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CONGRUENCY THEORY OF PROPOSITIONS *
PAR

Patrick SUPPES

I. — INTRODUCTION

The main ingredients of the theory I propose are these: the concrete
token utterance, which should in general be thought of as a sound-pressure
wave uttered in a given context; an infinite hierarchy of congruence rela-
tions between utterances; and the creative definition of identity for prop-
ositions. Two propositions are identical just when the utterances from
which they are « abstracted » are congruent. This means that the concept
of identity of propositions is relative to a congruence relation, as in the
standard condition of identity for congruence classes in algebra.

The important point is that an utterance does not assert a single prop-
osition but an infinite hierarchy of propositions. The choice of the prop-
osition that is asserted depends upon the congruence relation under
consideration or of interest. Formally, the creative definition of identity
for propositions has the following form:

(I) [ul=[u] if u=u’

In (I), u and u’ are two concrete utterance, and [u] is the proposition
expressed by u, or more explicitly, [u] is the proposition expressed by u
under the congruence relation =.

Comparison with geometry. It will be useful to make some detailed
comparisons with geometry in thinking about how this theory of proposi-
tions is to work. There are certain points about axiomatic geometry that
could be confusing and need clarification. In the first place, are the
axioms of geometry about concrete physical objects or about abstract
objects like propositions ? It is fair to say that in a straightforward sense
the axioms are about abstract objects. Thus, for example, affine geometry

* I am indebted to Joseph Almog for a number of useful comments on an earlier draft.
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is about affine figures, but saying that affine geometry is aboui affine
figures is also not quite correct. Triangles that are characterized in terms
of betweenness, the single necessary primitive concept in affine geometry,
are not specifically affine triangles, for the same definition of triangle also
works in Euclidean geometry. What is different in Euclidean geometry is
that the notion of congruence changes.

Therefore, the right thing to say is that affine geometry provides a
formulation of affine relations. It gives the axioms for such relations
between points. In particular, the standard axioms of affine geometry are
entirely about the ternary relation of betweenness for points because this
is the only nonlogical relation that needs to be used in the axioms.

Another way of putting the matter is this. Affine geometry is concer-
ned to axiomatize and prove those propositions that are affine invariant
Thus we can see how there is a parallel to what I want to say about concrete
utterances and propositions in this special case of geometry. We are given
a concrete utterance about geometric figures; for example, these two lines
are parallel. We can ask whether it expresses a proposition that is affine
in character or is the congruence relation under which the proposition is
invariant of a different character.

It is important to note that the parallel is not exact. As we ordinarily
think of it there is one natural proposition expressed by a given eternal
sentence of a geometrical character. This single natural proposition is
invariant under a given congruence relation. On the basis of this given
congruence relation we then will say that the utterance is affine, Eucli-
dean, etc. In the case of propositions and utterances, I want to say some-
thing different. The claim is that a given concrete utterance corresponds
in geometry to a given figure, not tc an utterance about that figure. This
is important in carrying through the parallel. A given concrete utterance
expresses a variety of propositions, just as a given geometrical figure has
a variety of properties which are invariant under different congruence
relations. (The comparison is developed further in Suppes, 1973.)

II. — INVARIANCE AND CONGRUENCE

Te discuss the relation between invariance and congruence, it will
be useful to continue using geometrical analogies. From school geometry,
we are all familiar with ithe Euclidean concept of congruence, but there
is another approach to the foundations of geometry, first made famous by
Felix Klein in his Erlangen program of 1872. The central idea of Klein’s
program is that a geometry is characterized not by axioms on particular
primitive notions such as that of congruence of line segments but rather
by the group of transformations of space onto itself which leave the rele-
vant geometrical properties invariant. Thus, for example, the appro-
priate group of transformations of ordinary Euclidean space is just the
group of what are called rigid motions, that is, the transformations that
can be composed of translations, rotations, and reflections. Such transfor-
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mations are called rigid motions, because any motion of a rigid body in
Euclidean space can be characterized by such a transformation. It is
easy to show that familiar geometrical properties of Euclidean space, for
example, the shape and size of triangles, are preserved by such rigid
motions, and also that some properties we associate with Euclidean space
are not preserved by any wider group of transformations.

Given the importance and power of this geometrical concept of inva-
riance under a group of transformations, it is natural to ask whether the
same ideas can be applied to language to replace what has been said thus
far about congruence. I believe that the first application of these ideas
of invariance to logic, and thus to language, is to be found in Lindenbaum
and Tarski (1935). The first theorem of their article states that every
relation between objects expressible by purely logical means is invariant
with respect to every one-one transformation. What is important here is
the generality of the transformations. There are no restrictions on the
one-cne mappings. In the case of all the geometrical transformations that
arise as part of Klein’s Erlangen program, there is, of course, some addi-
tional restriction. As Lindenbaum and Tarski’s theorem shows, the stan-
dard concept of logical equivalence is, in the sense of the Klein Erlangen
program, equivalent to invariance under arbitrary one-one transformations.

There are some further consequences of the Lindenbaum and Tarski
theorem that are worth discussing in the present general context. It
follows from their theorem, and also from intuitive considerations on the
nature of one-one transformations that:

(i) no two individuals are distinguishable by purely logical means;

(ii) only the universal class and the empty class can be defined by purely
logical means.

Another consequence is that only four binary relations between individuals
are definable by purely logical means, namely, the universal relation, the
empty relation, identity, and nonidentity.

It is evident enough that in the ordinary use of language we want to
move in the direction of geometry and put some additional conditions on
the concept of invariance, that is, additional conditions on the transfor-
mations under which we expect a concept to remain invariant. One might
even maintain that the distinction between formal logic and the logic of
natural language consists precisely in restricting the permissible class of
transformations. It is, for example, unintuitive to permit arbitary one-one
transformations of the individuals denoted by given proper names in the
ordinary use of language. One of the virtues of the direct theory of
reference is to play off of this fact. It is worth saying something more
about this point. To introduce a standard piece of terminology, the trans-
formations that satisfy the constraints of a given theory are called auto-
morphisms of that theory. Let us now restrict the transformations
considered by requiring that individuals who are assigned proper names
in the fragment of language we are concerned with are only mapped into
themselves. We can, in fact, make this what we might call the weak
theory of identity of individuals. The automorphisms of this theory are
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just ordinary one-one transformations of the domain of individuals, with
tae restriction that each reference of a proper name is only transformed
inte itself., As is evident, this more restricted notion of transformation
also gives us a wider notion of logical truth.

There is one severe limitation of the Erlangen program as applied to
what is being said here about congruence. Congruency reiations that
depend directly on the syntactic form of utterances, and not merely on
their semantics, are needed. It is evident that thc Erlangen program is
aimed just at transformations at the semantic level, that is, transforma-
tions on the domain of individuals. No matter how such transformations
are restricted, we cannot express by such means the kind of syntactic
congruence relations or combined syntactic and semantic congruence
relations required for solving various standard puzzles. It is in this re-
spect that the ordinary concept of invariance in geometry, and as extenderd
by Lindenbaum and Tarski to logic, is not an adequate notion fur utter-
ances. We must combine invariance of semantics with invariance of
syntactic form as well in order to obtain results that are psychologically
and computationally the desired ones.

ITi. -— LOGICAL AND METAPHYSICAL APPLICATIGNS

I turn now to applications., This section is restricted to logical and
metaphysical contexts, and the next secticn to epistemic puzzles. The
various congruences considered are, with some obvious exceptions,
arranged in order of increasing strength.

Egual probability. Consider:
(1) It will rain tomorrow.
(2) There willi be gusty winds in the afternoon.

(We are thinking always of concrete utterances.) For John (1) and (2) are
coengruent in the sense of being equally probable for him at a given point
in time. Note that even weaker senses of congruence are easily given.
Thus we can have the sense of congruence for two sentences that are both
contingent, but it is generally the stronger senses that are of interest and
that I shall concentrate on here.

Classical extensional congruence. The following two utterances are
congruent in the sense of both being true:

(3) The sun is larger than Earth.
(#) Palo Alto is a smaller city than San Francisco.

Because this is a familiar sense of congruencc, I move on without further
comrment.
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Intensional congruence (in one classical sense). This sense of con-
gruence is just that of logical equivalence. A typical example of logical
equivalence in this:

(5) It is raining.

(6) Tt is raining, and it is the case that either protons are heavier than
electrons or protons are not heavier than electrons.

Before we go further it may pay to make explicit the concept of prop-
osition relative to the congruence relation of logical equivalence. From
what has been said already it should be obvious that relative to intensional
congruence two utterances that are logically equivalent express the same
proposition. (I shall use continually the standard phrase 'express the
same proposition ’, but of course the appropriate explicit phrasing should
be * express the same proposition relative to the congruence relation of... "}
Thus (5) and (6) express the same proposition relative to intensional
congruence. This means that we have the familiar result at this level,
namely, there is just one logically true proposition, and also just one logi-
cally false proposition. Of course, there is still an infinity of different prop-
ositions that are neither logically true nor logically false. As in this
example, I shall be somewhat casual about referring to the truth of propo-
sitions or the truth of concrete utterances. In any case, the primary
concept of truth is for utterances because some propositions do not have
unique truth values, e.g., the case of equal probability discussed above. A
restricted theory of congruency could easily be developed that would
require identity of truth value of u and u’ in (I), but I think such a re-
striction is a mistake, in spite of the fact that uniqueness of truth value for
propositions is an idea dear to the hearts of many philosophers.

If we compare intensional congruence of utterances to topological
congruence of figures, there is a similar viewpoint in topology but a dif-
ferent language. One way of talking about such matters in geometry is the
search for a structural representation theorem. Such a theorem classifies
all figures, for example, by showing how each of them is topologically
equivalent to a particular object in a designated class. The conditions on
identity for propositions given are not used but the effect is the same.
What is shown is that, for example, every geometrical surface is topolo-
gicallv equivalent to a canonical figure of a given genus in the case of
topology and with other results for other geometries.

What 1 have to say about indirect discourse later has a corresponding
formulation in one restricted sense for propositional identity in the sense
of logical equivalence. We may call any two utterances that are logically
equivalent, logical paraphrases of one another. One of the more demand-
ing senses of indirect discourse is that the paraphrasing be logically equi-
valent to what has been said. Of course, such a requirement is often not
satisfied in practice but it can be a useful idealization for discussing
some of the features of indirect discourse.

The standard classical concept of logical equivalence has been used in
the preceding discussion, but variant notions of equivalence form intuition-
istic logic, quantum-mechanical logic, Church’s intensional logic, and the
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like, can cbviously be the hasis of related but distinct concepts of inten-
sional congruence.

M-congruence. There lies between extensional and intensjonal con-
gruence an important concepr of congruence, namely, congruence with
respect 1o a fixed class M of models closed under isomorphism,. For exam-
ple, one may want to consider only models in which the laws of arithmetic,
or the laws of classical physics, hold. For example, let M be such a class
of models in which the laws of Euclidean geometry hold, Then (5) above
and (7) below would be extensionally congruent and M-congruent but not
intensionally congruent:

(M It is raining, or no two lines in the plane are parallel.
1 shall not linger over this example because it is of such a familiar type.

IV. — EPISTEMIC APPLICATIONS

1 turm now to some epistemic puzzles.

Simple puzzles about belief sentences, Without considering compli-
cated cases at all, the semantics of belief sentences seem necessarily
devious because we can certainly assert for some individual John the
following two sentences, the first of which is true and the second of which
is false:

(%) John believes that Cicern was baid
(%) John believes that Tully was bald.

There are two wamnings about the formulation of (8) and (9}, namely, both
beliefs are stated in the usual form of indirect discourse, a matter which
1 shall examine in more detail latter, and both are given in schematic
form, that is, as printed statements, with no attempl to svmbolize the nice-
ties of the actual spoken utterance. (The latter reservation is seldem
expressed in philosophical writings about these matters.)

In order to analyse the structure of someone's beliefs, we need a
concept of congruence that is weaker than identity but stronger than any
of those introduced in the preceding section. The analogy in geometry is
clear, If we consider congruence in Euclidean space, identity will corres-
pond to formal identity of fizures rather than Euclidean congruence,
What we want for expressing the structure of someone's beliefs Is some-
thing closer t¢ Euclidean congruence, which means that we want to build
up congruence of utterances from claims about the congruence of parts of
those utterances. Thus we may want to claim that for Mary, in contrast
to John, the proper names 'Cicero”’ and 'Tully” are beliefcongruent,
which means, subject to some technical restrictions that I shall not go
into here, that we can substitute one for the other in statements about
Mary's beliefs. The absence of belief.congruence of these proper names
for John does not permit such a substitution. Thus, we explain the dif-
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ference in truth value of (8) and (9) in describing John’s beliefs by the
principled explanation that the two proper names in question are not
belief-congruent for John.

What has been said here about belief-congruence is not at all restricted
to proper names. Consider the following two attributions of belief to
John, the first of which is true and the second of which is false:

(10) John believes that Peter is a rabbit.
(11) John believes that Peter is a hare.

The difference in truth-value of (10) and (11) is the absence of belief-
congruence of ‘rabbit’ and ‘hare’.

On the basis of what has been said, it is possible to sketch a theory of
coherent beliefs where the beliefs of a person are reported in standard
indirect discourse. It is not appropriate here to lay out the general theory,
but a sense of developments can be given by considering several examples.
Let us suppose the following about Mary’s beliefs:

(i) Mary’s beliefs are coherent (which operationally here means we
can make simple inferences if not complicated ones——I certainly do not
want to insist on full closure under logical consequence).

(ii) Mary believes that Peter is a rabbit.

Mary.
(iii) The common nouns ‘rabbit’ and ‘hare’ are belief-congruent for
(iv) Therefore, Mary believes that Peter is a hare.

To make these ideas more definite but to keep the theory simple, let
me illustrate how we should be able to build a theory of assertions about
someone else’s beliefs from the concept of belief-congruence of individual
words and elementary probability considerations. I do not suggest that
this is nearly enough for a general theory of cohesion of beliefs, for cer-
tainly we want a stronger net of deductive relationships. We can in the
present formulation go beyond consideration of terminal words to include
phrases as well, so that, for example, we can speak about the belief-
congruence of a proper name and a definite description. We may take
the probability of the correctness of each belief-congruence as a way of
absorbing the context and the variability it introduces.

The elementary theory we can set forth rests upon the theorem that if
each of the premises A,,...,A; has probability of at least 1- ¢, and theses prem-
ises logically imply B, then P(B) > 1-ne. (This theorem is proved in Suppes,
1966.) The application of the theorem is as follows. Let our initial asser-
tion about a belief of someone have, in our judgment, probability at
least 1-e. Let each of the belief-congruences (expressed as identities)
required to infer another statement about which we desire to make an
assertion have probability at least 1-e¢. Then we may infer for a person
whose beliefs are coherent that the desired new statement has proba-
bility at least 1-ne, where n is the number of premises altogether that we
have used. In the general theory of such matters we want to take account
of the length of the derivation as well as the number of premises, but in
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the present case [ am assuming very simple substitutions are all we are
concerned with and therefore complexity of derivation does not enter into
the compuatation of the lower bound on the conclusion.

As is apparent, the concept of belicf-congrnence takes us outside the
framework of traditional model-thecretic semantics, and to a psychological
concept of congruence whose actual content will vary from one individual
1o another. I agree with Saarinen (1982) that there is no hope of solving
the puzzles about belief sentences within standard semantics. IF the theory
of belief is not a part of psychology it is hard to imagine what is.

Puzzle about mformaiiveniess. Perhaps the oldest of the puzzles, cer-
tainly at least one of the most familiar, is the following. How do we
account for the informativeness of ‘Cicero = Tully® as opposed to the
uninformativeness of * Cicero = Cicero’? One strong condition of con-
gruence that could be used for the kind of identity statement typical of the
paradox of analysis is this. Utterances u and v are orthographically
congrient if and only if they consist of the saome sequence of written
words. MNote that this is not actual identity for utterances, for nothing is
said about prosodic features, acoustical characteristics, and other fea-
tures of concrete utterances that will differ between any two speakers or
on different cccasions of use by the same speaker. We might call orthogra-
phic congruence the condition of identity of the written word. 11 may be
said that the solution given in terms of orthographic congruence is too
easy. It is obvious that a difference Is established between ' Cicero =
Tully * and * Cicero = Cicerg’. But the difference that has been established
by the principle is s surface one that everyone would accept, and it does
not constitute the appropriate principled basis for establishing the cogni-
tive difference between the two ulterances,

A deeper approach is one based upon what is surely the fundamental
point, the different ways in which we process *Cicero = Tully® and
‘Cicero = Cicero’. In the first case, we have to search for information
about the denotation of the two different names. In the second, in stan-
dard cases we do not have (0 pav any attention to the name at all but
just the syntactic form of the identity *. The cognitive processing required
for asserting a truth claim about each of the identities is quite different.
The absence of orthographic congruence is the most prominent signal of
this diference. The peculiar, pure syntactic form of the trivial identity
' Cicero = Cicero ' makes orthographic congruence central to understanding
the siandard cases, just because of the very special nature of the psycho-
logical processing.

This brings out a more general point about orthographic congruence,
Extensional or intensional congruence as defined in the previous section
makes no claims about the close similarity of the syntactical form of two
congruent utterances. Om the other hand, orthographic congruence puts
a very strong constraint on syntactic similarity. There is no doubt in my
mind that the puzzle about informativeness requires considering not sim-

* Kripke's * Padercwski ls  Paderowski’ 13 nonstandard and  requires o different
analysis.
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ply the semantics of an utterance but also matters of syntactic form.
Such form is not just a formal grammatical condition but is a surrogate
for subtle conditions on computation, that is, on the character of the
psychological processing of an utterance.

Puzzle about responses. 1 formulated this puzzle in the following
way in Suppes (1984):
(12) John responds more quickly in judging the truth of the proposition that

Cicero was bald than he does in responding to the proposition that Tully was
bald.

Let us assume for the purposes at hand that this assertion is true. The
basis of distinction in the indirect report of John's responses goes beyond
considerations of belief-congruence to a finer analysis of John's cognitive
apparatus. Difference in latency of responses is cne of the most well-
attested facts in psychological research.

A similar formulation can be given that makes the measures of res-
ponse latency directly involve beliefs. Here is the example I used in the
earlier article:

(13) John responds more quickly when asked whether he believes that
Newion was a bachelor than he does when asked whether he believes that
Newton was an unmarried man.

Let us assume for this purpose that in the terminology I have been using
the common noun ‘ bachelor * and the noun-phrase * an unmarried man ’ are
belief-congruent for John, but it is still appropriate to expect a difference
in response latency.

Without going all the way to orthographic congruence, it is clear how we
can introduce a concept that is a refinement of belief-congruence, namely,
that of latency-comngruence. There is one problem about the continuous
measurement of latency. We need to establish a small interval such that
if the latency response is nearly the same the two words or phrases are
judged latency-congruent. It might be reasonable to make the interval one
of ten milliseconds. Notice, of course, that once we introduce such an
interval concept the notion of congruence is no longer strictly transitive,
but ways of dealing with this fact are familiar in the theory of measure-
ment. Now in the case of many persons, I am sure we would find that
their response latencies to simple utterances differentiated by the use of
‘Cicero” or ‘Tully’ would differ by more than ten milliseconds because
of the relative unfamiliarity with the poper noun ' Tully’. What we would
anticipate is that as a matter of practice such individuals would easily
move to a state of latency-congruence for these two proper names, as
long as the latency interval is as great as ten milliseconds.

Notice that we get at this level a rather refined concept of proposi-
tion. Latency-congruence and belief-congruence together require that two
utterances expressing the same proposition in this sense be very close com-
putationally for a speaker or listener.

Puzzle of prosodic types. The various types of congruence distin-
guished thus far have been at the level of type rather than token, although
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this has not always been made completely explicit and some greater spe-
cification of details would be needed to make clear how the treatment of
latency-congruence is to be thought of for fypes rather than for
tokens—the natural approach is to speak in terms of mean latencies rather
than of individual latencies. Al the level of orthographic types, we cannot
get finer congruence than that of orthographic congruence, but i1 would
be 2 mistake to think that there was any difficulty of making further
distinctions among cognitive states of individuals which call for more
refined concepts of congruence, The absence of latency-congruence of
two tokens of the same orthographic type is an obvious example. Another
natural class of examples concerns variation in the prosodic features of
individual words uttered on different occasions. A prototypical example
is the difference between 'I love you’ with the implication of the accemt
on 'J love you' with the implication of the accent on ‘I° that the
person speaking, in contrast to some other person, loves the person to
whom the sentence is addressed; and, on the other hand, the orthogra-
phically congruent utterance ‘I love you® where the emphasis is that the
person loved is the person addressed rather than some other person. The
change in stress changes at once the conception of the cognitive state
of either the speaker or the lstener. Standard theories of demonstiratives
do not account for the intuitively obvious difference in meaning of the
two utterances. On the other hand, we can show noncongruence, as we
have here, by schematically Indicating which word is accented or stressed.
In talking about prosodic types there is an ambiguity, because the conven-
tions for types in the case of prosodic features are not nearly as well
defined and agreed upon as in the case of orthographic representation, buft,
setting that difficulty aside, we can, [ think, still speak in a meaningful
way of orthographicand-prosodic congruence to resolve puzzles about
meaning generated by prosody.

Token congruence, Even when the orthographicand-prosodic type of
a phrase is fixed, it iz of course still possible—in fact, probable—, that
systematic differences in various psychological response variables can be
obtained to occurrences of a token of a given type on different occasions.
{More than mere difference in latency is at issue here.) What this means
for cognitive states is clearly related to the siationarity of the cognitive
states called up on a given occasion by a given utterance. Thus, for exam-
ple, let us suppose that John has learned and knows very well the proper
name ' Cicero” but is just learning the proper name 'Tully’, Then if he
is asked *Was Cicero bald ?* he will respond in approximately the same
number of milliseconds on different days 1o this question—the fine differ-
ences from day to day will shew no systematic trend, But in the case of
the proper noun ' Tully’, John's sequence of cognitive states is nol station-
ary but reflects changes due to learning, and so his respense latency on
one occasion s slower than on the next eccasion, and this change is signi-
ficant. The fundamental concepts back of token congruence are those of
stability and stationarity of cognitive states, but an account of the way
these concepts can be used to characterize the psychological nature of
token congruence must be left for another occasion.
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After examining a number of congruence relations, I reiterate my
opening claim that there is an infinite hierarchy. As we ascend this hie-
rarchy there is no natural stopping place to select the concept of synonymy
or sameness of meaning. Correspondingly, there is no natural point at
which to abstract the proposition that expresses the meaning of an utter-
ance. There is not one natural concept of meaning but many, with the
choice to be determined by context and purpose. This acceptance of many
distinct concepts of meaning should be just as straightforward as the
acceptance of many different geometries. As yet, this is not the case, but
the history of geometry is more advanced than that of meaning, and plu-
ralists like myself must be patient.

V. — INDIRECT DISCOURSE AND TRANSLATION

It seems apparent that the implicit use of a concept of congruence
occurs most frequently in ordinary discourse in reporting something that
someone else said or that we ourselves said sometime in the past. Such
reports almost always use indirect discourse. Only in unusual and special
circumstances do we actually quote what was previously said by ourselves
or someone else.

As I have emphasized before (Suppes, 1984), any serious theory of
language must give a detailed account of indirect discourse, how we judge
it appropriate, and when we judge it inappropriate. It is also important to
realize that what was actually said can in no sense be recovered. There
cannot be a direct confrontation between the indirect paraphrase and
what was actually said because the record has permanently disappeared.
Our judgment of correctness of the paraphrase depends upon our views
of the person making it and also on the context and purpose for which the
paraphrase was made. An essential aspect of good indirect discourse is
the omission of inessential details. What we are striving for is an appro-
priate congruence between what was actually said and the paraphrased
report. The character of this relation of congruence will vary drastically
with the circumstance. In almost all cases the relation of congruence that
is implicitly used is a coarser one than any of those introduced in the
preceding section to deal with epistemic distinctions.

Here is a passage from Harry Truman’s Memoirs concerning the final
decision to dismiss General MacArthur (1956, p. 448):

On Sunday, the eighth of April, I sent for Acheson to come to Blair House,
and I discussed the situation further with him. I informed him that I had
already that morning consulted with Snyder. I then told Acheson that I would
be prepared to act on Monday, when General Bradley made his report on the
recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

At nine o'clock Monday morning I again met with Marshall, Bradley,
Acheson, and Harriman. Gencral Bradley respoerted that the Joint Chiefs of Staff
had met with him on Sunday, and it was his and their unanimous judgment
that General MacArthur should be relieved.

10
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General Marshall reaffirmed that this was also his conclusion. Harriman
resiated his oplnion of Friday, Acheson said he agreed entirely to the removal
of MacArthur.

It was oply now that I answered that I had already made up my mind that
General MacArthur had to go when he made his statement of March 4.

Motice the many different idioms used for indirect discourse by Truman:
I discussed, | informed, I then told, General Bradley made his report,
General Bradley reported, General Marshall reaffirmed, Harriman stated,
Acheson said he agreed, I answered. It is nearlv impossible to imagine
a serious political memoir being written without extensive use of indirect
discourse. We could not stand the tedium of the actual conversations that
took place, even if they were available and could bhe recovered, which they
maost certainly cannot. This brief passage from Truman's Memairs aboul
those tense days of 1951 leading to the dismissal undoubtedly summarizes
conversations that would, If reproduced in full, occupy a substantial num-
ber of pages. The condensation here is drastic. The congruence relation
15 very crude but appropriate. Unless Truman is misleading us, for
which I think there is no positive evidence, the concurrence in his decision
by a number of other individuals is properly reported, even if in summary
form.

What can we say aboul the role of propositions in indirect discourse ?
Using the creative definition of propositions given earlier, we can easily
show that there are propositions common to this brief passage and the
much longer discourse that actually took place. This commonality of prop-
osition does mot stand in any precise orthographic relation to either
the printed passage 1 have reproduced or the actual conversations that
took place. The drastic summarizing thai has been engaged in gives us
a sense of congruence that, in its independence of syntax, is what we are
familiar with from the relation of intensional congruence,

In the article mentioned earlier, I introduced the governing principle
of indirect discourse, the principle of (rust in partial truths. Without this
principle of trust, we would be unwilling to depend in the way we do on
indirect discourse. Qur acceptance of it varies with our acceptance of
the speaker and the circumstances. We are on occasion skeptical but it
is not a part of experience in which wholesale skepticism is practical in
any sense. We all must accept and live with this principle of trust if we
are to engage in normal communication with other persons, and even if
we are to deal in a realistic way with our own memories of past conver-
sations,

Remark on translation. Onece a theory of congruence is introduced, it
is easy to apply the apparatus to a detailed theory of translation. Two
sentences of two different languages that are said to be translations of
each other express under an appropriately chosen congruence relation the
same proposition, Our juodgment of the faithfulness of a translation
depends upon the strength of the congruence relation that is mainly used
in the translation. A poor translation is dominated by a weak sense of
congruence and a good one by & strong sense, other things being equal.
We also have some clear synlactical judgments of appropriate congruence
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that make us critical of what appear to be capricious changes in word
order or emphasis, especially when we are translating from one language
to another that is syntactically rather close.

We tend to be most comfortable when talking about propositions if
we are dealing with systematic conceptual material expressed in the sorts
of sentences characteristic of the measured discourse of philosophy
and science. In this area, talk about the proposition expressed in a pas-
sage from Euclid, e.g., is often easily abstracted from its original Greek
form and its accepted English translation.
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Rapporteur : Jacques MERLEAU-PONTY

Afin d’éviter les malentendus et pour bien situer le sens des remarques
que je vais présenter, voici, trés briévement, comment j’ai compris l'inten-
tion de la communication que nous venons d’entendre : 'auteur propose
I'ébauche d'une théorie de la congruence des énonciations (utterances)
concrétes, a partir de laquelle se consiruirait la notion logique de proposi-
tion et celle d'équivalence logique ; cette construction ferait apparaitre ces
derniéres notions comme relatives au type de congruence entre énoncia-
tions correspondantes; la Géométrie montrerait la voie d’une telle théo-
rie; car, selon la conception moderne de cette science, la congruence des
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figures peut étre définie de plusieurs manicres, seion la nature des trans-
formations sur lesquelles on appuie cetie définition et des invariants de ces
transformations.

Je me propose donc d'examiner quelgues points de la communication
du Professeur Suppes, pour essayer de mieux comprendre si et comment
ce qu’il nous a dit contribue a ébaucher l'exécution de ce programme.

La théorie dépend de l'’hypothese qu'il v a en fait différentes formes
ou types de congruences entre énonciaticns et que les propositions résul-
tantes, — les guotients, si on me permet 'analogie algébrique dont n'use
pas l'auteur, — et notamment leur sens dépend du type de congruence
choisi pour les construire; de méme qu'en Géométrie deux figures
congruentes par homothétie ne sont pas équivalentes au méme sens que
deux figures congruentes par symétrie. L'auteur donne donc des exemples
de différentes congruences entre énonciations; mais je n'ai pas réussi a
comprendre comment, de ces exemples, on peut tirer des régles pour le
développement effectif de la théorie (c’est-a-dire ce qui serait, dans la
théorie, mutatis mutandis, I'analogue des théorémes de la Géométrie).

Cela pour plusieurs raisons :

L. D'abord les exemples de congruences auxquels l'auteur se réfere
sont parfois des exemples de¢ congruences entre noms, résultant en indi-
vidus logiques plut6t que des congruences entre énonciations résultant en
propositions ; c’est clair entre autres dans la discussion d’un travail de
Tarski (pp. 281-282 du texte écrit dont je dispose), dans laquelle il n’est ques-
tion que d’applications « one-to-one » entre ensembles d'individus. Or, on
sait bien qu’il y a une foule d’énonciations significatives, auxquelles on
peut faire correspondre des propositions logiquement maniables et qui ne
comportent pas de référence directe a des individus ou a4 des classes
« il pleut »; « il y avait du sang par terre », « beaucoup de gens vivent
au-dessus de leurs moyens », etc. Il serait donc souhaitable que soit éclair-
cie la relation entre congruence d’énonciations et congruences de termes.

2. D'une maniére plus générale, les iypes de congruences cités parais-
sent, en fait, repérés par rapport au cas limite et parfait de l'identité
entre individus ou d'équivalence entre propositions; comme si l'auteur
partait en fait de cette notion de 1'équivalence logique, posée comme
paradigme de la congruence, pour concevoir les différents types de
congruence qu’il cherche par un simple affaiblissement ou gauchissement
de l'identité ou de I'équivalence; or on attendrait plutét une tentative de
caractérisation directe, par variation sémantique ou syntactique réglée, des
congruences entre énonciations, dont on pourrait tirer, par repérage des
invariants, des relations logiques entre propositions.

Que l'auteur préfere suivre le chemin qui va de ia proposition a 1’énon-
ciation et non l'inverse apparait bien quand il parle de I’ « intensionnal
congruence » (prop. 6, p. 283) ou de la « m-congruence » {prop. 7, p. 284) ; car
dans ces cas, il ne s'agit pas de véritables énonciations, mais de phrases
artificielles, fabriquées pour les besoins de l'analyse logique; par ex. la
prop. 6, p. 283. Il est clair que personne n’a jamais eu l'idée de dire de telles
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choses, — sauf les logiciens pour illustrer des relations logiques; on
pourrait certes objecter Hamlet qui écrit 2 Ophélie :

« ... Doubt truth to be a liar
But never doubt I love. » (Acte II, scéne 2)

Mais Hamlet est un discoureur trés particulier; Polonius le croit fou
et c'est peut-étre une sorte de logicien.

Ce caractére essentiellement négatif, ou en tout cas restrictif du
concept de congruence, tel que 'auteur le présente, est bien apparent lors-
qu'il parle de la «latency-congruence » qui existerait entre les énoncia-
tions : « Cicéron = Cicéron » et « Cicéron = Tullius » (d’apres le fait que si
I'on pose ces questions au méme sujet, il répond plus lentement a la
seconde). Car le test caractérise plutét négativement la relation comme un
défaut d'identité que positivement comme une forme de congruence;
d'ailleurs a propos des « formes prosodiques » que modulent dans la lan-
gue parlée le sens des énonciations, l'auteur dit lui-méme (p. 288) : «...we
can show noncongriience as we have here, by schematically indicating
which word is accented for stressed ». Ce qui apparait encore dans ce cas,
relativement aux énonciations, c’est plutdt le défaut de 1'équivalence que la
forme de la congruence.

Or il est intéressant, & ce point, de revenir & l'analogie avec la Géomé-
trie ; car, dans ce cas, les types de congruence entre figures qui se différen-
cient de la simple identité, ne sont pas obtenus par l'affaiblissement de
I'identité, mais par la définition d'un processus positif de transformation
qui s’appuie, au moins pour les types les plus fondamentaux, sur telle ou
telle des intuitions concrétes dont est faite I'expérience de l'espace et des
opérations correspondantes : déplacement des solides, visée en profondeur
a partir d'un lieu fixe, etc... en sorte que le concept de l'identité géomé-
trique s'enrichit, au lieu de s'affaiblir, de la multiplicité des relations qui
la constituent et que l'analyse met a jour.

11 est bien possible que la notion proposée par l'auteur, d'une pluralité
de formes de congruence entre énonciations, soit exploitable d'une maniére
analogue, mais les exemples donnés ne me paraissent pas convaincants
sous ce rapport.

C’est pourquoi, — ce sera ma derniére remarque, — j'accueillerais
avec une certaine réserve l'assertion proposée dés le début et reprise p. 288,
que « ... an utterance does not assert a single proposition, but an infinite
hierarchy of propositions ». D’abord, je me demande de quelle sorte
d’ « infinité » il s'agit et je crains qu'il s’agisse seulement d'une dégradation
progressive et indéfiniment vague de l'identité ou de 1'équivalence logique ;
cela peut certes étre quantitativement formalisé par l'attribution de pro-
babilités aux énonciations et signifier qu'on peut assigner a la congruence
entre deux ou plusieurs propositions un coefficient numérique variant
continuement de 0 2 1. Mais la pensée de 'auteur ne parait pas se réduire
a cela, notamment lorsqu'il dit, p. 289 : « This acceptance of many distinct
concepts of meaning should be just as straightforward as the acceptance
of many different geometries». Car l'idée d'une infinité possible des
conceptions du sens équivaut a un scepticisme pur et simple qui parait
cependant exclu par la notion d'une hiérarchie; dans l'infinie variété des
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congruences possibles, comment distinguerait-on des préséances hiérar-
chiques ? Et la relaticsn entre les extrémes de lidentité vide et une « rhap-
sodie » (pour parler comme Xant) d'énonciations particulieres indéfini-
ment différentes n’'évoque guére la possibilité d'une hiérarchie. On souhai-
terait donc que l'auteur précise ceite double idée de l'infinité et de la
higrarchie des congruences possibles entre énonciations congrétes.

Héponse au rapporteur : Fatrick SUPPES

His prepared comments raise many fundamental issues and I cannot hope
to deal with them in detail in this reply, but there are certain central issues that
I think I can say something about and that will perhaps deal with some of the
problems he raises. To begin with, I think that Merleau-Ponty was expecting
that a more formal theory consisting of axioms and theorems would be pre-
sented. Obviously this is not the case. The paper is informal and there are no
formal results in it. On the other hand, many of the examples of congruences I
give are sufficiently definite and well-known in the literature that it is obvious
how a formal thcory of them can easily be developed. Thus, for example, the
notion of intensional congruence I introduce has a well developed theory in the
classical theory of logical equivalence. It would be pointless t¢ introduce a
formal development of such a well-known concept. It is an important concept
of congruence but it lacks the syntactic component so essential to tighter notions
of congruence as, for example, of the sort needed for belief-congruence. 1 cer-
tamly agree that my sketch of a theory of bhelief-congruence scarcely constitues
a developed theory, but it should also be obvious that this is a theory that in no
sense reduces to the theory of identity or the theory of logical equivalence. The
same can be said of the still tighier notion of congruence consisting of the joint
requirement of belief-congruence and latency-congruence. In my remarks about
indirect discourse I did not really introduce any systematic notions of congruence
but I meant only to suggest that it is an area of language that is crying for the
development of such a theory, and I see the ideas that I am proposing as part}-
cularly appropriate for providing a more realistic and structurally richer theory
of indirect discourse than is currently available. I recognize, on the other hand,
that my remarks about congruence in the context of indirect discourse are
wholly preliminary in character.

When Merleau-Ponty asks for clarification of the relation between the
congruence of utterances and the conpgruence of terms he is of course asking For
scmething very much in the spirit of Euclid. We all recall that Euclidean con-
gruence, for example, of polygons or of other standard figures is built up from
congruence of parts, in the case of polyhedrons, for example, congruence of
corresponding sides and enclosed angles. lt is a good question as to whether
we can always have such a compositional theory of congruence in satisfactory
form in the case of language. Some cases of prosody may present at least par-
tial counterexamples.

Finally, Merleau-Fonty is concerned about my remarks about the infinity of
congruences and the hierarchy of congruences. The infinity is simply a theore-
tical possibility but, as in the case of geometry, only a small finite number of
different congruences have as yet proved to be of any very great interest. In the
case of the hierarchy it is a hierarchy that is not one of linear order but as in
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the case of geometry a partial order. The examples I give could themselves be
arranged in the form of such a hierarchy that is a partial order. I would
scarcely expect any stronger structural requirement on this hierarchy than that
of partial order.

Interventions

M. GRANGER : Si l'on peut réduire une théorie des « utterances » a4 une théo-
rie d’'un certain type de congruence, quelle serait la métathéorie qui correspon-
drait 4 une algébre générale des groupes de transformation pour les géomeétres :
une théorie générale des bi-jections n'est-elle pas trop pauvre pour faire office
de Grammaire générale ?

M. Suppes : The question about what would be the metatheory of congruence
relations for utterances corresponding to the general theory of transformations
in geometry is a good one. It seems to me that there are a number of different
directions for development here but undoubtedly the most interesting one is to
develop in abstract form the theory of a particular congruence relation, just as
such theories are developed in geometry. For example, if we develop a theory of
belief-congruence, we may ask what is the abstract theory, that is, the theory of
the abstract propositions that arise from this particular congruence. For the
more systematic examples I have given this seems a straightforward matter and
for some it is already done, as in the case of logical equivalence. But it is a
good question and one that I certainly intend to deal with, at least in a partial
way, in the future.

M. VunLLeMiN : Il y a ambiguité dans les exemples « standard » de croyances

rapportées 4 une tierce personne, car la congruence requise concerne et celui
qui parle et cette tierce-personne.

M. Suppes : I certainly agree that I have not dealt with the problem
of the difference between third person reports about a person’s beliefs
using indirect discourse and the direct speech of a person speaking in the first
person about his own beliefs. That is an important additional matter for consi-
deration in any developed theory of congruence. I would of course want to use
as data for making judgments about belief-congruence the talk of a given indi-
vidual about his own beliefs.

M. FoLLespAL : I have three small remarks:

1. You did mention as historical antecedents Klein's Erlanger Program, with
its emphasis on invariance, and Lindenbaum-Tarski’s paper. Being here in Paris,
it might be appropriate to add Emile Meyerson 1o this list. In his Identité et
Réalité, the key point is that invariance is what we are after in all science and
all attempts to understand.

2. In the seventh of the statements you made in the beginning of your paper
you said that you would define the notion of proposition by help of the notion
of congruence of concrete utterances. Could you please indicate briefly how
you intend to do it. Clearly, you do not want to just identify propositions with
equivalence classes of utterances. This would lead to difficulties both in the
cases where we might want to talk about propositions that have not yet been
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instantiated by any utterances, and in cases where new utterances are added that
are congruent to those that we have already included in one class. The addi-
tion of this new utterance would give us a new class and hence, it would seem,
a new proposition.

3, This is my only remark that corncerns something important: you mentioned
towards the end of your paper that Quine’s idea of indeterminary of translation
could be looked upon as saying that there are many different congruence rela-
tions that might yield different translations.

This seems to me to be a misleading way of looking upon Quine’s idea of
indeterminacy. What Quine points out seems to me to be rather the following
given one congruence relation, this might be imposed upon our utterances in
many different ways.

M. Suppes : I accept with pleasure the recommendation that I lock at
Meyerson's Identité et Réalité. 1 certainly did not look at it prior to writing
this paper and in fact have only a faint memory of looking at it many years ago.

Concerning the second point on the definition of propositions by abstrac-
tion from concrete utterances, I first note that the definition does not involve
equivalence classes or sets but is pure definition by abstraction. In fact, it is
undecidable if we took this definition as an addition to set theory, for example,
along with other relevant axioms, whether propositions are seis or not. An
analogy here is the familiar creative definition of cardinal numbers:

K(A) = K(B) iff the set A is equipollent to the set B. The familiar definition
by abstraction of cardinal numbers when added to the standard Zermelo-Fraenkel
axioms for set theory leaves undecided whether cardinal numbers are sets or
not. The same is true in spirit though the context is different with what I have
to say about proprositions.

Your related point, however, that we might want to consider ideal propo-
sitions and not merely those generated from concrete utterances is certainly a
point with which I agree. The axiomatic theory of propositions relative to some
congruence relation might very well contain as a proper subset those propo-
sitions that are constructible from concrete utterances.

Concerning the question about Quine's idea of indeterminacy of translation,
in the written version of my paper I did not mention this matter at all. I
perhaps was too casual in my reference to it in the spoken lecture. I supposc
that what I really want to say is that the presence of many different congruence
relations that may be used to judge the qualily of different translations is
really the practical congruence theory of translations. Quine's idea of indeter-
minacy is really concerned with a different point and you are probably correct in
saying that his problem arises for each single congruence relation.

M. HiLpINEN : I understand that the question of congruence in the casc of
belief concerns the identification of beliefs by their « content » or the identifica-
tion of belief-types. Do you think that the terms of the congruence-relation
might in this case be regarded as « belief tokens » and not only (for example)
as utterances ?

M. Suppes : I am sympathetic with the thrust of your query but I believe it
is desirable to keep the congruence relation as primarily holding between
utterances. Various abstractions can easily be constructed from this concrete
base.

M. BERGSTROM : Taking a clue from the geometrical analogy, I would like to
ask if the idea of a hierarchy of propositions could not profitably give way to a
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notion of « distance of meaning ». And if so, do you, as an empiricist, have some
suggestions as to how such a distance — function could be measured by empi-
rical means.

M. Supres : I like the question about whether it is possible to seek a notion
of distance of meaning. The parallel in geometry is apparent. Ordinarily we
do not think of having a notion of distance if we do not have a metric space.
Thus, for example, there is no meaningful notion of distance in affine geometry
and certainly not for a general topological space. I would expect the same in
this strict sense in the case of meaning. As in the case of Euclidean geometry,
when we extend the notion of congruence of line segments to qualitative com-
parison of lengths of line segments and thus to a notion of distance, we could
attempt the same thing for those stronger theories of congruence of meaning
that permit in a natural way such an extension from the equivalence relation of
congruence to the ordering relation.

There is a second kind of answer to your question that is of greater concep-
tual interest in many ways. Psychologists have explored for a variety of phe-
nomena various types of multidimensional scales and they have pursued in very
considerable detail the question of what kind of distance or metric function to
introduce into these multidimensional scaling efforts. There have, for example,
been very nice comparisons of a hierarchical scale versus a Euclidean scale
(Holman, 1972). Although these psychological efforts are extensive and in many
respects subtle and sophisticated, much could still be done in this direction in
order to develop what would seem to be a philosophically satisfactory notion of
meaning-distance. I would see such further efforts fitting nicely into the pro-
gram I have outlined.

Reference : HoiMaN, E. — The relation between hierarchical and Euclidean models for
psychological distances. Psychometrika, 1972, 37, 417-423.

M. LameerT : Your attitude about « propositions» when extended to other
notions actually has led to the resolution of some outstanding technical problems
—in particular, the notion of « having the same extension ». My question is an
attempt to understand your view. Do you think there are many different notions
of implication —by extension from your view of «proposition» —and that
Anderson and Belnap are just wrong headed arguing that their notion of entail-
ment is the correct view about implication ? Is this right ?

M. Suppes : My theory of propositions would apply in a modified way to the
theory of implication and to the question posed I do indeed respond that
Anderson and Belnap were wrongheaded in arguing that there was a single
notion of entailment that is correct. It seems to me that ordinary use of lan-
guage argues strongly for a variety of notions of implication and the literature
of logic has shown well enough how many are discoverable on a purely concep-
tual basis. I know of no study that has really thoroughly analyzed the many
kinds of entailment that seem to be used in ordinary talk. It has certainly been
part of my own philosophical view to maintain that in ordinary discourse there
is no sharp line between inductive and deductive inference. This view, if correct,
certainly argues for a variety of notions of implication or entailment.

M. DumMmMETT : It is clear that different congruence relations may correspond
to different philosophical uses of the notion of « proposition» or to different
ways of judging the truth of statements involving indirect discourse. You
started, however, by comparing different logics to different geometries, and
mentioned intuitionistic and quantum logics. The relevant congruence relations

11
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would be eguivalence in different Jogics {eg. {(6) 1s not equivalent to (5) in inmi-
tonistle logic). It Is unclear how the relevant relation of logical equivalence
could be given without reference to some formulation of the logic — whereas one
can understand what the group of affine transformations is without appealing 1o
an axdomatisation of affine geometry. | am sceptical whether this would be a
fruitful approach to Iogic

M. Svrres : The question of whether the analogy to geometry can really be
carried through is an importani one. It seems to me that [ have already given
& clear example in the effitmative. The Lindenbaum-Tarski resulis are results
about logic that depend upon no sxiomatization whatsoever but purely on an
invariance under transformation vicwpoint, in particular, Invariance under the
group of all ope-one tansformations. A variant logic that can result from such
an approach is pointed out in the written version of my paper, nemely, the
variant that ¢comes from holding constant the assignment of individuals to proper
names. This leads at once to a deviation from classical logic by Increasing the
number of logical truths and is, as I suggest, closer to what we expect in ordinary
language,

The jdea of invariance under transformations is widely used in algebra and
in those aspects of geometry or topology that are so general that they verge on
logic. In a different direction but close to logle, the extensive use of invariance
principles is common in measure and probability theory, so that I think the
concepts of invariance have been used in a useful way in logic and can be used
in ways as yet unexplored. More generally in answer to Dummett, I see no
reason to consider gquestions of invariance as in any sense restricted to geometry
proper, but as being one of the most general and fundamental aspects of disci-
plines ranging from logic to physics and mathematical statistics,

M. ScHmse : Extending the question of Prof. Dummett concerning the ana-
logy berween the multiplicity of geometries and that of logics T would like to
ask the following. For Prof. Suppes this analogy was only the starting point.
The two things that he really wanted to compare were the geometries on the
one side and propositional attitodes or congruence relations in language on the
other side. As regards peometry it was emphasized that inspite of the several
geometries that are now used in different contexts Euclidean geometry still plays
a distinguizshed role among them. Moreover, earlier in his paper Prof, Suppes
promised to point oui to us which propositional attitude or congruence relation
plays the corresponding role among this variety. My question is: What role is
it? If this question cannot he answered (o our satisfaction the analopy in ques-
tion looses much of its plausibility. After all the really amazing thing about
geomeiry has been that for more than two thousend vears people believed in
EBuclidean geometry as rhe true geometry. And only after this remarkable con-
stancy the possibility and usefulness of alternative geometries was realized.
Any analogy of the theory of ianguage, logic or whatever with geometry has to
reproduce this pecullar feature of its development.

M. Sueres : There are, il seems to me, two answers lo the reguest for
characterizing the congruence relation between utterances that play a role of cor-
responding importance and permanence to that of Euclidean congrience among
geometries. Because congruence relations among lanpuages have not been stu-
died as thoroughly and certainly mot for as many vears, my answer is not as
definite as is possible for the geometrical case. On the other hand, I do think
there are two good answers, and the choice depends upon the context. The first
choice is that of classical intensional congruence in the sense of logical equi-
valence, This is certainly a sense that has dominated much writing in the phi-
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losophy of language. In contrast, in ordinary use of language a more extensive
sense of congruence corresponding to what I have called in my paper M-con-
gruence seems more appropriate. The choise of the class of models that remain
fixed and that thereby characterize the congruence varies from one occasion to
another but for a great deal of discourse would consist of standard mathematics,
standard physics, and much folklore psychology and widely accepted common
sense. This characterization is certainly not precise and a precise characteri-
zation could be given by restricting the class of models in which the laws of
classical mathematics and the laws of classical physics hold. When we move to
propositional attitudes there is at the present no agreed upon concept of con-
gruence. I have tried to explore some possibilities in my paper but certainly it
would be premature to urge any particular one of the candidates I put forth as
being the appropriate choice for the predominant and important cases of expres-
sion of propositional attitudes.

Mm™ BARCAN-MARCUs : I think it is misguided to pursue the question of
« identity » conditions for propositions. Various weaker and stronger equivalences
are appropiate and propositions are not the sort of « entities » which enter
appropriately into the identity relation.

M. Suppes : To the question of whether it is appropriate to ask for a crite-
rion of identity for propositions my brief response is that the case seems as
good as for other standard abstract objects. But I think there is more to the
case than this very general answer. Any of us who find bewildering and puzzling
the continual talk about « the proposition expressed by the sentence...» cannot
help but ask for a criterion of identity to clarify what it is that is being referred
to. Of course, other approaches could be pursued, for example, methods of
eliminating use of the term proposition, but from a constructive standpoint
explicit pursuit of this strategy will lead to something very similar to a crite-
rion of identity. My point is that asking for a criterion of identity for propo-
sitions is just a way of asking for an explicit test for a proposed analysis of the
concept of proposition. It is also apparent that my highly relativized answer,
ie., relativized to a given congruence relation between concrete utterances, will
certainly not satisfy those who have a firm belicf in a pure and simple unitary
notion of proposition.





