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Paul Horwich aims to apply some the lessons of deflationism about truth to the debate about the nature of a theory of meaning. Having pacified the philosophical debate about truth to his satisfaction, he wants to use a bridge between truth and meaning to extend the same peace-making techniques into new territory. His goal is to make the debate about meaning more hospitable for an account based on use, by showing that certain apparent obstacles to such a theory are illusory, given deflationism about truth. 
This is an appealing strategy, but a dangerous one. It leaves Horwich open to the kind of counterattack for which the medieval tacticians developed modus tollens. Unruly issues about meaning are liable to storm back across Horwich’s own bridge, and undo the good work of deflationism on the side of truth. I think this concern is significant, even if not ultimately disastrous for Horwich’s views about truth and meaning. In this note I consider two forms the concern might take. Their common thread is the claim that much more attention needs to be paid to the objectives of a use-based theory of meaning, and of deflationism itself.

1. What kinds of objects have meanings?
What is it for certain entities to have linguistic meaning? Horwich argues that deflationism about truth implies that there is much less involved here than philosophers have tended to assume. In particular, the supposedly problematic notion of aboutness is itself deflated by a deflationary account of truth. However, Horwich’s presentation seems to me to obscure an issue which deflationism needs to face head-on: What kind of entities are they whose meaning properties are at issue? There are two importantly distinct possibilities, and although Horwich is not alone in failing to distinguish them, both his deflationism itself and its proposed application to the theory of meaning turn out to require that he do so. 
Consider two possible readings of sentences such as:

1	“DOG” means dog

and 

2	“Snow is white” is true if and only if snow is white.

Sentence (1) may be read as

1A	The (English) word “DOG” means dog

or as

1B	This ink patch – DOG – means dog.

Analogously, (2) may be read as

2A	The (English) sentence “Snow is white” is true if and only if snow is white

or as

2B	This ink patch – Snow is white – is true if and only if snow is white 

In each case, the A reading assigns meaning or truth conditions to something that is already linguistic – a sentence in a language. The B reading assigns meaning or truth conditions to a physical object – an ink patch. (If you have trouble remembering which is which, use the computer analogy: A for ascii and B for binary. Strictly speaking, the B sentences concern objects which are pre-syntactic, and which would therefore need to be represented in computer files in a binary or bit-mapped form. Here I’ve cheated by using the keyboard, and asking you to ignore the letters and think about the objects of which they are constituted. I use bold face to represent ink patches.) 
Suppose we were deflationists about meaning, as well as truth. We would take the view that (1A) and (2A) reflect nothing more substantial than certain analytic consequences of our use of the notions of truth and meaning. However, it would be highly implausible to suggest that this is true of the B sentences. After all, if (1B) and (2B) are true, then we are immediately faced with the question: What is it about these ink patches – DOG and Snow is white – which gives them meaning (in contrast, for example, to 3OG and 5now i6 wh1te)? It would be absurd to suggest that this is not some further fact about the world, over and above the condition of snow and dogs.
In a rather crude form, however, the B readings exemplify a common understanding of the hard issue about the existence of intentionality in the natural world. How is it that mere physical structures, such as ink patches or brain states, can have meaning, can represent things, properties and states of affairs in the world, can be about something? If one accepts that the issue of meaning and intentionality is properly posed in these terms, then deflationism about meaning seems out of the question. There must be something substantial that distinguishes those natural structures which do have meaning from those that do not – perhaps something extrinsic and relational, something to do with the use that certain creatures make of the structures concerned, or the place of such objects in a complex functional system of some kind, but none the less substantial for that.
These remarks apply as much to truth as to meaning. If one accepts that ink patches can be true or false, it is absurd to say that the truth of ink patch Snow is white requires nothing more to obtain in the world than the well-known fact about the colour of precipitation in less fortunate climates. It also requires the facts in virtue of which that ink patch counts as a token of the English sentence “Snow is white”. 
The upshot is that if we want to be deflationists about truth or meaning, we had better argue that the A readings exemplify the canonical use of the notions concerned. The B readings must be treated as derivative, in some sense. For example, we might interpret (1B) and (2B) as 

1C	The ink patch DOG will be read by literate English speakers as the English word “DOG”, which means dog

and

2C	This ink patch – Snow is white – will be read by literate English speakers as the English sentence “Snow is white”, which is true if and only if snow is white,

respectively. Here, truth and meaning are not ascribed to the ink patches themselves. What is ascribed to the ink patches is the property of being read by English speakers in a certain way, and it could well be argued that this is a matter of use – a matter of how literate English speakers use and respond to such ink patches.
On the face of it, however, this is not Horwich’s view. For one thing, he seems to take for granted that there is no relevant distinction between sentences and the physical objects of which they are composed. In the paper in this volume, for example, he says that the deflationary approach addresses this question: “How is it possible for a word – a mere sound or mark – to represent (refer to, be about) some specific aspect of reality?” Similarly, in the recent paper on related themes, Horwich advocates an account of meaning according to which “the systems that display [meaning] properties are, in the end, nothing but physical objects.” (Horwich 1995, p. 356) Again, he seems to be including among his opponents those who look for non-deflationary accounts of the semantic properties (truth, aboutness, and the like) of such physical objects. 
The view that the things to which semantic property are ascribed (i.e., words and sentences) are physical objects is widespread in contemporary philosophy, and the issue does not seem to be dealt with in Horwich’s (1990) book on the deflationary approach to truth – perhaps not surprisingly, since Horwich himself prefers the view that the deflationary truth predicate attaches primarily to propositions. The closest approach to the issue I could find in the book is at §34, where Horwich discusses problems raised by the context-sensitivity of utterances. He mentions Quine’s strategy of invoking eternal sentences, and objects that “the problem of context sensitivity is not solved because the same string of words can appear in several languages and for that reason have different truth values on different occasions.” (1990, p. 104) He then dismisses the strategy of making reference to a particular language on the LHS of the disquotational schema, noting that Putnam (1988, ch. 4) points out that the effect of this is to make the schema a definition of what it is to be a sentence of the language in question, not a definition of truth. (In particular, Putnam notes that its effect is to make instances of the disquotational schema – Tarski’s T-sentences – contingent, rather than a priori.) This is another way of making the point I made above: under the B reading, an instance of the disquotational schema is far from insubstantial, for it tells us something contingent – indeed, highly unusual, by the standards of physical objects in general – about the physical marks in question.
Horwich’s suggestion at this point is to avoid the need for eternal sentences by constructing “cases of the disquotational schema in which the utterance under discussion is the very one that is used to articulate that utterance’s truth condition. For example: 

	The immediately following instance of ‘snow is white’ is true iff snow is white.” 

(1990, p. 105, italics in the original) However, this is only helpful if the utterance concerned is given an A reading rather than a B reading. On a B reading, according to which the LHS of the biconditional refers to the ink patch of the form snow is white which occurs to the right of “iff”, rather than to the token of the English sentence “Snow is white” in that position, the problem that Horwich identified for Quine’s strategy has not disappeared. For that ink patch is potentially meaningful in many ways, in many possible languages. And the fact that it is meaningful at all, let alone true, concerns much more than colour of snow.
Thus semantic deflationism requires that the primary application of semantic properties be to entities which are already linguistic – the sentences and words of a language, for example. If we allow that semantic properties attach in the first instance to ink patches and the like, deflationism is already a lost cause. Deflationism depends on a distinction between words (sentences, etc.), and the physical objects of which they are composed. 
Once this distinction is in place, it suggests an attractive strategy for making space for an appeal to use in a theory of meaning, based on a doctrine of separate spheres. In one sphere are questions which can be raised only from within a language, from the perspective of a user of that language. Is such-and-such a sentence true, does this word mean the same as that, and so on. Any normally competent language user has access to an ontology of sentences, words, and the like, and to the vocabulary to ascribe such semantic properties to such things. And ordinary speakers – even those with no philosophical training or inclination – are capable of asking and answering questions of this kind.
In a separate sphere are the kind of reflective questions philosophers ask about this aspect of ordinary practice. How are these ascriptions of semantic properties to be understood? What are the folk doing when they use these words? Deflationism offers some answers, by proposing explanations of the function of such ascriptions in the linguistic community in question. Roughly speaking, deflationists suggest that semantic vocabulary enables speakers to do useful things with (other, pre-existing) words and sentences – to do things which they couldn’t do so well, or at all, without semantic vocabulary. 
A functional account of this kind is, inter alia, an account of the use speakers make of the semantic vocabulary concerned. It explains the vocabulary in terms of its use and function in the linguistic community. But it does not reduce or analyse facts about meaning to facts about use. Instead it explains talk of meanings, and tells us what it takes to belong to a community who go in for such talk. 
This distinction is familiar in more local applications of use-based accounts of meaning. Consider an emotivist account of the meaning of moral judgements, for example. The emotivist claims that the function or use of moral utterances is to express a speaker’s evaluative attitudes, not that moral facts reduce to facts about such attitudes. (Emotivists do not say that in asserting X is good I assert that I approve of X.) It might be thought that the distinction is only available to a non-cognitivist, but the case of deflationism about truth illustrates that this is not so. Deflationists explain truth ascription in terms of its grammatical function, but do not hold that in saying “X is true” one speaks about this function. Of course not: when we use “true” we exercise the function, but we don’t say that that is what we are doing. 
Of course, reference to use and function will also be important at a more basic level, in an approach of the kind I am imagining. How is it that certain physical objects (and not others) come to constitute words and sentences. Obviously, the answer will have to appeal to the use that the linguistic community make of such objects. 
How does this approach differ from Horwich’s? In two ways, I think. First, it recognises that in opposing those contemporary philosophers who see themselves as engaged on the project of showing how physical objects have semantic properties, in some non-derivative sense, it is fruitless to try to engage on the opponents’ territory. If semantic properties do attach to physical objects in a primary sense, then deflationism is is a non-starter. In particular, it is not enough to try to show that these philosophers are looking for the wrong sort of property – a thick notion of aboutness, where a thin one would do, for example. As deflationists, we need to argue that they looking in the wrong place, that they have the wrong conception of the nature of the problem. 
How might such an argument go? In the case of truth, the answer is clear. Deflationism provides an answer to the opponent who asks “What is our talk of truth doing, if not ascribing natural semantic properties to physical objects?” Deflationism offers an alternative account of the role of truth ascription, in terms of its grammatical function as a device for disquotation. As I indicated above, one might hope for the same in the case of meaning – an argument that traditional reductionist approaches to meaning are misconceived, in relying on the mistaken assumption that ascriptions of meaning are ascriptions of some substantial property. 
This is the second respect in which such an approach would differ from Horwich’s, for Horwich is not a deflationist about meaning, as that term is used in ordinary discourse. On the contrary, he endorses the following claims:

There are meaning-properties. ... Each such property has an underlying nature. ... The underlying natures of meaning-properties are non-intensional ... regularities of use. (Horwich 1995, p. 356)

Horwich’s deflationism with respect to meaning is limited to the view that the notion of aboutness is “deflated” by a deflationary account of truth, and hence doesn’t constitute a problem for a theory of meaning. There are substantial meaning properties and relations, in Horwich’s view, but aboutness isn’t one of them. 


2. What is the objective of a theory of meaning?
This brings me to the second tension I find in Horwich’s attempt to bring deflationism to the aid of a use-based theory of meaning. As noted, Horwich is not a deflationist about meaning. He believes that there are substantial meaning properties, and that these properties consist in facts about use. His aim is simply to show that deflationism about truth improves the prospects for such an account of meaning, by reducing its workload. Contrary to what is often supposed, he argues, such an account is not obliged a substantial treatment of the relations of aboutness, orbeing true of. 
I am sympathetic to this last claim, but I think it is inconsistent with Horwich’s own view of the task of an account of meaning. Given Horwich’s understanding of this task, I want to argue, substantialism about meaning undermines deflationism about truth. Again, I suggest, the first step towards a solution is to clarify the aims of a use-based theory of meaning.
Horwich points out that deflationism about truth rejects the idea that for x to be true of y, there needs to be a substantial non-semantic relation R such that R(x,y). However, he himself believes that there is a substantial non-semantic property Ux in virtue of which x has the meaning that it does – that is, as he puts it, such that

3	x means F ´ Ux.

On Horwich’s view, Ux amounts to some non-semantic fact about the use of x. 
However, if the fact that x means F reduces to such a non-semantic fact about x, can’t we define a non-semantic “true of” relation by

4	R(x,y) ´ For some F, x means F and Fy?

(Here F is to have the same range as it does in Horwich’s discussion.) Doesn’t Horwich’s own view that the fact that x means F has an underlying non-semantic nature commit him to the conclusion that representation, too, can be reduced to a non-semantic property in this way? For the fact that x means F reduces to something non-semantic in nature ensures that there is nothing irreducibly semantic on the RHS of (4) (at least when F isn’t itself a term for some semantic property). 
Horwich might object that this does not yield the kind of non-semantic account of R that his inflationist opponents have been looking for. However, I think this would be uncharitable to his opponents. In view of the platitudinous connections between the properties of meaning (in the sense involved in “x means F”) and being true of, anyone committed to the existence of substantial underlying natures for both properties seems bound to take these underlying natures to be related in the way that (4) requires. In that sense, then, (4) must embody exactly what Horwich’s opponents have been looking for – unless they were so confused that they failed to notice that their accounts of meaning and of being true of would have to be related in such a way that (4) holds. 
Horwich’s problem stems from the fact that according to his conception of the task of an account of meaning, there is a substantial non-semantic fact in which the fact that x means F consists. In effect, then, Horwich wants to be substantialist about the RHS of the expression (4), but not about the LHS. And it is doubtful whether this is a tenable position.
The solution, I think, is to abandon the idea that among the goals of a use-based theory of meaning should be that of providing a non-semantic reduction of propositions of the form “x means F”. On the contrary, I think, the right approach to these locutions is that applied with such success by deflationists in the case of truth: viz. to explain the function of such a locution – in general, the function of talk about meaning – in terms which don’t require that it refers to substantial properties. 
As noted above, such an approach is bound to appeal to facts about usage. It will tell us under what circumstances speakers use the locutions concerned, and what functions this use serves in the speech communities concerned. But instead of analysing facts about meaning in terms of facts about use, it explains our talk of meanings, and tells us what habits of usage underlie such a discourse. 
I suspect that Horwich would regard such a view as unacceptably anti-realist – dangerously close to Kripke’s nonfactualist account of intentionality, whose “obscurities” Horwich mentions in the last sentence of his paper. My own view is that there is an attractive alternative to standard versions of nonfactualism, here and elsewhere, which is not anti-realist in any defensible sense. (The alternative relies on minimalism about truth and ontological claims to undermine the orthodox realist/anti-realist dichotomy; see Price 1992, 1997, for example.) 
Whatever the merits of this particular alternative, however, Horwich’s program does not seem consistent as it stands. The options seem to be to be less substantialist about meaning, or more substantialist about truth. The bridge between truth and meaning links these notions more closely than Horwich imagines, and the upshot is that his limited advance from deflationism about truth to deflationism about aboutness does not give rise to a defensible position. Meaning generally must be brought within deflationism’s domain, or aboutness and truth conceded to its inflationary opponents. The former outcome is preferable, in my view, and I have tried to show that it leaves plenty of scope for an appeal to use in a theory of meaning, more broadly construed.
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