saves us from the sort of semantical extravagance caused by the
property and bearers of truth. (LUC) is perfectly deflationary in the
sense proposed by Kirkham.'”” A model of the world recruiting
individuals and their ordinary, non-alethic relations suffice to account
for NTD generalizations, provided that the substituents for the sentence
variables employed by SQ are sentences that admit a logical analysis in

terms of the ordinary framework of 1Q.

107 Kirkham, 1992, p. 311.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION: TRUTH AND SENTENTIAL
MEANING

Overview. I conclude by briefly stating the possibility of reconciling the idea of
a truth-"based” account of sentential meaning, specifically a truth-conditional
semantics, with a deflationary conception of truth. The possibility is drawn

9108

from one of Horwich's critical observations on the “orthodox picture of a

philosophical account of meaning, read under the light of (LUC)-deflationism.

The meta-philosophy of deflationary truth. (LR)-deflationism is
characteristically forced to explain the essential function of natural truth
discourse externally, most commonly in the form of a meta-philosophical
statement about the notion of truth, simply because it cannot show that
function, since it refrains from employing grammatical frameworks of the SQ
type. The meta-philosophical idea is that truth is not a deep, vital,
explanatorily/predictively relevant notion, that it has no underlying nature to
be analyzed, despite the fact that the truth predicative form is logically reliable.
Its logical reliability, leading to its employment within the framework of
individual quantification as “x is true”, is trivially explained by (LR) via the
stronger thesis that it is logically required: the very point of the presence of the
truth predicate in natural and logical grammar is its enabling us to express
whatever we could express using a suspect grammar like that of SQ. Such
explicit meta-philosophical statement of the deflationary fact about truth forces

us to reconsider those departments or doctrines of philosophical knowledge in

1% Horwich, 2010, p. 143.
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which truth is commonly supposed to play a vital or basic role: simply put,
nothing substantial could be reasonably expected to be based on such a “thin”

notion.

Deflationary truth in meaning theory. Theory of meaning is the most
representative case. So the initial problem with accounts of sentential meaning
that employ some truth-theoretic notion as the explanans — such as truth-value,
truth condition, or truth in possible world'® — from the deflationary perspective,
might be that they attempt to base a substantial notion on the transparent
phenomenon of truth, “that the theories to which the truth-theoretic approach

gives rise lack the necessary explanatory power.”'"

Horwich clarifies this point in application to Davidson's proposal of a truth-
conditional semantic program by comparing the two possible opposite readings
of a Tarski biconditional such as “ “Tachyons can travel back in time’ is true if
and only if tachyons can (indeed) travel back in time.” In one of the readings,
the right-hand side (out-of-quotes) occurrence of the embedded sentence
constitutes the truth-conditional meaning analysis of its left-hand side (within-
quotes) occurrence. The problem is that

...it is not possible to agree with the minimalist claim that this

knowledge also helps to constitute our grasp of “is true”. For in that

case we would be faced with something like a single equation and

two unknowns. Rather, if knowledge of the truth condition of

“Tachyons can travel back in time” is to constitute our

understanding of that sentence then this knowledge would
presuppose some pre-existing conception of truth.'™

199 15id., p. 143.
10 1bid., p. 153.

11 Horwich, 1990, p. 68.
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So if the truth-conditional meaning analysis of a given sentence is to have the
form of the instance of a disquotational schema for that sentence, then it seems
impossible to have both a deflationary conception of truth (employing that
schema or some variation thereof) and a truth-conditional account of meaning

that employs a deflationary conception of “truth condition”.'*?

Employing deflationary truth. However, in light of the (LUC) thesis that
natural truth discourse is the theory of sentential generalization of natural
language, the characteristic appearance of deflationary truth in discourse
should be its employment as a device; and this employment need not be
accompanied by a deflationary meta-philosophical statement about truth. The
fact that a given philosophical theory or doctrine is based on deflationary truth
does not have to mean that it contains some such meta-philosophical thesis; it
is necessary, but also sufficient, that it makes use of truth in the way stated by
the deflationary conception at large, namely, as a device of (sentential)
generalization, or in a significantly related way. The question then is in what
sense the truth-conditional program can be seen to employ a deflationary kind

of truth condition in giving an account of sentential meaning.

In order to see this, it suffices to take a glance at Davidson's statement of his
own truth-conditional program.™® Davidson's main aim is to account for the
semantic phenomenon that, solely with the knowledge of a finite stock of words

and finitely many rules of syntactic combination, language users are able to

12 Simply stated, “knowledge of the truth condition of a sentence cannot simultaneously
constitute both our knowledge of its meaning and our grasp of truth for the sentence”; ibid., p. 68.
The classical statement of this dilemma is found in Etchemendy, 1988.

113 The statement of the program is given in his classic 1967 paper “Truth and Meaning”; my
references will be to its reprint in Davidson, 1984.
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understand each other in uttering new sentences in communicative contexts.
The first bare idea that comes to mind in accounting for this phenomenon is
specifying the meanings of the ultimate parts of sentences (i.e. simple words)
and applying rules of combination to get to the meanings of the (indefinitely

many) wholes. But this simply does not work for most types of construction.

The point is easily illustrated by belief sentences. Their syntax is
relatively unproblematic. Yet, adding a dictionary does not touch the
standard semantic problem, which is that we cannot account for
even as much as the truth conditions of such sentences on the basis
of what we know of the meanings of the words in them. The
situation is not radically altered by refining the dictionary to
indicate which meaning or meanings an ambiguous expression bears
in each of its possible contexts; the problem of belief sentences
persists after ambiguities are resolved.'™

The apparent problem is that there are many different ways “the meaning” of
one and the same given constituent can contribute to the meaning of the wholes
in which it is to appear. This phenomenon of semantic interdependence forces
us to view the kind of holism a comprehensive meaning account for a given
language should exemplify in a way that is quite different from the bare one in
which it entails a theorem, for each sentence, of the general form “s means m”,
where “s” stands for a structural description of the sentence, and “m” for the
name of its meaning:

If sentences depend for their meaning on their structure, and we

understand the meaning of each item in the structure only as an

abstraction from the totality of sentences in which it features, then

we can give the meaning of any sentence (or word) only by giving the

meaning of every sentence (and word) in the language. Frege said

that only in the context of a sentence does a word have meaning; in

the same vein he might have added that only in the context of the
language does a sentence (and therefore a word) have meaning.'*?

14 Davidson, 1984, p. 21.

5 Ibid., p. 22.
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In order to cope with semantic interdependence encountered on both sentential
and sub-sentential levels, then, the (first) safest move is to employ the schema

[{goe2]

“s means that p”, where the sentence letter “p” is to be replaced by a
paraphrase of the sentence structurally described by “s”. The simplest case is
where the metalanguage is able to translate the object language via the object
language itself, i.e. where the sentence is its own paraphrase. However, the
connective “means that” is defective in two respects: first, the main verb has an
intensional import; and secondly, it is gramatically hybrid in that the gap on
the left-hand side is nominal whereas the one on the right-hand side is
sentential. These two defects are neutralized at once if we employ instead the
perfectly extensional and perfectly sentential connective “if and only if”, with

the condition that “s” be completed to a full-fledged sentence with some

predicate satisfying (in the simplest case)

s is 1" if and only if p.

Davidson's point is that the deflationary truth predicate happens to be the one
we are looking for — deflationary, for the substituent for the schematic sentence
letter in the simplest case is the very sentence described by “s”; that is, in the
simplest case, the schema is an instance of (PCFC). Now the program is to find
a suitable machinery that could display the compositional meaning structure of
the whole language, say L, the sentences of which are under question. But that
machinery is nothing other than a Tarskian recursive definition of truth-in-L:

Any two predicates satisfying this condition have the same

extension, so if the metalanguage is rich enough, nothing stands in

the way of putting what I am calling a theory of meaning into the

form of an explicit definition of a predicate “is 7”. But whether

explicitly defined or recursively characterized, it is clear that the
sentences to which the predicate “is T” applies will be just the true
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sentences of L, for the condition we have placed on satisfactory

theories of meaning is in essence Tarski's Convention 7T that tests

the adequacy of a formal semantical definition of truth.''®
Partiality. Thus, thanks to the recursive character of Tarskian language-
specific truth definitions, truth-conditional meaning theories can be given for
languages compositional structures of which can be logically manipulated
and/or exhibited. The contribution of truth to this possibility is perfectly
deflationary, for it can be captured solely in terms of the point of departure of
the meaning analysis, namely, the relevant instance of (Den), which guarantees
that the equivalence between the sides is one of meaning. However, one huge
mistake would be to see the Davidsonian program as one of calculating the
truth-conditions of sentences. For the very idea that prompts the Davidsonian
strategy is that the theory of meaning does not have to be, and in fact had
better not be, an account of meanings."'” In other words, it would be wrong to
suppose that individual equivalences of the form “s is true if and only if p”,

«©,

where “p” is to be replaced with a Tarskian statement of the truth-condition of

s”, as applications of a general truth-conditional meaning formula to

particular sentences of the language in question.

Simply stated, partiality is to be taken in the mereological sense of parthood,
not in the logical sense of particularity. Given the deflationary character of
truth, a truth-conditional meaning account can be fruitful only if it is to be a
holistic one — otherwise it is proved useless by the minimalist's point “that
while understanding a sentence does indeed usually coincide with an explicit
knowledge of its truth condition, understanding does not consist in such

knowledge.”"™® Statements of truth condition are semantically useful only as

16 Ibid., p. 23.
17 For the distinction, see Soames, 2010, Ch. 1.

18 Horwich, 1990, p. 69.

101



parts of a compositional whole — this is the Davidsonian sense in which an

account of meaning is to be truth-conditional.'"

Deflationary truth condition. (LUC)-deflationism is completely in line with
the sense in which the truth-conditional semantic program is based on truth.
The reason is simply that (LUC) does not propose any meta-philosophy of truth,
but merely attempts to show what transparent function is served by the
natural truth discourse, by recourse to (Den): the truth-predicative form is
merely a device of (case-specific) sentential canonical form construction that
can employ various forms of sentence nominalization, including structural-

descriptive “names” of sentences.

Given this reading of the function of the predicative form “p is true”, the label
“truth condition” itself is to be interpreted as nothing other than an eccentric
type of sentential generalization. The idea is quite neat: there are as many
types or kinds of “condition” formulable in a given language as there are
general forms of sentence in that language. The sentence, for instance, “Snow is
white”, specifies simply the deflationary'?® whiteness condition for snow; so the
form “a is F” represents generally the specification of the condition of F-ness (or
F-hood) for a. More complicated general sentential forms represent the
specification of conditions of more complicated forms, most of which cannot

even be nominalized as in the above simple case. However, these conditions can

1% Horwich clearly separates Davidson's original statement of the position and (then) current
implementations of the program in philosophy and linguistics, and admits that Davidson's
version is much more in line with a deflationary reading of truth, being true of, and reference. See
his 2010, p. 161, fn. 16.

120 From an inflationary point of view, the sentence “Snow is white” itself does not specify, but
merely states the whiteness condition for snow; the specification is provided by the proposed
semantic, inflationary analysis of the sentence (whatever particular form that analysis takes).
This explains my use of the adjective “deflationary”: a deflationary whiteness condition for x can
be specified by the very predication “x is white”.
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be characterized canonically as “truth conditions”, for given (Den), every
sentence, irrespective of its “inner” structure, is a truth predication, and hence

specifies a truth condition.'?! %2

The misleading analogy. There is actually nothing uninteresting about
deflationary truth. The structural contribution of the truth discourse to our
natural system of discursive representation — at least from a transcendental
idealistic point of view — is a substantial contribution: the discursive
capabilities it introduces us with provide in fact a more complicated (and
possibly more exact) picture of the world itself. Simply put, the world, qua
representation, is richer with truth. It is quite ironical, then, that the common
characterization of the only approach that perfectly captures such enrichment

is based on an analogy with deflation.

121 By “a truth condition”, we should understand “truth condition for a sentence nominalization”.
It is the propositional content (as a whole) that varies; truth remains the same through the
variation.

122 This also sheds light on Frege's regress argument against the idea of giving a general
definition of truth. Frege's assumptions seem to be that (1) to define a predicate is to state
explicitly the condition it specifies, and that (2) every statement specifies a truth condition. The
regress in attempts to define truth is prompted by the simple fact that the condition of being true
for a sentence cannot be stated without stating a further truth condition. See his “Der Gedanke”,
translated as “The Thought: A Logical Inquiry”, by A. M. and Marcelle Quinton, reprinted as
chapter 1 in Ludlow, 1997, pp. 9-30.
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APPENDICES

A. CLARIFICATIONS

In the following are my answers (in brief) to several objections made by the
members of the committee, added as clarifications of several important points.
(The objections might have been amended to a certain extent in the

rephrasing.)

Objection 1. (LUC)-deflationism is proposed both as the correct formulation of
the general deflationary thesis and as the correct variety of deflationism
(specifically, of (LU)-deflationism). The latter thesis might be reasonable to hold
to a certain extent, given the (alleged) defects of actual varieties; but the former

is simply ungrounded.

Answer. First of all, the locations on the proposed logical map of deflationisms
are not particular deflationary accounts, but particular zypes of deflationism. So
for instance (LUM) is not to be equated with the prosentential account, nor (LR)
with either disquotationalism or minimalism. The types are considered in their
concretizations as varieties; nevertheless, it is the particular location on the
map corresponding to a given type that is really under focus, and not the

incidental drawbacks or advantages of the concrete variety itself.

Now there are two facets of (LUC)-deflationism: (1) the specification of its
location on the proposed logical map, as a possible type — namely, the abstract
deflationary attitude of treating the natural truth-predicative form as logically

unreliable but still functionally composite; (2) the idea (concerning truth, or
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language, or logical analysis, etc.) communicated by this location. Not every
type has this double appearance; actually, each other type fails to communicate
any idea other than the one communicated by the specification of its location on

the map.

(LUC) as a type is the simple result of the structure of the map.”® But a
particular fact about it suggests that it conveys more than is conveyed by the
statement that specifies it as that type. It is that it bans both of the two basic
kinds of grammatical projection, one from the grammar of sentential
quantification down to natural grammar (resulting in prosentential English),
the other from natural truth predication up to the grammar of individual
quantification (resulting in the framework of propositional individual
quantification). The point is that it thereby happens to ban any projection
whatsoever, given that all the available options are those two.'?* The idea
communicated by this fact is that natural truth discourse basically corresponds
to the sentential quantification framework, that the functional architecture of
neither is to be pictured in terms of that of the other (hence no sub-sentential
projection), for both frameworks serve the same function of sentential
generalization, in their native grammars (i.e. natural and logical grammars), in

their own ways.

Thanks to its location in the map, (LUC) accounts for all the main deflationary
phenomena. (Briefly, it accounts for truth in semantic “descent”, in sentential
anaphora, and in sentential generalization. Moreover, it accounts, rather

trivially, for the inexpressibility of the minimal theory, and specifically for the

128 Another, rather weird possible type, not considered in the text, is that kind of (LR)-
deflationism which holds that natural truth discourse should be analyzed in terms of the
propositional individual quantification framework, but only via the sentential quantification
framework. As expected, this type does not have any actual instances.

124 Two differs logically from one when all are two. When all are more than two, on the other
hand, one and two are both logically at least one.
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circularity allegedly engendered by the use of substitutional quantification in
defining truth.) It preserves the elasticity provided by the functional
partitioning of natural truth discourse without losing the semantical economy
provided by the sentential quantification framework. Metaphorically, it is the
best location in the deflationary field to see with minimal effort everything
going on. This is the ground for taking the idea suggested by this specific
location in the map of deflationisms, namely, the idea that natural discourse is
the native theory of sentential generalization of natural language, as the

general deflationary thesis.

However, this idea is not generic in the simple Porphyrian sense that it is a
genus arrived at by some process of abstraction from distinct actual species of
deflationism. The three-step process whereby it is arrived at is as follows: (1)
projection of the leading varieties on to the proposed logical map as types; (2)
detection on the map of a novel'® location where all the main deflationary
phenomena can be effectively explained; (3) interpretation of that location/type

in the form of a thesis.

So the proposed formulation of the general deflationary thesis as the idea
communicated by the type (LUC) is both general (as it is a type) and

critical/corrective (as it is only one of the types).

Objection 2. The final statement of the second chapter is that deflationary
truth is transparent and/but irredundant. But no conclusive argument to that
effect is available in that chapter. So the only possible option is to read that

statement prescriptively, that is, as a statement concerning what is to be

125 The location is novel to the extent that its specification is realized completely within the
conceptual scheme provided by the map, not by some projection from outside the scheme. But this
does not necessarily mean that the resulting type must be yet unexemplified.
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proposed in the following. But then the wording is incorrect, for it attributes

transparency and irredundancy to deflationary truth.

Answer. Prescriptive and descriptive are idealizations. Any particular
description of things is at the same time a prescription of seeing things that
way. This prescriptive element in a description can be relatively strong, as
when the way proposed of seeing things is rather disputable/ungrounded, or
relatively weak, as when that way is based on firmer grounds. The statement in
question is a description of deflationary truth the prescriptive dimension of
which is quite apparent. This is in line with the fact that the description is

introductory.

Objection 3. But the characterization of deflationism as irredundant
transparency implies that the redundancy theory is not a deflationary option,
which it in fact is according to the main literature. So the characterization
cannot have the kind of innocence suitable for an introductory description, for it

forces us to disregard in advance certain actual varieties of deflationism.

Answer. (1) It is not stated anywhere that redundancy theory is not a real
deflationary variety. It is stated, however, that it does not constitute a
reasonable option (see Chapter 2). (2) What the main literature takes to be the
redundancy thesis is actually the “evaporation” thesis (the use of the term is
due to Williams, 1976): the truth predicative form evaporates in logical
analysis. This corresponds on the proposed map to (LU). (3) The idea of the
redundancy of truth is employed in the proposed classification as one of the
extremes. At one extreme lies (LR), which holds that sentential quantification
framework is redundant, given the (logical projection of) the truth predicative
form; at the other its contrary, the claim that the truth predicative form is

redundant given (the natural correlates of) sentential variables — namely, the
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simple redundancy theory. Even the orthodox statement of (LUM) is not a
redundancy theory in this sense.’” Ramsey’s and Williams’ accounts, on the

other hand, are shown to be closer to (LUC).

Objection 4. There is already a clear general statement of deflationism in the
form of a negative thesis, namely, the thesis that truth cannot be reductively

analyzed as prescribed by (Infl). Why bother for another one?

Answer. There is a clear case in which such meta-philosophical
characterization of the deflationary position is insufficient — the case of
primitivism. Primitivism holds that truth is a simple, unanalyzable property
some sentences or statements (or whatever our truthbearers are) happen to
bear, while others happen to lack. So according to primitivism, truth has no

underlying nature. But primitivism is not a variety of deflationism.

One of the failures of (LR)-deflationism is that it cannot separate itself from
primitivism, as it does not represent the discontinuity between ordinary and
alethic predication in the final analysis, i.e. as one of logical grammar. (LR)
fails to get beyond of stating, on the grounds of a deflationary meta-philosophy
of truth, an identity of meaning structure between “p” and “p is true”. The
logical structure of the equivalence itself does not guarantee it; it is rather the
(deflationary) property of truth in virtue of which “p” samesays as “p is true”.
But a primitivist can hold the same about the property of truth, and still claim
that it is unanalyzable (in the inflationary fashion) because it is a simple
property — the deflationary phenomena in which the “property” is active has no

bearing on the question whether it is simple (unanalyzable) or complex

(analyzable).

26See Grover et al., 1975, p. 122-124, for the restricted and special kind of redundancy claim the
prosentential theory makes.
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Objection 5. How exactly is NTD to be analyzed in SQ according to (LUC)?

Answer. The simple answer is “immediately”, i.e., without the mediation of
any of the above mentioned projections. The point is that it is not any easier to
read NTD in terms of NPD (or something similar) than to read it directly in

terms of SQ. But it is simply unhealthier to do so, for reasons given above.

To state it more properly, NTD is not actually analyzed in terms of SQ. Neither
one can give an analysis of the other, for they are related to each other by basic
correspondence. The only thing to expect from a scheme of NTD-to-SQ
translations is an analysis of the contribution of NTD to natural discourse at
large, and that analysis takes the simple form of an exhibition of the
grammatical discontinuity between the grammars of IQ and SQ. We cannot
state what NTD does, but we can show/see it, by employing SQ in translating
general truth predications. (By the same token, SQ can rightfully be
characterized as the truth theory of logical language, since what SQ does in that
language is exactly what NTD does in natural language. Neither one of the

notions of truth and sentential generalization is prior to the other in analysis.)

113



B. TURKISH SUMMARY

Dogrulukta indirimcilik (deflationism about truth), kisaca, dogrulugun igerikli
bir mefhum olmadig1 ve indirgemeci bir felsefi ¢oziimleme gerektirmedigi
yoniindeki menfi iddiadir. Indirimcilik, birkac¢ ana tiir olarak karsimiza cikar;
en one cikanlari, Ramsey’e atfedilen fazlalik kurami (redundancy theory);
Quinen alinti giderme yaklagimi (the disquotational account); Grover, Camp
ve Belnapin ciimle zamiri yaklasimi (the prosentential account); Williamsin
buharlasma (evaporation of truth) tespiti; ve Horwich’in enazciligidir
(minimalism). Bu tirlerin her biri bahsedilen menfi hakikatin belirli bir
yoniine/goriniisiine odaklanir ve indirimci iddiay1 bu yonden/bu goriiniise gore
deyimlegtirir. Bu calisma, (1) yalin ama aydinlatici bir indirimcilikler
tiplestirmesi onererek, (2) buradaki uygun tipi teshis ederek ve (3) bu tipin
onerilen tiplestirme haritasindaki yer belirlenimini bagimsiz bir iddia
biciminde yorumlayarak genel indirimci iddiay1 yeniden deyimlestirmeye

calismaktadir.

Tiplestirme 6nerisi, mantiki ¢oziimlemenin tabiatina iligkin belli kavrayislarin,
ama bilhassa genel/soyut ciimle bicimi izleginin rehberliginde yapilmaktadir.
Indirimcilik goriisleri, tabii dogruluk konusmasinin (natural truth discourse)
mantiki c¢oziimlemesi verilirken, dogruluk yiiklemesi bi¢iminin (truth-
predicative form) ve genel climle bi¢ciminin (general form of sentence) tabii ve
mantiki dillere nasil dagitildigina gore tiplestirilirler. Oyle ki, baz1 gériisler
dogruluk yiiklemini/dogruluk yiiklemesi bi¢cimini tabii dile hapsedip bu bi¢imin
mantik diline uzanmasina izin vermezken, 6tekiler dogruluk yiiklemini mantik
diline de tasiyabilirler; dogruluk yiiklemesi bicimini tabii dile hapsedenlerin
bazilar1 da genel ciimle bi¢ciminin — en azindan bir islev olarak — tabii dilde

mevcut oldugunu séylerken otekiler bunu reddedebilirler. Boylece ortaya ¢ikan
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indirimcilikler haritasinda, tek tek indirimcilik cesitlerinin miispet ve menfi

yonleri yapt ozellikleri olarak incelenebilir.

Calismanin temel iddiasi, oOnerilen tiplestirmedeki en uygun, en verimli
konumun, dogruluk yiikleme bi¢cimini mantiki ¢oziimleme diline tagimay1 ve
bu bicimin tabii dildeki isleyisini (functioning) — veya iglev béliimlemesini
(functional partitioning) — mantiki gramerin (logical grammar) sundugu genel
ciimle bicimine gore temsil etmeyi aym1 anda reddeden (LUC) oldugudur. Bu
konumdan, yalnizca o6nde gelen indirimcilik cesitlerinin odaklandig1 farkh
indirimcilik olgularinin tiimii en etkin/verimli bir bicimde aciklanmakla
kalmaz; bu konum, tiplestirmedeki 6zel yeri sayesinde de, bu yerin kaplam
bakimindan belirleniminden bagimsiz olarak dile getirilebilen bir iddiaya
dontisturilebilir. Bu iddia — yani, tabii dogruluk konugsmasinin, tabii dilin
ciimle genellestirmesi kurami oldugu iddias1 — aranan genel indirimci iddiadir.
Calisma, bu konumdan deyimlestirildigi haliyle indirimciligin, dogruluk kosulu
temelli anlam kuramina iligkin igerimini gostererek sonlanir: Dogruluk kosulu
temelli anlam kuraminin dogruluga dayanma bi¢imi, bir genellestirme aleti
olarak dogrulugun, indirimcilige uygun bir bi¢cimde Fkullaniimasidir; bu
dayanma bicimi, (LUC)nin sundugu dogruluk konusmasi resmine tam olarak

oturur.

Onerilen indirimcilik tiplestirmesindeki konumlar: acikca ifade edebilmek icin,
bu konumlari/tipleri belirleyen ana iddialarin, iddialarda s6zii gecen niceleme
cercevelerinin/gramerlerinin ve kullanilan denklik taslaklarinin kisaltmalarini

Turkce karsiliklariyla vermemiz icap eder. Kisaltmalar soyledir:

Indirimcilik tipleri:
LR: Dogruluk yiikleme bi¢cimi mantiki olarak giivenilirdir.

LU: Dogruluk yiikleme bi¢cimi mantiki olarak giivenilmezdir.
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LUC: Dogruluk yiikleme bi¢cimi mantiki olarak guvenilmez, (ama) isleyisi
bakimindan parcalidir.
LUM: Dogruluk yiikleme bicimi mantiki olarak giivenilmez, isleyisi

bakimindan (da) yekparedir/parcasizdir.

Niceleme cerceveleri/gramerleri:

IQ: Birey nicelemesi cergevesi (e.g. “ Vz(...x...z...)")

NPD: Tabii ciimle zarfi konugsmasi (e.g. “Ne i¢in diyorsan ki o-dogru, o-dogru”)
NTD: Tabii dogruluk konugmasi (e.g. “Ne diyorsan dogru”)

PIQ: Onermeli birey nicelemesi gercevesi (e.g. “Vu(...u...u...)

SQ: Ciimle nicelemesi cergevesi (e.g. “Vp(...p...p...)")

Temel taslaklar:

(Den): p dogru(dur), eger ve ancak p ise [Isimlestirme giderimil]
(Infl): p dogru(dur), eger ve ancak p, F'ise [Artirimci aciklamal]
(PCFC): p, F(dir), eger ve ancak p ise [Yiiklemeli kanuni bi¢im insasi]
(Red): Dogru(dur) ki p, eger ve ancak p ise [Fazlalik]

Dogrulugun goriniisleri. Dogruluk c¢éziimlenen ve ¢oziimleyen dilde farkl
bicimlerde goriiniigse gelir. Daha kati bir ifadeyle, dogrulugun goriintisleri,
cesitli gramatik/mantiki bicimler ve gramatik islevlerdir. One ¢ikan gramatik
bicimler dogruluk sifati (“dogru”), dogruluk zarfi (“dogru” yahut “dogru

127 (

olarak”), dogruluk ismidir™’ (“dogruluk”/“hakikat”); gramatik islevler dogruluk
yiklemi/dogruluk yiiklemesi (“...dogru(dur)”/“x, dogru(dur).”); mantiki bicimler
ise dogruluk ve yanligshk islemcileridir (Tiirkce'nin tabii anlatim kaliplarinin

biraz disina cikarak, “dogru(dur) ki...”/“yanlig(tir) ki...”).

127 Bu 6zet metninde “isim” ve “ad” sozciikleri sirasiyla Ingilizce “noun” ve “name” sézciikleri
yerine kullanilmaktadir.
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Mantiki c¢ozimlemenin niyet/yonelim bagimliligi g6z oOniine alindiginda,
dogruluk konusmasinin mantiki-felsefi ¢oziimlemesinin bu konusmadaki biitin
atif yapilarin1 ele almak yerine belirlenen niyete hizmet edecek sekilde
sinirlandirilmasi, daha acik olarak, bu niyete uygun goriinislere ve
kullanimlara odaklanmasi1 beklenir. S6z konusu niyet, indirimciligin
anlagilmasi oldugu icindir ki ciimlelikle dogruluk arasinda kurulan indirimci
baglantiy1 iyice teshir eden goriiniisler ve kullanimlar 6ne ¢ikarilir. Bunlar, ilk
asamada, saydamlik fenomenleridir (transparency phenomena), yani dogruluk
atfinin ciimle genel bicimleriyle elenebildigi denklikler kuran saydamlik

taslaklarinin ifade ettigi fenomenler. Mesela,

(DZ) Kisi dogru der, eger ve ancak kisi der ki p ve p ise.

(DI) Kisi dogruyu séyler, eger ve ancak kisi sdyler/der ki p ve p ise.

Bu gibi saydamlik taslaklarinda, karsilikli kogullunun sol tarafinda beliren
dogruluk ifadesi, sag tarafta genel ctimle biciminin — en siklikla, taslak ciimle
harfinin — kullanimi1 yoluyla buharlastirilir. Ama saydamlik taslaklar: arasinda
bazilar1 vardir ki saydamhgin yaninda dogrulugun kullanighihgini/fazlalik
olmayisim1 da ifade edebilmektedir. Dogruluk yiikleminin ve dogruluk
igslemcisinin temel kullanimlarini ifade eden su iki taslakta bu fark acikca

gorulir.

(Den) p dogru(dur), eger ve ancak p ise.

(Red) Dogru(dur) ki p, eger ve ancak p ise.

Bunlardan ikincisi dogrulugun, fazlalik oldugu bir goriniisiinii resimler:
dogruluk islemcisi. Dogruluk islemcisi, degilleme islemcisinin ters kutbu olarak
dustintilebilir; oyleyse dogruluk iglemcisinin varligi ve yoklugu, hem gramer

hem de icerik acisindan, birdir. Ama dogruluk her zaman fazlalik olarak
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goriiniise gelmez. Ilk taslakta oldugu gibi, dogruluk, yiiklem olarak (veya
yikleme bi¢imi icinde) goriiniise geldiginde, her ne kadar tek tek orneklerde
sag taraftaki ciimle taslaginin alacagi deger yoluyla buharlastirilabilse de,
taslagin kendisinden basitce kaldirilamaz. Sebep sudur ki gramer yapisi
itibariyle, dogruluk yiiklemi ciimleye degil, sadece “p” ile temsil edilen ciimle
isimlegtirmesine yiiklenebilir, dolayisiyla kaldirildigi zaman gramer diizeni
bozulmusg olur. Ama dogruluk yiiklemini fazlalik olmaktan asil kurtaran, onun
cimle genellestirmesindeki (sentential generalization) ve (bununla baglantili
olarak) kor atiftaki (blind ascription) kullanimlaridir. Bu kullanimlar, yukarida
sozii gecen ana indirimcilik yaklagimlar tarafindan dogrulugun tabii ve/veya

mantiki dildeki varliginin sebebi — hikmet-i viicudu — olarak tespit edilir.

Indirimci dogruluk felsefesinde dogrulugun merkezi goriiniisi, dogruluk
yuklemesi bicimidir. Belirtildigi gibi bunun asil sebebi bu bi¢imin bir
genellestirme araci olarak kullanilabilmesi, béylece fazlalik olmaktan
kurtulmasidir. Simdi 6nce dogruluk yiikleme bi¢imiyle dogruluk islem bigimi
arasindaki farki, dogruluk yazininda ¢ok 6nemli bir yer tutan yalanct fenomeni
izerinden biraz daha belirginlestirip, sonra da yiikleme bi¢iminin bir

genellestirme araci olarak dile yaptig1 vazgecilmez katkidan bahsedelim.

Yalanci acmazinin deyimlestirilmesi. Dogruluk islemcisi ile dogruluk
yiklemi arasindaki farkin 6nem arzettiginin en acik¢a goriildiigii 6rneklerden
biri yalanct agmazi olarak adlandirilan tasarimlanmig gramatik fenomendir.
Yalanci agmazina yol acan tasarim, bizatihi kendisine yapilan yanliglik (dogru

olmama) yiiklemesini adlandiran bir addir:

(Yalanci) Yalanci, dogru degil(dir).
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“Yalanc1” adi, bizatihi “Yalanci dogru degil” yiiklemesini adlandirir. A¢gmaz ¢ok
basit olarak goyledir: Yalanci dogruysa, Yalanci’'nin dogru olmadigi dogrudur,
yani, Yalanci dogru degildir. Yok eger Yalanci dogru degilse, Yalanci'nin dogru
olmadigr dogru degildir, yani Yalanci dogrudur. Her iki durumda da kendisiyle

baslanan dogruluk degerinin degiline varildigi i¢in agmaza distiilir.

Acmazin ortaya cikmasindaki kilit varsayim, Yalanci’nin gercek bir ciimle
oldugu ve boylece belli bir dogruluk degeri tasimasi gerektigidir. Oysa ki en
azindan hayalen (intuitively) Yalanci bir ctimle degildir, ¢linkii hicbir bildirim
icerigi yok goziikmektedir. Iste bu hayali hakikati bildirmenin bir yordami
vardir ve bu yordam, dogruluk yiklemiyle dogruluk islemcisi arasindaki
gramatik farkin 6nem arz edebileceginin ilk emaresidir. Yordamin dayandigi
ana fikir sudur: her dogruluk (yanhshk) atfinda, iki mantiki lahza bulunur.
Birincisi, kendisine dogruluk (veya dogru olmama) atfedilecek olan onerme
iceriginin (propositional content) belirlenmesi; ikincisi, dogruluk atfi.
Yalancr’'daki sorun, birinci lahzadadir. Bunu gormek icin dogruluk yiklemesi
bigiminde sunulan Yalanci’y1 dogruluk islemine bu iki lahza arasindaki ayrimi

gozeterek cevirmeye calismak yeter.

Dogruluk yiklemesinde, ilk lahza ciimle isimlestirmesince, ikinci lahza da
dogruluk (dogru olmama) yiiklemince gerceklestirilir. Dogruluk isleminde ise
ilk lahza, iglemcinin ac¢tig1 climle konumunu dolduran ciimlece, ikinci lahza da
islemcinin kendisi tarafindan gerceklestirilir. Oyleyse Yalancr’yr dogruluk
igslemi olarak deyimlestirmek i¢in ilk yapilmasi1 gereken, dogru olmama
yiklemesinin iglemcil karsiligini, yani dogru olmama islemini yazmaktir:
“Dogru degil(dir) ki...”. Ikinci lahzanin islemcil karsiligimi belirlemek icin,
“Yalanc1” adinin gonderim degeri olan ciimleyi acik¢a yazmamiz gerekir. Ama
bu ad bizi yeniden yiiklemenin biitiiniine, yani “Yalanci, dogru degil’e

gonderdigi icin, yeniden Yalanc1i yiiklemesini c¢evirmeye baglamamiz
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gerekecektir: “Dogru degil(dir) ki dogru degil(dir) ki...”. Elde ettigimiz sey, ayni
ceviri yontemiyle doldurulmasi gerekecek bir ciimle boslugudur. Bu béyle ad
infinitum ilerler. O halde, Yalanci yuklemesi, aslinda, su sekilde bir sonsuz

islemcidir:

Dogru degil(dir) ki dogru degil(dir) ki dogru degil(dir) ki...

Boylece, islemci cinsinden yeniden deyimlestirildiginde goriilir ki Yalanci
aslinda tam bir cumle degil, sadece sonsuz bir islemcidir. Dolayisiyla, yalanci
acmazinin dogmasi, Yalanci cimlesinin bir yikleme olarak deyimlestirilmesine
baghidir, c¢linkii ancak oOyle deyimlestirildiginde bir dogruluk degeri almasi

gerekecektir.

Ciimle genellestirmesi. Ne var ki dogruluk yiikleminin esas ayirdedici
goriiniisi, (bilhassa tabii dilin) genellestirme mekanizmasina yaptigr katkidir.
Tabii dilin genellestirme kalib1, kabaca, simirlandirilmig (i.e. tiirii isaretlenmis)
niceleyiciler ile birlikte bunlarla baglant1 kurabilen (yine simirlandirilmisg)
zamirlerden olusur. Bu kalip, yalnizca diinyanin, gorece tartismali olmayan
unsurlar1 — bireyler — hakkindaki genellemeler i¢in degil, diinyanin unsurlari
olduklar1 tartismaya acik olan bagka tiir “sey’ler, mesela ciimleler veya
zikretmeler (utterances) uizerine, daha dogrusu, bunlarin gramatik konumlar:
(grammatical positions) tizerine yapilan genellestirmelerde de kullanilir. Ciimle
konumu iizerine yapilan nicelemelerde, niceleme &gesinin isim konumunu
tutmas1 sebebiyle ciimlenin bildirme yahut bir kosul tamimlama kuvveti
kaybedilir; oyleyse, niceleme &gesine eklendiginde bu kuvveti geri
kazandiracak, ama bunu da herhangi bir igerik degisikligine yol a¢cmadan
yapacak, saydam yiiklemlere (yahut fiil ifadelerine) ihtiya¢ vardir. Dogruluk

yikleminin genellestirmedeki katkis1 tam olarak budur ve bu katki yiiklemeli
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kanuni bicim insa taslaginda (predicative canonical form construction schema)

acikca ifade edilir.

(PCFC) p, F(dir), eger ve ancak p ise.

“F” yiklem boslugu uygun bir yiiklemle dolduruldugunda bir yiiklemeli kanuni
ciimle bicimi elde edilir; oyle ki, ¢cok farkli gramatik/mantiki bicimler tasiyan
cimleler tek bir kanuni ciimle biciminde ifade edilir hale gelir. Bu uygun
yiklemlerden en yaygini dogruluk yiiklemidir ve trettigi kanuni bicime
yapilacak doniistiirmenin kurali da isimlestirme giderme taslaginda, (Den)’de,

ifade edilir.

Basit bir 6rnek olarak, “Ozne” isimli bir konusma o6znesinin bildirdigi su

ciimlelere goz atalim.

Kedi paspasin iizerinde.
Kopek mutsuz.

Kar beyazsa, ¢cimen yesil.

Birincisi iki yerli baginti, ikincisi basit (birli) yukleme, ti¢iinciisii ise kosullu
biciminde olan bu ciimleler iizerine, Ozne’yle olan iligkileri baglaminda bir
genelleme yapmak istiyoruz — diyelim ki Ozne’nin zikrettigi her ciimleyi kabul
etmeye hazir oldugumuzu dile getirmek istiyoruz. Yapacagimiz sey, bu
ciimleleri dogruluk yiiklemeli kanuni bicime, yani “p, dogru” bic¢imine

donustirap

Kedinin paspasin tizerinde oldugu dogru.
Kopegin mutsuz oldugu dogru.

Kar beyaz oldugunda ¢cimenin yesil oldugu dogru.
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Ozne’yle olan bagintilarini kurmaktan ibarettir. Yani

Ozne ne diyorsa dogru.

dememiz yeterli olacaktir. Bu yolla, Oznenin séyleyip soyleyebilecegi, belki bir
cogunu duymayacagimiz, duysak da anlamayacagimiz (kor atif), ilkece sonsuz
sayida olabilecek ciimleyi, tek bir sonlu genellestirme bi¢ciminde kabul
edebiliriz. Dogruluk yiiklemi, tek tek ornekler diizeyinde buharlastirilabilse de,

yani, mesela,

Kedinin paspasin iizerinde oldugu dogru.

yerine basitce

Kedi paspasin uzerinde.

diyebiliyor olsak da, Ozne’ye atifla yapilan genellestirmeden ve benzeri
genellestirmelerden dogruluk yiklemini gramer diizenini bozmadan
kaldiramayiz. Iste indirimci goriisler, dogruluk yiikleminin bu islevini, veya bu
isleviyle yakindan baglantili olan baska bir gramatik gercegi, dogruluk

“mefthum”unun yeterli aciklamasi olarak kabul eden goriiglerdir.

Dogruluk yiikleme bi¢iminin ciimle genellestirmesindeki katkisi bilhassa
mantik “dogruluklarimi1” ifade etmek i¢in kullandigimiz ciimle taslaklarini, yani

acik ciimleleri, kapali ciimlelere dontistiiriirken aciga ¢ikar. Mesela,

Kar beyazsa, kar beyazdir.
Kedi paspasin uzerindeyse, kedi paspasin tizerindedir.

Kopek mutsuzsa, kopek mutsuzdur.
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ciimlelerindeki ortak mantiki bicim “p — p” taslagiyla ifade edilir. Bu taslak,
her ciimlenin kendi kendisini (maddeten) icerdigi yoniindeki mantiki dogrulugu
gosterir. Bu dogrulugu kapal bir ciimlede bildirmek i¢in yapilmas1 gereken tek

sey, taslagi isimlegtirerek (Den) yukleme taslagina oturtmak

“p — p” dogru.

ve isimlestirme tiir isaretlerini (nominalization sortal marks) kullanarak onu

bir genellemeye donustiirmektir.

“p — p” bicimindeki biitiin ctimleler dogru.

Mantik dili diizeyinde, bu genellestirme, birey nicelemesi ¢ercevesi icine kabaca

soyle yerlestirilebilir:

Va(z = (p — p) = Tx)

Simdi, elimizde ciimle nicelemesi aletleri, yani ciimle niceleyicileri ve ciimle
degiskenleri oldugu durumda, ayni bildirim (mantiki) dogruluk yiiklemine ve

tur isaretli cimle isimlestirmelerine bagsvurulmadan da ifade edilebilir.
Vp(p — p)

Dolayisiyla dogruluk yiikleme bi¢imiyle ciimle nicelemesi bi¢imleri arasinda bir

tiir ve belli bir derecede miitekabiliyet s6z konusudur. Iste bu tezin onerdigi

indirimci goriisler tiplestirmesi veya haritasi, bu iki farkli cerceveye alinan

tavir temelinde ¢izilir.
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Indirimcilikler. Bu calismada incelenen indirimcilik cesitleri, onerilen
indirimcilik haritas:1 temelinde elde edilir. Onerilen harita, basit bir
karsilastirmadan tiirer ve kendisi de oldukca basittir. Haritanin iki ucg
noktasinda iki fazlalik iddias1 yer alir: Bir ucta dogruluk yiikleminin mantik
dilinde mevcut oldugu, dolayisiyla SQ gibi cercevelerin kullandig1 ifade
tiplerine, bilhassa da ctumle degiskenine ihtiyacimiz olmadig1 iddiasi, diger
ucta, tam aksine, genel ciimle bicimini ifade eden bir aletimiz oldugu siirece,
dogruluk yiiklemesinin tabii dil icin bile fazlalik oldugu iddiasi. Ikinci iddia,
basitce fazlalik kuram:i olarak bilinen goériisiiniin uygun deyimlestirmesidir. Bu
haliyle fazlalik iddias1 makul bir goriis degildir, ¢cunkii tabii dilde genel ciimle
bi¢imini veren veya gramatik ciimle konumunu biitin
soyutlugunda/genelliginde gosterebilen bir tiir ciimle degiskeninin bulunmadig:
aciktir. Dolayisiyla, fazlalik kurami yalnizca bir ideal tiptir ve haritanin

yapisim1 tamamlamaktan baska bir islevi yoktur.

Birinci iddia ise ilk bakista makul bir segenektir ve dogruluk yazininda iki
parlak ornegi bulunur: Quine’in alinti giderme yaklasimi ve Horwich’in
enazciligl. Bu indirimcilik tipine gore dogruluk yiiklemi mantiki olarak
givenilir bir alettir; dogruluk yiikleme bi¢imi yalnizca tabii dilde degil, birey
nicelemesi cercevesini kullanan mantiki ¢6ziimleme dilinde de yer
alir/almalhidir. Asil giivenilmez ve fazlalik olan bi¢cim, SQ gibi c¢ercevelerin
kullandig1 ciimle niceleyicileri ve ciimle degiskenleridir. Elde “I'z” gibi bir
yiklem oldugu siirece, “z” tizerinde belirli anlambilim sinirlamalar1 yaparak

ciimle konumu iizerine niceleme yapilabilir. Bu, (LR)-indirimciligidir (logical

reliability of the truth-predicative form).

(LR)Ynin basit degillemesi, (LU)dur (logical wunreliability of the truth-
predicative form): dogruluk yiiklemesi bi¢cimi mantiki olarak giivenilmezdir; bu

bi¢imin tabii dilde gordiigii esas iglevin ne oldugu, mantiki ¢oziimleme dilinde,
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cimle niceleyicileri ve cumle degiskenleriyle gosterilmelidir. Mantiki
coziimleme, son c¢oziimleme oldugu icin, yani tabii konusmamizin gercek
anlambilim 6rgiisiinii bu ¢6ziimlemede takip edecegimiz i¢in, dogruluk yiuklemi
gercek bir yiklem degildir. Dogruluk yiiklemi, gercek bir kaplam (ve karsit-
kaplam) tanimlamaz ve dolayisiyla gercek bir ozelligi ifade etmez — dogruluk
taginabilir bir 6zellik degildir. Dolayisiyla (varolmayan) dogruluk o6zelliginin

tasiyicilart da yoktur.

Simdi (LU) tipi, yukarida tanimlandig1 haliyle fazlalik kuramina yakinlasabilir
ve aslinda dogruluk yiiklemesinin tabii dilde de siipheli bir goéruniisii oldugunu,
dogruluk yiikleme yapisinin, islev bakimindan, aslinda gérindiigi gibi parcal
olmadigini, ama fazlalik kuraminda kendisi yerine konan genel ciimle bi¢imi
veya ciimle degiskeni gibi yekpare oldugunu savunabilir. Oyleyse bu tipe gore,
dogruluk yiiklemi, gordugiu islev bakimindan olmasa da, yiiklem olarak
fazlaliktir. Bu, (LUM)-indirimciligidir  (logically = wunreliability and
monolothicity of the truth-predicative form). (LU) tipi diger uca, yani (LR)
tipine de yakinlagabilir ve dogruluk yiikleminin giivenilmezligini mantik diliyle
sinirlayip, tabii dilde dogruluk yikleme yapisinin igleyisinin tam da bu yapinin
goriintisiine uygun olarak parcali oldugunu savunabilir — (LUC) (logical
unrelibility and compositeness of the truth-predicative form). Bu tipe gore,
dogruluk yiiklemi, gordiigai islev bakimindan da gramatik gorintsi
bakimindan da fazlalik degildir; ama yine de son c¢oziimlemede dogruluk
yikleme yapisi, yerini genel ciimle bi¢cimini temsil eden ifadelere birakacaktir.

Yani dogruluk yine gercek bir yiiklem degildir ve gercek bir 6zelligi ifade etmez.

(LR)nin o6rnekleri bulundugunu soyledik. (LU)nun da dogruluk yazininda
parlak érnekleri vardir: Ramsey’in 1927 tespitleri, Grover, Camp ve Belnap’in
(butiin gelisim siireciyle) cimle zamiri yaklasimi, Williamsin buharlagsma

iddias1 (hatta, biraz genisletmeyle, Strawson’in pragmatik ¢éziimlemesi de) bu
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tipe dahil olur. Bunlardan en 6nemlisi elbette ciimle zamiri gorisudiir; ¢iinki
bu yaklagim hem en karmagik ve doygun (LU) 6rnegidir, hem de, daha 6nemli
olarak, tarihi-mantiki gelisimi icinde ele alindiginda (LUM) ile (LUC)
arasindaki ince farki serimleyebilmektedir. Daha acik olarak séylersek, ciimle
zamiri yaklagimi, soz edilen gelisim i¢cinde (LUM)den (LUC)’ye dogru gelisir.
Bu tezde ozellikle incelenen goriisler, (LR) ornekleri olarak alint1 giderme
yaklagimi ve enazcilik, (LUM)den (LUC)’ye dogru gelisen ciimle zamiri goriisii,
ve (kismen) (LUC) 6rnegi olarak Williamsin buharlasma tespitidir. Bu 6zette
yalnizca bunlardan en onemlileri olan alinti giderme yaklasimindan, ciimle
zamiri yaklagimindan ve onerilen indirimcilik tipinden (yani (LUC)den)

bahsedilecektir.

Alint1 giderme. Alint1 giderme (disquotation) yaklasimi, Quine’nin 1970te
sundugu haliyle, esas olarak énermeciligin (propositionalism) bir reddiyesidir.
D gibi bir konusmaya/istidlale (discourse) dair 6nermecilik, D’nin merkezindeki
atif yapilarinin mantiki-felsefi ¢6ziimlemesinde, gonderim degerleri olan ciimle
isimlegtirmelerinin kullanilmasini buyuran meta-felsefi goristir — elbette bu
isimlestirmelerin gonderim degerleri, 6nermelerdir (propositions). Onermecilik
lehine sunulan argimanlardan biri, dogruluk ve yanlishgin (veya dogruluk
yoklugunun) diinyada zeminli olusunu saglamanin en iyi yolunun
dogrulugun/yanhghgin tagiyicilarinin ciimle anlami iglevi de goéren kevni
unsurlar (ontic items), yani onermeler olarak alinmasi oldugudur. Quine’in
alinti giderme goriisiinii sunarkenki amaci, bu zeminliligi ac¢iklamak igin
cimle anlami iglevi goren varliklara/kevni unsurlara ihtiya¢c olmadigini
gostermektir. Oyle ki, dogruluk ve yanhshk aslhinda (son coziimlemede)
diinyanin siradan unsurlari, yani bireyler, hakkinda bildirimde bulunan
ciimlelerin o6zellikleridir; ctimlelerin dogru veya yanlis olusunun diinyada

zeminli olusu da, bu nesne diizeyi bildirimlerin konular1 olan bireyler yoluyla
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gosterilebilir. Bunun i¢in tek gerekli olan saydamlik taslaklari, bilhassa da

alint1 giderme taslagidir.

(AGR) “p” dogru, eger ve ancak p ise.

Alint1 giderme taslagi aslinda (Den) taslaginin alintilamali bir 6rnegidir — daha
acik olarak, (Den)'de temsil edilen ciimle isimlegtirmesini dolaysiz alintilama
yoluyla gerceklestiren 6rnegi. Alintilanan ciimleye yapilan dogruluk yiiklemesi,
climlenin alinti 6ncesi haline denk bir ciimledir, boylece bir anlamda yapilan
alintilama giderilmig olur. Quine’a gore dogrulugun hem tabii hem de mantiki
dildeki varlik sebebi, bir alint1 giderme aleti olarak ciimle genellestirmelerine
yaptig1 katkidir. (Bu katkinin ana hatlari, yukarida verilen “p — p” bi¢imi ile

ilgili 6rnekte verilmistir.)

Quine, alint1 giderme gorusiini dile getirirken semantik yiikselme (semantic
ascent) kavramini kullanir. Genel dogruluk yiiklemeleri yaparken, aslinda
nesne-diizeyi cumlelerin konusunu teskil eden siradan bireyler ve onlar
arasindaki bagintilar hakkinda konusuruz, yani genellememizin konusu yine
bireylerin diinyasidir. Ama bu genellemeler, dogrudan bireylerin ortak
bicimleri iizerine degil, onlarin icinde belirdigi bagint1 baglamlar1 (relational
contexts) tizerine yapilir; bu baglamlarsa gramatik olarak ancak ciimlelerle
ifade edilir. Dolayisiyla, diinyada beliren/belirebilecek olan bu tiir baglamlar
lzerine niceleme yapmak istedigimizde, dilimizin yapisindan kaynaklanan
zorunluluklar itibariyle, semantik olarak yiikselip ciimleler iizerine niceleme
yapmak zorunda kaliriz. Iste dogruluk bu gramatik simirlamanin neden oldugu
semantik yilikselme etkisini gidererek konugmamizi tekrar diinya — yani
bireyler ve aralarindaki bagintilar — hakkinda kilar. Quine’in bir ifadesini

degistirerek soylersek, “ ‘Kar, beyaz’ dogru” gibi bir dogruluk yiiklemesi
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yaptigimizda asil yapiyor oldugumuz sey “Kar beyaz” ciimlesine dogruluk

atfetmek degil, karin kendisine beyazlik atfetmektir.

Boylece, alint1 giderme taslaginda ifade bulan denklik, bir anlam yapisi
ozdesligidir (identity of meaning structure): ciimle alintisina yapilan dogruluk
yiklemesi olarak goriinen sey, anlam yapisi itibariyle, alintilanan ciimlenin
konusunu tegkil eden bireye yapilan bir nesne-diizeyi yiiklemedir. Oyleyse, bu
denklik, basit bir maddi denklik (material equivalence) olamaz, ¢inki maddi
denklik, anlam yapis1 6zdesligi saglamaya kadir degildir — maddi denklikle elde
edilebilecek tek sey dogruluk degeri 6zdesligidir ve bu tiir 6zdeslik de, climlenin
anlami onun dogruluk degeriyle ayni sayilmadig siirece, anlam yapis1 6zdesligi

saglayamaz.

Bir (LR) indirimciligi olarak alint1 giderme yaklagimindaki sorun da buradadir.
Cimle alint1 adina yapilan dogruluk yiiklemesi aslinda (alintilama o6ncesi
haliyle) ciimlenin kendisine maddi denklikten daha giiclii bir kipte denk
olacaksa, bunun mantiki ¢oziimlemenin kendisinde gosterilmesi gerekir, ¢linkii
mantiki c¢oziimlemenin bitin amaci verili tabii dil ifadesinin aslinda ne
anlama geldigini, yani ifadenin ait oldugu tipin derin anlam yapisinmi ortaya
ctkarmaktir. Oysa alinti giderme kuraminda (ve daha genel olarak (LR)
indirimciliginde) s6z konusu anlam yapis1 6zdesligi yalmizca bildirilir ama
gosterilemez, ciinkii dogruluk yiklemi/dogruluk yiikleme bigimi mantik dilinde

mesru kabul edilir.

Genel olarak (LR) indirimciligi agisindan degil de alint1 giderme kuraminin
ozelinde soruna bakilacak olursa, kilit kavramin semantik yiikselme oldugu
gorilir. “Semantik ylikselme”yle kastedilen nedir? Simdi Quine bu kavrami ya
bir tir mecaz olarak veya diiz anlamiyla kullanmaktadir. Diz anlamiyla

kullanildiginda, dogruluk yiikleminin bir alinti giderici olmasi, onun hem
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isimlestirme giderici hem de semantik alcalma aleti oldugu anlamina gelir.
Ama dogruluk yiikleminin bagka tiir climle isimlestirmelerine yiiklendiginde
nasil davrandigina bakilacak olursa goriliur ki bu yiklemin semantik
diizeylerle bir ilgisi yoktur — (Horwich’in de kabul ettigi gibi) dogruluk yiiklemi
sadece bir isimlestirme gidericidir (denominalizer). Oteki durumda, yani
semantik yiikselme kavraminin sadece mecazi olarak kullanildig1 durumda ise,
cimle alintilamasinda zaten en bagtan bir semantik yiikselme gerceklesmez,
dolayisiyla alinti adi dogruluk yiiklemiyle tamamlandiginda elde edilen
ciimlenin anlam yapisi, dogruluk yikleminin/6zelliginin kaplamina diisen bir
ciimle bi¢ciminde degil, alintilanan ciimlenin bireyler ve nesne-diizeyi bagintilar

3

diinyasinda belirledigi kosul bicimindedir. Yani, ‘Kar beyaz’ dogru”
yiiklemesinin anlam yapisi, ‘Kar beyaz'in, DOGRULUK kaplaminda yer almas:
biciminde degil, karin BEYAZ kaplaminda yer almasi1 bi¢cimindedir. Zaten
Quine’'in ‘Kar beyaz’a dogruluk atfetmenin kara beyazlik atfetmek oldugu

yoniindeki bildirimi de bunu anlatir.

Ne var ki, (LR) indirimciligi, dogruluk yiiklemini son c¢oziimlemede korudugu
icin, gereken anlam yapis1 6zdesligini ancak disaridan — bir nevi buyurma
yoluyla — yani gostermeden saglayabilir, ¢iinkii son ¢oziimlemede beliren bir
yiklemin gercek bir kaplam belirlememesi, ¢oziimleme gramerinin kendisine
golge diisurecektir. S6z konusu anlam yapis1 6zdesligini bu sekilde saglamanin
tek yolu, dogruluk yiiklemini bir kenara birakip, yiiklemenin “tasiyicisi” olan
ciimle isimlestirmesiyle — Quine’in yaklagimi 6zelinde, ciimle alintisiyla —
isimlegtirme oncesi ciimle arasinda bir anlam bagintis1 kurmaktir. (Zaten (LR)
indirimciliklerinin yaptiklar1 tam olarak budur: Quinein cumle alintisi
ciimleyle adlandirma (naming) bagintisi icindeyken, Horwich’in kullandig “(p)”
bicimindeki oOnerme adi, ilgili ciimlenin ifade ettigi (express) anlamla
adlandirma bagintisi icindedir.) Ama bu da, kullanilan ¢6ziimleme dilinden

daha derin bir ¢oziimleme dilinin iglerlikte oldugu anlamina gelecektir.
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Oyleyse, bir ciimle isimlestirmesine yapilan (yalin) dogruluk yiiklemesinin
anlam yapis1 bakimindan ilgili nesne-diizeyi ciimleyle 6zdes oldugunu
bildirmenin saghkli yolu, dogruluk yikleme bi¢imini son ¢6ziimlemede
tamamiyla ortadan kaldiran bir ¢éziimleme plani uygulamaktir. Bunun da en
yaygin/kabul edilir yolu, tabii dogruluk konusmasini, ciimle niceleyicileri ve
ciimle degiskenlerini kullanan SQ gibi bir niceleme c¢ercevesi yoluyla terciime

etmektir. Iste (LU), bunu yapan indirimcilik tipidir.

Ciimle zamiri. (LU)nun en parlak ornegi, Grover, Camp ve Belnap’in (kisaca
GCB) birlikte gelistirdikleri climle zamiri yaklagimidir (the prosentential
account). Cok kabaca, bu yaklasim, tabii dildeki dogruluk yiikleme bigiminin
aslinda isaret ve nispet zamirlerinin ctumle diizeyindeki karsiliklar1 gibi
igledigini, yani belli bir konusma baglaminda, onceden zikredilmis veya
zikredilebilecek ciimlelerle biitiin olarak — i.e. cumlenin alt unsurlarina
inmeden — ilinti kuran yapilar oldugunu savunur. Dogruluk yiiklemi, isleyisi
bakimindan ciimle diizeyinde olan bu yapidan yapilmis yaniltici bir
soyutlamadir; aslinda isleyis bakimindan béliinemez olan ciimle zamirinin (bu
yanlis soyutlamayla elde edilmis) ciimle-alt1 (sub-sentential) parcasidir. Ciimle
zamiri olarak dogruluk yiiklemesi, yazim bakimindan (ortographically) veya ses
bakimindan (phonetically) parcalidir: en yalin durumda, bir 6zne ile bir
yiklemden — dogruluk yiikleminden — olusur. Ama isleyis bakimindan, mantiki
coziimleme dilinde kullanilan genel ciimle bicimleri gibi yekparedir. Tabii dilde
dogrulugun anlami, iste bu yekpare yapidaki gecisi/géruniisii bakimindan

tiketici bir bicimde kavranabilir.

Bu tez, cimle zamiri yaklasimini, (LUM) tipinden (LUC) tipine bir tarihi-
mantiki gelisim icinde sunmaktadir. Bu sunum, hem (LU)’nun bu alt tiirlerini

anlamimizi kolaylagtirir hem de — daha o6nemli olarak — ciimle zamiri
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yaklagiminin tam olarak ne soyliyor oldugunu ortaya c¢karir. Gelisimin
basamaklar1 kabaca su sekildedir: (1) Grovern 1972 tarihli Onerme
niceleyicileri (propositional quantifiers) incelemesi; (2) GCB’nin 1975te
sunduklar1 haliyle klasik ciimle zamiri yaklagimi; ve (3) Groverin 1992’de
ciimle zamiri yaklasimiyla ilgili elestirel tespitleri. Birinci asamada ortada bir
dogruluk yaklasimi1 yoktur, ama yine de ciimle zamiri gorisiiniin temellerini
atan cok onemli bir gézlem vardir. Ikinci agsamada bir (LUM) indirimciligi

savunusu, t¢iincii asamada da (LUC) tipine dogru bir yonelme bulunur.

Groverin 1972 incelemesinin ana hedefi, ciimle konumu tizerine niceleme
yapmanin iki farkli yolunu kargilagtirmaktir. Birinci yol, dogrudan Grover’in
onerme niceleyicileri (propositional quantifiers) ve onerme degiskenleri
(propositional variables) olarak adlandirdigi, bizimse buraya kadar ciimle
niceleyicileri ve ciimle degiskenleri olarak adlandirdigimiz ifade tiplerini
kullanan SQ cercevesinin kullanimidir. Ikinci yol, birey nicelemesi cercevesinin
sinirlarinda kalip, semantik olarak ciimle isilestirmeleriyle sinmirlandirilmisg
birey degiskenleri ve birey adlar:1 ile birlikte dogruluk yiiklemi gibi saydam
yiklemlere bagvuran onermeli birey nicelemesi cercevesinin, yani PIQnun
(propositional individual quantification) kullanimidir. Aslinda PIQ, (LR)
indirimciliginin, tabii dogruluk konusmasini, yani NTD’yi c¢ozumlerken

kullandig1 birey nicelemesi ¢ercevesinden bagka birsey degildir.

Groverin gostermek istedigi, PIQ gibi dogruluk ve benzeri yiiklemlere
basvurmadan da ciimle konumu iizerine saglikli bir gekilde niceleme
yapilabilecegidir. Tek yapilmasi1 gereken, SQnun gercekten saglikli bir
gramatik cerceve olusturdugunu gostermektir. Grover, bunu goéstermek igin,
bilhassa Quine'in SQ reddiyesine karsilik olarak, SQnun tabii dilin salt
gramatik bir genisletiminde (a purely grammatical extension) okunabilir

oldugunu teshir etmeye calisir. Bunun icin yaptig1 genisletim, tabii dile —
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elbette kendi drneginde, Ingilizce’ye — ciimle zamiri olarak adlandirilabilecek,
aslinda SQ’da yer alan ciimle degiskenlerinin tabii izdiisiimlerinden ibaret olan
yapilarin eklenmesiyle elde edilir. Grover'in Ingilizce icin 6nerdigi yap: “thatt”
seklinde, siradan “that” zamirine nazire yapan bir kurgudur. O halde Grover'in
iddias1, SQ ifadelerinin Ingilizce + “thatt” yoluyla — dogruluk yiiklemine ve
ciimle isimlestirmelerine bagvurmadan — okunabilecegidir. “Thatt” yapis1 — ki
bir dereceye kadar, Tiirkce’deki kargiliginin, halihazirda “o” isaret zamirine
nazire yapan “Oyle” oldugu diisuinulebilir — SQ’daki “p” yapis1 gibi yekpare bir
yapidir. Grover, bu yapiyla birlikte sirali degisken bagimhligini temsil etmeye
memur “the-first” ve “the-second” gibi kurgu yekpare cumle yapilarim da

kullanarak, SQ nicelemelerinin saglikli bir sekilde okunabildigini gosterir.

Buradaki kilit nokta, oteki segenegin, yani PIQnun kullandig1 yapilarla da
ayni isin — baz1 anlambilim sikintilariyla karsilasilmakla birlikte -
yapilabildigidir; oyle ki, aslinda tabii dilin ve PIQnun bagvurdugu “ciimle
isimlestirmesi + saydam yuklem” yapisi neredeyse tam olarak islev bakimindan
“thatt’e karsiik gelmektedir. Iste burada su gozlem yapilir: tabii dilde
dogruluk yiiklemesi yapisi, tam da “thatt” gibi, daha dogrusu, “thatt”in
izdiisimi oldugu, mantiki dilin ciimle niceleyicisi gibi isliyor olabilir. Kisacasi,

dogruluk yiikleme bic¢imi, tabii dilin ciimle zamiri yapis1 olabilir.

Iste bu gozlemle birlikte, Grovern ciimle nicelemesi yaklagimi, 1975%te,
tersinden bir okumayla, indirimeci bir dogruluk yaklasimina, yani ciimle zamiri
yaklagimina doniigiir. Doniisme basitce su sekilde gerceklesir: tabii dil + yapay
ctimle zamiri gibi bir genigletim yerine, bu kez tabii dilin ciimle zamiri parcast
(prosentential fragment) alinir. Bu bir islev parcasidir (functional fragment):
dogruluk yiikleminin yalmizca yekpare (boliinemez) yapilar icinde geciyor
olarak temsil edildigi parca. Oyle ki, bu parcada, dogruluk yiiklemi, bir yiklem

olarak is gormez, ama “bu-dogru”, “o-dogru” gibi ciimle zamirleri i¢cinde ve
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“dogrudur-ki...”, “dogru-olabilir-ki...”, “dogruydu-ki...” gibi islev bakimindan
boliinemez olan ciimle eklemleri icinde yer alir. (Aslinda bunlarin iclerinde bile
gecmez, ¢iinkii bunlarin “i¢”leri yoktur.) Bu islev parcasi, tabdii ciimle zamiri
konugsmast, yani NPD (natural prosentential discourse) olarak goriilebilir.
(GCB’nin tercih ettigi isim “prosentential English”, yani “ctiimle zamiri

Ingilizcesi’dir.) NPD, SQnun (yari-)tabii izdiisiimiinden baska birsey degildir.

Climle zamirinin klasik bildiriminin gostermek istedigi sey, tabii dogruluk
konusmasinin, yani NTD’nin, NPD dolayimiyla, SQ cercevesinde tam olarak
coziimlenebilecegidir. Dolayisiyla climle zamiri yaklagsimi, aslinda, NTD’nin
siradan (parcali, boliinebilir) yapilarinin NTD’ye sorunsuzca ve tiiketici bir
bicimde terciime edilebilirligini gosterme izlencesidir (program). Oyle
diisinulmektedir ki bu gosterildigi takdirde, NTD’nin SQ cinsinden tam bir
coziimlemesinin verilebilecegi fikri pekigtirilmis olacaktir — c¢inkii NPD,
SQnun (yari-tabii, yari-suni) bir izdisumidiir, yani gramatik ulamlan
bakimindan SQ ile tam ortiismektedir. Bu ise, dogruluk yiikleminin, her ne
kadar tabii dile yaptig1 katki bakimindan faydali bir yazim/ses aleti olsa da, bir
yiiklem olarak fazlalik oldugunu, yani dogruluk yiklemesi yapisinin iglev

bakimindan yekpare oldugunu gostermis olacaktir.

Terciime izlencesinin ayrintilarina girmeden ciimle zamiri yaklagimindaki
sorunu dile getirebiliriz. Simdi, Groverin 1972’deki en 6nemli tespitlerinden
biri, siradan birey nicelemesi cercevesiyle, yani 1Q (individual quantification)
ile, siradan tabii yiiklemelerden miitesekkil konusma arasindaki uyumsuzlukla
igilidir. IQ nicelemeleri, sinirlandirilmamig, mutlak niceleyiciler ve gramatik
terim konumunu biitiin soyutlugunda temsil edebilen birey degiskenleri
kullanirken, tabii dil, tur isaretlemeleriyle sinirlandirilmis, mutlak olmayan
niceleyiciler ve capraz goénderim (cross-reference) yapan nispet zamirlerinden

faydalanir. Daha acikca ifade edecek olursak, 1Q cercevesi, degisken baghligin,
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degiskenlerin 6zdesliginde — yani, bir ve ayni degiskenin niceleme baglaminda
farkli noktalarda belirmesinde — temsil ederken, tabii siradan niceleme
cercevesi, baghligl temsil etmek i¢in capraz gonderime, dolayisiyla da nispet
zamirlerine, muhtactir. Iste ciimle zamiri yaklagimi, NPDyi tesis ederken, bu
uyumsuzlugu veya eksik miitekabiliyeti kendisine bir model olarak alir ve
SQ’yu tabii dile izdiisuriurken IQ ile siradan tabii niceleme-yiikleme cercevesi
arasindaki uyumsuzlugu korumaya calisir. Bu sebepledir ki IQ’dan SQ’ya gecis,

zamirden ciimle zamirine gecis olarak temsil edilir.

(LUC). Ama ciimle zamiri gorusiiyle ilgili asil sorun bagkadir. Grover, 1992’de,
bu zamana kadar (gelistirerek) savunmug oldugu ciimle zamiri kuramina
iligkin ¢ok O6nemli bir tespit yapar: “bu-dogru” yahut “o-dogru” gibi yekpare
cimle zarflar1 ve “dogru(dur)-ki” yahut “dogruydu-ki” gibi yekpare eklemler,
aslinda dogruluk konugsmasindaki iglev zenginligini golgelemektedir. NTD’nin
genel cimle formunu (veya ciimle zamirini) uretmesinin ¢ok farkli yollar
vardir ve bu yollarin cesitliligi, tam olarak siradan tabii yiiklemenin ve
nicelemenin sundugu gramatik ve semantik imkanlarca belirlenir. Dolayisiyla
ciimle zamirine varmanin bu farkh yollarini aciklamanin en iyi yolu, tabii dilin
kendi gramatik yapisina bagh kalarak dogruluk yiiklemesinde 6zne konumuyla
yiklem konumunun iglenigini birbirinden bagimsiz kilmaktir. Ortaya c¢ikan
resimde artik merkezdeki fikir, ciimle diizeyinde ¢apraz gonderim yapan ciimle
zamiri degil, 6zne teriminin, dogruluk yiikleminden goérece bagimsiz olarak, bir
ciimle onciili saptamasidir (location of a sentential antecedent by the subject
term). Bagka turli soylersek, (Den) taslaginda yer alan ciimle isimlestirmesi
teriminin bir ciimle onculi saptama yollarinin cesitliligi, tabii dilin siradan
terim olusturma yontemlerinin cesitliligi gibi ve o kadardir. Bu resimde
dogruluk yiiklemi, basit bir isimlestirme giderici haline gelir; ciimle onciilia
saptama isinin neredeyse biitiin yiikii 6zne terimindedir. Oyleyse dogruluk

yikleme bicimi, isleyisi bakimindan ctmle zamiri ve cumle degiskeni gibi
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yekpare degildir. Yani dogruluk yiikleme bicimi mantiki olarak giivenilmez

olmakla birlikte, isleyisi bakimindan parc¢alidir — (LUC).

Elbette Grover, bu resimde artik ciimle zamiri fikrine yer olmadigim1 kabul
etmez. Daha kati olarak ifade edersek, Grover (LUM) ile (LUC) arasindaki
farkla ilgilenmez; onun i¢in, 6zne teriminin ciimle onciliinii tespit etmesinin
farkl yollari, ayn1 zamanda, ctimle zamirinin insasinin farkh yollaridir — veya
bunlar arasinda bir fark varsa da bu fark onemsizdir. Ne var ki bu fark
onemsiz degildir, ¢linkii (LUC)nin indirimcilikler tiplestirmesindeki konumu

siradan bir konum degildir.

Simdji, (LR) indirimciliginin NTD’nin siradan tabii yiikkleme/nicelemeden anlam
yapis1 bakimindan nasil farklilagtigin1 gostermek icin bagvurdugu c¢oziimleme
cercevesi, yani PIQ, aslinda NTD’nin genel birey nicelemesi cercevesine eksik
izdiisimiinden (veya iz“cikimi’ndan) bagska birsey degildir. Yani PIQTnun
ayirdedici 6zelligi olan, ciimle isimlestirmeleriyle simirlandirilmig 6zne terimi,
NTD yiiklemelerindeki 6zne teriminin tir isaretli olusundan modellenmistir;
ve zaten dogruluk yiiklemi de oldugu gibi bu cerceveye tasinmistir. Benzer
sekilde, ciimle zamiri yaklagiminin, NTD’yi SQ cinsinden ¢6ziimlemek igin
kullandig1 dolayim, yani NPD, SQnun yari-tabii izdiigiimiidir: ciimle zamiri,
mantik dilinin ciimle degiskeninden esinlenilerek kurgulanmis bir yekpare
bicimdir. Bu iki izdiisiim, onerilen indirimcilikler haritasinin yapisi itibariyle,
miimkiin olan biitin izdisimlerdir. Iste (LUC) bu iki izdisimiin birden
reddedildigi konumdur; o&yleyse (LUC), hicbir izdisiime yer vermeyen
konumdur. Bu kaplam hakikatinin (extensional fact) bir ic¢lem hakikati
(intensional fact) olarak ifade edilmesiyle, yani, haritadaki s6z konusu
konumun yorumlanmasiyla elde edilen iddia, NTD ile SQnun temel
miitekabiliyet [ yanitlasim (basic correspondence) bagintisi1 icinde olduklaridir.

Oyle ki, NTD’nin SQ cinsinden ¢6ziimlenmesi hicbir izdiigiimiin dolayiminda
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olmamalidir; SQ, mantik dilinin genelinde hangi islevi goriiyorsa, NTD de tabii
dilde o islevi goriir. Kisacas1 NTD, tabii dilin ciimle genellestirme kuramidir.
(LUCYde, indirimcilik fenomenlerinin tamamini en verimli bi¢cimde aciklamak
kabil oldugundan, onun haritadaki konumunun yorumlanmasiyla elde edilen

bu iddia, genel indirimci iddiadir (the general deflationary thesis).

Tiir isaretli isimlestirmeler ve 6zdeslik. Tabii dilin cimle genellestirme
kurami olarak dogruluk konugsmasi, dogruluk terimlerinden ve dogruluk atfi
yapilarindan ibaret degildir. “Olgu konugsmasi” (fact discourse) olarak
adlandirilabilecek, varlikbilim havasi tasiyan tabii dil parcasi1 da temel yapilar
itibariyle bu genellestirme kuramina katki saglar. Bu yapilarin en yalin
ornekleri, olgu yiiklemesi ve olgu isimlestirmesidir: “p vakidir” ve “p olgusu”
(yahut Tirkce’nin kendi isimlestirme mekanizmasina daha uygun olarak,
“@’min F oldugu”). Olgu konusmasinda daha karmagik yapilarla da karsilagilir;
bu yapilar, 6zne konumundaki cimle isimlestirmesinin tiiriinii belirleyip bu
tire uygun bir saydam yiklem kullamir: 6rnegin, “p  kosulu
karsilanmigtir/gerceklenmistir” veya “p seydurumu, fiilidir”. Bu tur farkh tiir-

yiiklem ciftleriyle aslinda yapilan “p dogru” ile yapilandan fazlas1 degildir, yani

verili ciimleleri yiiklemeli kanuni bi¢cimde yeniden deyimlestirmek.

Bu baglamda 6ne c¢ikan bir mesele de olgularin dogruluklarla 6zdes oldugunu
bildiren 6zdeslik kuramidir. Ozdeslik kuramina gore dogru bir 6nerme ile ona
“tekabiil eden” esbicimli olgu bir aym seydir; bir onerme (veya diisiince) i¢in
dogru olmak, “miitekabil” olguyla 6zdes olmaktir. Ozdeslik kuraminin esas
hedefi, oOnermelerin/disiincelerin  dogruluk ve yanhghklarinin gercek
diinyadaki/varlik alanindaki zeminliligini, bu 6nermelerin kevni izdistimleri
(ontic projections) olan dogrukilicilarin (truthmakers) varligi ve yoklugu
bakimindan aciklamaya c¢alisan dogrukilma varlikbiliminin (truthmaker

ontology) elestirisidir. Ozdeslik kuramina gore, p olgusunun P
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onermesini/distincesini dogrukildig: fikri, dogruluk ¢6ziimlemesine gereksiz bir
dolayim getirir — p olgusu, dogru p onermesinden, veya daha kati olarak, p
onermesinin dogrulugundan o6tesi degildir. Kisacasi, dogrukilici, dogru

dogruluk tagiyicinin (true truthbearer) ta kendisidir.

(LUC) indirimciligine gore, olgu konusmasinin temel yiikleme yapisi, (PCFC)’yi
gercekledigi icin, 6zdeslik kuraminin elestirisi daha dipten, daha saglam bir
bicimde soyle ifade edilebilir: ne dogrukilici ne de dogruluk tasiyic1 vardir; hem
dogrukilicinin varlign hem de dogruluk tasiyicimin dogrulugu, isimlestirilen
cimlenin varlik alaninda belirledigi, bireyler ve bagintilarla ilgili nesne-diizeyi
kosul bakimindan aciklanir. Ozdeslik degil, farkli kanuni ciimle bicimlerinin
birbirine denkligi soz konusudur. Hem dogruluklar hem de olgularin varlik
zemini, nesne-diizeyi climlelerin konusunu olusturan bireyler ve onlarin
bagintilarindan bagka birsey degildir. Ozdeslik kurami, dogrukiliciyr
buharlastirmakta haklhidir, ama ayms1 dogruluk tasiyier icin de
yapilabilir/yapilmalidir. Dogruluk tasiyici ulami, daha acik olarak, indirilmis
dogrulugun tasiyicisi (bearer of deflationary truth) fikri, (LR) indirimciliginin

bir tortusudur.
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