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INTRODUCTION

In Sense, Reference, and Philosophy,1 Jerrold J. Katz provides a novel account
of the liar paradox. According to Katz, liar sentences, for instance, the Simple
Liar,

(SL) This sentence is false,

and more obviously circumstantial liars, such as

(L) The sentence-token labeled “(L)” is false,

are neither true nor false.2 At the same time, however, Katz claims that they are
meaningful, all the same. Thus, Katz attempts to do what some might take to be
the impossible: maintain consistency while rejecting the view that liar sentences
are meaningless. Following Katz, we characterize his response to the liar paradox
as a response to (what he calls) the Epimenidean Dilemma (herein, the ED), where

We would like to thank Jody Azzouni, for helpful comments, and David Pitt, for bringing this 
collection together. We are very happy to remember Jerry Katz in the writing of this paper. He meant
a great deal to Armour-Garb in particular and will forever be missed.
1 J. J. Katz, Sense, Reference, and Philosophy. New York: Oxford UP, 2003.
2 More precisely, certain tokens of liar sentences are neither true nor false. We follow Katz here in

taking “sentence” to mean sentence-type, unless otherwise specified. Truth, falsity, paradoxicality,
and so on, are all more immediately features of sentence-tokens. So, to make a claim about the
truth-value status of a sentence (i.e., of a sentence-type) is to make that claim about all of its tokens
(relative to a particular interpretation).



the ED, per Katz purports to show “that we cannot say both that natural languages
are in some sense universal or unlimited in expressive power and that they are
consistent.”3 According to Katz, it is possible to maintain both effability4—the
claim that natural languages provide the means to express everything—and con-
sistency. That is, we can accept as meaningful even paradoxical sentence-tokens
like (SL) and (L) without, at the same time, compromising consistency.

We applaud Katz’s attempt, for we accept the meaningfulness of liar sentences
while, at the same time, we recognize that one should maintain consistency when-
ever possible. Accordingly, we see the Katzian view as trying to establish two
important and attractive features: semantic universality and consistency. More-
over, as we will show, Katz’s account is immune to many of the standard revenge
problems that plague consistent approaches to the liar. That said, we believe that,
while laudable, Katz’s attempt at reconciling effability with consistency ulti-
mately fails. The conclusion we draw is that effability and consistency, while both
attractive, are not compatible. One must go. Which, and why, is something that
we cannot address fully in this paper, except to gesture toward a solution that we
favor, in the concluding section.

The plan is as follows. In the first section, we will lay out the debate, as Katz
sees it, between Graham Priest and Tim Smiley over the ED. There, we will set
out the ED, which Katz aims to dissolve. In the second section, we introduce
Katz’s view, and indicate how, and in what sense, it attempts to provide a solu-
tion to the liar paradox, as well as a response to the ED. In the third section, we
examine an important objection to Katz’s central distinction, and we consider its
bearing on the relationship between effability and consistency, and thus on Katz’s
account of the ED. Setting those worries aside, in the fourth and fifth sections we
explain the notion of a revenge problem, consider putative revenge problems, and
explain how they bear on Katz’s view. As we show, Katz’s machinery enables
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3 Katz, Sense, Reference, and Philosophy. Because this is not yet published, we cannot indicate page
numbers. That said, all of the citations we mention can be found in 3.5 and 3.6 of the forthcoming
book.

4 Katz. Semantic Theory. New York: Harper and Row, 1972 and “Effability and Translation,” 
Meaning and Translation: Philosophical and Linguistic Approaches, ed. F. Guenthner and M. 
Guenthner-Reuter. London: Duckworth, 1978; pp. 191–234 has argued for (what he calls) maximal
effability: “(MET) Natural languages are maximally effable in the sense that for every intensional
proposition there is a sentence of the language that has it as one of its senses.” Put slightly differ-
ently, (MET) consists in the view that syntactic resources of a language are sufficient to express
everything there is to express. We will not discuss arguments for or against effability, nor will 
we discuss its correlate, semantic universality. For the difference between semantic universality 
and universality simpliciter, together with a discussion of those notions, see K. Simmons, 
Universality and the Liar: An Essay on Truth and the Diagonal Argument. Cambridge: Cambridge
UP, 1993.



him to avoid a number of putative revenge problems. However, lest we conclude
that Katz’s view is the right one to adopt, in the sixth section we adduce a revenge
problem that the Katzian machinery cannot avoid. In the final section of this
paper, we shall consider, albeit briefly, a novel way of resolving the ED.

THE PRIEST/SMILEY DEBATE ON THE ED

According to the ED, we cannot accept both the effability and consistency of
natural languages, yet each is independently plausible. According to Katz, to
embrace effability is to say (e.g.) that (L) is grammatically correct and, thus, that
it is meaningful. Given that (L) is meaningful, and given that what it says is 
that (L) is false, minimal assumptions about truth and logic yield the conclusion
that it is both true and false—an inconsistency if we assume falsity entails 
untruth. Hence, if we assume effability, inconsistency follows. Accordingly, if we
embrace consistency, we must restrict expressive power; that is, we must reject
effability.

These two positions represent the two poles of the Priest/Smiley debate.5 Priest
accepts that natural language is, in effect, universal, though he also recognizes
and, indeed, is prepared to accept, the inconsistency this engenders. By contrast,
Smiley maintains consistency and, thus, abandons the expressive completeness
of natural language. Appearances to the contrary notwithstanding, a liar sentence
such as (L) makes no meaningful assertion. As Smiley sees it, (L) (as well as
other, related paradoxical sentences) “malfunctions”: it is not meaningful, fails to
express a proposition, and, thus, fails to express a proposition (or a sentence that
fails to express one) that is either true or false. So, we get a standoff: do we accept
effability and inconsistency or consistency and ineffability? According to Katz,

The criticisms of Priest and Smiley make of each other are correct. Priest is right that we ought
to do justice to our intuition about the meaningfulness of Epimenidean sentences. Smiley is right
that we ought to do justice to our intuition that less basic principles be sacrificed before more basic
ones, and, hence, that noncontradiction ought to be preserved at all costs.6

Thus, Katz accepts the intuitive claim made by Priest—to the effect that lan-
guage is effable—along with the intuitive claim made by Smiley—to the effect
that natural languages are consistent. Accordingly, in order to escape the ED, he
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5 See G. Priest, “Can Contradictions be True? II,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, supple-
ment, 67 (1993): 35–54, and T. Smiley, “Can Contradictions be True? I” Proceedings of the 
Aristotelian Society, supplement, 67 (1993): 17–35, for a discussion of the debate.

6 Sense, Reference, and Philosophy.



must explain how it is possible to accept both of the putative horns—consistency
and effability. In what follows, we will explain Katz’s view in some detail, after
which we will test it by considering (so-called) revenge problems.

KATZ’S RESPONSE TO THE ED

Katz accepts the claim that (SL), (L), and liar-related paradoxical sentences
generally, are meaningful. His argument for the claim that (e.g.) (L) is meaning-
ful is, first, that, intuitively, we (English speakers) judge it to be meaningful.
Moreover, (L) is clearly grammatical; indeed, as is obvious, it violates no gram-
matical restriction in English. Moreover, unlike a sentence such as

(1) Seventeen is titillated by pornography,

a liar sentence like (SL) or (L) commits no category mistake; it is perfectly intel-
ligible (albeit somewhat difficult to grasp at times!). Finally, certain sentences
that appear paradoxical in some circumstances make either true or false state-
ments in others. Suppose that, in uttering

(SL) This sentence is false,

a speaker, Dexter, uses “this sentence” to refer to the token (SL). In that case, a
desire to maintain consistency motivates taking (SL) to be neither true nor false—
that is, to be gappy. But if, in uttering (SL), Dexter uses “this sentence” to refer
to

(2) Italy is in the United States

then it follows that Dexter has asserted something true. Hence, given (i) that
native speakers judge liar sentences to be meaningful; (ii) that they are gram-
matical; and (iii) that speakers sometimes use them to express at least some 
statements which are, either true or false, it follows, says Katz, that (SL) (along
with liar sentences generally) is, indeed, meaningful.7 Since anything meaningful
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7 Following Katz (Sense, Reference, and Philosophy), we assume that the conditions, (i)–(iii), hold
for liar sentences, generally. Of course, some, for example, L. Goldstein “The Paradox of the Liar:
A Case of Mistaken Identity,” Analysis 45 (1985): 9–13 and Smiley “Can Contradictions be True?
I”, have argued against (i). We are inclined to agree with Katz that such sentences are meaningful.
For an argument in favor of the meaningful status of liar sentences, see B. Armour-Garb, “Defla-
tionism and the Meaningless Strategy.” Analysis 61 (2001): 280–89.



expresses a proposition, it follows that (SL) expresses a proposition. So, the exis-
tence of liar sentences is no bar to granting effability generally.

Katz also accepts that natural languages are consistent, and, thus, that they 
are not paradoxical. His main argument for the consistency of natural language
appeals to the work of Hans Herzberger.8 We plan to discuss Herzberger’s argu-
ments elsewhere and so will not do so here. Suffice it to say, we do not find
Herzberger’s arguments convincing, but we will not use that against Katz. For
even if, ultimately, Herzberger’s arguments do not go through, we take it as
obvious that if it is possible to adduce a consistent solution to the liar, and if such
a solution also maintains the effability of natural languages, then we ought not
let the lack of a convincing argument for the consistency of natural language exer-
cise us very much. Indeed, laying out a consistent approach to the liar that, at the
same time, maintains effability would, we assume, count as a genuine contribu-
tion to our understanding of the nature of the liar.

So, leaving Herzberger’s points aside, with Katz, we assume consistency—at
least for the sake of argument.9 Since we have made clear Katz’s argument for
effability (at least insofar as it extends to liar sentences and related paradoxes),
we shall tentatively endorse Katz’s acceptance of both consistency and effability.
But, as we have seen, coupling those strategies yields inconsistency, and that is
certainly something Katz aims to avoid.

Katz’s solution to this problem follows from an account of meaning that he
claims allows us to reject the unwanted halves of Priest’s and Smiley’s views—
inconsistency and ineffability, respectively—while embracing the portions we
want. To see how Katz explains this, we must back up a bit, to a brief view of
his larger theoretical picture.

Katz identifies the ED as arising, with respect to Priest and Smiley, by virtue
of the assumption that being meaningful implies expressing a proposition and that
propositions, as standardly understood, obey bivalence. Put differently, on stan-
dard, Fregean intensionalism, meaningful sentences express propositions, and
these propositions, in turn, yield truth-values. That is to say that, for any mean-
ingful sentence, S, there is, associated with S, a particular proposition, P, such
that P is the meaning of S and, in turn, yields a truth-value applicable to S. Now,
if, following Frege, we distinguish sense from reference, we will find that the 
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ing (A Revision and Expansion of the 1964 Special Issue of the Harvard Educational Review) New
York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1965; pp. 250–63, and “The Truth-Conditional Consistency of
Natural Languages,” Journal of Philosophy 64 (1967): 29–35.

9 We will return to the alternative—inconsistency—in a later section.



theories of both make use of a single sort of proposition. Since meaningful sen-
tences express propositions, and these propositions obey bivalence, it follows that
if a sentence is meaningful, it is either true or false.

It is the sort of reasoning just rehearsed, Katz claims, that leads to the ED: 
(L) is effable if, and only if, it is meaningful; it is meaningful if, and only if, it
expresses a proposition; and any such proposition is, of necessity, either true or
false. Since, ascribing either truth or falsity to (L) yields a contradiction, it seems
we must conclude, either, with Priest, that (L) is effable, in which case it is con-
tradictory; or, with Smiley, that (L) is not effable—is not meaningful—in which
case we cannot assign it a truth-value at all.

Now, since the problem arises from the Fregean assumption that one and the
same proposition is both what a meaningful sentence expresses and, in turn, what
yields a truth-value, Katz addresses the situation by offering a distinction among
propositions.10 Meaningful sentences express propositions, and propositions
determine a truth-value, but, rather than taking one kind of proposition to play
both roles, Katz identifies two kinds of propositions: intensional propositions and
extensional propositions. On his view, the different kinds of proposition correlate
with two, distinct theories. The theory of sense concerns meaning-theoretic prop-
erties and relations, which, in turn, yield intensional propositions; the theory of
reference concerns referential properties and relations, which, in turn, yield 
extensional propositions.11 The division among propositions derives from the
autonomous natures of sense and reference.

On Katz’s view, it is possible for a sentence to be meaningful—in virtue of
expressing an intensional proposition—while lacking a truth-value—in virtue of
failing to express an extensional proposition. In particular, he claims that (L)
expresses an intensional proposition but expresses no extensional proposition.
Thus, it is meaningful but without a truth-value. (L)’s expressing an intensional
proposition preserves our intuition with respect to effability; (L)’s failing to
express an extensional proposition means that it does not threaten consistency.
Thus, Katz’s view is that maintaining the autonomous natures of sense and ref-
erence provides a diagnosis of the ED: With Priest, Katz endorses effability; and
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10 Although we present it here as a response to the ED, Katz provides independent motivation for his
distinction (through appeal to such issues as fine-grainedness and the de dicto/de re distinction)
and does not offer it as an ad hoc response to this problem. See Katz (Sense, Reference, and 
Philosophy).

11 For present purposes, we can construe intensional propositions as abstract theoretical objects, which
capture, and record, sense properties. By contrast, we can think of extensional propositions as Rus-
sellian propositions, composed of objects and properties. For more on the nature of intensional and
extensional propositions, see Katz (Sense, Reference, and Philosophy).



with Smiley, he grants consistency. Thus, he concludes, this account proffers a
resolution to the ED, as well as a solution to the liar paradox. And, more attrac-
tive still, his purportedly justified theories of sense and reference motivate both.

PROBLEMS FOR KATZ’S DISTINCTION

Before turning to the issue of whether the distinction between intensional 
and extensional propositions really does provide Katz with a solution to the liar
paradox and, thereby, allows him to maintain both effability and consistency, we
will first consider the plausibility of the distinction itself and its bearing on the
ED. Katz’s distinction impacts the notions of expressing a proposition, meaning-
fulness, effability and their connections with other notions, such as truth-value,
assertion, and belief. The question is whether the way Katz understands meaning
does justice to our intuitions about its connections with these other notions and
about how they are related to each other.

Katz defends effability along with consistency by claiming that expressing an
intensional proposition is a way of being meaningful. The issue, though, is what
notion of meaning this idea of expressing an intensional proposition generates.
Given a general characterization of intensional propositions as abstract entities
recording sense properties, anyone can accept them in addition to extensional
propositions. The standard view would then have it that, necessarily, intensional
propositions yield extensional propositions. Katz divorces the two by making the
former autonomous. But notice that this essentially divorces the related notion of
meaning from truth-conditions, since truth-conditions (and truth-values) have to
do with the referential properties of sentences and thus connect up with exten-
sional propositions.12

Our focus now will be the issue of whether Katz succeeds in resolving the ED,
while also managing to put forward a (successful) consistent solution to the liar
paradox. What we want to determine is if, as we suspect, Katz’s strategy founders
on a revenge problem he has not considered. We will offer what we take to be an
effective revenge problem later. Before doing so, however, we will discuss the
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12 Even if one does not want to explain meaning in terms of truth-conditions, there is still a plausi-
ble connection between them captured by the following conditional schema

(MTC) If S means that p, then S is true iff p.

The notion of meaning associated with intensional propositions does not do justice to (MTC), for,
on Katz’s view, it is possible for a sentence, S, to yield an intensional proposition—and, thus, to
be meaningful—without having truth conditions. That said, we will set aside such worries, in what
follows, and will assume that the distinction between intensional and extensional propositions is
both coherent and novel.



notion of a revenge problem in general and consider some of the more obvious
examples. As we will show, Katz is able, to an admirable degree, to avoid the
most standard revenge problems. That said, there is at least one revenge problem
that we will develop, which shows that, to the extent that it poses a legitimate
dilemma, the ED may be harder to dismiss than Katz assumed.

REVENGE PROBLEM I

Revenge problems focus on variants of the liar paradox. Their goal is to under-
mine whatever strategy an attempt to resolve the liar paradox employs and,
thereby, to block the associated attempt at a consistent account of truth. So, to
use a familiar example, once we recognize that we cannot assign the sentence

(L) The sentence-token labeled “(L)” is false

either truth or falsity without falling into contradiction, the first thought is to
assess (L) as gappy13—as neither true nor false. If we take (L) to be gappy then
no contradiction arises—at least so long as we focus only on (L). But if we take
(L) to be neither true nor false, a revenge problem undermines this strategy, by
adducing a strengthened liar sentence, for instance,

(L¢) The sentence-token labeled “(L¢)” is not true.

If (L¢) is gappy, then it is not true. But that (L¢) is not true is precisely what (L¢)
says, so, by all accounts, we should conclude that it is true after all, from which
a contradiction is imminent. Other attempted solutions to the liar fall to the same
sort of procedure. If, for example, we opt for the Tarskian theory of truth, together
with the Tarskian account of the liar, then we will divide languages into a hier-
archy of object languages and metalanguages. This (familiar) hierarchy approach
covers both the standard liars, (L) and (L¢). But a revenge problem adduces a new
challenge, specifically, that of how the Tarskian can deal with

(L≤) The sentence-token labeled “(L≤)” is not true at any level of the 
hierarchy.

As is clear, inconsistency threatens once more. Of course, revenge problems are
not limited to the two examples we have provided. One seems to infect every
approach to the liar that insists on producing a consistent theory of truth. Our goal
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terizing and discussing issues about the liar and Katz’s views. Katz himself does not make use of
this notion.



is to determine whether this is so for Katz’s theory in particular. Is his view
immune to revenge problems; or does it, contra Katz, also fall victim to the ED?
It is to these questions that we turn next.

REVENGE PROBLEM II

As it happens, Katz’s theory is surprisingly versatile; it seems capable of block-
ing a number of putative revenge problems. Consider, for example, the basic liar
sentence, (L). We know that, given Katz’s theory, a sentence like (L) is mean-
ingful, and, thus that it expresses an intensional proposition, in line with effabil-
ity. However, (L) expresses no extensional proposition and, therefore, is neither
true nor false. Thus, Katz preserves effability without undermining consistency.

At this point, however, one might conclude that, while Katz’s theory provides
a response to (L), it founders on the first revenge problem, that presented in (L¢).
By rights, (L¢) expresses no extensional proposition and, thus, it is neither true
nor false. It does, however, express an intensional proposition, and that proposi-
tion conveys the meaning that (L¢) is not true. Now, one might claim that, since
(L¢) expresses the intensional proposition that (L¢) is not true, and since, in virtue
of expressing no extensional proposition, it is not true (being neither true nor
false), it should follow that what (L¢) says is true, after all. But, of course, this
would mean that (L¢) is not true, generating a contradiction. Thus, this challenge
suggests that Katz is unable to preserve effability and consistency without falling
victim to (L¢).

The problem with the line of reasoning just rehearsed is that it ignores the fact
that, as (L¢) expresses no extensional proposition, it expresses nothing to which
truth or falsity can apply. This removes the teeth from this liar sentence. However,
in the spirit of revenge, the fact that (L¢) expresses no extensional proposition
and, thus, expresses no true extensional proposition, might lead one to think that
the following sentence poses a fatal problem:

(EPL) The sentence-token labeled “(EPL)” expresses no true extensional
proposition.

Again, this sentence, though meaningful on Katz’s view in virtue of expressing
an intensional proposition (as per effability), expresses no extensional proposi-
tion. Now, here, noting that (EPL) expresses just that, one might protest that
(EPL) is therefore true, after all. But, of course, to think this is again to ignore
the fact that, since (EPL) expresses no extensional proposition, ex hypothesi, it is
devoid of a truth-value. Hence, the most obvious examples of revenge problems
for Katz’s theory appear to fail—they are neither true nor false—maintaining, for
the moment, the compatibility of consistency and effability.
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We should point out that, while the sentence (EPL) expresses no extensional
proposition, in different circumstances, this sentence—more specifically, a 
different token of the same sentence-type—does. Consider the token we will call
(EPL¢):

(EPL¢) The sentence-token labeled ‘(EPL)’ expresses no true extensional
proposition.

Not only does (EPL¢) express an extensional proposition, but it even happens to
be true. This is because (EPL¢) reports on (EPL); it does not report on itself.14

Accordingly, while the token (EPL) is paradoxical if it has a truth-value, another
token of the same sentence—the token named “(EPL¢)”—is both true and non-
paradoxical. Moreover, we can accept

(EPL*) The sentence labeled “(EPL¢)” expresses a true extensional 
proposition.

(EPL*) reports on—in fact, affirms the truth of—(EPL¢), which, in turn, charac-
terizes the truth status of (EPL). So, (EPL¢) and (EPL*) are both true, and neither
is paradoxical. Furthermore, in keeping with effability, (EPL), (EPL¢) and (EPL*)
are all meaningful, with (EPL) and (EPL¢) expressing the same intensional 
proposition.15

CURRYING KATZ

So far, so good; but trouble looms! For consider the following sentence:

(KL) If the sentence-token labeled “(KL)” expresses a true extensional
proposition, then no gappy sentence is meaningful.16
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useful notion to employ here. We take it that when a sentence such as “(EPL¢) reports on (EPL)”
holds under conditions in which (EPL) and (EPL¢) express the same intensional proposition, this
does not preclude their diverging with respect to extensional propositions. So, in the present case,
(EPL) and (EPL¢) express the same intensional proposition, but, insofar as (EPL¢) “says” of (EPL)
that it expresses no true extensional proposition, and since, ex hypothesi, (EPL) expresses no exten-
sional proposition at all, it follows that (EPL¢), by reporting this fact about (EPL), expresses a true
extensional proposition.

15 That they both express the same intensional proposition is a consequence of Katz’s characteriza-
tion of intensional propositions, which defines them as follows:

An intentional proposition is a sense of a sentence, as understood in the definition (D) (where (D) specifies
that “sense is that aspect of the grammatical structure of sentences which is responsible for their sense prop-
erties and relations (e.g., meaningfulness, ambiguity, synonymy, and antonymy).” (Sense, Reference, and 
Philosophy)

16 As hinted in our title and section heading, this sentence is a variant of the Curry sentence. For more
on Curry’s paradox, see J. C. Beall, “Curry’s Paradox,” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2001.



What is Katz to say about (KL)? Given his commitment to consistency, his
options are that it is true, false, or gappy. It turns out, however, that his commit-
ment to effability prevents him from saying (KL) is any of these. Consider the
claim that (KL) is true. Because effabilism requires that Katz maintain that (KL)’s
consequent is false, for (KL) to be true, its antecedent must be false. But if the
antecedent is false, then (KL) does not express a true extensional proposition
(henceforth, “TEP”), assuming an uncontroversial notion of falsity.17 This, how-
ever, means that (KL) is not true, contradicting our original assumption that 
it is.

So, assume that (KL) is false. This means that its consequent is false (some-
thing Katz must maintain in any case), and that its antecedent is true. Now, if
(KL)’s antecedent is true, then (KL) expresses a TEP and, therefore, is true. But
this contradicts our original assumption that (KL) is false, since that implies that
(KL) is not true. Thus, given Katz’s commitments, he cannot claim (KL) is true
and he cannot claim that it is false.

Of course, consideration of these first two cases is really only a warm-up exer-
cise, since, in virtue of (KL)’s implied status as a paradoxical sentence under-
writing a revenge problem of sorts, Katz would want to opt for the third
option—that (KL) is gappy (though still meaningful). After all, that is his pro-
posed strategy for dealing with liar sentences, one that we have seen does pretty
well in blocking revenge problems. The challenge for Katz, however, is to explain
how (KL) could be gappy and to make that explanation consistent with what
follows from the claim that it is.

Consider what it takes to make (KL) gappy. We begin by noting that, given
effabilism, Katz must take (KL)’s consequent to be false. If the conditional, 
(KL), is to be gappy, then, given that its consequent is false, it follows that its
antecedent must be gappy.18 Any claim that is gappy is neither true nor false, for
this is just what it means for a sentence to be gappy.19 Thus, Katz would main-
tain that it is not true that (KL) expresses a TEP and that it is not false that (KL)
expresses a TEP. In particular, then, given that (ex hypothesi) (KL) is gappy, it
follows that it is not false that (KL) expresses a TEP. Accordingly, Katz will affirm
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See S. C. Kleene, Introduction to Metamathematics. Princeton, NJ: S. Van Nostrand, 1952. While
there is no explicit indication that Katz accepted 3-valued logic, we make certain minimal assump-
tions along these lines on his behalf, so that he has some account of (KL)’s gappiness.

19 In claiming that “is gappy” means “is neither true nor false,” we are not making a claim about a
third semantic value, invoked to allow in gappiness. All that we are relying on is the assumption
that, from the claim that a given sentence, S, marks a gap, we—and Katz—would infer that S is
not true and that S is not false.



that it is not false that (KL) expresses a TEP. In so affirming this, he registers the
semantic status of (KL)—to the effect that it is not false that (KL) expresses a
TEP.20

As previously mentioned, on Katz’s view, extensional propositions assign 
truth or falsity to the sentences that express them (via expressing intensional
propositions, per Katz). Where a sentence is gappy, it expresses no true or false
extensional proposition, for, on Katz’s view, it expresses no extensional proposi-
tion at all. Thus, given the assumption that (KL) is gappy, it follows that (KL)
expresses no TEP and that it expresses no false extensional proposition (hence-
forth, “FEP”).

Accordingly, Katz is committed to the claim that (KL) expresses no TEP and
that it expresses no FEP. Insofar as Katz is committed to these claims, he is com-
mitted to affirming that (KL) expresses no TEP and that (KL) expresses no FEP.21

Again, in affirming this claim, he registers the semantic status of (KL)—this time,
to the effect that (KL) expresses no TEP and that it expresses no FEP.

We focus on the former fact—that Katz will affirm that (KL) expresses no 
TEP. An equivalent claim, which Katz would likewise accept (and, thus, would
affirm), is that it is not the case that (KL) expresses a TEP; or, given minimal
assumptions connecting “it is not the case that” and “it is false that,”22 Katz 
would, likewise, accept (and, thus, would affirm) that it is false that (KL)
expresses a TEP. Thus, given the assumption that (KL) is gappy, Katz will affirm
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To be sure, some have resisted the claim that ascribing gappiness to a sentence yields that it is
neither true nor false. Holton argues against it (R. Holton, “Minimalism and Truth-Value Gaps,”
Philosophical Studies 97 [2000]: 135–65). However, it is notable that, in order to block the infer-
ence from “S is gappy” to “S is neither true nor false,” Holton makes use of a version of ineffa-
bility. For a response to Holton that does not make use of ineffability, see B. Armour-Garb and 
J. C. Beall, “Deflating the Compatibilist Debate,” 2003, forthcoming.

20 In claiming that Katz registers the semantic status of (KL), we mean only that the claim that 
(e.g.) it is not false that (KL) expresses a TEP is included in Katz’s collection of commitments. 
As we are not invoking a sentence that is related to (KL) (as, for example, (EPL¢) is related to
(EPL)), the notion of reporting is not applicable to our view of the way in which Katz would handle
(KL).

21 So, to be clear, Katz will affirm both “The sentence-token labeled ‘(KL)’ expresses no TEP” and
“The sentence-token labeled ‘(KL)’ expresses no FEP.”

22 The minimal assumption we make is that negation, per Katz, is construed as weak negation, where
the (weak) negation of a sentence, S, is true if S is false, false if S is true, and gappy if S is gappy.
We should note that the point we are making goes through, if we replace weak negation with strong
negation (where strong negation is exactly like weak negation save the fact that if S is gappy then
its [strong] negation is true). In order for this to be the case, we require a (slight) reformulation of
the argument, but none of much relevance here, so we will simply leave this as an exercise for the
(interested) reader.



that it is false that (KL) expresses a TEP. But this contradicts the earlier result
according to which Katz will affirm that it is not false that (KL) expresses a TEP.
Contradiction.

In a moment, we will consider the consequence of this contradiction for Katz’s
theory. Before doing so, however, we should get clear on the sense in which a
contradiction is reached. Contra standard revenge problems, in adducing (KL) we
are not adducing a sentence-token labeled “(KL),” which Katz’s theory dictates
to be both true and false. Rather, we are exploiting Katz’s commitments (so to
speak), and pointing out that, given (KL) as gappy, Katz’s reasoning about that
(meaningful) sentence yields a contradiction. Thus, our claim is that if Katz
ascribes gappiness to the sentence-token (KL), and if he maintains effability, this
commits him to a contradiction that, in effect, follows from the status he assigns
to that token.

Does the foregoing thwart Katz’s proffered solution to the liar paradox? While,
strictly speaking, our “revenge problem” does not employ a liar sentence, (KL)
reveals a contradiction inherent in Katz’s commitment to both effability and 
consistency. What this shows, then, is that, even if Katz’s distinction between
intensional and extensional propositions is viable, and even if it offers a sub-
stantive point about meaning and meaningfulness, Katz still has not resolved the
ED. Our problematic sentence, (KL), exploits the fact that Katz’s strategy postu-
lates gappy but meaningful sentence tokens. Given that (KL) is a conditional
whose consequent denies this very postulation and whose antecedent says that
(KL) is true, there is no way consistently to maintain that the conditional is true
or false, or, as we have seen, that it is gappy. Thus Katz has no way of main-
taining consistency along with effability.

CONCLUSIONS

So, what are we to make of Katz’s attempted resolution of the ED? Well, if 
his arguments for effability are compelling, then his commitment to consis-
tency appears to founder. However, if his arguments (adapted from Herzberger)
for the consistency of natural language are compelling, then the revenge-like
problem we adduced earlier seems to undermine effability. Thus, it seems, 
Katz cannot maintain both consistency and effability—cannot, that is, resolve 
the ED. Perhaps more to the point, Katz appears to be back to the Priest/
Smiley debate he discusses, for he must endorse either ineffability or 
inconsistency.

So, which of the positions in the Priest/Smiley debate ought we to embrace—
effability and inconsistency or consistency and ineffability? As we will briefly
explain below, our answer to this question is to deflate the ED. In order to do 
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this, we reject (what we call) the consistency constraint—the assumption that we
must maintain consistency, come what may.

We accept effability and, with it, the inconsistency the liar paradox engen-
ders. That said, our view is that inconsistency need not be the contemptuous 
position generally assumed.23 Rather, we favor a pretense view of truth.24 This
view employs a novel fictionalist strategy that explains various fragments of dis-
course in terms of semantic pretense. The pretense approach explains how it is
possible for utterances invoking pretense to, nevertheless, make serious claims
about the world—they just do so indirectly, by appearing to claim something
else.25

Our view is that the liar paradox yields a dialetheia—a true contradiction—
but one that, given the pretense view, only minimally comprises classical logic
and the “nature” of truth (which, on the pretense view, has no nature). Because
we construe the notion of truth as a kind of fiction, there is no problem accept-
ing that truth is not a coherent property. Moreover, because the dialetheist 
(fictionalist or otherwise) wishes to avoid explosion—the principle whereby
everything follows from a contradiction accepted—paraconsistent logic is
employed. However, unlike the standard dialetheic appeal to paraconsistent
logic,26 (what we call) pretend dialetheism takes paraconsistency to be, in effect,
a logic of fiction. The virtue of this move, which we will only sketch here, is that
making paraconsistency a logical pretense avoids the problem of accounting for
classical recapture.27
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23 In saying this, we should make clear that we do not view the standard inconsistency approach 
as contemptuous. However, the position we espouse is specifically designed to avoid some of 
the criticisms of dialetheism. For more on this, see Woodbridge and Armour-Garb (“Pretend
Dialetheism,” 2003, forthcoming).

24 This is discussed in detail in J. Woodbridge, Truth as a Pretense: A Deflationary Account of Truth-
Talk. Ph.D. dissertation. University of Michigan, 2001, and in Woodbridge and Armour-Garb
(“Pretend Dialetheism”).

25 For more on semantic pretense, see K. Walton, Mimesis as Make-Believe (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1990); S. Yablo, “A Paradox of Existence,” Empty Names, Fiction and the Puzzle
of Non-Existence, ed. A. Everett and T. Hofweber (Stanford: CSLI, 2000) 275–312; M. Crimmins,
“Hesperus and Phosphorus: Sense, Pretense and Reference,” Philosophical Review 107 (1998):
1–47; and M. Richard, “Semantic Pretense,” Empty Names, Fiction and the Puzzle of Non-
Existence, ed. A. Everett and T. Hofweber (Stanford: CSLI, 2000) 205–32.

26 For more on paraconsistent logic, see G. Priest, “Paraconsistent Logic,” Handbook of Philosoph-
ical Logic, 2nd ed, ed. D. Gabbay and F. Guenthner (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic, 2000). For an
argument to the effect that paraconsistent logic can be construed as a pretense, see Woodbridge
and Armour-Garb (“Pretend Draletheism”).

27 One logic is said to logically recapture another if it is possible to specify the former in such a way
as to exhibit the inference patterns of the other logic. If, for example, nonclassical logic can exhibit
the inference patterns of classical logic then the former is said to exhibit classical recapture. For 



Suppose, then, that the pretense view is correct—that truth (as well as the
accompanying paraconsistent logic) is a pretense. How does this affect the ED?
Our own view is that adopting pretend dialetheism resolves the ED. Moreover,
while, as mentioned earlier, we are skeptical of Herzberger’s argument for the
consistency of natural language, we also believe that we can obtain the consis-
tency Herzberger argued for and Katz championed, for, on our view, inconsis-
tency applies only to what we call purely pretend claims. These are claims that
have no serious content; there is nothing they really say (even indirectly) about
the world outside of the pretense to which they belong. For given (what we call)
serious claims—claims that do have serious content (including partially pretend
claims that put forward their serious content indirectly, via the mechanism of
semantic pretense)—consistency holds.

The contradictions we want to defuse by endorsing dialetheism are those gen-
erated by liar-like sentences. In turn, these restrict the points of divergence from
classical logic, for they apply only to purely pretend claims. Since it is only in
the pretense that any dialetheia occurs, it is only in the pretense that we must
accept inconsistency and endorse a paraconsistent logic. It follows that one half
of the ED is maintained: with respect to serious discourse, consistency holds.

What about effability? Well, as mentioned, above, we maintain effability—for
serious and pretend claims alike, even for purely pretend claims.28 To be sure,
things are somewhat complicated by the fact that it is not possible to assert seri-
ously what a purely pretend claim expresses, given that this is completely bound
in the pretense, but, we maintain that these complications pose no irresolvable 
difficulty.

The conclusion we draw, therefore, is this: it is possible to resolve the ED, but
only by taking note of both the serious content utterances put forward and how
they might do so indirectly, that is, by saying something else in the context of a
pretense. Effability applies everywhere, for even purely pretend claims are mean-
ingful in the sense of making pretend claims. Consistency applies to every claim
that says something about the real world, even for those claims that employ pre-
tense to do this. It is not possible to resolve the ED everywhere because we
believe that there is no consistent solution to the liar paradox, whose reading is,
on our view, dialetheist. Within the pretense, then, we follow Priest and endorse
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more on this, see A. Aberdein, “Classical Recapture,” Prospettive della logica e della filosophia
della scienza, ed. V. Fano, M. Stanzione and G. Tarozzi. Catanzano: Rubettino, 2001, and G. Priest,
In Contradiction: A Study of the Transconsistent. The Hague: Martinus Nojhoff, 1987.

28 The distinction between serious claims and pretend claims is structurally analogous to Katz’s dis-
tinction between extensional and intensional propositions. On Katz’s view, an utterance can express
an intensional proposition without expressing an extensional one. On our view, an utterance can
make a pretend claim without making a serious one.



effability by giving up consistency. But, for us, this tactic presents no serious
worry, for it does not affect the serious aspects of language, the aspects, one would
expect, within which universal principles and rules governing language and 
language use have application.
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