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ABSTRACT

Truth pluralism is the view that there is more than one truth property. The
strong version of it (i.e. strong pluralism) further contends that no truth
property is shared by all true propositions. In this paper, | help strong
pluralism solve two pressing problems concerning mixed discourse: the
problem of mixed inferences (Pl) and the problem of mixed compounds (PC).
According to PI, strong pluralism is incompatible with the truth-preservation
notion of validity; according to PC, strong pluralists cannot find any
appropriate truth property for mixed compound propositions, whose atomic
constituents are from different domains of discourse. | argue that the strong
pluralist is motivated to take the truth predicate in truth-involving universal
statements to be deflationary to avoid the two pressing problems. Such a
move entails that the truth predicate in the platitude of validity (V) does not
denote any substantive truth property. Instead, it is merely an expressive
device to help people generalize instances of (V) to (V). Analogous stories
hold for the truth predicate in the platitudes of compound (e.g. conjunction).
The upshot is that, the strong pluralist can solve Pl and PC by further
conceding that mixed compounds are true/false in a deflationary way.

ARTICLE HISTORY Received 15 July 2023; Accepted 16 April 2024

KEYWORDS Truth pluralism; equivalence schema; minimalism; the problem of mixed inferences; the
problem of mixed compounds

§1. Strong truth pluralism

Traditional inflationary theories of truth take truth to be monistic. Under
traditional correspondence theories of truth, truth is correspondence to
reality. For coherence theories of truth, truth is coherence with prop-
ositions in some specified set(s).! These inflationary theories of truth typi-
cally specify the truth property in the following manner:

CONTACT Zhiyuan Zhang @ zzhang35@tufts.edu @ Miner Hall Tufts University, 02155 Medford, MA,

USA

"In this paper, | assume the primary truth-bearers are propositions without committing to this assump-
tion. Also, by ‘correspondence theories of truth’ | mean various correspondence monisms, which take
truth to universally consist in one specific correspondence relation (e.g., isomorphism). But see, for
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(GR) For any proposition <p>, <p>'s being true consists in <p>'s being F,?

where F is the alleged substantive® truth property (e.g. corresponding to a
fact (correspondence for short)).

In contrast, deflationists reject (GR). They believe that truth does not
consist in anything substantive. A prominent version of deflationism,
minimalism, further holds that (i) the truth predicate ‘true’ is merely an
expressive device that helps people assert statements that otherwise
may not be easily asserted; (ii) the concept of truth is exhausted by the
equivalence schema (ES) <p > is true if and only if p.* For example, minim-
alists argue that the truth predicate in the universal statement ‘everything
Socrates asserted is true’ does not denote any substantive truth property;
rather, it is merely an expressive device which helps us assert everything
Socrates asserted at once.

In recent decades, (GR) has been rejected from a new angle by truth
pluralists, who contend that truth does not consist in any single substan-
tive property. Rather, they think that there is more than one substantive
truth property. Those truth pluralists typically advocate ‘anti-realist’ truth
property(ies) (e.g. superassertibility’) in ‘subjective’ domains of discourse
(e.g. discourse about personal tastes) while still holding a correspondence
theory of truth in ‘objective’ domains of discourse (e.g. discourse about
ordinary objects). It is certainly possible to dispense the purported truth
properties to propositions in non-domain-wise ways. But since most
truth pluralists still take truth properties to be domain-based, this paper
will only discuss the domain-based truth pluralism, whose central doc-
trine is that.

(TP) There are multiple domain-specific substantive truth properties (F;, F, ...,
Fr).2

example, Sher (2013) for correspondence pluralism, which takes the correspondence relations to vary
across domains.

2Following Horwich (1998), | use ‘<p>' as an abbreviation of ‘the proposition that p'.

3In this paper, a truth property is said to be substantive if and only if it has some hidden nature that is not
revealed by our grasp of the concept of truth. See Lynch (2009, 116) for this characterization of
substantivity.

“See Horwich (1998).

S4A statement is superassertible just in case it is, or can be, warranted and some warrant for it would
survive arbitrarily close scrutiny of its pedigree and arbitrarily extensive increments to or other
forms of improvement of our information” (Wright 1992, 48).

5pedersen and Wright (2013) defines truth pluralism to be a substantivism, which takes truth to be every-
where substantive. My definition here is more liberal than theirs, for it allows some (but not all) truth
predicates to be deflationary. This definition is more commonly assumed. See Tappolet (2000, 209),
Cotnoir (2013, 1), Pedersen and Wright (2018, 1), Strollo (2022, 155) for examples.
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Domain-based truth pluralists typically take the domain-specific truth
property of a proposition to be (at least partly) determined by the
domain of discourse that the proposition is in.” The strong version of
truth pluralism further contends that.

(SP) There is no generic truth property being possessed by all true
propositions.®

We call the truth pluralism that adopts (SP) strong pluralism, for it takes
truth to be strictly ‘many’. It rejects the possibility that there is a
generic truth property that every true proposition has in virtue of
having a domain-specific truth property. Strong pluralism takes the plur-
ality of truth to be stronger than multiple realizability: truth is not realized
by many; rather, truth is many.

Various problems for strong pluralism have been posed, most notably
are the two problems concerning mixed discourse: the problem of mixed
inferences (P1) and the problem of mixed compounds (PC).” My goal in this
paper is to help strong pluralism solve these two pressing problems. In §2,
| introduce Pl and PC and explain why they are pressing for strong plur-
alism. In 83, | give a quasi-deflationary solution to the two problems by
exploiting the equivalence schema (ES) <p> is true if and only if p advo-
cated by minimalists. In §4, | show that strong pluralism can account
for (ES) and thus be qualified to adopt the quasi-deflationary solution.
In §5 and §6, | consider two potential worries to my quasi-deflationary sol-
ution and reply to them. In §7, | draw a conclusion.

§2. Two problems concerning mixed discourse

Both the problem of mixed inferences (henceforth, Pl) and the problem of
mixed compounds (henceforth, PC) concern how truth behaves when
propositions from different domains of discourse interact with each other.

Pl presses strong pluralists to account for valid mixed inferences - the
valid inferences that involve propositions from different domains of dis-
course.'® Consider this mixed inference:

(P1) Cats are cute.

(P2) Felix is a cat.

’See, for examples, Wright (1992, 38), Lynch (2009, 76-78).

8Wright (1992), Cotnoir (2013), Kim and Pedersen (2018), Ferrari et al. (2020) have defended (SP).
9See Pedersen and Wright (2018) for a comprehensive introduction to the problems for strong pluralism.
1%See Tappolet (1997).
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(C) Therefore, Felix is cute.

Presumably, (P1) and (C) are from the domain of discourse about personal
tastes (or aesthetics), while (P2) is from the domain of discourse about
ordinary objects. Under strong pluralism, the truth property that (P1)
and (C) are apt for differs from the truth property that (P2) is apt for.
And under the truth-preservation notion of validity, the mixed inference
above is apparently valid. Now the problem is, how can strong pluralism
explain this apparent validity? That is, how could truth be preserved
throughout this valid inference if propositions in it are apt for different
truth properties? Strong pluralists seem to have no legitimate answer,
for under strong pluralism, no single truth property is preserved through-
out the mixed inference."'

But the truth-preservation notion of validity itself does not obviously
require a valid inference to preserve a single truth property. This notion
of validity says:

(V) For any argument, it is valid if and only if necessarily, if its premise(s) are all
true, then its conclusion is true.

Taking (V) at its face value, it does not say that a valid inference necessarily
preserves a single truth property. Rather, it says that a valid inference
necessarily preserves the truth value T. Neither does (V) obviously imply
that only one truth property can figure into valid inferences. What it
obviously implies is that a conclusion’s having its truth property is necessi-
tated by premises’ having their truth property(ies). But this implication is
not obviously incompatible with strong pluralism. It could be the case
that the conclusion has a different truth property from that (those) of pre-
mises, but the conclusion’s having that different truth property is necessi-
tated by premises’ having their truth property(ies).

However, even though strong pluralism is not obviously incompatible
with what (V) expresses — that valid inferences necessarily preserve truth —
it has difficulty in explaining how (V) manages to express that. The
difficulty can be formulated as a dilemma: Does the word ‘true’ in (V)
denote a substantive truth property or not? Now the strong pluralist is
in a dilemma. If the word ‘true’ in (V) denotes a substantive truth property
(whatever that is), then under strong pluralism, validity is not defined with
full generality, for not all premises/conclusions are apt for that truth prop-
erty and thus be covered by (V). If the word ‘true’ in (V) does not denote a

"This way of presenting the problem of mixed inferences is widely adopted. See Lynch (2009, 59),
Edwards (2018, 132-133) for examples.
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substantive truth property, given the plausible assumption that the word
‘true’ in (V) cannot simultaneously denote more than one substantive
truth property, (V) will be an instance in which the truth predicate is meta-
physically deflationary (i.e. does not denote any substantive truth prop-
erty). The implied result that the truth predicate is somewhere
deflationary, though formally compatible with strong pluralism (defined
in this paper), has been considered an unacceptable concession to defla-
tionism by a typical strong pluralist.

So even if the strong pluralist manages to convince us that (V) does not
require propositions in a valid argument to share a single truth property,
she must either concede that (V) does not define validity for all arguments
(the first horn), or concede that the truth predicate in (V) is deflationary
(the second horn). | think the second horn is more palatable for strong
pluralists, and it would be curious to investigate whether taking the
second horn can also help the strong pluralist show that the truth-preser-
vation notion of validity is indeed compatible with strong pluralism. In
later parts of this paper, | argue that the strong pluralist can indeed
show this by appealing to the expressive function of the (metaphysically)
deflationary truth predicate in (V).

Now we turn to the problem of mixed compounds (PC). PC presses
strong pluralists to show how a compound proposition can be true
when its truth is necessitated by the truth of its atomic constituents
that are from different domains of discourse. Consider the mixed conjunc-
tion <sky is blue and chocolate is tasty>, where <sky is blue> and <cho-
colate is tasty> are (presumably) from distinct domains of discourse and
thus apt for distinct truth properties under strong pluralism. When <sky is
blue> and <chocolate is tasty> are both true, the mixed conjunction
should also be true. The problem is: What truth property does the
mixed conjunction have?'? Whatever that truth property is, it must be dis-
tinct from at least one of the truth properties had by the conjuncts. Such
divergence has been thought to be implausible.

PC, in effect, is a special case of Pl. Any instance of PC (i.e. any mixed
compound) can be transformed into an instance of Pl, which is indeed
an instance of one of the natural deduction rules. For example, the pre-
viously presented instance of PC can be transformed into the following
instance of Pl

(P1) Sky is blue.

125ee Williamson (1994) and Tappolet (2000).
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(P2) Chocolate is tasty.
(C) Therefore, sky is blue and chocolate is tasty.

And this inference is indeed an instance of the introduction rule for A:
From A and B we may infer A A B.

Trickier cases are the transformations of instances of PC whose main con-
nectives are ~, —, or = into instances of introduction rules for ~, —, or
=. For example, it is difficult to see how an instance of PC where the truth
of ~A is necessitated by the falsity of A can be transformed into an
instance of the introduction rule for ~, which is:

From A— L we may infer ~A.

One way to resolve this difficulty is to view A— _L as stating the falsity of
A. If this resolution is legitimate, then we may formulate and legitimize all
transformations by using only two connectives: A and ~, since every
truth-functional compound can be expressed with only A and ~ as
connectives.

In contrast, we cannot transform all instances of Pl into instances of PC,
for some conclusions of mixed inferences are not compounds but
atomics. Thus, the point that PC is effectively a proper part of Pl is vali-
dated. This point justifies a unified solution to Pl and PC. Any solution
to PI, in effect, is a solution to PC. And any solution to PC better be a sol-
ution to PIl. Otherwise, different cases of mixed inferences will receive
different solutions, which is methodologically dodgy. In the following
parts of this paper, | will present a unified solution as desired.

§3. A quasi-deflationary solution to the two problems
concerning mixed discourse

3.1. The short story

To recap, Pl presses the strong pluralist to (1) explain away the intuition
that only one truth property can figure into valid inferences, and (2)
admit that truth is metaphysically deflationary in (V). And since PC s effec-
tively a proper part of Pl, Pl cannot be fully solved without PC being
solved.

In this section, | argue that the strong pluralist can accomplish (1) by
taking (2) on board, and thus partially solve PI (partially, because its
special case PC cannot be solved without further commitments).
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3.2. The quasi-deflationary explanation

In this subsection, | give a quasi-deflationary explanation to the occur-
rences of the truth predicate in truth-involving universal statements'?
(e.g. (V). | argue that the strong pluralist is motivated to concede that
the truth predicate is metaphysically deflationary in all truth-involving
universal statements, not only in (V). As a preliminary, | first introduce
the minimalist explanation to the occurrences of the truth predicate in
truth-involving universal statements.

Minimalists believe that everything about truth can be explained by
invoking the equivalence schema (ES):

(ES) <p> is true if and only if p.

It is widely agreed that there are (potentially) infinitely many non-
paradoxical instances of (ES), each of which is a necessary a priori
truth.' What distinguishes minimalism from inflationary theories
of truth is that minimalists take all the (non-paradoxical) instances
of (ES) to be primitive - they stand in no need of further
explanations.

Now to illustrate the minimalist explanation, consider the following
universal statement:

(S) Everything Socrates asserted is true.

If we could quantify into sentence positions, then we would be able to
assert (S) in a truth-free way by saying (S-truth free):

(S-truth-free) For any p, if Socrates asserted that p, then p.

In (S-truth-free), ‘p’ is intended to range over sentences-in-use. But we do
not have the norm to do sentential quantifications in natural languages.'”
In natural languages, we can at most state every instance of the schematic
version of (S-truth-free):

3By ‘truth-involving universal statements’ | mean the statements in which there is at least one truth
predicate being predicated of truth-bearer(s) that are universally quantified over (e.g., every prop-
osition is true).

YFor examples, see Armour-Garb, Stoljar, and Woodbridge (2022), Horwich (1998), and Soames (1999,
247) for this point. And paradoxical instances of (ES) are those instances that will generate paradoxes
and thus may not be true, let alone necessarily true a priori. For example, the instance ‘<this statement
is false> is true if and only if this statement is false’ will generate liar paradox. In this paper, | set aside
the issue concerning paradoxical instances of (ES). Treatment of those paradoxical instances should be
addressed elsewhere.

SWhether we are permitted to do sentential quantifications in natural languages is controversial (see
Kiinne (2003)). But at least we cannot express (S-truth-free) in natural languages (see Schindler and
Schloder (2022)).
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(S-truth-free-schema) If Socrates asserted that p, then p.'®

For minimalism, the raison d’étre of the truth predicate in (S) is to gener-
alize instances of (S-truth-free-schema) into (S). Minimalists intend to
explain the occurrence of the truth predicate in (S) by only appealing to
the agent’s disposition to accept every instance of (S-truth-free-schema)
and (ES). They argue that such disposition will make the agent disposed
to accept every instance of the schematic version of (S):

(S-schema) If Socrates asserted that p, then <p> is true.

Minimalists further contend that the agent’s disposition to accept every
instance of (S-schema) suffices to explain her disposition to accept the
universal statement (S). If we take the agent’s acceptance of every
instance of (S-truth-free-schema) as a background assumption, then the
truth predicate occurs in (S) because the agent transforms (S-truth-free-
schema) into (S-schema) by using every instance of (ES). In this way,
minimalists set the agent’s disposition to accept every instance of (ES)
as the ultimate ground of the occurrence of the truth predicate in (S)."”

This minimalist explanation does not appeal to any substantive truth
property. Thus, if the minimalist explanation holds, the principle of parsi-
mony gives us reason to believe that the truth predicates in universal
statements like (S) do not denote any substantive truth property.

The quasi-deflationist explanation | have in mind accepts the main story
told by the minimalist explanation and one of its implications that the
truth predicate in universal statements does not denote any substantive
truth property. But it rejects (a) the minimalist’s contention that an agent’s
acceptance of every instance of a universal statement suffices to explain
her acceptance of that universal statement, and (b) the deflationist doc-
trines that (b1) truth is everywhere deflationary, and (b2) truth is concep-
tually deflationary.'®

The rejection of (a) is motivated by the well-known generalization
problem (GP) of minimalism. GP says that we cannot logically derive a
truth-involving universal statement from all of its instances, so an
agent’'s acceptance of all the instances does not suffice to explain her
acceptance of the universal statement.'® As Soames (1999, 247) points

16ActuaIIy, we cannot assert every instance of (S-truth-free-schema) in real life, since it has infinitely
many instances.

The minimalist explanation | have illustrated is reconstructed from Horwich (1998).

"®Truth is conceptually deflationary iff it plays no substantive explanatory role in our conceptual scheme.
More on this later.

¥See Gupta (1993), Soames (1999), and Armour-Garb (2010) for detailed elaborations on GP.
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out, it is conceivable that the agent is ignorant of the fact that she is dis-
posed to accept every instance of the universal statement (perhaps
because she mistakenly thinks that some of the statements she rejects
are instances of the universal statement) and thus does not accept the
universal statement. Whether minimalists can overcome GP by positing
truth-free principles is not yet clear.?’ In any case, | intend to avoid GP
for my quasi-deflationary explanation by positing a truth-involving
psychological thesis:

(D) One is disposed to believe that she is disposed to accept every instance of
the equivalence schema (ES) <p> is true if and only if p.

| take (D) to be intuitively plausible. If (D) were false, then we would not
have the intuition that we are disposed to accept every instance of (ES),
and minimalism will not even get off the ground.?'

If (D) is true, then in the case of the universal statement (S), one will be
disposed to believe that she is disposed to accept every instance of (ES)
and thus be disposed to believe that she can supply every instance of
(S-truth-free-schema) with an instance of (ES). Given that the agent
knows that she believes every instance of (S-truth-free-schema) (the back-
ground assumption), she would then be disposed to believe that she is
disposed to accept every instance of (S-schema). Thus, she would finally
be disposed to accept the universal statement (S). Parallel lines of reason-
ing can be applied to other truth-involving universal statements, so the
quasi-deflationary explanation can explain the occurrences of the truth
predicate in truth-involving universal statements by adding (D) to the
explanans.

Now we turn to my rejection of (b1) - the deflationist doctrine that
truth is everywhere deflationary. The possibility of rejecting (b1) while
holding that truth is deflationary in universal statements comes from
the fact that the deflationary nature of truth in universal statements
does not require truth to be everywhere deflationary. It may well be the
case that in some instances of (ES), as well as in some of the truth-invol-
ving statements (e.g. ‘<snow is white> is true’) that can be derived from
relevant (ES)-instances (e.g. ‘<snow is white> is true iff snow is white’) and
truth-free statements (e.g. ‘snow is white’), the truth predicate there does
denote a substantive truth property. After all, people’s acceptance of

205ee Armour-Garb (2010) for a negative answer. But see Oms (2019) for a positive answer.

Z10ne may reject (D) on the ground that people may refuse to accept paradoxical instances of (ES). But
since in this paper | set aside the issue caused by paradoxical instances of (ES), this objection should
not bother us here.
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instances of (ES), as the ultimate ground of the minimalist explanation, is
compatible with (almost) every theory of truth.?

For strong pluralists, rejecting (b1) while holding that truth is defla-
tionary in truth-involving universal statements is more than possible -
it is motivated. On the one hand, strong pluralists, as non-deflation-
ists, are committed to rejecting (b1). On the other hand, strong plur-
alists are motivated to take truth to be deflationary in all truth-
involving universal statements. Consider the truth-involving universal
statement (E):

(E) Every truth is true.

By the definition of strong pluralism, no truth property can be shared by
every truth. Thus, under strong pluralism, if the truth predicate in (E)
denotes a substantive truth property, then (E) is false. But clearly (E)
should be true. So strong pluralists must concede that the truth predicate
in (E) does not denote any substantive truth property.?

The above argument can be applied to every truth-involving universal
statement that has every and only truth as its instance. Since there are
(potentially) infinitely many universal statements with such a feature
(e.g. statements with the form ‘every true statement asserted after time
t is true’), strong pluralists are motivated to concede that the truth predi-
cate in all truth-involving universal statements does not denote any sub-
stantive truth property. So the lesson is that strong pluralists are
motivated to reject (b1) while holding that truth is deflationary in univer-
sal statements.

Strong pluralists are also motivated to reject (b2) - the deflationist doc-
trine that truth is conceptually deflationary. It is possible for the truth pre-
dicate in truth-involving universal statements to be metaphysically
deflationary (i.e. not denoting any substantive truth property) but con-
ceptually inflationary (i.e. expressing a truth concept that plays substan-
tive explanatory roles in our conceptual scheme).>* Strong pluralists are
motivated to take this possibility on board, since (i) they are only
forced to say that the truth predicate there is metaphysically deflationary,
and (ii) taking truth to be conceptually inflationary can make strong

220y exceptions, see Gamester (2023), where he advocates truth nihilism. And here | (again) assume that
proposition is the primary truth bearer.

BThis argument can be seen as a variant of the problem of generalization posed for strong pluralism.
Lynch (2001, 726) and Edwards (2018, 133) have briefly addressed that problem.

2*The possibility of saying that truth is metaphysically but not conceptually deflationary is explored and
defended by Asay (2013) and Bar-on and Simmons (2013).
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pluralism immune from criticisms of conceptual deflationism (i.e. the view
that truth is conceptually deflationary).”

To sum up, strong pluralists are motivated to adopt the quasi-defla-
tionary explanation to the occurrences of the truth predicate in truth-
involving universal statements.

3.3. The quasi-deflationary solution

Based on the quasi-deflationary explanation, | shall give a quasi-deflation-
ary solution to the two problems concerning mixed discourse. | argue that
under the quasi-deflationary explanation, the definition of validity and
the definitions of various kinds of compounds (e.g. conjunction) do not
entail that only one truth property can figure into valid inferences and
compound statements.

We first apply the quasi-deflationary explanation to the occurrences of
the truth predicate in the definition of validity:

(V) For any argument, it is valid if and only if necessarily, if its premise(s) are all
true, then its conclusion is true.

If we only intend to define validity for a particular argument, say, ((P1),
(P2), .. (Q)),

(P1) Cats are cute.
(P2) Felix is a cat.
(C) Therefore, Felix is cute.
then we need not use the truth predicate. We need not say:

(V-1) The argument {(P1), (P2), .. (C)) is valid if and only if necessarily, if (P1) is
true and (P2) is true, then (C) is true.

Instead, we can simply say:

(V-1*) The argument {(P1), (P2), ... (Q)) is valid if and only if necessarily, if cats are
cute and Felix is a cat, then Felix is cute.

We can see the necessary equivalence between (V-1) and (V-1*) by trans-
forming (V-1%) into (V-1) (and vice versa) with the help of three instances
of (ES):

(ES-1) <cats are cute> is true if and only if cats are cute.

25See, for example, Bar-on and Simmons (2013)’s critique of conceptual deflationism.
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(ES-2) <Felix is a cat> is true if and only if Felix is a cat.
(ES-3) <Felix is cute> is true if and only if Felix is cute.

The three instances of (ES) are necessarily true a priori, which yields the
necessary equivalence between (V-1) and (V-1%). (V-1*) does not contain
any truth predicate, so the validity defined by (V-1*) has no bearing on
the truth property of (P1)/(P2)/(C). Since (V-1) and (V-1*) are necessarily
equivalent, they should define the very same notion of validity for the
argument {(P1), (P2), .. (C)). Thus, the validity defined by (V-1) also has
no bearing on the truth property of (P1)/(P2)/(C). And since (V-1) exploits
the notion of truth no more than exploiting (ES-1), (ES-2), and (ES-3), the
only requirement posed by (V-1) on a theory of truth is to account for the
three necessarily true a priori instances of (ES).
Indeed, any instance of the schema (V-schema)

(V-schema) The argument (<a>, ... ,<0,>, .. <B>) is valid if and only if necess-
arily, if <a;> is

true, ..., and <a,> is true, then <B> is true.

defines the very same notion of validity as that defined by a correspond-
ing instance of the schema (V*-schema):

(V*-schema) The argument (<a;>, ... ,<0,>, .. <B>) is valid if and only if necess-
arily, if ay, ..., and a,, then f.

Thus, for any given argument, we can define the truth-preservation
notion of validity for it without using the truth predicate and thus the val-
idity defined for it does not require there being only one truth property at
work in that argument.

But to give a definition of validity for all arguments, we must use the
truth predicate to do the generalization. Even if we could state every
instance of (V*-schema), we would not be able to state the same thing
said by the universal statement (V). This point comes from the logical
fact that we cannot derive the general definition of validity (V) from the
totality of instances of (V-schema).

Under the quasi-deflationary explanation, the truth predicate in (V)
helps us generalize particular definitions of validity into a general
definition of validity, without denoting any substantive truth property.
And since the validity defined by instances of (V) for particular arguments
poses no constraint on the truth property(ies) of the propositions in the
arguments, the validity defined by (V) for all arguments should also
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pose no constraint on the truth property(ies) in any argument. Similarly,
since the requirement posed by instances of (V) to a theory of truth is
to account for relevant instances of (ES) (qua necessary and a priori
truths), the requirement posed by (V) on a theory of truth is to account
for all instances of (ES).

Since the problem of mixed compounds, in effect, belongs to the
problem of mixed inference, it is expected that definitions of compounds
also pose no constraint on the truth property(ies) of compound prop-
ositions or their atomic constituents, except that the proposed truth prop-
erty(ies) should validate relevant instances of (ES). Indeed, a parallel quasi-
deflationary explanation can be applied to the occurrences of the truth
predicate in the definitions of compounds. We illustrate this point by con-
sidering the case of conjunction, whose definition is:

(Con) For any conjunction, it is true if and only if its conjuncts are all true.

The reasoning is similar to the case for validity, so | will be brief. For any
given conjunction <p A g>, we can state the definition ‘<p A g> is true if
and only if <p> is true and <q> is true’ by simply saying ‘p A q if and only if
p and q'. Thus, the truth conditions of particular conjunctions defined by
instances of (Con) make no requirement about the truth property of those
conjunctions or their conjuncts. Again, the only requirement posed by
(Con) on a theory of truth is to account for all instances of (ES).

Now it should be clear that under the quasi-deflationary explanation,
the definitions of validity and compounds pose no constraint on what
(or how many) truth property(ies) can figure into a valid inference or a
compound proposition, except that the resulting theory of truth should
validate every instance of (ES). | call this argument the quasi-deflationary
solution.

If strong pluralists can account for every instance of (ES), then she can
use the quasi-deflationary solution to solve non-special cases of the
problem of mixed inferences - cases where the conclusions of mixed
inferences are not mixed compounds. In §4 | will give a proposal to
show how strong pluralists can account for every instance of (ES). At
the current stage, we assume she can. Now to illustrate how the solution
works, consider the (presumably) valid mixed inference ((P1), (P2), ... (O)):

(P1) Cats are cute.
(P2) Felix is a cat.

(C) Therefore, Felix is cute.
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Since the definition of validity does not dictate the truth property of (C),
the strong pluralist can happily say that (C) is apt for a domain-specific
truth property, which is (at least partly) determined by the domain of dis-
course that it is in. And whatever that truth property is, the definition of
validity warrants that (C)’s having that truth property is necessitated by the
(P1) and (P2)’ having their truth properties. In a word, under strong plur-
alism, it is the truth value T rather than any truth property being pre-
served in a valid argument.

The problem of mixed compounds, as the special case of the problem
of mixed inferences, cannot be completely solved in the same way.
Although the definitions of compounds pose no special constraint on
the truth property of a mixed compound, it is still hard for us to think
of any domain-specific truth property for a mixed compound (e.g. <sky
is blue and chocolate is tasty>), for it is unclear which domain of discourse
it is in. So it remains to be shown what kind of truth property a mixed
compound can have under strong pluralism. My answer is that mixed
compounds are not apt for any substantive truth property. This answer
will be justified in §4.

§4. How the strong pluralist can account for every instance of
(ES)

In 83 | have assumed that the strong pluralist can account for
every instance of (ES) and thus be qualified to adopt the quasi-deflation-
ary solution. Since strong pluralism, as a non-minimalism, does not
take instances of (ES) to be primitive, the strong pluralist needs to
derive every instance of (ES) under strong pluralism to gain such
qualification.

In this section, | help the strong pluralist derive every non-paradox-
ical instance of (ES). How to deal with those paradoxical instances is a
problem for (almost) every theory of truth and should be addressed
elsewhere. As | have mentioned in §3, all non-paradoxical instances
of (ES) are necessary and a priori truths. Thus, the strong pluralist
must derive them in a way such that they are necessarily true a
priori.

In what follows, | give a proposal for this task. Although the proposal is
incomplete, | will show that it is viable. | shall first derive every non-para-
doxical atomic instance of (ES) (i.e. in which the <p> is an atomic prop-
osition) under strong pluralism, and then extend the derivations to
cover non-atomic instances of (ES).
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4.1. How the strong pluralist can derive atomic instances of (ES)

In this subsection, | show how the strong pluralist can derive every non-
paradoxical atomic instance of (ES) <p> is true iff p. | shall first consider the
atomic instances with the form <a is F> is true iff a is F, where ‘a’ is a name
and ‘F’ is a 1-place predicate. | argue that the strong pluralist can derive
those instances once she makes a match between the truth property of
<a is F> and the semantics of ‘a is F'.

To illustrate, let us first consider the domain(s) of discourse where <a is
F> is apt for the realist truth property truth as correspondence. Consider
the following schema:

(ES-Atomic*-Corr) <a is F> is truecoy if and only if a is F,

where ‘trueco,’ denotes truth as correspondence and ‘a is F’ should be sub-
stituted by sentences that are apt for truth as correspondence. | argue that
every (non-paradoxical) instance of (ES-Atomic*- Corr) can be derived
under strong pluralism if the strong pluralist matches truth as correspon-
dence with a representational theory of meaning.

Contemporary correspondence theorists tend to explain truth in terms
of denotation and satisfaction, where denotation and satisfaction are
taken as substantive word-world relations and explained in naturalistic
fashions (e.g. the causal theory of reference).?® Inspired by Tarski’s seman-
tic conception of truth?’, they define truth as correspondence for atomic
propositions with the form <a is F> as follows:

(Teonr) <ais F> is true if and only if the object a denoted by the name ‘a’ has the
property F denoted by the predicate ‘F’.*®

Under a dominant representational theory of meaning, instances of (TCS)
are platitudes (where denotation and satisfaction are also naturalistically
explained):

(TCS) ais F if and only if the object a denoted by the name ‘a’ has the property F
denoted by the predicate ‘F’.?°

Instances of (Tcorr) and (TCS), as definitions, are all necessarily true a priori.
And since (T¢or) and (TCS) share their right sides, we can replace the right

265ee Edwards (2018, 89) for this observation. Here | use ‘denotation’ and ‘reference’ interchangeably.

27See Tarski (1944).

BT orr) is adopted by object-based correspondence theorists like Glanzberg (2015). See Lynch (2009, 23—
24) for this characterization.

29Cf. Lynch (2009, 138).
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side of (Tcorr) With the left side of (TCS) to derive all the (non-paradoxical)
instances of (ES-Atomic*-Corr):

(ES-Atomic*-Corr) <a is F> is truecoy if and only if a is F,

where <a is F> is apt for truth as correspondence.

Analogous routes are available in domains where <a is F> is apt for an
anti-realist truth property. Here we only consider a representative case
where <a is F> is apt for truth as warranted assertibility:

(Twar) <a is F> is true,q, if and only if it is warrantedly assertible that a is F.3°

Under the assertibility-conditional semantics, sentences with the form ‘a
is F" and sentences with the form ‘it is warrantedly assertible that a is F’
have same assertibility conditions and thus should have same mean-
ings.>! Thus, instances of (ACS) should be platitudes under the assertibil-
ity-conditional semantics:

(ACS) a is F if and only if it is warranted assertible that a is F.

Instances of (Ty,) and (ACS), as platitudes, are necessary and a priori
truths. And since (Tyay) and (ACS) share their right sides, we can replace
the right side of (T,,,,) with the left side of (ACS) to derive every (non-para-
doxical) instance of (ES-Atomic*-War):

(ES-Atomic*-War) <a is F> is truey,, if and only if a is F,

where ‘a is F' is substituted by sentences that are apt for truth as war-
ranted assertibility.

The two representative cases we have considered suggest that it is not
implausible to assume that for any proposition with the form <a is F>, we
can match the truth property of it with its semantics. It seems that for any
truth property P that pertains to some propositions with the form <a is F>,
we can provide it with a P-conditional semantics. The intimate relation
between them is characterized by this schema:

(T-S) <a is F> is truep if and only if a is F,

where ‘a is F' is substituted by sentences that have P-conditional
semantics.

Thus, if the strong pluralist can provide a domain-specific truth prop-
erty for each proposition with the form <a is F>, then she can combine

3%This definition of truth is standardly attributed to Dewey (1941).
3TWright (2012, 253) has made this observation.



INQUIRY 17

domain-specific versions of (T-S) (e.g. (ES-Atomic* - Corr) and (ES-
Atomic*-War)) to derive every (non-paradoxical) instance of (ES-Atomic*)

(ES-Atomic*) <a is F> is true if and only if a is F,

where every (non-paradoxical) atomic proposition with the form <a is F>
is included.

The above story can be easily extended to cover all (non-paradoxical)
instances of (ES-Atomic):

(ES-Atomic) <P™(cq ... c,)> is true if and only if P"(c; ... c,),

where ‘P" is an n-place predicate and ‘¢’ is a name. Since every (non-
paradoxical) atomic instance of (ES) <p> is true if and only if p can be
translated to an instance of (ES-Atomic), the strong pluralist can derive
every (non-paradoxical) atomic instance of (ES) given that she can
provide a domain-specific truth property for each (non-paradoxical)
atomic proposition.

Some may worry that it is difficult (if not impossible) for strong plural-
ists to provide every atomic proposition with a domain-specific truth
property. Notably, the problem of mixed atomics>? in the literature elabor-
ates on that difficulty by drawing our attention to mixed atomic prop-
ositions — propositions that contain concepts of different kinds and
thus do not obviously belong to a unique domain. For instance, the prop-
osition <Felix is cute> (where ‘Felix’ is a proper name for a cat) has both
the physical concept Felix and the aesthetic concept cute in its content. It
is thus difficult for truth pluralists to say which domain the proposition
belongs to: the physical domain, or the aesthetic domain, or both, or
neither? Insofar as (domain-based) truth pluralists take the domain-
specific truth property of <Felix is cute> to be (partly) determined by
the domain it belongs to, it is difficult for them to say which truth property
the proposition is apt for, even in a schematic way.

If, as | have (inductively) argued, there is a one-one correspondence
between a truth property and a semantic account for atomic propositions,
then there is a natural way for strong pluralists to overcome the difficulty:
Strong pluralists can find the truth property of any atomic proposition
<p> by investigating which semantic account governs <p>. Here is a
rough and schematic proposal to discern which semantic account
governs the atomic proposition <a is F>:

325ee Sher (2005), David (2009) (2013), Wyatt (2013), and Gamester (2022) for relevant discussions.
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(1) Assume <a is F> has representational semantics.

(2) Deny the assumption (1) and adopt a non-representational semantic
account iff the following statements are not all true:

(i) ‘a’ denotes the object a and the denotation relation can be naturalis-
tically explained.

(ii) ‘F’ denotes the property F and the denotation relation can be natur-
alistically explained.

(iii) When a is F, the object a has the property

(3) The exact non-representational semantics of <a is F> is determined by
further, more detailed criteria, which are related to specific features of
relevant non-representational semantic accounts.*

F.33

The above procedure can be readily extended to cover every atomic
proposition, that is, every proposition with the form <P"(c; ... ¢c,)>. If
the proposal (or something along the line) works, then strong pluralists
can provide every atomic proposition with a domain-specific truth prop-
erty that corresponds to its semantics. The problem of mixed atomics, as
a special case of the difficulty, can thus be solved. For instance, presum-
ably, the proposition <Felix is cute> is apt for a unique ‘anti-realist’ truth
property, because presumably the denotation relation (if there is any)
between ‘cute’ and cuteness cannot be naturalistically explained (e.g. by
an extended causal theory of reference), which renders the proposition
apt for a non-representational semantic account.

Note that this solution is not necessarily in tension with the domain-based
approach of truth pluralism. Instead of abandoning the notion of domain,
one may take the solution as a revolutionary way to pin down the notion
of domain: domain is semantically individuated, that is, two atomic prop-
ositions are in the same domain iff they are apt for the same semantic
account. Under this semantic conception of domain, we may still say that
the truth property of an (atomic) proposition is (partly) determined by the
domain it is in, that is, by the semantic account that governs it.

4.2. How the strong pluralist can derive non-atomic instances of (ES)

A non-atomic instance of the (ES) <p> is true iff p is an instance in
which the <p> is a non-atomic proposition. In this subsection, | help

32)is justified by the fact that <a is F> has representational semantics iff (TCS) holds for <a is F>. See
(TCS) in p.14.

3Wyatt (2013) proposes an analogous proposal to determine the truth property of an atomic
proposition.
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the strong pluralist derive every (non - paradoxical) non-atomic instance
of (ES).

Again, we aim to make a match between the truth property of <p> and
the semantics of ‘p’ for every (non-paradoxical) non-atomic instance of
(ES). But difficulties arise when the <p> is mixed - when its parts are
apt for different truth properties. Consider the following (assumed)
mixed conjunction instance:

(ES-MCT) <snow is white and chocolate is tasty> is true if and only if snow is
white and chocolate is tasty.

In the conjunction, <snow is white> is assumed to be apt for truth as cor-
respondence, while <chocolate is tasty> is assumed to be apt for truth as
warranted assertibility. Previously, we have taken sentences like ‘snow is
white’ to have representational semantics and sentences like ‘chocolate
is tasty’ to have assertibility-conditional semantics. The sentence ‘snow
is white and chocolate is tasty’, then, would have a mixed semantic
content: its former part has representational semantics while its latter
part has assertibility-conditional semantics. But we cannot match any sub-
stantive truth property with a mixed semantic content. Whatever the pur-
ported substantive truth property P is, it will conflict with the part of the
content that does not have P-conditional semantics.

Thus, the only way for the strong pluralist to make (ES-MC1) necessarily
true a priori is to concede that the truth predicate in (ES-MC1) is metaphy-
sically deflationary — it does not denote any substantive truth property.
Instead, it is merely used by people to assert that proposition. The truth
predicate in (ES-MC1), gua an expressive device, makes (ES-MC1) necess-
arily true a priori as minimalists have suggested. This solution applies to
every non-atomic instance of (ES) in which the <p> has mixed semantics.
Since (as | have shown in 84.1) there is a one-one correspondence
between truth property and semantics for any atomic proposition, <p>
has mixed semantics whenever <p> is mixed (i.e. the atomic constituents
of <p> are apt for different truth properties). Thus, the strong pluralist can
only derive mixed non-atomic instances of (ES) by conceding that the
truth predicate attached to a mixed non-atomic proposition is merely
an expressive device. The conclusion justifies my answer in 83 that
mixed compounds are not apt for any substantive truth property.

31t also largely justifies my previous suggestion that the strong pluralist should take the truth predicate
in truth-involving universal statements to be deflationary. Under strong pluralism, a large number of
truth-involving universal statements (e.g., <everything Socrates asserted is true>) have their instances
apt for different semantic accounts. Since no substantive truth predicate can apply to all those
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We still have a case to consider — the case where the non-atomic
instances are pure (i.e. not mixed). Unlike the mixed instances case,
there seems to be a match between the truth property of <p> and the
semantics of ‘p’ in each (non-paradoxical) pure instance. Consider the fol-
lowing assumed pure disjunctive instance of (ES):

(ES-PD1) <snow is white or sky is blue> is true if and only if snow is white or sky
is blue.

Both <snow is white> and <sky is blue> are assumed to be apt for
truth as correspondence. It seems that the sentence ‘snow is white or
sky is blue’ has a wholly representational semantics, and thus the
proposition <snow is white or sky is blue> is apt for truth as
correspondence.

But it will be too hasty to conclude that the truth predicate in (ES-PD1)
denotes correspondence. The truth predicate cannot denote correspon-
dence if the disjunctive fact that snow is white or sky is blue does not
exist when the proposition <snow is white or sky is blue> is true. The
above lesson applies to all the pure non-atomic instances of (ES) in
which the proposition <p> has representational semantics but can be
true without the existence of the fact that p. Again, | argue that in
those instances, the truth predicate there is merely an expressive
device playing the role as it does in mixed non-atomic instances.

The upshot is that strong pluralists can derive every (non - paradoxi-
cal) pure non-atomic instance of (ES) either in the way of deriving atomic
instances of (ES) or in the way of deriving mixed non-atomic instances
of (ES).

4.3. Summary

To sum up, | have proposed that the strong pluralist can derive every
(non-paradoxical) instance of (ES) <p> is true if and only if p either by pro-
viding the <p> a substantive truth property that matches the semantics of
‘p’, or by conceding that the truth predicate in that instance is merely an
expressive device.*®

instances with different kinds of semantics, the truth predicate in the relevant universal statements can
only be deflationary.

36| have not been explicit in the treatment of the instances where the <p> is an existential/universal
proposition. The crux is to identify whether such a proposition is mixed. A universally applicable strat-
egy is to consider the infinite disjunction/conjunction that is materially equivalent to the <p>: <p> is
mixed whenever the infinite disjunction/conjunction is mixed. Once we know whether <p> is mixed,
we can apply my proposal as usual.
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§5. Can my strong pluralism be compatible with truth-
conditional semantics?

One may worry that my proposal of deriving instances of (ES) commits
strong pluralism to a form of semantic pluralism: there is more than one
semantic account regulating the semantics of declarative sentences.
Since semantic pluralism typically has difficulty in explaining the compo-
sitionality of natural languages,®” strong pluralism, under my proposal,
will inherit that difficulty and thus be unfavorable.*®

Call it semantic pluralism or not, | argue that the semantic theory
entailed by my proposal can embrace the formal machinery of (David-
sonian) truth-theoretic semantics and thus render the semantics of
natural languages compositional. To illustrate my argument, first con-
sider a simple fragment of English (call it L) and its recursive truth
theory T,%°:

1. L contains two names ‘Cathy’ and ‘0’, two one-place predicates ‘is
beautiful’ and ‘is a number’, and two connectives ‘not’ and ‘or’.*°
2. The following clauses in T; recursively define the predicate ‘T in L"
(1) Forany name n of L and objects o, n refers in L to o iff n ='Cathy’ and
o=Cathy,orn="'0"and 0=0.
(2) For any predicate P of L and objects o, P applies in L to o iff P="is
beautiful’ and o is beautiful, or P="is a number’ and o is a number.
(3) Forany name n of L and predicate P of L, n ~ P is T in L iff there is an
object o such that n refers in L to o and P applies in L to o.
(4) For any sentence Ain L, ‘not’ —~A is Tin Liff Aisnot Tin L.
(5) For any sentence A and sentence BinL, A~ ‘or ~BisTinLiffAisT
inLorBisTinL.

(3)-(5) recursively define the predicate ‘T in L" in terms of reference and
predicate application, which are further defined by (1) and (2), respectively.
Given several appropriately chosen inference rules, we can derive every
instance of the following schema from (1)-(5):

(T) Sis Tin Liff p.

37Such difficulty has been noted by Dummett (1973, 360-361) and Schroeder (2008, 90-91). But see
Podlaskowski (2018)'s proposal to ease the difficulty.

3Thanks to an anonymous referee for raising this concern.

39The following presentation of L and T; is adapted from Soames (1984, 403) and Lepore and Ludwig
(2005, 43-44).

4%To simplify the presentation, | do not include quantifiers into L and thus avoid introducing variables
and the satisfaction relation.
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where ‘S" is substituted by a structural description of a sentence ¢ in L
(e.g. ‘Cathy’ — ‘is beautiful’) and ‘p’ is substituted by a sentence ¢ in
the metalanguage that translates ¢ (if the metalanguage contains L, as
in our case, then ¢ and ¢ are the same sentence). As observed by David-
son, (T) is exactly the criteria of adequacy (the Convention T) posed by
Tarski for a truth theory, in which the defined predicate applies to all
and only true sentences.*' Thus, we may interpret ‘T in L as the truth pre-
dicate for L. Further, since p translates S, we can replace (T) with (M) salva
veritate:

(M) S means in L that p.

With a prior understanding of the metalanguage, we can understand the
meaning of every sentence in L by deriving every instance of (M). It is in
this sense that the truth theory for L can be treated as a (compositional)
semantic theory for L. Hence the name truth-theoretic semantics (it is more
often being called truth-conditional semantics, though).*?

Many philosophers have argued that the recursive truth theory
invoked in a truth-theoretic semantic theory poses no substantial con-
straint on the notion(s) of truth expressed by the recursively defined
truth predicate, except that the notion(s) of truth should meet the Con-
vention T (or its analogue if the language has contextual-sensitive
terms).** | tend to agree. For my purpose, | aim to show that the ‘semantic
pluralism’ entailed by my proposal, along with the strong pluralism |
defend, is compatible with truth theories like T; that give truth-theoretic
semantics to (fragments of) natural languages.

If my proposal threatens the compatibility at all, it is (ultimately)
through the following two distinctive commitments:

(A) Some atomic sentences have non-representational semantics.

*1See Davidson (1984[19671), and Tarski (1932) 1983, 187-188)

“2|n his later writings (e.g., Davidson (1984, introduction) (1990, ft.20)), Davidson changed his view and
thought that we cannot simultaneously define truth in Tarski's way and use the definition to provide
compositional semantics to a natural language. He thought that the concept of truth must be treated
as primitive in the truth theory, such that by laying out the structure of the truth theory we can give a
compositional meaning theory as wanted. Whether truth-theoretic semantics requires the truth
concept to be primitive needs not concern us here, for nothing | have argued in this paper requires
strong pluralists to reject primitivism of truth concept. Pluralists of truth property are free to hold pri-
mitivism of truth concept if needed, and arguably many have already done so (what | have in mind is
the platitude-based approach in truth pluralisms, see Wright (1992) and Lynch (2009)).

435ee Kolbel (2002, Ch. 5), Lepore and Ludwig (2005, 54), and Lynch (2009, 144). Williams (1999), and
Lasersohn (2016, 3) also expressed similar points. Indeed, Kélbel (2002) and Lasersohn (2016) have
strived to develop truth-theoretic semantics that can be compatible with a version of truth pluralism,
which includes a relativized notion of truth.
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(B) Some complex sentences are apt for a deflationary truth property.*

To better illustrate the potential threats from (A) and (B), consider the
language L again and assume:

(a) The sentence ‘Cathy is beautiful’ is true in virtue of being assertible and thus
apt for assertibility-conditional semantics.

(b) Every complex sentence y in L is apt for a deflationary truth property.

Only clause (3) seems to be incompatible with (a). The relevant instance of
(3) is:

(3-a) ‘Cathy is beautiful” is T in L iff there is an object o such that ‘Cathy’ refers in L
to o and ‘is beautiful’ applies in L to o.

By (a), ‘Cathy is beautiful’ is assertible iff Cathy is beautiful. By (T), ‘Cathy is
beautiful’ is T in L iff Cathy is beautiful. Thus, we can substitute ‘T in L’ in
(3-a) with ‘assertible’ and have:

(X) ‘Cathy is beautiful’ is assertible iff there is an object o such that ‘Cathy’ refers
in L to o and ‘is beautiful’ applies in L to o.

One may have the impression that (X) is false, as the notion of assertibility
and notions of reference and predicate application are obviously in
tension. But notice that by clause (1) ‘Cathy’ refers in L to o iff o = Cathy;
by clause (2) ‘is beautiful’ applies in L to o iff o is beautiful. Thus, we can
use (Y) to eliminate ‘refer in L' and ‘apply in L" in (X):

(Y) There is an object o such that ‘Cathy’ refers in L to o and ‘is beautiful’ applies
in L to o iff Cathy is beautiful.

So accepting (X) turns out to be nothing more than accepting (2):
(Z) ‘Cathy is beautiful’ is assertible iff Cathy is beautiful.

(2), of course, is happily accepted by strong pluralists. Analogous stories
hold for other atomic sentences that are apt for anti-realist truth prop-
erties and thus have non-representational semantics. As for complex
sentences that have ‘mixed’ semantics, the only extra step is to first
apply clause (4) and/or (5) to the sentences in question such that they
are broken down into atomic sentences, and the remaining steps are
familiar.

“Some may worry that another commitment of my proposal, namely some complex sentences have
“mixed semantics” also threatens the compatibility, perhaps in a more straightforward way. This
worry will be dispelled once the potential threats from (A) and (B) are eliminated.



24 (&) Z.ZHANG

The threat is not dispelled without any cost, though. To make sense of
(X), we cannot take both reference and predicate application in (X) to be
substantive word-world relations whose obtaining conditions are inde-
pendent of the assertibility condition of ‘Cathy is beautiful’. Presumably,
whether ‘is beautiful’ applies to Cathy depends on whether ‘Cathy is
beautiful’ is assertible. As for cases like ‘0 is a number’ (assume the sen-
tence is true by being assertible), it is the reference relation that is depen-
dent on assertibility: whether ‘0" in that sentence refers to 0 depends on
whether ‘0 is a number’ is assertible.

The general lesson is that, the strong pluralist under my proposal
should opt for a pluralism of reference and predicate application: for sen-
tences apt for truth as correspondence and thus have representational
semantics, reference and predicate application are explained in a realist
fashion (e.g. by the causal theory of reference); for sentences apt for
anti-realist truth properties and thus have anti-representational seman-
tics, reference and predicate application are explained in an anti-realist
fashion (e.g. explained in terms of assertibility). We may call this stance
metasemantic pluralism.*

Now we turn to the threat caused by (b). In the literature, there are two
main lines of arguments against the compatibility between deflationism
and truth-theoretic semantics. The first kind of arguments contends
that truth-theoretic semantics requires the concept of truth to play expla-
natory roles, of which a deflationary conception of truth cannot do;*® the
second kind of arguments complains about the suggested mechanisms
by which truth can play expressive roles in truth-theoretic semantics,
taking them to be incompatible with some features of truth-theoretic
semantics.*’

For both kinds of arguments, the strong pluralism under my proposal
has a better prospect of resisting the arguments compared to any full-
fledged deflationism. Since my strong pluralism is not committed to con-
ceptual deflationism, it can take an inflationary conception of truth and
thus allow the truth concept to play explanatory roles in truth-theoretic
semantics. So the first kind of arguments is not against my strong plural-
ism. As for the second kind, though my strong pluralism does assume that

“The metasemantic pluralism presented here resembles Lynch (2009, 147-148)'s functionalist treatment
to denotation. Lynch thinks denotation explains truth in representational domains (where truth is cor-
respondence), while truth explains denotation in non-representational domains (where truth is an anti-
realist property).

465ee Dummett (1959), Davidson (1990), and Horwich (1998) for examples. And see Horisk (2008) for a
comprehensive literature review.

4See Horisk (2007).
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the truth predicate plays expressive roles for complex sentences, it does
not commit to any particular mechanism behind the expressive functions
of truth as any particular deflationism does. So my strong pluralism can
adopt the mechanism that has the best chance of being compatible
with truth-theoretic semantics, which may not be any one of the mechan-
isms proposed by extant deflationisms.

To wrap up, if my argument works, then the ‘semantic pluralism’
entailed by my proposal is not obviously incompatible with truth-theor-
etic semantics. The compatibility hinges upon (i) metasemantic pluralism,
and (ii) whether the mechanism by which truth plays its expressive roles is
compatible with truth-theoretic semantics.

§6. Does the quasi-deflationary solution undermine strong
pluralism?

Many truth pluralists think that one major advantage of truth pluralism
over deflationism is that under truth pluralism we can use truth to
explain success of actions, norms of beliefs, etc.*® But since strong plural-
ists now take the truth property of some non-atomic propositions to be
deflationary, it seems that truth can no longer play the expected explana-
tory roles in cases where the truth of those non-atomic propositions con-
tributes to the explanations. And this change seems to be a big loss for
strong pluralism.

| admit that there may be some loss if truth pluralism really has this
kind of advantage over deflationism. But the loss has been exaggerated.
For any explanation that (partly) appeals to the deflationary truth of a
non-atomic proposition, the strong pluralist can outsource the explana-
tory job to its atomic constituents if the non-atomic proposition in ques-
tion is truth-functional. For example, suppose Charles wants to find his
hammer, which could be either in the basement or the bedroom. He
then finds the hammer in one of the two places. To explain the fact
that Charles successfully gets the hammer in one of the two places, one
may appeal to his true belief that the hammer is either in the basement
or in the bedroom. It is said that Charles’s success is to be explained by
the disjunction <the hammer is either in the basement or in the bed-
room>’s having its substantive truth property. But even if under strong
pluralism this disjunction can only be true in a deflationary way, the
strong pluralist can outsource the explanatory job to one disjunct’s

“8See Lynch (2009, 111-114) and Gamester (2018) for examples.
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having its substantive truth property, which necessitates the disjunction’s
being true. Such explanatory outsourcing can be generalized to every
non-atomic proposition whose truth value is determined by the truth
values of its atomic parts. For those non-atomic propositions, we can
always outsource the expected explanatory role played by their being
true/false to their atomic parts’ being true/false. Thus, truth can do the
explanatory jobs equally well so long as the non-atomic propositions in
question are truth-functional.

§7. Conclusion

In this paper, | have argued that to make sense of some truth-involving
universal statements (e.g. ‘every truth is true’, and (V)), strong pluralists
are motivated to concede that the truth predicate in every truth-involving
universal statement is metaphysically deflationary. By making this conces-
sion, strong pluralists can use my quasi-deflationary solution to (partially)
solve the problem of mixed inferences (Pl). To further solve the problem
of mixed compounds (PC) - a special case of Pl — strong pluralists are
required to further take mixed compounds to be apt for deflationary
truth property.

The quasi-deflationary solution, contrary to several proposals in the lit-
erature that attempt to solve Pl and/or PC for strong pluralism, does not
require strong pluralists to embrace non-classical logics.*® That said, there
are two notable ramifications of the quasi-deflationary solution. First, it
requires strong pluralism to include a metaphysically deflationary truth
predicate into the framework, which leads to a non-standard version of
strong pluralism. But this consequence should not be taken as a major
drawback for my solution, since (i) the strong pluralist is forced to
include a deflationary truth predicate anyway (as | have shown in §2 &
§3.2) and (ii) the resulting strong pluralism can avoid several major criti-
cisms to full-fledged deflationism (as | have shown in §3.2, §5, and §6).
Second, it suggests that the viability of strong pluralism very much
hinges upon whether there are multiple semantic accounts (though all
can be under the heading of truth-theoretic semantics) regulating the
semantics of atomic sentences.

The prospect of strong pluralism is not yet clear, but | hope | have
shown that the two pressing problems discussed in this paper do not
pose any formidable challenge to strong pluralism as many have believed.

49See Beall (2000); Pedersen (2006); Cotnoir (2013); Ferrari et al. (2020) for other proposals.
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