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Two D ifferent Concepts of the Liar Paradox A Comparative Study of
the Situational Sean antic Solution and Paraconsistent L ogical Solution

W ANG Jian - fang
(DeparmentofPhilosophy The Uniesily of Politics and Law of China Bejing 102249)

Abstract The sitational semantic solition and pamconsisient bgical solution to the liar paradox acually
efkct wo different concepts of he liar paradox Their differences are found in he follow ng four aspects a
diflerent viewponts on the contrad iction contained n the liar paradox h different solitions to the liar para
dos ¢ different viewpoints of he cause of the liar pamdox (4) different results of hese o solitions In the
canparative study the paper also analyzes the rehtbnship beween tme contmdiction bgical contiadiction
and dialectical contradiction the cause of the liar paradox and so on
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