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Discerning the Curry’s Paradox and the Inclosure Schema.
on the Essence of Paradox

SHI Ying-ying & ZHANG Shun
( Department of Philosophy, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210023, China)

Abstract: G. Priest unified several set theory paradoxes and semantic paradoxes into “the same paradox”
by the Inclosure Schema, thus demonstrating the advantages of the dialetheism approach according to the
Principle of Unified Solution. His insistence on excluding Curry’s paradox from the Inclosure Schema caused
widespread controversy. He responded to J. Beall and others on a strict distinction between the Curry sentence
and the Curry argument, but attributing the essence of paradox to arguments could not distinguish Curry’s
paradox from the inclosure paradox. Looking back at Curry’s own work, the construction of the Curry sentence
is the key step in the final completion of Curry’s paradox. It is also the direct basis for distinguishing its set-
theoretic version from its semantic version. Therefore, the theoretical background and facts closely related to
the Curry sentence are the essence of Curry’s paradox. It is inappropriate for the Inclosure Schema to unify
Russell’s paradox and liar paradox based on the argumentation form, but exclude Curry’s paradox. The “genus
concept” of paradox is theoretical fact rather than argumentation, and the classification of paradox should be
based on the theoretical background.

Key words: Inclosure Schema; Curry’s paradox; Curry sentence; theoretical fact
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