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Abstract I argue that Tarski's truth schema (T) concerns meaning just as much
as it concerns truth. Better said, (T) implicitly presupposes a theory of
meaning; it rests on a simple and yet contentious assumption, namely
what Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson (AW2000) have termed the principle
of uniformity (U): every sentence of a language says exactly one thing.
I here challenge the validity of (U), and, insofar as (U) is a necessary
condition for the validity of (T), I conclude that (T) is false.
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Introduction
The in�uential position occupied by Tarskian theories of truth in the

last decades is at least partially explained by their (purported) strictly
extensional nature. Tarski intended his conception of truth to be purely
`semantic', that is, on a par with other concepts such as designation, de-
notation, satisfaction etc., which concern exclusively the relation between
language and the world.

Semantics is a discipline which, speaking loosely, deals with certain re-
lations between expressions of a language and the objects (or �states of
a�airs�) �referred to� by those expressions. (Tar1944)[p.345]

Typically, no appeal is made to dubious entities such as the meanings
of sentences. This is made patent in Tarski's condition of material ade-
quacy for theories of truth, usually expressed by the schema:
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(T) x is true if and only if p

where what replaces `x ' is a name of a sentence whose translation into
the metalanguage replaces `p'. For its simplicity and (apparent) indis-
putability, it is often viewed as a truism (cf. (TSL), p.3). In fact, it is
not only (presumed to be) a true schema; it is also a very convenient one,
since it �presents in a stark and nominalistically acceptable form the cor-
relation of language, on the left-hand side, and world on the right-hand
side.� ((TSL), p.3). (T) seems to imply that the correlation between lan-
guage and world can be completely explained without mediating entities.
Granted, in formalized languages, (T) establishes a relation between an
expression in the object language and its counterpart in higher-order
languages; but, as can be inferred from Tarski's comparison of the two
sides of (T) to formal and material supposition (cf. (Tar1944), p.343),
the gist of (T) is to establish a connection between entities belonging to
the linguistic realm and entities belonging to the physical realm.

However, Tarski's truth schema is arguably just as much about mean-
ing as it is about truth - perhaps one of Read's most important insights
in (TSL). To be precise, I am not referring to the uses of (T) to develop
theories of meaning, most notably by Davidson (Dav1967); rather, what
I mean here is that (T) is based on an implicit and unjusti�ed assump-
tion concerning the meaning of sentences. In other words, (T) implicitly
presupposes a theory of meaning. But not only is this theory of meaning
not explicitly discussed; its validity is also questionable, as I will attempt
to show.

In (TSL), Read seems to avoid the term `meaning' of a sentence in
favor of the perhaps more neutral formulation `what a sentence says'
presumably on account of the controversial status of the former.1 But
clearly, what is at stake with his conception of `saying that' is what is
often referred to as the meaning of sentences. What Read's analysis
shows is that, while Tarski may appear to have circumvented this thorny
notion in his formulation of (T), this appearance is quickly unraveled by a
further examination of the matter. Indeed, (T) rests on a simple and yet
contentious assumption, namely what Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson have
termed the principle of uniformity - henceforth (U): every sentence of a
language says exactly one thing, or in any case �everything said by a given
sentence in a given context has the same truth-value.�(AW2000)[p.225]

One of Read's main goals in his paper is to show that (T) is false.
He starts with a list of cases in which (T) recognizably does not hold;

1But it must be granted that some may �nd the the phrase `what a sentence says' even more
controversial than the term `meaning'.
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naturally, this is not su�cient, as the very proponents of (T) admit that
not all instances of (T) hold. He then goes on to propose an alternative
truth schema, (S) or (S′), which di�ers from (T) most notably by the
presence of a universal quanti�er ranging over what a sentence says to
be the case. In order to show that (S) is a better truth schema than
(T), Read examines one speci�c case, that of Liar sentences, and argues
that, while (T) fails to o�er a satisfactory account of such sentences
(except for the ad hoc stipulation that they should be banned from the
language), (S) gives a plausible and compelling account of them, simply
by accepting that some sentences, Liar ones in particular, say more than
one thing, with di�erent truth-values - i.e. (U) does not hold in such
cases. Given the signi�cance of Liar sentences as semantic `pathologies',
the fact that (S) yields a satisfactory account of it, while (T) does not,
is in itself convincing evidence to the e�ect that (S) is a better truth
schema than (T). Thus, Read's analysis suggests that the `weak spot' of
(T) is its tacit commitment to (U).

In this paper, I develop this insight, which was, to my knowledge, put
forward for the �rst time in (TSL). To be precise, I will not deal with Liar
sentences in particular; rather, I am interested in the role of (U) as an
essential underlying assumption to (T). I argue, as suggested in (TSL),
that (U) is simply false, and insofar as it is essential to (T), this fact
alone is su�cient proof of the falsity of (T). This is particularly manifold
in Liar sentences, but, clearly, for any sentence that says more than one
thing (and there are many of them, as I will argue), (T) simply fails. By
contrast, since (S) (and similar schemata) is not committed to (U), it
provides a satisfactory account of the truth of these sentences that say
more than one thing (in addition to giving a correct account of sentences
that say one single thing as well).

I �rst discuss the role of (U) as a hidden assumption on the meaning
of sentences in Tarskian theories of truth; I then argue that a quanti�-
cational truth-schema avoids the pitfalls of the (tacit) commitment to
this assumption, and conclude that there is an asymmetry between the
concepts of truth and falsity; after that, I investigate the principle of
uniformity in more detail, and, in the �nal part of the paper, I argue
that, also on the basis of some in�uential views in recent philosophy of
language, (U) is simply false. My analysis is largely inspired by (TSL)
and by (AW2000).2

2I owe the reference to (AW2000) to S. Read as well, in (SP).
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1. A theory of truth or a theory of meaning?
In standard versions of Tarskian theories of truth, (T) is usually taken

in its minimal form, i.e. as stating a direct connection between a linguis-
tic entity and the world. But some - proponents as well as opponents of
the Tarskian conception of truth - have felt that the schema thus stated
gives an incomplete account of the matter, as one important element
is left out: what the sentence on the left-hand side of (T) says. True
enough, the exclusion of this element from (T) was one of Tarski's main
insights, as it seemed to simplify the discussion considerably; but, in
light of the di�culties discussed by Read, this appears to be a vicious
kind of simpli�cation, a facile solution, rather than welcome parsimony.
Ockham's razor tells us that entities are not to be multiplied beyond
necessity; but excluding what a sentence says from an analysis of truth
appears to be a misuse of this principle.

From a historical point of view, the appeal to the notion of what a sen-
tence says is in fact rather natural. Indeed, Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson
(AW2000)[p.214] motivate their introduction of the notion of saying re-
ferring to Plato's and Aristotle's formulations of what Tarski had called
�the classical conception of truth�, where mention is made to what a sen-
tence says. Similarly, in (TSL), Read �rst introduces the notion of what
a sentence says in connection with the traditional correspondence theory
of truth, which Tarski's account is supposed to be a version of, according
to Tarski himself (Tar1944)[p.342].3.

But in both cases, for Read as well as for Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson,
the introduction of the notion of saying, a deviation from the Tarskian
orthodoxy, is ultimately justi�ed by the considerable sharpening of the
analysis that may follow from it. The orthodox Tarskian may have reser-
vations towards this move at �rst, since the very core of Tarski's concep-
tion of truth is that it ought to be purely `semantic', but both papers
promise to shed new light on the concept of truth by taking into ac-
count the notion of what a sentence says. To my mind, this goal is fully
attained.

Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson present a series of principles and de�ni-
tions relating the notions of truth, falsity and `saying', which are dis-
cussed in particular in connection with the phenomena of vagueness and
bivalence. They start out with the usual Tarskian framework for truth,
which becomes progressively re�ned; the �rst step is the introduction
of the notion of what a sentence says. `Saying' is relativized to con-

3�We should like our de�nition to do justice to the intuitions which adhere to the classical

Aristotelian conception of truth [...]�
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texts, but this is immaterial for the present investigation; accordingly, I
will disregard the mention of contexts in the de�nitions presented below.
Moreover, as Read represents `x says that p' by `x : P', I will follow his
notation rather than Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson's.

The truth schema proposed by the latter authors, which will undergo
scrutiny throughout their paper but which will eventually prevail, is the
following (I name it (TAW), referring to the authors' names - → rep-
resents the material implication, ≡ the corresponding material bicondi-
tional and T x the truth predicate applied to x ):

(TAW)∀x∀P[x : P→ (T x ≡ P)]

Its dual, the falsity schema, is the following (the authors provide an
interesting discussion of whether the negation is indeed the most appro-
priate device to state the falsity schema, but they �nally settle for what
they view as �the natural principle about falsity� [p.217] - F x represents
the falsity predicate applied to x )):

(FAW)∀x∀P[x : P→ (F x ≡ ¬P)]

(TAW) and (FAW) have an advantage over the usual disquotational
truth schema, namely to outline the signi�cance of the notion of saying.
But there is a crucial problem with them: in each schema, one of the
directions - (TAW←) and (FAW→) - presupposes that the sentence in
question says exactly one thing. Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson recognize
that (TAW) and (FAW), and their corresponding variations, are not def-
initions properly speaking, because they are creative: they both imply
what the authors call the principle of Uniformity (U).

A deeper problem is that (T) [here, (TAW)] and (F) [here, (FAW)]
are too strong to be mere de�nitions of True and False, because they
are creative. [...] More speci�cally, each of them entails a principle of
uniformity to the e�ect (at least in the classical context) that everything
said by a given sentence in a given context has the same truth-value.
(AW2000)[p.225]

Their formulation of (U) (adapted to the notation being used here) is:

(U) ∀x∀P∀Q[[(x : P) ∧ (x : Q)]→ (P ≡ Q)]

Clearly, (TAW) implies (U), for the antecedent of (U) yields T x ≡ P
and T x ≡ Q by instances of (TAW), from which P ≡ Q follows (the same
reasoning can be applied to (FAW)). Therefore, (U) is a necessary con-
dition for the validity of (TAW) and (FAW); appropriately, Andjelkovi¢
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and Williamson conclude that these schemata �behave more like theories
than de�nitions� [p. 226]. And what are they theories of? Certainly
not only of truth: what becomes clear from their argument is that these
schemata are just as much theories of meaning, since they presuppose
a non-trivial assumption concerning the meaning of sentences.

Of course, the biconditional in the consequent of (U) can be interpreted
in two ways: as (mere) material implication, or as strict implication. Un-
der the �rst reading, (U) states that a sentence may even say more than
one thing, but that all the things it says have the same truth-value (in
a given context). Under the second reading, the biconditional can be
understood as equality between the `things' that a sentence says. This
equality can be viewed as equality of truth-conditions, which is a stronger
condition than equality of truth-values, or else in even stricter, inten-
sional ways. Be that as it may, even if one takes the weakest reading of
(U), which seems to be the one intended by Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson,
it is still a non-trivial and contentious assumption concerning the mean-
ing of sentences, hidden in Tarskian theories of truth.

At this point, I am not concerned with whether (U) is indeed true or
false. What matters now is that (U) be recognized as a strong contention
about the meaning of sentences, such that a theory of truth that assumes
the validity of (U) must be viewed as a theory of meaning as much as it is
a theory of truth. What is particularly problematic concerning (U) and
Tarskian theories of truth is that (U) is usually only tacitly assumed; it
is almost never argued for, and one may go as far as wondering whether
the proponents of such theories are aware of their commitment to (U).

Since Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson are themselves aware of the signif-
icance of the notion of saying for theories of truth, and of the fact that
(U) is a necessary condition for the validity of (T), they propose to in-
vestigate what a theory of truth where (U) does not hold would be like
(even though they are partisans of (U)). This leads them (and us) to
quanti�cational truth-schemata, which will be investigated in the next
section (where it will also become clear why (TAW←) and (FAW→) are
the invalid directions in these schemata).

Of course, it goes without saying that a proper analysis of the notion of
`saying' as applied to sentences still remains to be given. Clearly, accept-
ing or rejecting the validity of (U) (and thus of (T)) depends entirely on
the notion of `saying' that one is prepared to accept. But this fact only
shows that the assumptions concerning the meaning of sentences under-
lying theories of truth are a very important matter indeed, contrary to
what the Tarskian orthodoxy seems to imply.
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2. Quantificational Schemata
If we seek to exclude the assumption of uniqueness of what sentences

say from a truth-schema, a natural approach is to assume, even if only
for the sake of the argument, that there may be several di�erent things
that a sentence says, and to consider the possibility of quantifying over
these di�erent things.

We therefore need to characterize truth and falsity in some alterna-
tive way. Within the present framework, the natural idea is to de-
�ne truth and falsity explicitly by quantifying into sentence position.
(AW2000)[p.226]

The �rst candidates for the positions of truth and falsity schemata
to be considered must be schemata as close as possible to (TAW) and
(FAW); and since these schemata imply that a sentence says only one
thing, it seems reasonable to consider existential quanti�cation �rst. In-
deed, the �rst two quanti�cational schemata proposed by Andjelkovi¢
and Williamson make use of existential quanti�ers (I maintain the names
they give to the schemata to facilitate cross-reference):

(TDEF1)∀x[T x ≡ ∃P[(x : P) ∧P)]]

(FDEF1)∀x[F x ≡ ∃P[(x : P) ∧ ¬P)]]

But clearly, there is a problem with these de�nitions; they are not
mutually exclusive. Suppose that a sentence x says two things (remember
that we are now supposing that (U) does not hold), namely P and Q,
and that P is the case but Q is not (and thus ¬Q is the case). Is x then
true or false? According to the de�nitions, it is both (to the joy of the
dialethist). Even for those who do not seek to keep bivalence at all costs
(intuitionists, for instance), this is too hard a pill to swallow, indicating
that these are not (at least not jointly) valid schemata for truth and
falsity; they are (jointly) too strong.

Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson do mention this awkward consequence of
(TDEF1) and (FDEF1) for all sentences of which (U) does not hold, but
they again seem to imply that this occurs only in borderline cases (in
particular, cases of vagueness - p.228). However, remember that at this
stage of the analysis, the hypothesis is that (U) holds not only in special
borderline cases; but by considering the phenomenon of vagueness, the
authors somehow hint on their bias towards the validity of (U).

If (TDEF1) and (FDEF1) are not (jointly) the right schemata, the
next alternative to be considered is, obviously, universal quanti�cation.
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Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson put forward the following schemata:

(TDEF2)∀x[T x ≡ ∀P[(x : P)→ P)]]

(FDEF2)∀x[F x ≡ ∀P[(x : P)→ ¬P)]]

The �rst obvious di�culty with these schemata is that they can be
vacuously true and would attribute truth to things that say nothing, such
as lakes and mountains. To remedy this, a natural solution is to add a
clause to the e�ect that a sentence x must say something:

(TDEF2*)∀x[T x ≡ [∃P(x : P) ∧ ∀P[(x : P)→ P)]]

(FDEF2*)∀x[F x ≡ [∃P(x : P) ∧ ∀P[(x : P)→ ¬P)]]

Clearly, if one wants to safeguard bivalence, (TDEF2*) and (FDEF2*)
are (jointly) not valid schemata for truth and falsity, respectively, as
every sentence which says things with di�erent truth values would be,
according to these schemata, neither true nor false. They are jointly too
weak.

Since (TDEF1) and (FDEF1) are jointly too strong and (TDEF2*)
and (FDEF2*) are jointly too weak, an intermediate alternative is cer-
tainly worth investigating. In other words, we may consider two di�erent
pairs, (TDEF1) and (FDEF2*), and (TDEF2*) and (FDEF1), as can-
didates for the position of truth- and falsity-schemata. Andjelkovi¢ and
Williamson do consider the possibility of 'mixing' quanti�ers, but they
dismiss it as counterintuitive.

They [these pairs] undermine the natural conception of truth and falsity
as somehow parallel notions: one of the de�ning conditions is quanti�ed
universally, the other existentially. (AW2000)[p.229]

In fact, their only argument against the use of di�erent quanti�ers in
each schema is that it goes against the `natural' conception of truth and
falsity; but as much as they are parallel notions, the idea that they are
opposite notions is, to my mind, just as natural. Therefore, if the truth-
schema and the falsity-schema are not contradictories of each other (if
they both correspond to existential/universal quanti�cation), an impor-
tant aspect of their `naturalness' seems to be disregarded. Accordingly,
it seems more than reasonable to consider the possibility that the valid
schemata for truth and falsity would be a pair universal-existential quan-
ti�cation.

(TDEF1)-(FDEF2*) and (TDEF2*)-(FDEF1) are in e�ect both pairs
of contradictories; but which schema should be seen as a universal quan-
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ti�cation, while the other is an existential quanti�cation: truth or fal-
sity? After one has read (TSL), it seems quite obvious that truth must
be viewed as universal quanti�cation, and falsity as an existential quan-
ti�cation. But here is another argument to corroborate the asymmetry
between truth and falsity.

Consider the case of someone testifying in a court of law. Her testi-
mony typically consists of several assertions. Clearly, it is intuitive to
speak of quanti�cation into what is said in such cases, as there are explic-
itly several things being said. Now, when would we say that a testimony
is true? Would we be prepared to call it a true testimony if, among the
many things said, only one was the case? Obviously not; typically, we
would call it a true testimony if and only if each and every single
thing said was the case. Similarly, if a testimony is largely composed of
statements that do hold, but with the exception of one or two, we would
call it a false testimony.

Hence, as Read has argued, and as the example above suggests, truth
corresponds to universal quanti�cation and falsity to existential quanti�-
cation. Therefore, the right truth schema is (TDEF2*) - which is equiv-
alent to Read's (A) -, and the right falsity schema is (FDEF1). They are
mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive (bivalence is preserved).

Moreover, (TDEF2*) and (FDEF1) do not imply (U), i.e. they are
not creative (not with respect to (U)), but, from them together with
(U), (TAW) and (FAW) follow. Hence, the proponents of (TAW) and
(FAW) need not reject the quanti�cational approach; what the present
analysis shows is that the latter is in fact more fundamental than the
Tarskian approach, since no assumption concerning what sentences say
is made. If one is willing to accept (U) as valid, then (TAW) and (FAW)
are derived theorems within this framework; by themselves, they are
not the proper de�nitions of truth and falsity, as they also implicitly
state a thesis concerning the meaning of sentences.4

At this point, it also becomes clear why (TAW←) and (FAW→) are
not valid (by themselves): they are valid i� there is exactly one thing
which x says, i.e. if (U) holds. (TAW←) states that, if x says P and P is
the case, then x is true, thus disregarding the possibility that the other
things that x might say may not be the case (in which case x would be
false). Likewise, (FAW→) states that, if x says P and x is false, then P

4Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson correctly state that the schema where `saying that' occurs is
more basic that the disquotational biconditional, where it does not occur (p. 216). But
this analysis shows that the quanti�cational schema is even more basic than their schemata
(TAW) and (FAW).
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is not the case, thus disregarding the possibility that what falsi�es x is
something else that it says (and is not the case), other than P.

As for Read's account of the Liar, it is clear why it is a false sentence on
the basis of the quanti�cational schemata. The Liar says two things, that
it is true and that it is not true; even though we do not know beforehand
which one is the case, we known that these two things together cannot
obtain. Thus, the Liar is primarily an impossible sentence, since what it
says is not only not the case, it is in fact impossible. But if a sentence
says something impossible, then afortiori it says something that is not
the case; therefore, it satis�es the falsity-schema (FDEF1), and thus is a
false sentence.

Admittedly, quantifying over suspicious entities such as `what a sen-
tence says' is not a straightforward matter, as their ontological status is
rather problematic. Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson let the variable x range
over names of sentences, while the variable P is seen as ranging over
sentences themselves, presumably the very sentences that are named by
substitutional instances of x. However, it seems to me that the relation
of saying does not take place between the name of a sentence and a sen-
tence, as Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson seem to imply. In fact, this relation
thus de�ned is not very di�erent from what Tarski tried to accomplish
with his strictly `semantic conception of truth'; it is roughly tantamount
to the disquotational relation between the name of a sentence on the
left-hand side of (T) and the sentence on its right-hand side. But as
already argued, this relation, thus de�ned, does not tackle the hart of
the matter, as it does not properly characterize the notion of saying.

The relation of saying involves sentences (or the names thereof) and
entities corresponding to what sentences say. The determination of the
latter is, of course, the controversial part of the issue: they may corre-
spond to sentences, to possible states of a�airs, to truth-conditions, or
to abstract entities such as propositions or contents. This is not the time
and place to discuss this ontological issue, but it seems that sentences
and names of sentences alone cannot exhaust the nature of the relation
of saying; more is needed to explain the phenomenon of sentences saying
`things', and the main problem is precisely that of de�ning what these
`things' would amount to.

In any case, it seems that the notion of truth simply cannot be ana-
lyzed in purely `semantic' terms, as Tarski had intended: the meaning of
sentences cannot be circumvented.5

5To be exact, strictly semantic theories of truth may be possible (take for example Ockham's
account of the truth-conditions of sentences exclusively in terms of the supposition of their
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3. The principle of Uniformity
After having granted, for the sake of the argument, that sentences

might say more than one thing and thus that (U) might not hold in
all cases, Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson move on to argue in favor of this
principle; they o�er a (purported) proof of its validity. But even before
this argument is given, it is clear that the authors have a bias towards
(U). They contend that, even if it does not always hold, the cases where it
might not hold are at best complicated, borderline cases. They consider
as borderline cases, where one might think that (U) does not hold, cases
of (semantic) ambiguity and of vagueness. They also brie�y consider the
notion of saying closed under implication as a possible objection to (U),
but quickly dismiss it:

That notion of saying [closed under implication] is clearly irrelevant to
the present problem, for it would yield counterexamples to (U) even in
unproblematic, non-borderline cases. [...] Since the relevant instances
of (T) and (F) should hold in such unproblematic cases, so should their
consequences, the relevant instances of (U). (AW2000)(p.231) (emphasis
added)

In other words, a notion of saying that challenges (U) in non-borderline
cases is dismissed precisely for this reason, in what appears to be a
question-begging move; the possibility that (U) may not hold in non-
borderline cases is never seriously considered. Of course, which are `nor-
mal' cases and which are `borderline' cases is to a large extent a matter of
subjective judgement; but to de�ne normal cases as those which comply
with (U) would be question-begging.

Similar reasons appear to be at the root of Tarski's tacit commitment
to (U): he would have taken for granted that sentences (must) say ex-
actly one thing, on the basis of a generalization from what he viewed as
quintessential sentences to all cases. Indeed, Read argues that Tarski's
faux-pas when proposing (T) was to generalize the case of a rather sim-
ple sentence, `Snow is white' - which, in all likeliness, does say only one
thing -, to all cases.

That snow is white is, arguably, all that `snow is white' says. So the
right-hand side of (1) [`snow is white' is true if and only if snow is white]
gives a su�cient, as well as a necessary condition for its truth. But not
all cases are as straightforward as this. In general we need to do more
than simply repeat `p' on the right-hand side. (TSL)[p.6]

In other words, Tarski's generalization is unwarranted, since it implic-
itly assumes that all sentences behave as simple cases like `snow is white'.

terms), but it seems to me that a strictly semantic correspondentist theory of truth, as
Tarski intended his theory to be, is an impossibility.
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Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson seem to be well aware that one cannot sim-
ply assume all cases to be as straightforward. From their considerations,
three possibilities seem to emerge: i)(U) always holds; ii) (U) fails only
in borderline cases; iii) (U) fails in `normal' cases as well. If either i)
or even ii) occurs, then the Tarskian approach to truth seems to be a
good candidate as the correct analysis of this concept; if however iii) is
the case, then clearly this approach is insu�cient.6 In sum, it all de-
pends on the notion of `saying that' that one is prepared to accept, and
consequently on the status of (U).

The position defended by Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson is i): (U) holds
in all cases, even in borderline ones. Their main argument in favor of
(U) is a `proof' of its validity, which takes as its main assumption what
they call

[...] a plausible principle of compositional semantics. Roughly, since E
expresses ≡, Est says the biconditional of what s says and what t says:
(AW2000)[p.233]

(E1)∀s∀t∀P∀Q[(s : P) ∧ (t : Q)→ (Est : P ≡ Q)]7

They also note that �if a sentence says something then its biconditional
with itself is true� [p. 233]:

(E2) ∀s∀P[(s : P)→ TEss]

They argue that to deny the validity of (U) would amount to denying
the validity of these principles, which, according to them, �is too high a
price to pay, for it destroys our conception of what biconditionals say�
[p.234]. Indeed, their proof of (U) based on (E1) and (E2) is compelling,
but it does not take long before one realizes that (E2), as much as (T),
(TAW) and (FAW), already assumes the validity of (U).

For suppose that (U) does not hold. Then, presumably, P is only one
of the things that s says, and the same holds of Q and t. As I understand
(E1), the biconditional of two sentences s and t which say di�erent things
says di�erent things as well, namely the di�erent combinations of what
each of them says. So, if (s : P) and (s : R), and (t : Q) and (t : T), for
example, then Est says several di�erent things, such as P ≡ Q, P ≡ T,
R ≡ Q, R ≡ T etc.

6Naturally, we are still left with the problem of demarcating `normal' from `borderline' cases,
but let us assume for the time being that this demarcation is unproblematic.
7Again, I disregard the relativization to contexts in the principles borrowed from Andjelkovi¢
and Williamson.
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Now, consider the case of (s : P∧¬P). Clearly, there is a sense in which
(s : P) and (s : ¬P), which goes beyond the notion of saying de�ned as
closure under implication - conjunctions are particularly convincing cases
of sentences that say more than one thing (and remember that, for now,
we are explicitly denying that (U) holds, since the principles (E1) and
(E2) should hold also if (U) does not). The fact that s is contradictory
is also not to be seen as a problem, as there is no ban against saying
contradictory things. According to (E1), Ess says (at least) these four
things:

Ess : P ≡ P

Ess : P ≡ ¬P

Ess : ¬P ≡ P

Ess : ¬P ≡ ¬P

Clearly (E2) does not hold in the second and third cases. Hence, if
(U) does not hold, then (E2) does not hold, which means that (U) is
a necessary condition for the validity of (E2); but if (E1) and (E2) are
meant to be non-contentious principles, they must not assume (U) to be
the case. So either (E1) does not provide the correct analysis of what a
biconditional says, or (E2) does not hold. I am inclined to think that the
problem is with (E2), as (E1) is not contentious towards (U): it states
that the biconditional of s and t says P ≡ Q, but it does not state that
it only says that.

Of course, it can be argued that what Ess says is in fact (P ∧ ¬P) ≡
(P ∧ ¬P), and in this case (E2) does hold. I can gladly accept that Ess
says (P∧¬P) ≡ (P∧¬P); what I reject is the contention that Ess only

says (P ∧ ¬P) ≡ (P ∧ ¬P) and nothing else (and once again, remember
that the assumption now is that (U) does not hold). It can also be argued
that, if (s : P∧¬P) then s is a borderline case, since it is a contradiction.
But since Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson claim that (U) holds in all cases,
including borderline ones, this line of argumentation is obviously not of
much help to safeguard the validity of their proof.

In sum, Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson's principle (E2), which they see
as a �classical tautology�, is not valid, or it is valid only provided that
(U) is valid, which clearly undermines their proof of (U) on the basis
of (E1) and (E2). In other words, their `proof' of (U) presupposes the
validity of (U). The fact that they hold (E2) to be a classical tautology
also indicates that their understanding of the notion of what a sentence
says is not adequate; it seems to be exclusively extensional, since classical
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tautologies are said to govern its behavior, whereas clearly the subtleties
involved in this notion demand a non-extentional treatment.

Therefore, contrary to what they claim, Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson
have not proved that (U) holds in all cases. As (U) is a universal quan-
ti�cation, to disprove it it is su�cient to provide counterexamples; if we
�nd counterexamples, we will either conclude that (U) does not hold only
in borderline (and insigni�cant) cases, or we will conclude that (U) does
not hold in many entirely `normal' cases as well. In the next section, I
defend the latter view.

4. (U) does not hold in too many (important)
cases

What I have done so far is to argue that the validity of (T) and re-
lated truth-schemata depends on the validity of (U), and to challenge a
purported proof of the validity of (U). I have also argued that a more
adequate approach to the notion of truth seems to be through quanti�-
cational schemata, insofar as they avoid the presupposition that (U) is
valid. In this section, I argue that (U) is not valid.

Naturally, (U) is prima facie an easy prey to catch, as it is a universal
quanti�cation and therefore one single counterexample would su�ce to
prove its invalidity. However, proponents of (U) typically argue that,
even if (U) does not hold in all instances (as much as the proponents of
(T) recognize that the same happens with (T)), the cases where it fails
(if any) are at best borderline, pathological cases. Again, I doubt that
a clear-cut demarcation dividing pathological from normal cases can be
given; but in this section I will discuss some cases which (I presume)
would not easily be viewed as pathological or borderline. I reckon that
most people would consider them to be as `normal' as `snow is white'
and the like, and yet (U) appears not to hold of them, or in any case not
in a straightforward way.

Of course, the validity of (U) ultimately depends on one's understand-
ing of what a sentence says - in other words, on one's theory of sentential
meaning. It is not the purpose of the present paper to put forward a gen-
eral theory of meaning, so a satisfactory analysis of the notion of what
a sentence says is not to be found here.8 For my purposes, it is su�-
cient to present a few sentences (in English, but similar examples could

8Note that, while this notion is crucial for Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson, they say very little
about it in their paper, as noticed by Read in (SP); by contrast, in (TSL), Read does examine
this notion more closely (in particular in its `closed under implication' variant), but in the
end his argumentation does not require a full-�edged analysis of what a sentence says, as
long as it is recognized that a sentence may say more than one thing.
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presumably be found in most if not all languages, formalized as well as
so-called `natural' ones) that seem to challenge the validity of (U).

I should add that my objections to the validity of (U) do not apply
to Tarski himself, but rather to applications of the Tarskian framework
going beyond the realm of interpreted languages. In Tarski's case, the
validity of (U) simply follows from the de�nition of intepretation as a
function. But in cases where the meaningfulness of a given language is
not established by the (highly regimented) procedure of interpretation,
the validity of (U) must not be taken for granted, and in fact often seems
to fail. None of this would have had any importance if uses of (T) (and
consequently, assumptions of the validity of (U)) had remained restricted
to cases of interpreted languages; but, as we know, many have found it
suitable to apply (T) much more widely, yielding the misconceptions
discussed here.

For (U) to be invalid means that at least one sentence does not say
exactly one thing. It may say nothing, but these are arguably uninter-
esting cases. Particularly relevant for the present analysis are cases of
sentences that seem to say more than one thing, possibly with di�erent
truth-values, even in the same context. It seems to me that there are two
main ways in which a sentence may say more than one thing: what I call
the conjunctive and the disjunctive modes. As the terms imply, in the
conjunctive mode, a sentence may say more than one thing conjointly,
while in the disjunctive mode it may say di�erent things but it typically
says one of them rather than the others at a given occasion.

4.1 Conjunctive mode
Discrepancy of surface and deep structures. It is by now almost

unanimously accepted that some sentences do not present their actual
logical forms in their surface forms. Some sentences that may appear to
say only one thing on the surface in fact may say more than one thing
in their deep structure. Russell's account of sentences that seem to be
of the predicate-argument form, but which fail to be meaningful from
this perspective on account of having an empty subject (Rus1905), is a
famous example of this phenomenon. He holds that a sentence such as
`The present king of France is bald' says not one but rather three things:
that there is a king of France (now), that there is only one king of France
(now), and that this man is bald. Such cases certainly raise suspicion
concerning the validity of (U).

Of course, the proponent of (U) may reply that such sentences say
exactly one thing, namely the conjunction of these three clauses; if one
of them fails to obtain, then that the whole sentence is false can be
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inferred simply from the usual properties of conjunctions. But I have
already noted in the foregoing that conjunctions seem one of the most
convincing cases of sentences that say more than one thing: isn't it
natural to think that, if I say `It will rain and I will stay home', I have
said that it will rain and I have said that I will stay home?9

Moreover, Russell's claim that such sentences must be analyzed as
compound existential sentences touches upon another assumption con-
cerning the meaning of sentences involved in (T), which I have not dis-
cussed so far, namely that �a sentence reveals explicitly all that it says�
(TSL)[p.6]. How far can we go applying (T) to sentences such as `The
present king of France is bald'? The appropriate instance of (T) would
be:

(T1) `The present king of France is bald' i� the present king of France
is bald.

What does this tell us about the truth of this sentence in the case
that there is currently no king of France? In such cases, i.e. (if Russell's
analysis is correct) cases in which what a sentence says is not explicit
from its surface structure, a Tarskian analysis of truth does not even get
o� the ground. By contrast, the quanti�cational analysis, aided by a
suitable notion of saying, would have it that this sentence says (at least)
three things, and that, if it is true, then all of them obtain (but not the
converse, as it may say other things as well).

Interestingly, the traditional late-medieval approach to such cases is
very similar to Russell's. According to Ockham, for instance, an a�r-
mative sentence (be it existential, inde�nite or universal) has two causes
of falsity, namely if the subject does not supposit for anything, and if
the predicate does not supposit for what the subject supposits for (cf.
(Ock1974) II, chap.3). If either of these two conditions fail, then the
sentence is false, since such a sentence seems to say two things, namely
that there is at least one suppositum for the subject, and that this entity
is also a suppositum of the predicate (these two conditions are necessary
for its truth); for it to be true, all it says must obtain.10

Presuppositions. Another group of sentences which appear to say
more than one thing, some of which are said explicitly while others im-

9In other words, the following axiom would hold of the relation of saying:
∀x∀P∀Q[(x : P ∧Q) → ((x : P) ∧ (x : Q))].

10Notice also that an important medieval topic was that of exponibilia, i.e. sentences that
appeared to be saying only one thing, but which in fact had to be unfolded into several others
in order to be analyzed. Cf. for example (Ock1974)[pp.279-315].
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plicitly, are sentences involving presuppositions. Of course, we here en-
counter again the issue of the notion of saying one is to adopt. Is it
reasonable to consider that a sentence says what it presupposes? At
least according to some views on presuppositions (chie�y the pragmatic
approach - (Sta1999)(part II) ), when one utters a sentence which has
a presupposition, one is also communicating one's belief in the truth of
what is presupposed, thus somehow also `saying' the presupposition. In
other words, if I utter `John stopped smoking', I am arguably also saying
that John used to smoke - i.e. I am communicating my belief in this fact.

How does the Tarskian approach fare in the analysis of the truth of
such cases? What does the instance of (T):

(T2) `John stopped smoking' i� John stopped smoking.

have to say about the truth or falsity of this sentence if John has never
smoked? Not much, it seems to me. Alternatively, if one accepts the no-
tion of saying as including presupposition, then this sentence says that
i) John smoked in the past, and ii) John does not smoke now, and under
the quanti�cational approach to truth, if either of them fails, then the
sentence is false. If they both obtain (and as there seems to be no other
salient things that the sentence says), then it is true. Of course, some
would prefer to say that, if John has never smoked, then `John stopped
smoking' is not false, as the quanti�cational approach would have it, but
rather that it lacks a truth-value (the so-called logical view on pressupo-
sition - cf. (Soa1989)), or even fails to say anything at all (the so-called
expressive view - cf. (Soa1989)). This is again a matter of the notion of
saying and of presupposing that one is prepared to adopt; at any rate,
it is clear that, given a suitable notion of saying, the quanti�cational
approach to truth can give an account of the truth of such sentences,
while the Tarskian approach seems to have nothing to say on this mat-
ter, precisely because (U) arguably does not hold in these cases.

Implicatures. Another linguistic phenomenon that seems to disprove
the validity of (U) is the phenomenon of implicature, as de�ned by Grice
(cf. (Gri1961)). When one breaks a conversational maxim, it in prac-
tice means that more is being `said' than what the sentence in question
explicitly says. In the famous `letter of recommendation' example, if in
such a letter it is said that X, who is applying for a position at a philos-
ophy department, is always on time and has good handwriting, since the
maxim of relation is being broken, this statement says not only what it
says, but arguably also that X is not a good philosopher.
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As for the truth-values of sentences in such cases, matters seem more
complicated than what both the Tarskian and the quanti�cational ap-
proach can handle. On the one hand, the Tarskian approach would deem
such a statement true i� X is always on time and has good handwriting;
but this account would miss an important aspect of the statement, as its
purported truth-value is indi�erent to whether X is a good philosopher.
On the other hand, the quanti�cational approach, accompanied by a
suitable notion of what a sentence says, would deem the same statement
true i� X is always on time, has good handwriting and is not a good
philosopher (assuming that this is all that the statement says), and false
if either of them fail (so it would be false if X is a good philosopher, even
though he is also punctual and has good handwriting) . Neither approach
seems to yield an entirely satisfactory analysis of this phenomenon, but
the quanti�cational approach at least is able to take implicatures into
account.

In any case, my main point here concerning the phenomenon of im-
plicature is that it does seem to o�er evidence against the validity of
(U), regardless of what an appropriate approach to truth and implica-
ture would be like.

Closure under implication. In both (TSL) and (AW2000), the
most-lengthily discussed notion of saying that does not comply with (U)
is the one de�ned by closure under implication/entailment. Elsewhere (
(SP)) Read calls it the `Carnapian' notion of what a sentence says. It
can be formulated as follows (⇒ represents strict implication):

(K) ∀x∀P∀Q[(P⇒ Q)→ (x : P⇒ x : Q)]11

Read adds that, even if one does not want to commit to this rather
strong notion of saying, one may still recover the same results with
respect to the truth of sentences by using (A′) instead of (A) (here
(TDEF2*)) and (K):

(A') ∀x[Tx⇔ ∀P[∃Q(x : Q ∧ (Q⇒ P)→ P)]]

As already mentioned, Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson dismiss this notion
of saying as �irrelevant�, but, as Read has argued, the very opposite seems
to be the case; it is, to say the least, a very plausible and compelling view

11In (TSL), Read leaves the variable x free, but this is an insigni�cant modi�cation, brought
about only to keep coherence with the other schemata in this paper. The same applies to
the next schema, (A′).
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on what a sentence says. When one makes a statement, one is also com-
mitting oneself to all its logical implications, as the antecedent of a valid
implication cannot be true while its consequents are false. Of course, this
view raises the problem of logical omniscience, as it is unlikely that one
is aware of all the logical implications of one's statements. Nevertheless,
whether one is aware of it or not, one is indeed committed to the truth
of the logical implications of one's statements, and in this sense it seems
natural to think that a sentence `says' all its logical implications as well.

Notice that Read uses strict implication in his de�nition of what a
sentence says closed under implication. Indeed, mere material implica-
tion would not be a su�ciently �ne-grained approach to the notion of
saying; a few pages ago I reproached Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson for
adopting too extensional a notion of saying, so naturally material impli-
cation would also not be an adequate way of capturing this notion. It
is not su�cient that Q just happens to be true in a situation where P
is true to warrant the claim that, if (x : P) then (x : Q): a connec-
tion tighter than material implication between P and Q is required to
characterize the notion of saying.

To my mind, Read has argued very convincingly in favor of this no-
tion of saying, so I don't feel that I have anything much to add on this
matter. In truth, I take it to be the most important notion of saying to
challenge (U), even beyond the aforementioned phenomena (discrepancy
of surface/deep structure, presupposition and implicature), insofar as it
concerns strictly formalized contexts as well, where pragmatic elements
are regimented or excluded. Indeed, a typical argument in favor of (U)
is that the circumstances where (U) does not hold are at best related
to the `imperfect' nature of the language in question; but this argument
obviously does not hold against the notion of saying closed under impli-
cation, as the systematic study of (logical) implication is arguably the
very purpose of the regimented and formalized languages of logic.

In sum, there are (at least) a few plausible ways in which a sentence
may be seen as saying more than one thing simultaneously or conjunc-
tively, as I put it. It seems to me that these phenomena are signi�cant
enough to be taken seriously as important counterexamples to (U).

4.2 Disjunctive mode
Besides the cases of sentences that appear to say more than one thing

all at once (which, if we take saying as closed under implication, is the
case of virtually every sentence, since virtually every sentence implies
others), there are also important cases of sentences that say either one
thing or another, i.e. which can potentially convey more than one mean-
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ing. Usually, elements from the context help the hearer determine the
meaning intended by the utterer, so it can be argued that such cases are
only caused by an imperfection of the relevant languages, as ultimately
there is only one `correct' meaning intended (either semantically deter-
mined, or established by the intention of the utterer). Still, these are
signi�cant phenomena, which, it seems to me, are usually overlooked in
discussions concerning truth. In this section, I discuss some of the ways
in which a sentence may say several things in a disjunctive way.

Ambiguities. Ambiguous sentences are the cases par excellence of
sentences saying more than one thing disjunctively. Ambiguous sentences
say either one thing or another (or yet another...), but it does not seem
accurate to view them as stating the disjunction12 or even less so the
conjunction of its possible meanings (cf. (PR1981)).

Does (U) hold in such cases? I think that it does not, or in any case
not in its crude formulation. Take Read's example, `Visiting parents can
be boring ': both the reading that relatives who visit can be boring and
the reading that the act of visiting relatives can be boring are legitimate,
and it seems reasonable to view this sentence as somehow saying both
things. Of course, one could object that, when thoroughly interpreted in
a given context, uses of such sentences are usually disambiguated, and
thus that, relative to a context, to a utterer and a hearer, an ambiguous
sentence says only one thing. Nevertheless, this phenomenon indicates
that a suitable notion of saying must be far more �ne-grained than what
proponents of (U) usually take it to be.

True enough, Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson do include the notion of
context in their framework, which I have excluded from my analysis for
the sake of simplicity; still, the notion of context must not be seen as a
`magic' trick to allow for disambiguation in all cases, as it is very well
conceivable that even within a given context, taking into account all its
salient elements, ambiguity persists.

While logicians and most philosophers are notoriously wary of ambi-
guities13, and, as noticed by Read, �the point14 of formalization is to
avoid ambiguity� ((TSL), p.6), the philosophical signi�cance of the issue
of ambiguity must not be underestimated; moreover, the resolution of
ambiguity is a lively topic in computational semantics and linguistics.
Several taxonomies of di�erent kinds of ambiguities have been proposed

12On the medieval debate on whether ambiguous sentences corresponded to a disjunction,
see (Ash1991).
13I take Kripke's critique of Donnellan's distinction between referential and attributive uses
of de�nite descriptions in (Kri1977) to be representative of this general attitude.
14I prefer to think that to avoid ambiguity is one of the points of formalization.
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(lexical ambiguity, syntactic ambiguity, semantic ambiguity, pragmatic
ambiguity etc.), as much as the adequate apparatus to handle them in
formal contexts. In other words, the point I wish to make here is that
ambiguity should not be dismissed as an unimportant aspect of our uses
of languages, as an imperfection, such that it would not count as a wor-
thy counterexample to (U); in fact, it seems to me that it is essential for
a suitably re�ned notion of what a sentence says to take the phenomenon
of ambiguity into account.

What is clear in any case is that (T) and similar schemata cannot
handle ambiguous sentences, and, admittedly, neither can the quanti�-
cational truth schema (for it to deem an ambiguous sentence as true, all
its readings would have to obtain, which is clearly too strong a condi-
tion). Nevertheless, taking the phenomenon of ambiguity seriously, as I
do, is surely a good reason to doubt the validity of (U).

Conventionality of language. Another good reason to be suspi-
cious of (U) is the essentially conventional character of language, as noted
by several in�uential philosophers (ranging from Buridan to Wittgen-
stein). While (U) arguably concerns sentences with determined mean-
ing, sentences can obviously change their meaning if, for example, one of
their terms changes meaning. In other words, sentences do not necessar-
ily say what they say; the things they say may change if the conventions
regulating the use of a language change, so that the intricacies of its
expressive power often go far beyond what (U) seems to attribute to all
languages indiscriminately.

Context-dependence. Context-dependence can also be seen as a
phenomenon undermining the validity of (U). Its importance is increas-
ingly recognized in current philosophy of language, and a number of
theoretical apparatuses15 have been proposed to deal with the role of
context for the meaning and truth of expressions. The proponents of (T)
themselves have recognized that the application of the schema in lan-
guages that are context-dependent must take contextual elements into
account, in particular with respect to pronouns and indexicals (Read
mentions Davidson's observation of this fact - (TSL), p.2).

But even though the notion of what a sentence says can be rela-
tivized to a context, as Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson have done, in such
a way that (U) seems to be safeguarded, the fact that the meaning of so
many expressions and sentences of the languages we speak and write are

15Among these, the several variations of two-dimensional semantics are perhaps the most
notable example, cf. the issue of Philosophical Studies 118 1-2 dedicated to this framework.
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context-dependent strikes me as an indication that the thesis of unifor-
mity of meaning contained in (U) may be unnatural and far-fetched.

To be precise, I do not take the cases where sentences seem to say
more than one thing disjunctively, related to the phenomena of ambi-
guity, context-dependence and conventionality of language, as full-blown
arguments against the validity of (U); rather, what I suggest is that these
cases indicate that the notion of what a sentence says is far more complex
than (U) seems to imply it is.

Of course, it may be argued that, in formalized languages, these phe-
nomena, as well as the phenomena described in the previous section
(presupposition, implicature and discrepancy of surface and deep struc-
ture) do not (should not!) occur, and that (U) does (should) hold in
such cases, insofar as these languages must be transparent and express
explicitly and uniquely what is said. But when it comes to the appli-
cation of (T) to account for the concept of truth in so-called `natural'
languages, these phenomena cannot be simply disregarded, as they often
seem to be. While to ensure the validity of (U) may be one of the very
purposes of devising formalized languages16, this understandably desired
property simply does not hold in non-regimented contexts, as I hope to
have shown. Even though Tarski himself intended (T) to apply most and
foremost to formalized languages, whose meaningfulness is established by
means of the technical notion of interpretation, this fact obviously un-
dermines the uses of (T) to account for the notion of truth in so-called
`natural' languages, as has been done extensively (cf. (TSL)).

5. Conclusion
From these considerations, the conclusions to be drawn appear to be

quite evident. (T) and related truth-schemata presuppose the validity
of (U) and therefore are not suitable to account for the truth of sen-
tences and languages of which (U) does not hold. But (U) does not
hold universally: Andjelkovi¢ and Williamson's purported proof of (U)
is fallacious, since it already presupposes its validity; moreover, an ex-
amination of a few perfectly `normal' case suggests that the notion of
what a sentence says goes much beyond (U). Accordingly, an alternative
truth schema that does not presuppose the validity of (U), and which is
based on universal quanti�cation over what a sentence says, is not only
more suitable in cases where (U) does not hold; it is also conceptually

16Even though, again, if one adopts the notion of saying closed under implication, then (U)
will not hold in formalized languages either.
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more fundamental than (T) and similar schemata. Equally important is
the realization that a theory of truth cannot exist without a theory of
meaning (at least not in the case of correspondence theories of truth),
and thus that meaning is arguably a more fundamental notion than that
of truth, contrary to what the Tarskian approach to truth suggests.

In sum, Read's analysis, inspired by Bradwardine's solution of the
Liar paradox, has the outstanding merit of revealing some of the hidden
and false assumptions contained in (T), which I here have attempted to
disclose even further.
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