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DAVIDSON'S TARSKIAN TRUTH CONDITIONS AND TRUTH BEYOND ALL POSSIBLE VERIFICATION

Davidson argues that a theory of meaning for a natural language L is a Tarskian truth theory generating, for each sentence p of L, a T-sentence of the form "s is true if and only if p," where s is a structural description of p and the T-sentence specifies the meaning of p. The connection between truth and meaning thus secured is such that: (i) we are given necessary and sufficient conditions for the recursively, or compositionally, defined truth of every p of L,

 (ii)to know what it is for every p of L to be true is to know the semantic concept of truth for L, and (iii): (i) and (ii) together amount to an understanding of L (Davidson [1967] 1985: 23-24). I shall argue that Davidson's appeal to the empirical power or testability of the theory we've obtained by treating the position of the meaning giving p in purely extensional fashion undermines the theorist's neutrality with respect to the question whether the truth conditions of p might obtain beyond all possible verification by L's speakers. Davidson's empirical truth theorist, as we might call her, must take a stand on this issue and I shall argue that the stand should be that those conditions might indeed obtain unbeknownst to L's speakers given their sub-optimal capacities with respect to the recognition of truth and truth conditions, either effective or in principle. Providing p with the proper logical constant (the material biconditional) and handing over the structural description s with "its own predicate" (i.e., the truth predicate) so that the predicate is constrained by the informal analogue of the Convention T that Tarski postulated for the semantical definition of truth for the language of the calculus of classes [START_REF] Tarski | The concept of truth in formalized languages," English translation and edition of "Der Warheitsbegriff in der formalisierten Sprachen[END_REF] 1983: §3, 187-188) might indeed be "mildly perverse" (Davidson op. cit.: 24). It is at least in the sense that the homophonic theory reveals nothing new about truth conditions and that the truth theory, qua semantic theory and qua theory of meaning or understanding, should be informative with respect to the concept of truth.

Of course, we do expect the biconditional to garantee that the sentence structurally described on the left has the same truth-value as the sentence on the right. One worry, though, as far as (i)-(iii) are concerned, is that it is contingent whether or not the evidential relations between p (with its recursively, or compositionally, defined truth) and the speakers of L (with the cognitive abilities that would enable them to verify that p) obtain. The evidential relations may break down at any point in time. Any given p might be contingently pro tempora undecided so that the theory of truth, qua theory of meaning, when relating the "known truth conditions" (Davidson op. cit.: 25) of p to the constituents (words, logical constants, etc.) that recur in other sentences q, r, etc., of L, must say more than what the homophonic theory says about the content of the speakers of L's knowledge in order to substantiate claim (iii).

Dummett's criticism in [START_REF] Dummett | What is a Theory of Meaning (I)?[END_REF] 1983 suggests that the substantiation is unlikely. One may nevertheless substantiate (iii) in a way opposed to Dummett's antirealist stance in the following way.

Truth conditions may be known in at least two senses. L's speakers may know what the necessary and sufficient conditions for the truth of its sentences are, or they may know that such conditions are satisfied whenever they are indeed satisfied. What do they know in the way of truth conditions when the sentences of L are pro tempora undecided? (i) and (ii), in this particular case, might fall short of the mark as far as (iii) is concerned. Three points might be made.

To begin with, Davidson's Tarskian truth theory, both qua Tarskian and empirical, isn't of a deflationist persuasion: the theory doesn't and indeed may not claim that a potentially infinite list of T-sentences is all there is to the theory, i.e., that the list does everything we should expect a truth theory to do, e.g., give an explanation of meaning so that (i)-(iii) are secured. In other words, s isn't just a metalinguistic variant of p, for the theory construes or analyzes truth recursively, or compositionally, in terms of another semantic notion, namely that of satisfaction, on the model of Tarski's original theory.

Secondly, the theory's logic, if truly Tarskian, is classical. Moreover, its being classical depends crucially on a notion of "meaningfulness" defined in terms of a sentential function (in symbols: x ε S -see Tarski's Definition 12 in