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Pragmatics of Veridicity

Denis Vernant

Abstract

From the very beginning, Western philosophy was definedeptisuit of truth.
It approaches truth through the practicdagos,and more particularly via recourse
to dialogue. Reviving the intuitions of the Megarians, | Wblike here to use the
analytical tools of contemporary logic and pragmatics tippise a study oferidici-
ty, seen as the set of all attitudes expressed by a speaker akantithfulness of
what he/she is sayingln doing so, | will address only one stage of the multi-lagere
study of veridicity? which must be supplemented by the study of the dialogue games
that establish validity or “material” trufrand in the end, the praxeological determi-
nants proper of that veridicity.

1 Veridictional acts

Austin inaugurated his philosophy of ordinary language &yalincing the “descrip-
tive fallacy” of philosophers and logicians who, in redwgal utterances to propo-
sitions, tackle only the descriptivepnstative use of ordinary languagehereatfter,
pragmatics began to emphasize the action-related or “pesfive” dimension of
the social use of natural languag®&ut the time has now come to look in return
at veridictional actsin their systematicity, for they all bring to play the spegke
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1| have defined veridicity, notably while distinguishing it fnoveracity, in [13, Chap. IV, 59-85].
2 See my article [17].

3 See [21].

4 See my book, [19, Chap. XI].

5 The acts in question are directives, commissives, and declara@®e$§]3, Chap. Il].



2 Denis Vernant

attitude about the truth of what he/she is saying. It is tleeesimportant to start by
characterizing these acts.

1.1 Assertion

As logicians have showmassertionis, conceptually, the most prevalent type of veri-
dictional act® Pragmatics defines it as the act by which a speaker makes aitomm
ment about the truth of what he/she is saying to his/her addee This act manifests
an explicit commitmentwhich can take on a variable degree of force depending
on whether it is a simple assertion or a declaration maderuvaté, etc., or even
on whether the assertion metadiscursively doubledy the expression “I assert
that...”’

1.2 Denial

Assertion presupposes an actagiteptancef the propositional content of what is
being said by the speaker. This act has a strictly pragmatinterpart, which is the
act ofrefusalof that same content via the expression dfeaial. All too often con-
founded with simple negation, of which it often shares itdae linguistic form,
it was first defined logically back in the 1930’s by tukasiezfiand psychoanalyt-
ically by Freud in his famous article overneinung3]. | will characterizedenial
as thegspeech act by which a speaker expresses hisfaeal of what he/she is
saying:

1.3 Consideration

Assertion and its opposite, denial, are two acts by whichsfieakerexpresses a
commitmentwhether positive or negative, about what he/she is sayingeamd-
dressee. However, the speaker also has the possibilitptafommitting and thus

6 See my article, [14, Chap. XIII, 267-288].

7 On the pragmatic role of what | cadkpositivessee [15]. | will come back later to the iteration
of assertions; see Section 2.2 below.

8 See my article [16].

9 D. Vanderveken’s illocutionary logic introduces illoaniary denial forall types illocutionary
acts; see [11, 74; 152-155]. Here, | will deliberately confine anglysis solely to Denial as a
veridictional operator opposing Assertion. One can thus censity veridictional pragmatics as
part of general illocutionary logic. This is why | will use itperators whenever possible. But |
will make use of a system (equivalent to modal sysenthat is less powerful than the ong5)
employed by illocutionary logicT c S5).
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settling for simply considering the informative contentgfat he/she is saying. This

is what Frege calledas Fassen des Gedankd@% Consideration—borrowing the
term used by Russell—is a cognitively fundamental operasione it conditions

not only the reported speech procedures of natural langarrg@rtistic languages,

but also the use of apagogical methods of hypothetical néagan the formal sci-
ences [18]Considerationthen, grants the speaker some distance from what he/she
is saying, in such a way that the question of the speakeridigéonal commitment
gets sidestepped.

1.4 Estimation

In the same way as assertion possesses an opposite, namgll denple con-
sideration has an opposing operation which—for lack of aebéerm—I will call
estimationtC that is to say, the fact, for the speaker, of making a comntitrabout
what he/she is saying, whether it be positively or negatiiésychologically and
cognitively, consideration and estimation are indeed tpposing attitudes that re-
quire a choice on the speaker’s part.

2 Theopposition-based structure of veridictional acts

The reader will have understood that veridictional actoaganized according to an
opposition-based structure. Before describing this tireclet us first clearly sepa-
rate the different levels of opposition. As early as 1904s4$@ll had already clearly
distinguished the opposition between truth and falsitgautain by the metalogical
principle of bivalence; the opposition between the logmaérations “affirmation”
and “negation”; and the opposition between the psycho#gittitudes “belief” and
“disbelief”:

Given a propositiorp, there is first its truth and its falsity. .. /...
Next there is the opposition gfand notp.../...

Thirdly, there is the subjective opposition of yes and no, Wiiscthat of belief or disbelief:
eitherp or not-p can be believed or disbelieved: whether true or false, thisei®pposition
that specifically characterizes judgment and is absent in assamipti56].

That left only the opposition between the strictly pragmaiperations of asser-
tion and denial, which involves combining the logical operathat bear on proposi-
tional content with the pragmatic operations that charatéhe speaker’s attitude
toward the truth of his/her utterance. Say we have at ourodapwo logical op-
erators that bear on propositional content, Affirmation Biegation; we still have

10 use this term to refer to “expressing an opinion about”. It Isely tied to judgment, but in
natural language, its “expressive” dimension remains implicit.
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to introduce the four pragmatic operations that deternfieeveridictional acts dis-
cerned above: Assertion, Denial, Estimation, and Conaiiter. If we acknowledge
that Assertion and Denial are Estimation attitudes thabepgimple Consideration,
then we can depict the combination of fle@ir pragmatic operators of veridicitys-
ing the following binary tree:

VERIDICTIONAL OPERATORS

Consideration Estimation
Affirmation Negation Assertion Denial
(p) (-p) / \ / \
Aff. Neg. Aff. Neg.
Ep =-p —=p - =p

However, one must not be misled by this dichotomous pregentalthough
truth-function oppositions abide by standard logic, goeer by the principle of
excluded middle, the same does not hold true at the praghesst Assertion is
opposed not only to Denial, but also to ttherd positionof simple Consideration,
i.e., suspensiorof any decision:! The pragmatics of veridicitythus presupposes
greater flexibility than strict propositional negation iccaunting for the speaker’s
veridictional attitudes toward the informative contentid/her utterance.

2.1 Relations between Veridictional Operators

If, for simplicity’s sake, we use letters of the alphabetttmnsl for veridictional acts,
veridictional pragmatics will include the following opéoas:

A = Asserting
C = Considering
D = Denying

E = Estimating

11 Ockham had already made the distinction between judgment (asselissent) and simple
apprehension, which he namadutral proposition “Someone can apprehend a proposition and
yet not give it one’s assent or dissent, as is patent with neutoglogitions”, [8, I, prol. qu. 1,

p. 16]. Recall also that in the traditiondisputatio,three attitudes were possibleoncedo, nego,
dubito.
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Relations between these veridictional operators can bietéelby the following
alternative hexagon:

While relying on the theorems of majternative axiomatic systeis,let me sim-
ply recall a few of the most significant logical relations:

1. The two primitive operators, Assertion and Denial, arpagites, that is to say,
incompatible AP|DP (T2).

2. Non-contradictioris obeyed byuspensivaegation of acts:(AP& -AP) (T29)
and-(DP&-DP) (T30), but also byexclusivenegation:-(AP&DP) (T3).

3. By contrast, thexcluded middl@o longer holds foA andD, because it is quite
possible to not choose between Asserting and Denying bytidoiheneutral
position,which is Consideration (T35

4. Double negatiomo longer holds for these same acts: not Denyihig not
equivalent to Assertin@. It is indeed always possible to adopt the neutral po-
sition of Consideration, and thusAP. By subalternation, we getP > -DP
(AX), but not its converse, thusi(AP ~ -DP).** And likewise, by subalterna-
tion, we getDP > -AP (T1), but not its converse, thus{DP ~ -AP).

The law ofdouble negatiordoes apply however tsuspensivenegation, de-
noted-. For example, we havei-AP ~ AP (T38) and--DP ~ DP (T40)1°

12 The reader will find my axiomatization of the relations betwé®a veridictional operators in
the Appendix of my [19].

13 We get the excluded quarteiAv D v C).

14 > is the symbol for illocutionargommitmenbetween two acts; see [11, Chap. IV, 811> Ay
iff it is not possible for the speaker to realizg without being committed t@\,”. This relation
is reflexive, non-anti-symmetric, and transitive; see p. #1is the symbol forcongruenceof
two illocutionary acts; see [11, Chap. IV, 82]: “Two illocutiary acts areongruentiff each one
commits the speaker to the other”. This equivalence relatidefinable:A; ~ A; iff Ay > A and
Az > A1 (WhereA is any illocutionary act).

15 It does not hold foexclusivenegation, which means we do not haie > DDP.
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5. Bivalenceis preserved insofar as all propositions are either trueatsef
0:P = {T,F}. Hence,when one is making a decisi@bout a given propo-
sition, it is not possible to not decide the opposite aboeipttoposition that has
the opposite truth value. So we ha&@ >D ~p (ET6) andDp >A~p (ET7).
This is a particular case where the veridictional operabea on propositions
that are mutuallyexclusive R|S (see the exclusivity theorems of our axiomatic
system, ET1 to ET11).

2.2 Syntactic Presentation

Without formalizing the rules for building the formulas dfet veridictional lan-
guage, note simply that every formula is of the typ€£), where £ denotes the
set of well-formed formulas of standard logical calcu{lQ,R,S,...} built from
the atomic propositiong, g, etc. by means of the standard connectors, v, —
,|,etc}, and wherg- belongs to the set of all formulas built from the veridicébn
operatorsV = {A,C,D,E} and the set of all connectives bearing on illocutionary
acts{-,&,w,|, >,~}.

We can present our veridictional pragmatics as a particul@rpretation, a
model, of oumipolar axiomatic systerf of veridicity. Let me recall and comment
upon its basic elements:

PRIMITIVE IDEAS!:

Assertion: P
Denial: 4P
DEFINITIONS:
Negation of Assertion:+ P =pf =+ P
Negation of Denial: 4P =pf -~ P
Estimation: < P=pt (-Pw-P)
Consideration: (P)=pt (+ P& #P)
AXIOMS:

Axiom of Assertability:AX; : = P >P

The kind of assertion in question here is not logical assertbut ratheprag-
matic assertiorper se.What is at stake is not the validity & but its veridicity>’
Thisaxiom of assertabilitynerely states that in assertiRgthe speaker commits to

16 This axiomatic system includes axioms for proving theoremsaanuhter-axiomsgor proving
counter-theoremdRegarding this bipolarity, see [20].

17 Of course, pragmatic assertion is the illocutionary act of argameaker, which does not imply
the truth, andall the less spthe validity of the proposition in question. It is not to be fised with
logical assertion (demonstration) as defined by Russell and Rreg&jith what can be regarded
asestablishedi.e., proven. This latter interpretation is the one that J&ala Harpe adopted in [7,
26-31].



Pragmatics of Veridicity 7

the truth ofP. This in no way means th& is true, but tha® is held to be truen
the discursive world proposed by the speak&r.

Principle of assertiol! ~ AX2: [F(P-Q)&+P]>+Q
COUNTER-AXIOM:
Counter-axiom of negatiol€AX1 - (-AP— -P)

This axiomatic systef? allows one to prove all of the component relations of the
alternative hexagon, as well as all relations that are eeduFor some pragmati-
cally significant examples, simply consider the case ofréiesdteration. With this
axiomatic system, it is easy to prove left-to-right imptioa. One obtains General
Theorem 11 from Axiom 1 by simple substitution:

GT11+ (AAP— AP)
1AP-P AX1
2AAP—AP  Sub.P/AP

In contrast, to prov&€ounter-Theorend, which brings right-to-left implication
into play, it is useful to first prove General Theorem 8, captsition:

GT8 + [(AP— AQ) = (-AQ— -AP)]
(P>Q)=(-Q—-P) Tautology
(AP = AQ) = (-AQ — —AP) Sub.P/AP;Q/AQ.

General Counter-Theorem 1 is then obtained as follows:

GCT1- (AP - AAP)

1 = (-AP— =P) CAX1
2 + [(AP— AQ) = (-AQ— -AP)] GT8
3 + [(AP— AAP) = (-AAP— -AP)] 2, CSub. Q/AP
4 - (-AAP— -AP) 1, CSub P/AP
5 = {[(AP—> AAP) — (—\AAP—> —\AP)]O
[(-AAP— -AP) - (AP— AAP)]} 3, Df. biconditional
6 + [(AP— AAP) - (-AAP— -AP)]  5,Elim. conjunction
7 - (AP — AAP) 6, 4 CR1.

18 This corresponds to what Karl Otto Apel called “pretensiorradtt’ [1, 46].

19 Here we find Russell’s “Principle of assertion” (see our articla¢Limits of a Logical Treat-
ment of Assertion”). Unlike epistemic logic, which poses the qoestif omniscienc¢KP& (P —
Q)] — KQ, there is no risk of omnidiction here since we do not have to asBet the conse-
quences of our assertions{[- P& (P - Q)| >+ Q}.

20 To simplify my presentation, | will not bring to bear the rules amdinter-rules of transforma-
tion.



8 Denis Vernant

This logically demonstrates that there is no equivalende/dsen assertion and
its iteration. We know that such an equivalence is only gadesn a formal system
as powerful as modal syste® and not in a system as weakB$5, 43-44].

Such a result is therefore not at all logically surprisingnotable. However, it is
of critical pragmatic interest in that it takes a stand onitherpretation of assertion
iteration. From a strictly pragmatic point of view, it is wisndeed not to confuse
or liken assertion and its iteratioAp symbolizes the assertion pfby a speakef!
The speaker commits to the truth of the content of propasiioThis is the case,
for example, when the speaker says: “It's raining.” In castjAA pdenotes the ope-
ration whose rhetorical effect is teinforcethe strength of the initial assertion. In
natural language, this is expressed by the fact that thekepasthe above example
says something like: “I maintain that it's raining”. Pragically, the two acts are
manifestly different, the first being a simpdasertiontrue or false, the second, an
act of a metadiscursive nature—preciselygapositive— which, as such, cannot be
untrue by virtue of the sheer fact that it was produced:

The sentence “It is the case that | maintain that it’s rainingadly has a different truth
value than that of the sentence “It’s raining” (the former cartrine without the latter also
being so). [1, 43]

If we acknowledge this conceptual distinctiéfe can understand why implication
can hold true from left to right, for if one asserts a progositone cannobotassert
it because the metadiscursive commitment is stronger th@simple assertion. In
contrast, a simple assertion does not necessarily invosteoager commitment,
from which we can see that the factrefectingthe right-to-left implication renders
explicit an entire thematization and conceptualizatioa pfagmatic naturé®

2.3 Semantic Presentation

One can develop aemanticdor interpreting and evaluating the propositions of
this veridictional pragmatics. To do so, it is useful to cdete these propositions
by indicating the speaker who assumes the veridictionalftordingly, we use
+a P to denote the fact that Speak&rassumes the assertion Bf The system is
interpretedin the first persoras the set of veridictional acts of Assertion, Denial,
Estimation, and Consideration of a given speaker. We thaluate the veridictional
act on thediscursive world* that Speakea proposes by means of his/her various

21 As we shall see in Section 2.3.1, a more sophisticated formalizéti incorporates the speaker

is possible; it gives udap.

22 Unlike Searle, who ignores the specificity of metadiscursivelstaruly classifies “I assert that

it's raining” among the assertives; see [10, 61].

23 Daniel Vanderveken, who formalized Searle’s theory, retiesa system equivalent to modal
systemsb; see [12].

24 Here, any illocutionary act is proposalmade by the speaker to the addressee, a proposal that
must be negotiated to give rise to a jointly assumedetact’; see [13, Chap. VIII], and [19,
Chap. X, Section 4.1.1].



Pragmatics of Veridicity 9

veridictional acts, with world\, being accessible from initial worlMp. These acts
can then be interpreted as follows:

~a P expresses adherence to the truttPah anyworld proposed by accessible from

Wo.
a ~P expresses adherence to the falsity?ah anyworld proposed by accessible from

Wo.

-z P expresses refusal of the truth®fn anyworld proposed by accessible frorig.

—a ~ P expresses refusal of the falsity Bfin anyworld proposed by accessible froni\p.

#a P expresses abstention of adherence to the trukhinfat least onevorld proposed by
a accessible frorp.

Ha P expresses abstention of refusal of the trutiPaf at least onewvorld proposed by a
accessible fronig.2°

Using the semantic table method derived from KripReye can write down the
veridictional acts in the representation of the discursreeld proposed by Speaker
awhile distinguishing what is asserted from what is not asseand within the not-
asserted, what is denied from what is not denied. By virtueasis ET6 and ET7
recalled above, whenever two incompatible expressiongwaodved, we will indi-
cate what is asserted by the speaker and what commits hito/thex corresponding
denial, andvice versaProofs will beby reductio ad absurdunin initial world W,
we will put the presumably false propositions in the righiucon, and the presum-
ably true ones in the left column. First, we will write thefiqula to be evaluated at
the top of the right column. Then we will analyze the formubgsassigning them
to the right or left column according to the rules of the praifional operators, and
we will process the elementary formulas obtained by writiogvn the concerned
propositions in thevorld proposed by the speak#rat is accessible from the initial
world. An asserted proposition will be in the Assertionvidf-box, a denied propo-
sition will be in the Denial sub-box, and so on. When the ihfiamula is valid, we
discover econtradictionin the world proposed by Speakar

Let us consider the formula:a p > - 43 p

By reductio ad absurdumye begin by writing the formula to be testedWy'’s
False box (on the right). To falsify the commitment propqseduffices that its
antecedent be true and its consequent, false. We then Wwetaritecedent in the
True box on the left. Presumably true; p means thap is to be written in the
Assertion box (A) of Speakea's proposed world. Applying Russell's Law leads
us to write its opposite p in the opposite sub-box, DenidD). The last step is to
write the consequent in the right box ¥bf. Whereas- -5 p must be falser; p,
presumably true, moves to the right box. This allows us téesrin the Denial sub-

25 Formally, aModelis any triplet< W, S,V > in whichW is a proposed set of discursive worlds
Wb, Wi, .. .; Ris the accessibility relation, which is reflexiyg) (xRX) and thus seria|x)Ez(xR2);
andV is the function that attributes the valugs,0}. V (A) thus reads as follows: For &l and
W, V(AP,W) = 1 if for all W; such thatMRW,V (P,W;) = 1, elseV (AP,W) = 0. Likewise,V (I)
reads: for allP andW, V(IP,W) = 1 if for at least one \Wsuch thaWRW,V (P,W;) = 1, else
V(IP,W) =0.

26 See [6]. The presentation used here is from Jean-Louis Gardje8$q].
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Wo W. World proposed by:
True False A A
Fap Fap D= p
p
D -D
~P
- —a P
—a P p

box ofW,. We then see that there is a contradiction, since the Deaiahhthorizes
both p and~ pin W;. The initial formula is thus proven (it corresponds to axid
of our alternative axiomatic system).

Similarly, let us consider the conversei, pr>+a p

Wo W. World proposed by

T E A -A
“Hapbrap

“—Ha P

The presumably false formula is put in the right boxX/égf. Then its antecedent
is put on the left, which allows us to wrifgin W,'s not-Denied sub-box. The next
step is to put the consequentWy’s right box, from which we can writ@ in W;'s
not-Asserted box. This time, there is no contradictiprs both not asserted and not
denied. The formula is therefore invafd.

Similarly, it is easy to show that, p v 45 p is not valid:

To assume that the disjunction is false, one must assumedbhtof the disjuncts
is false; so they are written in the left box . The falsity of-5 p causes us to
write p in the not-Asserted box &; likewise, the falsity of-5 p requires that we
write p in the not-Denied sub-box &f4. We can easily see that the initial formula
is not contradictory and that there exists a third positietween Assertion and
Denial, namely Consideration, asaspensiveonjunction of the not-Asserted and
the not-Denied.

27 The counter-position corresponds to the formuba— E, which is not included in our axiomatic
system since it is equivalent to theclusivedisjunction:Av E.
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Wo W, World proposed by:
T F A -4
FapVap
Fa p p
D -D
Ha p p

2.3.1 Multi-Agent Extension

One can extend the veridictional language to buihdudti-agent, veridictional prag-
matics.It allows us to express the combination of veridictional@ts taken by dif-
ferent agents about a given proposition sucky #8,P, where, for exampled,Dyp
stands for “Agent asserts that Agetitdeniesp”.?® Now we can evaluate formulas
of this type by making the world the second agent propddkgl,subordinate tdhe
one the first agent proposadl;. The subordinate world will not represent what the
second agent said, but what the first ageaitl that the second agent, b, said.

The formula to be evaluated here BzAyp > -AqDp ~ p.

Wo Wa Wab

T IS A -A A -A
Do App > ~Aq Dy ~p|

g p P

DaAsp ~ -AaDy ~p \\\\ X/
D |-D| “y<7 D |-D
\ /// \\\

\» - ey

AuDy ~p Ap

This formula is written in the part right d\p. The anteceder,Ayp is then
moved to the left part. This leads us to wriigp in sub-box D oW, and thuspin
the-A box of Wy This leaves the conseque,Dy, ~P, which we put in the right
part ofWp. Given that it is preceded by a negation, its affirmative eos® moves to
the left. S0AgDy ~ p leads us to writ®y ~ p in box A of W, and thus- p in sub-box
D of W,,. Now by virtue of Russell’s Lawp must be written in box A of the same
world. We can see a contradiction in this world siqceannot be both asserted and
not asserted. Because negation of the formula is not pessiit formula is valid.

Likewise, we can symbolize the conjunction of actions ofrag@bout different
propositions, such ag;P& V,Q. This construction authorizes the formalization of

28 For greater clarity, | again use letters of the alphabet to syimeheeridictional acts.
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the veridictional Agreement of two (or more) agents aboetthme proposition.
Here, we have:

Agreement: VaP & VyP iff VaP~ VP
DisagreementVaP & VP iff —(VaP & VpP) & —(VaP|VpP)
Opposition: VAP & VgP iff VAP|VgP

There will beagreementf the two agents assert the same proposition (or two
propositions that they acknowledge to be equivalent), farneple -4 P& +, P, and
oppositionif they take incompatible stances, suchragP& -, P.

This type of operator provides the link between the preseagrmatic dimension
of veridicity and the strictly dialogical one developed iar®ialogical Logic of
Veridicity, aimed at handling relations of agreement, disagreemedtppposition
between agents about a given proposition.

3 Doxastic correlates of veridictional acts

Like any formal system, an axiomatic system can receiverakddferentmodels.
Accordingly, our pragmatic theorization of veridictioradts can serve as a model
of our bipolar axiomatic system. But other models are coatae. Our axiomatic
system provides formal structurethat holds not only for veridictional speech acts,
but also for states of mind, the belief attitudes associafigtd them. This gives us
the following hexagon, which expresses the logical refegtibetween theoxastic
correlateg? of veridictional acts:

Judgment

Non-Disbelief”. ... .. RN BUN Non-belief

29 The strictlyepistemiadimension can only intervene in the framework of @ialogical Logic
of Veridicity, [21] which accounts for agreement (or disagreement) aboutrtile in question.
Knowledge is necessarily dialogically mutualized.
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A judgmentwhich is a veridictional commitment expressed by an Asserir a
Denial, rests on an attitude of either Belief or Disbelied @orresponds to the act of
Estimation.Doubt,as a mental state, corresponds to the neutral, suspensiv®po
of simple Consideration, i.e., both non-belief and norbelief.

The theory of veridictional acts and the theory of mentalestahus turn out to
be two isomorphic models of one and the same axiomatic athite. Just as it did
for speech acts, this formal architecture enables one tdycknd systematize the
theory of mental acts. To illustrate with a single examglestablishes logically that
one should not—contrary to what is all too often done—confuskedtief, which is
a question of denial, with non-belief, which depends on assertior?®

4 Conclusion

The analysis | have just proposed is first and foremadsigécal analysis, in that
it draws from the age-old “square of opposition” to pregisgéfine the relations
between the various possible veridictional acts: Assertion-Assertion, Denial,
Non-Denial, Estimation, and Consideration. Although Iéahosen to propose an
alternativeto the hexagon of opposition in order to account foritl@mmpatibility
between Assertion and Denial, the laws of standard prdpositcalculus are as-
sumptions therein. Accordingly, the theorems of that dakas well as those of the
proposed axiomatic system can be asserted by applying tulef Bhe alternative
axiomatic systemt

The logical dimension is thus patent. But it must not contlealstrictly prag-
matic dimension. This means recognizing the difference—which Jehaever
stopped stressing—between logical assertion as a formahyamus deduction
procedure, and pragmatic assertion as an act of a partspsaker. In other words,
one must acknowledge the difference between logical, fhremanymous truth, and
veridicity as an act of a speaker who commits personallyédrith of what he/she
is saying. Hence, the axiom of veridicity says nothing altbetruth of what is said
by the speaker.

In any case, this pragmatics of veridicity does not claimrisveer the ancient
question of the truth, which requiregpgaaxiologicaltype of approach, one that re-
lates the saying to the doing, the words of speakers to thédsvar which those
speakers act

Moreover, the question of veridicity itself is not for as rhugnswered by this
logico-pragmatic analysis. As it is described above, mygpratic logic of veridic-
ity only deals with the acts of a single speaker or with the jparad attitudes of
two speakers (agreement, opposition, disagreement). s the analysis remains

30 On this crucial distinction, see [19, Chap. |, Chap. VII].

31 SeeR1 :+ P =+ AP, wherer is themetalogicalsymbol for deduction and, that of the act of
assertion.

32 This praxiological dimension is analyzed in [19, Chap. XI].
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abstract, for it does not address the fundamentadialogical dimension of dis-
course. Speech acts are not definable monologically. Fonjgbea assertion could
never be reduced to the formal schefa®, but only toAypp insofar as this formula
alone expresses the speaker’s commitment to the truptrelative toan addressee
b.3% What's more, these acts only become meaningful in the coofextdialogue
wherein they are the outcome of a negotiation process battveeinterlocutors
aimed at their being assumed iageracts3* Last but not least, these interacts do
not take on alialogical functionunless they serve asovesn the “language game”
in which the argumentative exchange that ensures or doesnsate veridictional
agreement is being playéa.

The purpose of the above analysis, then, was solely to nigtypi.e., logi-
cally, define the possible relations between the veridietiacts that characterize
a speaker’s pragmatic attitude toward what he/she ackudoete refuses, or simply
considers.

In fine,one can also wonder from a zetetic standpoint whether thisdlization—
leading to a pragmatics of veridictional acts extended éir tthoxastic correlates—
might apply,cum grano salisnot to “constative” acts this time, which bring into
play the information transmitted between the speaker amddldressee, but strictly
to acts of the “performative” type, which introduce puretyianal rapports between
a speaker and an addressee facing a to-be-solved problampairicular situation.
| will leave this question unanswered for now.
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