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SYilJPOSIUJlf-LOGICAL TRUTH

SYMPOSIUM

LOGICAL TRUTH

1. LOGICAL TRUTH AND LOGIC

671

I T is sometimes treated as a commonplace in contemporary
philosophy that recent empiricism has happily succeeded, where

traditional empiricism had signally failed, in disposing of a diffi
culty that had long been a source of aCllte embarrassment to
empiricists-viz., what to do about the so-called truths of logic (and
of mathematics). For one could hardly go along with Mill's sng
gestion that such truths were really nothing but empirical or in
ductive generalizations. And yet the only alternative seemed to
be to concede the very point that rationalism had always insisted
upon, viz., that in mathematics and logic we achieve a type of
knowledge that is absolutely necessary and hence undeniably a
priori.

lIow neat, therrforr, would seem to be the stratagem of many
recent f'mpiricists, to concede the necessary and a priori character
of mathrmatical and lo~ical truths, but to follow this up im
lnP(liatrly with the insistpJlce that such tmths provide lIS with no
faetnaJ IUlo\Yll'd~p, and P\"PII ill 11 SpIlS(' don't rNlJly say anything or
(!iYl' any inf'onnatioll. Thus, as onl' nCPllf tl'xthook writer has put
it, '" f' SOI1lN)JlP said, 'Blapk cats are fiprcp,' or 'Black cats brillg
ba(l 1\1('k,' (mp mig-ht qllpstion whpthpr his statplIwllt was true; hut
probably no OIlP would (jupstioll that, whptlwr trup or false, it is a
genuine statplllPlIt. IT owevrr, i I' SOInrOll(' ~aid, 'Blaek cats are
black,' 'YP might be tl'Inpted to say that he was saying' nothing, or
that he ,yas saying" something" tl"lIP hut so utterly trivial as to be
not ,Yorth saying," 1

l\Iorpovpr, the samp writer continups hy rPlllarkillg" that sueh
statpn1Pllts are, of eOllr~e, analytic in thp SPIlSP that" yon havp only
to annlyzr a stat('Illl'lIt of this kind in ol'l]l'r to know whrtlwr or
!lot it is t"nl'.'· 2 l\lorpovn," thl' rl'aSOll WP don't havl' to tpst
Isllch trllths] by oh~;PrYation of thl' world, and the reason they are
!ll'pl'ssary, is sinlply that th('y af(' pmjlty of allY feal content; they
an' all analytie or talltologil'al."" In ot!wr won)s, they dOll't
n'aHy tpll liS anythilli-(" nhollt tl\(, tllilli-("s or p!ltitips whit·h t1wy
would ostellsibly SPl'llI to 1)(' :lholli. "I:laek eats Ill'P hlack" <lO('S

not tel! liS HlIything" a\)ollt hlat·" ('nt.s. Or lU; Wittgellstcin put it,

1 TIoRI'(·rH.•John, All Jlllrorlll("/ioll /0 Fhilo8ol'1Iicai AnalJlsis, New York,
1%3, p. !Hl.

2 1birl.

:1 Ibid., 1'1'. 106-107.
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"I kIlO\Y, I'.g'., 1I0thillg' ahollt thp ,,'patll\'I' whpn I know that it
rains or dOl'S Ilot rain." 4

NO\\' till' qlH'stioll \\hieh I should likp to rai"I' is \rlH·t!H'r this
hard-won alld IIIll<'h-yaul\t('<! llotiol\ of logieal tl'1Ith, as being at
OIl('P pu l'el,Y formal, allalytie, tautologieal, de., and at the same
t imp quite harp of l'ontrnt, llon-fadllal, llninf'ormati\p, rtl~., is really
much of a g'aill for logic. Is it particularly pertinent to logie, and
dol'S it ]"('ally further our IIndpI'standing of the llature of logic \
Inlll'l'd, in answrring sueh qupstions ill thr negatiyr, I should be
inclinl'd to go so far as to propound a paradox to the rtrect that if
slleh br the natu]'(' of logical truth, thl'n no logical truth can ever
1)(' a truth about logie.

Aud by way of pxplanation, ]Pt nil' hegin by sllggpsting what
is llonbtless a lwiye, hilt nonl'tlll'less alternatiye view of the nature
of logieal trllth. 1"01' \\'hy not eonsillpr that f'xprf'ssions like
"llJUiral trnths" or "trllths of logic" simply signify truths that
arl' "'about r. log'ic or haw to do \\'ith things logieal, in much the
sa l!H' way as thl' l'X p]'('ssion "tru ths of e)l('mistry" ,youll] ordinarily
1)(' t akl'n to m(':llI simply tl'llths that an' abollt chemist!·y or that
ha\,(' to 110 ,\"it h thillg's ch01l1il'al? 1Tl1del'stooll in this spnsp, the
truths or logil' \\"otl1d 1)(' trllths ahollt Sll<'h things as pl'('dicatrs,
1'IIIIl'ti"IIS,' arg'IIIlII'llts, qll:lll1ifil'I'S, disjl\lll'tiolls, syllogisms, l'tc.
III SIIllI't, tlil',\' \\,ollid 1)(' SI'I'()IlIl Ol'<!I'I' tl'llths and \\'()Iild ill\'ol\'c
SI'('O!II! ordl'l' \IotiollS, ill ('OII1I'<lst ag'aill, say, to till' truths of
ehl'lllislr,\' \i'hieh ii'Ould pl'l'slllllahly I'ollsist of first ord('r statements
alld IlotillllS ,lholl1 fhil]'!'s ill till' 1'1"i1 world,

Illit Iii) ,,11011"1' arl' "frlltlis or logil'" 1I1111i'rstood ill tliis S('nsf'
tll;11I tlil'\" \\otild "el'l1l til hI' ;ll1ytliillg hilt 1'lIlpt,\' alld ('0111 1'111 Il'ss.
l'\Ol'. 1'01' 'th;lt nl<lItl'l'. \i'ould thl',v ('\,I'n SI'1'111 to hI' ou thl' ol'(ler of
analyti(' and III'l'eS";!I',\' truths.

{'ollsid('l', for l'Xalllp]I': "Ling'uistil' I'xpn'ssi olls !);l\"(' intl'llsion
alld ('xt(,IlSiOIl"; "\)('(']arati\'l' Sl'lIt"'1('I'S lila,\' hI' ('ithl'l' t1'\IP or
false"; "AllY slatl'III1'lIt as to \\"hat a thillg' is !'I'qni!'l's the liSP of
a IIni\"'rsall'ol]('ppt as pr('die,I1I'''; ";\" prllpositiol1 Illa~'I)(' said to
illiply alloth,'!', if \\'1 It' II thl' first is tl'lJ(' t111' otlli'r is f:l1s(·.·· Wou](1
011(' ('all stwlt statl'llll'lltS." sllpposill~ tltplll to 1)(' tl'lll', nl'('('ssary

1 T1'(I('la f I(S 1.().o;f'o-l'l, i/oSOJI!1 ;('/lS, l.fi 1O.

C, kill"" r ~iJ:i11 ""I"':d,,,lly h" ~11I':Ikillg of \\ J,,<I it i" t i"lf r:lriOllH ~tat.c

1I11'IIls or "",'rl;olls lI);l,\' II(' said 10 I", ,"wili. l'""iJ,'1's I iJ"d I",ttl'r "'Id"ill that
I t1IHl('ndalltl :-1t!('11 l':lllollfllt'SH" ill IH'itllpl':1 :-;()phi~ti(':tfl'~1 lIor:l Pit'){\ri('ki:lll

F;('IlSP. No [:11' :lS , l':lll fl'lI, Ill," l1~(l of fili~ {'~Jln'~si(ll\ is lIot ulllikp I\lillllp,v

'1'J,OI"!'SOIl's (SC'I' Iii" "\VI"lt ,\rl' L:l\r-f';j:Jt<']l)('((t~ Ahollt 1," tlliR .JOI'HNAl.

\·O!. LI l (l~l:i:;), No. IIi, 1'1', ·I~ I-~:::\).

"Of I""1rs<', lilli' llIiglil i,,,i,,t t":d II",,.,,, I"""lpl"s :11'(' lIot ~t:iI"IIl"llts :It :J!I,

!lui ru1t':-;. Ilo\Y('y('I'. :I~ is ,rl'11 ].;: 1I0W II , it, iK lIot :11\\:JY~ (':I:-i,V to :Iroid ;1 ('('I't:llll

truths, ill till' sem;(' that their oppositf's are simply illl'oll('('ivab!l'?
And as for their being uninformativl', there could surdy be TlO

df'nying' tire fact that all thl'se statrmrllts purport to give definite
information about various logical instruments and devices-sen
tences, universals, implicati\'e rl'latiollfl brtween sentrncrs, etc.

But does not this serve to confirm thp paradox suggested earlier?
For if logical truths are truths about logic, thpn so far from being
merely formal statements devoid of content, logical truths would
rather seem by the vpry nature of the case to be truths about a
particular subject matter-viz" about logical or linguistic entities,
or objects of second intention as the Scholastics would call them,
On the other hand, on the altcrnatiw and still fashionable view of
logical truth as comprising mere empty formalisms and tantologies,
all such truths, being devoid of contpnt, could not be about any
thing at all, mnch Ipss about a particular snbjpct matter which
could be said to be the proper subject matter of logic as distin
guished from other sciences.

Perhaps, though, I haw pxag-gl'ratl'd this paradoxical divorce
of logical truth from logic, on the vipw that I am here criticizing-,
Accordingly, }pt us consider an exampI(' of a so-ealled "logical
truth" which would cl'rtainly bf' adrnilt('d to he such by lJ(~arly

all contprn)lOrary log-icians and whidl at 1111~ SaHli' tirne wOllld Ill'
I'f'cognizpd as bping in tlrp natun' of a purl')y formal or analytic
truth.

No unmarril'd man IS married.

As l'rol'pssor Quinp l'xplains it, "Tltl' I'(,]l'vant fpatllrl' of this ('X

amplp is that it 1I0t mel'ply is trill' as it stands, Imt rpmail1s trtlC'

unde'!' allY and all rpint('l'J1rptat ions of 'man' and 'Illarri('d.' If
we supposc a prior inypntory of logical partil'1ps, eom!lrisillg' '!lO,'

'1In-.' 'not,' 'if,' 'tht>l1,' 'and,' ptr., thcn in gPl!l'ral a logil'al truth
is a statrlllPl!t \vhil'll is tl'11e and rl'lllains 11'1](' 1111<!('1' all l'pilllrqll"('
tat ions of its 1'01ll!lIllH'nts other than th(' logi'~al part i(·l(,s." 7

Very wplI, sup)losiug that "No 111lmarl'ipd mall is ll1anip<!" is
a logi('al tl"llth, ,inst what is it a truth about? l\ly own illl'linatiol1,
of c:oursp, would he to sa,V that it is about unmarried nlPI1. Hut
at OI1('P this wil! bp rpI'og'l1izPd as ho))(']('ssly n:Jivl'. For, as Pro
fessor Quinl' has so ('arpfully pointpd out., thp 1'('I('\,aI11 fpatUI'I' of

Hl'l'llIillg ar"itr:lrinl'RR wh('n 0111' lIl:lkeR tl,,' pronOllllrl'nll'IIt t.hat a ,· .. rt.ain ('X,

pr<'R~ion th:lt lookR like a ~tatelliellt. iR J'(':i1I)' a rille. BeHidl'R, pro":I"ly JlO OliO

woulll maintain t.hat logi .. iR millIe Ill' I'ntir .. ly of rules. Hl'uI'c it, Rhoilld alwn)'s

he pORRilJ!p, :It. lenRt in prillcipli', to fill,1 examplm. of t.ruthR of logi,~ that woul,1

illuRtratl, t.1,(' poillt tll:lt iA hpn, :It, i"'~lle.

1 ~('P t I Two Dog-ulaA of l'~rn[,jri('i~H)}," ill From, a ],olliral ])oinf. o( JT ir1Jr,
C:lmhridgo, 19G:I, PI" :!2-2:J.
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1his ('xHtlIpl(' is pl'('('isp!y that. it is 1101, a statellll'lIt that is tnf?rely
tr111' liS it stlillds, hn1 rather a statplr1ent that" r('maills true," re
g-ardlpss of ",hethrr its componl'nts be "unmarried men," "incom
petent logieians," or "inane investigations," Presumably, there
forp, it Jll11st he rep;lIrded as a pnrely formal statement, and hence
as not aboll tallY dPlrrm inate SII bjeet matt('r at all. In other words,
it says 1I0t fling' and gives no information about anything whatever.

.J ust the samp, there does sl'em to be something about this last
('oJl('lllsion that is far from COg'cnt. For granted that in the case
of "No unlllarrird man is married," we can vary" married man"
alld "marripll" without limit and still not affe!'t tl1(' trnth of the
statl'IlH'nt does it npe('ssarilv follow that the statement just says
nothing a; all and gin's JlO i;lformation ,,,hatevrd For why could
not 011(' arg"up that thl' possible variability pf the non-logical com
pOllellts of thp statl'IlH'nt mprply serves to indicate that the truth
illvolwd in thp orig-inal statrrnpnt is Olle that holds not just of
IIllnl1l1Tied mell, hilt of anything and evprything whatever? And
\rhat is this trllth 1 Sililply that nothing whatpypr is other than
wha1 it is, Alld ,,,ith this our sllPIJOsed l'xamp]p of a log-ieal truth
!H'gins to takp Oil thp :I~ppd of all onto]og'iea! truth! However,
Sill('f' ('\,('ll to IHeat he thp \yonl "olltological" is to court almost
('(']'tain ])IIilosophieal arrest and eX('('ution at thp prl'sent time, I
siiall ad\'isl'dl~' rdraill 1'1'0111 pn'ssillg this parti('lIlar point.

To rptllrll, thollgh, to 0111' l'xalllp!p of a loginl1 truth. J\Tay wp
:w,'ol'd i11 gly ('on(']udp 1ha t si /1('(' it is not a trll th about llnmarrird
111('11, illdl'(·<I, sill('!' it is 1I0t a tnlth ahout allythillg at all, it cannot
po~sil"y 1)(' a trll1h ahout log-i(~ or ahollt !ogieal elltitil's and I'l'l a
liolls! III slIOI'1, <lO('S th\' \'('r~' fad tiiat it i~ a trllth or jo:.dc rule
llllt allY p()',~ihi'ity of its b(,ill,~' n trutii all01l1 logip?

1~llt ;It (111("', l'\'I'rYOIH' \"ill 1'f','og'llizl' tiint slllllf'lhing is wrong
\yilll this pi,·tllrl', 1<'01' ;Illllo~t nIl llH)(kl'll 10g'i(·i;lns S('PllI 10 fppJ
1hnt 1lI\'l'e for 11 ta I tmlhs and talltologi\'s al'p of sig'nifieall('(' 1'0]' logie,
!'l'riiaps th(' (loint is tlI;lt tl'1lt Its of this sort sOlllehow exhibit or
slI(I\\' forth the pllr('I~' 10g-i(·,lI or lillgllisti(' forms alld strlletllrps of
0111' thinking' h\'ha\'illr; ;llId as slwh, lh('s(' 10g-iealJ,)' true or formally
trIll' sta1'-lIll'llts ('mlld thl'II Jll'()pprl~' be r!'i.!,'anlc-d as seeolld order
statpllll'llh, In<lpp<l, the \,pr~' way in \\'hi('h Quinl' pxplainpd the
notioll 01' Illgi('nl Il'lith ill tlIe :d,,)\'(- qnotatioll Inig'ht hI' sail] to foem;
nlt(,lltion nl)(11l thl' pl"'ldiar ('Oll,'prn of su(·h tl'lIths with what Quine
('ails "Io~~'il'al p;lrl iel,'s," 'I'h11s" No lllllllarripd ll1l'l1 arl' IllHrried"
II!:IV not ft·11 liS ,lll,\,thing :I!l"lIt 11I1/1l;ll'l'ie<!lI1P/I, 01' 1'01' that matter
:lllf;Ut :IllY 1'1':11 (I"I"'''IIS 01' thing's, 1\11.1 ~'pj dot's it not shed light
ou tIll' us(' :llld !wh:l\'iol' of logj(':ll p:lr1i('I,'s likp 'no,' '1111-,' 'an,,'

l'1 I'. ?

Yp( onec more, it ,\,oltld s('elll that we must tn-ad warily here,
For is on(' to say that allY merely formal or analytic truth, being
thus a second order statement, is for that reason nothing more
than a statement about its own logical particles? Is" No un
married men are married," for example, a statement not about
unmarried mrll or about anything rIse in the world, but only
about' no' and' un-' and' are' ? Now I do not know of any logician
who would say quite this in so niany words, but there are many
who would come very close to implying it in praetice. And yet is
not such a view simply ridiculous on the face of it? For one
thing, it is bad enough to be told that, when we say" No unmarried
men are married," we are not talking about unmarried men at all ;
but to have it insinuated, in addition, that we are aetually only
making a statement ahout 'no' and 'un-' and 'are' is downright
insulting. 'What's more, so to interpt'et the mpaning of the state
ment would seem to involvp the most elementary confusion of use
with mf'ntion, for whilp the stati'Tnent in question most certaill1y
('ontai/ls thp log-ieal partiell's '110,' 'lin·,' a111] 'are,' it is certainly
not for that reason a I'tatenwnt about such partielps.

Of eoursp, ]\Jr. Strawson R has a sOllll'what ing'PIliolls, pvpn if,
as r should think, a rathl'r earalilT, way of meeting this diffieulty.
For hl' in pII'('d sl'ellls to say that allhong'h a statPll\(,lIt like "No
IInmanil'(1 11\:111 is 11I:IlTipd" is ost PlIsihly n lil'st. ol'(ll'Y' statement.,
it is really a rlig(Juisrrl S('('Plld ordf'l' sta1e1l\('I11. l\1"rl' sjweifi('ally,
he dewlops his ('ontpntion in (h(· light of th!' following' exam (Ill's :

(1) TIll' s(a(ellll'l1t (hat hI' i" 0\'1')' six foot t;111 is i'll·ollsistf'nt.
with thl' sfatl'IJH'U( that hr' is nllriPI' six root tall.

en 11(' is 1I0t both o\'('r and IIlld.'r six root 1:111.
(:1) Ill' CI1/1'! hl' hol h 0\('1' anti lllHler six foot t.all.
(4) It's illl})()ggilJlr for him to hl' hoOt O\'l'!' and Hndpr six ('(Jot

tall.

In analyzillg' tIH'SP stall'IIIl'lIts, Straw~()11 lIl:lillt:liIlS that (2),
(:1), anll (4) are all misleading: th(·y look lik!' first (Jrd,'r ~ta/l'

mcnt.s, hilt they rl'ally anll't; 1hey are disgIJiser] Sl'eOlHI onkr
statemel1ts. Presumahly, th('ref'orl', al1yol1p Illaking' l'illlPr st at('
llwnt (2), (:n. OJ' (4) lloes 110t ql1it(~ 10eall \\"ltat hl' says or sny
what hI' 1\Ieal1S, /i'm', slripppd 0(' th('ir (lisguises, (2), (:n, alld
(4) aelnally a<,;,sert. 110 l\lore 111:111 \\'11:11 is st:1t('d ill (1).

Now ",itJI all due J'('spe('l to 1\11'. Sll·a\vsoll. i1 dop,s Sl'l'll1 that

R cr. Il/irnliul'l;n1/ In T,o(/ital, 7'/It'nnt, LOlldoll '11111 NI'IV Vork, IfJ:i~, j'l,s.

and ~, (';-':1'. pp. ~I~-~~ :llld :Hi. NI'('dl('l.j~ to :-1:1Y. I 11:1\'(' 110 ('oldidl'llf'(, 111:11 f

It:l\"(' riglltly illt,'rl'rl'll'" Slr"""'»l 111'1'1', Iii" sl,l II' ',,,,jllg so 01''''1"'' :It fi'lll":ls t.o

:llronl I,illl 1'1'011'"t;oll :lg:lillst. :11,110,'1. :III,' ('"iU,·,i'.II.



G7n TIlE .JOURNAl, OTt' PlTTU)SOI'ITY SYMPOSIUM-LOGICAL TRUTH 677

thrre is somrthing rather arbitrary and even high-handed about
this procedure. For how can he be so sure that rver so many
of the ordinary statements we make, thinking that we are making
them about persons or things, are really not about what we think
they are at all, but are im;tead rnrre disguised spcond ordrr state
nl<'nts? vVhy, on this basis it might turn out that hencPforth, so
far from an Englishman's house being his castle, not even his
mraning would be what he means. For just which of the state
ments that we make can we ever be sure will be free from exposure
by some self-appointed watcher and warder of ordinary language?
Thus the satirist may think that he iR making an observation about
human nature when he declares that fools rush in where angels
fear to tread. But no, he may be told that he is not talking about
human nature, but only about his own use of language. And the
scientist who thinks he is talking about physical phenomena when
he says that light travels in straight lim's may actually be told
that he is only a disguisrd and even hypocritieal lexirographer.
Yes. cyrn Stra'wsol1 himself may find that when he wishes to state
it as a fad that all analytic statements are really sr('om] order
statrmrnts, he may rudrly be told that he is only trying to foist
his own (lidionary npon an audienre of unsuspecting and unin
formr(t TlhilosopherR!

J\Iorroyrr, 1,l('asantrips asid(', tlwre would s('('m to !lr an ordrr
of priority aud posteriority in first and second ordpr statements
that simply pan not !lr remowd by any mpre ripping off of so-pallrd
disgllisps. To 1)(' snrp, thp\,(' is not a sing]p first oJ'(lr\, statcmpnt
of <lIlV killd bnt wliat it llIay l('nd itsl'lf to (l(H.wription and ehar
Il<'t('ri'z<lt iOIl in a Sp('olld ()I'(lpl' statplllpllt. This is quit(' as true of
syntlietip statenlf'uts as it is of analytic' statpnH'llts. Thus th('
statement

(G) 'l'hpaf'1<'tns si ts

('an he qnih' l('git imatply deserihcd 111 a S('l'ol](l o!"(lP\, statemrnt

(G) 'l'he ('Olll'Ppt "sitting-" is affinnl'<1 of thp sllhjl'(·t '''l'hrae-
tetns.' ,

Bilt thp point, of pOllrsp, is that th(' sp('ont! ol'r!pr statplll('nt is an
ot hn and q \I it p d ifTprpnt sta h'nll'n t from thp fi rst or<1pr statrmcnt
,dlil'h it is ahollt. Nol' ,\,0111(1 Ollp p\,pr SIlPPOsC that in asserting
that Thead<'1\ls sits, onp was really ollly assf'l"ting (6). Quitc the
('ontrary, (G) jJrpsul'posps (fi). Nor ('an one ]'('adily srr how the
case ponld Iw any different ,,·jth first and sp('ond o]'(]rr analytip
statl'll1rnts from ~vhat it is with synthetil' onps--at least so far m;
the I]p('rssary priority of th(' 0I1l' oT"(lpr m'rr tl1(' other is p())H~prnrd.

Nevertheless, for purposes of argument, suppose we waive this
difficulty and simply assume that any seemingly first order analytic
or logically true statement is really a disguised second order state
ment about some logical or linguistic use or other. Almost at once,
this assumption will have hard going in the face of concrete ex
amples of logical and linguistic uses. For statements about such
things just don't seem to have the character of analytic or so-caned
logical truths at all. For instance, consider such things as negative
terms and negative sentences, function terms and argument terms,
the syllogistic form of argument, hypotheticals, double negatives,
et al.-all of these are nothing but so many logical or linguistic
tools that we human beings employ in our efforts to know and to
communicate our knowledge. Moreover, in so far as we try to
understand these tools themselves-what their functions are and
how they are to be used-we must make statements about them
just as we make statements about anything else that we are
seeking to know and understand. Nor would there seem to ht> any
reason a pri{)ri why such statements must needs bc formal or
analytic truths. To be sure, as second order statements, they
are statements not about real p('rsons or things, but only ahout
onr own logieo-lingnistie tools. But what of that? Don't wr have
to try to learn ahout the nature and behavior of sneh tools, just
as we learn about the nature and bphavior of other "things"?
And if so, will not thp statprnents we make abont them be more in
thp natnre of synthptie propositions than analytic OI1<'S, to say
nothing of hping informative rathpr than purdy formal?

nut lPi us not Jlwrply ritp pxalllpirs of sc(~ond ordPf statpmrmts
whi('h ar(' not in thp naturp of forma] or analytic trnths at all.
Tjrt III' aptually try the pXjwrin1Pnt of interpreting a formal or
Ilnalytic trnth as a sp('onr] on1f'r trnth. This may sumec to show
that thp t\\'o sorts of truth arr radil'ally inpompatihle with paeh
ot]]('I'.

'I'hns take OI]('p again 11 statpmpnt slleh as:

No haehplor is married.

This, ld 11R snpposc, is I1n analytie or a log-ieally trup stat(·mr·nt.
Bnt this mpans simply that the statpmpnt is r('ally not about
hll<'!lplors at all, sin('p it will rpmaill tT'll(' under all rpintrl'prrtations
of its eOTllIHlIlcnts otJlpr than the log-ieal eomponrnts. [nd('pd. the
statpmpnt iR l"('all,v, we mig-ht Ray, one involving a eomplP1r "suh
jl'ct-ma1tpr-in<1iff('r('I]('p," 9 whieh we might r('prrspnt thus:

No A is non-A.

91'hiA (':'(I'f('HRioll i~ Rtraw~oll 'A, OJ!. cit., p. 4R.
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But this last statement, as we have seen, is supposed to be regarded
as a second order Rtatement which is not about things at all, but
only about the relevant linguistic and logical devices that we use to
talk about things. Accordingly, suppose we rewrite it as follows:

No predicate which is the contradictory of its subject may be
affirmed of that subject.

This last statement, however, is also said to be an analytic or
logically true statement. But no sooner does one say this, than
the same analysis will pertain to it that was seen to pertain to thf
original statement, "No bachelor is married," That is to say,
the same principle of "subject-matter-indifference" must apply to
it that applies to any analytic or formal truth. Hence, just as
the earlier statement seemed to be about bachelors but turned out
not to be so at all, so also this latest statement might seem to be
about predicates that contradict their subjects, but it really isn't
so at all. Ilikewise, just as "No bachelor iR married," being
annlyti(', really said no more than "No bachelor is other than a
ba('I1<'lor," and hence "No A is non-A," so also "No predicate
which contradicts its subject may be affirmed of that subject"
really RayS' no more than "No predicate which contradicts its
subjrd is other than a predicate which contradicts its subject."
Hilt this simply mrans that onr laRt Rtatrment whi('h waR prr
suma hly a sr('ond onlrr statplllrn t ahout certain kinds of prrdicates,
as disting'uished from other things, tnrns out not to he about anv
thing' that can be distinguishrd from anything rIse at all. in
other words, it can in no sense be said to be ahout 100'ical or
linguistic or sr('ond ordfT elpnwnts as distinguishrd frorr~ things
that nrr ohjr<'ts of first on1cr l1otions. Bllt thrn it ('anllot I'\'('n
hr said fo hc a sc('oll(l onl(']' sta('nl('lIt1

\Vhe)'('. theil, (lors this leavc ns? 'Well, if' onr still wishrs tl)
ill(lnlge Olle's taste f'or paradox. olle ('all simpl~- say that logi('al
11'111 Its. Iwill'!; 11)'~'i";111)' (1'11('.1':1111101 possihl," 1)(' trllths of or' alJOllt
lo,!'il'; :11111, \'il'p \'1'rs:l, 1111' lrlllhs of' logi,', lll'ill!.! ~PI'O!1I1 ordpr tnllhs
:Ibllnl III!!i(':lI d",'i,'es :lltd relatiol1ships, ealtHot pos~;ihl.v Ill' 10Q'i(~all.v

tl'll('. Or to ]Jnt it morc stl'aig'htfol'\\'anll,v, it ,voul(] serJn in the
light of' the f'ol'rg'oing argllnwllts that thrrr is a ra<1i('al inpom
llatihilit~· bdwrell so-ealled all:J!ytip, !'ol'ln:J!, or logipal trnths nlHl
the [H'OI)(,l'l,'- s('eond orc1rr trnths of logi('. }\n(l mny we not
simpl~' POIwlt1<lr from all this t hat the ,,~hole !lotion oi' so-calle(l
logipal trnths, in the sr!lSC of fonn::l1 or anal~·tip trnths, has no
pertinrncr to logic whatevrr? Thr~' nl'r !lot trnt1ls about logie or
]ogi('al particles or logical rplations or all~·thing whatrypr hnying 10
do ,Yith logic; inderd, if thry wrrr, they wonld immpdiately anel

CO iZJSO eease to IJe statements that ,vere formally or analytically
or logically true.

Just the same, one might rejoin with the (!Uestioll: What then is
one to do with such logically true statements? Admitting that
they haye no pertinence to logie, they nonetheless exist, 'What,
then, is one to say about them? Well, one might say that maybe the
whole idea of formal or logical truth is simply a delusion, that all
so-called formal or analytic truths really are informative and do say
something, be it trivial or not, and that what they say something
about are nothing other than the very things which these same
statements are ostensibly about. 'rhus" No thing other than A
is A" might be taken to be a statement about things generally.
And" No predicate may be affirmed of its contradictory opposite"
would be a second order statement about properly logical entities
and relationships. Yes, even "No unmarried men are married"
I am afraid I must confess, should be regarded as being a tru~h
about unmarried men, its truth being derivative from the more
general ontological principle that no thing other than A is A,

,. But," you will say, "is not this right where we all came ill at
the very dawn of contemporary philosophy 1 Indeed, if sremingly
necrssary truths are not to be regarded as pllrely formal, Ullt as
factual, then will we not be confronted with the saJlle old difTiclllties
of traditional empiricism all OWl' ag-ain 7" '1'0 all of whil'll I (~all

only rrply that if olle finds onpsp]f in a blind alley, goillg baek: to
where one carne in may not be such a bad ic\r'a artpr all.

HENRY VEATClI

INDIANA UNIVJi:RSITY

II. TWO !'IUJlL\nJLITY ('00:(:I';I"I'N

SOJIB 1\'11 y('ars ag'o Hudoll' Camap distinguished hl'1w('('11 two
..... probability ('oll('rpls: tI", ('OIl('Ppl. or d('gJ'('(~ or ('o!lfinlla1ioll
",hi('h he lal)('I\'d proll:lllili(YI, alld till' \'oll('('pf or n'laliv(' I'n"
fjIlPII"Y, \\,lIi,·1I 11(' 1:1I1<,II'd I'rohabilify~.' I proposl' 10 draw 111'1'(' a
relatl'd, hut difl'pI'PIII, di';1ill('til)JJ 1)('I\\,p('II pl'llhability as a ~'('Il

cr:di7.p<! tl'llih·('()]H'('pt and prohahility as a gf'lIc!'ali7.cd impli('atioll
con(·cpt. Fol' pllrposps of elm'ity I shall de!lotr t!", first ('OIlI'PPI. by
'prob,!,', till' SP('OIH! hy 'proh,'. or HI)' 1wo ('ol}('('pls or (':rr)li(~l1l1d(/,

prolJ[ is t!1(' samp as Carnap's prohabilitYI, hilt th,: r:TjJlitl1ll11n I
shall SlllJlllit fol' it ('oill('ides ollly pal'lIy wilh ('arllap's r:I\'oritc
c:rplico!ulII c*; as for proh,!" it difTel's fmlll Cal'lI:lp's prohabili1.v~,

1" 'I'll<' Two ('O'lf'('ptH of I'roh:dlility," l'hilosoph.'l and 1'1u:lIomcnoloqi('ol
RCS('IITf'h, Vo/. V (104;;), PI'. ;;1:1-;;:1~.
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