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Abstract

The main objective of this research is to propose a pragmatic conception of truth and show
how the aleged semantic paradoxes could be dealt with on the basis of a satisfactory
pragmatic conception of truth. As | (Yang 2000) have argued, if we give up the semantic
conception of truth and hold a pragmatic conception of truth instead, then the truth predicate
is applicable to sentences without deflating its meaningfulness. As a matter of fact, a survey
of the semantic paradoxes and two main approaches, i.e. the hierarchy argument and the
truth-value gap argument illustrates that the failure of both approaches has its root in common
in that both take a semantic conception of truth. For on the traditional semantic conception
of truth, the truth predicate is applicable to any sentence without any restriction. And it is
the reiteration of the truth predicate in some cases, especialy self-reference, which gives rise
to the well-known Liar Paradoxes. However, | shal argue that on the proposed pragmatic
conception of truth, the reiteration of the truth predicate applied to self-reference sentences
can be reinterpreted. The notorious semantic paradoxes can be thus dealt with. But exactly
what kind of a pragmatic conception of truth is appropriate? | shal propose that a
modification of Davidson’'s program for a theory of meaning based on the conception of

radical interpretation would do the job.

* A full version of this report was presented at a conference on Davidson's philosophy,
September 19-20, 2002, held at National Tsing Hua University, Shin-Chui, Taiwan. | am
especialy indebted to Professor Davidson for his comments and encouragement. A refined
version isin preparation.



| start with a brief description of Davidson’s program for a theory of meaning (as it is to be
characterized in a series of papersin (Davidson 1984)), and that of his picture of the concept
of truth (asit standsin a series of recent papers, (Davidson 1991, 1996, 1997, 1999)). | next
sketch the problems with liar paradox and its possible diagnoses. (Parsons (1974), Burge
(1979), Chihara (1979), Kripke (1975), Martin (1984)) In particular, | focus on a
satisfactory account of the truth-predicate. | then further argue that Gupta's (Gupta (1993),
(2001)) revision theory of truth provides a promising account by appealing to the so-called
revision rule. But Gupta has to admit a circular concept of truth, which may weaken the
force of his theory. It strikes me that if we adopt Davidson's doctrine of radica
interpretation, in the sense that an interpreter may gain so-called interpreted truth conditions
when the interpreter knows what the speaker means by uttering a sentence, then it can be
shown that in a sort of sense, Davidson’s radical interpretation behaves just like Gupta's
revision rule, and the notion of interpreted truth conditions may pave a way to a satisfactory
account of the truth-predicate involved in the liar paradox. Of course, the notion of
interpreted truth condition may threaten the objectivity of the concept of truth. And | shall
briefly remark that Davidson has good treatment with regard to the requirement of the

objective concept of truth.

I fffel

¢Fﬁuﬁ'ﬁwrw?€“'~ﬂ' fiod: Vg ’i‘ B S i A - =5 =IEirl(Yang
2000) - y[lg\lj}’p‘g\ LFIJ_TI whi?V ) ﬁ ( ;*FW F[j_fl RZ) SN ,—?@ﬁigﬁ Fdr IE[
I E j{tﬂ[i WPJ’TE“J HJ o dv B S jfauqr. | R RFERERE R AL 1]

Wﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁiﬁwa ?%ﬂw%ﬁww%w”im#ﬁW? O A« [,

sk U A VAR RUR A L %“urmmwﬂmmﬂ ﬁi@ﬁgiﬁﬁ

T ETRR R T 7“JHfLF'iWEJ”T”[EFWJ’ [ & 7 | BB ;ELQ

S EraR Eufbjp' F'“' VG FIZS R fljfﬁ' N LT EIJf:IJFEz[E:IF' p FIEER - Z/p

f“% uﬁﬁfﬁiﬁ”i “E L i (1R ™ = S AL T 7 25 E e %%Lﬁ{‘rg‘r
il

EEI%‘?"E JH S SE [ IEE o

‘“&F[ﬁum@?h_wwﬁﬁpﬁmrﬂw o VARG, 01%’ S e T FOTRIRE = i = UL
%Hj* Oﬁﬁﬂi’l%{ﬁjxg ,iﬂ‘u [/:LIJEL _"FIFJ % Iy}{/;c”[Ll' Fl?llgjﬂjm I/%IFFU??
ERilE ,L*I&E ﬂ:f[E[” F }ﬁ_{ﬁ ijp[ﬂj;ﬁhpﬂ o {E! Iﬂj M5 F7§\§Ja’l E =4 II[_”’II%LE JTEJ*\/ )
PRSI < SRS EE > U ES PHRIVESAE AR AR R “fﬁ: ii{
AR SR R E S PRL I PR A T #e ST R

-L~_—’?J.



_ ’w&jfﬁﬁpﬂg‘mrjwr’?@@pu B |ﬂ‘{jt]|%\i—1 FII%FILJF%I#JEI] Sl R i E U (R
??'LF'F = UEHI W Vg o ’é[’ﬁ{’ J@JI&FIJ_T' NS [#[Pffﬁ';ﬁf%ﬁm NZ NN
}G TPE RS R A E EJ 7;[+F[J§;ﬁ_ [ o

References

Barwise, J., and Etchemendy, J. (1987), The Liar: An Essay in Truth and Circularity,
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Burge, T. (1979), ‘Semantic Paradox’, The Journal of Philosophy 76 (1979), 169-98;
reprinted in R. L. Martin (1984), 83-117.
Chihara, C. (1979), ‘ The Semantic Paradoxes: A Diagnostic Investigation’, The Philosophical
Review 88 (1979), 590-618.
Davidson, D. (1984), /nquiries into Truth and Interpretation, Oxford: Clarendon Press.
----- (1991), ‘Three Varieties of Knowledge, in A. J. Ayer Memorial Essays: Royal Institute
of Philosophy Qupplement 30, A. P. Griffiths (ed.), Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1991; reprinted in Davidson (2001): 205-220.
----- (1996), ‘The Folly of Trying to define Truth', Journal of Philosophy 93/6 (1996);
reprinted in Truth, S. Blackburn and K. Simmons (eds.), Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1999,
308-322.
----- (1997), ‘Seeing through Language', in Thought and Language, J. Preston (ed.),
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997, 15-27.
----- (1999), ‘The Centrality of Truth’, in Truth and Its Nature, (If Any), J. Peregrin (ed.),
Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1999,105-115.
----- (2001), Subjective, Intersubjective, Objective, Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Geach, P. (1972), Logic Matters, Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Gupta, A. (2001), ‘Truth’, in The Blackwell Guide to Philosophical Logic, L. Goble (ed.),
Oxford: Blackwell, 90-114.
Gupta, A. and Belnap, N. (1993), The Revision Theory of Truth, Cambridge, Mass.. MIT
Press.
Koons, R. C. (1992), Paradoxes of Belief and Srategic Rationality, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Kripke, S. (1975), ‘Outline of a Theory of Truth’, The Journal of Philosophy 72 (1975),
690-716; reprinted in R. L. Martin (1984), 53-81.
Martin, R. L. ed., (1984), Recent Essays on Truth and the Liar Paradox, Oxford: Clarendon
Press.
Montague, R. and Kaplan, D. (1974), ‘A Paradox Regained’, in R. Montague, Formal
Philosophy, New Haven, Conn.: Yae University Press, 1974.
Parsons, C. (1974), ‘The Liar Paradox’, The Journal of Philosophical Logic, 3 (1974),
381-412; reprinted in Martin (1984), 9-45.
Priest, G. (1987), /n Contradiction, Dordrecht: Kluwer (Nijhoff).
Putnam, H. (2000a), ‘ Paradox Revisited I: Truth’, in Sher, G., and Tieszen, R. (2000), 3-15.
----- (2000b), ‘ Paradox Revisited II: Sets— A Case of All or None?' in Sher, G., and Tieszen,
R. (2000), 3-15.

Quine, W. V. (1995), From Simulus to Science, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University.

Read, S., Thinking about Logic: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Logic, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1995.

Sher, G., and Tieszen, R. (eds), Between Logic and Intiition: Essays in Honor of Charles
Parsons, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000.

Simmons, K., Universality and the Liar: An Essay on Truth and the Diagonal Argument,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993.



Smiley, T. (1993), ‘ Can Contradictions be True?, Aristotelian Society, supp. vol. 67 (1993).

Tarski, A. (1944), ‘The Semantic Conception of Truth,” Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research, vol. 4(1944), 341-76; reprinted in Semantics and the Philosophy of Language,
L. Linsk (ed.), Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1952, 13-47.

Visser, A. (1989), ‘ Semantics and the Liar Paradox’, in Handbook of Philosophical Logic, |V

10, D. Gabbay and F. Guenthner (eds.), Dordrecht: Reidel, 1989, 6171-706.

Yang, C. M.(2000), ‘Quine's Semantic Ascent and Austin's Conventional Account of Truth’,

given a The 2000 Conference for Taiwan Philosophical Association, December 17,

2000, held at Cheng-Chi University, Taipei, Taiwan.



	page1
	page2
	page3
	page4
	page5

