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Abstract

This essay is an a ttem pt to m ake sense o f idea that tru th  is plural. I begin with presenting 

som e m otivations for pluralism  abou t tru th . I th en  move on to discuss the standard  ob­

jections, and  give som e argum ents for why they’ve no t been  adequately m et so far. T he 

version o f pluralism  I defend  can be sum m arized by the following claims;

• I'here is a m onadic tru th  predicate “tru e” used in everyday speech, and  this pred­

icate expresses the property  being tnie(simpliciter) at every context. Propositions 

instantiate this property.

• T he property  being true has a fancy in tension, it is a fim ction from  circum stances 

that include a dom ain param eter to sets o f propositions (the propositions that in­

stantiates being true M those circum stances).

• T he technical tru th  predicate used in com positional sem antics is relativized to do­

mains, in addition  to o th er potential relativizations such as contexts, worlds, times 

and  assignm ents.

• T he no tion  of tru th  relevant for assertoric practice is true at a contex t in the usual 

sense, w here the param eters are fixed by the context.

Given this backgrotuid it is possible that being true is correlated  with d ifferen t m etaphys­

ically relevant p roperties, such as correspondence and  superassertiblity, a t d ifferen t do­

mains. I show how pluralism  can be m ade co h e ren t and  com prehensib le using these four 

claims.
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Introduction

This essay is about the idea that tru th  is phual, and Jiow we iniglit go about using this 

idea to characterize local metaphysical disputes between realism an d  antirealism . Since 

its in troduction by Crispin W right (in Truth Objectivity (1992)) pluralism  abou t tru th  

has been a cause celelne. Before we can decide w hether tru th  is ])lural, we need  to know 

what it means to say that it is. A lthough there is a growing literature on the topic, little 

atten tion  has been given to the task o f m aking sense of pluralism  abou t tru th  within a 

plausible sem antic framework. T he approach  here will be to provide a clear account o f 

the idea and then show that, when properly understood , pluralism  is a genuine alternative 

to its m ain rivals: deflationism  and m onism . A lthough I aim to establish pluralism  as a 

genuine possibility, I should note that the focus of this essay is no t so m uch arguing for the 

idea that tru th  is plural as presenting a C arnapian  explication of the no tion  “plural tru th ”. 

O nce pluralism  has been carefully form ulated  the standard  objections simply dissipate.

Free from  any qualifications, here is the essay’s main claim:

The idea that truth is plural is coherent and comprehensible. We can provide an intel­

ligible formulation of what it is for truth to be plural, one that allows for propositions 

to be true in different ways in different domains, independently o f whether or not this 

possibility is actually realized.

Every chap te r is written with an eye towards establishing this claim. Relatively little space 

will be devoted to o th er strategies to make sense o f pluralism  o r to surveying the literature. 

As I go along I will m ake some com m ents here  and there about w here it seem ed to me 

that o th er people m ade mistakes and  w here I though t their ideas could be im proved 

on. But my m ain concern  is to explicate my own version. T he o th e r philosophers are



m o re  th an  e lo q u e n t e n o u g h , a n d  they certainly d o n ’t n e e d  me (heaven  knows) to  h e lp  

th em . Also, so little  has b e e n  w ritten  on  the  sem antic  issues re la ted  to p luralism  th a t 

w e’re  p re tty  m u ch  left to  o u r  own devices. I will be p re se n tin g  a new  way to explica te  

p lu ra lism . M ore precisely; a new  twist on  an  o ld  idea. My exp lica tion  will be m o d e led  

o n  a strategy o f  m ak in g  sense o f  tru th  developed  by M ichael D um m ett. H is strategy was 

to  give an  acco u n t o f  tru th  th ro u g h  th e  role it plays w ith in  a w ider th eo ry  o f  m ean in g , as 

o p p o se d  to focusing  o n  th e  m o re  narro w  question  o f  w hat tru th  consists in in d e p e n d e n tly  

o f  how  it is c o n n e c te d  w ith sem antics an d  pragm atics.

It will b ecom e c lear as I p ro ceed , b u t I m igh t as well m ake it exp lic it from  the  start: th e re  

a re  th re e  m ain  ph ilo so p h ica l th em es ru n n in g  th ro u g h  this essay. Each in form s how  I 

th in k  we can  best m ake sense o f  p luralism , especially in te rm s o f  w ho they in terac t.

T h e  first th em e  is th a t th eo ries  o f  trvith shou ld  sta rt w ith trying to  establish  counter- 

factually supporting generalizations ra th e r  th an  the trad itio n a l a p p ro ach  o f  p rov id ing  

an  A risto te lian  (i.e. real) d efin itio n  o f  tn ith , o r  a ch a rac te i ization o f  t r u th ’s n a tu re  o r  

essence. I th in k  o f  a theory o f  tru th  m uch in the  sam e way I th in k  o f  th eo rie s  in the  spe­

cial sciences: the  aim  is to provide ex p lan a tio n  tha t a re  ap p ea lin g  to  g enera liza tions th a t 

have co u n te rfac tu a l im port. W ith respect to tru th  th e re  a re  several p o ten tia l g en e ra l­

izations o n e  m ig h t try to establish . First, tru th  may be reliably c o n n e c te d  w ith accuracy 

o r  co rrec tn ess  o f  assertion . Second , tru th  may be reliably c o n n e c te d  with o th e r  sem an ­

tic p ro p ertie s . T h ird , tru th  may be reliably co n n ec ted  w ith som e m etaphysically  re levan t 

p roperty , such  as c o rre sp e n d e n ce  o r  superassertibility. Such co n n ec tio n s  a re  in p a rt spec­

ified th ro u g h  g en era liza tio n s w ith c o u n te rfac tu a l s tren g th . T h e  co n c e p t o f  tru th , as I see 

it, lies a t in tersec tio n : betw een  pragm atics, sem antics a n d  m etaphysics. A full-fledged 

th eo ry  o f  tru th  is o n e  th a t p rovides an  ad eq u a te  ex p lan a tio n  o f w hat k ind  o f  p h e n o m e n a  

tru th  is by show ing  th e  a p p ro p ria te  connec tions. T h e  strategy o f  illu m in a tin g  a fu n d a ­

m en ta l co n c e p t by show ing how  it co nnec ts w ith o th e r  ce n tra l co n cep ts  is th e  only way I 

can  th in k  of. N o t b e in g  red u c ib le  to , o r  ex p la ined  away by, m o re  prim itive term s is w hat 

it m eans to be  fu n d am en ta l.

T h e  seco n d  th e m e  is a b o u t in d iv idua ting  p ro p e rtie s  in term s o f  intensional profiles. 

By th e  in ten sio n a l p ro file  o f  a p ro p erty  I m ean  an  associated  fu n c tio n  th a t m aps sequences 

o f  p a ram e te rs  (to  be  ca lled  circumstances o f evaluation) u n to  ex tensions. O f  cou rse , i t ’s n o t 

th a t p ro p e rtie s  are in tensions. B ut two p ro p erties  a re  d is tin c t ju s t  in case they  are  asso-
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ciated with d ifferen t intensions. In m ost contexts we use worlds as the only param eter, 

so that p roperties are individuated by their m odal profiles, a function from  worlds to ex­

tensions. W liether there are any counterfactual supporting  generalizations connecting  

tru th  to som e o th e r property  (e.g. co rrespondence) depends on the intensional profiles 

o f those properties. Now a potential worry is ahead. In o rd e r for there to be a strong 

enough  connection  between tru th  and  co rrespondence they probably have to be neces­

sarily co-extensional. But if in tensions ju s t are functions from  worlds to extensions, they 

would be identical. T ruth would th en  ipso facto no t be plural. We need  to individuate 

properties in a m ore fine-grained way. Two options seem available. E ither we can in­

dividuate them  by their hyperintensional profiles (a hyperintensional profile is one that 

distinguishes cointensional p roperties), o r we can individuate them  by a “fancy” in ten ­

sion, an in tension that contains a non-standard  p aram eter as part o f  the source. I d o n ’t 

believe there are hyperin tensional processes o r contexts unless there is a m ind involved. 

.\s far as I know, there  are no non-m ental processes that can respond selectively between 

co-intensional properties. T h a t’s controversial, I know, since some im portan t traditions 

in metaphysics are assum ing that we can distinguish esseiuial from  non-es.sential p ro p ­

erties, intrinsic from  extrinsic properties, and  g round ing  from g rounded , in term s of 

hyperintensional differences. Nevertheless, I will be arguing  for fancy intensional p ro ­

files, and  say that tru th  is only locally co-intensional with correspondence. Two properties 

are locally co-intensional, with respect to som e param eter tt, ju s t in case they are co- 

coextensional no m atter how we vary any p aram eter o th e r than t t . T h at is, as long as v r  is 

constant. T he crucial param eter for the pluralist is a domain param eter. T he intensional 

profile o f tru th  is one  that allows it to be locally co-intensional with d ifferen t p roperties 

relative to d ifferen t dom ains. This gives us in tensional profiles that perm its there to be 

counterfactually  supporting  generalizations that connects tru th  with d ifferen t properties 

in d ifferen t dom ains.

T he th ird  them e is abou t the relation  betw een sem antics and pragm atics, in particular 

the m ediating  role played by the postsem antics. A com positional sem antic theory is one 

that shows how the sem antic values o f com plex expressions are determ ined  by the sem an­

tic values o f their constituents. If the language (fragm ent) we want to provide a sem antic 

theory for has expressive powers beyond som eth ing  analogous to propositional logic we 

need to in troduce  som e technical term  -  typically relativized tn ith  values o r many tru th  

values -  to accoun t fo r sem antic values. However, those technical term s seldom  have prag-
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matic im port. A case in po in t would be a sem antics for a language that contains alethic 

modalities. T he crucial no tion  here is true relative to a world. This is requ ired  for the se­

m antic theory to be com positional, bu t true relative to a world plays no pragm atic role. 

i\ll that m atters for pragm atic purposes is true relative to the world o f utterance. It falls to 

the postsem antics to m ediate betw eeen com positional semantics and  pragmatics. O nce a 

com positional sem antic theory  is constructed  we m ust provide the additional postsem an- 

tic description. O ften  com positional sem antics and  postsemantics are lum ped together, 

bu t this only generates confusion. I t’s im portan t to realize that the com positional and 

postsem antic tasks are distinct. Anything no t requ ired  for the com positional assignm ent 

o f sem antic values falls within postsemantics. Properties, propositions, tm th  at a context, 

and even logical consequence, are no t proper sem antic notions, bu t postsem antic ones.

H ere’s how I’ve organized the discussion:

Before we start getting  clear about what m ean by pluralism, we should ask ourselves 

the question why it would be worth getting clear about [jiuralism in the first place. T h a t’s 

what Chapter 2 Motivating Pluralism is about. I 'h is chap ter spells ou t som e challenges 

for deflationism  and  monism. T he case against dellationism  is familiar, but well worth 

rehearsing. First, deflationism  seems to lack the resources to account for the norm ative 

dim ension of tru th . By the “norm ative d im ension” 1 m ean that tru th  seems to be involved 

in generalizations abou t what statem ents what we should assert, deny, retract, believe and 

disbelieve. T he second challenge comes from the initial observation that tm th  its part of 

the most prom ising line in sem antic theorizing. However, if deflationism  is correct, then  

it seems like that en terprise  is on the wrong track. T h a t’s not a knock-down argum ent 

by any o n e ’s way o f counting, but it should make us reconsider w hether we are willing 

to give up  our best sem antic theories in favour o f a theory of tm th  that we sh o u ld n ’t 

have too m uch confidence in to begin with. T he case against m onism  is m ore subtle. It 

starts by considering the link between metaphysical positions -  realism and  antirealism  -  

and various tru th  theoretic candidates. Traditionally, realism has been  connected  with a 

correspondence theory  o f tru th , while antirealism  has been connected  with som e theory 

that incorporates an  episternic com ponent. If m onism  is correct, then  we have to choose 

one particular account that covers all cases w here we legitimately em ploy the tm th  p red­

icate. We then  seem  to be com m itted to e ither global realism o r global antirealism , but 

n either is very attractive. T here  is certainly room  for the m onist to m aneuver o u t o f that.
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b u t I p resen t som e reasons for doub ting  the obvious steps they could make. Given that 

background , we should  have som e in terest in considering pluralism.

C hap ter 3 Stating the O bjections turns from  the challenges to deflationism  and monism 

to the ones pluralism  has to face. T here are th ree specific challenges that keep pester­

ing the prospects o f a workable pluralism: (i) How do we account for logically com plex 

sentences? (ii) How do we accoiuit for logical consequence? (iii) How do  we account 

for the expressive role o f truth? I think the objections are ba.sed on a mistake. Many 

philosophers discussing pluralism  about tn ith  have had a too simplistic conception of 

the debate  ignoring  im portan t conceptual distinctions. This chap ter attem pts to provide 

som e elbow room  for the pluralist by arguing that the objections rests on an  oversimpli­

fied view abou t p lural tru th . O nce we have looked m ore carefully at what notions are in 

play, a strategy for m aking sense o f pluralism  suggests itself, h i particular, in o rd e r to 

accoiuit for (i), (ii) and  (iii) we first have to recognize that there  isn’t one no tion  of truth 

at play. W’e have to distinguish between the technical no tion  of a truth value relative to a 

point used in com positional sem antics, the [pragmatically im portable notion  o f truth at a 

context provided by the post.semantics, and  finally, a m onadic predicate “tru e” that we use 

for expressive purposes. T he chap te r ends with a suggestion o f a strategy for how the 

p luralist could  accom m odate those th ree notions.

T here  has been  som e discussion abou t what kind o f sem antic theory th a t is pluralis­

tically acceptable, h i C hap ter 4 T ruth Value Pluralism , I tu rn  to two pluralist attem pts to 

revise o u r standard  (prepositional) semantics. W liat they have in com m on is that they ar­

gue for a sem antic theory  that in terprets the truth values tha t sentences are m apped  un to  

in pluralistic term s. T he m ain po in t o f this chap ter is to argue that this is a cul-de-sac. The 

m ain reason is that they n m  into problem s because they haven’t properly distinguished 

betw een what is requ ired  for evaluating sentences as constituents of o th er sentences and 

evaluating sentences as stand-alone utterances.

A.S said, m ost people who discuss pluralism  have been ignoring  the sem antic details. 

I t’s com m on place to read  th a t one only needs to talk about the “m etaphysics” o f tru th . In 

C hap ter 5 T ru th  as M ultiply Realized I spend som e time disagreeing. T he pluralists who 

try this strategy want to classify tru th  as ju s t an o th er exam ple o f m ultiple realization. I 

d o n ’t th ink  so; the way being true is variably instantiated canno t be u nderstood  analogous 

to how being jade o r being in pain is variably instantiated. It may soim d plausible enough  if 

we only look at generalizations that connect tru th  with properties such as correspondence

5



and superassertibililty. But once we also take into account that tru th  is connected with 

both  sem antic and  pragm atic properties, I think it becomes apparen t that the “m ultiple 

realization strategy” is taking us down a garden path.

If we want to make sense o f pluralism we need to go about in a m ore careful m an­

ner. T h a t’s why I devote C hapter 6 Semantic Framework to laying out the structure of a 

fram ework I will be employing. I expect that most o f what I’ll say in that chap ter will be 

familiar to everyone, except how I draw the line between com positional semantics and 

postsemantics. As I see the relationship a com positional semantics is only about providing 

an account of how to connect sem antic values together with the g ram m arian’s linguistic 

categories in a systematic and rule-governed way. O n top o f that we provide a postsem an­

tics that I argue we can use to superimpose notions such as the proposition expressed by a 

sentence and  the property  expressed by a predicate. In addition to that, the postsem an­

tics will have to provide a an account of how the com positional sem antics is relevant for 

the practices of using the language, in particular assertion and inference.

C hapter 7 Making Sense o f  Pluralism provides the explication o f “plural tru th ” that 

I think is coh eren t and  com prehensible. It brings together some them es from the previ­

ous chapters, but in a way that accom m odates the possibility that what makes jjropositions 

true is dom ain variant. H e re ’s the short version: the claim that tn ith  is plural is best un ­

derstood as the claim that the extension of the property expressed by the m onadic tru th  

predicate (being true simpliciter) varies across dom ains. A dom ain is represen ted  in the se­

m antic theoiT as a param eter, alongside o ther ones, e.g. world, time and location. This 

makes pluralism  about tru th , from a sem antic po int of view, an instance o f nonindexical 

contextualism for the m onadic tru th  predicate. This perm its the pluralist to accept both 

a m onadic tru th  predicate and  a generic tru th  property expressed by that predicate. It 

also allows us to account for the logical connectives, assertion and inference in the same 

way as the monist. O nce dom ains are part o f the intensional profile o f being true, i t ’s 

perfectly possible that there are different properties that are locally co-intensional with 

being true. And that opens up the possibility that there are counterfactually supporting  

generalizations connecting being true with different p roperties in d ifferent dom ains.
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2 Motivating Pluralism

W hen we assess the accuracy o f our statem ents and  beliefs we norm ally characterize them  

as true or false. T he most natural way to understand  what we are do ing  is to say that we 

are attributing predicates o f triuh  and falsity. But what predicates are really in play, and 

what is the target o f predication? VMiere predicates go, jjroperties tend  to follow. If we 

are em ploying some tru th  predicate, then  prim a facie there  is som e tru th  property  too 

that comes along for the ride. VMiat property  is that? VN'hy do som e things instantiate it 

and  others not? V\'hat, if anything, explains why som eth ing  is true?

IVaditionally, philosophers have focused on  answers along two com peting  lines:

Deflationism

T here  is no th ing  that all true statem ents and  beliefs have in com m on that explains 

why they are true. Statem ents and beliefs with d ifferen t subject m atters are true for 

d ifferent reasons, and those are particular to the individual statem ents and  beliefs. 

T he predicate “tru e” does n o t express a property  that is theoretically in teresting in 

the sense that we can develop a general explanation  for why som eth ing  instantiate 

this property.

Monism

All true statem ents and  beliefs have som eth ing  in com m on that explains why they are 

true. Even though  true statem ents and  beliefs can concern  widely d ifferen t subject 

m atters, there is som e general feature they all have in com m on tha t accounts for why



they are true. T he predicate “trvie” expresses a property that is theoredcally interest­

ing in the sense that we can, a t least in principle, provide a general explanation for 

why som ething instantiate this property.

I think there is m uch to be said in favour o f both o f these answers. Nevertheless, I 

also think that neither is leading us down the right path. T he m ain virtue of monism is 

its recognition that there is m ore to tru th  than m ere surface. T he property  expressed by 

the tru th  predicate is one that requires m ore of an explanation than merely po inting  to 

its role as an  expressive device. In term s that I prefer, tn ith  is involved in generalizations 

that connect it with o ther concepts. This m eans that tru th  is explanatorily m uch richer 

than the im pression one gets by looking at its surface characteristics. The m ain flaw with 

monism is that it overgeneralizes with respect to what metaphysically relevant property 

(or properties) tru th  is connected  with. V\liile there is m ore to be .said about tru th  than 

what can be extracted from  its surface characteristics, there are implausible metaphysi­

cal consequences o f thinking that there is only one explanation that accounts for ever}' 

true statem ent and belief. Turning to deflationism  the situation is reversed. Deflationism 

d oesn ’t com m it us to any im plausible metaphysical consequences and does well in focus­

ing on the expressive role as the correct conceptual analysis of the tn u h  predicate. T he 

drawback is that it avoids the issue o f overgeneralization at the expense o f denying that 

there are any explanatory and non-trivial generalizations to be m ade at all. T he result is 

that deflationism  lacks the resources to accoiuit for tru th ’s m ore substantial place in se­

mantics and  pragmatics. This is in d ep en d en t of w hether deflationism  is right in claim ing 

that there are no metaphysically interesting generalizations where tru th  plays a role. O r 

so I aim to convince you presently.

With deflationism  on one side and  m onism  on  the other, we find ourselves in a famil­

iar philosophical stand off. As so often is the case, there m ight be an  overlooked position 

in the m iddle. T he task o f this essay to articulate this position and  make it an available 

option. T he task is n o t ju s t to throw som e light on the role tru th  plays in sem antics and 

pragmatics, but to make sense o f how ou r talk and though t can be sensitive to m etaphys­

ical differences between various dom ains. Like the o th er two, we begin form ulating it as 

an answer to the basic questions above:



Pluralism

N ot all true statem ents and beliefs have som ething in com m on that explain why they 

are true. However, for true statem ents and beliefs that concern  a distinct subject m at­

ter, there is some general feature that they m ight have in com m on that accounts for 

their being so. T he predicate “tru e” expresses a property  that is locally theoretically 

interesting in the sense that we can, a t least in principle, provide local explanations 

for what makes som ething instantiate this property.

This line of answering the m ain questions is attractive because it can avoid the prob­

lems associated with m onism  and  cleflationism while retain ing  som e o f their respective 

virtues. In particular, it can aid us in understand ing  how to characterize local metaphys­

ical disputes between realism and antirealism , for exam ple about m athem atics, morality 

and  physics. T h a t’s not to say that pluralism doesn’t have its own set of problem s. It sure 

does, and 1 will re tu rn  to the most pressing ones in the following chapter. 1 do think 

that i)luralism is in a better shape than deHationism and  m onism overall, though. It is 

a central aim of this essay to show you that, when properly understood , pluralism  can 

overcom e the standard  objections.

Some m ight find my choice of term s in the jjresentation idiosyncratic and surprising. 

So let me explain: I think the philosophical debate about tru th  can be approached  with­

ou t starting to talk about the “n a tu re” or “essence” of tiiuh . This is no doub t influenced 

by the fact that I am  sceptical about natures and  essence tout court, and  therefore think 

we can always avoid such talk. But th a t’s a m uch stronger view than  what is needed  here, 

so I’ll keep that im d er the rug. W hether o r not there no natures or essences in general, 

I am sympathetic with Donald Davidson (1997) when he casts d o u b t on the prospects 

o f providing an illum inating analysis o f tn ith  in sim pler terms. As Davidson points out, 

most philosophically in teresting term s are no t reducible to som e sim pler set o f term s -  

th a t’s part o f what makes thein in teresting and the sim pler ones uninteresting. Rather, 

we should try to cast som e light on tru th  by articulating the connections it has with o th er 

concepts. If we specify what o th er concepts tru th  is connected  with, and  at least approxi­

m ate to capture the right kind o f connections, we are doing the best we can in providing 

an explanation o f what it m eans to say that som ething is true. This will be my strategy in 

m aking sense o f pluralism. G etting clear about what pluralism am ounts to will therefore
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require  a good deal of concept-m ongering, and I want to get there  gradually. But before 

we start getting clear about what it m eans to say that tru th  is plural we should begin by 

considering the reasons for why we would want to get clear abou t pluralism  in the first 

place. T h a t’s what this chap ter is all about.

2.1 Deflationism

T he starting observations tliat support deflationism , as I see it, is that (i) tru th  is used as 

an expressive device — hence it has a practical application -  bu t (ii) it’s hard  to what fu rther 

contribu tion  it makes to a statem ent if we add that what we’ve claim ed is true. And even 

h a rd e r to see how there could be a general explanation for why som ething is true. Wliat 

deflationism  am ounts to is the claim that there canno t be any theory (strictly speaking) 

o f tru th  at all. T ruth is not a concept that plays a role in any explanatorily relevant -  i.e. 

non-trivial -  generalizations.

2.1.1 T ru th  as an  Expre.ssive D evice

h i natural languages tru th  plays an im portant role as an expressive device. If th a t’s not 

part o f the story, it seems we’re targeting some o th er concep t than  truth. VVTiat sets de­

flationism apart from  monism and  pluralism is that it makes the claim that the expressive 

role of tn ith  is the entire story. O nce we have been  given an adequate account o f its 

expressive role there is no room  for fu rther question abou t tru th  as such (see Mackie 

(1973), Field (1986), Williams (1988), Q uine (1992), Horwich (1995), (1998), (2005) 

for d ifferent versions o f deflationism ).

Before we move on, I should make som ething clear. VVlien talking abou t statem ents 

and  beliefs, what I have in m ind are their contents -  propositions -  and  not o u r acts o f ut­

tering  declarative sentences or our m ental states. As I am  using the term , propositions are 

the things we assert and believe, m aking them  the objects o f illocutionary acts an d  propo- 

sitional attitudes. For the purposes o f this essay, I will largely rem ain  neu tra l o n  what 

propositions really are and what they ultimately supervene on. Maybe there are no  inex­

pressible or unbelievable propositions or maybe they com e twenty to the dozen. Maybe 

only hum ans can believe them  o r maybe cats can too. Maybe they are structu red  to the 

po in t of isom orphism  with sentential structure o r maybe they are unstructu red . Maybe
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they are abstractions over language use or maybe they are realized through  a causal p ro­

cess in the brain. T he debate between deflationism , m onism and pluralism  doesn’t tu rn  

on  these questions. A lthough defenders of these various strategies have view's on such 

m atters, we should separate what they th ink about propositions from  ou r target debate. 

Actually, there  is no  ag reem en t in the literature as to what the tru th  bearers are. Even 

am ong the defenders of pluralism  the term inology is unstable. Sometim es it is couched 

in term s o f sentences (W right, 1992), and o th er times in terms o f propositions (Wright, 

2003b), (Lynch, 2009). Less helpful notions, such as thoughts, have also been  invoked 

(Sher, 2004). Even if my focus is on  propositional tru th  I will often  shift to talk about 

tn ith  o f sentences too. T he reason is that while the end  goal is propositional truth, we 

d o n ’t get there unless we have a sem antic fram ework established. .And for the purposes 

of sem antics, I p refer to talk abou t sentences. However, in our ordinary  assessments state­

m ents and beliefs, the target o f p redication is mostly aptly characterized as propositions. 

C onsider for example:

W hat B ernhard  believes is true.

liianca said som eth ing  true yesterday.

If we were to say this, we w ouldn’t be saying that B ernhard’s mental state is true, or that he is 

in a tn ie  m ental state. N or would we be saying that Bianca’s act was tn ie , o r that her saying 

was true. Rather, “w hat” and  “som eth ing” is picking out the contents of B ernard ’s m ental 

state and  B ianca’s statem ent. Being the object of propositional attitude and illocutionary 

acts is the traditionally most im portan t role assigned to propositions.

So what do we m ean by the expressive role o f truth? We’ve already seen two examples. 

By u ttering  “W liat B ernhard  believes is tru e” I can express agreem ent with the proposi­

tional co n ten t o f B ern h a rd ’s belief w ithout articulating that conten t. If I were to say 

“Bianca said som eth ing  true yesterday” this can be read in the same way: “som eth ing” 

picks o u t a particular p roposition  and  I am  expressing agreem ent with it. But “som e­

th ing” could also be read  as an  existential propositional quantifier. In which case my 

claim could be rep resen ted  as

(3/)) Yesterday (Bianca said p  and  p  is true)

Since there is no particular p roposition  I am  picking out, I am involved in a case of blind 

ascription. I may n o t have the foggiest idea what Bianca went abou t saying yesterday, and
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still I may u tte r “Bianca said som eth ing  true yesterday” to claim that whatever propositions 

she expressed yesterday, at least one  of them  is true. I could also make the stronger claim 

that “everything Bianca said yesterday is tru e”, rep resen ted  as

(Wp) Yesterday (if Bianca said p  th en  p  is true)

T here  is a difference between the existential and  the imiversal case. T he tru th  predicate 

allows us to express things in English that we co u ld n ’t express w ithout it. O ne m ight think 

that in the universal case we could  dispense with the tru th  predicate (even if we could not 

do  so in the existential case). At least, in principle. I could assert every proposition Bianca 

asserted yesterday. This would be a ra th e r cum bersom e way to go about, and that m ethod 

has limitations even as a m atter o f principle. As W illard Q uine po in ted  out:

We may affirm [a] single sentence by ju st u ttering  it, im aided by quotation  or 

by the tru th  predicate; b u t if we want to affirm som e infinite lot of sentences 

that we can dem arcate only by talking abou t the sentences, then  the tru th  

predicate has its use. (Q uine, 1970, 12)

If we quantify over an  infinite set o f  propositions then  we cannot, even in principle, re­

place the claim that involves the tru th  predicate. For exam ple, because there is an infinite 

nu m b er of axioms o f Peano arithm etic, I cannot simply replace

Eveiy axiom  o f Peano arithm etic is true

with some o th er claims that d o esn ’t involve the tru th  predicate. As a predicate in natural 

language, tru th  is no t only a useful expressive device, it is indispensable. It canno t be 

elim inated from  English w ithout seriously reducing  its expressive powers.

This is all a m atter of what I called tru th ’s surface characteristics. A ccording to Paul 

Horwich (1998, 5), there is a very straightforw ard explanation  for how “tru e” gets to play 

the role as an expressive device. A conceptual analysis o f tru th  is provided by the

Equivalence schema

The proposition th a t p  is true iff p.

Being a com m itted deflationist, Horwich goes on to claim  tha t there is no th ing  illu­

m inating  to be said about tru th  beyond the Equivalence schema. A conceptual analysis
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of the tru th  predicate suffices to cap tu re everytliing tha t needs to explained as far as 

philosophers are concerned . Things a re n ’t that sim ple, as the deflationist will admit. 

T he Equivalence schema plays a cen tral role in sem antic paradoxes, in particular the liar 

paradox (Tarski, 1933). If (i) we read Equivalence schema imrestrictedly, and (ii) our 

language is governed by classical logic, and  (iii) o u r language is able to express its own 

syntax, then  we are m ired in paradox. For the purposes o f this essay, though, I will ignore 

the sem antic paradoxes. Pluralism  d o esn ’t depend  on any particular solution to the para­

doxes, so I want to rem ain  com pletely neutral. N oth ing  that I will go on  to say cannot be 

changed to accom m odate the standard  solutions to the paradoxes, w hether they dem and 

a revision o f classical logic or in troducing  restrictions on  Equivalence schema.

2.1 .2  T ru th  as R e d u n d a n t  in  E x p la n a d o n s

As a conceptual analysis of the tru th  predicate in everyday speech, an accouiU of its ex­

pressive role m ight be exhaustive. W hat gives deflationism  its bite is that its fu rther claim 

that there is no th ing  to tru th  beyond playing the expressive role. To see why this m ight 

be appealing, consider the two sentences:

1 smell the scent o f violets.

It is true  that I smell the scent o f violets.

Is there any notew orthy difference betw een them ? O f course, one contains “it is true 

that” and the o th er d o esn ’t. But w hether B ernhard  asserted the first o r the second, would 

there be any difference in what he said o r in the significance o f his speech act? If there 

is a difference there, it’s no t one th a t’s easy to detect. Having noticed this, Gottlob Frege 

says that the two sentences express the sam e proposition;

[I] t is som eth ing  w orth th ink ing  abou t that we canno t recognize a property  of 

a th ing  w ithout a t the sam e time finding the th ough t this thing has this property 

to be true. It is also w orth noticing  that the sentence ‘I smell the scent of 

violets’ has ju s t the same co n ten t as the sentence ‘It is true that I smell the 

scent o f violets’. So it seems, then , that no th ing  is added  to the though t by 

my ascribing to it the property  o f tru th . (Frege, 1918, 328)
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If there is no  significant difference between asserting “I smell the scent of violets” and “It 

is true that I smell the scent o f violets”, it m ight be tem pting to say that “tru e” doesn’t 

express a property. But, as po in ted  ou t by W right (2001, 753), deflationism  d oesn ’t have 

to make the controversial claim  that there is no tru th  property. O nce we have accepted 

that there is a p redicate “tru e” we should allow it to express the property  being true. There 

is no th ing  syntactically o dd  abou t “tru e” , n o r is it gerrym andered o r recovered via some 

lam bda abstraction. I t’s a straightforw ard m onadic predicate, and it seems difficult to find 

a principled reason for denying that it expresses a property (or a concept which again 

expresses a property). All that is required  by deflationism  is to hold  that this property 

is red u n d an t o r explanatorily vacuous. The real distinction between a deflationary and 

a non-deflationary accoim t (m onism  and pluralism ), according to W right, is that the 

form er assumes that an  adequate  explanation  of the tru th  property  is “transparen t from 

the analysis of the concep t.”

T hat seems right, bu t 1 think it’s m ore helpful to think o f the issue in terms o f inform a­

tive generalizations. If deflationism  is cc^rrect then there are no in teresting  o r non-trivial 

generalizations w here tru th  plays a role. Consequently, we d o n ’t need  to understand 

tru th  in term s o f its relation to o th e r concepts (or projjerties) no r is o u r understanding  of 

o ther philosophically in teresting concepts enhanced  by talking abou t their coiuiections 

with truth. Most im portantly, deflationism  denies that there is any general explanation 

we can provide for why a proposition instantiates being true. All that we have recourse 

to is the Equivalence schema. And from that, all we can give by way o f explanations are 

trivialities:

That the earth orbits the sun  is true because the earth  orbits the sun.

That cows eat grass is true because cows eat grass.

And so we could go on for every true proposition. Wliat explains the tru th  of the propo­

sition that the earth orbits the sun  and what explains the tru th  o f the proposition that cows 

eat grass are as dissim ilar as the ea r th ’s m ovem ents and cows gastronom ical habits. Triv­

ialities o f this kind are the only thing we will find if we looking for explanations for why 

som ething instantiates being true as such. T here is an initial appeal to this view, if we think 

of the task of developing a theory of tru th  along the lines o f developing a theory in the 

sciences. N atural kinds are few and  far between. A good exam ple we should learn from
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is that of the behaviourist’s a ttem pt to provide a theory abou t learn ing  as such in terms 

o p eran t conditioning.

A ccording to B. F. S k inner’s (1976), we can treat the psychology of an  individual at a 

particular tim e as collection o f psychological traits t\ , . . .  tn, w here each ti is a particular 

stim ulus-response association. T he stimulus-response associations can be read probabilis­

tically. We can in terp re t the psychological profile o f Kaidan at a particular time as the 

distribution o f probabilities over his set o f stimidus-response associations. External fac­

tors -  in particular the affirm ation of his actions, such as Jo h n  giving Kaidan a pat on the 

head  -  will increase the probability of the operative stimulus-response association that 

is being dom inan t with respect to Kaidan’s behaviour at that time. For Kaidan to learn 

som ething is for Kaidan to change the distribution of probabilities over his psychologi­

cal profile such that the relevant stimulus-response associations increase in dom inance 

relative to others.

T here  are all sorts o f reasons why this tu rned  ou t to be wrong, bu t one of the things 

we realized was this: there wasn’t any theoretically in teresting  concep t or property picked 

out by “learn ing  as such”. T here  are all kinds o f things that Kaidan undergo  th roughou t 

his life that we call learning; learning how to speak English, learning how to dance the fox­

trot, learn ing  how to make Jo h n  laugh, learning how to play the video games. But there 

is no th ing  substantial in com m on across all cases, o r  some general feature that explains 

what makes it that case that Kaidan has learned som ething. W hen we abstract over the 

phenom ena to the po in t w here all cases of learning have som eth ing  in com m on, the so- 

called “theory” o f learn ing  would be vacuous. We could find counterfactually supporting  

generalizations, if those generalizations were tautological (or close to being ones).

L earning as such is sim ilar to tru th  as such, according to deflationism . In both  cases 

we have a heterogeneous pheno m en o n  (individuals learn som ething, som ething instan­

tiates being true) tha t converge on the data in a certain  kind of way. Wliat we d o n ’t have is 

som ething that accounts for the data  in the same way in each case. A theory must be pro­

vide a uniform  explanation  o f why the relevant property  is instantiated, no t a collection 

o f anecdotes. And in the case o f tru th , anecdotes is all we’ll ever get.

R ather than  given an explanation of why propositions in general are true, what we can 

do is give individual explanations. This is the standard  situation outside o f the sciences. 

T h e re ’s no th in g  w rong in the explanation  that the British won because the French horses 

did no t arrive; the horses did no t arrive because the terrain was muddy; the terrain  was
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inuddv because it had  ra ined  heavily the whole week, and so on. For each battle (where 

som eone actually won), there is a causal story for why they won. But there is no  general 

explanation abou t what makes it the case that som eone wins a battle. Well, no t a non 

trivial one anyway. W ide generalizations about battles would probably am ount to a most 

uninform ative tautology. Likewise, the idea goes, that is what we end  up with if we want an 

explanation of what all tru ths have in com m on. We end  up with the Equivalence schema.

2.1.3 Normativity

T he first problem  for deflationism  is normativity. If a conceptual analysis of “tru e” pro­

vided by the Equivalence schema suffices then  tru th  cannot be normative. However, many 

philosophers have though t that tm th  has some in h eren t norm ative character too. If so, 

tru th  plays a normative role in addition to the expressive role. And consequently, truth 

plays an  explanatory role beyond what we could gather from the conceptual analysis.

This in troduces a first potentially interesting generalization over projiositions that 

connect tru th  with an o th er concept. For our purposes, le t’s focus on the connection 

between the pragm atic concept o f ought to assert and  truth:

(Vp)(one ought to assert p  only if p  is true)

I d o n ’t think that this is precisely the correct way to form idate it, but the details d o n ’t 

m atter at the m om ent. VNliat the deflationist would have to hold is that this generalization 

is accidental, so they would deny that we should infer that

(Vp)(if p  is true, it is permissible to assert p  because p  is true)

T he deflationist has to say truth is com pletely non-norinative and that the first general­

ization is merely accidental, or that there is som ething else in the background that is do­

ing the explanation  for what makes its permissible o r impermissible to assert som ething. 

Wliat is nonnatively guiding assertions m ight be some o th er concept that is extensionally 

quite close to tru th  in the relevant circum stances. It that were the case then  tru th  as such 

w ouldn’t have to be an  inherently norm ative notion.

I th ink  it’s a mistake to deny that tm th  is norm ative. The reason was m ade clear by 

Michael D um m ett (1959), (1981). Assume that the conceptual analysis of the Equiva­

lence schema provided the conceptual analysis o f truth. If deflationism  is correct then
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som eone who grasped this schem a would have grasped all there is to know about truth. 

Som eone who had knowledge of the Equivalence schem a would have the ability to use 

tn u h  as an  expressive device and say things like “what B ernhard  says is tru e”. W liat they 

would lack, however, would be the point o f saying that som ething true. T he generaliza­

tion that connects what people judges to be permissible to assert and  what they judge 

to be true can’t be an accident. A ccording to Diim m ett, if som eone did not consider it 

a (defeasible) goal in conversations to say things that are true, and  d id n ’t expect o ther 

people to do the same, they would not have a grasp of the concep t o f truth.

T he deflationist can reply that whatever norm ative feature that is associated with truth 

is m erely instrum ental. W liat the deflationist needs to argue is th a t there is som e o ther 

concep t that has a norm ative character, and tru th  only seems norm ative by virtue o f this 

o th e r concept. L et’s first consider some concepts that are usually agreed to be inherently  

norm ative, e.g. good, bad, right and  wrong. If tru th  is norm ative it would play a similar 

role with respect to speech acts (and perha])s also beliefs) as good does for actions in 

general. I say “sim ilar” and not “the sam e”, because the kind o f normativity that truth 

m ight possess d o esn ’t seem to be connected  directly with m oral value. It may be that 

speaking truthfully on some occasion, o r even most occasions, is the morally right thing 

to do, but that seems secondary in the sense that tn u h  itself would be norm ative. VV'e can 

easily im agine a situation where what is morally right would be to say som ething that is 

false. For exam ple, Kitidan knows that his p a r tn e r jo h n  is h id ing in the storage, bu t greedy 

m ercenaries are looking for Jo h n  bent on killing him. An assertion of John is hiding in 

the storage would be correct, bu t all things equal it w oiddn’t be very m oral to guide the 

m ercenaries to jo h n ’s location.

T he conceptual distinction between an assertion being correct and  an action being 

good is intelligible even if we were to accept the ICantian view that speaking truthfully is 

always the morally good thing to do. In that case we w ouldn’t get the generalization that 

som ething is permissible to assert only if it is true. We would get the generalization:

(Vp)(one ough t to assert p  only if p  is believed)

and  th a t’s w eaker than  the rule we apply. We ju d g e  p eop le’s assertions no t in term  of 

w hether they believe it o r not, but w hether what they say is true. Moral value seems 

unsuited  for what is guiding our assertions. It is be tte r to think o f the source o f tru th ’s 

nonnadvity  in term s o f epistemic value. 1 d o n ’t know exactly what it m eans to say that
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som ething has episteinic vahie, bu t the general idea is perhaps good enough  to get iis 

started. This opens up the possibility for deflationisin that the instrum ental value o f tru th  

comes from o th er notions in neighbourhood: evidence, justification, and warrant. But 

this seems to get the explanation by the wrong end o f the stick. It m ight be a reliable 

enough connection between tru th  and warrant, and  that could explain the extensional 

relation between what is perm itted  to assert and what is true. VMiat it d oesn ’t explain, 

though, is the intensional reladon. Since only the first o f these coiinterfactuals are tm e

If it were the case that p was true bu t no t w arranted it would be correct to assert p.

If it were the case that p  was false but w arranted it would be correct to assert p.

it seems like that the normativity o f assertions is tracking truth ra ther than warrant. O ne 

could bridge the gap by iiu roducing  some strengthened  notion of w arrant (e.g. con­

clusive warrant) that always ensures tru th . It would still miss D unm iett’s jjoint, which is 

that one d oesn ’t grasp the concept o f tn ith  unless one understands that it is som ething 

we aim at when we make assertions. And aim ing is an in tentional relation that can even 

distinguish betweene necessarily co-extensional properties.

It also seems that tn i th ’s expressive role itself really goes beyond the Equivalence 

schema. If I use “what B ernhard  says is tru e” to express agreem ent with B ernhard , then 

the significance of doing so is no t cap tured  by the schema. It merely tells us that if we 

do so we can use it to disquote, bu t what I have done by saying that in a conversation is 

left mysterious. T he mystery cannot be chalked up  to a wider issue about language. The 

only question would be why I said it was true. (See also Wright (1992, 17 -  29), (2001, 

7 5 4  ■ 759) fo r  independen t argum ent that Equivalence schem a contains an implicit 

independen t norm . I om it this a rgum ent becau.se I’m not entirely convinced by it).

2 .1 .4  T ru th  C o n d itio n a l S em an tics

By far the most successful are o f inquiry in which the concept of tru th  has played a central 

explanatory role is that o f sem antic theorizing -  giving rise to truth conditional semantics. 

A nother consequence of deflationism  is that it seems incom padble with this enterprise. 

This is no t a knock-down argum ent against deflationism , but it should m ake us worried. 

It m eans that e ither o u r best sem antic theories are on the wrong track (which of course



is p o ss ib le ) o r  th a t  c le fla tio n ism  is m issin g  a n  im p o r ta n t  p a r t  o f  th e  s to iy  w e n e e d  to  tell 

a b o u t  tru th .

T h e  te n s io n  b e tw e e n  d e f la tio n is m  a n d  t r u th  c o n d i t io n a l  se m a n tic s  was p o in te d  o u t 

by D u m m e tt  ( 19 5 9 ) ,  (D u m m e tt,  1991 , 331 -  3 3 2 ) . T h e r e  a re  two r e la te d  c o n s id e ra t io n s  

th a t  g o es  in  th is  d ire c tio n . F irst, as w e ’ve se e n  th e  d e f la t io n is t  lacks th e  re so u rc e s  to  

p ro v id e  a n  a c c o u n t  o f  th e  s ig n ific an c e  o f  u s in g  th e  t r u th  p re d ic a te . O n c e  t r u th  is ta k e n  

to  b e  fu lly  acco v m ted  fo r  in  te rm s  o f  its ex p ressiv e  ro le  we lo se  th e  ab ility  to  g ive it an y  ro le  

as p a r t  o f  e x p la in in g  p ro p r ie r t ie s  o f  u se , in  p a r t ic u la r  w ith  re s p e c t to  a s se r tio n . S e c o n d , 

if  th e  E q u iv a le n c e  s c h e m a  is u se d  to  give u s th e  m e a n in g  o f  “t r u e ” we c a n n o t  a t  th e  sam e 

tim e  u se  it to  give us a n  a c c o u n t o f  th e  m e a n in g  o f  se n te n c e s . In  o u r  fo rm u la tio n  we 

e m p lo y e d  th e  c o n c e p t o f  a  p ro p o s it io n , so  if  we n e e d  to  s ta te  th e  ro le  o f  t r u th  in  te rm s  

p ro p o s it io n s  we m u s t tak e  th is n o t io n  fo r  g ra n te d .  W e c a n ’t th e n  u se  th e  t r u th  c o n d itio n s  

o f  s e n te n c e s  to  g ive a n  a c c o u n t o f  p ro p o s itio n s .

T h e  m a jo rity  o f  d e f la tio n is ts  have a c c e p te d  th a t  th e y  c a n n o t  h e lp  th e m se lv es  to  a t ru th  

c o n d i t io n a l  s e m a n tic s , a n d  have b e e n  p u r s u in g  so m e  k in d  o f  inferevtialist (o r  assertihility 

conditional) s e m a n tic  th e o ry  in s te a d ; e.g . (B ra n d o m , 1 9 9 4 ) , (F ie ld , 1 9 9 4 ), (H o rw ich , 

199 8 ). P erlu i[)s th e  m o s t d ev e lo [)ed  a l te rn a tiv e  to  t ru th  c o n d i t io n a l  se m a n tic s  coiTies 

fro m  B ra n d o m , in  p a r t ic u la r  as j) re se n te d  in  h is b o o k  (2 0 0 8 )  Betiueen Saying  a n d  Doing. 

I lis  su g g e s tio n  is th a t  we c o n s tru c t  o u r  s e m a n tic  th e o ry  a r o im d  in c o m p a tib ili ty  a n d  in ­

fe re n c e  r a th e r  th a n  t ru th  a n d  re fe re n c e . T h e  n o t io n  o f  in c o m p a tib ili ty  is d e f in e d  in 

p ra g m a tic  te rm s:

In c o m p a tib il i ty

A  s e n te n c e  (j) is in c o m p a tib le  w ith  a  s e n te n c e  '0  iff  u n d e r ta k in g  c o m m itm e n ts

to  (j) p r e c lu d e s  o n e  f ro m  (an  e n t i t le m e n t  to ) u n d e r ta k in g  c o m m itm e n ts  to  

(B ra n d o m , 199 4 , 1 6 9 ), (B ra n d o m , 2 0 0 0 , 4 4 ) ,  (B ra n d o m , 2 0 0 8 , 112)

L e t’s say th a t  th e  la n g u a g e  £  is a se t o f  se n te n c e s , a n d  v is a  fu n c tio n  th a t  m a p s  se ts o f  

s e n te n c e s  to  se ts  o f  se ts o f  s e n te n c e s  {v : ipC  —> In tu itively , u ( r )  d e n o te s  th e

se t o f  se ts  o f  s e n te n c e s  th a t  a r e  in c o m p a tib le  w ith  th e  se t o f  s e n te n c e s  F , so ‘A  €  i ’( r ) ’ 

rea d s  as say ing  th a t  A  is in c o m p a tib le  w ith  F . W e a ssu m e  two g e n e ra l  p r in c ip le s  a b o u t  

in c o m p a tib ility ;

S y m m e try

F  6  v { A )  iff A  €  u (F )
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P e rs is te n c e

If  r  G v { A )  a n d  A C E ,  th e n  F  G v {H )

A c c o rd in g  to  S y m m etry , F  is in c o m p a tib le  w ith  A  ju s t  in  case A  is in c o m p a d b le  w ith  F. 

P e rs is te n c e  m e a n s  th a t  if  F  is in c o m p a tib le  w ith  A , th e n  F  is in c o m p a tib le  w ith  every  

e x te n s io n  o f  A . A  c o n s e q u e n c e  re la tio n  o v er se ts o f  s e n te n c e s  c a n  th e n  b e  d e f in e d :

A  is a c o n s e q u e n c e  o f  F  (F  |=  A )  iff f ]  , v{{(f>)) C  w(F)
0 G A

In tu itively , A  is a c o n s e q u e n c e  o f  F  ju s t  in  case e v e ry th in g  in c o m p a tib le  w ith  (e v e ry th in g  

in ) A  is in c o m p a tib le  w ith  F  (B ra n d o m , 2 0 0 8 , 1 2 1 ), (1 9 9 4 , 1 6 0 ), (2 0 0 0 , 1 4 7 ). T h is  

re la t io n  is b o th  m a te r ia l a n d  m u lti-c o n c lu s io n a l. It is m a te r ia l b e c a u se  w h a t is in c o m p a t­

ib le  w ith  w h a t d e p e n d s  o n  n o n -fo rm a l p ro p e r t ie s  o f  se n te n c e s . It is m u lt i-c o n c lu s io n a l 

b e c a u se  it is a  re la tio n  b e tw e e n  sets o f  s e n te n c e s . C o n s e q u e n c e  is also  a c o m m itm e n t-  

p re se rv in g  re la tio n . I f  B e rn h a rd  is c o m m itte tl  to  F , a n d  A  is a  c o n se c ju e n c e  o f  F , th e n  

B e rn h a rd  is ipso facto  c o m m itte d  to  A . B ra n d o m  goes o n  to  a rg u e  th a t we c a n  u n d e r ­

s ta n d  th e  c o n n e c tiv e s  in  te rm s  of how  th e  in c o m p a lib lity  re la tio n s  o f  c o m p le x  s e n te n c e s  

a re  re la te d  to  th e  in c o m p a tib ili ty  r e la d o n s  o f  th e  c o n s t i tu e n t  s e n te n c e  (s). F o r e x a m p le ;

A  6  v{{(j)  A ijj]) iff A  e  v { { 4>, V'})

A  G v ( { ~  (j>}) iff A  \= {(j)}

It is a  su g g e s tio n  o f  B ra n d o m ’s th a t  we c a n  ac tu a lly  d e f in e  propositions in  te rm s  o f  th is 

re la tio n  as well; ‘r e p re s e n t  th e  p re p o s it io n a l  c o n te n t  e x p re s se d  by a  s e n te n c e  w ith  th e  

se t o f  s e n te n c e s  th a t  ex p re ss  p ro p o s itio n s  in c o m p a tib le  w ith  i t .’ (2 0 0 8 , 123 ).

T h e  p ro p o s it io n  e x p re sse d  by (f>: v{{(f>\)

O n e  te c h n ic a l  p ro b le m  w ith  th e  in fe re n tia l is t  a p p ro a c h  is th a t  it is n ’t d e v e lo p e d  to  th e  

p o in t  th a t  we c a n  assess w h e th e r  it will b e  successfu l. W e still lack  a  sy stem atic  a c c o u n t  o f  

how  to  h a n d le  basic  e x p re ss io n s  su c h  as s in g u la r  te rm s , q u a n tif ic a tio n  a n d  p re d ic a te s .  B u t 

th e re  is o n e  o v e ra rc h in g  re a so n  why I ’m  sc ep tica l a b o u t  th e  p ro sp e c ts  o f  th is  a p p ro a c h : it 

is n ’t c o m p a tib le  w ith  th e  r e q u ir e m e n t  o f  c o m p o s itio n a lity . N o tic e  th a t  th is  se m a n tic s  im ­

m e d ia te ly  im p lie s  h o lism . S ince  th e  in c o m p a tib ili ty  re la tio n s  a s e n te n c e  s ta n d s  in  m u s t b e  

d e f in e d  re la tiv e  to  every  o th e r  s e n te n c e  o f  th e  la n g u a g e , s e n te n c e s  a re  a s s ig n e d  p r e p o s i­

tio n a l c o n te n t  en bloc. W e th e re fo re  w o n ’t b e  ab le  to  e x p la in  how  th e  m e a n in g  o f  c o m p le x
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expressions are determ ined  by the m eaning o f its constituents. I am in ag reem ent with 

m ost semanticists who take com positionality to be non-negotiable. I w on’t labour this 

po in t (I leave th a tje rry ' Fodor (2001), (2005), (2008)). L et’s ju s t register the lack o f a 

p ro p er story to tell on the sem antic side is a fu rther cost for deflationism .

2.2 Monism

T he dom inan t tradition  in the philosophy of tru th  seems to be monism. According to this 

tradition, there  is som e unique characterization o f what it consists in for any proposition  

to be true: som e property  such that all and  only the true propositions instantiate this 

property, and  it is because they instantiate this property that they are true. T he starting 

po in t for m onism  is the generalization:

Simple m onism

(3X )(V /j)(p  is true ^ p i s X )

where X must [)ick out some property that isn’t trivially satisfied, riiis generalization is 

merely schem atic, but then  again monism is merely schem atic too. It is only when we 

have articulated what property is picked out by X  and how instantiating this j)roperty 

guarantees the tru th  of propositions that we get som ething verging on an explanation of 

tn i th ’s metaphysical role.

I think that m onism  has a problem  that often goes unnoticed . If we accept it we will 

have problem s reconciling tru th ’s metaphysical role with its sem antic and  norm ative role. 

The reason is that a plausible metaphysics will result in an ab an d o n m en t o f a straightfor­

ward tru th  conditional story. Conversely, keeping the sem antics and  pragm atics stable 

will result in an  im plausible metaphysics. I’ll get to why I think so shortly.

2.2.1 M etap h y sica l D e te rm in a tio n

The generalization in Simple m onism  is no t sufficient because it only assumes there  to 

be an extensional correlation. W liat we are after is som ething stronger:

In tensional m onism

(3X )(V p) Necessarily (j> is true pi s  X )
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We now require that the two properties are necessarily co-extensional. For som eth ing  to 

explain why propositions are tn ie , it is both  necessary and sufficient for a proposition  to 

have that property in o rd e r to be true, h  should be necessary because otherw ise instanti­

ating expressed by X  w ouldn’t be picked out as the un ique one that m ade propositions 

true. It should be sufficient because otherwise it w ouldn’t be the case that instantiating 

the property expressed by X  m ade it so that propositions are true. If som e property  is 

supposed to make a proposition true, then  it has to pick out the same class o f proposi­

tions as tru th  necessarily. In o ther words, in any world that a proposition instantiates the 

property expressed by X  it also instantiates trvith, and vice versa. In o rd e r for us to have 

a m onist account of truth, I asstime that Intensional m onism has to be true.

T here are many candidates for what property it is that explains why som eth ing  is true: 

correspondence, coherence, verification, w arranted at the end  of inquiry, superassert- 

ibility, identity with facts, and so on. In this essay, I will only consider two candidates, 

correspotidence and superassertibility. T he reason is that this essay is about the stn icture 

o f a theory o f tru th , and I want to keep the discu.ssion focused. If we consider those two 

candidates, we have to ways of cashing out Intensional monism;

Corre.spondence m onism

(Vp) Necessarily [p is true ■f-> p  is corresponding)

Superassertibility monism

(Vp) Necessarily (p is true 0  p  is superassertible)

These two generalizations suggests a correlation between tru th  and two o th e r p roper­

ties. Notice, the m onist is not im mediately com m itted to saying that correspondence or 

superassertibility is conceptually m ore fundam ental. T hat is to say, the m onist doesn’t 

need  to say that we can provide a real definition of truth. All that is said is that there is a 

metaphysical determ ination  connection between the property on  the right han d  side and 

the truth. T here  are several ways in which we can specify what we m ean by saying that 

a proposition is corresponding. It d oesn ’t m atter for o u r purposes what this precisely 

am ounts to, so I want to em ploy a neutral and non-com m itting version;

C orrespondence

A proposition  p  is corresponding  iff there  exists a m ind in d ep en d en t fact a

such that p  represents a.
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Some place the restriction that correspondence should be a causal relation, because they 

favour a causal theory of reference, e.g. (Field, 1972), (Devitt, 1981), (Kirkham, 1992). 

But that should be viewed as an  addendum  to a claim like Correspondence monism and 

n o t assumed from  the start. If we m ade this restriction, we would im m ediately rtile out 

platonism  about m athem atics, or any o th er view that involves m aking the tru th  o f p ropo­

sition d ep en d  on correspondence to abstract objects o r states o f affairs. V\liat m atters is 

that tru th  as correspondence is given th rough a representational relation, such that our 

true  propositions adequately represen t an external reality. T he notion  o f superassertibil- 

ity was in troduced  by Wright, where the m ain idea is that superassertibility am ounts to 

the existence o f som e w arrant that would no t be overturned  bv fu rth e r inform ation.

A statem ent is superassertible then , if and only if it is, or can be, w arranted 

and some w arrant for it would survive arbitrarily close scrutiny o f its pedigree 

and arbitrarily extensive increm ents to or o ther forms o f im provem ent of our 

inform ation. (Wright, 1992, 48); see also (Wright, 2001, 771).

A superassertible pro[)osition is, in (jther words, a proposition for which there exists some 

w arrant that will rem ain in all future (historical) possibilities. L et’s call this stronger 

versioti o f warrant for supmuarranl.

Superassertibility

A proposition p  is superassertible iff there exists a m ind d ep en d en t constnic- 

tion 7T such that vr is superw arrant for p.

Through the existence conditions in Correspondence and  Superassertibility the tru th  of 

propositions will involve a certain  metaphysical conception. If tru th  is correlated  with cor­

respondence we are com m itted to m ind in d ep en d en t facts, and  if tru th  is correlated  with 

superassertibility we are com m itted to m ind d ependen t constructions. WTien understood  

in this way, the generalizations above ensure that tru th  has metaphysical im port.

It is tem pting  to consider Correspondence and Superassertibility as in troducing  tru th  

makers, and  in a certain  sense they do. However, the way I have in troduced  them  it is 

not requ ired  th a t the same fact or construction is in play in every world. T he m onist who 

favours correspondence and the m onist who favours superassertibility are only com m itted 

to the following two generalizations, respectively:

(Vp) Necessarily (p is tn ie  (3(j)(cr is represen ted  byp))
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(Vp) N ecessarily (p is tru e  -f-> (37r)(7r is su p e rw arran t fo r p))

As such  they only a rticu la te  a ce rta in  m etaphysical robustness im plied  by w hat p ro p erty  

we take to  be necessarily c o rre la ted  with tru th . It is a fu r th e r  cjiiestion w h e th e r a p ro p o si­

tion  m ust be c o rre la ted  w ith th e  sam e fact o r  co n stru c tio n  in  every o th e r  w orld it is true. 

If we w anted  the  s tro n g e r read in g , we w ould m ove the  q u an tif ie r  o u tside  the  scope o f  the  

necessity opera to r. In th a t case we w ould  quan tify  over facts an d  co n stru c tio n s  in d e p e n ­

den tly  o f  p a rticu la r worlds. W liat facts o r  co n stn ic tio n s  th a t any p a rticu la r p ropositions 

m ust be co rre la ted  w ould th e n  be p reserved  across worlds. I am  no t tak ing  a stan d  on  

w h e th e r a m on ist th eo ris t sh o u ld  accep t the  s tro n g e r o r  th e  w eaker genera lizations. P lu­

ralism  is n o t c o n u n itte d  to  a s tro n g e r thesis ab o u t tru th  m akers, so we sh o u ld  rem ain  

n eu tra l ab o u t this issue.

2 .2.2 P ro b le m  o f  O v e rg e n e ra l iz a t io n

W ith tha t b ack g ro u n d  it’s an  in te restin g  questio n  how  far we can e x ten d  th e  m onist g en ­

eralizations. H ere  are  som e exam ples o f  claim s that, at least som e p h ilo so p h ers , have 

fo iu id  prob lem atic :

Physical: H ydrogen  atom s have o n e  n eu tro n .

M oral: T o rtu re  is w rong.

A eshetics: R e m b ra n d t’s The Nightwatch is beautifu l.

Geology: T h e  m o u n ta in s  o f  Sw itzerland are  partly m ade o f  m olasse.

In ten tio n a l psychology: K aidan believes pigs have wings.

M athem atics: T h e  sq u are  ro o t o f  fo u r is two.

T h e  exam ples a re  claim s from  d iffe ren t d om ains, a n d  som e o f these a re  m o re  clearly 

u n d e rs to o d  in  term s o f  c o rre sp o n d e n c e  th an  o thers. You may th ink , fo r exam ple , th a t 

w h e th e r it is tru e  th a t h y d ro g en  atom s have o n e  n e u tro n  d e p e n d  on  som e m in d  in d e p e n ­

d e n t fact, b u t w h e th e r it is tru e  th a t to rtu re  is w rong  is d e p e n d s  o n  w hat m ora l ju stifica tio n  

we can  provide fo r it.
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Should one take the hard  line and  suggest that their tru th  depends on  correspon­

dence across the board  o r superassertibility across the board? If we accept C orrespon­

dence m onism  then  we seem com m itted to saying the former. But we m ight feel very 

uncom fortable abou t in troducing  m ind independen t facts about morality, aesthetics and 

m athem atics. O n the o th er hand , if we accept Superassertibility m onism  then  we seem 

com m itted to saying that tru th  in every dom ain depends on m ind d ep en d en t construc­

tions. Again, this d oesn ’t sound as persuasive if we think about what makes claims in 

physics and geology true. Monism d oesn ’t sit very well with o u r desire to adop t different 

metaphysical views for different dom ains. W hatever we choose to be the correct monistic 

account o f tru th  it will lead to an im plausible overall metaphysical view. T here  are ways 

one can attem pt to alleviate that, bu t I think that this has implausible sem antic conse­

quences.

2 .2 .3  E xpressiv isni

The correspondence theory of tru th  is the most dom inant one, so le t’s focus on that. 

There is a vei7 influential tradition that attem pts to disentangle metaphysical com m it­

m ents from views about truth by taking our problem atic claims as no t in the gam e of 

stating truths. This is what Alfred Ayer suggests for the m oral dom ain:

T he presence o f an ethical symbol in a proposition adds no th ing  to its fac­

tual content. Thus if I say to som eone, ‘You acted wrongly in stealing that 

money,’ I am not stating anything m ore than  if I had simply said, ‘You stole 

that m oney.’ In adding  that this action is wrong I am no t m aking any further 

statem ent abou t it. I am simply evincing my m oral di.sapproval o f it. It is as if 

I had  said, ‘You stole that m oney,’ in a peculiar tone o f horror, or written it 

with the add ition  o f some special exclam ation marks. (Ayer, 1959, 67)

If we com bine Ayer’s views on ethics with the correspondence theory, we can retain  a 

monistic accoim t o f  tru th  together with a denial o f there being m oral facts.

Elxpressivism

VMien som e u tters a declarative sentence that belongs to the m oral dom ain then  they 

are n o t expressing propositions bu t expressing attitudes. Predicates, such as “good”,
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“b a d ”, “w ro n g ”, “r ig h t” d o  n o t  express p ro p e rtie s  b u t c o n tr ib u te  to the  a ttitu d e  ex ­

pressed.

I t’s obvious en o u g h  how  this allows o n e  to m a in ta in  m onism . C o rre sp o n d en ce  m onism  

says th a t fo r every tru e  proposition th e re  is som e c o rre sp o n d in g  fact. B ut if o u r  m oral 

claim s do  n o t express p ro p o sitio n s  they are  n o t tru th  ap t, a n d  h en ce  th e re  n e e d  n o t be 

any m oral facts. O n e  obvious lim ita tio n  o f  this strategy is th a t expressivism  seem s a lo t 

m o re  p lausib le fo r m orality  a n d  aesthetics th a n  it does fo r o th e r  dom ains, such  as m a th ­

em atics o r  in ten tio n a l psychology. I t ’s n o t obvious w hat a ttitu d e  we w ould be  exp ressing  

w hen we say th a t “T h e  sq u are  ro o t o f  fo u r is two” o r “K aidan believes pigs have w ings”.

Even if we cou ld  m ake sense o f  so m e th in g  analogous fo r every p rob lem atic  d o m ain , 

we n m  in to  sem antic  p ro b lem s th a t frustra tes th e  g en era l role tru th  plays in sem antics. 

A gen era l p ro b lem  fo r expressivism  is how it can  ex ten d  its acco u n t o f  atom ic  seiU ences 

to  em b e d d e d  ones. For exam ple .

If stea ling  is w rong  th e n  helj)ing  Kiiidan steal the  cookies is wi ong.

S im on B lackburn  (1984) has a tten i[)ted  to provide a so lu tion  to the e m b e d d in g  p ro b lem  

while still rem a in in g  fa ith fu l to E xpressivism . O n  his view m oral claim s can  be re c o n ­

s tru c ted  as c o n ta in in g  covert a ttitu d e  o pera to rs: “Booh! ” an d  “H u rra h !”. If we an a­

lyze “stea ling  is w rong” as Booh! (5) a n d  “h e lp in g  K aidan steal th e  cookies is w ro n g ” as 

Booh!(/j5c) we can re fo rm u la te  th e  sen ten ce  above as

11 u r r a h ! ( I B o o h !  ( 5 )  I  ^  I  B o o h ! ( /i5c) I )

H ere  |B o o h !a | d en o tes  the  a ttitu d e  booh fo r a  ’ing. This is req u ired  in o rd e r  to  m ake sense 

o f  the  co n d itio n a l, w hich is in te rp re te d  as an  involvem ent o f  a ttitudes.

’~ ( j )  —>• ’i p ~ '  signifies th e  invo lvem ent o f  ( f )  in  i p .

T h e  in tuitive read in g  o f  “H u rrah ! (|B ooh! ( 5 ) —̂ |B ooh!(/j5c)|)” is the  a ttitu d e  hurray for the 

involvement o f the attitude o f booh fo r  stealing in the attitude o f booh fo r  helping Kaidan steal the 

cookies. T h e  idea  is th a t we can  e x te n d  this acco u n t to  the  o th e r  connectives a n d  so p ro ­

vide an  acco u n t o f  e m b e d d e d  sen ten ces w ithou t talk ing  ab o u t truth co n d itio n s  o f  m oral 

sen tences. A m ore  soph is tica ted  expressivist sem antic  p roposal has b een  p re sen ted  by
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Allan G ibbard (1990), bu t the argum ent 1 will be m aking here  generalizes to his account 

as well.

T he problem  with com bining expressivism with m onism  is the following: if we rein­

terp ret the connectives such that they can handle m oral sentences, then  the expressivist 

sem antics goes global. C onsider a conditional sentence that contains contains both  a 

m oral and  a non-m oral sentence:

If stealing is wrong then  Kaidan d id n ’t steal the cookies.

Kaidan is such a swell gviy that he doesn’t do wrong things. T he problem  o f m ixed sen­

tences was in troduced  by Bob (Hale, 1986). In this con tex t it presents a dilem m a for 

anyone who wants to adopt expressivism for som e dom ain. If we treat some dom ain 

along expressivist lines then  the semantics for the connectives m ust be given in expres­

sivist term s tout court. In that case we have to deny the sem antic role for tru th . O n the 

o th er hand, if we want to retain  a tru th  conditional sem antics, then  we cannot account 

for any dom ain along  e.xpre.ssivist lines. This is a problem  sim ilar to the one faced bv the 

deflationist. If the nionist wants to avoid the metaphysical con.sequence of their views on 

tru th  that leads to an abandonm ent of truth conditional sem antics and with its tru th  as a 

fiuidam ental sem antic concept.

2 .2 .4  E rro r  T h e o ry

An alternative approach  for the correspondence theories is to accept that declarative 

sentences belonging to problem atic dom ains express propositions, but simply deny the 

existence of facts o f the appropriate  kind. Proposition belonging  to those dom ains are 

then systematically false. This view -  error theory -  has, been  proposed  for the m oral dom ain 

by j. L. Mackie (1977). W lien we say “stealing is w rong” we express the proposition that 

stealing is wrong, and  accepting C orrepondence m onism  that proposition is true ju s t in 

case there exists a rep resen ted  m oral fact. However, since there  a ren ’t any m oral facts 

at all, this proposition  is false. Accepting erro r theory for the problem atic dom ains will 

allow the m onist to avoid the metaphysical conm iitm ents and  still keep a tru th  conditional 

semantics.

But it comes with an o th er cost, also shared with deflationism . We now have to deny 

the role o f  tru th  plays in explaining proprierties o f use. E rror theory rests on the idea that
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we can chalk up  o u r statem ents belonging to the problem atic dom ains to pre-theoretic 

error. This could be plausible if we always rem ained confused. But suppose that you have 

convinced yourself that there a ren ’t any m oral facts, so that you are no t lu ider an  illusion 

that m oral propositions are actually true. Nevertheless, you would go on m aking moral 

claims like before. In that case you would n o t think that you should assert propositions 

only if they were true. C onsider how odd it would be to assert

Stealing is wrong, but it isn’t true that stealing is wrong.

VN'e’re in a familiar situation to M oore’s famous paradox for belief. I think that what 

explains the strange character of saying “Stealing is wrong, but it isn’t true that stealing 

is w rong” is precisely that tru th  plays a crucial role in accounting for the correctness 

and accuracy o f assertions. If we accept that tru th  normatively guides assertions then  we 

canno t consciously accept e rro r theory for a dom ain and  contiiuie asserting propositions 

belonging to that dom ain.

The uj)shot is that deflationism  and m onism share a com m on structure. Deflationism 

requires us aijandoning  both that tru th  can play a role in sem antic theorizing and in 

pragmatics, by jjroviding us with jiropriertics o f use. At the siu face it seems that monism 

can accept bo th  these roles, but only so if they accept an im plausible metaphysical view. 

If the attem pt to remove the metaphysical consequences for problem atic dom ains then 

they have to abandon  e ither the sem antic role of tru th  o r the pragm atic role o f tru th . If 

the m onist accepts expressivism for some dom ain then  they have to deny the sem antic 

role, and if they accept erro r theory then they have to deny the pragm atic role. WTiat we 

should aim for is a theory o f tru th  that can do justice to how tru th  is connected  with all 

those d ifferen t functions.

2.3 Pluralism

We have looked at two general strategies to m ake sense o f truth: deflationism  and  monism. 

Both seems to m e to contain  a genuine insight. O n the one hand, m onism seems right 

in saying that tru th  is a fundam ental and theoretically interesting concept that m ust be 

accounted for in term s of its connection  to o th er concepts. On the o th er hand , defla­

tionism seems right in saying that there is no general explanation that can explain why 

propositions are true.
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T h e  a ttractiveness o f  ph ira lisn i com es from  its ability to  acco m m o d a te  b o th  insights, 

h  also avoids th e  p rob lem s w ith d e fla tion isin  an d  m onism . I will go  o n  to  show  th a t p lu ­

ralism  can  em b race  th e  views th a t tru th  norm atively  gu ides assertions, th a t a sem antic  

th eo ry  is a com po sitio n a l tru th  co n d itio n a l theory, a n d  th a t tru th  is a m etaphysically  rel­

evan t co n cep t.

A ccord ing  to  m onism , th e re  is a g lobal g en era liza tio n  th a t co n n ec ts  all tn ie  p ro p o ­

sitions with som e u n iq u e  p ro p e rty  th a t exp la in s why they a re  tru e . O n  this construa l, 

tru th  is d o m a in  invarian t, since we m ust ap p ea l to th e  sam e e x p la n a tio n  n o  m a tte r  w hat 

d o m a in  is im d e r  co n sid e ra tio n . F or th e  p luralist, tru th  is d o m a in  varian t, m e a n in g  th a t 

relative to  d iffe ren t d o m ain s, d iffe ren t ex p lan a tio n s  may be in  o rd e r  (an d  in som e m aybe 

n o n e ) . R a th e r th a n  identify ing  o n e  ab so lu te  g en era liza tio n  th a t co n n ec ts  tru th  w ith som e 

u n iq u e  p ro p erty  th e  p lu ra list a re  in te re s te d  in  such g en era liza tio n s  th a t a re  re s tric ted  to 

p a rticu la r  dom ains.

In ten sio n a l p lu ra lism

(3 X i)(V /;)  N ecessarily {p be longs to d\  —>■ {p is tru e  <->■ jy is X i ))

(3 X „)(V p ) N ecessarily [p be longs U) {p is tru e  p  is X n ) )

Som e ex p lan a tio n s  are  in o rder. P luralism  is co m m itted  to  th e  claim  th a t th e re  a re  at 

least two dom ain s di a n d  dj in this series o f  gen era liza tio n s th a t is c o n n e c te d  w ith two 

d istinc t p ro p e rtie s  (Xj ^  X j ) .  It is n o t co m m itted  to  the  claim  th a t in  every gen era liza tio n  

th e re  is son ie  u n iq u e  projierty . It is possible, as far as the  viability p lu ra lism  is c o n c e rn e d , 

th a t tru th  is co im ec ted  w ith superassertib ility  in  o n e  d o m a in , fo r ex am p le  th e  d o m a in  o f  

ethics, a n d  th a t tru th  is c o n n e c te d  w ith c o rre sp o n d e n c e  in every o th e r. It is also possible 

tha t th e re  a re  d o m ain s w here  th e re  sim ply isn ’t any re lev an t p ro p e rty  th a t can  serve as a 

do m ain  relative tru th  p ro p e rty  a t all.

. \n  im p o rta n t m otivation  fo r ap p ea lin g  to  p lu ra l tru th  com es fro m  a d esire  to u n d e r ­

stand  they  way in w hich can  c a p tu re  local m etaphysical d ispu tes fo r  p a rtic u la r  dom ains. 

T he th in g  to n o te  a b o u t In ten s io n a l p lu ra lism  is th a t from  a m etaphysica l s tan d  p o in t it 

has an  advan tage  over In ten s io n a l m onism . We can  accep t th a t th e re  m in d  in d e p e n d e n t 

facts th a t a re  re p re se n te d  by tru e  b io logical p ro p o sitio n s, w hile a t th e  sam e tim e d en y in g  

tha t this is the  case fo r aesthetics. In the  aesthetic  d o m ain  th e re  m ig h t only  be m in d  

d e p e n d e n t constru c tio n s. T h is is a selling  poirU fo r p luralism :
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Anyone who regards the debate between realist and  anti-realist not as a single 

overarching m etaphysical struggle but as the un ion  of various local debates, 

so that the realist m ight conceivably win in the m athem atical case, for in­

stance, bu t lose in the m oral, will want to go along with the idea of a plurality 

of discourses with respect to which local realist and anti-realist views can be 

brough t into opposition. (Wright, 2003a, 77)

T he question ahead of us is w hether we can make sense of pluralism . T he rest of the 

essay is devoted to trying to convince you that when the details are properly form ulated, 

pluralism is a coh eren t and  com prehensible position.

W hat I’ve been calling a domain can be represen ted  as a partial o r incom plete world. 

This is to capture the p luralist’s intuition that statem ents concern ing  aesthetic m atters 

may be true in a different way than statem ents that concern , say, biology o r m athem atics. 

In the way I am using the term , the proposition

that Kaidan believes that eating m eat is wrong

is a proposition that belongs to the dom ain of psychology. Its tru th  de[)onds on psycho­

logical states o f affairs abou t K;iidan. I’he proposition that Kaidan is said to believe,

that eating m eat is wrong

belongs to the dom ain of ethics, and d o n ’t depend  on Iviidan’s psychological states. At 

least no t directly. If utilitarianism  is correct, then  ultimately, the tru th  of propositions 

belonging to the m oral dom ain will depend  on tru th  o f propositions in the psychological 

dom ain. But even then  facts about Kaidan’s psychology will play a m inuscule role. This 

is an issue about the connection between the psychological dom ain  and m oral dom ain, 

and  not som ething that should  be assiuned from  the start.

My understand ing  o f dom ains is a pragm atic matter. Domains a ren ’t natu ral kinds. 

Not if we com fortably want to talk about all kinds o f dom ains, from  aesthetics to astron­

omy, from  biology to morality, from  psychology to m athem atics. Rather, like D iunm ett 

(see §2.4) my start will be on  “classes of statem ents”. A statem ent is a naturally considered 

a sentence together with a context of u tterance. A sentence is a syntactic construction and 

there is no dom ain determ iner present in the syntax. WTiat dom ain is u n d e r considera­

tion must therefore fall on  the context side. WTiat is part o f the context is a pragm atic
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matter. A dom ain is a partition  of the world m ade by iis, and  I d o n ’t expect that there will 

a iiniquely correct way to divide the world into dom ains. T he way in which I will develop 

pluralism  it is no  guaran tee that for every dom ain there will be some dom ain relative tru th  

property. 1 consider the situation similar to how we divide objects into kinds. T h e re ’s no 

guarantee that ju s t because we can collect objects u n d e r some general kind we’ve identi­

fied a natural kind. Usually we haven’t. W hat we do therefore is to try and  see if we can 

find counterfactually supporting  generalizations that relate o th er properties to this kind. 

Similarly, I see the task o f individuating dom ains as part o f the metaphysical enterprise. If 

it turns o u t that we canno t find any relevant property correlated  with tru th  shared am ong 

the propositions that consider as belonging to som e dom ain, then  that dom ain d oesn ’t 

seem  to cut very deep  after all. It m ight then  be good to abandon ou r conception of this 

as form ing a unified dom ain after all. Also, I d o n ’t think of dom ains as discrete. Being 

jjartitioned pragmatically, we can com bine dom ains as we want. If we want, we can try 

to find generalizations over the com bined dom ain of ethics and m athem atics. T he way 

I am fornm lating it, dom ains are not connected  with dom ain relative tru th  j)roperties to 

being with. That’s a subsecjueiU cjuestion about where truth can be reliably connected 

with some metaphysically relevant property. As I am  using the term , a dom ain is no  m ore 

mysterious than any partition ing  o f subject m atters.

No doubt, many will find the concept of a dom ain unclear. But there are differ­

ent ways in which o u r understand ing  of a concept m ight have unclear. Take for ex­

ample “extraterrestrial intelligence”. Im agine that in the context of the SEI I project, 

there was a conference on  extraterrestrial intelligence with participants from  different 

disciplines. Physicists, biologists, psychologists, philosophers and sociologists cam e to­

gether to discuss the natu re  o f the project and how we should go abou t pursuing it. The 

term “ex tra terrestria l” is clear enough. We are searching for som ething beyond o u r own 

planet. Presumably, there m ight some confusion am ong the participants which stems 

from unclarity o f the no tion  “intelligence”. But that w ouldn’t be too dam aging o r dis­

ruptive. They would be able to reach some rough consensus easily enough. We have 

paradigm  cases that we can rely on. V\'e know that as far as the SETI project is concerned , 

every taxi driver, b a rten d er and  even ph ilosopher exhibits intelligence -  no m atter how 

“stupid” they go abou t their lives. T hat rocks, clocks and  coffee beans do not. And fur­

ther that worms, wolves and  coffee m achines do no t e ither -  no m atter how “sm art” they 

go about their lives. Now, im agine that at the same time there was a conference about
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essences. T he term  “essence” is n o t unclear in the same way that “in telligence” is unclear. 

We cio no t have an intuitive grasp of paradigm  ca.ses of essences. It’s no t that people are 

only puzzled about the borderline cases. Unlike the question abou t w hether there  is ex­

traterrestrial intelligence, we can ’t even have a question about w hether there are essences 

before we’ve been provided with som e definition (or characterization) o f what essences 

are supposed to be. Lacking such a provision, the discussion co u ld n ’t even get started. 

For many philosophers, myself included, w ithout some theoreticallv m otivated definition, 

the word “essence” does little m ore than “Supercalifragilisticexpialidocious”. I t’s a stand 

in for som ething that needs to be explained from  the start.

It seems to me that dom ain falls within the same cam p as intelligence in this situation. 

V\'e can easily imagine a conference on the significance o f the biological dom ain, where 

the same group of participants came together. T here would be some imclarity, to be 

sure. WTiat chem ical processes should coun t as biological phenom ena? W liat part o f the 

physical environm ent counts as part o f an ecology? W hat part of psychology coiuits as 

biology? Wliat part o f linguistics should count? Fhe unclarity isn’t because it’s unclear 

what we m ean by “dom ain”, bu t because it’s actually luiclear what “biological” picks out. 

But there are also paradigm  examples. “Genotypic alteration over time via reproduction  

causes speciation” certainly counts, if anything does. T he pluralist d o esn ’t n eed  to do 

what the essentialist needs to do in o rder to make their living. If we understand  a dom ain 

as an ordinary  pragm atic phenom ena and as an individuation we n)ake, we have clear 

enough grasp on what dom ains are in order to begin generalizing over propositions.

2.4 D um niett’s Program m e

Before I start the discussion about pluralism , I want to give som e overview o f how I see 

the task at hand. As said above, I take a theory o f tn ith  to be an explanation o f how tru th  

is related  to o th er concepts. T h roughou t this chap ter I have been talking abou t four 

d ifferent roles:

(1) T ruth plays an expressive role: it is used for disquotation, and  to m ake blind and 

com pound  endorsem ents.

(2) T ruth plays a metaphysical role: it is reliably connected with o th er properties, such 

as correspondence a n d /o r  superassertibility.
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(3) T nith  plays a seniandc role: it is used in tru th  conditional semantics.

(4) T nith  plays a pragm atic role: it explains proprieties o f  use, in particular assertion.

T he deflationist started with accepting (1) and denying (2). Give that they took the anal­

ysis of tru th  to be exhausted by the Equivalence schema, they could no t accom m odate 

(3) and (4) so they had to deny them  as well. T he m onist started  with accepting both  

( i )  and  (2). However, with the restriction that in accounting for (2) we had  to jjrovide a 

un ique dom ain invariant property that it was connected  with. As a consequence m onism  

had  im plausible m etaphysical consequences. If we try to avoid the metaphysical conse­

quences th rough  an expressivist in terp re ta tion  o f problem atic dom ains we are forced to 

deny (3). And, if we try to avoid the m etaphysical consequences by adopting  e rro r theory 

for problem atic dom ains we are forced to deny (4). VMiat I th ink is the m ain m otivation 

for pliualism  is that it provides us with the possibility of acknowledging all the four dif­

ferent roles that tru th  intuitively plays.

Just to be clear: my aim is only showing that pluralism  is compatible with tru th  playing 

these four roles. I have no  in teiu ion  in trying to give an  account hcnv to best explain 

these various roles in any satisfactory way. Each o f those tasks are moruimeiUal in their 

own right. To account for ( t ) we need  to form ulate principles that avoid the sem antic 

paradoxes. To accouiU for (2) we need  to actually work ou t the details o f what it m eans 

for propositions to be corres[)onding, superassertible, cohering , etc. To accouiU for (3) 

we need to develop a working sem antic theory for some language. And finally, to account 

for (4) we need  a descrij)tion of all kinds o f illocutionary acts and  the conditions u n d er 

which they are correctly perform ed.

T he strategy that I will em ploy for m aking sense of p lural tru th  is inspired by the 

philosophical program m e initiated by Michael D iunm ett. A m ain  thrust o f his ( i g g i )  The 

Lo^cal Basis of Metaphysics is that technical and  philosophical issues abou t tru th  should be 

investigated simultaneously. His program m e can be divided in to  two parts: the m eaning- 

theoretical and  the m etaphysical project. In the rest of this ch ap te r I ’ll briefly review how 

I see som e general outlines o f this program m e, and  why I take this as the inspirational 

starting point.

A m eaning-theory, in the sense pursued by Dim im ett, is an  accoim t o f what speak­

ers know when they know a language. A m eaning-theory articulates the principles that 

characterize the im plicit knowledge that speakers o f the language possess. .\I though  he

33



presen ts  it in m any d iffe re n t ways, if  we look th ro u g h  his works (in p a rticu la r (1 9 7 5 ), 

(1 9 7 6 ), (2 0 0 4 ), (2 0 0 6 )) we a re  p re sen ted  w ith th e  follow ing p ictu re:

Dummetdan meaning-theory

A sp eak er knows a  lan g u ag e  £ ju s t  in  case they have im plic it know ledge o f  th e  co rrec t 

m ean in g -th eo ry  fo r  L . A m ean ing -theo ry  consists o f  two co m p o n en ts : a  th eo ry  o f 

re fe ren ce  fo r C. a n d  a th eo ry  o f  sense fo r L\

• A th eo ry  o f  re fe re n ce  fo r  L  consists o f  a recursive g ra m m a r a n d  a co m positiona l 

tru th  c o n d itio n a l sem antic  theory.

• A th eo ry  o f sense fo r  L  consists o f  a d e sc rip d o n  o f  sets o f  d ispositions to  recog­

nize c o rre c t use o f  sen ten ces o f  C, th a t a re  c o rre la ted  w ith the tm th  co n d itio n s 

p ro v id ed  by th e  sem antic  th eo ry  fo r L .

Som e read ers  may d isag ree  with this iiu e rp re ta tio n  o f  D um inett. In particu lar, it’s of­

ten  h e ld  th a t D u n u n e tt is advocating  an assertihility conditional semantics (see e.g. W illam- 

so n s’s (2007 , A fterw ord) co m pla in ts). T hai is the  rig h t iiu e rp re ta tio n  if we focus on 

D u im n e tt’s works from  th e  late 50s an d  60s. For exam ple , it’s c lear tha t h e  h ad  som e­

th in g  like this in  m ind  w hen he said that he j>refers an  acco u n t o f  the  logical expressions 

w here

[w]e no  lo n g e r exp la in  the  sense o f  a s ta te m e iu  by stip u la tin g  its tru th-value 

in term s o f  the  tru th-values o f  its constitu en ts , b u t by w hen it may be asserted  

in  term s o f  the  co n d itio n s  u n d e r  w hich its constitueiU s may be asserted . T h e  

ju stifica tio n  fo r this ch an g e  is th a t this is how  we in  fact learn  to  use these 

sta tem en ts. (D u m m ett, 1959, 1 7 - 18)

T h e  th eo ry  o f  reference sh o u ld  provide us, n o t w ith tru th  co n d itio n s, b u t w ith assertibilty 

co n d itio n s direcdy. T h is w ould  be  ta n ta m o im t to  a b a n d o n in g  (3 ). However, la te r D um ­

m e tt changes his view so th a t he accepts (3) a n d  in tro d u ces  assertihility co n d itio n s  at the  

level o f  sense only.

O n  the  way o f  p u ttin g  it I ad a p te d  [in  (1959) ], o n e  first p roposes ex p la in in g  

m ean in g , n o t in  term s o f  tru th , b u t in  term s o f  the  co n d itio n  fo r co rrec t asser-
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tion, and then declares that, for statem ents whose m eaning is so explained , 

the only admissible nod on  o f  truth will be on e  under which a statem ent is 

true when and only when we are able to arrive at a position in which we may 

correctly assert it. But, in that case, it would have b een  better first to state the 

restriction on the application o f ‘true’, and then to have held  that the m ean­

ing o f  a statem ent is given by die condition  for it to be true in this, restricted, 

sense o f ‘true’. (D um m ett, 1978, xxii)

In his earlier work he does not distinguish betw een the theory o f  reference and theory o f  

sense in the way that he does from the mid 70s and on. For exam ple, when D iuiim ett later 

adopts the term inology o f  a “justificationist theory o f  m ean ing” that provides us with “the 

m eaning o f a form  o f statem ent is constituted by what is n eed ed  to establish it as true” 

(2006 , 53) I read this as talking about the level o f  sense, not reference. T he theory o f  

sense places a restriclion on the theoi^  o f  reference, because the assertibility coruUtions are 

to he correlated with the truth conditions. The theory o f  sense provides us with the con­

ditions under which one may correctly assert the sentences, but it does not supplant the 

notion o f  truth in the sem antic theory. The requirem ent that leads to D iunm ett arguing  

against classical logic is that a classical truth conditional theory assigns truth conditions 

to sentences that go beyond the dispositions we can possess for evaluating assertions.

On my reading, Dum m ett considers a theory o f reference as conta in ing  a truth con- 

diticjnal sem antics. A sem antic theory for a language C  would then be a defin ition  o f  

“true-in-i2”. Wliat D um m ett is rejecting is that such a defin ition  can also provides us with 

a theory o f  sense. His argtunent for developing a m eaning-theory with two com ponents  

rests on the following: if our sem antic theory consists in a defin ition  o f  “true-in-jC” then  

this does not suffice to account for what som eone knows when they know a language. 

Knowing a language involves know ledge that goes beyond a grasp o f  this defin idon . A 

recursive definition o f  “true-in-£” cannot sim ultaneously provide us with both the m ean­

ing o f sentences o f  C and the m eaning o f  “true-in-£”. A sem antic theory presupposes an 

in dependent grasp o f the significance o f  “true-in-£”, and that requires know ledge that 

goes beyond knowing the tnith conditions for sentences o f  C. Som eon e who knew only 

the conditions under which sentences were true would not understand the point o f  aim­

ing at m aking true assertions in a conversation. They would therefore lack som ething  

significant about what it is to know a language.
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W hat has to  be ad d e d  to a tru th -d e fin itio n  fo r  the  sen ten ces o f  a language, 

if th e  n o tio n  o f  tru th  is to  be ex p la in ed , is a d esc rip tio n  o f the  linguistic 

activity o f  m ak ing  assertions; an d  this is a task o f  en o rm o u s com plexity. \M iat 

we can  say is th a t any su ch  acco u n t o f  w hat assertions is m ust i iu ro d u c e  a 

d istin c tio n  betw een  c o rre c t an d  in c o rre c t assertions, a n d  th a t it is in  te rm s o f 

th a t d istin c tio n  th a t the  n o tio n  o f  tru th  has first to  be exp la in ed . (D u m m ett,

1 9 7 2 ,2 0 )

VV’e can  re ta in  a tru th  c o n d itio n a l sem antic  th eo ry  -  a n d  h e n ce  accept (3) -  only if we 

are  ab le to  c o m p le m e n t the  th eo ry  o f  re fe ren ce  w ith an  acco u n t o f  linguistic  use. T his 

ad d itio n a l c o m p o n e n t is th e  th eo ry  o f  sense, w hich is a d esc rip tio n  o f  how  speakers m ake 

use o f  language. WTiat is in te re s tin g  is th a t D iu n m ett co n n ec ts  th e  sem antic  th eo ry  with 

the  use o f  language by a c c e p d n g  (4). T h e  idea  is th a t tru th  is constitu tive o f  m ak ing  asser­

tions, in the  sense th a t an  assertion  is an  action  th a t p u rp o rts  to  aim  at saying so m eth in g  

true. O f course , th e re  is no  g u a ra n te e  th a t w hat we say is tru e  o r  th a t we d o  n o t in te n d  to 

deceive o u r  hea re rs . N evertheless it is a reg u la tin g  co n v en tio n  o f  assertions, in th e  sense 

th a t w hen  we m aking  an assertion  we represent o iuselves as having  said so m eth in g  tru e  

(D um m ett, 1981, 2 9 9 - 3 0 1 ) .

It is in th e  co n tex t o f  th e  rw o-con iponen t re p re se iu a tio n  in  Dummettian meaning- 

theory th a t we m ust im d e rs ta n d  the  d istin c tio n  D u m m ett draws betw een  two types o f  

co n ten t: ingredient sense a n d  th e  assertoric content o f  a sen ten ce  (1981 , 446  -  4 4 7 ) ,  ( 1991 , 

48), (2002 , 18), (2004 , 32 ). T h e  in g re d ie n t sense o f  a sen ten ce  is th e  sem an tic  value 

assigned to  sen ten ces re q u ire d  to acco u n t fo r how  th e  sem antic  values o f  com plex  ex­

pressions are  d e te rm in e d  by th e  sem antic  values o f  its co nstituen ts . T his is th e  c o n te n t 

th a t the  th eo ry  o f  re fe ren ce  assigns to  sen tences. D u m m e tt’s a rg u m e n t th a t a d efin itio n  

o f  “true-in->C” is n o t a d e q u a te  to  describe  sem an tic  know ledge en su res  th a t g rasp ing  the  

in g re d ie n t sense o f  a sen ten ce  is n o t suffic ien t to u n d e rs ta n d  its m ean in g  e ither.

We n e e d  to  add itionally  g rasp  its assertoric co n te n t, w hich is w hat I have b e e n  calling  

th e  p ro p o sitio n  exp ressed  by sen tences. *-\s o p p o sed  to the  fine-g ra ined  n o tio n  o f  in g re ­

d ie n t sense, th e  asserto ric  c o n te n t is w ide-grained  an d  is th e  in fo rm a tio n  conveyed by 

stand-alone sen tences. Ju s t as it falls to  th e  th eo ry  o f  re fe ren ce  to  specify th e  in g re d ie n t 

sense o f  sen tences, it falls to  th e  th eo ry  o f  sense to  specify the  asserto ic c o n te n t expresses 

by p a rticu la r sen tences. It is this n o tio n  o f  c o n te n t th a t D u m m ett takes to  be given in
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te rm s o f  a s e n te n c e ’s assertibility  co n d itio n s. T h e  asserto ric  c o n te n t o f  “K aidan is happy” 

is ch a ra c te riz e d  in te rm s o f  u n d e r  w hat situations it w ould  be co rrec t to  assert “K aidan 

is h a p p y ”. So th e  d is tin c tio n  b e tw een  co rrec t an d  in c o rre c t assertions is d raw n w ithin 

th e  th eo ry  o f  sense. A cco rd in g  to D um m ettian  m ean ing -theo ry  it is a re q u ire m e n t th a t 

th e  d ispositions to  reco g n ize  those  s itua tions as o b ta in in g  m u st co rre la te  w ith the  tru th  

c o n d itio n s  fo r sen ten ces. It is th e re fo re  h e  u ltim ately  rejects classical logic, because they 

assign tru th  c o n d itio n s  th a t go b eyond  w hat we po ten tia lly  be  ab le  to recogn ize  as true.

I ’he  second  p a r t  o f  D u m m e tt’s p ro g ram m e  is the  way in w hich  he  in teg ra tes  (2) in to  

th e  p ic tu re . O n  his view, d eb a tes  betw een  realist a n d  an tirea lism  a re  u ltim ately  a b o u t 

w h a t m akes p ro p o sitio n s  true .

T h e  c o n tr ib u tio n  th a t m etaphysics can  m ake . . .  is o n  th e  h ig h est level o f  

generality ; it has to  d o  w ith th e  n a tu re  o f  p ro p o sitio n s a n d  w ith w hat consti­

tu tes th e ir  tru th . O th e r  form s o f  in te llec tua l inqu iry  seek to d e te rm in e  w hich 

p ro p o sitio n s a re  tru e . M etaphysics seeks to d e te rm in e  w hat it is fo r th em  to 

ix ' true . (D u n n n e tt, 2006 , 23)

I le suggests a “b o tto m  u p ” strategy w here  we first co n stru c t a m ean in g -th eo ry  a n d  .so 

u n co v er “th e  a [i[)rop ria te  n o tio n  o f  tru th , for the  seiU ences in d isp u te ” (D u m m ett, 1991, 

12). S o m eo n e  in te re s te d  in a rg u in g  ab o u t realism  o r  an tirea lism  fo r som e d o m a in  shou ld  

s ta rt by co n s id e rin g  a “cla.ss o i  statements" (D u n n n e tt, 19(>4, 146) a n d  th e n  co n stru c t a 

m ean in g -th eo ry  fo r th e  language  frag m en t involved. From  this perspective

realism  is a sem an tic  thesis, a thesis a b o u t w hat, in g en e ra l, re n d e rs  a sta te­

m e n t in th e  given class tn ie  w h en  it is true . T h e  very m in im u m  th a t realism  

can  be h e ld  to  involve is th a t s ta tem en ts  in th e  given class re la te  to  som e 

reality  th a t exists in d e p e n d e n tly  o f  o u r  know ledge o f  it, in  such  a way th a t 

th a t reality  re n d e rs  each  s ta te m e n t in  the  class d e te n n in a te ly  tru e  o r  false. 

(D u m m ett, 1982, 230 ); see also (D um m ett, 1963, 146)

T h e re  is a  n ascen t version  o f  p lu ra lism  already  c o n ta in e d  in D u m m e tt’s work. H e is p re tty  

exp lic it th a t h e  d id  n o t ex p ec t e ith e r  the  realist o r th e  an tirea lis t to win every such  dis­

p u te  (see e.g. (D u m m ett, 1992). T h a t en ta ils  th a t given his c h a rac te riza tio n  o f  the  

rea lism /a n tire a lism  d e b a te  -  as a b o u t w hat it is fo r p ro p o sitio n s to be tru e  -  th e  sam e 

ex p lan a tio n  was n o t  e x p e c te d  be c o rre c t fo r each  d o m a in , i.e. class o f  sta tem en ts.
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T h e re  a re  m any details in  D iim m ett’s views th a t I d o  n o t en d o rse . B ut I th in k  his 

p ro g ram m e po in ts  to a strategy fo r m ak ing  sense o f  p luralism , because h e  shows a way 

in  w hich we can  in c o rp o ra te  ( i )  -  (4) an d  h e n ce  do  ju s tice  to th e  varied ro le  th a t tru th  

plays. I will a d o p t a lo t o f  th e  structure th a t he  has given, n o t the  details o f  his own p re ­

fe rre d  m ean ing-theory . T h e  first s tep  is to  ch arac terize  realism  ab o u t a d o m a in  d \  an d  

an tirea lism  fo r a d o m a in  (I2 as th e  accep tan ce  o f  the  follow ing two g en era liza tio n s respec­

tively;

(Vp) N ecessarily [p belongs to  d \  —> {p is tru e  p  is co rre sp o n d in g ))

(Vp) N ecessarily [p be longs to ^2 (P is tru e  -H- p  is superassertib le))

If we b o th  cou ld  be tru e , we can  acknow ledge (2) an d  a t the sam e tim e m ake som e sense 

o f  how  the  th e  tru th  p ro p erty  is d o m a in  variant. By p rov id ing  a m ean in g -th eo ry  along  

the  lines th a t D u m m ett envisions we can  ad d  an  acco im t how tru th  is also sem antically  

re levan t (3) a n d  pragm atically  re levan t (4). T his will be  spelled  o u t m o re  precisely in 

C h a p te r  6 an d  7. T h e  m ain  d iffe rence  is that I will in tro d u ce  a th re e -c o m p o n en t view 

(as o p p o sed  to D u m m e tt’s tw o-t:om ponent) o f  w hat a m ean ing -theo ry  sh o u ld  look like. 

T h e  reason  is th a t the  com positional sem an tic  fram ew ork th a t 1 p re fe r  does no t provide 

tru th  co n d itio n s  th a t can  directly  be im p o rte d  in to  o u r  use o f  stand-a lone  sen tences. We 

th e re fo re  n e e d  a m ed ia tin g  c o m p o n e n t betw een  the  sem antics an d  th e  p ragm atics. I will 

rem ain  n eu tra l with resp ec t to D u m m e tt’s s tro n g  re q u ire m e n t th a t th e  co rrec tn ess  o f  an  

assertion  d e p e n d s  o n  o u r  capacity  to recognize the  tru th  o f  th e  expressed  p ro p osition .
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Stating the Objections

T he prevailing view in the philosophical literature is that plnralism  is an incoheren t or 

perhaps (at best) a confiised position. In this chap ter I will p resent the most im portan t 

reasons m any philosophers believe pluralism  can be dismissed out of hand. O n closer 

exam ination it will becom e apparen t that none of the objections to pkiralism  are fatal. 

They tiirn out to be ineffective argum ents once we make st>me crucial conceptual distinc­

tions. This cha[)ter only attem[)ts to show that som e version or o th e r of pluralism  is not 

ruled out. It falls to the rest of the essay to elaborate what a coheren t version actually 

looks like, and  develop [jluralism into a possible alternative to deflationism  and  monism. 

T herefore, the discussion in this chap ter is done with an eye towards developing a strategy 

for how to make sense of pluralism to be pursued in the subsecjuent ones.

T he most fam ous objections to pluralism  concern  the status o f basic principles govern­

ing the logical connectives and logical consequence. In particular, Tim othy Williamson 

(1994) and  C hristine Tappolet (1997), (2000) have argtied that an adequate trea tm ent 

of such concepts requires tru th  to be dom ain invariant. WTiat is needed  is a no tion  o f 

truth that is constan t across all dom ains, precisely as the m onist says. Since pluralism  is 

com m itted to the view that tru th  is dom ain  variant, the argum ent goes, there is som e­

thing infirm  abou t the very idea that tru th  is plural. Naturally, pluralists have attem pted  

to m eet the objection in a variety of ways. It has been  suggested that we should adop t a 

semantic theory  that incorporates pluralist tru th  values (Beall, 2000), (Cotnoir, 2013); 

that the tru th  o f statem ents, w hether simple o r com plex, involve a disjunctive property  

encom passing all the dom ain relative tru th  properties (Pedersen, 2006) o r that only com ­

plex one does (C otnoir, 2009); that com plex statem ents ‘self m anifest’ tru th  as long as
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the atom ic constituents are true in their respective dom ains (Lynch, 2004), (2009); that 

we should adop t a pluralism  about satisfaction ra ther than tn ith  (Shapiro, 2009), (2011), 

(Sher, 2005); and, finally, that there really isn’t any problem  here at all, bu t m ere confu­

sion abou t the old issue of logically com plex facts (W right, 2003a), (2013).

Now, it’s far from  obvious where one should com e down on this issue. I think that 

ultimately none o f the answers provided so far are wholly satisfactory. In large part this 

is due to the fact that the debate glosses over some im portan t conceptual distinctions. 

In particular, both  defenders and  deniers of pluralism  have had a too simplistic concep­

tion of the debate along two dim ensions. First, the distinction between a no tion  of truth 

required  for sem antic theorizing and  a notion o f tru th  required  for accounting  for the 

proprieties o f use is often conflated. Secondly, the claim that the property expressed by 

the m onadic tru th  predicate is dom ain d ep en d en t and  the claim tliat the extension of 

this predicate (or property) is dom ain d ep en d en t have not been distinguished properly. 

That last distinction will play a small role in this chapter, but it will take cen tre  stage in 

§7.1 and  §7.2. I will attem pt to show that a lthough the defenders of pluralism  have been 

correct in rejecting the objection, they have done so for the wrong reasons. Pluralism can 

be m ade com patible with the standard  principles governing logical connectives and logi­

cal consequence, bu t no t w ithout addressing m ore carefully the question the argum ents 

force us to ask; what does it m ean to be “true in a dom ain”?

3.1 Logical Connectives

The pluralist’s idea that trtith is dom ain variant is m uch m ore com pelling for atomic 

sentences (and propositions) than it is fo r com plex ones. The most frequently  raised 

objecdon against pluralism  about tru th  is that it canno t make sense of logically com plex 

sentences form ed by a logical connective. O nce we start considering the role played by 

the logical connectives, we are forced to accept a dom ain invariant no tion o f tru th , and 

that makes pluralism  incoherent. At least, th a t’s how Tim othy Williamson sees it:

Suppose that the discourses D i and  D2 are both  conducted  in English . . .  

let ‘A t ’ and ‘A 2’ be declarative sentences in D i and D2 respectively. Thus 

‘e ither A i or A 2’ is a declarative sentence of English. Some notion o f tru th  

is applicable to both  the disjunction and  its disjuncts, for otherw ise the plat-
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itu d e  ‘e i th e r  A i o r  A 2’ is tru e  if a n d  only  i f ‘A i ’ is tm e  o r  ‘A 2 ’ is tru e , w ould 

be v itia ted  by e q u iv o c a d o n .. . A n a tu ra l language  is s trongly  u n if ied  in syntax 

a n d  sem antics. Any fin ite  set o f  its w ords can  be  co m b in e d  to g e th e r  w ith in  

th e  luiity  o f  a sen ten ce . The n o tio n  o f  tru th  m ust re sp ec t a n d  re flec t this 

integrity. T n ith s  a re  m any; tru th  is o n e . (W illiam son, 1994, 141)

P u rsu in g  the  sam e line o f  a rg u m e n t, C h ris tin e  T ap p o le t says:

T h e  se n te n c e  ‘T his ca t is wet a n d  it is fu n n y ’ can  obviously be tm e . B ut w hat 

so rt o f  t ru th  p red ica tes  w ould  apply  to  it? T h is is a to u g h  q u e s tio n  fo r tru th  

{)luralism. O n  this view, th e  first c o n ju n c t is su p p o sed  to  be  T i ,  if tru e  a t all, 

a n d  th e  seco n d  T2, if tru e  a t all. G iven this, it w ould  be ex trem ely  o d d  to 

say tha t th e  c o n ju n c tio n  itself is assessable in te rm s o f  e i th e r  T i o r  T2. This 

is a to u g h  q u es tio n  fo r tn i th  p luralism . O n  this view, th e  first co n jim c t is 

su jjp o sed  to  be T i ,  if tm e  at all, a n d  th e  seco n d  T2, if tru e  at all. G iven this, 

it w ould  be ex trem ely  o d d  to  say th a t th e  c o n ju n c tio n  it.self is assessable in 

term s o f  e i th e r  T i o r  1'2. S uppose  that T i is a m a tte r  o f  c o rre s [)o n d en ce  to 

n a tu ra l facts, w hereas T2 is the  resu lt o f  a social ag reem en t. I 'he  p ro b lem  is 

th a t c o n ju n c tio n s  involving the  two k inds o f  tru th  p red ica te s  will be n e ith e r  

a m a tte r  o f  c o rre sp o n d e n c e  to  n a tu ra l facts n o r  a resu lt o f  social ag re e m e n t. 

(T appo le t, 2000 , 384)

A nd h e re  is M ichael Lynch d esc rib in g  the  sam e p rob lem :

A re la ted  p ro b le m  co n ce rn s  the  tr iu h  o f  c o m p o u n d  p ro p o sitio n s. C o n sid er 

th e  p ro p o s itio n  th a t M u rd e r is w rong  a n d  two a n d  two m ake four, hituitively, 

th e  co n jiu ic ts  o f  this p ro p o sitio n  are  fro m  very d iffe re n t d o m ain s . W liat ex­

p lains, th e n , th e  tm th  o f  th e  c o n ju n c tio n  itself? In  re sp o n se , th e  advocate  o f  

[p lu ra lism ] m ay say: A c o n ju n c tio n  is tm e  ju s t  w hen  its co n jim c ts  a re  b o th  

tru e  in so m e sense o r  o th er. P erhaps, b u t this rep ly  begs th e  rea l q u es tio n , 

w hich  c o n c e rn s  n o t th e  co n ju n c ts  b u t ra th e r  th e  sense in  w hich  th e  c o n ju n c ­

tio n  itself is tm e . (L ynch, 2009, 56 - 57)

T hey  are  tra d in g  in  d iffe re ru  term s, b u t the  g en era l o b jec tio n  seem s to  be  th e  sam e. I take 

th e  fo llow ing to  be  th e  c ru x  o f  th e  issue. T h e  s ta rtin g  assu m p tio n  is th a t any a d e q u a te  

acco im t o f  tm th  sh o u ld  validate th e  fo llow ing princip les:
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(1) '~(j) and is tn ie  iff 4> is true and i p  is true.

(2) '~(j) or is true iff (f) is true o r •0 is true.

And the claim is that the pluralist fails to do so. In the left hand  side o f (1) and  (2), we 

need  a tru th  predicate that is no t dom ain specified, since the constituents may belong  to 

d ifferent dom ains. On pain o f equivocation, we canno t then in troduce dom ain  indexed 

tru th  predicates on the right hand  side. T herefore, there  is no dom ain specification in 

ou r use of tru th , so tru th  m ust be dom ain invariant.

3.1.1 T ru th  P red ica te s

The objection is initially presented against a ver)' narrow in terpre tation  of pluralism ; the 

view that all talk o f tru th  is dom ain relative. O n this in terpre tation , tru th  is dom ain variant 

because there is a plurality of tn ith  predicates. VVIien som eone says

“Kiiidan is h u m an ” is true

that is m erely  a coll(K |uial -  perhaps u n care fu l -  way o f saying that

“Ivaidan is h iu iian” is true in biology

where “true in biology” expresses the appropriate  dom ain relative tru th  pro{)erty, for 

exam ple being corresponding o r being superassertible. For every dom ain, there  is a un ique 

tru th  predicate appropriate  for statem ents belonging to that dom ain, so that we have a 

series o f tru th  predicates tru e i, . . .  true„ ra ther than  a unicjue dom ain invariant one.

It’s obvious enough  how in troducing  a plurality o f tru th  predicates leads to incoher­

ence. If we try to reform ulate the principles (1) and (2) in terms o f d ifferent dom ain 

relative tru th  predicates we w on’t have a predicate to apply to the com plex sentence.

(3) '̂ (p and is true? iff (p is tru e i and xp is tnie2.

(4) '~ ( p  or ' t p ~ ' is true? iff ( p  is truei o r t p  is tnie2.

A dogged pluralist could, I suppose, try to deny (1) and  (2) on the grounds that they 

involve a mistake about the nature of tru th . Sticking to the claim that, when property  

understood , all legidm ate uses of a tru th  predicate m ust be indexed with the appropriate  

dom ain. (1) and  (2) are then  to be chalked up to a pre-theoretic error. WTiat is requ ired
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is a m ore subtle in terp re ta tion  o f principles governing the connectives that the pluralist 

can  accept.

Blit no t m uch recom m ends this path. Firstly, once we try to form ulate d ifferent p rin ­

ciples for the logical connectives we seem to end  with an  accoim t that radically violates 

th e ir ordinary m eanings (see C hapter 4). WTiile it is plausible enough  that speakers do 

n o t have a grasp o f the philosophical character o f tru th , i t’s unreasonable to say that they 

d o n ’t have an adequate understand ing  of the m eaning o f “a n d ” and “o r”. T he pluralist 

may define som e new connectives that behave in accordance with pluralistically acceptable 

principles, biU th a t’s no t the point. Wliat we want is an accoun t o f pluralism that is com ­

patible with the ord inary  truth functional character of the logical connectives. Secondly, 

even pluralists need  recourse to a tru th  predicate that is ap t for handling  disquotation 

an d  com pound endorsem ent. Some versions of pluralism  m ight refuse to call sentences 

(and  propositions) true w ithout adding  some explicit qualification abou t what dom ain its 

tn u h  is relative to. But that leaves ou t with a no tion  o f tru th  that can ’t play the expressive 

role that tru th  plays in ordinary discourse (as we in troduced  it in §2.1 the expressive role 

o f tru th  is cap tured  by a monadic predicate; see also §3.3).

It will be easier to aj)prcciate how a pluralist can help themselves to a m onadic tru th  

predicate once we have in troduced  some concepts that allow us to distinguish talk about 

tn u h  as a predicate in the object language and tru th  as a value o f sentences. For now, 

le t’s ju st note down that the pluralist should abandon the idea o f in troducing  a plurality 

o f tru th  predicates.

3 .1 .2  T ru th  P ro p e r ty

A nother way we can approach  the issue is this: the pluralist may want accept that there 

is a m onadic tru th  predicate, but they still want to say that is a.ssociated with a plurality 

o f tru th  properties. T he proposition that Kaidan human is tn ie  because it instantiates the 

property o f being corresponding, and the proposition that Kaidan is handsome is tm e because 

it instantiates the p roperty  o f being superassertible. How can we the same predicate be 

associated with dom ain  relative tru th  properties? And what property  do we associated 

with the com plex proposition  that Kaidan is human and handsome}

O ne way one  could  pursue this line is by saying that “tru e” is am biguous, what Lynch 

calls simple alethic pluralism. This is the view
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that “tn ie ” is simply am biguous in the way “step” or “bank” is ambiguous.

I 'h a t is, the word conveys d ifferent concepts or m eanings in differing con­

texts. Sometim es “tru th ” m eans “co rrespondence” (in the teleofiinctional 

sense, say); som etimes it m eans “superw arran t”.(Lynch, 2009, 54)

Lynch attributes this read ing  to Mark Sainsbury (1996) and  Philip Pettit (1996). But 

that seems to be a mistake. T h a t’s one way in which “tru e” could express different do­

m ain relative tru th  properties when attribu ted  to different properties. (.AJthough, see 

Q uine (1960) and  Sainsbury (1996) for in d ep en d en t argum ents against the view that 

“tn ie ” is am biguous). T he pluralist should stay way clear of the view that “tru e” is lexically 

am biguous (like “step” and “bank”). Also, in his discussion Lynch confuses the view that 

what property “tm e ” expresses is context d ep en d en t with the view that “tn ie ” is am bigu­

ous. Indexical expressions are contex t dependen t, but it d oesn ’t make sense to say that 

they am biguous in the sense that “bank” is.

/Vnother way would be to say what property is expressed by “tru e” is context depen­

dent. In a context w here we talk about biology, the predicate expresses being corresponding 

and  in a context where we talk abou t aesthetics the predicate expressed being supemssert- 

ihle (see §7-i-3 for a m ore precise form ulation). Ib is would also allow us to attribute 

d ifferent dom ain relative tru th  properties to propositions concern ing  d ifferent domains.

W liatever the details are, it’s not a prom ising way to think about dom ain variance.The 

initial objection is devastating if we say that the m onadic tru th  predicate expresses d ifferent 

properties d ep en d en t on the dom ain that the j)roposition in question belongs to. We 

would be in the analogous situation to the one about a plurality of predicates, only that 

now we lack a property to have “tn ie ” express for the logically com plex propositions;

p and q instantiates the property ? iff p  instantiates the property being corresponding 

and  q instantiates the property being superassertible.

p or q instantiates the property  ? iff p  instantiates the property being corresponding

and  q instantiates the property being superassertible.

Fortunately, the pluralist need no t say any such thing. Wliat the pluralist wants to say is

that two proposidons belonging to d ifferent dom ains can be tn ie  for d ifferen t reasons, 

and  that d o esn ’t com m it them  to saying that “tm e ” have to express d ifferent properties. 

T he pluralist wants to accept e.g. that
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(5)  A  t n i e  p r o p o s i t i o n  b e l o n g in g  exclusively  to  th e  b io lo g ica l  d o m a i n  is t r u e  became it 

in s ta n t i a te s  th e  p r o p e r ty  being corresponding.

(6)  A  t n i e  p r o p o s i t i o n  b e l o n g in g  exclusively  to  th e  a e s th e t ic  d o m a i n  is t r u e  because it 

in s ta n t i a te s  th e  p r o p e r ty  beingsuperassertible.

O f  c o u r se ,  (5 )  a n d  (6)  a re  just e l a b o r a t io n s  o n  th e  d o m a i n  loca l  c o u n t e r f a c t u a l ly  s u p p o r t ­

in g  g e n e r a l i z a t io n s  t h a t  th e  p lu ra l is t  u ses  as a r e q u i r e m e n t  fo r  d o m a i n  v a r ia n c e  ( f ro m  

§ 2 .3 ) .  A c c e p t in g  (5)  a m d  (6)  is c o m p a t ib le  w ith  h o l d i n g  t h a t  t h e  m o n a d ic  t r u t h  p r e d ­

ic a te  e x p re s se s  t h e  g e n e r i c  p r o p e r ty  being true {sim pliciter). W h a t  p r o p e r ty  is e x p r e s s e d  

by “t r u e ” a n d  w h a t  d e t e r m i n e s  w h e t h e r  a  p r o p o s i t i o n  in s ta n t i a te s  this  p r o p e r ty  a r e  two 

s e p a r a t e  issues. In  (5)  a n d  (6 )  we a re  m e re ly  s ta t in g  th a t  t h e r e  is a n  in tensional r e la t io n  

b e tw e e n  th e  p r o p e r ty  e x p r e s s e d  by “t r u e ” a n d  d o m a i n  re la t ive  t n i t h  p r o p e r t i e s .  We n e e d  

n o t  rec ju ire  th a t  th e  t r u t h  j ) re d ic a te  expresses th e  d o m a i n  re la t ive  t r u t h  p r o p e r t i e s .  O n c e  

we r e c o g n iz e  th is  d i s t in c t io n ,  t h e r e  n e e d  b e  n o  e ( |u iv o c a t io n  o f  t r u t h  w h e n  it is a p p l i e d  

to  p ro [ )o s i t io n s  b e l o n g i n g  to  a  specif ic  d o m a i n  a n d  w h e n  it is a p p l i e d  to  [>roposit ions 

b e l o n g in g  to  a  m ix e d  d o m a in .

If  th e  p lu ra l is t  a c c e p t  th a t  “t r u e ” in  {1) a n d  (2) e x p re s s  th e  s a m e  p r o p e r t y -  being true -  

t h a t  is c o m p a t i b l e  w ith  h o ld  t h a t  w ha t  m a k e s  t h e m  in s ta n t i a te  being true is d i f f e r e n t  in  e a c h  

case. F o r  e x a m p le ,  if  we a c c e p t  (5)  a n d  (6) they  c a n  j)rov ide us  w ith  th e  e x p l a n a t io n  o f  

why 4> a n d  ■0 a r e  t r u e .  W e s h o u ld  n o t  ex j )ec t  th e r e  b e i n g  any  c o u n t e r f a c t u a l ly  s u j ip o r t i n g  

g e n e r a l i z a t io n  t h a t  takes  c o n n e c t s  th e  t r u th  o f  s e n te n c e s  o f  th e  f o r m  '~<f) a n d  '0 ”' w ith  

s o m e  u n i q u e  p ro p e r ty .  I 'h e  t r u t h  f u n c t io n a l  m e a n i n g  o f  log ical  c o n n e c t iv e s  e n s u re s  th a t  

the only sense in  w h ic h  a  logically  c o m p le x  s e n te n c e  is m a d e  t r u e  is th a t  its c o n s t i tu e n t s  

have  th e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t r u th  va lue .  I low  th o s e  c o n s t i tu e n t s  a r e  t r u e ,  o r  w h a t  m a k e s  t h e m  

tru e ,  is c o m p le t e ly  i r re le v an t .

3 . 1 .3  T w o  N o t i o n s  o f  V a l u e

T h e r e  is a  c o n f u s io n  a t  th e  h e a r t  o f  th e  o b je c t io n .  T h is  s te m s  f r o m  th e  fac t  th a t  th e  o b ­

j e c t i o n  is c o n f l a t i n g  two d i f f e r e n t  ways o f  e v a lu a t in g  s e n te n c e s .  O n  th e  o n e  h a n d ,  we 

ev a lua te  s e n t e n c e s  as s t a n d -a lo n e  u t te r a n c e s .  T h is  is w h a t  we d o  w h e n  we assess th e  a c c u ­

racy o f  a n  a s se r t io n .  O n  th e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  we ev a lu a te  s e n te n c e s  as p o te n t i a l  c o n s t i tu e n t s  

o f  c o m p le x  s e n te n c e s .  T h is  is w h a t  we d o  w h e n  s ta te  th e  s e m a n t ic  ru le s  g o v e r n in g  th e
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connectives. Before we start introducing truth, let’s make this distinction at a very gen­

eral level. Let’s call whatever notions that are relevant for our evaluation of stand-alone 

sentences for the assertoric values. Likewise, whatever notions that are relevant for our 

evaluation of (potential) constituent sentences for the ingredient values. The distinction 

I’ve just made goes back to an observation made by Diunmett (1959), (Dummett, 1981, 

Chapter 3):

hi speaking of sentences, themselves... there are two different ways in which 

we may regard them; and these may give rise to two distinct notions of truth- 

value. On the one hand, we may think of sentences as complete utterances 

by means of which, when a specific force is attached, a lingustic act may be 

effected; in this connection, we require that notion of truth-value in terms of 

which the particular kind of force may be explained. On the o ther hand, 

sentences may also occur as constituent parts of o ther sentences, and, in 

this connection, may have a semantic role to determ ine the truth-value of 

the whole sentence: so here we shall be concerned with whatever notion of 

truth-value is required in order to explain the truth-value of a complex sen­

tence is determ ined from that of its components. There is no a priori reason 

why the two notions of truth-value should coincide. The intuitive notion of 

truth and falsity are connected primarily with the assertoric use of language. 

(Dummett, 1981,417)

In (classical) two-valued semantics the distinction between ingredient and assertoric val­

ues is merely conceptual. Mere the set of truth values is (o, 1}, where o represents falsity 

and 1 represents truth. (1) and (2) can be interpreted as informal characterizations of

the semantics for “and” and “or”. W'here t; is a function that maps sentences unto the set

{1,0), we can state them more precisely as

v{^4> A ■0 ”') = 1 iff v{4>) = '^('0 ) = 1

v{^4> V ■0”') = o iff v{(f)) = = o

.\Iternatively, we can say the same using truth tables:
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f v 0 1

0 0 1

1 1 1

Va 0 1

0 0 0

1 0 1

In  the tw o va liie d  semantics, the tn ith  vahies play the ro le  o f  the in g re d ie n t values. Every 

sentences is assigned a value o f  the set {1 ,0 }. Together w ith  a recursive d e fin it io n  fo r  “ v ” , 

we can assign tru th  values to com p lex  sentences. A t the same tim e, the tru th  values play 

the ro le  o f  asssertoric values. Assume tha t when we assess the accuracy o f  a declarative 

u tterance, we do so by classifying them  as true  o r false. T ha t is:

A n  assertion o f  (f) is accurate i f f  (f) is true.

Given the read ing  o f  the set o f  tru th  values, we have the d e fin it io n  that;

A  sentence (f) is true  if i ' = 1

The d is tinc tions  re rju ire d  fo r  the [lurposes o f semantics and the purposes o f  characteriz­

ing  the accuracy o f  o u r  assertions tu rn  ou t to he the same. The on ly d is tin c tio n  we need 

to appeal to  in  bo th  cases is th a t o f  be ing  true  versus be ing  false. Hence, in  two-valued 

semantics, the tru th  values |o, i |  are both  assertoric and ing re d ie n t values.

Th is, however, is an arte fact o f  im poverished resources. The d is tin c tio n  between as­

sertoric and in g re d ie n t value is b lu rre d  because the classical tru th  values can do both  

th ings in  p re po s ition a l log ic . B u t as D um m ett p o in ted  ou t, “ [ t jh e re  is no a j) r io r i reason 

why the two no tions  o f  tru th -va lue  shou ld  co in c id e ” . T he  exam ple D um m ett gives fo r 

when they can com e apart is many-valued logic:

As a techn ica l study, many-valued log ic has been developed p rim a rily  as a 

m athem atica l genera liza tion  o f  two-valued log ic, w ith  lit t le  regard to in tu itive  

in te rp re ta tio n . T he  truth-values are d iv ided  in to  those tha t rank  as ‘desig­

na ted ’ and those w h ich  rank  as ‘undesigna ted ’ : a fo rm u la  is de fined  as va lid  

if, u n d e r each assignm ent o f  truth-values to its sentence-letters, it  comes ou t 

as having  a designated value. ..  Thus an assertion made by u tte rin g  a given 

sentence am ounts to a c la im  tha t tha t sentence has a designated value: in  

o rdere, the re fo re , to grasp the co n te n t o f  any p a rticu la r assertion, a ll tha t 

is nece.ssary is to know  the c o n d it io n  fo r  the sentence u tte re d  to have a des­

ignated value. We do  n o t need, fo r  th is purpose to know  anyth ing  about
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the distinction between the d ifferent designated tnith-vahies o r between the 

different undesignated  ones. (D um m ett, 1 9 8 1 ,4 2 2 -3 )

T hat requires some fu rth e r explanation. Take as an exam ple a three-valued semantics 

in tended  handle indeterm inacy about the future, as in (Lukasiewicz, 1967). H ere the 

set of tru th  values is jo, ^, 1) ,  w here o represents falsity, ^ represents indeterm inacy and 

1 represents tru th , and  is a function that m aps sentences un to  the set o f  tru th  values. 

For sake o f exposition, assume that the world is objectively indeterm inate. T here is one 

possible fu ture w here there is a sea battle tom orrow  and  one possible fu ture where there 

isn’t. Now it is com pelling to say that sentence

(7) T here will be a sea battle tom orrow

is ne ither true nor false, bu t indeterm inate. To be clear, this semantics is in troduced 

merely to highlight the distinction between assertoric and  ingredient value and not be­

cause I endorse it as a good way o f describing talk about fu ture contingents (see MacFarlane 

(2003) for a convincing arg iunen t that it isn’t). T he set of tru th  values are here  the ingre­

dient values as they play the role in provifling the sem antics for the logical connectives.

V a 0 i  1

0 0 0 0
1 1 1
2 0  2 2

1 0 i  1

vv 0 1
2 1

0 0 1
2 1

1 1 1
2 2 2
1 1 1 1

\A'hen (7) is evaluated as part o f a com plex sentence, such as “T here will be a sea bat­

tle tom orrow  and  I ho p e  the Greeks win”, the distinction between the tru th  values are 

im portant. However, we may n o t want to th ink that the distinctions between o, ^ and 

1 are relevant for accounting for the assertoric value o f (7) considered as a stand-alone 

utterance. Assertoric values can be represen ted  in term s o f designated and  undesignated 

values instead. This is som eth ing  added  to the many-valued account o f the connectives. 

If we say that (i) is the set of the designated value and  |o , is the set o f  undesignated 

values then , as D um m ett po in ted  out, what m atters for evaluating (7) is only w hether it 

is designated o r not. A m ore ap t characterization o f assertoric accuracy would now be:

An assertion o f <f> is accurate iff (j) is designated.
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If we are considering  the accuracy o f  an assertion, all that m ight m atter is w hether it is 

designated or not. Given that i is the designated value, this is equivalent to saying that 

all that matters is w hether the sentences is true or not. The distinction betw een o and 

 ̂ is irrelevant for the purposes o f  evaluating an utterances: both u (“T here will be a sea 

battle tom orrow ”) = o and v (“T here will be a sea battle tom orrow”) will both be assessed  

as inaccurate.

T he truth values provide a m ore fine grained distinction than that betw een designated  

and undesignated  values. As the form er is required for sem antic purposes, they are the 

ingredient values. /Vs the latter is required for evaluating stand-alone sentences, they 

form the assertoric values. In the three-valued sem antics here, the two notions no longer  

coincide. I want to em phasize that I am not saying that every time o n e  m oves to a many­

valued sem antics, the two notions com e apart. For exam ple, suppose on e  introduced a 

many-valued set o f  truth values to represent degrees of truth to handle vague d iscoiuse. If 

on e thinks that degrees o f  truth should  be relevant for the accuracy o f  statem ents, then  

on e also wants to make these degrees relevant for evaluating stand-alone sentences. If 

“Kiiidan is tall” is o.G degree true then an assertion o f “Kiiidan is tall” is only 0 .6  accurate. 

(Mark SainsbuiT (1 9 9 5 , 44) presents a view along these lines when it com es to degrees 

o f beliefs.) We w ould then use the set o f  truth values to represents degrees o f  truth and 

to represents degrees o f  accuracy. In that case the assertoric and ingred ient values would  

coincide within a many-valued framework.

A nother exam ple where assertoric and ingredient values can com e apart is tense logic. 

In the standard sem antics for propositional tense logic we retain a two-valued set o f  truth 

values {o, 1), but we define as a function that maps sentences and times to |o , i). For 

this exam ple, assum e now that we live in a determ inistic universe. /\ssiu n e further a set o f  

ordered times, so that for every two times t \ ,  t2, either t i  <  tn, t \  >  or t \  = t-n- Given 

a determ inistic universe (and ignoring special relativity), relative to every time every sen­

tence is either 1 or o. T he sem antics for the coruiectives is provided by simply adding a 

time parameter:

(f) A ■0~', t)  = 1 iff t)  = v{tp, t)  = 1 

v{'~4> V t )  = 1 iff v{(f), t)  = v{ip, t)  = o 

The sen ten ce (7) decom poses into a tem poral operator and an em b ed d ed  sentence:
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(8) Tom orrow (there is a sea battle)

T he operato r “Tom orrow” has the following semantics:

vC”Tom orrow (fp^ t) = i iff v{4>, t')  = i , for some time t ' in the day after t.

We are now in a position to assess an assertion of (8). But notice, fo r the purposes of 

evaluating sentences as constituents of logically com plex ones, we are invoking the notion 

o f true relative to a time. For the purposes o f evaluating stand-alone sentences this notion  

is no t directly relevant. All that m atters for the accuracy o f an assertion o f (8) is its tru th  

value at the time o f utterance:

T he assertion of a sentence (f) is accurate iff (p is true at the tim e o f u tterance.

Again the distinction between ingredien t and  assertoric value com e apart. To m ake it 

even m ore trans[)areru. If 1 say “T here  is a sea battle”, the accuracy o f my assertion de­

pends only on w hether there is a sea battle taking place at the time of u tterance. If, 

however, we are in terested  in the contribu tion  “T here  is a sea battle” plays in a com plex 

seiuence such as (8) we need to consider its tiu th  value relative to arbitrary times.

T he two exam ples serve as illustrations o f a general point. The notions o f assertoric 

and  ingred ien t value can com e apart along two dim ensions. Firstly, they may com e apart 

because the set o f tn u h  values (used to accouiU for ingredient values) is larger than the 

ones used for account o f assertoric values. Secondly, they may com e apart because the 

param eters that tru th  values o f sentences are relativized to (used to account for ingredient 

values) invoke m ore fine-grained distinctions than  what is required  for an account of 

assertoric values.

This opens up  a path for the pluralist to follow. T he objection from  W illiamson and 

Tappolet are conflating the use of “tru e” as an assertoric and as an ingredien t value. The 

pluralist could find some way o f characterizing ingred ien t values of sentences, and then  

use this these values to reform ulate ( i )  and (2 ) as sem antic rules for the connectives. 

After that, the pluralist needs to in troduce a relevant no tion  of assertoric value that allows 

them  to validate ( 1 ) and  (2 ) as exam ples o f stand alone utterances o f  both com plex and 

simple sentences. If this can be achieved, the pluralist can provide an account o f logically 

com plex sentences that d oesn ’t involve any equivocation.

T here are two strategies we can follow correspond ing  to the two dim ensions by which 

assertoric and  ingred ien t value can com e apart. T he pluralist can a ttem pt to find some
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pluralistically acceptable truth values. Let’s call this the truth value strategy. It will be the 

topic of the next chapter (Chapter 4), where I argue that this is not a good way to go 

about. Rather, I suggest that the strategy to follow is the one that introduces a domain 

param eter to account for domain variance. This is the strategy I endorse and develop in 

Chapter 7.

3.2 Logical Consequence

The second main objection to pluralism is closely aligned to the first, but it concerns 

the role that truth plays with respect to inferences. According to Tappolet, the pluralist 

carmot make sense of what is preserved in valid inferences:

The validity of an inference requires that the truth of the premises necessi­

tates the tn u h  of the conclusion... For the conclusion to hold, some unicjue 

truth j)redicate nuist apply to all ... sentences [in an argum ent]. But what 

truth predicate is that? And if there is such a truth predicate, why isn’t it the 

only one we need? (Tappolet, 1997, 209)

riiis objection is not as clear as the one about the connectives. The role that truth plays 

with respect to logical consequence is less straightforward than logical connectives. The 

intuitive notion Tappolet has in mind is, I take it, the following;

A sentence 0 is a logical consequence of a set of sentences F iff necessarily, for every 

i/j G r ,  if "i/j is true then (f) is true.

The argum ent seems to be the following; in this formulation we employ a single truth 

predicate to both premises and conclusions. In order for logical consequence to be truth 

preserving, the same notion of truth must be applied to every premise and the conclu­

sion. Because the premises and the conclusion can concern different domains, the truth 

predicate applied across the premises and the conclusion must be domain invariant. This 

is incompatible with the domain variant notion of truth required by pluralism.

I’m not as gripped by this problem as the previous. All that the intviitive notion of 

logical consequence says about truth preservation is that, necessarily, if all the premises 

are tnie then the conclusion is true. Nothing is being said about why the sentences in­

volved in the argum ent are true, or about truth as such at all. Also, the objection rests on
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a sim plified conception  o f  truth’s role in logical con seq u en ce -  w hedier we are monists 

or pluralists. Again it is useful to take as starting point a (classical) two-valued logic, where 

logical consequence. If we are working with this conception , then there seem s to be one 

dom ain invariant notion o f truth involved. But notice, that’s got noth ing to do with the 

question o f  consequence as such. T he sense in which logical consequence involves a 

“im ique truth predicate” is just the sam e sense in which tnith value ascription does.

If we take a step back from the pluralism issue, it is noticeable that there is som ething  

odd about T appolet’s two questions;

• WTiat predicate is used in an account o f  valid inferences?

• V\1iy is that predicate not the only on e  we need?

W hen we m ove from prepositional to first order logic we must refine our notion o f  logical 

consequence. In first order logic we d o n ’t concern ourselves m uch with tnith simpliciter. 

Instead we focus on a relativized notion  o f truth: truth in  a model (relative to an assignment 

o f values to the variables). A m odel M  consists o f  a dom ain -  a non-em[)ty set o f  objects 

-  and an interpretation function that maps nam es to objects, one-place predicates to sets 

o f  objects and many-place predicates to tuples o f  objects. It’s almost the default view that 

the m ost accurate account o f  logical consequence is given in terms o f truth preservation 

across models:

A form ula A  is logical consequence o f  a set o f  formulas F iff for every 5  G F and 

every m odel M.,  if v{B, Ai)  = i then v{A, Ai)  = i .

If that’s the right account we would have an answer to the first question: the predicate 

required is “truth in a m od el” (or equivalently “truth relative to a m od el”). But now the 

second question seem s like a N on sequitur. It d o esn ’t follow that we d o n ’t need  another 

on e truth predicate because w e’ve got truth in a m odel. In fact, it’s obvious that truth in 

a m odel isn ’t directly relevant for the pragmatic tasks that fall outside logic.

To return to the distinction from §3 . 1 , truth in a m odel (relative to an a.ssignment) is 

required to specify ingredient values o f  sentences. W liat’s special about the m odel theo­

retic definition o f logical consequence is that it d o esn ’t em ploy a notion that is relevant 

for con n ectin g  the technical defin ition  with ordinary assessm ents o f  assertion and infer­

ence. For that purpose, we need  to recover som e notion  o f  truth that plays the role o f
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a s se r to r ic  va lue  o f  s e n te n c e s . In  th is  se ttin g , all we c a re  a b o u t  w h e n  we assess th e  ac cu rac y  

o f  a s se r tio n s  is t r u th  in  a n  intended  m o d e l. T h is  w o u ld  h e  th e  m o d e l th a t  r e p re s e n ts  th e  

c o r r e c t  e x te n s io n  o f  th e  s in g u la r  te rm s  a n d  p re d ic a te s  in  th e  a c tu a l w o rld . B u t p re s e r ­

v a tio n  o f  truth in  the intended model is n o t  su ffic ie n t fo r  lo g ica l c o n s e q u e n c e ;  th a t ’s m e re  

c o n t in g e n t  tr u th  p re s e rv a tio n . So, if we a re  in te re s te d  in  a  m o d e l th e o re t ic  n o tio n  o f  

c o n s e q u e n c e s , T a p p o le t’s q u e s tio n s  a re  m isg u id ed .

L e t’s c o m e  a t  th e  issue f ro m  a d if fe re n t  a n g le . I f  we c o n s id e r  a g a in  a m an y -v a lu ed  

se m a n tic s  w ith  th e  se t o f  tn i t h  values (o, i}, we ac tu a lly  n e e d  to  give a n  a c c o u n t  o f

lo g ic a l c o n s e q u e n c e  in  te rm s  o f  a s se r to r ic  values r a th e r  th a n  in g r e d ie n t  values. W lia t 

m a tte rs  in  m an y -v a lu ed  s e m a n tic s  is p re se rv a tio n  o f  designated value:

A n a r g u m e n t  (F , 0 ) is valid  iff  fo r  ev e iy  s e n te n c e  il> E T  a n d  every  v a lu a tio n  v ,  if  

v{ip )  £  V  th e n  v (0 ) €  T>.

T h is  d e f in i t io n  is s h a re d  a c ro ss  m an y -v a lu ed  s e m a n tic  th e o r ie s .  T h e r e  is n o t one sp ec ific  

a c c o u n t o f  valid  a r g tu n e n t  h e r e  b e c a u se  it d e p e n d s  o n  w h a t v a lu e (s )  we c o im t as d es ig ­

n a te d .  F o r cx a iiq )le , su p p o se  w e a c c e p t th e  fo llo w in g  a c c o u n t  o f  th e  co n n e c tiv es ;

0 1
1 1
2 2
1 0

V a 0 i  1

0 0 0 0
1
2 °  2 2
1 0  i  1

0 1
2 1

0 1 1 1
1 1 1 12 2 2
1 0 L

2 1

Vv 0 1
2 1

0 0 1
2 1

1 1 1
2 2 2
1 1 1 1

H av in g  s e ttle d  th e  t r u th  f iu ic t io n a l  c h a ra c te r  o f  th e  c o n n e c tiv e s  d o e s n ’t se ttle  w h a t lo g i­

cal c o n s e q u e n c e  re la t io n  is in  play. F o r  e x a m p le , if  we say th a t  th e  d e s ig n a te d  va lues is {^, 

i) , we arriv e  a t  a p a r a c o n s is te n t  log ic  w h e re  ex fa lsa  quodlibet d o e s n ’t h o ld , b u t  th e  law o f  

th e  e x c lu d e d  m id d le  d o e s  (P r ie s t, 2 0 0 6 ) . O n  th e  o th e r  h a n d ,  if we say th a t  1 is th e  o n ly  

d e s ig n a te d  va lue , w e a rr iv e  a t  p a ra c o m p le te  log ic th a t  v a lid a te s  ex fa lso  quodlibet b u t  n o t  

th e  law  o f  th e  e x c lu d e d  m id d le . It th e re fo r e  m a tte rs  a  lo t h o w  we se ttle  th e  a s se r to r ic  val­

u es  o f  s e n te n c e s  w ith in  th is  c o n te x t.  I f  we a re  s ta r t in g  f ro m  a  m an y -v a lu ed  se m a n tic s  th e  

s itu a tio n  is th e  m ir r o r  im a g e  o f  th e  m o d e l th e o re tic  a c c o iu u . N ow  i t ’s th e  a s se r to r ic  (i.e . 

d e s ig n a te d  vs u n d e s ig n a te d )  va lues th a t  a re  re le v a n t fo r  d e f in in g  lo g ica l c o n s e q u e n c e s  

a n d  n o t  th e  in g r e d ie n t  v a lu es (i.e . t r u th  v a lu es). W e still n e e d  tw o d if fe r e n t  p re d ic a te s : 

o n e  fo r  h a n d l in g  lo g ica l c o n s e q u e n c e  a n d  a s se r tio n , a n d  o n e  fo r  h a n d l in g  lo g ica l c o n ­

nec tives.
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T his po in ts  again  in th e  d irec tio n  we sh o u ld  go in  o rd e r  to  m ake sense o f  p lu ra l­

ism. We have to  select som e a p p ro p ria te  co m b in a tio n  o f  in g re d ie n t a n d  assertoric  values 

th a t a re  p luralistically  accep tab le  a n d  use those to m ake sense o f  th e  tru th -p reserv ing  

c h a ra c te r  o f  the  co n seq u en ce  re la tion . But th e re  is n o th in g  in p rin c ip le  th a t m akes the 

p lu ra lis t’s position  d iffe ren t from  those w ho invoke a n o tio n  o f  co n se q u e n c e  m o re  com ­

plex  th an  the  o n e  u sed  in two-valued p ro p o sitio n a l logic. T ap p o le t’s a rg u m e n t seem s to 

rest o n  a con fusion  a b o u t w hat is a t stake in  any a cco u n t o f  co n seq u en ce .

3.3 Expressive Device

In  §3-1-1 I said p luralism  sh o u ld  in c o rp o ra te  a m o n ad ic  tru th  p red ica te . O n e  o f the 

reasons m e n tio n e d  was th a t d o in g  so m akes it possible fo r the  p h u a lis t to acco u n t for 

th e  ro le  o f  tru th  as an  expressive device. T his was d iscussed in  §2 . 1 , b u t i t ’s well w orth 

co n sid e rin g  the  im plica tions this has fo r how  we sh o u ld  m ake sense o f  p luralism .

I le re ’s a te lling  exam ple . Before e m b ark in g  o n  his Persia cam paign , A lexander visited 

Pythia, I'he O racle  o f  D elphi. U pon e n te r in g  the  tem p le  he says,

Everything T h e  O rac le  says is true .

This is a case o f  b lind  e n d o rse m e n t. WTiatever else we can  say ab o u t th e  s itua tion  is th a t 

“trvie” used  in this seiU ence c a n n o t be d o m ain  in d ex ed . For o tir  p u rp o ses it’s best to 

re p re se n t this as quan tify ing  over propositions:

(9) (V p)(if T h e  O racle  says p  th en  p  is tru e)

To m ake sense o f  the  e n d o rse m e n t, an d  th e  expressive ro le  o f  tr iu h  in g en era l, we n e e d  to 

accep t the  ex istence  o f  a m o n ad ic  tru th  p red ica te . W liatever m akes this p red ica te  d o m ain  

varian t c a n n o t be so m e th in g  p re se n t in  the  syntax. It is th e  sam e p red ica te  invoked  in 

the

Equivalence schem a T h e  p ro p o sitio n  that p  is tru e  iff p.

T h e  th in g  to  no tice  ab o u t th e  schem a is th a t it only m akes sense if the  p red ica te  is 

m onad ic . O n ce  a tru th  p red ica te  is relativ ized it no  lo n g e r m akes sense to use it in  dis- 

q u o ta tio n . For exam ple , co n sid e r th e  relativ ization o f  p ro p o sitio n a l t ru th  to times:

T h e  p ro p o sitio n  that p  is tru e  a t t  iff . . . ? . . .
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If we want to acid dom ain  relativized (or indexed) tru th  predicates we can now longer 

m ake sense o f the expressive role o f tn ith . As I said fiom  the start, I take this role to 

ht; non-negotiable , so if the pluralist is forced into this position the gam e is over. Does 

that m ean tense logic is gam e over too? N ot at all, becausc it’s a mistake to confuse 

the d iffe ren t tru th  predicates requ ired  for d ifferen t purposes. In §3.1 and  §3.2 I was 

drawing a distinction betw een tru th  used as an assertoric and  as an  ingred ien t value. T he 

expressive role o f tru th  in troduces a th ird  role for tru th  to play. W hatever pred icate is 

em ployed in Equivalence schem a has to be the sam e as the one em ployed in (g). We 

need  to invoke Equivalence schem a to validate A lexander’s following inference. Having 

accepted (g), A lexander accepts

(1 o) The O racle said that A lexander will conquer Persia.

From (g) and  (10) A lexander wants to infer that

(11) /Vlexander will co n q u er Persia.

For him  to do  so, he m ust first infer

( I 2) that Alexander will conquer Persia is true

from (g) and (10), and  only then  from  (12) and  Equivalence schem a does (11) follow. A 

challenge for the pluralist will be to m ake sense o f this m onadic predicate in a sense that 

preserves som e dom ain  variaru character. Ju st as the tru th  of (1 1) is true with respect to 

some dom ain, so m ust we say that “tn ie ” as it occurs in (12) is dom ain relative. But on 

[)ain o f losing the Equivalence schem a, we have to in te rp re t the tru th  predicate used in

(12) as dom ain  relative w ithout denying that it’s m onadic.

3.4 W hat Does it Mean?

The objections m o u n ted  against pluralism  are no t fatal. But they do in troduce a series of 

challenges that the pluralist need  to m eet. U nderlying them  is the hardest question  for 

the pluralist: what does it mean to say that tru th  is dom ain  variant? Only if we are able to 

explain this does “p lural tru th ” have a chance o f becom ing co h e ren t and  com prehensible.

L et’s survey the lessons the  lessons so far. In §2.4 I identified four roles that I think 

tnitli plays: tru th  plays a sem antic role; tru th  plays a pragm atic role; tru th  plays a role as
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an  expressive device; an d  tm th  plays a ro le  as so m eth in g  m etaphysically  relevant. I also 

said th a t I th in k  o f a th eo ry  o f  tn i th  as a com plex  ex p lan a tio n  how  tru th  is re la ted  to 

o th e r  concep ts. If we a re  to  m ake sense o f  p luralism  we have to give an  acco u n t o f  how a 

d o m a in  varian t n o tio n  o f  tru th  can acco m m o d a te  these. In  p articu lar, we n e e d  to  answ er 

these  questions:

(A) H ow  can  we provide d o m ain  varian t in g re d ie n t values? T h is is re q u ire d  for the 

p lu ralist to have an  accep tab le  acco u n t o f  t ru th ’s ro le in co m p o sitio n a l sem antics.

(B) I low can  we provide d o m ain  varian t assertoric  values? This is re q u ire d  fo r the  p lu­

ralist to  have an accep tab le  acco im t o f  t r u th ’s ro le in assertion .

(C) I low  can  we provide a d o m a in  v arian t yet m onad ic  tru th  p red ica te?  T his is recjuired 

fo r the p luralist to have an  accep tab le  acco u n t o f  t r u th ’s expressive role.

(D) H ow  can th e  p ro p erty  expressed  by th e  m o n ad ic  tru th  p red ica te  be d o m a in  vari­

ant? T his is req u ired  fo r the  p lu ra lis t to  co n n e c t tru th  with d o m a in  relative tru th  

p ro p ertie s  in the co u n te rfac tu a l su p p o rtin g  genera lizations.

1 th ink  it’s no tew orthy  th a t n e ith e r  th e  d e fen d e rs  n o r  the  d en ie rs  o f  p lu ralism  have at­

tem p ted  to give an  acco iu it o f  how  to jirovide a p luralistic  acco u n t o f  tn ith  th a t aiLswers 

all these questions. O nly if we are  ab le to  do  so do  we have the  o u tlin e  o f  so m e th in g  tha t 

ap p ro x im ates  an  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  how  tm th  -  given the m u ltip le  ro les it needs to play -  

can  be p lural.

T h e  p lan  from  h ere  o n  is the  following. In the  n ex t c h a p te r  1 will focus o n  two at­

tem pts to  answ er (D) by way o f an  answ er to  (A) in  term s o f  n o n -s tan d a rd  tru th  values. 

B ut w hen  they d o  so i t’s very difficult to see how  thev can  answ er (B) an d  (C ). In the 

ch a p te r  th a t follows I m ove o n  to  two a ttem p ts  to  answ er (D) by giving an  answ er to  (C) 

in  term s o f  the  m onad ic  tm th  p red ica te  exp ressing  a m u ltip le  rea lized  property . I a rgue  

th a t they prov ide is so m e th in g  th a t reduces the  tru th  p ro p erty  to  its rea lizer base. T h a t’s 

a m istake in  its own righ t, b u t it also m akes the  task o f  answ ering  (B) im possib le. We 

c a n ’t focus o n  ju s t o n e  o f  these questions. T hey  com e as a package, a n d  this is why the 

d e fen d ers  o f  p luralism  have u n d e re s tim a te d  th e  force o f the ob jec tions. C h ap te rs  6 an d  

7 , th e re fo re , is devo ted  to  answ ering  the  fo u r questions.
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^ Truth Value Pluralism

In §3.1 and §3.2 I outlined two strategies for providing a pluralist accoiuit of the logical 

connectives and logical consequence, hi this chapter I’ll focus on the truth value strategy. 

The main idea is to revise the classical two-valued conception of tru th  values by introduc­

ing a different set of truth values interpreted in pluralistic terms. The aim of this chapter 

is to cast doubt on this strategy.

4.1 Many-valiies

JC Beall (2000) argues for a way to co-opt the many-valued framework for the phualist’s 

purposes. Whereas the classical two-valued semantics imderstands the truth values i , o) to 

represent truth and falsity simpliciter, his many-valued semantics introduces truth values 

that directly represent dom ain relative tnuh  properties.

To begin, take the set of truth values to be 7” = (o, .. ., n], where n >  2, together with 

a function v  that maps sentences unto T . Here o is interpreted as falsity, but every other 

member of T  is im derstood as representing a domain relative tn u h  property. Beall’s 

version of pluralism accounts for the domain variance of truth by introducing domain 

relevant notions, such as correspondence and superassertibility, directly as semantic val­

ues denoted by sentences (under a valuation).

Ilis many-valued proposal was initially introduced to handle the objection in §3.2: 

that of providing an accotuit of valid inferences.

How is validity to be understood? In the jargon of many-valued logic, validity 

is to be understood in terms of designated values, these being the different ways
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of being true, as it were. Specifically, an argum ent is valid iff (necessarily) if 

all the premises are designated, then  the con- elusion is designated. (Beall,

2000 ,382)

As seen previously, to define logical consequence in a many-valued sem antics we need  to 

partition T  into designated and  undesignated values. Beall’s proposal is that = {1, . . . ,  

n) C T , since the set o f designated values nmst contain all “the d ifferent ways o f being 

true.” T he standard  many-valued definition o f logical consequence is now available:

A sentence 0 is a logical consequence o f a set o f sentences F iff for every valuation 

V and  every ^  G F, if v { ’4)) G T> then  f ( 0 ) G T>.

T he pluralist reading is that logical consequence is a m atter of preservation o f som e do­

main relative tru th  property o r o th er from  premises to conclusion over all cases, but it 

need  not be the same jiroperty in every case.

Beall d oesn ’t consider how his notion  o f logical conse(]uence is to be a[)plied, bu t one 

thing is obvious: the many-valued framework only makes sense if we can assign dc:>main 

m em bership to sentences prior to the assignm ent of tru th  values. It is no t sufficient that 

some arbitrary designated value is assigned to the premises and the conclusion, because 

sentences may have designated values that do not represent their relevarU dom ain  relative 

tn ith  property. I want to abstract away from  that issue here, and  merely grant for tiie 

purposes o f this chap ter that sentences naturallv belong to domains.

Au definition of logical consequence is of little use if we d o n ’t accom pany this defini­

tion with an accourU o f the logical connectives. But how are we to provide a tru th  func­

tional account of them  given this framework? In the case where (j) and  have distinct 

designated values, say v{<f))= 1 and = 2, what value is deno ted  by A t/’”')? T here 

are two options available: e ither it is inherited  from  one o f the values o f the constituents, 

o r we in troduce an o th er value.

The latter option is quickly closed off. If we assign a d ifferent value to '~4>Atp~' than  the 

the value of one of its constituents then  we mtist expand the set of tru th  values to account 

for the tru th  value of com plex sentences. But this is against the m otivation o f in troducing  

designated values in the first place. T here is no  intuitive dom ain that this added  tru th  

value can be represented  as a tru th  property  for. (̂f) A is supposed to be true because 

each conjim ct is true (in some way o r o th er), n o t because of some additional property.
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Furthermore, what tnith value would be applied? If we starting adding new truth values 

we would need an endless series o f them, because we can construct sentences o f arbitrary 

complexity. If we used the same truth value for all the com plex ones, then that would 

be the only one we needed for the atomic ones as well. By granting that there is a truth 

value that represents truth simpliciter, the rest becomes superfluous and we’re back to a 

classical two-valued semantics.

The other option is to have com plex sentences inherit a value from its constituents. 

The only systematic way that I can think of is the Lukasiewicz method;

v{^4> A ■0’’) = min{v{(f)),

(f) V ■0”') = m a x {v {4>),

where m in  and m a x  are functions that have as output the lowest and highest value in their 

sources respectively. There are, I think, two general [)roblems with using this semantics 

as a means to caj)ture a [)luralist lake on the connectives. First, it [)resupposes that truth 

values inter])reted as domain relative truth properties form an ordered secjuence. Of 

course we can define them as represented by numbers in T  and then we will get some re­

sult. But does it makes sense to order them in this way? We might think that they should 

be ordered in terms of metaphysical weight. Since superassertibility is less metaphysically 

committing than correspondence, we should assign the first a lower number than the 

second. A classification o f properties in terms of their metaphysical weight only makes 

sense relative to some standard o f measurement. Does superassertibility consist in more 

commitments than coherence ? Does warranted by ideal standards count as more com­

mitting than superassertibility? Even “correspondence” is just a broad term disguising 

different properties , e.g. there might be correspondence to facts where we take senten­

tial expressions as basic, and there might be correspondence to object and properties 

where we take subsentential expressions as basic. WTiich one is most committing and by 

what lights? I can’t see any principled way to answer these questions, but unless we do the 

semantics is just picking an ordering out o f thin air.

The second problem is that the many-valued framework is hostage to relations be­

tween the various domain relative truth properties themselves and between the domain 

relative truth properties and other concepts. For expository purposes, let’s restrict our­

selves to {o, 1, 2) as the set o f truth values and {i, 2) as the set of designated values. We
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say tha t i  represents superassertib ility  and 2 represents correspondence. The rules using 

m in  and m a x  w ill give us a semantics fo r  “ A ” and “ V ” tha t can be re jjresented  by the 

fa m ilia r three-valued tru th  tables:

0 2

0 0 0 0

1 0 1

2 0 1 2

0 2

0 0 2

1 1 1 2

2 2 2 2

Let me give one s tra igh tfo rw ard  m an ifesta tion  o f  the hostage situation. / \n  in ip o r t in t  

m otiva tion  fo r  in tro d u c in g  superassertib itiliy  is tha t we want to some dom a in  relative 

tru th  p rope rty  fo r  dom ains tha t cannot o u ts trip  o u r epistem ic grasp. 1 th in k  aesthetics is 

a ve iy  good candidate. I d o n ’t th in k  it makes nu ich  sense to say tha t som eth ing  cou ld  be 

pretty, o r  handsome, o r  ugly, o r  ho t, w ith o u t anyone ever be ing  in  a pos ition  to recognize 

this. T he  cla im  tha t “ N o one co u ld  ever come know  w he ther Tom  Cruise is pretty, but i t  

m ig h t true ” is f l ir t in g  w ith  nonsen.se. W lie th e r you accept my view here isn ’t crucia l. Just 

assiune fo r  sake o f  a rgum ent tha t superassertib ility  is the app ropria te  [iro p e rty  to explain 

tn ith  fo r  sentences tha t concern  the aesthetic dc:>main. I le re  are two com m on ly  accep'.ed 

p rinc ip les  about know ab ility ;

(1) I f  is superassertible then  (f) is knowable.

(2) I f '” (?!) A ■0"' is knowable then (j) is knowable and "ip is knowable.

Now, im agine  tha t S is some undiscovered tru th  in  physics, and that being corresponding is 

the re levant tru th  p rope rty  fo r  tha t dom ain . I also take i t  fo r  granted tha t we a ll agree 

Tom  Cruise is pretty. Suppose I were to say

(3) S A Tom  Cruise is pretty.

We’ re assiuning tha t v(S ) = 2 and v ( “Tom  C ruise” is jjre tty ) = 1. So given the semantics 

fo r  c o n jiu ic tio n  above, u ( “ S A Tom  C m ise is p re tty ” ) = 1. T ha t is to say, i t  fo llows from  

it  be ing  superassertible tha t Tom  Cruise is p re tty  tha t it  is superassertible tha t (3 ). This 

im p lies toge ther w ith  (1) tha t (3) is knowable. T h a t’s odd  enough as it stands, bu t given 

(2) i t  im p lies tha t S is knowable. A n d  tha t can ’t be righ t. Sentences co nce rn ing  physics, 

on the assum ption tha t correspondence is the a pp rop ria te  dom ain  relative tru th  property, 

shou ld  p o te n tia lly  be beyond what we can know. The many-valued semantics ignores such
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im portant conceptual distinctions between dom ain relative truth properties because it 

treats them  simply as iion-distinct vahies.

4.2 Sequences

A m ore interesting take on the tnuh  value strategy com es from Aaron Cotnoir ( 2 0 1 3 ). 

His suggestion  is that we should construe the set o f  truth values as a set o f  sequences, 

T  =  { (c ii, • • ■, Cin) '■ each ttj €  { 1 ,0 } } .  Each Qj represents a potential dom ain relative 

truth property. If d i = 1 this m eans that the dom ain relative property for the dom ain di 

is instantiated, and if q , = 0 it m eans that it is not. Like the previous suggestion, dom ain  

relative truth properties are here assigned directly to sentences.

C otnoir gives the follow ing sem antics for the logical coim ectives:

where 1 +  1 =  1. Additionally, we are given a definition o f  logical consequence. This 

is d on e  via the relation‘< ’, which is reflexive, antisymmetric and transitive -  a partial 

ordering. (It is d efin ed  as: v{<f)) <  iff V tp~') =

A sentence 0  is a logical con seq u en ce o f  a set o f  sentences F iff for every valuation

V, A <v{(t>).  
iper

Intuitively: ^  is a logical consequence o f  F  just in case the value o f  the conjunction o f  

the prem ises in F is less or equal to the value o f  (f) in all cases. Again we are able to 

handle preservation o f  som e truth property or other from  prem ises to conclusion without 

appealing to som e dom ain invariant notion. At a first glance this is a prom ising line for 

the pluralist to follow. But only at first glance.

T he sem antics provided com m its the pluralist to radically m isconstrue the m eaning  

o f  the connectives. L et’s focus on  conjunction, and only consider two dom ains. Let’s say 

that

uC"~ <?:>■') =  ( 1  -  Q i , . . . ,  1 -  an ) ,  if v{4>) =  ( a i , . . .  ,a„>

v{(p) =  ( qi ,  . . .  , Q„)  

v{-ip) =  ( / 3i , . . .  ,/3„)
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v{(j)) =  (1 ,0 ) i f f  is siiperassertible,

v{(f)) — (0, 1) i f f  (f) is co rresponding.

L e t’s say i t  is true  tha t Tom  C niise  is a p re tty  and tha t he ’s hum an. So v ( “Tom  Cruise 

is p re tty ” ) = ( 1, 0) and u ( “Tom  Cruise is h um an ” ) =  (0, 1). Then  given t lie  semantics 

above; u ( “Tom  Cruise is p re tty  A Tom  Cruise is h um an ” ) =  (0 , 0). In  o th e r words, the 

co n ju n c tio n  is n o t true in  any p a rticu la r dom ain , so i t ’s false s im p lic ite r. However, both  

the con juncts are true , in  the sense o f  be ing  superassertible and co rrespond ing , respec­

tively. The p o in t o f  the ob jec tion  in  §3.1 was that p lu ra lism  seemed incom pa tib le  w ith  

how  the connectives actually work. D e fin in g  some algebraic concept tha t cannot be im ­

ported  has zero value fo r  the p lu ra lis t pro ject. O r  any o the r ph ilosoph ica l p ro jec t fo r  that 

m a tte r The p lu ra lis t w ou ld  have take the rou te  o f  a ttr ib u tin g  a massive e rro r  to  speakers, 

rh is  tim e, we can ’t even p o in t to an e rro r about what tru th  consists in , because now i t ’s 

about the m ean ing  o f the co n jun c tion . The c la im  tha t speakers are confused about the 

m eaning  o f ‘a n d ’ is no t an appea ling  com m itm ent.

O n tha t note, C o tn o ir  (2013, 7) states the rec ju irem ent that a sentence belongs to 

a dom ain  ju s t in  case i t  instantiates the p a rticu la r dom ain  relative tru th  property. As a 

consequence, the sentence “Tom  Cruise is p re tty  A Tom  C itiise  is h um an ” doesn’t be­

lon g  to any dom a in , even though  its constituents do. However, given the semantics fo r 

d is junc tion , “Tom  Cruise is p re tty  V Tom  Cruise is h um an ” belongs to bo th  the aesthetic 

and the b io log ica l dom ain . It is com ple te ly ad hoc to a llow  one type o f  log ica lly  com plex 

sentence to be long  to two dom ains, bu t s im ply refuse ano the r one, on the g rounds that 

i t  messes up  the semantics. I f  e ithe r belongs to bo th  dom ains then bo th  shou ld , as they 

bo th  conta in  the same subsentences. I th in k  C o tn o ir  got it  r ig h t w ith  d is ju nc tio n , b u t 

n o t co n jun c tion . I f  “Tom  Cruise is p re tty ” ’ belongs to the dom ain  o f  aesthetics and “ Tom  

Cruise is h um an ” belongs to the dom ain  o f  b iology, then any com plex sentence con ta in ­

ing  bo th  shou ld  in h e r it a dua l m em bersh ip. Since the tn ith  o f  “Tom  Cruise is p re tty ” 

depends the aesthetic dom a in  and the tru th  o f  “Tom  Cruise is h um an ” depends on the 

b io log ica l dom a in , the tru th  value o f  th e ir  co n jun c tion  and d is junc tion  depend  on both . 

I f  I make a c la im  to the e ffect tha t someone is a p re tty  hum an, then I am m aking  a c la im  

tha t has bo th  aesthetics and b io logy as its subject m a tte r

L e t’s move on  to the pragm atic  level. H ow  shou ld  we understand the relevance o f  this 

semantics fo r  assessing assertions? A  firs t suggestion is tha t we can say tha t an assertion is
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accu rate if  th e sem an tics assigns som e truth p rop erty  or o th e r  to th e asserted  se n te n c e

T h e assertion  o f  (p is accurate iff v ( 0 )  €  {(o^i, • • •, Q̂ n)  ̂ 3 a i ( a j  =  1 )}

B ut that w o n ’t d o . W e have to  have the right truth property. We have to m ake sure that 

o n ly  th e d o m a in  relative tn ith  property  relevant for th e se n te n c e  is th e o n e  that is in  

play. VV'e are faced  h ere  w ith a co n cep tu a l p rob lem . T h e  truth values are req u ired  to  

fu n c tio n  b oth  as in g re d ie n t an d  assertoric values. H ow ever, s in ce  a tom ic an d  c o m p le x  

se n te n c e s  are treated  d ifferently , w e c a n n o t stip u la te that th ere  m ust b e o n e  particu lar  

d o m a in . A  b rid ge p rin cip le  that can a cco m m o d a te  th e a tom ic se n ten ce s  will be o n e  that 

u n iq u e ly  picks o u t so m e  that is i . T h a t’s b ecau se  it can  on ly  b e accurate to  assert (piicj) 

in stantiates th e  p rop erty  re levan t for its particu lar d o m a in . But th e accuracy o f  assertin g  

c o m p le x  se n ten ce s  ca n n o t b e u n d ersto o d  in term s o f  th e in stan tia tion  o f  a particu lar  

d o m a in  relative triu h  property. All that m atters for th em  is that so m e tm th  p rop erty  or  

o th e r  is in stantiated . I 'h e  truth values o f  c o m p lex  se n ten ce s  d e p e n d  o n  w hatever truth  

values that are relevant for th e co n stitu en ts , but n o  value in particular w hen  co n sid er ed  as 

stan d -a lon e u tteran ces, h i o th e r  w ords, in g red ien t an d  assertoric values c a n ’t c o m e  apart 

if  we w ant to h a n d le  stan d -a lon e a tom ic se n ten ce s , but they m ust c o m e  apart if we want to 

h a n d le  stand -a lone c o n q ile x  se n ten ce s . N o tice , this p rob lem  is m irrorin g  th e o b jectio n  

that W illiam son  an d  T ap p o let m ade. W h en  a cc o u n tin g  for the assertoric value o f  a tom ic  

se n ten ce s  d o m a in  variance is w hat m atters. But w h en  a cc o u n tin g  for th e  assertoric value  

o f  c o m p le x  se n te n c e s  d o m a in  invariance is what m atters. W e’re back to th e p rob lem s  

from  §3 . 1 .
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Truth as Multiply Realized

In §3.1.2 we started consideiiiig  how the property expressed by the m onadic tru th  p red­

icate could be dom ain variant. We threw away the idea that it’s because what property is 

expressed by “tru e” varies across dom ains. If th a t’s no t the reason, then  it m ust be because 

the proj)erty being true is variably instantiated across dom ains. Mow can we account for 

that? Some advocates of pluralism  have tried to develop the metaphysical role of truth 

along the lines o f a fam iliar strategy in the metaphysics o f properties. T he main idea here 

is that being true is a multiply realized |)roperty, one that can be realized by d ifferent proj> 

erties relative to different dom ains. This truth as multiply realized strategy is characterizxd 

by two general theses:

• I'here is a m onadic tru th  predicate “tru e”, and  this predicate ex[jresses the property  

being true (sirnpliciter). This property is instantiated by projiositions.

• T he property  being true is m ultiply realizable: there is a set of dom ain relative tru th  

p roperties being T \ ..  . being T„, such that a proposition  p  instantiates being true 

because p instantiates beingT\ or . . .  o r p  instantiates being T„.

The general though t is that if we think of the set o f dom ain relative tn ith  properties as 

form ing a realizer base then  we can make sense of pluralism  using an old and  tried model. 

With one im portan t exception, I hasten to add. We need  to add som ething that im m e­

diately creates an asymmetry with o th er (alleged) multiply realized properties. In the 

case of a standard  m ultiple realized property, the instantiation of any of the properties 

in the realizer base is sufficient to make som ething instantiate the multiply realizer p rop ­

erty. Not so with tru th , it would seem. If being corresponding is the relevant property for
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the physical dom ain, then  any proposition  concern ing  that dom ain will only instantiate 

being true if it instantiates being corresponding. If tru th  is multiply realized, i t’s still a very 

discrim inating one. This asymmetry will com e back to haun t iis later.

5.1 Disjunctivisrn

Nikolaj Pedersen (2010) and Cory W right (2013) defend the view that being true is m ul­

tiple realizable in the sense that it is a disjunctive property. T he paradigm  exam ple of 

a disjunctive property  is being jade. As the story usually goes, “Jade” is an expression that 

picks ou t two properties, namely being jadeite and being nephrite. Nomologically speaking, 

there is no such thing as being jad e , because there is no nom ic property o f  being jade as 

such. Being jade is the disjiuictive property  being jadeite or nephrite. L.et’s try to state it 

m ore precisely.

Disjunctive p roperty

A property  being is disjunctive iff there is a set o f properties being '&i, . . . ,  being 

such that (i) for every x, x  instantiates being <I> in the actual world ju s t in case x  

instantiates being in w@ or . . .  o r instantiates being in t/;®, and  (ii) for every x  

and  every world w, x  instantiates being <J> in ju st in case x  instantiates being 'I 'l in 

u; o r . . .  or being in w.

O ne thing to be no ted  in this definition is the role o f actual world w@. It is there 

because what makes a midtiply realized property a disjunctive property is that the set of 

realizer properties is closed. In the actual world, what makes som ething jad e  is that it is 

e ither jad e ite  o r nephrite . This is n o t som e accident, it’s because being ja d e  is be­

ing jad e ite  or nephrite . N othing else could have m ade som ething into jad e . In every 

world there is jad e , there  is jadeite  o r nephrite  (or bo th). If there were things in some 

o th er world that had all the surface characteristics o f jad e  it still w ouldn’t be jad e , only 

som ething that looked like jade. Jerry  Fodor puts this poignantly (not to m ention  en te r­

tainingly):

Suppose that, pu ttering  arovmd in the cellar one day, you succeed in cooking 

up a substance -  ou t o f m elted bottle glass, le t’s say -  that is, for all macro-
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scopic purposes, indistinguishable from  jad e ; For exam ple, it’s as sim ilar in 

color to [jadeite J and  [nephrite ] as they typically are to one ano ther; its hard­

ness falls a t abou t the righ t place between talc and  d iam ond on the scratch 

test; it cracks along the right sort of cleavage planes; it weighs abou t the same 

as jad e  per un it volum e, and  so forth. Have you, then, created jade} O h fral> 

jous day! O h joy  that alchem ists never knew! O h (in particular) riches nm - 

ning wild! N ot on  your Nelly. WTiat you’ve got there isn’t jad e ; it’s ju st m elted 

bottle glass. M elted bottle glass maybe coiuits as artificialj3.de in the sort of 

case that w e’ve im agined; but do not try to sell it as the real stuff. (Fodor, 1995,

1 4 )

A disjunctive property  is therefore one that will have a set o f realizer properties in the 

actual world, and  no  o th e r property  can count as a realizer in o th er worlds. With that 

qualification in m ind, what makes being true dom ain variant, according to Pedersen and 

W right, is that it is a disjunctive [)roperty. They em brace the following principle:

Disjunctive tru th

(Vp) Necessarily [p is true <-> p  is Ti V . . .  V T„)

where Ti is a predicate that expresses the dom ain relative property for the dom ain dj. T he 

first question we need  to ask is w hether Disjunctive tru th  will provide us with som ething 

that gives us local generalizations that connect tn ith  with dom ain relative tru th  p roper­

ties. It’s no t obvious that it does. Disjunctivism implies that being true is identical to being 

T \ o r . . .  orTn- The principle Disjunctive tru th  is just as uninform ative as the equivalent 

principle for jade.

Disjunctive jad e

(Vx) Necessarily (x is jad e  -f-)- x  is jadeite  V x  is nephrite).

Both Disjunctive tru th  and  Disjunctive jad e  imply that the property on the left han d  side 

o f the biconditional is identical to the disjunctive property  on  the righ t hand  side. VMiat 

needs to be added  is an  account o f which side has metaphysical priority. In the case of 

being jade, the idea is that being jadeite and  being nephrite are ontologically m ore fundam en­

tal because they can be im ported  into counterfactually supporting  generalizations, while 

being jade cannot. T here  are nom ic laws involving jad eite  and nephrite , bu t obviously
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none involvingjade. N ot being a nom ic property, being jade th en  reduces to the property 

being jadeite or nephrite. T he only non-trivial generalization that jad e  plays a part is in Dis­

junctive jade. We can therefore explain the metaphysical priority between the properties 

being jade and being jadeite or nephrite. We are justified  in stating that

(Vx) Necessarily {x  is jad e  x  is jad e  because x  isjadeite  V nephrite)

and  by looking at the physical structure o f som e instance o f jad e  we can always (in princi­

ple) determ ine which one of the realizer properties that is playing the realizer role Can 

we do the same for truth? How are we to establish the sim ilar principle?

(Vp) Necessarily (jp is true —>■ p  is true because p  is Ti V . . .  V T„)

A disjunctive property  is supposed to reduce to the disjunction o f its realizer properties, 

because a disjunctive property  and  the disjiuiction of its realizer properties are necessar­

ily co-extensional. hi this case, however, it’s not obvious that being true is a j)roperrv that 

can be reduced  away. But let’s assume that we could establish the meta[)hysical direction, 

so that being true reduces to being T i V . . .  V T„. In that case we would need som ething 

fu rther to explain why a particular proposition is true. It’s no t sufficieru for som e propo­

sition that it instantiates som e m em ber o f the set of dom ain relative properties. This is in 

sharp contrast with o th er disjunctive properties. Any object that instaiuiates being jadeite 

ipso facto instantiates being jade, and  any object that instantiates being nephrite ipso facto 

instantiates being jade. T h a t’s no t the case for plural tru th . A proposition that instantiates 

beingTi will instantiate being true]\\st in case beingTi is the appropriate  dom ain relative 

tru th  property. T here is no  external condition  available in this setting that can deter­

m ine this (such as the pragm atic rou te of D um m ett). T he nuiltiple realization strategy 

therefore depends one o u r ability to distinguish what dom ains a proposition belongs to 

in terms of its conceptual content. This view has been  advocated by Lynch;

O ne kind o f concept differs from  an o th er by virtue of (a) its relation to, 

and  (b) the character of, the properties that kind o f concept is a concep t of.

This should be uncontroversial. Insofar as it makes sense to distinguish our 

though t about m orality as d ifferent from  o u r though t abou t physics, (and 

surely it does make sense) that distinction m ust ultim ately derive from  dif­

ferences between the concepts that com pose such thoughts, and  therefore
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the differences between the properties, if any, those concepts are concepts 

of. . . Proj)ositions are the kind o f propositiotis they are essentially; therefore, 

belonging to a particular dom ain  is an essential fact about an atom ic p ropo­

sition. (Lynch, 2009, 80)

I find this argum en t unconvincing. It’s no t the case that because it makes sense to dis- 

ting\iish thoughts about morality from  thoughts abou t physics this supports them  pick­

ing out d ifferent dom ains in the sense requ ired  here. It equally makes sense to distin­

guish thoughts abou t snakes from  thoughts abou t badgers. O r even thoughts about jad e  

from  thoughts abou t jadeite  o r nephrite . . \n d  I d o n ’t know what it m eans to say that 

“[p]ropositions are the kind o f propositions thev are essentially”. As opposed to what? 

L et’s ju s t register th a t dom ains have to be part o f propositional contents on  this view. I’ll 

abstract away from  the issue o f how that happens, and g ran t this to the m ultiple realizer 

version o f pluralism . So when I say “Tom Cruise is pretty” we can represent this p ropo­

sition as that Tom Cniise is pretty in aesthetics. If allow dom ain m em bership  as part of the 

propositional co n ten t we index propositions ra th e r than  the tru th  predicate with a do­

m ain, to m uch the same effect. Ciranting this we can state dom ain local ex])lanations by 

restricting the propositional (]uantifier:

Local disjunctive explanations

(Vpi) Necessarily (pj is true —>■ Pi is tn ie  because pi is Tj)

Together, Disjunctive tru th  and Local disjunctive explanations does provide a way to state 

the dom ain variance of the tru th  projierty. But there is, 1 think, a very basic problem  

with disjiinctivisin: it can ’t account for any o th er explanatory generalizations that involve 

tru th . T he simple reason it can ’t is that on the disjunctivist view there is no  such thing 

as being true as such. Again the analogy with jad e  is illum inating. T here  are no  non-trivial 

generalizations that involve jad e  (except Disjunctive jad e ) . If x  is jad e  th en  everything 

that is tn ie  o f x  is true of x  in virtue o f x  be ing jade ite  o r in virtue o f x  being nephrite . For 

exam ple, it’s tn ie  tha t jades are green. But, jades are green  because jadeites are green 

and  nephrites are green. N ot being a nom ic kind, there is no relevant geological property 

that would cause things to appear green. H ere is Fodor again, pu tting  it b etter than  I can:

It’s no t hard  to see why it’s so plausible that there can ’t be laws about closed 

disjunctions. By assum ption, if P  is the closed disjunction F  \/ G, then  it
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is m etaphysically  necessary  th a t th e  p ro p e rtie s  a th in g  has qua P  are e ith e r  

p ro p e rtie s  it has qua F  o r  p ro p e rtie s  it has qua G\ an d , o f  course , this includes 

p ro jec tib le  p ro p e rtie s  in te r  alia. T h a t’s why, if b e in g  ja d e  really is a closed 

d isjunctive p ro p e rty  (if b e in g  ja d e  is ju s t  b e in g  ja d e ite  o r  n e p h rite )  th en  of 

course th e re  are  n o  laws a b o u t b e in g  ja d e  “as su c h ”; all the  ja d e  laws a re  ipso 

facto e ith e r  ja d e ite  laws o r  n e p h rite  laws. (F odor, 1995, 18)

W7iy sh o u ld  this w orry so m eo n e  w ho believes th a t tru th  is disjunctive? Recall th a t local 

co u n te rfac tu a lly  su p p o rtin g  genera liza tio n s c o n n e c tin g  tru th  with d o m ain  relative tru th  

p ro p ertie s  d o e s n ’t cover every th ing  we w ant from  tru th . C o n sid er fo r exam ple  the idea 

th a t tn i th  is norm atively  g u id in g  assertions. T h e  no rm ative  ro le  o f  tru th  is so m eth in g  tha t 

it has have in v irtue o f  b e in g  tru e  as such, n o t in v irtue o f  o n e  o f  the rea lizer p roperties. 

T his ru le  is ju s tified  in the  ligh t th a t it is a gen era liza tio n  over p ro p o sitio n s (o r sen tences) 

th a t has to  d o  with the  no rm ative  c h a ra c te r  o f  being true as such:

(1) (Vp) (o n e  o u g h t to  assert p  only if p  is tru e  )

T h e  disjunctivist may w an t to  rep lace  this ru le  with

(2) (V pj)(one o u g h t to  assert pi only i f p  is Tj )

Now, (1) a n d  th e  instances o f  (2) tu rn  o u t be ex tensionally  equivalen t, b u t th a t’s no t w hat 

is a t stake. W liat ensu res th e  validity o f  (1) is th a t so m e th in g  is perm issib le  (o r im perm is­

sible) to assert because it is true , a n d  because is sensitive to n o n -ex tensiona l d ifferences. I 

th in k  th a t (1) is ju s tified  in th e  ligh t o f  tru th  b e in g  th e  aim  o f  assertions. If th a t’s the  

case th e n  it really m atters  th a t we a re  ta lk ing  ab o u t tru th  as such, an d  n o t T \ o r  .. .o r  T^. 

C onsider: even if all the  fluffy c rea tu res  in  the  w oods are  p ink  c rea tu res , an d  vice versa, 

I can  aim  a t ca tch in g  a fluffy o n e  w ithou t a im ing  to  catch  a p ink  o n e . I may even spend  

all w in ter in my cellar a im ing  at m a k in g ja d e  w ithou t a im ing  to m ake ja d e ite  o r  n e p h rite  

(ph ilis tine  as I am ). A nd to  w hat is im p o rta n t h e re , I may aim  at saying so m eth in g  tru e  

w ithou t a im ing  to say so m e th in g  th a t is superassertib le  o r  co rre sp o n d in g  o r any o th e r  

p ro p erty  th a t supposed ly  realizes tru th . As it h ap p en s , th a t’s w hat I usually do. ‘A im ing 

a t’ is an  intentional re la tio n  in w hich we c a n n o t substitu te  co ex ten sio n a l expressions (even 

necessarily  coex ten sio n a l o n es). A fortiori we c a n n o t su bstitu te  being true w ith beingT\ V 

. ..  V r„ o r  any eq u iv a len t no tio n . T his is n o t an  a rtifac t o f  sim ply focusing  on  the  w ord
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‘aim ing’. W liether we say that assertions involves ‘re p resen t’ o r ‘p resen t’ o r ‘norm atively 

g u id e’, we are talking abou t in ten tional relations between an agent and  an action (or 

property). Disjunctivisni has the consequence that there is no  such th ing as being true as 

such. But th en  there canno t be any generalizations that ascribes som e property  to som e­

th ing  by virtue o f it being true, \^^latever holds o f a true proposition  m ust hold  by virtue 

o f it being T i o r . . .  or being  Tn- And th en  we lose every o th e r generalizations, w hether 

it’s abou t the normativity o f tru th , the expressive role o f tru th  or any o th er generalization 

that ascribes som ething to a proposition  because it’s true as such.

5.2 Fvinctionalism

An alternative approach  to the m ultiply realized property  strategy is due to Lynch (2004), 

(2008), (2009). He defends the view tha t tru th  is m ultiply realizable in the sense that it 

is a functional property. He draws the analogy with m ental properties:

O ne nieiual [)roperty -  pain, for exam ple — m ight be realized by certain  neu ­

ral [)roperties in hum ans, by very different neural projierties in o th er anim als, 

and  by [)ossibly still d ifferen t properties in M artians. W hether an organism  is 

in pain is d ep en d en t on  it having one o f these o th er physical properties: hav­

ing one  of those properties is what makes it have the relevant psychological 

property. . .it seems possible to treat tru th , like pain, as a supervenien t proj> 

erty: that w hether a belief-content -  a proposition  -  is true is determ ined , at 

least in most cases, by its having some o th e r property, (l.ynch, 2009, 69 -  

70)

This is initially m ore prom ising because, unlike disjunctive properties, functional p ro p ­

erties are n o t supposed to reduce to their realizer base. T he reason is that the realizer 

base o f a functional property  does no t form  a closed disjunction:

Functional property

A property  being ̂  is fvmctional iff there  is a set o f  properties being '&i being

such that for every worldit;, x  instantiates being $  in t/; ju s t in case x  instantiates being 

in ty o r . . .  o r X instantiates being 'I'n in w.

7 1



E v e r y t h i n g  in  t h e  a c t u a l  w o r ld  h a p p e n s  t o  b e  in  p a i n  j u s t  in  c a s e  t h e y  a r e  i n  a  c e r t a i n  

s e r i e s  o f  b r a i n  s t a te s  b i ,  . . .  bn-  I t  d o e s n ’t f o l lo w  f r o m  t h i s  t h a t  in  e v e r y  w o r l d ,  i f  s o m e o n e  

is  i n  p a i n  t h e y  a r e  in  t h e  b r a i n  s t a t e  6 i  o r  . . .  o r  t h e y  a r e  i n  t h e  b r a i n  s t a t e  I n  o t h e r  

w o r ld s ,  o t h e r  b r a i n  s t a te s  o r  p h y s ic a l  s t a t e s  m a y  b r i n g  a b o u t  p a i n  s e n s a t io n s .  T h a i  is  t o  

say , in  o t h e r  w o r ld s  t h e r e  m i g h t  b e  o t h e r  p r o p e r t i e s  ( a n d  s t a te s )  t h a t  p la y  t h e  r e a l i z e :  r o l e  

t h a n  t h e  o n e s  t h a t  d o  s o  i n  t h e  a c t u a l  w o r ld .

C a n  w e  m a k e  s e n s e  o f  p h i r a l i s m  a l o n g  t h e s e  l in e s ?  H e r e ’s h o w  i t  s t a r t s ;  t h e  m o  i a d i c  

p r e d i c a t e  “ t r u e ” e x p r e s s e s  t h e  s a m e  p r o p e r t y  “ in  a l l  p o s s ib l e  w o r ld s  a n d  c o n t e x t s ” , n a n e l y  

t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o p e r t y  t h a t  “ p la y s  t h e  t r u t h - r o l e  a s  s u c h  -  t h e  r o l e  p i c k e d  o u t  b y  th e  c o r e  

t r u i s m s  in  t h e  a c t u a l  w o r l d ” ( L y n c h ,  2 0 0 9 ,  7 8 ) .  T h e  c o r e  t r u i s m s  h e  h a s  in  m i n d  a re  t h e  

f o l lo w in g  ( 7 0 ) ;

Objectivity

T h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  p  is t n i e  i f f  w .r .t. p ,  t h in g s  a r e  a s  th e y  a r e  b e l i e v e d  to  b e .

N o r m  o f  b e l i e f

I t  is p r i m a  f a c ie  c o r r e c t  t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t p  i f f  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  t h a t p  is t r u e .

E n d  o f  i n q u i r y

O t h e r  t h i n g s  b e i n g  e q u a l ,  t r u e  b e l i e f s  a r e  a  w o r t h y  g o a l  o f  in q u i r y .

T o g e t h e r  t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l  p r o [ ) e r t y  t h a t ,  a c c o r d i n g  to  L y n c h  

( 2 0 0 9 ,  7 2 ) ,  is e x p r e s s e d  b y  t h e  t r u t h  p r e d i c a t e :

F u n c t i o n a l  t r u t h

(V p ) N e c e s a r i ly  ( p  is t r u e  -f-> w e r e  p  b e l i e v e d  t h i n g s  w o u ld  b e  a s  t h e y  a r e  b e l i e v e d  to

b e  A o t h e r  t h i n g s  b e i n g  e q u a l  p  is w o r t h y  g o a l  o f  i n q u i r y  A i t  is p r i m a  f a c ie  c o r r e c t

to  b e l i e v e  p ) .

I t ’s n o t  a t  a l l  o b v io u s  w h a t  t h is  c o m e s  to .  W e ’r e  n o t  g iv e n  m u c h  o f  a n  e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  

f i u i c t i o n a l  r o l e s ,  a n d  I f i n d  t h e m  p u z z l i n g .  F i r s t ,  c o n s i d e r  E n d  o f  i n q u i r y .  W h a t  d o e s  i t  

m e a n  to  say  t h a t  s o m e t h i n g  is a  w o r t h y  g o a l  o f  i n q u i r y ?  P r e s u m a b ly ,  i t  m e a n s  m e a n s  t h a t  

i t  s o m e t h i n g  w o r t h  p u r s u i n g ,  a s  in  “ p r o m o t i n g  r a c i a l  e q u a l i t y  is a  w o r t h y  g o a l ” . B u t  t r u e  

b e l i e f s  a s  sv ich  a r e  n o t  w o r t h y  g o a ls .  T h e r e  a r e  j u s t  t o o  m a n y  o f  t h e m ,  a n d  m o s t  o f  t h e m  

a r e  c o m p l e t e l y  w o r th l e s s .  T r u e  b e l i e f s  a b o u t  t h e  d i e t a r y  h a b i t s  o f  H o l ly w o o d  a c t o r s  a r e
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not worthy goals of inquiry. And what “other things” are supposed to be “equal” in End of 

inquiry? I can make sense of claims of the form “<5 ’s causes 'I '’s o ther things being equal”, 

when there is an account of how $ ’s bring about ^^’s. We can then given an independent 

characterization how this linkage can be disrupted. But that can’t be what is m eant here, 

because the functional properties just are what it is to be true. Furtherm ore, in Norm 

o f belief, is it correct to believe p in a subjective (in light of available information) or in 

an objective sense? If it is m eant in the subjective sense, then it should be cashed out in 

terms of what information that is available to the agent and tn ith  drops out. If it is mearu 

in the objective sense then “prima facie” is misplaced, (^ne is always in an objectively 

better epistemic situation if one believes p  when p  is true.

The difference between the disjiuictive and the functional approach is that whereas 

the form er reduces being true to the set of domain relative truth properties, the latter 

takes truth to be an independent functional property. Even so, the property being true 

is instantiated by a proposition by virtue of it instantiating the property relevant for its 

domain. So we get a similar result:

Local functional explanations

is true —> Pi is true because pi is 7])

Functionalism isn’t a very promising way to cash out tru th ’s domain variance, and the 

analogy with pain is, at best, misleading. This is not just saying that the analogy between 

being in pain and being true breaks down at some point. Of course it does. The asymme- 

ti7 goes deeper than that. The problem for the functionalist takes the form of a dilemma: 

either (i) none of the properties of being T\, . . . . . .  . being Tn are required to play the re-

alizer role for being true or (ii) being true reduces to beingT\ or . . .  ar being Tn. Either way, 

what we don’t have is a fimctional property.

Let’ first turn to (i). Pains are instantiated by individuals by virtue of brain states: 

no brain, no pain. Analogously, truth is instantiated by propositions by virtue of domain 

relative truth properties: no domain, no truth? We can’t say that because of the presence 

of logically complex propositions. Lynch wants to say that neither of the propositions 

expressed bv

(1) Gambling is wrong and gambling causes poverty.

(2) Tom Cruise is pretty or the moon is made of cheese.
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will instantiate tru th  because they instantiate being Ti or . . .  or because they instantiate 

being T^. But actually, he should be com m itted to saying sĉ . Recall that he has already 

said that what dom ain a propjosition belongs to is determ ined  by its conceptual con ten t 

(Lynch, 2009, 80). Any concept that is part of propositions expressed by “Tom Cruise is 

pretty” and “T he m oon is m ade o f cheese” has to be part o f the proposition expressed by 

(2). T herefore Local functional explanations will say that (2) is true by what makes the 

proposition that Tom Cruise is pretty tn ie  and what makes that the moon is made o f cheese true. 

But th a t’s contrary  to what he needs. H ere ’s what Lynch says about com plex propositions:

[C ]om pounds like [(1) ] o r [ (2)] are n o t true in some special “m ixed” sense 

o f “tru e”, n o r are they true in virtue o f some special m ixed [>roperty o f truth.

They are true because (a) they self-manifest truth; and (b) their tnuh-value is 

grounded . So the fiuictionalist qua functionalist, has no  particular problem  

with e ither m ixed inferences o r m ixed com pounds. (Lynch, 2009, 97)

Notice the asymmetry with pain. T he property being true can supposedly self-manifest, 

whicli is ju s t an o th er way to say that it can be instantiated w ithout any of the dom ain 

relative tru th  properties being instantiated. T h a t’s exactly what m ultiple realizable proj)- 

erties a re n ’t supposed to do. Pains can ’t self-manifest. H eadaches d o n ’t have themselves. 

Not being self-manifesting or being instantiated independently  o f the instantiation o f a 

realizer property  is part o f what makes som ething satisfy Functional property.

L et’s tu rn  over to the o th er horn. Siqjpose that we ignore the problem  of mixed 

com poim ds and  accept that a proposition instantiates being true]ust in case it instantiates 

its dom ain relative tru th  property. As said, what makes som ething a fim ctional property 

as opposed to a disjiuictive property is that it d oesn ’t reduce to its realizer base. But 

given Lynch’s characterization, and  denying the self-manifestation cases, th a t’s what he 

is com m itted to.

H ere ’s the argum ent: according to Lynch, what dom ain a proposition belongs is 

som ething that it does essentially. Dom ain m em bership is a necessary feature of p ropo­

sitions.

(Vp)( if p  belongs to d  then  Necessarily p  belongs to d)

We are also told by Lynch (2009, 140) that what property that is the dom ain  relative 

tru th  property  for som e dom ain d  is necessary feature. For exam ple, if superassertibility
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is the dom ain  relative tru th  property  for the aesthetic dom ain in this world, then  it is 

so in every world. T he proposition  that Tom Cruise is pretty is true in som e world ju s t in 

case it is superassertible in that world (on the assum ption that superassertibility is the 

relevant no tion for aesthe tics). This holds for evei7 dom ain, so any dom ain tru th  relative 

tru th  property  that is a m em ber o f the realizer base in the actual world is a m em ber of 

the realizer base for being true in every world. Notice again the asym m eti^ with pain. 

It is perfectly possible that pain is realized in d ifferent ways in d ifferent worlds. T h a t’s 

because what plays the realizer role may shift from  world to world. Not so for Lynch. 

V\’hat property  that is playing the realizer role for being true varies across dom ains, but 

not across worlds. Dom ains are for Lynch no t som ething that changes from  worlds to 

worlds either. W hatever counts as a dom ain in the actual world will coiuit as a dom ain in 

every world. Since dom ain m em bership  is a feature of propositional conten t, dom ains 

com e along  with them . Consequently, whatever set o f dom ain  relative tn u h  properties 

that form  the realizer base in the actual world will necessarily be the set of properties 

that form  the realizer base in every world. But this makes being true satisfy Disjunctive 

property ( as opposed to m erely Functional property). The property being true on his 

accoiuit reduces to the being T \ or ..  . orTn- I he upshot is that Lynch’s functionalism  

d o esn ’t work the way he thinks it does. T ruth turns ou t to be metaphysically analogous to 

jad e , n o t pain.

H e re ’s an o th er way o f m aking the same point, fh e  intension of being true, in this 

setting, is a fim ction from  worlds to extensions. T he extension o f being true at a world 

w  is the set o f propositions that are true (intuitively, the propositions that instantiate 

being true) at w. Every proposition  that is tn ie  in the actual world w@ nuist instantiate 

one o f the dom ain relative tru th  properties in w@. T herefore, the property  being true 

and  beingTi or ..  . or are co-extensional at w@. At any world w , a proposition is a 

m em ber of the extension o f being true at ti; ju s t in case it instantiates a dom ain relative 

tn ith  property  at w. Lynch has already said that for any dom ain d j, if being Ti is the dom ain 

relative tru th  property for di a t som e world, then  it is so for every world. Since dom ains 

track propositions, every world m ust have the same set of dom ains. Consequently, the 

extension o f being true at any world w  is identical to the extension o f beingTi o r . . .  orTn 

at w . T he properties being true and  beingTi lor . . .  orTn  are necessarily co-extensional. 

H ence, they are identical. Given tha t the latter is the set o f realizers, being true reduces to 

beingTi or . . .  orTn- As said, this is n o t surprising because o f the fim dam ental asymmetry
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with genuine functional properties. A fiuictional jjroperty like being in pain  is on^ that 

can have differen t sets o f realizer properties across worlds. T h a t’s what ensures that being 

in pain d oesn ’t reduce to its realizer base. Again, on  Lynch’s account being true chinges 

what is the appropria te  realizer across dom ains in worlds, no t across worlds. B it it is 

worlds, no t dom ains, that characterize the intensional profile o f properties here.

In conclusion, m ultiple realization does no t seem like a good m odel to try to make 

sense o f the dom ain variance of tru th . In light o f  the asymmetries with standard  cases 

o f multi[)le realizable properties som e o th e r explanation of tru th ’s dom ain variaice is 

called for.
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5 Semantic Framework

W e’ve looked at some shortcom ings in previous attem pts to make sense of pluralism . I 

th ink they underestim ated  the task at hand. It’s no t sufficient to merely focus on o n e  as- 

[ject of tru th : we need to give an account o f how a pluralist can accom m odate the d ifferent 

roles tha t tru th  plays, as presented  in §2.4 and §3.4. If we want a coh eren t and  intelli­

gible form ulation  of [)luralism, we need  to move m ore carefully. T herefore, as a m atter 

o f p repara tion , this chap te r outlines a fram ework for sem antic theorizing. It is along the 

lines of David Lewis (1980) and David Kiiplan (1989), and  will be in troduced  by consid­

ering  som e rules that would allow a sem antic theory to handle indexicality, quantification 

and  “shifty” ph en o m en a such as modality and  tense. I go on to in troduce propositions 

and  a m onadic tru th  predicate in this setting. T he purpose of this chap ter is to in troduce 

a fram ework that will allow us to make sense o f pluralism.

6 . 1 Truth Conditional Semantics

A sem antic theory, in the sense at issue here, is tru th  conditional. T he assum ption is that 

know ing the m eaning o f a sentence involves knowing the conditions u n d e r which the 

sen tence is true. O nce a speaker knows the conditions u n d er which sentences are true 

they have some o f the knowledge requ ired  to com m unicate with o th er speakers.

It is easy enough  to state the tru th  conditions o f any particular sentence. We expect 

a sem antic theory to p roduce outputs like this:

T he sentence “Kaidan is happy” is true iff Kaidan is happy.
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Any natural language contain infinitely many sentences, bu t the characterization of the 

knowledge attribu ted  to a speaker m ust be finite. We therefore canno t associate every 

sentence with tru th  conditions in a case by case style. We need sentences to be paired 

with tru th  conditions in a systematic and  rule-governed m anner. We are interested in 

a sem antic theory that is com positional: it (i) contains both atom ic and  com plex ex­

pressions, and  (ii) the sem antic and  syntactic properties o f the com plex expressions are 

d eterm ined  by the sem antic and syntactic properties o f its constituents.

It is no t in general possible to j>rovide a com positional semantic theoiy  that directly 

states the conditions lu ider which sentences are true simpliciter. O ne reason is that a 

language may contain expressions that can only be assigned extensions relative to some 

param eter. .Another reason is that the constituents o f a com plex sen tence may be open  

form ulas ra ther than  sentences. R ather than providing a definition o f “tru e” for sentences 

o f som e language, a com positional sem antic theory will am ount to a defin ition  of “true 

relative to a po int o f evaluation”.

T he first com plication comes from  indexicals, such as “I”, “h e re” and  “now”, whose 

m eaning varies across occasions o f u.se. As a consequence, the sentence

I am looking out the window right now

cannot be evaluated as true o r as false independen t of some occasion o f use. David Ka­

p lan ’s (1989) suggestion is to relativize tn ith  of sentences to contexts o f  use, and let the 

context determ ine the extension o f indexicals. A context is a representa tion  o f a possible 

occasion o f use (although see Predelli (1997), (2005, C hapter 2) and  (Reim er, 2005), 

for an argum ent that this restriction should be abandoned). We start with an idea of 

contexts given by the following definition:

Contexts o f  use

Let a a context (of use) be a tviple of feature c = (s, w, t, I), where s is a

speaker, it; is a world, i is a time, and I is a location.

O nce we relativize the extension o f expressions to contexts, we can hand le  indexicals in 

a straightforw ard way:

The extension o f “I ” at a context c is the agent o f c.

The extension o f “now ” at a contex t c is the time o f c.

78



T hese rules are needed  to associate “I am looking ou t the window righ t now” with the 

righ t tru th  conditions:

T he sen tence “I am  looking o u t the window right now” is true at the con tex t c iff 

the agen t o f c is looking ou t the window at the time o f c.

I lowever, by doing  so we have aban d o n ed  talk abou t sentences being true simpliciter. We 

are now talking about tru th  relative to a context. We will see later how to m ake sense of 

m onadic tru th , b u t for the m om ent we are considering what is requ ired  for tru th  to serve 

the role as the value of sentences in com positional semantics.

A fu rth e r reason we m ight want to com plicate the assignm ent o f tru th  values is due to 

the presence o f “shifty” phenom ena. These are p h en o m en a  that requires us to consider 

param eters that are not necessarily present in the context. C onsider the sentence

N apoleon could have won at W aterloo.

O n the standard  analysis, this sentence flecom poses into a sen tence em bedded  by a m odal 

operator;

Possibly: N apoleon won at W aterloo.

W hat does “Possibly” have to con tribu te  in o rd e r to arrive at the tru th  conditions for this 

sen tence from  the tnUh conditions o f “N apoleon won at W aterloo”? N otice, it’s no  longer 

sufficient to talk about the truth value o f “N apoleon won at W aterloo” simpliciter. “Pos­

sibly” can n o t be associated with a function that determ ines the tru th  value o f “Possibly: 

N apoleon  won at W aterloo” simply given the tn ith  value o f “N apoleon won at W aterloo”. 

Rather, we nnist relativize tru th  to worlds. A n ile  to hand le  “Possibly” could be:

^Possibly (fP is true at w  iff for som e w ' (accessible from  w ), (f) is, true at w'.

T he accessibility relation m en tioned  is relevant if we want to restrict what worlds we are 

in terested  in. Since this essay is no t concerned  v«th the differences betw een m odal ex­

pressions, I will ignore this and talk as if, in effect, every world is accessible from  any 

world. Given this rule we arrive at the tru th  conditions:

T he sentence “Possibly; N apoleon won at W aterloo” is true at w  iff for som e w ', 

“N apoleon won at W 'aterloo” is true at w '.
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A nother exam ple that could motivate fu rth e r relativization would be the sentence

Vancouver was blown up yesterday.

It too can be analyzed as a sentence em bedded  by an operator:

Yesterday: Vancouver is blown up.

To handle this sentence it is no t sufficient to consider the time o f u tterance. We neec'to  

consider som e time in the day before. T he easiest way to do so is by relativizing truth to 

times, and  in troduce the rule:

'"Yesterday (fP is true at t  iff for som e t' in the day before t, (j) is true at t ' .

V\'e now get a result that d o esn ’t sound all too bad:

The sentence “Yesterday: Vancouver is blown u p ” is true at t  iff for som e t' in he 

day before t, “Vancouver is blown u p ” is true at t ' .

I am  no t endorsing this view o f tem poral operators (see e.g. Jeffrey King (20(33) for an 

argum ent that tense should be treated  extensionally). I am merely in troducing  it is a 

possible way to in troduce a fu rther param eter. If we allow that there are m odal and tem­

poral operators (called intensional operators) in general, th en  we need  to relativize tr ith 

to pairs of world and  time. Such a pair is called an index. In general an index is just a 

sequence of independently  shiftable param eters. For the m om ent we’ll say:

Index

Let an index i be a pair (w, t),  where w h s .  world and  i is a time.

Param eters will play an im portan t role later, because they are used to characterized inlen- 

sional profiles. Since properties are individuated in term s of their intensional profiles, it 

m atters a great deal what param eters we choose to include. But no t imtil we have in ro- 

duced  propositions.

T here is one last com plication I want to add at this stage. If we want a com positia ial 

sem antic theory then  there  are even fu rth e r relativizations that seem  forced on  us. It’s 

easy to specify the tru th  conditions for

Jo h n  loves Kaidan
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But, consider how we should associate tru th  conditions for a quantified  version: 

Eveiybody loves Kaidan 

which we will for simplicity take as having the logical form:

(V x)(x loves Kaidan)

A com positional trea tm ent requires that the tru th  conditions of this seruence is a function 

o f the tru th  conditions of the open  form ula “x  loves K aidan”. But there are conditions 

u n d e r which this open fornuila is true independen tly  o f a specification o f what x  denotes. 

To handle quantification we can relativize tru th  lo an assignment of values to variables. This 

is a function  that maps variables to objects, and allows us to provide a rule for the universal 

quantifier:

'^{yx)(f)~^ is true at a iff for every assignm ent a' that differs from  a at most in the 

value it assigns to x , (j) is true at a '.

If we decide to treat quantifiers this way, the sem atuic theory is specifying tru th  conditions 

for form ulas (open  or closed). We have to add an assigimient lo every rule because open 

forim ilas may be constituents of com plex setuences, such as in

(Vx)(x loves Kaidan —> Kaidan loves x )

(Vx) Possibly: (x loves Kiiidan)

T he upsho t is that a com positional sem antic theory in ten d ed  to handle indexicality, shifty 

p h en o m en a and  (juaiuification can no  longer talk abou t tru th  conditions in a straight­

forward way. T he notion  of tru th  applied is a technical one: tn u h  relative to a context, an 

index and  an assignm ent -  true relative to a po in t (of evaluation), for short. A com posi­

tional sem antic theory am ounts to a recursive definition o f “true relative lo a po in t”.

A com positional sem antic theory can be described in term s o f assignm ents o f ex­

tensions of expressions relative lo points. Using som e term inology fam iliar from  for­

mal sem antics, let  ̂ deno te  the extension o f the expression ® a t the po iiu  c,

{w, t, a), where c is a context, tt; is a world, i is a time, and  a is an assignm ent. Wliat 

extensions are assigned depends on  the gram m atical category the expressions belongs. 

Before the sem antics can do its jo b , we need  a gram m atical classification o f what counts 

as part of the language and  what category they fall into. L et’s start with the basics.



Singular terms

“I”, “Jo h n ” and “Kaidan”.

{w, t, a)

the agent of c

John

Kaidan[“Kaidan”!

Notice that individuals are rigidly and directly referential. They are rigid in the sense that 

they will pick out the same individual independently of what other parameters that are 

involved or how deeply em bedded they are by other expressions. /Vlthough it actually 

doesn’t m atter for the semantics as such, it is usually assumed that they are directly refer­

ential in the sense that the content of a singular term is identical with its extension. This 

view of singular term is largely due to Saul Kripke (1981), and it is clearly a philosophical 

view that is not required for technical reasons. For sinq>licity I’ll accept it here, but just 

for the record; I don ’t believe it. As it hap[)ens, I am in agreement with Rudolf Carnap 

(1947), who treats singular terms as neither rigid nor directly referential. Like other 

expressions, singular terms are sensitive to o ther parameters.

I'he extensions of predicates are sets; the extension of a one-|)lace predicate is a set 

of objects, and the extension of a two-place predicate is a set of pair of objects.

Predicates

One place predicates “is handsom e” and “is hum an”, and two-place predi­

cates “loves” and “dances with”.

| “is handsom e”]^^  ̂ = {x : x is handsome at c, {w, t, a)}

| “is hum an”]^^  ̂ = jx : x is hum an at c, {w, t, a))

| “dances with”] ĵ  ̂  ̂ = ((x, y) : x dances with y at c, {w, t, a )|

The rules for the singular terms and predicates allow us to determine the extension (i.e. 

truth value) of atomic formulas.

Atomic formulas

If Q and ^ are singular terms, is a one-place predicate and is a two-place 

predicate, and '~a /3~' are formulas.

| “loves”]c
(w, t, a) {(x, y) : X loves y  at c, {w, t, a)]



Adding operators and quantifiers requires only specifying the extension of the subordi­

nate formula. Let’s just add the ones we’ve already introduced, assuming the obvious 

grammar:

f 1 iffor some w' (accessible from w), |0]9 , >= 1
[Possibly^l^ =

o otherwise

I 1 if for some on the dav before |( i|/  „ >= i 
[Yesterday ^

o otherwise

{ 1 if for every that differs from a at most in the vahie it

assigns to x, i

o otherwise

I'he point about this exercise the following: it is not in general [)ossible to state the truth 

conditions of sentences in terms of truth simpliciter. If we want a compositional truth 

conditional theory, and hence accepts that truth plays a role in compositional semantics, 

we must also accept a relativized truth predicate. All this talk about whether the [jluralist 

accepts one or many truth predicates is a red herring. The only fjuestion is whether the 

pluralist can make sense of their tmth predicates using resources already available and 

intelligible to others.

6.2 Postsem antics

Even though the technical truth predicate “tmth at a point” is required for compositional 

semantics, this is not one that plays any role outside the compositional semantic theory. 

Following John MacFarlane (2000), (2003), I want to distinguish two components of a 

semantic theory broadly construed:

The compositional semantics

A recursive definition of “truth at a point”: it assigns extensions to expressions relative 

to points and shows how the semantic values of complex expressions are determined 

by the semantic values of their constituent expressions.
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The postsem antics:

A descrip tion  o f how the com positional sem antic theory is related  to pragmatics, in 

particular how it is connected  with properties o f use fo r assertion and inference.

H ere is how M acFarlane describes the task of postsemantics:

Postsemantics has a d ifferen t goal [than  com positional sem antics]. It as­

sumes that the project o f sem antics has been accom plished, so that given an 

assignm ent o f sem antic vahies to the language’s grammatically simple terms, 

the sem antic values o f all o f  its com plex term s are determ ined  as well. Post­

sem antics concerns the import o f these values: that is, their relation to the 

fundam ental o r “top-level” sem antic notions -  generally truth and  implica­

tion -  that must be invoked in explaining the use of language. (M acFarlane,

2000, 225)

O nce we recognize this distinction, a lot of the pieces start falling into |)lace. T he only task 

a com positional sem antics has is to provide us with sem antic values in a systematic way. 

T he rest falls to post.semantics and  pragmatics. In the light of this we can reconsider the 

structure o f D um m ettian m eaning-theory we in troduced  in §2.4. The picture I suggest is 

the following:

Revised D um m ettian m eaning-theory

A speaker knows a language ju s t in ca.se they have im plicit knowledge o f the correct 

m eaning-theory for C. A m eaning-theory consists of th ree  com ponents; a theory of 

reference for C, a postsem antic theory for C and a pragm atic theory for C\

• A theory o f reference for C consists o f a recursive g ram m ar and  a com positional 

tru th  conditional sem antic theory for C.

• A postsem antic theory for C. consists o f descrip tion  of terms requ ired  to m e­

diate between the com positional tru th  conditional sem antic theory for C and 

the pragm atic theory  for C.

84



• A pragmatic theory for £  consists of a ciescription of the use of language, in 

particular illocutionary acts and the practice of making inferences.

Once we are developing a compositional semantics that defines “true at point (of 

evaluation)” we cannot directly relate the semantics to the pragmatics. This is a more 

precise wav of piitting the difference between the ingredient and the assertoric values. 

W hen we assess assertions we do not do so in terms of “true at point”. Wliat we care 

about is merely whether a sentence is tnie at the context in which it was uttered. The 

postsemantic must therefore recover some notion of truth at a context from the notion 

of tru th  at a point of evaluation. Following the ideas of Lewis ( 1980) and Kitplan (1989) 

we can achieve this by aligning the parameters of the index with features of the context:

A sentence 0 is true at a context c iff for some assignment a,  ̂ a) ~ ^

Wc is the world of c and tc is the time of c.

A speaker who only had grasped the definition of “true at jjoint” would not be in a posi­

tion to be able to evaluate particular utterances, hi order to assess a particular utterance 

we would also have to have a grasp of a definition of “true at context”. But even this is 

not sufficient, for reasons discussed in ("hapter 2. We still have to grasp of the signifi- 

cance uttering sentences that true at the context of utterance. The postsemantics must 

be com plem ented with a pragmatic account of assertions. The difference between “true 

at point” and “true at context” is still central, because it is only the latter that can be im- 

[jorted into the pragmatics. If want to understand proprierties of use in terms of truth 

the following is natural rule:

One must: assert a sentence ^  at a context c only if 4> is true at c.

This is, of course, only a very small part of what an actual meaning-theory would have to 

contain, but it shows how the three components in Revised Dummetian meaning-theory 

interacts. Wliat is im portant about my way of framing the structure is that shows how 

tru th  can both be semantically and pragmatically relevant.

In Chapter 7 I will use this framework to make sense of pluralism. But before doing 

so I want to expand on the role played by the postsemantics. So far we have talked about 

sentences, but we haven’t m entioned propositions. According to David Lewis:
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It would be a convenience, nothing more, if we could take the propositional 

content of a sentence in contexts as its semantic value. But we cannot. The 

propositional content of sentences do not obey the compositionality princi­

ple, therefore they are not semantic value. Such are the ways of shiftiness 

that the propositional contents of ‘Somewhere the sun is shining’ in con­

text c is not determ ined by the content in c of the constituent sentence ‘The 

 ̂ sun is shining.’. For an adeqtiate treatm ent of shiftiness we need not just 

world-dependence but index dependence -  dependence of truth on all the 

shiftable features of contexts. Lewis (1980, 39)

l.ewis’s argum ent is a particular one. According to him, the semantic value of a sentence 

(we are now omitting assignments), is a function from indices to extensions. Given a 

semaiuic theory of the kind above, a function from world/tim e pairs to truth values.

The semantic value of 0 at c: \{w ,

The more parameters we introduce in the index the more fine-grained the semantic value 

of a sentence becomes. Propositions, on the o ther hand, he claims is something that 

is not sensitive to the time {parameter. So, according to Lewis a proposition should be 

considered a function from worlds to truth values (or a set of worlds).

The proposition expressed by 0 at c: :

This turns on a rather famous philosophical issue about what propositions are, in partic­

ular the debate between etemalism and temporali^m. Both the eternalist and terinporalist 

can accept the definition of tnuh  at a context that we’ve given above, but they will still 

disagree about what propositions are expressed by sentences relative to contexts. Ac­

cording to the eternalist, when I assert “Kaidan is happy” at 23.09.2013, the proposition 

expressed is that Kaidan is happy at 25.09.20/5, where the time of utterance is part of the 

propositional content. According to the eternalist, what proposition that is expressed by 

“Kaidan is happy” varies from one time to another, but the tnuh value of eternal propo­

sitions is time invariant. The situation is reversed for the temporalist. The temporal 

proposition expressed by “Kaidan is happy” is simply that Kaidan is happy whether I assert 

it at 23.09.2013 or any other day. What temporal proposition is expressed by sentences 

is invariant across times, but the truth value of temporal propositions is time variant.
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F o r  th e  p u r p o s e s  o f  t h e  c o m p o s i t i o n a l  s e m a n t ic  th e o r y  th is  d iscuss ion  is ir re levan t .  

D u m m e t t  is p o i n t i n g  in  t h e  r i g h t  d i r e c t io n  w h e n  h e  says:

The c o n c e p t  o f  t r u t h  b e lo n g s  to  s e m a n t ic s ,  s ince  a f te r  all t n i t h  is w h a t  m u s t  b e  

p r e s e rv e d  in  val id  d e d u c t iv e  in fe re n c e s .  T h e  c o n c e p t  o f  a [ ) ro p o s i t io n  d o e s  

n o t  b e l o n g  to  se m a n t ic s .  S e m a n t ic s  d e t e r m in e s  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  two s e n te n c e s  

e x p re s s  th e  s a m e  sense :  it also d e t e r m i n e s  w h ic h  e x p re s s io n s  a re  index ica l .

R u t  it has  n o  n e e d  to  o p e r a t e  w ith  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a  p r o p o s i t io n .  ( D u m m e t t ,

2 0 0 6 , 1 7 )

I a g r e e  w ith  D u m m e t t  w h e n  h e  says th a t  a c o m p o s i t i o n a l  s e m a n t ic s  “h as  n o  n e e d  to  o p ­

e r a t e  w ith  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a  p r o p o s i t i o n ”. VN'hy? B e cau se ,  it plays n o  ro le  in  p ro v id in g  a 

rec u rs iv e  d e f in i t io n  o f  t n i t h  a t  a  p o in t .  But,  I t h in k  h e  is w ro n g  in  say ing  th a t  s e m a n ­

tics m u s t  e m p lo y  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  t r u th  b e c a u s e  it is r ec ju ired  fo r  valid  in fe re n c e s .  T h a t  

[p resupposes  th a t  th e  c o n c e [ ) t  o f  “a n  i n f e r e n c e ” b e lo n g s  to  se m an t ic s .  If  we a re  ta lk in g  

a b o i u  th e  c o m p o s i t i o n a l  s e m a n t ic s ,  it has  n o  m o r e  n e e d  to  o p e r a t e  with  th e  c o n c e j i t  o f  

a n  in f e r e n c e  th a n  it ha s  a n e e d  to  o [ )e ra te  w ith  th e  c o n c e p t  o f  a p ro p o s i t io n .  T h e  re a so n  

is th a t  a  c o m p o s i t i o n a l  a s s ig n m e iu  o f  s e m a n t ic  values  d o e s n ’t im m e d ia te ly  d e t e r m i n e  a 

c o n s e q u e n c e  r e la t io n .  T h e  n o t io n  o f  log ical c o n s e q u e n c e  is a  p o s ts e m a n t ic  r a t h e r  th a n  

a proper s e m a n t ic  n o t io n .

F o r  p o s ts e m a n t ic  purpo .ses  it is u se fu l  to  e m p lo y  a two-stage p ro ce ss  a l o n g  th e  lines  

p ro v id e d  by K ap la n  ( 1 9 8 9 ) .

E x p re s s io n
e x p re s se s

C o n t e n t
a.ssigned

E x te n s io n1
»

C o n t e x t C i rc u m s ta n c e

In  th e  first s tage  we i n t r o d u c e  a n  expresses r e l a t io n  th a t  ass ign c o n t e n t s  to  tu p le s  o f  e x p r e s ­

s ions ,  c o n t e x t s  a n d  a s s ig in n e n ts .

87



Contents

Let |0 |g  d eno te  the con ten t expressed by the expression 0  at the con tex t c, on the 

assigm ent a.

D ifferent kinds o f expressions will be expressing different types o f contents, hi par­

ticular, the con ten t o f a sentence is a proposition, the con ten t of a predicate is a property 

(or re la tion), and the con ten t of a singular term  is an individual. I rem ain neutral here 

with respect to what we m ean by “the p roposition” expressed by a sentence, as that de­

pends on what proposition we are interested. If we have a sem antics that has both  a world 

and  a time param eter we have to specify w hether |(/)|  ̂ denotes the tem poral or eternal 

proposition o f the sentence (f> at c, a.

The second stage is assigning extension to contents. This is done via circum stances 

o f evaluation that function analogues to indices.

Circum stances (o f  evaluation)

Lot a circum stance be a pair (w, t), w here w  is a world and t is a time.

This will allow us to talk about the intensional profile of contents. The in tension of |0 |^  

is a function /  from  circimistances to extensions, such that f { { w,  t)) = j We

can now talk abou t propositions being true or false relative to circum stances. Since we 

also want to make sense o f propositional tru th , it is useful to add a definition o f true at a 

context using propositions:

Truth at a context: propositions

A sentence (f) is true at a context c iff for som e assignm ent a, the jiroposition 

is true at the circum stance {wc, tc), where Wc is the world of c and  tc is

the time of c.

T here  is no th ing  pluralistic about anything I ’ve said in this chapter. I have merely in­

troduced  some term inology and a D um m ettian inspired framework. T he po in t was to 

outline som e resources that I think can be em ployed to in troduce pluralism . T he fram e­

work makes sense independently  o f the debate between m onism and  pluralism , so if we 

can articulate pluralism  using this framework, bo th  deniers and defenders o f pluralism 

shoidd at least find the view intelligible.
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y Making Sense of Pluralism

In this chap te r I articulate a new version of [jluralisin. T lie goal is to make sense of the 

ways in which tru th  is dom ain  variant, hi §3.4 I said that this requires answering four 

questions:

(A) How can we provide dom ain variant ingredieiu  values? I'his is requ ired  for the 

[)luralist to have an acceptable account of tru th ’s role in com])ositional semantics.

(B) I low can we provide dom ain  variant assertoric values? This is requ ired  for the plu­

ralist to have an acceptable account o f tru th ’s role in assertion.

(C) I low can we provide a dom ain  variant yet m onadic tru th  predicate? This is requ ired  

for the pluralist to have an  acceptable account of tru th ’s expressive role.

(D) I low can the property  expressed by the m onadic tru th  predicate be dom ain  vari­

ant? This is requ ired  for the pluralist to connect tru th  with dom ain relative tru th  

properties in the coun terfactual supporting  generalizations.

I will be using the fram ework in troduced  in the jirevious chapter. I have chosen this 

fram ework because if we can articulate what it m eans for tru th  to be plural using these re­

sources then  we are m aking sense o f pluralism  in term s tha t are intelligible independently  

of ones views abou t the metaphysical role o f tn ith .

7.1 Context D ependence

A context o f u tterance, in the two-stage framework, has two semantically relevant func­

tions. First, the con tex t is used to determ ine the con ten t o f  expressions. W lien relativized
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to  a p a rticu la r  co n tex t (we can  now  d ro p  assignm en ts), s ing u la r term s d e n o te  individu­

als, one-p lace  p red ica tes  d e n o te  p ro p e rtie s , two-place p red ica tes d e n o te  re la tions, and 

sen ten ces d e n o te  p ro positions. Secondly, th e  c o n te x t is used  to d e te m in e  th e  relevant 

c ircum stances o f  evaluation . VMien relativ ized to a p a rticu la r c o n tex t, we can  pick  ou t 

th e  w orld  o f  the  co n tex t a n d  th e  tim e o f  the  c o n te x t as the  circum stances re levan t fo r the 

evaluation  o f  a declarative u tte ran ce . As p o in te d  o u t by M acFarlane (2 0 0 9 ), this opens 

u p  th e  possibility o f  two ways in  w hich an  ex p ressio n  may be co n tex t d e p e n d e n t. L et’s 

in tro d u c e  these  ways th ro u g h  two exam ples.

7 .1 .1  In d e x ic a l  C o n te x tu a l is m

T h e  first sense in  w hich an  exp ression  can be c o n te x t d e p e n d e n t is th a t its c o n te n t is 

d e p e n d e n t o n  the  co n tex t. L e t’s call expressions th a t a re  co n tex t d e p e n d e n t in this sense 

fo r indexical, u sing  th a t te rm  in a very b ro ad  sense.

Index ica l

An exp ression  (8) is index ical iff th e  content expre.ssed by 0  is co n tex t variant: th e re  are 

a t least two con tex ts Ci, C2 , such  th a t th e  c o n te n t exp ressed  by 0  at C \ is n o t iden tical 

to  th e  c o n te n t exp ressed  by 0  at C2 .

T h e  s ta n d a rd  (an d  narrow ) index ical expressions, such  as “I”, “h e re ” an d  “now ”, are 

clearly co n te x t d e p e n d e n t in this sense. However, indexicals are  a special case if we, 

follow ing K aplan, tre a t th em  as directly referential. T h e ir  co n ten ts  an d  th e ir  ex tensions 

a re  iden tica l. Index ica l becom es m u ch  m o re  in te re s tin g  if we co n sid e r exp ressions tha t 

d o n ’t have this ch aracter. For exam ple , le t’s im ag ine  a indexical co n tex tu a lis t fo r taste 

p red ica tes. O n  this view, w hat c o n te n t th a t is exp ressed  by the taste p red ica tes  d e p e n d  

on  th e  taste o f  the  speaker. So w hat p ro p o sitio n  th a t is expressed  by

M arshm allow s a re  tasty

varies across con tex ts , d e p e n d e n t o n  the  speaker. For exam ple , if J o h n  u tte rs  this sen ­

ten ce  he  expresses the  p ro p o sitio n  that marshmallows are tasty for John. By the  sam e token , 

if K aidan is the  u tte re r  th e  p ro p o sitio n  exp ressed  is that marshmallows are tasty for Kaidan. 

To get this re su lt we n e e d  to su p erim p o se  th e  expresses re la tio n  fo r “tasty” such  th a t it b e ­

com es a p red ica te  th a t expresses d iffe ren t p ro p e rtie s  a t d iffe ren t co n tex ts  d e p e n d e n t  on

9 0



the speaker feature. If we assum e that a circum stance is a w orld /tim e pair, we have get 

fo llow ing picture.

Indexical contextualism  for “tasty”

|“tasty”|̂  d en otes the property being tasty for Sc (i.e. the speaker of c). The  

extension  o f  being tasty for Sc at the circum stance {w , t) is a set o f  objects: {x 

: X is tasty for Sc in the world w  and time t].

This m eans that “tasty” now counts as speaker-indexical (broadly co n stn ied ). I am not 

interested in d efen d in g  this view. I am m erely using it to show ing how the basics o f  how  

this kind o f con text d ep en d en ce  works.

7 . 1 . 2  N o n in c le x ic a l C o n te x tu a lism

Every con tin gen t proposition  is true relative to som e worlds and false relative to others. 

Consequently, everybody agrees that the extension o f  the m onadic truth predicate can vary 

from on e  (possible) context to another -  hence “true” is what MacFarlane (2 0 0 7 ), (aoog)  

calls context sensitive.

C ontext sensitive

An expression (g) is con text sensitive iff 0  is not indexical, but the extension o f  i8> is 

con text variant: there are at least two contexts Ci, C2, such that the exten sion  o f  <S> at 

C\ is not identical to the extension  o f  0  at C2.

To see why this shou ld  co im t as a kind o f context d ep en d en ce , recall that a context  

has two primary functions. T he first is to associate expressions with contents relative to 

contexts, in particular sen ten ces with propositions and predicates with properties (or re­

lations). The other function  is that contexts determ ine circum stances o f  evaluation, as 

seen  in the defin ition  o f  ‘true at a con tex t’ . Since the extension  o f  “true” can vary from  

one world to another (even though it expresses the sam e property at ever co n te x t) , we 

must accept that “true” is world sensitive -  context sensitive with respect to the world  

parameter. C onsider for exam ple the d ifference betw een uttering “Kaidan is happy” at 

som e world and uttering that sen tence at som e other world W2- Think o f  this as m erely 

uttering the sen ten ce in two different counterfactual scenarios (ignoring the tem poral di­

m en sion ), which w ould provide two different contexts o f  utterance. O ne d o esn ’t n eed  to
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have a special metaphysics about worlds to consider this example. WTiile the same propo­

sition may be expressed at both  contexts, that proposition  could very well differ in truth 

value at their respective worlds. T herefore, the extension o f “tru e” at wi would be differ­

en t from  the extension o f “tru e” at W2- The one would include the proposition  expressed 

and  the o th er w ouldn’t. It simply follows from  there being con tingen t propositions that 

we have situations like this.

“So what?” you m ight wonder. Just about every predicate is con tex t sensitive in that 

sense. T he extensions o f “cat”, “cook”, “clock” and  “caram el”, to nam e but a few, all viry 

across worlds. This is ju st a consequence o f the trivial fact that p roperties are instantiated 

by d ifferent objects in d ifferent worlds. True enough, no th ing  in teresting follows from 

the m ere recognition that the extension o f predicates vary across worlds. W hat m aics 

context sensitivity in teresting is when extensions o f predicates (and, as I am  using the 

terms, properties) dep en d  on non-standard param eters. L et’s in troduce an o th er exam­

ple and  then  re tu rn  to “tru e”. An in teresting feature o f context sensitivity will be that it 

spills over to the intensional profile o f m onadic truth.

V\'e can use context sensitivity to capture an  idea of an O ld school m oral relativist v\ho 

believes that when B ernhard  and Bianca disagree abou t w hether

A bandoning Ki^idan is wrong

they can both  be right because w hether som ething is right or wrong depends on he 

m oral standards o f their respective com m unities. We could treat “w rong” as an index- 

ical, so that when B ernhard  asserted “A bandoning Kaidan is w rong” he would express 

a d ifferent proposition than  Bianca who den ied  it. In that case they w ouldn’t be mak­

ing disagreem ents in claims. They would disagree in attitude towards Kaidan, bu t since 

they would be talking abou t d ifferent propositions they w ouldn’t adop t m utually exclu­

sive stances towards the same proposition. For our purposes, le t’s ra th e r th ink o f “wrong” 

as context sensitive. But sensitive to what? N one o f the two param eters we’ve in troduced 

so far in the circum stances -  worlds and times -  captures what we’re after. R ather we 

would have to in troduce an additional moral standard param eter . We can th en  explicate 

this as:
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Nonindexcial contextualism for ‘Svrong”

For every con tex t c, |“wrong”|  ̂denotes the property  being wrong. T he ex ten­

sion of being wrong at the circum stance {w, t, m )  is a set o f actions: {x : x is

wrong in the world w  , at the time t  and by the m oral standard  m \.

Relative to a world, a tim e and  a m oral standard  beingwrong picks ou t the set o f actions that 

are  wrong to perfo rm  in that world, at that nm e and by those m oral standards. U nlike the 

indexical con tex tua list’s op tion , we have to add a definition o f “tn ie  at a con tex t” before 

we can see how bo th  B ernhard  and  Bianca can say som eth ing  true relative to their own 

m oral standards.

Truth at a context: moral standards

A sentence (j!) is true at aco n tex t c iff is true at the circum stances {wc, t^, rric), 

w here Wc is the world c, tc is the time o f c and rric is the m oral standards o f c.

So B ernhard  has said som eth ing  true (in his context) ju s t in case the proposition ex­

pressed “A bandoning  Kaidan is w rong” is true relative to the m oral standards of his con­

text (i.e. the m oral standards o f his com niunity). And this may be case, while the same

proposition  may be false relative to the standards o f B ianca’s community.

W hen we in troduce an additional param eter to handle con tex t sensitive expressions, 

this has consequences for how we should think about propositions. N ot propositional con­

tents, but the in tensional profiles o f propositions. Nonindexcial contextualism for “wrong 

determ ines that the m oral standards is no t part of the propositional co n ten t expressed. 

But it plays a role in fixing the extensions (i.e. tn ith  values) o f propositions. Propositions 

m ust now be objects tha t can vary in tru th  value across m oral standards:

T he in tension  o f the m oral proposition o f (f> at c; X{w, t, ^

O f course we are here  taking propositions to be time-sensitive as well. said, the de­

bate betw een tem poralist and  eternalism  is one about w ether the time p aram eter o f the 

con tex t should be p art o f the propositional content. We could no t have a sim ilar debate 

abou t w hether m oral standards should be part o f the conten t, given that w e’ve already de­

cided in Nonindexcial contextualism for “wrong” that they are not. O nce we change the 

intensional profiles o f propositions we also change the in tensional profile o f the m onadic 

tru th  property. T he reason is that the extension of being true relative to a circum stance is
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the set of propositions that are true at that circum stance. As long as proposition  can viry 

in tru th  value across m oral standards, so m ust the extension o f being true.

Before I move on, let m e ju s t m ake a quick com m ent. Notice that I am  using nis 

m achinery to characterize a toy exam ple o f what I called “O ld school m oral relativst” 

(for lack o f a be tte r term ). It is quite distinct from  the kind of relativism tha t M acFarlaie 

(2003), (2005a), (2005b), (2011) has been developing. O n his accoim t, relativisn is 

a m atter of assessment sensitivity, which is the result o f adding  a context of assessment at 

the postsem antic level. If we w anted to construct the exam ple along the MacFarlane-stvle 

relativism, we would have to remove T ruth at a context: m oral standards and  provide ;he 

following definition instead

T ruth  at a bicontext: m oral standards

A sentence (f) is true at a context o f use Ci and  a contex t o f assessment C2 iff the 

proposition  expressed at C\ , when assessed from  C2 is true at the circiunstance 

(wcj, ici> ^02)- w here is the world o f ci, ici is the time o f c\ and  mc2 is 

the m oral standards o f C2.

In that case the tru th  value o f the proposition ex{)ressed by “A bandoning Kiiidan is wrong” 

can vary from  one assessor to the next. In the straightforw ard exam ple given Truth  it a 

context: m oral standards and  T ruth at a bicontext: m oral standards will make the sane 

prediction. It is true that abandoning  PCaidan is wrong by B ern h a rd ’s m oral standaids, 

bu t false by B ianca’s m oral standards. However, the m echanism s b eh ind  these two ap­

proaches are different. In this essay I am  no t concerned  with M acFarlane’s version of 

relativism n o r any cases o f assessment sensitivity. M acFarlane’s version of relativism las 

no th ing  to do with my explication o f pluralism.

7 .1 .3  P lu ra lism  a n d  D o m a in  D e p e n d e n c e

I th ink the first clue to m ake sense of pluralism  is that we can take “tru e” to be context 

dependen t. W liat I have in m ind here is the ordinary m onadic tru th  predicate, fam iiar 

from  the Equivalence Schema. T he starting po in t for m aking sense o f pluralism  is :he 

m onadic tru th  predicate used in everyday speech. It is this predicate that expresses a 

tru th  property  in the sense discussed in C hap ter 2, so here  is where the m etaphyseal 

issues arise. T he two kinds o f context depen d en ce  w e’ve looked at in troduces two models
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in which can und erstan d  how m onadic tru th  can be dom ain  variant. O ne good, and one 

bad.

L et’s start with the bad. We’ve already seen this version in §3.1.2: the idea that “tru e ” 

is dom ain  variant because it can be used to express d ifferent dom ain relative tru th  p ro p ­

erties. Now we are in a position to see this as falling u n d er the general head ing  o f an 

indexical contextualist trea tm ent o f the m onadic predicate “tn ie ”. A con tex t is a rep re­

sen tation  o f all features that is relevant for determ in ing  the co n ten t of expressions. If we 

want the property  expressed by “tru e” to be d ep en d en t on what dom ain that is at play, 

we m ust add  a dom ain  feature to the context. So we must expand  on how we represen t 

contexts:

C ontexts o f  use

Let a con tex t (of use) be the tuple o f features c = (s, w , t. I, d), w here s is a speaker,

It! is a world, f is a tim e, / is a location, and  d  is a dom ain.

Ciiveu that I am  viewing dom ain individuation as a pragm atic feature, there sh o u ld n ’t 

be any difficulty in considering it as part o f the context. T he idea would now be that when 

we are in a contex t where we are talking abou t aesthetics, “tru e” exjiresses the dom ain 

relative tru th  property  for aesthetics, say beingsuperassertibk. But when we are in a context 

where are talking ab o u t biology, “tru e” expresses the dom ain relative tru th  property  for 

biology, say being corresponding. In general this view would be:

Indexical pluralism

[“tn ie ”!*̂ denotes (the  property) being truef o r d c  (i.e. the tru th  property  for dc).  T he 

extension of being true fordc  at the circum stance {w, t) is a set o f proposidons: {x : x  

is true fo r dc at the  world w  and  tim e t).

This version o f pluralism  is one that can ’t make sense of com plex propositions or 

inferences across dom ains. We would not have a property  to be expressed by “tru e” when 

a ttribu ted  to com plex propositions whose constituents belong to d ifferent dom ains, for 

exam ple that Tom Cruise is pretty and Mars is dry.

L et’s tu rn  over to w hat I think is the good way to understand  “tru e” as con tex t d ep en ­

dent, nam ely as dom ain  sensitive. We want the extension o f ‘tru e” to be sensitive to what
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dom ain is in question, bu t w ithout changing what property  is expressed. We therefore 

add a dom ain p aram eter to the circum stances.

Circum-stance o f  evaluation

Let a circum stance be a triple (u>, t, d), where w  is a world, i is a time, and  d is z 

dom ain.

Sensitive pluralism

For every context c, |“tn ie ”|  ̂ denotes the same property  -  namely being true. The 

extension o f being true at a circum stance {w, t , d) is the set o f propositions; (x ; x  ii 

true at the world w  , the time t  and  the dom ain d}.

Unlike the accounts given in C hapter 5, we do not take dom ains to be part o f ihe 

propositional content. Rather, following D um m ett’s pragm atic conception, we let ihe 

dom ain be .something that is part of ou r understand ing  o f particular statem ents -  that is 

pairs o f declarative sentences and  contexts. Since it is part of the contex t it can equally 

well determ ine a param eter in the circum stance. Semaiuics (in the broad sense that 

includes postsem antics) is no t metaphysically neutral. N ot if we take the line that sen­

tences express propositions and  predicates express properties and  relations (or concepts 

that in tu rn  exjjress properties and  relations). We’ve being using intensions to individu­

ate propositions and  properties. If the intensions are to be specified in term s o f functions 

from  circum stances to extensions, then  it m atters a lot what those iruensions take to be 

the param eters that make up the circum stances.

7.2 Meeting the Challenges

Having in troduced  the idea o f dom ain sensitive tn ith , I now want to go th rough  this 

proposal by answering the four questions stated at the beginning. It may n o t be obvious 

how characterizing the m onadic tru th  predicate as dom ain sensitive will allow us to make 

sense o f pluralism . I will therefore go though the four questions in order.
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y.2 .1  C o m p o s itio n a l S em an tics

T h e first question was how to make sense o f a dom ain variant ingred ien t value. This is 

n eed ed  for the com positional sem antics and  to provide an  accoun t of the logical connec­

tives. We do this by defin ing  the extension o f arbitrary sentences at a po in t of evaluation. 

To signal that we are considering the com positional sem antics here, le t’s say that a po int 

o f evaluation consists o f a contex t defined in Contexts o f  use above and  an index;

Index

Let an index be the tuple o f param eters {w,t ,  d),  w here iw is a world, f is a tim e and 

d  is a dom ain.

L.et f d eno te  the extension o f an arbitrary sen tence (p relative to the context

c, the world w,  the time t  and  the dom ain d.

Logical connectives

This gives us a way to accoim t for the tru th  functional charac te r o f the connectives. T he 

only sense in which a binary connective is tru th  fiuictional is the following:

"  t, d)
othei~wise

“ {w, t, d)
otherwise

t, d) 
Otherwise

t, d) 
otherwise

m  {w, t, d) 
otherwise

T ruth functional

A connective * is tru th  functional iff the tru th  value o f  ̂ (f> * 'tp~' reladve to a po in t II is 

a function  o f the tru th  value o f (f) relative to H and  the tru th  value of tp relative to H.



This is clearly satisfied by our pluralist construal of the connectives. As explained in 

§2.3 there is no restriction here that domains have to be finely individuated. Domains 

may be compound, such as the domain of aesthetics and biology. Recall also that domains 

are pragmatically individuated. If we are having a discussion about both aesthetics and 

biology, for example when I say “Tom Cruise is pretty and a hum an” we should take the 

relevant domain to be the aesthetic-biological domain. On the version of pluralism that I 

outlined, there is no requirem ent that every domain has a domain relevant truth property 

that is correlated with being true. W liether some domains do is an independent question 

that depends on further generalizations of propositions over particular domains. That 

belongs to the C}uestion of tn ith ’s metaphysical role. With the pragmatic imderstanding 

of domains, we arrive at the right results: for example that '~(f) A is true at c, {w, t, d) 

iff (f) is true at c, {w, t, d) and ip is true at c, {w, ;t, d). If belongs to aesthetics and 

ip belongs to biology, then d has to be the com pound domain of biology and aesthetics 

for '~(p A 'ip~' to be true. If (p is true in the aesthetic domain and ip is true in the biological 

domain, then they must both be tr\ie in the aesthetic-ciun-biological compound domain.

A phiralist conception of truth has no further consequences for a compositional se­

mantics. To pick an example, we can retain the standard account of modal and temporal 

operators. they only shift parameters of the index, they are unaffected by adding a 

domain to our conception of a point of evaluation. Here are possible clauses for “Neces­

sarily”, “Possibly” and “Yesterday” within a pluralist semantics.

Intensional operators

This explains how truth on the pluralist construal is semantically relevant. Following the 

Revised Dummettian meaning-theory we have employed a domain variant truth predicate 

in the compositional semantics. O ur ingredient values are truth and falsity relative to a 

point that includes a domain parameter.

[Necessarily (p\
1 ifViu' (accessible from w),

o otherwise
{w' , t, d)

[Possibly (pl
if 3w'  (accessible from w),  

otherwise
{w' , t, d)

[Yesterday (pj
1 if 3t' in the day before the day of t, [0]̂ ^

o otherwise
{w, t', d)
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7-2.2 Postsem antics

T he next question  was how the phiralist could m ake sense o f a dom ain variant no tion  of 

tru th  in accoun ting  for proprierties o f use, in particular assertion. We start by in troducing  

the notion of proposition  that results from  th inking abou t m onadic “tru e” as dom ain 

sensitive. .\s  with O ld school m oral relativist case, since we have in troduced  a dom ain 

param eter we arrive at a “fancy” in tensional profile o f propositions.

T he in tension o f the p lural proposition o f 0  at a con tex t c is a function  /  from  

circim istances to tru th  values, such that f { { w,  t , d ) )  = [01^^ ^

I am here letting  plural propositions be world-, time- and domain-sensitive. To be precise, 

we are characterizing the in tension o f temporal p lural propositions. We could also define 

the eternal plural proposition  by having the time param eter be fixed by the context. But 

the issue betw een w hether propositions should be time-sensitive d oesn ’t m atter here.

T he notion  of tru th  at a po in t used in the com positional sem antics is, o f course, prag­

matically useless. At the end  o f the day, what we really care abou t when it comes to 

im porting  the the sem antic theory  into the pragm atics is tru th  at a context.

Truth at a context: pluralism

A sentence is true at a con tex t c iff is true at the circim istance of c -  i.e. the 

circum stance {wc, tc, dc ), w here Wc is the world o f  c, tc is the tim e o f c, and  dc is the 

dom ain o f c.

T he assertoric values are now truth at a context and false at a context. These notions 

are the ones requ ired  for the evaluation o f stand-alone sentences. Following D iunm ett’s 

dem and  o f adding  an  account o f  use to the sem antics theory, a good starting point would 

be the addition  o f the  following rule to o u r pragm atic theoi'y:

Truth rule

O ne must: assert ^  at a con tex t c only if (f> is true at c.

Notice tha t w hether a sen tence is true at a contex t c is d ep en d en t on the dom ain of 

feature of c because that determ ines the dom ain param eter o f the index in Truth at a
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context: pluralism . But when we are assessing stand-alone sentences this relativization is 

never m ade explicit. We no m ore requ ire  an explication o f what dom ain o iir assertions 

concern  than  an explication of what world or time they concern. T he tru th  at a context 

profile of sentences is domain-sensitive nonetheless, therefore ou r assertoric values are 

dom ain variant as desired.

In §3.2 we discussed the problem  o f a pluralistically acceptable no tion of logical con­

sequence. O nce we have a definition o f tru th  at a context that is dom ain sensitive we can 

also provide one for logical consequence.

Logical consequence

A sentence (f> is a logical consequence of a set of sentences T  iff for every 

context c and every ip ^  T , ii ip is true at c then  (j) is tn ie  at c.

rh is provides an answer to T appolet’s question: what truth ])redicate is involved in valid 

inferences? I 'h e  pluralist can answer, {irecisely the same as the one that is used for assess­

ing the accuracy of assertions. T he dom ain variance is not explicitly jiresent so there is no 

e(|uivocation about the the notion o f tru th  applied to the premises and  the conclusion. 

This shows how the [)luralist can allow for tru th  to play a pragm atic role.

T he th ird  question was how to m ake sense o f tru th ’s expressive role. In a sen.se this 

has already been answered when we gave an account of a m onadic yet dom ain  sensitive 

tru th  predicate. But we shoidd also add  it to the com positional semantics. Fortunately, 

it is easy to in troduce a sem antics for the m onadic predicate. From the perspective o f 

com posidonal semantics, a tru th  [)redicate should be handled the same it handles any 

o ther expression. V\’e simply assign it an extension (a set of j)ropositions) relative to a 

pciint of evaluation:

Semantics fo r m onadic “tru e ”

[“tru e”]^^ j = {x : X is true at {w, t, d)).

This satisfies the Equivalence Schema at every circum stance o f evaluation. It is th ere­

fore one that is ap t for disquotation and  can be used to perform  blind  and com pound  

endorsem ent. This gives the pluralist a m onadic tru th  predicate capable o f perfo rm ing  

the expressive functions considered in §2.1.1 and §3.3. W hat this shows is that we d o n ’t
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need  to relativize the tn ith  pred icate used in everyday speech in o rd e r m ake it dom ain 

variant. C onsider the following. Any standard  sem antics that wants to handle m odal o p ­

erators will relativize tru th  to worlds. T hat is required  for the purposes of com positional 

sem antics. We still want to re ta in  a m onadic tru th  predicate to make sense of tru th ’s ex­

pressive role. Wliat we w ould do is define the extension of m onadic “tn ie ” relative to 

worlds. I’ve shown that the pluralist can do exactly the same, only that now the relativiza- 

tion at the sem antic level include dom ains. T hat has no im pact on m aking sense o f a 

m onadic tru th  predicate that captures the one we use in ordinary  speech.

7 .2 .3  D o m ain  R elative T ru th  P ro p e r tie s

T he final question we need  to address is how can we characterize the dom ain invariance o f 

heijig true, {simpliciter) -  the property  expressed by the m onadic tru th  predicate according 

to Sensitive pluralism . The task is to find some way to be able to state dom ain local 

counterfactual supporting  generalizations, which was the starting idea beh ind  pluralism  

in §2.3. In o u r pluralist setting, the intension o f a [property is a function from  worlds, 

times and  dom ains to extensions. Two projierties that have the same extensions at eveiT 

w o rld /tim e /d o m a in  tiq)le are ctvintensional.

Cointensionality

The properties expressed by $1 and  <̂ 2 co-intensional iff for every points o f eval­

uation c, {w, t, d), ay

We’ve been  following a standard  strategy in metaphysics, using intensional profiles to 

individuate properties. Two properties are identical when they are co-intensional. We saw 

in C hap ter 5 that if we kept dom ains as part o f the propositional co n ten t and individuated 

properties in terras o f fim ctions from  worlds to extensions then  being true and  being T \ 

o r ..  . orTji end  up as identical. This had  the unfortunate  consequence that being true 

reduced  to the set of dom ain  relative tru th  properties. We could  then  no  longer talk 

abou t things being true as such, o r explain (counterfactually supporting) generalizations 

about propositions having o th e r features because they were true. But now that we have 

added  a dom ain param eter we are em ploying a fancy intension, and  this opens up a new 

possibility o f connecting  being true with dom ain relative tru th  properties. I call this notion
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for local co-intensionality. 1 am  only interested in local co-intensionality with respect to 

dom ains although the idea can in principle be applied to any param eter.

Local co-intensionality

Two properties b e i n g and  being^ 2  are locally co-intensional with respect to the do­

m ain dj iff they are n o t co-intensional, b n tfo rev e i7  (w, i), j d ) ~ f d )-

This notion  is the key to form ulate dom ain local counterfactually supporting  gener­

alizations that connect being true with metaphysically relevant properties. discussed

in C hap ter 1, doing so is at the heart o f providing a theory of tru th . First, le t’s add su-

perassertiblity and  correspondence to o u r semantics.

Sem antics fo r “superassertib le”

[“superassertib le”]^^  ̂ = {x : x  is superassertible at (w, c?).

Semantics fo r “correspond ing”

| “co rrespond ing”]^^  ̂ = {x : x  is corresponding  at {w, t, d).

The set o f  propositions that are m em bers o f | “suj)erassertible”]^^  ̂ are the sets of 

propositions that instantiate being superassertible relative to the circum stance {w, t, d). In 

the same way the set o f propositions that are m em bers of [“correspond ing”]^^  ̂ are 

the sets o f propositions that instantiate being corresponding relative to the circum stance {w, 

t, d). Given the idea of local co-intensionality, it is easy to explicate counterfactually suj> 

porting  generalization that connect true propositions with d ifferent properties relative 

to different dom ains using the m onadic tru th  predicate. For exam ple, suppose that d\ is 

the aesthetic dom ain and that ^2 the biological dom ain.

For every {w, t) , | “superassertible”l^^_ = | “tru e”|^^_

For every {w, t), | “correspond ing”]^^_ = | “tru e”]^^^

These claims are equivalent to claim ing that trvith is necessarily connected  with superassert- 

ibility in the aesthetic dom ain and that tru th  is necessarily connected  with correspon­

dence in the biological dom ain. ^\ny proposition belonging to the aesthetic dom ain will

necessarily instantiate being true yASX. in case it instantiates being superassertible. Similarly,
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Ally proposition belonging  to the biological dom ain will necessarily instantiate being true 

ju s t in case it instantiates being corresponding.

We have ncjw arrived at an  answer to the fourth  question: being true can be dom ain  

variant in the sense tha t it can be locally co-intensional with d iffe ren t properties in differ­

en t dom ains. Because the the  connections m ust hold  across all worlds and  times, they are 

counterfactually  supporting . This is explicated using the m onadic tru th  predicate that ex­

presses the property  being true. T here  is no  requ irem en t th a t for every dom ain there  is 

some o th er property  that being true is locally co-intensional with. In particular, there is 

no need  to correlate  being true with any property  at com pound  dom ains. W ie th e r  there 

are any such connections at all is an o th er question. All I have shown is that it is coh eren t 

and  intelligible to say that being true is connccted  with d ifferen t p roperties in d ifferen t 

dom ains. \M ien these connections are counterfactually  supporting  those properties can 

be viewed as dom ain relative tru th  properties. Being true d o esn ’t reduce to the set o f do­

m ain relative tn ith  properties, because it is n o t co-intensional with th e ir disjunction. At 

the same time being true may be locally co-intensional with d ifferen t properties. T hat un­

derlies the counterfactually  supporting  generalizations recjuired to state that som ething 

is tn ie  in a dom ain becausc it instantiates the relevanl dom ain  relative tru th  property. 

W hen form ulated  in this way, we avoid the standard  objections to pluralism .

7.3 Concluding Remarks

In this essay I have {jrovided an explication of “plural tru th ”. T he aim was to m ake sense 

of pluralism, and  to show how this idea can be used to characterized  local metaphysical 

disagreem ents. T he position I have presen ted  can be sum m arized by the following theses:

• T here is a m onadic tru th  predicate “trvie” used in everyday speech, and  this p red­

icate expresses the property  being true{simpliciter) at every context. Propositions 

instantiate this property.

• The property  being true has a fancy intension, it is a function  from  circum stances 

that include a dom ain param eter to sets of propositions (the  propositions that in­

stantiates being true at those circum stances).
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• T h e  tech n ica l tru th  p red ica te  used  in com p o sitio n a l sem antics is relativ ized  to  d o ­

m ains, in  ad d itio n  to  o th e r  p o ten tia l relativ izations such  as co n tex ts , w orlds, tim es 

a n d  assignm ents.

• T h e  n o tio n  o f  tru th  re levan t fo r asserto ric  p rac tice  is tru e  a t a c o n te x t in  th e  usual 

sense, w here  the  p a ram ete rs  a re  fixed by the  con tex t.

Given this b ack g ro u n d  it is possible th a t being true is c o rre la ted  w ith d iffe re n t m etaphys­

ically re lev an t p ro p ertie s , such  as co rre sp o n d e n c e  an d  superassertib lity , a t d iffe re n t d o ­

m ains. I th in k  this version o f  p luralism  is c o h e re n t an d  in tellig ib le , an d  1 have show n how 

it avoids th e  s ta n d a rd  ob jections. It th e re fo re  goes a lo n g  way in  estab lish in g  th e  m ain  

claim  from  C h a p te r  i . M aybe tru th  is p lu ra l, m aybe it’s no t. T h e  gods a re  p robab ly  still 

p u n ish in g  hubris , so I w o n ’t p re te n d  th a t I’ve tried  to  answ er tha t. In fact, th a t’s a cjues- 

tion  th a t goes way beyond  w hat I have tried  to  show  in this essay. All 1 have a tte m p te d  to 

show  is th a t it is perfectly possible th a t tru th  is [)lural. In o rd e r  to a rg u e  th a t this possibility is 

actually  rea lized  we m ust do  a case by case study o f  the  various d o m ain s an d  a rg u e  show 

th a t we actually  n e e d  d iffe ren t ilom ain  relative tru th  p ro j)e rties to  ac c o u n t for why p ro p o ­

sitions c o n c e rn in g  d iffe ren t dom ain s a re  true . T h a t has only b e e n  seriously a tte m p te d  by 

VWight (1 9 9 2 ). My aim  has b een  to m ake sense o f  jjluralism  by e.xplicating “[)lural t r u th ” 

in a way th a t shows how we can poten tia lly  be p luralists an d  at th e  sam e tim e acknow ledge 

the  fo u r trad itio n a l ro les th a t tru th  is su p p o sed  to play.

1 0 4



References

Ayer, A. (1959)- Language, truth, and logic, l.o iulon: Dover Publications.

Beall, J. (2000). O n m ixed inferences and  pluralism  about tru th  predicates. The Philo­

sophical Quarterly, 50, 3 8 0 -3 8 2 .

Blackbtirn, S. (1984). Spreading the word. Oxford: O xford IU’.

Hrandom , R. (1994). Making it explicit. Cam bridge, Mass.: H arvard UP.

lirandom , R. (2000). Articulating reasons, ( ’am bridge, Ma.ss.: H arvard UP.

B random , R. (2008). Betiueen saying and doing. Oxford: O xford UP.

( 'a rn ap , R. (1947). Meaning and necessity. C>hicago: Chicago UP.

Cotnoir, A. (2009). G eneric tru th  and  m ixed conjunctions: som e alternatives. Analysis, 

00(00),  I - 7.

C^otnoir, A. (2013). V-alidity for strong pluralists. Philosophy and Phenomenological liesearch, 

<^6 ( 3 ) ,  5^ 3 - 579 -

Davidson, D. (1997). T he folly of trying to define tru th . Journal of Philosophy, g4, 2(53 - 

278.

Devitt, M. (1981). Designation. Cam bridge, Mass.: Mi r  Press.

D um m ett, M. (1959). T ruth. In Truth and other enigmas. C am bridge, Mass.: H arvard UP.

D iunm ett, M. (1963). Realism. In Truth and other enigmas. C am bridge, Mass.: Harvard 

UP.

D um m ett, M. (1964). Bringing about the past. In Truth and other enigmas. Cam bridge, 

Mass.: H arvard UP.

D um m ett, M. (1972). Postscript t o ’tru th ’. In Truth and other enigmas. C am bridge, Mass.: 

Harv'ard UP.

1 0 5



D u m m e t t ,  M. ( 1 9 7 5 ) .  WTiat d o  i k n o w  w h e n  i k n o w  a  la n g u a g e ?  In  The seas o f  language.

O x fo rd ;  C l a r e n d o n  Press.

D u m m e t t ,  M. ( 1 9 7 6 ) .  W h a t  is a th e o r y  o f  m e a n in g ?  ii. In  The seas o f language. O x fo rd :  

C l a r e n d o n  Press.

D u m m e t t ,  M. ( 1 9 7 8 ) .  P re face .  In  Truth a n d  other enigmas. (C am bridge,  Mass.: H a rv a rd  

UR

D u m m e t t ,  M. ( 1 9 8 1 ) .  Frege: Philosophy o f  language  ( 2 n d  e d . ) .  L o n d o n :  D u c k w o r th .  

D u m m e t t ,  M. ( 1 9 8 2 ) .  R ealism . In  The seas o f  language. O x fo rd :  C l a r e n d o n  Press. 

D u m m e t t ,  M. ( 1 9 9 1 ) .  The logical basis o f  metaphysics. C a m b r id g e ,  Mass.: H a r v a r d  UP. 

D u m m e t t ,  M. ( 1 9 9 2 ) .  R ealism  a n d  an t i- rea lism . \n  Seas o f language. O x fo rd :  C l a r e n d o n  

Press.

D u m m e t t ,  M. ( 2 0 0 2 ) .  M e a n in g  in  te rm s  o f  ju s t i f ic a t io n .  Topoi, 2 / ,  1 1 - 19.

D u m m e t t ,  M. ( 2 0 0 4 ) .  Truth a n d  the past. N ew  York; C o lu m b ia  UP.

D iu m n e t t ,  M. (2oo()) .  Taught a n d  reality. O x fo rd :  O x f o r d  UP.

F ield ,  II. ( 1 9 7 2 ) .  I 'arski’s th e o ry  o f  t r u th .  The Jo u rn a l o f  Philosophy, 6 9 , 3 4 7 - 3 7 5 .

Field , H. (198(3). T h e  d e f la t io n a ry  c o n c e j n io n  of t ru th .  In C. M a c D o n a ld  & C. W rig h t  

(Eds .) ,  Fact, .science a n d  morality. O x fo rd :  Blackwell.

F ie ld ,  H. ( 1 9 9 4 ) .  D e f la t io n is t  views o n  m e a n i n g  a n d  con te iU .  M in d ,  / o j ,  2 4 9 - 2 8 5 .  

F o d o r ,  J .  ( 1 9 9 5 ) .  S pecia l sc iences: Still a i u o n o m o u s  a f te r  all t l iese  years (a rep ly  to  

j a e g w o n  k im  ’s ” n u i l t ip le  rea l iz a t io n  a n d  th e  meta{)hysics o f  r e d u c t io n  ”). In In  

critical condition. C a m b r id g e ,  Mass.: M IT  Press.

F o d o r ,  J .  ( 2 0 0 1 ) .  L a n g u a g e ,  t h o u g h t  a n d  co m p o s i t io n a l i ty .  M in d  a n d  Language, 16, 1 -

1 5 -

F o d o r ,  J .  ( 2 0 0 5 ) .  H um e variations. O x fo r d :  C l a r e n d o n  Press.

F o d o r , J .  ( 2 0 0 8 ) .  Lot2. O x fo rd :  O x f o r d  L!P.

F re g e ,  G. ( 1 9 1 8 ) .  T h o u g h t .  In  M. B e a n e y  (E d .) ,  Thefrege reader. O x fo rd :  Blackwell. 

G ib b a r d ,  A. ( 1 9 9 0 ) .  Wise choices, apt feelings: A  theory o f norm ative judgm ent. C a m b r id g e ,  

Mass.: H a r v a r d  UP.

H a le ,  B. ( 1 9 8 6 ) .  T h e  c o m p le a t  projectiv is t .  Philosophical Quarterly, 4 6 , 6 ^ -  84.

H o rw ic h ,  P. ( 1 9 9 5 ) .  M eaning. O x fo rd :  O x f o r d  UP.

H o rw ic h ,  P. ( 1 9 9 8 ) .  Truth  ( 2 n d e d . ) .  O x fo rd :  Blackwell.

H o rw ic h ,  P. ( 2 0 0 5 ) .  Reflections on m eaning. O x fo rd :  O x f o r d  UP.

1 0 6



K a p la n ,  D. ( 1 9 8 9 ) .  D e m o n s tra t iv e s .  In  P. A lm o g  & W e tts te in  (E d s .) ,  Themes from  kaplan. 

(Oxford: O x f o r d  UP.

K in g ,J .  ( 2 0 0 3 ) .  T en se ,  m oda li ty ,  a n d  s e m a n t ic  values. Philosophical Perspectives, r y ,  1 9 5 -

2 4 5 -

K irk h a n i ,  R. ( 1 9 9 2 ) .  Theories o f  truth. C a m b r id g e ,  Mass.: M IT  Press.

K rip k e ,  S. ( 1 9 8 1 ) .  N a m in g  a n d  necessity. O x fo r d :  Blackwell.

Lewis, D. ( 1 9 8 0 ) .  In d e x ,  c o n t e x t  a n d  c o n t e n t .  h \ Papers in  philosophical logic. C a m b r id g e :  

C a m b r id g e  UP.

Lukasiew icz,  J .  ( 1 9 6 7 ) .  O n  th re e -v a lu e d  logic. In  S. M cC al l  (E d . ) ,  Polish logic. O x fo rd :  

O x f o r d  UP.

L y n c h ,  M. ( 2 0 0 4 ) .  T r u th  a n d  m u l t ip le  realizibility. A ustra la sian  Jo u rn a l o f  Philosophy, 82, 

3 4 8 - 4 0 8 .

L y n c h ,  M. ( 2 0 0 8 ) .  A le th ic  p lu ra l ism ,  logical c o n s e q u e n c e  a n d  t h e  un ive rsa li ty  o f  re a so n .

M idwest Studies in  Philosophy, 52 ,  122 - 140.

L y n c h ,  M. ( 2 0 0 9 ) .  Truth as one a n d  many. O x fo rd :  O x f o r d

M acFarlaiK ',  J .  ( 2 0 0 0 ) .  W hat does it mean to say that logic is f o r m a l  ( U n p u b l i s h e d  d o c to ra l  

d i s s e r ta t io n ) .  U nivers i ty  o f  P i t t sb u rg h .

M a c F a r la n e ,  J .  ( 2 0 0 3 ) .  F u tu re  c o n t in g e n t s  a n d  re la tive  t r u th .  Philosophical Quarterly, 55 ,  

321 - 3 3 6 .

Mac F a r la n e ,  J .  ( 2 0 0 5 a ) .  T h e  a s se s s m e n t  sensitivity o f  k n o w le d g e  a t t r ib u t io n s .  Oxford 

Studies in  Epislemology, i ,  1 9 7 - 2 3 3 .

M a c F a r la n e ,  J .  ( 2 0 0 5 b ) .  M a k in g  se n se  o f  re la t ive  t r u th .  Proceedings o f  the Aristotelian Society, 

1 0 5 , 3 2 1  - 339 -

M a c F a r la n e ,  J .  ( 2 0 0 7 ) .  S e m a n t ic  m in im a l i s m  a n d  n o n in d e x ic a l  c o n te x tu a l i s m .  In 

G. P re y e r  & G. P e te rs  (E ds .) ,  Content a n d  context: essays on semantics a n d  pragm at­

ics. O x fo rd :  O x f o r d  UP.

M a c F a r la n e ,J .  ( 2 0 0 9 ) .  N o n in d e x ic a l  c o n te x tu a l i s m .  Synthese, 7 6 6 ,  2 3 1 - 2 5 0 .  

M a c F a r la n e ,  J .  ( 2 0 1 1 ) .  E p is te m ic  m o d a ls  a r e  a s s e s s m e n t  sensitive .  In  R. D ie tz  & 

S. M o n iz z i  ( ^ A s . ) , Epistemic modality. O x fo r d :  O x f o r d  UP.

M a c k ie ,J .  ( 1 9 7 3 ) .  Truth, probability, a n d  paradox. O x fo rd :  O x f o r d  UP.

M a c k ie ,J .  ( 1 9 7 7 ) .  Ethics: In ve n tin g  right a n d  wrong. L o n d o n :  P e n g u in .

P e d e r s e n ,  N. ( 2 0 0 6 ) .  W h a t  c a n  th e  p r o b l e m  o f  m ix e d  in f e r e n c e s  teachi u s  a b o u t  p lu r a l ­

ism? The M onist, 8g , 102 - 117.

1 0 7



P e d e r s e n ,  N . ( 2 0 1 0 ) .  S t a b i l i z in g  a l e t h i c  p lu r a l i s m .  P hilosophica l Q uarterly, 6 0 , 9 2  - 108 .  

P e d e r s e n ,  N .,  &  W r i g h t ,  C. D. ( 2 0 1 3 ) .  W h y  a l e t h i c  d i s jn n c t iv i s m  is re la t iv e ly  c o m p e l l i n g .  

I n  N . P e d e r s e n  & C. D . W r i g h t  ( E d s . ) ,  T ru th  a n d  p lu ra lism : C urren t debates. O x f o r d :  

O x f o r d  UP.

P e t t i t ,  P. ( 1 9 9 6 ) .  R e a lism  a n d  t r u th :  a  c o m m e n t  o n  C risp in  w r ig h t ’s t r u t h  a n d  o b jec tiv ity .

P hilosophy a n d  P henom enological Research, y 6 { i ) ,  8 8 3  - 8 9 0 .

P r e d e l l i ,  S. ( 1 9 9 7 ) .  T a lk  a b o u t  f i c t i o n .  E rk e n n tn is , 4 6 ,  6 9  - 77 .

P r e d e l l i ,  S. ( 2 0 0 5 ) .  C ontexts: M ea n in g , tru th  a n d  the use o f  language. O x f o r d :  C l a r e n d o n

P ress .

P r i e s t ,  G . ( 2 0 0 6 ) .  In  contradiction . O x f o r d :  O x f o r d  UP.

Q u i n e ,  W. ( i 9 6 0 ) .  Word a n d  object. C a m b r i d g e ,  Mass.: M i l ' P r e s s .

Q t i i n e ,  W. ( 1 9 7 0 ) .  M e t h o d o l o g i c a l  r e f l e c t i o n s  o n  c u r r e n t  l in g u is t i c  th e o r y .  Synthese, 21 , 

3 8 6  - 3 9 8 .

Q u i n e ,  W. ( 1 9 9 2 ) .  P u rsu it o f  tru th . C a m b r i d g e ,  Mass.: I l a r v a r d U P .

R e im e r ,  M. ( 2 0 0 5 ) .  T h e  e l l ip s is  a c c o u n t  o f  f ic t io n - ta lk .  I n  R. E lu g a rc lo  &  R. J .  S t a i n t o n

( E d s . ) ,  E llipsis a n d  n o n -sen ten tia l speech. D o r d r e c h t :  K luw cr.

S a in s b u ry , M . ( 1 9 9 5 ) .  Paradoxes. C a m b r id g e :  ( ' .a m b r id g e  UP.

S a in s b u ry , M . (1 9 9 (3 ). Cr is p in  w r ig h t: t r u th  a n d  o b jec tiv ity . Philosophy a n d  P henom enological 

Research, 5 6 ,  8 9 9  - 9 0 4 .

S h a j ) i ro ,  S. ( 2 0 0 9 ) .  R ev iew  o f  t r u t h  as o n e  a n d  m a n y .  N otre D am e P hilosophica l Review . 

S h a ] ) i ro ,  S. ( 2 0 1 1 ) .  T r u t h ,  f u n c t i o n  a n d  p a r a d o x .  A n a lysis , 7 / ,  3 8  - 4 4 .

S h e r ,  G . ( 2 0 0 4 ) .  I n  s e a r c h  f o r  a  s u b s t a n t i v e  t h e o r y  o f  t r u t h .  The Jo u rn a l o f  Philosophy, l o i ,

5 - 3 6 -

S h e r ,  G. ( 2 0 0 5 ) .  F u n c t i o n a l  p lu r a l i s m .  P hilosophica l Books, 4 6 ^ ^ ) ,  3 1 1 -  3 3 0 .

S k in n e r ,  B. F. ( 1 9 7 6 ) .  A b o u t behaviourism . N e w  Y ork: V 'in tag e  R o o k s .

T a p p o l e t ,  C. ( 1 9 9 7 ) .  M i x e d  i n f e r e n c e s :  a  p r o b l e m  f o r  p l u r a l i s m  a b o u t  t r u t h  p r e d i c a t e s .

A na lysis , 5 7 / ,  2 0 9  - 2 10.

T a p p o l e t ,  C. ( 2 0 0 0 ) .  T r u t h ,  p l u r a l i s m  a n d  m a n y - v a lu e d  lo g ics .  P hilosophica l Q uarterly, _jo, 

3 8 2 - 3 8 3 .

T a rsk i, A . ( 1 9 3 3 ) .  T h e  c o n c e p t  o f  t r u th  in  f o r m a l iz e d  la n g u a g e s .  In  Logic, sem antics, a n d  

m etam athem aticcs. O x fo rd :  O x f o r d  UP.

W il l i a m s ,  M. ( 1 9 8 8 ) .  E p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  r e a l i s m  a n d  t h e  b a s is  o f  s c e p t i c i s m .  M in d ,  9 7 ,  4 1 5  

- 439 -

1 0 8



W ill ia in son ,  T. ( 1 9 9 4 ) .  A  cr i t ica l  s tudy  o f  t r u th  a n d  objectivity . In terna tiona l Jo u rn a l o f  

Philosophical Studies, 3 0 ,  1 3 0 -  144.

VS'illiamson, T. ( 2 0 0 7 ) .  The philosophy o f philosophy. O x fo r d :  Blackwell.

VWight, C. ( 1 9 9 2 ) .  Truth a n d  objectivity. C a m b r id g e ,  Mass.: H a r v a r d  UP.

VNVight, C. ( 2 0 0 1 ) .  .Minimalism, d e f la t io n is m ,  p r a g m a t i s m ,  p lu ra l ism .  In  M. L ynch  (E d .) ,  

The na ture o f  truth. C a m b r id g e ,  Mass.: M IT  Press.

W righ t ,  C. ( 2 0 0 3 a ) .  R ealism , p u r e  a n d  s im p le?  a  re p ly  to  w ii l iam son .  In S a v in g  the 

differences. C a m b r id g e ,  Mass.: H ai 'va rd  UP.

W righ t ,  C. ( 2 0 0 3 b ) .  T ru th :  a t r a d i t io n a l  d e b a t e  rev iew ed. In  S a v in g  the differences. H a r v a r d  

U R

W righ t ,  C. ( 2 0 1 3 ) .  p lu ra l i ty  o f  p lu ra l ism s.  In  N. P e d e r s e n a  & C. D. VVVighf (E ds .) ,  Truth  

a n d  pluralism : Current debates. O x fo rd :  O x f o r d  UP.

1 0 9



What D oes it Mean to Say that Truth is Plural?

Paal Antonsen

Abstract

This essay is an attem pt to make sense of idea that truth is plural. I begin with presenting 

some motivations for pluralism about truth. I then move on to discuss the standard ob­

jections, and give some argum ents for v̂ fhy they’ve not been adequately m et so far. The 

version of pluralism I defend can be summarized by the following claims:

• There is a monadic tru th  predicate “true” used in everyday speech, and this pred­

icate expresses the property being true{simpliciter) at every context. Propositions 

instantiate this property.

• The property being true has a fancy intension, it is a function from circumstances 

that include a domain param eter to sets of propositions (the propositions that in­

stantiates being true at those circumstances).

• The technical truth predicate used in compositional semantics is relativized to do­

mains, in addition to o ther potential relativizations such as contexts, worlds, times 

and assignments.

• The notion of truth relevant for assertoric practice is true at a context in the usual 

sense, where the param eters are fixed by the context.

Given this background it is possible that being true is correlated with different metaphys­

ically relevant properties, such as correspondence and superassertiblity, at different do­

mains. I show how pluralism can be made coherent and com prehensible using these four 

claims.


