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Validity: Formal and Material
Lin, Ching-Ming

Abstract

Some material valid arguments we could not find corresponding
valid argument-forms in formal language, so they are not formal valid.
The interpretational account of validity can explain formal validity, but
can not explain material validity. We must use the representational a-
count to explain material validity. How are all material valid arguments
valid in formal language? Mark Sainsbury gives an idea that is enlarged
system. Stephen Read provide a suggestion from John Etchemendy, Read
call it suppressed premise strategy.

We also compare representational semantics and semantics in rele-
vant logic, could they are compatible? Are representational semantics
more general? There is affirmative answer for the first question in this

essay, but no answer for the second.

Keywords: formal validity, material validity, interpretational semantics,

representational semantics



