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I Fam right. the 1dea that there can be an account of truth which has - ‘nothing
to do with the mental™ is an illusion.

(Hilary Putnam, Representation und Reality. xiv)

1 Introduction

Attention to the conversational role of alethic terms seems to dominate. and
cven sometimes exhaust, many contemporary analyses of the nature of
truth. Yel. becausc truth plays a role in judgment and assertion regardless
of whether alethic terms are expressly used. such analyses cannot be com-
prehensive or fully adequate. A more general analysis of the nature of truth
15 therefore required  one which continues to explain the significance of
truth independently of the role alethic terms play in discourse. We under-
take such an analysis in this paper: in particular, we start with certain ele-
ments from Kant and Frege, and develop a construct of truth as a
normative modality of cognitive acts (e.g., thought, judgment. asscrtion).

Using the various biconditional T-schemas to sanction the general passage
from asscrtions to (equivalent) assertions of truth, we then suggest that an
tllocutionary analysis of truth can contribute to its locutionary analysis as
well. including the analysis of diverse constructions involving alethic terms
that have been largely overlooked in the philosophical literature. Finally. we

bricfly indicate the importance of distinguishing between alethic and epis-
temic modalitics.

2 On the locutionary significance of alethic terms

Several contemporary analyses - scions of earlier alethic theories having
taken the linguistic turn — are renowned for atfixing their gaze on the funct
tion or role ol the term “true™ in the standard English predicate “is true.”
The explanatory task. according o such analvses, is onc of spelling out
what it is that speakers are saying when they use, mention. or ascribe this
term in natural language. One example is Grover's (1992) prosentential
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theory, which develops a grammatical analysis of the concept of 1rUTH
whereby all ordinary truth talk ultimately can be explained in terms of the
prosentential roles occupied by the two anaphors “truc” and “false.” For
Grover, the locutions “it is true’” and “that i1s true™ are the paradigmatic
expressions of the role of truth in English, functioning as generalizations
with respect to sentence positions. Brandom (1994; sce also Brandom 2002)
gives a similar analysis that uses the operator schema,

(1) it 1s true that p iff p,

to emphasize the prosentential role of alethic terms, but one that, because
of subtle difficulties with the initial formulations of the prosentential theory,
treats truth as a prosentence-forming operator functioning anaphorically
with regard to antecedent sentence tokens. The deflationary version of
minimalism espoused by Horwich (1990) certainly constitutes another.
Horwich alleges that explaining the function or role of the standard truth
predicate simply requires using the equivalence schema,

(2) the proposition that p is true iff p,

to demonstrate that truth is merely an endorsement device existing simply
for the sake of a few logical and conversational needs (facilitating certain
generalizations and anaphoric references such as “almost everything Camus
thought is true” and “Kohler’s thesis 1s true,” providing an austere alter-
native to substitutional quantification, etc.). He concludes that, “All uses of
the truth predicate are explained by the hypothesis that its entire raison
d’étre 1s to help us say things about unarticulated propositions. and in par-
ticular to generalize over them™ (Horwich 1990: 126 7). In the main. then,
these and other analyses purport to explain the nature of truth by specify-
ing the grammatical patterns in which the standard truth predicate expres-
sing the concept TRUTH occurs.

The significance of alethic terms attended to on these overtly locutionary
analyses 1s, to be sure, an important aspect of investigating the nature of
truth; but there are at least two main reasons why such analyses are incom-
plete. First, attention to the function or role of the standard truth predicate
1s typically had at the expense of attention to “truth talk™ more generally, to
the point where it has become curiously tashionable for contemporary ana-
lyses to neglect the full range of alcthic terms and expressions used in natural
language. What makes it curious 1s that the lexical category lor which
explanations of the locutionary significance of alethic terms purport to
account for is far more complex than can be captured in an analysis solely of
the detault predicate “is true.” That this predicate is a basic alethic locution
in English neither delimits the explananda tor which theories of truth are
constructed, nor rules out the import of other predicates and cognates for
investigating the concept of 1RUTH. Moreover, numerous constructions beyond
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prosentential anaphors or instances of the equivalence schema are explana-
tonly relevant — such as instances of an adverbial schema.

(3) truly puitt p

but about which nothing can be said using only the resources of analyses

with such a narrow attention span. Other examples might include a range of

idioms, conceptual blends, metaphors, and so forth: “truth is stranger than
fiction,” “truth 1s the fairst casualty of war,” “lying is truly despicable,” “truly
yvou can’t mean that.” “the truth shall set vou free,” “bicycle wheels need
frequent trumg.” “if bicycle wheels can be trued. so can conceptual schemes,”
“the approximate truth of that theory will be good enough for our purposes,”
“may all of your drecams come true,” “tried and true.” “there’s a kernel of
truth n every stereotype,” “stretching the truth is not being true to the
facts.” “being true to yourself means showing your true colors.” “en lu luz de
la verdad™ and so on.” All such expressions contribute to the organization
of the lexical category, and therefore constitute data that ultimately must be
accounted for.

Yeto in contemporary philosophical analyses. one almost never sees a
principled reason being offered for why these other predicates and expres-
stions do not synergistically contribute to our understanding of the lexical
semantics of alethic terms. or why an adequate analysis of the canonical use
of “true™ is thereby a comprehensive one. Indeed, any partitioning of the
explananda that yields a single paradigm of alethic locutions will prove only
to be a partial analysis, and will be unable to adequately determine how
alethic terms are conceptualized by competent speakers of natural lan-
guages. Methodologically, of course, it makes sense to break up the problem
of analyzing the nature of truth into smaller, more manageable problems;
but it should be kept in mind that solving one such smaller problem does
not exhaust the entire investigative enterprise. and we should be chary about
winnowing stipulations or assumptions to the eftect that the predicate “is
truc” - insofar as it denotes a property of truth-bearers (the nature of that
property being an open question) - 1s all that a theorist ever need be con-
cerned about. Consequently, a comprehensive analysis of the concept of
TRU T4, and the semantics of alethic terms for expressing it, would need to
take into account the full range of uses and meanings to which that concept
is put.

I'he second reason  and the one which we will focus on in this essay - is
that, since the concept of 1RUTH Is abvays already (to borrow a phrase from
Heidegger) operative in thought and judgment, it cannot be entirely cap-
tured by an analysis of the conversational function or role played by the
alethic terms used to express that concept in language. Frege made heavy
weather of just this point, remarking that, “We cannot recognize a property
of a thing without at the same time finding the thought this thing has this
property to be true” (Frege 1918/1977: S 6). To this he adds the point that
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applications of alethic locutions to declarative sentences are unnccessary for
the expression of truth.

We express acknowledgement of truth in the form of an assertoric sen-
tence. We do not nced the word ‘truc’ tor this. And cven when we do
use it the proper assertoric force does not lie in it, but in the assertoric
sentence-form:; and where this form loses its assertoric force the word
‘truc’ cannot put it back again. This happens when we are not speaking
seriously. ... In poetry we have the case of thoughts being expressed
without being actually put forward as true, in spite of the asscrtoric
form of the sentence. ... Therefore the question still arises, even about
what is presented in the assertoric sentence-form. whether it really
contains an assertion. And this question must be answered in the
negative if the requisite seriousness is lacking. It is unimportant whe-
ther the word ‘truc’ is used here. This explains why it 1s that nothing
scems to be added to a thought by attributing to it the property of
truth.

(Frege 1918/1977: R)

Frege's prose nicely articulates why truth’s function or role with regard to
cognition does not coincide with the use of lexical items expressing alethic
concepts, and thus why overtly locutionary treatments are insufficiently gen-
eral to the extent that they purport to be explanatorily adequate. This pas-
sage also alludes to the import of illocutionary force in the expression of
truth. suggesting the illocutionary role played by the assertion of a proposi-
tion’s truth is tantamount to the role played by the assertion of that propo-
sition.* As Frege avers, the form of sentential sense. and the seriousness with
which it is asserted. are cach necessary and jointly sufficient for the expres-
sion of truth. Consequently. an understanding of what the relationship
between truth and normativity consists in can proceed by foregoing the sorts
of locutionary treatments common in contemporary analyses. And this
approach may even generalize beyond illocutionary treatments, for truth
plays an indispensable role in that which assertions and assertions of truth
are manifestations of - i.c., cognition more generally.

So. whereas the first rcason warns against underemphasizing the wide
variety of uses and meanings that contribute to the ways in which truth is
conceptualized. the second reason warns against overemphasizing the locu-
tionary significance of alethic terms. Theorists should search for a more
general analysis of the nature of truth - one that also attends to the sig-
nificance of truth in cognition regardless of whether any alethic locutions
are explicitly involved. We undertake such an analysis of truth m this
paper, developing the construct of truth as a particular normative mod-
ality of certain cognitive acts. The germ of this construct takes root in the
works of Kant and Frege. For Kant, truth is a modality of judgment,
whereas for Frege, it is a norm of judgment. We will begin with these two
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authors in order to extract elements from each and thus formulate our
own analysis,

3 Kant’s analysis of truth as a modality of judgment

Insofar as the “positive™ or “material’™ nature of truth was discussed at all in
1he Critique of Pure Reason (1787), 1t was done so within a distinctly cog-
nitive dimension. The bearer of truth is a particular cognitive state or type of
thought. the judgment: “Truth .. is not in the object, insofar as it 1s intuited,
but in the judgment about it, insofar as it is thought™ (Kant 1787/1996:
A293/B350). Further, judgments aim to bear truth, such that truth is a target
ot one of three modalities of judgment, the ussertoric modality. Kant wrote,
“Assertoric judgments are those where the affirmation or negation is con-
sidered as actual (1rue)” (A75/B100; our emphasis). and again, “An asserto-
ric proposition speaks of logical actuality or sruth”™ (A76/Bl101: our
emphasis). Other points made by Kant include: (i) the concept of TRUTH is
the concept of a correspondence notion (A58/B83); (i1) a general criterion of
truth (in the sense of a test that determines. with respect to every “cogni-
tion.” whether it is truc or false) 1s impossible (A59/B83); and (iil) corre-
spondence is restricted to agreement with the realm of phenomena (A489/
B317).% Yet, while Kant's explicit characterization of truth was quite mini-
mal, his analysis reccived rich and substantive content from his account of
the structure of human cognition, 1ts relation to reality. and its culmination
n judgments of truth in the assertoric mode. Roughly, and somewhat selec-
tively (given the limited role that Kant’s views play in our project), we con-
strue Kant's cognitive analysis of truth along the following lines.

3.1 Judgment

As both the fundamental bearcr of truth and the culmination of cognitive
states, judgments were a crucial pivot of Kant's analysis of the nature of
truth. He referred to these acts of information-processing as the “mediate
cognition of an object, that is, the representation of a representation” (Kant
1787711996: A68/BY3). As unifying functions among distinct representations,
judgments synthesize cognitions by bringing them together under a
common, intelligible. and discursive format, such that, for any given series
of representations, there is a higher level representation by which that
scries can be synthesized. This cognitive dimension allows the concept of
IRUTH to be inextricably bound to the concept of MopaLiTy by which all
judgments are formatted. To a first approximation then, the Kantian
analysis of truth is an analysis of the mode by which judgments process
the information constituted by the relation of agreement between two cor-
responding relata wherein a particular type of cognition is related anght
to the world of objects and events  and by which judgments consequently
can bear truth.
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Kant's use of the term “cognition,” or “cognitive state.” denoted that which
consists in a determinate relationship between what is given in receptivity and
its conceptualization as understood in acts of spontancity (Kant I787/l?%:
A19/B33: AS0/B74). In its most basic structure. this determinate relationship 1s
representational, where a representation is simply a generic constituent of
cognition that codes for representational content  that is. something that can
minimally factor in cognition. in the composition of percepts and coneepts.
Judging truly about how things arc in the world presupposes and requires
re-cognition of the world of objects, and it goes without suymg\lhat Kgnt
believed cognition to be a product of exactly two types of .u)glinm'c
capacities  receptivity and spontaneity, perception ;md. c'onceptlon. For
Kant, each cognitive capacity was cqually important: "It 1s just as necessary
that we make our concepts sensible as it is necessary that we make our
intuitions understandable”™ (Kant 1787/1996: ASI/B75). Yet, while ncjthcr
capacity had any special significance over the other. there was a .prionf_y. a
non-temporal succession. to their activities in producing cognition. First,
representational content  the matter of sensation  is pres.cr'ucd to anato-
mical complexes of sensory modalities (e.g., olfaction, vision. uudmon:
cquilibrium), which collectively operate as the mu‘llimoda] capacity of
receptivity. The sensation itself, or sensible intuition, is the ceffect that such
content has on these sensory modalities when it is passively taken up Aby
cognizers (i.c.. given), and the manner in which it is taken up in passive
receptivity is determined by the spatio-temporal forms that stn_nclurc sen-
sible intuitions into percepts. To be sure, percepts are representations of lh.c
Phenomenal realm as it appears. such that any correspondence of‘clognil-
tions must be to empirical objects. While what is given in receptivity 1s
indirectly connccted to things-in-themselves. it was also a hallrpark of
Kant's philosophy that the Noumenal realm 1S uncogn'}zable, in _wlnch'cas?:
“objective states of reality” must be those states of reality wherein “objects
become cognizable. On Kant's analysis, the nature of truth as correspon-
dence was therefore restricted to the world of appearances (ulthoug}l, a
complete understanding of his analysis may require an explanation ol the
contributions of the Noumenal realm in acts of judging truly). .Sccond.
through the capacity of spontaneity, the understanding of a cognizer col-
lects the sensible intuitions under concepts by means of functions. "anc-
tions” are basic units of epistemic activity. ic. acts of int'ormzm.on-
processing that unify distinct representations under a single representation:
“concept” refers to those general representations that are ;1('[{‘\1'/_\' copccwcd
of. or thought by, the understanding, and that can be reapplied to different
objects in virtue of their gencrality. The concepts thogght by the under-
standing in acts of spontaneity stand in mediate relations to rgprescmu-
tional content. unlike intuitions or percepts, which stund in immediate
relations to the particulars that they represent (A19/B332, A32(/B377).
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Importantiy, 1t 1s only here - in the union of percepts structured by the
forms of sensible intuition, and of concepts  that “objects™ per se can
properly begin to be reterred to. That is to say, it is only at the stage of
conceptual synthesis that the possibility of truth first arises.

3.2 Truth

To better comprehend Kant’s conception of truth as a modality of judg-
ment. we take the opposite direction to that taken by Kant himself: that is.
we follow the constructive, rather than the analytic. order of his account of
cognition. starting with the construction of conceptual representations of
objects, and concluding with the construction of modally formatted judg-
mental representations. This requires a progression from the account of
cognition as conceptual synthesis of intuitions to the table of categories
with its modal category of existence, ending with judgmental synthesis and
the table of the logical functions of judgments - and, in particular. with the
connection between assertoric modality and truth.

For Kant. the synthesis of cognition was a rule-governed process, implying
that the unification of representations cannot be a “mere association of ideas™
since unificd representations must stand in determinate relations to what they
represent if they are not to be “accidental heaps™ of ideas (Kant 1787/1996:
A2}, Conscequently, in order to specity how the understanding collects sen-
sible intuitions under concepts by means of incrcasingly complicated judg-
mental syntheses, a more determinate relation than mere association would
need to be presupposed  one which usifies representations by means of the
understanding’s use of further, more general concepts.

The most general concepts are the “pure concepts of the understanding.”
the 12 prefixed categories, which Kant took (o be necessary a priori conditions on
the possibility of cognition in genceral. In every re-cognition of objects through
svithesis. the unification of distinet representations implicates some of the
categories. Syntheses via the categories occur in at least one of four ways:
quantitatively. qualitatively, relationally. and modally. The first three types of
svathesis cach contribute to the identity of the objects represented. For
example, objects may be a unity, plurality, or totality; their reality may be
aftirmed or denied: they may have intrinsic or contingent properties, stand in
causal relations, ete. The fourth group of categories concerns the modal status of
objects  ther possibility, existence, or necessity (along with their comple-
ments). For Kant. the terms expressing the modal categories are not “real
predicates™: rather. they tfunction logically as the copula of a subject -predicate
judgment. and do not “amplify”™ or unpack the concept of the subject. Hence.
predications ol possibility. existence. and necessity merely affect how objects
are represented. not what those representations are of. As he put it

The categories of modality have the peculiarity that, in determining an
obicct. they do not in the least enlarge the concept to which they are
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attached as predicates. Thev only express the relation of the concept to
the faculty of knowledge. Even when the concept of a thing is quite
complete. I can still enquire whether this object is merely possible or is
also actual, or it actual, whether 1t is not also necessary. No additional
determinations are thereby thought in the object itsell; the question is
only how the object. together with all its determinations. is related to
understanding and 1ts empirical employment.

(Kant 1787/1996: A219/B266)

According to Kant, then, “existence™ does not denote a property inherent
in objects. The guestion of existence concerns only whether the object can
“be so given to us that the perception of it can, if need be, precede the
concept” (B272). Existence is. however. a generalization of the postulate of
actuality, which he characterized as follows: “|That which is bound up with
the material conditions of experience. that is, with sensation. i~ actual”
(A21%/B266). Rather than requiring that objects actually be perceived in
order for them to be conceived as existent. this postulate only requires that
cognizers be able, in principle. to connect the object with such a perception
according to the appropriate rules.

The characteristics of the modal category of existence are reflected in the
corresponding logical function of the wasserroric modality of judgment,
which, in addition to the problematic and apodcictic modalitics. is onc of the
three ways by which cognitive acts of judging arc formatted. The logical
function referred to by “problematic” modality ranges over those judgments
that are logically possible or “optional,” 1.c.. representations arc assembled
in such a way as to be non-contradictory. Problematic judgments, tor Kant,
typically served as the antecedents of conditionals or the disjuncts of dis-
junctive judgments: consideration of their truth or falsity is deterred or
“suspended™ becausc their atfirmation or negation is only put torth as
merely possible.® The logical function referred to by “assertoric” modality is
the function of raking-to-be-true (Fiirwalirhalten). Tt ranges over those judg-
ments whose affirmation or negation is construed as vctual or true. ie., the
suspension of consideration of truth-value is lifted. Finally. the logical
function referred to by “apodeictic” modality arises trom the union of the
previous two. ranging over those judgments whose possibility implies their
truth. 1.e.. over necessary judgments. Together, these three logical tunctions
belong to the modal *moment of thought™ one of four superordinate, a
priort. organizing principles by which the 12 logical functions of judgment
arc grouped (Kant 1787/1996: A70/B95: A76/Bl101). As with the modal
categories, Kant singled out these logical functions of judgments for their
“peculiarity™ (A74/B100; A219/B267): their special status consists in the fact
that they are purely formal, abstracting away [rom all representational con-
tent, or conversely, in the tact that, just as conceptual content is not affected
by the modal categories. judgmental content i~ not attected by these
functions.” As Kant put it. “The modality of judgments 1s a quite pecuhar
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funcuon. Its distinguishing characterisuc is that it contributes nothing to the
content of judgment ... but concerns only the value of the copula in relation
to thought in general™ (A74/B100). As the purely formal group of logical
funcuons. Kant's concept of MoDALITY concerns the manner in which the
assembly of representations in a given judgment is related to “thought in
seneral.” which might be understood as the conditions on the possibility of
the understanding’s deplovient of cognition.,

Agam. of these three logical tunctions. the assertoric mode is the mode by
which judgments serve as bearers of truth. Kant was not, of course. using
the term “assertoric™ in the contemporary sense of the performance of an
ilocutionary act (e.g.. promising, demanding), but in the sense in which
such judgments are takings-to-be-true: in virtuc of being the kind
of subjective cognitive state that bears truth, judgments as the
culmination of the process of unitying representations into a higher order
representation are related to (or better, may “agree” with) the objective
states of reahty that make them true. In taking the form of a judgment in
the assertoric mode, these higher-order representations are no longer a mere
re-cognition of objects. They become a way of assaying the existence of
objects and the propertics possessed by them, and thus a way ot (literally)
capraring the truth of the matter (assuming that the assay is veridical).
Consequently, judgments in the assertoric mode are true if extant objects
are re-cognized to be as they actually are (Kant 1800/1992: 40): that judging
truly concerns the existence o pure or empirical objects of sensible intuition
(BH10) is built into the logical function of the assertoric mode.

3.4 Correspondence

An mmportant aspect of Kant's analysis of truth as a modality of judgment
new comes into reliel: correspondence. Kant's analysis regarded cognition as
a process that begins with the stimulation of sensory modalities by some-
thing external and independent of them, proceeds to the conceptual con-
struction of an external world replete with objects and propertics. and
culminates in the construction of judgments in the assertoric mode that
allows complexes of external objects and the properties they possess to be
represented as actual, as being the way that they actually are. This pairs the
re-cognizance of extant objects with the extant objects re-cognized. which
can vield “agreement” msofar as the cognition 1s synthesized in the assertoric
mode and the judgment is veridical, and thus brings out the connections
between correspondence and actuality in the Kantian analysis of truth as a
modality of judgment. Note that there 15 no question here of cither a smple
“isomorplism™ or “mirroring” relation between language and reality. The
structural relation between true judgments and the world is a highly compiex
relation. and the nominal definition of truth as the agreement of cognition
and object confers substantive content msofar as it i1s tilled in by Kant's
account of mtormation processing that leads from sensible intuitions and
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percepts to the conceptual representations of objects, and further progres-
sing to judgmental syntheses carried out in the assertoric mode. As such.
wherein Kant's analysis of truth is committed to existence and actuality in
the relationship between cognitions and objects, it cmerges as a genuine
endorsement of the correspondence theorv.®

While much more remains to be said about the place ot the concept of
(RUTH In Kant's analysis, we hope that what we have said here will suffice to
aive the reader some 1dea ol the Kantian roots of our own account of the
construct of truth as a modality of cognitive acts.

4 Frege’s analysis of truth as a norm of judgment

There 1s a significant overlap between Kants and Frege’s views on the
nature of truth, and there 1s much to be said about both Frege’s Kantian
inheritance and his criticisms of Kant. We will, however. minimize our
attention to such comparison, since doing otherwise might overshadow our
interest 1n an important dimension of Frege's analysis that he brought to
the fore, which was all too quiescent in Kant: the normativity of truth.

4.1 Thought and judgment

Frege maintained that truth is often mistakenly ascribed to sentences: “And
when we call a sentence true we really mean that its sense 1s. From which it
follows that it is tfor the sense of a sentence that the question of truth arises
in general™ (Frege 1918/1956: 292). The proper bearers ot truth, then. are
sentential senses. Frege named the senses expressed by these sentences
“thoughts,” and construed them as immaterial objects identifiable by their
thinkable content: thoughts that do bear truth were, for him. semantically
equivalent with “facts.” The upshot 1s simply that truth is predicated of
some thoughts expressed by some sentences (not all thoughts will turn out
to be true or false). As he put it, just those thoughts are truth bearers that
“can become ... judgment[s].” and while the bearers of truth are thoughts.
the mere expression of a thought is difterent from, and independent of, the
“laying it out as truc” (Frege 1879/1967: 12).

Frege recognized a class of various cognitive acts, which arc interrelated
through the concept of TruTH, and which get parlayed into a trichotomy in
Der Gedanke. He wrote, “We distinguish: (1) the grasp of a thought
thinking, (2) the acknowledgement of the truth of a thought - the act of
judgment, {3) the manifestation of this judgment  assertion”™ (kFrege 1918/
1977: 7). Accordingly, this suggests that cognizers first think. i.e.. apprehend
a possible thought whose content is something that subsequently can be
Judged. This nitial stage - the grasping of a thinkable content - is asso-
ciated with what Austin and others later referred to as a “rhetic act.” or
riidsis  the exccution of a cognitive act whose semantic value does not
necessarily track veridicality and whose sense and reference are mantfest in
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utterance. Fhe judging of a thinkable content is itsell a type of thinking, but
one wierein the apprehension of a thinkable content coincides with the
recognttiion ol that content as being true. Lastly, the cognitive processes of
thinking and judging thoughts terminate in the illocutionary act of asser-
tion. which Irege construed as the manitestation of judgment. This
erminus - cither with or without alethic locutions - is something over and
above thinkable contents and judgments thereof since it contains both
without being identical to either.

It is tfrequently pointed out that “judgment™ ke “thought™  cxhibits a
basic content/act ambiguity. On one hand. Fregean judgments are truth-
bearing thoughts, the content of which has a certain factual status. 1.c.
“something which is cither true or false™ (Frege 1918/1977: 4). In this sense
of Tjudgment,” he treats them almost synonymously: “In fact I use the word
‘thought™ in approximately the sense which ‘judgment’ has in the writings of
logicians™ (Frege 1918/1956: 292). On the other hand. a T'regean judgment
15 a cognitive act. namely, the recognition of the truth of a thought (i.c., the
re-thinking of a thought as being true. the grasping of a fact). As such,
people sometimes identify judgment with a cognitive state in the (empirical)
psvchological sense. Frege, however. did not 1dentify judgment (or thought)
i the sense of a cognitive act with judgment (or thought) in the empirical
psyvchological sense, but consistently endeavored to keep these two senses
distinct: mdeed. 1t is difticult to overstate just how much this task heid
central sway in Frege’s philosophy. especially in the larger context of insu-
lating logic from psychology. He certainly held that judgments and thoughts
in the sense relevant to his work aie not cognitive states in the psychological
sense (sce Hornsby 2001: 663 5 and Wolenski 2003: [84). Yet Frege
acknowledged that logic and psychology are both concerned with the rela-
tionship between judgment and truth, albeit in different wayvs: whereas logic
mvestigates the truth ot judgments 1n their normative capacity as justifying
reasons. psychology investigates the causal determinations of judgments and
reasoning  the “subjective performance”™ of thinking truly, which stood
outside of Frege's provenance.

4.2 Judgment-stroke

Although Frege uncquivocally posited thoughts as the proper or primary
bearers ot truth. the judgment-stroke and the nature of judgment also played
an indispensable role in his investigation of the nature of truth. and garnered
n:uch ol his attention.” Indeed, in reflecting on the question. “What may |
regard as the result of mv work?” he commenced by mentioning the logical
apparatus of the Begriffswchrift, but quickly reconsidered: “Strictly I should
have begun by mentioning the judgment-stroke, the dissociation of assertoric
force from the predicate™ (Frege 1906/1979: 184).

Fhe Fregean concept of JUDGMENT entails that a thoughts bearing truth
requires a change in its status — from thinkable content to a content judged
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to be true  which theretore requires an operation performed on that thinkable
content: the change in status that a thinkable content undergoes is symbo-
lized by the “judgment-stroke.™ Now. tor Frege, truth was not a property, so
the judgment-stroke cannot predicatively add one to a thinkable content or
an act of judging. The attribution of a property of truth, then. was not part
of this change in status. What is added is some non-locutionary force
attachable 1o the rhete acts constitutive of those judgments. '

There are at least two important interpretations of the judgment-stroke.
On the first - held by Bell. Dummett, Wittgenstein. and others - where the
Judgment-stroke is absent, so too are both the cognizer’s acknowledgment
of the truth of a thinkable content, and its assertoric force. In the Begriffs-
schrifi, he wrote, "I we omit the [judgment-stroke] ... the Jjudgment will be
transformed into a mere combination of ideas. of which the writer docs not
state whether he acknowledges it to be truc or not™ (Frege 1879/1967: i1).
This and other remarks seem to indicate that the stroke is something of an
cpistemic operator  onc that marks a cognizer’s recognition and serious
endorsement of the truth of a given thought as captured in its assertoric
form. Subsequently. this way of interpreting the Judgment-stroke partially
maps it onto Kant’s concept of JUDGMENT (-in-thc-assertoric mode, Fiif-
walirhalten). An alternative interpretation attempts to take seriously Frege's
remark that the change in status from a thinkable content to 4 fact is a
means of “advancing from the thought to the truth-value.” It therefore
rejects this mapping of Frege's judgment-stroke back onto Kant's concept of
JUDGMENT (-in-the-assertoric mode), maintaining instead that it is a purely
alethic operator signifying only the assertoric form ot a thought. rather than
any taking- or holding-to-be-true: “The judgment-stroke is an operator whose
primary linguistic function is to express a truth valuation of a thought: it
expresses that the truth-value of a thought (or judgable content) is the True.
not that the speaker internally judges the thought to be true” (Greimann
2000: 216; see also Ricketts 1996). Both interpretations tackle a very hard
exegetical question, and have a good deal of plausibility to their credit: it is
not part of our task here to adjudicate between them. We shall only suggest
that the operation of the judgment-stroke is a mark enacted on a thinkable
content as thought by acognizcr. and it stands 1o reason that the endorse-
ment. in assertoric discourse. of that content as being true supervencs on
that enacted operation.

4.3 Truth and epistemic context

Like Kant, Frege considered truth in an explicitly epistemic context: “What
[ have in mind is that sort of truth which it is the aim of science to discern”
tFrege 191871977 2). One result of this consideration is an idenufication of
the basic situations involving truth and knowledge. The advancement from
conjecture to knowledge, for example. is construed as advancement from
thought to recognition of truth: “An advance in science usually akes place
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in this wav: first a thought is grasped. and thus may perhaps be expressed in
a propositional question: after appropriate investigations, this thought is
imally recognized to be true. We express acknowledgement of truth in the
form ol an assertoric sentence” (Frege 1918/1977: 7-¥).

This context of epistemic advancement also leads to a heightened awarencess
of the ever-present threat of error or mistake. For appending the judgment-
stroke to a thinkable content 1s a cognitive act that requires a cognizer to open
herselt up 1o the possibility of being epistemically out-of-step with the world.
a constant possibility that requires some norm to guide her. Frege writes:

By the step with which 1 win an environment {or myself T expose myself
to the risk of error. ... I cannot doubt that I have 4 visual impression of
grcen but it is not so certain that 1 see a lime-leaf. So contrary to
widespread views, we tind certainty in the inner world while doubt
never altogether leaves us in our excursions into the outer world. It is
difficult in many cases. nevertheless. to distinguish probability from
certainty here. so we can presume 10 judge about things in the outer
world. And we must presume this even at the risk of error if we do not
want to succumb to far greater dangers.

iFrege 1918/1956: 306)

Judging trulv about the world is a goal-directed activity in the straight-
torward sense that judgments are directed toward. or aim at, the goal of re-
cognizing things tor what they are, and we may interpret Frege here as
saying that the attendant possibility of error or mistake ¢nables - or. perhaps
even more strongly, that it necessitutes - a norm or standard of knowledge
and assertion. Truth is naturally construed as just such a standard.

4.4 Normativity and logic

The relational property of being directed toward thus includes the sort of
force that tightly connects truth and normativity; the connection emerges
because cognitive acts such as judgment and assertion presuppose a certain
orientation to the very environment thai the Fregean cognizer wins for her-
sell. an orientation which must be embraced and enacted. It is part ot the
concept of oripnarioN that it involves a sort ot “direction of fit,” which is
just to say that thinkable contents can capture the truth of the matter in
hetter and worse ways. The world itself can be. or not be, the way in which a
cognizer’s judgment posits it us being: the world stands as a source of fric-
ton und regulation governing thinkable contents. and Freges judgment-
stroke notationally provides a vehicle tor marking this “direction of fit.”
Henee, the stroke of i judgment, in the sense that it pertains to a re-cognition
of a thought as true, is a normative stroke. Kant was not, of course. reniss
on this point; however. in Frege’s analysis, the goal-directed norm of re-
cognizance that is inherent in his concept of IPGMENT was made explicit.
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Frege. as we have just indicated, was interested in a concept of TRt 1+ that
has epistemic - in addition to alethic - import, and in particular one that is
the end of knowledge. The upshot of such a view is that Frege ushered in a
strong, principled connection between truth, logic, and scicnce - one which
he took to be both normative and nomic:

To discover truths 1s the task of all sciences; it talls 1o logic to discern the
laws of truth. ... Laws of nature are general {eatures of what happens in
nature. and occurrences in nature arce always in accordance with them. It
is ... in this sense that | speak of laws of truth. Though in their case itis a
matter of what is rather than ot what happens. From the laws of truth
there follow prescriptions about asserting, thinking, judging. inferring.
(Frege 1918/1977: 1)

So, just as science and epistemology aim at discovering the laws govern-
ing a particular domain of truth, logic aims at discovering the general laws
that govern all domains of truth. i.e., the “laws of truth,” which are uni-
versal. exceptionless prescriptions of thought. In other words, every science
guides and constrains some domain of assertoric discourse; but logic guides
and constrains g/l such domains. As Sher puts it, “The normative force ot
logic exceeds that of all other sciences. All systems of norms are bound by
logic. but the logical norms themsclves are bound by no other norms. Sci-
entific methodology, ethics, jurisprudence, ctc., are all subject to the
authority of logic, but logic is not subject to theirs™ (Sher 1999: 211). And
this special status logic accrues due to what philosophers later referred to as
its “strong invariance property,” and what Frege characterized as its not
distinguishing between particulars. Laws such as “Every object is identical
with itself”™ (Frege 1892: 14) govern all objects, regardless of their differ-
ences, thereby constraining all assertoric discourse regardless of 1ts subject
matter. Subsequently, they constitute the most general siandards of thinking
rrulv: “Don’t think of object ¢ as being ditferent from ¢, ~“Don’t affirm p
while denying ~~p.” ctc. As Wolenski nicely pomnts out:

Frege did not contrast theorctical and normative logic. In general, the
normative is related to values, which always constitute a definite sphere
of vughtness. Since truth is a value, logic. as deating with the True. con-
cerns this mode of normarivity. Laws of logic are the principles of truth
such that no thinking is possible without them.

(Woleniski 2003: 182 3: our emphasis)

5 Truth as a normative modality of cognitive acts

In order to move away from the trappings of an overtly locutionary treat-
ment of the nature of truth we have returned to Kant and Frege to retrieve
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a few clements from their respective analyses, and then exploit those ele-
ments for the purposes of pointing the way to an alternative, more general
account.' Together. their two analyses give us the clements needed for the
working construct of truth as a normative modality of cognitive acts.!!

First. Kants analysis ot truth (or more preciscly. of being true as a rela-
uonal property present in certain acts of judgment) offers an initial inroad
into characterizing the concept of arrThic moparity. The term “alethic”
origiates from the Greek alétheia (arnfloa, dsnths)  which conjoins the
alpha-privative with the root féthe - and has been taken to mcan unforget-
ting (i.c.. revealment. uncovering, or unveiledness with regard to truth): the
term “modality " is used derivatively from the root "mode™ and concerns the
ways in which thinkable contemis can be formatted. i.c.. their status. A rude
desceription ol this concept might then be the way in which something is
found to be or actually disclosed in cognition. or, in a more preterable
idiom. the worldly orientation ol a cognitive act ic.g., thought) which ren-
ders 1t a potential bearer of a truth-value. Kant construcd the alethic
modalities  and. in particular, the assertoric mode - as a group of logical
functions that must be operative for any judgmental synthesis of cognitions
to oceur. In virtue of their formatting of higher level representations in an
alethic mode. judgmental syntheses allow the objects represenied to be re-
cognized. and thus function as bearers of truth. Further. insotar as it does
track the truth. that selfsame formatted re-cognition of objects in judgment
Is untamount to an ontic apprehension of the ways in which extant objects
aie in the empirical world.

Second. Frege’s analysis of truth offers insight into the normative force
carried in the stroke of judgment. For Frege, judgments are a particular
type of thought about thinkable contents directed at the world; the act
involved in prefixing the judgment-stroke to such a thought produces a re-
cognition of that thought us beng true. Consequently, being true is a value
assigned by the judgment-stroke. which some thinkable contents subse-
quently possess. while others do not; those that do are always already in the
mode of affirming truth in virtue of having this ambiguous logical and
episicmic as-structure. The possession of this value assigned by the judg-
ment-stroke functions normatively as a standard governing atfirmation. as a
metrie tor judgment and assertion. Thus. tor Frege, truth is a normative
constraint m the sense that the value carried by the judgment-stroke is a
metric tor the success or fatlure of cognitive acts with regard to their puta-
thve apprehension of how the world 1s. Cognitive acts can always be inca-
sured or tested against this value given that the quesiion of truth arises tor
cach one.

Phe combmation of these Kanuan and Fregean clements turnishes the
construct of truth as a normative modality of cognitive acts, and this con-
stiuct can be developed with the aid of further analyses. Sher (2004). tor
instance. has 1ecently developed one such concept under a so-called lnirna-
nedace {hesis (upper-case “17). In oftering an outine of this thesis and its
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relevance to the construct of truth as a normative modahity of cognitive
acts, we will trace sonie of its Kantian and Fregean roots, and point out
some of its non-Kantian, non-Fregean elements.

5.1 Immanence Thesis

Bricflv. we can formulate the Immanence Thesis as the view that truth lies at

-the juncture of three basic modes of thought:

(1) the immancnt mode: the mode of direct engagement with an external
subject matter, normally, a structure of objects possessing properties and
standing in relations, where the engagement is typically attributive, i.e..
consists in the attribution of properties and relations to the objects in
the structure or. more gencrally. in saying that things are thus and so.

(1) the transcendent mode: the mode of transcending a given thought. or
domain of thoughts. in order to reflcct upon it. ask questions about it.
think immanently about it (attribute properties to it, relate it to other
thoughts or to things other than thought), etc.

(iii) the normative or critical mode: the mode of crincally evaluating a given
object, possibly a thought, relative to some goal, stundard. or desider-
atum.

Truth arises out of these three basic modes of human thought roughly in
the following way: Given an immanent thought. w, the critical. transcendent
question “Is 1t 0 as y says it is?" arises with respect to w. and truth is a
standard for a positive answer to this question. That is. given an immanent
thought, w, truth is a standard for it heing so as 1w savy it is (object X has the
property Fat time 7, objects xy, ... .. v, stand n relation R, the property G is
not a causal power of ;. ctc.) such that v/ 1s said to be grue 1Y it satisties this
standard. Now, given the content of the critical-transcendent question con-
cerning w, a positive answer to 1t carries us outside . into things external to
w, things that w is about - “the world.” broadly speaking. The question is
whether the objects i is about have the propertics, stand in the relations. ete.
that  attributes to them or, more generally. whether the world is as w says itis.
That is. it is a question about the rclation between a i and the world external to
w.'> We will discuss cach of these modes in turn.

5.2. The immancnt mode

The immanent mode of thought is the mode of attributive thinking. 1.e., the
mode of attributing properties and relations 1o objects or suying that things
(or the world) are one way or another. Fhis is the mode we are in when we
speak in the mdicative mood. tor example, when we say that “der Papst istein
Junggeselle,” “2 + 2 = 57 "Pegasus i1s a flving horse,” "Anna Karenina com-
mitied suicide and ~o did Sylvia Plath.” “space is infinite.” “James Dean lives
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in the hearts and minds ot every Hoosier.” “something exists.” “no one knows
everything,” ete. It is not the mode we are in when we ask questions. give
orders. ery “Ouch!.” ete. The concept of IMMANENCE was initially used by the
scholastics in cosmological discourse, having taken it trom the Latin imma-
icre. meaning mherent in or to remain in: it has since become a term-ol-art in
numerous phitosophical theories, assuming highly diverse meanings. In the
twenueth century, Quine adapted it to mean speaking from within a theory,
or from within an object language, where speaking from within a theory is
saying something about how things are, and speaking trom within an object
language 1s attrnibuting propertics and relations to the objects in its universe
ol discourse.

The picture of cognition underlying the Immanence Thesis is broadly
Kantian. Accordingly, the mind is both active and passive, both receptive
and creative. Knowledge is achieved by an elaborate process of synthesis of
mput. where both the external environment and the processing mechanisms
themselves make substantial contributions to the cognitive output. At some
point an external world cmerges, with objects, propertics, relations, struc-
tures. cle.: at another point thoughts arise, including immanent thoughts,
e, thoughts attributing properties and relations to objects, thoughts atiri-
buting structure to domains of objects, ctc. Thoughts are, from one per-
spective. cognitive acts. abstract entitics from another. Immanence is a mode
ol thoughts as cognitive acts, a property of thoughts as objects. The stage of
thought is just prior to the assignment of a Kantian modality. or the sub-
jection to a Iregean judgment-stroke. Thoughts need not assume an asser-
toric {or problematic. or apodeictic) modality, but they are the kind of thing
that 1s rcady to assume 1t. Thoughts can be struck by the judgment-stroke.
though nced not be; they do attach to the prior, “content™ stroke (or “hor-
1zontal™), which signals their readiness {in principle) to assume the former
attachment.

While the cognitive framework of the Immanence Thesis 1s broadly Kan-
tian. it i1s not specifically Kantian. For instance. the thesis is committed
neither to Kant's claim that the external input is exclusively empirical, nor
to the claim that the processing mechanisms are governed by a fixed set of
categories (let alone the specific Kantian categories). The cognitive frame-
work 1tsell s transcendental. and as such it sausties both Kant's injunction
against traditional metaphysics and Frege's injunciion against identifving
philosophy with empirical psychology. Furthermore, the introduction of a
category ol immanent thought i1s designed to mtroduce a domain of
(potentialy truth bearers: but although the paradigm cases of truth-bearers
are roughiy the same for both Kant and the Immancnce Thesis, the range of
truth-bearers recognized by the latter is far broader than in either Kant or
Irege’s views. Kant. for example. excluded philosophical thoughts {includ-
mg transeendental thoughts) and logic (in the narrow Kantian sense of the
wordi [tom the domain of truth-bearers. while the Immanence Thesis includes
these i the range of iminanent thoughts emerging from the cognitive process
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of synthesizing input. And while Frege, tor his part, denied truth bearers
that were not sufficiently serious (e.g.. assertions made by actors on a stage),
the Immanence Thesis does not. Nor does it exclude non-fiteral thoughts
(e.g., ironic or metaphorical thoughts) from the category of truth bearer.
This fact 1s extremely important to stress, because the expression of thought
in natural language is deeply structured by metaphor, blending, metonomy.
humor. and construal (Fauconnier and Turner 2002). and very rarely con-
sists in “snow 1s white” discourse. Furthermore. the unit of immanent
thought is not restricted to thoughts expressed by single sentences: theories
and massively complex hypotheses. tor example, can (and typically do) have
the property of immancnce and would not be excluded. as a result. from
being (potential) truth-bearers. But while the category of immanent
thoughts 1s broad, it cannot be viewed as a mere grammatical category, for
example, the category of indicative thoughts. The Immanence Thesis allows
the possibility that certain thoughts n the indicative mood - thoughts
appearing attributive - are in tact not attributive. For cxample, it is com-
patible with (though not partial to) the expressivist claim that moral (indi-
cative) thoughts express attitudes or emotions toward. rather than attribute
moral properties to, their subjects.

5.3 The transcendent mode

While the immanent mode supplies a domain of potential truth-bearers. it
does not create, all by itselt, suitable conditions for truth to arise. The cat-
alyst of truth is a critical question about 1immanent thoughts, i.e.. a question
transcendent to immanent thoughts, a question asked in the rranscendent
mode of thought. Given an immanent thought w., the critical transcendent
question giving rise to truth - the so-called “question of truth™ 15 the
question: “Are things as iy savs they are?” Ity says that x; does not have
the property F. the question of truth 1s: “"Does x; not instantiate the prop-
erty F?7: 1t w says that x| stands in relation R to x», the question of truth is:
“Docs vy actually stand in R to v»?77 it w says that there are black holes
(i.e., {1 xis a black hole! 1s not empty) the question of truth 1s: “Are there
black holes? (“Is {v: x is a black hole} not empty?”); and so forth. The
question of truth is not the only critical-transcendent question concerning
immanent thoughts. Other questions include: “Does w conflict with another
immanent thought " (or with a designated set of immanent thoughts)?™:
“Can it be determined (say. by empirical means) whether or not x; has the
property ;7; “Dao people in community ~ believe that x, has the property
(27 and so forth. Such questions give rise to notions {and standards) of
coherence. verifiability. communal beliet, cte. But the yuestion giving rise to
truth is the first critical-transcendent question raised above (and tts various
instances): “Arc things as w says they are?”

The notion of transcendence used in this account is altogether ditferent
Irom Kant's notion. For Kant, transcendent thinking takes place outside
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the cognitive process generating genuine knowledge. Transcendent thought
is neither constrained by the external world nor subject to conceptual con-
straints whose sources are information-processing mechanisms; instead, it is
directed at the world “as it s in itselt™ (“Noumenon™) regardless of our
limitations. v.e.. it transcends the boundaries of human cognition.

The transcendent mode attirmed by the Immanence Thesis is of a differ-
ent kind. Transcending a thought is neither directing one’s cognitive gaze at
“things-in-themselves,” nor neglecting the mner constraints of human cog-
nition. The very dichotomy of phenomena and noumena (appearances and
things-in-themselves) is foreign to the Immanence Thesis, as is the idea of
an absolute viewpoint  the “View from Nowhere,” in Nagel's terminology.
Transcending. in the sense of the Immanence Thesis, is akin to ascending to
a Tarskian meta-language  a level of thought which enables us to view
another level of thought while remaining bound by the usual constraints on
human cognition. Using the well-known metaphor of Neurath’s Boat, we
may say that transcending w 1s finding a perspective from which to view . a
perspective on the boat rather than outside it. Such transcendence 1s not
necessarily tixed or absolutely hierarchical: we transcend philosophy to view
it from a sociological (or psychological) standpoint, and we transcend
sociology (or psvchology) to view it from a philosophical standpoint.

5.4 The normative or critical mode

As we have already discussed, the question of truth raises the need for a
norm of truth. a standard for giving a positive answer to the “question of
truth™ as 1t applies to immanent thoughts. It is at this stage that a norma-
tive conception is created and an alethic property identified.!* An immanent
thought v has the property of truth iff the question of truth as it applies to
it has a positive answer. i.c. iff it satisfics the standard of truth. What
satislying this standard amounts to is a question we will attend to momen-
tarily. But first let us note that to attribute truth to an immanent thought w
Is to express another thought. w'. where 1" partakes in all the three modes
characteristic of truth: (i) w 1s an immanent thought: it attributes a prop-
criy. fruth, 1o an object. w: (i) " is a transcendent thought: 1t views a
thought, . trom a point of view external to it: and (iii) »" is a4 normative
thought: it says that w satisfies the norm or standard of truth, i.c., that the
normative question, “Is it so as w says it 157”7 has a positive answer.

The structure of immanent thoughts. along with the content of the ques-
ton of truth, suggest what a standard of truth might amount to. If w
attributes property £ to object vy. and the question of truth is whether x,
Has the property F.othen a standard of truth for  has to do with the con-
ditions under which vy has the property F. More gencerally, a standard of
truth involves a systematic relation between the attribution of properties to
objects and the conditions under which those objects possess those proper-
ties. Sher (2004: 27) submits that the systematic relation involved in a standard
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of truth is a correspondence standard. From the point ol view of the
Immanence Thesis, however. this relational standard is multi-dimensional,
and a “complete”™ account of it must address its multiple dimensions. We
will not be able to list the many dimensions of this standard here; instead
we will point out a few questions that suggest its multi-dimensionality:

(i) There is the question ol the conditions under which objects of different
kinds possess propertics of difterent tvpes (e.g.. the conditions under
which physical objects possess physical properties, the conditions under
which mathematical objects possess mathematical properties, the con-
ditions under which humans possess biological properties versus those
under which they possess economic properties).

(1) There is the question of how names and predicates of various kinds denote
objects and properties of the respective kinds te.g.. the way a proper name
denotes a person as opposed to the way a numeral denotes « number).

(ii1) "There 1s the question of how context attects the standard of truth (c.g.,
given the thought that a Russian woman named Anna Karenina coin-
mitted suicide at a certain time in a certain location, the question whe-
ther things are as this thought says they are can be asked cither with
respect to the reality of Tolstoy’s novel or with respect to the reality of
our (and our ancestors’) lives).

(iv) There is the question of how a positive answer to the question of truth
connects different clements 1 the (broadly Kantian) cognitive process
outlined above (e.g.., how the stage ot unstructured input is system-
atically connected to that of a world of objects, how structures of
objects possessing relatively simple properties like mass and position are
systematically connected to thoughts employing highly complex con-
cepts like cAusr or 1AUGH HER).

To sum up: we have been promoting two complementary thoughts that
hark from the exploitation ot Kantian and Fregean elements respectively, in
order to develop a more general analysis that goes beyond a merely locu-
tionary treatment: first. that the alethic mode of actuality is the mode from
which immanent cognition emerges, and second, that the immanent cognitions
emerging thercof must respect certain normative constraints on the systematic
relationship between this mode and the ways in which the world is. From these
two elements a construct of truth as a normative modality of cognitive acts is
generated. and iy developed bv Immanence Thesis (Sher 2004). Truth,
according to this view, provides a metric for the success or failure of imma-
nent thought relative to a particular question, the question of truth.

6 Alethic and epistemic modalities

In developing this construct of truth as a normative modality ot cognitive acts.
we have interpreted Kant (and lrege. to some extent) as having motivated
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an account of the cognitive and cpistemic nature ot truth: truth plays a
fundamental role in the context of synthesizing cognitive states into judg-
ments i the alethic mode. ultimately leading to the possibility of knowl-
cdge. Consequently. this construct is developed in a richly epistemic context.
It 15 important 1o note. however, that “epistemic™ is not being used in the
sense of warranted assertibilist or similar epistemic or antirealist theories of
truth  Peiree’s. Putnam’s, or Walker’s, for example. Rather. the sense of
“epistemic” iy the one typically used by linguists in discussing the concept
of rpisitaMIc MoDALITY  a notion closely related to its alethic counterpart.
In the remaining space, we want to suggest that there is a mutuallv bene-
ticial dircction tor tuture research between the sort of philosophical analysis
of the alethic mode of actuality that we have developed here. and the lin-
guistics research on the concept of EPISTEMIC MODALITY.

The coneept of EPISTEMIC MODALITY has been described in numerous dif-
ferent ways. but central to each descripuon is the cognizer’s relation or
orientation to her immanent cognitions. For instance, Nuyts characterizes 1t
as “[AJn esimution of the likelihood that (some aspect of) a state of atfairs
1s/has been/will be true (or false) in the context of the possible world under
consideration”™ (Nuyts 2001: 22). and Bybee and Fleischman write that,
“Epistemics are clausal-scope indicators of a speaker’s commitment to the
truth of a proposinon™ (Bybee and Fleischman 1995: 6; see also Palmer
2001: 8). Consequently. we can put the main difference between these two
tvpes thus: whereas the alethic use of modals concerns the possibility,
actuality, and necessity of subjects” judgments, the cpistemic use of modals
primarily concerns those subjects’ judgments of possibility, actuality, and
necessity.

Interest in the concept of EPISTEMIC MODALITY has increased dramatically in
cognitive scicnee and linguistics, but the same cannot be said for the mode
by which judgments or thoughts can bear truth. This raises a question about
the extent to which this illocutionary role of the concept of rRiUTH can be
fullv explamed by the ulethic mode of actuality. In linguistics, there is typi-
callv a sharp distinction between the alethic and epistemic modalities, and a
subscquent attempt to dismiss the alethic modalities by reducing them to a
subset of the epistemic ones. Palmer. for instance, writes, “Alethic modality
has been the main concern of logicians, but 1t has little place in ordinary
language. ... It seems likely that no clear distinction is recognized by native
speakers between the alethic use and the epistemic use [of modals]™ (Palmer
1991 6). Sweetser concurs, wriung that, I am fully in agreement with
Palmer when he says that the so-called alethic modalities (however useful in
formal logicy play a negligible role in natural-language semantics™ (Palmer
1994: 5% 9). In our view. we do not sharply distinguish between the two. and
sugzest that attempts to do so either prove ultimately fruitless. or end up
with an impoverished understanding of truth,'?

There are at least three reasons for why it would be hasty to conclude - as
Lyons. Palmer. Sweetser, and other linguists do - that the alethic mode of
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actuality can be reduced to, or fully subsumed under, the epistemic mode.
One reason has to do with the history of the concept of Mopariry. The vast
majority of linguists and cognitive scientists no longer include the mode of
actuality among the alethic modalities - only possibility and necessity are
considered - because they pass over the thought of Leibniz and Kant, and
typically only go back as far as Von Wrights (1951) seminal work as the
historical point of departure. Yet. the failure to maintain Kant's threefold
distinction between modes of the logical functions of judgment seems to
cause the alethic modalities to lose their place in the analysis of natural
language. By revisiting some of this history in order to ground the distinc-
tion between possibility and actuality, the putative reduction of the alethic to
epistemic modality becomes an open question again. A sccond, more
important rcason Is that an account which uses epistemic modality as the
sole basis for capturing the nature of truth must remain farthtul to the syn-
tactically unexpressed illocutionary role that truth plays in assertion and
judgment; yet this constraint makes 1t unclear what mode - alethic or
epistemic - a given cognizer is using on a given usage-event. Thus, assertions
frequently exhibit logical and semantic ambiguity between alethic and epis-
temic modes of actuality. As such, it is not obvious that one modality can be
subsumed under the other. tor both seem (o0 be heavily contributing 10 the
illocutionary role of the concept of trurH.'™ This point is nicely captured by
Nuyts. whose remark not only lends further support to the ract that overtly
locutionary treatments cannot be comprehensive, but also suggests that the
mode of actuality is a foundational category of cognition and con-
ceptualization:

[1]t is plausible to assume ... that epistemic modality is not a specifi-
cally linguistic category. Estimations of the degree to which states of
affairs are true of the world are no doubt an essential ingredient of any
kind of human perception and action. as the veridicality of a human’s
understanding of the world is critical for her adequate tunctioning in it.
So, epistemic evaluations are probably a basic category of human con-
ceptualization in general. emerging from high-level metarepresenta-
tional operations over knowledge. ... Hence, an mvestigation of them
can probably not be limited to a purely linguistic description. but will
also require a concern with the conceptual systems from which they
derive.

(Nuyls 2001: 23'*

From this second reason. we can advance a third reason for resisting the
reduction of alethic mode of actuality to its cpistemic counterpart. As noted
above, epistemic modality crucially concerns a cognizer’s oricntation to her
immanent cognitions. Yet, if we take Frege’s analysis of truth as a norm of
judgment seriously, then we have a reason for thinking that - on the
contrary  a cognizer’s orientation (o her immanent cognitions s made
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possible by a prior. more basic orientation to the world. Accordingly. the
world stands to a cognizer’s orientation towird it as @ source of friction or
regulation governing thinkable contents; by opcening herself up to this
source of friction. to the possibility of error or mistake. the Fregean cogni-
ser wins for herselt an environment from which epistemic modality 1s itself
dernative.

In sum: generally. an advantage to the sort of analysis developed here 1s
that it makes possible mutually beneficial contact between traditional phi-
losophical considerations and the burgeoning body of research about mod-
ality in lingwistics. For instance. philosophical analvses can benefit from
utilizing the resources of rescarch on the cogmitive basis of language as a
way of dealing with the various constructions, idioms, and alternative

Y

alethic locutions mentioned in Section 2. Research on cpistemic modality
stands to likewise benefit by better understanding the role and import of the
concept of rui by appealing to the alethic mode of actuahty and Imma-
nence Thesis laid out in Section 5. Fleshing out this contact will require a
much Tuiler treatment. of course. and we can only herc point out the direc-
tion of this promising line of research. But doing so will provide the
opportunity for an interestingly different perspective on the illocutionary
role of the concept of IRUTH.

Notes

I Fhe varicties of redundancy theory, for example, Ayer (1946); Ramsey (1927);
White (1937), C. 1 t. Williams (1976)  which allege that the role or tunction of
the predicate “is true™ is in some sense superfluous. or that 1t is merely an indir-
cct or stylistic way of talking about, or appraising. assertions  certainly con-
stitute another example. Some might be concerned to construe Tarski’s work
(c.o. 1944, 1956) as talling within the scope of this overtly locutionary treatment
of truth. althouygh 1t need not be.

2 Consider the cognate predicate in Spanish "y fe verdad™ - 1n this last example.
As Sereano (2001) indicates, “la verdad ™ i~ used as a discourse marker that serves
at least two tunctions, which are primarily pragmatic and discursive in nature:
introducing a response and supporting a previous argument. With regard to the
first. ~IFhe marker la verdad introduces an assertive response which 1s not
expected by and possibly contrary to the position of the interlocutor, acting as a
reaifirmative puipose resulting from the grammaticalization ot its lexical mean-
g (Serrane 2000: 103), This is. of course, only one result; but in amassing such
comparative linguaistic data, one begins to realize that Horwich's claim namely.
that all uses of the truth predicate are for generalizing over unarticulated
rronositions s cither ~simply uninformed or unduly restrictive.

3 With regard to the cquivalence ol lett and right sides of the various biconditional
-schemas. Frege’s point is nor that truth has no vole massertoric or doxastic
practice o1 is thereby eliminable. but that it has a role even wlhen 1t 1s not explicit:
Cuth v amphieit in every judgment and assertion.

4 Concerning (i), this is Kant's nominal definition of trutli. Consistent with his
ccnaral account of detinition. Kunt telt no compulsion to articulate what more
tnis refation amounts to, For a few turther ponts “xvith regard to (ii). sec Sher
(998 90 138 42y and Sher (2604 % 1¥).
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One might recognize contemporary analogues to Kant's account ot the produc-
tion of cognition by means of the co-operative union of receplivity and sponta-
neity. For example. in his seminal essay “Fictive motion in language and
ception.” Talmy (2000: 99 -177) posits a single unified domain. dubbed “ception™,
which exploits bottom-up and top-down cognitive processing of pereeptual and
conceptual information to produce representations (see also Goldstone and Bar-
salou 199%). Although Talmy’s view is far more complicated. Kantian analysis
might be understood as suggesting that. in cognition about the world. immediate
percepts and mediate concepts are united to “ceptually™ represent objects.

What Kant understood by a “disjunctive judgment”™  that is. a compilation of ail
mutually disjoint possibilities with respect to a given subject matter — difters from
that used in modern logics and formal semantics.

For further discussion of how the purely formal status of modality sets it apart
from the three other groups of logical tunctions. sce Greenberg {2001: 137 57).
Our explication of his analysis corroborates the excgesis of Hanna (2000: 232 3)
and Vau Cleve (1999: 214 16) against those who use Kant's response to the
Diallc{us to argue that he was committed to some version of the coherence
theory of truth.

It 1s worth noting that Frege did not dress the concept of junpayi~r in Kantian
terminology  that 1s, as a synthesis of cognitive states thal may possess the
relational property of agreement such that extant objects are re-cognized to be as
they actually are. Greimann succinctly puts this difference thus: “To judge is ...
not to unite ideas, but to acknowledge something which is already united as true.
In particular. the basic cognitive operation is, for Frege, not "to say something of
something,” but “to judge something as true’™ (Greimann 2000: 220).

The advantage in retrieving and exploiting only a few elements trom the analyses
ot Kant and Frege lies in the fact that doing so carries no further commitment to
other aspects of their respective views  aspects which may be controversial.
cxegetically treacherous. or in conflict with our own analysis. For-instance, we
can slough off the metaphysical distinction between the realm of appearance and
the realm of things-in-themsclves, the Kantian categories, Kant’s restriction of
correspondence to empirical reality. and the analytic synthetic distinction. as
well as Freges view of truth as the reterence of sentences or sentential sense
designating “The True.” his restriction ot the “laws of truth™ to logicul laws. his
objections o the correspondence theory of truth, his commitment to a “third
realm.” ete. Further, we need not relate o the Fregean conclusion that truth is a
primitive concept  semantic or otherwise: for from the claim that truth is
undetinable, it does not follow that truth 1s an unexplicable. or primitive sui
gencris concept. The concept of truth may turn out 10 just be inordinately com-
plex for the purposes of giving a definition. which is not to rule out the possibi-
lity that a complex theory or family of theorics can explain its nature (sce Sher
199%-9, 2004).

In following Kant and Frege, we accept that the progression of an analysis of the
construct of truth as a normative modality, and of a cognitive account of the
nature of” truth more generally. may crucially depend on there being a viable
theory of cognitive acts. And while the paradigmatic cognitive act has tradition-
ally becn the judgment, we do not rule out that other cognitive act-theoretic
accounts may be able to displace the centrality of judgment (c.y.. Fauconnier's
{1985} theory of mental space construction).

Consequently, for an immanent thought to be truc. the relation mwust exhibit
some positive correlation (not necessarily isomorphism) between what it says
{literally or non-literally) and how things are. Many philesophers have taken
tlus relation to he one of correspondence  a view held by at least one ot the
authors
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13 This sccond main aspect of the Immanence Thesis raises a question about the
piace of virtue epistemology 1n characterizing the construct of truth as a nor-
matine modality of cognitive acts, for example. Holt (2002); B. Williams (2002).
I making correct attributions in immanent cognition (namely. sceing aright.
percenving veridically, thinking correctly. and asserting truly) is symptomatic of
strength of character in a way that requires truth to be normative in the further
sense of being an Aristotchan virtue, then explaining the illocutionary role of
truth may turn out to be ¢ much larger aund more difficult project than many
contemporary analyses have acknowledged.

It is not uncommon to tind researchers faithfully taking the views of Palmer and
L vons as putatively established. For example, Nuyts concludes that it 1s not sur-
prisimg to find an absence of any formal grammatical distinction between the two
modes. because “As tar as the semantics of natural language goes, “truth™ is
always truth for the language user. hence truth in his/her knowledge of the
world” (Nuyis 2001: 28). We sympathize with this conclusion; but unfortunately,
no justification for such a premise 15 offered. Worse, attempts at pluralist
approaches to the concept of trurh that relativize to idiolects and individual
speakers tace sobering challenges (Swoyer 1982: Wright 2005).

As Papatragou (2000) has shown, the semantically encoded content ot modal
locutions underdetermines the interpretations that may obtain during utterance
comprehension. Perhaps it will be no surprise, then. that the concept of Mon-
vty inherits some of the familiar content/act ambiguity. and further, that
attempts to parse this concept into these two modes fundamentally informs the
debate between the two different ways of interpreting Frege's judgment-stroke
mentioned previously.

16 Sce also Papatragou (2000).
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14 Why truth is not an epistemic concept

Richard Schantz

|

In the contemporary philosophical debate on the concept of truth, we can,
with a certain simplification, distinguish two factions.! On the one hand, there
are those philosophers who maintain that the concept of truth is an important,
indispensable. a profound or substantial concept  in any case. a concept worth
detending. Within this faction, we can turther differentiate between those phi-
losophers who have committed themselves to a realist view on truth from those
who support an epistemic analysis of the concept. On the other hand. there are
philosophers who assert that the advocates of the tirst faction sufter from a
major delusion, that, in principle, they are chasing after a chimera when they
assume that truth has some underlying nature that could be analyzed cpiste-
mically, ontologically. or semantically. The advocates of the second faction
make the radical assertion that truth is not a substantial or explanatory con-
cept, not a concept that expresses some interesting property or some interesting
relation. On the contrary, in their view truth is a purely formal or logical con-
cept. a concept whose correct explanation requires far less extravagant con-
ceptual resources than adherents of substantive theories believe. Partisans of
the second faction advocate a deflationary or minimalist analysis of truth.’

I advocate a realist conception that sees truth as a relationship between a
truth bearer - a statement or belef and a truth maker, a reality that has
an objective status with respect to the truth bearer. Truth makers are
familiar entities: objects having certain properties and standing n certain
relations to cach other at various spatiotemporal locations. Further, 1 think
that truth can be explained by objective referential relationships between
language and the thought expressed on the one hand and the external world
on the other.? Such a referential explication, then. allows us to develop a
plausible form of the correspondence theory of truth that can take the
intuitive idea seriously that a statenient is true if and only 1f the fact or state
of atfans actually obtains whose obtaining is asserted by the statement.
Correspondence does not require something as pretentious as a relation of
structural isomorphism between statements and facts, as carly Wittgenstein
und Russell once thought.* Ordinary reference is enough.
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