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ratural Lo say sush & language 15 anlezrnpable’

If Quine's theory is bErue of English, $hen thess rules
: cught to be part ol bthe grammar of Engliah:
ii} '{i} is tTHEE' iz 2 precdicate ol English;
| (i1} far eny numeral n, il Fay 1s tvu&n1 13 a preadi-
’ cate of Enplish, so is T 15 true; | 7.
e ag there zre infinitely many sreth lecutlons 1n Znglish. We are
! tnld 1n addlfion that thia rule is operative 1n English:
i _ i . . .
(iil) When a truth locutlion T 1z applied 1o a senbence &
_ the resuli is ungrammalical unless the subsorint
; or T 15 higher Lhan any inside 5.
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L3

0f course, the fact thal Quine hos not pravided a way of
ganerating scmaniical rules gaverning truth lacutions of lower
prders to semanticzl rules governing sruth locutions of higher
prders daes net mesn Li catnot be done,.  bBut the burden here
pretty clezrly on & defender ol Quing's Lheory.
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Thi=s brines usg back to prEEiEE I — Devidscocn's thesis that
every learnable language has finitely many semanbical primilLlives,
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that (&) 1= taken for grented.

e — e—
)

] While zomething can be said Fer (4), I think the [ollowing

consdderatl ions show 1t is too dubious To rest an important argu-
fant upon 1Lz azsumption. Juppoie at some futurs date thers 1a
2 pEherzlly aczented eriterdiaon of zdequacy for semanticzl the-

| “tles 9f English. Tarski'a Conventilon T, suitably modified to
; Awply to an indexical language like English, m_u.t qualify, Sup-

Po%2 alzn two semantical theories Ti and Tp bokk sabkisly Ehe
! F”tcrﬂﬂﬂ, but difTer markedly in cantent. Fach mighs 31 ffer
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'ar examnic, in the clauzes which recursively define ':1% satls-
ﬁxeq In English'. How arc we to say which of the two the-
igs plve us the rules we actuwally Learn in learning the meaning
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Byt surely Davidson's thesls ecan be defended without re-
1ying on (4. To learn ene meaning ol 2 semaniblcal primitive
ane muss learn lbs meanling independently of Lhe meaning of ite

parta. &o LI thers are ipfinitely many =suzh axpressions, it
waonld fake an infinite amnunt of time to learn them 211 3ince
1t would take some Sime Ld lesrn €ach one {ndlvidually. At

least that 1= the Wal it zesma.

What a defender of Quine's thesds would have to BrEUe 18
that truth logutilns form a speclal categorny: Opce We learn the
mesning of 'ij; ia trueu', we momehnow automatlcally leaIt the
meaning of the rest, eveg_thqggg ¢ne meaning of +he rest 15 not
in any clear way sxplzinable 1n terms sf 7fiz true,'. One can
only awalt the sergpument . Hare acain the burden FEEZE with the

erapnder of guine’s theoTy.
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Tn sum up: Seriously ertertaining Guine’s tneqgry awaits
nis {or a defendsr’s) demonstration of one of TwWo things. (1)
Ee must show now the meaning of Y15 truc s ex;lﬁinable i
teppa of the mezning of t12 crue_. _ 4 ' F any numeral . {11}
(v he must explain how wo Cab leirn %h& meaning of infinitely
many Sruth locutions ., each & of whieh 15 A comant icel prim-

itive.
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