



















































































Hopes Fade for Saving Truth

have the same force as a denial. Thus, both of us can assert 4 — L, in
the face of which one can maintain 4 only on pain of triviality, which
would normally be taken as a denial. As Field points out, though, this
cannot be used to reject in all cases. The Curry sentence, K, for
example, is itself of the form K — 1, and so cannot be asserted by
way of rejecting K. With all of this I agree. There is nothing that
can be asserted which will, in general, have the same force as
denial. The speech act is sui generis.*?

So far, our lines are parallel. However, on further projection, they
diverge. The crucial difference concerns what can be said in prop-
ositional contexts. Field has literally no way of expressing the
notion of indeterminacy. As we have noted, for him the notion is lit-
erally meaningless. The dialetheist about the paradoxes does have a
way of expressing that something is false only — in the very words
‘false and not true’. It is just that these cannot be guaranteed to
behave consistently. Field is not persuaded. He replies (386): ‘the
problem is ... that on these definitions, the notions don’t behave in
accordance with how they seemed intended to behave when the
theory was being explained’, that is, consistently. But who intended
them to be so? Not I. Field brings to the discussion a preconception
of his own, namely that the metatheory is consistent; this is not mine.
He says, by way of illustration (387):

We’d like to say things like (1): if the premise of a conditional is
solely true and the consequent solely false then the whole con-
ditional is solely false; but for this to “mean what we’d like it to
mean”, then ‘solely true’ and ‘solely false’ in it had better mean
“what we’d like them to mean”. ..

Well, they mean exactly what they say. Clearly, Field would like to
pack consistency into the meaning. It’s a fact of dialetheic life —
indeed, of life in general — that you can’t, however much you’d like
too. It’s mean old world.3?

or ‘false only’ (for me). The question, as with all speech acts, is less about the
words used, then about what is communicated in the act.

% See DTBL, ch. 6. In 6.3, I point out that asserting 4 — 1 cannot
function as a denial in the mouth of a trivialist; nothing can.

50 See, further, IC, 20.4. JC Beall has recently stressed to me that the
sentences 4 — 1 and T — A have many of the properties that the friends
of consistency might expect ‘false only’ and ‘true only’ to have.
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15. Intended interpretations

This deals with Field’s criticisms. But given Field’s difficulties con-
cerning the extensional adequacy of his model-theoretic notion of
validity, it is worth noting that a dialetheic approach does not share
the same problems. For a start, the standard semantics for quantified
relevant logics (with identity) are axiomatisable.’! This means that
the Kreisel squeeze argument could be used if it were needed; but
it 1s not. Using a set theory with the unrestricted abstraction
. schema, there is no problem about the existence of the ‘intended’
interpretation. Thus, working within set theory, we can define the
notions of an interpretation, truth in an interpretation (I-), and the
set of things which hold in an interpretation (7h), as usual, and
show that Vx xI-Th(x). We can then define the standard model, M,
using naive comprehension:

(x, y) € M < (Yuu € xAVu, v({u, v) € y < u € v))

and infer that M- Th(M). Validity can also be defined in the natural
way: an inference from A4 to B is valid iff Vx(xI-{A4) — xI-{(B)).52

One thing one cannot have, as we have seen, is for the validity of the
an arbitrary inference, 4 B, to entail truth preservation in the form
T(4) — T{B), where — is a detachable conditional. That gives rise
to triviality via Curry paradox. This means that we cannot expect
to have M IF{A) <> A, in the form of a detachable (bi)conditional.
We can, however, have it in the form M IF{(A4) = A. And this is all
we probably should expect, anyway. After all, M is not the actual situ-
ation; it is not a situation at all, but a set-theoretic representation of
one. We should therefore expect no more than a material equivalence:
the two sides are both true together or both false together. (Of course,
even though M -{A4) = A is true, it is false as well if one of the sides is
true and the other is false.)33

1 See Priest, Introduction to Non-Classical Logic, ch. 24.

52 See IC, 19.12, and ch. 18. There is, however, an issue of what,
exactly, the set-theory is in which this is done. For a discussion see IC,
ch. 18.

>3 I note that in ‘On Dialethism’, Australasian Fournal of Philosophy 74
(1996), 153-161, L. Goodship has argued that the biconditional of the
T-schema should itself be interpreted materially. (This does not mean
that the language cannot contain a detachable conditional; just that this con-
ditional is not used for the Schema.) This has some plausibility. The
T-schema can be thought of as expressing no more than the claim that its
two sides have the same truth value (both true or both false). And this is
exactly what the material biconditional expresses. One of the virtues of
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16. Putting the Pieces Together

I think that the main reason Field dislikes my solution to the para-
doxes has, in fact, nothing to do with any of the above points. It is
simply that the theory is inconsistent. That it is so, I of course
agree. But as an objection, the point would have more force if Field
actually argued that this is indeed a problem, and did not — untypically
for him — simply take orthodoxy for granted.>*

Concerning his actual arguments against my approach to the para-
doxes, these were as follows:

° It does not endorse the contraposed 7T-schema.

[ No semantics has been given for the non-contraposing
T'-schema.

o Its conditional is strange, and does not capture natural
reasoning.

° It cannot express the truth-preservingness of valid inferences
in an appropriate form.

] It is subject to expressability problems similar to those of his

own theory.

These objections have now been answered. In turn, I have objected to
Field’s theory vis @ vis mine that:

° It cannot formulate a theory according to which it, itself, is
sound.

° It faces paradoxes, such as the Knower and the Irrationalist’s
paradox.

° The definability paradoxes have not been solved.

° The account still faces revenge problems connected with deter-

minate truth.

this approach is that it provides a very simple solution to the Curry paradox,
since MP fails for DO. (Contraction holds.) A natural objection to the propo-
sal is that it renders the 7-schema impotent, since we can never get from one
side of it to the other. In particular, the truth predicate cannot be used to
make blind endorsements. The objection may not be as telling as it
appears, however, since material detachment is still a valid default inference
(see IC 8.5, and ch. 16). (The liar paradox, etc., are still forthcoming
unconditionally.)

See G. Priest, “‘What’s so Bad about Contradictions?’, ch. 1 of G.
Priest, JC Beall, and B. Armour-Garb (eds.), The Law of
Non-Contradiction: New Philosophical Essays (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2006), and the debate in many of the papers in that volume.
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° [t deploys a conception of model-theory which deprives this of
a number of the functions which it is usually taken to have.
How these are to be discharged still needs to be explained.

° His model-theoretic notion of validity and his real notion of
validity are not coextensive; and it is not clear inferences are
really valid. _ ,

e - His conditional is subject to standard relevant counter-

examples (and is complex).

Though some of these criticisms may just require further bits of the
jigsaw, most are clearly more substantial.>> When comparing the two
accounts, then, it seems that a dialetheic account is (still) the ration-
ally preferable one.>®

On the cover of Field’s book, there is a Raphael painting of a knight
(St. George) fighting a dragon. In the background is a maiden. We are
to suppose, I take it, that the knight represents Field, the maiden
truth, and the dragon the paradoxes. The maiden, I fear, is not as
innocent as she looks; she is, in fact, in cahoots with the winged
reptile. My money’s still on the dragon.>’

Universities of Melbourne and St Andrews,
and the Graduate Center, City University of New York

55 An interesting question is to what extent the consistent paracomplete
theory of R. Brady, Universal Logic (Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications,
2006), based on a relevant conditional, fares any better. The account is
not subject to the last three objections, but it is subject to the others.

56 This locates Field’s account in the more general discussion of
DTBL, 7.5. .

57 'This essay is based on a series of seminars given at the University of
St Andrews in December 2008. Thanks go to the participants of the seminar
for their thoughtful comments and criticisms, and especially to Ole
Hjortland, Stephen Read, Stewart Shapiro, Crispin Wright, and Elia
Zardini. Thanks also go to JC Beall and Stephen Read for written comments
on an earlier draft. Especial thanks go to Hartry Field himself for extended
email discussions on a number of matters dealt with here — and for many
other fun discussions over the years and bottles of wine.
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