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Truth and Falsehood

Theories of Truth

BERTRAND RUSSELL

Our knowledge of truths, unlike our knowl-
edge of things, has an opposite, namely error.
So far as things are concerned, we may know
them or not know them, but there is no posi-
tive state of mind which can be described as
erroneous knowledge of things, so long, at
any rate, as we confine ourselves to knowl-
edge by acquaintance. Whatever we are ac-
quainted with must be something; we may
draw wrong inferences from our acquain-
tance, but the acquaintance itself cannot be
deceptive. Thus there is no dualism as re-
gards acquaintance. But as regards knowl-
edge of truths, there is a dualism. We may
believe what is false as well as what is true.
We know that on very many subjects differ-
ent people hold different and incompatible
opinions: hence some beliefs must be erro-
neous. Since erroneous beliefs are often held
just as strongly as true beliefs, it becomes a
difficult question how they are to be distin-
guished from true beliefs. How are we to
know, in a given case, that our belief is not
erroneous? This is a question of the very
greatest difficulty, to which no completely
satisfactory answer is possible. There is,
however, a preliminary question which is
rather less difficult, and that is: What do
we mean by truth and falsehood? It is this
preliminary question which is to be consid-
ered in this chapter.

In this chapter we are not asking how we
can know whether a belief is true or false:
we are asking what is meant by the question
whether a belief is true or false. It is to be
hoped that a clear answer to this question
may help us to obtain an answer to the ques-
tion what beliefs are true, but for the present
we ask only ‘What is truth?” and ‘What is
falsehood?’ not ‘What beliefs are true?’ and
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‘What beliefs are false?’ It is very important
to keep these different questions entirely
separate, since any confusion between them
is sure to produce an answer which is not
really applicable to either.

There are three points to observe in the
attempt to discover the nature of truth,
three requisites which any theory must fulfil.

(1) Our theory of truth must be such as
to admit of its opposite, falsehood. A good
many philosophers have failed adequately to
satisfy this condition: they have constructed
theories according to which all our thinking
ought to have been true, and have then had
the greatest difficulty in finding a place for
falsehood. In this respect our theory of be-
lief must differ from our theory of acquain-
tance, since in the case of acquaintance it was
not necessary to take account of any oppo-
site.

(2) It seems fairly evident that if there
were no beliefs there could be no falsehood,
and no truth either, in the sense in which
truth is correlative to falsehood. If we imag-
ine a world of mere matter, there would be
no room for falsehood in such a world, and
although it would contain what may be
called ‘facts’, it would not contain any truths,
in the sense in which truths are things of the
same kind as falsehoods. In fact, truth and
falsehood are properties of beliefs and state-
ments: hence a world of mere matter, since
it would contain no beliefs or statements,
would also contain no truth or falsehood.

(3) But, as against what we have just said,
it is to be observed that the truth or false-
hood of a belief always depends upon some-
thing which lies outside the belief itself. If 1
believe that Charles I died on the scaffold,
I believe truly, not because of any intrinsic
quality of my belief, which could be discov-
ered by merely examining the belief, but be-
cause of an historical event which happened




two and a half centuries ago. If I believe that
Charles 1 died in his bed, 1 believe falsely:
no degree of vividness in my belief, or of
care in arriving at it, prevents it from being
false, again because of what happened long
ago, and not because of any intrinsic prop-
erty of my belief. Hence, although truth and
falsehood are properties of beliefs, they are
properties dependent upon the relations of
the beliefs to other things, not upon any in-
ternal quality of the beliefs.

The third of the above requisites leads us

to adopt the view—which has on the whole
been commonest among philosophers—that
truth consists in some form of correspon-
dence between belief and fact. It is, however,
by no means an easy matter to discover a
form of correspondence to which there are
no irrefutable objections. By this partly—
and partly by the feeling that, if truth con-
sists In a correspondence of thought with
something outside thought, thought can
never know when truth has been attained—
many philosophers have been led to try to
find some definition of truth which shall not
consist in relation to something wholly out-
side belief. The most important attempt at a
definition of this sort is the theory that truth
consists in coherence. It is said that the mark
of falsehood is failure to cohere in the body
of our beliefs, and that it is the essence of a
truth to form part of the completely
rounded system which is The Truth.
- There is, however,.a great difficulty in
- this view, or rather two great difficulties.
The first is that there is no reason to suppose
that only one coherent body of beliefs is pos-
sible. It may be that, with sufficient imagina-
tion, 2 novelist might invent a past for the
world that would perfectly fit on to what we
know, and yet be quite different from the
real past. In more scientific matters, it is cer-
tain that there are often two or more hypoth-
eses which account for all the known facts
on some subject, and although, in such cases,
men of science endeavor to find facts which
will rule out all the hypotheses except one,
there is no reason why they should always
succeed.

In philosophy, again, it seems not uncom-
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mon for two rival hypotheses to be both able
to account for all the facts. Thus, for exam-
ple, it is possible that life is one long dream,
and that the outer world has only that de-.
gree of reality that the objects of dreams
have; but although such a view does not
seem inconsistent with known facts, there is
no reason to prefer it to the common-sense
view, according to which other people and
things do really exist. Thus coherence as the
definition of truth fails because there is no
proof that there can be only one coherent
system.

The other objection to this definition of
truth is that it assumes the meaning of ‘co-
herence’ known, whereas, in fact, ‘coher-
ence’ presupposes the truth of the laws of
logic. Two propositions are coherent when
both may be true, and are incoherent when
one at least must be false. Now in order to
know whether two propositions can both be
true, we must know such truths as the law of
contradiction. For example, the two proposi-
tions, ‘this tree is a beech’ and ‘this tree is
not a beech’, are not coherent, because of
the law of contradiction. But if the law of
contradiction itself were subjected to the test
of coherence, we should find that, if we
choose to suppose it false, nothing will any
longer be incoherent with anything else.
Thus the laws of logic supply the skeleton or
framework within which the test of coher-
ence applies, and they themselves cannot be
established by this test.

For the above two reasons, coherence can-
not be accepted as giving the meaning of
truth, though it is often a most important zest
of truth after a certain amount of truth has
become known.

Hence we are driven back to correspon-
dence with fact as constituting the nature of
truth. It remains to define precisely what we
mean by ‘fact’, and what is the nature of the
correspondence which must subsist between
belief and fact, in order that belief may be
true.

In accordance with our three requisites,
we have to seek a theory of truth which (1)
allows truth to have an opposite, namely
falsehood, (2) makes truth a property of be-
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liefs, but (3) makes it a property wholly de-
pendent upon the relation of the beliefs to
outside things.

The necessity of allowing for falsehood
makes it impossible to regard belief as a rela-
tion of the mind to a single object, which
could be said to be what is believed. If belief
were so regarded, we-should find that, like
acquaintance, it would not admit of the op-
position of truth and falsehood, but would
have to be always true. This may be made
clear by examples. Othello believes falsely
that Desdemona loves Cassio. We cannot say
that this belief consists in a relation to a sin-
gle object, ‘Desdemona’s love for Cassio’, for
if there were such an object, the belief would
be true. There is in fact no such object, and
therefore Othello cannot have any relation
to such an object. Hence his belief cannot
possibly consist in a relation to this object.

It might be said that his belief is a relation
to a different object, namely ‘that Desde-
mona loves Cassio’; but it is almost as diffi-
cult to suppose that there is such an object
as this, when Desdemona does not love Cas-
sio, as it was to suppose that there is ‘Desde-
mona’s love for Cassio’. Hence it will be
better to seek for a theory of belief which
does not make it consist in a relation of the
mind to a single object.

It is common to think of relations as
though they always held between fwo terms,
but in fact this is not always the case. Some
relations demand three terms, some four,
and so on. Take, for instance, the relation
‘between’. So long as only two terms come
in, the relation ‘between’ is impossible: three
terms are the smallest number that render
it possible. York is between London and Ed-
inburgh; but if London and Edinburgh were
the only places in the world, there could be
nothing which was between one place and
another. Similarly jealousy requires three
people: there can be no such relation that
does not involve three at least. Such a propo-
sition as ‘A wishes B to promote C’s marriage
with D’ involves a relation of four terms; that
is to say, A and B and C and D all come in,
and the relation involved cannot be ex-
pressed otherwise than in a form involving

all four. Instanices might be multiplied in-
definitely, but enough has been said to show
that there are relations which require more
than two terms before they can occur.

The relation involved in judging or be-
lieving must, if falsehood is to be duly al-
lowed for, be taken to be a relation between
several terms, not between two. When
Othello believes that Desdemona loves Cas-
sio, he must not have before his mind a sin-
gle object, ‘Desdemona’s love for Cassio’, or
‘that Desdemona loves Cassio’, for that
would require that there should be objective
falsehoods, which subsist independently of
any minds; and this, though not logically re-
futable, is a theory to be avoided if possible.
Thus it is easter to account for falsehood if
we take judgement to be a relation in which
the mind and the various objects concerned
all occur severally; that is to say, Desdemona
and loving and Cassio must all be terms in
the relation which subsists when Othello be-
lieves that Desdemona loves Cassio. This re-
lation, therefore, is a relation of four terms,
since Othello also is one of the terms of the
relation. When we say that it is a relation of
four terms, we do not mean that Othello has
a certain relation to Desdemona, and has the
same relation to loving and also to Cassio.
This may be true of some other relation than
believing but believing, plainly, is not a rela-
tion which Othello has to each of the three
terms concerned, but to all of them together:
there is only one example of the relation
of believing involved, but this one example
knits together four terms. Thus the actual
occurrence, at the moment when Othello is
entertaining his belief, is that the relation
called ‘believing’ is knitting together into one
complex whole the four terms Othello, Des-
demona, loving, and Cassio. What is called
belief or judgement is nothing but this rela-
tion of believing or judging, which relates a
mind to several things other than itself. An
act of belief or of judgement is the occur-
rence between certain terms at some particu-
lar time, of the relation of believing or
judging. ,

We are now in.a position to understand
what it is that distinguishes a true judgement




from a false one. For this purpose we will
adopt certain definitions. In every act of
judgement there is a mind which judges, and
there are terms concerning which it judges.
We will call the mind the subject in the judge-
ment, and the remaining terms the objects.
Thus, when Othello judges that Desdemona
loves Cassio, Othello is the subject, while the
objects are Desdemona and loving and Cas-
sio. The subject and the objects together are
called the constituents of the judgement. It
will be observed that the relation of judging
has what is called a ‘sense’ or ‘direction’. We
may say, metaphorically, that it puts its ob-
jects in a certain order, which we may indicate
by means of the order of the words in the
sentence. (In an inflected language, the same
thing will be indicated by inflections, e.g. by
the difference between nominative and ac-
cusative.) Othello’s judgement that Cassio
loves Desdemona differs from his judge-
ment that Desdemona loves Cassio, in spite
of the fact that it consists of the same con-
stituents, because the relation of judging
places the constituents in a different order
in the two cases. Similarly, if Cassio judges
that Desdemona loves Othello, the constit-
uents of the judgement are still the same,
but their order is different. This property
of having a ‘sense’ or ‘direction’ is one
which the relation of judging shares with
all other relations. The ‘sense’ of relations
is the ultimate source of order and series
~and a host of mathematical concepts but
we need not concern ourselves further with
this aspect.

We spoke of the relation called ‘judging’
or ‘believing’ as knitting together into one
complex whole the subject and the objeécts.
In this respect, judging is exactly like every
other relation. Whenever a relation holds
between two or more terms, it unites the
terms into a complex whole. If Othello loves
Desdemona, there is such a complex whole
as ‘Othello’s love for Desdemona’. The terms
united by the relation may be themselves
complex, or may be simple, but the whole
which results from their being united must
be complex. Wherever there is a relation
which relates certain terms, there is a com-
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plex object formed of the union of those
terms; and conversely, wherever there is a
complex object, there is a relation which re-
lates its constituents. When an act of be-
lieving occurs, there is a complex, in which
‘believing’ is the uniting relation, and subject
and objects are arranged in a certain order
by the ‘sense’ of the relation of believing.
Among the objects, as we saw in considering
‘Othello believes that Desdemona loves Cas-
sio’, one must be a relation—in this instance,
the relation ‘loving’. But this relation, as it
occurs in the act of believing, is not the rela-
tion which creates the unity of the complex
whole consisting of the subject and the ob-
jects. The relation ‘loving’, as it occurs in the
act of believing, is one of the objects—itis a
brick in the structure, not the cement. The
cement is the relation ‘believing’. When the
belief is true, there is another complex unity,
in which the relation which was one of the
objects of the belief relates the other objects.
Thus, e.g., if Othello believes ¢ruly that Des-
demona loves Cassio, then there is 2 complex
unity, ‘Desdemona’s love for Cassio’, which
is composed exclusively of the objects of the
belief, in the same order as they had in the
belief, with the relation which was one of
the objects occurring now as the cement that
binds together the other objects of the belief.
On the other hand, when a belief is false,
there is no such complex unity composed
only of the objects of the belief. If Othello
believes falsely that Desdemona loves Cassio,
then there is no such complex unity as ‘Des-
demona’s love for Cassio’.

Thus a belief is true when it corresponds to
a certain associated complex, and false when
it does not. Assuming, for the sake of defi-
niteness, that the objects of the belief are two
terms and a relation, the terms being put in

a certain order by the ‘sense’ of the believing,
" then if the two terms in that order are united

by the relation into a complex, the belief is
true; if not, it is false. This constitutes the
definition of truth and falsehood that we
were in search of. Judging or believing is a
certain complex unity of which a mind is
a constituent; if the remaining constituents,
taken in the order which they have in the
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belief, form a complex unity, then the belief
is true; if not, it is false.

Thus although truth and falsehood are
properties of beliefs, yet they are in a sense
extrinsic properties, for the condition of the
truth of a belief is something not involving
beliefs, or (in general) any mind at all, but
only the objects of the belief. A mind, which
believes, believes truly when there is a corre-
sponding complex not involving the mind,
but only its objects. This correspondence en-
sures truth, and its absence entails false-
hood. Hence we account simultaneously for.
the two facts that beliefs (a) depend on
minds for their existence, (b) do not depend
on minds for their iruth.

We may restate out theory as follows: If
we take such a belief as ‘Othello believes that
Desdemona loves Cassio’, we will call Desde-
mona and Cassio the object-terms, and loving
the object-relation. If thereis a complex unity
‘Desdemona’s love for Cassio’, consisting of

the object-terms related by the object-rela-
tion in the same order as they have in the
belief, then this complex unity is called the
fact corresponding to the belief. Thus a belief
is true when there is a corresponding fact,
and is false when there is no corresponding
fact.

It will be seen that minds do not create
truth or falsehood. They create beliefs, but
when once the beliefs are created, the mind
cannot make them true or false, except in
the special case where they concern future
things which are within the power of the
person believing, such as catching trains.
What makes a belief true is a fact, and this
fact does not (except in exceptional cases) In
any way involve the mind of the person who
has the belief.

Having now decided what we mean by
truth and falsehood, we have next to con-
sider what ways there are of knowing
whether this or that belief is true or false.

Fundamental Aspects of the Coherence Theory of Truth

NICHOLAS RESCHER

1. COHERENCE AS A
CRITERION OF TRUTH

1tis generally recognized that ‘the coherence
theory of truth’ has historically not been a
single monolithic doctrine but has taken sig-
1nificzmtly different forms—three in particu-
ar:
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(i) a metaphysical doctrine regarding the
nature of reality (viz. that it is a coherent
system).

(i) alogical doctrine regarding the definition
of truth (viz. that truth is to be defined in
terms of the coherence of propositions).

(iii) a logico-epistemological doctrine as re-
garding the prime (or ultimate) criteron
of truth (viz. that the canonical test of
truth is to consist in assessing the mutual
coherence of [suitably qualified] propo-
sitions).}




Our present interest lies in the last two items.
We propose to deal with the coherence the-
ory solely in its logical and episternological
ramifications, leaving metaphysical issues
aside in so far as is possible. The metaphysics
of idealism is an issue outside the central
concerns of present purpose.

~ No profound analysis is required to see
hat the coherence theory as we have out-
ined it does not purport to give a definition
of ‘truth’. Coherence is certainly not the
meaning of truth. Idealistic adherents of the
heory—F. H. Bradley prominently in-
luded—have generally been prepared to
rant the merits of the correspondence ap-
proach to the intrinsic nature of truth:
Truth to be true must be true of something,
nd this something itself is not truth. This
bvious view I endorse.”? Rather, the aim of
he coherence theory is—or should be—to
fford a test or criterion of truth. As A. C.
wing rightly insists, ‘correspondence might
well constitute the nature of truth without
onstituting its criterion’.? Thus construed,
he two doctrines are fitted to very different
ork. The matter of ‘correspondence to
facts’ tells us a great deal about what truth is,
_but can fail badly as a guide to what is true.
On the other hand, the factor of ‘coherence
~with other (suitably determined) proposi-
‘tions’ does not really provide a definition of
‘truth, but is most helpful as a tool in the
-process of deciding whether given proposi-
‘tions qualify as truths.

The workable articulation of a coherence
‘criterion of truth will clearly be a matter of
‘importance in any case, quite apart from its
role in anything so grandiose as a ‘theory
of truth’. For on anyone’s approach to the
matter—be he of coherentist sympathies or
not—there will clearly be some cases in which
the potential truth of a proposition is best
assessed in terms of its coherence with other
established or presumed truths. Coherence
must be accorded some role, however partial
or subsidiary, on any approach to the criteria
of rational acceptance. It is therefore emi-
nently desirable—quite separately from any
penchant towards a coherence theory of

Rescher/Fundamental Aspects of the Coherence Theory of Truth

175

truth—to be clear as to the nature and work-
ings of coherence considerations.

2. THE REVIVAL OF
COHERENCE THEORY AMONG
THE LOGICAL POSITIVISTS

Some coherentists outside the idealist school
have, however, gone so far as to maintain
that adoption of a coherence theory of truth
calls for a complete rejection of the relation-
ship of truth to correspondence to fact. Sub-
stantiation of this point calls for a brief
historical excursus.

Idealism had died out as a widely ac-
cepted philosophical position by the 1920s.
Only a handful of isolated sympathizers car-
ried on the tradition—by 1930, A. C. Ewing
in England, C. A. Campbell in Scotland, and
Brand Blanshard in the U.S.A. virtually had
the field to themselves in the Anglo-Ameri-
can domain.* Yet in the early 1930s new dev-

“otees of the coherence theory of truth were

to spring up in an unexpected quarter: the
Vienna School of logical positivism.? During
the early 1930s some of the most influential
members of the logical positivist school ad-
vocated a version of the coherence theory of |
truth. In a widely discussed paper of 1932,
Rudolf Carnap had maintained that all of
scientific knowledge can be built up from a
certain class of basic statements character-
ized as protocol sentences, i.e. sentences that
describe in an exact and incorrigibly correct
manner the sensory observations of trained
observers. Such sentences provide the evi-
dential base of all factual knowledge, but ‘re-
quire no verification’ themselves. Carnap’s
position was sharply criticized by Otto Neu-
rath who wrote:

There is no way of taking conclusively established pure
protocol sentences as the starting point of the science.
No tabula rasa exists. We are like sailors who must
rebuild their ship on the open sea, never able to
dismantle it in dry-dock and to reconstruct it
there out of the best materials.

In unified science we try to construct a non-
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contradictory system of protocol sentences and
non-protocol sentences (including laws).” When
a new sentence is presented to us we compare It
with the system at our disposal, and determine
whether or not it conflicts with that system. If the
sentence does conflict with the system, we may
discard it as useless (or false). ... One may, on
the other hand, accept the sentence and so change
the system that it remains consistent even after
the adjunction of the new sentence. The sentence
would then be called ‘true’. The fate of being
discarded may befall even a protocol sentence.
No sentence enjoys the noli me tangere which Car-
nap ordains for protocol sentences.

Two conflicting protocol sentences cannot
both be used in the system of unified science.
Though we may not be able to tell which of the
two is to be excluded, or whether both are not to
be excluded, it is clear that not both are verifiable,
that is, that both do not fit into the system.

If a protocol sentence must in such cases be
discarded, may not the same occasionally be
called for when the contradiction between proto-
col sentences on the one hand and a system com-
prising protocol sentences and non-protocol
sentences (laws, etc.) on the other is such that an
extended argument is required to disclose it? On
Carnap’s view, one could be obliged to alter only

non-protocol sentences and laws. We also allow

for the possibility of discarding protocol sentences. A
defining condition of a sentence 15 that it be subject to
verification, that is to say, that it may be discarded.®

Neurath’s position is that (1) all factual state-
ments are vulnerable to rejection—observa-
tion statements of the protocol type
specifically included: ‘The fate of being dis-
carded may befall even a protocol sentence’,’
and (2) that the standard by which any such
statement is to be evaluated is that we are to
‘compare it with the system at our disposal’.
In effect, Neurath opposes to the intuition-
ist/constructivist approach of Carnap a the-
-ory of factual truth that is essentially of the
coherentist variety.!” Coherence theorists
have always insisted that empirical knowl-
edge ‘is not the direct awareness of an inde-
pendent fact; of a solid constituent of reality,
presenting itself, entire and complete, to the
passively accepting observer’.!!
According to Neurath, scientific knowl-
edge is

. . . a sorting-machine into which protocol senten-
ces are thrown. The laws and other factual sen-
tences (including protocol sentences) serving to
mesh the machine’s gears sort the protocol sen-
tences which are thrown into the machine and
cause a bell to ring if a contradiction ensues. At
this point one must either replace the protocol
sentence whose introduction into the machine
has led to the contradiction by some other proto-
col sentence, or rebuild the entire machine.!?

Neurath rejected all talk of truth as corre-
spondence with reality. Indeed he rejects
this entire conception as ultimately mean-
ingless:

A social scientist who, after careful analysis, re-
jects certain reports and hypotheses, reaches a
state, finally, in which he has to face comprehen-
sive sets of statements which compete with other
comprehensive sets of statements. All these sets
may be composed of statements which seem to
him plausible and acceptable. There is no place
for an empiricist question: Which is the ‘true’ set?
but only whether the social scientist has sufficient
time and energy to try more than one set or to
decide that he, in regard to his lack of time and
energy—and this is the important point—should
work with one of these comprehensive sets only.'?

Thus Neurath not only restored the co-
herence theory to a place of prominence, he
went so far as to invoke coherence as a basis
for maintaining the invalidity of the whole
concept of ‘correspondence with fact’. For
him—unlike idealistic coherentists such as
Bradley—adoption of the coherence theory
calls for rejection of the whole concept of
truth as correspondence to fact. On our own
view of the matter as set forth in the preced-
ing section, this position that the coherence
conception of truth excludes the very mean-
ingfulness of correspondence is neither nec-
essary nor desirable.

3. DOES COHERENCE PRE-
EMPT CORRESPONDENCE?

Certain writers maintain that a coherence
approach to truth precludes a correspon-
dentist view of the nature of truth. They




rgue that if coherence is to be the test of
‘b then it must also be its nature, pre-
pting all claims of correspondence in this
gard. Brand Blanshard is pre-eminent
those who espouse this line of
“he earlier coherence theorists tended to
.w coherence as a characteristic mark of
truth without any very specific and deh-
‘commitment as to the exact nature of
mark’ at issue. Is coherence 2 somehow
cessary feature of the truth, is it a test of
uth, is it a part of the definition of truth or
-n the whole of it? Such questions did not
generally receive close attention. After F. H.
ley, however, the issue could not readily
avoided, and Brand Blanshard faced it
uarely in  his characteristically hard-
eaded fashion. His answer is clear and em-
jc—truth consists in coherence; coher-
nce is not just a feature of truth, but its very

The critical defect of this approach to the
finition of truth in terms of coherence is
hat it leaves the link from truth to factuality
ot just unrationlized but unrationalizable.

he linkage surely cannot be of contingent
haracter. But yet how can the step from

sherence to factuality possibly be a neces-
-one? Upon what sort of logical basis
uld one possibly erect an airtight demon-
-ation that whatever satisfies conditions of
aximal or optimal coherence must indeed
: the case in actual fact? Surely this poses
an ifsuperable difficulty.
Blanshard himself is, seemingly,
ady to grant this. He writes:

perfectly

experience into the
most coherent picture possible, remembering
that among the elements included will be such

ondary qualities as colours, odours, and
ounds. Would the mere fact that such elements
s these are coherently arranged prove that any-
ng precisely corresponding to them exists ‘out
ere’ [i.e. less eccentrically formulated, s actually
he case]? 1 cannot see that it would, even if we
new that the two arrangements had closely cor-
esponding patterns. . . - It is therefore impossi-
high degree of coherence
vithin experience to its correspondence in the
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same degree with anything outside [i.e., with what
is in fact the casel. . . . In the end, the only test of
truth that is not misleading is the special nature
or character that is itself constitutive of truth {viz.

coherencel].!® .

Given my (perhaps somewhat tendentious)
reading of this argument against a cOrre-
spondence theory, it would seem that Blan-
shard is fully prepared to regard the step
from ‘coherence’ to ‘correspondence with
the facts of the matter’ as problematic and
potentially fallible.

Yet even if one utterly rejects the core
thesis of the correspondence theory that
truth means ‘correspondence to fact’ (adae-
quatio ad rem in the old formula), one is still
left—in any event—with the impregnable
thesis that a true proposition is one that
states what is in fact the case. The link from
truth to factuality is not to be broken, re-
gardless of one’s preferred conception of the
Jefinitional nature of truth. Even the most
ardent coherence theorist must grant, ceI-
tainly not the premiss of the coherence the-
ory that truth means correspondence to the
facts, but merely its consequernce, that truths
must correspond to the facts. Even if we fol-
low the coherentist in rejecting the defini-
tional route from the former to the latter,
we must still be able to link them mediately,
via coherence. But how can coherence of
itself ever guarantee factuality? Gannot the
cever novelist make his tale every bit as co-
herent as that of the most accurate historian?
Given the (relatively clear) fact that the
products of creative invention and imagina-

tion can be perfectly coheren, and given
that alternate coherent structures can always
be erected from given elements (as scientists
frame different hypotheses to account for
the same body of data), how can coherence
possibly furnish a logical guarantee of fact?
So runs one of the standard objections to the
coherence theory of truth, one which—to all
appcarances——tells also against Blanshard’s
formulation of the theory. In seeking to
impugn the correspondence theory by in-
sisting that there is no infallible linkage be-
tween coherence and correspondence-to-
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fact, Blanshard succeeds less in invalidating
correspondence as a standard of truth than
in highlighting a fundamental difficulty of
the coherence theory of the type he es-
pouses, one according to which coherence
represents the very nature of truth.
Blanshard emphatically recognizes and
stresses the critical difference between a cri-
terion or fest of truth and a definition thereof:

It has been contended in the last chapter that
coherence is in the end our sole criterion of truth.
We have now to face the question whether it also
gives us the nature of truth. We should be clear
at the beginning that these are different ques-
tions, and that one may reject coherence as the
definition of truth while accepting it as the test.
It is conceivable that one thing should be an accu-
rate index of another and still be extremely dif-
ferent from it. There have been philosophers
who held that pleasure was an accurate gauge of
the amount of good in experience, but that to
confuse good with pleasure was a gross blunder.
There have been a great many philosophers who
held that for every change in consciousness there
was a change in the nervous system and that the
two correspond so closely that if we knew the laws
connecting them we could infallibly predict one
from the other; yet it takes all the hardihood of
a behaviourist to say that the two are the same.
Similarly it has been held that though coherence
supplies an infallible measure of truth, it would
be a very grave mistake to identify it with truth.!6

Recognizing in general the potential dif-
ference between a criterion and a definition,
Blanshard argues'that in the special case of
truth this difference cannot be maintained:
here definition must coliapse into criterion
once coherence is recognized as the criterion
of truth.

The structure of his argument can be pre-
sented as follows:!?

(I) A coherence theory of truth cannot do less
than take coherence as one, nay the prime, test
of truth.

Now if the definition of truth finds the nature
of truth to reside in something other than
coherence, something which—like corre-
spondence—is not logically tantamount to co-
herence but can potentially diverge from it,

@)

then coherence cannot qualify as a foolproof
guarantee of truth.

But since a coherence theory of truth must
take coherence to be the prime test of truth
(Premiss 1), it must see in coherence a fool-
proof guarantee of truth.

But then it follows (from Premiss 2) that a
coherence theory of truth must take coher-
ence to represent the nature of truth, and not
merely to provide a test-criterion thereof. For
only what is essential to its very nature can
provide a conceptually foolproof guarantee
for a thing, and not any mere test-criterion.

3)

(4)

The upshot of Blanshard’s argument is this:
that a recognition of coherence as the test-
criterion of truth forces the conclusion that
coherence must represent the definitional
nature of truth.

This argument seems to be perfectly un-
exceptionable: Given its premisses, the con-
clusion must be granted. But what is to be
said about its premisses? Of the essential
premisses (1)—(3) of this Blanshardesque ar-
gument, it seems clear that (1) and (2) are
effectively beyond cavil. Only (3) is poten-
tially vulnerable—and indeed actually so.
For why must the coherence test be seen as
providing a foolproof guarantee of truth? We
are led back once more to the critical distinc-
tion between a guaranteeing criterion and an
authorizing criterion. Recognizing this dis-
tinction, we may note that, on Blanshard’s
approach as enshrined in premiss (2), the
partisan of coherence as the criterion of
truth is committed to regarding coherence
as a guaranteeing criterion. He is committed
to regarding the link from coherence to
truth as Inevitable and necessary. Now sub-
ject to this presupposition, Blanshard’s posi-
tion is unquestionably 2 strong oné. But why
need this presupposition be made? Why
could or should not the coherence theorist
intent on taking coherence as a criterion of
truth regard it as an authorizing rather than
a guaranteeing criterion? Why, in short,
should coherence not be accepted as a gener-
ally effective test of truth rather than an ines-
capable aspect of its nature?

From this perspective, Blanshard’s ver-
sion of the coherence theory of truth is
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faulty because it gets off to a bad start. It
goes amiss at a very fundamental point, by
insisting on seeing in coherence the very
nature of truth, and is not content with
having coherence play simply the part of a
restricted test-criterion for truth-determina-
tions. This deprives Blanshard of the pros-
pect of making sense of the ancient thesis
that it is necessary that a true proposition
should agree with the facts of the case, a
thesis not abrogated by abandoning a defi-
nitional correspondence theory of truth, but
rather one that must survive any such aban-
donment.

Blanshard is inexorably forced to this
insistence that coherence represents the
definitional nature of truth by two consider-
ations: (1) the {essentially unproblematic)
premiss that coherence is a key criterion of
truth, and (2) the argument that the neces-
sary linkage of truth-criterion to truth-defi-
nition cannot be preserved unless the
criterial factor (viz. coherence) is taken over
as definitional. Blanshard’s argument here is
perfectly correct, but his position is not. For
it is neither necessary nor desirable for the
adoption of coherence as a (or even the) crite-
rion of truth to construe coherence as a ne-
cessitating or logically guaranteeing criterion
rather than one that is presumptive and episte-
mically authorizing. And once such insistence
upon a linkage of necessity is abandoned,
the argument that coherence-as-criterion
entaily coherence-as-definition becomes
abortive.

4. WHAT IS COHERENCE?

The groundwork of the coherence theory
has its roots in the idea of system. Its basic
insight is formulated by F. H. Bradley as fol-
lows: ‘“Truth is an ideal expression of the
“Universe, at once coherent and comprehen-
stve. It must not conflict with itself, and there
must be no suggestion which fails to fall in-
side it. Perfect truth, in short, must realize
the idea of a systematic whole.”'® The coher-
ence theory implements the fundamental
idealistic conception that truth—and with it
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the reality of which it is characteristic—rep-
resents an inclusive and appropriately con-
nected systematic whole.

According to this doctrine, the truth of a
statement or proposition is somehow to be
located in its ‘coherence’. But ‘to cohere’ is a
transitive verb: all coherence must be coher-
ence with something. Clearly this will be a mat-
ter of coherence with other statements or
propositions. As one recent writer puts it:
‘According to the coherence theory, to say
that a statement is true or false is to say that
it coheres or fails to cohere with a system of
other statements; that it is a member of a
system whose elements are related to each
other by ties of logical implication. . . "* The
‘coherence’ at issue in the coherence theory
is a matter of a proposition’s relation to other
propositions—not its ‘coherence’ with reality
or with the facts of the matter. For to proceed
thus is to attempt a surreptitious change of
the coherence theory into a correspondence
theory; and accordingly one recent writer
quite properly objects that ‘Any attempt to
change the meaning of “coherence” from
coherence with other statements to coher-
ence with fact (or reality of experience) is to
abandon the theory.”?

Coherence is thus a feature that proposi-
tions cannot have in isolation but only .in
groups containing several—i.e. at least two-—
propositions. Just wherein does this feature
lie? Coherentists have standardly regarded
two factors as primary: consistency and con-
nectedness. One recent expositor puts the
matter thus:

But they [the Idealist coherence theorists] did in
general follow him {F. H. Bradley] in holding that
the real was coherent in a double sense, first in
being consistent throughout in spite of apparent
incongruities, secondly in being interdependent
throughout, that is, so ordered that every fact was
connected necessarily with others and ultimately
with all.?!

The ‘coherence’ of a propositional set is ac-
cordingly to be understood as requiring not
simply (1) the obvious minimum of consis-
tency,” but also (2) the feature of being con-
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nected in some special way. The next and

major task is clearly to clarify what sort of -

connectedness is to be at issue.

The coherence theorists themselves have
not always been too successful in explicating
the nature of coherence.” Bernard Bosan-
quet’s position is neatly summarized by one
recent expositor as follows:

Particularly notorious in Bosanquet’s logic was his
insistence upon reciprocity. This appears most
clearly in his analysis of hypotheticals. The typical
hypothetical, for him, is the assertion that if A s
B, A is C. Now, he argues, if A’s being B really
necessitates its being C, this is simply to say that
there is some system in which A, B, C cchere.
Since coherence is symmetrical it will follow that
A’s being C must also necessitate A’s being B. This
conclusion, of course, cuts directly across the tra-
ditional view that hypothetical assertions are irre-
versible. But it is naturally connected both with
the coherence theory of truth and with the Lot-
zean presumption that every proposition ex-
presses an identity. Bosanquet admits that ‘if he
is drowned, he is dead’, for example, does not
seem to affirm reciprocal connexions. [But he
insists that we must treat this as shorthand for ‘if
he is drowned, he is dead by drowning’.] Only by
means of such an interpretation, he argues, can
we satisfy logic’s demand for coherence. Al ‘giv-
ing of grounds’, in fact, is reciprocal—t is only
because the “grounds” alleged in everyday life
are burdened with irrelevant matter or confused
with causation in time’, Bosanquet writes, ‘that we
consider the hypothetical judgment to be in its
nature not revergible'. [See his ‘Cause and
Ground’, Journal of Philosophy (1910).]*

The point of reciprocity-coherence is this:
that if we have, seemingly independently, a
coherent group of propositions A, B, C, then
what we actually have is

1. A-in-the-context-of-B-and-C
2. B-in-the-context-of-A-and-C
3. C-in-the-context-of-A-and-B

The only really coherent statement—and
the only really true one—is one that carries
its context implicitly along with itself, and so,
in effect, is one that affirms everything else
that is true. Fully coherent statements-—and

so fully true statements—are equivalent be-
cause they all assert all the relevant facts,
and this accounts for the reciprocal equiva-
lences at issue.?> Bosanquet's contention
thus effectively justifies his reciprocity thesis,
but does so only at the price of accepting two
absurdities: (1) that only those declarations
are genuinely true that state not merely ‘noth-
ing but the truth’ but actually state ‘the whole
truth’,2® and (2) that only those propositional
sets are fully coherent each of whose mem-
bers entails all the rest—and so all of whose
members are actually equivalent and thus
completely redundant with the others.
Strange though it may seem, this second the-
sis represents a doctrine widely espoused
among the idealists. ‘Fully coherent knowl-
edge’, Brand Blanshard tells us, ‘would be
knowledge in which every judgment en-
tailed, and was entailed by, the rest of the
system.”?’ This conception of coherence as
assertive redundancy, and of a coherent sys-
tem of propositions as one whose members
simply repeat the same thing is not a very
useful construction of the idea.

In his excellent book Idealism: A Critical
Survey,?® A. C. Ewing criticizes this Bosanquet-
Joachim-Blanshard construction of coher-
ence, arguing along the following lines:

Again, to say that no one proposition in a coher-
ent system could be false if all the other proposi-
tions were frue is not to say that no one could be
false without all the other propositions being false.
It is true that, given a really coherent system of
propositions such as that which constitutes arith-
metic, we could by a process of correct inference
pass from the falsity of any ore proposition in
the system to the falsity of any other. Using + to
represent ‘is not equal to’, we could if we assumed
that'7 + 5 # 12 infer, e.g. multiplying by 20, that
140 + 100 # 240, or, subtracting 6 from both,
that 1 — 1 # 0, and could by similar processes
reach conclusions contradicting the true result of
every arithmetical operation; but this, carried to
the extreme, would be a self-contradictory proce-
dure, since we can only prove from this premiss
that any accepted proposition in arithmetic 1s
false by assuming as true another accepted prop-
osition of arithmetic, e.g. 7 X 20 = 140, and s0
we could ‘only infer from this premiss that all
other accepted arithmetical propositions were




false by assuming that they were all true. Simi-
larly, 1 suppose, with any other coherent system
of propositions. So we cannot argue that one of
the coherent propositions could not be false with-
out their being all false, but only that it could not
be false without some of them being so. Thus we
need not, as far as I can see, accept coherence in
the sense defined by Professor Joachim. .. 2

As long as the propositions of a coherent
ystemn are not merely redundant with one
another, they cannot stand and fall together
in the lock-step fashion envisioned by the
oherentists whom Ewing is criticizing.
- Ewing himself explicates the connected-
éss-coherence of a set of propositions in the
lowing terms:

“A set of (two or more) propositions is co-
yerent if

~ (i) ‘Any one proposition in the set follows

with Jlogical necessity if all the other
propositions in the set are true’ {p. 229}

nd moreover

(i) ‘No set of propositions within the whole
set is logically independent of all propo-
sitions in the remainder of the set’
(pp. 229-30)*°

ording to these stipulations, a proposi-
onal set S (with two or more members) is
herent if:

or every Pe S, P is always derivable from
‘thearemaining S-elements:

IfPeS, then S—{P + P

i) There is no proper subset 8’ of S such that
‘every P e §' can be derived from S§'—{P}—
_that is, can be derived from S-elements with-
_out using elements outside of s

Or equivalently—once (i) is given:

. Every proper subset 8’ of 8 is such that
there is some P € 8’ for whose derivation from
'S—{P} some element of 8—S8' is required.??

ition (i) can be reformulated some-
at more simply as:

There is no proper subset of S that fuifills
‘condition (i)
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This reformulation shows that ‘coherence’ L
in the sense at issue calls for a certain com- |
pleteness or better saturation. The addition
of any proposition whatever to a coherent .
propositional set immediately renders it in-
coherent.

With the reformulation at issue, it be-
comes quite clear that conditions (i) and (i)
do not entail the consistency of the set at
issue: the set {p & ~p, ~p & p} conforms to
both (i) and (ii). One would certainly want to
add the condition

(iii) The set S is consistent.

Let p, ¢, r be independent propositions.
Requirement (i) suffices to block not only {p,
g, r} as a coherent set, butalso{p & ¢, ¢, 7 &
p}—since 7 & p is not derivable from the
remaining elements. However, the set {p &
g, q & r, v & p} does qualify under the first
criterion—each of its elements is derivable
from the rest. These examples show that this
frst condition amounts to a requirement of
(inferential) redundancy: given all the others,
any element can be dropped without any loss
in inferential content.

The inferential redundancy requirement
assures a certain minimal connectedness
among the elements of a coherent set. The
aim of stipulation (ii) is, as Ewing explains
(op. dit., p. 229), to assure a yet greater de-
gree of connection. Let A, B, C be three
propositions any two of which yield the third
as deductive consequence. And let D, E, F
be another such set—but wholly indepen-
dent of A, B, C. Then $ = {4, B, C, D, E,
F} satisfies requirement (i), but is not fully
‘coherent’ (now = connected) because it falls
into two logically disjointed parts. Stipula- |
tion (ii) is designed to block this case. This \
condition might be called the requirement
of (deductive) interlinkage. Note that it follows ‘

from condition (ii) that a coherent set S cap-
not contain any two equivalent propositions
A and B. If there were such propositions,
then the set 8' = {A, B} would lead to 2
violation of (ii). Coherent sets must be re-
dundant, but not too redundant.

We thus see that these two requirements
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amount to the following two more generi-
cally formulated requirements:

(1) If S is a coherent set, then if all-but-one of
the S-elements are to be classed as true, then
the truth of the remaining element is thereby
determined and all must be classed as true.

(2) If S is a coherent set, then there is no subset
S’ of S all of whose elements can be classed
as false without the presence of falsity among
the other S-elements (outside S') thereby be-
ing necessitated.

Together, these requirements assure that a
coherent set of propositions forms an inter-
relation-family in point of truth status. With
any such set, a specification of the truth sta-
tus of certain elements must have repercus-
sions for the truth-status of others.

One serious drawback of this definition
is that a coherent set can always be made
incoherent through the addition of nothing
more than its own logical consequences.
Thus suppose that the set

S = {Pl,Pg...,Pﬂ}
is coherent, and consider

S+={Pl,Pz,...,PH,PI&PQ&...&P,;}.

S+—which simply adds to § one of its logical
consequences—is not coherent, since it vio-
lates condition (ji). For now there is (by the
hypothesized coherence of S) no proposition
P within the subset S of $* for whose deriva-
tion from S* some element of §* — S =
{P, & P, & ... & P,} is needed. Thus the
indicated procedure has destroyed the co-
herence initially present, and yet done so
simply by making a coherent set ‘yet more
complete’.

Ewing’s definition of ‘coherence’ has
other serious shortcomings from the aspect
of a coherence theory of truth. Such a theory
must provide some basis for two implication-
claims:

I. If the members of a set of propositions are
true then they are coherent.

I1. If the members of a set of propositions are
coherent then they are true.

Now thesis I is, or rather can be, accommo-
dated to the given concept of coherence, but,
alas, in such a way as to trivialize the issue.

Let us assume—to face the ‘worst’ pros-
pect—a set S of entirely independent propo-
sitions Py, Py, . . . , P,. Consider now the set

S+:{Pl,P2,--.,Pn,Pl&P?&...&Pﬂ}.

Clearly (1) S* will have no proper subset
each of whose elements can be derived from
all the rest, although (2) 87 is such that each
of its own elements can be derived from the
rest. It is thus readily verified that 8% is a
coherent set in the sense of the definition.
And yet in forming S* from the incoherent
set S we have done no more than to add
to S one of its own logical consequences.
Accordingly, any group of (contingent)
propositions—even completely indepen-
dent ones—can be presented as a coherent
set.
But the still more serious difficulty les
with thesis II. Given a set of propositions
that is coherent in the sense of a definition
like that of Bosanquet or Ewing we are enti-
tled to make claims solely about the hypo-
thetical truth-relations that obtain in the set.
We can only make claims of the form: ‘If
such-and-such elements are true (false) then
these-and-those elements are true (false).’
That is, we have articulated coherence solely
with regard to the strictly internal relationships
of implication that obtain within S. It is prob-
lematic, to say the least, to show that a rela-
tionship obtains between this feature of S-
elements and their actual truth status.
Moreover, there will be sets that are inter-
nally ‘coherent’ in the sense of the definition,
and yet include externally incompatible ele-
ments. The following pair afford an exam-

ple:

S, = {P,q,P&q}
S, ={~p 1, ~pb}
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If—in the manner of thesis II—the step
from mere coherence as such to truth could
be taken, this would lead to the paradoxical
result that a proposition and its contradic-
tory would in some cases both count as true.
It thus appears that Ewingesque coherence,
of and by itself, cannot be enough to estab-
lish any linkage with truth.

5. THE STRATEGY
OF COHERENCE

A coherence theory of truth may be seen in
an essentially regulative role governing the
considerations relating to the classification
of empirical propositions as true, rather
than claiming to present the constitutive es-
sence of truth as such. In this regulative
guise the central thesis of the theory is to be
articulated in terms somewhat as follows:

For beings such as men, whose equipment for the
acquisition and processing of data is imperfect,
the truth is in general not the starting-point of
inquiry but its terminus. To begin with, all that
we generally have is a body of prima facie truths,
i.e., propositions that qualify as potential-—per-
haps even as promising——candidates for truths.
The epistemic realities being as they are, these
candidate-truths will, in general, form a mutually
incensistent set, and so exclude one another so as
to destroy the prospects of their being accorded
in toto recognition as truths pure and simple. We
are accordingly well advised to endorse those as
truths that best ‘cohere’ with the others so as to
‘make the most’ of the data as a whole. Coherence
thus becomes the critical test of the qualifications
of truth-candidates for being classed as genuine
truths.

In accordance with this line of thought
our problem may be structured as follows.
We begin with a set

SZ{Pl,P2,P3,...}

of suitably ‘given’ propositions—that is, of
- data. These data are not given as true (then
- our criteriological problem would be
: solved), but rather given merely as truth-can-
- didates—and in general competing (i.e. mu-
- tually inconsistent) ones. The problem to

which the coherence theory addresses itself
is to bring order into 8 by separating the
sheep from the goats, distinguishing what
qualifies as true from what does not. A truth-
candidate comes to qualify for acceptance as
a truth through its consistency with as much
as possible from among the rest of the data.
The criterion thus assumes an entirely in-
ward orientation: it does not seek to compare
the truth-candidate directly with other facts
outside the given epistemic context; rather,
having gathered as much information (and
this, alas, will include misinformation) about
the facts as is possible, it seeks to sift the true
from the false within this body. The situation
arising here resembles the solving of a jigsaw
puzzle with superfluous pieces that cannot
possibly be fitted into the orderly picture in
whose construction the ‘correct solution’ lies.
The conformity of its approach with the
general pattern of the process of deriving
significant and consistent results from an in-
consistent body of information is a key fea-
ture of the coherence theory of truth. To
implement the idea of coherence as a pivotal
criterion of truth is to face the question of
the inferences appropmately to be drawn -
from an inconsistent set of premisses. The
initial mass of inconsistent information is the
data for applying the concept of coherence
as a criterion of truth, and its product is a
consistent system of acceptable truths. On
this approach, the coherence theory of truth
views the problem of truth-determination as
a matter of bringing order into a chaos com-
prised of initial data mingling secure evi-
dence with shaky hypotheses. It sees the
problem in transformational terms: incoher-
ence into coherence, disorder into system,
candidate-truths into qualified truths. From
this perspective, the key task comes to be
seen as that of devising the tactical means by
which this strategy can be implemented.

NOTES

1. The doctrinal indeterminacy of the traditional
coherence theory has often been stressed. Cf. A. C. Ew-
ing, Idealism: A Critical Survey (London, 1934), p. 195.

2. F. H. Bradley, Essays on Truth and Reality (Oxford,
1914), p. 325. A. C. Ewing, a most sympathetic expost-
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tor of idealist thought, stresses ‘the impossibility of dis-
pensing with the relation described, perhaps very
inadequately, as correspondence if we are to give any
account of truth that applies to the truths known by us.
The strength of the correspondence theory lies in the
fact that a judgment is at once different from and yet
dependent for its correctness on the object judged
about. Whatever metaphysical view we adopt as to the
ultimate nature of knowledge and reality we are forced
to admit this fact ... (Ewing, op. cit., p. 201). For a
fuller discussion of Bradley's position in the quoted
passage see pp. 201-2 of Ewing’s book.

3. Ewing, op. cit., p- 198. Ewing takes great pains
to show that an idealist—even one strongly inclined to
a coherentist approach——need not reject the correspon-
dence theory of truth: ‘It is true that, when we know,
we know real facts, not merely ideas or propositions,
but there is no difficulty in reconciling this with the
other circumstance emphasized by the correspondence
theory, namely that when we do know anything there is
a special relation between the fact known and a certain
factor in our cognitive process, which relation differen-
tiates the latter from error. Whatever else it is, knowing
must involve bringing our minds into accordance with
reality, and this is also the case with right opinion. It is
this that the correspondence theory rightly emphasises
as the essential purpose of cognition’ (ibid., p. 204).

4. On the Continent there were rather more ideal-
ists, Carlo Gentile perhaps the most prominent among
them. In his review of Blanshard’s The Nature of Thought
(London, 1939), published in Mind in 1944 (53, 75-85),
Ewing wrote: ‘It is a generation since any such sympa-
thetic large-scale defence of what, for want of a better
name, I shall call idealistic epistemology has been pub-
lished’ {pp. 75-6).

5. Some idealists had already given up the coher-
ence theory. J. M. E. McTaggart, one of the central
figures of later British idealism, rejected the coherence
in favour of the correspondence theory of truth.

6. ‘Die physikalische Sprache als Universalsprache
der Wissenschaft’, Erkenntnis, 2 (1931/2), 432-65, Tr.
by M. Black in R. Carnap, The Unity of Science (London,
1934).

7. Cf. Carnap, op. cit., pp. 439 ff. (Unity of Science,
pp- 47 ff.).

8. ‘Protokolisitze’, Erkenntnis, 3 (1932/3). Tr. by F.
Schick as ‘Protocol Sentences’ in A. . Ayer (ed.), Logical
Positivism (Glencoe, Ill., 1959), pp. 201-4.

9. Ibid., p. 208.
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Schlick in a paper ‘Uber das Fundament der Er-
kenntnis’, Erkenninis, 4 (1933/4), 79 ff. Neurath an-
swered Schlick in ‘Radikaler Physikalismus und
“wirkliche Welt” ’, ibid., 346 ff. Carnap himself was won
over to Neurath’s position. For a detailed survey of the
entire controversy see C. G. Hempel, ‘On the Logical
Positivists’ Theory of Truth’, Analysis, 2 (1935), 4959,
The background of the controversy is sketched in J.
Joergensen, The Development of Logical Empiricism (Chl-—
cago, 1ll., 1951; Encyclopedia of Unified Science, vol.,
no. 9). A retrospective analysis from his own doctrina!

standpoint is given in K. R. Popper's Conjectures and
Refutations (London, 1963), pp. 267-9. See also R. W.
Ashby, ‘Basic Statements’ in P. Edwards (ed.), Encyclope-
dia of Philosophy, vol. 1 (New York, 1968), pp. 251-4.

11. H. H. Joachim, Logical Studies {London, 1906),
p. 80.

12. ‘Protokollsitze’, op. cit., p. 207. And again, ‘Ig-
noring all meamngless statements, the unified science
proper to a given historical period proceeds from prop-
osition to proposition, blending them into a self-consis-
tent system which is an instrument for successful
prediction, and, consequently, for life’ (‘Sociology and
Physicalism’, op. cit., p. 286).

13. Foundations af the Social Sciences (Chicago, 111,
1944), p. 13.

14. B. Blanshard, The Nature of Thought (2 vols.,
London, 1939); see esp. ch. 25-7 of vol IL

15. B. Blanshard, op. cit., p. 268; cf. B. Russell, The
Problems of Philosophy (London, 1912), p. 191.

16. B. Blanshard, op. cit., p. 260.

17. Blanshard sets out the argument in the follow-

ing terms: ‘As we saw at the beginning of the chapter,
there have been some highly reputable philosophers
who have held that the answer to “What is the test of
truth?” is “Coherence”, while the answer to “What is
the nature or meaning of truth?” is “Correspondence”.
These questions are plainly distinct. Nor does there
seem to be any direct path from the acceptance of co-
herence as the test of truth to its acceptance as the
nature of truth. Nevertheless there is an indirect path.
1f we accept coherence as our test, we must use it every-
where. We must therefore use it to test the suggestion
that truth # other than coherence. But if we do, we shall
find that we must reject the suggestion as leading to in-
coherence. Suppose that, accepting coherence as the
test, one rejects it as the nature of truth in favour of
some alternative; and let us assume, for example, that
this -alternative is correspondence. This, we have said,
is incoherent, one cannot intelligibly hold either that it
is tested by coherence or that there is any dependable
test at all. Consider the first point. Suppose that we
construe experience into the most coherent picture pos-
sible. ... Would the mere fact that such elements as
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