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Introductory remarks

What makes deflationary views about truth deflationary? One familiar answer is this:
according to deflationists, truth is not reallpraperty. Call thismetaphysical deflationism
HereOs another answer: téren OtrueO is not an ordinary predicate, unlike Ored® or Osquared. For
example, according to the disquotationalist, the term OtrueQ is merely a logical device for
disquotation; according to the prosententialist, OtrueQ is not a predicate at @iyrdindydo the
redundancy theorist, OtrueO is altogether eliminable from the language without expressive loss.
These, then, are all versions of what we canlicgllistic deflationism Metaphysical
deflationism and linguistic deflationism seem to gnchan hand®there is no property of truth,
and the term OtrueO, despite surface appearances, is not agsofkirtg predicate, but a term

that plays some other kind of role, or perhaps no role at all.

So it might seem clear that deflationists andssarttivists are opposed along these
metaphysical and linguistic dimensions. But on a second look, perhaps it isnOt really so clear.
Horwich is a prominent deflationist, and yet he thinks @ianeO is a perfectly good English
predicate, and we mighteN take that to be a conclusive criterion of standing for a property of
somesort. And onHe other hand, Fregeassubstantivist about truth (according to Frege, truth
is Oprimitive and simpleO and Othe goal of scientific endeavourO). And yenfoagly fa
endorses the equivalence thesis, that OpO and OOpO is trued are equivalenpiadioatient
Otrue® makes no difference to content. So it seems that one can, ke Horwich, be a deflationist and
accept that truth is a property. And, like g@eone can be a substantivist about truth, and yet
accept what the linguistic deflationist says about the word Otrue®. At this point, one may start to
worry that there really is no completely clear way to capture the disagreement between the

deflationig and the substantivist.

But we think there is. We can mark off the deflationist from the substantivist without
getting bogged down in murky metaphysical questions about what kind of property truth may be,
or tricky linguistic questions about the statf the equivalence thesis. Itis, we think, a
distinctive mark of deflationism that truthdenceptually isolatedThe idea is this. On the one

hand we have the concept of truth. On the other we have a family of concepts to which truth is



traditiondly tied: meaning, validity, belief, trutlptness, assertion, verification, practical success,
and so on. According to the deflationist, there are no rich conceptual connections between truth
and these other concepts. In one direction, we need namesef¢oncepts in our account of

truth. And in the other direction, we need nothing beyond deflationary truth in the account of
these other concepts. Suppose we accept this or that deflationary account of the term "true".
Then we should accept that thiscount exhausts our understanding of the concept of truth. We
will thus be left with a deflated concept of trilathin concept whose understanding is

exhausted by the deflationary account of "true". This thin concept is isolated from these other
corcepts, and plays no explanatory role other than the one the deflationist assigns to it (if one is
assigned at all). Call theonceptual deflationismAs we see it, all deflationists endorse

conceptual deflationis®and no substantivist does.

To makeit clear what we have in mind here, consider an example drawn from Horwich.
Consider the following apparent platitudese beliefs engender successful actio@n its face,
this "fact about truttf'seems to forge substantial links between truth, foetie action. But
according to the deflationist, this appearance is misleading: we needdeflgtaonaryaccount
of truth to explain the role of truth here. Consider Horwich's account of this platitude. The

axioms of Horwich's minimal theory of truttre all and only the instances of the sentence schema
The proposition thah is true if and only ip,

instances like "The proposition that penguins waddle is true if and only if penguins waddle". The
denominalizing function of "true” embodied in thes@oms exhausts what there is to be said by
way of explaining trutlbno other notions enter into the theory. The minimal theory of truth is,

as Horwich puts it,& theory of truth that is a theory of nothing éfseMoreover, it is @omplete
theory oftruthBwe are not to gaifurther understanding of truth by appeal to anything other than
the equivalences. In particular, alleged platitudes that make use of truth locutions cannot be
regarded as in any wanhancingour understanding of truth. By tlsame token, if we resort to
truth-talk in our explication of other concepts, we cannot expect the notion of truth to contribute

to our understanding of these concepts.

In particular, Horwich argues that this is so for the thesis that true beliefs engender

successful action. Horwich considers the following instance:

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.

At one point in his explanation, Horwich maKése familiar psychological assumption”



that if one has a desire, and believes that a certain action will satisfy that desire, one will perform
the actiorf. That is, conceptual connections are assumed between belief, desire and action. But
all that isassumed about truth in Horwich's explanation is its denominalizing role. In the course
of the explanation, we move from "The proposition that if Bill nods then Bill has a beer is true" to
"If Bill nods then Bill has a beer"; and a little later we moverfr@ill has a beer" to "The

proposition that Bill has a beer is true". These are the only steps where truth has a role to play,

and it is the role given to it by the equivalence schema.

This style of explanation, says Horwich, extends to all other faetdving "true”. In the
present case, while we will learn more about the concepts of belief, desire and action by an
improved understanding of their intexlations, there will be no such improvement in the case of
truth. The equivalence schema tellalishere is to know about truth, and it exhausts all that
truth can contribute to our understanding of any other concept. In this sense, then, truth is

isolated from other concepts.

Our target today is conceptual deflationism. On the one handwedaheconcept of
truth; on the other we have the concepts to which truth is traditionally tied: menaing, assertion,
validity, and the rest. Conceptual deflationism runs in two directions: in one direction, an account
of truth can be given independentlitbese other concepBstruth is OpresuppositionlessO, to use
Chris HillOs term.In the other direction, an account of these other concepts requires truth only in
its deflationary role (if it has a role at all). We think conceptual deflationism iakarstbout

both directions.
Truth -aptness

LetOs take up the first of these directinan we give an account of truth independently
of these other notions? To fix ideas, consider disquotationalism. A natural disquotational

definition of OtrueO for iwen language is given by:
(DisquT) X is true iff (x='§' & s;) or (x='$' & ) or ... ,

where 's, 's), ... abbreviate sentences of the langfag@r we could present

disquotationalism axiomatically, where the axioms are tgernfences:
O3 true iff 5
O is true iff s
E

(Both characterizations are infinitary, so there are issues regarding the statealhiity of t



disquotational account, but ueave to that one side here.) Which sentences should be admitted
into DisquT orthe T-sentences? Clearly not imperatives such as OShut the door!O or
interrogatives such as Ols the door closed?O These sentencésitirapbifor example, the T
sentence OOShut the door!O is true if and only if shut the door!O makes no iseesesSbat

the notion of trutkaptness must appear in the very statement of disquotationalism: either DisquT
or the list of Fsentences must be accompanied by the restrioibrr®'s, 's,', ... abbreviate

truth-apt sentences of EnglishQrhis rases two concerns for the disquotationalist. First, is
truth-aptness a rich concept that does not belong in a deflationary, presuppositionless account of
truth? Second, is the notion of treaptness itself dependent on the concept of truth? Aftér all,
might seem natural to characterize a trah sentence as one that is either true or faléeo,

then disquotationalism appears to be circular.

As a first step, the disquotationalist might embmggacticismaccording to which a
sentence is tritapt if it displays the appropriate syntdf a sentence is indicative form bif it
can be embedded in conditionals, negation, propositional attitude constructions, atmttsenon
it is truthrapt® This would certainly exclude imperatives andrirdgatives and other
inappropriate grammatical forms. But it is clear that declarative syntax is not sufficient for truth
aptness. Suppose that in a logic class | write the sentence OFred has flat feetO on the board
(perhaps in order to introduce the $yatization OFad)The sentence is declarative, but, lacking
any context to render it true or false, it is not truth apt. Or consider a tomigter, say OShe sells
seashells by the seshore® Pagain, this is declarative but not tratht. So moréhan

declarative form is needéd.

Wright and Boghossian have proposed the strengthening of syntactidssuipined
syntacticism For a sentence to be trigpt, it must not only be declarative, but it must also be
part of a discourse thatdésdplined, a discourse where Othere are firmly acknowledged
standards of proper and improper use of its ingredient sentéAcEbid.is aminimalaccount of
truth aptness, according to Wright, because the-apthess of a sentence depends only on
surfacefeatures: the syntactical form of the sentence (its having Oall the overt trappings of
assertoric contentO, as Wright pyt§’iand the disciplined character of the discourse.
According to Wright: Oif things are in all these surface respects asifaamssare being made,
then so they are® So, for example, evaluative statemeddssich as OResnptive wars are
wrong®are truth apt, because the requisite surface features are present. According to
disciplined syntacticism, only the appearancesenathere truth aptness is concershd it is

in this way that disciplined syntacticism is minimal.



Doesdisciplinedsyntacticism help the disquotationalist about truth? Clearly, requiring
the sentences;'s's’, ... to be declarative in form doest introduce the kind of rich concept that
might compromise the disquotational account. But if the very statement of disquotationalism
includes a requirement that sentences to be governed by norms of correct use, by Oacknowledged
standards of proper amaproper useO, then that might seem to compromise the
presuppositionlessharacter of truth.Moreover, there are standards of proper use for tengue
twisters and logic examples and other kinds of sentences that are not tExtthapis special
about tkle norms or standards governing the useutii-apt sentences? In the same breath in
which he speaks of discipline and norms, Wright speaks of assertoric content and the making of
assertions. Now, it may be natural enough to treat-aqpthess in termsf assertion, along the
lines of OA sentence is tredpt if it can be used to make an assertidd@ this treatment seems
unavailable to the disquotationalist. Surely disquotationalists will not want to articulate their
deflationary theory in terms thanclude such a rich notion as assertion, especially one which

seems so intimately tied to truth.

There is reason anyway to doubt that disciplined syntacticism provides an adequate
account of truth aptnes¥Ve have already seen thiwclarative syntax isot sufficient for truth
aptness It canalsobe argued that declarative syntax is metessary® Asked under oath
whether he murdered Jones, Smith may reply: ONoO. If he didnOt murder Jones, then what Smith
says is true. If he did murder Jones, thésat Smith says is false, and he has committed perjury.
Asked what | bought at the store, | may say: OTwo red applesO. If | did buy two red apples, then
what | said is true. Our utterances, SmithOs and mine, appear to-bettrbtlt they are not
dechrative in form'® Followng Stainton, we may distinguish between three senses of OsentenceO:
sentencgncic(@n expression with a certain structure), sentgage(an expression which
expresses a proposition), and sentgrggic(an expression wth can by itself be used to
perform a certain speech att)Arguably what | said counts as a sentenggi(l have expressed
the proposition that | bought two red apples) and a sentgpeg(l have asserted that | bought
two red apples). Similgrwith SmithOs sentence. But neither of our utterances counts as a

sentencgnacic Declarative syntax is unnecessary for truth aptfiess.

Notice further thatentences like SmithOs ONoO and my OTwo red tyupigh®
apparatly truth aptcannot figire in DisquT or the Bentence®obviously, OONoO is true if and
only if noO is not wefbrmed. And the problem is compounded by perfectly ordinary truth
ascriptions referring to these sentencis example: OWhat Smith said in court today was trueO.

Here the disquotationalist faces a dilemma. If ONoO is admitted as truth apt, then the definiens of



DisquT will contain OWhat Smith said in court = ONoO and noO, whifdmiseatl. 1f ONoO is
excluded on the grounds that it is not declarative, thehave a rwof-the-mill truth-ascription

that the disquotational theory cannot handle.

Perhaps the disquotationalist will point out that SmithOs utterance is associated with a
declarative sentence, namely Ol did not murder JonesO (and mine witht @doegapplesO.)
What is the nature of this association? One mightlsaty: express the same propositionboth
are used to make the same assertidhis suggests the following strategy. Accept that there are
truth-apt sentences that are not @eative. Do not, however, admit them into DisquT or the T
sentence®admit instead their associated declarative sentences. This removes the threat of ill
formed instantiations. But now the disquotationalistOs restriction is eithenels, 's,, ... is a
declarative sentence that expresses a proposition®here 's, 's,, ... is a declarative sentence
that makes an assertionGAnd the familiar problem is back: disquotational truth is supposed to
be a mere logical device, not a concept whagaication requires substantive semantic concepts

such asassertionor expressing groposition
Assertion

LetOs now turn to the other direction: do we need more than the thin deflationary concept
of truth for an adequate account of other concepts?atefists typically focus their attention on
sentences like OFermatOs last theorem is true®, OWhat John said yesterday is trueO, and OEverything
Gandhi said is true®. These sentences do not directly present the evaluated sentences, unlike
OOPenguins waddles trueQ; instead, the evaluated sentences are indirectly referred to, or belong
to a domain that is quantified over. In all these cases, truth applies to sentences, whether they are
directly presented, referred to indirectly, or quantified over. Theséhe firsiorder uses of
Otrued. But there are other uses of OtrueO that areorder@stses that are more reflective or
theoretical. When we say OTo assert is to present as trueO or OMeaning is given by truth
conditionsO, or OEvaluative staénts are not trutaptO, we are not calling any specific sentence
true, nor are we making oblique reference to some set of sentences and saying of its members that
they are true. Rather, we are identifying conceptual connections between truth andtaher
Truth appears to have a substantive explanatory role in these cases, an important role in the
explanation of assertion, meaning, evaluative statements. But according to deflationists, this
appearance is illusory. For the minimalist and thgquiisationalist, the role of OtrueQ is strictly
limited to its disquotational or denominalizing functidrecall HorwichOs treatmentTolie
beliefs engender successful acti@an the deflationist maintain the thesis that, despite

appearances, truth isganatorily inert? We consider three cases: assertion, meaning, and



realism.

Consider firstassertion According to Frege and others, assertion and assertoric force is
to be understood in terms of truth: to assertphiattopresentp as true'® (Ther is a parallel at
the level of thoughts: making a judgment is to recognize a thought askregg's view of
assertion is a natural one. There are many spaasH can perform that involve a given
proposition: | can suppose it, propose it, floatjitestion it. Frege plausibly claims that the
distinguishing mark of assertidwhat sets it apart from other speexisbis thefact that when

| assert something, | present a certain propos#gotiue

So here is the challenge to the deflationisExplain how to achieve a proper theoretical
understanding of what it is to assert thatithout help from the concept of truth. How might the
deflationist respond? Consider disquotationalism or HorwichOs minimalism. According to these
deflationaryviews, the function of OtrueO is exhausted by its disquotational or denominalizing
role. Now consider the thesis that to assert is to present as true. The thesis involves the use of the
truth-predicate; in Horwich's terms, it is a fact about truth tleatds to be explained. With the
denominalizing role of Otrue® in mind, a deflationist might claim that the thesisisatt that
p is to present p as trus equivalent to the thesis thatassert that p is to present phis
commits us to the clai that to preser as true is just to presemtfor example, to present as true
the proposition that aardvarks amble is just to present the proposition that aardvarks amble. But
this claim is false, for there are many ways to present a propositian. present a proposition as
worthy of your consideration, or as a conjecture, or as a remote possibility, or as outEsmsbus
| can also present it as true. Presenting as true is just one way of presenting. So it seems that we

cannot disquote away ttufrom the locution "present as true".

lllocutionary deflationists such as Ayer will take a different tack. They will agree that
there is an undeniable connection between assertion and truth, but that it is misleading to present
the connection in termsf the slogarto assert is to present as truBetter to reverse the ordéo:
present as true is to asserfssertion is not to be characterized in terms of truth; rather, our use
of the predicate 'true' is to be characterized in terms of assefiopredicate OtrueO of a
sentence (or a thought, or a propositigrjust to assert the sentence (thought, propositidie
illocutionary deflationist will take on board the equivalence thesis, and agree thantbetof
OOAardvarks ambleO is trs@ different from that of OAardvarks amble®. But though OtrueO

does not add content, it does introduce assertoric force.

But there is a difficulty with this illocutionary account, a difficulty articulated by Frege.

At first glance, it may seem surprigi that Frege should oppose illocutionary deflationism. Frege



does emphasize the illocutionary aspect or role of trhthregards truth as belonging to the same
family of concepts as assertion and judgment. Moreover, Frege famously endorses the
equivakence thesis, that OpO and OOpO is trueO are equivalent predicaing OtrueO makes
no difference to conterit. But according to Frege, Otrue® also makes no differencéotoghe

with which the thought is expressed. Frege says:

If | assert "itis true that seavater is salt", | assert the same thing as if | assert
"seawater is salt". This enables us to recognize that the assertion is not to be found in
the word OtrueO E" (1979: 251)

If one's deflationary view of OtrueQ is based on the emaedhesis, then, according to
Frege, Otrue® cannot be the mark of assertion. Indeed, Frege says that "there is no word or sign in

language whose function is simply to assert something” (1979: 185).

Frege is explicitly opposed to illocutionary deftatism, and for good reason. If one
accepts the equivalence thesis, there seems to be no difference between ass¢rémgl that
asserting thap is true. Further, the locutiop @ trued can occur as the antecedent of a
conditional, where it cannot lpeoduced with assertoric force. Further still, | can say Olt is true
that aardvarks ambled with a variety of different illocutionary f@tean be supposing,

conjecturing, pretending, or actifig.As Frege puts it:

In order to put something forward &ue, we do not need a special predicate: we need

only the assertoric force with which the sentence is uttered. (Frege 1979: 233)

We can learn a lesson from Frege: deflationism about the word OtrueO is one thing,
deflationism about the concept of trufhite another According to Frege, OtrueO adds neither
content nor illocutionary forceBut for all that Frege is not a conceptual deflationist. One can be
deflationary about firsbrder uses of OtrueO without being deflationary about sedendises.

If Frege is right, truth is implicated in the assertoric force with which a sentence is uttered. The
Fregean point is precisely that presentisgrue(that is, asserting) isota matter of ascribing a
property to a sentence or thought, but rathardgpecial kind ofloing or act, different from

conjecturing, or surmising, or assuming, etc. Even if we grant, with Frege, thatdiestuses of
Otrue® submit to the equivalence thesis, we still need to employ the concept of truth for
explanatory purpses. Frege is not at all shy about using thathtions in an explanatory way in
connection with assertion, logic and science. Assertion is to present as true; logic is the science
of the most general laws of truth; the goal of scientific endeavaurtis?® A deflationary

treatment of firsorder uses of Otrued need not bring conceptual deflationism in its train.



Deflationism, Truth, and Meaning

Since Davidson's seminal "Truth and Meaning" (1967), it has been widely accepted that
at least partfovhat constitutes the meaning of a sentence tsuitls condition Davidson
famouslyproposed that a theory of meaning for a language L could be given by a Tarskian truth

theory for L, which yields as theorems biconditionals of the form

s is true iff p,
where OsO is a mentioned sentence of L and OpO is a used sentence of the theorist's language that
specifies s's trutikondition. In the special case of a theory of meaning for, say, English that is
givenin English, the theorems will be theséntencesfdenglish. Thus, for the sentence "Worms

wriggle" the meaningiving theorem will be its Ientence:
"Worms wriggle@s true iff worms wriggle.

Now, following Dummett (1959)deflationism is often thought to liecompatiblewith a
Davidonsian trutfcondtion theory of meaning® The reason for the incompatibility is thought to
be thatif one acceptthat the Tarskian-Bentences exhaust all there is to say about the concept
of truth, then onecannot at the same time regard theehtences as meanigiing, on pain of
circularity.** Putting the point in terms of knowledge (as does Horwich) "knowledge of the truth
condition of a sentence cannot simultaneously condiiitleour knowledge of its meanirand

our grasp ofruth for the sentence” (1990: 71).

It is worth noting at the outset that the status assigned todkat&nces by deflationists
is very different from the status assigned to them by Davidsonian tauthdition theorists of
meaning. Like the Davidsonian, the deflationist takes therience to be a pairing of a worldly
condition (described by the used sentence on the right hand side) with a mentioned sentence
(quoted on the left hand side). However, for the Davidsonian, the pairing is substantive: the
worldly condition specified on theght hand side is the conditidor the particular sentenceOs
truth, which (at least partially) constitutes the meaning of the sentence.-3ér@dnce itself is
intended to béanformative because it reveals the key meaning property of the sentendeit i8
contingent since the quoted sentence might have had a differentcioattition (and thus a
different meaning). For the deflationist, on the other hand, the pairing is simply a consequence of
using a logical device that removes the quotatiorksnand allows us tosea previously
mentioned sentence to describe the world. Tserfence is neither informative nor contingent;

it is definitional



However, the deflationist must recognize at least this much contingency in the use of the
T-schema.Appending "true" to the sentence "Worms wriggle" may be just another way of
speaking of the wriggling of worms, but orgiven what that sentence mears a world in
which crickets chirp and OWorms wriggle" means what our English sentence OCrickets whis
now means, OWorms wriggle" would be false, not true, even as worms continued to wriggle. The
schema would then have a false instédicd.o avoid false instances of the truth schema, one
must find a way to guarantee that the quoted instance orftthane side has the right
meaning?® Returning to the stock example of OSnow is whiteO, we should think of the-right

left direction of the Tbiconditional as follows:

Giventhat OSnow is whiteO means that snow is white, if snow is white, then OSnow is
whiteO is trué’

But this means that we must recognize meaning as an 'independent variable' (as we might
put it) that factors into the-Schem&® The deflationist must agree that whether a sentence can
be properly called "true" (or rather "false") dependghe meaning it has, as well as on the way
the world is. But this means that meaning is (at leglstitever determines trutlalue given
how the world is. On a fairly intuitive (and not specifically Davidsonian) understanding of
"truth-condition”, ths is just what a trutitondition is. So, a sentence's meaning must at least
include the condition of its truth, whatever else it may include. This "Determination Argument"
presents a persistent challenge to the deflationist: to show how a theory ofgrieanmakes no
appeal to trutkconditions (in the above, intuitive sense) could explain this fatte deflationist
rejects the claim that the meaning®f.,"Snow is white" is (at least in part) constituted by
snowOs being white, we may reabbneonder why it is snowOs whiteness, rather than the
condudivity of copper or the greennessRiusselssprouts that decides whether "Snow is white"

is true or not®

The Determination Argument and the challenge to the deflationist can be presented in
more epistemological terms. When you understand a serdddmosv its meanindgdyou know
somethinghat allows you to declare the sentence true or false, provided you know all the facts.
But how is this to be explained, unless (part of) what you kndwadmwing meaning is the
condition of the sentenceOs trutfife deflationistould try to replacéhe notion of a truth
condition with that of a verification condition or assertibility condition, or with the notion of
conventiongoverned use, or communiiet intentions; she could adopt a conceptual role
semantics or an inferential role semantfc&ut on any of these views,liecomes mysterious

how grasp of nottruth-related features of the sentence allows you to assign avaluté to the



sentencgiven knowledge ofall the facts. The intuitive trutbonditionalist idea is that, if

knowledge of meaning at least involves knowledge of {cotiditions, there will be no mystery.

For knowing the trutitondition of OSnow is whiteO is knowing precisglich condition is

relevant to deciding the sentenceOs-iralile. Moreover, familiar 'twhearth' arguments suggest
that knowing a sentenceOs conceptual role, or the condition for its proper use, or any-other non
truth related feature is not sufficient famowing whether the sentence is true or false (even when

one knows all the relevant nonlinguistic facts).

Here, then is the objection to the deflationist: a deflationary theory of truth cannot explain
meaning in terms of the notion of a truth conditi®out meaning cannot be explained in any
other way. Faced with this objection, the deflationist may try to devise a suitably deflationary
construal of the notion dfuth-conditions instead of insisting that deflationism is incompatible

with truth-condiional theories of meanir. After all, consider again the-§entence
"Worms wriggle" is true iff worms wriggle.

the deflationist and her opponent alike agree that the used sentence on the right hand side is
directly about the world, that it describes arlaty condition, the condition that worms wriggfe.

So on either theory, there is a worldly condition associated with the sentence "Worms wriggle".
Why canOt the deflationist agree to call this condition a OtruthO condition, as long as itOs
recognized tht all we mean by this is that the worldly condition is to be picked out by disquoting
some sentence? Our response is that this way of payisgrirce to the truticondition theorist

is at best misleadingA truth-condition isthat in virtue of whicha given sentence is true or false
Dit is a condition such thahy being appropriatelgemanticallyassociated witthe sentence,
rendersthe sentence true if it obtainH.is this truthconferring semantic association that is
supposed to explain therpaular meamg the sentence has. But it seems that, odeHationist
accoungthereis no room for aubstantivesemantiaelation between the worldly condition and

the sentenc®noroom for the ideas of Oconferring of tithdOappropriate semint

associationO between the sentence and the worldly condition.

Thus talk of deflationary truth conditions seemsdhceived. The deflationist can
accept that worldly conditions are associated with sentences bybiberditionals. But while
for thesubstantivist these conditions @math-conditions, for the deflationist they cannot be. The
deflationist can allow thiahere are worldly conditiongndshe can allow thahere is
(deflationary) OtruthO; what she cannot make room fosratiéionsof truth. If this is right, then
deflationism about truth will, after all, be incompatible with a trehditional theory of

meaning. If, as many believe, trutbonditions are inescapable in a theory of meaning, this spells



trouble for the deflationist.
Deflationism, Realism and AntiRealism

So far, weOve been bashing deflationism for various thicgs@tlo. As a final
complaint, we want to consider opposition to deflationism for somethaagn do, perhaps atbo
easilybnamely, settle willynilly certain longstanding metaphysical debates. Specifically,
deflationism about truth appears to have direct consequences for debates betlisterand
anti-realists Before looking at these consequeneeswant to point out thahe various lines of
thought that take deflationism to have these consequpreggpposes a specifgemantic
construal of the debate. Traditionally, the debate over realism was takenretspaysical
debate about, roughly, whether, in any given domain (say, ethitgtbematics), there are
entities that exist, or states of affairs that obtain, independentlydivhsther our statements or
judgments in the relevant domain concern a Gmiependent realityO. By way of cashing out
this rather metaphorical way of ping things, Michael Dummett (in his seminal 1959 paper
OTruthO) proposed to OsemanticizeO the metaphysical idea of a reality as fixed with facts
independently of our knowledge of them. He suggested that it be understood as the claim that,
for any staterant S in the relevant domain, S is either determinately true or determinately false,
true or false Oindependently of whether we know, or are even able to discover -iisltedh
(1993:230). This has had the effect of construing realisnsamanticview, a view which

involves Oacceptance, for statements of the given class, of the principle of bivaileiceO. (

Why think that this semantic criterion is adequate to capture traditional disputes over
Realism? Because, presumably, one who acceptsBo@for a given class of statements must
suppose that statements in the classrarge trugor false) by things independent of us, things
(facts, states of affairs, entities, properties) of which we may forever, perhaps even in principle,
have no knowlege or evidence. Associated with each statement in the class there will be a set of
truth-conditions which may obtain completely independently of any human judgment, and whose
obtaining or otherwise will determine the statementOswalile. Arealistin a given domain
thus becomes portrayed as someone who maintains no less thal@foll Oradically nen

epistemicO, Correspondence notioimuth and atruth-conditiontheory of meaning to go with it.

We can see that ihisis how the realist positiois understoodyeing a deflationisivould
rule out being a realist, in any domain. For, as we have seen, deflationism about truth is
incompatible with holding a Correspondence view, and also, we have argued, it rules out a truth
conditional view of meang. However, we must note that, on the above construal, the opponent

of the realist is10t someone who rejects any robust notion of truth and-tratiditions



altogether. Rather, it is someone who adheres to a more sober, humanly atigpistblajc

notion of truth, for whom Dummett proposed the term @aatistOdf. 1993: 464). Having
semanticized the debate over realism, Dummett arrives at a global formi&adistn which is
directly supportable by arguing that Oa theory of meaning in tefmate¢onditions is never
tenableO (1993: 472). But, though this globatmatism is antagonistic to Correspondence truth
and truthconditions, it is not formulated in deflationfstendly terms. Instead, it Owould require
displacing the notion ofuth Dof a statementOs being true independently of our knowlledge
from its central role in the explanation of meanisgstituting that of what we take as
establishing truthwe should no longer be concerned with the criterion fotrttike of a

statemat, but with the criterion for omecognizingit as trueO (1993:472, our emphases.).
DummettOs epistemicalipnstrained truth and truttonditions (like PutnamOs notion of
Ointernally realist truth) would equally be a target of attack for the de#atidur OepistemicO
truth is as robust or Oinflationist® as Correspondence truth. (Indeed, Dummett himself argues
againstdeflationism in various places, precisely because, although he is suspicious of

Correspondence truth, he still believes truth imauBtO notioff)

This means that the Dummettian argument which purports to show that deflationists
cannot be realists will equally show that they canna@rtierealists. And there is yet another,
different route to the same conclusidbeflationism wailld seem to rule out being an ardalist
in any domain, if being an aptalist in any given domain requires denying that statements in
that domain can meet some substantive requirement for being true or false. This is because, as
we saw, deflationistare not in a good position to place substantive requirements on truth
aptness. For a deflationist, to say that a statement S isapuith simply to say that weansay
of S that itOs true. But given thedhema, we can say aifiy S that it is true @vided we can
claim S. Along these linesCrispin Wright (1992) and Paul Horwich (1993) have argued,
specifically, that, if one is a deflationist, one cannot uphold a noncognitivist view in ethics. Thus,
consider the indicative sentences OTorture ing@9or OYou ought to give money to charityO.
According to noncognitivists, these sentences are different from the sentences of ordinary
empirical discourse (OSnow is whiteO, OThe table is dirtyO) in that they-taet@iOn they
express Ono propositi which can be either true or falseO (Ayer 1952:107). But, on the
assumption that there is nothing more to truth than what is given bydtieema, it seems
impossible to rule out the ethical sentences as true or false. Since, like any indicathaesente
they are disquotable, what more could we require of them that would show them deficient in the
truth department? Being wdbrmed indicative sentences of English, they seem disquotable, and
thus @uth-aptO, or OtrutissessableO. But then they véleither true or false after all. OTorture



is wrongO will be true if torture is wrong, false otherwise.

This line of reasoning is applicableany domain, not just ethics (see Boghossian
(1990)). Generalized, the argument from deflationism agairistealism could go as follows

(adapting Jacobsen 1996):

1. Being indicative, sentences in domain D are suitable substituents in the LHS of the

truth-schema.

So, 2. Sentences in domain D are traji.

So, 3. Sentences in domain D are either true c&.fals
So, 4. Domain D is a factual domain of discourse
So, 5. Antirealism is false for domain D.

Once made explicit, however, the argument can be challenged at several points. What
isnOt clear, however, is whetheleflationistcan resist this argumenif not, then it will turn out
that being a deflationistoesrule out being an antealist in any domain of indicative discourse.
Earlier we saw that a sentenceOs being in the indicative mood is not sufficient for its being a
legitimate substituent ifhé LHS of the disquotation schema. (Indeed, even having disciplined
syntax is insufficient.) If so, then the first premise of the above argument can be rejected.
However, a deflationist who wishes to reject the first premise so as to reject theahowent
will have to tell us how to restrict trutiptness so as to exclude certain indicative sentences,
specifically, sentences in domains that are, as we might intuitively put it, Onot in the business of
stating factsO. But it should hardly seemaiiveto a deflationist to restrict trutiptness by
appealing to a distinction between factual andfagtual discourse. Indeed the most common

way of drawing that distinction is in terms of Eeingtruth-apt

There may be another way of drawing thetdal/nonfactual distinction: in terms of
assertoric force. Consider sentences such as: Ol promise to do the dishes tonightO, O10d like to
know what time it isO, Ol shall arrive earIyO. Though indicative in form, such sentences are not
standardly used tmake assertions. In general, indicative mood and assertoric force donOt always
line up. Using the mood/force distinction, an aetlist about a given domain might try to
portray sentences about that domain as nonfactual not because they fail tio-#esgssable but
rather because they are not put forth vaislsertoric force This move does not appeal to a
robustly semantic notion of truth, but rather to the pragmatic notion of assertoric force, a notion

needed independently of the realism debalgernatively, one may distinguish nonfactual



domains from factual ones in terms of the character dfulie makersof sentences in the
respective domains. In nonfactual domains, the thought would be, the entities or worldly
conditions or states of affa that render the sentences true or false are in some way or other
necessarily dependent on human judgments or responses, so that sentebeésievitlr false

only insofar as those judgments or responses determine them t&be so.

To adopteither thepragmatic or the metaphysical maseo reject the inference from 3
to 4 abovebfrom the claim that sentences in a given domain are true or false to the claim that the
domain is factual. Howevengither move seem available to the deflationist. Afiawe argued,
explaining assertion and assertoric force may itself require appeal to the notion of truth. And the
notion of a truthmaker would seem as unavailable and unpalatable to the deflationist as the

notion of a truthcondition (and for much the sameasons).

Debates between realists and their opponents gain impetus from considering certain
contrastsbetween different domains such as ethics and physics. And it seems, naively, that one
should be able tbe a realist in one domain without beingalist in another. For example, it
seems as though one may be a scientific realig¢ Whing a nooognitivist in ethics.

Interestingly enough, such partiality would seem to be disallowed by the two lines of reasoning
sketched abovBthe one purportingp show that deflationism rules out realisndthe other
purporting to show that it rules oamtirealism. Where does that leave us with respect to
deflationism?As we see it, someone who thirtkere are significant debates to be held
concerning relssm has two options: to reject deflationigmto reject the construal of
realism/antirealism debatein terms of the semantic notion of trygincethe short routérom
deflationism taa deconstruction of the debates relies on that construal). Ticeltifwe have

seen is thai looks like alternative construals are not readily available to deflationists.

*k*k

Our task today has been mainly negative: to raise some systematic difficulties for
deflationism about truth. But we hope some positive teshave emerged. Givéme character
of the difficulties we articulated, it seems to us that to make progress in our understanding of truth
our main efforts are better directed not at findinapertyor Ohidden underlying essence®
shared by all and oplrue things. With Frege and Davidson, who declare truth Oprimitive,
simple, and unalysabledhd with the deflationists, we may agree that tHerething to be
gained from alirectmetaphysical investigation into the nature of trutfowever, with Fege and
Davidson, anghaceconceptual deflationism, we may insist that therauch to be gained from

studying the relations between aanceptof truth and other conceptand from investigating the



explanatory role played by truth in our conceptuaksufy
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Notes

! This "fact about truth" is considered by Horwich, 1990, p23
2 The phrase is Horwich's; see Horwich 1990, .22
3 Op. cit., p.26 (original italics).
* See (5), Horwich 1990, p.24.
® Hill 2002, p.4.

® DisquT is suggested by remarks in Leeds (1978:1R%41 and fn.10), and versions of it are
presented explicitly in Field (1986: 58), Resnik (1990: 412), andd}a994), Ch.4 and p.107.

" This is the way it is characterized by Jackson, et. al. For example:cOdNotivism in ethics
holds that ethical sentences are not in the business of being either true riofdatseort, they are not
truth apt.O (1994£87)

8 Syntacticism is mentioned, but not endorsed, by Jaeksah (1994: 291293).
° The example is frorap.cit, p.293.
10 The example is from Porubcansky 2004.

' Notice also that if we embrace syntacticism, we settle immediately issussréigtcannot be
settled so quickly: nogognitivism about ethical statements would be false, and perform&stesh as Ol
name this ship OQueen Mary Buld count as true.

. 12 Wright 1992, p.29. As Boghossian puts it, the sentence must bei&sigdi or, more fully,
must Opossess a role within the language: its use must be appropriately disciplined by norms of correct
utteranceO (1990: 163).

13 Wright 1992, p.29.

14

5 Here we are indebted to Porubcansky 2004.

6 One would be hargressed tsay that our utterances, despite appearances, are really
declarative. The claim is not supported by evidence in linguistics. For example, syntactically elliptical
sentences, like OAlex does tooO, cannot usually initiate a discourse. But the septesrteffavo red
applesO carfor example, to buy apples from a fruit peddler. (See Stainton (2000: 448). See StaintonOs
article for more on sentences and sentence fragments.

' Here we follow Stainton 2000. These three ways of understanding Osestemtesd refined
by Stainton, but the present formulation is sufficient for our purposes.

18 Jackson, Oppy and Smith argue that disciplined syntacticism does not go far enough (see also
Smith 1994). They contend that it ignores a platitudinous conndmtitoveen truth aptness and belief: a
sentence counts as truth apt only if it can be used to given the content of a belief. And since, in their view,
any adequate analysis of a concept should comprise all the platitudes about a concept (and nothing more)
the connection between truth aptness and belief cannot be omitted. Their preferred account of truth
aptness, though richer than disciplined syntacticism, will be minimal in the sense that it makes no
controversial assumptiomit is composed only of ptitudes. It seems, however, that this platitude
respecting minimalism cannot be endorsed by the disqotationalist, or by deflationists generally. As
Jackson, Oppy and Smith themselves point out, platitudes can be substantive. On their account of truth
aptness, in order to show that a sentence is-aptlit needs to be shown

that the state an agent is in when she is disposed to utter a sentence E bears the relations
to information, action and rationality required for the state to count as a bdiisfish
substantial matter. (p.296)



¥ Frege distinguishes between judging and the mere entertaining of a thought, and correlatively,
between the act of assertion the mere expression or articulation of a thought. At one place he writes:

Once we have gsped a thought, we can recognize it as true (make a judgement) and
give expression to our recognition of its truth (make an assertion). (1979: 185).

See also (1979: 139) for one of many passages in the same vein,
% Frege writes:

[T]he sentence 'l sniiehe scent of violets' has just the same content as the sentence 't is
true that | smell the scent of violetsO. (1956/1999: 88)

In general,

E the sense of the word OtrueQ is such that it does not make any essential contribution to
the thought. (197251)

2L Frege writes :

[I]n the mouth of an actor upon the stage, even the sentence OThe thought that 5 is a
prime number is trueO contains only a thought, and indeed the same thought as the simple O5 is a
prime numberO. (1892/1960: 60).

2 Frege 1979,"Logic", p.2 (italics in the original).

% One author, Hartry Field, goes as far as characterizing “the main idea behind deflationism" as
"that what plays a central role in meaning and content not include truth conditions" (1994: 253).

24 See Soams (19B4though Soames (1999) abandons the incompatibility claim.), Etchemendy
(1988), Horwich (1990), Brandom (1994), and Rumfitt (1995). For a subtle discussion of the
incompatibility, see Gupta (1993). Horisk (1999) discusses and rejects several argnatextsrpt to
show the circularity.

% Depending on how sentences are individuated, OWorms wriggle" may even lrediaise
world, if there is a language in whichattually means that crickets whisper or whatever.

The present point applies even iftlige" is conceived as a proform naming a sentence rather than
as predicate (as in Grover, Camp and Belnap (1975)). Whether or not one should attach "is true" to the
name of a sentence still depends on what the sentence is taken to mean.

% various restrigbns have been proposed to ensure that sentences used to instantiate the schema
are not only meaningful, but have a particular, fixed meaning. For example, Tarski (1944: 350) suggests
that the language of the mentioned sentence (the object languagejdeerbin or at least translated into
the language employed in its disquotation (the metalanguage), where the object language is part of the
metalanguage. Davidson (1984: 34) suggests that we add indices to tpeddithte, and take truth to be
a rehtion between a sentence, a person, and a time. Alternatively, one could restrict the application of the
disquotational schema to entities whose meanings are held fixed. Thus, we saw that Horwich (1990)
constrains the disquotation schema by requiringttreautterance under discussion is the same utterance as
that used to articulate that utteranceOs-tatiition. And Field (1994) suggests that the sentences that are
legitimately 'plugged’ into the disquotational schema are sentences in one's, is@itaices whose
meanings can be presumed OgivenO to the speaker. Clearly, what motivates these restrictions is precisely
the recognition that truth (however understood) depends on meaning.

"In (200X: section 4), Horwich makes a similar proposal in eotian with the deflationist
schema for reference and beimge-of. In a related discussion, Wright (1992: 213) proposes a formulation
of the Tarskian biconditional which builds into it an explicit Omeaning conditionO:

(DTM) OSnow is whiteO is truedhd only if, (a) OSnow is whiteO metiias snow is whiteand
(b) snow is white.

As pointed out in BaOnet. al.(DTM) fails to represent the dependence of truth on meaning.
For, the leftto-right conditional of (DTM) claims that that OSnow is white@@@singthat snow is whités



a necessary condition of OSnow is whiteOOs being true. Naively, this seems wrong. In a world in which
OSnow is whiteO meant that grass is green, and grass were green, the sentence would still be true. At any
rate, this lefito-right conditional is not part of the claim that truth depends on meaning; nor is it justified by
it.

2 A deflationist cannot avoid recognition of this role of meaning by insifliasdoes Horwich
(see above, p. xBthat truth applies in the firdtstance to propositions, and only derivatively to
sentences. As long as we allow that sentences, too, can be called "true" or "false", we must rely on the
notion of a sentenaexpressingne proposition rather than another. A sentence will be trumjoase the

proposition it expresses is true. But what proposition a sentence expresses clearly depends on (or just is)
what the sentence means.

2 The Determination Argument is briefly presented in Lewis (1972). For an interpretation and
discussiorof Lewis' argument, as well as possible objections to it on behalf of deflationism, s&a,Bar
Horisk, and Lycan (1998).

%0 For some deflationist suggestions along these lines, see REFs.
3L For an argument, see Ch. 10 of Lycan (1984).
32 Several authors havappealed to a notion afeflationary truthcondition®. REFs

¥ The OsubstantivistO here is someone who thinks truth is a substantive notion, not merely a logical
device. Thatis, it is someone who rejects deflationary accounts falling under (if).a Substantivist,
though, may agree with the deflationist (as | do) that there is no single OrobustO metaphysical property
shared by all and only true sentences.

% See the above quotation. Dummettasa deflationist about Othe criterion for our reigg
[a statemenths trueD. [Link to Brandom]

% See Wright REFs



